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Ordinary language and common argument

Anybody interested in discourse and dialogue analysis  can only feel thouroughly puzzled and dissatisfied with the vision of language underlying several varieties of techniques used in fallacies analysis. Let us take for example the following quotation from the Encyclopedia of philosophy :

As Richard Whately remarked, “… a very long discussion is one of the most effective veils of Fallacy; …a Fallacy which when stated barely … would not deceive a child, may deceive half the world if diluted in a quarto volume” (Elements of Logic, p. 151). Consequently, an important weapon against fallacy is condensation, extracting the substance of an argument from a mass of verbiage. But this device too has its dangers; it may produce oversimplification, that is, the fallacy a dicto secundum quid, of dropping relevant qualifications. When we suspect a fallacy, our aim must be to discover exactly what the argument is; and, in general the way to do this is first to pick out its main outlines an then to take into account any relevant subtleties or qualifications

J.L. Mackie, “Fallacies”, in P. Edward (ed), The Encylopedia of Philosophy, vol. 3, p. 169-179.

This is a negative vision of language as “veil” of truth, “dilution” and “verbiage” creating obstacles to the pure exercise of thought. “Weapons” are needed against a “deceptive” and suspicious language. This suggests an equally negative vision of interacting people, engaged in a “long discussion”. They are portrayed as childish or basically wicked people trying, half consciously, to “deceive” each other.

Normative, logical, quasi-logical theories of argument have greatly improved our understanding of everyday (ir)rationality. By focusing on the conceptual level, these standard approaches consider arguments as discursive structures in which a set of propositions, the premisses, are linked to a new proposition, the conclusion, different from the premisses and “drawn” from them. According to this conception, language is certainly an essential tool of argumentation since arguing is a matter of building a discourse in a given language, a formal language or a natural language with more or less constraining stipulations. But argumentation depends on language only as far as language has a designative function, referring to thought or objects, and the logic of argument concatenation is a logic of thoughts or a logic of objects. In this conception, language constitutes the instrumental medium, often considered an awkward one, which allows us to deal with concepts and truth. 

The existence of a semantical level characteristic of specific natural languages and the role it plays in argument is at the stake in this discussion.  A linguistic theory of “argument” and meaning has been developed by Anscombre and Ducrot (Ducrot, 1972), Anscombre & Ducrot, 1984). In my opinion, the essential contribution of this research lies in its intentional conception of meaning, and in its definition of the process of sentence connection and discourse development as essentially “argumentative”. The well-known analysis of connectives, or the concept of topos, should be viewed as consequences and developments of these basic conceptions. An analogous conception of language is to be found in the fascinating work of W. Empson (1940), The Structure of Complex Words, particularly chapter 2, “Assertion in words” .

Quite apart from any specific linguistic theory, the crucial point is the attitude that argument analysts adopt towards language in argument. The following contribution is concerned with an investigation of the fact that common argumentation is rooted and developed in a specific natural language. My aim is to show that linguistic interactions and language, I mean a specific natural language — English, Russian, Arabic, Chinese, any of the some thousand languages currently spoken in the world — as the air for the Kantian dove, is not a hindrance to common argument, but the condition of its possibility (This position implies that reason in language might be more cunning than it is sometimes  thought to be). 

 At first I shall propose some observations on the difference between the word(s) “argument” and the concepts of “argument”. I will then try to give the outline of a language-centered approach of argument, in which language is not considered as a transparent medium we just have to “use and forget” in order to reach some substantial, extra-linguistic goal. First, I shall define a concept of rhetorical - argumentative situation as basically a three actors situation ; second, I shall consider three case-analyses, with the intention to illustrate some particular points of the model.

1. The word(s) “argument” 

and the possible concept(s) of “argument”

No particular natural language mirrors the world, and a basic distinction has to be drawn between “argument” as a word and “argument” as a concept. 

The word “argument” belongs to the American English language. Descriptions of its meaning are given by lexicologists and lexicographers, according to the usual methods in this field.

