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| RHETORICAL PROBABILITY - ~~ ~ ~ |-

. ,;—'gAﬁnmEtsEAkicH FOR TRUTH .. R

RuthMcGaffey o

philosophy and'rl
fGeorge Kennedy—has sta”

- "modernereaders tendfto sympathize qit philosophy s
ffjin”itsidispute with rhetoi o

honesty, -depth-of- perception, consistency,
_ - cerity; in-the latter, verbelidexterit’,?empty
pomposity, triviality, ‘moral -ambiva ce,,and—a -
desire to achieve arbitrary’ends by -any- ‘means.,''"

- This _essay-will-deal -specifically with-the -
concept of probability ‘as’ “attacked by the philoso-
phers and scientists, and as defended by the rheto-'iL'
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) ) . Vrficiafnsﬁ.': It;wirll'i'be:;’lshbh\iffed Vftibrat m a 'fri;,ere
LT .8ociety, decision-making based on probability - -
S e - makes up the greater part of practical discourse.

. it is inevitably based on probability rather than

7S .. i certainty. If this is true, rthetoricians should be

. concerned with developing and ‘teaching-a I

complete knowledge. As~

endell Holmes put it wh
arket-place theory"

ons are:not

L jua ave -harmful physical -and -psychological -
fects? ~Will-the Supersoni r
-~ enviro Does -exposure to
an havior? -

nment

nthe meantime, however, -

is ‘temporarily ac
__Even, ‘hovever, -
answered, “the polic

1f these. factual questions were

It will further be suggested that, since rhetoric
"~ by its:natiggeiiisfconéerngd with practical discourse,

en-he articulated his
~free speech, "Every

oes the-use-of -~ -
Transport harm the =
eto pornography result in
Do--oral contraceptives present
Perhaps research wi 11 eventually

y.decision might be unclear, In
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: " tricks- of'persuasion;ij

many cases there w111 also bea conflict in values.
‘Is it more important to_be-able to move people very -
quickly from place to:place or to slightly reduce-

- future air and water- pollution? Ts it more- impor- " -
tant _to- control population or .to eliminate a small -

-amount of individual risk?- Is- freedom. to read or

"view pornography for the maJorityfmore or. less 1mpor¥L
- jtant thanfthe'effect:of‘such4 :

communicating truth
in order to make men better is—to be ranked above

and. withoutidoubt every good'
rhetoric has ‘as its ultimate" “purpose- the communica-'
tion of 'truth.'- But, at the. ‘same time, a rhetoric -
which conceives of- “truth- as:attranscendent entity
and requires a perfect- ‘knowledge -of ‘the soul as a-
condition- -for its successful ‘transmittal, automati-
cally rules itself out as an instrument -for- doing

_the -practical work of the_ WOrld - and for- this rea- -
“son is 1ess preferable than a system geared to the

Rk
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o communlcatlon .of contlngent truths as- establlshed

= byf probable-rather than apodeictic ‘proofs. h
LT ) “That rhetoric is indeed concerned with’ pract1-

ST s 1—cal discourse is evident from a cursory glance at--
T - ‘some of ‘the definitions-of the ‘subject which have

B been presented by- rhetorlclans. _Aristotle, of - N

B }course, defined’ rhetor1c as- "the Faculty of observ-’ .

ing in_a given case- the—hvailable ‘means- of persua-"’

] Donald- Bryant"

: d_Argume ntatlof 7
theﬁrhetorical:procedure i e ;

"rhetoric"-as:" anyforga-;

- = ) ons1stentj coherent'way ‘of talki g-ab 1
- - - :practical discourse in any-of its- crms;ér;modes}'~gfi,
-, o “Perhaps ‘one of “the most - ‘interesting - ‘statements -

' about “the nature of rhetoricfis that of Lloyd Bitzer.—
i He states.:;—%f:r : = -

_ ] A work of " rhetoric is pragmatic, itfcomes

L. T e : into-existence for ‘the- sake of - “something.

- - B ~ beyond ‘itself; it functions ‘ultimately to

' -~~~ . . - . produce action -or_change in-the-world; it -
performs” some “task. In:short, rhetoric is =

~ a mode “of altering: reality, not by the di-
‘rect- application of energy ‘to- objects, but

haracteristically a ‘strat- - 2
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~by the creation of discourse which
~ changes reality through-the mediation
_of thought and .action. -The rhetor alters
reality by bringing into-existence a. dis-f

~-course of such.a character that the audi-— - -~ -

‘ence, in. thought and action, is so engaged
that it becomes- mediator of change. =In .

