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A study was conducted to determine if the Japanese

use logic and argument in different ways than do Westerners. The .
study analyzed sample rebuttal speeches (in Englx§h) of 14 Japanese

debaters usxng the Toulmin model of argument.

comparisons wi -. a sample of speeches made by 5 American high school

In addition, it made

dbbaters. Audiotapes of the speeches were transcribed, and selected
gortions of the transcripts were then divided into atguments. Within
each argumenc, each szmple utterance-act was coded intoione of the

six categories of Toulmin's model:

(1) claims, (2) grounds, (3)

warrants, (4) backing, (5) qualifiers, and (6) rebuttals. The picture
of Japanese logic that emerged from the analysis was one that .
emphasizes the use of complete arguments; depends heavily upon
grounds; rarely’uses backing, qualafers, or rebuttals; and omts
warrants when a part of the primary argument is missing. Compared to
the argument used by American debavers, the Japanese versian is more
complete and uses more evidence. The findings suggest that the
Japanese can use logic in a fashion similar to that of Westerners.

This, however, says
and suggests that in
conform to Western standards--and probably succeed

ittle about their standard way of using logic,
ebating in English, the Japane?é glearly try to
FL
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Most of vhat we know about communication and rhetoric, in the
<« N

United States, has grown out of a tvo tho&rand year accumulation of

‘~‘\ knovledge in Western societies. When such a body of knowledge comes

~ \
in contact wvith non-Weatern eocieties, interesting questions asrise.

-

This is pjrticularly true of the way we conceive of aigument and

logic functioning in th;"comnunightion process. The theory of '- .
N \ ’ F3
argumentation is almost completely drawn from Western sources and

its application to communication dituations.han almost solely been
~ ‘ 1 ~ s
in the Anglo-American context.

One of the fev societies in the world where attl:;::’;ave been

made tc bridge this gap b;?weeq Western and RBastern communication M

practices has been Japan. As a result of such g bridging process,

L]

Japan represents an intriguing irony for tYe comparative adalysis of
argumentation processes. On one hand, “Japan is & society that has
tradition;lly been characterized as having no rhetorical tradition

A\

(Marrison, 1972) or role for argument (Becker, 1982). As Kunihiro

\
notes, "those who consider their positions worthy of respect scornm

verbal argumbnt.as‘nilly, an indulgence for imﬁature schoolboys"”
which resuvlts In & "rather cymical view of the efficacy of srgument

or discussion™ (1974, p. 15). Yet, on the other hand, interest in

“the study of deﬁate and argument is probably greater in Japan than

in any %ther country: except the Unit}d‘Stntec. As Rlopf has noted:

~

"lrhere have been some exceptions to this generalization such as
the early vork of Robert Oliver, and some of the recent vork of
intercultural theorists. ~Philosophical considerations of formal
logic have also cousidered Indian and Buddest forms of logic- (see
Moore, 1967), but with alwmost no attempt to relate this to discourse.

-~ rd




Almost 10,000 Japanese uvniversity students study debate eath
year and most of them actually participate in debate matches.
Rext to the United 8{.te. of Americ‘, Japan has the largest

amount oi‘debatihg ina the vorLd..."(1979.\p. ).
\ -

Such students eagerly study debate as one means of learnxng Bnglish

. and Western formo of logic (Becker, 1982). Furtherwmore, they

av——

prxnclpally debat;\in Eaglish becaune many of them believe the
‘ ‘ 2
Japanece language to be unsvited for ouch logical uses.

L]

The basis fon-tuch an 1nconnxatency lies in the fact that Yh ile

the Japanese have lxttle in their tradxtlono that resembles Veutetn
. '

debate. they do have a desire to learn about the Vesc.in the nddern
vorld. ~Such knowledge is contxdered essential if Japan 1: to -

- survive in the wmodern world and avoid crises v1th other countries in.

