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Preface

The Tenth Conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation
(ISSA), held at Leiden University, the Netherlands, from 4-7 July 2023, drew together
around 250 argumentation scholars from a wide variety of disciplines, including Al,
(speech) communication, critical discourse analysis, education, informal logic, law,
linguistics, media studies, philosophy, political science, pragmatics, religious studies,
rhetoric, and more. The Proceedings of the conference reflect the richness and evolution
of our discipline.

The keynote speakers of the Tenth ISSA edition were Isabela Fairclough, Robert
Rowland and Christopher Tindale. Their papers can be found in these Proceedings,
together with the regular papers of 91 other conference participants who submitted their
contributions. The Proceedings start with the keynote papers, and are followed by the
regular papers, arranged in alphabetical order. It should be noted that the contents of
the papers remain the responsibility of the respective authors. Authors are free to submit
their contribution elsewhere.

We are very grateful for the financial and/or material support that we received for
organizing this conference from the Leiden University Centre for Linguistics (LUCL),
John Benjamins Publishers, the Sciential International Centre for Scholarship in
Argumentation Theory (Sic Sat), and Springer Academic Publishers, and from
everyone else who supported us, in particular Margot Starkenburg as LUCL’s
conference manager, and our student assistants Koen Cornelissen and Mila van
Nieuwenhuizen for helping out with these Proceedings. We would also like to thank
Frans van Eemeren and Ton van Haaften for their invaluable contributions as members
of the conference’s Planning Committee.

1 September 2024

The editors: Ronny Boogaart, Bart Garssen, Henrike Jansen, Maarten van Leeuwen,
Roosmaryn Pilgram and Alex Reuneker
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On Alcide de Gasperi’s Argumentative Defence of Trieste at the
1946 Paris Peace Conference

EMANUELE BRAMBILLA

Department of Legal, Language, Interpreting and Translation Studies (IUSLIT)
University of Trieste

Italy

emanuele.brambilla@units.it

ABSTRACT: This paper examines the speech that Alcide De Gasperi delivered at the 1946 Paris Peace
Conference, focusing on the portion in which he dealt with “the problem of Trieste”. The analysis reveals
that arguments from authority, pragmatic arguments and numerical arguments were selected to discredit the
peace treaty provisions objectively. However, metaphors also stand out, suggesting that De Gasperi strategically
merged elements of detached and engaged argumentative styles to foster the amendment of the treaty.

KEYWORDS: argumentative style, De Gasperi, metaphors, numerical arguments, Trieste

1. INTRODUCTION

Located in the far northeastern corner of Italy, on the border with Eastern Europe, on a
narrow strip of territory lying between the Adriatic Sea and Slovenia, the city of Trieste was
often a bone contention between nations and powers. Notably, its port was the main outlet
to the sea for the Austro-Hungarian Empire (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 40), giving the city a
significant strategic and commercial importance.

The “problematic” nature of Trieste revealed itself at the end of the two World Wars
in particular. At the conclusion of the second, in early May 1945, the Allied forces led by
the 2" New Zealand Division and the Yugoslav Partisans both occupied Trieste and defeated
the Nazis; this episode is known as “the race for Trieste” (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 216).

Events assumed a frenzied pace. The surviving Germans surrendered to the Allies. Despite the National
Liberation Committee’s desperate attempts to deliver the city to the New Zealand General Bernard
Freyberg, the Yugoslavs were the ones who took ownership of the symbols of power, namely the
prefecture and city hall, where they took down the Italian flag and raised the Yugoslav flag. The officers
from New Zealand were escorted to the Hotel de la Ville as “guests.” The forty days of Yugoslav
occupation of the city thus began—the event that marks the origin of the issue of Trieste. (Cattaruzza,
2017, p. 216)

The “issue” or “problem” of Trieste, thus, marked the first diplomatic crisis of post-
war Europe. While waiting for the decisions of the 1946 Paris Peace Conference, the region
named Venezia Giulia and comprising Italian, Slovenian and Croatian territories was divided
into two areas: the A zone controlled by the Allies and the B zone controlled by the
Yugoslavs.
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Despite Italy’s co-belligerence with the Allies after the Armistice of Cassibile in
1943 (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 180), the country was “considered an ally of Germany”
(Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 225) and “treated as a defeated state” (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 289) at the
1946 Peace Conference, where “representatives of twenty-one Allied nations met with
representatives of Germany’s former allies — Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, Finland, and Italy
— over a period of ten weeks” (Blumenthal, 2021, p. 22).