Some dike- Protagorasf 22'5

3 P
,were philosophical re1at1vists. -Protagoras- believed
funknowable -and-perhaps: non--
itruth'must be: approximated
: :place somewhat “in - the
mannef the ' =
wu

and in fact. necessary, “for - -only-when-two sides ‘are

Apersuasively presented -can-the choice between: “them ::

‘be - -intelligently made--thus the- adversary system,
Kennedy points_out that this" view-was at-times-a -
greater liberalizing -force -than that - of ‘the" philoso-
phers.r It is perhaps responsible for the: ‘principle

of law that_anyone, -however -''clear_the- -proof against,,

him, has-a right_to present his case in. ‘the best -
: light possible."14 It has long-been noted that the
theory .and practiee,of rhetoric flourished most in
periods of democracy and least under- tyranny, -
Rhetoricians, ‘then," have. historically -dealt -

with things of the: world and- have thought that, not -

Ajg,If this is true rhetoricf:s justifiahle ;:f—— o




fonly was the truth perhaps nonexlstent 4in- the- Pla-
tonic sense, but: -values m.ight vary and -reality

-could-be changed Philosophers, on the other-hand,"
,beginning at least with- Socrates, taught that “truth -
wag absolute and knowable. - Thus it was clear that -
rhetoric ‘was- either unimportant or potentially dan-

_ gerous since -it could- present: possible untruths in
-an _attractive manner..

itinction?between%dialeciic

view of art as -a respOnse, o a rhetorical = -
_-challenge’ ‘unconstrained- by* cternal- princi-— B
-ples. The-difference-is not only-that:be-= - -
o ,A,tween;Plato -and- Gorgias, ‘but -between :Demos=-
- thenes. and- ‘Isocrates, Virgil and-Ovid, Dante
~.and. Petrarch and perhaps Milton and Shake-f*
sphere ST -

Chaim Perelman points out that this conflict
between rhetoric -and- philosOphy derived- not only- -
from a difference in ‘ways.-0f looking at the world,
but also "represented the opposition between two - - o
ideal. forms of life. the active life and the contem-

" To_them there was a clear dis- o
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fplative lif.e."16 The ideal of . the contemplative lifer
was to search ‘for- truth about any given subject, ‘the

‘order and nature of things, and about divinity. Once -

this truth was discovered, -the- philosopher -was - supposed
‘to be able- -to-work-out- the ‘practical rules of action.

--These rules were to -flow directly from knowledge. That -

> of course assumed that. this knowledge was available 1f
: —7one could only discover it. The rhetorician,r, 1

- *icontingent{Z_Rhetoric; therart which deals SR
- _ par excellance with cont%ngencies would earn -

i lf 'however, ‘one . believes ‘that Truth ‘about
human -affairs :is not:obtainable,. practical decisions
must -be- based on- probability, contingencies and-
opinions, and" the&study of the use-and- improvement
of discourse based on ‘these- contingencies ‘becomes -
important.; Further, 1f the assumptlon is made that
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- .. - .17 " no:one- person or- group of people knows or: has .
- = found this Truth, one -is left- -8olving problems by
. exploring - alternatives and applying the solution -

A o which is the most- persuasive to the most - people. A
’ o ) s - Thus Homes' marketplace theory ‘becomes ‘relevant and
e justifiable., It then can be argued - -that -the- best

T e - way of assuring practical "“truth" is -to ‘present -
both; :s;rof -a.- proposition;as persuasively as- possi-
e; or as John-Stuart Mill wrote- ; ; '

-1 “introduced
which,was t'"profoundly ‘effect not -only philosophy,
- “but-science-as-well, - Descai esfarguf : .
~Discourse-on-the Method ‘tha ’erythingfwhich was

- only plausible should ertaken,for;f 1se.: Tl

-investigation was-

~reason and’ considered alid only dem trations ]
- which- starting from: muchwself-evidentfideas, ex- -
tended -by means of -proofs, -the- -self-evidence -of- the~ -
premises to the derived. conclusions. Eerelmmn and
Olbrecht-Tyteca?ex’lain'that ‘this- geometric type:offzf
~ reasoning ''was the mode roposed -to- ‘philosophers.-
~desirous of constructing a- system. of -thought which-
‘might attain to the: dignity of a science"'19 It
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- 7 - oo S _was thought that-a- rational science could not be 7,7* i SR
’ ' i ‘based-on probable “opinion.- Instead, it had-to . - -- N ' o
- ¢ formulate a system of '"necessary propositions" SR S

“which -every rational human -being would accept.

