Chapter4  Using the Toulmin Model in Your Arguments

M‘M%Mocmwﬁs model of argument is valuable because it emphasizes careful 1é
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2. Dol qualify my claim, if necessary?
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i ..Hunmwmnm an argumentative essay on a topic of your own or your
u.bm»m:nwomxm n.vooa.bm that follows the Toulmin model. FQN&m a prelim
inary synopsis of your argument, divided into five sections: (1) NE. cl i
(2) a qualifier to your claim; (3) your data, subdivided into w.#mwmﬁmnﬁ EMP
reason-based evidence, both objective and subjective; (4} your Emﬁ%:wb
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which renders your data trustworthy;
. . (5 . . .
o g e Yo data t v; (5} your backing, which reinforces

2. .M,.E:m MA Toulmin-based argument in which you defend or challenge the
A Mmé at anyone elected to public office (mayor, governor, secretary of
state, Emmﬁ.mﬁ of the United States, and so on) is obliged to live a morall:
exemplary life. Be sure to define “morally exemplary.” d

The relationship which I have found helpful is characterized
by ... anacceptance of [the] other person asa separate
person with value in his own right, and by a deep empathic
understanding which enables me (o see his private world
tlrough his eyes.

© —Carl Rogers

In the last two chapters we have m.xmwaﬂmm the art of effective argumentation as
it has been practiced in Western culture since ancient times. Classical argument
continues to function as a versatile basis for presenting and defending a point of
view. Toulmin argument has enhanced the dynamics of Classical argument to
meet the complexities of contemporary situations, adding, as you'll recall from
Chapter 4, an ethical emphasis (by way of warrants and their backing) to the
presentation of evidence, an emphasis that is not explicitly included in Classical
argument. Toulmin argument also embraces the complexity of a claim: Tt must of-
ten be qualified, even refuted in certain contexts, by the arguer. This last feature
might be regarded as a precursor to the method of modern argument we consider

in this chapter, Rogerian argument.

Carl Rogers (1902-1987) was a psychologist of the “humanist” school, seeing .

cooperative interpersonal relationships as the key to a healthy society. As a ther-
apist, Rogers urged self-realization and believed that to function fully as a person
in society, one must be open to new mxﬁm&mbnm.m. Rigidity of thought and defen-
siveness breed intolerance. One way such openness is cultivated is through co-

operative methods of communication.

The Rogerian Model of Hf,m:ﬁm:__ﬁ

From Rogers’s view, the Classical model of argument and even the more flexible
Toulmin model tend to divide people into two camps: proponents and oppo-
nents, “good guys” versus “bad guys.” The traditional language of argument,
for example, is filled with militaristic metaphors: We win or lose arguments
rather than resolve them. We attack someone’s thesis rather than work to build
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Gmmbw the Rogerian Model in Your Arguments

Here are some suggestions for listening with understanding, in Rogers's
sense of the phrase, that also can be applied to reading with understanding:

o Be as attentive as possible. Assume that the speaker’s remarks have value.

o Suspend your own judgments while listening, keeping an open mind so0 as -
not to run the risk of prematurely judging the speaker’s views before you
have the chance to consider them carefully.

s If anything is unclear to you or you find yourself disagreeing with
anything, ask questions—but only after the person has finished speaking.

o Try to see the speaker’s claims in terms of his or her warrants (underlying
values or ideology on which the claims are based). One better understands
and appreciates a speaker’s position if one is aware of these warrants.

o Think of ways in which the speaker’s point of view and your own can
somehow work together, despite seeming contradictory. Even if you oppose
capital punishment and the speaker supports it, both of you could approach
a common ground by thinking of extreme situations on either side that
would discourage an inflexible stance.

Using Rogerian argument in conversation is one thing; using it in writing is
another. When writing, you do not have your audience in front of you to give you
immediate feedback. Instead you have to anticipate questions and counter-
responses that challengers would have for you (in other words, automatically
consider the needs of your audience). By considering the audience’s needs and
values and the merits of their beliefs, you will be more inclined to take a cooper-
ative stance rather than a defensive or combative one. .