At the Paris Peace Conference of 1946, both the Italian and Yugoslav delegations presented several
arguments in favor of their territorial demands. As a defeated nation, Italy gave up the principle of
“strategic” border, falling back onto the idea of “ethnic” border, similar to the one proposed by the
American President Woodrow Wilson at the end of World War I. (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 2)

The option of an “ethnic border” was the most realistic, as “this line was also the
most equitable from a national point of view” (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 225).

Nonetheless, the ethnic criterion was also crucial for Yugoslavia. As a victor state, it could assert a
broad interpretation of that principle, by pushing its application as far as the extreme limits of the
western Slovenian settlements. (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 3)

As a result, the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty “forced Italy to give up almost all the
territories on the Adriatic Sea that had been conquered in World War I’ (Cattaruzza, 2017,
p- 3). As Figure 2 shows, “the Italian border was set at Duino, whereas the area of Trieste
and a strip of the Italian northern coast were supposed to form the Free Territory of Trieste”
(Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 289), “ruled by a governor appointed by the United Nations Security
Council” (Cattaruzza, 2017, p.226).
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Figure 2. Paris Peace Treaty, 1947, drawn from Cattaruzza (2017, p. 230)

Before the actual signing of the treaty, at the 1946 Paris Peace Conference Alcide De
Gasperi had delivered a speech before the representatives of the victorious Allied powers to
explain his country’s views on this decision and, in general, on “the peace treaty’s harsh
terms” (White, 2020, p.129). It was 10™ August 1946. Within his address, the Prime Minister
of the Italian Republic devoted considerable time and effort to arguing about the territorial
clauses and “the problem of Trieste”.

On August 10, 1946, in his speech to the Paris Peace Conference, De Gasperi expressed his bitterness
over the fact that the French line no longer set the border between Italy and Yugoslavia, but rather
between Yugoslavia and the Free Territory. He declared that the new border damaged the integrity of
the nation, and foresaw a future when the TLT [Free Territory of Trieste] might become the theater of
grave international conflicts that would engulf the neighboring states. (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 228)

De Gasperi had already spoken in favour of Italy and Trieste in his meetings with the
Council of Foreign Ministers, which had been created at the 1945 Potsdam Conference and
was charged to prepare the draft peace treaties (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 224).

De Gasperi had travelled to Paris in May to plead the cause of Trieste again. There seemed to be
grounds for some hope, but in early June came news of plans to create the Free Territory of Trieste and
to cede the whole of Istria, including the city of Pola, to Yugoslavia. (Canavero, 2019, p. 102)

One of the founding fathers of the Italian Republic (White, 2020, p. 2) and the
European Union (Canavero, 2019, p. 19), De Gasperi was famous for his “pragmatic and
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down-to-earth oratory” (Canavero, 2019, p. 61), as he was resolved “to convince rather than
entrance, to persuade rather than receive applause” (White, 2020, p. 28). This is what he also
tried to do at the 1946 Paris Peace Conference. Figure 3 shows the multiple argumentation
structure (van Eemeren & Snoeck Henkemans 2017, p. 58) that underpinned De Gasperi’s
defence of his standpoint in favour of the amendment of the peace treaty. This structure has
been reconstructed thanks to a previous study of De Gasperi’s address that is described in
Brambilla (2023).

(D
(The Peace Treaty should be amended.)

A

1.1
The Peace Treaty is extremely harsh to Italy.

A

1.1.1 1.1.2 1.1.3 1.1.4
Co-belligerence The territorial Some economic The military
has not been clauses are clauses are clauses are
acknowledged harsh. harsh. harsh.
in the Peace
Treaty.

&

(1.1.1°/1.1.2°/1.1.3°/1.1.4°)
(Cooperation and equality
are supposed to underlie
the Peace Treaty).

