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Chapter VIl

THE RHETORIC
OF SOCIAL SCIENCE
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as well as witty; but I feel that no one has yet made the point
which most needs making, which is that the social scientists
will never write much better until they make terms with some
of the traditional rules of rhetoric.

I propose in the study which follows to ignore the isolated
small faults and instead to analyze the sources of pervasive
vices. I shall put the inquiry in the form of a series of questions,
which lead to cardinal principles of conception and of choice.

Does the writing of social scientists suffer from a primary
equivocation? The charge against social science writing which
would be most widely granted is that it fails to convince us
that it deals clearly with realities. This impression may lead to
the question of whether the social scientist knows what he is
talking about. Now this is a serious, not a frivolous, question,
involving matters of logic and epistemology; it is a question,
furthermore, that one finds the social scientists constantly
putting to themselves and answering in a variety of ways. Any
field of study is liable to a similar interrogation; in this in-
stance it merely asks whether those who interpret social be-
havior in scientific terms are aware of the kind of data they
are handling. Are they dealing with facts, or concepts, or
evaluations, or all three? The answer given to this question
will have a definite bearing upon their problem of expression,
and let us see how this can happen in a conerete instance.

We have had much to say in preceding chapters about the
distinction between positive and dialectical terms; and no-
where has the ignoring of this distinction had worse results
than in the literature of social science. We have seen, to review
briefly, that the positive term designates something existing
simply in the objcctive world: the chair, the tree, the farm.
>ﬁ:3c:?. over _Em:_.<c terms are not arguments in the true
sense, since the pointatissue is apable of immediat »and pub-
lic settlement, just as one might scttle an “argument” over the
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width of a room by bringing ina mc_u:odrmmnom&-:@o: yard-
stick. Cc:i;_:c::v\ a rhetoric of positive terms is a rhetoric of
simple description, which requir only powers of accurate
observation and reporting.

It is otherwise with dialectical terms. These are terms stand-
ing for concepts, which are defined by their negatives or their
privations. “Justice” is a dialectical term which is defined by
“inj wstice”; “social :.:?.c<o_:c_:: is made meaningful by the
use of “privation of social w:::.c,dici.:. To say thata family
has an income of $800.00 a year is positive; to say that the
same family is ::mc:s.w,\:nmcg is dialectical. Tt can bhe under-
d only with reference to families which have more
So it goes with the whole range of terms which

29 ¢ » < &«

nts of value; “unjust,”poor, underpaid,” “un-
rich depend on something more than

?.Wi_cmc
?chﬂcm.
reflect judgme
desirable” are all terms wl
the external world for their significance.

Now here is where the social scientist crosses a divide that
he seldom acknowledges and often scems unaware of. One
cannot use the dialectical term in the same manner as one usces
the positive term because the dialecti .al term always leaves
one committed to something. Ttis a truth casily seen that all
dialectical terms make ?.cm::%:c:.f. from the plain fact that
they are :?1:5_:;: terms. A writer no sooner employs one:
than he is A.:ﬁ:nﬁ; in an argument. To say that the universe
is w:_.cc.f.c_cm,f. is to join in argument with all who say it is pur-
coﬁ.m:r To say that a certain social condition is ::.;::.._Zc
is to ally oneself with the reformers and against the standpat-
ters. Tn all such cases the ?.c,m:_iu:c: has to do with the
scope of the term and with its relationship to its opposite, and
these can be worked out only through the dialectical method

\ hapters. When the reader of social
science comes to such terms, he is haflled because he has not
heen warned of the ?.em:::qz::m on which they rest. Or, to
be more exact, he has not been 1:6::.; for _g:.m::;,:::x at
all. He finds himself reading at a Jevel where the facts have

d, and where the exposition is a process of ad-
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definition. Indeed, one of the most convincing claims of the
science is that our ?.cmc:ﬁ-muv\ knowledge of man is defcctive
because our definitions are simplistic. 1iis behavior is much
more varied than the unscientific suppose; and therefore a
central objective of social study is definition, which will take
this variety into account and supplant our present “preju-
diced” definitions. With this in mind, the social scientist toils
in library or office to prepare the best definitions he can of
human nature, of society, and of %mv\nrc.f.ocw& environment.

The danger for him in this laudable endcavor scems two-
fold. First, one must remark that the language of definition is
inevitably the language of mo:o:::v\ because only the gen-
eralizable is definable. Singulars and individuals can be de-
seribed but not defined; e.g., one can define man, but one can
only describe Abraham Lincoln. The greater, then, his solici-
tude for the factual and the concerete, the more irresistibly 1s
he borne in the direction of abstract language, which alone
will encompass his collected facts. His dissertations on human
socicty begin with obeisance to facts, but the logic of his being
a scientist condemns him to abstraction. He is (orced toward
the position of the c_‘:E,_._::_ revolutionary, who loves man-
kind but has little charity for those _ﬁ:.:c:_.,:. speeimens of
it with whom he must .m.mv.oi.,;c.\

