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ABSTRACT

SEX-BASED DIFFERENCES IN ENGLISH ARGUMENTATIVE TEXT:

A TAGMEMIC SOCIOLINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVE
Publication No.

Susan Lynn Peterson, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Arlington
Supervising Professor: Robert E. Longacre

This work applies insights from sociolinguistics, text-
linguistics, social psychology, women's studies, informal logic, and
tagmemic theory to the task of investigating sex-based textual dif-
ferences in argumentative text. More specifically, it (1) lays out a
means (both theoretical and methodological) of analyzing argumen-—
tative text; (2) analyzes the differences between argumentative
texts produced by university freshman women and those produced by
their male counterparts; (3) compares the findings of this analysis
to previous studies in sex-based differences in English; (4) pre-
sents a sketch of these texts' social production context with an
emphasis on sex-based social patterns in communication style and in
moral reasoning; (5) analyzes the findings in #2 in light of #4,

developing a sociolinguistic description of conductive and deductive
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arguments. In short, this work brings together the theoretical and
methodological resources necessary to do interdisciplinary socio-
linguistic analysis of argumentative text, and does some initial
analysis, which can provide direction for later more exhaustive

research into textual sex-based differences.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Problem Area

This dissertation looks at a facet of one of history's most
looked at (and most complex) topics, the differences in the social
activities of men and women. More specifically, it looks at a
particular linguistic activity, the production of argumentative texts
by men and women. The context for this research is the place where
sociolinguistics, textlinguistics, social psychology, women's stud-
ies, informal logic, and tagmemic theory meet.

Sociolinguistics is part of this research insofar as the
research is built on the sociolinguistic assumption that form and
function are a composite, that to describe linguistic structure with-
out view to the social functional context is not to describe
language. In sociolinguistic research, describing linguistic struc-
tures is only a first step; explaining those structures as social
phenomena is the second. This study will, therefore, investigate
both how male and female argumehtative texts contrast structurally
and how they arise out of their social context. Its focus is both
structural and contextual.

The word "structural" in this context refers, first of all,

to textlinguistic structures. A fundamental assumption of text-
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linguistics is that words, sentences, and other lower level ling-
uistic units cannot be understood (neither interpreted mnor struc-
turally defined) without reference to their textual context, Under
the rubric of textlinguistics, this study will look at its data—-
lexical inventories, clause and sentence structure, etc.-- in light
of textual context.

In addition to textlinguistic structures, this study will
also look at the logical structures of argumentative texts. Informal
logic will be used to discover the various kinds of logical structure
in texts. Textlinguistics can then investigate the grammatical and
syntactic devices used in natural language to encode these struc—
tures.

This structural analysis (the "-linguistic" component of
"sociolinguistics") will then be complemented by insights from social
psychology (particularly that branch that looks at the formation of
moral judgements), women's studies, sociology, cultural anthropology,
and speech theory. These fields will provide the "socio-" side of
"sociolinguistics" by providing a social and psychological context in
which the sex-based textual differences can be viewed.

In short, the general problem facing this dissertation is,
how does one design and implement a necessarily interdisciplinary
sociolinguistic strategy for investigating sex~based textual dif-

ferences in argumentative text? Within this general problem area,

then, lie various specific problems.




1.2 Specific Problem

The specific problem at issue in this dissertation can be
stated in terms of two questions: (1) What are the differences
between the argumentative texts produced by women and those produced
by men? (2) How do these differences correlate with other dif-
ferences known to exist between men and women?

The first question will be answered from within a framework
that combines textlinguistic, informal logic and sociolinguistic
description. (This method for description will be outlined in
chapter two.) The texts that will be analyzed were produced by
University of Texas at Arlington freshmen enrolled in Freshman Com—
position (ENGL 1302), in response to specific topics.

The answer to the second question must be interdisciplinary.
We will look at various fields within the social sciences and the
humanities to determine what sex-based differences have been already
discovered, and we will then compare them to the sex-based dif-
ferences that we find in argumentative text.

Even more specifically, the task of this dissertation is as
follows: (1) to lay out a means of analyzing argumentative text that
incorporates insights from textlinguistics (especially Pikean tag-
memic textlinguistics), informal logic, and sociolinguistics; (2) to
analyze the differences between argumentative texts produced by
university freshman women and those produced by their male counter—
parts; (3) to compare the findings of this analysis to previous
studies in sex-based differences in English; (4) to present a sketch

of these texts' social production context with an emphasis on

{
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sex—-based social patterns in communication style and in moral

reasoning; (5) to analyze the findings in #2 in light of #4.

1.3 Limitations and Key Assumptions

The texts that will be analyzed in this study are written
texts. Their being written gives them special characteristics that
may not be present in oral discourse (cf. Ricoeur, 1976:25ff.;
Walrod, 1983:63). We begin in our analysis with arguments as
finished products not with argumentation in process (more about this
in section 2.2.3). We do not consider the pragmatic or kinesic
aspects of argumentation. We do not look at phonology. Rather, we
begin with text and work our way back, as far as possible, into
context (again, more about this in chapter two).

Secondly, it must be said that this study, because it breaks
new ground both theoretically and methodologically, is at times
sketchy. It is sketchy because a more detailed analysis is beyond
its scope. The data that will be analyzed is limited. The number of
texts is necessarily relatively small; the group surveyed is
relatively homogeneous. Any larger or more diverse group would have
presented complications that would have made this study impractical.
Similarly, the findings in chapter three and their interpretation in
chapter four are not meant to be taken for a detailed statistical
analysis. They are, rather, meant to be taken as a broad picture of
the systematic differences between men's and women's arguments and of

the argumentative factors that inform such differences. This study

claims only to be a beginning; eventually, more data will have to be
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analyzed (and data from a wider sampling), and results will have to
be better systematized. Eventually we may be able to make
society-wide generalizations and to back them with rigorous
statistical evidence. But that is not the task of this dissertation.
Its task is to begin to'bring together the theoretical and methodo-
logical resources mnecessary to do an interdisciplinary socio-
linguistic analysis of argumentative text, and to ﬂdo some initial
analysis, which can provide direction for later more exhaustive
research into textual sex-based differences.

Thirdly, the texts that will be analyzed aré samples of
writing produced by white middle-class young adults. Labov (1972)
has demonstrated that economic level is a sociolinguistic variable.
Carlson (1971:275-6) maintains that sex-based differences in language
use are different for Blacks, Asians, and Amerindians. The
conclusions of this study, therefore, must be limited to only
argumentative text produced by white middle-class young adults.

Finally, a definition is necessary. Throughout  this
dissertation, the words "sex" and "sex-based" will be used. Oakley
(1972:16) describes how "sex", in the narrower sense, refers to
biological differences between male and female, whereas "gender"
refers to cultural differences, the differences between masculinity
and femininity. In the broader sense, however, "sex" is a label that
encompasses both "sex" in the narrower sense and "gender" (Oakley,
1972:17-18). It is in this broader sense that the word "sex" will be
used here. This sense makes no attempt to separate biology from

culture, for in practice they are rarely separate.




1.4 Tmportance and Contributions to Knowledge

This dissertation will make contributions primarily to three
fields within the humanities: textlinguistics, women's studies, and
informal logic. These contributions include expansion of theory,
development of new research techniques, and compilation and inter-
pretation of new data.

The contributions to textlinguistics 1lie mainly in the
expansion of existing theory and methodology. Insights from socio-
linguistics, philosophy, and informal logic will be joimed with
present textlinguistic theory and methodology to provide a framework
for the analysis of argumentative text. This framework will take
into account the sociolinguistic variables in the production process
that lies behind textual variables in argument as product.

The next area of contribution is to women's studies. In the
area of sex-based differences in language, virtually all of what has
been written has had its basis in sentence level constructions, para-
linguistic communication, or in folk linguistics. Very 1little has
been done with the differences in text (particularly nonnarrative
and/or nonliterary text) produced by men and women. It is one of the
goals of this dissertation to help to rectify this situation by means
of a rudimentary Ilinguistic description of the grammatical and
referential differences in argumentative texts produced by women and
those produced by men. This study will also begin to investigate
common stereotypes about women's logic to see what basis they have in
fact. 1In short, its contribution to women's studies will be to begin

to pinpoint some of the differences in the ways men and women seek to
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persuade others in written language and to place these differences in
the larger context of sex-based differences in acculturation.

Finally, in the area of informal logic, this dissertation
contributes to both theory and methodology. First, it further
expands the theory underlying informal Ilogic's concern for argu—
mentative context by presenting a model of argument production in
which social aspects of argumentative context are crucial. It then
presents a methodology for tracing argumentative textual variants
back to their genesis in the production context. Secondly, this
dissertation looks at argument types, especially conductive
argumentation, giving a more detailed description of the social and
linguistic characteristics of conductive argumentation than has
previously been developed. Methodologically, this dissertation
focuses more on linguistic structure of argument than do most
informal logic studies. It begins to define linguistically the

logical structures that informal logic uses in its analysis.

<«

1.5 Synopsis of Chapters

The first chapter of the body of this dissertation (labelled
chapter two) contains the theoretical foundation for the rest of the
study. It includes a summary, critique, expansion and synthesis of
relevant aspects of textlinguistic (with a focus on Pikean tag—
memics), informal logic, and sociolinguistic theory.

Chapter three includes an analysis of fifty-six argumentative
paragraphs produced by fifty-six different university freshmen.

These paragraphs are analyzed for a range of grammatical devices,
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lexical inventory, and referential and grammatical text structure
(i.e. argument structure). Differences between texts produced by
women and those produced by men are noted.

Chapter four investigates the larger context in which the
arguments analyzed in chapter three were produced. Work being done
in psychology, speech communication, women's studies, linguistics and
other areas within the human studies helps us paint a picture of the.
broad social context that may have given rise to the sex-based
differences in the arguments.

Chapter five looks at the descriptive findings of chapter
three in light of the social backdrop described in chapter four.
Sociolinguistic interpretations of the sex-based variants are made in
light of the theory set down in chapter two.

Chapfer six is a summary.. It also suggests areas for further

research.




CHAPTER II

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

As was discussed in the introduction, the theoretical base
for this study is interdisciplinary. Of the three theoretical
frameworks for argument analysis it uses (tagmemic text linguistics,
sociolinguistics, and informal logic) no one, in itself, is adequate
for the task of sociolinguistic analysis of argument. The purpose of
this chapter is to demonstrate why these theoretical frameworks are
inadequate in themselves for this task. It will show the places in
which tagmemic text linguistics (particularly Pikean tagmemics) is
lacking in its resources for handling argumentative text. It will
show why sociolinguistics can lend insight into argument as a product
of a social context but not as a social process. And it will show
how the relationship between argument-as-product and argumentation-—
as—process creates problems for argument analysis that informal logic
(at this point in its development) has not dealt with satifactorily.
The task of this chapter is to look at the shortcomings as well as
the strengths of these three theories, to compare them, and, finally
(and most importantly), to synthesize them into a workable theory and
method for the analysis of persuasive text.

In order to accomplish this task, we need a scheme for

interdisciplinary comparison and synthesis. The old saying goes,
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"You can't compare apples and oranges." This is not entirely true.
Perhaps a better saying would be "you can't compare apples and
volcanic eruptions, or oranges and rock concerts." The criteria that
allow us to make the first comparison and not the second is a
principle of categorization. It dis the principle that makes
analogies possible, and it is the principle that will allow us to
compare and synthesize insights fr&m different fields within the
humanities. It says: two selected units (things, theories, methods,
etc.) have a given set of characteristics in common. They are the
characteristics that allow us to categorize the two under a common
heading (imn of section 2.1, 'methods for the analysis of
argumentative text'; in the above example, 'fruit'). This
categorization helps us to sort out relevant factors for comparison.
In the case of apples and oranges, an awareness on the part of (for
example) a horticulturist of what constitutes "fruitness" allows for
comparison between kinds of fruit. Such an awareness would include
generalizations about photosynthetic processes, conduction of food
and fluids through the plant, and the effects of weather and
chemicals. 1In the case of methods for the analysis of argumentative
text, we need to determine the essential characteristics of analysis
methods. Just as doing so in our apples/oranges analogy would keep
us from comparing apple seeds to orange peels, or orange ripening to
apple spoilage, a look at the essential characteristics of argument
analysis methods will keep us from making inappropriate or unfruitful
comparisons or syntheses.

Within the field of English as a Second Language (ESL),
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Edward Anthony (1963), and Jack C. Richards and Ted Rodgers (1982)
have presented a tripartite system—approach, methodology, and
technique-—for the analysis o% language teaching methods. Its
applicability, however, extends beyond language teaching to methods
of language analysis as well.

Approach, according to Richards and Rodgers (1982:153), "is a
theory of language and of language learning" and, it may be added, of
language observation and analysis. It is the theoretical
underpinnings of a theory or method. Methodology, (also called
"design", and described by Richards and Rodgers, 1982:153) is "a
definition of linguistics content, a specification for the selection
and organization of content, and a description of the role of the
teacher, learner, and teaching materials." It could also be (in the
context of language analysis) the delineation of particular
linguistic data and the interpretation of that data in a way
consistent with the view of language (etc.) in the corresponding
approach. The methodology is the practical statement of which
linguistic information is important (worthy of analysis) and which is
not. Finally, technique (called procedure by Richards and Rodgers,
1982:153) is concerned with the practices involved in language
teaching or analysis. It is concerned with the tools used (and how
they are used) and what one does first, second, third, etc.
Technique is the place where approach and methodology meet an actual
teaching or analysis situation. It should be noted at this point,
that the boundaries between approach, methodology, and techniques are

fuzzy. Dividing a method into these three parts is often a call of
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judgement. But a taxonomy that is imprecise or one that "leaks" is
more useful for our purposes than none at all.

The tripartite distinction of approach, methodology, and
technique is useful to us in the following way. We group tagmemic
text linguistics, informal Ilogic, and sociolinguistics under the
common heading "methods for the analysis of persuasive text." We
then say that-if all three can be called "methods", the category
system of approach, methodoiogy, and technique is applicable and can
serve as an aid in comparison and synthesis of the three methods.
Using this system we then compare approach to approach, methodology
to methodology, and technique to technique. The tripartite
distinction of approach, methodology, and technique becomes a
heuristic that will decrease the chances of unfruitful comparison.

Using this heuristic, each of the three methods will be
analyzed in turn for: (1) Approach--What does this method say about
the nature of language, language use, and observation of language?
(2) Methodology--How does one select and organize data for analysis?
or Through what methodological grid is language data viewed?
(3)Technique--Because  technique springs from approach and
methodology, because it is, more than the other two, often tailored
to the analysis/teaching situation, and because this section of the
dissertation deals mainly with theory and not as much with practice,
techniques will be presented, illustrated in the analysis section

(chapter three) and not here.
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2.1 Tagmemics

Tagmemics is the school of linguistic theory and analysis
founded by Kenneth L. Pike, expanded upon by Robert E. Longacre,
Larry and Linda K. Jones, and others, many, but not all, of whom are
associated with the Summer Institute of Linguistics. Though insights
from tagmemics have found their way into composition  theory,
anthropology, rhetoric, language teaching, and other fields, this
study will mainlf incorporate tagmemic text theory as presented by
Pike. Insights of other tagmemicists and other textlinguists will be

brought in as applicable, but the bulk of the material will be

Pikean.l
2.1.1 Existing Approach

Tagmemics' views on the nature of language, i.e., its
approach, have grown out of the work of members of the Summer
Institute of Linguistics, who work in over 1000 languages, describing
and learning other languages, writing them down, translating,
developing literacy programs, etc. Pike and Pike (1982:xiidi)
describe the development of tagmemic theory this way:

The theory ... is [an] attempt to explain why it is possible, at
all, to train a student to be prepared to enter a language which
neither student nor instructor has ever studied or heard. Tt
should be clear that no such technique could have been possible
unless human nature across language barriers is in some sense
uniform. This uniformity the theory attempts to capture. The
theory's postulates, therefore, are affirmations about the
universals of human nature, universals which work out through
language (and also through nonlinguistic behaviour) so that there
is a continuity of pattern from language to ceremony, from speech
to football, from the design of automobiles to the structure of
algebraic systems.
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The elements of tagmemic theory (approach) that will be considered in
this section are: (1) the place of observer perspective in language
analysis; (2) the notions of particle, wave and field as ways of
viewing language; and (3) the relationship between linguistic and

{
nonlinguistic behavior. i

2.1.1.1 Observer Perspective

Tagmemics recognizes that linguists are human beings with
limited perspectives. What they see therefore will depend, to a
great degree, on what they are looking at. If a phenomenon is too
large or multifaceted to be comprehended from one perspective, a
linguist, like any other individual, will necessarily have to turn
away from some details in order to examine others. Tagmemics'
"observer perspective", then, is the postulate which says that
individuals can see life only through their own eyes; what they 1look
at, where they look for it, and when and how they look at it all
influence what they see. This informs Pike's definition of theory.
He says (1982:5):
A theory is like a window. The intellect, in order to get
outside itself and to interpret the sense data impinging on the
body, needs in advance some kind of idea of the way in which the
data may turn out to be organized. Them it can search for a
pattern. A theory in this sense is directional.... By 1looking
out of a south window we get one view, but out of a north window
a different view. Both lead to a partial insight into one's
surroundings, but in different directioms. Sometimes, however,
the same view may be seen through two different windows.
Similarly, different theories may each contribute insight into
the nature of patterns of language. If we look at the same

pattern through different theories, we may see different aspects
of a pattern.

Because the intellect must have some theory in order to get outside
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itself, and because no one theory can deliver a view of all sides of
a phenomenon, tagmemics claims not to describe a phenomenon as it is,
but rather as it is observed (cf. Pike, "Wherein Lies 'Talked-About'
Reality?", 1981). Pike and Pike say (1982:321),
Tagmemics does not discuss the "thing-in-itself"--i.e., it does
not discuss items or events abstracted entirely from perception
or from speech,... but treats only items-in-relation to some
observer, perceiver, or imaginer; the nature of the thing as it
is apart from the perceiver or discussant is not a part of
tagmemic analysis.... The theory neither affirms nor denies the
presence of items apart from an observer; it is merely silent
about them.
Tagmemics' view of observer perspective also influences its
views about formalism. Tagmemics tends toward a prose account of
data for the following reason (Jones, 1980:78):
Tagmemics maintains that it is not possible to formalize all the
relevant facts of language in as strict a fashion as can be done
for, say, matter with the laws of physics. It must be recognized
that there are limits to formalizing language, such that no
uniform representational system can hope to accommodate all the
relevant facts of a language.

In short, tagmemics uses a certain amount of formalism (as in Pike

and Pike, 1982) while acknowledging both the limits of formalism and

the merits of prose description of linguistic phenomena.

So then, tagmemics' views on formalism, on the
"thing-in-itself", and on theory are related to the observer

perspective postulate. The notion that our perspective determines to

a great degree what we see is a central part of tagmemic theory.

2,1.1.2 Particle, wave, and field

Among the perspectives that an observer can take are the

particle view, the wave view, and the field view (Pike, 1959:37).
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The view of language as made of particles, is closest to the common
lay view of language (eg., that words are made up of letters,
sentences of words, etc.). In this view the pieces of language are
distinct and have sharp boundaries. The wave view, by contrast, sees
a linguistic string not as a row of bricks cemented together but as a
wave. In a wave, one can determine the highest point of a crest or
the lowest point of a trough, but the boundaries between crests and
trough are not discernible because they blend into each other. The
third view, that of field, sees language as a complex system of
interwoven parts and wholes where no part exists apart from its
function in the whole. This last view sees language as systematic.
For practical purposes, Pike has combined these three views
of language with the notion of structural meaning or "role" (eg., the
classes '"subject" and ‘"predicate" are roles in that they are
structural features of a sentence that convey meaning) to create the
four-celled tagmeme. (For more information on the development of the
tagmeme see Pike, 1983:104-121.) The four-celled tagmeme is
illustrated in figure 1 (cf. Pike and Pike, 1982:33).

SLOT I CLASS

ROLE I COHESION
Fig. 1. The Four—celled Tagmeme

In this system, class corresponds to particle, slot to wave, and
cohesion to field (with role being structural meaning) (Pike,
1982:75). 1In other words, ciass looks at a particular unit being

considered; slot at its immediate context (its place within a wave of




17
context); and cohesion at its broader context or network of
relationships. Slot is where; class is who or what; role is why; and
cohesion is how, particularly how is this unit related to something
or how is it governed by something.

In short, an observer may see any given grammatical,
phonological, or referential unit as particle, wave or field.
Practically, these different perspectives on a unit are noted

systematically using the four-celled tagmeme.

2.1.1.3 Linguistic and other behavior

Particle, wave and field, however, are not only perspectives
on linguistic behavior. They are also ways of looking at any kind of
purposeful human behavior. Jones (1980:18) says,

At the heart of tagmemic theory is the assertion that language is
an integral part of human behavior. That is, language is best
analyzed and understood as one aspect—-closely related to other
aspects——of human behavior. Tagmemics is rather unique in that
its most basic principles, or axioms, are claimed to hold for all
human behavior including, but not limited to, language....
Consequently, tagmemics rejects any strictly mentalistic view of
language.

Tagmemic postulates have found their way into anthropology,
composition theory, rhetoric, second language teaching, stylistics,
and Biblical studies, in addition to linguistics proper. This

flexibility makes tagmemic theory particularly useful for an

interdisciplinary dissertation.

2.1.2 Existing Methodology

We turn now to tagmemic methodology, that is: How does

tagmemics select and organize data for analysis? This section will
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concentrate on methodologies for sequencing and defining units within

the referential hierarchy.2

2.1.2.1 Referential units

To date, the most complete published statement regarding the
tagmemic account of referential units is found in Kenneth L. Pike's

Linguistic Concepts (1982). He speaks of these units in terms of

their place in the referential hierarchy. Lower in the hierarchy are
referential identities. These correspond to, but are different from,
lexical names in the following way:

There is a further crucial difference between grammatical and
referential units at this point. The lexical item Socrates must
remain as a noun, the same noun, in all its occurrences. But as
simultaneously representing--for the moment--a referential item,
it has great flexibility of paraphrase without loss of its
referential identity, even though it is no longer a noun. (98)

Higher in the hierarchy is "action affirmed" (98), which is an event
and the items involved in an event. This event is then distributed

into higher levels:

An event may be a part of a larger event, which in turn is part
of a still large event. In addition, a more complex situation
frequently is relevant on the higher level: Two "separate"
events may be occurring at the same time, which later turn out to
merge into a single event ... Such a merging event complex also
serves as a unit of the referential hierarchy analogous to the
complex sentence (or even higher unit) of grammar. (99)

Though there are correspondences between the grammatical and
referential hierarchies, the two are not necessarily isomorphic:

It is [also] important not to confuse correctness of formation of

a sentence grammatically with truth relative to a particular

referential framework. A statement can be factually correct, or

true, even though badly stated. (105)

That is to say that a statement may be grammatically well-formed and
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still be incongruous with a particular universe of discourse. For
example, the now infamous "Colorless green ideas sleep furiously" is
grammatically well-formed but not referentially well-formed: it is a
grammatical sentence but does not coincide with any universe of
discourse within which we are accustomed to operating.

These two descriptions of referential units (developed mainly
through work with narrative and expository texts) give us at least
two tagmemic methodological statements which can be applied to
argumentation. First, they offer us a notion of hierarchy in which
lower level units, referential identities, combine to form higher
level units. Second, they also caution us against expecting

isomorphism between grammar and reference.

2.1.2.2 Referential sequencing

We now look at sequencing (i.e., the criteria that determine
the sequence of units, usually encoded by sentences, in a text). The
relationship between identities and higher levels in a hierarchy
(such as was described above) is not implicitly temporal or spatial.
That is, when we say that several smaller events combine to form a
larger event, we are making no specific claim about the temporal
relationship or spatial relationship between these events. We are
only making a statement about how the parts are distributed into the
whole. For example, to say that an inning in baseball is made up of
several actions (including pitches, hits, strikes, catches, throws,
etc.) is to say nothing about the sequence of those events. Yet we

know in real 1life that there must be a temporal and spatial
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relationship between events because events necessarily occur within
space and time. So then as a part of reference, in addition to
hierarchy, we must be able to deal with some kind of sequencing or
grouping of identities and events. -

The earliest work dealing with referential sequencing has
been done using narrative text. Narrative seems to be particularly
amenable to analysis of sequencing because the rationale behind the
ordering of its events (which are its basic referential units) is
generally temporal and/or spatial.3 Among those working with
narrative sequencing are Joseph Grimes (1975:35), who discusses the
various temporal topologies which may comprise part of the reference
of narrative. Similarly, Robert Longacre (1980: 131ff.) discusses
the various kinds of temporal overlap and succession used in
discourse of all kind, especially narrative. Gerard Gennette
(1980:33£ff.) discusses the interrelation between "narrative time" and
"story time", focusing mainly on anachronisms. Susan Westrum (1976)
proposes a particular kind of temporal mapping (which looks at the
interrelation of time and character activity) as a useful tool in the
analysis of stories. Mapping of events as performed by participants
in a given time frame is also the methodology used by Pike and Pike
(1983) in their "Bathtub Navy" material. Many others, too numerous
to mention, from the fields of text 1linguistics, literature,
stylistics, etc. have found temporal analysis to be a useful tool in
the study of narrative text.

A possible reason why temporal analysis serves so well as a

methodology for narrative referential research can be seen in Willard
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Van Orman Quine's Word and Object (1980). Quine says, "Our ordinary

language shows a tiresome bias in its treatment of time. Relations
of date are exalted grammatically as relations of position, weight,
and color are not" (170). From a linguistic standpoint, this "bias"
can sometimes be seen in a highly developed tense system and a
propensity for a large inventory of temporal expressions (for example
in Germanic and Romance languages and in some of the languages of
Papua New Guinea (Longacre, 1980:131)). Yet even in those languages
not having elaborate tense structures, there are always means for
distinguishing temporal succession from temporal overlap (Longacre,
1980:131). Natural language does indeed have "bias" toward temporal
relations. Because of this "bias", temporal relations can be readily
discerned in texts recounting events, and temporal analysis proves
itself a highly valuable tool that Ilends great insight dinto the
referential structure of these texts.

Another methodology that has proven useful in the referential
analysis of narrative text is the analysis of spatial relatioms.
This methodology is demonstrated in Lillian Howland's
"Communicational Integration of Reality and Fiction" (1981).
Howland's article demonstrates the charting of spatial relationship
of events as they progress from location to location within the
narrative (eg., "patio, inner-room, living room, porch" in the Carib
story Howland analyzes). She demonstrates how these locations and
the spatial relations between them form the skeleton of the
referential component of the Carib narrative and how these spatial

relations are relatively easily gleaned from the text. Similarly,
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Nils Erik Enkvist (1981:100ff.) demonstrates how texts may be
structured to be iconic of experience of spatial relations. Helen
Dry (1981) notes the interrelationship between events and changes in
locations (and also states), and the way this interrelation causes a
forward movement of narrative time. Grimes (1975:52ff.), under the
heading of "non-events in discourse" describes the various ways that
descriptions of locations can function as "settings." Analysis of
spatial relations proves in these studies and in many others to be a
crucial component of narrative analysis.

Again Quine (1980:1) offers a possible explanation for the
relative ease with which the spatial components of a text can be
anaiyzed:

Linguistically, and hence conceptually, the things in the
sharpest focus are the things that are public enough to be talked
about publicly, common and conspicuous enough to be talked about
often, and near enough to sense to be quickly identified and
learned by name; it is to these that words apply first and
foremost. .
Locations, by this criteria, would be easily named and so easily
referred to. Because of this, and because locations typically play
an important role in narration, spatial referential analysis of
narrative text is relatively easy.

On the basis of what we have just seen, we can say that
temporal and spatial relations are natural factors to consider when
analyzing the referential structure of narrative text. However, we

need to look at whether consideration of these factors would prove

fruitful to nonnarrative analysis. (This will be done in section

2.1.3.2.)
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2.1.3 Expanded Approach and Methodology

In this section we attempt to add to and modify the
theoretical framework presented in sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 in order
to handle the largest amount of data in the most useful (for our
purposes) way. Working from the known to the unknown by analogy, and
borrowing ideas from other thinkers as they prove beneficial, we will
build an approach and methodology consistent with the above theory

yet expanded to deal with argumentative text.

2.1.3.1 Referential units

In light of the discussion about referential units in section
2.1.2.1, we can see that in narrative text, lower level referential
identities are most often participants, props and locations, things
common and public. It was probably these notions that Pike had in
mind when he developed the notion of "a wave of meaning of a lexical
item" (1982:119). This notion says any given lexical item will have
a central meaning (corresponding to the analogous peak of the wave)
and other marginal meanings. Regarding the central meaning, Pike
says:

The central meaning will usually be considered the one which is
learned earliest in life, is used most frequently, is the most

physical in its reference, and is used analytically as the most

convenient basis for descriptive order or rule derivation.
(1982:120)

He illustrates this principle using the term run (120). The central
meaning of run (according to Pike (1982:120)) is to run "on feet to
or from a place." This meaning is the meaning most physical in its

reference, the earliest learned in life, and the most frequent in
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usage. Marginal meanings are found in "to run a business" and "to
run a temperature," both of which are less physical in reference and
less frequently used.

Pike has demonstrated how well his notion of central meaning
applies to something as concrete as run. Yet, problems could arise
when it is applied to something more abstract, for example, to the
discussion of virtue in Plato's Meno. In the Meno, Socrates and Meno
use dialectic to try to ascertain the meaning of the word virtue.
The first time that Socrates asks Meno for a definition Meno
responds:

First, if you want the virtue of a man, it is easy to say that a
man's virtue consists of being able to manage public affairs and
in doing so to benefit his friends and harm his enemies and to be
careful that no harm comes to himself; if you want the virtue of
a woman, it is not difficult to describe: she must manage her
home well, preserve its possessions, and be submissive to her
husband; the virtue of a child whether male or female is
different again, and so is that of an elderly man, if you want
that, or again if you want that of a free man or a slave. And
there are very many other virtues so that one is not at a loss to
say what virtue is. There is a virtue for every action and every
age, for every task of ours and every one of us--and Socrates,
the same is true for wickedness. (71e-72a)

Here we see a very physically oriented description of virtue. Virtue
is described in terms of outward observable actions of the virtuous
person. However, Socrates is displeased with the definition. He
states his objections like this:

I seem to be in great luck, Meno; while I am looking for one
virtue, I have found you to have a whole swarm of them. But,
Meno, to follow up on the image of swarms, if I were asking you
what is the nature of bees, and you said that they were many and
of all kinds, what would you answer if I asked you: "Do you mean
that they are many and varied and different from one another in
so far as they are bees? Or are they no different din that
regard, but in some other respect, in their beauty, for example,
or their size or in some other such way?" Tell me, what would
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you answer if thus questioned?

Meno: T would say that they do not differ from one another
in being bees....

Socrates: The same is true in the case of virtues. Even if
they are many and various, all of them have one and the same form
which makes them virtues, and it is right to look to this when
one is asked to make clear what virtue is. (72a-d)

For the abstract noun virtue, Socrates is not c;ntent with a physical
and denotative definition. Rather he is looking for an abstract and
connotative one. He seems to be looking for a central meaning by
which actions may be judged to be virtuous or not, but that central
meaning does not seem to be physical or simple. Socrates seems to be
searching for the "idea" or "form" of virtue, and that "form" is, by
definition, not physical.

The difference between Socrates's search for the central
meaning of the word virtue and Pike's determination of the central
meaning of the word run nudges us to consider the possible
differences between the referential component of physical identities
and that of abstract identitig§. In order to consider these
differences, we must back up and consider the differences between the
way we perceive and structure the two kinds of identities. At this
point we begin to borrow from other theories and to work by analogy
for we have reached the frontiers of established Pikean tagmemic
theory and practice. The following charts represent a schema of
perception and structuring. The first (figure 2) is a representation
of well established tagmemic phonology (cf. Robinson, 1978; Pike,
1947; Mayers, 1978). The second (figure 3) is an analogous chart for

the perception of referential identities. Many of the ideas in the

second represent a synthesis of Kant, Cassirer, and Kuhn's views of
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perception.

In the first diagram (figure 2), stimuli, sound waves, are
produced by the speech mechanism. The stimuli are received by the
hearer and are segmented etically5 etically the perceptual mechanism
into phones.6 These phones are then seen in the context of two
different systems, the phonetic chart, and the words in which they
are found. Through paradigmatic contrast, those phonetically similar
segments that are in contrast in similar or the same enviromment in
the word are said to be etically significant. This principle of emic
contrast must play a part in both the production and in the reception
of phonetic strings, for it is in discerning contrast that we
distinguish one meaningful unit from another (or create a meaningful
unit that can be distinguished from others).

The secoﬂd diagram (figure 3) is quite similar to figure 2.
In it the individual's perceptual mechanism receives stimuli from the
thing-in-itself in keeping with the physical laws governing the light
and sound waves. Regarding such perception, Kuhn (1970:192) says,
"if two people stand at the same place and gaze in the same
direction, we must, under pain of solipsism, conclude that they
receive closely similar stimuli." These stimuli, once received by
the ph&sical mechanisms, are filtered through the perceptual
mechanism. Philosophers are at variance about the nature of this
perceptual mechanism. Kant and Cassirer (a neo-Kantian) would say
that it is the "place" where stimuli mix with the a priori or

universal values. It is here that we make fundamental judgements
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about a thing, judgements such as substance (Kant, 1929:44-5),
temporality, and spatial relations. Kuhn (1970:193), on the surface
of things, would disagree. He says,

The route from stimuli to sensation is in part conditioned by

education. Individuals raised in different societies behave on

some occasions as though they saw different things. if we were

not tempted to identify stimuli one to one with sensations, we

might recognize that they actually do so.
Kant, therefore, sees the stimuli mixing with universal values,
whereas Kuhn see them passing through a route conditioned by
education.

This difference betwéen Kuhn and Kant, however, may be
reconcilable. It could be that Kant is speaking of a more
rudimentary process than Kuhn. Kant is speaking of universals of
human perception. These universals are the same as (or very similar
to) what modern researchers are examining in the newly sighted.
These researchers are finding (Dillard, 1974:25-9) that individuals
who have been blind since birth, and who have subsequently received
sight through surgery do not immediately process the visual stimuli
they receive in terms of categories of quality, quantity, relation,
and modality (cf. Kant). Rather they only receive sensations, a one
dimensional plethora of unsorted color impressions. Though they can
look at things in the same way as normal individuals do, they do not
see things in the same way. On the basis of these findings, and on
the basis of their observation of babies, these researchers are now
positing that the sorting of stimuli into perceptions is a learned

process, one that all normal human beings learn, and that once

learned cannot be unlearned. So in a sense, Kant is supported by
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modern research in his claim that there are "universals" of
perception. There do seem to be things that all normal human beings
(except for, perhaps, the youngest infants) do in their sorting of
stimuli.

But there are ways in which we view the world that are not
universal, but rather culturally specific. These ways seems to be
what Kuhn is referring to in the above quotation. One example is the
dividing of the color spectrum. A Dakota (Sioux) Indian looking at

the range of the spectrum that we in English call blue and green will

see only one color, to (Peterson, 1980:7-8). Some would claim, on
the basis of evidence like th%s, that it is not universal categories
(as in Kant) that structure our perception; it is, rather,
sociolinguistic conventions and context (also called "paradigms," cf.
Kuhn, 1970) that do so. To make this claim, however, is to ignore a
crucial point: we cannot "unlearn" the way we see (or at least we
cannot conduct our daily lives in a state of unlearning without
walking into furniture and falling off balconies as the above
mentioned newly sighted people have been known to do), but we can
change what we notice. We can expand our sociolinguistic context by
learning a new language, dialect or jargon or by living within a new
culture. We can even, by being reflective about our present context,
become aware of its limitations: the Dakota who stops to think about
it, or who comes to need the distinction, will distinguish between
(Dakota) so to, 'sky blue', and pezhito to, 'grass blue'.

So then, we can see three levels of empirical observation:

the mechanical, the perceptual, and the paradigmatic. The mechanical
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we come equipped with at birth It is the taking in of stimuli
through the five senses. The perceptual (the ability to sort stimuli
in terms of Kant's "universal" values) we learn after birth im ways
still wunknown, and the paradigmatic we gain along with our
acculturation, from language and cultural conventions.

Observation of the empirical world, however, yields only
concrete referential identities. Outside stimuli, going exclusively
through the empirical observation process, cannot yield abstract
concepts. Rather, these concepts arise in some way from social
values when the conceptual analogue of the perceptual mechanism sorts
through the flurry of social value stimuli, preparing them for
paradigmatic contrast. The difference between these two tracks
channeling into the contrast mechanism is similar to the difference
between '"nature concepts" and “culture concepts" in Cassirer
(1960:ch.3).

Regarding cultural concepts, Cassirer (1960:139) speaks of a

1" 1

process called "abstraction, or "ideative

concepts by abstraction,'
abstraction." He became aware of the necessity of such a notion in a
way similar to the way we have (i.e., he became aware of the
differences between the process by which we arrive at concrete

concepts and the process by which we arrive at abstract concepts).

More specifically, im Burckhardt's Civilization of the Renaissance,

he discovered a classic portrait of the man of the Renaissance; vyet
he could find no single individual who possessed all the traits
delineated by Burckhardt. Cassirer (1960:139) says:

Burckhardt could not have given his image of 'the man of the
Renaissance' without relying upon an immense amount of factual
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"material in support of it. The wealth of this material and its

, Erustworthiness astonish us again and again as we study his work.

'But the kind of ‘'conspectus' he executes, the historical

synthesis he gives is wholly different in kind from that of
empirically acquired concepts of nature. If we wish to speak of

"abstraction" here it is that we are dealing with that process

‘which Husserl characterized as "ideirende abstraction." That the

result of such an "ideirende abstraction" could ever be brought
to coincide with any concrete case--this can neither be expected
nor demanded.
According to Cassirer, therefore, there is a kind of abstraction that
is characterized not by paradigmatic contrast (as in induction), but
rather by a common spirit or "unity of direction."

. Since we find differences between abstract and concrete
referential identities (in the source of stimuli giving rise to them)
we would also expect to find fundamental differences in the way the
two are best analyzed in referential analysis. We cannot tie
abstract concepts solely to the encoder's perception of them in the
real world. We must have some way of tying them to their cultural
context by noting the network of social values which form the
cohesion cell for such concepts. And we must investigate the means
by which humans abstract out particle-like concepts from their field

structure. This study can only begin to scratch the surface of some

of these issues.

2.1.3.2 Referential Sequencing

5 The second problem, in addition to the problem of abstract
concepts, is the difficulty of referential sequencing. In narrative,
as has already been discussed, referential sequencing and grouping
has been based mainly on chronology and spatial arrangement. In

nonnarrative, however, these concepts are of limited usefulness.
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Consider, for example, the classic syllogism:

All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.

9>Socrates is mortal.

No ;patial relationship between these terms can be found. Though
some kind of temporal relationship can be seen between the
statements--Socrates’s 1life span covered certain years, and the
statement "all men are mortal" obtains throughout time--these
relationships lend little or nothing to the understanding of the
argument as a whole.7

So then, the referential sequencing of argumentative text is
not necessarily temporal or spatial, but neither would we expect it
to: be unsequenced. Victor Vitanza (1979:270-4), speaking of
exﬁository paragraphs, cites research that demonstrates that "much
like the sentences that compose them, [expository paragraphs] are
uniformly structured:" This structuring, which includes such phases
as*"topic, restriction, and illustration,” appears to be referential
structuring. Similarly, Beekman and Callow, (1974:286-312), Longacre
(1980:111ff.), and others discuss structures that may be found
non-narrative text. Because argumentation, like expository texts,
employs typical structures (such as topic, illustration, etc.) as
well as a range of structural cues not used in exposition, we might
expect that just as narrative encodes temporal or spatial movement,
noénarrative (exposition and argumentation both) encodes some kind of
mental or conceptual movement.

