Shapiro O.A.
Kinds of polemics in the philosophical text

A. Argumentation theory being very popular and actual nowadays recognizes the necessity of understanding the argumentative practices history . A holistic picture of such history will allow to reveal the diachronic aspect in research content and methods of the organization of public debate as one of the most common forms of the civil society activity. 1. On which material is it possible to construct an analysis and criticism? 2. What is the possible classification for argumentative practices? 3. What are their kinds taken from history? Let us accept a few principle assumptions. 1. Going away from empiricism and  the speculativism we’ll pay our attention to the analysis of texts from different eras and cultures. 2. Types and forms of argumentative practices will coincide with the type of fixing them in the text. 3. We confine ourselves here to types that are presented in the philosophical texts as texts that (by nature!) have to contain the argumentation, be polemical, i.e., have to provide the basis for public debate. 
B. «Polemic text» is a qualified term. Polemic literature is designated as Slavic texts of XVI century coupled with church disputes; texts concerned with controversies around Judaic tradition; modern way of information presentation in media and so on. In the argumentation theory it is accepted to call “polemics” a sort of controversy, which is mostly public and is related to arguing principled attitudes. So, I’ll call “polemic” the texts, which are involved in a broad dialogical context and are connected with arguing principled for the polemics participants’ attitudes. The texts would contain not only argumentation of some author’s ideas, but also critic of opposite ones. In this sense most philosophical texts we can refer to polemic, as far as a culture of its writing means an explicit or implicit dialogue with others, quoting and different ways of the problem solution analysis. At that the author hints obviously, which philosophical tradition he follows, and which one he contests. However, the author doesn’t always adhered the obligation of references to predecessors and the whole views of the problem image. Moreover, the "fight against the idols", and criticism of the prejudices, and the well-known presupposition-free requirement can lead one to the question whether polemical philosophic style is immanent to the philosophical text? I suppose it is, but its manifestations may be diverse.
The polemic manner could be explicit or no. Analysis and interpretation of implicit polemics need serious intellectual efforts, because the opposite view’s critic isn’t formulated in an evident way, but is represented as a set of allusions and latent references; to understand them the reader should be involved in a whole cultural and historical context. So, double-layer text arises. Its external (exoteric) layer represents the author’s view argumentation and orients on general reader, which ignores the latent references.  The esoteric layer is a critical text, which argues against a view buried “between the lines”. Obviously, the senses during reading the same text in an exoteric and esoteric ways will appreciably diverge, but not contradict one another. For the explicit polemic texts an evident identification of their opponents and disagreement with their views manifestly stated are typical. There are a few popular ways of explicit polemic texts construction:

1. The dialogues which are written since Plato to the nowadays (for instance, wonderful episodes from R.M. Smullyan’s “The Tao is Silent”). It is possible to detect the dialogue immanent presence in the monologue, when we face arguments like “Somebody could contradict me, that…”. The dialogues are the most suggestive kind of philosophical text: firstly, their plot is maximally dynamic, and secondly, there are illusion of the text author’s winning (opponent always loses in dialogues).  Reading the dialogues, there is temptation to mix the literature figure with its real prototype. It is reflected on the understanding not so much the dialogical text, but the criticized viewpoint.
2. Ironic texts, which polemize with a mockery (Diogenes’ statements, Lukian’s texts, “In Praise of Folly” by Desiderius Erasmus of Rotterdam). It is very difficult to embody the irony as a polemic form in the philosophical text. It involves not only critic of appropriate view formulation, but creation the opponent grotesque figure. Hyperbole and reduction ad absurdum are popular here; different variants of ad hominem are acceptable and related with creation of the opponent’s figure, appeal to his absurdity as a whole (not with viewpoint argumentation problems). Profound understanding of ironic texts sense is inherent with a cultural and historical context knowing; taking out of context grotesque becomes unclear and often absurd.
3. Philosophical works “against” genre: for instance, Origen’s “Contra Celsum”, “Summa contra Gentiles” by Thomas Aquinas, P. Feyerabend’s “Against Method” etc. The other title is possible too (for ex., in Aristotle’s “On Sophistical Refutations” we don’t see the author’s critical position in the title, but it is evident in the text). We deal there with the most “classical” critic variant: the author sequentially analyzes his opponents’ arguments and disproves them. From the logical point of view these texts look the most carefully.
4. Private and public (in periodical) correspondence. For ex., letters of A. Schopenhauer   and J.W. von Goethe, G.Frege and B. Russel; the quarrel between U. Eco and cardinal Carlo Maria Martini on the “Liberal”; we can consider as a particular case of these texts public continues of the quarrel, which began in other context (for ex., I. Kant’s answer to his reviewer in “Prolegomena”). This format is the top of polemic culture. The real opponent gets a possibility to answer to the author; he reacts to the directed to him part of the text and demonstrates clearly the effectiveness of the text argumentative structures. At that, the author should be convincing for readers and influence the opponent’s viewpoint. 
The typology means availability of mixed types, including cases of implicit polemics being in the explicit polemic texts. Analysis of such formats combination is an important condition of the texts sense and aim understanding and helps to identify its addressee more exactly.
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