Figure 3. Multiple argumentation in De Gasperi’s 1946 speech to the Paris Peace Conference

As Figure 3 illustrates, De Gasperi implicitly defended one main standpoint
throughout his address (1. “The Peace Treaty should be amended”), and he did so by
advancing multiple arguments. Argument 1.1 (“because the Peace Treaty is extremely harsh
to Italy””) was used to defend standpoint 1, while the claim that the treaty was extremely
harsh to Italy was further defended and explained by means of four additional arguments.
Thus, the severity of the treaty was motivated by saying that the fact that Italy had fought
with the Allies since 1943 had not been acknowledged in the treaty (1.1.1), the territorial
clauses were harsh (1.1.2), some economic clauses were harsh (1.1.3) and the military
clauses were harsh.
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The analysis of De Gasperi’s speech was initiated in 2022, and the results have been
and will be outlined in a series of publications. Brambilla (2023) focused exclusively on the
examination of the verbalisation of argument 1.1.1, concerning the defence of Italy’s
antifascist identity. The present paper, instead, presents the findings of the analysis of
another portion of De Gasperi’s memorable piece of political rhetoric, namely that
corresponding to the verbalisation of his second argument (1.1.2), the one concerning “the
problem of Trieste”.

2. METHODOLOGY

The portion of De Gasperi’s speech concerning the territorial clauses makes up 1476 words.
As specified in Brambilla (2023), in Paris De Gasperi uttered approximately 3500 words,
1500 of which have already been analysed (Brambilla, 2023). In this respect, the present
paper will virtually complete the examination of argumentation in the speech in question;
notably, arguments 1.1.3 and 1.1.4 “occupied” a relatively small portion of the address,
probably because of De Gasperi’s topical choices, who selected the themes related to
arguments 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 as most significant to lead the audience to consider amending the
draft peace treaty.

Drawing on Pragma-dialectics, the investigation will focus on the description of how
De Gasperi argued in favour of a solution to “the problem of Trieste”, that’s to say how he
illustrated the socio-political implications of the decisions made by the Allies to render the
city a “free territory” under UN administration and to force Italy to cede Istria and part of
Venezia Giulia to Yugoslavia.

At the Paris Peace Conference, “Italy was subjected to decisions taken by others [...]
shaped by power relations at the international level, and it was condemned to what has been
defined ‘the politics of impotence’” (Cattaruzza, 2017, p. 4); hence, De Gasperi’s speech can
be considered an instance of “a mixed difference of opinion, where two parties have
advanced contradictory standpoints [and] each party has an obligation to defend his own
standpoint” (van Eemeren, 2010, p. 218).

In describing the argumentative features of the speech, the analysis will be centred
on the notion of strategic manoeuvring (van Eemeren, 2010, p. 93), to try and investigate
how the speaker simultaneously pursued rhetorical effectiveness and dialectical
reasonableness in order to convince the audience that the peace treaty had to be amended
(partly) because the territorial clauses were too harsh. Emphasis will also be laid on the
pragma-dialectical notion of argumentative style (van Eemeren, 2021), which will favour
the description of De Gasperi’s speech, characterised by elements of detached (van Eemeren,
2021, pp. 19-20) and engaged (van Eemeren, 2021, p. 21) argumentative styles alike.

As Alcide De Gasperi delivered his address in Italian, selected excerpts of the
speech will be displayed in their original form, but they will be regularly accompanied by a
translation into English. An official translation of the speech was published by The New York
Times (NYT) on 11™ August 1946, the day after De Gasperi delivered his address; this
translation was retrieved through the Library System of the University of Trieste, which
provides free access to the archives of the newspaper in question.
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The aim of the present paper is not to assess the quality of the translation of the
speech from Italian into English but rather to examine argumentation in favour of a solution
to “the problem of Trieste”. Yet, in the excerpts shown, disputable translation choices will
stick out; therefore, reference will occasionally be made to the notion of argumentative
equivalence (Brambilla, 2020), which will foster the description of how the aspects of
strategic manoeuvring characterising De Gasperi’s speech were conveyed cross-culturally
and cross-linguistically.

3. FINDINGS

The section of De Gasperi’s speech that is the object of analysis in the present paper starts
with the speaker expressing argument 1.1.2 explicitly, as he claimed that “The punitive
character of the treaty is likewise evident in its territorial clauses”.

