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Arguers As Lovers

Wayne Brockriede

One introductory premise you must grant me il you oane o
assent to any of the rest of this essay is that one RECOSsSary inwere.
dient for developing a theory or philosophy ot argumcnt iy the
arguer himself. 1 mean something more than a mere recognition
that it is people, after all, who manipulate evidence wndd el
and follow the rules of transforming premiises into concliusions.
I maintain that the nature of the people who argue, in all their
humanness, is itself an inherent variable in understanding, v
uating, and predicting the processes and outcomes of an aren-
ment.

When the logician proclaims triumphantly, as a resuit of the
way he orders his premises, that Socrates is mortal, hee docs e
need to know anything about himself or his respondonts eneept
that they arce “rational” and will follow the rules) to knov the
conclusion is entailed by the premises. But when an argner
maintains a philosophic position, a scientific theony. or a po
litical policv—in short, any substantive  proposition—the ¢
arguer’s response niy be influenced by who he iso who
argucr is, and what their relationship is. I rhaps as wood @ owa
as any to distinguish the study of logic trom the study
argument is to understand that logicians can sidely ignore th
influence of people on the transaction: arguers cannat.

Such a premise is not often cnough taken into account by
students of argument. One can casily read many of the land-
mark studies of argument, for example Bishop \Whateh's Eie-
ments of Rhetoric, as well as most twenticth-contury texthook.
on argumentation, without any need to consider who the arsucr
arc or how they relate to one another. That pevple are doing
the arguing, of course, is assumed throughout, hut when th
writer on argument gets to his priman: business of clssityin
and explicating evidence, forms of reasoning, Lallacies, mods
of refutation, and the like, people hecomie irrelevant. One somm. -
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.:.. can be an unwilling victim, rejecting the contempt and fght-
g as hard as he can to repel the attack, but eventually _pnm..:n
the power to prevent it. In cither situation, the got of rape is
consummated. Or he can win the fight by having cnough power
to defend himself, Of he can, himself, have .m._c attitude and
intent of a rapist, and the outcome may depend on which would-
¢ rapist has the greater power. Or, finally, he may somchow
transform the situation into something other thay rape by chang.
ing the attitudes and intentions of the would-be rapist. ,

Whereas the rapist conquers by force of argument, theSeqon
operates through charm or deceit. The seducer’s attitude toward
coarguers is similar to that of the rapist. He, too, sces the re-
_uzo.su?.v as unilateral, Although he may not be contemptuous
of his prev, he is :.Ea:a to the identity and integrity of the
other person. Whercos the intent of the rapist is to force assent
the seducer tries to charm or trick his victim into assent, .
What characterizes argumentative scduction? One form s
through the conscious usc of stratagems that appear in lists c.m
?:»o.mﬂ. Such devices as ignoring the question, begging the
‘question, the red herring, appeals to ignorance or to uv..e_..:m..oc
all aim at securing assent through seductive discourse that only
appears to establish warrantable claims, Misuses of evidence
p._mo imply the attitudes and intentions of seduction, Such prac.
tices as withholding information, quoting out of contest, mis.
{uoting an_ authority or 3 witness, misrepresenting g m.uo:_..._
situation, drawing unwarranted conclusjong from evidence also
mam_m assent through seductive uses of argument. Many of rhet-
oric’s v»:oio.w{ﬁonc:.nm. even when functioning with no con-
Scious attempt to deccive, may have seductive effeets. The
pathos and ethos of a discourse, the image of the arguer, his
style, p.nm his delivery may bedazzle 3 coarguer into n?._..:m his
assent in a manner quite analogous to the act of seduction, In
any of 9..&0 instances, the seducing arguer has lulled -:..,.:..
&vo..an.a into lowering his guard through the 3@:::..:..:;..».
cquivalent of soft lights. .

Seducers are especially plentiful jn politics and advertising

&

although not a] politicians and not aJ) advertisers are seducers,

In much political g; i
isco (v ¢ . n ortics
po course and in myc) advertising copy,

though, the form is argument an( the goal s assent—not Jree
assent, however, but- the tricked assent of seduction, The John.
son  Administration’s arguments o justify  having sent U, S
troops into the Dominican Republic is o :.z::nw_;.h. _.:.,.::w»...“
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of a political use of seductive argument. One can, no doubt,
think of many advertiscments that fall into the category of argu-
ment by seduction.

The attitude of the would-be seducer s indifference to the

humanness of the other peison. That is, the seducer tries to
eliminate or limit his coargucr’s most distinctively human power,
the right to choose with an understanding of the conscquences
and implications of available options. The intent of the would-
be seducer is to win by beguilement. Whether the seduction is
consummated, though, also depends on the role of the presumed
victim. A coarguer may take any of several stances when con-
fronted with the argument of a would-be seducer. He can be a
willing victim, accepting as legitimate the seducer’s indifference,
perhaps even inviting or almost compelling the seduction. Or
he can be an unwilling victim, trying hard to discover the
tricks of the seducer but lacking the ability to do so. In cither
situation, seduction is consummated. Or he can win the cuntest
by having cnough critical skills to discover and reject the ploys
ot the seducer. Or he can, himself, have the attitudes and in-
tentions of a seducer, and the argument might then best be
characterized as reciprocal seduction. Or, finally, he can trans-
form the situation into somcthing other than seduction by chang-
ing the attitudes and intentions of the would-be seducer.
. A third argumentative stance may be characterized by the
word love. Lovers differ radically from rapists and seducers in
their attitudes toward coargucrs. Whereas the rapist and se-
ducer sce a unilateral relationship toward the victim, the lover
sees a bilateral relationship with a lover. Whereas the rapist
and seduccr look at the other person as an object or as a victim,
the lover looks at the other person as a person.

