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INTRODUCTION

Abstract
Shakespearean writings are repellent with persuasive, argumentative, and logical

techniques. The current study undergoes conceptual analysis as well as a
methodological framework for interpretation by examining the complex
mechanisms of textual, contextual, and rhetorical argumentation in
Shakespearean works. Shakespeare's plays, which are famous for their intricate
language and wealth of intertextual connections, provide a rich environment for
examining how argumentation is intermingled into speeches and dialogues as well
as into more subtly constructed narratives and cultural references. From a
conceptual standpoint, the study outlines the complex nature of argumentation in
which characters participate in convincing conversations that are representative
of Elizabethan and Jacobean literary sociopolitical viewpoints. In terms of
methodology, the study suggests a hybrid analytical framework that combines close
text reading, historical contextualization, argumentation, and rhetorical analysis
to show how Shakespeare constructs arguments to sway audiences in the past and
present. Toulmin’s theory of argumentation has been applied on selected texts of
Shakespearean plays. Shakespeare's capacity to captivate readers and viewers
across time and cultural barriers is shown by the research's mapping of these
reasoning techniques, underscoring the rhetorical artistry's timeless significance.

Shakespeare is astounded literary figure due to the
rhetorical and argumentative techniques used in his
poetical and drama writings. The argumentative
technique is used to build an expressive rhetoric in
order to convey the themes and ideas for the general
and target audience. The arguments are built upon

appealing hook, convincible claims, rigorous
supporting  details, and effective evidence.
Shakespeare is well versified in wusing the

argumentation process in his writings. In addition,

these arguments are over elaborated by sumptuous
rhetorical techniques, contextual clues, and amazing
figures of speech. This study has highlighted and
interpreted the argumentation benchmarks discussed
in Shakespearean writings.

1.2 Parts of the Argument

A valid argument has significant and crucial parts.
The major parts of a valid argument are stated as
under:
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Figure 1. Parts of Arguments

Claim occupies the central and most significant
component of any argument. Claim is the standpoint
of any argument based upon experiential knowledge,
observational phenomenon, or expert opinion. The
difference between claim and hypothetical statement
is manifested by the subsequent arguments given in
support of the veracity in term of claim, and in
concurrent to validity of the hypothetical statements.
Claim is normally the outcome of the evaluative
judgment. Data is the evidential support on which
claim is formed and justified. The information or
knowledge upon what the claim has been postulated
is considered as data. The data can be empirical,
statistical, inferential, referential, covert, overt, or
logical. Claim is made on the nature, scope, legitimacy
and genuineness of the data. Warrant is the third
element of argumentation. Providing supporting
evidence to prove the claim through data is called
warrant. It is more relatively a significant process in
any  procedural enquiry. Besides  warrant,
argumentation substantiate the sound Backing.
Backing is a significant component of the
argumentation process. The information or assertion
strengthening the warrant and the data to substantiate

and corroborate the claim is known as the backing.
Qualifier is the standpoint of showing the other side
of the coin that can be done by acknowledging
limitations or exceptions in any occurrence. It is also
the exposition and discussion upon reflecting the
counter argument of and given claim. Conversely
stated, Rebuttal is the further process of addressing
the counter-claim and consequently refute it by giving
logical evidence. The refutation of the claim is
normally undergone with valid and substantial
information or logical interposition. Last but not the
least important element of argument is conclusion.
The last part of the argument is the reiteration of the
claim by repeating the stance with alternative
narrative. Concluding remarks are given to verify the
standpoint proved in consistent process of validation
of the claim through supporting arguments and
refutation of the counterclaims.

1.2 Process of argumentation

Writers should adopt different strategies in order to
invoke argumentation in their debate. The process of
argumentation involves several steps:
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Figure 2: Process of argumentation

1. Identify and clearly state the claim or position
you want to argue for.

2. Gather evidence, data, and information to
support your claim.

3. Structure your argument in a logical and
coherent manner.

4. Develop a clear and concise thesis statement
that summarizes your claim and main arguments.

5. Present your evidence and data to support
your claim.

6. Analyze and explain your evidence, making
connections to your claim.

1. Anticipate
counterarguments.

and address potential
8. Counter opposing arguments with evidence
and reasoning.