(1) 1l carattere punitivo del trattato risulta anche dalle clausole territoriali. E qui non
posso negare che la soluzione del problema di Trieste implicava difficolta oggettive
che non era facile superare. Tuttavia anche questo problema é stato inficiato fin
dall’inizio da una psicologia di guerra, da un richiamo tenace ad un presunto diritto
del primo occupante e dalla mancata tregua fra le due parti piu direttamente
interessate.

The original translation of Excerpt (1) as appeared in The New York Times is displayed in
Figure 4.

The punitive character of the
treaty is likewise evident in its
territorial clauses.

I will not deny, of course, that
the solution of the problem of
Trieste entails difficulties not
easy to overcome.

However, even this problem was
vitiated from the start by the per-
sistence of war psychology, by a
continuous -eference fo an as-
sumed right of the first accupant
and bv the lack of a spirit of
truce between the two parties
more directly concerned.

Figure 4. Translation of Excerpt (1) in the NYT

Specifying that the territorial clauses were harsh, argument 1.1.2 was advanced in
defence of argument 1.1, i.e. to support the claim that the treaty was harsh in general. The
speaker, then, admitted that the problem of Trieste was objectively difficult to sort out but
he maintained that the management of this problem had been “vitiated from the start by a
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war psychology” and “by the lack of a spirit of truce between the two parties more directly
concerned”.

As shown in Excerpt (2) and Figure 5, De Gasperi later retraced the phases that had
led to the draft of the peace treaty and by doing so he advanced additional arguments.

(2) Mi avete chiamato a Londra il 18 settembre 1945. Abbandonando la frontiera
naturale delle Alpi e per soddisfare alle aspirazioni etniche Jugoslave, proposi
allora la linea che Wilson aveva fatto propria quando, il 28 aprile 1919, nella
Conferenza della Pace a Parigi invocava “una decisione giusta ed equa, non gida
una decisione che eternasse la distinzione tra vincitori e vinti”.

On Sept. 18, 1945, you called me
to London. At that time, in order
satisfy Yugoslav ethnical
claims, ? proposed to you.to re-
linquish the natural frontier of
the Alps and fall back on the
line which Wilson had traced
when, on April 23, 1919, at the
peace conference in Paris he bid
for ‘‘a just and equitable decision
which would not draw an ever-
lasting distinction between vic
tors and vanquished.”’

Figure 5. Translation of Excerpt (2) in the NYT

As shown in Figure 5, De Gasperi reminded his audience that he had proposed an
ethnic border, similar to “the line first proposed by Woodrow Wilson at the Versailles Peace
Conference in 1919, and adopted by the President of the Council of Ministers” (Cattaruzza,
2017, p. 225). As anticipated in Section 1, this line was named and known as “ethnic”
because it was the most sensible, fair and egalitarian for the nations involved (Cattaruzza,
2017, p. 225).

From an argumentative point of view, the excerpt displayed in Figure 5 provides
textual evidence of the fact that De Gasperi advanced two different arguments. First, an
argument from authority (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958, p. 410), as he quoted
Wilson’s words at the 1919 Peace Conference labelling the ethnic border “a just and
equitable decision which would not draw an everlasting distinction between victors and
vanquished”. Second, in quoting Wilson, De Gasperi also drew a straightforward analogy
(Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011, p. 40) between the line set in 1919 and the one that had to
be set in 1946. This analogy was used argumentatively, giving rise to an instance of
descriptive analogy argumentation (Garssen, 2017, p. 41) that can be represented as follows:

1. Standpoint: The ethnic line is the best solution.

1.1 Because: The ethnic line is the one proposed by Woodrow Wilson in 1919.
1.1.1 And: The line proposed by Woodrow Wilson was the best solution.
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After simultaneously advancing an argument from authority and an argument by
analogy, De Gasperi reminded his audience that he had “suggested that the economic
problem of Venezia Giulia should be solved by internationalizing the port of Trieste and by
setting up a form of collaboration with the port of Fiume and with the Danube-Sava- Adriatic
railway system” (Proponevamo inoltre che il problema economico della Venezia Giulia
venisse risolto internazionalizzando il porto di Trieste e creando una collaborazione col
porto di Fiume e col sistema ferroviario Danubio-Sava-Adriatico). In line with his constant
search for sensible policies and tangible results (Canavero, 2019, p. 62), he specified that
“the treatment of minorities should be based on parity' and reciprocity” (era naturalmente
inteso che si dovesse introdurre parita e reciprocita nel trattamento delle minoranze) and
reminded that it was precisely the Council of Foreign Ministers that on 19™ September 1945
had opted for “an ethnic line which should leave a minimum of inhabitants under alien rule”
(la linea etnica in modo che essa lasciasse il minimo di abitanti sotto dominio straniero).