Arguing cooperatively also means including in your Rogerian essay specific
instances in which the differing views are logically sound. That way, you show
yourself to have listened well to those perspectives. This in turn prepares your
audience for listening more carefully and sympathetically to your side of things.
You also demonstrate your awareness of the limitations to your proposal—no:
position is perfect, after all—even while you show how your position works in;
more varied or complex or more frequent occurrences of the common problem.
You and vour audience both become receptive to “give and take.”

Organizing Your Argument Using the
Rogerian Model

To write an argument based on the Rogerian ideals of cooperation, find common:
ground with your audience regardless of their views about your claim. You need;
to become especially sensitive to attitudes and values other than your own. You.
shouid focus on the issue and the best way to resolve it, not on “winning” the ar-;
gument over your “opposition.”

The Rogerian Model of Argument 11

As with the Classical and Toulmin models, begin thinking about your essay
with questions about your audience, the similarities between your views and
your audience’s (insofar as you are aware of them), and the points at which you
differ most, along with possible strategies for resolving those differences. .

Consider these questions:

1. Can I be objective encugh to represent views and evaluate evidence fairly?

2. How much sense do the points of difference make? Do they make more
sense than some of my views? If so, do I have the courage to adopt them, or
at least modify them to accommodate my views?

3. Am I genuinely interested in establishing a common ground with my audi-
ence? What else can I include that could better facilitate this goal?

When constructing an outline for a Rogerian argument, think in terms of thesis,
support of thesis, and concluding judgments based on that support—just as you
do when using the .Qmmmwnmw and Toulmin models. But with the Rogerian model,
you are more concerned with establishing common ground with readers whe
otherwise would reject the thesis. Here is how an argument using the Rogerian
approach might take shape:

1. Introduction to the problem

A, First scenario: A vignette that illustrates the problem, for example

B. Second scenario: Another vignette that llustrates the problem, but one
with greater complexity that some solutions wouldn’t handle well

C. Thesis

II. Alternative views worth sharing with the target audience, and why these
views are worth nobmamz.hm

III. Points of difference, along with reflection on how to resolve them

IV. Conclusion: The implications of finding a solution in light of the evidence
presented, that would benefit everyone, plus discussion of the great benefits
derived from the solution that al audience members would most likely find
to their liking

B Exercise 5.1

Read the following essay in which the author uses the Rogerian method fo tackle
the difficult issue of sexual harassment in the early teen years. Then answer the
questions that follow.
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Let’s Talk About
Seyual Harassment
in Middle School Kimberly Shearer Palmer

The shared $ex-
harpsswiént
probless ehitdren L
grades £-11 have
.?omg.

._xl._mAm every new employee at the Washington Post, 1 was
given a “Codes of Conduct” packet—the company’s poli-
cies on everything from smoking to taking medical leave." It
was the section on sexual harassment that startled me maost.
Perhaps it shouldn’t have. But the prohibition against vulgar
jokes and “brushing up against another’s body” brought
home to me the stark contrast between the informal codes of
conduct my friends and I had learned to live by in middle
school and what's permissible in the working world teday.
The situations are very different, of course: There aren’t
the same sort of power relationships in school that make ha-
rassment stch a complex probiem in the working world. But,
looking back, I'm still left wondering why so many teenagers
I knew put up with unwelcome sexual behavior. And why
adults consistently turned a blind eye. Twelve years ago,
when I was in middie school, overt sexual advances were
everyday events and usually overlooked by teachers. Boys
grabbed girls’ breasts in the stairwells and cafeteria as casu-
ally as they would say “hello,” and our daily routines were
punctuated by unwelcome slaps on the behind.
As it turns outf, my mﬁumﬁmﬂnw wasn't unusual. Accord-
ing to the American Association of University Women, 65
percent of girls in public school, grades eight to eleven, say
they experience “touching, grabbing, and/or pinching in a
sexual way.”2 My friends and T used to let boys touch, grab,
and pinch us, and I don't think things have gotten all that
much better. Sure, there’'s greaier awareness: today, the dis-
tricts have a sexual harassment policy that schools rely on
and teachers can refer to. But the issue doesn't always reach
administrators, much less the students. My recent conversa-
tions with today’s teenagers suggest that it wasn’t just my
grade; it wasn't just my school; and it wasn't just baclc then.
Many kids think—as my friends and 1 did—that the un-

wanted touching is just fiirtation.