9. Summarize your main points and reiterate
your claim.

10. Refine and strengthen your argument based
on feedback and new information.

Additionally, good literary or non-literary text should
identify the assumptions and alternative logical stance
related to any claim formulated in argumentation
process. Writers should recognize underlying
assumptions and values, and critically evaluate the
credibility and reliability of evidence. Furthermore,
they should consider

multiple perspectives to

acknowledge and address diverse viewpoints by using
Logical reasoning while employing sound reasoning
and logical connections. It is also noteworthy to adopt
ethical while establishing any
persuasion and tailor the arguments according to
audience's values and beliefs.

consideration

2. Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical Foundations of Argumentation

2.1 Argument Theory

Touline (2003) proposed the theory and named it as
argument theory, which explores how arguments are
structured One
framework is Toulmin’s model of argumentation,
which breaks down arguments into six components:
claim, data (or evidence), warrant, backing, qualifier,
and rebuttal (Toulmin, 2003). This model emphasizes
the importance of evidence and reasoning in
constructing a solid argument.

and evaluated. foundational

2.1.1 Components of Argument theory

2.1.1.1 Claim: The statement or conclusion that the
arguer is trying to establish. It represents the position
or assertion that the argument seeks to prove. Example:
“Smoking should be banned in all public places.”
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2.1.1.2 Data (or Evidence): The information or
evidence that supports the claim. This provides the
basis for the argument. Example: “Studies show that
secondhand smoke is harmful to health.”

2.1.1.3 Warrant: The logical connection between the
data and the claim. It explains why the data supports
the claim. Example: “If something is harmful to health,
it should be restricted to protect public health.”

2.1.1.4 Backing: Additional support for the warrant,
often in the form of underlying assumptions or
principles. This helps to validate the warrant itself.
Example: “Public health policies are designed to
protect citizens from harm.”

2.1.1.5 Qualifier: The degree of certainty attached to
the claim, indicating how strongly the arguer believes
the claim is true. Example: “Smoking should probably
be banned in all public places.”

2.1.1.6 Rebuttal: Acknowledgment of
counterarguments or exceptions to the claim. It
addresses potential objections to the claim. Example:
[ . . . .

Some argue that banning smoking infringes on
personal freedom.”

2.1.2 Application of Toulmin’s model

Toulmin’s model is used to break down complex
arguments into manageable parts, making it easier to
evaluate the strength of the argument and identify any
weaknesses.

Argument Theory: Developed by Stephen Toulmin, this model provides a
practical framework for analyzing and constructing arguments. It is
especially useful for examining the structure of arguments in everyday

Formal Logic: Formal logic provides a systematic approach to evaluating
arguments based on structure and validity. It focuses on deductive
reasoning where arguments are assessed for logical validity.

Informal Logic: Informal logic deals with arguments in natural language
and focuses on evaluating the reasoning in everyday discussions and texts.
It examines the plausibility and relevance of arguments outside formal

Critical Thinking and Argumentation: Critical thinking involves
analyzing and evaluating arguments to improve reasoning and decision-
making. It focuses on identifying logical fallacies, biases, and weaknesses

Figure 3. Application of argumentation models

Argumentation
Theories
discourse.
systems.
in arguments.
2.2 Formal Logic

Formal logic provides a rigorous framework for
understanding argument structures. Classical logic
focuses on deductive reasoning, where arguments are
evaluated based on validity and soundness (Copi,
Cohen, & McMahon, 2011). For example, a syllogism
consists of a major premise, a minor premise, and a
conclusion, and its validity is assessed through formal
rules of inference. Formal logic is wused in
mathematical proofs, computer science, and

philosophy to ensure rigorous reasoning and avoid
logical fallacies. Formal logic consists of deductive
reasoning, validity, and soundness of arguments.

2.2.1 Deductive Reasoning

This form of reasoning involves deriving a conclusion
from a set of premises. If the premises are true, the
conclusion must also be true. For example
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Premise 1: All humans are mortal.

Premise 2: Socrates is a human.

Conclusion: Socrates is mortal

2.2.2  Validity
An argument is valid if the conclusion logically follows
from the premises. Validity does not guarantee the

truth of the premises or the conclusion, just the logical
relationship between them. For example:

Premise 1: If it is raining, the ground will be wet.

Premise 2: It is raining.

Conclusion: The ground is wet.