He went on stating that, despite the appointment and fruitful work of a committee
of experts, “the Yugoslavs delegates insisted, with arguments still based on the idea of
punishment, for total possession of Venezia Giulia, and particularly of Trieste” (Ma i
rappresentanti iugoslavi insistettero, con argomenti di sapore punitivo, sul possesso totale
della Venezia Giulia e specie di Trieste). Then, he reminded that “there then began a
strenuous search for compromise” (Comincio allora [ affannosa ricerca del compromesso),
which was frustrated by the decision by the English and the Americans to fall back on the
French line. De Gasperi called the French line “a line of political expediency” (una linea
politica di comodo), which left 180,000 Italians in Yugoslavia, 59,000 Slavs in Italy and
excluded from Italy Pola and other minor towns along the western coast of Istria and implied
therefore for us an unbearable loss” (perché rimanevano nel territorio slavo 180.000 italiani
e in quello italiano 59.000 slavi; soprattutto essa escludeva dall 'Italia Pola e le citta minori
della costa istriana occidentale ed implicava quindi per noi una perdita insopportabile). The
speaker, however, also highlighted a positive implication of adopting the French line and
introduced the theme of the Free Territory of Trieste, as shown in Excerpt (3) and Figure 6.

(3) Ma per quanto inaccettabile, essa era almeno una frontiera italo-jugoslava che
aggiudicava Trieste all’ltalia. Ebbene, che cosa é accaduto sul tavolo del
compromesso durante il giugno, perché il 3 luglio il Consiglio dei Quattro
rovesciasse le decisioni di Londra e facesse della linea francese non piu la frontiera
fra Italia e Jugoslavia, ma quella di un cosiddetto “Territorio libero di Trieste” con
particolare statuto internazionale? Questo rovesciamento fu per noi una amarissima
sorpresa e provoco in Italia la piu profonda reazione.

"' In the NYT article, the Italian term parita was translated as party rather than parity, suggesting a certain
inaccuracy in the drafting of the translated text. Notably, accuracy is, besides equivalence, appropriateness and
usability, one of the four parameters of translation quality (Viezzi, 1999, pp. 146-150).
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But, however unacceptable, it
was still a frontier between Italy
and Yugoslavia and assigned
Trieste to Italy. How did it hap-
pen that on July 3 somewhere on
the road of compromise, the
Council of Four reversed the Lon-
don decision and made the French
line no longer a frontier between
Italy and Yugoslavia, but the
frontier of a so-called ‘‘Free
Territory of Trieste."

This reversal came fo us as a
bitter surprise and gave rise in
Italy to the strongest reaction.

Figure 6. Translation of Excerpt (3) in the NYT

After claiming that the French line was at least a solution that assigned Trieste to
Italy, De Gasperi stated that the decision made by the Council of Four — namely the USA,
the USSR, the UK and France — to change their minds and create a free territory of Trieste
governed by the UN “came [...] as a bitter surprise” for Italy. Notably, the arguer expressed
his solid position by asking a rhetorical question; yet his position was not reproduced in the
form of a rhetorical question in the translated text, which thus appears less riveting and
engaging than its Italian counterpart. In other words, even though the content of the speaker’s
message is preserved, its form is not, jeopardising the attainment of argumentative
equivalence between the Italian speech and its translation into English.

At this point, De Gasperi reiterated that the peace treaty was extremely harsh to Italy
(argument 1.1), also in the light of the harsh territorial clauses (1.1.2). From this excerpt,
though, he also started expressing his argument creatively and evocatively, resorting to
metaphors.