In the second place and :::.1:_:::.n:::vx the definition of
::__-2___:_‘:.:_ terms s itsell @ disdectical proeess. ANl such
definition takes the form of an argument which must prove
that the definiendum is one thing and not another thing. The
limits of the definition arc thus the boundary between the
things and the not-thing. Someone might incuire at this stage
of our account whether the natural scientists, who must also
define, ave not equally Jiable under this point of the argument.
The distinction is that definitions in patural science have a dif-
ferent ontological basis. The propertics about which they gen-
eralize cxist not in _:EEL connection but in A.::i_.:.m_ con-

and :;:u%cccgz

»

junction, as when “mammal,” “yertebrate,
are used to %m::m_:mr the genus Felis. The doctrine of “nat-
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We come almost to look for a formula at the close of a social
mﬁ%r which takes an excessively modest view
of its achievement while expressing the hope that somecone
else may come along and do something with the data there
offered. Burgess and Cottrell's Predicting Success or Failure
in Marriage ?.c,‘:_c,. an illustration. After presenting their
case, the authors say: “In this study, as in many others, the
most significant contribution is not to be found in any one find-
ing but in the degrece to which the studv opens up a new field
to further rescarch.”™ Again, from an article appearing in
Social Forces: “The findings here mentioned are merely sug-
gestive; and they arce olfered in no sense as proof of our hy-
pothesis of folk-urban ?;.,J.c:.,c_:z differences. The implemen-
tation of the analysis given here would demand a ficld project
incorporating the tvpe of ::.:5&3_:%?:_ consciousness advo-
ated above. Thus we need to utilize standard projective de-
vices, but must bhe ?.c?:.c; to develop, in terms of situational
additional analvtic instruments."And Herman C.
d method of 1:::2: seiencee,
whole study, can

science mono

demands,
Bevle ina chapter on the data an
which constitute the underpinning of his
only sav that “the foregoing comments on the data and tech-
::_Mﬁ.,..:_. %c::c:_ science have been offered as most tentative
d to —:.cigc a _:Z.rnﬂ.c_::ﬂ for the testing
_:.:_:Z_P that of attri-
fost tenta-

statements intende
and application of the technigue here

hute-cluster-bloe identification and :::_.;?...,
tive” becomes a sort of leitmotiv. Everything sounds like a pro-
-eal thing. Fxclamations that social scientists
s washing or are only trying to make
d by this kind of performance.
allowance for the fact that

r.mc_:c:c: to the
arce taking in one another
work for themselves are inspire

But, even after one has made

R
PSS

3. {New York: Prentice-Hall, 1939). P- 349
4. Melvin Seeman, “An Evaluation of Current >_::,:..:._:2 to Person-
ality Differences in Folk and Urban Socictic .7 Social Forces, XXV (De-

comber, 19.46), 165,

s. Identification and
University of Chicago Pre

Analysis of >::.r:N..A;?i..?_::;, {Chicago:
s 1931) . P 214
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social science is
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lies in demonstrating how thoroughly a method can be fol-
lowed. Let us look, for example, at a passage from an article
entitled “Courtship as a Social Institution in the United States,
1930-1945.” The author has said that activities of courtship
show different patterns and that sometimes the patterns need
to be harmonized:

To be c:_:?_:rr., patterns should be adapted to the following
components: (1) the hominid component, which is the biological
human being; (2) the social component, which includes the poten-
tialities for social relations as they are affected by “the number of
human beings in the situation, their distribution in space, their
ages, their sex, their native ability to interstimulate and interact,
the interference of environmental hindrances or helps, and the
presence and amount of certain types of social oni?:n:m.w (3)
the environmental component, ot all the “natural” features of the
situation except the hominid, the social, the 1&6720%0& and
artifactual components; it includes ﬁocomgwrvf ﬁg.&omnmmrw,
flora, fauna, W sather, geology, soil, cte; (4) the %515?@.9&
component, defined as the 11:91_3 involving the acquisition and
performance of human customs not mgo@:io_v\ cxw_wmsoa on purely
biological 11:910& (5) the artifactual componcent, which con-
sists collectively of the material results and adjuncts of human

customary activities.®

It is not always safe Tor the layman to ﬁﬁ_:_..::.\é about the
value of specific sociological findings, but I am inclined to
think that this is verbiage, resulting from analysis %:mrcm be-
v.c_:_ any useful purpose. There is a real if obscure relationship
between the vitality of what one is saying and the ﬁ:_mr:::ﬂv\
of onc’s rhetoric. No rhythm, no towrnure of plnase, no archi-
tecture of the sentences could make this a ﬁoca picee of writ-
ing, for its content lies on the outer f{ringe of significance. Tt
is the pature of such pedantry to habit itself in a harsh and

crabbed style.

e

6. Donald L. Taylor, “Courtship as a Social Institution in the United
States, _:;:‘:Xm‘: Social Forces, XXV (October, 1946), 68.
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The primary step in li "
m?ooﬁwls M:m< step _:._:c::% nc.:cc,ﬁ:o: is invention, or th
Ciscover -r om somcthing to talk about. No writer is finally wZo
o r C M..chﬁ the claim that his subject matter is one thi )
bt is sty ] -
and b yle of expression another; the subject matter ente :
e expression inevita >
into the ¢ pression inevitably and extensively, although some
[P . [ : X
times in ays :.wo subtle for elucidation. What of the invention
assay v Fale : ‘
o ..::._~. umv“ro. If we take the word in its etymological sense
ing are . s . ¢ y
of finc r_, wre not these distinctions “findings”™ for findings’
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inciple i hi
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) apy o call the social scienti
o pear contric 3 social scientist
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., | ere e . TN Aaon
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men of lecarning show the same addiction, but there are spe-
cial reasons for weighing critically the moﬁv\mv\:mvmo diction of
social scientists.