As for every full word, “free” associations are produced by the speakers when hearing the word “argument”. These snatches of discourses and representation can be considered as “stereotypes” (not pejorative) attached to the word “argument”. Spontaneous answers to the following questions can give a rough idea of the set of heterogeneous linguistic associations prompted by the sheer utterance of the words “to argue”, “argument”, “arguer” : 

when do people argue ? what is a good argument, a good arguer ?  what are your expectations when you teach / are taught argument ?

The set of associations called forth by these words can be considered as a proto-theory of argument. A first inquiry in the situation in French shows that this proto-theory brings together rather inconsistent elements (Plantin, to appear, b). This is by no means an unexpected result. Nothing proves that a coherent theory of argument can be built in regard to all the semantic stereotypes attached to the word itself. This fact weakens considerably the objections drawn from so-called pre-theoretical intuitions about what argument essentially “is”.

Like any concept, the concept of “argument” is not to be confused with the meaning of the word “argument”. A concept is a theoretical construct, and its construction implies a set of theoretical choices. Let us mention the following ones :

– argument is a thought-process or a language process ; 

– argument is located in language or in discourse ; 

if in discourse, in every kind of discourse or in some particular type of discourse ; 

if in some particular type of discourse, in monological discourse or in dialogue or in interactions involving three or more speakers ;

– the study of argument is empirical or normative ; 

if normative, the norm is alethic or pragmatic ; 

– arguing is a consensus-oriented process or a dissensus-oriented process.

NB : The or of those alternatives can be construed as a more or less exclusive or.

This set of questions can be considered as a topical field defining a domain. It can generate several concepts of argument. To illustrate this fact, I will contrast two situations, a problem-situation and a question-situation. Each situation corresponds to a specific concept of “argument”, even if the word argument can be used in both cases. I will first present an example of arguing in problem-situations. 

2. Arguing in problem situations

Consider the following situation. There are 8 coins, looking perfectly identical. We know that one is forged, and that it is slightly heavier than the other ones. We have at our disposal a simple pair of scales, with two pans, as Roberval’s. 

It is of course possible to detect the forged coin with the help of these scales. If four weighing operations are allowed, the detection is very simple. If only three weighing operations are allowed, the problem becomes non trivial. Let us describe the solution with two weighing operations. The problem is : « Is it possible to detect the false coin in two operations ? »

Step 1. Put aside two coins

Step 2. First weighing : put three coins on each pan of the balance. Either the pans of the pair of scales do not move (see case 2.1) or one goes down (see case 2.2).

Case 2.1 : the pans do not move

Step 2.1.a : Eliminate those six coins : they are authentic.

Step 2.1.b : Second weighing : Put the two remaining coins one in each pan of the pair of scales. The fake is in the pan which goes down.

Case 2.2 : one of the pan goes down

Step 2.2.a : Eliminate the three coins contained in the pan which goes up and the two coins left aside : they are genuine.

Step 2.2.b : Put aside one of the three suspicious coins

Step seven : Second weighing : Put one of these coins in each pan of the pair of scales. The fake is in the pan which goes down.

Now, I can claim : 

Yes it is possible ! / this one is the fake !

If my challenger asks 

“what have you got to go on ?”

My answer will be the preceding discourse. Note that this is a perfectly valid argument, put in a perfectly common talk (this observation is an objection to some formulations of the theses of Perelman and Ducrot). I did find the fake. 

In such situations, several concepts of argument can be built and studied :

(a) — as a process (e.g. : what happens in the brain when you try to find the solution ? Does language play a role in this process ?, etc.) or 

(b) — as a result (e.g. : How can we describe the preceding discourse ? Considering that a pair of scales is equivalent to the signs “equal, =” or “different ≠”, how can we formalize the class of equivalent discourses ?)

(c) — we can also ask people to describe their thoughts and actions when they were searching the solution, and study these narratives.