A}

areas such as tfade and foreign policy (Kun1h1ro. 1974; Becker;
1982). Japan' seems to be aiteqpting to adapt ‘to the West while at
the same time preserving its traditions. Kilfor, in his study of

‘the Japanese language, describes this process as:

»

sssthe remarkable ability of the Japanese culture to tolerate

diversity without allowing fundamental change, and in the .-
process, to manazewihe elmost unchaunged perservation ari

trensmission of sizable portions of its ‘ancient intel}eé}vnl
\ * . ~ P
inheritance from the remote past down to the present day (1977,
. * " ' N -

o Pv 96). . . ’ ' : »

2 ;o |

Some people have advocated debating in Japanese (Becker, 1982)
and there is some evidence of recedt attempts to do so (Horxta.
1983), but as yet there are no large ccale efforty.
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S8uch s@ ironic situation has resulted inm & tremendous amount of °

')

speculstion about differences -in tommunication praciices between

-

*Japan and Western societies.* One of the fundameutal questions that

has been raised is whether the pranelc uvee logic and argument in\~;
different ways than Westercers. This is a ﬁueltion that has
received much speculation, but little re:eatch.\ As 4 result this
paper vxll. l)rev;ev the lxterature on the hypotheoized differences
betveen Japanese and Af/ixcann in thext use of argument anl logzc.
2) examine some of the problemo‘&nd potential ;pproach%; to research
on this topic, and 3) preggnt the resuilts fron an explﬂratory study

-

on suth dxfferencel. "

Review of Literathre
Before beginning our analysis of cifferences i;_logic and
argument, it is neceasary to wake clear that there is a large body
of litératu;e oun Byﬁotheii:ed differences in other asbectn of

- )
communication, besides argument, which we will not condider in this

paper (nee\Okabg. 1981 for a good*&eviev_of a* ' of these

differences), Briefly, such diffetencel €sd be summarized as

'Y . -
-, ¥ ~ + *

language. related, culturally re!ated and heha:ioralgy related.

Language related diff&rences wodld include such things as.

.d1st1nctxonn betvoen tha singular and the plural (Nakamura. 1967. P

179), use of circumlocutions (Doi, 1973, P 183) amh1gn1ty due to

Verb structure (Doi, 1974, p. 23). reciprocal relatxonn.LevTﬁstemn \
3
and Tamnra. 1975, »p. li). and word order (Farmer, 1984 p. 196).

Culturally related dxfference: vou&d

»

3 - .
For. llnguxatxcally based analyses of the ltructure of Japanese °*
see Kuno, ‘1973 and Farmer. 1984 -

5} o .
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ihclude such things as value differences (Oondon.-197&);\{§e role of

\
status (coldmg“xn and Tanura. 1975) and dependence rtlntxonohxpc -

(Doi. 1973!). ﬁehavxar related differeunces vould - include tuch * .

£
‘a"‘

th1nga a' hara gei/empethatic co;munxcutxon (uttnuuoto. 1978;
Run1h1ro. 1974), non-verbal (Qondon aud Youcef. 1975) and
deczslon-makxng (Eateumo}a,;&979)3

In the aress of argument gnd ipgic.\va %%alleocul*on three

gegpra13arenu of hypotheaizéd éiffet?nce. Refore examining cpecific

)

differences, it must be enphaaizeé that these comparisons are

generalizations, which are based'on historic patterns (vhich in some
: -~ N

cases may be changing) suggested in the literature (but may not be

agreéed with by all ccholirc) but to which there may be igdividual
. .. | |
exceptions.

.
R . \. . s
* bt 4 R

The first area of hypothesized dxfference is that dzoagreement
and opeu ¢lash are not vaslued in- Japan like tysy are in the United *
Statec. In Western deba(e. dxaqgreeuent and direct clash sre highly

valued as egssential to the‘%roceto of truth seeking (Ehnxnger and
&
Brocytlede. 1978). , Hovever in Japsn, the highest value is placed

qn harwony and"consensus.‘ As Okabe statés: z

N

The Japanese’, Wowever, value harmoney and view

™

harmonx;eotabliohidg aud/or harmony-maiutaﬁning as a dominant
‘function of‘comnunication;\“rhey seek to achieve harmony by a
subtle process df.mﬁtual uéqerctanding. almost by iniui;iou. ——
voiding any iha;p;‘nnlylil of cbnflicting.vievt (1981, p. 33).r:
R ) . .
It is.this precise aspect of debate that has lead to attacks on

it by groups in the United Stmtes "such as the general semanticists
- (Hayakawva, 1972) * X '

