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AnHoTanus. [1Inpoko U3BeCTHO, HACKOJIBKO Ba)KHA CIIOCOOHOCTh IPUHUMATDH MEPCIEKTUBY
(TIIT) (perspective-taking) B cormmanbHOM B3aumojaeicTBuu. [Iporecc apryMeHTanuu, sIBIssACh pas-
HOBMJITHOCTBIO COLIMAIIBHOTO B3aUMOJCHCTBUSA, Takxke TpeOyeT OT cropsumx ucrnosb3oBanus I1I1.
Iesnp HacTOAIIETO MCCIEIOBAaHUA — IPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh (DYHKIIMU KOTHUTUBHOW CIIOCOOHOCTH
YeJIOBEKa IIPUHUMATh TOYKY 3PEHMS APYIMX B apryMEHTaTMBHOM AucKypce. MccienoBanue ocHO-
BaHO Ha MHTEPBBIO, NpoBereHHOM Puyapnom Jlokun3oM ¢ Benau Paiit. O6a yyacTHUKA UHTEPBBIO
MIPEACTABIISIIOT THAMETPAIBLHO IPOTUBOIOJIOKHBIE B3IVISABI HA TEOPUIO SBOIIOLNUN U Pa3yMHBIN 3a-
MbIcel. [Ipy aHanmu3e UHTEPBBIO B PaMKax TEOPHUM apryMEHTAalUy IIparMa-IHaleKTHYECKUI TOAXO0M
B3SIT 32 OCHOBY JUISl YCTAHOBJICHHS U pa3iuums Jiorndeckux 3a0myxaenuii (fallacy), a Takxe ux uH-
teprperanuii. Kpome Toro, MpIciieHHast peKOHCTPYKIIHS aneuisiun K amorusiM (appeal to emotion)
nomMoria onpeaenuts Gpynkuro 111 mpu ncnonb3oBaHUM OMIMOOYHON apryMeHTaIlMl KaK YacTHOTO
ciyyasi. B pesynbrate ObUIO MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAHO, uyTO crocoOHOcTh ITI1 BhIMONHACT KaK MUHH-
MyM JIBe ()YHKIIMH B TIPOIIECCE apryMEHTAIluu: OOIIyI0 (KOHIENTYyaIbHYI0) QYHKIHMIO — Oa30BbIE
MEXaHHU3MBI MTOJIEP’KaHUs KOMMYHUKAIUK; U U depeHIHaTbHY0 (ONepalioHHYI0) (YHKIUIO — B
MIPEIOCTABIIEHUU APIYMEHTOB B 1I€JIOM U B MCIOJIb30BAaHUU OMIMOOYHBIX apIr'yMEHTOB B YaCTHOCTH,
KakK, HalIpUMED, B CIIydae aleusIuu K SMOLUSIM.

KiroueBble c¢JI0Ba: JMHITBHCTHKA; IPUHATHE NEPCIEKTUBBI; apryMEHTalus; Iparma-
JMAJIeKTHKA; JIOTHYECKas OIIMOKa; aneusius K SMOLUIM
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Abstract. It is widely known how important perspective-taking (PT) ability is in social in-
teraction. The argumentation process, being a kind of social interaction, also requires the use of PT
from disputants. The goal of this study is to demonstrate the functions of the human cognitive abil-
ity to take the perspective of others in argumentative discourse. The study is based on an interview
conducted by Richard Dawkins with Wendy Wright. Both interlocutors present diametrically op-
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posed views on the theory of evolution and intelligent design. To analyse the interview in the
framework of argumentation theory, Pragma-dialectics served as a method for establishing and dis-
tinguishing fallacies and their interpretation. Mental reconstruction of the appeal to emotion fallacy
assisted to identify the function of PT in using the fallacious argument. As a result, it has been illus-
trated that the PT capability has at least two functions in the argumentation process: the General
(Conceptual) function — basic mechanisms to maintain communication; and the Differential (Op-
erational) function — in providing arguments in general and in utilising fallacious arguments, i.e.,
appeal to emotion fallacy.