I have since learned to fight back when men harass me. .
In Paris a few years ago, when a guy grabbed my breasts, | |
shoved him away from me and yelled at him. After that, he ;

Jnat we both agreed

Source: Kimberly Shearer Palmer,

“Let’s Talk About Sexuzal Harassment in Middle

School,” Secial Education 67.4 (2003): M2,
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left me alone. Now, when 1 think back to all the times in mid-
dle schoo! when I didn't make guys leave me alone, [ feel an-
gry. So 1 decided to go back and find boys from my class and
ask them why. T got out my old phone directory and called
the same boys who would have been too cool for me to call
in middle school. Most had moved, and the listed numbers
were no longer valid. The ones I found shared my memoties
of unwarted touching in the hallways. They are, as far as
can tell, good boyfriend material. They are by all accounts
sensitive and perceptive; my younger sister knows one well,
and my close friend at coliege dated another. [ found out they
were just as confused as we girls were in those adolescent
years.

One old cdassmate remembers the casual touching.
“Bven good guys did that,” he said. “It wasn't sexual. .. . 1
don’t know what it was. T can’t think it's a good thing.” He
also recalled walking girls to class because they felt threat-
ened. We didn't speak in terms of apologies, but wonder-
ment. Tt seemed so very strange that touching someone’s
breasts or bottom in the hallways was considered friendly
behavior. Another one of my classmates told me that he re-
membered the same sorts of things. “Not until tenth grade
would guys . . . realize it was not the best way to geta girl to
like you,” he said. Grabbing girls was normal behavior, we
both agreed. It happened in public, in front of teachers. No
one told us it was wrong. No one even seemed wotried about
the possibility of lawsuits, despite the 1992 Supreme Court
decision that warned schools they could be held responsible
for harassment.? Maybe the teachers looked at our some-
times giggly and embarrassed reactions and thought there
wouldn’t be a problem:

One male graduate told me that boys bothered girls back
then because they didn’t know what else to do. “No one
knows how to act [at that age]. . . . You're seif-conscious, no
one has self-esteem.” Boys, Lrealized, were just as insecure as
I remember feeling. We were blindly following what we as-
sumed was routine social conduct—grabbing, pinching, be-
ing pinched. Who knew there was another way to flirt? Boys,
te told me, were just trying to bridge the gap between girls
and guys. "It wasn’t meant o hut,” he said.