(4) Nessun sintomo, nessun cenno poteva autorizzare gli autori del compromesso a
ritenere che avremmo assunto la benché minima corresponsabilita di una simile
soluzione che incide nelle nostre carni e mutila la nostra integrita nazionale. [...] La
soluzione internazionale, dicevo, com’é progettata, non é accettabile e specialmente
[’esclusione dell Istria occidentale fino a Pola causera una ferita insopportabile alla
coscienza nazionale italiana. La mia preghiera non ebbe risposta e venne messa agli
atti. Oggi non posso che rinnovarla, aggiungendo degli argomenti che non interessano
solo la nostra nazione, ma voi tutti che siete ansiosi della pace del mondo.
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No indication, no gesture on our
part could have authorized the
sponsor of this solution, which
maims our national unily and
bites into our very flesh, to be-
lieve that we could accept re-
sponsibility for it. On June 30_. as

The international solution for
Trieste as planned, 1 stated in
that message, could not be ac-
cepted, especially because the ex-
clusion of western Istria down to
Pola would inflict an unbearable
wound on the Italian national con-
science.

My plea found no answer. It
was filed away.

Today 1 can do nothing more
but renew it, adding certain con-
siderations, which are of interest
not only to my country but to you
all who are anxious for world
lngacg.

Figure 7. Translation of Excerpt (4) in the NYT

As shown in Figure 7, the speaker said that the solution proposed by the Allies
“maims our national unity and bites into our very flesh” (incide nelle nostre carni e mutila
la nostra integrita nazionale) and “would inflict an unbearable wound on the Italian national
conscience” (causera una una ferita insopportabile alla coscienza nazionale italiana). By
selecting lexical items that pertain to the semantic field of war (maims, bites into our very
flesh, unbearable wound), De Gasperi contributed to keeping public discourse in the war
context in spite of the end of the conflict. After verbalising his argument creatively, the
arguer clarified that he would “add certain considerations” (aggiungendo degli argomenti);
these considerations were uttered in the form of numerical arguments (Andone, 2022).

According to Andone (2022, p. 688), “numbers constitute scientific evidence”. When
used argumentatively, they “can offer essential insights into the benefits or undesirable
consequences of a policy proposal” (Andone, 2022, p. 686).

From an argumentative perspective, we can understand numerical arguments in policymaking as
premises supporting prescriptive positions in favour of a particular course of action. (Andone, 2022,
p. 689)

Notably, numbers often constitute “the premises of a pragmatic argument scheme”
(Andone, 2022, pp. 689-690), as pragmatic arguments are those arguments enabling
audiences to judge an event or action by its favourable or unfavourable consequences
(Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1958: 358).
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In De Gasperi’s address, numbers were generally used to quantify the extension of
the given territories assigned to each nation by the treaty and to specify the number and
nationality of their inhabitants, in order to corroborate the assessment of the acceptability of
the treaty provisions.

(5) Il Territorio libero, come descritto dal progetto, avrebbe una estensione di 783 kmg.
Con 334.000 abitanti concentrati per 3/4 nella citta capitale. La popolazione si
comporrebbe, secondo il censimento del 1921, di 266.000 italiani, 49.501 slavi,
18.000 altri. [...] L’effetto di codesta vostra soluzione é che, fatta astrazione dal
Territorio libero, 180.000 italiani rimangono in Jugoslavia e 10.000 slavi in Italia
(secondo il censimento del 1921) e che il totale degli italiani esclusi dall’ltalia
calcolando quelli di Trieste, e di 446.000.

" The Free Territory of Trieste
as described in the draft, would
cover 783 square kilometers with
334,000 inhabitants, three-fourths
of whom are concentrated in the
city. The population would com-
prise, according to the 1821 cen-
sus, 226,000 Italians, 49.501 Slavs
and 18,000 of other origin.

The net result of the solution
you propose ig that apart from
the Free Territory, 180,000 Ttal-
ians are left in Yugoslavia and
10,000 Slavs in Italy (1921 cen-
sus), while if you consider alsa
Trieste you find fully 648,000
Italians are severed from their
country.

Figure 8. Translation of Excerpt (5) in the NYT

As suggested in Figure 8, De Gasperi emphasised numbers concerning the Free
Territory of Trieste. He first clarified that “The population of the Free Territory would
comprise 226,000 Italians, 49,501 Slavs and 18,000 of other origin”; he added that “apart
from the Free Territory, 180,000 Italians are left in Yugoslavia and 10,000 Slavs in Italy”;
and concluded by specifying that “if you consider also Trieste, you find fully 646,000 Italians
are severed from their country”. Notably, this last number (646,000) was reported incorrectly
in the NYT article, as De Gasperi had specified that the number of Italians that would have
been severed from their country was 446,000. This additional typo points, again, to a certain
inaccuracy in the translated text.