Keywords: linguistics; perspective-taking; argumentation; pragma-dialectics; fallacy;
appeal to emotion

For citation: Shuvalov D.lu., Enikéd Németh T. Perspective-taking in Argumentative Dis-
course. Kazan Linguistic Journal. 2023;6(3): 431-441. https://doi.org/10.26907/2658-
3321.2023.6.3.431-441

Although PT ability is being scrutinised in various scientific realms, no
attention is given to the functioning of PT in the argumentation process. In the
present paper, my goal is to demonstrate the functions of PT playing role in the
argumentation process on the examples of the argumentation peculiarities and
especially the appeal to emotion fallacy.

The study is based on an interview conducted by Richard Dawkins with Wendy
Wright, which is part of the television documentary “The Genius of Charles Darwin”
[1]. The pragma-dialectical approach was taken as a method for analysing the
interview, establishing and distinguishing fallacies and their interpretation. Mental
reconstruction of a fallacious argument, namely the appeal to emotions fallacy, aimed
to illustrate the role of perspectivity in providing arguments.

Before speculating about PT in the light of the argumentation theory, | must
identify their commonalities. PT intersects with the argumentation process in at least
two points:

1) PT serves as a basis for all human interactions and can be broadly
defined as ability to comprehend and predict thoughts, emotions, beliefs,
and mental states of others [2]. So, the argumentation process being a kind
of social interaction must require the presence of the PT ability of the
interactants. Or Dbetter to say, the PT ability must be a foundation of the

argumentation process.
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2) Another point that rather ensues from the first one than exists on
its own comes down to the notion of success of the communication.

If the first intersection point seems to be obvious, the second one needs more
clarification. Both the PT phenomenon and the argumentation theory include the
notion of success of communication but from different angles. For example, if we
assume that the argumentation process is a type of verbal communication and,
consequently, the phenomenon of social interaction, then the success of that kind of
social interaction can be determined by the degree of PT ability of the
communicators. Verbal communication is successful if the communicative partners
can take into account their partners’ perspective and alter their egocentric perspective
to a necessary extent i.e.,, communicative partners manage to form a shared
perspective [3, p. 71]. In that case, PT faculty serves as a maintaining tool of the
whole communication process and as we will observe later — a basis for utilising
arguments.

To expose the notion of success in the argumentation process | must turn to an
appropriate investigation apparatus — the theory of argumentation. Taking into
consideration that interview being analysed has a difference of opinions and two
confronting parties, | will regard this discourse as an argumentative one. Therefore,
this study is conducted in the framework of the argumentation theory which studies
how humans infer conclusions based on inputs (or in other words, premises) through
logical reasoning and aimed at convincing a reasonable listener or a reader of the
acceptability of the provided standpoint [4, p. 2].

Eemeren and Grootendorst proposed a modern approach in investigation of
argumentation — the pragma-dialectics. This approach considers argumentation as a
complex speech act [5]. Pragma-dialectics focuses on the argumentation process
taking into account the complexity and dynamics of the human communication
phenomenon: verbal, contextual, situational, and other pragmatic factors [6, p. 13].
The approach is based on the so-called Rules of a Critical Discussion on the ground

of which the quality evaluation process of the argumentative discourse can be
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performed [7, p. 208]. From Eemeren’s position [7, p. 104], any violations of the
Rules of a Critical Discussion are attempts to nip a discussion must be regarded as
fallacies.

Fallacies hinder argumentation, but the extension of pragma-dialectics in
rhetoric permits some for successful argumentative moves. During the argumentative
conversation discussants balance between reasonableness and effectiveness by
strategic manoeuvring [8, p. 40]. Reasonableness is firmed by the aforementioned
dialectical standards, and effectiveness stands for the achievement of the particular
rhetorical goals and does not necessarily include persuasiveness [8, p. 40; 9, p. 383].
It means that some argumentative moves, including fallacies, can assist to achieve
rhetorical goals at any stage of the argumentative discussion and thus, can be
successful.

Keeping in mind that all forms of social language use require the efforts of
interactants to take the perspectives of each other, Dawkins should take into account
Wright’s perspective and the perspective of the audience while providing his
arguments. Wright, in her turn, should take into consideration Dawkins’ perspective
and the perspective of the audience while providing her arguments. With attention to
the aforesaid, let us turn to examples (1) and (2).