Before looking at this movement, however, we need a working

definition of argument. Consider the following as a possible
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four-celled tagmemic definition:

the range of acceptable a logical ordering of
) argumentative structures propositions with teleological
(in logic: valid argument movement toward a conclusion
types)
purpose for arguing the real-life engagement
of individuals with varying
¢ social values in argumentation

Fig. 4. A Four-celled Tagmemic Definition of Argument

Here we have in the class cell a minimal description of argument:
propositions, ordering based on reason, and movement toward a
conclusion (all marked/encoded by appropriate surface structure
features). The argument structure (class) fits dinto an immediate
context (slot), a possible range of  acceptable structures.
Traditionally, these structures have been seen by logic as the valid
argument types. Rhetoric and informal logic, however, have recently
ingroduced the possibiiity of there being socially valid structures,
which are not necessarily in keeping with traditional 1logic (cf.
Feyerabend, 1975; Apostel, 1971; Peppinghaus, 1976). In fact,
ac;ording to work done in speech communication, traditional validity
structure may be less important to the common person than social
validity structures are (Bettinghaus, 1968:157; McCroskey, 1969).8

In the role cell we see that for each argument there is a purpose for

arguing. The cohesion cell, which conveys the broader context, in

this case holds the social and interpersonal argumentative context

from which argument springs. (This description of argument will be

expanded, illustrated, and applied in section 2.2.3.3.)
;

_ . /4
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The contrast between, on the one hand, the argument as a
particular thing having a particular structure (the fillers of the
class and slot cells) and, on the other hand, the real-life
argumentative engagement of individuals with varying social values
and reasons for arguing, taking place in a specific context, i.e.,
argumentation as process (the fillers of the cohesion and role
cells), is very close to the contrast between argument  and
argumentation as proposed by Harry Reeder (1983:2). He uses the
terms "argumentation" and "argument" for "communicative context and
abstractable content/structure, respectively." This distinction
between argument and argumentation is a valuable one, and the two
terms will be used in this way throughout the dissertation.
! . s . . .
¢ The tagmemic definition of argument described here, in which
argument is a function of an argumentative context, is similar to
Toulmin's description of argument (1958:94):
An argument is like an orgamism. It has both a gross, anatomical
structure and a finer, as-it-were physiological one. When set
out explicitly in all its detail, it may occupy a number of
printed pages or take perhaps a quarter of an hour to deliver;
and within this time or space one can distinguish the main phases
marking out the progress of the argument from the initial
statement of an unsettled problem to the final presentation of a
conclusion. These main phases will each of them OCCupy some
minutes or paragraphs, and represent the chief anatomical units
of the argument--its "organs", so to speak. But within each
paragraph, when one gets down to the level of individual
sentences, a finer structure can be recognized, and this is the
structure with which logicians have mainly concerned themselves.
It is at this physiological level that the idea of logical form
has been introduced, and it is here that the validity of our
arguments has ultimately to be established or refuted.
This statement helps us to redefine further our definition of

argument, particularly with regard to argument structure. Toulmin

tells us that the structure of the higher 1level, anatomical,

3
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constituents of argument are different in kind from the lower level,
physioclogical components. The higher level component can be seen as
"phases marking the progress of an argument," that is, the
sociolinguistic  progress, or progress toward achieving an
aréhmentative goal. This anatomical constituent is analogous to
Longacre's (1980:42ff.) "notional structure" or "plot" of narrative.
In% it different textual phases (in structured sequence) play
different roles toward the end of achieving a sociolinguistic (or in
the case of argument, argumentative) goal. The lower level
co@;onents, on the other hand, are structured by "logical form,"
i.é., validity structure. The lower (physiological) 1level, is the
level of clauses, sentences, and paragraphs. On this level
propositions are structured to create interrelations typical of valid
arguments. Because it is well accepted among tagmemic textlinguists
that patterns in lower level units signal phases in higher\ level
units,9 we can probably expect to find, in our analysis of argﬁments,
lexical and grammatical devices signaling concepgﬁal phases on both
the anatomical and physiological levels.

On this foundation, we can now proceed to make some comments
about conceptual movement (the nonnarrative analogue of narrative
ch;onology) in argument. Let us look first at an example. A "B.C."
cartoon (taken from Lindemann, 1982:65) pictures an argument set in
an argumentative context, and so can serve as an example of
conceptual movement. In the first frame of the cartoon a caveman
makes the statement, "Mankind will never master the art of

-

communication."” In the second frame he receives the response,
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"absurd," from one person, "ridiculous" from another, "tommy rot"
from a third, and "hogwash" from a fourth. To prove his point, the
cavéman, in the third frame scoops up a handful of dirt and says,
"OK. What's this?" The response comes back from the four in turn
"Ground." "Soil." "Earth." "Dirt." In the final frame, the caveman
tosses down the handful of dirt and proclaims, "The prosecution
rests."

First of all, we see that because the B.C. cartoon -is a
caricature of argumentation, we can more easily see the anatomical

T

structure. (For the same reason, however, it will be difficult to

¥
x

saf anything about its physiological structure.) The argumentation
in the cartoon can be broken down into three phases: the
presentation of the controversy, the presentation of the evidence,
and the evaluation of the evidence. These are the three principle
components of a court presentation. It is one possible way of
structuring the anatomical phases of an argument.

Secondly, we see the influence of context on argumentative
conceptual movement. Notice how the rhetorical, or argumentative,
context informs the surface structure of the argument. A tagmemic

picture of argumentative conceptual movement is shown in figure 5.

structure I argument

purpose I content

-l

Fig. 5. Argumentative Conceptual Movement
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In this diagram we see, first, how the argumentative context, the
personalities and social context involved, gives purpose to the
construction of an argument. In other words we argue (and we argue
in a certain way) because the situation and people around us dictate
that it is appropriate behavior. For example, an academic setting
may dictate that our purpose be to persuade; a family setting may
dictate that we argue to decide what to do; a church setting may use
argument for encouragement toward a particular lifestyle. Secondly,
we see that an arguer will choose an appropriate argument structure
based on the context and purpose of the argument. This argument
(slot) structure will then have certain "physiological components.
In other words, an argument is a product of its argumentative
context. It takes shape in response to that context. On the other
.hand, however, it also shapes that context. The argument,
reintroduced into the argumentative context, changes ' that context.
This reintroduction in turn may modify the overall purpose for
arguing, the structure of the argument, and the surface structure of
the argument itself, The process is cyclical. Based on this schema,
the conceptual movement of argumentation consists of determination of
purpose, structuring of ideas, decisions about substrategies, changes
in argumentative context, modifications, read justments, and
restructurings. Conceptual movement in a social context is a fluid
process whereas the static anatomical features seen in argument are a
fossil of that that process.
Viewing conceptual movement in argumentation in this way,

however, dictates that we necessarily have difficulty in our analysis
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of such movement in written arguments. Whereas argumentation is a
context which gives rise to argument, argument is the objectification
(or perhaps reificationlo) of a part of argumentation. Argumentation
is a living part of a culture; Argument is a cultural artifact. Ve
cannot study conceptual movement in itself; we can only study the
objectification of this movement in a static text. In short, we are
faced with the problem of process and product. Thé process of

argumentation involves the conceptual movement picutred in figure 6.

S
- ol

T structure l argument

purpose context

Fig. 6. Conceptual Movement in Argument Production

By contrast, in analysis we must necessarily begin with the

objectified argument and from there attempt to discern its structure,

purpose, and argumentative context. The conceptual movement of the
§

analyst follows thegpattern in figure 7.
S,

s
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structure I argument

purpose context

-~
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Fig. 7. Conceptual Movement in Argument Reception

The problem arises as we go from argument and structure to purpose
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and argumentative context. The reason for the problem lies in much
of the argumentative context's being lost as the argument takes shape
in written form. Some aspects of argumentative context that would be
useful in the interpretation of an argument are irrecoverable £from
the argument itself.

Paul Ricoeur (1976:25) calls this loss of meaning "the
detachment of meaning from the event." He sees it as a function of
writing, when "the human fact disappears,” and '"material 'marks'
convey the message" (1976:26). In the process of writing a change in
communicative content occurs. Ricoeur says that "what we write, what
we inscribe is the noema11 of the act of speaking, the meaning of the
speech event, not the event as event" (1976:27). 1In other words,
though the actual words used in conversation may be simply inscribed,
communcative content carried in the prosodic and contextual aspects
of verbal interchange must undergo a metamorphosis (ie. must be
inscribed in punctuation, din a change of word order, lexical
inventory, etc.) or be lost entirely. Through inscription, meaning
is removed from its original context; and though some of that context
may undergo the metamorphosis to find its way dinto the text, the
text, by virtue of its divorce from communicative context, stands as
a thing apart. Ricoeur calls this process the creation of "semantic

autonomy." He says of it (1976:30):

Exegesis begins with it, i.e., it unfolds its procedures within
the circumscription of a set of meanings that have broken their
moorings to the  psychology of the author, But  this
de-psychologizing of interpretation does not simply imply that
the notion of authorial meaning has lost all significance. Here
again a non-dialectical conception of the relation between event
and meaning would tend to oppose one alternative to the other.
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On the one hand we would have what W.K. Wimsatt calls the
intentional fallacy, which holds the author's intention as the
criterion for any valid interpretation of the text, and, on the
other hand, what I would call in a symmetrical fashion the
fallacy of the absolute text: the fallacy of hypostasizing the
text as an authorless entity.

Ricoeur goes on to say (1976:89-95) that interpretation has
traditionally been done in light of the historical (contextual)
production of the text. In tagmemic terms, predominant thought has
been that if a text is a thing (product, or particle in the class
cell), we best understand it by viewing it against the temporal

2 . . .
component1 of the corresponding slot cell. According to Ricoeur
(1976:89-90), this way of viewing interpretation is "historicism."
It is

the epistemological presupposition that the content of literary
works and in general of literary documents receives its
intelligibility from its connection to the social conditions of
the community that produced it or to which it was destined.
One response to historicism, according to Ricoeur (1976:90) is
"logicism." The logicist response is to maintain that "meaning"
is not an idea that somebody has in his mind. It is not a
psychic content, but an ideal object which can be identified and
reidentified by different individuals at different times as being
one and the same.
Again in tagmemic terms, to do this kind of interpretation is to cut
the class cell free from the slot cell insofar as the relation
between the two was temporal, maintaining that immediate context for
meaning was logical instead.
Ricoeur's hermeneutics, by contrast focuses on distantiation

and appropriation. Distantiation (according to Ricoeur, 1976:43ff.)

is the process by which text is divorced from its production context




42
and is exteriorized into something separate from the producer. It is
the process by which communicative content becomes a semantically
autonomous unit., Writing is often a distanciating process.
Appropriation, on the other hand, is the process by which a text is
brought into the interpreter's context. Reading is often an
appropriative process. This view of distantiation and appropriation
maintains, as does historicism, that text is a product which stems
from process. But it also maintains that a text is alienated from
its producer; it becomes a thing apart as in logicism. In
interpretation, therefore, we do not go through the text to the
author's mind (to "know him better than he knows himself," as in the
romanticist ideal)£ rather, we £find objectified fragments of the
author's mind in the text, so much a part of its fiber that the two
are inseparable. As Gadamer (in Ricoeur, 1976:93) has said, we——the
author and the reader—-"fuse horizons" at the point of the text. 1In
tagmemic terms, we would say that cohesion and slot give rise to
product in the class cell, but in our (the readers') appropriation of
product, we place it in a different tagmemic grid, interpreting it
through our own slot and cohesion. Figure 8 illustrates this process

using the four-celled tagmeme.
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structure l argument —‘\\\\\\

distantiation — autonomous

authorial argumentative text
purpose context
structure l argument
appropriation
purpose reader's
context

Fig. 8. A Tagmemic Sketch of the Process of Encoding and
Decoding Written Argument
P
To read the diagram, begin in the cohesion cell of the top
tagmeme: the place where an argument has its beginnings is in an
argumentative context (which includes situation and various
interpersonal dynamics). From with this argumentative context a
reason or purpose for arguing. It is with that purpose (and the rest
of the argumentative context) in mind that an arguer chooses an
argument structure. This structure includes logical structure,
syntactic devices, discourse grammar, etc.; and it combines with the
other linguistic and semantic components necessary for complete text
to form an argument. At times this process of argument production is
a part of the composing process (i.e., the argument takes shape
through writing and perhaps rewriting). At other times, however, the
formation of the argument takes place orally either in monologue or
in dialogue. It is then transcribed or written down from memory or
recording. Writing, therefore, may be a part of the process by which

argumentative context generates argument (in a highly literate
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society such as ours, this would seem most typical), or it may be a
separate stage after the argument has already taken form. FEither
way, it is at the point of writing that the argument becomes finally
divorced from its argumentative context and becomes a semantically
autonomous unit. That is not to say that one cannot find
sedimentation of the argumentative context in the argument: bits and
piece of the personality of the author and the context in which
he/she was writing shine through the text. It is, however,
impossible to go through argument (the text) into argumentation. One
cannot reconstruct the entire argumentative context from the remnants
of it that remain in 'the text. Rather when one attempts to
appropriate a text, one begins with a product, a thing, and not an
interpersonal situation. This argument, prior to appropriation is
nothing more than linguistic elements having a particular structure.
It is when the reader picks up the text, looks at those elements and
structure, and tries to discern from them the text's purpose (what
the text is trying to communicate, which is not, and perhaps cannot
be: isomorphic with what the author was trying to communicate) that
the text comes to mean something. Meaning implies interpretation or
communication, and interpretation implies a human element. A text
must mean something to someone; it cannot simply mean. The human
element implies a new context for the text, the interpreter's
context. DBecause interpreters see a text through their own eyes and
contexts, the decoded meaning (or in Hirsch's terms, the significance

(1976:2££.)) is not exactly the same as the meaning originally

conceived in the mind of the author. The argumentative context is
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different from the interpretive context.

This way of looking at text transmission does not say,
however, that the author's and reader's contexts are éntirely
different. On the contrary, in order for interpretation to occur
there must be a good deal of overlap between the two: overlap in
language, basic human experiences, the assumption that communication
can and should take place and that the readers' minds can and should
be changed by that communication are a bare minimum of overlap. This
way of looking at text transmission does, however, impact upon our
analysis of argument and argumentation. It shows us that a system of
analysis that does not take into account observer perspective (i.e.,
that interpretation, in addition to analysis, is accomplished by the
analyst's placing a text in a context other than its original one) is
an incomplete system, one which may begin to make statements about
argument structure, but one which will never be able to deal
thoroughly with argumentation. It also reemphasizes to us the
necessity of direct investigation of as much of the argumentative
context in which a text was produced as possible (for that context
undergoes a long process of metamorphosis before it reaches us via
the text). (We must however be cautious against the assumption that
culture is homogeneous when we have only a broad context——as is true
for many ancient texts and anonymous writing samples).

A view of textual transmission in which argument  and
argumentation are distinct offers us several advantages. First, it
allows us to account for differences in interpretation. Two readers

reading the same text, may claim that the text "means" two different
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things. They may attach different significance to it and they may
attach different social values to it. Differences in readers'
contexts allows us to account for these differences.

Second, through the notion of semantic autonomy, it accounts
for the fact that a text can be produced in a particular context at a
particular time, can live beyond that context and time into another,
and can then be appropriated by a reader of that different time and
context. It accounts for our ability to read ancient Egyptian
hieroglyphs, and to picture in our minds (with some degree of
accuracy) the events to which they refer. The notion of a text as an
independent thing allows us to account for similarities in
interpretation that cannot be traced to similarities in the readers'
contexts. Granted, we cannot directly know the text—in-itself. We
cannot see it as it would look if no one were looking at it. We
cannot know that it is, but only that we react in a certain way in
the presence of printed words. We «can, however, recognize a
semantically autonomous text as the condition for the possibility of
readers' interpretations that are similar in enough ways to allow us
to form societies that depend on written communication.

Third, this theory allows us to account for our ability to
often learn a good deal about an author by looking at his/her
writing. We cannot see directly into the mind of the author by
looking at a text. Were we able to do so, we as readers would have
access to much more of what the author saw, heard, and felt in
his/her argumentative context than we do. If the text were the

romantics' window into the author's mind, we would never have a
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situation where the reader perceives ambiguities in the text that the

writer does not perceive. In this theory, we do not claim to "

get
into" the mind of the author, with all of the problems that such a
claim engenders. Yet we do have some contact with the author. The
text as a third thing--apart from reader and writer, but accessible
to them both--acts as an interface through which information may
pass.

Fourth, it gives us a scheme through which to view the
influence of pragmatic context on text structure. By seeing
argumentation as a productive process, we can see how conceptual
movement within a text is tied very closely to the interpersonal
dynamic (the actual dynamic in a dialogue or the imagined dynamic in
a reader-based written monologuelB) that produced it. This view of
text production helps us to explain the sociolinguistic claim that

linguistic structure mirrors social context.
2.1.4 Conclusions

The theoretical stance detailed in this section offers us the
following boons to the study of argument and argumentation: (1) The
notions of particle wave and field and of structural meaning (role)
as seen in the four celled tagmeme, which enable us to systemize the
complex interrelationship of process to product in argumentation.
(2) The notion of participant observation, which is necessary to a
thorough and realistic view of interpretation of argumentationm. (3)

The notion that behavior in general may be analyzed using the same

set of principles used for linguistic behavior, which allows for
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homogeneity in our analysis of both written argument and social
argumentative context.

We still, however, lack elements of both approach and
methodology that will be necessary for this study. Specifically, we
will need a more detailed methodology for argument analysis. We will
also need a more complete taxonomic system for systematizing types of
arguments and argument structures. It is because of this lack that

we turn now to informal logic.
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2,2 Informal Logic

The second area contributing theory and methodology to this
study is informal logic. Before beginning to discuss the approach
and methodology of this field of study, some background information
would be helpful.

First, we need a tentative definition of logic. According to
the informal logicians, Johnson and Blair (1980:3),

Logic might be said to be that discipline which articulates and
refines standards (and their theoretical foundation) of right and
wrong in matters of reasoning and argumentation.
According to Irving M. Copi (1978:3-5), a more traditional logician,
logic is
the study of the methods and principles used to distinguish good
(correct) from bad (incorrect) reasoning.... The study of logic
will give students techniques and easily applied methods for
testing the correctness of many different kinds of reasoning.
According to Young, Becker and Pike in their rhetoric and composition
textbook (1970:230),
Although logic is primarily a tool for inquiry, an aid in
developing and evaluating hypotheses, it is relevant to
communication.... Logic provides the writer with guidelines for
making reasonable evaluations and for presenting them to the
reader "in the clearest most unambiguous manner."
Corbett, a neoclassical rhetorician (1971:32) says,
For the classical rhetorician, logic was an ancillary but
distinct discipline. Aristotle, for instance, spoke of rhetoric
as being "an offshoot" or "a counterpart" of logic. The speaker
might employ logic to persuade his hearers, but logic was only
one among many '"available means of persuasion.”

According to Paul Feyerabend, an epistomological anarchist

(1975:252),

By "logic" one may mean at least two different things. "Logic"
may mean the study of, or results of the study of, the structures
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inherent in a certain type of discourse. And it may mean a
particular logical system, or set of systems.

Of Feyerabend's two definitions, the first (1975:252-4), is the more
"anthropological." It is the study of what people do when they
perform work within a discipline. The second is what is more
traditionally called logic, and it is, again according to Feyerabend
(1975:254-60), stifling to research. This first kind of logic is not

unlike the logic spoken of by Ernst Cassirer in ’his Logic of the

Humanities. In the translator's preface to the English edition
(1960:xv), Clarence Smith Howe describes Cassirer's use of "logic" in
the following way:
It is a logic of style concepts, upon which we consciously, or
- unconsciously, build up our understanding of particular persons
and of historic events.... The term "logic," then, is here to be
taken as referring simply to a critical study of such type and
style concepts and not to a supposed methodology of historical
predictions or of formulas for artistic creation.
These definitions are by no means representative of all of the
plethora of views of logic. They are, however, a starting point.
They tell us that logic is a discipline, a study, a tool, a system
(though not necessarily all at the same time). As a study or a
discipline its object for study is reasoning in the context of
discourse or a discipline. As a discipline or system of thought, it
includes insights preserved from classical Greek philosophy along
with insights of those scholars trying to analyze 20th century
real-life arguments.
The question then becomes, What place does informal logic

occupy within the broader study of logic? First of all, it is a

relatively young movement (cf. Blair and Johnson, 1980:164ff.). With
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the exception of a scant handful of mavericks (like Stephen Toulmin,
Chaim Perelman, Richard Cole, and Robert Ennis), few scholars were
considering argumentation in this new light before 1968. The years
1968 through 1976 witnessed the beginnings of serious interest in the
subject and 58 articles published (according to Johnson and Blair,

1980:7). Informal Logic Newsletter (now Informal Logic) was begun in

1979. Today informal logic has come into its own as an area of both
theoretical inquiry and pedagogical importance.

What then marks off informal logic's territory within this
larger area of logic as a whole? Johnson and Blair (1980:5) cite the
following two distinctives:

First, there has been a turn in the direction of actual (i.e.,
real-life, ordinary, everyday) arguments in their native habitat
of public discourse and persuasion, together with an attempt to
deal with the problems that occur as a result of that focus.
Second, there has been a growing disenchantment with the capacity

of formal logic to provide standards of good reasoning that

illuminate the argumentation of ordinary discourse (Johmson and
Blair, 1980:5).

The distinctiveness of informal 1ogié, therefore, comes with its
emphasis on argumentation as a phenomenon of human communication, its
looking at texts that have been produced in real-life settings (as
its object for study), and its search for alternatives to formal

logic to define the structure of argument.

2.2.1 Existing Approach
Under the heading of the approach of informal logic, we
consider the questions: What does the informal logic movement 14 say
about language, particularly language used in argumentation? and How

do we propéfly observe, systematize, and study argumentation?
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Informal Logic views argument as a phenomenon of natural language and
a function of a sociolinguistic context. It studies argument, using
natural language as much as possible and giving attention to

argumentative context.

2.2.1.1 Formalism

We look now a more closely at these facets of informal
logic's approach, beginning with its focus on arguments in natural
language as opposed to traditional logic's focus om  symbolic
restatement. A crucial statement of approach in informal logic is
that natural language arguments cannot be suécessfully captured using
formal notation (cf. Blair and Johnson, 1980:x). This move away from
formalism stems from an emphasis on argument being a product of a
sociolinguistic context. This emphasis can be can be seen in the
comments of Ralph Johnson (1981:141). He says,

We do not yet possess an adequate theory of argument. Unless
that is, one conceives of a theory of argument as do authors of
formal logic texts: a set of statements (sans clutter) among
which certain inference relationships supposedly obtain. It may
be true that there are in the real world of arguments such
domesticated little creatures. Anyone who has worked at all with
arguments in their real setting knows that there are a great many
ornery beasts whose logical structure is much more complicated.
It is because of informal 1logic's move toward considering these
"ornery" arguments in their natural context that this movement has
begun to doubt formalism's value to the study of argumentation.
Because many real-life arguments are extremely difficult to formalize
(because of vagueness, ambiguities, leaps in logic, missing pieces,

etc.), informal logicians are both challenging formalization and

seeking new alternatives to it.
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One of the informal logicians challenging formal logic is

Michael Scriven (1980:148). He speak of formal logic and the advent
of informal logic in no uncertain terms:

For a long time people thought all the beasts in the logic
cages came from the real world, perhaps from a subterranean part
of it where everything ideal resided, though it wasn't as easily
seen. ' Now that we realize those weird creatures, 1like the one
called "Paradoxes of Implication," are mostly just fakes, we
should. let them fade away in peace. It releases a great deal of
valuable room. In short, logic has--with the emergence of
informal logic--been called back to its proper task, away from
pathology.... This movement is not just a way to pablumize baby
logic, it is the last hope--or at least the latest hope--to save
logic from lunacy.

Scriven's complaint against formal logic is that of informal logic in
general: that its transfer to real-life is minimal, and that its
focus on structure at the expense of semantics is pathological.
Another scholar who speaks against formal and syllogistic
logic is P.T. Geach, who states, "I declared war on the bad old logic
many years ago" (1979:12). Like Scriven, Geach's principle problem
with formalism is that it cannot deal well with real-life arguments.
He points 'out some of the difficulties of translating natural
language arguments into formal arguments. For example, Geach
(1979:12) notes that according to the "bad old logic,” "any logically
well-dressed proposition will wear on its head either an 'all' or a
'some' or a 'no'." This imperative, however, makes for difficulty in
translating propositions from natural language to formal logic.
"Only" is translated as "all" despite the difference in meaning.
"Most" is translated "some" though "most" means over half, and "some"

means at least one.

In short, informal logic has come to distrust formal
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representation of argument because its (informal logic's) commitment
to language in its real-life context implies a willingness to work
with (or perhaps even an embracing of) natural language's natural
polysemy. The complexity and ambiguity inherent in linguistic
polysemy does not lend itself well to analysis using a precisely
defined formal system. Hence, informal logic, for the most part,
denies the validity of formalism as a way of viewing this kind of

linguistic behavior.

2.2.1,2 Alternatives to Formalism

In'place of the traditional emphasis on the structure of the
argument (as product), informal logic is now exploring several
different models that emphasize argumentative interaction. Part of
this new emphasis is the search for interaction-based (as opposed to,
or in addition to, structure-based) criteria for judging argument
quality.

Among the alternatives to traditional formal d;scriptions of
argument are the following that have come out of the informal logic
movement. Leo Apostel (1971:94) maintains that an "assertion logic"
(as a branch of modal logic) is "urgently needed" to deal with the
probability in argumentation. He also argues (1971:107) for a more
detailed accounting for audience in argumentation and for a concept
that he calls "competent audience." This notion of audience and the
interaction between the persons involved in argumentation is perhaps

the most looked at facet of argumentation in informal logic.

Brockreide (1972) uses a sexual analogy to describe this inter-
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perseonal iﬁteraction. He calls some arguers rapists, some seducers,
and some 1bvers. Peppinghaus (1976) also 1looks at this inter-
personal iﬁteraction in argumentation, but he looks at logical
miscues, things that happen between interlocutors to cause argu—
mentation %o break down.,

It. is not the purpose of this section to detail all, or even
many of the new statements of approach coming out of the informal
logic movement. The purpose is rather to look at a few of these
statements very briefly to begin to discern the directions the
movement appears to be heading. From what we see above, we could
say, in sum, that the theoretical work being done at the forefront of
the informal logic movement concerns itself with argument in context,
with all of the uncertainty and complexity that comes with it. The
theoretical work being done in informal logic is becoming concerned

with argumentation as process.

2.2.2 Existing Methodology
This emphasis on the argumentative process makes informal
logic's approach quite compatible with that presented in section 2.1.
We need now to assess informal logic methodology to see how much of
it can be combined with the methodology presented in section 2.1.3.
Because there is no one informal logic method for analysis of
argument and argumentation, we look at a sampling from four different

sources.

2.2.2.1 Argument Taxonomy

We look first at taxonomies of argument types. Toulmin,
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Rieke, and Janik (1979:148ff.), with the caution that their list not
be considered exhaustive, propose the following taxonomy of argument
types: (1) reasoning from analogy, (2) reasoning from general-
ization, (3) reasoning from sign, (4) reasoning from cause, (5)
argument from dilemma, and (6) argument based on authority.
Reasoning from analogy is predicting what will happen with (or be
true about) one thing on the basis of what has happened to another.
This can be done if the second thing "shares characteristics [of the
first] relevant to the claim being made and does not have differences
that would destroy the analogy" (148). Reasoning from generalization
produces claims about something after "examining a sufficiently large
and representative sample of the ‘kind' in question"  (150).
Reasoning from sign is explained like this:. "Whenever a sign and a
referent can reliably be expected to occur together, the fact that
the sign is observed can be used to support a claim about the
presence of the object or situation the sign refers to" (151).
Reasoning;from cause implies a cause and effect relationship between
two events. When the causal event takes place, it can be expected
that the effect will follow (151-3). In argument from dilemma a
"claim [conclusion] rests upon the warrant that two and only two
choices or explanations are possible, and both are bad" (154).
Finally, argument based on authority maintains that a conclusion is
true because it was supplied by a reliable authority (155).
Crossley and Wilson (1979) present a different categorization
of argument types. It includes four categories: deductive (55ff.),

inductive (131£ff.), the dilemma (151ff.), and the reductio (161ff.),

e
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with each of these categories being defined in fairly traditional
ways.

Michael Scriven (1976) gives several "special types of
argument": (1) samples and generalizations (science), (2) indi-
viduals and generalizations (ethics, bias, and prejudice), (3)
properties and generalizations (analogy), (4) explanations and
justificapions (causes and reasons), and (5) dialogues and debates.
Though he goes into considerable detail about the argumentative
context in which these types of arguments would be used, he is
referring in general to (1) deduction, (2) induction, (3) argument
from analogy, (4) causal arguments, and arguments in a dialogue
situation.

Others, such as Harry Reeder (1983:4) use the more
traditional two part taxonomy of arguments: inductive and deductive.
The principle differences between induction and deduction (as they
are presented by Reeder) are the relationship of premises to the
conclusion and the certainty of the conclusion: In a valid deductive
argument all important dinformation in the conclusion is also
contained in the premises, whereas in an inductive argument this is
never true. In a valid deductive argument, true premises necessarily
imply a true conclusion whereas this is not true of an inductive

argument.

2.2.2.2 Argument Evaluation

We will now look (under the heading of methodology) at a

sampling of methods for argument analysis. Toulmin, Rieke, and Janik
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(1979) use a system of argument analysis that has come to be known as
the "Toulmin model."” This model is pictured diagramatically in

figure 9 (%f. Toulmin, et al., 1979:78).
{

i
Backing (B)

H
1

L §
f Warrant (W)

: g
Grounds (G) > Modality (M) > (C)
: l Claim
Rebuttal (R)

Fig. 9. The Toulmin Model

In this model, the claim (roughly speaking) is the conclusion of the
argument. Grounds are statements of specific evidence for the
conclusion. A warrant is the general principle to which the argument
appeals, and backing is the reasons for believing that the warrant
obtains. Modality is the statement of the degree of probability that
this argument's claim is indeed true. Rebuttal states those
conditions that would need to be present for all of the evidence for
the claim to be true but the claim still false. The model is

illustrated in figure 10 (1979:77).
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B Clinical experience
indicates that

- W Straightforward URIs call for
penicillin treatment. _

L 4 é M

Tﬂis patient has This patient
straightforward ———So0, presumably —sneeds penicillin
URI treatment

G : C

Unless the patient is
R allergic to penicillin,

or there is some other

contraindication

Fig. 10. The Toulmin Model Illustrated

The second methodology we will look at is proposed by Michael
Scriven (1976:39). Scriven offers seven steps in the analysis of an

argument: .

1. ' Clarification of Meaning (of the argument and of its
© components)

2. Identification of Conclusions (stated and unstated)

3. . Portrayal of Structure

4. Formulation of (Unstated) Assumption (the "missing

premises")

Criticism of

a. The Premises (given and "missing")

: b. The Inferences

6. Introduction of Other Relevant Arguments

7.  Overall Evaluation of this argument im the light of 1
. through 6.

9]
.

Under thegheading of structure, Scriven has developed a means of
analyzingfstructure pictorially. He numbers all of the relevant

premises in an argument and then portrays their relationship in ways

like these (1976:42):
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1 2

\/
3
4

or,
| 1 + 2 + 3 - 4

|
5

where each 1line and symbol represents a different kind of
relationship from proposition to proposition.

Harry Reeder (1983), by contrast does not use an abbreviated
diagramatic representation of argument (as does Scriven). Rather he
offers a format for the organization of all of the written
informatién in an argument (so that the relationship between
propositions can be seen) and a means for evaluating the argument

once it has been organized. His steps for argument evaluation are

(1983:15) =
1. TFind the conclusion of the argument
2. Find the argument's premises.
3. Put the argument into Standard Argument Form
4. Fill in any UPs [unstated premises] or UCs [unstated

conclusions] required by the argument.
Ascertain the argument's validity or strength.
Judge the relevance of the premises.
Judge the acceptability of the premises.
Locate and argue for the presence of any informal
fallacies.

0 o
. .
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"Standard Argument Form" (mentioned in #3) 1lists all of the
propositions of an argument, labels premises and conclusions, shows
the relationship of subarguments to the main argument, and f£fills din
and labels the unstated premises that would make the structure of the
argument clearer,

Crossley and Wilson (1979:200) offer no diagrams or ways of
organizing the information in an argument. Rather, they offer a set
of parameters by which an argument is Jjudged. They «call it the
SCORE-FATE method. SCORE helps the analyst to find an argument:

S Search Search for cue words or anything that will help
you to break up the argument into its parts.

C Conclusion Find the conclusion. First discover the main
point or conclusion and then work back to the
supporting reasons or premisses.

Find the order of the reasons given for the
O Order main conclusion. Arrange the argument so that
R Reasons these reasons (premisses) are first and the
conclusion last.

E Evidence Decide whether any further evidence is provided
to support the main premisses. If so, what is
it? Are there secondary arguments used to
support those premisses?

FATE helps the analyst evaluate the argument:

F Fallacies Are there any fallacies or errors in the
logical connections?

A Alternative Are the supporting premisses the only possible
ones? Are there alternatives that come to
mind? Are there additions or counter—examples
you can think of as you question the premisses?

T Truth Are the premisses true?

E Evidence This is similar to step E of the SCORE
technique. In the FATE test, your interest
lies in evaluating the evidence presented to
support the main premisses.
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Evaluation of the argument and its evidence, in Crossley and Wilson's
view, ought to use techniques borrowed from formal logic (such as

Venn Diagrams and truth tables).

2.2.3 Expanded Approach and Methodology

From the above brief look at informal logic, we can see that
in its apﬁroach it lauds the importance of argumentative context to
argument analysis. In its methodology, however, it tends to look
mainly at argument to the exclusion of argumentation, or argument and
argumentation mixed together in an unsystematic way. If (in this
study) we are to use methodology from informal logic in the
sociolinguistic analysis of argumentative text, we will need to look
more closely at the relationship between argument as product and
argumentation as process. We will need to expand informal Ilogic
methodology to account systematically for the dinfluence of various
facets of the production process on the final product. That is the
purpose of this section.

2.2.3.1 The problem of
product—centeredness

Scriyen, for example, deals almost exclusively with argument
to the exclusion of argumentation. Of his six criteria (excluding
number 7, "overall evaluation"), most deal with structure. Those
that would appear (at first glance) to deal with argumentative
context on closer examination are found in fact to deal mainly with
structure. For example, Scriven (1976:40) says of meaning (#1):

"The 'meaning' of an argument (or word, or other expression) 1is not
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what the arguer intended but what he or she said ..." (i.e., that

meaning is a function not of argumentation but of argument; cf.
Ricoeur, 1976:30, and section 2.1.3.2 on semantic autonomy) .
Similarly, Crossley and Wilson (1979) begin with a chapter on
"The Trouﬁle With Words," which speaks briefly about argument in its
{

natural language context. The rest of the book, however, deals

mostly with argument structure, and would be perfectly under—

v

i
-without the first chapter. Others, for example Reeder and

standable§
Toulmin, are more concerned with argumentative context, but even they
have far éore systematic means for dealing with argument structure
that they,do for dealing with argumentative context. A systematic
means for%dealing with the wider context will be suggested in section

¥

2.3 below%
W; can, therefore, see that though social (argumentation)
context is central to the approach of these informal logic methods,

:
and though a focus on context finds its way (at times) into their
taxonomy of argument, for the most part an argument's social context
plays a relatively small role in their analysis of it. One possible
reason fo; this lack could be the immensity of that social context.
It may beiargued that context, because it is so large and complex,
cannot beisystematized on the level of methodology. It may be argued
that the best that informal logicians can do is to be aware of
context on the level of approach and to hope that such awareness
comes to dinform methodology. This, however, need not be so.
Granted, it is impossible to systematize the entire argumentative

3
context, but, there are ways of systematizing relevant parts of it.
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What we mﬁst do, therefore, to supplement the current 1lack of
attention%to context in informal logic is (1) to expand the theory
that defines the connection between argument as product and argu-
mentation as process (on the level of approach); (2) to detail a
process by which social production factors relevant to argument
structure may be sorted from those marginally relevant or irrelevant
(on the level of methodology); and (3) to detail a methodology that
may be used to systematize the important aspects of relevant facets
of context (again on the level of methodology). In this section we
will look at the first task. The second task we will look at in
section 2.3, and the third in chapters four and five (in the context
of actual argument/argumentation analysis).

In an attempt to investigate the relationship of product to
process and to understand more clearly the reason for the lack of
systematic attention to argumentation, let us look at the productive
aspects of critical thinking and logical analysis. Because of
Marxism's!f well developed theories of production, we look at
production in critical thinking using the notion of reification and
the production process as presented by Georg Lukacs, a well-known
Marxist thinker. )

Reification, according to Lukacs's most concise definition
(1971:83), occurs when

a relation between people takes on the character of a thing and
thus acquires a 'phantom objectivity', an autonomy that seems so
strictly rational and all-embracing as to conceal every trace of

its fundamental nature: the relation between people.

In other words, when relational networks that are a product of human

¥

¥
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interaction become alienated from their origin, i.e., when they
become reified, they begin to interact with human beings as would
things that exist apart from human interaction. According to Lukacs,
this interaction of reified object and human beings consists of
humans viewing the laws governing the object as something separate
and apart;from themselves, something for the discoverer to learn and
manipulate but not something to modify. For example, productive
activity can become reified as a commodity that is alienated from its
producersé The commodity, not to mention the social laws that govern
its circuiation, is seen to behave as an independent entity that acts
¢

upon its producers quite apart from their control (87). Insofar as
reification occurs, and producers become objects rather than the
subjects of their labor power, it (in Marx's and Lukacs's view) is an
evil, and%one that, furthermore, fuels an evil capitalistic economic
system.

Though Marx and Lukacs speak mainly of reification as it
applies to economic systems, this phenomenon can be seen in other
kinds of production as well, for example, production of arguments.

‘

Most instruction in the production of arguments centers on some kind

of western logic, i.e., logic built on ancient Greek foundations.

i
'

Aristotlef with his bent toward systematization, looked at natural

language and saw certain patterns. He (among others to be sure) saw
1
that certain structures obtained seemingly independent of content.

We have the record of his findings in his writings. That is to say
¥

that Aristotle focused more on argument that argumentation.

#
1§

We might suspect, however, that there may have been others of




T ER e et

66

Sre ke

Aristotle:s time and before, others who were perhaps far less
prolific in their writing, who would have disagreed with his analysis
of the structure of argument or who would have found his search for
structure?uninteresting or marginal to the study of argumentation.
These twoiapproaches to argument/argumentation, according to Richard
Enos (1984), can be called the paratactic and the hypotactic styles.
The hypotéctic style is seen in Aristotle, The coherence of this
style of discourse is achieved through the explicit tracking out of
rational (logical) connections, and its focus is rational persuasion

through written argumentation. In contrast is the paratactic style,
&

which splits logos into dissoi logoi. This is the style of

Empedocles and Gorgias who chose not to separate form from content
but rathe; to create structure for argument from language play in
language context. (A more modern example offered by Enos for
paratactic language is "veni, vidi, vici" where connectedness is
achieved through phonological and grammatical structure rather than
{
through explicit causal statement.) This was, according to Enos
(1984), the style of the Sophists and ancient Greek orators.
We now return to the issue of reification in logic. Looking
at the opposition of hypotactic and paratactic style, we see a
distinct contrast: orality versus literacy. Consider the following
(Walrod, 1983:63):
Writing liberates the mind from the immediacy of the present
context and the limitations of memory. Long and complex logical
argumentation is difficult to create and deliver orally, and even

more difficult to assimilate or comprehend in oral communication.