L



Such an éiphac}s on harmouny in traditionaI{Jtpnneae q&ciety leads
;auy people to avoid dic.greene;t.‘\gn Yukaws has said, the dominant
patiern in tha\iapénep; mentality ia‘”tb§ tendenc} to sidestep as
far as possible any kind of conf}ontaéion“ (1967, p. 558). The
. degree tuﬂghich these are Bpponite tenden;iti hias been illu;trated
by Becker when he'notsﬁ th;t ?the‘vprd for argument.*giron,‘;nggeotu
‘the ;ppp;ite\;f the«Jqpane.e\ideaf ofﬁﬁarmony; it points, not to
\\\ ‘recolution. but to irresolability"™ (1982, p. 6),
It has been suggested that Quéh a fundqﬁental differenbe in
orientdtion leads to attitudec‘and communicative behaviors iha;-ate
) antithetical to the use of}disagreement or ¢clash as §ither means of
communication or knowledge seeking. As Becker has noted:
There is a strong fgeling :mong ;any Japanese that debate
(benf&n)xor argumentation (giron) is fundaméntally un-Japanese,
- not just in the sense of being foreign, for many fo}exgn vord._

]

and customs have of co&rne been read11y asn1n11.ted into

-

. . Japanese culture, but in the sence of being co;tradlctory to the
Japanese world-vxev and vay of doing th1ngn. A man who )

Y cnltuv1ate: debste and logical argumentation, it is feated. wxll
be more likely to become a rabble-rouser or a malcountent, and
will lo:e\hin ;bilitfio of respectin&-elderi‘and traditons for )
their own sakec %(1982. p. 14).

P X The result of such an attftude.it that Jspanese communicatioh

;gttetnc h;ve a number of characferistics that reflect indirectness

and 8 lack of opeg disagreement. Por example, a aurfaceKanbiguity

is often introducted into a conversation by sych features as the use

| I
s

ta
of circumlocutions and the placeament of verbs at the end of

-

-
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oentence;. As Doi obcervec. "...thp Japenese language is so
conotructed as to be particularly conducive to the effect of
smbituity. Por instance, Japanetb verbs come at the end of the
sentence. Therefore, unless _and until you hear the vhole gsentence
you vouldn“t know where the eyeaket ttandt" (19734, p. 183).
Furthermore, Japanese rlace great {mphasis on re}otxonahlpo and in

\ R
so defining thewm in communication such that any disagreement is

- overlooked. As Becker notes, "...the Japaneje language itself

favors vague rather than blﬁnt denials and tends to become hifhly

- -

fettered vith honorifics so that the, central poxnto vere often lowt"

*

(1982, p. 8). The result of all of this is a series of - - ;
cowunnication pattetna through which the Japaneie individual can
avo:d open d1sagreenent. take a dxfferent pooxtxoh in an 1nd;rect
faahxon and at all times geek to preserve harmony.

To see vtether such patterns %ag;y over to a fornai deﬂate
situation, Hazen.(l9§6) carried out am exploratory otudy of‘the vay
arguments are made by Japanese and American debatert.’,Specxfxcally.
he coded all argumentative statements into one of three ca;exorie..
direct (gqt referring to any other statement), crltxcal (referring
to statements of the other gide) or defen;ivg (defendipg self
statements against attacks from the other side). He found that ae
majority of Japanese statements were criticsl and that Japanese
debateérs u;ed Qote critical statements than American‘d;blterl. Th;
results seemed to indicate that im the debﬁte context that Japanese

students are able to sdopt ‘and use at least one characteristic of

Western $rgument, i.e. criticism.
’ ~

1

J/
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The second area of hypotheoizcd'difference betheen,Japah and the
"t.t‘il the supposed éreference of Japanese for emotion and feeling
rither-thaq logic. Traditionally, debate, by definition, has placed
its highest value om logic snd reasoned aigument =§~a meano‘of’proof
while ‘relegating emotion to a secondary role (if any). Okabe notes
the contrast vith such a position in Japan: |

Americans, in other words, ;re.hore inclined toward "hard,"

"mind-like® lo;ic th;n the Japanese, who tend to an#t "soft"™

" "heart-like" logic. As a result, the Americans have a tendency

to shov greater ptefegpnce'£0t logos, resson, and cognitien,

vhereas-the Japanese put greater stress oun pathos, emotion, and ‘

affection (1981, p. 22-23).
Many writers have traced such a tendency to Japauese language °
behavior. As Nakamura puts it, “In terms of logical thinking, the
férmc of expression of‘the Japanese langnage are mOt; sensitive .nd
emotlve than directed towvard lngcal exactnelo“ (1967, p. 183). He

goes on to even more emphatically state that ”the Japangdse language,

so far, has had a structure: rather unfit for expre:si g logical

{
]
!