At the very beginning of the interview Dawkins asked Wright:

(1) R. Dawkins (3:07):

Where did you study science?

(2) W. Wright's response (3:09 — 3:14):

Well see that’s the point.

Scientists are now claiming that they’re

the only ones that can speak on this issue.

To the question in (1), Dawkins and the audience rather expected to be
informed about the place or institution where Wright was graduated from but she
instead indirectly avoided responding. Doing so in (2), Wright might have made it
clear that she does not have any degree in any science or she would not like to
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provide an adequate answer for some reasons. However, it is worth noticing that there
Is a possibility that Dawkins knew that Wright did not have any degree in science and
therefore he could have had other intentions, for instance, to humiliate Wright’s
credibility. Thus, Dawkins, willing to convince her, should explain things taking her
perspective. In the following examples (3) and (4) we can observe a special linguistic
marker (enumeration) that illustrates the attempts to adopt the opponent’s
perspective.

(3) Dawkins (11:06 — 11:26):

about intermediates in human fossils and

we've got various species of

Australopithecus for example and these

are some Australopithecus are

intermediate between others and

ourselves then you've got Homo habilis

Homo erectus these are intermediate

between Australopithecus which was an

older species and Homo sapiens which is

a younger species | mean why don't you

see those as intermediates?

In (3), Dawkins gives an answer to Wright’s question about the lack of
evidence in favour of the biological Theory of Evolution. The detailed enumeration
and explanation of the intermediaries with their names and arrangement in the
evolutionary tree might be a piece of evidence of Dawkins’ endeavour to adopt
Wright’s perspective. If Dawkins had spoken with, say, a scientist in biology he
would have rather used special terms without explanation because they would have
been clear for both sides.

Another interesting example appeared later in the interview:

(4) (23:30 — 24:07):

Dawkins: | don't want to be respected for my
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beliefs | want you to respect the facts

| want you to look at the facts don't respect me

I don’t want respect I want you to go to museums and look at the facts and

don't believe what you've been told that there is no evidence just

Dawkins: go and look at the evidence

Wright: yes and [ would say...

Dawkins: it’s not funny I mean really go-go I’ve told you about how many fos-

sils you can learn the evolution of the horse you can go and look at the evolu-

tion of the early mammals you can go and look at the evolution of fish you can

go look at the transition from fish to land living amphibians ‘n reptiles any of

those things you'll find in any good museum just open your eyes and look at

the fact

In the current extract, Dawkins is criticized by Wright on the supposition that
evolutionists do not tend to respect the beliefs of the creationists whilst the latter
respects the beliefs of the evolutionists. Then Dawkins claims that the bottom line is
not to respect beliefs but to respect the facts which are in the museums. For Dawkins,
fossils are among the proves pro Evolution Theory and here we can also observe the
detailing mentioned above. He started to enumerate the types of fossils to convince
Wright that the fossils exist. The naming here is supposed to have stronger power of
convincing. At the same time, Dawkins tends to induce the audience which has a
presumption of unawareness about the evidence in favour of the Theory of Evolution.
By saying presumption of unawareness, | mean that it is difficult for Dawkins to be
certain that the whole audience is familiar with the scientific pieces of evidence pro
Evolution Theory. In other words, the audience is presumably or by default unaware
of the particular fossils. Hence, it is plausible to presuppose that Dawkins took the
perspective of the audience and Wright and altered his way of argumentation by
applying elaboration.

Let us turn attention to the next excerpt of Wendy Wright:

(5) Wright (0:44 — 0:59):
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if we believe that human beings were created out of love
that is by loving creator and has given

each one of us not only a material body

but a spirit and a soul we then are more

likely to treat other people with

respect and dignity
The argument that Wright employs in example (5), itself belongs to the appeal

to emotion fallacy, since it is directed to evoke negative feelings of the audience
towards Dawkins and the theory he defends. Incidentally, appeals to emotion
sometimes have strong convincing power because mind-emotion regulation is quite
challenging due to its instinctive nature [10, p. 122]. This argumentative tool is even
used in courts [11], where impartiality should seem to be inseverable from the
argumentation.

