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Jitiquity, rhetoric, as bipolar thinking and arguing upon every
b bee iy interwoven with the instillation of virtues such as reflection,
- wwaieness of the civil identity and of the sense of common good.
.+ hnacierized by rapid social and economic changes at both the
e coumopolis levels, such an effort becomes essential for the forma-
" twoie teasonable and humanistic social reality. Therefore, teaching
Wl argumentation, even in the earliest stages of education, becomes
ot powerful tools for the attainment of such a goal through the
i of multi-level literacies and the concomitant construction of
) social identities.

teal framework

ul citizenship: from Isocrates to a critical and socio-cultural

v of citizenship

Liibutes to rhetoric as philosophy an essential role in the devel-
. ol civic education. As a pioneer, he combined rhetoric — as good
B (00 Abyew/en legein) — and literacy with the necessity of prudential
ol pravis (0 mpdrtew/en prattein). Within the Tsocratean rhetorical
lteracy, the capacity of talking, reading and writing effectively, is
spnied by reflection (ctoydilecOav/stokhazesthas) and appropriate ex-
L (nptov/prepon) of subjective opinions (86&an/doxai) upon current
wiattens (kapoe/kairos). In particular, writing —an important feature of
v becomes a powerful “epistemic tool” that permits, first, the expres-
W ol kairos and prepon and. second, the formation of an ethos “within
S both personal and public can work” (Walters 1993, p. 162). In this
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way, Isocrates shaped the individual and social values and identities of B
students in the democratic context of his era. By cultivating their cloquens
literacy and the aptitude to take political decisions, Isocrates sought to (st

in his students the quality of practical wisdom, of phronesis, and 1o lead theis
to “a collective inquiry into the good” (Poulakos 1997, pp. 4 5). For Mapil
lion, “precept, practice and example” (1995, p. 151) were the cornersinng
of Isocrates techné that combined rhetorical training and practice wit h clvk
education. In Antidesis (§ 184) Isocrates notes (1929, pp. 289, 291)

... the teachers of philosophy impart all the forms of discourse in which th
mind expresses itself. Then, when they have made them familiar and thorouphl
conversant with their lessons then they set them at exercises, habituate them
work, and require them to combine in practice the particular things which they
have learned, in order that they may grasp them more firmly and bring, thel

theories into closer touch with the occasions for applying them ..

Almost 2,500 years later, central notions of critical pedagogy are related &8
Isocratean principles of civic education for young citizens. For Freire (1udg)
Giroux (1988) and Welch (1999), the empowerment of citizenship is sl
on the interaction of a) the reflective challenge to political, socio-scieniii
and cultural data, b) consciousness raising, which instills social identiey &
individuals, and c) the improvement of current social data through the aetiss
learning and participation of citizen-agents. Active involvement in learniig
(Dewey 1933) is guaranteed by participatory, dialogic, situated activities s
lead students to become informed participants and literate persons i i Ceds
munity (Shor 1999).

As regards the essential role of literacy in the acquisition of civic ¢
cation (Knobel 1999), the modern socio-cultural approach (Christie 1988
confirms the primitive — although crucial — interrelation that Isocrates ek
pointed out during the middle of the 4™ century B.C., when the pussigs
from an oral to a literate culture characterized the socio-cultural reality o8
the era. According to UNESCO’s definition (2004, p. 13), “literacy involves
a continuum of learning in enabling individuals to achieve their goals, 8
develop their knowledge and potential and to participate fully in their com
munity and wider society.” The extension and plurality of the term ey
makes it a prerequisite to civic education. At the same time, active CHIES

ship is identified as a form of literacy mutually interrelated with other forms

ARGUMENTATIVE LITIHERACY ANI) KIIEB IV RA

Clevels of it Critical, genetic, argumentative and school literacy constitute

e ol these levels, as will be shown [ater in this paper.