Of course, when one faces the issue concretely, one discov-
ers that there is no single standard by which a word is classi-
fied “big.” Some words are called “big” because they actually
have four or five syllables and hence are measurably s0; other
words of one or two mv;_mZom arc called “big” because, coming
out of technical or scientific vocabularies, they are unfamiliar
to the average man;? others, actually nolonger, are called “big”
beceause of the company they keep; that is to say, they are
words of learned or %mimog association. Sometimes 2 word
seems big when it is simply too pretentious for the kind of
thing it is describing. Readers of H. L. Mencken will recall
thathe obtained many of his best satirical effects by describing
what was essentially picayune 0Of tawdry in a vocabulary of

mE:&zo&:o:oo.
A cursory inspection will show that social scientists are given
to words which are “big” in yet another respect: they have a
Latin origin. Even in analysis of simple phenomenon the read-
er comes to expecta ?:pmo of terms which seem to g0 by on
stilts, as if it were important to keep from touching the m_.o::@.
Wwithout raising questions of semantic theory, on¢ inclines to
wonder about their relationship to their referents. In course
of time one may come to suspect that the words mgv_owo&
arce not dictated by the subject matter, but by some active
11:0:10 out of moomo_oﬁom_ theory. To see whether that suspi-
cion has a foundation, let us try @ test on a specimen of this
language.

The passage which will be used is fairly ao?mmosgsed of
the ordinary social science prose to be encountered in articles

and reports. The subject is oz_:e.f..f,oz in the title “§ocial Near-

ness among Welfare Institutions”:

»”

7. For example: “id,” “ion, alga.”
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It was noti i > i
o_.ma:mN.E%MMom __5 the preceding sections that the social welfare
R d al milicu presents an interde ;
2 coer . < rdependence, a formal soli-
, @ ced feeling of unity. H i s
rity, . However divergent tl i
darity, of unity rgent the specifi
::Ws ,.<mm of each organization, theoretically they all have w noBo
mo M.H:_.uowc, the care of the so-called underprivileged. Whether
o:o% *. .coﬁ:ao what they profess or not is a different question and
which does not fall within the confines of these pages.®

‘Ewcd.o occur in this short excerpt about a dozen words of Lati
w:m_: for which equivalents of Anglo-Saxon (or old m w::
_m.:.gm name is preferred) origin are mS:_:r_o s o
m__m....mg_.__—.u —:..A._.WJ.W_:EMV_% operational terms :r.m ..c_.m::?imo:m_:
and "milieu. " In place of “noticed 7w “seen” 1

of h:<ommo:n,: why not ::::rc:,.v /Hew“v\cu_%mc uﬁwmﬁ:ov_ g .wu._wom
E:%::on ‘goal”? Instead of “execute what thev pr m.v_wm.ﬂ_Mo,
not “do what they say™ Di D

and this without

Dot o Wt e ye D d Vn_wcmm .stm not suggest them-
! ", or were they deliberately passed by?
E“ﬂ.émrmuE%_._::M:..< to insist that anv one of :F.mo.; L:vm:
es is better than the origing s pili , .
causes language to r:@ﬂﬁ;w _MWMMw_g.w_~u“_f_~~uﬂnn.w__u‘_w_m_w:nr n.o.::m
course, .:::.m:; within which preference m.: :._d_“\:“:n_. Mvm
means little, but a preference for Latinate terms as o MTM
w,m.::.f_ must be, to employ onc of their c:,ﬁc_:;_:. .Jv ::: m.
significant.” Y RpTEE
.‘H_Eﬂ significance lies in the kind of attitude that social
scientists must have in order to ?.:Q..Q. social f.nm. u.o.o:w
seems bevond dispute that all social science _...i_w __A,::.: a
mmw.:.:%:c: that man and society are ::?.:/:;Z.c .,E___ AM:.. ,ﬂ.
origin and its guiding impulse. The man who doces .~.:; mz. .__y _. X
social behavior and social institutions can he _uoz,oﬁi ﬁwwo rwn
ﬁ.r : M.%c: -ation of scientific laws, or through some :.:9 F_wﬂ
finding its basic support in them, is surcely out AWm EMM% :M
o il Resvarch N T Bions
9 ,_.,._:, natural mn_..__._:,f.;, too, use many F::_:H_:,A._nc._.w_ v Wnn. 3
chiefly “name” words, for which there are no real ﬁ__vh:.qp_“““z:: these are
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sociology. There would really be nothing mom 75_~ .Jm MM%_M@.
could only sit on the sidelines and m‘moo:_:”c C o:mﬂ v.,. Nie:
Ytzsche, or ironically, Jike Santayana. The very pro mmv_mw,m b
the true social scientist adopts compels him Q.V g.w a ,w, %17
priori optimist. This is why a r:.mc.?:ﬁ of social vo__o.zwb e
ing displays a melioristic bias. 1t 1 under .ooBm:_.mmM_o'roﬁon
E”oosmnmo:m_v\ felt, I am sure, to ?on.:qo ﬁ::wmmﬂm m_ hetter
than they are. Such cxpression ?.efmo,f. a kind of proc a
i ies are “working.” o
:m%ﬂowﬂ_n?v:m#uﬂa connection exists between the erwm._mwo
bias and a Latinate vocabulary. Even a Bo&ﬁ.ﬁw mosM_ Huﬁﬂw
to the overtones of language will tell one ﬁr.mn diction o ﬁm "
derivation tends to be cuphemistic. For .z:m there mmoah 0 o
hoth estrinsic and intrinsic causes. It is a commonp mmoﬁwo
historical knowledge that after the .Zo::u: M_Uosﬂcmm the
Anglo-Saxons were forced into a servile role. T mv\_ém_ﬂo ont
into the ficlds to do chores for the Zodﬁm: A.:ro:mz.ﬁ _ mro;
Anglo-Saxon names have clung to .mro things <<__M whic - sde
worked. Thus to the Anglo-Saxon in the me the anima v
“cow”; to the Norman, when the mm.Eo ms_ws& imm mon &
his table, it was “beef” (L. bos, vccwv ...mo mm: is transla ed
“veal”; “thegn’ becomes “servant; folk Wooﬂo,ﬂomﬁ ﬁm._:m
ple)” and so on. This distinction of common and € Mﬁp: te s
persists in an area of our vo -abulary ng.vﬁ >:o~_ Hma_.o_ﬂoﬂ. "
stance was that Latin for centuries c::z:”.:ncz pm_c .;:T:;Mm
of learning and of the professions ::.o:mro—; .:_, M%.Mf_ M« !
from the fourteenth ~oo=~:3\. o:%:w.%_w %r“momm_m“ﬂfpoﬁ ,ﬁrma n
“learncd borrowing,. s s act tha
MWMNM_M:MM:M»EE&H carried civility and politesse to highest
fecti i . Finally, T would suggest
?;r,o:o: drew from a Latin sourcc. v\w wond sugged
that the greater number of syllables in many La :_Z . \: ;o
a factor in the effect. Whatever the oon.%_o”o exp v.sw —o.o,_ the
truth remains that to give a thing a Latinate name is to coup
10. See [ B Greenough and G. T.. Kittredge, Words and Their Ways
in ::w:}.: Speech (New York, 1931 Y, Pp- 94-99-