As Andone (2022, p. 692) maintains, numbers are “employed to problematize and
prioritize issues”, and so were in this passage. As numbers in policymaking are often used
as premises of argumentation to support prescriptive positions in favour of a particular
course of action and, therefore, function as the premises of pragmatic arguments (Andone,
2022, pp. 689-690), De Gasperi’s argumentation in favour of a solution to the problem of
Trieste can be reconstructed in the form of an argumentative pattern of complex problem-
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solving argumentation (Garssen, 2017, pp. 36-37), as in this portion of the speech we have
“a combination of a prescriptive standpoint [...] and an argument in which numbers elucidate
a problem and/or a priority” (Andone, 2022, p. 689).

(1.) (The Peace Treaty should be amended) and the Free Territory should not be created.
1.1 The Peace Treaty is extremely harsh to Italy.
1.1.1 The territorial clauses are harsh.
1.1.1.1 226,000 Italians living in the Free Territory and, in general,
446,000 Italians would be severed from their country.
1.1.1.2 Apart from the Free Territory, 180,000 Italians would be left
in Yugoslavia and 10,000 Slavs in Italy.

This argumentative pattern was functional to leading the audience to understand the
nature of “the problem of Trieste”, which was an ethnic and national one, boiling down to
preventing internal political struggles that would escalate internationally.

(6) Come fara I’'ONU ad arbitrare e ad evitare che le lotte politiche interne assumano
carattere internazionale?

trial centers. How will the United
Nations arbitrate and prevent the
internal political struggle from
becoming an international one?

Figure 9. Translation of Excerpt (6) in the NYT

Figure 9 further shows that De Gasperi did not refrain from resorting to rhetorical
questions to challenge the opinions of his audience; incidentally, this rhetorical question —
as several others — was translated accurately in the NYT article. Immediately after asking
this question, the speaker further described “the problem of Trieste”, yet without the aid of
numbers but by making recourse to metaphors again.

(7) Voi rinserrate nella fragile gabbia d 'uno statuto i due contendenti con razioni scarse
e copiosi diritti politici e voi pretendete che non vengano alle mani e non chiamino
in aiuto gli slavi, schierati tutto all’intorno a 8 chilometri di distanza, e gl’italiani
che tendono il braccio attraverso un varco di due chilometri?
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Do you really intend to enclose
in the fragile cage of an inter-
national statute these two adver-
saries, and still hope that they
will not come to blowe? Will both
the Slavs call for the help of
their brethren deployed five miles
away around the city and the
Italians reach out, through the
narrow one-mile gap, to their
own people?

Figure 10. Translation of Excerpt (7) in the NYT

As displayed in Figure 10, too, De Gasperi did not refrain from selecting rhetorical
questions as presentational devices in his speech at the Paris Peace Conference. With the
rhetorical question shown in Figure 10, he compared the territorial solution proposed by the
Allies to “a fragile cage” where the two parties are enclosed “with scarce rations and
significant political rights”. Incidentally, this clause cannot be read in the official translation
of De Gasperi’s speech, as shown in Figure 10. The omission of the translation of this
pragmatically significant clause is just one example of the questionable translation choices
made by The New York Times to inform a wider English-speaking audience of the appeals
launched in Paris by the Italian Prime Minister. Reference is made in Brambilla (2023) to
the numerous disputable translation choices that characterised the NYT article, which, in
light of its international scope, might also have “discursively contribute[d] to justifying the
sanctions and harsh provisions [against Italy] in the Peace Treaty” (Brambilla, 2023, p. 490).
In that context, though, emphasis was laid on the quasi- systematic omission of — among
other lexical items — the adjective antifascist, which seemed to intentionally conceal
references to Italy’s non-fascist identity in the translation. In the portion of speech analysed
in this paper, though, typos and less significant omissions stand out, suggesting a certain
inaccuracy rather than a deliberate purge of De Gasperi’s themes and presentational devices.
In this respect, these aspects could also have been determined by editorial choices or a hasty
translation (which was published the day after De Gasperi delivered his address).