This statement would seem to indicate that writing increases the
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potential for reification of argumentation into argument. Writing
z

lessens thp necessity for the mnemonics that lend themselves so well

to the paratactic style while increésing the possibility of the

intricate logical connections that mark the hypotactic style.

<

According'Fo Enos, it also, in freeing us from the immediate context,
enables usAto isolate abstract concepts: we who have a printed
version of the Republic in hand have an advantage over Sccrates's
interlocutors as we all seek to determine the nature of virtue or
justice in?that we have the leisure to retrace and evaluate the
course of the dialectic. Writing allows us to focus on dintricate
logical st;uctures. It increases the possibility of our seeing these
structures’ as something outside ourselves. Writing, therefore,
increases  the possibility of argumentation being reified into
argument; for it can take a product of human interaction and
objectify ?t into something with a seeming life of its own, something
with powers to persuade the reader, something to be analyzed for
'
structure.%

Th; question then becomes, "What is the impact of this
reification on contemporary critical thinking and informal logic?"
As was see; above, critical thinking and informal logic have set
themselves apart from traditional 1logic by their attention to
context. This context is supposedly not only the context of a
proposition within an argument as a whole, but also the context of

argument in argumentation as a human experience. Yet a number of

argument analysis methodologies (as seen above) focus solely on

written arguments and their logical structure. Why? It may well be
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the high v?lue we in informal logic place on written lapguage and our
devaluatio; of oral. In an academic atmosphere, literacy is almost a
virtue. To call an academic an outstanding writer is high praise.
To call him/her an excellent story teller or a clever speaker is less
so. Studept who do not write well have difficulty throughout their
i
university;careers whereas those who can write but who do not speak
well have no trouble in many classes. Informal logic is no exception
to this rule. Most assignments in informal logic and critical
thinking texts are written and not oral.
If, therefore, writing increases the chances for reification
and if informal logic tends, like much of the academic world to focus
¢
on writténzargumentation to the exclusion of oral, Informal logic may
be encOuraéing reification. Its focus on written arguments may be
playing a éart in its methodological tendency (despite its statements
of approach) to see "logic" as an objective thing that dictates
argument structure to us when really it is only a part (perhaps

small) of the network of cognitive resources that we bring to bear on

tasks of persuasion.

2.2.3.2 The problem of argument taxonomy

This tendency to reify logical thought into "Logic" can
create problems for us as we attempt to analyze natural language
texts. One such problem (a taxonomic one) is the problem of
attemptingﬁto apply the induction/deduction distinction to real life

arguments.15 Weddle (1979:1-2) reports that traditionally induction

and deduction have been seen to be

i 2




i
i
i

69
!
not jﬁst two argument paradigms--as silk screen and lithography
might be said to be two color print paradigms--but rather to be
opposites which bisect all arguments by means of a single
distinction. What the distinction is, however, is not entirely

clear.

Logicians' views on the distinction can be divided into four overall
trends, %
i
The first, a fairly traditional criterion, is based on the
notion of universal and particular premises and is described by James
Edwin Creighton (1922:384). It says that induction draws a universal
generalization from particular premises, whereas deduction draws a
particular conclusion from universals.

Tﬁe second, a distinction also based on form (Reeder,
1983:4), says that a valid deductive argument is one in which there
is no important information in the conclusion not also contained in

the premises. By contrast, an inductive argument will always have

information in the conclusion that is not in the premises. This

distinction is also fairly traditional.
The third distinction is expressed by Copi (1978:32):

Arguments are traditionally divided into two different
types, deductive and inductive. Although every argument involves
the claim that its premisses provide some grounds for the truth
of its conclusion, only a deductive argument involves the claim
that its premisses provide conclusive grounds.... A deductive
argument is valid ... when premisses and conclusion are so
related that it is impossible for the premisses to be true unless
the conclusion is true also. Every deductive argument is either
valid or invalid....

An inductive argument, on the other hand, involves the claim
not that its premisses give conclusive grounds for the truth of
its conclusions, but only that they provide some grounds to
support it. Inductive arguments are neither "valid" nor
"invalid" in the semse in which those terms are applied to
deductive arguments. Inductive arguments may, of course, be
evaluated as better or worse, according to the degree of
liklihood or probability that their premisses confer wupon their

e, T
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conclusions.
3

So we see here a definition of induction and deduction that rests
more on the truth of the propositions involved than does Reeder's or

Creighton's. True premises necessitate a true conclusion in a valid

4
deductive %argument. If the premises do not necessitate the

conclusion, the argument is inductive (or deductive and invalid).

The fourth distinction comes out of the informal logic

»

movement. %It has been put forth mainly by Samuel D. Fohr (1980:6-7).

Fohr maintains that the distinction between deduction and induction

]

is, as Copi states, based on the certainty of the conclusion in
relation to the premises. But, he says, it is based not on the
b

actual certainty of the conclusion, but rather on whether the author

M

intended it to be certain. He says (1980:6-7),

The person giving the argument usually has intentionms regarding
his argument. And these intentions determine whether his
argument is inductive or deductive.... If a person intends that
his premises necessitate his conclusion, the argument he is
giving is a deductive argument. If he intends only that his
premises render his conclusion probable, he is giving an
inductive argument.

In Fohr, therefore, the distinction is made on the basis of author's

".
intent., !

2

o

These four distinctions seem relatively straightforward until
one tries to apply them. Take for example the first distinction. It
is easy to: determine a universal to particular (deductive) argument

when it is;expressed in traditional syllogistic terms. "All men are
mortal" is clearly a universal statement (being marked as such by the

§

word all in the subject). However, in real-life arguments the

distinction between universal and particular premises is not always
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clear. Take, for example, the premise: "The members of the
{
Philosophy Club finished the semester's work on time." It can be

used as either a universal or a particular premise. In the argument:
; .

The members of the Philosophy Club finished the semester's work
on tige.
Nicos was a member of the Philosophy Club.

Nicos finished the semester's work on time.
i

]

it is a universal premise. However, in the argument:
All those students who finished the semester's work on time will
receive their grades by June first.

The members of the Philosophy Club finished the semester's work
on time.

The members of the Philosophy Club will receive their grades by
June first.

it is a particular premise. The reason that the surface structure
3

"the members of the Philosophy Club finished the semester's work on
H

time" can be used as either universal or particular is the

multivocality, and hence ambiguity, of the lexical items and

constructions used in it. For example, the preterite verb (in this

l
i

case "finished") can be used to express either a general principle in
!
the past or a completed action in the past. Therefore, the above
proposition (if taken out of context) could mean either that it was a
general practice throughout the semester (or throughout the vyears)
for the members of the Philosophy Club to finish its work on time, or
it could mean that on one occasion (the end of the semester) they
finished the semester's work on time. Similarly, the word the
contributes to the ambiguity. It can mean here either all the

members of the Philosophy Club or a subgroup of the club that the

author and reader both already had as a demarcated group within their

e ettt
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minds (either because of previous information supplied by the text or

72

because of shared context) This ambiguity enables a single surface
structure to be used as either a universal or a particular premise.
At times the argument (textual) context of a proposition will clear
up some of the ambiguity. At other times the argument itself will be
ambiguous.; In either case, the distinction between universal and
particulaf premises is not as distinct as it would need to be for it
to be part of the criterion by which inductive and deductive
arguments are distinguished.

The second formal distinction (the one in which connection of
the premises to the conclusion is the main issue) fares a little
better as a criterion by which inductive and deductive arguments may

£
be distinguished. It is, however, also difficult to apply to

ra

real-life arguments. The reason for this difficulty is the frequency
with which premises are missing from arguments. Often writers will
leave premises out of an argument for stylistic reasons (to avoid
¥
redundancy, etc.), for rhetorical reasons, or simply out of
ignorance,%inexperience or carelessness. In such cases, the text
analyst haé the choice of either calling these arguments inductive
(for there is important information in the conclusion that is not in
the premisgs) or of making the judgement that they would be valid
1 .
deductive %rguments with the addition of certain unstated premises.
The formerfchoice would categorize as inductive an argument that an
author wro;e as deductive but modified by removing a premise that

made it stylistically awkward. To use this criterion in this way is

to call the inductive/deductive distinction a primarily stylistic and
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surface structure one. However, there is the option of £illing in
missing premises. The question then becomes, When ought we to make
these additions? How do we judge whether an argument, one with
informatioh in the conclusion that is not in the premises, is in fact
deductive (not inductive as per strict application of one definition
of inductipn) and, therefore, warrants the inclusion of unstated

i
premises? EIn particular, how do we make this judgement if the
presence ;f a connection between premises 'and conclusion (a
connectiongnot originally in the argument but rather one we hope to
make by adding an unstated premise) is the criterion by which we
judge the argument's deductive nature? For this distinction between
induction and deduction to be a complete and workable one, we must
have some criterion that tells us when to add unstated premises to
make an argument structurally deductive and when to leave it
structurally inductive.

¢

ThF third criterion for distinguishing inductive arguments
from deductive arguments is the one proposed by Copi. It says that
an argument in which all true premises necessitate a true conclusion
is a deductive argument. Those arguments in which the premises
provide some grounds for the conclusion are inductive. This
definition also meets with difficulties in its application. Perry
Weddle (1979) points out some of these difficulties. He notes that
often (if mot always) the general proposition in a deductive argument
is the product of an "inductive leap." He says (1979:4),

*

Not all deduction is categorical. Given that the problem of
induction is genuine, however, even hypothetical deduction, in
which, if anywhere, we would see deduction pure, would be

*
X
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infected with inductive "assumptions.”" For if such matters as
the sun's rising tomorrow, or terra remaining firma beneath our
next pace are contingent, then would not, say, the coupling
condition in deduction also be contingent? If without begging
the question we cannot demonstrate that the sun will rise
tomorrow, then without equally begging it we cannot demonstrate
that "mortal" keeps the same meaning from its occurrence in the
antecedent of the Socrates argument recast in the hypothetical
mode, to its (its?) occurrence in the conclusion: if tomorrow's
sunrise requires the inductive leap, then so would today's
demonstration.

According to Weddle, therefore, we can make the assertion that no
k]

valid noncategorical deductive argument always provides a certain
i

.
conclusion.

.

—

As for the fourth criterion, though author intent certainly
plays a 1§rge role in structuring an argument, we cannot expect that
the author's intent to present a certain or uncertain conclusion will
be always Gor even frequently) encoded into the surface structure.

t
That leaves us to guess about the author's intent or to remain silent

about whether an argument is inductive or deductive. Neither seems a

good alternative to an analyst faced with an analysis task.

¥

2.2.3.3 A process/product model
of informal logic

So we see that any single criterion alone is inadequate to
spell out the distinction between inductive and deductive arguments.
Yet, this inadequacy does not mean that we ought to dispense with the

distinction. If for no other reason than its long and distinguished

¥

history, we ought to keep it, and use it for all it can offer us.

H
A

If, however, we wish to use the distinction as a tool for

»

textlinguistic analysis we must rethink what we mean by deduction and

induction.
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Consider the following as a systematic (four-—celled) schema

into whichi a combination of the induction/deduction definitions
presented above will fit. Such a schema allows us not only to use

!
all of these time~tried insights in combination (thereby supplem-

3
¥

enting their individual lacks), it also helps us to see more clearly

that their interrelationship 1lies in the relationship of

v

argumentation as process to argument as product. In producing an
¥

argument an arguer does the following (see fig. 11).

i
¥

Finalizes written Chooses from inventory
argument as product of syntactic and

having a structural textual structures based
relationship of premises on decisions previously

to conclusion made (in other three cells)
Intends to present Abstracts out

an argument for either propositions appropriate

a certain or uncertain to argumentation: from a
conclusion system of beliefs

z,

1
Fig. 11. A Four-celled Tagmemic Structure for
the Definition of Induction and Deduction

i
This schema is another view of the one presented in the previous
section (fig. 4). This view allows us to look specifically at the
concepts that distinguish induction from deduction. It recognizes

1

the truth o& an argument as dependent on belief system, which is in
turn a pari of an overall argumentative context. Within that
argumentative context, an arguer will form certain intentions. S/he
may intend to present either an argument of sufficient force that it

i
will change' the members of the audience's minds, or to present

i
considerations that the audience ought to think about when making a

[T
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decision (or some mixture of the two). In other words, an arguer
intends t; offer either conclusive, inconclusive, or partially
conclusivefevidence for a given conclusion (though s/he is probably
more likel; to think in terms of getting the members of the audience
to change their minds or giving them "something to think about").
Based on %this intention, and in keeping with the overall
argumentative context, the arguer then chooses the most appropriate
syntactic/grgument/textual structure (sequence) from the inventory of
such structures available to him/her. Within this structure, the
arguer produces the product, an argument.

Using this schema, we now look at the notions of induction
and deduction. In the cohesion cell, we see the notion of true
premises and conclusions. This notion is similar to the principle
consideration in Copi's definition (1978:32, cf. section 2.2.3.2).

H

In a valid?deductive argument, it dis dimpossible for all of the
+

premises to be true and the conclusion false. In an inductive
:
argument ér an invalid deductive argument, however, such a
relationship is possible. In the role cell we see authorial intent.
This statement of intent is similar to the principle consideration in
Fohr's definition (1980:6-7, cf. section 2.2.3.2). An  arguer
produces ajdeductive argument when the intent behind that argument is
to offer eéidence that will necessitate a rational audience to change
its mind about the topic of the argument. In the slot cell we have a
choice of* sequences for ideas. Among these sequences is the

universal to particular/ particular to universal sequences presented
- C

in Creighton (1922:384, cf. section 2:2.3.2) as the distinction

B e o
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|
between induction and deduction. Finally we have product-oriented
structuralérelations, eg. the relationship of premises to conclusion
as in Ree&er (1983:4, cf. section 2.2.3.2). So then a valid
deductive argument is one in which a number of premises are combined
in such a way that their truth necessitates the truth of the
conclusionigiven the truth of the premises (within a particular
sociolingugstic context). This combination is the direct result of
the intent%of the author to present a conclusive argument, and it
takes the form of a typically deductive sequence of propositions
(these sequences having been deemed throughout their history to give
reliably true conclusions from true premises). This combination of
propositions as final product will then have a formal relationship
between premises and conclusion such that all significant information
in the conclusion will also be contained in the premises.

Outside of logicians' paradise, however, such ideal deductive

arguments are relatively infrequent. Various things can '"go wrong"

to make a deductive argument less than ideal. Sometimes arguers will

* ,
3

use purposely false premises for deceptive, humorous, or various
other rhetorical purposes. Other times they do not consider whether
the evidence they are presenting is conclusive or not, or they waver
on a point in midargument. At times they wish to present a
conclusive argument but, because of ignorance, carelessness, or some

other reason, encode it in an inconclusive structure. They may leave

M
+

out premises, or the conclusion, or for a number of reasons leave the

'
structure of the argument incomplete or vague. Because of these
N i

1
factors, we can construct an argument that is clearly deductive, and

T
[
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we can determine that some arguments are clearly deductive, but we
can also produce and find arguments that have some of the marks of a
deductive ;rgument, some of the marks of an inductive argument, and
some marks%that seem neither inductive or deductive (or perhaps not
even arguméntative at all).

In.tagmemic terms (cf. Pike, 1982:24ff.), we have a taxonomic
system having categories with indiscreet borders. The categories of
induction and deduction are, therefore, best pictured not as two

distinct mutually exclusive classes into which all arguments can be

sorted. (See fig. 12)

Fig. 12. Traditional Conception of Induction and Deduction

[ETSRURY N T

Rather they are best pictured as being two peaks of the same wave
H

(the wave being argument form), the peaks of which are readily

distinguishable, but the borders of which are fuzzy and which

overlap. (See fig. 13.)

deduction

induction

Fig. 13. Induction and Deduction as a Wave
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So far in this section (2.2.3) we have seen how a focus on

written argumentation can lead to reification, which in turn affects
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methods fo; argument analysis. We have seen how a sketchily defined
theoretical statement about the relationship between argument as
product and argumentation as process can: (1) lead to a methodology
that eithe; fails to treat argumentation as thoroughly as it does
argument o£ that treats argumentation and argument together unsys-
tematically (without a view to the difference between structural
features aéd contextual features), and (2) lead to a taxonomic
criterion that is very difficult to apply to argument/argumentation
in a sociolinguistic context. The purpose of this next section is to
present a methodology for argument analysis based on a argument as
product/process model.

How do we analyze written argument with a view to
argumentation? Two different, but overlapping considerations are
involved. [The first is discerning of structural features. The
second is placing those features into a living context. Again we use
tagmemic categories to organize insights from other sources.

i
First we look at primarily structural considerations.

16

"Structurez in this context means both logical (in Pikean tagmemic
terms: reférential) structure and the grammatical structure that
encodes it.! The particular components of an argument are the
individual propositions, which are normally encoded as clauses.
These propositions fit into a wave-like pattern, with some being more
crucial to %he argument than others, but with all of them falling
i
more or less relevantly into the flow of ideas that is the conceptual

movement of the argument. Each of the propositions plays a role

within the argument structure.

4
t

g
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Practically speaking, each of these considerations can be
accounted for in this system of structural analysis:

1. Class, analysis of propositions as particles:
a) Make a tentative breakdown of the argument into
ipropositions (cf. Reeder's method) .
gb) Translate rhetorical implications and orders into
istatements (cf. Reeder's method)

2. ;Slot, analysis of argument conceptual movement as wave:
a) Determine the main line of argument and separate it
from digressions.
b) Label premises and conclusion.

3. Role, analysis of the purpose of the propositions of the
argument.
a) Make finer distinction within the premises,
idistinctions based on their role within the argument (cf.
Toulmin model).

4. Cohesion, analysis of the argument as a system of thought
a) illustrate the overall structure of the argument as it
was originally presented (cf. Scriven's method).

-

These steps in analysis can be illustrated using the
following argument (taken from Time, Sept. 6, 1982):

We need prayers in our schools. If it is all right to pledge
allegiance to a nation under God and sing God Bless America, why
not a simple daily prayer? In starting its day, Congress asks
for God's help. Surely it cannot be wrong for our children to do
the same thing.

. Doris K. McCoy
H Lake Elsinore, California
;

1. Class:,

We need prayers in our schools.

{

If it is all right to pledge allegiance to a nation under God, it
is all.right to say a simple daily prayer. (Rhetorical Question

(RQ)) |

If it is all right to sing God Bless America, it is all right to
say a simple daily prayer. (RQ)

In starting its day, Congress asks for God's help.

[If Congress asks for God's help,] surely it cannot be wrong for
our children to do the same thing.

$
Here we have separated the propositions, translated
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rhetorical questions and orders dinto statements, clarified what
problematic punctuation had made obscure, and made explicit in each
propositiog what was implicit in the connection between sentences.
In short, ;e divided an argument into its component particles, its
propositions. A more detailed particular analysis would look at the
internal grammatical structure of these sentences (i.e. the clause
and phrase.level grammar as well as the lexical inventory), but a
such an analysis is not necessary for the purpose of illustration.

2. Slot: i

Pl If'it is all right to pledge allegiance to a nation under
God, it is all right to say a simple daily prayer.
(Rhetorical Question (RQ))

P2 Iffit is all right to sing God Bless America, it is all right
to say a simple daily prayer. (RQ)

P3 1In;starting its day, Congress asks for God's help.

P4 [If Congress asks for God's help,] surely it cannot be wrong
for our children to do the same thing.

C We.,need prayers in our sghools.

Here we begin to look at the syntagmatic movement of the
argument, specifically the relationship of the propositions as they
stand in sequence. It would seem that the first sentence is the
claim that McCoy is attempting to make. The rest of the propositions
seem to offer evidence for that claim. The argument is, therefore,
set up as having four stated premises and a conclusion. However, the
first two premises seem more closely related to each other than they

are to the'other two premises, and the last two seem more closely

related than they are to the first two. Because of these
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relationships the four premises are grouped into two groups of two.
A more detailed look at slot would include analysis of the

grammatical devices used to connect the clauses/sentences that encode

the argument's component propositions.

3. Role: !
B
f l
; W (P1) If it is all right to
; pledge allegiance to a nation under
; God, it is all right to say a
* simple daily prayer. (Rhetorical
g Question (RQ))
: and
% W (P2) If it is all right to sing
1 God Bless America, it is all right
t to say a simple“daily prayer. (RQ)
G M > C We need prayers in our
. . - schools,
;!‘ -<
R

e e Lt
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W (P4) [If Congress asks for
God's help,] surely it cannot be
wrong for our children to do the
same thing.

JRES A P P NP

G {(P3) In starting > M C We need prayers
its day, Congress asks in our schools.
for God's help.

R
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Here we look at the function of each of the premises in

.

relation to the conclusion using the categories presented in the
{

Toulmin model. In this example three of the premises function as

warrants, one as grounds. Both of the subarguments function as
. . .17
evidence for the single claim.,

4, Cohesion:
§
. C We need prayers in
; our scgools.

v
&

\
\
\

W (Pl) If it"is all right \
to:pledge allegiance to \
a nation under God, it is \
all right to say a simple \
daily prayer. (RQ)

and \

-

W (P2) If it is all right '
to sing God Bless \
America, it is all \
right to say a simple
daily prayer. (RQ) - \
\
\

G (P3) In starting its

day, Congress asks

for God's help.

W (P4) [If Congress asks
for God's help,] surely
it cannot be wrong for
our children to do the
same thing.

P L e

Next we take all of the structural factors that we have noted
:
. 1 .
by looking;at the argument in terms of the other three cells, and we
5
place them;back into the context of the flow of the argument as it
!

was originally presented. This scheme shows us the particles of the

%
*
%
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argument (the propositions), the wave structure (the linear ordering

of the propositions), and the structural meaning (role) of each

3

propositioﬁ. This placement is done within the context of the
argument'sifield structure, i.e., the individual propositions are
arranged té demons;rate how they are structurally related to the
other propositions.

Wh§t we have just looked at is argument analysis (analysis of
argument a% a product). We turn now to analysis of argumentation as
a social pgocess. This analysis has three facets: (1) an analysis
of the argumentative context as it can be gleaned from the text, (2)
an analysis of the extratextual argumentative context, and (3) a
soqiologicél evaluation of argument quality. In other words, we are
first tryigg to reconstruct as much of the argumentative context as
possible from the argument itself; however, because only sedim-—
entation of the original context remains in the argument as product,
|

a thorough; analysis of argumentation must also go beyond text

i
analysis to a sociological analysis of the argumentative contexi.

Based on the information gleaned in these two analyses, we can then
{
3

comment on:the success of the argument. Looking at what we are

13

k]
attempting jto do here from another angle, we can say that we are

trying to increase the overlap between the argumentative context
(that which produced the argument) and the reader's interpretive
context.

We 'look first at argumentative context as it can be gleaned

from the text, again through the grid of the four-celled tagmeme. In

the class cell we look at particles, words, and how the choice of

%
!
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words gives us a clue to the context of the argument. In the McCoy
argument, notice the word our (as in "our schools" and "our

children"); This word, seen in relationship to two other

1
expressions: nation under God and God Bless America, and the

reference to simply Congress (capitalized and without any further
designation) would indicate that the writer is writing as an
American, to Americans, and probably with the intended audience being
readers ofithe American (not international) version of Time.

In%the slot cell, we look at the wave, sentences. Notice the
structural%awkwardness with which the antecedent and consequent of

4

the second;sentence are connected. This awkwardness tells us some-
thing abou£ either the writing skills of the author or the care with
which she proofreads. One could assume that the person who wrote
this argument has had only basic training in writing.

Inithe slot cell we Zlook at statements of argumentative
intent: Was this evidence meant to offer certain proof for a

conclusion, or was it merely mustered to provide some evidence? We

have within the argument the statement, We need prayers ... and the

word, surely. Though they tell us little of how the author perceived

the weight of evidence she was offering, they would seem to indicate

3

that she intended her argument to be forceful.

Finally, we look at the discourse structure. This argument,

i

(in a rough way) resembles a modus ponens:

Pl TIf pledge of allegiance, then prayer.
UP Pledge of allegiance.
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However, the discrepancy between the statements in the premises, "why

not ... prayer" and "Surely it [a simple daily prayer] cannot be

1 1"

wrong," and the conclusion, "We need prayer..." would seem to
indicated that the author did not have a modus ponens structure in
mind while{writing this argument. Rather, it would seem likely that
she was attempting to convince her audience of a particular point;
and, as shé wrote, the text naturally took an argumentative structure
(one that éesembles modus ponens).

With these structural notes in mind, we now turn to the
extratextual study of the argumentative context and the evaluation of

the success of the argument. Context and argument success are

interrelated. While investigating context, we look at the pragmatic
i

-

and interpersonal aspects of argumentation; we look at the function
of a particular argument in a particular social context, gleaning any
information that we can to help us explain the selection of the
argument's;components and organizational scheme. In short, we wish
to place the structural features of the argument (as a product) dinto
a functionél (production) context. We try to gather answers to the
questions: Why this structure and not another? Why this word and
not another? With this information in mind (and only then) can we
judge the éuccess of the argument. For example, again using the
McCoy arguéent, we have no way of investigating the immediate prag-

matic context in which the argument was produced. We could, however,

make cautious statements about its broader social context. We know
¥
i

that this argument was written as a letter to the editor of Time by a

v
*

woman from Lake Elsinore, California, and that in itself can give us

Ed

i
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some idea of the argument's social context. Arguments produced by
American women (or perhaps even Californian women) may have certain
characteristics that set them apart from arguments produced by, for
example, Swedish women or American men. Arguments writtemn to the
editor of a news magazine will have characteristics that will set

.

them apart from those written to the editor a scholarly or technical
journal. Determining Iwhat exactly those characteristics are is
another issue entirely; one that will be discussed in the next
section. |
Having in mind the structure of the argument, and the bits
and pieces of the argumentative context that we have been able to
reconstruct, we can now look at the success of the argument. As
mentioned before, statements about the success of an argument must be
made with a view to their context and purpose. For example, if we
;

take the McCoy argument to be a deductive argument, i.e., an argument

that weaves propositions considered true by the members of the

3
<

argumentat}ve context into a sound deductive pattern for the purpose
of providigg conclusive evidence for a conclusion, the McCoy argument
is not very successful. Its propositions are unlikely to be accepted
by many people within the intended audience, and its structure,
measured by traditional deductive standards, is faulty. We need to
ask ourselves, however, if labeling this érgument as deductive and
assessing it using deductive categories does thHe argument justice.

Those who have any formal background in logic are used to

operating under a system that has only two categories, induction and

deduction.; This practice assumes that the distinction between
%

s
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induction and deduction captures a crucial characteristic of all
arguments. | This assumption may be a poor one. Consider this
analogy: researchers studying dairy products have become used to
focusing og the characteristics of low fat versus whole milk.
Because offthis practice they focus regularly on one of the crucial
characteristics of dairy products, namely butterfat count. As a
fundamentai notion to their study, the researchers set up a taxonomic
%
system in which a dairy product is classified as having either more
than 2% butterfat, or 27 or less butterfat. Granted, this
§
distinction is an important one, especially for anybody marketing
milk. Butterfat count makes a difference to, among others, farmers,
who get paid more for high butterfat, and to consumers, who will for
various reasons sometimes pay more for low butterfat. Undoubtedly,
butterfat count is an important issue. But to categorize all dairy
products as either whole milk or low fat, is to miss some important
distinctions. It is to combine whole milk, butter, cheese, ice
cream, and many other milk products into one category. Our
researcheri in capturing one important and useful distinction, and in
using tha? distinction exclusively as a  taxonomic  parameter,
eventuallyimay become blind to other, perhaps equally important,
distinctions.,
Similarly, if we persist in looking exclusively at how an
}
argument is either deductive or inductive, we capture an important
characteristic of arguments, but we also miss others. What we miss

¢
is that in'real-life the force of a nondeductive argument comes

4

sometimes from how representative and large the sampling is (as in
§

e
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empirical generalization), sometimes from the arguer's skill in using
the correct kind of language, sometimes from the appeal to the
correct aufhorities, sometimes from presenting a conclusion that will
upset the status quo in the smallest possible way, and sometimes from
factors far more elusive.

For example, a sermon may appear at first glance to be a
deductive iargument. It may contain structures that resemble
deductive arguments, as does the McCoy argument, but those structures
may be ded;ctive fallacies, or the arguments may be unsound. If,
however, the preacher is preaching to an audience to whom traditional
logic is unknown or unimportant, and if he can appeal to emotion
and/or Scripture in the way to which his congregation is accustomed
and can use the right language to establish a solidarity between
himself and his people, gaining their trust in him as an authority
chances are his sermon may be quite successful.

Doi we, as analysts, call such an argument an unsound

3

deductive argument? Do we point out the missing premises, the

«

fallacies,ﬁaﬁd the ambiguities, call the argument a bad one, and end
our analysis at that point? Some logicians would do so. We who

choose to focus on real-life argumentation cannot afford to. For if

¥
i

we choose to focus only on the criteria that distinguish deductive
arguments from inductive, and if we choose to recognize only the

criteria that tell us whether a deductive or dinductive argument is

t
i . . . .
successful, we miss other important criteria for argument taxonomy

and for measuring argument success. Many of the criteria are social.

4
)

They are a part of argumentation rather than argument. But if we see

—

&
¢
4
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real-life argument as a product of argumentation, we also see that

%

failing toftrace certain facets of argument to their context in
argumentation will limit our understanding of argument. Induction

and deduction are only two structures that arise from real-life argu-
3

mentation.; We who study real 1ife arguments can, therefore, not

}

afford to limit ourselves to the bipartite taxonomy of induction and

deduction. To do so would be to limit unnecessarily our view of the

S

social facets of argument/argumentation.

2.2.4 Conclusions

Because we have established that argument as product arises
i

from argumentation as process, because we have seen that argument
taxonomiesiare complex and have boundaries as fuzzy as real-life
social bougdaries.often are, because we are committed to analysis of
real-life arguments, we must be open to taxonomic parameters that
capture more argument characteristics than the ones we are currently
using, and we must look (not just étructurally but also socially) at
what makes an argument successful. Neither current textlinguistics
(as it wasidiscussed in sectionm 2.1) nor current informal logic has
i

all the resources necessary to do this new kind of investigation.
For this réason we now turn to sociolinguistics.

H
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2.3 Sociolinguistics

£
Sociolinguistics proper is a relatively young field (approx-

Py

imately 25%years old). Trudgill (1974:32-3) describes it as:

that part of linguistics that is interested with language as a
socialiand cultural phenomenon. It makes use of the subject
matter, methodology or findings of the social sciences--sociology
and social anthropology in the main, but also impinges in certain
respects on social or human geography... [Sociolinguistics
proper] covers studies of language in its social context which
(whether they be sociological, anthropological or geographical in
emphasis) are mainly concerned with answering questions of
interest to linguists, such as how can we improve our theories
about the nature of language, and how and why does language
change;

i

Under this:rubric of "the study of language as a social and cultural

; . . s s s . .
phenomenon," one of the issues sociolinguistics concerns itself with

is the distribution of language variations. This topic interests us
here, in that we will be looking at the distribution of argumentative
text structure variations into their social context (specifically,

the distribution of the variations into the classes, "produced by

Ed
r

men" and "produced by women").

L)
#

2.3.1 Existing Approach

3
i

We must, however, first look at the approach of socio-
linguistics, specifically, how it views language and language study.

William Labov (1972:xiii) sums up sociolinguistics' attitudes in that
1

N

f

areas

I'have resisted the term sociolinguistics for many years,
since it implies that there can be a successful linguistic theory
or practice which is not social... [In the 1960s,] the great
majority of linguists had resolutely turned to the contemplation
of their own ideolects. We have not yet emerged from the shadow
of our intuitions, but it no longer seems necessary to argue
about what is or is not 1linguistics. There is a growing

N
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realization that the basis of intersubjective knowledge in
linguistics must be found in speech--language as it is used in
everyday life by members of the social order, that vehicle of
communication in which they argue with their wives, joke with
their friends, and deceive their enemies.

From this statement, and from other work in sociolinguistics, we see
that this field focuses on language in use. It rejects the intro-
spection of so called "Cartesian linguistics,”" maintaining that
language is a form of behavior, and that the systematic aspect of
£
language is found not by peering into the minds of language users but
by watching them produce language in a systematic fashion. Again
Labov (1972:xiii) says,
A decade of work outside the university as an industrial chemist
had convinced me that the everyday world was stubborn but
consistently so, baffling at the outset but rewarding in the long
run for those who held to its rational character.
Sociolinguistics is empirical and is committed to the discovery of
patterns within real-life language use. In that way it is quite
{

compatiblegwith the approach and methodology of the two £fields

already presented.

2.3.2 Existing Methodology

oA gen e

The branch of sociolinguistics that offers us the most help

3
Ll

in investigating the distribution of language variations into society

has beeni developed by William Labov. Sometimes called varia-
L

tionalismy; it is concerned with the social constraints on what was
!

4

previously referred to as "free variation." Free variation was
described as taking place when (1) a language has more than omne
¢

. . -
linguistic means of expressing a given content, and (2) no structural

factors inform the choice of wvariant. Free wvariation is a

t
i

{
i
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traditional notion in linguistics, dating back the the work of

Bloomfieldi(l933:76) in Structuralism and his notion that utterances

3

{

could vary' somewhat and still be the same. Unfortunately, because of
the Structuralist emphasis on structure, and their lack of emphasis
on contextg "free variation" is somewhat a misnomer. Labov (1972)
points out&that though the choice of linguistic variants may not be
structuraliy constrained, many times it 1is socially constrained.
Factors involved in such comstraint include socioeconomic level of
either the speaker or the hearer, geographical origin of the speaker,
care in speaking, sex of the speaker, etc.

Labov's scheme for plotting the social constraints on
linguistics free variation (for example, as seen in his now famous New
York postvocalic /r/ study (1972:43ff.)) is, roughly sketched, quite

simple. First, he chose a set of linguistic features said to be in

free variation. He described these variants as particular and

4
1

distinct linguistic units, and set out to observe them in a social
setting. That social setting was carefully monitored, controlling
for age, s;cioeconomic level, sex, care in speech, etc. The fre-
quency and context of each variation was then carefully recorded, and
rules derived for the statistical preference for each of the
variations:

This rough sketch of Labov's procedure makes plotting social
constraint; on linguistic free variation seem 1like a relatively
simple proéess. The complexity, and perhaps genius, of varia-

tionalism lies in the mechanisms that Labov used to control for

various social factors and still maintain a normal setting, i.e., one
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that would be unaffected by the data being collected. His task was

to overcome the observer's paradox: How does a researcher observe a

a

person behaving as s/he does while not being observed? Or, how does
a researcPer compile speech samples that are unbiased by his/her
presence?é Labov's answer to this paradoxical question includes the
following (1972:210-1): (1) Rapid and anonymous interviews—-—in
strategicglocations, where subjects' social identity can be fairly
well predicted by their objective location, a large number of
subjects can be quickly interviewed in a short time. For example, in
studying éostvocalic /r/ in New York, Labov asked department store
clerks a question that would be answered "fourth floor." The kind of
departmen£ stores these clerks worked for told him a good deal about
their social background, and the answer to his question allowed him
to determine whether or not they spoke an r-less dialect. (2)
Unsystemaéic observations-—in many public places speech is 1loud and
public enough for a researcher to listen in on random conversations,
unsystematically noting speech features being used. (3) Mass
Media--television and radio interviews and documentaries offer a
recorded speech sample, but one that may be influenced by the
presence of the camera. (4) Observing at the formal end of the

i

stylistic:range--because formal speech is often speech produced in a

L

context where careful monitoring of one's speech is an issue, the
i
1{

observer's paradox is less of a problem to researchers' observation

1
of formal speech. (5) Emotionally charged material--when one is

taking about a highly emotional topic, attention to topic increases

and attention to speech decreases, minimizing the problem of the
+

i

Z
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observer's paradox.

2.3.3 Expanded Approach and Methodology

3

V;riationalism, despite its innovative methodology, has
certain weaknesses of approach and methodology that have caused a
decrease &n its popularity among contemporary linguists, and that
would lim?t its usefulness to this study were they not corrected.
The firstéweakness is that, given the wave-like nature of language
(to use Pike's term), variables cannot be defined as precisely as
variationalism would seem to indicate. Even in phonology, which was
the domain of the earliest work in variationalism, the borders
between phonemes is often fuzzy. Labov speaks in dichotomistic
terms: fir example, the presence or absence of /r/ postvocalically.
This dichotomy, however, is deceptively simple. In English /r/ is a
voiced egressive retroflexed glide. It is produced in two different
ways (Smalley, 1977:180), one with the back of the tongue low and the
sides and?tip curling up, and the other with the back of the tongue
high and the tip curled up slightly. The second is more likely used
postvocalically. It is also the more vowel-like of the two. In
fact, it is only the slight retroflexion of the tip of the tongue
that distinguishes the second kind of /r/ from a low back unrounded

oral vowel. The problem variationalism must face is determining when

the tip of the tongue is low enough for the /r/ to cease to be an

/r/.

H
If defining variants is a problem in phonology, it becomes
I

even more; of a problem as variationalism steps into the realm of

i

!

®
b
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textlinguistics. We have already seen how some referential
identities (culture concepts) are neither discrete nor determined by
a single iset of discrete parameters. We have also seen that
inductionﬁand deduction as argument types are not two mutually
exclusiveisets with sharp boundaries, but rather two peaks of a
single wave. Textual units rarely come in neatly packaged chunks.

This problem calls into question the quantification that was
originally a part of variationalism. Precise reports of the number
of occurrences of postvocalic /r/, or the lack thereof, lose a bit of
their airfof scientific rigor if the reader of the reports is made
aware that some, if not many, of the occurrences were assigned to one
class or the other based on purely subjective criteria. Because of
the obseryer's paradox, objective measurement of the exact parameters
of the Va;iants is very difficult if not impossible. Quantification,
therefore, despite early variationalist claims, can represent trends

i
in the data but with very little precision.

Given these difficulties, what use is variationalism to this
study? First of all, it challenges us to spell out the varieties we
find in speech or written stylistics. Secondly, it sends us looking
for social factors that may influence these variants (rather than
simply sweeping them under the rug called "free variation"). On this
foundation, this study will look at patterns in the variety of styles

used in argumentation (i.e., varieties of argumentation). It will

¥
also look at the social factors that influence distribution of the

*

occurrence of these variations throughout a given population's
1

4

H
¥
3
H

writing.