Loaihing citizenship and multi-level literacy in the modern sreek school
mitext
e the era of lsocrates’ celebrated educational establishment of rhetoric in
diens, the school system, as a socio-cultural institution, offers a favorable
Liiral environment” where students and teachers co-construct desirable
1 virtues. In modern Greece, the Single Interdisciplinary Curriculum directs
“ e 1o a broader conception of citizenship following the demands created
e interdependence of events in different fields of the global social life
Fcating, et al. 2009). Therefore, besides the development of “Greek iden-
nd consciousness,” it aims at the intellectual, moral, social, economic,
itical and cultural development of young Greek citizens. The knowledge
4l understanding of universal and diachronic social values, critical evalu-
i of matters concerning liberty, equity, justice, human rights etc., the
(isition of necessary skills for free, responsible and active participation
(e social, political and economic spheres are cited as necessary processes
(taining such goals. The whole effort takes a more systematic and or-
ed form, once a week, in the 5® and 6" grade of primary school (11
ol 12 year-olds) and the third class of High School (Gymnasio). Because of
limited time dedicated to formal civic education, its development is also
(iibuted to an interdisciplinary approach ranging across the curriculum.
l'or example, in primary school the “semi-typical” lesson of Flexible
~ consists of an “umbrella” (Generalized Application ... 2005, p. 1771 5)
et which various interdisciplinary programs are inc luded. Emphasis is
« on the development of critical thinking through collective forms ol ac-
 nd of dialectical communication (Ministry of National Education and
Woligion 2001, p. 10). The lesson aims at the students’ cognitive develop-
it and the learning of values and pragmatic aspects of real life. T'herefore,
Alers an opportunity to develop “citizenship literacy” by examining so-
Ily contentious questions, such as the socio-scientific issuc (ss1) of Geneti-
v Modified Food (GMF). The interrelation of the genetic issue with argu-
iiative and critical literacy facilitates the construction and expression of
Ldents identities as members of a social group through purposeful literacy
factices (Gee 1990).

In the case of genetics such an effort becomes necessary. The science
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imposes new modes of individual and collective thinking and dec i
ing about the creation of life, health, the environment and. con coj il
the global society. It demands the active engagement of individials
various sources of information and knowledge as well as with the w i
debating and arguing about the application of bio-technology 11 sk
human life.

On the other hand, argumentation, as the linguistic expression o &
socio-cultural practice, contributes to civic education. First, it pressiie i
form of social action based on rhetorical, situated practices and stV
(Miller 1984, p. 163). Second, it favors the emergence of critical thinking
and of participatory skills due to its interactive nature (Schwarz 2000} Al
argumentation becomes a necessary tool for exploring linguistic poss i
The students engaged in argumentation discover the necessary linguistie sl
meta-linguistic expressions (e.g. argumentative markers) that facilitie e
representation of their identities (Golder 1993) and the negotiation ol thei
standpoints (Tseronis 2011). Finally, argumentation is the key factor i s
porting Isocrates’ rhetorical education: “to explore the senses in which A
can articulate communal purposes, address situational demands, indie (o
operation and secure wise deliberations” (Poulakos 1986, p. 307).

In sum, rhetorical engagement in the global issue of GMF creates &
parallel activation of multi-level literacies, capable of conducing studenis
“the expansion of [their] personal and social identity” (Intzidis and Karuis
zola 2008, p. 8). As will be obvious, the idea of the construction of a lites
ate, social identity informs the present case study. At the same time, the
paper examines whether the Isocratean ideal of logon paideia, education i
argumentative discourse (in oral and written form), may still lead moden
students to “wisdom and involvement in their culture” in order to benetis
the polis as well as themselves (Blair 1992, p- 4).

About the study

Purpose

The purpose of the study was the improvement of argumentative writing
and the production of higher level argumentative texts through which stu
dents might express their opinions about the use of GMF.
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FIGURE I THE RHOMBUS OF EDUCATION
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 Hexible Zone and was freely chosen by the students among, other issues
alysis of textbook material (1 hour):
L athering and presentation of data (5 hours): students chose, and read in
L e (journalistic, web-texts) and presented photos relative to the issue,
& dioit discussion about GME followed; 4) writing an argumcmulivc text (1