2.2.3 Soundness

An argument is sound if it is both valid and its
premises are true. For example, the above argument is
sound if it is indeed raining and the premise about the
ground being wet is true.

2.3 Informal Logic

Informal logic, in contrast, deals with everyday
reasoning and fallacies. Walton’s work on
argumentation schemes and fallacies provides a
comprehensive guide to evaluating arguments in
natural language contexts (Walton, 2013). Informal

logic is used to analyze and evaluate arguments in
everyday language, helping to identify weaknesses and
strengthen reasoning. This includes examining the
plausibility of premises and the coherence of the
argument.

2.3.1 Argumentation Schemes

Patterns of reasoning used in everyday arguments,
such as appeals to authority, analogy, or causation.
Walton’s work on argumentation schemes helps in
identifying and assessing these patterns. For example

Scheme: Appeal to Authority

Argument: “Dr. Jamil says this medication is effective, so it must be effective.”

2.3.2 Fallacies
Common errors in reasoning that undermine the
validity of an argument. Examples include ad

hominem attacks, straw man arguments, and false
dilemmas. For example:

Fallacy: Ad Hominem

Argument: “You can’t trust his argument about climate change because he’s not a scientist.”

2.4. Critical Thinking and Argumentation

Critical thinking is essential in academic writing,
debate, and decision-making processes across various
disciplines. It contains critical analysis and reflection
components. Critical Analysis is the examination of
arguments for their structure, coherence, and validity.
This includes assessing the strength of evidence and
the relevance of reasons. For example, Evaluating
whether an argument is well-supported by relevant
and sufficient evidence. Secondly, reflection indicates
reflecting on one’s own reasoning processes and
assumptions to improve the quality of arguments and
decision-making. For example, reassessing one’s
position after encountering strong counterarguments.

2.5 Application of Argumentation in English
literature

Critical investigation of the previous studies affirm
that writers used argumentative approach in their
writings beyond time, theme, or space. In Austen’s
novels, characters often engage in arguments that
reflect societal norms and class structures. Critics
analyze how Austen uses dialogue and narrative to
review social conventions and advocate for change. In
Pride and Prejudice, Elizabeth Bennet’s arguments with
Mr. Darcy about social class and marriage highlight
Austen’s critique of the rigid class system and gender
roles. Critics examine how Elizabeth’s arguments
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challenge traditional views and advocate for
individual merit and personal integrity (Kirkham,
1997). Austen’s novels frequently use satire to present
arguments about social issues. Critics highlight how
Austen’s satirical approach employs irony and
exaggerated arguments to critique social norms and
behaviors (Brownstein, 1990).

Modernist literature often explores argumentation in
terms of fragmented narratives and multiple
perspectives. Critics have analyzed how modernist
authors use fragmented arguments to reflect the
complexities of reality and the subjective nature of
truth. In James Joyce’s Ulysses, the novel’s stream-of-
consciousness technique presents a multifaceted
argument about human experience and identity.
Critics explore how the fragmented narrative
challenges  traditional notions of coherent
argumentation and reflects modernist concerns with
perception and reality (Gordon, 2004). Virginia
Woolf’s To the Lighthouse uses shifting perspectives
and internal monologues to present different
arguments about time, memory, and identity. Critics
have discussed how these techniques reveal the
subjective nature of truth and challenge conventional
narrative forms (Woolf, 2005).

Postmodern literature often deconstructs traditional
argumentative  structures, emphasizing paradox,
playfulness, and meta-narratives. Critics examine how
postmodern works challenge the idea of objective
truth and conventional argumentation. Thomas
Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow is analyzed for its
complex and incoherent argumentative structure that
reflects postmodern skepticism about grand narratives
and objective reality (Pynchon, 1973). In The French
Lieutenant’s Woman by John Fowles, the narrative
employs a meta-argumentative approach by
commenting on its own storytelling process and
engaging with different possible endings. Critics
explore how this technique disrupts traditional
narrative authority and engages the reader in a more
active argumentative role (Fowles, 1969).