e e e TR TSP
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it with social prestige and with the world of idcas, whereas to
give it a name out of Anglo-Saxon is to forgo such dignifying
associations. Thus “combat” sounds more dignified than
“fight”; “labor” has resonances which “work™ does not have;
“impecunious” seems to indicate a more hopeful condition
than “ncedy” or “penniless™; “involuntary separation” sounds
less painful than “getting fired.” The list could be extended
indefinitely. With exceptions too few to make a difference,
the Anglo-Saxon word is plain and workaday, whereas the
word of Latin derivation secems to invest whatever it describes
with a certain upward tendency. Of course, the Anglo-Saxon
word has its potencies, but they are not those of the other. It
scems to cling to the brute empirical fact, while its Latinate
counterpart scems at once to become ideological, with per-

haps a slight aura of hortation about it. Whenever one hears

the average man condemning a piece of discourse as “flowery,”

it is most likely that he is pointing, with the only term at his

commmand, to an excess of Latinate diction.

In the same connection, let us remember that the last few
years have scen much newspaper wit at the expense of the
language of government hureaucracy, which is even more
responsive to the melioristic bias. The burcancrat lives in a
world where nothing is incorrigible: the solution to every con-
temporarv difficalty waits only for the devising ol some appro-
priate administrative machinery, A“:_:_::.E_ with him, the
social scientist is a realist, for social science at least beging by
admitting that many situations leave something o be desived.
The burcancrat’s world is prim and proper and aseptic, and his
language reflects it (perhaps one could say that tiie discourse
of the burcaucrat is social science “politicalized ™). At any
rate, here we might profitably look at a specimen of burcau-
cratic parlance from Masterson and Phillips” Federal Prose, a
recently published burlesque of official language. The authors
posed for themselves as one exercise the problem of how a
burcaucrat would express the ancient aduge “Too many cooks
z_::._ the broth.” Their translation is a caricature, but, like
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caricature, it brings out the &on::m:.n mmmr:.mm of the m:vm_ww-o%
“Undue multiplicity of cmqmosso_ mmm_msom either oowocﬂo: ovm
or consecutively to a single function involves m.ow@ﬂonm _o n o
quality in the resultant product as ooS@wSm <<._.m_ W epr e
of the labor of an exact sufficiency of ma;“os.:o_. ne :.wr ?m
first of all, the leap into wo@mv\:mgo mnoco.:” &o.wm ,ﬂ_: the
total disappecarance of those row:o_v\ entities . .ooo.mm and
“broth.” “Personnel,” for example, is an abstract wm:_ m.ﬁ, e
“resultant ?oa:oﬁ: is safe, since it mﬁ.xwm A.Hon _mm<o. the ¢<n: w iy
record as affirming that the concoction in @_._mmcmw ac w& ,W:r
broth. He is further wqoﬂoogm by ﬁrw ox@::mam o mmoM.. itk
its positive assertion, and he can hide vo%“_m h‘:o re ativity