L) stadents developed their arguments for or against GMF (pre-test). The

therne was: “What is your opinion of the use of GME in your daily life?” Dur
acher and students were limited

g thin phase, the oral interactions among t&
W typical forms of questions and answers. The above habitual educational

wudents acquisition of a basic knowledge about GMF and
with the necessary vocabulary relating to the issue.
cond phase included cognitive and social strategies of

AL 8 .mnvd ats
Wi li familiarization
Myase 1 The se

|. SHLTURL ‘l as:
al media (1 hour): a short video from Greek edu-

1) use of audiovisu
il television (http://www.edutv.gr) was presented in order to increase
Ldents knowledge about GME. Students were informed equally about the
onsequences of genetically modified products;

ol positive and negative ¢
/) cxpert opinions (2 hours): two experts, an industrial chemist and a

Leiher of the Greek World Wildlife Fund (WWE), visited the classroom in

der 1o further cultivate the genetic literacy of the students. A short convet-

wiion about the role of bio-technology in foods followed;
s): after these visits, students were asked by

) drawing ideas (2 hour
negative

A teacher to draw a picture illustrating the possible positive and

lec i of GME. As evident in Figures 2 and 3, the visual antithesis among

Ui diawings provoked a further classroom discussion of the controversial

Aharacter of GME in real life;
problem (2 hours): students expressed and justificd their
chain of expla-

|) posing the
Ll attitude about GMEF by playing the linguistic game The

Mations,

¢) direct instruction (4 hours): students were taught basic clements

nre such as: argumentative topics (causc and effect,
idence (statistics, testimonies etc.), cxpressions of
wodality (should, must etc.) and connectives (oppositional, concessive, etc.) in
srder o increase their knowledge about argumentation as a linguistic activitys

S 0) modeling (1 hour): a modeling of an argumentative text as a train
(}gglezon 2010) was used, aimed at facilitating recall of its structure (thesis/
al(s)/ conclusion/ evidence);

ol the argumentative ge
antithesis ete.), types of ev
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/7 TRAUiiig HSTCHHHHE diu anatysis on modact texis (5 nours): nve texes s
GME, l)r()ughl to the classroom by the students, were re-read and broken diss
into their component parts by the teacher in cooperation with the studenis,
order to help them analyze the argumentation provided for or against (M

FIGURE 2 THE BUTTERFLY-APPLE FIGURE 3 NO TO GMF

8) oral interactions between students (1o hours): students engaged in varl
ous oral interactions such as a) linguistic games: during the game “Tell (s
opposite” each student stated his/her opinion and asked the next classmuts
to state the opposite idea about GMF (1 hour); b) role-playing debates: thew
debates created the necessary context for the development of the studenis
arguments. For example, students acting as consumers asked the greengro
cer of the ‘laiki’ market (a typical Greek farmers’ market) why the tomartoes
were so big, red and round or, as commercial agents of Monsanto, tried ta
persuade producers to buy GM tomato seeds (2 hours); c) the Six Thinking
Hats of De Bono (1985; 3 hours). The students, as consumers, producers,
citizens and scientists, worked collaboratively and developed their parallel
argumentation considering the issue of GMF under multiple perspectives;
d) brainstorming: students were divided into six groups of four and tried to
find arguments for and against the use of GMF for (i) human health, (ii) the
environment, and iii) society (1 hour); e) Parliamentary debates (3 hours):
students exchanged arguments for and against GME. All the above practices
permitted the students’ familiarization with various roles, allowed them to
deliberate and/or arrive at justified opinions, while they shared common
experiences and interacted pleasantly during the learning process;

9) emotional arousal (2 hours): students expressed their feelings and
thoughts about a real case. Four of the biggest Greck dairy companies were
accused by Greenpeace of using GM animal feed at a percentage of 90 %,
with the result that the milk tested positive for GM substances;
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odith ible citize about the
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/ 5 ext (post-
1) individual writing (1 hour): students wrote a second text (p

) stating, their arguments on GME.

Imchn!"s .
Owalitative analysis of the oral activities . oo
o dorementioned oral activities aimed at changing forma

i tices as well as students’ knowledge about the world and the language.