The implicature of the Wright’s argument is that if we were not created by God
out of love then we would treat each other with cruelty and humiliation. To put it
differently — if people were not created by God there is no possibility to treat each
other with respect and dignity because we would solely consist of a material body
that included neither a soul nor a spirit which allows us to treat each other with
respect and dignity. Presumably, Dawkins as a human being would rather want to be
treated with respect and dignity and thus, is expected to change his attitude towards
the Theory of Evolution because it excludes the concept of God who is responsible
for putting the soul into the body. At the same time, this appeal to emotion applied by
Wright is directed to the audience as well. Everybody is expected to have a wish to be
treated with respect and dignity. Thus, some negative emotions might be evoked in
such a situation where people have a feeling of not being respected. Generally, the
purpose of exploiting the audience’s emotions is to play on the prejudices of the
audience and damage the opponent’s credibility and thus eliminating him as a serious
opponent in the eyes of the audience [7, p. 134]. Dawkins, being an opponent, took a
hostile position regarding Intelligent Design which is supported by Wright. So, a
possible rhetorical task of Wright is to expose Dawkins as a person who supports
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treating people without respect and dignity. Additionally, since the argumentum ad
populum fallacy (Appeal to Emotions) serves to make people consider themselves
involved in the discussion the audience might start to feel negative emotions towards
Dawkins and towards the theory he endorses.

The whole rhetorical strategy to play with human emotions is a business of
exploiting affective PT, which allows us to infer, recognise and predict someone’s
emotions and feelings. Affective PT serves to predict the emotional reaction of the
audience and Wright’s opponent to the argument. Wright can to some extent adopt
the perspective of others but she cannot wholly replace her own initially egocentric
perspective. The egocentric perspective allows people to distinguish their own “I”
within others and thus compare their own personalities with other people. It means
that Wright evaluates the possible success of the argument as though the argument
was provided to her personally. The possible mental representation of the fallacy at

the stage can be reconstructed as follows:

1.
| am a human being

| am convinced that being
treated with respect and
dignity is possible if and
only if the Creator put the
soul in our bodies

v

9.
Evolution Theory
excludes the concept
of the Creator

h
It is unpleasant for me
> to be treated by other
people without respect
and dignity

T
| want to be treated -
with respect and
dignity

10.
If Evolution Theory is
> true, | will be treated with
no respect and dignity
that is unpleasant for me

3.
Dawkins is a
human being as
well

6.
Therefore, it should be
unpleasant for them to be <
treated by other people
without respect and dignity

11.
If it is unpleasant for
» me, it is more likely
unpleasant for other
humans as well

Figure 1 Possible mental reconstruction of the Appeal to Emotion Fallacy
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4.
Therefore, it should be

» unpleasant for him to be
treated by other people
without respect and dignity

|

8.
The audience
watching this
interview are humans

12.
| do not want to accept the
concept that can cause
unpleasant feelings [being
treated with no respect and
dignity] for me

13.

Therefore, other people
more likely will not accept
the concept that can cause

unpleasant feelings for

them
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Thus, the application of the appeal to emotion fallacy at the stage is possible
owing to the two abilities of the human being: 1) the speaker can adopt affective
perspectives of the hearers and subsequently predict the emotional reaction of the
hearers; 2) the speaker cannot replace their own initially egocentric perspective and
thus is able to compare themselves with others and eventually evaluate possible risks
and success.

To sum up, the present study aimed to illustrate the functions of the PT in the
argumentation process as a form of language use. The 2 functions of PT can be
deduced relying on the premises that argumentative discourse being a type of
communication inherits all aforementioned advantages of PT for communication as a
whole (understanding, minimising aggression, establishing common ground etc.), that
is the General, or Conceptual function. And besides, an argumentative discourse has
its intrinsic features like a conflict of standpoints and argumentation moves, and
therefore highlights the Differential, or Operational function., which has its
implications for: 1) providing arguments in general: a participant can change the way
of providing verbal information (Dawkins resorted to detailing) to achieve a
particular goal, e.g., persuasiveness; and 2) utilising appeal to emotion fallacy:
successful playing on the emotions of others without taking into account their
perspective is hardly possible since the mental representation of that fallacy requires
the ability to take one’s perspective and comparison between egocentric perspective

and perspective of others.
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