conceptions™ (p. 185).
Hoveve;; it has been argued that tﬁ; preference f;r emotion

rather than log}cwgoeo béyond language behavior to thesvety

atructufi.of the Japanese. lan;;age. Beckér illustrates this vhen be

says that "the vord commonly used for thxnk (omou), is not to reason,

but to feel“ (1982, p. 6). The same phenomenion has been discussed
\-

by Hatcunoto (1979) vhen ‘he refers to the dual meaning of the

Chinese charactets (which form s wajor portion of Japanese written

charactera) for informstion (wa-ke) as situation/circumstances
\

\w

-



or resson, and the Japanese tendency to use the former ﬁeaning.
The ssume tendencies are seen in EVetday life which Ishida (1974,'

P. 119) describes as not obeying "the rules of logie™. This
\ * .

ppenomégion even reaches into thé business world whefe\nithiyana
argues: ) ,
*n blsiness uituations, the Japanese are unable to act
analytically. %o them, a s&%jeztive interprtt;tion of problems
is conaiderabli more important than economic ;6n:iderationo;
Their approach ia‘intntitive, as opposed to .the American

buanectnen:c approach, which is hased on ressoning,

propositions, and logical inferences from objective data. In

»

J;pan. decisions are made not on the basis of facts but the
basis of moods...(1971, p. 148). \ P

It is clear that there are authorities who believe that a

preference for emotion ratlier than reason not only pervades the ¢ .
Japanese language but also the thinking and behjvior of the Japanese

. people. It must be remembered that in reality these statements are

L ]

comparative and not absolute. Hot all Westerns fit the logical '
N ¥

model that is attributed to them, as illustrated by our political

-»
campaigns, and not all Japanese operate solely#fron emotion, as

illustrated by their business success. Therefore there is clearly a
need for comparative studies of Japanese and Hecterg?ti that tq‘i

these hypothesized differences. K e

*

Third, it has beer hypothesized that when the Japsunese do

attempt to use reason, the processeg and results are different from

L]

vhat we would expect in the West. Western argumentation teaches

several accepted forms of reasoning all of which place am emphasis

-

10



on the laying out of srguments with support in a form that

establishes validity and in s relationship to reality that

4 | ec%abliohcl\hruth. Morrison has argued that in Japanesz thought
there is a Pvirtual lack of any iogical system resembling
Arittotléan\logic. experimental logic or auy other kind" (1972, p.'

101). Yet the lack of Western forms of logic does not mesn that

-

»
c l
There seems to be am indirectness to the overall structure of.

there is no form or strufture to Japauese ressoning pattierng, ..

Japanese argument that reflects a different patteth of
organization. FKunihiro describes it as "a way of casually throwing
the other guy a ball in order to get a téaction fro; him on whiéh to
base one’s next action" (1974, p. 11). Gibuey describes it in
another way when he ga;n;
-Spoken English is éapeciglly hard tor the Jap;nece. because of
ito directness. The typical Japanese§conver;:tion goes around

in circles, videning or narrowing depending on the interest of

the participants. The central topics to be discussed are

*

repeated over and over again, like a fugue (;880, P ).
. !/
Such & pattern clearly suggests that Japanese logic does not rum in
. »
»

———

the satraight lines of Western analytic thinking which emphasizes the

L}

‘connecutive ordering of srguments which clearly follow from each
v

]
N
other. - \ . . :

Specific examples of such reasoning csp be seen in Okabe’s

[}

(1981) discussion of modes of organization (polarization v. "
sggregation) and forms of argumentation {(linear v. circular). He

see Westerners as using polarized argument where points are proven
t

~




-at the conclusion and circular reasonihg where "dotted”, pointlike"

t"‘

10

t

directly in“a dichotomous and confrontationsl maoner, and lihear
srgumedts vhere the ideas aze presented step by step in chaines. On

the other hand he sees the Japaneoi acxﬁoing sggregated organization
f -

vhere points are cautiously and tentatively advanced bafore arriving

.
o

discourse structure is employed.
It bas been suggeasted that t@bn\in for such ressoning patterus

lies in a tendency to view th1ngc vhol;stxcally. Yukava describes >

- -
~

this ss a neglect of conplenentaty oppouitlm" (1967. p.54) and

. Y
Okabe see( it ae the usecof synthetic thinking pah&trnt in vhxch.

they try to grasp reality in its suchness or isness, or 1n its
. ¥ - 0 .
totality, secing things as they are in themselves. They do vot

analyze or divide things into c.tegor{ea. so wuch aa\}hey

-,

synthesize diversé elements into a unified v@pie (1981, p. 15).
The acceptance of such a description of ressoning patt;rno could )
lead one to a conclusion similar fé Bebkegk: “...ocpatiokaily even
the lavs of logic (as we westerners assume the;) fail to vork in
Japan" (1982, p. 14).