‘ ' i ici er-
e pame The chain of explanations provoked their skepticism about p

2l thoughts and artitudes and established the basis for their further delib-

{ition on GMF. For example:

(Antonis): “In the beginning I thought that it would be fun ... ehhh ... to ... create

dangerous
. Helen made me understand that they are dang
new products, but, then, Mrs. Helen m e

_..What about you?”

il - be fused ...
(Konstantina): “I still don’t know if they arc good or bad. Tam very con

What about you?”

3 - tun-
| 'he game “Tell the oﬁosite”familiarizcd students with the expression of co
I g
(crarguments related to the use of GMF and to 1

ifferent ideas on the
controversy. The students exchanged different idc

he development of the art of

ssue of GMI

alnutrition worldwide, becann the

“The use of GME will solve the problem of m

. »
production will be increased”.

swill e h
“Maybe you are right, but have you ever thought that the industrics will control the

o P
production of goods? The farmers will be obliged to buy new penes every year

as an introduction to debate, made students as-

e rOle—playmg e m those perspectives. At the

sume various roles and produce arguments fro
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empathy and toleyance, thatis, the ability 1o rec ognize, understand and w
another person’s perceptions: 7

(Nikos as farm : “Thes i
er/seller): “These tomatoes are improved. Thats why they e

this color ‘
and shape. Also, they are more tolerant o cold weather, So v can =1 4
tomatoes all year long.” “

(Apostolos as producer): “The crops that you are selling destroy bio-diveriiy

Nature knows how to improve its products by itself.”

Despi @ i
(Despina as agent): “You are right to have doubts. But you must know thut the
o . . —

ps produced by precise genetic engineering techniques are as safe as the Cripe
whi i

ch are generated by naturally selected intersections. You will have secuie 1

A e
nd, trust me, your output will increase. So you will earn more moncy.”

Bhy .weafing the Six Thinking Hats of De Bono (1985) students extenmde
.t eir -thmlfmg skills. Their argumentation varied according to the studens
identification with different social groups (e.g. consumers producers, o
zens and scientists). For example: , p

(Mztry): “As a scientist, wearing the yellow hat of optimism, [ assure you that yon
don't have to be afraid of GMF. Genetics is the science of the future, the sclenee .‘
that will guarantee a better and healthier life to our children. The scientists will
continue the research in order to prove that genetic modification docs no hirin " ;

human beln
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really know if they are good or bad ...
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Hhe information that the daily milk tested positive for GM substances acted
Lo calytic way on the students” judgments. Intense feelings such as rage,
Wit sortow, insecurity, anxicety arose in students, proving that “increasing,
(or emotion enhances our ability to reason” (Nelson 2005, p.8)
the role of passion in every rhetorical situation. At the same

T ||v,u Iy
sk llstrating,
alient thoughts and judgments were activated. Students wondered

S the role of legislation and the informative role of television, and as
~umers they demanded official information about what they ate, asking
Lot Libels in supermarkets, and criticizing, implicitly, current policies or
{liien toact on the part of the state or consumers:

(TTITN

(Dimitris): “I don’t feel safe because I don” know if what I eat is genetically
npincered or not. Shouldn’t the representatives of the milk industries be taken to
ot and put in jail? What they did was awful, since thousands of Greek children
dvinle their milk. Fortunately Greenpeace revealed this big secret that concerns all
(recks ... 1FT could have the control of these industries I would try to change a lot

of their practices ...

(Mikolas): “I feel angry because we pay a lot of money for our milk. I am

wondering why TV didn’t present this information.”

Stistical analysis of the written texts
I i evaluation criteria for students’ pre-test texts (Text A) and post-test texts
lont BB) were:

1) the argumentative level of the text. Following the taxonomy of levels
ol arpumentative texts proposed by Mani-lkan (2000) a rating scale from 1-5
o created. Each text was marked by a number representing a different argu-
Lentative level: a) wnwarranted texts (1 point), b) one-sided texts (2 points),
) multiplist texts where despite the appearance of oppositional arguments no
soplicit conclusion was drawn (3 points), d) decided texts where the choice
Lo tween the contrasting arguments was not grounded (4 points) and ¢) evalu-
Liivit texts where the adoption of the proposed argumentation was based on
L telutation of the opposing argument(s) (5 points). Lower average means of
(e wale represented a lower argumentative level of the text while higher aver-
W means represented a higher argumentative level of the text;

b) argumentative markers ( of claim and modality). A rating scale from
1 was Created according to the following norm: a) no use of argumentative
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markers of claim or modality: o points, b) use of an argumentative marker
of claim or modality at least once in the text: one point, <) use of both argu-
mentative markers at least once in the text: two points. Lower average means
of the scale represented limited use of argumentative markers in the text.