All these investigations constitute legitimate objects of investigation for research on argument as a thought-process, mirrored in discourse, to which the norm of truth can be applied.

A lot of familiar questions are of the same kind :

what time is it ?

how do you proceed to make the “waterzooi” ?

how do you pronounce the word “discussion” ?

We shall call them “informative questions”, in opposition with “rhetorical or argumentative questions”. One interesting characteristic of “informative questions” is that they are saturated by their answer ; the answer cancels the question.  Once you have got the answer, the question is closed, all discussion stops. In these situations, it really makes sense to speak of a conclusive argument, of an immanent, internal closure of a debate.

3. Arguing in question situations

Let us now turn to a very different kind of situation for which  I propose an empirical investigation of the concept of argument. The object of this investigation are linguistic interactions, with language-specific constraints, dissensus oriented. 

Phase (a) : Points of view and discursive formations 

In France, we consider that

Consumption of drugs is a bad thing. The trade, the possession and the consumption of drugs are equally forbidden by law. 

These sentences are elements of our doxa (public opinion). By definition, the doxa is self-supporting, believed or acted upon as such, without question or argument.  

Suppose now that someone says in a dream :

It would be a nice thing to have some kind of legal access to drugs !

As long as no contact is established with the doxa, no argument ensues. There are a lot of non doxical things which can be considered in non categorical moods.

Phase (b) : argumentative question

A condition for an argument to arise is that those “discursive formation” come in contact with each other.

 This contact generates a question, which can be formulated as follows :

(Q) Should we legalize drugs ?

This question can be attributed to the lay(wo)man in the question of drugs, uprooted from his/her doxical sleep, by the utterance of proposition.

At this point of its development, our argumentative situation can be diagrammed as follows :

The concept of stasis

This vision of question is by no way new. The idea of a specific argumentative - rhetorical situation comes of course from Bitzer (<1968>, 1974), and the stimulating discussions provoked by his paper. But the detail is more akin to the approach of argument known as the theory of stasis developped by Hermogene and Hermagoras. Dieter reminds us that « the articulate question » characteristic of the moment of stasis « [was styled] the “rhetorical question” by Sextus Empiricus  (Against the geometricians, III, 4)] ». (1950, p. 360) (see also Nadeau, 1958, 1964 ; Patillon, 1988, 1990)

The suspension of truth

For such questions, truth does not enter the scene. For the whole class of rhetorical / argumentative questions the problem of truth simply does not arise; truth is simply inoperative. This suspension of truth is made in the benefit of a concept of point of view. We have to manage points of view, equally reliable discourses. This conception supposes that the proponent and the opponent are equally reliable persons. Cases made against one’s partner on the basis of his/her supposed intentions, accusations of bad faith are to be considered as kinds of argument. 

The third party

In this conception, the argumentative situation is a three personae drama : proponent, opponent and third party, holding the question. The third party is neither a logician nor a rational judge; Hamblin has said conclusive things on this topic :

…Consider, now, the position of the onlooker and, particularly, that of a logician, who is interested in analysing and, perhaps, passing judgement on what transpires. If he says ‘Smith premisses are true’ or ‘Jone’s argument is invalid’ he taking sides in the dialogue exactly as if he were a participant in it; but, unless he is in fact engaged in a second-order dialogue with other onlookers, his formulation says no more than ‘I accept Smith’s premisses’ or ‘I disapprove of Jone’s argument’. Logicians are of course, allowed to express their sentiment but there is something repugnant about the idea that Logic is a vehicle for the expression of the logician’s judgements of acceptance and rejection of statements and arguments. The logician does not stand above and outside practical argumentation or, necessarily, pass judgement on it. He is not a judge or a court of appeal, and there is no such judge or court: he is, at best, a trained advocate. It follows that it is not the logician’s particular job to declare the truth of any statement or the validity of argument.