The acceptance of a counclusion sugh as ‘Becker”s would contradict
come counter-evidence., Miyamoto ook exeception to am extreme ‘
interptéttt}ch of Becker’s coucluiion vhen he argued that rational
thivking and not juat-intuition have been present in Buddhism and in

the cpnbeption and expression of art (1967, p. 60-61). And Nakamura

(1967) saw the potential for change when he said that “logic cam be

dissemin .r' and developed among the Japaaese people” (p. 195) L
N N 2
especi w light of the ghowing strictuness and precision of the
AN
. . ..

- 12 ' ,
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* * N
Japanese language (p. 192), !urthernqie. Hazen (1984) in his

explo&atoty study of bapnnene and Awmerican debaters found that
Japanese uecbaters used s greater proportion of analytice nt:te;entt
(statements supported by reasoning or ditcucoion of consequences)
than Ameri;an geﬁater.. Aty of this would seem to indicate that it
is not totally clear to what degree Japanese use ressoning patterns

that are similar to Westernmers or to what cegree they are capable of

using reszscuing patterns similar to Westerners.

IS .

\ Research Approach

It sho. 4 be clear from our discussion of hypothesized
differences thst several sources for such differences can be
posited, e;g. language, tho;ght patterns, cultural valuec; learned
behaviors. Purthermore, it could be questioned whether such sources
would or would- not be‘reaistant to change. Before a research
apptoach can be proposed, it is neceasary to discuss eash of tgeoe
possible aour;eo of differences. Language, as a source of
differences would be primarily dependent on measuring argumentative
behavior in that language. Thus, presumably, Japanese students,
debftfng.id English, would not display the seme degree of
diffarencet i;fcompariion t; Westerners as they would if they verf
a;guini in Japanese, ﬁnleft\such differences were strong ehouégito
influence their thianking processes (in\vhich case they migyv/:till

be present to some degree), Ifsdifferences were rooted in

deepseated values, then such differences might persist no matter

13
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vhich language they vere atgding in. Oo the other hand, if the
Jifferencoc vere rooted im behav§0r31 tendencies, then th;y nisb;
, not persist ip an activity such as debate vhich revards opposite
fA tendencies, especially if there is a period of training in the “
activity. Thus, it can be seen that full! understand the nature of
such differences it will be necessary to expl&re a number 0§ 
research '§guation;; |

Research on such speculated diffetencec‘demando 8 systematic
series of studiea. lo aznglc ctudy v111 provide a deocxption of
vhat differences ao ‘eXist. The research presentg& in this paper
represents one smpall exploratory study in a projected series of
studies to examine these questions.

There are a number of approaches ihlt can be taken to such a
ptoj;ct. including tha following: 1) o conpa?}son of Japanese and
US debaters arguing in English, 2) a comparison of Jap;;ene\and Ué
debaters arguing inm their nntivedlangu:ges. 3) sn snalyeis of
arguments .in public artifacts such as newspagert. radic-tv

brosdcasts, advertising and political messages for bothvjdban ani}

the U8, and 4) conpariaoﬂ of both debaters and non-debaters in

1
o

Japan and the US on contrived logic exercises.

The exploratory study reported in this paper is a comparisom of

»

Japanese and 08 debaters, both arguing in Bnglish. Such a. proJect

lan 8 number of as.unptxonc associated with it. erat. it is
assumed that sucl a design is a conservative test of possible

differences between the rwo groups, i.e. differences are likely to

be minimized and if 80y appear, they would be ntrong candidates for

-»

o . : *1‘4
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research. This position seems Yeasonable becaure Japanege debaters
wild be pressured to conform;to Western practices of argument by the
fact that the sctivity is a debate, it is occurgng in English, and
xt involve§ those people who are most likely to be suscepible to
Western influences. Another way of putting tp{; is that in one
sense this desigun is a test of what could be called the “extreme
hypothesis of differénces“: there is an absolute difference in the
way the Japavese and Americans argue which makes it impossible for
the Japanese to reason\iiké Westexner¥ under any éircumetances.