3. Conceptual Framework
The current study was qualitative in substance,
conceptual in argumentation, and methodological in

analysis. Toulmin’s theory of argumentation was
applied to discuss Shakespearean content analytically
and logically. The methodological framework
addressed different parts of argumentation with
perspective  to  Shakespearean  writings. The
subsequent categories of the methodological
framework are stated here. The claim is the central
assertion of an argument. It is what the arguer is trying
to prove. The clarity and specificity of the claim are
crucial for effective argumentation (Green &
Roulston, 2006). Secondly, Evidence supports the
claim and can include data, statistics, or examples.
The strength and relevance of the evidence are
essential for the persuasiveness of the argument.
Research on evidential support highlights the need for
credibility and reliability in sources (Nielsen, 2010).
At third stage, warrant is used as logical stance. The
warrant connects the evidence to the claim, providing
the underlying reasoning. This component is critical
for justifying why the evidence supports the claim.
Research on warrants often focuses on the logical and
rhetorical aspects of how connections are made
(Toulmin, 2003). After warrant, Backing provides
additional support for the warrant, often in the form
of underlying assumptions or principles. This aspect
of argumentation is crucial for addressing
counterarguments and strengthening the overall
argument (Kuhn, 1991). Fifthly, The qualifier
indicates the strength of the claim, expressing how
certain the arguer is about the assertion. This
component helps in conveying the degree of
confidence and addressing potential limitations
(Walton, 2013). Last but not the least, the rebuttal
addresses potential counterarguments or exceptions
to the claim. This part of the argument is essential for
demonstrating the robustness of the argument against

opposing views (Kline & Duffy, 1995).

3.1 Procedures in Argumentation

Effective argumentation requires a clear structure.
The process involves outlining the claim, organizing
evidence, and ensuring logical flow. Techniques for
structuring arguments include the use of outlines,
formal diagrams, and iterative revision (Fisher, 2004).
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Figure 4. Procedure of argumentation

Secondly, Evaluation involves assessing the validity,
soundness, and strength of arguments. Techniques
include formal methods of logical analysis and
informal assessments of relevance and credibility
(Smith, 2009). Thirdly, Refutation involves
addressing and countering objections to the original
argument. Effective refutation requires a deep
understanding of the opposing arguments and
strategic responses (Hitchcock, 2004).

4. Data Analysis

4.1 Argumentation in Shakespeare’s Plays

4.1.1 Use of Rhetoric

Shakespeare’s plays are rich in rhetorical devices and
argumentative strategies. Critics have analyzed how
Shakespeare employs rhetoric to enhance character
development and thematic depth. For example,
Character Persuasion is used frequently in
Shakespearean writings. In Julius Caesar, Marc
Antony’s funeral oration demonstrates masterful use
of rhetoric to sway public opinion against the
conspirators. Critics highlight Antony's use of pathos,
ethos, and logos to undermine Brutus’s arguments
and incite the crowd (Muir, 2000). Shakespeare
utilized Argument and Conflict frequently in his
plays through different characters. In Othello, the
argument between lago and Othello reflects broader
themes of jealousy and trust. Critics explore how
lago's manipulative arguments are designed to exploit
Othello’s insecurities, highlighting the destructive
power of deceit (Cuddon, 2013).

4.1.2 Use of Argumentation strategies

Shakespeare’s use of soliloquies and dialogues often
involves complex argumentation structures. For
instance, Hamlet’s soliloquies reveal his internal
debates and philosophical arguments about existence
and action, providing insight into his character's
dilemmas and motivations (Shapiro, 2005).
Shakespeare's plays are rich in argumentation. In play
Romeo and Juliet, Romeo argues with Friar Lawrence
about the wisdom of marrying Juliet in secret (Act 2,
Scene 3). In Hamlet, Hamlet is famous "To be or not
to be" soliloquy is an argument with himself about the
value of life and death (Act 3, Scene 1). Similarly, in
his play Othello, Iago's manipulation of Othello is a
master class in argumentation, using flawed reasoning
and emotional appeals to deceive Othello (Act 3,
Scene 3). As far as the play, A Midsummer Night's
Dream is concerned, Helena argues with Demetrius
about the nature of love and loyalty (Act 1, Scene 1).
In play, The Merchant of Venice: Portia's argument
with Shylock about the nature of justice and mercy is
a powerful example of effective argumentation (Act 4,
Scene 1). Furthermore, in Julius Caesar, Mark
Antony's funeral oration is a skilled argument to
persuade the crowd to support Caesar's legacy (Act 3,
Scene 2). Kate's argument with Petruchio, in
Shakespeare’s The Taming of the Shrew, about the
role of women in society is a classic example of a
debate (Act 3, Scene 2).