C. L. Hamblin, Fallacies, p. 244. (stresses in the text)

Nonetheless, the third person can be seen as the origin of norms in a particular situation. This position coincides with a basic proposal of Perelman, when he considers the audience as the measure of argument.

Phase (c) : argument as the missing link between question and answer

Now, the two basic answers to the question whether or not drugs should be legalized are already known : 

Answer of the proponent : “Yes, it should !” 

Answer of the opponent : “No, it should not !”. 

These two statements repeat the original thesis of the proponent and of the opponent. For them, providing an argument is finding a way of connecting their answers with the “rhetorical question” asked by the third party. 

According to this conception arguing is finding a way to fill in the gap between a question and its answer ; argument provides the missing link question - answer ; the connection can be diagrammed : 

Question —> Argument —> Conclusion = Answer. 

Diagram (3) recapitulates the components of the argumentative situation.

 Arrow (a) corresponds to the discovery of the argument ; arrow (b) to the mode of exposition of the argument.

4. Cases analyses

Let us turn to four case analyses. My examples are taken from French ; as I plead for a language-relativity of argument, the translations are only for help.

4.1 Arguing with lexical morphology

Let us come back to the stasis that we have already taken for example. This stasis is opened by the questions : 

Question : — Should we legalize drugs ?

To this question, our doxa answers :

Doxical answer : — No, we should not. Drugs are forbidden by law.

Consider now the following argumentative interaction :

[In a book, “The Domestic dragon”, A has taken sides for the “legalisation” of drugs. B opposes to this position]

A : — Plutôt que de légalisation, nous préférons parler de domestication […]

B : — Vous parlez de domestication… Un domestique est au service de quelqu'un. La drogue n'est jamais au service de quelqu'un. C'est l'individu qui en est esclave. C'est une illusion totale de penser qu'un jour on pourrait domestiquer la drogue.

A : — Rather than legalization, we prefer to speak of domestication

B : — You speak of domestication. A domestique  [servant] is in the service of somebody ; drugs are never in the service of somebody. The individual is its slave. […]

Let us concentrate on the basic question what A has “really” “spoken of”. As the discussion entirely relies upon the derivation “domestique (Noun or Adjective), (il) domestique, domestication”, we have to stick to these words in French. There is really little chance that the semantic of this derivation should be the same in English and in French. So, the translation will stick to the words and is here only for help — once again, if it is not quite accurate, so much the better.

A has used the words “domestique” (domestic, Adjective) and  “domestication” (domestication, Noun). By saying these words, she commits herself on these words, and even further, for example, on the verb “domestiquer” (to domesticate). She cannot say :

Je veux domestiquer la drogue, mais pas la domestication de la drogue

I want the domestication of drugs, not to domesticate the drugs !

This sentence is contradictory. 

The question is : has she, by saying “domestique” (domestic, Adjective) , a commitment on “domestique” (servant, Noun) ? This is in no way obvious :

Ce N0 est un N0 domestique <—> ce N0 est un domestique

This N0 is a N0 domestic <—> this N0 is a domestique /servant/

This transformation is not valid (meaning-preserving) ; these two sentences are not equivalent.  The commitment taken on the first one does not compel to accept the second.

The same question has to be asked for the noun “domestication” and the verb “domestiquer” (to domesticate). By uttering “domestication” (Noun) she has certainly a commitment on the verb “domestiquer” (to domesticate) , but has she one on “domestique” (servant, Noun) ? In other words, are the following transformations valid :

(un) domestique <—>(il) domestique

N0 domestique N1 <—> N1 devient le domestique de N0

N0 domesticates N1 <—> N1 becomes the servant [servant] of N0

Once again, in French, the answer seems to be “no”. So, our general conclusion should be that the opponent plays on the words and has transfered fallaciously to the word “ domestique” (Noun) the commitments taken by the proponent only on the words “domestique” (Adjective) and “domestiquer, domestication”. The proponent in an excellent position to use the argumentum ad fallaciam, the argument of fallacy. — I consider that when one passes the sentence “Fallacy !” s/he becomes an ally of a party and consequently behaves as a party in the dispute (Plantin, to appear, a)

But this was only the first move, and before saying that B has fallaciously transfered the commitments of A, one has to take into consideration another element. We have seen that A has a commitment on the verb “domestiquer”. Let us turn to one of our best dictionaries, the Trésor de la langue française, where we can read for this verb :

[en parlant de phénomènes naturels] rendre inoffensif, utilisable

[of natural phenomenon] make harmless, usable.