-

Second, it -is assu;e;hgkat the dse of degates
will provide a situation that is midw;y getween the spontaneity of
interpersonal communicati'am, and the control of vritten
‘c0mmunication. bebates have elements ofuboth spontaneity and
preparation, in that debaters can prepare parts of their speeches
before hand (especially, the first affirmative constructive and the
second negative conétructivq) but yet muet react to the specific
argum;nts of the opposition as the debate develops. To the degree
\ .

that pn anal- s looked at things such as the rebuttal speeches and
¢ross-examination periods, spountaneity would be emphasized, but to
the dégree that the ‘constructive speeches were examined, éhen a
stronger element of preparation\w;uid~be present.

‘With the preceding considerations {; ﬁind. this study will
examine the following questions:

i. What kinds of axgumentative statements are

characteristically used by Japanese deb;ters.

2. What-kind of argumentative structures are ch;racteristicaill

used by Japﬁnese debaters? ~

3. How does the use of such statements and strmctures compare

vith that of American dekatﬁrc‘l 15
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Content:

14

METHODOLOGY

L
This\study invelved the analysis of a sample of rebuttal

speeches by Japanese debaters using the Toulwmin model of argument
(Toulh}n. Rieke and Janak, 1984). 1In ~ddition, comparisons were
made with an exploratory sample of rebuttal speeches by American

debaters.

rd Y
;

o

It was decided to look at ne speeches of Japanese and American

debaters becsuse debate spee.hes provide a conservative test of

)

differences which if prese.t would provide strong candidates for

»~

further gtudy. In addition, it was decided to concentrate on

rebuttal speeches because they were more likely to emphasize

L}

spontaneity than constructive speeches, but on. the sther hand they
are more likely to allow for the construction of full arguments than

cross-examination periods.

8

Sample:

»

The sample of Japanese debates consisted of audio recordings

»

frowm final and semi-final rounds of top Japanese debate tournaments

L

-

in the period 14\? to 1981. The sample of American debates
consisted of randomly selected rounds from high school debate
tournaments inm the per od 1982 to 1984.

The Japanese salple consisted of fourteen speake 8 from four

debates and the American sample consisted of five speakers from

R



i

N
three debates. The Japanese sample was corsidered minimrily
satisfactory for statistical purposes and the American sample was

considered smaller than desired. \\\ .

3

Yait of Analysis: | A ¢
| Two units of analysis were\u;ed in this etudy; one focusing on

statements and one on the etructure of statements. The smallest
unit cf'analyeis vas a2 "simple utterance>unit", Harris (1951)
defined an utterance as "any stretch of talk.\by one person, before
and after which there is silence on\the part of that person," (pg.
14) and Lyc:s used this definition in defining a aiﬁple |
utterancecurit as "ome that contains one and only one simpie
proposition (yhate#er else it may express),"” (1977,.p. 632). Such a
unit\waa adopted because a8 Lyone says, they "are the basic units of
language-behavior" (l§77, p. 633) and;they conform to ‘the intuitive
observation th:t #rgumenta are formed from units that express single
propositions. )

Simple utterance-acts were then grouped together inlo arguménta.
For Toulmin, Rieke and Janak, "an argument, in the sense of s train
of reasoning, is the sequence of interlinked claims anh Teasons
that, between ihem, establish the conteat and force.of the position
for which a particular speaker is arguing” (1984, p. 14). It was ,
usually clear from the context of the spe;ch what simple
utterance-acts were intetligfed. The concept of argument allows for

the analysis of the way that simple utterance-acts are related to

each oth;}\ { .

¥

Coding cateporieés:

Toulmin’s model of the elements of an*aréuﬁegt provided the 14
LY
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category seystem ‘for coding\;f simple utterance-acts. In its 1984
form, this &odel conaigts of gix elementt: i) élaima which afe
“assertions put forward pudblicaily for generatl acceptance“ (p. 29)
2) grounds which are “statements apecrfyzng particuler facts about 2
situation"” (p./}?) 3) varrants which.are “a general,
atep-anth$r1zxng statement” (p. 46); 4) backxng which are
generalx;at;ons maklng exp11c1t the body of exper1ence relied da to
establxah thé trustworthxneas of the vays of arguing applied in al
particular case" (p. 61) 5) quallfxees which are "phrasea that show
what kznd and degree of re11ance is to be placed on the co;;luszone,
given the arguments ava11ab1e‘io support them" (p. 85), aund 6) ~
rebuttals vhich are “the extraordinary or Excéptional circgqstanc;o
that might updermine\the‘force of the supporting arguments" (p, 95).
This model was selected because it,provides:a‘generaliy acceﬁted
rnadel of*Qhat eleménté qonstiiute an argument. Furthérmorﬁ;\ign ’
better deafribes the pro;ess of argument than ‘traditional logic
(Brockried; and Ehninger, 1960) b?ile aZ the same time it i; not too

complex for use ss a coding system.