The textual evidence discussed above exhibits various
argumentation techniques like Emotional appeals,
Logical reasoning, Rhetorical devices,
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Counterarguments, and Fallacies. Shakespeare's
works demonstrate the power of effective

argumentation in persuasion, manipulation, and self-
discovery.

a Claim A character makes a statement or takes a position on an
issue
Characters present evidence, facts, or experiences to
% | M Data : :
= support their claim.
= - - -
= _ Warrant Characters provide underlying assumptions, values, or
= principles
= q Characters offer additional evidence, explanations, or
o H Backing .
= reasoning
<%}
= : — -
2 | Qualifier Characters acknowledge limitations, exceptions, or
v/ counterarguments
<
= -
” | Rebuttal Characters address counterarguments and opposing
Views.
Characters counter opposing arguments with evidence
and reasoning
: Characters summarize their main points and reiterate
— Conclusion [— . :
their claim

Figure 5. Argumentation process in Shakespearean plays

4.2 Use of Persuasive language

By examining the argumentative process in
Shakespeare's plays, we can gain insights into effective
persuasion, critical thinking, and communication.
Shakespeare's plays often feature rhetorical devices,
emotional appeals, fallacies, counterfactual details,
and dialectical reasoning. Rhetorical devices are the
characters use literary devices like metaphor, allusion,
and irony to persuade. Emotional appeals are
considered when the characters appealing to emotions
like passion, sympathy, or fear. Fallacies occurred
when characters use flawed reasoning, like ad
hominem attacks or straw man arguments.
Counterfactuals are discussed by Shakespeare when
characters  explore  alternative  scenarios  or
hypothetical ~situations. Lastly, in Dialectical
reasoning, characters engage in dialogue, testing and
refining their arguments. Shakespeare's plays
demonstrate the argumentative process in various
contexts, such as Debates i.e. Formal arguments
between characters, like Kate and Petruchio in The
Taming of the Shrew; Soliloquies i.e. Characters'
inner arguments, like Hamlet's "To be or not to be"

soliloquy; and Dialogues i.e. Conversations between
characters, like Romeo and Friar Lawrence's
discussion about marriage.

4.3 Technical rhetoric in Shakespearean plays

The analyzed textual data indicate that Shakespearean
characters frequently use technical and logical
rhetoric. Here are some examples of technical
rhetorical devices in Shakespearean plays.

4.3.1 Ethos, Pathos, Logos: Shakespeare's characters
often employ these three modes of persuasion,
appealing to the audience's ethics (ethos), emotions
(pathos), and logic (logos). In Julius Caesar, Mark
Antony's funeral oration, where he appeals to the
crowd's emotions (pathos) and sense of patriotism
(ethos) to turn them against Brutus.

4.3.2 Figurative language: Shakespeare frequently
uses metaphors, similes, allusions, and other literary
devices to create vivid imagery, evoke emotions, and
convey complex ideas. In Romeo and Juliet, Romeo's
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comparison of Juliet to the sun (Act 2, Scene 2), using
metaphor to convey his love and admiration.

4.3.3. Syllogisms and logical reasoning: Characters in
Shakespeare's plays often employ logical reasoning,
using syllogisms to build arguments and persuade
others. In Hamlet, Hamlet's argument with Claudius
in Act 3, Scene 3, where he uses logical reasoning to
expose Claudius's guilt.

4.3.4 Rhetorical questions: Shakespeare's characters
frequently ask rhetorical questions to engage the
audience, encourage reflection, or emphasize a point.
In Macbeth, Macbeth's "Will all great Neptune's ocean
wash this blood clean from my hand?" (Act 2, Scene
2), questioning his own guilt and fate.

4.3.5. Trony and sarcasm: Shakespeare uses irony and
sarcasm to challenge  assumptions, subvert
expectations, and create complex arguments. In A
Midsummer Night's Dream, Puck's sarcastic remarks
to Oberon, "What fools these mortals be!" (Act 2,
Scene 2), highlighting the absurdity of human
behavior.