This definition integrates a “slippery slope” argument. According to this definition,  the argument of the opponent holds, and the accusation of playing on the words is reversed, in conformity with the best tradition of polemical discourse.

. Two concluding remarks :

— On criticism of argument : This process of reversal might be considered as an instrument for the criticism of argument : criticism is a step by step process. Now we have to find a way to reverse this second position.

— On refutation : The refutation advanced by the opponent is neither ad hominem nor ad personam. The refutation bears on the right to hold such a discourse of “domestication”. It is a refutation is ad litteram, on the words itself

: “you cannot use these words”, “this discourse cannot be hold”, “you cannot say things like that”.

I take it to be the basic mode of argumentative refutation. Argumentative refutation bears on the right to say, not on the content of what is said.

4.2 Argument as metonymy

Ouverture des magasins le dimanche

Il n'y a aucun rapport entre des livres et puis des meubles. C'est pour cela que le dimanche, on pourra acheter des livres mais pas la bibliothèque où les ranger.

Publicité, Le Monde, 18 septembre 1993.

Hours of business of stores on Sunday

There is no relation between books and furniture. That is why on Sunday you can buy books, but not the bookshelves to set them in order.

This ironic advertisement occurs in the following argumentative situation :

Question : — Should we allow the stores selling furnitures to open on Sunday ?

Doxical answer : — No, we should not. Stores are closed on Sunday.

Proposal : — Yes, we should !

Argument : — Bookstores are allowed to open on Sunday !

The link between argument and conclusion is here provided by metonymy (or by a “pragmatic function”) : if predicate P is true of A, if A and B are linked by a metonymy (here containing / contained), then P should be true of B.

In English the word “book” is in the word “bookshelves” ; in French, “book” is in the word “bibliothèque”, under its very different greek form “biblio-”. So, morphology adds to metonymy in English, not in French. This is a linguistic accident. It would be nice if this accident made the argument more compelling in English than in French.

Here argument depends on a figurative mechanism ; elocutio is inventio, and argument a special kind of poetry.

4.3 Argument as quasi transformation

A force de manipuler, des images, nous allons devenir plus malléables à d'autres manipulations ? 

from Le Monde diplomatique, May 1991, p. 17 (modified)

By dint of manipulating pictures, we are becoming more malleable to other manipulations

The utterance

nous manipulons des images

we manipulate pictures

at this moment of the paper expresses a data. The sentence uses it as an argument aiming at the conclusion :

nous devenons plus malléables à  d'autres manipulations.

we become more malleable to other manipulations

This last sentence is paraphrastically equivalent to :

nous nous laissons [plus facilement] manipuler

we let us - more easily - manipulate

and by transformation :

on nous manipule plus facilement

one is - more easily - manipulated

The relation argument —> conclusion can be written as follows :

nous manipulons des images  —>
on nous manipule

we manipulate pictures

one - is manipulated

The argument amounts to a transformation of sentence-argument into the sentence-conclusion. I shall speak of argumentative transformation. This is not a grammatical transformation, the two sentences having different meanings. 

This argumentative transformation can be schematized as follows

: 

N0 [+ Human] Verb1 N1 [- Human]   

> N2 [+ Human]  Verbe1 N0

this schematization gives access to a set of sentences, for example : 

nous mangeons N1 —> on nous mange

we eat N1 —> one - will eat us

tu tues N1 —> on te tuera

you kill N1 —> one - will kill you

The first sentence is not convincing ; the second is enough, because it is connected to a biblical common place which is able to give some acceptability to the basic form :

celui qui tire son épée périra par l'épée

he who draws the sword will die by the sword

The argument of the journalist can be supported by the second, and fighted with the first.

