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Abstract 
This paper critically explores the sentiments of Stuart Greene in his article “Argument as a Conversation”. The paper concurs with Greene’s assertion that scholarly inquiry is a different kind of research and argument from the kinds that people encounter in their everyday lives. However, the paper partly refutes Greene’s sentiments on the elements of a conversation where he argued that for there to be a conversation, there have to be conflicting views and variance in people’s interpretation of context. Green argues that for a conversation to carry on, there must be conflicting views and the versions of the context of the individuals involved in a particular argument or conversation rather, must vary in terms of interpretations. In this regard, Green contends that parties involved in an argument or conversation rather must have different views on a particular subject matter. Even though the paper concurs with most of Greene’s sentiments as they are in line with chapter two of the text, the paper refutes this assertion because arguing that for a conversation to carry on there must be conflicting views and variance in context interpretation is negating the possibility of a conversation when parties are agreeing. Also, the paper compares Green’s argument with the ideas presented in Chapter two of the text book to come up with a comprehensive conclusion. One thing that stands out in the comparison is that inquiry is a primary root in an argument. Generally, this paper summarizes, analyses and synthesizes Greene’s sentiments in his article while drawing its conclusion on the central points of both the article and chapter 2 of the text. 






























Summary

According to Greene (1995), to convey your understanding of claims made by others, you are posing your ideas as a form of inquiry. Green argues that inquiries are then followed by problems, conflicts, and important questions. Further, Greene contends that for a conversation to carry on, there have to be conflicting views and one’s version of the context has to vary with other people’s interpretations (p. 145). Greene adds that it is not only conflicting views that sustain conversations but also agreeing. In Green’s view, framing highlights the fact that other people’s statements can help build one’s ideology in a conversation. 
 


Analysis

Greene presents strong points in his article. However, these points are self-conflicting and confusing in some way. For instance, by stressing the need for a conflict during a conversation, Green negates the possibility of a conversation when all parties are agreeing. Logically, in a conversation involving two parties, agreeing means the end of a conversation. Questionably, he argues that one member’s ideas can be developed by the other party’s reinforcements, thus creating good framing (p. 150).  To some extent, the ideas may be useful in reinforcing the initial enquiry, but there are limits, which Greene did not mention. It is important to state the confines of adopting new ideas when argument is to be sustained. After identifying the issue and situation to present an argument, inquiry is a primary element. 


Synthesis

While Greene’s talks about arguments as conversations, the textbook presents similar ideas in chapter 2 in several ways. The need for inquiry is mirrored in both as the primary root of a conversation. According to chapter 2 of the textbook, there must be unanswered questions, and parties must be opinionated. Also, the text suggests that the statement of the problems determines how well the conversation will develop, and whether it is going to have meaningful conclusions. Concurring with Greene’s sentiments, the text contends that the framing of a question requires that it is open-ended in order to spark a debate. Overall, both Greene and the text concur that inquiry is a primary root of a conversation and for a conversation to carry on, all the parties involved must be opinionated. 
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