[

97
We must, however, first establish certain provisos, for it is
IS

not strictly variationalism that we will be using here. We will be,
}

rather, modifying variationalism to recognize the role of the
¥

observerf in research: the results of such research are not

b

necessarily what is, but they certainly are what has been seen

through a particular theoretical grid. We will also recognize,

first, the limitations of formalism and quantification and, second,
i

that in' describing variants, we are describing the central

¥

characteristics of those variants: the variants may, in real-life
languageguse, have very fuzzy borders;
Despite these modifications, however, we are indebted to
variationalism for the basic structure of its methodology and for its
¢
work in describing the observer's paradox. More specifically, we
will be incorporating into this study a basic notion in varia-
tionalism: if two variations encode the same or similar content, and
if there’are no structural constraints dictating choice of one or the
other, the selection of one variant over the other must be informed
by sociai considerations. We will also give attention to the

%

observergs paradox by eliciting formal writing (cf. Labov,

A\

1972:210-1). 1In this research we will ask students to write to be

3

observed. That is, we will ask them to do academic writing. Writing
for professors or writing for one's peers (as a graduate student or
professor) is writing for a highly literate audience. There is the

assumption that the reader of an academic piece of writing will pay

¢
*

attention, at least in part, to form as well as content. The

audience the permanence of a written text (which makes its form less

¥

i
¥

s
4
i
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transient than that of speech), and the lack of spontaneity in t?e
production of a text (one is expected to be more careful in writtén
text than in oral) all contribute to the academic writer's writing to
be observed. The students participating in this study will ée

producing writing meant to be observed.
2.3.4 Conclusions

Sociolinguistics, then, offers us a way of looking at

language varieties in context. It offers us the basic principles ?f
k3

the methodology of variationalism, and it offers us the insighﬁs

gained in language observation that have been summed up in Labov!s
1 )

work with the observer's paradox. In four-celled tagmemic terms, we
£

maintain that factors in the production process (that we capture in

~

the cohesion cell) are likely to inform the structure of the product
(class and slot). If, therefore, we see variation between the class
cells of two texts, and if the selection of one variant or another is

not informed by structural considerations, we turn to the cohesion

cell to determine the constraints informing selection of a particular

variant.




2.4 Conclusions ‘
i

A

What we have seen in this chapter is a statement of approach

and methodology built from a combination of tagmemic, informal logic,

and sociolinguistic theory. In sum, it looks like this: i

H
Under the heading of approach, first, language is social

behavior. It is first and foremost a system of communication, a
semiotic system. Language, therefore, must be studied in its social
context. Any linguistic method that intends to study :real-life
language must be sociolinguistic. k

Second, we cannot observe linguistic behavior as it is (i.e.,
"in-itself"). That is to say that any time we look at linguistic
behavior, or anything else for that matter, we see it through our
biases and presuppositions (i.e., through our perceptual ;echanisms
and paradigms) and through the theoretical grid we choose to use.
Because of this, we need to be aware (as much as possible) of the
presuppositions we bring to linguistic analysis; and we need to use
analysis methods that give us a number of perspectives on the data
(and, therefore, a more complete picture of the thing we are looking
at).

Third, argumentation is sociolinguistic behavior before it is
logical system. Argumentation arises when a sociolinguistic context
provides exigence, and the flow of argumentation shifts in response
to the demands of changes in context. Argument, by contrast is the
(usually written) sedimentation of argumentation (in a social

context) in writing. Because of this, the study of logical systems,

which are an essential characteristic of arguments, is only,a part of
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the study of argumentation. If informal logic wishes to deal with
real-life arguments in context, its methodology must be, at least in
part, sociolinguistic.

Fourth, all units and taxonomies of social behévior have
fuzzy borders. This is due to the wave-like characteristics of human
behavior. Because of this, though one may be able to find central
meanings for a referential identity, or may be able to point to a
typical representative of a certain class, it is di%ficult to chart
the border between one identity and another or one class and another.
We, therefore, try in analysis to pinpoint the peak of the wave that
represents a meaning or a class. From there we work out to the
borders as much as possible.

Under the heading of methodology, first, because language is
social behavior, we work with real-life texts. To create itexts for
analysis through introspection is to bypass the social exigence that
normally gives rise to text, thereby potentially biasing the data.

Second, as a way of systematizing the perspgctives of
particle, wave, and field, we use the four—celled tagmeme. It is
more thorough than the two-celled tagmeme (which looks oniy at the
relation of form to function), and, practically speaking, it is much
simpler to handle than the nine-celled tagmeme (which combines the
notions of particle, wave, and field with contrast, varigtion, and
distribution).

Third, because argumentation is sociolinguistic, and because

written argument bears the sedimentation of argumentation in its

structure, we look for social explanations for argument variants.
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However, because the borders of linguistic categories are by nature

fuzzy, we do not expect these variants to be determinant.




CHAPTER IIT

TEXT ANALYSIS

We now turn to actual text analysis. The purpose of this
chapter is comparative: we will look at a number of texts through
the theoretical "window" discussed above, describe their char—
acteristics, and then compare the characteristics of the texts
produced by men to those produced by women.

3.1 Description of Texts and
Analysis Techniques

Two provisos ought to be stated here. First, the texts
analyzed are argumentative. No statements are being made about any
other genre. Second, because of the nature of this research, the
results will not be stated in 'absoclute terms, eg., that a single sex
alone uses a certain stylistic device. In fact, it is virtually
impossible to assign any set of characteristics, linguistic or
otherwise, to a single sex. That is, with few exceptions one cannot
say without qualification either "If a person does or is X, then that
person is female." or "If a person is male, then he will do or be Y."
Some biological statements may be close to absolute descriptions of
men or women, but given some of the wonders of modern technology,
even biological boundaries between maleness and femaleness are at

times fuzzy. At any rate, we cannot expect, in an area as culturally

102
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determined as language, to find many (or perhaps any) sex-specific
characteristics. The observations in this section will, therefore,
take the form: Women/men tend to use more of this construction.

This section makes statements of trends, not of absolutes.

3.1.1 Data Base

Seventy-two students (four sections) of The University of
Texas at Arlington's Freshman Composition (ENGL 1301) course were
asked to participate in this study. A brief questionnaire
constituted the first page of the study. Based on the information it
supplied, the scope of the data base was limited to texts produced by
full-time UTA students, under 25 years old, native speakers of
English, with less than one year of post-high school education and no
formal training in argumentation, critical thinking, or argumentative
writing. Fifty-six students met these criteria. Of them, twenty-six
were female; thirty were male. Paragraphs written by part-time
students, nonnative speakers of English, students over 25, upper
division students, and students with formal training in argumentation
were set aside as being outside the scope of the study. Also set
aside were paragraphs unaccompanied by a complete questionnaire and
paragraphs written illegibly.

Each students produced a one paragraph argument in response
to the following instructions (which were on the second page of the

study):

Construct (write) a paragraph containing a GOOD argument (no
more than 1/2 page in length) for ONE of the following theses:
a) The legal drinking age should be raised to 21.
b)- The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21.
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c) English composition should be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA.
d) English composition should not be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA.
Write the paragraph in the space provided below.
The instructions were written purposely to look like instructions for
an essay examination question to elicit formal academic writing.
In order to minimize any bias that may have occurred as a
response to the person administering the study, it was administered
to two sections by a woman, and to two sections by a man.

The students were allowed to take all the time they needed to

complete their writing. All of them finished within fifteen minutes.

3.1.2 Analysis Methodology and Technique

The analysis methodology that will bg used in this chapter is
described (withjits theoretical presuppositions) in chapter two. It
is essentially a combination of textlinguistic, informal logic and
sociolinguistic methodologies. This chapter will look specifically
at argument structure (the structure of argument as product). Later
chapters will investigate, first, the extratextual that make up the
argumentative context for these arguments, and, second, how various
facets of the argument can be interpreted as sedimentation of the
production process (argumentation) within the argument (as product).
We will also 1look, in a later chapter, at a sociolinguistic
evaluation of argument quality.

As was detailed before, under the heading of argument

structure we will look at both grammatical and argument structure:

A. C(Class
1. analysis of the lower level grammatical units as
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particles
2. analysis of lexical elements as particles
B. Slot: analysis of argument conceptual movement as wave
1. accounting for the presence and location of a conclusion
within each argument
2. inventory of the devices used to combine clauses into
sentences
3. dinventory of rhetorical questions and orders
4, description and inventory of the devices used to
establish connections between sentences
C. Role: analysis of the purpose of the propositions of the
argument
D. Cohesion: analysis of the argument as a system of thought:
1. overall structure of the argument in the order it was
originally presented
2. analysis of the tenor of the argument.

3.2 Results of the Analysis

Analysis of the texts shows differences between men's and
women's texts throughout the four cells of the tagmeme. These
differences are in the areas of lexical inventory, types of low-level
grammatical constructions used, types of sentence constructions used,
transitional and cohesive devices, role and placement of premises
versus the conclusion, and overall argument structure and

organization.

3.2.1 C(Class
Under the heading of class, we will look at grammatical,
lexical, and referential particles: not only the kinds and frequency
of words and grammatical structures used, but also at the ways they
are used (both their reference and the way they are used as a part of
the overall structure of the text). We will focus on those elements

having a different distribution or frequency in women's texts than in

men's texts. Among these elements are pronouns (relative, personal,

A




106
partitive and universal); nouns and noun phrases (particularly verbal
and deverbal nouns and those noun phrases having a personal noun as
head); BE verbs; modal auxiliaries; and words expressing rights,

privileges, and responsibilities.

3.2.1.1 Pronouns

One of the areas in which there is a noticeable difference
between the men's and women's paragraphs is relative pronouns. These
pronouns occur within the texts with the frequency (total number of

occurrences/ average number of occurrences per paragraph) shown in

table 1.
TABLE 1
INVENTORY OF RELATIVE PRONOUNS
Female Male
Personal
Who 13/.5 8/.27
Restrictive 9/.35 8/.27
Nonrestrictive 4/ .15 0
Whom 1/.04 0
Whose 0 0
Nonpersonal
Which 1/.04 4/.13
Whose 0 0

We can see here that the frequency of use of the personal (i.e.,
human) relative pronoun is higher in women's texts, whereas in the

men's texts, use of the nonpersonal relative pronoun is more

frequent. The difference between the two patterns of usage is,

Vi
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however, greater than this chart can show. The single case in a
woman's text in which the nonpersonal pronoun is used is a
grammatical error ("... due to drunk drivers, most of which are under
21 years old"). Those cases of personal relative pronouns in men's
texts have (with one exception) either people or persons as their
head. By contrast the heads of personal relative clauses in women's
writing are more specific, containing afew instances of people, but

also reporters, teenagers, drivers, etc. Women's texts also contain

instances of nonrestrictive relative clauses whereas men's texts do
not.

Similarly, there are also differences in the the ways the men
and the women in the study used personal promouns. Women used I over
50% more than men did (female (F): 37, 1.42/par. (37 total uses for
an average of 1.42 uses per paragraph). Male (M): 27, .9/par.).
They used me with about the same frequency as men (F: 2, .08/par. M:
2, .07/par.), and my twice as much (F: 7, .27/par. M: 4, .13/par.).
-Within these uses some further trends emerge. Of all of the uses of

I in women's writing, 70% were in constructions such as I believe ...

or I feel ... 1In the men's writing, only 55% of the uses of I were
in such constructions. (See table 2.) We see in this chart that
women were more likely than men to use phrases that appear to expres;
reasoning, opinion, or emotion, phrases such as I think and I
believe. On the other hand, men tended to use the I + verb

construction to attest to their statements by personal experience,

using phrases such as I see and I know.
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TABLE 2

INVENTORY OF EXPRESSIONS OF
OPINION USING I

Female Male
I believe 10 3
I think 9 4
I feel 3 4
I know 0 3
I see 0 3
other 4 2

Similarly, women used my in expressions such as my opinion

whereas men did not. Women also used my to express relationships:

1" n " n

"my brothers," "my friends, people my own age." Men did not use it
in this way at all. They did, however, use I, me, and my in
anecdotes about personal experiences more than women did.

There were also striking differences in the patterns of usage
of the second person promoun. Women used you over 200% more
frequently than men did (F: 22, .85/par. M: 8, .27/par.). This
pronoun is, in both the men's and the women's writing, informal and
indefinite, and takes the place of one (as in "At 18 you are legally
considered to be an adult." rather than "At eighteen one is legally
considered to be an adult.") though in one case in the men's writing
it is used as a personal pronouﬁ referring to the reader. The most
striking difference in the use of you is in the contexts in which the

pronoun is used. All but one use of you in women's writing (i.e., 21

of 22 uses) occurred in sentences speaking of rights, privileges, or

responsibilities (eg., "you are allowed ...," '"you : are held
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responsible ..."). None of the occurrences of you in the men's were
in sentences overtly dealing with these issues. In the women's
writing, 867% of the uses of you (19/22) occurred in a sentence
containing a passive verb. None of the men's uses of you were in a

)
sentence with a passive verb. (More will be said about this pattern
of usage in the section covering differences in the voice of verbs.)

Women used the pronoun your six times. FEach time it referred
not to ownership of concrete physical objects but to relations to
people (eg., "your parents") or to abstract entities (eg., "your
future", "your time"). This usage is quite similar to the way the
ngen used the pronoun my (as noted above). The men did not use the
pronoun your.

The differences in the use of the third person singular
pronoun were as follows. Men used the pronoun he three times as
frequently as did women (F: 5, .19/par. M: 17, .57). Of these uses
by the men, 6% had masculine antecedents, 65% had generic antecedents
(eg., "a person"), and 29% had generic antecedents and were a part of
a compound pronoun construction (i.e., "he/she" or "he or she").
Women did not use these compound constructions, and all of the
antecedents for their he occurrences were generic. Similarly, men
used his 3 3/4 times more frequently than did women (F: 2, .08/par.
M: 9, .30/par.). By contrast women used the pronoun it slightly more

frequently than men (F: 34, 1.31/par. M: 38, 1.27/par.). However,

the uses of this pronoun were somewhat different. (See table 3.)




110
TABLE 3

INVENTORY OF THE PRONOUN it

Female Male
w/ grammatical
antecedent 567% 50%
no grammatical
antecedent 35% 29%
anticipatory
subject 9% 187
idiomatic use 0 8%

Note particularly that a greater number of the women's uses of it had

no grammatical antecedent,

As for the plural personal pronouns, women used we and our

slightly more than did men (We: F: 8, .31/par. M:6, .20/par. Our:
F: 5, .19/par. M:4, .13/par.) but they did so in no noticeably
different way. There were, however, more noticeable difference in
the uses of they. Women used they about 20% more than did men. It
was used in the following way (percentages are percent of the total
number of uses). (See table 4.) Notice here that almost 50% of the
women's sentences containing they also contain grammatical errors in
the agreement of that pronoun and its antecedent. This figure

contrasts with 30Z of the sentences having the same problem in the

men's writing.

Vi
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TABLE 4

INVENTORY OF THE PRONOUN they

Female Male
w/ plural antecedent 547 707
w/ singular " 36% 9%
w/ no " 8% 12%
w/ mass noun " 2% 9%

There is no noticeable differences in the men's and the
women's writing in the uses of them. Again women used more of the
possessive personal pronoun, their (F: 20, M: 9), and in those uses
were more likely than men to wuse it in reference to a personal
.relationship (eg., "their friends").

We look now (briefly) at partitive and universal pronouns.
These pronouns are used with the following frequency (seen in table
5). Note that men tended to use universal pronouns, particularly
personal universal pronoun, more than women did. Also, when men used
universal pronouns, those pronouns tended to be unmodifed whereas the
women's pronouns tended to be modified by a clause or phrase.
Summary—Pronouns

Though differences in the male and the female uses of the
pronoun are sometimes slight, we can see some patterns in their use.
Women tended to use more first and second person personal pronouns.
With the exception of his, they tended to use more possessive
personal pronouns (and those used often to express relationships).

They also made more grammatical errors of grammatical agreement of
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the pronoun with its antecedent. Overall, they used more personal
pronouns than did men. By contrast men tended to use more unmodified

universal pronouns than did women.

TABLE 5

INVENTORY OF PARTITIVE AND UNIVERSAL PRONOUNS

3.2.1.2 Nouns

Female Male
Personal
Anybody 0 0
Anyone 0 2
Everyone 1 7
Everybody 0 2
Someone 3 2 |
No one 2 1 |
Nobody 0 0
Total 7 14
Nonpersonal
Anything 1 3
Each 2 0
Everything 0 0
Nothing 1 1
Something 3 2
Total 7 6
Total 14 20

We turn now to differences in nouns and noun phrases. The

principle difference in the use of noun phrases was in personal noun

phrases (noun phrases in which the head refers to a person). Though

men used a slightly greater number of personal noun phrases than did
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women (7% more), the personal noun phrases used by women were, on the
average, twice as long as those used by men (2.76/1.27 words per
phrase). Men more often than not used a simple personal noun phrase
(a single noun or article plus noun) whereas women tended to modify
their nouns with adjectives or adjectival clauses and phrases.

The next pattern of usage we look at is that of verbal and
deverbal nouns. A deverbal noun is a noun that has been derived from
a verb (i.e., a verb that has been changed into a noun through the
appending of a derivational suffix such as -ment, -or/-er,
-tion/-sion, etc.). A verbal noun is a word that has the form of a
verb but that is used syntactically as a noun (i.e., swimming in the
sentence, "Swimming is good for you."). In our data base, men used
24% more verbal and deverbal nouns per paragraph than did women (F:
148, 5.69/par. M: 211, 7.03/par.). Men used 51% more verbal and
deverbal nouns as the object of a preposition (M: 1.8/par. F:
1.19/par.), 32% more as a subject (M: 1.37/par. F: 1.04/par.), and
54% more as a direct object (M: .83/par. F: .54/par.). There was no
appreciable~Aifference in the use of verbal and deverbal nouns as the

head of a possessive phrase or as a predicate nominal.

Summary—Nouns

From this look at personal and verbal and deverbal nouns, we
can see that men tended to use more abstract deverbal and verbal
nouns and used unelaborated personal noun phrases. Women, by
contrast, tended to use fewer abstract deverbal and verbal nouns and

tended to elaborate personal noun phrases.
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3.2.1.3 Verbs

Men's and women's texts also show differences in the kind of
verbs used. We look first at Transitivity.

Transitivity (with a capital T) is, according to Hopper and
Thompson (1980:251), "traditionally understood as a global property
of an entire clause, such that an activity is 'carried-over' or
'transferred' from an agent to a patieqt", (though, also tradi-
tionally, the verb is the focal point of a transitive or in
transitive clause in that we speak of "transitive/ intransitive
verbs"). The effectiveness or intensity with® which the action is

transferred can be measured along at least ten parameters (Hopper and

- Thompson, 1980:252). These parameters are listed in figure 14,

HIGH LOW
A. Participants 2 or more 1 participant
participants
B. Kinesis action non-action
C. Aspect telic atelic
D. Punctuality punctual non-punctual
E. Volitionality volitional non-volitional
F. Affirmation affirmative negative
G. Mode realis irrealis
H. Agency agent high agent low in
in potency potency
I. Affectedness object totally object not
of object affected affected
J. Individuation object highly object non-
of object individuated individuated

Figure 14. Hopper and Thompson's Ten Components of

Transitivity

Fach of the independent clauses in our data has been assessed

across these parameters.

Transitivity was scored as one,

In this study,

low as zero,

for each Tparameter,

high

giving a possible

Transitivity score as high as ten or as low as zero for each

clause.
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The results of this assessment (as seen in table 6) show that women's
writing was on the average higher in Transitivity than men's (F:

2.35/sentence. M: 1.90/sentence. (out of a possible 10)).

TABLE 6

TRANSITIVITY OF INDEPENDENT CLAUSES

Female Male
A. Participants 59, .35/par. 48, .24/par.
B. Kinesis 61, .36/par. 54, .28/par.
C. Aspect 7, .04/par. 8, .04/par.
D. Punctuality 1, .006/par. 1, .005/par.
E. Volitiomality 93, .54/par. 73, .38/par.
F. Affirmation 129, .76/par. 152, .79/par.
G. Mode 7, .04/par. 13, .07/par.
H. Agency 14, ,08/par. 6, .03/par.
I. Affectedness 18, .11/par. 6, .03/par.
of object
J. Individuation 11, .06/par. 5, .03/par.
of object

a

We turn now to look the voice of the verbs in our data. On
the whole, women used 667 more passive verbs (per paragraph) than men
did (F: 62, 2.38/par. M: 43, 1.43/par.). They (women) used 52% more
passives in topic sentences (F: 25, .96/par. M: 19, .63/par.), and
80% more in independent clauses (F: 42, 1.62/par. M: 27, .90/par.).
In women's writing, 37%.of all sentences and 16% of all independent
- clauses contained a passive construction. This contrasts with 22% of
sentences and 147 of independent clauses in men's writing.

If we look, however, at the patterns in the use of these

passives verbs, we will see even greater differences between men and
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women's writing. Of the sentences in women's writing containing the
pronoun you, 86%Z also contained a passive verb. None of the
sentences with you in men's writing contained a passive verb. Of
those sentences in women's writing that speak of rights, privileges
and/or responsibilities, 57% contained a passive verb. Only 227 of
similar sentences in men's writing contained a passive verb.

Next, we look at BE verbs. Men tended to use slightly more
BE verbs than did women (M: 92, 3.07/par. F: 71, 2.73/par.), and
were more likely to use them in independent clauses (M: 53, 1.77/par.
F: 31, 1.19/par.). BE verbs in independent clauses were used in the

ways seen in table 7.

TABLE 7

INVENTORY OF BE VERBS IN INDEPENDENT CLAUSES

Female Male

W/ existential subj

Total 13 11
W/ personal subject
W/ modal verb 5 3
In contingent sent 2 8
Other 2% 10%%

Total 9 21

*both with I as the subject

**¥2 with I as the subject

We see from this table, that women were more 1likely to use

existential constructions ("It is ..." or "There is ...") but were

Pz




117
far less likely to make statements of being about people. Those that
they did make were either modified (mitigated?) by modal auxiliaries
or C9ntingent constructions, or they were about themselves.

| The next thing we will consider is modal auxiliaries. The

auxiliaries can, could, may, might were used in the ways seen in

table 8.
TABLFE. 8
INVENTORY OF THE MODAL AUXILIARIES: can,
could, may, and might
Female Male
Can
'"To be able to'. . 8 (427%) 12 (807%%)
Personal . . . 8 10
Passive. . . . 0 1

'To have
permission to'

(i.e., may). . . . 10 (537%*) 2 (137%%)
Personal . . . 10 2
Passive. . . . 2 0
Other. . . . . 1 1
Total 19 (.73/par.) 15 (.50/par.)
Could
Personal . . . . . 3 1
Other. « « . . . . 4 1
Total 7 (.27/par.) 2 (.07/par.)
May 3 (.11/par.) 3 (.10/par.)
Might 2 (.08/par.) 2 (.07/par.)

*Percentages are of the total number of occurrences of the
above lexical item.,
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Notice, first of all, that women tended to use the

auxiliaries can and could more than men did. Notice too that the

pattern of usage for can was different. Men used can 80% of the time

to signify 'to be able to' (i.e., a particular action is possible

because the agent has the capability to perform it or because the

situation is right for it to happen). By contrast, only 43% of

women's uses of can were with this meaning. The other 53% of the

uses were with the meaning 'to have been granted the permission to'.

That is a particular action can take placg because the agent has been

given the right or privilege to perform it. This is the meaning of
can that is often encoded as may. Men used can with this meaning

only 137 of the time.

The auxiliaries should and will also show different patterns
of usage. (See table 9.) We see differences in the use of these
auxiliaries as well, Notice that though women tended to use the
auxiliary should more than men, this was becau§e they were more
likely to repeat the topic sentence assigned to them (which contained
the word should). If we look at those instances of should that do
not appear in the topic sentence/ coﬂclusion of the argument, we see
that men and women are about equally likely to use the word.
However, the pattern of usage was somewhat different. Notice, first

of all, that women tended to use the should in sentences containing

passive constructions noticeably more than men did.
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TABLE 9

INVENTORY OF THE MODAL AUXTILIARIES: should
will, and would

Female Male

Should 44 (1.69/ par.) 40 (1.33/ par.)
Should

(not in C)
Passive . . . . . 12 (717%) 6 (327%)
Personal . . . . . 4 (237%* 9 (477#)

Total. . . . . 17 (.65/ par.) 19 (.63/ par.)
Will

Personal . . . 8 14

Other. . . . . 9 14

Total 17 (.65/ par.) 28/ .93/ par.)
Would

Personal . . . 4 (31%) : 5 (38%)

Other. . . . . 9- 8

Total 13 (.50/par.) 13(.43/par.)

* Percentages are of the total number of occurrences of the
above lexical item.

*%311 mitigated

# 4 mitigated

Notice too that women used fewer personal nouns or noun phrases as
subjects of a verb bearing the auxiliary should. Not only did they
use fewer personal subjects in these cases, but in the sentences
where they did use personal subjects with the auxiliary verb should,
they mitigated the subject either by an adverb (eg., "probably") or

by a contingency construction ("If ..., then ... should ...").

Notice too the frequency of the auxiliary will. Men used this
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auxiliary 43% more frequently than did women.
Summary—Verbs

In summary, we see that the verbs women tended to use were
higher in Tramsitivity and more passive in voice than were those used
by men. Women tended to use fewer BE verbs, and those they did use
generally did not have a personal subject without the additional
presence of a modal auxiliary or a contingent sentence structure.
Men, by contrast tended to use lower Transitivity verbs including
more BE verbs (as likely as not with a personal subject). In the
area of auxiliary verbs, women used can the majority of the time to
mean 'to have permission/ the right to'. Men tended to use it to
mean 'to have the ability to'. Women used the auxiliary could more
than did men. Men tended to use the auxiliary should more than did
women (not including uses in the topic sentence/ conclusion). Women
tended to use it in sentences with the passive voice and with an
impersonal subject or din a mifggated sentence with a personal

subject.

3.2.2 Slot
We now turn to slot. Under this heading we will be looking
at the propositions of the argument, more specifically, how they are

encoded as sentences and how they work together to create a

(syntagmatic) flow, the sequence of the argument.
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3.2.2.1 Presence and Location
of Conclusion

Under the heading of slot, we will first look at the
conclusions of the argument. We will look at whether or not each
argument has a stated conclusion, and where that conclusion is.
Total number of stated conclusions in women's writing is 32
(1.23/par.) in contrast to 29 (.97/par,) in men's writing. Of these
conclusions 24 (75Z) occur as the first sentence of the paragraph in
women's writing, 22 (76%Z) in men's. In women's writing, five
conclusions (16%) occur as the last sentence; in men's writing five
(17%Z) occur in this position. Three conclusions (9%Z) in women's
writing and two (7%) in men's occur elsewhere. A1l paragraphs in
women's writing have 'a stated conclusion. In men's writing five

paragraphs had no stated conclusion

3.2.2.2 Sentence Structure

Next we look at the grammatical structure of the premises and
the conclusion. We will look at whether these propositions are
encoded as simple, compound, or complex sentences, as rhetorical
questions, rhetorical orders, or as indicative sentences.

Before investigating the grammatical structure of the
premises, however, we will need some definitions. For our purposes
here a simple sentence is defined as an orthographic sentence having
only one verb, that verb being the main verb of an independent
clause. A compound sentence is an orthographic sentence having

either two or more independent clauses joined by a conjunction or a

connective, or a single independent clause having two or more main
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verbs that share a single subject. A complex sentence is an
orthographic sentence having a single verb in an independent clause
plus a dependent clause or a phrase containing a verb (a verbal
construction not being used as a verbal noun or adjective or as some
other part of speech other tham a verb). A compound complex sentence
is a sentence having both compound and complex sentence
characteristics. These sentence types were used in the arguments
with the frequencies seen in tables 10 and 11.

We see in these tables several thing of note. First, we see
that the preferred sentence structures among men were the simple and
complex sentence structures. Together these two sentence types
account for 85% percent of all sentences in the premises and all of
the sentences in the conclusion. Secondly, we see that women are
much more likely to use compound sentence than are men. They are
also more likely to mix compound and complex structures in creating
sentences. In comparing premise to conclusions, we see that whereas
men tend to use primarily complex sentences in the premises, their
preferred structure for the conclusion is a simple sentences
structure. On the other hand, though women also use more simple
structures in the conclusion than they do in the premises, they use
equally as many complex structures. They also use some compound

structures in the conclusion whereas men do not.
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TABLE 10

INVENTORY OF SENTENCE TYPES IN PREMISES

Female Male
Simple 23/19%* 34/237%
Compound 14/11% 8/ 6%
Complex 59/487% 91/62%
Compound complex 26/21% 13/ 9%

* percent is percent of total number of premise sentences

TABLE 11
INVENTORY OF SENTENCE TYPES IN CONCLUSIONS

Female Male
simple 23/427%* 22/69%
compound 1/ 3% 0/ 0
complex 15/48% 10/317%
compound complex 2/ 7% 0/ 0

* percent is percent of total number of conclusion sentences

The second thing we will 1look at in this section is
rhetorical questions and orders. These rhetorical structures are
defined as sentences (in written texts) bearing interrogative and
imperative surface structures (respectively) but carrying out a
textual rather than an interpersonal interactive function. In the

i

men's writing we see two rhetorical questio?s and no rhetorical

orders. In the women's writing, we see three| rhetorical questions

i
and one rhetorical order. Overall, both groups used very few of

i

i
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»

these devices, preferring, instead, indicative sentences to encode

4

propositions.

3.2.2.3 Transitional Words and Phrases

Having considered the kinds of structures used to combine
clauses into sentences, we now turn to the various lexical elements

used for the same purpose.

TABLE 12

INVENTORY OF CONNECTING DEVICES WITHIN PROPOSITIONS
(DEVICES THAT CONNECT CLAUSES)

Female Male ?

and 29/1.11 24/ .08
also 0/ 0 1/ .03
because 7/ .27 9/ .30
before 3/ .11 0/ 0
but 6/ .23 5/ .16
however 1/ .04 1/ .03
if 29/1.11 24/ .80
or 10/ .38 3/ .10
not 2/ .08 0/ 0
on the one hand... 1/ .03 0/ 0 v
since 1/ .03 2/ .07
=10 4/ .15 4/ .13
then 4/ .15 1/ .03
therefore 2/ .08 0/ 0
though 4/ .15 o/ 0
until 0/ 0 1/ .03
when 3/ .11 5/ .17
while 0/ 0 1/ .03
yet 2/ .08 0/ 0
deictic 2/ .08 12/ .40
pronoun 50/1.92 68/2.26

Table 12 is an inventory of the conjunctions, connectives,

O
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and other lexical devices used between independent clauses or between
dependent and independent clauses. Though there are more
similarities than differences between the two columns of this chart,
there are a few things worthy of note. First of all, notice how
women are more likely to combine two contrasting ideas using either

contrastive conjunctive adverbs such as on the one hand, or yet (cf.

Quirk, et al., 1972:520-32 and Maclin, 1981:181-3 for description of
these adverbs) or contrastive coordinating conjunctions such as but
or or (cf. Maclin, 1981:118 and 122-6). In all women used 20 such
contrastive devices to men's 6. Secondly, notice that men tend to
use more pronouns as substitution connectives with anaphoric
reference (i.e., the pronouns refer back to a previous mentioned noun
or noun phrase and so perform a cohesive function between the clause
containing the pronoun and that containing the noun). Of the
pronouns used in this way 31 used by women are personal pronoun (623%)
and 19 (38%) are impersonal. Men, by contrast, use a greater
percentage of personal pronoun (55 for 81%Z) and fewer impersonal
pronoun (13 for 19%) in this function. Notice, thirdly, that men
tended to use more deictics as connective devices between clauses.

We now look at connective devices between sentences (i.e.,
connectives performing a discourse-level function). Table 13 is an

inventory of those devices.

s
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TABLE 13

INVENTORY OF CONNECTING DEVICES
BETWEEN PREMISES

Female Male

after all 1/ .04 1/ .03
also 6/ .23 5/ .17
as is evident 0/ 0 1/ .03
because 2/ .08 1/ .03
but 2/ .08 0/ 0

even 0/ 0 1/ .03
granted 1/ .04 0/ 0

however 0/ 0 4/ .13
in doing so 0/ 0 1/ .03
instead 1/ .04 0/ 0

nor 1/ .04 0/ 0

now . 0/ 0 2/ .06
on the other hand 1/ .04 0/ 0

so 1/ .04 1/ .03
then 0/ 0 1/ .03
today 0/ 0 i/ .03
too 1/ .04 0/ 0

deictics 15/ .58 22/ .73
listing words 14/ .54 6/ .20
pronouns 25/ .96 15/ .50

We see in this table similar results to those above. Women
are more?likely to contrast ideas (6 occurrences of contrastive
conjunctive adverbs and conjunctions és opposed to 4 occurrences in
men's writing). Men are more likely to use deictics as connecting
devices on the discourse level than they are on the sentence level.
We do, however, see one difference between this inventory and the
sentence-level inventory: women are more likely to use anaphoric
pronouns on the discourse-level whereas men are more 1likely to use

them on the sentence level. On the discourse-level, 60% of the 25

pronouns used by women were personal. This is about the same ratio
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as on the sentence-level. Men, by contrast used 11 personal
pronouns, 73% of the total number (15). This is a smaller ratio of
number of personal to total number of pronouns than they used on the
sentence-level. ’

Next we look at the connections between the premises and the
conclusion. As has been already noted, the two most common locations
for conclusions are at the beginning and at the end of a paragraph.
Those conclusions occupying the former position will be called
"paragraph initial conclusions" whereas those occupying the Ilatter
will be called "paragraph final conclusions."” In women's writing,
nine of the paragraph initial conclusions are followed by (i.e.,
connected to the premises by) "because" or "for." One paragraph
final conclusion is preceded by "therefore." Of all the statements
of conclusion, fifteen are preceded by statement such as "I think
that ..." "It is my opinion that ..." (twelve initial, three final),
and eleven are accompanied by phrase that speak of the reason for

believing the conclusion (using the word reason or basis for argument

explicitly). By contrast, in men's writing five of the sentence
initial conclusions are followed by because or for. One sentence
final conclusion was preceded by S0, none by therefore. Of all the
men's statements of conclusion, two were preceded by a statement such
as "I think that ..." or "I feel that ..." (both paragraph initial).
Three conclusions are accompanied by a phrase that speaks of the

reason for believing this conclusion.

,)"
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3.2.3 Role
Under the heading of "role" we will be using insights from
the Toulmin model (cf. section 2.2.2.2 and fig. 9). Specifically, we
will be looking at how different propositions function as (1) grounds
(the specific evidence presented), (2) warrant (the general
principles to which the argument appeals), (3) claim (the conclusion
of the argument), and (4) modality (the mitigation or intemsification

of the claim).

3.2.3.1 Grounds

The paragraphs being analyzed here contain a large number of
grounds. In fact, to someone seeing this writing in light of the
Toulmin model, the presence of a number of disconnected grounds and
the relative absence of warrants, backing, rebuttals, and modalities
would be very striking features. What we will look at, therefore,
under the heading of "grounds" is not the number of propositioms that
could’be construed to be grounds, but rather the number of topics
being dealt with by the grounds. For example, a student arguing
against the drinking age being raised to twenty-one may have cited
the unenforceability of the law, the inconsistency of the law with
the present legal age, and personal objections to the law. This
argument would be noted as having three topics within the grounds.

Women's writing shows on the average more topics within the

grounds than does men's. Men averaged 2.2 topics per paper. Women

average 2.73 topics.
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3.2.3.2 Warrants

Next we will look at warrants. A warrant is the statement of
general principle that forms the connection between the grounds and

the claim. In a modus ponens argument the hypothetical proposition

is often the warrant. For example (cf. section 2.2.2.2),
P1 If a patient has a straightforward URI, he/she is to be

treated with penicillin.
P2 This patient has a straightforward URI.

C This patient is to be treated with penicillin.
In this argument, Pl is the hypothetical proposition. It is also the
warrant. Consider another example, this time of a disjunctive

syllogism (Crossley and Wilsom, 1979:174):

Pl Either we allow free speech or we do not allow free speech.
P2 Tt is unacceptable not to allow free speech in this case.

IE—_Egerefore we should allow free speech.
Here we see that the disjunction is the warrant. Hypothetical and
disjunctive propositions often encode general principles. They are
also often used to connect a simple premise to its conclusion. This
pattern of usage offers us a structural criterion by which to discern
the presence of two kinds of warrants within arguments. With this
criterion in mind, we will be looking in this section at hypothetical

and disjunctive propositions used as warrants.
The following methodology was used to determine the presence
of disjunctive and hypothetical propositions used as warrants.

First, the conclusion (claim) of the argument was broken down into

phrases, the noun phrase used as subject, the verb phrase used as

verb, and the noun phrase used as direct object or subjective
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complement (if any). Secondly, the argument was scanned for
paraphrase sets for these pﬁfases (i.e., for surface structure items
that served to encode the same referential units as the phrases in
the conclusion, cf. Pike and Pike, 1982:2, 452)., The relationship
between the propositions containing the two paraphrase sets (one
being a conclusion, the other a premise) was then considered. If the
premise could function as a conjunctive, disjunctive, or hypothetical
premise in an argument containing its corresponding conclusion, this
was noted. The results of this examination is as follows. In the
women's arguments, there were 63 (2.42/par.) of the above described
paraphrase sets, and 44 premises were tied to the conclusion by at
least one paraphrase set (367% of total number of premises). In the
men's writing, there were 70 paraphrase sets (2.33/par.), and 45
premises were ties to the conclusion by at least one paraphrase set
(30% of the total number of premises). Of these ties, in women's
writing, eight are in sentences that could function in the paragraph
as a whole as a hy}othetical premise’ of a hypothetical syllogism.
One is in a paraphrase of an or construction that could function as a
premise of a disjunctive syllogism. In the men's writing, 24 of the
premises containing half of a paraphrase set could function as a
hypothetical premise in a hypothetical syllogism. Many of these
premises contain a grammatical if/then construction. In short, men
are more than three times more 1ikely to use a hypothetical
proposition as a warrant than women are. From these statistics, we

can see that though women make use of paraphrase sets as a cohesion

device in their argumentative paragraphs, this repetition of key
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ideas is not as reminiscent of repetition in syllogistic logic as the

repetition in men's writing is.

3.2.3.3 Claim

Information under the heading of claim would simply be a
rehearsal of information previous presented under the heading of

conclusion. The reader is referred to information in sections

3.2.2.3 and in 3.2.2.1.

3.2.3.4 Modality

Next we will look at modality within the claims. Men used
two modalities; both were intensifiers. Women used one modality, an
intensifier. This however does not take into account statements such
as "I think" and "I believe" in the claim. These constructions may
be modalities as well. The reader is referred to 3.2.1.1, '"personal
pronouns," and 3.2.2.3, "transitional words and phrases," for more

informatiqon on these constructions.

3.2.4 Cohesion

It is now time to step back away from the lower-level details

of the argument and to begin to see patterns. In this section we

will look at a synthesis of the work than has been detailed in
earlier sections and will try to discern from it a field structure,

the overall structure and tone of the arguments.

3.2.4.1 Argument Structure

On the basis of what we have seen above, we can say that there

appear to be differences between the overall argument structure. used
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by men and that used by women. Women's structure, more than men's,
seems to be one of compounding. Women present more topics within the
grounds of their arguments. They use more compound sentences. They
use more lexical items that compound and contrast pairs of clauses or
sentences. They use more ennumerating devices (eg., "first,"
"second," etc.) as discourse markers, and hence more parallelism (and
compounding) on the discourse level. They use repetition of lexical
items, particularly anaphoric personal pronouns as cohesive devices.,

Men, by contrast, use more complex or subordinating
structures than do women. For premises they use more complex
sentences. The overall structure of their argument tends to be more
deductive in that they use more warrants to connect their grounds to
their claims. They also present fewer topics within the grounds than

do women.

3.2.4.2 Argument tone

Argument tone also seems to be different. There is evidence
in women's arguments for an attention to networks of personal
relationships and the place of the arguer and argument in these
network. Firstly, women use more lexical items to encode personal
identities. They use I and all of the personal pronouns more than
men do. They are more likely to say "I think" or "I believe." They
employ elaborate personal noun phrases. Secondly, women use more
grammatical structures to encode people being acted upon as well as

acting. They use can to mean 'to have someone else's permission to'

more than men do. They use personal pronouns 1in passive construc-
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tions more than men do. They speak of rights and privileges using
the passive while men do not. Thirdly, women use more constructions
that encode people in relationship to other people. They use
possessive constructions largely to express relationship. They refer
to "my friends" and or other guch specific people as a part of their
arguments. Finally, they are more explicit in their descriptions of
individuals and less likely to generalize about people. They use
generalizations such as "everybody" and "everyone" quite infre-
quently.