4.4 What there is between argument and conclusion

Les deux soeurs et leur mère, de Françoise Héritier. 

Ed. Odile Jacob, 376 p. 140 F. [1974]

[…] Africaniste et spécialiste de la parenté, Françoise Héritier a longtemps travaillé en pays samo (au nord-ouest du Burkina-Faso) où elle a constaté combien cet « inceste du deuxième type », et en particulier les relations sexuelles entre un homme et deux sœurs était un tabou majeur. On le retrouve ailleurs, dans d'autres sociétés africaines, comme chez les Baoulés de Côte-d'Ivoire étudiés par Pierre Etienne, où un rituel mortifiant, le plo plo, qui sanctionne et annule à la fois les cas de trangression, révèle l'enjeu premier de cette prohibition. Les deux sœurs ayant eu des rapports avec le même homme doivent, entièrement nues, se frapper mutuellement avec les deux moitiés d'un cabri, préalablement fendu vivant dans le sens de la longueur. Séparer ce qui est naturellement uni — le corps de l'animal —, pour compenser l'union de ce qui aurait dû rester séparé — les corps des deux femmes, et plus précisément les humeurs substrats de leur identité, mélangées par homme interposé — tel est le sens de cet acte sympolique. Il rétablit l'ordre et l'équilibre emboîtés des êtres, de la société et du monde, évitant un dérèglement, une calamité, une sécheresse ou une inondation par exemple. Ce dont l'ethnologie témoigne est également attesté dans l'Histoire. […]

Le Monde, 14 mai 1994.

[…] [Incest of the second kind] can be observed somewhere else in other African societies, like the Baoules in Ivory Coast, studied by Pierre Etienne, where a mortifying ritual : the plo plo, which both sanctions and cancels instances of transgression, reveals what is at the stake in this prohibition (=U1)  The two sisters who have had sexual intercourse with the same man must, wholly naked, strike one another with the two halves of a kid, beforehand splitted lengthwise (= U2). To separate what is by nature united – the animal’s body – to compensate the union of what should have remained separated – two sisters’ bodies, and, more precisely, the humours [humeurs] substratum of their identities, mixed up via the man – such is the meaning of this symbolic act (= U3). It reestablishes order and balance of beings, society and world, to prevent an unsettling [dérèglement], a calamity, a dryness or a flooding for example.

We shall not discuss here the question of the meaning  (“such is the meaning of this symbolic act”). We shall concentrate on the argumentative relation between the utterances U2 and U3. Let us first analyse the the descriptive utterance U2 into its components :

The two sisters who have had sexual intercourse with the same man must, wholly naked, strike one another with the two halves of a kid, beforehand splitted lengthwise. 


(U2.0)
the two sisters who have had sexual intercourse with the same man 

(U2.1)
the two sisters are wholly naked

(U2.2)
a baby goat is splitted lenghtwise

(U2.3)
the two sisters strike one another with the two halves of the baby goat

The questions concerning the ethnocentrism built in a so-called descriptive language, the observational accuracy of this description, the relevance of its reduction to these four characteristics, and the general question of possible observational fallacies, all these question cannot be raised here and have to be left to the anthropologist. 

By suppression of the two interpolated clauses “the animal’s body” and “ the bodies of the two sisters, and, more precisely, the humors [humeurs] substratum of their identities, mixed up via the man” we get the basic structure of the utterance U2, “A – [compensates] – B” :

Separate what is by nature united  to compensate the union of what should have been separated – such is the meaning of this symbolic act. 

A baby goat is splitted lenghtwise 

> Separate what is by nature united

This phrase is generated from the description of the plo plo through a set of discursive and argumentative operations, as shown in this table.