- ) Agreement would- be: 1nev1table., ‘Disagreement. would

T thus “indicate error. --Descartes said; "Whenever two -
B men comerto opposite decisions,about?the’same matter, i
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,necessity. -This endency ‘has-been- strongly -

-~ reinforced- during the last century, a- period
--in-which, -under the influence of mathe cal
_ logicians;- logic ‘has been limited-to-formal -

~ logic, that is to the: ‘study “of “methods: of-
- _proof- used -in- the mathematical “sciencesi
result is that reasonings extraneous to the -
“domain- of the. purely formal- ‘elude: logic alto-—i
- ~gether, and, ‘as a- consequence, they-also -
“elude ‘reason. —This reason, which Descartes l,'ifr*
~hoped-would,-at least" in principle, solve ST
all problems set to man the solution of
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- ful: control _possible ‘i
:,ble ‘to” mmst practical situatior

,7probab1e.

férirrelevant

14

- which- 1is already possessed by the divine

mind, has-become more and more limited-in -

its jurisdiction, -to the point. that whatever *
eludes reduction to the formal- prefents it
'w1th unsurmountable difficulties.

I

- As philosophy'becane more and more mnthematical

's- eiianc: on-_probabi ty;

—Rapheel Demos wrote i

process,

hi° -a: Seneral Background is .
1scientifi: ‘inference is- va1id=ff% :

o ‘only within- -the “fram ork “of certain -general

- - ideas, like that of the objective reality-of

- .- ‘matter; of the existence:of ‘Some measure of -

- .--order in-nature; -and -

- quantitative methods.=
" evidence- is-without force to the mystic: who

- rejects-sense. ‘perception,  -Science seems ‘to

-~ be-certain -of its ‘results, because it- -accepts
“without~ question ‘the general- presuppositions

- upot. which- ‘those results are -based.

" all special" disciplines,

—7'of disposing of whatever is essentially

Idke
way

science has

- -

aboratory “was: ;o”compars-,
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doubtful in its- realm by simply refusing L
to envisage it as a problem at all, and: S
accepting it as certain from the start.22

Other philosophers argued that while the methods
of science -and" mathematics could be applied to cer--
tain ‘gsituations, their existence did not justify if .
all actual human problems could be solved by these. =

methods. chaim:PerelmanFand lerechts{;i:'

--argumentation Tﬁeyf’w;tce’ e
-if- essential prob ems - nvolving questions'of

‘a practicalclogic:

, al : ‘seem rea??a
sonable:to%reject all the- techniquesgof reasoning
characterislicrof:,eliheratr n

between the-t,10 - disciplines; There'ha’
dency in recent years for ph:
ricians to-cooperate. -- Thi
change in-modern: philosophy
“the Journal of -Philosophy-

that- ‘rationalism," ‘empiricism:
not-congider- rhetor: Agimportant or valid
Mithe philosophies -of life action, 1
1eading up tof B

Robert- Oliver- further'states o
that in recent years Mstudents of ‘meaning" have come -
- to general. agreement on: several conceptions ‘which- .
bring philosOphy and rhetoric into “closer_ partner-':,'
ship. ~These conceptions discussed;by 01iver include
such things:as.the idea ‘that “the- mind comes:into
meaningful re1ationships with-the environment through

-a process-of- -gymbolic transformations; “the idea. ‘that
what we- notice in-the “environment_ and how we-react -

to it-are: “both- predetermined -to-a-degree- by howwe -~ .
ure prepared to notice that-type of object, and very -

- importsntly, the idea that meaning does not- come from '

S X hetoricaliapproach byfph1~;,— . ,
losOphers is indicative of-a change~ in“the;long dispute 7
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a given symbolic pattern, but from the response of-

the observer. All of ‘these: conceptions tend to-make:

for less consideiration of truth as ‘a’ Platonic idea

and more consideration of variouz interpretations of -

,reality and various world views., Lo )
A clear statement of this attitude was. that of

Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca in The New Rhetoric, - :

The statement begins,’"We combat uncompromising and 1o

v - int;is that',en )
and’ groups‘of ‘men- adhere to opinions of _all sorts,,;l',:
with a. variable,—ntensity - y
putting it to: hefT

:The,most7generallyraccepted
remain implicit'an unformulat’ :

*nhe consequences resultin :from,
' them that the 7rob1em offtheir o )

: “ty pean philosophers call for-an-
analysi of'forms of- reasoning‘which:ra be “us.
-situation decisi: t
~tive truth, ey sugges hat;th'" 1ternative to -
developing -this- kind of practical audience~oriented
dialecticaisi7ither;adheren; 80

E 8 gesti and- violence.g€'
That positionfis -consistent withthe one: ‘taken - -
in this _essay.- It. has been submittedchere°that
practical” discourse?is;the;provinc
and -that-by-its nature -such -discourse takes ‘place " in

a context -of - probability. “Thus it would seem desir-
able to° insure that speake* —andxlisteners are. trained

- in the" ‘use and_ criticism of forms of - ‘reasoning -
practical for such discou1se.’ Dovre and- Anderson in -

‘the. introduction to Readiugs in Argumentation put ‘the_

case this way. o

he rhetorician,'7=’i—
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The cont1nu1ng strength of ‘a’ democratic