In addition to the focus on personal networks, we see two
other distinctives in the tone of women's writing. They were Iless
likely to give unmitigated directives or to make unmitigated predic-
tions. They never used an unmitigated should with a personal
subject. They use will to make predictions more infrequently than do
men. Women's writing was also distinctive in its immediacy. Women
used fewer verbal and deverbal nouns,-preferring rather to use active
verbs. This resulted in a higher overall Transitivity of verbs (more
on the issue of immediacy in chapter 5).

Men, by contrast, tend to be more thing- and idea-centered.
Men's references to people are less specific than women's. They use
more impersonal relative pronouns. They use the generic he more than
do women. They use people and everyone more than women. Men's
arguments tend to use constructions that encode concepts rather than

actions. They use more verbal and deverbal noun phrases, fewer

action verbs, more BE verbs. Men are also more 1likely to use

constructions that encode generalizations. They were also more




134
likely to make existential or descriptive statements about things and
people using BE. They are also more likely to predict the behavior
of people using will.

Put simply (and perhaps simplistically), the difference
between the structure of men's and women's arguments as they are seen
here revolves around the difference in the way the two groups employ
coordination and ennumeration vs. subordination and deductive
connections. The differences in the tone of the two groups’

arguments centers on differences in the place of personal networks

vs. abstract generalizations in argument.




CHAPTER TV

WIDER CONTEXT

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a  broader
interpretive context for the findings of chapter three. More
specifically, we discovered in chapter three that there are sex-based
differences in our sampling of argumentative texts. That observation
was a linguistic or structural one. This dissertation, however, is
not meant to be a purely structural linguistic investigation. For it
to be sociolinguistic, we must dinvestigate the possible social
factors prompting structural variatiomn. In this chapter we
investigate those social factors.

This chapter will provide a survey of previous studies that
have dealt with sex-based differences in human behavior. It will
focus particularly on linguistic, moral, and persuasive behavior, and
even more particularly on the intersection of the three.

In this chapter, we will look, first of all, at a brief
history of the study of differences in men's and women's use of
language. We will then focus in on the details of those studies that
border on the sentence-level (and below) work in chapter three.

Next, we will look at the evidence for sex-based differences
in persuasion, logic, and/or moral reasoning. Most of this work has

been done outside of linguistics. We will, therefore, turn to

135
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psychology, looking particularly at the Gilligan/Kohlberg debate, and
to women's studies, looking at the research being done in academic
research style.

What we discover from this investigation will give us the
basis for a hypothesis. That hypothesis is that the central social
factors giving rise to sex-based difference in linguistic behavior
are (1) the amount of influence interpersonal intera;tion is allowed
to play.in the reasoning process and (2) the amount of influence
abstract (context independent) principle is allow to play in that
same process. This hypothesis will be tested against not only
studies from several different disciplines, but also against folk
wisdom and stereotypes. Finally, we will investigate the reason for
this difference, whether it be biocultural or cultural.

4.1 Evidence for Sex-based Difference
in Linguistic Behavior

Robin Lakoff, in her ground breaking “work, Language and

.

Woman's Place (1975:8) said,

"Women's language" shows up in all levels of the grammar of
English. We find differences in the choice and frequency of
lexical items; in the situations in which certain syntactic rules
are performed; in intonational and other supersegmental patterns.
When she made this statement, however, there was not a good deal of

evidence to corroborate it. The study of sex-based differences in

language use was still young. Lakoff's was a pioneering work.

4.1.1 History
Even the systematic study of sex-based differences in general

is relatively young. Sir Francis Galton, who is also known for his
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study of national and "racial" differences, is known as a pioneer in
this kind of study. After extemnsive research, in 1907 he declared
that his tests had proven that women were inferior to men in every
way (as were people of other races to the British). Unfortunately,
when challenged, Galton was unable to demonstrate that the tests he
had used to arrive at these conclusions were significantly related to
life activities of any importance (Sherif, 1979:145).

The earliest attempt by a modern Ilinguist to account for
systematic differences between men's and women's speech was on the
part of Otto Jesperson. His studies, which are to this day infamous
among those studying sex-based language differences, occupied a small
section in his 1922 book and a chapter in his 1923 book. Though
Jesperson did present some empirical data * about differences in
phonology, grammar, and taboos, his interpretation of this data was,
at times, questionable. For example, when he found that women tended
to be more fluent in speech than men in some contexts, Jesperson
(1922:254) proposed that

the superior readiness of speech of women is a concomitant of the
fact that their vocabulary is smaller and more central than that
of men. But this again is connected with another indubitable
fact, that women do not reach the same extreme points as men, but
are nearer the average in most respects.

The conclusions of studies such as Jesperson's and Galton's
were not unusual when compared to other work being done in the early
1900s. The social evolutionary theorists of that time were also
offer;ng "proof" that women were inferior to men (in all ways but

especially in language and reasoning ability) based on brain size,

particularly the size of the frontal lobe (Sherif, 1979:145-6). Such
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conclusions were the norm for those few early studies investigating
sex-based differences in linguistic behavior, and went virtually
unchallenged until the 1960s.

The 1960s and the women's 1liberation/feminist movement
brought with them a heightened awareness of sexual discrimination and
bigotry. Many of the early studies in sex differences in language

. came out of that climate. Studies in the late 1960s and early 1970s
focused mainly on sexism in language, the differences in the ways men
and women were referred to (eg., Toth, 1970; Bosmajian, 1972). It
was a small leap from those studies to studies in which sex was
considered as a variable in language production. The importance of
the sex of the speaker to accurate linguistic description was
beginning to be recognized by the linguistic community at large in
the mid-1970s (Conklin, 1978:222).

In 1975 two particularly significant books were published.
The first, edited by Barrie Thorne and Nancy Henley and entitled

Language and Sex: Difference and Dominance helped to establish the

study of sex-based language differences as a 1legitimate facet of

sociolinguistic research. The second book, Language and Woman's

Place, was written by Robin Lakoff. This book is significant in
that, first, it was one of the first written by a linguist to look at
language by and about women, and, second, it has served as a
jumping-off place for numerous studies since that time (eg., Crosbey
and Nyquist, 1977; Dubois and Crouch, 1975; Hartman, 1976 among
others).

The late 1970s and the 1980s have witnessed a flood of books

o
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and %rticles on the topic of sex-based linguistics differences. A
new concern for methodology built on a sound theoretical foundation
has developed (cf. Kramarae, Thorne, and Henley, 1983:233-8). Also
since the mid-1970s a wide variety of differences have been
documented--differences in word choice (eg., Crosby and Nyquist,
1977; Lapadat, and Seesahai, 1978), grammatical constructions (eg.,
Barron, 1971), pronunciation (eg., Levine and Crockett, 1979),
intonation (eg., Richards, 1975) as well as other linguistic
features. It would be impossible and unnecessary to consider all of
the evidence for sex-based linguistic differences piece by piece.
Suffice it to say that such differences have been well documented.

Sex of speaker/writer has come to be a well attested variable in

sociolinguistic analysis.

4.1.2 Parallels to this Study

Instead we turn to those studies that border on the work done
in chapter three. We see here that some of the findings in that
chapter are not proper to this study alone. Some, such as those
dealing with pronominal reference, sentences structure and verbosity,
are paralleled, and so attested to, by other descriptive studies.
Others, the findings about modal auxiliaries, are paralleled in some
places and not in others. Others, such as the findings regarding

verbal and deverbal nouns, are contradicted.

4.1.2.1 Verbosity

First of all, we see that though in this study, men wrote

only slightly longer paragraphs than women did, in other studies they

9
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have been found to be notably more verbose than women. Swaker
(1978:156) reports that at three professional linguistics and
semiotics conferences men talked more than women during the question
and answer session for an average of 23.1 seconds for women and 52.7
seconds for men. She also reports (1975:80) that when describing
apicture men were more verbose (talking an average of 780.29 seconds
as opposed to 221.70 seconds for women). Wood (1966), also working
with descriptive discourse, found not only that men were more verbose
than women but that when "pseudofeedback" given to them was negative
(i.e., when they were given the impression that their communication
was ineffective) the length of their verbal output increased. This
was not so with women. Overall, male verbosity is well-documented
(though better documented in oral settings than in written). Other
studies that document men talking more than women when both were
placed in similar situations are Leet-Pellegrini (1980), Doherty

(1974), Marlatt (1970), and Strodtbeck, James, and Hawkins (1956).

4,1.2.2 Auxiliary Verbs

In chapter three we also saw differences in the wuses of
auxiliary verbs. Women tended to use can and could more than men.
The frequencies of use of may, might, and would were about the same.
Men tended to use will and should more than women. Other studies
also report sex-based differences in auxiliary verb use though not

the same differences as we note here. Key (1975:75-6) reports that

women use more of the modal auxiliaries can, could, shall, should,

will, would, may, and might. The source of these findings is,

o
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however, vague and non-genre-specific. Similarly, Swacker (1978:158)
notes that during the question/answer session of a professional
conference women showed a distinct preference for past modal
construction (eg., "mightn"t it be the case that ..." and "would the
relationship be ..."). Gleser, Gottschalk, and Watkins (1939) also
found a higher number of auxiliary verbs ih women's speech when they
asked a group of plant employees to recount a personal experience.
None of these studies, however, deal specifically with argumentative

text, and this fact may account for the differences between their

results and ours. (This will be discussed further in section

4,1.2.7.)

4,1,2,3 TFirst Person References

Other studies also confirm the finding of this study dim the
area of frequency of first person references. In chapter three we
found that women tended to use more first person pronouns than did
men, Of these first person pronouns, a larger proportion of them

were in constructions such as I believe and I feel in women's writing

as opposed to men's. Swacker (1978), again in her study of the
question/answer sessions of a sampling of professional meetings,
reports that women used 71.17 of the total number of first person
references (our study shows almost 607Z). Most of these uses (72.11%)
were in prefatory remarks such as "I would like to ask if ..." and
"My impression is that ..." (our study shows 70%). Similarly,
Gleser, Gottschalk, and Watkins (1959) discovered that when plant

employees were asked to talk about a personal experience, women
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tended to use more first person references as ,well as a greater
number of words referring to their feelings and emotions. Similarly,
Aries (1977) discovered in observing the interaction patterns of
small groups of white undergraduates, that all-women groups tended to
talk about their feelings and relationships far more than all-men

groups.

4,1.2.4 Second Person Reference

The next thing we will look at is‘second person references.
In chapter three we saw that women used you 200% more frequently than
men. Similarly, Swacker (1978:157) reports that women used
noticeably more second person pronouns than did men during the
question answer session of a professional meeting. These pronouns

were usually in forms such as "could you please clarify ..." and

"would you please comment on...."

Warshay (1972), also, in analyzing
undergraduates' descriptions of past events, discovered that women
tended to refer to others whereas men's discourse tended to refer

mostly to themselves.

4,1.2.5 Sentence Structure

Under the heading of sentence structure, we found in chapter
three that women used more compound and fewer complex construction
than men did. Beck (1978), upon analyzing the descriptive language
of undergraduate students, discovered that women used less complex
syntax whereas men used more subordinate clauses. Swacker (1975),
also working with descriptive discourse, found that women used more

conjunction than men to mark topic shifts. Hiatt (1977), in a
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computer survey of the features of men's and women's writing styles,
found that in non-fiction women's sentences tend to be shorter and

less complicated than men's.

4,1.2.6 Verbal and Deverbal Nouns

Warshay (1972) 4in analyzing the speech of 263 white
middle-class undergraduates who were asked to describe past events
that were important to them, found that men (more than women) tended
to refer to events in a verb (rather than a noun phrase). This
finding stands in contrast to oﬁr work 1in argumentative text, in
which men used more verbal and deverbal nouns than did women.

- Warshay's work, however, was in a different genre, which could
account for the difference between the two studies' conclusions.

(Again, this matter will be discussed further in section 4.1.2.7.)

4.1.2.7 Conclusions

We see here that some of the findings in chapter three are
attested to in other studies, others are not. It is interesting to
note those places where we find contradictions between this and other
studies: the modal auxiliaries should and will, and verbal and
deverbal nouns. Because should is one way of encoding obligation,
because obligation is often a central part of argumentative text, and
because obligation does not necessarily play a large role in
narration or description, we would expect the use and distribution of
should to be different in an argumentative text than it would be in
the other genres. Also because will is often used to encode

prediction, because prediction of future events based on present ones
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is often a part of argumentation (eg., some arguments by analogy),
and because prediction is not necessarily a crucial part of narrative
or descriptive text, we would also expect the distribution of will in
arguments to be different from that in narrative or descriptive text.
Similarly, if we look at the grammatical structure encoding propo-
sitions in classical categorical syllogisms, we see that actions are
encoded as verbal or deverbal nouns and fill the role of subjects and
subjective complements linked by a BE verb. Perhaps this pattern in
syllogism reflects a characteristic of arguments in general. Perhaps
the frequency of verbal and deverbal noun is higher in argumentative
text than it is in narrative or descriptive. More descriptive work
needs to be done to determine whether or not this is so.

-~

4.2 Evidences for Differences
in Reasoning

We now turn to the area of sex-based differences in
reasoning, specifically in persuasion, logic, and moral reasoning.
Discussion of this topic has typically bgen fraught with controversy.
This has been so probably in part because our stereotypes about
"women's logic" and "male rationality" necessarily form the backdrop
for all our discussions. Attitudes toward men and women--and what
they do, and how they think--are engrained in us from infancy.
Because these attitudes about sex-based differences are so much a
part of us, we can either argue dogmatically from unexamined biases,

or we can assess those biases as a part of research; we cannot,

however, argue without any reference to our biases.
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Another reason that discussion of differences in moral
reasoning (by social scientists) has been fraught with so much
controversy is the difficulty in studying the thought that gives rise
to social action. It is ome thing to study publicly observable
action in a morally charged situation. It is quite another to try to
trace the mental and emotional processes that precipitated that
action. It has only been in the last century that researchers in the
social sciences have systematically tried to access and describe
those processes, and they have found the difficulties in doing so to
be legion.

Yet despite the difficulties, we feel dimpelled to study
differences in moral reasoning, particularly sex-based differences.
We use the best tools available to us in our time, realizing that
they are inadequate to the task. It is possible that the future will
give us better methods and more insight. It is possible that
scholars in the year 2060 will see us and our work the same way we
see Galton and Jesperson, with amusement, or disdain, or both. It is
perhaps even possible that they will accuse us of holding back the
progress of human rights (as some have accused Galton). This brings
us to perhaps the greatest reason for the controversy that surrounds
work in sex-based differences in moral reasoning: so much 1is at
stake. Proof (or supposed proof) that one sex has a superior moral
sense, or (more realistically) that one sex is better suited to a
particular morally controversial task could eventually have a bearing
on the work and power structure of our society in the future as it

has in the past (cf. Brandt, 1985:95).
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With these difficulties in mind, we now set out to explore

the work that has been done to date in sex-based differences in
persuasion, logic, and moral reasoning. We look first at common
stereotypes, at so called "women's logic." We go from there to work
being done in psychology, particularly the Gilligan/Kohlberg debate,
and from there to British women's studies for an examination of

sex-based differences in research style.
4.2.1 Stereotypical "Women's Logic"

Why look at stereotypes of men's and women's logic in a work
of this kind? One reason has already been seen in this section:
stereotypes play a part of our socially formed interpretive context.
We look at stereotypes to help us be aware of our biases. We also
look at stereotypes because they play a part of the production
context of the texts we have been analyzing. Sex-role stereotypes
have been shown to exert a prescriptive influence on social action
(Berryman and Wilcox, 1980; Broverman, et al., 1972; Rubble and
Higgins, 1976). They éay exert a prescriptive influence on text
production.

It is not surprising to see very clear statements of the
differences between men's and women's logical capacities and
activities coming out of the early part of this century. Jesperson
and Galton were not working din a social vacuum. For example,
Margaret Seebach, in a 1903 (580-1) issue of the Lutheran Quarterly,
proposed the following ideas:

The quality of a woman's mind is different from that of a man.
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This does not mean necessarily that it is dinferior. It simply
means that things do not appear to her from the same side, do not
appear to her in the same light, as to a man. We are not to be
startled any more by saying that reason is the province of the
masculine mind, intuition of the feminine mind. Yet this means
that a woman ordinarily cannot convince a man of a thing by
argument., In logical presentation of truth, she is wusually a
failure.
Seebach's article was apparently quite convincing, for it was well
accepted and widely cited among the Lutheran authorities.

Women were seen in the early years of this century to be
essentially less logical than men. But that did not mean that there
were no women using their logical facilities. What it did mean was
that if "by some freak of nature" a woman should shine at activities
that require analysis or a logical bent, "it will be found that [that
woman] has a man's mind" (Wright, 1936:87). Women, in the early
1900s were said to be interested in fiction, men in fact. Women read
novels; men read the newspaper (Parsons, 1913). 1In short, women were
incapable of dealing with abstract factual argument, and so shied
away from it.

Such attitudes were certainly not confined to the average
American of the early 20th century. They have, rather, been a part

of the tradition of the Western world. For example, Hegel in the

Philosophy of Right (1973:263-4n) has said,

Women are incapable of education, but they are not made for
activities which demand a universal faculty such as the most
advanced sciences, philosophy and certain forms of artistic
production ... The difference between men and women is like that
between animals and plants. Men correspond to animals while
women correspond to plants because their development is more
placid and the principle that underlies it is the rather vague
unity of feeling. When women hold the helm of government, the
state is at once in jeopardy, because ,women regulate their
actions not by the demands of wuniversality but by arbitrary
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inclinations and opinions. Women are educated--who knows
how?-—as it were by breathing in ideas, by 1living rather than
acquiring knowledge. The status of manhood, on the other hand,
is attained only by the stress of thought and much technical
exertiomn.

Hegel seems rather mystified by the process women supposedly use to
arrive at moral judgements. The only concrete statement he can make
about it is that it is not the same as the process men use, which is
regulated by the "demands of universality" and characterized by "much
technical exertion."

Lest one should get the impression that the notion that women
are less logical than men-—-that they are unable to convince men of
something through logical argument, that the process they use to
reach moral judgements and convince others of them is somehow
mysterious——was common only in days past and is now passe, one ought

to consider the following from an advertisement in the March 1980

issue of Working Woman: "Look, all it takes to make your point is to

keep your message short and your lashes long.... Don't You Love
Being a Woman? Max Factor."

Stereotypes about sex-roles and sex-based differences in
logical and moral reasoning are aiive and well, not only in our
history but also in our sdbzety.f The work of psychologists and
sociologists helps us to pinpoint more precisely the nature of these
stereotypes.

Mathiot (1979:35-6) reports that in a 1965 class project at
Valley State College, all male informants contributed to  the

following list of characteristics:
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Masculine Feminine

big small

rough frail
powerful dainty
aggressive passive
active emotional
rational unpredictable

Slightly later, in Rosenkrantz's (et al.) 1968 study
(287-91), 154 college students (74 male, 80 female) responded to a
stereotype questionnaire. The following traits (among others) were
gleaned from the resulting responses:

Male desired traits: Aggressive, independent, unemotional
objective, dominant, likes math and science, active, competitive,
logical, direct, self-confident, makes decisions easily

Female desired traits: Doesn't use harsh language, tactful,
gentle, aware of the feelings of others, neat, quiet, strong need
for security, appreciates art and literature, expresses tender
feelings )

In 1978, Kramer (6) surveyed 366 high school and 100 college
students, asking them for characteristics of the ideal speech styles
of men and women. The students said that ideally men's speech is "in
a demanding voice, boastful, straight to the point, logical,
opinionated, confident, and blunt." Women's speech, by contrast, is
ideally '"relaxed, concerned for the listener, looking at the
listener, emotional, enthusiastic, and polite."

As recently as 1980, Berryman and Wilcox made these

observations (1980:50):

Sex-role images consistently portray males as  independent,
aggressive, task-oriented, stoic, objective, self-disciplined,
analytical, unsentimental, authoritative, competitive,
domineering, blunt, boastful, and violent while describing
females as dependent, passive, nonaggressive, noncompetitive,
interpersonally oriented, empathetic, supportive, indecisive,
subjective, sentimental, and emotional.
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The parallels between these studies are self-evident. Our society
does indeed have a stereotype that says that women ought to be and
are less logical, less verbally aggressive, and more concerned about

people than ideas.

4.2.2 Linguistic Differences in
Argument and Persuasion

Very little has been done toward a structural’description of
sex—based differences in persuasive linguistic communication (either
of the process of persuasion or of the argument as prqﬂuct of such a
process). The work that has been done is vague and sketchy.

One study in this area has been done by Eakins and Eakins
(1978:48-9). As a part of their survey of sex—differences, they
report that

Men's speech tends to be more centered around external things and
is more apt to involve straight factual communication. It is
more literal, direct and to the point. It employs stronger
statements and forms that tend to press compliance, agreement,
and/or belief on the listener.
Because men's speech bears these characteristics, Eakins and Eakins
say, it lends itself well to argument. Women, by contrast, find the
argumentative style difficult to use and intimidating if it is used
against them (1978:29). [Eakins and Eakins, however, provide no
evidence (examples) from actual speech for their claims.

Bostrom and Kemp (1969) also report sex differences in

persuasive communication. In their study, undergraduate subjects

listened to taped speeches. These subjects rated the female speaker

more effective when she delivered a racist speech and the male
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speaker more effective when he delivered a nonracist speech. Bostrom
and Kemp posit that women gain persuasive ability through violation
of expectations.

Finally, Johnson and Goodchilds (1976:69-70) aiso deal with
persuasion in interpersonal interaction. They asked college students
how they would convince their dates to have sexual intercourse with
them. Men were more likely to say that they would use direct
arguments (stressing expertise, etc.) whereas women said they would
be more indirect, using body language and subtle interpersonal cues.

None of these three articles were explicitly linguistic or
descriptive. In fact, very little (if anything) has been done in the
area of linguistic description of sex-based differences in persuasive
communication in English.

4.2.3 Persuasion and Moral Reasoning
in Psychology_

Tn this next section we will, therefore, look at two issues
related to persuasive linguistic communication. They are (1) moral
reasoning as it is seen in the field of psychology and (2) persuasion
also as it is seen by psychologists. Those psychologists studying
moral reasoning study those psychological factors involved 1in an
individual's deciding what he/she ought to do in a setting where
conflict of interest is likely to stem from the decision. The study
of persuasion looks at the psychological factors involved in
convincing others of the rightness of a particular conclusion or

decision.
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4.2.3.1 Sex Differences in Moral Reasoning

The issue of sex-based differences in moral reasoning has
been a long-standing interest in modern psychology. In this section
we will look briefly at selected theories in the study of moral
reasoning and then will turn to the Gilligan/Kohlberg debate, ome of
the most visible and.viable debates in the study of moral reasoning
today, and one of the most fruitful for our discussion here.
4,2.3.1.1 Selected theories in the study
of moral reasoning

Any look at modern psychology's study of sex-based difference
in moral reasoning would have to include mention of Sigmund Freud.
Freud (1925:257-8) saw great differences in the moral reasoning of
men and women. He attributed these differences to the influence of
biology on the psyche. Freud ties the formation of the superego (and
so the conscience) to castration an;iety and to Oedipal resolution.
Women, he maintained, are deprived of the dimpetus for Oedipal
resolution because of their biological makeup, resulting in the
compromise of their superego. Because of this, he said, "for women
the level of what is ethically normal is different from what it is in

1

men." He also concluded that women

show less sense of justice than men, that they are less ready to
submit to the great exigencies of life, that they are more often

influenced in their judgements by feelings of affection or
hostility. (1925:257-8)

Freud attributed moral reasoning differences to the effects
of biology on the psyche. By contrast, George Herbert Mead (1934)

and Jean Piaget (1932) attribute it to socialization, particularly
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socialization during childhood play. Piaget found that boys, during
play, were very concerned with making and observing rules, resolving
conflicts, and maintaining fair play. Girls, on the other hand,
"regard{ed] a rule as good as long as the game repaid it" (1932:83).
In other words, rules were a means to an end, not an end in
themselves. Because of this attitude, girls were more tolerant to
changes in the rules. Piaget maintains that it is this attention to
rules that contributes to a legal sense, which in turn is essential
to moral reasoning. A legal sense, and so a capacity £for moral
reasoning is, therefore, according to Piaget, less developed in girls
than it is in boys (1932:77).

Freud, on the one side, and Mead and Piaget, on the other,
illustrate two of the schools of thought concerning sex-based
differences in moral reasoning. One says that the differences
ultimately stem from biology. The other says they are a product of

socialization. This debate will be revisited in section 4.4.

4.2.3.1.2 The Gilligan/Kohlberg debate

For now, however, we turn to one of the central debates in
the contemporary study of differences in moral reasonimg. On the one
side of the debate is Lawrence Kohlberg. Kohlberg (1958, 1981; «cf.
Gilligan, 1982:18) conducted a study in which he followed the
development of eighty-four boys over a period of twenty years. On
the basis of his findings he proposed a six stage progression in
moral reasoning. Stage one, the lowest stage in the progression

represents the time in life when morality comes from outside, when a
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person thinks in terms of rewards and punishments. Progress in moral
reasoning, according to this schema, involves becoming more
self-directed in moral judgements. Stage six, the highest stage,
represents the ability to make moral decisions on the basis of
universal principles of justice, a self-directed morality. Though
Kohlberg claims universality for his six stages, people of the same
ethnic, sexual, and economic status as the original sample are much
more likely-to reach stage six than other groups (cf. Edwards, 1975;
Holstein, 1976; Simpson, 1974).

As for sex-based differences in moral reasoning, Kohlberg and
Kramer (1969:93-120; cf. Gilligan, 1982:18) found that the moral
judgements of adult women tended to be best characterized by stage
three, the stage in which moral goodness is seen in terms of pleasing
others and maintaining interpersonal networks. Women, however, who
have contact with the m§rketp1ace or other traditionally male arenas
tend to make judgements more in keeping with stage £four, where
relationships are subordinated to rules, or even, occasio;ally, with
stages five or six where decisions are made in keeping with universal
rules.

Carol Gilligan (1982:3—23): on the other side of the
controversy, faults Kohlberg's research for constructing a male model
and then labelling women as inferior when they fail to fit into that
model. Hers is an attempt to begin with the study of women, and from
that study to detail their moral development and the ways in which
they make moral judgements.

Gilligan (1980:482-4) notes that in Kohlberg, Piaget, and
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Freud women's judgments are considered less advanced than men's
because women make these judgments with a view to pleasing or helping
the people around them rather than on the basis of higher moral
principles. Yet she notes (1980:484, cf. Broverman, et al., 1972)
that character traits considered socially desirable for a woman are
mainly traits that require a high degree of interpersonal awareness:
prominent among the ... attributes considered to be desirable for
women are tact, gentleness, awareness of the feelings of others,
strong need for security, and easy expression of tender feelings.
And yet, herein lies the paradox, for the very traits that have
traditionally defined the "goodness" of women, their care for and
sensitivity to the needs of others, are those that mark them as
deficient in moral development. The infusion of feelings into
their judgments keeps them from developing a more independent and
abstract ethical conception in which concern for others derives
from principles of justice rather than from compassion and care.
Gilligan, in response to this paradox,  accepts Kohlberg's
observation that women's moral judgﬁents are more relationship
centered than men. She rejects, however, Kohlberg's interpretation
of the observation, that a mature woman's moral judgments are,
therefore, inferior to or less advanced than a mature man's
(1980:489). She proposes, rather, that women's moral development
follows a different pattern from men's, a pattern neither more nor
less advanced. Women's moral development, she says (1982:17),
derives from an awareness and development of the dintuitive or
instinctive knowledge of the importance of "intimacy, relationships,
and care," knowledge that is a function both of female anatomy and
socialization. This development, according to Gilligan (1980:489ff.) .

can be described by seeing it in terms of three stages with

transitions between them.
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The first stage is marked by an "oriemtation toward
individual survival" (1980:492). Moral decisions center on self
interest. "The concern is pragmatic, and the issue is individual
survival." A woman moves out of this first stage in response to
"attachment or connection to others" (1980:493). Words like
"selfish" and "responsibility" first begin to enter her vocabulary.
She becomes aware of the society in which she dis a participant
(1980:496).

The second stage commences when a woman begins to subscribe
to social values, when she begins to consider not only what is
expedient but also what is "good" when making moral judgments
(1980:515):

Whereas at the first level, morality is seen as a matter of
sanctions imposed by a society of which one is more subject than
citizen, at the second level moral judgment comes to rely on
shared norms and expectations. The woman at this level validates
her claim to social membership through the adoption of societal
values. Consensual judgment becomes paramount and goodness the

overriding concern as survival is now seen to depend on
acceptance by others (1980:496).

A reciprocity develops between the woman and the others in her
closest social network. In an attempt to be "good," she is both
active in car;ng for them and passive in her dependence upon them and
so begins to "consider herself responsible for the actions of others,
while holding others responsible for the choices she makes"
(1980:498). The second transition comes when the woman begins to see
the confusion in this stance toward other people. She begins to see

the harm that this kind of relationship pattern can cause to her own

self and starts to ask whether it is possible to be responsible to
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others while still being responsible to herself. She begins to think
not only about being "good"™ in caring for others but also about being
"honest" or "real" in her care for her own self (1980:500-1). A
woman in this transition finds herself caught between what she
peréeives as selfishness and responéibility (1980:504).

The third stage attempts to reconcile the conflicting demands
of self and other through a "transformed understanding of self" and
an elevation of "nonviolence ... to a principle governing all moral
judgment and action" (1980:504). Moral judgments are made, not on
the basis of abstract statements of rights, but rather are
context-bound decisions based on a sense of responsibility to others.
Gilligan (1980:507) describes such thought and action as follows:

[For a woman in the third stage] the right to property and the
right to life are weighed not in the abstract, in terms of their
logical priority, but rather in the particular, in terms of the
actual consequences that the violation of these rights would
have in the lives of the people involved. Thinking remains
contextual and admixed with feelings of care, as the moral
imperative to avoid hurt begins to be informed by a psychological
understanding of the meaning of nonviolence.... Responsibility
for care then includes both self and other, and the obligation
not to hurt, freed from conventional constraints, is
reconstructed as a universal guide to moral choice.

We see here a great difference between Gilligan's description
of moral maturity in women and Kohlberg's description of the criteria
for mature moral judgments (presumably in all people). In Kohlberg's
system moral judgments are based on universal principles (or
principles that are supposed to be universal); in Gilligan's system
they are contextual. In Kohlberg's system maturity comes along with

the ability to separate self from the interpersonal context in which

the judgment is being made; in Gilligan's maturity comes with being
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able to be responsible to self while also being responsible to others
within an interpersonal context. Kohlberg's is a morality of rights;
Gilligan's is a morality of responsibility (Gilligan, 1980:509). The
moral imperative in Kohlberg's system is "an injunction to respect
the rights of others and thus to protect from interference the right
to life and self-fulfillment" (Gilligan, 1980:511). On the other
hand, the moral imperative in Gilligan's system is "an injunction to
care, a responsibility to discern and alleviate the 'real and
recognizable trouble' of this world" (Gilligamn, 1980:511).

If we take Kohlberg's work to be universally applicable, as
he originally claimed, there is indeed a conflict between these two
positions. If, however, we call into question the universality of
Kohlberg's findings, as does Gilligan, we find that the conflict is
n&£ nearly so great. Kohlberg studied boys and young men. Gilligan
studied predominantly girls and young women. If we limit their
generalizations to only the groups that they observed; we find
sex-based patterns in moral reasoning. This is not to say that the
moral reasoning process is entirely different between the sexes. It
is to say, comnservatively, that (1) there appear to be important
differences in the development of moral reasoning abilities between
 young men and women, and (2) there may be differences between moral
maturity in women and that in men. A crucial aspect in those
differences seems to be the relationship of self to otheré and the

effect this relationship is allowed to have in making moral

judgments.

e
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) 4,2.3.2 Sex Differences in the Use of
Disclosure in Persuasion

We now turn to a related field of study in psychology, the

study of the function of self-disclosure in the persuasion process.
One such study in this field was done by Domelsmith and Dietch

(1978). As a result of their test involving a group of undergraduate

students at Duke University they report that there are sex-based

t

%ifferences in the interrelationship between a Machiavellian

orientation and self-disclosure., A_Machiavellian orientation is

[N .

described as a "cynical view of human nature and a willingness to
ﬁmploy manipulative strategies in social “interactions" (1978:715).-
Domelsmith and Dietch found that men who were high Machiavellian were
éharacteristically low in self-disclosure. Conversely, women who

were high Machiavellian were characteristically high in

¥

éelf—disclosure (1978:718-9). In other words, women were more* likely
t

to manipulate a persuasion situation using self-disclosure to promote

-~

a positive attitude and some degree of sympathy toward their position
(1978:719).
) The use of self-disclosure by women in other settings is also

well documented. Cozby (1973) reports that though some studies find
+

little or no difference between men and women in the use of
i

self-disclosure, a number of studies find women more self-disclosing

t

and none find men more self-disclosing.
i

f

' 4,2.4 Sex-based Differences in
Research Style

We have seen so far in this section that there are
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stereotypical differences in women's and men's logical and persuasive

tactics and abilities. We have also seen that there is limited
i

evidence for structural differences in the language wused in
persuasion. Thirdly, we have seen that studies being done by

psychologists in the area of differences in moral reasoning and in

t

self-disclosure in persuasion have also turned up sex-based

‘differences. The final place that we look for evidence of sex—based

differences in reasoning is in academic research style.

a Much of the work being done in tﬁ; analysis of sex-based
;differences in academic research has adopted the terminology of David
Bakan. Bakan (1966:15) introduced the terms "agency" and "communion"
*in his book The Duality of Human Existence and defined them as

‘follows:

I have adopted the terms "agency" and "communion" to characterize

two fundamental modalities in the existence of living forms,
j agency for the existence of an organism as an individual, and
communion for the participation of the individual in some larger
organism of which the individual is a part. Agency manifests
itself in self-protection, self-assertion, and self-expansion;
{ communion manifests itself in the sense of being one with the
other organisms. Agency manifests itself in the formation of
separations; communion in the lack of separations. Agency
manifests itself in isolation, alienation, and aloneness;
communion in contact, openness and union. Agency manifests
itself in the urge to master; communion in noncontractual
! cooperation. Agency manifests itself in the repression of
. thought, feeling and impulse; communion in the lack and removal

of repression.

Rae Carlson (1971) was among the first to consider these
i
{concepts as, at least in part, sex-based in human beings. Carlson
jstudied upper—division college students, asking them to report
;incidents of seven different effects (shame, fear, joy, etc.). These
i
Ereports were then coded as being primarily agentic or primarily
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communal. The results were that 60% of men's responses were agentic
in comparison to 407 of women's. When the preferred mode was
tabulated on the basis of the reports for each subject, 10 of 14 men

coded primarily agentic in their overall outlook whereas 5 of 20

t

women coded primarily agentic.
i

! Jessie Bernard (1973) in an informal and (in part)
autobiographical study took Bakan's and Carlson's ideas one step

further to consider the research styles of men and women. Bernard
1
maintains that men tend to prefer agentic research and women,

communal (1972:23). The agentic, she says, is traditionally used by
1

['scientists."” In this kind of research, the researcher stands

outside the data and observes it as something "other:" From this

i

perspective the researcher can create
his own controlled reality. He can manipulate it. He is master.
He has power. He can add or subtract or combine variables. He
can play with a simulated reality like an Olympian god. He can
. remain at a distance safely invisible behind his shield,
; uninvolved (1972:23).

P
1
+

s

;By contrast, communal research "disavows control" (1973:23).

i
;Communal research is a kind of participant observation in which the

1

{observer becomes a part of the system being studied. The agentic,
,according to Bernard (1973:23) yields "hard" data, and the communal
i"soft" data. In other words, she says, agentic research tends to be
‘more prestigious than communal.

Dale Spender was the next widely known scholar to deal with

agentic versus communal research styles. In her 1980 book, Spender

¥

e Mo preiis ot gidienn B

looked at the political consequences of the two styles. This bhook

‘was followed by in 1981 by Male Studies Modified, edited by Spender,

|

i

o

¥
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;in which several women from different academic disciplines

iinvestigated the place of the two research styles in their fields.
i

Their findings supported Bernard's thesis. Not surprisingly, given

1

the authorship and the pro-communal sentiment that characterizes the

ibook, most of the evidence in this book and in Bernard's article is

based on uncorroborated personal experience.

Only recently have researchers begun to seek more systematic

e e

documentation of research style differences. Among these researchers

rare Paula A. Treichler and Cheris Kramarae (1983), who investigated

1

women's talk" in the university by going back to previous empirical

N e

studies of smaller scope and synthesizing the results. One of the
things they discovered was that

the structure and strategies for friendly interaction among women
[in the university] show considerable continuity with the
findings about girls' interaction.... The general orientation
among women 1s interactional, relational, participatory, and
collaborative (Treichler and Kramarae, 1983:120).°

e b et ek e e qben eeied

Likewise, Liane V. Davis (1985) * sought to document

Ao, ey

differences in research style in her field, social work. In doing so

she investigated the published literature. What she found was a rift

FOSTSTA -

between primarily male social work researchers and primarily female
clinical social work practitioners. The former tend to focus on the
"business aspects of practice," the negotiated rules between social

worker and client, and the objective measurement of change

R

(1985:110). The latter, on the other hand, speak of "the interchange

between a human helper and help seeker," relationship, and problem

v cair i

resolution. They are also more likely to draw conclusions from

narrative accounts of actual social work contacts (1985:109). 1Im

et e ety i

!
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éhort, according to Davis, though social work does have female
researchers and male practitioners, much of the writing coming out of
the field is male, agentic and concerned with research; or female,

v
4

:
communal, and concerned with practice.

4,2.5 Conclusions

Ry Ak e e iy Yt

We see in this look at sex-based differences in logic, moral

reasoning, and persuasion that there do appear to be differences
kS
4
between men and women. The differences are not just “stereotypical,

1
f a

though they are that; they are also beéinning té. be documented by
H

linguists, psychologists, and sociologists.

~

i If there is a pivot point around which all the differences we
have seen in this section rotate, that pivot point is the relation of

+

the individual to his/her social context. Men are reputed to
¥

abstract themselves away from their interpersonal context and to be
1

more "objective" and "logical" in their moral judgments, attempts to

persuade, and research style. Women, on the other hand, supposedly

}

are more immeshed in an  interpersonal context. They are

i
lsterotypically more people-oriented; their —reasoning dis more
I

"intuitive.” In their moral judgments and attempts to persuade, they

iare less likely to see themselves as being apart from the situation,

1
i
{less likely to appeal to universal principles. They are more likely

ito use a communal research style. In short, amn individual's social

}

fpersuasion, and research done in that context if that individual is a

context is more likely to to play a role in the moral reasoning,

woman, and abstract principle is more likely to play a role in an

e e pmrhh e e bt e
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individual's moral reasoning, persuasion, and research if that

individual is a man.
{

'

s 4.3 The Difference: Interpersonal Relationships

Studies in moral reasoning, logic, and persuasion show

semin tie A

sex~based differences that center maiﬁly on the role of a person's
H
interpersonal context in his/her reasoning. That interpersonal

¢
context plays a different role in the lives and language of men than

it does in that of women has been the conclusion of a number of
} 5

studies. In this section we will look at some of these studies;

specifically, the ones that deal with sex-based differences in
i
conversational ability, conversation topics, descriptive language,
'
)
aggressive or hostile language, and language used for dominance,
I

power or control over other individuals.