Column 1 : number of the line 

Column 2 : description of the operation 

Column 3 : sentence obtained

1

U2.2

on fend un chevreau dans le sens de la longueur

a baby goat is splitted lenghtwise

2

Hyperonym, Anaphora, ellipsis

on fend le corps de l’animal

the animal is splitted lengthwise

3

Substitution of the quasi-synonyms fendre - séparer

on sépare le corps de l’animal

the animal’s body is separated

4

Postulate

le corps de l’animal est naturellement uni

the animal’s body is by nature united

5

(4) is embedded in (3)  

on sépare ce qui est naturellement uni

what is by nature united is separated

6

Infinitive

séparer ce qui est naturellement uni

to separate what is by nature united

The substitution of séparer to fendre is a clear instance on an argumentative substitution of quasi-synonyms.

The two sister have had a relationship with the same man

> the union of what should have been kept separated

1

(U2.0)

Les deux sœurs ont eu des rapports avec le même homme 

The two sister have had a relationship with the same man

2

Anaphora, specification

les deux femmes ont eu des rapports avec leurs corps avec le même homme

the two women have had a relationship with their bodies with the same man

3

Consequence

les humeurs des deux femmes ont été mélangées par homme interposé

the humors of the two women have been mixed via the man

4

Postulate

les humeurs sont le substrat de l’identité des deux femmes

humors are the substrata of the identities of the two women

5

(4), (3), Substitution

le substrat de leur identité a été mélangé par homme interposé

the substrata of their identities have been mixed 

6

Ellipsis

les substrats de leur identité ont été mélangés

the substrata of the two women’s identities have been mixed 

7

Nominalization

le mélange des substrats de leur identité

the mixing of the substrata of their identities

8

Substitution of quasi-synonyms mélange - union 

l’union des substrats de leur identité

the union of the substrata of their identities

9

(7), Modal

(analytically true)

les substrats de l’identité ne doivent pas être mélangés

the substrata of identities should not be mixed

10

Synonymy

les substrats de leur identité doivent rester séparés

the substrata of their identities should remain separated

11

(8), (10), Relative clause

l’union des substrats de leur identité qui doivent rester séparés

the union of the substrata of their identities which should be kept separated

12

Pronominalization

l’union de ce qui doit rester séparer

the union of what has to be kept separated

13

Past, unreal 

l’union de ce qui aurait dû rester séparé

the union of what should have been kept separated

Now ou data have been transformed, reformulated and supplemented, so that they are ready to enter into the convincing form of the topos of the opposites, via the verb “compenser” (to compensate), and re-inforced by the chiasm AB : BA. Such is the conclusion : 

séparer ce qui est naturellement uni

to separate what is by nature united

compense 

compensates

l’union de ce qui aurait dû rester séparé

the union of what should have been kept separated

The sentence has now reached a smooth linguistic form, easy to memorize and easy to repeat, in a word perfectly convincing.
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. Note that the situation is quite different for “murder” ; there is no question and no argument developping about a possible “legalization of murder”.

. Just since it is possible to imagine an opponent uttering the counter-discourse, it is possible to imagine a third party asking the question. Actually the third party plays many roles in argument (Plantin, to appear c).

For an application to a developped interaction, Plantin to appear, c

. For a less incomplete discussion, see Plantin,  1994.

. This expression is quoted in Barth & Martens 

. This establishes the connection “book —> bookshelves”. The relation “bookshelves —> furniture” is a generera / species factual relation : bookshelves are sold in furniture stores, if you can sell one piece of furniture you have the right to sell any kind of furniture.

. N0 [+ Humain] = substantif désignant un humain ; N1 [- Humain] = substantif désignant un non humain. N2 est a priori différent de N1.

. D'autres lectures sont possibles. On pourrait élaborer la suivante : 

Nous-1 manipulons les images [vues par nous-2]

l'ellipse de l'objet entraîne le passage à manipuler-2 : nous-1 manipule nous-2
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