Procedures:

After audio recordings of Jipaneae and American debates had been
obtained, they were transcribed to obtain full written texts of the
debates. Selected~portione of Khe transcripts (i.e. reﬁnttala) were
then divided into arguments. Within ?ach srgument , 5aéh siéple
utteranée-act was coded into one of the six‘chtegoriéa of.Toulmin'c
model. . The coding was done-by two coders trained in Toulmin“s
model. Initially each coder iead‘all of the speeches and placed

- J

each utterance-acts into the appropriate categories.  Then the two

»

‘ Q o 18
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coders compdred codings and resolved differences. A third coder was
3 N K o i

,used for a selécted sub-sample to provide s rekiability check on the

first two coders.: No formel reliability coefficent was coﬁputed.

>

however the two mainh coders were able to resolve all differences

satisfactorily and the level o} agreement with the third coder was

high*(about 80 to 90 percent agreement).

&

o

N © -

- RESULTS

-

-

fad N .
~

‘"Argumentative Statements: " \ .

~

Toulmin’s wmodel postulates six possible types of argumentative
statements, however all statements are unot equ&lly likely to’bej
used. Three of the statements (pr?mary statements) form a 5asic
unit of proof and are more likely to appear: grounds, warrante and

claims. In addition, multiple grounds often lead to one claim and

-

-

> the warrant is sometimes missing. So it is moet likely that

>

“ ‘
argumentative statements will appear in the following order of

descending frequency: grounds, claims, warrants, qualifiers,
backing and rebuttsls. ) N

«

As can be seen from Table 1 the frequency of argumentative

_ statements for the Japanese dqbifetc fit the basic pattern

postylated above. There was a heavy likelihood that any given

a?ﬁumeggative statement was one of the primary‘kind;.ground. claim
or wat?iﬁ(,\and that the order among these three elements was as
expected, i.e. xh% most likely form of statement was a groun@
constituting fully‘h;lf of all statements :

|1 1 .9-0



. Grounds Claims

154
(53%)

One Ground

22 (291)

" Table 1
. N .
Frequency of Argument Elements

for Japanese Rebuttals . - ) .

3
.

Warrants Backing Rebuttals Qualifiers Tqtal

| 3 '
51« - 5 N 1 302
(272) (192) ¢ (22) (02) ox)
b f 2 . e
Table 2

Frequency of the Number of Grounds

for Japanese Rebuttels

Two Grounds Three Grounds Four or“More Grounds

¢
9

38 (49%) - 12 (162) 5 (62)

20
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used (51X). Claims and warrants while plentiful were much oﬁali in
sumber than grounds (272 and 191‘reapect’ ely). The plauvcity of
.secondary kinds of statements made it jppossible ﬁo say anything
about or&er. The only\thing that could be said agout secondary
statements ,was that they were not very likel§ to‘occur in the

¢ .
speeches studied.

Argumentative Structures:

It has been argued that an minimal argument ought to contain at

least a ground, warrant and claim (Reinard, 1984). Within an
argument it is also possible go have more than one ground supp&rfing
a8 single claim. And finally if the argument is not complete, what
parts are missing? These propositions and questions form the basis
of our andlysis of argumentative structures.

As can be seen from table 2, most arguments contained more than
one ground (71X). The mean number of grounds per argument was two.

Therefore, there was a marked tendency For speakers to use nultiple

”~

~

grounds in their arguments.
'i ? -
Most arguments were complete (50 or 63%) i.e. they contain at
least one ground, a warrant and a claim, however, 29 or 372 were .

incomplete. Thus, B2 sizable number of arguments were incomplete,
more than one o;t\&f three. pe | ,
Among those arénments which were incomplete, 24 of them or 832 -
were missing warrants. In ;nly two cases were grounds missing and
in only three cases were claims misesing. Thus, it was clear that
wvhen a basic part of an argfment is miesing, it is most likely to be

4 warrant,

- 21 ‘
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*

Compa ive Arguments: ' N
= ‘ .