Lovers also differ radically from rapists and seducers in
their intentions. \Whereas the rapist and seducer seck to estab-
lish a position of supcrior power, the lover wants power parity.
Whereas the rapist and seducer argue against an adversary or
an opponent, the lover argues with his peer and is willing to
risk his very self in his attempt to establish a bilateral relation-
ship. Put another way, the lover-arguer cares enough about what
he is arguing about to feel the tensions of risking his sclf, but
he cares enough about his coarguers to avoid the fanaticisim
that might induce him to commit rape or seduction,

Perbaps in its pure form, argumentative love is o are com-
madity, but it is not a null category. Lovers and friends can
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show the attitudes and intentions of love in intimate dialoguc.
The stance of love is also at least an ideal in two other kinds
of argument.

One of these is philosophic argument. The kind of argument
Johnstone and Natanson discuss could be called argument with
love. Perhaps the etymology of the word “philosopher” is sig-
nificant. Because a philosopher is a lover of wisdom, perhaps he
is also a lover of other people who seek it.

Several characteristics Johnstone and Natanson identify as
necessary for philosophic argument are also necessary for argu-
ment with love. One of these is that the philosopher asks for
free assent to propositions. He is not content to force assent or
to gain it through trickery. As Johnstone puts it:

No philosopher worthy of the name would wish to secure
assent to his position through techniques concealed from
his audience. One reason for this is that it would be im-
possible for him to evaluate such assent philosophically. 3

No lover worthy of the name would wish to secure assent
through argument unless that assent were knowingly and freely
given.

A related characteristic is that a philosophic arguer wants to
have only those points of view prevail that can do so in the

face of the most stringent criticism possible. Johnstone, again,
makes this point strikingly:

No philosophic purpose is served when a point of view
prevails only because its author has silenced criticism ‘of
it through the use of techniques that are effective because
they are concealed from the critics. 4

The philosophic arguer, and other arguers in the lover para-

digm, want their existential truths established in an open en-

vironment.

Another characteristic is the philosopher’s recognition that
his arguments transcend intellectual propositions to reach his
very selfhood. Natanson develops this position:

When I truly risk myself in arguing I open myself to the
viable possibility that the consequence of an argument
may be to make me see something of the structure of my
immediate world. . . . When an argument hurts me, cuts
me, or cleanses and liberates me it is not because a par-

WAYSE TROCKRIEDE )

ticular . . . segment of my world view is shaken up or jarred
free but because I am wounded or enlivencd—I in my
particularity. 5

Natanson’s philosopher and other lovers cannot argue with
others without risking self and without engaging the sclf of the
other person. As Natanson continues,

Risk is established when . . . his immediate life of fceling
and sensibility is challenged and made open to chal-
lenge. Argumentation involves the constitution of that
total world of which the formation of arguments is but a
surface part.t

The ideal philosopher argues with love. He asks for free
assent, advancing arguments openly and asking for open criti-
cism. Ile risks his own self and asks for that same risk from
coarguers. He sceks a bilateral relationship with human beings.

Argument with lovc is at least an ideal of a second kind of
argument, scicntific argument. If one views science as infallible,
the idea that scicntists argue at all is a strange one. That con-
cept implics that scientists merely discover Truth and then
explicate it for their inferiors. Since the respondent is presumed
to have no choice but to accept that Truth, such a relationship
implies the forced assent of rape.

Warren Weaver has a different view of science:

If onc looks deeply within [science], . . . instead of §-
nally rcaching permanence and perfection, what does one
find? He finds unresolved and apparently unresolvable
disagrcement among scientists concerning  the relation-
ship of scicntific thought to reality. . . . He finds that the
explanations of science have utility, but that they do in
sober fact not explain. He finds the old external appear-
ance of inevitability completely vanished, for he discovers
a charming capriciousness in all the individual events.
. « . For those who have been dcluded . . . into thinking
of scienee as a relentless, all-conquering intellectual force,
armed with finality and perfection, the limitations treated
here would have to be considered as damaging imper-
fections. . . . I do not myself think of them as unplcasant
imperfections, but rather as the blemishes which make
our mistress all the more endearing. ?