_ ) "~ . society depends. on a public forum- of com- -
st . _peting arguments by informed, responsible
- - - and skilled citizen advocates. This: is-

o especially ‘true today in an era when our
~world and nation are: challenged by a -greater
number, complexity, and scope of” social

A “bon ' "'f

C ! r - ting :
= rough easoned discourse;'royides v;ifii;
- a vital means ofrconflictrresolution and de= -

:5:firmlyig 'sps'principles ntation

~_ “theory is’ best’equipped to-become a- respon- ':

7i57flg’sible andfcompéﬁeé’ practitione argumen= -
- d - e T

—argum

it sirable to- trainfadvocates,and citi-
zen- audiences inrapplied “logic. ased on-a realistic
- _and- reasonable probability . ogical that- ‘this-
" kind ‘teaching -should- be based .on-tests-of rea-- -
_ soning-and- evidence -that “are: applicable to- situations
‘of probability. ~Gidon Gottlieb -in The" Logic of - -
~ Choice .points out thatldeductive finductive, and

a J a ':tijudging the
'rationality of any’argument requires an- understanding
of ‘the. rules" ‘particular to the -specific- situation. 2

- For _years- teachers of . ‘argumentation have- struggled
to apply the- formal tests-of" syllogistic reasoning
~to real-life arguments with -very-unenthusiastic -
responses from: ‘students. Perhaps- the reason- for- the

) difficulty may best be explained by a philosOpher.
. Demos wrote° o

, , o , Gt ' O O Y VN BT 9 i
s naren et a3 4 b g e e i o B i £, E S R e e Ao el e i . BRICAEM
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18
I have tried .to. show that the- validating
form "p is true, p. implies q. is true” -
-is. simply -irrelevant (at least for a large
~portion of - -thought): because ‘the conditions -
_which it prescribes do not. obtain, ‘because -
.~ definite atomic truths -and rigidly neces-

- sary impIications are not_to be had in- ‘the-
Vf'universe of concrete discourse.i, \us

L N T TR

S SRR .~ Jant; Brockreide: and{Rhninger;havefstated hat 'ince
IS S R S :193 rhetorician ‘s of i

’Elofrargunent as~it is" characteris*ically employed
' Nin rhetorical situation -

T -arg - - AVE .

] ;,been The Rhetoric of "gumentation by WilliamAJ.ff' )

"=Brandt ,Philoso hy, Rhetoric and Argumentation by -
nson’ 1e; "and-The fNew Rhetofic by p

- Perelman*and Olbrechts [yteca, - - : ~

_ mentation-is based o"the’ oncept of probability.;';'

7,Brandt for example 3 o

opher-or: - CHL ?objective ia o
probability, not- truthﬂ and “he knows- that the LRI
readers' experience, and - not_ultimate reality, is

the ‘test of probability."32 He then states that- the

£

[
" .

.t.,.,g,.‘.u‘.»...a‘L”.w
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- logical criter1a of validity are not those of the
rhetorician, nor do the classifications of "logical
-sins" have such relevance to what actually goes on
) - in argumentation. If this is indeed ‘true, it is
. - high time that rhetoricians and- philosophers and
N ..o 7 1 T-scientists forget the continuation of twenty-five.
o o - TR : hundred. ‘years- of- debate regarding probability versus
s o truth -and- concentrate “on _working out- the best system )
: rhetoric ‘based” °, ules which ‘specifical

robability.r;i:;%zrziﬁli;
written about "Rhet 'ic as’a Way of - Know
:has -said _that "to:

can afford a unique viewvof the world ’thai,

aiming at- truth,,
which he is unique Ly -

there is nothing e1se'to talk about., Rhetoricans ;
“thus talk - ‘about:- the wor1d -too, -and.” “one of “the- rea1i-,Ei

o ) T
L o oot il o 0 i

!
o ! f f '
. ‘ o o
! o ' ! ) .
et B e ot b s S Ao B T o A (7 i e
! "

based on’ probable truths.

Mrs, McGaffey (Ph D., Northwestern University) is
Assistant - Proffesor of- Speech University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin.f ' )

_ties of that world is- ‘that- decisions in rea1 life are .