“ oration of quality . . . as compare e

&MMMM__W ww:m:mmmwirow used to mxmnomm ﬁr.o mrw:oBMMMMWvW

of social and worzo& behavior, gives a .nz:ozm‘_B?‘mwmo_‘Q o

being foreign to its subject matter. The impression 0 g

ained as follows. In all writing which has

ness may be expl ing, there

come to be _.A.ﬁ.,:mcm as wisdom about the human be ore
\ i T . je 3 T e M :OM.
is an undertone of the sardonic{ Man at his 79” is s Lot
caricature of himself, and even érmﬂ we are m::omww_osmm mm-
i ] i . there has to be a minor the
for his finer attributes, the . ! m
i s in and out ot a
iati 1 as a vein of comedy weave
reciation, much as a of co a o
MS.Z tragedy. The “great” actions of history .ﬁ%mwm ei her
: Coc vidi 1 Vs standpoint, anc 1
. or ridiculous, depending on one's
sublime or ridiculous, ¢ ! . and it
mav be the part of sagacity to _.cmua them ,_vkoﬁ:ﬂpn .zmwt S .,:.D
S This no ‘ in biblical wisdom, 1
i ‘his sardonic is found in biblict
time. This note of the in B yisdom, o
i i stotle’s dry ca
’s reali tions, and even in A1l
Plato’s realism of situations, ot ey
i Tederalis \rs.12 as the authors,
i1 aanears in the Federalist papers,
rorizing. It appears . ! , e
w,\r:o debating @o:ﬂﬁ: theory in _:mr terms, ~ro© : rmsw
eye upon cconomic man. Man is neither an angel nor any

i h
of disembodicd spirit, and the attempt to treat him as suc

11. —L nes . —-ﬂﬁ Trson __— vV _-—u— ::—A —— 1 ~ ;~ T0sé€e.
1 ~¢j7 (Y anc ﬂﬁn\#w mHv,—=~w- QQQNNu se

e onrcity of
How to Write in and/or for Washington (Chapel Hill: University o

North Carolina Press, 1948). p- 10 N
12. Cf., for example, Madison in No. 10
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only arouses our sense of the ridiculous. The comic animal
must be there before we can grant that the representation is
“true.” The typical social science report, even when it dis-
cusses situations in which baseness and irrationality figure
prominently, does not get in this ingredient. Every social fact
may be serious, but not every social action is serious because
action is not fully explainable without motive. It is this ab-
stract man which causes some of us to wonder about the pred-
ications of an unhumanistic social science.

The remedy might be to employ, except where the neces-
sity of conceptualizing makes it difficult, something nearer the
language of the biblical parable (one shudders to think how
our bureaucrat would render “A sower went forth to sow”),
or the language of the best British journalism. I have often
felt that writers on social science might learn a valuable lesson
from the limpid prose of the Manchester Guardian. There one
usually finds statement without culogistic or dyslogistic ten-
ﬂ_:_:.v\, :;:;::cv\ without ::.E;:%. It is _:._._:._v.ﬁ the nearest
thing we have in practice to that supposititious reality, objec-
tive language. There is some truth in the observation of John
Peale Bishop that, whereas American E:N:m__ is more vigorous,
English English is far more accurate. A good reportorial me-
dium will be, to a considerable extent, an _m:m:x: English,
and it will reflect something of the English genius for fact.

To sum up, the melioristic bias is a deflection toward lan-
guage which glosses over reality without necessarily giving
us a philosophic vocabulary. One could go so far as to say that
such language is comparatively lacking in responsibility. Tt is
the language that one expects {rom those who have become
insulated or daintified. It carries a slight suggestion of denial
of evil, which in lay circles, as in some ceclesiastical ones, is
among the greatest heresies Perhaps the sociologist would
inspire more confidence as a social physician if his language
had more of the candor described above, and almost cer-
tainly he would get a better understanding of his diagnosis.
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Do the social scientists lose more than they mamw w..&h._ WW‘MEMM
of metaphor? Dr. Johnson once emarke (0L b ection
never hazards a metaphor, and tha= el be b e o
of anyone who has Eoéom ﬁrqocm,w nrmmcwm oomam s of acon
temporary sociologist. Hﬁ. has ﬂosmm mmMMo Ewo:o T
ogists and poets have little oon.u enc in one anoter et

ir respective rocedures come into comp : . .

Mﬂw MWM_H ioﬂmm Bmim\ with Eonmwr.or m:&. ﬁﬂwm .moowﬁmﬂm“woﬂﬁ%\%

have none of it. Which is right? Or, if each Mm Qﬂ%w_%ﬁrm etive:
ly the thing that is Mmrﬂ for EB,w ﬁ”w “Mmﬂ omw:
uce are of very unequ rtan . .
ﬁrwuqumws readily see rvﬁwi the moﬁ& moﬂoscmﬁr B_mﬁ%M %M%M“
by e simpe :‘:?mmmwo:r"rmﬂm m_MMMﬂﬂMMWmmmoM no place in
e language of poetry, it has, 101 , "
M”o _m:msmwo of mowosmom. ~O_., if rw ﬁ“wm%ﬁﬂ%m“w% WMWMM?
; ight conclude that metaphor, £ .

Mao_wrmmamm&omx or transference, m.:érom the a%mx.ﬁ_wﬁﬂwoﬁm ﬁwmm %,
realm which moaz&mzo study denies. To ﬂmo mets % ho Mw e
Ay vammm o<.9_ 8.ﬂao;@mmﬂv\mwﬁ%ﬁwo%&:wto mechanist,
limited kind of sociologist, @ of d aire mechans>

ste H » Fesourees open to scicntl juiry

:c.ﬁ_.m_:d.v\. W_AHJMA,M““.:”__H w,_.ﬂ_““w:_::::.mzz.\c—.?m of the _dmc:o &
_:ce”,uw”c._.. One holds that metaphor is mere poocam_ﬂo:..mﬁ” .””
58.%:“ colored lights and gewgaws one rm:mmﬁo: Mr :ﬁwo mnwm
tree: the tree is an 58@3; tree éwﬁro:m nrmm? Hut N ngmmosm.
ﬁ?:.,rrj and novelty and so are good m:smm | OW ”_wﬁo ;nochf,c_.mcm,
,mc the metaphors used in language arc Ec;v:?\_r ) r. .:m; m -

hich give it a certain charm and lift but w hich < m o
et Lien onc comes down to the business 0 und 9~
is said. This theory has been fully discreditec
who have analyzed the language of _gco_.:Wf
who have gone furthest m._.;c ::.w cmv\crc A.er\
and have cxc_o_.c& the “meaning of mean-