I3

H

; 4.3.1 Differences in Conversational Ability

}

1 We look first at sex-based differences in conversational
ability. Spender (1980:79) maintains that "men frequently mneither

-know nor can operate the rules of the art of conversation." This is

i
a rather extreme statement, one that would be difficult to support
]

yith evidence gleaned from observation. Despite this difficulty,
there is, however, evidence that women do more work than men in

maintaining the flow of a conversation. Fishman (1977 and 1978) has

found that women are more likely to introduce topics than are men,

H
i

but that women's topic are less likely to succeed than men's because

women are more likely to support a man's topic than vice versa.

o bt s o e
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Fishman also found that women ask more questions and offer more

¢
active conversational support. Haas (1979) maintains that this

pattern begins early in life, for it is found in children's conver-
i

3

sation as well. Girls 4, 8, and 12 years old in mixed-sex dyads
provided more conversational support than did their male counter-
;arts. Because women are more likely to do the majority of the
interactional maintenance in a conversation, they are also more

likely to feel -insecure when conversations are faltering. This
i £

insecurity, according to Giles, Robinson, and Smith (1980:131) is not
because of the women's inability but because women realize that men,

on the whole, will provide less of the necessary work to keep a

=

+
3 . .
conversation going.

&

§ Other differences in the way men and women hold conversations

-

have also been found. In conversations, according to Treichler and
&

Kramarae (1983:120; cf. Maltz and Borker, 1982), women are likeiy to

hear the statement of problems as a request for support. In response
1
1

they may share experiences and reassurances. Men on the other hand
‘-I-

are more likely to hear the statement of problems as a request for a
i
solution and to respond by giving directions or advice, or by acting

¥

like experts or lecturers. This difference leads to a difference 1in
}

management of the classroom on a University level (Treichler and

LKramarae, 1983:121ff.). Women dinstructors at all 1levels of

i

experience were less likely than men to respond harshly to students'
f

questions or comments. Women were also more likely to engage in

i
1
¥
iclassroom give and take. Men by contrast were more likely to
{

reprimand and correct their students.
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4,3.2 Differences in Conversational Topic

v Aeegie m

i In addition to differences in conversational interaction,
there are also sex-based differences in the topic of conversations:
Aries (1977), in studying the interaction patterns of small groups ofé

%hite undergraduates, found that women were more likely to discuss
H
feelings and relationships. Men were more likely to discuss sports,
3
and things that they had seen, read, or heard. Similarly, Ayres
1
4

(1980) in his study of student conversations found that females
talked more about feelings, appearances, and home life, whereas males

Falked more about entertainment events. Levin and Arluke (1985:282)
specifically studied conversation about any third person, i.e:,

3

gossip. Out of 194 instances of gossip overheard at a large north-
L]

eastern university 76 involved male speakers and 120 involved female.

For women, 71%Z of the conversations overheard were gossip compared to

]

§4Z for men. Women gossiped more about close friends and relatives

3 M

S
yhereas men gossiped more about acquaintances and celebrities. The

i

number of positive and negative references were approximately the +

b x
same for men and women.

4.3.3 Differences in Descriptive Language

g s e M e e

A third. sex-based linguistic difference we f£find is in

descriptive language. Schultz (et al., 1984) as a part of a study

with 15 male and 15 female subjects in each of the following three
age levels, 8-9, 14-15, and 18-36, asked for descriptions of
}aintings, She found that females, regardless of age spoke more

< about the females represented in the paintings. They also spoke more

e s e e
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about clothing, color, and communication. Males more frequently

époke about objects and their location in the picture. Similarly,

}
when Wood (1966) asked 18 male and 18 female college students to

describe a photograph of a man's face, women tended to give a more
3
interpretive and subjective description whereas men tended to give a

more content-oriented description the man's features (i.e., whereas

I
i

women tended to give their reaction to the photograph, men tended to

describe what they saw). Nelson and Rosenbaum (1972) studied the

t . <
'speech of high school boys and girls, specifically the terms they

H
used to describe their environment. They found that girls had more

slang terms for "boys," "a popular person," and "an unpopular person"
than did boys. Boys had more slang terms for objects such as "cars,"
Mmotorbikes,” and "money." In Carlson's study (1971) 213 college

students and community adults ages, 19-55, from diverse socioeconomic

and marital statuses were asked to do several description: (1) of

BT

themselves, (2) of another person, (3) of their physical environment,
land (4) of themselves as they see themselves in the future. Carlson
¥

concluded that "males represent experiences of self, others, space
;

and time in dindividualistic, objective, and distant ways while
;

females represent experiences in relatively interpersonal, sub-

i
%jective, and immediate ways." No criteria were given for the ways in

which these judgments about the description were made.

1

;

. 4.3.4 Differences in Aggressive or Hostile Language
!

E Yet another difference between men's and women's language use

is in language expressing aggression or hostility. Gilley and

1 ~
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Summers (1970:34) tested fifty men and fifty women undergraduates at

Appalachian State University. Each subject was given a card with a

]
ﬁronoun and two verbs, one neutral (eg., call) and one hostile (eg.,
3

1
murder, torture, etc.), and was asked to choose one of the verbs and
{

create a sentence. The researchers found that men chose the hostile

yerbs more often than the women did. In another study, O'Connell

z

i
(1961).found that one outstanding feature that distinguished the
b

humor of men from that of women was the amount of hostility.- Hos-
; -
tility played a much larger role in men's humor. Hostility and

aggression also plays a larger role in men's graffiti than in
yomen's. Bruner and Kelso (1980:245) found in studying restroom
graffiti on college campuses that graffiti in men's rooms was more

3}
¥

violent than in women's rooms. They characterized the differences as

t
follows:

r

- Male Female

f egocentric interpersonal

' individualistic interactive

! competitive advisory

. macho caretaking

' sex love

¢ erotic romantic

1 organs persons

i more derogatory less derogatory

i

1

?hese differences in aggression and hostility are also recognized and

perpetuated in stereotypes. Kramer (1974) in a widely known study of
cartoon captions (where the caption without the picture was given to
the subject, who was then asked to identify the sex of the speaker)
k)

found that assertive, aggressive, and hostile captions were more

}ikely to be attributed to men. .Similarly, when Siegler and Siegler

21976) asked 48 men and 48 women from the University of Illinois to

13




169
identify the sex of the writer of various assertions, the stronger

assertions (eg., "Professional football is a bloodthirsty game.")

were more likely to be attributed to men whereas the modified

1
assertions (eg., "Professional football must be a bloodthirsty

<
3

game.") were more likely to be attributed to women. The stronger
assertions were also attributed to a more intelligent speaker and the
modified to a less intelligent one. Overall, hostility and aggres—

$
3

sion is more often seen as a male trait than as a female one.

PRI

4.3.5 Differences in Language-use for
Dominance, Power, or Control

The final difference we will consider in this section is the
difference between language used:for dominance, power or control by

men and by women. Just as Spender (1980:79) maintains that men are

t
unfamiliar with the rule of comversation, she also maintains that

Qomen are unfamiliar with the means by which "leaders are made and
£ollowers are won.'
}

ment and one proffered without evidence, studies do seem to indicate
t

that men's language reflects more (and women's less) of an awareness

' Though, again, this is a rather extreme state-

of power, énd that men tend to be more dominant or in control of many
sociolinguistic situatioms.

\ For example, Selnow (1985) in studying 135 undergraduates
found that men used more profanity than women did, and men associated
profanity with power more than women did. Thompson (et al..,
‘

1981:525-31) investigated what 54 undergraduate students thought were
the semantic components of each item in a set of interpersonal

{
transitive verbs (eg., '"rewards," "influences," etc.). These

4
.
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¥

researchers found that where women were more likely to see 1like or
T

dislike, men where more 1likely to see power or control as a
¥

i
component,
+

t Power and dominance also play a role in conversation and

+
+

other interpersonal communication. Henley (1978) found that in terms
i

of address, manipulation of space, touch, eye contact, and gestures
men most frequently convey dominance and women submission. Men

}
express dominance through interruption in conversations (Rogers and

i
Jones, 1975; gf. West, 1979; Natale, et al., 1979), and through
control of its direction (Fishman, 1978). 1In fact, Sattel (1976)

maintains that even the lack of conversational work that men do, so

called male inexpressiveness, is a strategy that men employ to

f ; e

maintain control in an interpersonal setting.

i ?

i This male dominance or power is recognized and used by
1
4

Felevision. In a study of‘over one thousand television commercials,

-

90%Z of the directives (requests, commands, advice to buy) were given

}y men (Hennessee and Nicholson, 1972).

3
i

4,3.6 Conclusions

In this section we can see that the interpersonal factor is

er e v

not confined to the sphere of reasoning alone. 1In conversations,-
£

women tend to do most of the interpersonal work necessary to maintain
t .

the conversational flow. They are more likely to engage in give and

take in advice--or information—-giving situations (as opposed to

Hispensing that information or advice impersonally). Women are also

more likely to talk about people and feelings in their conversations.
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1

They seem to be more attentive to people and to their own _reactions

when describing people, situations, or pictures. Their language is
¥
less aggressive, less dominant, and they seem less concerned about

1
power than are men. Men, by contrast, are likely to be more

impersonal when giving advice or information. They are 1likely to

focus more on things and precise physical description of things in
i
their environment and in pictures shown to them. Their language is
H

by and large more aggressive, hostile, and they often use it to
§

achieve and maintain control in conversations. In short, we see

here, as we saw in the previous section, women perform language-use
¢
activities from within an interpersonal context that greatly affects

1

that language use. Men, by contrast, appear more independent of

*

their social context. Interpersonal relations do not seem to impinge
4

t

as greatly on their language use, but rather they seem more likely to
:

employ aggression to gain control over their interpersonal setting.
i

4.4 Reasons for the Difference

PR

Given the above sex-based differences in various kinds of

inguistic behavior (including reasoning), we now begin to speculate

P T R

about their possible sources. In section 4.2.3 we looked very

4
briefly at the two different schools of thought on this issue as they

appear in the field of psychology. Freud maintained that sex dif-
!
ferences in moral reasoning stemmed from a biological difference.

4

t

Mead and Piaget, on the other hand, maintained that the differences
stemmed from a difference in socialization. In this section we will

revisit this controversy and look at the evidence for sex-based

B T

1
4
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differences stemming from (1) biocultural sex differences (i.e.,
differences that have a biological base but a cultural component),

i

and (2) differences that are strictly cultural.

v
: 4.4.1 Biocultural Reasons

i If we wish to demonstrate that a sex-based differences in
reasoning stem from a biological source, we must show that a strictly
;natomical or phys;ological difference produces differences in
psychological makeup.or social act%vity, which in turn produces "a
difference in reasoning. There are three principle physiological
differences that have been shown to have a possible effect on psycho-
iogical makeup or social activity. They are brain lateralization,
Fhildbirth and childcare, and hormonal influence on aggressive beha-

{
vior.

¥

 ves

<

4,4,1,1 Bfain Lateralization

i
]

An issue receiving much attention in recent years is that of
b}
i

brain lateralization. Though research in this area is still young,
;peculation is widespread about the import of the findings that have
come in. For example, it has been found (Fairweather, 1976; Buffery
and Gray, 1972) that women have a more developed corpus callosum than
men (i.e., that the link between the two hemispheres of their brain
;s more developed). Speculation is that this connection between the
two hemispheres could possibly serve to link the more integrative

right brain to the more analytical left brain (the side in which lies

¥
most of the brain's reasoning ability) in women. This connection, in
H

turn, would make women's reasoning more context-bound. The only
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difficulty with this theory is that the scientists who discovered
this structural difference can detect no corresponding functional

difference. That is, they cannot prove that the anatomical differ-

1
H

ence has any impact on reasoning or any other function of the brain.
¥
The most that can be said at this time is "There may be sex
i

differences in both linguistic ability and functional brain lateral—

{
ization, and the two may be causally related" (Hirst, 1982). The

connection between brain anatomy and linguistic or reasoning ability

is
is by no means certain.

.4.1.2 Childbirth and Childcare

-

Another biological fact that may cause differences in

U X .

inguistic activity is the fact that women are solely responsible for

-

éiving birth to children and largely responsible for their early

care. Nancy Chodorow (1974:43-4) maintains that sex differences in
the biological capacity to bear and nurture a child lead to differen-
t

?iation in social childcare roles (in most societies) and that this
éocial differentiation is, in turn, largely responsible for most
§e§—based differences. Chodorow (1978:166-7) says that because Qomen
are largely responsible for childcare, feminine identity formation

can come about as a product of an ongoing continuous relationship of

1

i
a girl with her mother. 1In contrast, mothers tend to view boys as a

"male opposite,"
t

mother and to form more distinct ego boundaries as they develop as

thereby encouraging them to break free from the

males. We could then speculate (and it is only speculation) that

1

this contrast between feminine identity formed in relationship and

!
1
1
1
!
i
H
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male identity formed in contrast would probably be reflected in the

linguistic means men and women use to encode identity and relation-

ship.

1

4,4.1.3 Aggression

44t Aot

A third biological difference that may impact upon linguistic

differences and differences in reasoning is sex-based differences in

1
aggression. In order for the link between biology and reasoning (or

argumentation) to be made by this route, it would have to be estab-

i
lished, first, that one sex is more aggressive than the other,
1 .

second, that the cause of the more aggressive nature is biological,
i

H

and, third, that a particular linguistic or reasoning style d4is more

aggressive. .

- "~
1

\ On the first count, it is a fairly well established fact that
ﬁen are, on the whole, more aggressive than women (Seward and Seward,
¥ P % N

1980; Deaux, 1976:82ff.). This sex-based difference is one of the

few to hold up to long-standing and detailed scrutiny.
! On the second count, there is some indication that aggres—
i

sion in men is caused by physiological factors. Some experiments

with lab animals show that sex-linked hormones act on the brain
1 - - - .

during critical periodé of development, possibly affecting the

aggression level, and that hormones may affect aggression in the

§

édult male as well (Deaux, 1976:6). Other studies (Oakley,

i972:75—6) show that newborn females are "significantly higher than

newborn males in.basal skin conductance (that is the degree to which

their skin will conduct electricity)." Researchers suggest that this

:
4
b
!
}
1
b
t

2

3
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is what makes them more sensitive to pain and to environmental
ihanges. They also suggest that it may be a factor in female
%voidance of aggression from childhood on. These 1links between
;hysiological factors and aggression, however, are still uncertain.
Better documented are the links between social factors and aggres-
sion. Harlow (1965) found in monkeys that transmission of social

training from generation to generation was largely responsible , for

patterns of aggressive behavior displayed. Sears, Maccoby, and Levin

2
<

(1957) found that in humans parents reinforced aggressive behavior “in~
boys far more than they did in girls. It is, therefore, by no means
certain that aggression has physical roots.

As for the connection between aggression and the male

e emgrmn

{easoning or argumentative style, this link is even less well estab-
lished. One argument for this point could be made from the nature
?nd use of deductive logic. The use of deductive argumentation in a
context that recognizes and accepts the necessity of the conclusions
éf a deductive argument given its soundness (for example in an
academic context), is an act that attempts to change another person's
mind or attitudes. In such a context, sound deduction forces a
éonclusion on those who agree to play by its rules; it forces a
éhange of mind. Such change of mind is thought to be an aggressive
act by some who'study persuasion (cf. feminist rhetoricians such as
?ally Miller Gearhart (1979)). The use of traditional argumentation
;o change a state of mind, they ﬁaintain, is as much an act of

{
violence as the use of physical force to change a physical state. If

¥
it is true, as Spender (1980 & 1981) maintains, that traditional

¥
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argumentation in academic settings is a vestige of traditional male
3

domination, men traditionally have employed a more aggressive form of

argumentation.
i
) Given all these things, the link between biologically based
male aggression and argument style can be made. The link, however,

is very weak.

4.,4.1,4 Conclusions

¥

+

So then the claim that sex-based differences in reasoning or 5
argumentation stem from biological differences can be backed?only by
%haky evidence. We do not know for certain that differences in brain
lateralization contribute to differences in psychology and so to

differences in reasoning. Similarly, the argument that differences
t

in reasoning stem from biologically caused differences in aggression

is weak at a number of points. Though we can say that men are more
!

aggressive on the whole than women are, we do not know that aggres-
¥
sion differences are caused by physiological differences. Even if we

éould=prove that they were, the link between aggression and a
éarticular style of reasoning or argumentation is shaky. Chodorow's
position comes closest to meeting the criteria outlined at the
beginning of the section. Her theses, however, are still relatively
young and, to date, largely uncorroborated. On the whole, the case

t

for a biological base for reasoning differences is shaky.

v ke

4,4,2 Cultural Reasons

“~

It seems more likely (in light of the above discussion) that
the primary source of sex-based differences is socialization. =
i

4
b3

i
1
i
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Socialization is, in essence, the process by which a society rewards

its members for conforming to social norms and values while it
.

sanctions them for for nonconformity. Socialization is also the

i
outcome of this process. Boys learn that they are to use men's
!

language; girls learn that they are to use women's language. Much of
i

this socialization is informal. It comes as a result of living and
being a part of a society; it is learned almost as though by osmosis,
@ithout it ever having been taught. Some of socialization, however,
is probably encouraged by formal education. In this section we will

look at the influence social roles”and stigmas, formal education, and’
¥ A

power struggles have on"the ways men and women reason and argue,

} 3 .
t
i

4.4.2.1 Social Roles and Stigmas -

<

The first reason for sex—based differences that we will look

b . . . . . .
at in this section is pressure from social roles and stigmas. This
¥

is the informal system of rewards and sanctions that encourage con-
formity, in this case conformity in linguistic behavior, among

»

members of a society.

i Maltz and Borker (1982; cf. Treichler and Kramarae, 1983)
@ave suggested that the difference in socialization of men and women
grows out of different interaction patterns that they are encouraged
éo develop as children. These patterns become observable for white
éhildren in the United States (according to Brooks~Gunn and Matthews,
1979) between the ages of five and fifteen years of age. Maltz and
Borker (1982:10) maintain that it is during this time that

Members of each sex are learning to self-consciously
differentiate their behavior from that of the other sex and

R

t
i
i
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i to exaggerate these differences. The process can be
profitably compared to that of accent divergence in which
members of two groups that wish to become clearly
distinguished from one another socially acquire increasingly
; divergent ways of speaking.
i
i Boys during this time are encouraged to participate in
peer-oriented and peer-structured play within a structured hierarchy
of peers. The groups they play in are large, and an individual boy's
status within it is constantly fluctuating. Girls, by contrast, are
encouraged to participate in adult guided activities within a homo-
geneous community of equals. Groups are small, homogeneous, and
ieaderless. Because of the nature of their groups, when an adult is
;bsent, girls must resolve conflict through talk rather than through
assertion of authority (Carpenter, 1984; cf. Treichler and Kramarae,
1983:119). As a result of these interaction patterns, bays and girls
learn to do different thiggs with words. Boys, according to Maltz
and Borker (cf. Treichler and Kramarae, 1983:119) learn to "do three
things with words: (1) to assert a position of dominance, (2) to
%ttract and maintain an audience, and (3) to be assertive when others
have the floor." By contrast, girls learn "(1) to create and
maintain relationships of closeness and equality, (2) to criticize
others in acceptable ways, and (3) to interpret accurately the speech
éf other girls" (Maltz and Borker, 1982:12; cf. Treichler and
Kramarae, 1983:119).
f So then, in short, society encourages girls to play in small
homogeneous groups. This play gives rise to speech that is concerned
%bout relationships and equality. Boys, by being encouraged to play

in large heterogeneous groups, are encouraged to use speech that is

Y




i ard b it

[P g

179
ﬁssertive and dominant; they learn to win over an audience that does
not necessarily think like they do.

i This pattern of socializatiom, according to some researchers,
follows individuals throughout adult life as well. Eakins and Eakins
(1978:51-2) maintain that society rewards men but not women for
%ntellectual argument. They say that "even with today's [1978s]
éhanging attitudes, a woman who displays skill at argument risks

i

losing social acceptance and approval in some situatiomns.” . Simil-
> < ¥ - . -

+ e

£

arly, Kuykendall (1976) says théﬁx"clean, effective vigorous speech
and writing is just what women, qua women, learn not to produce so as

not to appear too assertive and so to offend." Neither Eakin and

Eakin nor Kuykendall offer any substantive proof for their

assertions, but neither are they voices crying in the wilderness.

Their theme abpears frequently in 1literature dealing with this

subject (cf. Berryman and Wilcox, 1980:50; Wolman and Frank, 1975;

Qnger, 1975).

4,4,2,2 Education
}

i

A second factor in the socialization of individuals is formal
education. There is evidence that teaching in primary and secondary
schools today contributes to sex-based differences social activity,
which in turn affects linguistic activity. It would seem that girls
are being encouraged into passive-dependent and caretaking roles.
Weitzman and Rizzo (1977:60) note that a look at a sample typical of
the textbooks used in the elementary schools im the United States

shows that

P
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Throughout the textbooks girls are shown in domestic roles,
doing household chores, caring for others, helping their
mothers, sewing, baking, mopping, making beds, dusting, and
; washing dishes. One message for a young girl is that she
should learn to help, care for, and serve others.

ke R v pean e

+

Not only are people-oriented, non-analytic activities modeled for
girls in the textbook, they are also being reinforced by the teaching

staff. Bardwick (1971:112) has found
§ 3
Girls do best in the cognitive tasks that are least demanding
; of independence, assertiveness, initiative, analysis and
activity. These learning behaviors, and therefore the
passive~dependent-conformist persomality dimensions
underlying them, are being disproportionately rewarded in
school at a time when the influence of the teacher is
i maximal,

: On the other side of the coin, boys are subtly being
%nfluenced into more "objective" and impersonal pursuits. Spender
and Sarah (1980:114) have observed that science and history of
science textbooks highlight the achievements of men in the scientific
professions. Similarly, they frequently use the pseudo-generic "man"
and "he" to refer to scientists. Spender and Sarah (1980:105-14)
:

?lso speak of the social and academic means by which boys, by the
time they reach high school, are channeled into science and math
while girls are deterred from these subjects. Girls who do decide to
attend elective courses that are traditionally male dominated,
;ccording to Spender and Sarah (1980:105) find themselves

going against the mainstream of girls within society and the
school, which entails many problems. But it is their
"minority status" inside the class which can also affect
their performance, their self-estimation and their commitmentﬂ

to the subject.

So we see, be it consciously or not, educators have been

}

¥

;

known to reinforce relationship-centeredness in girls while
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encouraging idea-centeredness in boys. Such actions on their part
may contribute to the kind of sex-based differences we have seen in

this study.

4,5 Conclusions

e s ke

In this chapter we have seen a sketch of the sociological

context that forms the backdrop for this study. A number of

t

researchers have studied the issue of sex-based differences, and from

their work we are able to piece together a picture (speculative
{

though it may be in places) of the origins and nature of male/female

differences in language use.

; A female chi%d is born into a specific sociéi atmosphere
5erhaps with certain behavior patterns genetically encoded as a part
of her sex. The people who surround her, children and adults alike,

have set views on the nature of femaleness. As she grows, her

¥
3

principle nurturer is her mother, and it is in relatiomship to her

¥
3

mother that she begins to develop her own ideas of what it means to

* .
be female (Chodorow, 1974). Even as a young child, aggression is

1

discouraged whereas concern for others is encouraged (Maccoby and
Levin, 1957).

? As she enters school, these attitudes are reinforced. In
textbooks, she sees women in helping roles (Weitzman and Rizzo,
;977)5 Her teachers reinforce what she sees (Bardwick, 1971).
Between the ages of five and fifteen, she learns to play in small
;roups of girls, most of whom are her own age (Brooks-Gunn and

Matthews, 1979). The groups are leaderless, and the members have

PR
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been told that aggression is unbecoming to them, so when conflicts
arise the girls must learn to resolve them through nonassertive talk

{

(Carpenter, 1984; Treichler and Kramarae, 1983). Through this

1 ~

experience, the girl learns to maintain relationships, to criticize
!

in acceptable ways, and to interpret the speech of other girls (Maltz
t .
and Borker, 1982; Treichler and Kramarae, 1983).
{
As she grows, she learns the art of conversation, how to

4

introduce topics, how to encourége dialog, how to salvage a faltering\
Lonversation (Haas, 1979; Fishman, 1977 & 1978; Giles, et al., 1980).

By the time she reaches high school and college, her attention to
;ocial skills has given her a more extensive vocabulary for talking
?bout people and personal reiationships than her male ébunterpart
(Nelson and Rosenbaum, 1972).; She spends almost three-quarters of '
;er conversations at school talking about people and her relation- ‘
ships and feelings toward them (Levin and Arluke, 1985). L
1 As she graduates from school and enters the work world, she -
;inds that person-oriented behavior is encouraged of her while
aggressive or overly "logical" behavior is subtly discouraged. She

is expected to make decisions based on "women's logic™ or intuition
(Berryman and Wilcox, 1980:50). She finds that whereas aggressive
;nd direct businessmen are labelled aggressive and direct, aggres-
éive and direct businesswomen are labelled "bitchy" (Wolman and
Frank, 1975; Unger,z 1975; Sweeney, 1975). Should she enter a
%esearch profession, her research style is likely to be more communal

éhan her male counterpart's (Bermard, 1973; Spender, 1980 & 1981;

Davis, 1985). Should she be faced with a moral decision, she is

]
;
L
:
i
t
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}ikely to make that decision with a view to the people whom the
éecision will affect (Gilligan, 1980; 1982). If she needs to
gersuade someone else of her decision, she is more likely to do so by
%irst establishing rapport with them through self-disclosure
(Domélsmith and Dietch, 1978; Cozby, 1973). All in all, she learns
to be a person—~oriented f?male in American society.

' A male child is born into a specific social atmosphere
perhaps with certain.behavior patterns genetically encoded as a. parf;

-

?f his sex. The pedble who surround him, children and adults alike,
have set views on the nature of maleness. As he grows, his principle#
nurturer is his mother who sees her son as a kind of sexual or social
Spposite. It is in contrast, not in relationship, to his mother that
ghe ma}e child begins to develop his own ideas of what it means to be’
male (Chodorow, 1974), Even as a young child, aggression, strength,
and adventurous independence are encouraged in him (Sears, Maccoby,

1
and Levin, 1957).

As he enters school, these attitudes are reinforced. In

QU S

é;xtbooks, he sees men as scientists and explorers (Spender and
%arah, 1980). His teachers further reinforce what he sees, and he is
channeled into math and science classes (Spender and Sarah, 1980).
Between the ages of five and fifteen, he learns to play in 1large
éroups of boys with a wide age spread (Brooks—Gunn and Matthews,
1979). The groups are hierarchically structured and the boy's status
githin the group is constantly in flux. When conflicts arise they
;re solved either by appeal to rules or by one of the boys asserting

4

his authority and making a ruling on the proper solution (Carpenter,

e )
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1984; Treichler and Kramarae, 1983). Through this experience, the

1

t L)
1boy learns to assert a position of dominance, to maintain the

interest and respect of his peers, and to be assertive (Maltz and
Borker, 1982; Treichler and Kramarae, 1983).

! As he grows, he learns how to gain and maintain dominance in
{

an interpersonal setting, particularly in conversations (Henley,
»

1978, Rogers and Jones, 1975; Fishman, 1978). He learns how to speak
;ithin his group of friends and acquaintances as an authority on
matters of common interest and ho% to appeal to rules and precedents
to resolve disputes. By the time he reaches high school, he has a
;ore extensive vocabulary for talking about the interests of the
group to which he  belongs—-generally cars, motorbikes, and
entertainment events--than does his female counterpart (Nelson and
gosenbaum, 1972). Hostility and aggression come to ‘play an
%ncreasing role in his humor; he learns the art of the effective
put—-down (0O'Comnell, 1961).: Many of his conversations at school are
;bout things, and relativel} few are about relationships as compared

r

to his female counterpart (Ayres, 1980; Aries, 1977).

t
!

As he graduates froﬁ high school and enters the work world,
he finds that goal- and idéé— oriented behavior is emcouraged. He is
expected to be assertive, competitive, and rational (Mathiot, 1979;
?erryman and Wilcox, 1980). If he works at a research— oriented job,
his research style is likely to be agentic (Bernard, 1973; Spender,

§

1980 & 1981; Davis, 1985)., As a mature adult, when he is faced with
1
moral decisions, he makes those decisions with a view to rules and

principles (Kohlberg, 1958 & 1981; Gilligam, 1982). He is unlikely
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to“use self-disclosure in any attempt to persuade someone else of his

decision. He is rather more likely to assume the persona of the
H
rexpert” in order to persuade (Domelsmith and Dietch, 1978; Cozby,

1973). All in all, he learns to be a thing- and idea-oriented male

}
in American society.
i
i
1

1

differences in moral reasoning, communication, and social inter—
i

13
action. In chapter five we will look at (1) the ways that these

So we see that there are some well documented sex-based

differences impact upon argument and argumentation and (2) the ways
3
these differences are reflected in the findings of chapter three.
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CHAPTER V
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—~

THE ARGUMENTATIVE STYLES OF
MEN AND WOMEN

Hm et mek el e

The purpose of this fifth chapter is to pull together all of
the themes and findings of the previous chapters. Briefly, the
previous chapters work together in the following way: Chapter two
does two things. First, it sets down a methodology for the descrip- _

f

tion of argument (a combination of textlinguiétics (particularly ;
1

> LS

Pikean tagmemic textlinguistics), tréditional descriptive lin-
guistics, and informal logic), and second it outlines a theoretical
foundation for the analysis of this kind of text. We see in chapter
two that the produéfion of an argument takes place in a particular
sociolinguistic context (i.e., in argumentation). In the analysis of

text, however, we do not begin with argumentation but rather with
1

argument as a product of argumentation. To help us go £from product
t

to process, sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 present the notion of varia-

tionalism. Variationalism (as modified for use here) says that when

)

two linguistic variants express much the same content (or in this
i

case are used to provide evidence for a particular kind of of
¥

conclusion) and when no structural factors inform the choice of one

¢

¥
or the other variant, then the comnstraints upon their distribution

must be social (i.e., must stem from a part of the social production

! s .
context). In the study of argumentative text, variationalism takes

186
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this form: when two argumentative texts, produced in response to the
same instructions and attempting to prove the same conclusion, manif-
3

est grammatical, lexical, and textual differences not traceable to

i
structural constraints, we assume that the differences are a result

‘ -
of differences in the argumentative social production context.

5 S —.
, On the basis of this theoretical foundation, and using the

{
»
S

methodology (for description of a product) outlined in chapter two,

chapter three looks at arguments (as products) produced by two
i
different social groups, men and women. We find that these arguments

bear noticeable sex-based differences. The structure of men's and

women's arguments differs in the way the two groups employ coordin-
ation and enumeration vs. subordination and deductive connections.

The tone of the two groups' arguments differ in the amount and kind

3

of personal references and abstract generalizations. In short, texts

i

produced in response to the same stimulus on the same topic manifest

§ex—based variation.

1

! To account for this variation, chapter four summarizes

t

research pertaining to a number of sex-based personality differences,

which may be operative in the social production context of the texts
) .

analyzed in chapter three. We see there that sex-based differences
in linguistic behavior are well documented. We also see differences
¥

in moral reasoning and research style, which may be operative in the

1

13
production context of the texts analyzed in chapter three.
1
The purpose of chapter five, as already stated, is to pull
Fhese previous chapters together. We will look at the descriptive

“findings recounted in chapter three and will try to account for the
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their sex-based variants by placing them dinto the larger social
production context described in chapter four.

i
) Admittedly, it dis difficult to pinpoint the genesis of
1

argument variants within the production context. We cannot reproduce
‘the production process in order to observe it. Neither can we say

conclusively that a particular product always results from a
iparticular element in the process. What we can do is (1) observe
patterns in the product and patterns in social conte;t in which - the
;rocess took placg.(as best as we can reconstruct it), (2) note the

similarities between the two, and (3) attempt to reconstruct

4

\iheoretically the argumentative production context to see whether the
1

patterns observed in argument (product) could have come from the

¥

patterns observed in argumentation (process). Such work is
t

i
speculative, but. it is informed speculation. We cannot make
t
absolutely certain statements about argumentation's producing a
b

particular variation in argument, but we can hypothesize.

In this chapter we will look at three areas in particular:

e

interpretation of lower level argumentative  structure, inter-

i
+

pretation of higher level argumentative structures, and taxonomic
i

‘evaluation of the differences between the structures used by men and

those used by women in light of the argumentative context that -
1

produced them.

5.1 Interpretation of the Lower-level
Findings of Chapter Three

In order to interpret chapter three in light of chapter four,

we must first have a working summary of the findings in chapter

oy bk ot B by v e g ik s
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three. We will then look at this summary in the light of traditional

*

;prescriptive and descriptive accounts of the nature of argument.

These traditional interpretations help us point out significant

ipatterns of sex-based differences in argument, but they do not

explain why these differences are present. We therefore argue that
}

Sex—based differences in argument (as described in chapter three) can
{ !

be interpreted as being reflections of two different kinds of

f

argumentation: context-bound argumentation’ and transcontextual

! -

argumentation, with lower level  constructions in  context—bound
3

argumentation encoding individuals-in-relation and immediacy and the
4

constructions in transcontextual argumentation encoding general-
1

-

iization and timelessness.

i
i 5.1.1 The Findings of Chapter Three N

1

} In chapter three we saw the following patterns. In the use

¥
of pronouns, women tended to use more first and second person

pronouns. They used I 507 more frequently than did men, and of these
i

1
uses in women's writing 70% were in constructions such as I believe
i

or I feel. Women used you as an informal indefinite 200% more fre-

T

*quently than did men. The vast majority of these occurrences were in

L4
sentences speaking about rights, privileges, or responsibilities.

3

Possessive pronouns in women's writing were most often used to

.express relationship (eg. "my brothers") whereas men did not use them
]

in this way. Men used more unmodified universal pronoums than women

did.

1
1
' Not only did women use more personal promouns than did men.

o ke peasbiy 4 7 o
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t
They also used more elaborate noun phrases than did men. By

i
contrast, men used more verbal and deverbal nouns than did women.
1

1 We also saw in chapter three differences in the use of active

versus passive verbs. Women tended to use more passive verbs

(particularly in independent clauses) than did men. They tended to
i

+

use them particularly in sentences containing the pronoun you and in
gentences dealing with . rights, privileges, and responsibilities.
: Men tended to use more BE verbs, particularly in independent

clauses. They were also over twice as likely to make statements of
1

Peing about people than were women. L

% In chapter three we also saw that the texts being anai&zed
{
bore sex-based differences in Transitivity. Women's writing was

-~ =

higher in Transitivity than was men's, particularly along the
parameters of kenesis and participant.

We also saw differences in modal auxiliaries. For example,

;S

%
though we saw that the difference in the frequency of the auxiliary
‘can was negligible, the difference in its use was noteworthy.. While

+

men tended to use the auxiliary can to mean 'to be able to', women
tended to use it to mean 'to have permission to'.

% The modal auxiliary should, when used by women, was always

ieither in a sentences with a passive construction or somehow

mitigated. Men use this auxiliary much more rarely in a passive

¥
1
sentence and were less likely to mitigate it. Men were also more

H
likely to use should with a personal subject.

Finally under the heading of auxiliaries, men were more

e Atk

likely than women to use the auxiliary will to make predictions.

Fa ot rmedamann gy
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‘They were also more likely to make predictions about people.

t
) 5.1.2 Traditional Interpretations

We must now ask ourselves what sociological and structural

P

ifunctions these grammatical constructions might play and what

fsociological factors may have prompted sex-based differences in their

L

‘use. Looking at men's and women's texts in light of traditional

! s A

| ’ ~

,descriptive and prescriptive accounts of the nature of argument, we
i

jwill see that elements in men's texts are more representative of
H

‘traditional views of argument whereas women's texts employ typical
E
largument structures in combination with elements more typically

T

iassociated with other genres.

et .

Traditionally, use of first and second person pronouns has

%been discouraged in academic writing. Composition textbooks have

1

tencouraged students to place themselves "in the background” and to

PR

avoid injecting personal opinion (Strunk and White, 1972:62-3, 72-3).
:

%Phrases such as I think ... or in my opinion ... have been branded as
gapologetic, overly personal and informal, immature, and, therefore,
 ineffective (Baker, 1980:18-9). The informal indefinite you has been
Zlabelled as being colloquial or informal, conversational and inaﬁpro—
, briate for anything but the most informal writing (Praninskas,
1 1975:95; cf. Quirk, et al., 1972:222).

¥

Can we, therefore, interpret the more frequent use of I and

H
i
3
]
1

y such an interpretation would be inconsistent with the frequent use of

the informal indefinite you in women's writing as a signal that

women's writing is more informal than men's? Probably not, because
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passive verbs in women's writing. Granger (1983:282-3) maintains

¥
sthat writers (consciously or not) use the passive to lend a note of

formality to a composition. Brown (1978) agrees, noting that fre-

quent passive use achieves a distancing of an author from his/her

et et eyt sk

;composition. He also maintains that compositions high in passive use

o

‘are also likely to use indefinites instead of 1l and you, an

o~ -

‘observation not in accord with the above formality/informality inter-
4
(pretation. Similarly, Brown and Levinson (1978:278) maintain that
E

+
fone principle function of the passive voice is to impersonalize the
.

.

gverb and hence the composition as a whole. Yet, women, who use far
more passive verbs than men, also use more personal pronouns and more
felaborate personal noun phrases. We can, therefore, only say that
1 (1) the presence and number of personal pronouns in women's writing
‘is atypical of formal academic argument as traditionally prescribed,
cand (2) the extensiYg use of passives in women's writing, though
?consistent with formal academic style, seems inconsistent with the
?frequent use of the pronouns I and you.

Another place where women's argument departs from traditional
genre expectations is in Transitivity: the Transitivity of the verbs
%in women's writing is higher than we would expect of nonnarrative
of
ftext. Hopper and Thompson (1980:280) have drawn correlations between
% the degree of Tramsitivity and grounding. They have observed that
higher Transitivity verbs tend to encode foregrounded material, and

lower Transitivity, backgrounded. This observation, however, only

proves true in narrative text. In nonnarrative text, high

. Transitivity does not necessarily mark foregrounded material
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j(Peterson, 1981b:10). In fact, Transitivity in nonnarrative text,.

At Atk 1o K L it ek B Aty oo e v oy

particularly expository and argumentative text, is very low overall

(Peterson; 198la). This is due mainly to the high frequency of BE

P 4

verbs. In light of this information, the question becomes, why do

women use higher Tramsitivity (in comparison to men and to other non-

2 s g

jnarrative texts)? Why do they use fewer BE verbs? The above studies
¥
;have no answer to these questions other than to say that such usage
i
iseems atypical and more characteristic of narrative text than non-
H

{narrative.

v

! Also more characteristic of narrative than nonnarrative text

H e

tlS the centrallty of persons in women's writing. Character has long
been recognized as being a key component of narrative text (Longacre,

1
£
¥
i

i

i
i

1980:24; Pike and Pike, 1983; Grimes, 1975:43ff.). In non-

,narrative text, however, character typically plays smaller role.