.y ko '

ere suggestsithat rhetoricv }i;
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THE ISSUE OF MORALITY

FOR THE RHETORICIAN AND. PHILOSOPHER

Robert F. Holton

:;,:,fgf}:gdoh;inuihg’;;i;j,t;gfe,s,tit:p;;t':hefffftgild;bf_’frf:ﬁ’et::dfic o
~from-the earliest. times to:the present day is the:
-relationship ‘between-rhetoric, philosophy, and morali- -
ty. This relationship-has appeared in-both rhetorical -

theory and its resulting use in crit icism. ~Therefore,-

this essay explores:this relationship-as it developed- |
inclassical theory, and in turn, how classical -posi- - -
- tions have affected modern thought, -~ ==~ -° = .-

Losoptiers and. educat he Greco-Roman. era.
This. is,-perhaps, more ‘true-of rhetoric than other -

_disciplines. -In.that period;, morality (ethics), rheto-
ric, and philosophy were.clo sely associated with each
~other, particular ly in"Greek education, ~Thus, it is =

no surprise that one can .find cont roversies-as to the

goals and even the. legitimacy of-rhetoric.- “The-Greek's -

proclivity for disagreement with each -other is well-

known, and 1if one remembers that the term, philosopher,
-referred_to a-"seeker of wisdom," it is -ea3y-to under- -

stand why the relationship produc ed-controversy.- -

- Before-examining this ‘controversy, an-explanation

9f,fphé,—;téf:;uis;;fetihics’{éhd;ihoraf]itx? »-will shedsome ~ = =~ ~

light on_ the development of the controversy.- The deri-
vation of the-term, ethics, &s suggested by Sattler,

noted: that it came -from-the- Greek- w'frd—;; ethos, - meaning
customs; folkways, or ‘social norms.® These were con- -
sidered essential behavioral standards to-be followed .-
unless one wished to incur the disapproval of the - -
group or society.. .Next, au examination of“a Iatin
dictionary, pfdizj._dé%jié;ig:bxi,m'ate'lj' the same :derivation-

for the term, morality.<- Thus, -the issue of morality

dealt with society's view of what 1§ acceptable be-

havior which definitely included 'rh'é't:drica'l practices.

23 '

. Much of Western Culture owes its heritagé to the
philosopliers and_ educators-of the- -
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Indeed, Aristotle claimed that ethics must define
behaviors which would contribute to the welfare of

the group.g Add to the above situation, the fact

that Greece had an oral tradition expressed in its

epic poetry and literature and it is natural that
rhetoric would ‘become involved with ‘morality and phi-
losophy.4 Another factor ‘which "encouraged the relation-

- ship was “the - ‘need - for practical advice on how- to pre-. )

‘pare-legal: argumentsrand» resent-them-to a jury. “This

f{One aspect

71nstrument for using fallacious argumenr
,,,without being -detected, and helped-make"
- Rhetoric ‘the-art no onl" f Persuasion

but: Deception. “This-tendency caused Rhetoric li;j -

- to become the bete- noire of: the- philosophers
.~ -as-well as_ the enemy - of truth logic and’*ci
—';morality. 6. S : o

”fKennedy noted:that thi 'desire'ofﬁthe’Greeks to settle -
{their internal- disputes in-courts composed- of- citizens
also-cemented an-interest in-the- ‘relationship- “among._ —j'

the. disciplines ‘of rhetoric, “ethics;- politics; -etc.”
i Notwithstanding the: above ‘influences, an educa- -
tional -movement “of-the_ Sophists ‘did_much to create the"

_controversial-philosophic and moral- views: toward -theto-

ric. An -excellent- example of ‘this movement i3 Prota- -
goras. - In his -instruction of "practical wisdom" to-
Greek youth, rhetoric played ‘an-important-role.. The -
use of - probability ‘and -arguments ‘on ‘opposite -gides- of

_an issue was a- major: tool-in- preparing the young for

civic- duty. The ‘results of-the application of this

,individualistic moral ead” philosophic position, -often-

referred to as "man 1is the measure- of all things," was

t Ly -Q o
gpidly developed7;

e
'

PR

icily of -a- doctrine o




I ;
iy ey

G
I

| , L .
R s T R

f;more related”to ‘the Sophists than the philosophers -of
—rthee"physical" -school;, “Socrates also- -opposed the S
’,Sophists vehenent rej,ction of the idea that one

-1‘;.2 . ;, ’
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the setting of the rights of the individual citizen

in ‘opposition to the claims of customs and law.8 “In-
deed, this school of thought “has been described as con-
cerned with the human- sciences, particularly persua- -

-sion. -From-the Sophists one got an all round philo= -
' sophic training in-which- questions of logic,- ethics,
‘and :criticism were emphasized. In-contrast,:other
'philosophic schools based their instruction Pprimarily

--on-the physical sciences; -- Rejecting th 'Sophists';’"=::’f";'riffrrif
" :-view that: "truth' was. ‘relative,- “they ased their moral
- - and- philosophic positionron universal pr

9" -Although -

it -ultimatel -does, - ’”omplete scepticism .
'V?about moral-principli was-regolutely reJected
by Socrates; who*labored-to-s ow- that there - o
~-are presupposed in _every. particular action 7f:1°'
"general ‘principles or- -ideas-which-are ‘the ==
- same_for-everybody and ‘for all time. - Tem- .
- -perance, - justice;, wisdom -are ‘not merely what
~ ~the-individual:chooses to- considerfthem, “but—
“are-the-essential ideas- ‘that underlie certain
- 1lines of conduct: for: ‘which “the ordinary=p son
. -can-find-the warrant in-his-own. ‘experience -
'when that experience is properly examined 10 B