Scm:gJ\ w
standing what
not only by those
but also by those
of language itself
ing.”
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A second theory holds that metaphor is a useful concession
to our feeble imagination. We are all children of Adam to the
extent that we crave material embodiments. Even the most
highly trained of us are wearied by long continuance of ab-
stract communication; we want the thing brought down to
earth so that we can see it. For the same reason that principles
have to be put into fables for children, the abstract concep-
tions of modern science require figures for their popular ex-
pression. Thus the universe of Einstein is represented as “like”
the surface of an orange; or the theory of entropy is illustrated
by the figure of a desert on which Arabs are riding their camels
hither and thither. From the standpoint of rhetoric, this theory
has some validity. Visualization is an aid to seeing relation-
ships, and there are rhetorical situations which demand some

kind of picturization. Many skilled expositors will follow an
abstract proposition with some easy figure which lets us down
to earth or enables us to get a bearing. There is some value,
then, in the “incarnation” of concepts. On this ground alone
one could defend the use of metaphors in communication.”
There is yet another ﬁrmoﬁﬁ now receiving serious attention,
that metaphor is itsclf a means of discovery. Of course, meta-
phor is intended here in the broadest sense, requiring only
some form of parallelism.™ But when its essential nature is
understood, it is hard to resist the thought that metaphor is one
of the most important heuristic devices, leading us from a
known to an unknown, but subsequently verifiable, fact of
principle. Thus George de Santillana, writing on “Aspects of

Scientific Rationalism in the Nincteenth Century,” can de-

13. It is possible that there exists also a concrete :_:_E.m:::_:_n,
which differs qualitatively from abstract or scientific understanding and
is needed to supplement it, particularly when we are dealing with moral
phenomena (see Andrew Bougiorno, “Poctry as an Ed ional Instru-
ment,” Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors,
XXX JAatumn, 19471, 508-9).

14. CI. Aristotle, Rletorie, 1410 b “. . . for whe
old age ‘stu ’ 1ces in us a knowledge ¢

the poct calls
formation by
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clare, “There is never a ‘strict induction’ but contains a con-
siderable amount of deduction, starting from points chosen
analogically.”* In other words, analogy formulates and to
some extent directs the inquiry. Any :Zomzmxzo: must start
from certain minimal likenesses, and that may conceal the
truth that some analogy lies at the heart of all assertion. Even
Bertrand Russell is oc:%o:n& to accept analogy as one of the
postulates required to validate the scientific method because
it provides the antecedent ?.orz_::nv\ necessary to justify an
induction.!®
We might go so far as to admit the point of George Lund-
berg, who has given attention to the underlying theory of
social science, that artists and @r:omomrmam make only “allega-
tions” about the world, which scientists must put to the test.!”
For the inquiry may go from allegation to allegation, through
a series of Bogwroiop_ constructs. This in no wise diminishes
the role of metaphor but rather recognizes the role it has al-
ways had. 1f we should speak, for example of the “dance of
life,” we would be using a metaphor of considerable illuminat-
ing power, in that it rests upon a number of resemblances,
some of which are hidden or ?omo::m. 1f we push it vigorous-
at sone of the insights which will turn
up. Our naive question, “What is it like?” which we ask of
anything we are confronting for the first time, is the intellect’s
cry for help. Unless it is like something in some IMCASUTE, WE
shall never get to understand it.
The usual student of literature is prone to {eel that there is
more social ?wnro_cn% in Hamlet thanin a dozen volumes on
the theory of the subject. Ilamlet is a category, & kind of con-
crete universal; why would he v;oE less as a factor in an
some oco_.szc:& definition? At Jeast onc social
It no hesitation about employing this kind

ly, voe may be m:_.?.mmog

analysis than
psychologist has fe
A

15. International m:ocla:n&a of Unified Science (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1941 y, 11, No. 8, 7.

16. Op. cit., p. 487.

17. Foundations of Sociology {New York: Macmillan, 1939), p- 383
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This is no i
s none ) inati
¢ the less illuminating because Babbitt is
product of a controlled mn_.n::wr i ﬂ, e is mot the
p ! entific induction. 1le is a s
e ‘ . 1le 1s a sort o
n,ﬁ m C MV mbol which works very well in a psychologi M
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:mo Hon .Mﬁ:n_v\m it Mv o:rm_:o_::m to know that some _:c_,H are
abbitt and others i , o
ke Babbit ? _M hers like Hamlet, or that we all have our
_.:HS.WJW " Zm:M et phases. But here we should he primarily
rested in the fact that th 1ds’ Mi i
. e Lynd:s Lo |
lowed rather than preceded 1 M: Qﬁ >>~\:-:n5: n (1929) for
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XXX (July, 1926), 17. Nature,” American Journal of Sociology,




PR

206

THE ETHICS OF RHETORIC

the action of hanging from; “contact” analogizes a relation-
ship. “piscoverer’ and “detect” stand for the literal opera-
tion of taking off a covering, hence exposing to view. A “pro-
found study” m@?ﬁm:&% goes back to our perception of physi-
cal depth. In this way the meaning which we attach to these

ansferred from their analogucs; and, of course, the
that is more consciously

that somewhere one has
ow, and there is a way

words is tr
process is more obvious in language

Emﬁ%rolo&. 1t thus becomes plain
to come to terms with metaphor msv\r
to turn the necessity into a victory.