Weaaver concludes his essay by urging that we bring
y by 4
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science back into life as 4 human enterprise, an enter
prise that has at its core the uncertainty, the flexibility,
the subjectivity, the sweet unreasonableness, the depen-
dence upon creativity and faith which permit it, when
properly understood, to take its place as a friendly and
understanding companion to all the rest of life,s

But the scientist-arguer also must Place himself outside the
realm of seduction. To paraphrase Johnstone, “No scientist
worthy of the name would wish to secure assent to his position
through techniques concealed from his audience.” Like the

his arguments. As he designs a research project, the scientist
takes pains to give his claims every chance of being proved

wrong. He employs a ngorous procedure of collecting data,
and he exposes that procedure to the criticism of others. He

for all to see. He addresses other scientists not as a superior
being to inferiors, but as peer to peer. In using an open way of
arguing he makes an implicit invitation for criticism. His rela-
tionship with his colleagues is bilateral,

Not all philosophers and not all scientists, of course, are
lovers. But when they best serve the functions of philosophy
and science, they aYgue as lovers.

Four concluding observations may be useful. First, these
classes of argumentative transactions are neither all-inclusive

ual metaphor and investigate the implications for argumentation
of such stances as romance, infatuation, Prostitution, and mas.
turbation. Some situations, no doubt, have elements of all three
of the paradigms considerced in this essay; an arguer may have
some of the impulses of a lover and also some of the tendencies
of a seducer or rapist. Furthermore, the situation may not be
what it appears to be. The arguer may appear to be a rapist in
using a strategy of confrontation and yet be a lover in his desire
for the respondent to make a free choice in the decision with
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which he is existentially confronted, Finally, one party in a trans.
action may sce a situation as fitting onc paradigm, while another
person may see it as another. What scems love 1o une person
may scem seduction or rape to another.

Sceond, one rather curious, apparent conclusion to be drawn
from the examples I have used is that people who are engaged
in metacommunication, in talking about communication, whether
they be philosophers or scicntists, can behave as lovers, but
people cengaged in the processcs of decision-making and per-
suasion, e.g., politicians and advertisers, must either rapce or
seduce. Put another way, the question is this: Must rhetorical
argumentation, as opposed to meta-argument, necuessarily be
relegated to nonlovers? When power is the dominant concern
of the arguers, whether the power of an idea or interpersonal
power, are rape and seduction probable if not inevitable?

Third, all three stances may be used to work out the “truth”
of a situation. Robert L. Scott argues-persuasively that

truth is not prior and immutable but is contingent. Insofar
as we can say that there is truth jn human affairs, it is in
time; it can be the result of g process of intcraction at
given moment. Thus rhetoric may be viewed not as a
matter of giving cffcctiveness to truth but of creating
truth.

If truth is “epistemic,” as Scott argues that it is, then it emerges
out of the transaction of the arguers. How once arguer relates to
others is an important variable. The epistemic truth of a trans.
action may be determined unilaterally by the argument of forc.
ible rape or the argument of deceptive seduction, or it may be
achieved bilaterally through the free assept of lovers.

Fourth, argument has another function as important as any
intellectual creation of the “truth” of a situation, and that is the
personal function of influcncing the fulfiliment and growth of
the sclves of the people in the transaction, Natanson underscores
the importance of the personal function of argument:

The philosopher s trying to uncover something about
himself, Philosophical activity is self-discovery. Philosoph-
ical reports, spoken or written, are self-reports first, argn-
ments later. ... Even if the argument is chronologically
first, its probing is a matter of uncovering its original
intent in relationship to the self that intended it The self
that sccks an alter ego, the philosopher wha looks for an
interlocutor, the teacher in quest ob his student—all are
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involved in a primary situation in which rhetoric and three E.n.m. .n_m. interpersonal relations among arguers discussed o the re-
philosophy are integral.10 7 B-.nma..m.agc.--b Validity in Philosophy,” in Philosophy, Rhatoric ond

Only the lover can achieve this personal goal of argument. ;i...dn..t.}v. 4L

zasa.roavwnuﬂSou&giﬁucrw-&E.roé. $ “The Claims of Lnmediacy,” pp. 15-16,

ment. Professor Johnstone explains why: uw".rt...v. 19. o " Method end M. o
;ogapum.zsavgucnaﬂzs. the hypnotic ?5:&?83-&?&:9.234&!5&35?3
pass in&auwromgué?u&.ﬂsﬁt_a 8&&......;..8.8.
?&g.isorgssg_goa? ..o-?geg Conteal Stater Speech Journal,
cum.rz.uoe&_l.z_ssa.s.?_.&w&?g XVII (Febeuary 1967), 13.
locutor but also that they are not even “at hon them L._g___in...wrs!&g in Philosophy, Rhetoric
selves Oaas_.osroo&ag&éa&ag 13 S0me Reflections oa Argumentation,” in tbid, p. 6,
_.Eun_maaaogs_v«ﬂ.!&a-gg 12 “Argument as Method: I Nature, Its Limitations and It Uses,
either does one who secures the assent of another Speech Monogrephs, XXXVII (June 1970), 109-110,

Only those argumentative transactions in which all parties , h
have their selves engaged can result in a fully human interaction.
The rapist and the seducer neither respect themselves as risk-
taking, choice-making beings, nor do they attribute these human
capacities to their coarguers, What Douglas Ehninger says can
be the consequence of An argument is available only to lovers:

To enter upon argument with full understanding of the

commitments iznr-unn.&.&zgww.ogg
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