Two statistical tests were used: a) the McNemar n on-parametric test,
for measuring the significance of the percentage of the matched pre/post test
results. In our case the test was applied in order to determine whether the
intervention had an effect on argumentative writing according to the above
criteria at a significant level; b) the Wilcoxon non-paramnetric test was used
in order to detect the existence of differences at a significant level between
the average means of texts A and B as regards the first and second criterion
of analysis.

The activities during the second phase of the intervention were con-
sidered as the independent variable of the research (YES/NO) (Verma and
Mallick 1999). The average mean of the argumentative level of the text and
of the argumentative markers constituted the dependent variables.

As for the first criterion of analysis, the McNemar test showed signifi-
cant changes in the percentage of the level of the texts written before and
after the intervention (Text A vs. Text B). After the intervention a significant
difference was observed in the percentage of the produced texts of the uzn-
warranted level (Texte A 33 % vs. Text B 0) (p = 0.008), of the decided level
(Text A o vs.'lText B 29.2 %) (p = 0.016), and of the evaluativist level (Text A
4.2 % vs. Text B 45.8 %) (p = 0.002), while no significance was noticed in the
texts of one-sided level (Text A 54.2% vs. Text B 20.8 %), and of the multiplist
level (Text A 8.2 % vs. Text B 4.1 %).

According to the Wilcoxon signed rank test the average mean M =
1.88 (SD = % 0.9) of the argumentative level of the pre-test (Text A) in-
creased in the post-test (Text B) (M = 4.00, SD = + 1.18). The analysis
showed a significant difference in the mean argumentative level between

lexts A and B (p = 0.000). Positive differences in Figure 4 indicate that the
students produced texts at a higher argumentative level after the activities of
the second phase (Text B), while the negative difference expresses the final
absence of “unwarranted” texts.

F'or the second criterion a significant increase in the percentage of
argumentative markers was noticed. In particular, the proportion of the
students (N« 12) that used argumentative markers of claim varied from 5o
% (Text A) to 91.7 % (N = 22) in Text B, The McNemar test confirmed

ARGUMENTATIVE LITERACY AND RHETORICAL Cl1 IZENSHIDP

I'IGURE 4 POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE DIFFERENCES IN THE ARGUMENTATIVE

|

:'VEL OF THE PRODUCED TEXTS

I'GURE § POSITIVE DIFFERENCES IN THE USE OF ARGUMENTATIVE MARKERS

-1,0 ,00 1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

[l pOSITIVE DIFFERENCES (N=2I) ] NEGATIVE DIFFERENCES (N=I)

(NUMBER OF TIES=2)

0 —-—————r‘—‘"“—“'}——*:i —_— T T

,00 ,50 1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00

] POSITIVE DIFFERENCES (N=16) J NEGATIVE DIFFERENCES (N=0)

(NUMBER OF TIES=8)



FOTINI EGGLEZOU

a significant difference in the use of argumentative markers of (i (o
. . - . b (ML
O%OOO). A significant difference relative to the use of argumentat| v :,;
of modali = 0. . ative mas
o dality (p . 002) svae also noticed. The percentage of the studinis e
argumentative modality markers increased between Texts A ad It i
- . L}
8.3% (N=2) to 62.5% (N=15) correspondingly. 1
According t.O the Wilcoxon signed rank test the average meatt of e
use of argumentative markers varied significantly (» = 0.000) fron }\‘ ' :
- 1 =t ¥