\Y

Is the expression of social science affected by a caste spirit?
The fact that social scientists are, in ma:ﬁwr dedicated to the
removal of caste, or at least to a refutation of caste presump-
tions, unfortunately does not prevent their becoming a caste.
Circumstances exist all the while to make them an ¢dlite. For
one thing, the scientific method of ?.oomgcqo sets them oft
pretty severely from the average man, with his common-sense
mE:.c:n: to social ?chSm. Not only is he likely to be non-
c_:mmcm by technicues and terminologies; he is also likely to

be ﬂ.cvc:c& by what scientists consider ouc of their greatest
¢—their detachment. Finaily, it has to be admitted that
patronage by universitics, founda-
tions, and mc<c_‘::_c:nv. serves to m?a them a 1..:?;.:.; status
while they work. Every other group $O situated has tended to
create a jargon, and thus far the social scientists have not been
an exception. Their jargon is a waoacoﬂ partly of imitation and
partly of defense-mindedness.
Naturally one of the first steps in entering a profession is to
he ?omommmo:& language. A display of familiarity with
the language is dow:_mlv\ taken as a sign of orthodoxy and
acceptance; and thus there arises 2 temptation to use the
mmoorz nomenclature freely even when one has doubts about
its aptness. This condition affects owwocwm:v\ the young ones

virtue
social scientists extensive

mastert

THE RIIETORIC OF SOCIAL SCIENCE
LB NCN
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MM:»MMAMWWQ_MM—.S:.O from 9.:5&”5\ nu.m mdoa_.wmm.?”__M,:M_.,f. "
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sign of ignorance or as Hm, independence, and, in the
terpret it as the mc::o_m \NMA%M_M”M_ ?M?&c:, el
involved in ¢ s - Acc rly, there is a degree « [ ris
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ol Um_o:mm otk UM ¢ wwﬁ“ﬂ_om what one has to do to show that
s S moo._.;ﬂ_ n v em of style. It is entirely possible
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heving b oy Hmmor :._@._ ::c_.,..q.__c% arc in the position 0vm
e sy e oﬁ__v..:_uf.&. critics, and they produce what is
o o _v\.. A:: is expected. In this way a natur _
phrase and the lucid E._.::mo_:mi can _*“do.s
|

swallowed up i
u o) : s ~
p in tortuosities. The pattern can be broken onl v
) n only

by some gif g
)
the ro:owm Mmﬁﬂmmﬁmmﬂ_o:m@ or by someonc invested with all
It is, moreover m_.:M o I h
every profession m::_ﬂ_w as | .,:.wE Laski has pointed out, that
cially of innovation fr supa ;;:..:.ﬁ of inmovation, and ,3 c-
monmoo PN QVMHH M___c outside.’ Tt requires an :::wm:_
have 1o come fronm ,:_p . 1at ::._ solution to our problem may
some naive _x._.ﬁc:. ;: :4_:, outside ournumber, ~V:_._.:_i T.c,?_
matter only _.:. ?.o.:’_« _:Z_.. advantage is that he can ,ﬁ,é the
are on m:m_”; ::E.:m.ﬁ g E; inc. Professions and 7___.3:2..:._.%
thev :_.:.::,f__.A_”:f._L N .:,f .ro._.n .cm person, and one of the by i -
: shysetap s just this one of e

government policies wer ron, I cortai
barhers] 1 V__.:; were announced in the I; e cortam
arbershop, their absurdity might heco e langnage oo the
apparent. If certain projects i o ome overwhelminely
y w* crtain projects in social science v :_:,n_v
anguage and literature research, f ,: nee rescarch (or in
slained in . esearch, for that matter) were ex
W:.:_ the language of the dailv news repor v wwere ex-
ight become embarrassinely clear o port, their fatility
how an experienced ::::.A..m re P ,M_. _:,_A.:: only surmise

! al reporter wonld Hhrase ,

phrase the find
1 mdl-

19. “ imitati
9. “The Limitations of the Expert,” Harper's. CLXIT (

19): OV, 12—
93 2=, December,
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fication and Analysis of Attribute-Cluster-
1 that his account would sound very
d it be unfair? The reply that
such language would destroy cssential meanings in the olmm:&
would have to be icmmrcﬁ_ along with the alternative possi-
bility that the language was used in the first place because it
mistic, in the sense we have outlined, or protective.
nguage may {eel safe because the definition
possession. And so technical langnage,
as sometimes @5236&. may be Pickwickian, inasmuch as it
serves not just scientifically but also ?.mmgms ally. The aver-
age citizen, faced with sociological explanations and bureau-
cratic communiques, may feel as poor culprits used to feel

confronted with law Latin.
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ingsin wcv;a,m Identi
Blocs, but onc has a notio
little like the o:mm:m_. Woul

was cuphe
A user of such Ja
of terms is, ina way, his

when
Vi

n of the scientists has been aptly
a discussion of the mo:onﬁ
ists,” he says, “gain
ake their

The rhetorical obligatio
ox?.ommo& by T. Swann Iarding in
character of scientific writing. “Scient
nothing by showing off, and the simpler they can m
reports the better. Even their technical reports can be m

very much simpler without loss of accuracy
is there really any valid substitute fora goo

cdge ol F:m:v_r composition and rhctoric.
ment is true with certain qualifications, whic
made explicit. In a final estimate of the ?.OZc
_.cccn,:iom that social science writing
,ﬁczz.« by literary standards. Tt is expr
assignment of duty; and those who have m
study of methods and styles know that every form
?.3&:: incurs its 195:%. Itisaru
that one pays for the choice one
od when the form of expression hecomn

iLis. In course of use a defind

20, “The Sad Fstate of Scientifie Publication,
NLV (January, 1942) . 6oo.