Looking back now, he knows that what some boys did
probably bothered some gixls. But the girls didn't show it.
“They probably didn’t want to seem snobby or stuck up,” he
remembered. As I spoke to these men, I realized how differ-
ent they were from the guy who bothered me in Paris. The
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rules were so blurry to both girls and boys in middle school
that neither gender really knew when lines were crossed. For
example, when my crotch was grabbed on a school bus one
afternoon, it wasn’t okay with me, but [ didn't even tell my
parents because at some level it seemed so similar to what
happened every day in school. I still feel mad, but I could
hardly blame my former classmates when they were just act-
ing out of friendship or {lirtation—however misguided that
was. And the more I talked with my female friends, the more
I realized how often we gave the wrong sigrials. Some girls
remembered enjoying the atfention, sometimes laughing
along. One recalled two boys dragging her into the boys’
bathroom, as she tried to kick her way free. But she didn’t re-
member being angry. “It was the only way to express ou-
selves,” she now says. But something else gave her further
pause. She said she thought that “teachers let it slide” like the
other dumb behavior that happens among adolescents.
They shouldn't have. I remember only one teacher who
stood in the front of her class and yelled at the boys for grab-
bing girls. Finally a teacher noticed, I remember thinking.
Why was she the only one? And if the teacher noticed, why
didn’t she inform the principal, and start a schocl-wide
discussion? My annoyance with my former classmates
redirected itself as I realized that adults who could have
explained and enforced the differences between right and
wrong behavior—our teachers—often did not. The fact is, no
one taught us the right way to act. Bul as Peggy Orenstein,
author of Schoolgirls: Young Women, Self-Esteem, and the Confi-
dence Gap, says, "It still must stop.”* Por me, it stopped as
scon as I emerged from the achingly self-conscious early
teenage years. Assertiveness came from the natural confi-
dence that comes with getting rid of braces and glasses.
Shouldn’t we have been helped to learn those lessons
earlier? An insecure seventh-grade girl shouldn’t have to
deal with aggressive boys grabbing her. But I keep asking
myself: What would I have wanted my parents ta tell me?
What could they have possibly told me? “Don’t let boys
touch you”? “Tell me if anyone’s bothering you”? I'm sure
they told me those things. I'm sure | dismissed them, way too
embarrassed to talk to them about anything dealing with
boy-girl relationships. How can you help a shy seventh-
grade girl who doesn't even know whether to feel grateful
for the attention or angry at the violation?

no sense, considering the level of corifusion surrounding so-

mains clear

L

cial behavior. Parents can fry to teach their daughters to be
tough; teachers can integrate into class discussions of what
distinguishes flirtation from harassment. There’s plenty of
inspiration, in anything from the writings of Shakespeare to
Maya Angelou, as Wellesley College sexual harassment
scholar Nan Stein suggests in Flirting or Hurting? A Teacher's
Guide on Studeni-to-Student Sexual Hurassment in Schoolss
And adults can talk to boys about limits.

The Rogerian Model of Argument

et one thing The fact is, my former classmates did not turn into bad

men. They don’t bother women at work or college. And the
womert I knew in school have also learned where to draw the
line. But we should all have learned the rules earlier, well be-
fore it comes time to sign those company policies. i

Notes

1. This essay first appeared in the Washington Post on August 20, 2000. Reprinted by
permission:

2. American Association of University Women, Hostile Hallways: Builying, Teasing,
§.m Sexual Harassment in School (Washingtorn: AAUW, 2001).

3. Offica of Civil Rights, "Revised Sexual Harassment Guidance” {Washington: 1.5,
Department of Education, 2001),
<http:// EEE.wQ. gov/offices/ /OCR/ shguide/index.himl>,

4. Peggy Orenstein, Schoolgirls: Young Women, Seif-Esteem, and the Confidence Cap
(Landover Hills: Anchor, 1995),

3. Nan mnmw.ﬁ Flirting or Huriing? A Teacher's Guide on Student-to-Student Sexual Ha-
ragsment in Schools (Washington: National Education Association, 1994).

1. What rhetorical devices—phrases, words, tone, details—suggest that

Palmer is using the Rogerian method of argument?

-3. Briefly, what is Palmer’s position on the matter of sexual harassment in

middle school?

4. Critics sometimes say that Rogerian argument is “wishy-washy.” Is Palmer

being wishy-washy about her middle school experiences with sexual
harassment? Why or why not? .

-5. What, if anything, would you suggest to Palmer to strengthen her

argument?