,Thus, several schools of philosophy in Greek education

very early-came into conflict over each others view
of- morality and. philosophy.rf; it

Socrates' pupil, Plato, added further to this
dispute by ‘his direct _attack-on-both- rhetoric and the -
Sophistic philosOphy. "He noted in the Gorgias that rhe-
torical- training was of- insignificant ‘value because it -
was- comparable ‘to a knack such as" cooking. This was
the case because rhetoric _was-_not: based -on ‘the search
for knowledge or more specifically, the diScovering of
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universal principles. Rhetoric's goal was only the
"appearance of truth" and: ‘as such had- no _substance.
Since knowledge led fo-truth and since one should have
this knowledge before he spoke ‘rhetoric's goal was
suspect.’ In addition, it could not. even be elaimed:
to be useful-in that rhetoric did not allow the power-
ful -to.control the weak because rheigric catered to -

- the publics' beliefs and not truth, ;’Nevertheless,f—;:r -
“in the- EE§E§£93,~Plato established | 2

iscoveringgthe truth—or whatv<~

fhe was goin to sav. classifying i
;definition as- to?ther . ;

used; >~ -Thus, - ‘Plat, formalized his oppositio"ito,—

rhetoric hich has been: ‘used -by-others- since: as'a

.. reason- for;rejecting the- tudy.; Following ‘the. recom-

mendation of- SOcrates “his. ntor, ‘Plato suggested

- that .dialectic- ‘was_th fbesf method “for- testing men's

‘beliefs, By doing so. he -argued that- thegphilosophy
for?judgfn het

which rhetoric ‘could - not -

_cern for probabilities, -~ - - . - - _

During -the same . period, the noted logographer and '

feducator, Isocrates, developed another position.,,While
- he might be considered in the. Sophistic tradition, he -
_strongly rejected -their skeptical ‘philosophy.-and its
"application ‘to-rhetoric, "He -argued “that the young -

should-have a- prolonged and extensive-education in-tt

'cluding the practice ‘and- critiéism “of speaking, litera-
~ ture, and historical discourse: as’ weil -as- instruction:-
in a "practical" philosophy of 1life, 13

Clark further
explained ‘this" ‘position by: citing Isocrate's ‘belief -
that rhetoric taught.. along- with logic, ethics, politics,
and literature would allow the- student to make a - T
practical application of these subjects in- ‘his life, -

v .
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Based on- the philosophic position that exact knowl- :
edge of the future was 1mpossible but- that -the" prob-
lems-of life: forced:one to ‘plan for the - future, ) B
Isocrates observed that’ rhetorical training was nec-
essary; for it was the only- ‘discipline in'which one -
could learn to ‘weigh probabilities and deal with - ‘the
uncertain contingencies’of ‘the future and thus be -
,Eable to. form.reasonab’e”judgments*14 - Bttt

Lo g;‘“ '

, ] Describing it
= t ethics “and- politics, ‘he- pro- s
:claimed in th"first'rpok -of “the ‘Rhetoric B

-aga nst*rll good;thing:,
?*and;ab ve-all against the ~ -
- - : ost useful, “as strength,
"‘fhealth wealth generalship.; - S
- confer “the- -greatest: Ebenefits,by alri ht R
- .-z -.use:of ‘these, and inflict the- greatest -~ -
’ f}injuries by using them' onglyglﬁf

- be systematically studied;and developed ‘Indeed;
~Aristotle- ‘suggested-in dealing -with the. moral philo-
'sophic. aspect -of “the-problem-that- rhetoric ‘was ‘the

- .counterpart-of -dialectic, Névertheless, 4An- dig-

" cussing one of the key elements-in- being persuasive, -
the -enthymeme, he_ ‘made no. clear distinction among

- dialectics -and-rhetoric, - The importance of “this -

_argument is ‘that- -confusion -about’ ‘the- ‘meaning-and -

nature of dialectic, rhetoric, ‘and scientific demon-,

Since rhetoric was af:art it could and should

stration is- still with us.r Some:: believe that




. Aristotle took a. middle course since he posited a-
e - definite use for all -three-reasoning- techhiques. In-
S ‘his work,- Amlxtics, ‘he defined ‘apodeictic- (syllo---
N - 7  gistic) ‘reasoning-as being:acientific: demonstration
" -~ - . (dealing.in universal principles:) - Then, in his™-
Topics, he- discussed dialectics in relation -to- proba-
bilities.17 However, Bitzer noted an 1mportant factor