i Text A (SD = 0.65.4) 0 M = 1.5 in Text B (SD = 2 0.658). The pusi

differences shown in Figure 5 highlight the increased use of ar
markers after the activities of the second phase. VUM
Triangulation of dasa: further analysis of the texts
The free written argumentative text (Text A) reflected a generalized
tive reception and attitude (Gaskell 1999) towards GMF gw " ~ld Ifu neps
a broader public European and, especially, Greek Perce’ ; ich reprossiiil
(Marouda-Chatjoulis et al. 1998). Thirteen students (s E)lon (?I| l:lt'r
position to GMF, four students (16.6 %) kept a POSitiv:atot' St:[r,u thelr o
while seven students (29 %) were neutral on the use of GM;tLi:.L towards it
Despite the results, the qualitative analysis of the ( 1gi i
showed that the generalized rejection of GMF wasn’t su ple wore
and conscious “discursive constructions” (Lankshear arll)golz_tr(: I Y P
()3)‘. The students seemed to have difficulties expressin h?)(j 1997, ¥
self” as writers, Linguistic units expressing personal valuesg lt) le'lrf'~ -
ences, that is, elements of individual identity, were lackin > Ce le.b, ‘()r experl
ly, only three students used linguistic patterns identi fying. thong‘sll)muhng
some social group. In other words, students had a SuperﬁCigl em‘sc ves with
whole issue during the first phase owing to embedded, h ;. approach
communicating, reading and writing, R

Inatie

to th
actices ol
Most. of the. texts A were either unwarranted (33.3 %) or onc-si
(54.2 %). Either a jumble of information about GMF was. el 40“( -
ments were clichés, mechanical reproductions of stereo leenf (.)1 the argu
human health. The negotiation and critical evaluation sz};’pr:(c)iirld-c;m about

SITC 1deas were

la 1\111)" (4.2 %) (Fig. 8).

“The scientists modi i i
odified fruits and vegetables in order (o grow sooner than tl
Y . {7 mn the

ll.lllll.ll MICS € it
o llld to be more nutritious lll)(l (‘('“I illll\ l"l(‘ | lIl I [ GME |
t . abel of GME 18 a Ill.lll"ll

with four drcles inside, but, we rarcly see it on the prod ”
Odiots
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.| of personal interest and engagement in the issue was shown by
(ited use of argumentative markers of claim (50 %) and of modal-
) in text A (Fig. 6). Even the incidental use of modality markers
nod the argumentation presented, since their ‘value’ indicated either

ility or an uncertainty of the writer about the position supported

T /um//)[}/, CtC.).

| elieve that GME is, possibly, harmful to our health, since they change the cells
1 the fruits or of the animals we eat. For example, they may put cells of lemon in a

Lanana” (Mary).

Ui 6 ARGUMENTATIVE MARKERS (TEXT A VS. TEXT B)

91,7%

)

AGUMENTATIVE MARKERS OF CLAIM AGUMENTATIVE MARKERS OF MODALITY

U TEXT A . TEXT B

(1 the other hand, the activities during the second phase had a positive
impact on the writing of Text B. The final attitude to GMFE continued to be
jepative in most of the texts. Twenty-one students (87.5 %) were opposcd to
Hhe use of GME, two students (8.3 %) supported it, while one student (4.1
+) remained neutral (Fig.7). But what is most important is that the students

iscovered the linguistic “tools” which helped them a) support their position

1 1 more authoritative way and b) construct their identities through writ-

ing. T'he form of the texts was improved, achieving higher levels of argumen-

tation (Figure 8).

T @ T e —
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FIGURE 7 ATTITUDES OF STUDENTS (TEXT A VS. TEXT B)

25%

21 (87,5%)

20%
15% |
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TEXT A

TEXT B
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No unwarranted texts were produced, and the number of one-sided texis

decreased to five (20.8 %). Seven students (29.2 %) managed to produce de
cided texts through the presentation of bilateral thinking and arguing, while
eleven students (45.8 %) achieved the evaluativist form of argumentation by
weighing the pros and cons of GMF in order to adopt their final standpoiii,

. < 3 < 3 <
using ‘logos’, ‘pathos’ and ‘ethos.” We present an example of an argument

relative to the notion of safety vs. risk:

On the one hand, animal testing shows that the use of GMF made the animals
live longer. On the other hand, their use provoked dangerous side-effects as toxins
on the liver and the kidneys. I am afraid to risk my health since the researches e

ambiguous. That’s why I am against GMF and I advise all my fellow men to be s
(Z.enia)

In the final texts (B), the use of argumentative markers increased significantly

and highlighted an active commitment on the issue (Fig. 6). Twenty-two st
dents (91.7 %) used markers of claim (7 believe that.. ., according to my opin:
ton...etc.) in order to express their personal opinions. Fifteen students (624
%) used modality markers. What is important to notice is not only the in
crease in the percentage but, mainly, their strong value (should. .., shouldn’.
cte.), which revealed a greater certainty about the students’ standpoints,
Also, the use of argumentative markers in Text B was accompanied by
an increased use of linguistic units that revealed the students’ adherence o 4
certain social group (70.8 %). Mostly, the students were identified with the

3

QI

-

'?
:
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{ieuni 8 LEVEL OF ARGUMENTATIVE TEXT (TEXT A VS. TEXT B)

54,2%

w i

LINWARRANTED DECIDED EVALUATIVIST

ONE SIDED MULTIPLIST

[:I TEXT A - TEXT B

il groups of citizens and of consumers or both of them at the same time
(i Cconsumer. ..., as citizen.. ., as a consumer and citizen...). Besides that, the
ndents either connected their interests to the practices of activist organiza-
dons or set themselves apart from the interests of other social groups — such
o the industries. Also, the students proposed courses of action against GMF:

“I'he big companies are afraid only of one thing: the informed citizens who protect
their rights. If GME was as safe as they want to present i, then why do they hide the

identity of GM products and they don' write it on their packages?

Lometimes the students’ individual identity was absorbed by a collective
une, as shown by the use of the plural personal pronoun we:

“As citizens of a democracy we demand to know what we are eating,..”.

“Because, when we play dangerous games with mother nature, we are lost from
the very beginning. Her gifts are more than enough for all of us and we don’t need

anything more than the perfection of nature...”.

Morcover, in some cases representing the social identity of the consumer/citi-
son the students produced arguments in favor of organic farming, converting
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the logic of GM crops and refating the problem of GM animal feed to the
economic crisis of Greece, that is, to the social context in which they lived:

“Since in Greece we have so many fields, why don’t we cultivate crops such
as chickpeas or peas that enrich the soil and may offer so many jobs?... In our
economic situation such farming would bring development to the country and w

would have a better chance of coming through the crisis ...”.

The issue of price and its connection to the Greek economic crisis was als
part of the argumentation of the supporters of GMF:

“As a consumer, I support the use of GMF because they are rich in vitamins and

may be cheaper than natural products and, as we all know, we are going through an

>

economic crisis ... ”.

Also it’s worth mentioning that in Text B fourteen students (58.3 %) used,
least once, linguistic units which permitted the expression of their ‘auto-hi
ographical’ discursive self through the writing of examples, personal experl
ences, testimonies, sentiments etc. Such discursive constructions were totally
lacking in the first text. Their use in the post-test (B) helped the students
to extend their argumentation, to formulate effective warrants and to give
more personal style to the texts produced.

“My sister is allergic to various foods. How can I be sure that genetic modificatio

has nothing to do with it, since several researches have shown that GMF provol
allergies?”

Some students declared that their participation in the activities of the pi
gram led them to form their final opinion, to reach a higher level of sell

understanding and to gain a deeper knowledge of the socio-scientific issiis
ol GME,

\teralong period of involvement in GM products I now have an opinion
oithem: My standpoint is negative and I drew my conclusion based on the

ntormation and the sources which I saw and heard...”.