U oo

iJones (1977:132ffF), comparing narrative to nonnarrative text, notes
t

that in narrative text the lowest referential unit is the "identity,"
a concrete unit that usually takes the form of participant or prop

(cf. Grimes, 1975:ch.3). By contrast, the lowest referential unit _in

#eeedapn medn e 4

nonnarrative text is the 'concept," an abstract unit having no
T

, physical extension. This difference between narrative and non-

1

‘narrative text is reflected in men's writing, where narrative
illustrations within an argumentative paragraph have noticeable

low-level identities, but where stretches of argument proper are

characterized more by low level concepts encoded in verbal and

detailed personal noun phrases and personal pronouns, play a large

?
t
:
;deverbal nouns. In women's writing, however, identities, encoded by
i
¥
Y
¥
i
+
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1
!
role even in the argument itself.
i
¥
+

The final thing that we will look at is the use of should.
As noted earlier, men are more likely than women to use should
particularly with a personal subject. Why should this be so? What
is necessary before an arguer can say that an individual "should do"
something? Toulmin, Rieke, and Janik (1979:313ff.) maintain that a

person reasoning about ethical matters in a social context (i.e., not

in the context of one's own personal scruples) decides what to do on

x

the basis of transcontextual warrants (cf. section 2.2.2.2). These

warrants may be general (i.el, held *by ‘most of society as Béing
4 i
morally admirable standards) such as "It is wrong for anyone to break
i

ES

a promise.”  Or they may be individual such as "My personal religidus
i

commitments make it wrong for me to risk transgressing the orthodox
Jewish dietary rules" (Toulmin, et al., 1979:314). Whether personal
or general, however, these warrants are transcontextual principles

superimposed upon a particular (contextual) situation.
H

: Toulmin's observations about the use of should helps us to
i
interpret the structural pattern that we see in men's writing. In
]
i
an's arguments we see a greater number of warrants than we see in

women's writing. We also see a higher number of BE verbs used to
i

1 . .
encode transtemporal fact. According to Toulmin, et al., this
pattern is exactly what is necessary to draw conclusions about what

should be done in a particular setting. We can, therefore, say that

4

men's writing contains the elements traditionally deemed necessary to

¥

support the higher number of propositions containing the auxiliary
i

verb should. Yet what can we say about women's writing in light of

S i e s ety
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Toulmin's description of ethical reasoning? We can say that women
use fewer warrants, make fewer transtemporal statements, and so make
fewer statements about what people should do than do men.  But it
remains that women do m?ke some statements about what people should
do. In fact, they are more likely than men tg state a Jconclusion
éontaining a "should + main verb" verb. What are the bases for these

conclusions? Toulmin's chapter on ethical reasoning cannot help us

answer this question.

e

5.1.3 Context-bound Versus Transcontextual
Argumentation

Section 5.1.2 has offered us a jumping off point for the

interpretation of the lower level structural elements of chapter
three. We saw there that in light of traditional accounts of the
n;ture of argumentative text, men's texts are more typical and
i
wbmen's less typical of argument as a genre. In this section we
will, therefore, attempt to compare the patterns seen in men's and
w;men's argument structure with the patterns in argumentative context
seen in chapter four, in order to discover why this may be so.
| It must be said at this point that the attempt to describe
1
p%tterns in arguments and argumentation is an attempt at caricature.
N? single argument will perfectly realize the structural patterns
sketcged here. Rather, in tagmemic terms, what we see here is the
p?ak of the wave (cf. fig. 13), men's and women's argument styles at

+

their clearest and most distinct.

One of the first things that we have noticed when contrasting

e b e e
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men's and women's writing is the centrality of persons versus the

centrality of concepts. As mentioned earlier, a focus on persons or
i
characters is much more characteristic of narrative than of
-§

argumentative text. Yet women tend to employ a large number of
references to persons in their arguments. Conversely, "concepts" (as
Jones (1977:132ff.) uses the word (cf. section 5.1.2)), which are
more characteristic of nonnarrative text, are more frequently used in

i
men's arguments.
7

; Also more characteristic of narrative than argumentative text

o

are the high Transitivity verbsﬁemﬁioyed—by women. High Transitivity
verbs encode actions that are highly affective, i.e., transferred
f;om agent to object. In a high Transitivity sentence, identities
(as opposed to concepts) tend to fill the roles of agent and object.
High Transitivity s;ntences also tend to encode action as opposed to
states of being. In short, texts containing high Transitivity verbs
are more concrete and more narrative. By contrast, men tend to use

1

3
more BE verbs, typical of argumentative text.
i

———— i

In light of these facts, the question then becomes, What

makes women's argumentative writing bear characteristics not typical
§

of argumentative text as traditionally thought of, and what makes it

gear characteristics of narrative text? In answer to these questions

we must again take a step back into narrative theory (cf. sections

211.2.25 2.1.3.1; and 2.1.3.2).

}
% Narrative discourse makes use of two crucial elements:

character and temporal sequencing (sometimes called agent orientation
H

and contingent succession, cf. Longacre, 1980:23ff; Pike and Pike,
}
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1983; Westrum, 1976; Grimes, 1975:43 ff.; etc.). These two elements
reflect temporality, and individuals (and things) as contrastable
discrete units, essential components of the human experience.
ﬁarrative discourse because it preserves these two elements of
féal-life experience by relatively straightforward grammatical and

lexical means (i.e., nominals and sequences of tensed verbs), is less
H
4
removed from real-life experience than argumentative discourse, which
}

imposes a greater degree of social values in the process of
generalizing.

% This preservation of temporal . sequence and discrete,
1

identities in narrative versus generalization in nonnarrative text is
1

~

perhaps best attested to by an example. A neighbor of the Jones

family steps outside in the morning to pick up the newspaper. She
1

sees Mrs. Jones running across the street in the park. Mrs. Jones

runs along the far edge of the park and then cuts across the center,
g -
past the pond, and across the street. She then runs up her front

sidewalk and into the house. The neighbor could tell what she saw in
{

the following way:
k)

Mrs. Jones was running in the park when I stepped out for
the newspaper. She ran along the far side of the park, then cut
across the center past the pond. When she got to the street she
paused, looked for cars and then crossed. She ran up her front
sidewalk and into the house.

e e et S B A

Notice that the participants and temporal sequence of the real-life
i

events are captured in this narrative. The former are contained in

nouns and pronouns, the latter in verb tense, temporal adverbs, and
¢
sequencing of verbs bearing the same tense. To continue the

illustration, let us say that the Jones' neighbor later goes out to
i

oo ke ot g
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i
%
i

water the lawn. She sees Mr. Jones and and the Jones' only child,
3

Tammy, out running. As she watches, they run along the far side of
i

the park, cut across the center, past the pond, across the street, up

the sidewalk, and into the house. Each morning for a week this
f

happens. In response the neighbor concludes that "the entire Jones

family runs," and that "they run the same route every morning.”

i
Notice that the neighbor's conclusion no longer takes the shape of an

4
t

antecdote. It is no longer a narrative but a description. A simple

~

present verb encoding habitual action has féplaced the past tense.

| , A
Individual persons have been grouped tdgether into a sociological
cétegory, "family." In addition, other words have been added to

| i

encode inductive and comparative thought about the events, the

Joneses run the same route, and they run every morning.

f
v
H

}

argumentative text mentioned above. Narrative text is more immediate

This example illustrates the difference between narrative and

to the real-life situation from which it stems. The emic referential
i
concepts of participant and temporal ordering result from less

t
influence of social values than do generalizations resulting from

|

induction or comparison (cf. fig. 3).

f
i

i The same elements that encode immediacy in narrative (focus

on participants and tensed action) are also present in women's

{
arguments and could very well serve the same function. Were this so,

{

the more detailed references to individuals in women's writing would
T 3

reflect a closeness to the argumentative context, a kind of

immediacy. Conversely, in men's writing, generalizations encoded in

1

i
verbal and deverbal nouns would reflect a greater influx of social

e oy et S
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7
values into the process by which aspects of the argumentative context

became objectified as text.

j Another way of thinking about the issue of immediacy is to
see it in light of the iconicity of texts. Enkvist (1981) describes
certain descriptive texts that sequence nontemporai textual
components by analogy to real-life events that occur in a temporal
context. For example, one may describe the floor plan of a building
gy discussing first the first thing one would see coming in the door,
Qiscussing second the second thing, etc. Similarly, an argument
éould be considered iconic if structural elements of the text

i
reflected elements in the argumentative production context. Women's

i

argument employs the pronouns I and you to a great degree. These may
qe iconic of the importance of individual people and the inter—
relation between them in women's argumentation. Their arguments

employ higher Transitivity verbs, these may be iconic of the events

providing exigency for argumentation.

i
3

. But why should we see immediacy in women's writing but not in
men's? It is at this point that the studies in moral reasoning (cf.
s;ction 4.2.3.1) and research style (cf. section 4.2.4) step into our
afgument. Carol Gilligan, as a result of her study of moral
reasoning, maintains that women's moral reasoning tends to be inter—
p;rsonal and contextual whereas men's tends to be conceptual and
transcontextual (cf. section 4.2.3.1.2). Similarly, women's research
style tends to be more context-bound than men's (cf. section 4.2.4).

Women's reasoning is, therefore, crucially dependent on context. If

we consider argumentation to be reasoning made social, then we would

e st bbb s
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expect women's argumentation also to be dependent on context. This
contextual dependence, as a central part of argumentation, would then
find its way into the argument produced by argumentation (cf. fig.

6). If women's reasoning and argumentation are dependent on inter-

i
personal context, we would expect elements in their arguments to

reflect that dependence. We may, therefore, hypothesize that the
f
narrative-like elements seen in women's writing are the result of

t i . . .
employment of common resources (narration being extremely widespread

if not universal) for encoding immediacy. In other words, the
t -

1
narrative-like elements in women's writing serve to make the argument
I

1

iconic of the argumentative context, preserving more of the inter-

personal and temporal factors of the context than could Strictly
i

argumentative structure.

¥
&

f By contrast, men's writing bears more traditional argument

structures such as verbal and deverbal nouns and BE verbs. In verbal

o+

and deverbal nouns, a verb encoding a concrete action undergoes
I3
grammatical changes when either morphologically or syntactically it

takes on noun-like characteristics. For example, the verb swim is

i

used in sentences such as "Ann swims every day" to refer to a
specific activity. If we knew Ann and where she swims, we could go
and observe her, a particular person, swimming, a particular
activity. On the other hand, the verbal noun, swimming as in the

sentence "Swimming is a healthy activity" refers not to a particular
person and activity but rather to an abstract referential unit (cf.
i

section 2.1.3.1). Swim as a verb requires a subject; Swimming
{

implies a swimmer but does not require that this swimmer be

-

St it by
3
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explicitly mentioned. Swim can be easily defined denotatively;
Swimming is more easily defined connotatively. In other words, the

verbal and deverbal nouns men use reflect the tendency toward

concept—orientedness in moral reasoning where universal or near-
}
universal generalizations about one context play a greater role than
1

v
RN

specific people or activities within that context.
3

—

This, again, can be taken to be the grammatical means by
which an argument encodes elements in the argumentation context.

Gilligan maintains that men's moral reasoning (and , so men's

érgumentation) is more conceptual and transcontextual than women's.

i

This being so, we would expect to see the kinds of information
kS

encoded by verbal and deverbal nouns and BE verbs in their argument.

f

} This view of the differences between men's and women's

arguments/argumentation also helps us interpret other lower level

-~

structures seen in men's and women's writing. Among these lower

|

level structures are the passive, the modal auxiliaries should and
: N _—

can, and the modal auxiliary, will as it is used to predict.

!

! The function of the passive, as traditionally seen (cf.

section 5.1.2), is to impersonalize the verb. This interpretation of
the function of the passive stems from passive constructions' having

optional agents. In creating a passive construction, one couples the

éppropriate form of the BE verbs with the past participle of a

+
transitive verb. The noun or noun phrase referring to the recipient

of the action (the direct object in the corresponding active ~

-

sentence) is fronted (placed before the verb), making it thematic.
1
The noun or noun phrase referring to the agent (subject of the

|

e

)
-
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corresponding active sentence), on the other hand, is either
eliminated or incorporated into a prepositional phrase.

[ 4
i
}
%
passive voice focus on the potential agentlessness of the voice

Many (perhaps most) interpretations of the function of the

(Brown and Levinson, 1978:278; Quirk, et al., 1972:807). However, as
we can see above, this is only one of the of the characteristics of

the verb. As the agent in a passive construction is obscured the

4
ﬁecipient of the action is “highlighted. The passive construction
— o k3
allows a writer to highlight the notion of "being acted upon."” *
i

% The latter is the probable function of the passive in women's

i - a ~

writing, which tends to be iconic of an afgumentation context in
4

»

which interpersonal networks are crucial. Women £frequently use
| .

passive construction with a personal subject or with the pronoun you.
|

fhey also frequently use it in referring to rights, privileges, or
responsibilities. By using the passive in this way, women focus on a
Eerson as recipient of an action. The passive voice conveys the
gotion that rights, privileges and responsibilities are a part of

Context in which an individual not only acts but is also acted upon.

This use of the passive could encode (very effectively)

JEPUR Y
v

aspects of Gilligan's second stage in the maturation of women's moral
!
judgement (1977:498). 1In this stage the distinction between action

and being acted upon is blurred:

The underlying assumption of Level Two ... leads the_ woman to
consider herself responsible for the actions of others, while
holding others responsible for the choices she makes. This
notion of reciprocity, backwards in its assumptions about
control, disguises assertion as response. By reversing
responsibility, it generates a series of indirect actions, which
leave everyone feeling manipulated and betrayed.

e e s ST by ot b Ao bty g o kA
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Though this confusion in responsibility is characteristic of level

1]
t

two, Gilligan maintains throughout her description of the three

levels that responsiveness to others is central to the £feminine

9
H

Eonception of morality throughou} all three 1levels. According to
billigan a woman makes choices with refe;ence (at least in part) to
%he consequences of her actions on others and others' ;ctions on her.
In other words, a woman making moral judgements is aware (consciously

t

or not) of the constraints that others' activities have upon her own
!

actions. The passive may be iconic of this awareness.

We see similar attention to interpersonal constraints upon

FUDR G

action in the use of the modal auxiliary can in women's writing.
Women are more likely to use can to mean 'to have permission to'.
t

This may reflect, again, a realization that the possibility of doing

something often depends as much on the consent of ones personal
1

1
network as it does on ability.

The theory of sex-based differences in context-bound and

transcontextual argumentation not only offers an interpretation of

b g ot

the passive and the auxiliary can, it also offers us help in inter-

preting the sex-linked differences in the use of will and should. As

investigated above, men's moral reasoning, and hence, argumentation,
makes frequent use of abstract concepts and transcontextual

T

principles. It is these concepts and principles that enable men to
t

make more predictions than women and to make more generalized
statements of what a person or people ought to do.

t

In section 5.1.2 we saw Toulmin's statement about what is

USSP,

necessary before one can say that another '"should" do something.

bt s £ et
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Toulmin maintains that a person makes a decision about what to do in
a particular situation on the basis of transcontextual warrants. We

sFe in men's writing a relatively large number of the grammatical

1
T

constructions that would be necessary to encode such warrants. We

see in moral reasoning studies men's tendency to make decisions on
3

tPe basis of such warrants (Gilligan, 1982:24-34). A comparison
b;tween these facts leads us to believe that once again we are seeing

sex-based differences in moral reasoning reflected in men's surface

13
i

structure use of unmitigated should.

However, this comparison still does not explain why we see a

bt e

large number of the modal auxiliary should in the conclusions of
t
women's writing. To explain this phenomenon we must look a little

|

more closely at each conclusion, its relation to the instructions

(given to the student as a part of the survey), and to the rest of
) N

the text. We see in women's writing that every text had a stated
conclusion. In men's writing, 17% of the texts did not. In women's

writing, the stated conclusion was more 1likely to be the exact
t

conclusion given in the instructions. In women's writing 347 of the
!

conclusions were tied to the body by a construction such as because,

for, or There are many reasons for this. In men's writing 17% of the

3
conclusions were tied to the body of the text in this way.

| In other words, conclusions in women's writing functioned
both as conclusions of arguments and as links Dbetween the
instructions and the bodies of the texts. We see women first
repeating the conclusion given to them in the instruction, and then

4

i, . . . . .
using various constructions to link that conclusion to the remainder

i
!
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3f the text. Treichler and Kramarae (1983:120; cf. Hirschman, 1973)

have also observed this practice in women: "Women explicitly
acknowledge previous utterances and try to connect with them while
men have no such rule and often ignore preceding comments.” In other
words, the frequency of should that we see in women's writing may not
be,due as much to an attempt on their part to direct behavior as it
is to make connection with the limited immediate argument production
context. Women may have used should in their conclusions merely

4

because the word was a part of the conclusion”® given in the

<
S

instructions.

H

i The final thing that we will look at in this section is the
use of will by men and women to make predictions. As already noted,

H
men tend to make more predictions than women, and the predictions

-
that they make are more likely to be about people than are women's.
One possible reason for this pattern is similar to the reason that we
have investigated for the higher number of unmitigated shoulds in
an's writing. If argumentation proceeds from transcontextual,
tfanstemporal principles, what is true at the time) of argumentation
will, assumably, be true at some projected time in the future. 1f,
however, argumentation proceeds within a specific context, that
context may change between the time of argumentation and the
pfojected time. If men argue from transtemporal principle, it would
}

not be at all surprising to find more statements of prediction in

their writing. The converse would be true for women.

[P PRI N FUNPIw
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5.2 TInterpretation of Higher-level Findings

of Chapter Three

i We look now at the higher level findings of chapter three.

We will look specifically at warrants and at compounding versus

subordination in men's and women's texts. What we saw in section
¥

5.1, we will see again here: that differences in argumentative

context produce differences in structure.

5.2.1 The Use of Warrants

PP R,

-t

The use of warrants has already been alluded to briefly in

~ x ¥ b

the sections dealing™with'should and will (in section 5.1.3). We saw

e A

in chapter three that men were three times more 1likely to use a

hypothetical proposition as a warrant (i.e., hypothetical premises

)
i

stating a general principle that contains information repeated in the
t

H
conclusion). Structures reminiscent of modus ponens (not to mention

affirming the consequent) were more usual in men's writing than they

w;re in women's writing. Overall, the argument stryctures that men
used were more deductive than those used by women. On the other
h;nd, women used repetition in order to tie the premise to the
conclusion. Repetition in women's writing appeared not unlike that
used in a narrative or a descriptive text, its purpose not to weave
4

éoncepts together into an argument but to maintain a thematic

progression of ideas throughout a text.

z 5.2.2 Compounding Versus Subordination
f
i

In order to understand these findings about the use of

warrants, repetition, and deductive structure, we must look at them

it e g ey v e
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in conjunction with compounding vs. subordination. We see in men's

!

arguments a tendency to use subordination, and in women's, to use

coordination on both the sentence and discourse level.
¢ S %
f Again we say that the reason for:such usage, and the reason
3
3

for differences in the patterns of usage of warrants, repetition and

i -
deductive-like structure; stems from sex-based differences in the

i
production context. The differences in production context %relevant

here can be depicted in terms of "a hierarchy of rights" versus "a

i }
web of relationships" (Gilligan, 1982:57). :

! The notion of hierarchy is not foreign to the male

.
ﬁxperience. We saw in section 4.4.2.1 the role that hierarchy plays

in a boy's peer group. In such a groups a boy learns to assert his
4
authority and to appeal to principle to resolve disputes. Growing up

in such a context (among other factors) structures the development of
:

his moral reasoning skills. According to Gilligan (1982:50), boys
learn to focus on standards of justice and fairmess in making moral
Eudgements. They learn to think in terms of "the right thing to do"
(26), that right thing being decided upon on the basis of the process
of bringing deductive logic to bear upon a particular {situation
(26-7). Boys learn that it is more important to be right than to be
connected within a system of relationships, that orderly
relationships stem from knowing what is right and doing it (62). As
he grows in maturity a boy develops "a principled concéption of
justice" (27). F

ki

i Tn short, a boy as he grows into young adulthood learn to see

9
¢

t :
himself as a part of a hierarchical system. Hierarchy soon'begins to

3
¥
{ i
H
f
!
!

w
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inform his moral reasoning. A young man has been acculturated to
t

subordinate particular activities to general principles. He learns
to think conceptually and in terms of subordination. It is little

wonder, then, that we see such a large amount of subordination in

i
+

mén's(writing. We see it on the text level as particular claims are
subordinated to more generalized warrants. We see it even on the
sentence level as some clauses are subordinated to others in
sentences. N -7

, Subordination in women's writing, however, is 1less evident
téan it is in men's, again reflecting”elements in production context.
T%e image that best depicts women's production contexts is that of a
web or network of relationships. As is true with boys, girls' moral
reasoning begins to develop in the context of childhood activity and

{
piay, Girls most often play in sﬁall, homogeneous, and leaderless
groups (see section 4.4.2.1). They learn to use talk to maintain
r%lationships and equality. Girls' relationships are not
hierarchized, and girls do not appeal to abstract principle but
rather to the concrete network of relations to solve disputes.
Because of the way that girls grow up, they learn to make moral
jgdgements with reference to the "web of relationships" of which they

4
are a part. Similarly, rather than appealing to abstract principles,

women are more likely to return to a concrete context when making

decisions (Gilligan, 1982:101). They employ "an ethic of care" (30)

rather than an ethic of rights. Tension in women's making moral
}

judgements comes not from a clash between principles and a particular

cSntext but rather from the difficulty of harmonizing individuality

i
!
|
1
{
i
!
t
]
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and connectedness, responsibility to themselves and responsibility to
others (57-8).

i This focus on web rather than hierarchy may come to play a
lgrge r?le in a girl's thinking as she grows into young adulthood.
Young women have learned to see themselves as a part of a network of
individuals. They are acculturated to seek connectedness and to fear
ssparation (Gilligan, 1982:62). They learn to think and to speak
concretely, with reference to specific individuals and circumstances.,
Such thingg defy hierarchyixfor the relation of one persona in the

i

network to another is not "above/below" but "next ~to." If such a

"web" plays a significant role in women's production contexts, we may
1 |
1

s?eculate that it is this "web" that gives rise to the large amount
of coordination in women's writing. We see it on the text level as
ciaims are strung together using enumerative devices and parallelism.
We see it even on the sentence level as clauses are linked to other
clauses in coordinate constructions.

5.3 A Contrastive Look at Deduction
and Conduction

e e e ey kbt

! Having in mind chapter three's description of men's and

women's argumentative texts, chapter four's sketch of argumentative

f
H

context, and chapter five's interpretation of chapter three's
findings in light of chapter four's, we are now ready to begin to
make some taxonomic observations about the kinds of arguments
e%ployed by men and women.

The theoretical assumptions for these observations are found

— Mot

in sections 2.2.3.2 and 2.2.3.3. In section 2.2.3.3 (fig. 13) we saw

i
t
i
1
i
1
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model of induction and deduction that pictured the two not as

n

mutually exclusive classes into which all arguments can be sorted but

as two peaks of the same wave. That is to say that the essential
+
characteristics of induction are readily distinguishable from those

of deduction, but the border of the two classes in real-life are
i
szzy and overlap. A similar statement holds true for deduction and
I
conduction. These two argument types in their pristine textbook form

e

b

are readily distinguishable from one another.* In actuality, however,
gﬁe boundaries between the two are fuzzy. In this section we wéll
see that conduction differs from deduction in (1) the argumentative
context from which it stems, (2) the purpose for which it is used,
<3) its textual structure, and (4) the lower level grammatical and

lexical elements it uses. We must bear in mind, however, that these
1
differences are differences between the "peak" of conduction and the
1

"peak" of deduction. As we could see if we were to compare the
H

following definitions to the texts of chapter three, rarely if ever

i

is a single argument archetypical of either conduction or deduction.
!

We can (and will) say, however, that some arguments bear more
| .
conductive characteristics that deductive (and vice versa). In fact,

1

we can say that women's arguments more often bear conductive

characteristics than do men's. Conversely, men's arguments more

1
!

often bear deductive characteristics than do women's. Even further,
%e can say that conductive arguments stem from more typically female
experience and deductive from male.

| In section 2.2.3.3 we saw the following definition of

deduction:
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A truly deductive argument is one in which a number of premises
are combined in such a way as to necessitate the truth of the
conclusion given the truth of the premises (within a particular
sociolinguistic context). This combination is the direct result
of the intent of the author to present a conclusive argument, and
it takes the form of a typically deductive sequence of
propositions (these sequences having been deemed throughout their
history to give reliably true conclusions- from true premises).
This combination of propositions as final product will then have
a formal relationship between premises and conclusion such that
all significant information in the conclusion will also be
contained in the premises.

B
VPRSP SV

Contrast this definition with Wellman's definition of conduction

(Govier, 1976:12):

e e st

[A conductive argument] derives its conclusion from a variety of
premises each of which has some independent relevance.
Typically, although by no means always, several reasons are given
in such arguments; and in those cases where a single reason is
advanced, there are others which might have been given as well,
Since what is characteristic of this sort of reasoning is the
leading together of various considerations, it seems appropriate
to label it "conduction."

In these two definitions we see at least two important

a i b s e o ek b ot e o

differences. First, in a conductive argument (seen apart from its
argumentation context) the choice of premises seems random. Several
propositions can be incorporated, or only a single one. When several
a%e used, Wellman mentions no criteria for their selection; when one
is used, Wellman notes that another may have served just as well. By
contrast, the selection of premises in deduction is not random. If
all significant information in the conclusion is necessarily
!

contained in the premises as well, the formulation of a conclusion
dictates at least some the information found in the premises. The
sécond difference is in the intent of the two argument types. In

conduction the intent (at least in part) is "the leading together of

various considerations.”" In deduction the intent is "to necessitate

ix
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Ehe truth of the conclusion.”

i So we see that conduction is characterized by enumeration of
premises and uncertainty of the conclusion given the truth of the
premises whereas deduction is characterized by subordination of
premises to the conclusion and certainty of the conclusion given the
truth of the premises. Comparing these definitions to the
gonclusions of the previous sections in. this chapter, we may
hypothesize that the arguments produced by women are more typically
: : .

conductive and those produced by men more typically deductive. That
ﬁeing S0, we can now use the argument descriptions that we have been
ihvestigating to further define the nature of conduction and
_de@pction as they are seen in real-life arguments. These definitions

will be based on a tagmemic structure for the definition of

argument/argumentation types (cf. fig. 11).

Chooses from inventory Finalizes written

of syntactic and argument as product
textual structures based having a structural

on decisions previously relationship of premises
made (as noted in cohesion to conclusion

and role cells)

Intends to present Arguer abstracts out

an argument for either propositions appropriate
a certain or uncertain to argumentation from a
conclusion system of beliefs

ES

i e A an e o st o it b S bt e s bl e oon

Fig. 15. A tagmemic structure for
| the definition of argument/argumentation types

In terms of this schema (fig. 15), we now go on to define
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deduction and conduction more thoroughly. We will begin with the

£
i

argumentation context (cohesion) and proceed to argument as product

(class).
)

% The cohesion cell for a deductive argument would have to
i

‘

include some means of generating universal or general principles. It
would have to include some notion of abstract truth, i.e., truth not
dependent on context but rather on relations of ideas. It would also
1

-

have to include the concept of hierarchy, specifically that

+

particular behavior is appropriateiy subordinated to general

:
principles. By contrast, the cohesion cell for a conductive argument
>

w;uld include, centrally, a view of the concrete intérpersonal
ngtwork associated with the arguers. It would include notions of
c;use and effect, which would then be applied to concrete events
(eg., "If I do X, she is likely to respond with Y"). Finally it
would include a commitment on the part of the arguer to be
responsible to the people in the interpersonal network.

¥
% The role cell, purpose, of a deductive argument would be to

déduce the correct way of thinking or the right way of behaving given
a general principle and a concrete situation. For a conductive
argument, the purpose would be to bring to 1light various
cpnsiderations involved in the mediation of conflicting
résponsibilities to the end of deciding on a proper way of behaving.
i

z The slot cell, the flow of the argument from premises to
éonclusion, in a deductive argument would include one or more
1

(particular) grounds, (general) warrants, and conclusions. The

relationship between these elements would be much like that described
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by Toulmin model (1979:78; cf. section 2.2.2.2). Given the truth of

the premises and a proper structural relationship between them, the
:
conclusion will also be true. By contrast, the relationship between

the premises in a conductive argument would be one of conjunction.
1

Given the truth of the premises, a person would not have to accept
¥ ' "
the truth of the conclusion.
j |
i Finally, the class cell in a deductive argument would contain
i

resources for encoding generalizations (BE verbs, low Transitivity

| ;o

verbs), abstract ideas (verbal and deverbal nouns, abstract nouns,
universal pronouns), a way -to encode hierarchy of ideas
(subordination in sentence structure), and a way to make
transcontextual predictions (will). By contrast, the conductive

3

argument would need to have resources for encoding elements of an
interpersonal network (personal pronouns, personal noun phrases), the
iTportance of the specific events in the argumentative context (high
Transitivity verbs), the recognition of acting and being acted upon
(can to encode 'to have permission to', passive verbs), and equality
among considerations (conjunctive sentences structure).

; In short, the difference between conduction and deduction is
not primarily that they are two mutually distinct structural
patterns. Rather, conduction and deduction are two different ways of
géing about the process of arguing and making moral judgements.
These two different ways, when they become reified és argument,
reflect their differences in surface structure differences, and hence
we posit two different kinds of argument. In other words, the

i
distinction between deduction and conduction can only become clear
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when we look at argument/argumentation sociolinguistically.

Conduction and deduction in English argumentative texts reflect

differences in the two largest sociolinguistic classes, men and

r
3

women.

] As a closing note in this section—-a coda, perhaps—-we now
1
look briefly at conduction as it is attested to by women of various

professions. None of them calls the thinking that they are doing

"gonduction," but that they are doing conductive thinking is apparent

i

+

when one compares their statements to the description of conduction
1

3
seen above.
1

! From within the field of philosophy, Carol McMillan
(1982:28-9) has this to say about rationalism and logic apart from
cbntext:

At any rate, to think that feelings are important and have their
place only in a human life is not to commit oneself to a denial
of objectivity and the possibility of knowledge because ... the
notion of objectivity need not be restricted to those activities
which are independent of feeling and emotions. Indeed, it must
y not be so limited if some of the most profound experiences of men
and women are to be recognized for what they are. In effect, it
shows that the rationalist account of knowledge cannot even
accomodate those spheres of activity which rationalists would
like to see as their special achievements because logic and
rationality exist neither in any one thing nor in isolation from
the diverse and concrete situations in which they have their
place.

et o b

From within the field of rhetoric, Sally Gearhart (1979:198) proposes
a!{''non-persuasive notion of communication" as an alternative to

traditional aggressive persuasion. She says,

Communication can be a deliberate creation or co-creation of an
+ atmosphere in which people or things, if and only if they have
the internal basis of change, may change themselves; it can be a
milieu in which those who are ready to be persuaded may persuade
themselves, may choose to hear or choose to learn.
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From within feminist studies Dale Spender (1981:7) calls into

question the traditional research process:

1

Wk vy b ey o = by v

Feminists have long been extremely critical of the way in which
knowledge has for so long been presented as a fait accompli with
little or no acknowledgement of the part played by the personal
in the process of producing such knowledge. Instead of trying to
be 'detached' feminists are blatantly 'involved' in the knowledge
which they are producing, and unlike the traditional model in
which the researcher is presumed to be ‘'outside' the subject
matter being researched, feminist contributions frequently
testify to the way in which women are changed by the research
process.

Finally, from within the field _of literature, Toni Cade Bambara

L3

(Tate, 1983:23), a contemporary black author, speaks of a narrative

approach to moral judgements. She says,

Ao s e

e i

What I strive to do in writing, and in general ... is to examine

‘philosophical, historical, political, metaphysical truths, or

rather assumptions. I try to trace them through various contexts
to see 1if they work. They may be traps. They may inhibit
growth. Take the Golden Rule for example. I try to live that,
and I certainly expect it of some particular others. But I'll be
damned if I want most folks out there to do unto me what they do
unto themselves. They are a bunch of unevolved, self-destructive
wretches out there walking around on the loose. It would seem
that one out of every ten people has come to the earth for the
"pacific" purpose, as grandma would say, of giving the other nine
a natural fit. So hopefully, we will not legislate the Golden
Rule into law.
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CONCLUSION g
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6.1 Summary

——

i In the introduction, the task of this dissertation was

pd

described as follows: (1) to lay out a means of analyzing argu-

}

1
mentative text that incorporates dinsights from textlinguistics
4 o =

(Especially Pikean tagmemic textlinguistics), informal logic, and

€
+

sociolinguistics; (2) to analyze the differences between argu-—
mentative texts produced by university freshman women and those
</produéed by their male counterparts; (3) to compare the findings of
this analysis to previous studies in sex-based differences in

English; (4) to present a sketch of these texts' social production
1

1
cpntext with an emphasis on sex-based social patterns in com—

f ,
munication style’and in moral reasoning; (5) to analyze the findings

in #2 in light of #4.
{ In chapter two we saw how insights from tagmemics, informal
logic, and sociolinguistics can be combined to provide both approach

and methodology for the analysis of argumentative text. Tagmemics

1

t
provides theoretical statements about observer perspective; particle,
4

w?ve, and field; and the analogy between linguistic and other kinds
of behavior. These insights prove to be valuable eléments of

f

approach when analyzing argumentative text. Methodologically, Pikean

217
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tagmemics provides us with the four-celled tagmeme that helps us form
; single coherent picture of several aspects of argument and argu-
mentation. The four-celled tagmeme proves a valuable heuristic for
organizing and seeing relationships in the various ways of looking at
an argumentative text.

; Chapter two also described why insights from informal logic
i
|

can be combined relatively easily with tagmemics., Both have an
I

T -

inherent distrust of formalism, and gbth emphééizegthe importance of
context and point of viewL both in argument production and in
%nalysis. Furthermore, informal logic provides us with a taxonomic
éystem for argument types and several methodologies for argument
analysis that tagmemics lacks. Combination of insights from
tagmemics' particle, wave, and field with the approach and method-
ological statements of informal logic yield a process/product model
of argument.

The final section in chapter two presented this model of

e ey

argument as seen through the insights of sociolinguistics. The field
of sociolinguistics provides us with variationalism as both approach
aFd methodology. For our purposes variationalism is modified to
egtablish the link between structural variants in the argument as
product and the social constraints on production in argumentation as
a production process.

+ ™
i This combination of tagmemics, informal 1logic and socio-
} -~

linguistics forms the theoretical foundation for chapter three. In

chapter three we saw various sex-based differences in arguments
L

produced by university freshmen. These differences involved lexical
£
{

T

»
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choices, grammatical structuring, and the structuring of text. In
1

éhort, women tended to use more lexical items and grammatical and
textual constructions to encode personal identity and relationship
éetween persons. Men tended to use those that encoded general-~
%zations and abstract concepts. Women tended to use sentential and
textual coordination whereas men tended to use subordination.

; In chapter four we saw that - previous studies had found
linguistic sex-based differences similar to the ones found in this
study. Previous studies have found similar emphasis in women's
writing on people and their relation to the text. They have also
found a tendency of women to use coordination and of men to use
subordination. More notable, however, were the number of previous
studies recording stereotypes of men's and women's logic. Most
studies of stereotypes dealing with thinking and logic record the
popular view that men and women do indeed think and reason
differently:

Such stereotypes are, as was noted in chapter four, a part of
the production context of the texts being examined. Also a part of
this context (and also detailed in chapter four) are actual
documented difference in moral reasoning. The principle differences
bétween men's and women's moral reasoning seem to revolve around
women tending to make moral judgements with reference to their
interpersonal context more than men do. Men, by contrast, tend to

make judgements with reference to abstract or universal principle

more than do women. Similarly, women when doing academic research

tend to see themselves as a factor determining the shape of the data

T
\
{
i
l
|

1
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whereas men tend more to see the data as something outside
i

themselves. This orientation (simplistically stated) toward people”
én the part of women and toward principle on the part of men is also
evident in a number of other sociological studies (other than those
%tudying moral reasoning). These studies were examined and
éummarized to provide a sketch of the production context of the
texts. .

1 In chapter five the pieces of the previous chapters were
ﬁrought together. Actual textgéi structures as seen in chapter three
were interpreted in terms of the social production ‘context outlined

.

in chapter four. The outcome was description of two differen£\ kinds
t

éf texts: conductiv; arguments and deductive arguments. Conductive
arguments, which women are more likely to write, are characterized by
an attention to context. By traditional standards they would be
considered less formal than deductive arguments. They  bear
characteristics of conversation and narrative discourse, perhaps
because these genres have greater resources for attention to the
interpersonal production context than does traditional argumentative
text., Conductive arguments tend to rely more heavily on coordination
tian on subordination both on the sentence and on the discourse
level. They are more active and transitive. By contrast, deductive
a}guments, which are more typically written by men, tend to be more
c;ncerned with structure. The connections between the premises and

the conclusion are more easily made in deductive argument than they

are in conductive. They are more formal and rely more on BE verbs

and verbal and deverbal nouns. They employ subordination and are

|
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1

more likely to supply general warrants for specific claims.

ey

In short, there do indeed appear to be sex-based differences

in English argumentative texts, and these differences appear to stem
i

4
from differences in the texts' social production context.
i
;
6.2 TImplications for Textlinguistics
and Informal Logic

, In chapter two we saw some of the strengths and weaknesses in

1
tagmemic textlinguistics and informal 1logic. One of- the

contributions of this dissertation is to suggest to tagmemic
I o

textlinguistics that its category system for dealing with
nonnarrative text could benefit greatly from incorporation of
insights from informal logic. Similarly, this dissertation

1

demonstrates that informal logic needs to pay more attention than it

h%s to the actual linguistic structures in argument analysis. The

implications of the findings of this di§sertation, however, go beyond

these issues and the theoretical issues discussed in chapter two. If

argument variations can be traced to sex-based social factors,

t?xtlinguistics and informal logic, both in their theory and practice
]

must begin to develop means of accounting for these factors.

!

; 6.2.1 A Challenge to Textlinguistics

; First of all, on the level of approach, since social factors
i? an argument's production context influence the choice and shape of
structures in the argument as product, any study of isolated textual

structures is incomplete. For example, in this work only a socio-

linguistic approach to text analysis could have discovered that use
!

i

B O,
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of the passive voice, the personal pronoun I, and coordination in

3

sentences and paragraphs are not isolated phenomena; rather, they are

connected by way of a common origin. Textlinguistics needs to become
T

more sociolinguistic. It needs to begin to consider text as product,
1

text as process, and the interrelation between the two.
: Secondly, on the level of methodology, the results of this
study serve as a caution to the field linguist. Different social
i

} *
groups (including the two sexes) may well employ different text

structures. If the linguist keeps inadequate records about the

author and social production context of a text, that linguist may‘

well find him/herself confronted with far more cases of "free
variation" than need be.
6.2.2 A Challenge to Informal Logic and

Critical Thinking

The challenge of this dissertation to informal logic and

[ R S,

%;itical thinking lies mainly 'in two areas. These areas are 1) argu-—
3
ment assessment, and 2) the humanization of critical thinking.

1
t

6.2.2.1 The Challenge to Traditional Means
of Argument Assessment

One of the practices that the above-stated conclusions
cPallenge within traditional argument assessment is that of
categorizing arguments as either deductive or inductive and assessing
them as either valid or invalid, strong or weak. Granted, not all
schools of informal logic still use this kind of categorization and
1 .

assessment, but since it is firmly entrenched in ‘the history or

logic, since it has proved its value many times over, and since it is

!
:
L
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still used by a large number of informal logicians, we ought to look

at it in light of our findings.
1
% This dissertation presents evidence that conduction is a

viable argument type in itself, not a subcategory of either induction

or deduction. In sections 2.2.3.2 and 2.2.3.3 we saw that the

categories "induction" and "deduction" are not without problem. In

{

section 5.3 we saw that a conductive argument is another way of argu-
i

.t . . - -

ing, a way of arguing with crucial reference to a social context.