; ,universalleand proba- -
fbilities adopted the stance that under some,circum-

'>—strstion could be use; terchangeably. tet because,
of hiatorical events,andzarguments “over- “the~ ‘exact <
}interpretation -of his-view this- confusion has not as-
yet bean-resolved. - : T

-The -Stoics were another philosophic school ‘that =
concerned itself -with" rhetoric., In their minds,- the
'purposeéoffstudying and developingéall disciplines
- . was-to make man better -or more moral. ~Thus, -in" dealing

~ with rhetoric they focused .on the areas-of -invention
and arrangement. Excluding ‘the ‘motivational -agpects
of emotional and ethical appeals, they felt that the
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aim of rhetoric should be to teach the audience;z}
As Boyd pointed out, the Epicureans held the same

- general view as Socrates that the best” of life was

based on knowledge or insight. While the Epicureans
put emphasis on how to live for the enjoyment of life
and were hostile to rhetoric, the Stoics were-con-
cerned with problems of personal conduct.22. ‘They
argued jhétirhétot;é}wagggoodlaqd;ﬁggfql,ohryggg%loqfs
-as-it ﬁé&%bohtrbIlédiby}éirébﬁpﬁéibie;f@ofél*ofatpfi::
AThts,proqéss7of3mpraléb§h§910;§ﬂpfjcqurqéi;ngggsbitated
findihg?méthbasfcqivilidéfé}tiﬁthj"rﬂﬁgc§fi§iﬁg§,oﬁly
one gf;thégéfﬁe;hqu:,;Ihééhh@afy'ﬁb;ﬁhi@{p@iﬁgf'f,11
rhetoric was seen by some philosophers as an activity
téibeibpbbsed—bécégaéféfiitgiembﬁééibioﬁié;guﬁgnts;';
thaﬁlweikfdhlylp:dbhblé1ﬁﬁ11e;othgfs,felt-thétAft;ﬁasf
a hgqfdliacfivgtyfgque:usédfin;cbng;rt;ﬁith:dthg;,7}
disciplines to aid the individual's. or society's aims.

At this point, two factors- should: be- mentioned,
Firét,,théfdecgine'of?creékquligica1fpgwér and the
loss{of;intéliéggualzresbﬁféésréuéhlggiAfikfé}léfs,‘
libréfy,ffof—ethplé,fideinéd;thelcréekischbolbjbf
philosuphy to emphasize academic techniques such as
—éommohglaceg and:igdbré'quebﬁibniféf,éfﬁiééiaﬁd'ﬁqli-
tics.2 - This, in turn, evoked further scorn by other
philosophers. Clarke emphasized this point by observ-
ing the rhetoricians of the:-Hellenistic age were men
of small calibre restricting themselves to minor
matters rather than the broad concerns of earlier
rhetoricians. Secondly, Stoicism became the dominant
philosophy of the Hellenistic era. Thus, their general
view of rhetoric predominated.?2 T

Cicero became the Latin purveyor of the view of
rhetorical thought advocated by Isocrates. He accepted
the position that the goal of rhetorical education
should prepare one for civic life. Although philoso-
phy was not to be thought of as hostile to rhetoric,
it was seen as a co-ordinate study to be.used to
improve the orator's ability. Under Cicerc, the
concept of the oratof;statesman was to have its most
influential advocate.26 Yet, the educational system
itself was to play a more important role in emphasizing
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rhetoric's value to society:

" When Roman education took a more systematic -
- form,” and literature and rhetoric becamé
the predominate ‘studies, the encyclopedic
interest in the various subjects of instruc-
) tion ceased and attention was concentrated

This general V1ew adapted from various G“eek
philosophic .schools -created the seven liberal arts -
which so fascinated the Middle Ages. However, the -
study of logic, ‘grammar, - -and thetoric_ received the ‘ma-
jor attention of ‘the" student. in® ‘Rome. -~ It -can also be
observed that the trend- ?rhetorical theory which -
emphasized forensic pleading began in ‘Sicily-and ma- -
tured in- Rome:- Again, Cicero was:an excellent -example
of this-trend. 28 “In- regard ‘to-the “issue-of- morality
and the issue’ of how ‘to-validate- knowledge, ‘it meant -
in the case of the" former “that the- practical view of
the issue taken by-Isocrates would predominate and in

-the latter, Cicero s triumph over the theory of proba-

bility.