ARGUMENTATIVE LITERACY AND RHETORICAL CITIZENSHIP

 onclusions
|1, conclude, the statistical results of the research showed that logos was a pre
\ons tool that allowed students to get in touch with reality, to promote their
nowledge, to deliberate on a modern socio-scientific issue and to arrive.m
tified beliefs. The students succeeded in cultivating the Isocratean quality
| wophia or phronesis (Depew 2004, p. 171), as future deliberating ‘Citizens
il consumers. In other words, they developed their practical reasoning and
e decisions about the use of GM products through rhetorical argumen-
tion. So, the belief of Isocrates is still credible: that the unifying strength
I the language embedded in rhetorical pedagogy helps the acquisition of
ieracy as well of civic engagement in young citizens. Today, more than ever,
i n;cessary to train the politai in a socially responsible rheto%’lc, affording
yportunities for social change and for shaping the future polis through an
mergent discourse of care (Ackerman and Coogan 2010).
) [n particular, our research revealed that the educational practices of Fhe
cond phase of the intervention created a suitable context for a more acflve,
Lilovic, selfreflective and exploratory process of learning. The students’ ar-
mm.‘;nntive discourse on GMF permitted them to develop the skill of contro-
-1y and the capacity of evaluating and questioning the informat%on. pro?ric.l—
| Rhetorical argumentation contributed to the expansion of their I}ngulsuc
il metalinguistic, cognitive and metacognitive abilities. Students’ knowl-
Ay about the language and the world, the self and society was broac.ie.ned:
Apart from the students’ oral argumentative activities, the writing fa-
Jiiated articulation of their thoughts in written words in an orderly and
linciplined way. The statistical analysis confirmed that written texts at a
higher argumentative level were produced; that is, an irﬁpmvwl form of ai
nimentative literacy was achieved. Also, the departure from habitual teach

iy practices seemed to have positive implications for the construction of the
(dents individual and social identities. In the final texts, the in reased use
| sreumentative markers and of various linguistic patterns relative to the

(o hiographical and social selves of the students was a sign of active en-

ement with the issue. Their intellectual, emotional, practical and moral
volvement in the issue of GME moved them away from prior habitual at-
(des such as indifference and apathy towards everyday social phenom.ena.
It might be objected that students reiterated commonsense notions

hout « ..\H-,‘ recycling bias and stereotypes. Indeed, this may be true up toa
(ain point, However, exploration of the self and of society, especially at
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People Power” in Philippine Presidential
Rhetoric: (Re)Framing Democratic
Iarticipation in Post-authoritarian Regimes

GENE SEGARRA NAVERA

Introduction N
‘il to the development of democracy is the kind and level of civic en-
ment citizens perform in society (Diamond 2008, pp. 359-6.2; Dj-};l
0, pp. 185-188). Needless to say, various societal contexts necessitate '1 -
‘ient forms and levels of citizen participation. In more mature democra?les,
\zen participation comes in the form of political debatfts and.discufzsmlllls
it creatively draw upon various methods and technologies ‘avzlulable 11 the
' century (Dahl, p. 188; Diamond, pp. 361-62). For soc1'etle's that. ;Ve
e through years of authoritarianism and have, at some point 1n- their his-
1y, chosen to reject autocratic leadership in favor of a democ'ratlc govern-
\i1(, mass mobilizations and protests become the most manifest p.olm'cal
pression. Such political expression was apparent in the dcm‘oc.r:nr/,:mnn
wovements in Eastern Europe in the 1990s and in the Arab Spring a the
i of the second decade of the 21% century. | r
‘I'he Philippines, which transitioned from a long-standing, ‘I.u tatoria
{me to democratization in the latter half of the 1980s, shares Wl.lll other
\ ictics-in-democratic transition the penchant for mass mobilizations ;m.d
‘otests in order to break free from the grip of dictatorship or quell autocratic
Bndencies. In fact, protests were waged even during the dictatorial r.cgun; Ef
Ierdinand Marcos despite his leadership’s notorious ‘use of state terrorism. The
siotests culminated in what is now known as the ‘peop?e. powef revolutlor}
four-day mass protest of hundreds of thousands of Filipinos along a strip
| |m{||\\x|\" called Epifanio delos Santos Avenue (EDSA). The peaceful con(;
“rpence of Filipinos-in-protest overthrew Marcos from his 20-year rule. an
dutilled Corazon Aquino, wife of a slain opposition leader and the emergent

ler of the anti-Marcos struggle, into power.
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