The characteristics of a conductive argument——its text structure, its
1
purpose, its use of sentence types, and its lower-level grammatical
and lexical choices--are different from those of deduction (and
¥

presumably from those of induction). In fact, conduction may not be
primarily a structural argument type at all. We have seen evidence
that it is a type of argumentation distinguishable from deduction and
igduction by its goals and values. If this is so, conduction is
!

first and foremost a distinct kind of argumentation, and,

secondarily, a distinct kind of argument.

What does this preliminary attempt to discern the nature and

- s e

social origins of conduction say for argument assessment? It says
i
that present informal logic theory and practice, in so far as it

focuses on the traditional notions of induction and deduction, in so
1

i
far as it concentrates on structure to the detriment of context, is

weighed in the balances and found wanting. We find conductive argu-

ments in real~life, but in the academic world we lack the tools for
1

assessing their success. If informal 1logic is, as it claims,
{
interested in the analysis of real-life arguments, then it must begin

b i bt by
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to develop new tools to deal with context-bound argumentation such as
conduction. So long as we persist in focusing mainly on the
structure of inductive and deductive arguments, we will continue to
l?ck both the approach and methodology to deal with an argument type
whose success is inseparably interwoven with argumentative context.

§ For a discipline to ignore such a lack is generally, at
w;rst, only poor scholarship. 1In this case, however, more may be at
stake, Iénoring context-bound argumentation, its social implic-—
ations, and its potential impact upon scholarship may be construed as
discriminating unfairly against a segment of our population. If“ it

; —

is indeed true that traditional logic (with its focus on deduction
and induction) is a product of a male approach to moral reasoning,
perhaps we are guilty of overestimating the value of traditional
logic within argumentation as a whole. It is no secret that until
relatively recently the academic world was a male bastion. There
would have been no reason for typically female values, . thought and
béhavior patterns to have had any impact upon it at all. That,
however, is not the point. The point is that if the male majority in
aéademe was anything like most (all?) other social majorities, they
would have institutionalized their way of thinking and behaving,
t?inking it the best and most logical way of doing things (as it may
well have been——for them). It would follow that if deduction is a
typically male way of arguing, arguing in academe would take place
according to the finest traditions of deduction. And what of other

modes of argumentation? As minority viewpoints, they would have been

considered less desirable. Perhaps the high value placed by the

A e Aok bty
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academic world (to this day) upon good deductive argumentation and
argument is yet another case of the characteristics of a socially
favored group being valued at the expense of a less favored group.

But what of contemporary women academics? Milroy (1982:209) has
§
noted that

under the impact of ... sociolinguistic stratification persons
who speak socially disfavored varieties frequently appear to
become alienated from their own variety of language and to judge
it as, for example, inferior, sloppy, ugly, illogical, or
incomprehensible.

s e

It is possible that the value placed on rigorous deductive logic by
& -

the academic community stems from men's perceiving such logic as
(relatively) natural and women's percelving it as a part of a favored

variety of text.

.

! Could it be that conduction has been ignored by academe and

labelled derogatorily as "women's logic" not because of any inherent
flaws but because it is most typically used by a social minority
Vériation (minority in the sense of a group out of power)?
Typically, minority groups have been seen as being less desirable

than the majority. Characteristics of their speech and mannerisms

have been seen to be incomprehensible, unattractive or illogical.

Yet more objective study shows that often the characteristics
¥

labelled as marking inferiority are relatively insignificant parts of
{

the overall system of communication (Milroy, 1982:209). Could it be

that the characteristics that distinguish conduction from deduction

§

are relatively minor within the broader scope of real-life argu-
i

mentation? Could it be that deduction is highly over-rated? Could

it be that "women's logic" is highly underrated? The work of this

PP
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dissertation cannot answer these questions. That would be in the

I
province of a more sociologically oriented study. It can, however,

state that they appear to be valid questions in light of its

findings.
|

i At this point a word in favor of balance needs to be said.

If some time in the future we do manage to demonstrate that the
!

perceived value of traditional logic is a grossly overplayed social
¥

construct, this would not negate its formal claims——claims about
(

truth of premises and conclusions, certainty, the epistemological

consequences of structuring text in a given way. To call into

1
question the social value of deduction would only say that truth,

éertainty, structure, and other such conclusions are only a facet of
1
argumentation. Attention to context, audience, and the relationship

between the author and the argument are also facets of argu-—
t
mentation. Though in traditional logic they have been, for most

practical purposes, ignored in favor of more formal facets, we must
1

be prepared to see value to the study of argumentation.

: We can say, therefore, that for both academic and social

reasons, informal logical and critical thinking need to broaden their

ES

investigation of what makes a successful argument. Similarly, they
need to ward off the temptation to define success of real-life argu-
ments only in structural terms. Work in spZech communication seems
to indicate that arguments in real life are successful not so much
gecause of their deductive structure or their inductive strength, but

because they sound logical (Bettinghaus, 1968:157-9, 165; McCrosky,

1969). In real-life argumentation social factors (at times

e e
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"illogical" factors) affect to a great degree the acceptance of an
argument. Study of the social and informal facets of argumentation
sﬂould begin to inform the study of the transcontextual and formal
aspects much more than it has in the past.

6}2.2.2 The Humanization of Critical Thinking

1 .
% Sally Miller Gearhart (1979) has written an article entitled

"The Womanization of Rhetoric.” It is a temptation to entitle this

section "The womanization of critical thinking."

M
1

would be to fall prey to the very same kind of problems that I wish

To do so, - however,

to speak against. If it is true that critical thinking has been
acting from an inadvertently sexist position in focusing upon and

i . . . .
teaching induction and deduction to the relative exclusion of
1

conduction, it would be no less sexist to ask it to drop the notions
of deduction and induction din favor of the more context-bound
conduction. I do not propose a womanization of critical thinking if

that means condemnation of the insights of the past (as Gearhart
|

!
tends to do in her article). Rather, I propose a humanization of
critical thinking, a melding of insights from both deduction and

conduction. From a purely pragmatic standpoint, in a world where men
f
and women are increasingly meeting as peers and colleagues, men will

3

increasingly have to argue with women and women with men. To be
familiar with the way that the opposite sex tends to argue could be

even more useful than being bilingual. But from a perhaps more

1

feminine point of view, an understanding of both men's and women's
|
i

modes of argumentation could do much to promote understanding between
{

H

+
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people, both male and female. A teacher's showing critical thinking

students that the person across the aisle may think somewhat
12

differently than they do, helping them bridge that small gap, may be
the first step in helping them as future leaders bridge even larger

gaps (1ike, perhaps, even the Gulf of Mexico or the Bering Sea).

1
¢

To prepare students for cross-sex argument in various
contexts is the challenge facing the critical thinking teacher. What
do we critical thinking teachers teach? It is a definite problem

i

that we do not know at this point what fully developed conductive

4

argument/argumentation might look like. This dissertation has only

:.

looked at the arguments of freshman university students. It would be
as unfair to judge mature conduction on the basis of freshman women's
essays as it would be to judge deduction on the basis of freshman
men's. We need to find a place where mature conduction can be found.

Now if it is true that deduction is the prestigious style of
I

argumentation, today's freshman women would probably begin to adopt a
1

more deductive style rather than a more mature conductive style as

|
they progress in their studies. Labov (1972) has shown that people

séeking upward mobility are 1likely to adopt prestigious com—
§
mdnication styles. The three places where nonprestigious styles can
be found are: 1) in the incurably nonprestigious groups, 2) in the
p;estigious groups that have no fear of regression, and 3) in groups
who for various nonconformist reasons want to maintain their
distinctiveness from the prestigious group. In seeking models of
méture conduction, the second group may be the best possibility.

¢
Perhaps we ought to be investigating arguments produced by female
t
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ienior professors who are secure and respected in their positions, or
Rerhaps powerful female business executives. This may be the next
dFscriptive study in the search for the nature of conduction.

t Assuming that such a style exists, the question then becomes,
w?at do we teach? Do we teach women deduction even if it is shown to
b% a foreign mode of reasoning to them? The answer to that question
:

mPst be "yes." Deduction is crucial to many enterprises and will

b3

continue to be'éVeg if we can isolate and describe (or.construct from
theoretical postulates) what a mature conductive style may look like.
That is to say that we must continue to teach the things that we have
1

always taught, but we must not teach them alone. We must also begin
to teach Eonduction, context-based reasoning, reasoning that
manifests, as a crucial component part, responsibility to particular
individuals in the argumentative context. And we must teach it not
only to women, enabling them to develop consciously what may still be

i
only intuitive, but we must teach it to men as well. Only by
ihvestigating and teaching both male and female styles of reasoning
i
to both men and women can the humanization of critical thinking be

accomplished.

6.3 Directions for Future Research

PO

Where do we go from here? Several directions are possible.
In the area of tagmemic textlinguistics, further descriptive work
must be done. We need to look at argument types and their discourse
and lower level characteristics. We need to systematize further the

i
connection between the characteristics of text as product and the
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sociolinguistic production context.
{

!
3

H In the area of informal logic, the possibility for
Qevelopment of a sociolinguistic means of argument assessment is wide
open. Further work must be done to describe conductive argu-
'
mentation. We must also begin to consider what implications the
findings of this study have on teaching. What argument structures do
&e teach? How do we teach a mixed group of men and women?
| In the area of description of sex-based differences, this
study only scratched the surface. The findings of the study have
barely opened the door to the study of sex—based differences in text.
We must begin to narrow the scope of our studies, to study few
1
variables with larger groups, different ages, different educational
ﬁéckgrounds. We must begin to consider whether the findings of this
study are genre-specific or common to all kinds of texts. We must
gegin to consider sex-based textual differences in other languages
and cultures.
‘ The work that remains to be done is vast. This study has
1
raised more questions that it has answered. It has challenged those
factions of textlinguistics, argument analysis, and critical thinking
that previously have never taken into consideration the socio-
lgnguistic category of male/female. It has asked us to reassess what
we have always known about deduction and induction, "women's logic,"
variations in text. We have indeed accumulated far more questions
t

than we can answer, and that probably to our good.

}
, Socrates: ... At first he did not know ...; even now he does not
« know, but then he thought he knew, and answered confidently as if
. he did know, and he did not think himself at a loss, but now he
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does think himself at a loss, and as he does not know, neither

does he think he knows.

Meno: That is true....

Socrates: Indeed, we have probably achieved something relevant

to finding out how matters stand, for now, as he does not know,

he would be glad to find out, whereas before he thought he could

easily make many fine speeches to large audiences.... (Plato,
Meno, 84a-b)
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Notes

f 1A word ought to be said about the focus of this dissertation
‘on Pikean tagmemics. The choice to focus on the methodology of
iPikean tagmemeics to the relative neglect of some other branches of
jtagmemics, and the choice to focus on tagmemics to the relative
jexclusion of other forms of textlinguistics was mainly a pragmatic
one. I have done more work in tagmemics (particularly Pikean
itagmemics) than I have in other schools. Particularly, I have used
it on previous work on this topic. I do not claim that it is the
last word on the subject of text analysis. But in my opinion, it is
a good word.

2The referential hierarchy is one of the three principle
hierarchies in Pikean tagmemics. In a sign-signified set, the
‘grammatical and phonological hierarchies deal with the real-life
conveyance of the sign while the referential hierarchy deals with the
signified.

3

' Cf. Enkvist (1981) on experiential iconism.
§
t

This scheme is an inseparable amalgam taken from tagmemics,
Kuhn (1970), Kant (1929), Hirsch (1976), and I am sure others. The
way the parts are put together, however, is my own.
i
} 5Pike (1982:xii) defines "etic" as follows: "[it] labels the
'point of view of the outsider as he trys to penetrate a system alien
to him". The reader is encouraged to compare this definition with
the ones implicit in figures two and three in this work.

i
! 6"Phonology" is the study of the sound system of a language.
7\ "phone" is the lowest level etic unit within this study.

f
. 7Granted there are other logical structures than the
syllogism (cf. Walrod, 1983). Some of these structures may be more
dependent on temporal relations than is the syllogism. The
syllogism, however, shows us one way that westerners reason, and that
way appears to be without reference to temporal relations. To
account for the structure of arguments in English, we must,
therefore, go beyond temporal sequencing to other kinds of
sequencing.

}
8Walrod (1983) has demonstrated that validity structures (or
at least the criteria for soundness) vary with cultural milieu.

9See Longacre (1979, 1980, and 1983), Pike and Pike (1982),
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gJones and Jones (1979).

1 1OReification is defined in section 2.2.3.1.

11"Noema": in this case the strictly mental component of the
act of speaking.

! 121n addition to the immediate context (such as the syntactic

context) another thing that is treated in the slot cell is temporal
context, i.e. how a particular unit fits within a temporal wave.

' 13Linda Flowers (1979) speaks of a kind of writiﬁg that
(during the ,process of writing) takes into account the questions,
objections, etc. that may come into the mind of the reader upon
reading. She calls this kind of writing "reader-based prose" and
contrasts it with the more egocentric monologues that she calls

[writer-based" prose.
H

4Thef’oretical or methodological statements typical of the
informal logic movement (or of a large part of the informal logic
movement) will hereafter be called simply "informal logic". It is
recognized, however, that the movement is very heterogeneous and that

not all informal logicians would own the ideas ascribed here to the
movement as a whole.

. R 15This problem will be particularly important in the next
section as we try to categorize the different types of arguments
being analyzed.

! This statement is made, of course, with the realization that
ultimately structure and content can never be teased apart. We are
looking here at predominantly structural features.

7Though the Toulmin model offers ample categories to deal
with the role structure of this argument, we ought not to assume that

its range of categories is exhaustive enough to deal with all kinds
of arguments.

18

! In this case the attempt of modern writers to "emancipate"
themselves from character (cf. Genette, 1972:246) is the exception
that proves the rule.
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. Data Base
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i

Men's texts:

M
: English is the basic communication in America that everyone
should known. Many business in good fields of jobs communicate by
the English language. Also, the professor teach in the English
language. So, a better understanding of the English speaking
context, as in writing, should be learned by everyone.

i
M

! The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. Since I
have lived in Germany for the past 9 years of my life,- I have become
aware of how wise the Europeans are. The drinking age in Europe is
really non-existent. I feel this is a good idea because that way the
younger people will learn how to handle their alcohol before driving.
This is why the driving age in Europe is 18. When it comes to
drinking and driving in Europe, it doesn't happen because the drivers
know the effects and consequences which could occur from driving
while intoxicated. This is the reason why I feel the drinking age
should not be raised and the driving age raised to a responsible age.

3M

The legal age should not be raised because it's not going to
make any difference. Kids will be able to get any kind of beverage
that they want any time they want. If a person is a legal adult at
18 and can be old enough to go to war, his certainly old enough to
drink. Besides if the kid doesn't drink his going to get drugs even
easier. Instead of drinking a beer after worked he'll just smoke a
joint or pop a couple.

5M

b

! Last year a friend of mine was given a ticket for minors in
possession. The arresting officer took over a case of "cold ones"
from him, (and me) to keep "for evidence." He was eighteen. This
situation never would have happened if the drinking age hadn't been
raised to nineteen. Now they want to raise it to 21. What a great
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welcome a young man would have on his return from a war-- risking his
life for his country, only to be denied a beer at the local bar. If
a'man can carry a gun for his country, he can carry a bottle, too.
I"'"ve been buying not just drinking, since I was fifteen, so the

laws really have little effect anyway, except in bars. I sort of
know why the government wants to raise the age. If a war comes
about, they don't want a bunch of drunks on the front line....

English composition should be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA. Everybody is going to have to write something
at one time or another, but if they are not properly schooled in
writing they probably will not do a good job. Most high school
students do not have a good background in composition writing, and
these will have trouble writing a good essay unless they are forced
to mature in writing by having to take composition classes. These
are just a couple of ideas as to why English composition should be
required at UTA.

i

™
: It would be to everyone's benefit for the drinking age to be
raised to 21. It has been a proven fact that when the drinking age
was raised the death toll was lowered. In doing so fewer teens will
be able to get alcohol as easy. It has also been proven that the
majority of drunk drivers and accidents were caused by people in
their teens. So I encourage you to change the drinking age to 21.

t
1

8M

f The legal drinking age should not be raised. There should
not even be a so called drinking age established. After all, how
many countries even have a drinking age? However, there should be
very strict law that would enforce excessive drinking and driving a
inopprtune times, such as before school. If a young person does
drink too much or/and too often, he/she be mantitenly placed in an
institute and treated as if he/she were an alcoholic.

!
10M

}

Raising the drinking age to 21 is a bad idea. Raising the
legal age isn't going to help the problem of drunk driving very much.
Minor's can get just about anyone to by them alcoholic beverages.
Raising the drinking age to 21 will raise the number of minors caught
with alcoholic beverages. One other strong opposition to raising the
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drinking age is the draft. Our country considers an 18 yr old
male/female old enough to give his/her life for his/her country, but
not old enough to drink alcohol. If our state raises the drinking
problem one can surely bet that more kids will turn to other
stimulants.

' English composition should be required for all undergraduates
at UTA. Thoughout the entire career of the student the need to be
able to write and communicate in an effective manner is mandatory.
Upper level courses require writing papers on many different subjects
to many different audiences. Interpretations of books and/or
observations make up the bulk of these papers. In English classes
students may learn how to write in order to communicate properly. If
not required to take the course students would have to learn as they
wrote the important papers for the upper level courses adding to
their burden. As a requirement for undergrads at UTA English comp is

needed.

!
H

12M
! The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. If the
age is raised it will just make the younger want to drink even more
and there will be more arrests of people who are underage drinking.
No matter what age they set it at, kids are still going to drink.
Being under the legal age now, I know how much stronger the will to
drink is. Just because they raise the age doesn't mean people are
going to stop wanting to drink. If anything the desire will just be

that much stronger.
!

I

13M

'
! As a minor, 18, I have been to many parties to replace the
clubing activities in my social 1life. At these parties, everyone was
under 19 years of age. The only reason they came to the party in the
first place was to socialize and drink. As I get older, drinking
seems to become more and more important in my social life. I see
absolutely nothing wrong with drinking as long as it is kept in
moderation. However, if the drinking age was raised to 21, the
minors would find some way of getting the alcohol anyway. If a
person is driven to drink, he will do it at any age. No one can stop
them,

1
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14M

In this day and age of Air travel, fast cars and high
Interest Rates, one cannot always find the time to do the things he
or she enjoys. In this particular instance, I'm talking about having
a drink. When a student is Between the ages of 18 and 19, he is
faced with many responsibilities that he has never been faced with
Before. The student, or worker, depending, has already registered
for the Legal draft. Everyone knows certainly what that entails.
Also he finds himself taking on higher obstacles, and setting higher
Goals. However after a long day at school, he can't set down for a
drink. That's not Right. We should at least try to look at our
young People again, at least give them one more try.

15M

. The legal drinking age should not be raised to twenty-one for
several reasons. If the government officals are going to take away
our drinking priveledges they should do the same for the 40-50 age
group because statisitics show that that age group is just as
"irresponsible" with alcohol as the under 21 age group. Also, kids
have mananged to get alcohol one way or another for quite sometime
_and the raising of the drinking age will have a minimal impact on
that, at best. We have the right to vote and to serve in our
nation's armed forces and to be killed while protecting those rights.
I do not feel that we who are responsible and inteligent when it
comes to drinking and knowing the safe limits of alcohol should have
to give up something that we enjoy having on occasion.

{

16M
X The legal drinking age should not be raise to 21. The legal
drinking age of 19 is appropriate for those persons who are mature
enough to handle it. Although there are some people who overdue it a
little on the weekends or when ever, there are those who can control
their drinking. Many people also believe that raising the drimnking
age to 21 will get the alcohol out of high schools. This is not
necessarily true. Most people are not 19 in high school for long
anyway and as long as their not drinking in school it is not a burden
to anyone. If the legal drinking age is raised to 21 the high school
people can still get the liquor. Most high school kids always know
of some little "hole in the wall place" that sells alcohol and
doesn't need an Id. The age does not really matter because if
someone wants to drink-- they will.

]
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17M
! English Composition should be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA. This course not only teaches the student to
write grammatically correct but also teaches him to express himself
and to communicate with others through writing. The only way to
survive in the business world today is to be able to communicate with
others by means of letters or memos. If you are unable to do this it
is hard for others to understand what you want from them. If you are
unable to communicate through writing it slows the process down
because you have to take time out to go explain what you just wrote
and told him to do. This is a waste of time and money, so the better
you can express yourself through writing the more quicker things can
be done.

18M

The legal drinking age should be raised to 21. One reason to
raise the age is to prevent a high percentage of DWI's while the
drivers are the ages between 19 and 21. Raising the age will
probably cause the number of accidents which kill innocent people by
people who drive drunk. People favor this because those people who
are the ages 19-21 do not have a very good judgement on driving,
their reflexes are fine but the judgement, whether they should run a
yellow light or not. So by all means raise the drinking age, it's a
sacrifice of drinking while driving over someone's life.

|

19M

’ The legal drinking age should be raised to 21 for several
reasons. First of all there is the comstitutional right to do
anything we wish as long as it doesn't infringe on the rights of
others. As legal adults capable of electing a president, deciding
the future of this courty and dieing in its defense, those 18 or
older deserve the choice of whether to drink or not. A law
restriciting the consumption of alcohol by persons under the age of
21 promotes the fallacy that persons of this age group are
incompetent. Legislatures have no right to impose their beliefs
about the responsibilities of the youth of this nation and yet expect
them to pay taxes, vote etc. as a legal adult citizens. Another
problem with a law of this type in the unenforceability of it. One
must be very naive to believe that prohibit the sale of alcohol to
persons below the age of 21 will stop drinking. If anything it will
promote a romantic air about drinking to rebellious youth. Alchol is
prevelant and cheap enough that minors will find illegal sourses
despite legislation. In all the legal drinking age of 21 should not
be promoted because it is unconstitutional and unenforceable.
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20M
1
English composition should be a required course for all
undergraduate students at UTA. Learning how to write clearly and
effectively should be a priority for everyone. During college and
Jlater in the business world, effective writing is a tool that can be
very effective for ones own advencement.

;
21M

I admit I have no great love for alcohol or drunkenness, but
I am a firm believer in personal responsibility. I think a person
should have a say in what he wants and will do. So, if young adults
were given such a choice freely, they might learn, in time, some
restraint in this area. As it is, I don't see that we (the public)
give young people much freedom, so they must go get it for
themselves. In Europe, however, these circumstances are very
different and so are the teenagers there.

22M

I believe that the legal drinking age should not be raised to
21 because of the mootness of the point. Today, there are just as
many teenage alcoholics in the world as adult and being under 21 may
restrict a person from buying alcohol but it in no ways restricts a
person from drinking it. That is to say a teenage can get is, and a
teenager can drink it. Raising the drinking age to 21, I believe,
would not hinder the amount of drinking going on.

f
23M

\ I believe the legal drinking age should be raised to
twenty-one~— if that is as high as it can be raised. Too many people
are being killed in accidents due to excessive drinking. Most young
people don't realize or don't care how much they drink until it is
too late. The whole country should have a standard on the drinking
age which should be as high as possible.

i

-

24M

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. I feel
this rise in drinking may cut down on death's, however this will not
cause a total drop. If one is old enough to participate in politics
or sent off to protect his mother land, in a responsible fashion,
than why is he not responsible to consume alcoholic beverages.

Todays generation would than turnto the easy access of drugs, if they
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could not have alcohol to consume.

25M

The legal drinking age should be raised to 21. Alcohol is
the #1 drug used by teenagers today. By raising the drinking age to
21 it would make it harder to buy booze. I know that it would stop
everybody from drinking that is under 21 but it can't hurt. What is
2 years more? Teenagers should be able to wait two more years.

26M

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21 because it
really wouldn't solve the problem at hand and would cause more
drinking on the streets. If the age is raised, people 19 and 20
years old will still drink. The only difference is they won't have a
place to do it. Their drinking will take place at a lake or a park
or some other obscure place and they would have no opportunity to
sober up before driving home. Another thing is that is society is
successful in cutting off younger people, then these people will
probably turn to using drugs or some sort of stimulus. Then, society
will complain about teen-age death due to over-dose or driving under
the influence of narcotics.

27M

English composition should be a required course at UTA. The
class helps as person's thinking and writing ability. Many entering
freshmen don't even know how to begin writing a composition or
construct an argument. This is my 2nd semester at UTA and I am
enrolled in Engl. 1302 argumentative writing. I think English will
help me considerably because it helps you think about more than one
angle to approach a subject or argument. I think a person needs to
know how to communicate with others on various subjects especially
when they complete college and go into the real world.

]
i
'

28M

English composition should definitely be a required course
for all undergraduates at UTA.- Because a student has entered
university level, he should be able to compose written assignments
beyond what he has learned in high school English classes. If a
student is required to take a university English composition, he will
be at least adequately ready for the many compositions that he will
Pe required to write throughout his university education.

+




e i A

242

29M

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. When a
person turns 18 he or she gains alot of right. He or she has gained
the right to vote in state and national elections and to sign legally
binding contracts. At age 18 males must also register for the draft
which means a possible going to war and fighting for ome's country.
As it is evident that people who turn 18 take on alot of
responsibility at this age the right to buy and consume alcohol
should not be held away from them for another three years. They are
now legally adults and they should be allowed to drink as an adult.

i
30M

H

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. Drinking
is a responsibility such as voting, or registering for the draft.
There seems to be no issue or complaints of the possibility of being
drafted if need be before 21 so why should there be any for drinking.
The same goes for the ability to vote. Voting is very important on
issues and the way our goveranment is run. I think a person
responsible enough to make voting decisions is responsible enough for
drinking.
¢

31M

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. There are
enough drinking laws on the books now. Adding one more will not
reduce drinking/driving accidents. The laws that currently apply are
not being enforced to the proper extent. There are 16 year-olds in
the bars now, and fourteen year-olds getting drunk whenever they
want. When the authorities enforce the current age restriction,
then, and only then can they expect the new age restriction to do

it's intended purpose.
H

32M

Drunk driving is a problem among most teenagers between the
ages of 16-19. People on an average basis never think about the
affects their child or teen might have on another driver. With this
being the case, the public is ignorant to the fact the state is
trying to prove; the drinking age must be raised. By raising the
drinking age to twenty one, people are in less danger of encountering
a child under the influence of alcohol. These children behind the
wheel of cars have in the past caused many deaths, and the staggering
statistic is that most of the murders were teenagers. The state of
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Texas is at a threat of losing thousands maybe millions of dollars in !

highway funds because of the issue of drimnking age. It would simply .
be beneficial to everyone, physically as well as economically.
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JWomen's texts:
AF
% The legal drinking age should stay at 21 because you are
considered an adult in many ways when you are 18 or 19. When you are
18 you are allowed to vote in major elections and that's having a say
in our gov 't. At the age of 18 you are also allowed to go fight for
'the U.S.A. in war. If we aren't responsible young adults at the age
of 19 then we never will be. Most people know their limits, but if
you don't in the end you will be severely punished either by man or
God.

I

|

2F

1 In my opinion, the legal drinking age should not be raised to
21 because when you reach age 18, you are considered an adult. It is
said that you can be punished for any crime as an adult when you
reach 18, yet keeping people from drinking until age 21 is depriving
them of adult advantages. If people are going to go out and drink
and get stopped for a DWI at age 18 then as an adult, they get tried
or spend time in jail as an adult, and that's the way it should be.

;
3F

; There is a large disagreement if the legal age for drinking
'should be raised. I think that the age of, 19, is a splendid age.

To me, when a person turns 18, they have rec1eved the right to vote,
enlist into the army, and become a legal adult. If we as teens are
given so many responsibilities at that age, drinking, if done, should
and could be handled on the same level of responsibility. WNo, I
don't think the drinking age should be raised to 21. It will do more
harm then good!!

&F
!

The legal drinking age should not be raised to twenty-one.
Every male is required, not asked, to register within ten to thirty
days of his eighteenth birthday. If there were a war, they would
probably be forced to go to battle. You are allowed, in the state of
lexas, anyway, to get married without your parent's consent at
eighteen. Most have at least finished high school and have made some
kind of decision about their future by the time they are eighteen.
If all these responsibilities are dumped on you at eighteen, why
shouldn t you be allowed to choose how you spend your time or treat
'your body?
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6F

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. There are
many differene reasons why the government should not pass a mandatory
drinking age. First and most important, the Federal Government does
not have the power to over ride the State Government. The states
have certain rights and their rights are slowly being taken away by
the Federal Government. Second, the age factor is not a matter. If a
thirteen year old wants beer he can get it. The Federal Government
could enforce the age limit there is now by cracking down on stores
that sell alcoholic beverages to any one who isn't of age. The
Government could enforce sricter laws and open container laws.
Thirdly, if a person is old enough to vote for a president, to kill
or be killed in a war, and if they are already responsible for their
own actions they should have the choice to drink or not.

7F

i The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21 for several
reasons. First of all, I really don't think it would do much good.
Granted, it would stop some minors from drinking, but not all. Most
minors have ways of obtaining alcohol and getting into clubs no
matter what the legal age is. Secondly, drunk driving should be
controlled by laws and penalties, not by a higher drinking age.
Lastly, I really don't think it would be worth the legislation and
the trouble.

]

8F

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21 for many
reasons. First of all, if this became law, the people under 21 would
drink if they wanted to anyway. They could have fake ID's made or
have their friends get it for them. Secondly, if a person is old
enough to be able to fight for his/her country, they should be mature
enough to handle their drinking. It is not fair to treat them as
adults on one hand and as children on another. I think that the
drinking age should be left at 19. This legally keeps it out of the
high schools and is only available to adults.

f

9F

; The legal drinking age should be raised to 21 because if
would help eliminate some of the needless killings of young people.
I have three brothers all under the age of 21 who like to go out
every now and then to party with their friends. It's really a scary
feeling to have them go out at night not knowing if they will ever
make it home or not. If the drinking age were raised to the age of
21, it wouldn't be easy for my brothers to obtain alcohol.
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10F

‘ The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21 because of
the reasons they are doing it. The reason is to curb highway
accidents. Raising the age the 21 will not solve this problem.
Legislators seem to think that all the accidents are caused by adults
between the ages of 19 to 21. They seem to forget that people over
21 drink too. Are we not going to do anything about the older
generation?

11F

; I believe that English composition should be a required
course for all undergraduates at UTA. I have found that even as far
as high school level there are students who cannot read or write
properly, yet these students are passed on to the next grade level.
In college you have to earn your grades to move up to the next level
and students who do not have the ability to read and write are sent
to the labs for help. I also think this course should be required
because you learn things that will benefit you in your future years.
It is a good course for undergraduates to start getting the feel of
college classes. I personally like English composition classes and
have learned a great deal from them.

|

12F

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. There are
many reasons why it should not be raised. First, no matter how high
the drinking age is, there is always a way to get alcohol. One can
have a fake ID or ask someone who is 21 or older to buy the liquor.
Second, it may cut down on alcohol trafic related deaths but if the
government really wants to stop DWL and the likes, the drinking age
will be raised to 75 or start prohibition once again. Last, if one
is able to fight for the country, why can't one be able to drink? In
addition, once one has had something and they like it, then take it
away and tell them they can not have it is immoral. Therefore, the
dr1nk1ng age should not be raised to 21.

¥
t

13F

I feel the legal drinking age should be raised to twenty one,
131mply because it might decrease the statisitics of casualties caused
ior linked with alcohol Not that this law will prevent teens under
the age of twenty one from drinking illegally, but perhaps it will
place a continued threat of punishment, jail or arrestation, on each
tindividual whom choses to violate the law. Before a law such as this
1s to be effectlve, the community must do away with such avisaries
such as fake I.D.'s and happy hours. I personally don't drink even
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though I am of age, therefore it draws my opinion towards an older
drinking age. T feel strongly for my life and I do not wish for any
under aged drunkin teen ager endangering it.

1

16F

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. T believe
their are many young adults in our state that are of age to drink.
Many students like to have fun on weekends and meet different people.
The most popular places are clubs in the city. I would be very angry
if T could not go to a club and meet with my friends. In addition, I
believe that adults 1S and over can control themselves properly and
enjoy the benefits of a club. All clubs sell mixed drinks and
liquor. So if the drinking age was raised, many people between the
ages of 19-21 would not be able to get in a club. Basically these
are the reasons why I believe the legal drinking age should not be
raised to 21,

17F

1 The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. The basis
for this argument is that no one can actually determine at what age a
person acts responsibly with alcohol. The difference in maturity
between men and women is obvious early in the teens, but the gap
closes when reaching the age of about 21. People are so varied in
their tolerance levels to alcohol. The act of changing the age
should be transformed to the requirement of body size. A small
person on the average can not tolerate much alcohol. On the other
hand, a larger person may. Trying to change the drinking age is
ignoring the real facts. No one can say at what age someone can
handle their liquor. But if the public so decides to alter its laws
then they must consider one fact. The nineteen year olds have
already been given this priveledge, you can't just take it away.

Make the law retroactive to 20 in 1986 and 21 in 1987.

i

18F ?

i

! I do not agree with the government raising the drinking age
to twenty-one. There are many reasons why I feel this way. Everyone
says when an adolescent turns eighteen he becomes a legal adult. He
is now able to be tried in a court of law as an adult and serve in
prison. Also when an adolescent turns eighteen, he is able to be
drafted into any of the armed forces. If all of these things can go
inot effect when one turns eighteen, I feel he has the right, if he
so desires, to drink. After all we are now considered adults, we
should be able to drink. =
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19F

! I don't believe the legal age should be raised. There are
many reasons I believe this. You can get married at any age, you can
go to war, so why can't a person drink. You are held responsible for
your actions when you are 18, and can be put in jail. These are
several reasons I believe the age should not be raised to 21.

!
20F

! The legal drinking age should be raised to 21 years. More
and more people are killed each day due to drumk drivers, most of
which are under 21 years old. If the drinking age were to be raised
it might at least stop some people under 21 years, from drinking and
driving for fear of being caught. By halting some drinkers from
driving, you will have prevented many fatal accidents.

b

3

21F

3

!
The legal drinking age should not be raised to twenty-one.

To raise the age would not serve any more than nineteen being the
legal age to consume liqueor. Buying alcohol is common among those
under age, so raising the age is not a deterrent. Nor will it stop

the consumption by minors.
i

22F

I believe English composition should be a required course for
all undergraduates at UTA. In order to succeed in other courses and
in life one needs to be able to write a coherent paragraph. Also one
needs to be able to break down a paragraph and analyze what it's
really trying to say. English composition is needed to aid in other
courses and in your future.

23F

! English comp. should be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA. The effective use of the English language is
a tool we must all grasp in order to be successful in our Society.
But, unfortunately, many students have not been adequately introduced
to the study of comp. writing early in high school and therefore need
it in college if they wish to be successful throughout their college
careers. Because a large majority of college courses require written
essays of some sort.
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24F

Though I am eighteen years and raising the drinking age to
twenty-one would affect me I am highly in favor of it. I am
certainly not a non-drinker but I think that the age raise would help
the attempt to reduce fatalities caused by intoxication. I believe
also, however, that if the age is raised and even if it isn't that
something should be done to help occupy teenagers who revert to
drinking out of boredom. Many teenagers risk their lives and the
lives of others because they have nothing better to do. Though
teenagers are a large cause of fatalities due to intoxication, many
adults contribute to the statistics too. In addition to raising the
age L think legislation should harshen the punishment.

f

25F

English composition should be a required course for all
undergraduates at UTA, but only one semester should be required.
Many occupations require the ability to write organized and clear
paragraphs. Examples of such occupations are reporters who need to
be able to describe what they are reporting, police officers who
write reports for every case they handle, and consultant engineers
also write reports on their jobs. Personnal business many times is
handled through the mail so people need to be able to write their
thoughts and ideas clearly. It is an important part of life to be
able to convey thoughts and feelings on paper, so English composition
is a necessary class.

26F
|

The legal drinking age should not be raised to 21. People
who can be drafted into the army or pedple who can vote on the
leaders of our country ought to be able to drink a beer. Instead,
the rules we now have governing drinking should be more strictly
enforced. Several states have adopted seat belt laws that were just
as, if not more so, effective in reducing traffic fatalities as
raising the drinking age. If the laws were more strictly enforced,
people under age could not buy alcohol as easily as they do. There
is no desperate need to change the drinking age since enforcing what
we have at the present time will help immensely.

27F

The legal drinking age should be raised to 21. Because it
has been proven that more than 1/2 the drinking drivers who have hit
someone are teenagers. Up to (at least) 20 yrs old a person who
drinks, go out with their friends driving or wants to drive home to
bg cool. They think they can handle it omn their own and they do not
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want to look stupid in front of their friemds. I also think it could
discourage the kids more from drinking.

28F

1
3

! English Comp. should be a required course for all

undergraduates at UTA because English is used in our everday life and
it is a major part of our lives. It is a good source for jobs and
careers. One may argue that they may never have to write a paper for
their particular career, though writing is creative and imaginative,
It stimulates the mind and forces one to use their imagination.
Taking English Comp. will only enable the individual to improve their
writing skills and techniques. It is also good for the business
wqud.

'

29F

| I believe that the legal drinking age should not be raised to
21. My reason is that most teenagers and young people will find a
way to get ligour no matter what the drinking age is. By raising the
drinking age it would just have more people breaking the law. Even
before I entered high school I new several people my own age that had
gotten drunk before. These type of people will get something to
drink know matter how they have to do it. They will just find an
older person who will buy it for them.
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Appendix 2

Text Analysis

% In figures 16, 17, 18, and 19 we see an analysis of some
fairly typical arguments from the data base. Paragraphs 6M (figure
l%) and 11M (figure 17) were written by men, 6F (figure 18) and 7F
(%igure 19) by women. The symbols and format used are described in
s;ction 2.2.3.3. (The symbol X is not Toulmin's but stands for
'example'.)

i

t Notice in 6M and 11M the arguements center om omne particular

{
premise, the grounds of the argument. In 6M that premise is.

"Fverybody is going to have to write something at one time or
another.” In 11M it is "Throughout the entire career of the student,
the need to be able to write and communicate in an effective manner
is mandatory." In both cases a warrant also plays a central role in

the argument, the warrant being a statement of general principle.
]
Concrete examples are marshaled to buttress the grounds and warrants.
i

| Contrast this argument structure with that of 6F and 7F. We

t
see in these arguments not one central ground but several. We also

see premises that look something like warrants but that are not true
w;rrants. One (in 6F) has the form of an if/theg sentence, but it
d;es not function as a hypothetical warrant. Another (in 7F) is a
rglatively general principle, but neither does it fﬁnction like a

4
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warrant. In fact, the grounds do not look very much like grounds
either: they are not specific, and there are too many of them for
the number of warrants (judging by typical sketches of the Toulmin

mgdel). In short, we see that these two arguments seem to defy

analysis using the Toulmin model.
i

i What the four figures show is that the men's arguments tend
to be more focused (by Toulmin standards): they concentrate on a
single ground and couple it with general principle to prove their
péint. By contrast, the women tend to amass several reasons why a
c}aim is true. When they feel the need, they then buttress their

reasons with relatively concrete examples rather than general

principle.
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(P2) Upper level courses
redquire writing papers

subjects to many
different audiences.

(P3) Interpretations of books

and/ or observations make
up the bulk of these papers.

(P4) In English classes
students may learn how
to write in order to
communicate properly.

Fig. 17.

(C) English composition
should be required for
all undergraduates

at UTA.

(P1) Throughout the entire
career of the student

the need to be able G
to write and communicate

in an effective manner

is mandatory.

(P5) If not required to take
the course students

would have to learn as

they wrote the important
papers for the upper

level course adding

to their burden.

(C2) As a requirement for
C undergrads at UTA English
comp is needed.
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