Sociology.

ade
or ?.ciﬂ@:. Nor
d working knowl-
20 The last state-
h ought to be
m it has to be
annot he ?Lﬁaa alto-
ession with a definite
ade a comparative
ula of ex-
le in the realm of writing
makes. The payment is exact-
¢s too exclusively what
d style hecomes its own enemy.
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If one’s writing i ST .
will fatigue :_m ”MM%,J: muwnw % will accommodate ideas, but it
lieve; but it may vocm.Bo _oﬁ_a_vw. M.cm_gomwv it will divert M:i re-
in encompassing ideas oyIng, an it will have diffic \
abrupt; _.m: _v“:.m:_m_hi _: it is spare, it will come ﬁ_%m”._n_.w“
scem clegant but 25 .M.AA :m:_: of circimlocution, it will first
is suspected of oversim V_qm.n.g scem inflated. The lucid st wo
Now the social .ﬁ._.e:m _ﬂ w;.:m. >:L. so the dilemma ncm,m.v\
andl, motwithstanding __7..., 1as ~.c.<<_._:. about a kind of thing
cepts, he may as Sc_,_u .:.,e_._:m_ﬂ_._..ﬁ.:_: allocation of facts and ec:.,
an never make it a v_.m_:..ﬁu 1is —x.:::.% at the beginning. Te
”..wumo: the purely _~.noz:.«.‘:_w\mm““._:”w__5 ..1_ ,:im_m,: and for this
istic presentatio b O ance is not for hi .
1..:&__HZ::Mwn_“n“m”ﬁﬂhmﬂ.ﬂmr_:m“ mo::,o_ of interest _.:__H: wmn;u:”_m,.
only kind of S:... va 1t entirely, ont of his reac - \,
tains some *.c_“_“___ﬁ_v,m m_”% ml.m _:.:_v_w c_:::c__:__.<_._:é_,ﬂ_._u awﬁn.
otomy of opposites %o.ﬁﬁ;.:o ee:?eﬁ which requires a dich-
(as a science) oo:,ma._: N ﬂ\ a.:.é‘ dichotomy that social science
ate, and these two are m_; - ,_v that of the norm and the devi-
than in a moral oo:"mw,ﬁ E:_f.i 6 .Gaﬁ in an empirical rather
we shall do is c_vmc:& w_w__:, the injunction is implicit that all
purcly descriptive, o Q~: :5._._& then, is going to be either
ate opposition. Z%m 5_5_ ‘_ ;,_ with reference to the norm-devi-
of poignant concern :. . ..,‘ _,: ople are going to develop a .,.c:ﬁo
tent Middlctown did M..A:_ ..w_:____ presentations. To a cortain A_,/-
contrast developed _:._.., n:_ .p e popular imagination, hut the
Z;.,_;_r; was through M__,“.;..I,,GMTM_G,___ —,L__i the American c_r\
and his picture S s ol detac wed social scientists
:m?._.:;wr E“_% ,.AWVM._M_:_.:Z ‘:. with its compound of .J.A._q“”“h““_.,_ﬁ.f
found was put AW: :w”, “_ﬁ_.., M_u:_:_:%. The community 2:_:.._._.3_“_,”
mentally and :::.:E... ,.:.L to .A__:___Z_.E. the community .f..::..-
for the T.?.E: case c_..fn .ﬁ.ﬂ.::,..f._f.;. The same will hardly hold
cred deviate, T:..:: f._, n.u_:.:__:. norm and empivically discoy-
Receent Social 5.3:?, ~.: \_\ :_cw.m.::, involved in the .A.::,:;_ﬁ.
ommeita] e s inthe ~.L::i States. for example S
port of President Hoover's Resceir _1 M“ the
’ search t.om-

21. (2 vols.; New York, 1933.)
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mittee on Social Trends, could not look to this kind of interest
for its ﬁ%cs_. Unless, thercfore, we regard metaphor as 2
means of dramatistic ?mmmsnwﬁmosv this resource is not ordi-
narily open to social science.

Yet within the purpose which the social scientist sets him-
self there is a considerable range of rhetorical wo%wvzzvﬁ
which he ignores at necdless expense. Rhetoric is, among other
things, a process of coordination and subordination which is
very close to the essential thought process. That is to say, in
any coherent picce of discourse there occur promotion and
demotion of thoughts, and this is mcnos:u:mrcm not solely
through #omwai outlining and subsumation. Tt involves matters
of sequence, of quantity, and some understanding of the rhe-
torical aspects of m_.EEsmSom_ categories. These are means t0
clear and cffective expression, and the failure to see and use
them as means can ?om:cm 5 condition in which means and
ends secem not discriminated, or even a subversion in which
means seem 1o manipulate ends. That condition is one which
social science, along with every other instrumentality of edu-

ation, should be combating in the interest of a reasonable
world.