4.3.6. Enthymemes: Characters in Shakespeare's
plays often use enthymemes, or incomplete syllogisms,
to persuade others and create a sense of urgency. For
instance, in play Othello, Iago's incomplete syllogism,
"Beware, my lord, of jealousy; / It is the green-eyed
monster which doth mock / The meat it feeds on"

4.4 Figurative language and Argumentation
Table 1. Figurative devices in Shakespearean texts

(Act 3, Scene 3), creating a sense of urgency and
suspicion.

4.3.7. Aporia: Shakespeare's characters may express
doubt or uncertainty (aporia) to encourage critical
thinking and engagement from the audience. For
example in Hamlet play, Hamlet's famous "To be or
not to be" soliloquy (Act 3, Scene 1), expressing doubt
and uncertainty about the nature of existence.

4.3.8. Kairos: Shakespeare's characters often consider
the opportune moment (kairos) to present their
arguments, taking into account the context and
audience, e.g. in Julius Caesar, Brutus's decision to kill
Caesar at the Senate, choosing the opportune
moment to strike.

4.3.9. Anamnesis: Shakespeare's plays sometimes
employ anamnesis, or the recollection of past events,
to build arguments and create a sense of shared
history. In Richard III, Richard's reference to the
Wars of the Roses, recalling past events to justify his
claim to the throne.

4.3.10. Reductio ad absurdum: Characters in
Shakespeare's plays may use reductio ad absurdum,
reducing an argument to its absurd consequences, to
challenge opposing views. For example, in Twelfth
Night, Viola's argument with Malvolio, reducing his
argument to absurdity by pointing out the
contradictions in his own reasoning.

No  Literary Technique Play Lines Textual Evidence
Metaphor As You Like It Act 2, Scene 7 All the world's a stage.
Act 3, Scene 2
Macbeth
Life is a journey.
Allusion King Lear Act 1,Scene 4 How sharper than a serpent's tooth it is to
have a thankless child!
Hyperbole King Lear Act 3, Scene 2 I am more sinned against than sinning
Act 2, Scene 2
I have a heart as big as a lion
Henry V
Personification Hamlet Act 3, Scene 1 Death, where is thy sting

Act 4,
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Scene 1

Time is a thief

5 Oxymoron Romeo and Juliet Act 2, Scene 6 jumbo shrimp
Act 2, Scene 2
parting is such sweet sorrow
6 Euphemism Macbeth Act2, Scene 3 went to his eternal rest
7 Amplification Julius Ceaser Act 3,Scene 2 Friends, Romans, countrymen, lend me
your ears
8 Anaphora Othello Act4,Scene 1 We know what we are, but know not what
we may be
9 Epistrophe Hamlet Act 1, To thine own self be true, to thine own self
Scene 3 be true
10 Chiasmus Macbeth Act 1,Scene 1 Friends, Romans, countrymen, lend me
A Midsummer Act5,Scene l vyour ears
Night's Dream Many a true word is spoken in jest
11 Soliloquy Hamlet Act 3,Scene 1 To be, or not to be, that is the question
12 Aside Macbeth Act 1,Scene 3 This supernatural soliciting / Cannot be ill,
cannot be good
13 Irony Romeo and Juliet Act 5, Scene 3 Here's to my love!" Juliet is actually alive,
leading to the tragic misunderstanding
14 Personification Julius Caesar Act 1, Scene 2 The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, /

But in ourselves, that we are underlings

15 Antithesis Macbeth

Act 1, Scene 1 Fair is foul, and foul is fair

5. Conclusion

This study underscores that Shakespearean
argumentation operates on multiple, interwoven
levels, textual, contextual, and rhetorical, each
contributing to the profound depth and persuasive
force of his writings. Textually, Shakespeare
manipulates language with precision, constructing
dialogues that are rich in logical, ethical, and
emotional appeals. Contextually, his works mirror
and interrogate the socio-political and philosophical
currents of his time, embedding arguments within
historically charged settings. Rhetorically,
Shakespeare's mastery of persuasive strategies not only
animates his characters but also invites active
engagement from his audience, both then and now.
Methodologically, the study demonstrates that an
integrated approach i.e. melding rhetorical theory,
historical analysis, and close reading, which provides
a robust framework for unpacking the layers of
meaning in Shakespeare’s work. Ultimately, this
research reaffirms Shakespeare’s status as a
consummate rhetorician, whose ability to construct

compelling arguments continues to resonate across
different epochs and interpretative traditions.
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