Regarding argumentation, the speaker iterated rhetorical questions and selected
metaphors as presentational devices throughout this whole section of the speech and,
actually, throughout the whole address. The treaty was said to “cast its shadow on Trieste
and on its industrial activities” and, as shown in Excerpt (8) and in Figure 11, the audience
was rhetorically asked the reason why they were shutting their ears “to the cry for help of
the Italians in Istria”.

(8) A qual pro dunque ostinarsi in una soluzione che rischia di creare nuovi guai, a qual
pro voi vi chiuderete gli orecchi alle grida di dolore degli italiani dell’Istria — ho
presente una sottoscrizione di Pola — che sono pronti a partire, ad abbandonare
terre e focolari pur di non sottoporsi al nuovo regime?
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" What good will come of cling-
ing to a solution which only bids
for new trouble? Why shut your
ears to the cry for help of the
Italians in Istria—remember the
appeal from Pola—who at this
very moment are preparing to
abandon hearth and home rather
than submit to the new regime?
Figure 11. Translation of Excerpt (8) in the NYT

Notably, the noun phrase “cry for help” does not do justice to the careful choice of
words whereby De Gasperi depicted the heartbreaking situation of the Italians in Istria;
whereas he spoke of their “cry of pain” (grida di dolore), the New York Times gave back the
picture of supplicant rather than grieved citizens.

At the same time, despite his iterated recourse to metaphors and rhetorical questions,
De Gasperi never forgot, until the end of his speech, to insert his emotional appeals into a
pragmatic argumentation pattern, as he highlighted again the fact that the peace treaty as it
was would create new trouble (“What good will come of clinging to a solution which only
bids for new trouble?”).

4. CONCLUSION

The pragma-dialectical analysis of argumentation in the portion of speech in which De
Gasperi dealt with the harsh territorial clauses in the draft peace treaty and “the problem of
Trieste” at the 1946 Paris Peace Conference suggests that, owing to the presence of
arguments from authority, pragmatic arguments and numerical arguments, the speaker’s
argumentative style can be labelled “detached” (van Eemeren, 2021, pp. 19-20). Numerical
arguments were selected to provide evidence of the ethnic and national nature of the problem
of Trieste, with a view to preventing political struggles at the regional and international
levels. Primarily used to highlight the nationalities of given groups residing in given cities
and countries, numbers functioned as premises of pragmatic argument schemes; they were
used to elucidate prospective ethnic problems and, therefore, played a crucial argumentative
role in the pattern of complex problem-solving argumentation that De Gasperi harnessed to
discredit the treaty provisions objectively and propose a solution to the issue of Triste.

In addition, quoting the words of American President Woodrow Wilson at the 1919
Paris Peace Conference was functional to strengthening De Gasperi’s proposal to opt for the
ethnic border, which was objectively presented as the best solution to the problem of Trieste.
All these argumentative choices were instrumental for the speaker to radiate objectivity, as
far as the topical dimension of his speech was concerned, and to convey reliability, as far as
the audience demand dimension was concerned (van Eemeren & Garssen, 2023, p. 513).

However, quoting Wilson also enabled De Gasperi to draw a straightforward analogy
between the border set in 1919 and the one that had to be set in 1946. Notably, the recourse
to analogy argumentation is an element that, according to van Eemeren (2021, p.
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21), characterises an “engaged” argumentative style. The same holds true for metaphors and
rhetorical questions, which were iterated by the arguer to reach an appealing conclusion. By
challenging his audience with rhetorical questions and comparing the territorial solution
proposed in the peace treaty to a “fragile cage” that “maims our national unity [...] bites into
our very flesh” and “would inflict an unbearable wound on the Italian national conscience”,
the speaker radiated commitment to the cause at issue (van Eemeren & Garssen, 2023, p.
513), enriching his objective arguments in favour of a solution to the issue of Trieste with
unmistakable elements of an engaged argumentative style.

These analytical findings are in line with those outlined in Brambilla (2023), where
De Gasperi’s strenuous defence of Italy’s antifascist identity was demonstrated to be shaped
by elements of detached and engaged argumentative styles alike. As a result, this hybrid
argumentative style, which shapes the whole (or at least most of the) speech that De Gasperi
delivered at the 1946 Paris Peace Conference, can be said to have been selected in light of
its potential to enhance the acceptability of standpoint 1 promoting the amendment of the
draft peace treaty.
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