There are no easy solutions. Zero-telerance policies make

. Whatis most Rogerian about Palmer’s approach to her topic? Least Rogerian?
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rules were so blurry to both girls and boys in middle school
that neither gender really knew when lines were crossed. For
exaniple, when my croich was grabbed on a school bus one
afternoon, it wasn't okay with me, but I didn’t even tell my
parents because at some level it seemed so similar to what
happened every day in school. I still feel mad, but I could
hardly blame my former classmates when they were just act-
ing out of friendship or flirtation—however misguided that
was. And the more I talked with my female friends, the more
[ realized how often we gave the wrong sigrals. Some girls
remembered enjoying the attention, sometimes laughing
along. One recalled two boys dragging her into the boys’
bathroom, as she tried to kick her way free. But she didn’t re-
member being angry. “It was the only way to express our-
selves,” she now says. But something else gave her further
pause. She said she thought that “teachers let it slide” like the
other dumb behavior that happens among adolescents.

They shouldn’t have. I remember only one teacher who
stood in the front of her class and yelled af the boys for grab-
bing girls. Finally a teacher noticed, I remember thinking.
Why was she the only one? And if the teacher noticed, why
didn't she inform the principal, and start a school-wide
discussion? My annoyance with my former classmates
redirected itself as I realized that adults who could have
explained and enforced the differences between right and
wrong behavior—our teachers—often did not. The fact is, no
one taught us the right way to act. But as Peggy Orenstein,
author of Schoolgirls: Young Women, Self-Esteertt, and the Confi-
dence Gap, says, "1t still must stop.”* For me, it stopped as
soon as 1 emerged from the achingly self-conscious early
teenage years. Assertiveness came from the natural confi-
dence that comes with geiting rid of braces and glasses.

Shouldn’t we have been helped to learn’ those lessons
carlier? An insecure seventh-grade girl shouldn’t have to
deal with aggressive boys grabbing her. But 1 keep asking
myself: What would I have wanted my parents to tell me?
What could they have possibly told me? “Don't let boys
touch you”? “Tell me if anyone’s bothering you”? I'm sure
they told me those things. I'm sure I dismissed them, way too
embarrassed to talk to them about anything dealing with
boy-girl relationships. How can you help a shy seventh-
grade girl who doesn't even know whether to feel grateful
for the attention or angry at the violation?

There are no easy solutions. Zero-tolerance policies make
no sense, considering the level of confusion surrounding so-

ganiling elear
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cial behavior, Parents can try to teach their daughters to be
tough; teachers can integrate into class discussions of what
distinguishes flirtation from harassment. There’s Hu_msww of
inspiration, in anything from the writings of Shakespeare to
Maya Angelou, as Wellesley College sexual harassment
scholar Nan Stein suggests in Flirting or Hurting? A Teacher's
Guide on Student-to-Student Sexual Harassment in Schools?”
And adulis can talk to boys about limits.

~ The fact is, my former classmates did not turn into bad
men. They don’t bother women at work or college. And the
women I knew in schooi have also learned where to draw the
line. But we should all have learned the rules earlier, well be-
fore it comes time to sign those company policies. 4

Notes
1.

This essay first appeared in the Washingfon Post on August 2, 2000. Reprinted by
permission,

American Association of University Women, Hostile Hallways: Bullying, Teasing,
and Sexual Harassment in School (Washington: AAUW, 2001).

Office of Civil Rights, "Revised Sexual Harassment Guidance” (Washington: U.5.
Department of Education, 2001), :

<http:/ /www.ed.gov/offices / /OCR/shguide/index html>.

. Peggy Orenstein, Schoclgirls: Young Women, Self-Esteen, and the Confidence Cap

{Landover Hills: Anchor, 1995).

. Nan Stein, Flirting or Hurting? A Teacher's Guide on Student-to-Student Sexual Fi-

rassment i Schools (Washington: National Education Association, 1994).

. What rhetorical devices—phrases, words, tone, details—suggest that

Palmer is using the Rogerian method of argument?

. What is mosi Rogerian about Palmer’s approach to her topic? Least Rogerian?

. Briefly, what is Palmer’s position on the matter of sexual harassment in

middle school?

. Critics sometimes say that Rogerian argument is “wishy-washy.” Is Palmer

being wishy-washy about her middle school experiences with sexual
harassment? Why or why not?

. What, if anything, would you suggest to Palmer to strengthen her

argument?