JBxtreme cauntion nuet be advinced in making comparative
judgements in thie afndy becavse of the small size of the” American

gsample and because of the everpresent pitfalls in comparing elements
of different cultures. ‘With this caveat in mind we shall

N .
tentatively advance some comparisons.

~

‘The types >f argumentative statements used by the American

sample were similar but nhot the same a8 the Japanese sample. For

‘the American yample, 402 (46) of the statements were grounds, 372

(42) of the statements wvere cla1ma, 202 (23) of the Statements were
wart?nte. and 32 (4) of Jhe statements were backings. The principal
d&fferenceg from the Japanese a;mple vere the~cli§%tly highe;o
perag&tase of grounds for the Japanese sample (51X v. abz) and the
lower percentage of claims for £he Japanese sample (272 v. 371).
This difference can probably be e;plg)ged by the tendency of the

% \
Japanese debaters to use a greater nuwber (average of twe) of

-

grounds‘th;n the Aﬁericﬁn debaters (averuge of one).

The a;gumentai}ve étr#ctuigs used'by Amegicah debaters differed
in one major respect from the Japanese and vere ;imilar in another.
The Japanese exhibited a greater tendency to complete tﬂeir
arguments (632 completed) thanm did the American debaters (482
completed).“nowever. both groups of Jdebaters tended to leave the
same thing out of arguments, warrants. \Fp;\both tﬁe American and

the Japanese debaters about 80X of the missing statements were

warrants.

r



Discussion

The results preseuted in thie study are exploratory and thus
. B

they sﬁoulﬁ only be treated as hints about the use of logic by .
Jepanese and iAmerican debsters. Of course, su;g hi?ts can be useful
in guiding future studies, but should not ‘be treated as definative
evidence;

The picture J%iJapanese logic .found in this study®is one that

a

emphasizes the use of complete arguments, a heavy dependence on the
use of grounds, the rare use of backing, qualifiers or rebuctals,
and the omission of warrants when & part of the primary argument is

missing. This pattern of results is aimilar to that found in Hazen

L]
A Y

N ~ .
(1984), namely that Japanese arguments tend to roughly cOnform‘to

vhat has sometimes been presented as the ideal kind of argument
(i.e. completed, and uses lots of evidence).

R
Thie conclusion becomes clesrer when Japenese argument use is

compared to that of American debaters. Japanese use more cqmpleted
&' ]

arguments and more evidence. The tendency of Americans 'to use less

A}
a

evjdence and completed arguments may have to do with & tendency to
place greater reliance on evidence. and 8thtemenpe made-earlidr in
the debate. On the other hand, Japanese, in try{ng to conform to

the ideal may feel the need to meet the ideal each time an argument

is advanced.

.

What ‘kind of hints about Japanese use of logic can be drawn frowm

these results? It is clear that the Japanese can use logic in a

fashion similar to Westermers, but does this say anything about

ERIC o - 23
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‘their atandafﬁ vays of ucinﬁ logic. When debgting in Engliohq

A

. L 4
Japanese debaters are clearly trying to conform to Western standards
and probably succeeding., The problem is analogous to that pointed
out by Kunihiroe (1974) in his dibcussion of Japanese communicating

z
with Westerners:

. ,Since natural ecientiste and engineers, especially in research

-

and publiciations, use eitker Western languages or Japanese in

S

such a way as to maintajn standards of Western logic, we have

/developed a dual structure of communicatiﬁa-»thht employed by

-
&

A

Japanese who are well acquainted with Western forws of logic pad,

A

that used by other‘gapanese...lt follows, therefore, thatjif one

confuses the logiﬁfused by a given per;on in communication with
] . s

outside world as being the logic dominating Japanese thinking

patterns as a whole, the result will be not only a serious

* ’§ ﬁ & -
; misinterpretation of Japan but also misunderstanding of that

& X,
person’s ordinary behavior (p. 13). \

It would »egm that only future studies involving non:debatere in
verious situvations can answer this gquestion. o

One other factor that should be taken into account.in
interﬁreting these results, is cﬁangec in the Japanese language and
use of logic. There seems to be some evidence that both the
Japanese language and wvay ;f thinking.are changing. Nakamura (1967)
has pointed out that the Japanese language has become more precise
in rec;nt years and that ways of thinking are becoming more I‘te

Westerners. Such a trend vould minimize any existing differences inm

Japanese and Westerm logic. .
-

24
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