’ Nevertheless, the Stoics belief in the use of
rhetoric in assisting ‘man ‘in being more moral was “still
influential in some quarters. This can best be illus-
trated by the broad statement. of - rhetorical education
set forth by Quintilian. o :

I on the other hand hold that the art of i
oratory includes all that is essential for
the training of an orator, -and ‘that it is
impossible to reach the summit in any one
subject unless we have passed through all
elementary stages. . .My aim, then, is the
education for such a one is that he should -
be a good man, and consequently we demand
of him not merely the possession of excep-
tional gifts of speech, but of all the
excellences of character as well. For I
will not admit that the principles of up-
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right and bonorable living should, as some
have held, be regarded as the peculiar con- - -
cern of philosophy -

This influence came also from Quintilian's own Roman.

forefathers. The best example of these would be Cato
. the Censor _whose definition of rhetoric as the science

of speaking well was used by Quintilian to support the
connection between morality -and-speaking.?Y -This -

" should: be considered an-additional ‘requirement- placed )

on rhetoric rather than in besic conflict with- Cicero 8

position. Yet, Quintilian i may be considered" among the'

"prophets without ‘honor": in ‘his own time. -
Rhetoric- during ‘this era was rapidly degenerating
into an academic exercise used either ‘as a prelude to
a career in Imperial-administration-or to- display -

one's virtuosity in-order to ‘attract both students: andr

‘fame, While rhetoric was held in high ‘esteem by
society in the Second Sophistic, it was not concerned

with-the- moral and: philosophic disputes of the classi-

cal- times.31- The-areas of invention and arrangement
had become primarily the province of logic.  Indeed,
one must wait until- the modern- periuod before a sus-"
tained attempt to return- rhetoric to its former con--
cern with the issues bearing on-the topics of morality
and- philosophy ‘appeared, -Even then, it has been of
little interest to the -philosophers of the time.

While not wishing to leave the impression that
the Middle Ages and Renaissance had no impact on-
rhetorical thought, the rest of this essay focuses on
the controversies in modern thought -that can be traced
to classical postures in philosophy and morality. - -
First, one major change in the emphasis-in establish?
ing the probability of one's argument occurred.- The
Greeks and later the Romans put more reliance on
establishing probability through the use of "artistic'.
proof than is presently the case.32 There seem to be
several factors which account for this difference.

One is the influence of English legal theory as
applied to the theory of rhetoric. This can be
attributed partly to Whately's ‘restatement of classi-
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cal theory as it appears in his Eiements—of Rhetoric.
Three points suggest this difference: (1) Rhetoric
is defined as the art of finding and arranging argu-

‘ments, (2) these arguments either of the.necessary or

probable type, were-to- support propositions, and
(3) a distinction was made in the form and material to

-be used to construct arguments. Interestingly enough,
_Whately objected to Aristotle's division ‘of proof into
"artistic'and "inartistic'. -He 'felt that all argu-

ments were- derived from _the data one uses-and that- the'
division made 1itt1e sense.33 In addition, his dis-

proof had a notable affect -on: American rhetorical

‘theory. - Clarence W.. Edney in his "English. Sources of
_ Rhetorical Theory-in- Nineteenth-Century America,"

observed that Whately. is: ‘largely responsible -for. 1ni-
tiating the trend of ‘theory-which moved~ rapidly in the
direction of a rhetoric of- argumentation and’ debate.
Its present. effect -can st111 -be “seen.. Ehninger and
Brockriede:stared that Whately ‘laid- the- ground work
for most of the subsequent treatment of the subject

of argumentation 5.

Important also was the weight given ‘to- the use
of evidence or "inartistic" proof, for it -instituted
the trend to put more em hasis on it in rhetorical
criticism-and training. 0. -Another reason for this

change appeared to be the. change from a major interest -

in foreusic rhetoric to that of deliberative or politi-
cal rhetoric.37 Perhaps also, the wish-of Twentieth
Century rhetoricians. to.escape the odium that rhetoric
acquired of being primarily connected with style and
delivery as created by the Ramistic influence on
modern as well as later influence bg the Elocutionary
movement of the Nineteenth Century. The results of
these influences was suggested by Howell:

The renunciation by logic of her alliance
with the theory of communication has been
a serious blow to modern rhetoric. As I
mentioned a moment ago, it has led to an
- obvious and fatal superficiality whenever
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rhetoricians have affixed to their own
work an abbreviated- version of tradi-
tional logical theory. It has also led
-to a counterrenunciation of logic by

_ rhetoric, as in the elocutionar move~
ment of the. nineteenth century. 9

- Thus, the issues created in c1assica1 time about the

- use-of-syllogistic. (universal)-and probable reasoning

reoccurred., If one reviews the texts and journals in
the area- of ‘rhetoric and- argumentation -of this cen--
tury, he will find- -numerous monographic - positions :
—concerning the basis of logical- ‘reasoning, the defi--
nition of the enthymeme-and its utility in- cr1ticizing
arguments in-conflict.- As Howell noted, in most--

- cases, texts give formal logic an abbreviated treat- )
ment. - Examples vary, but one can-observe “this in the

writing -of _Thonssen-and Baird, 40-of Freely and Mills
in ariumentation,41 -and Capp -in a basic rhetorical
text . %< _This appears to be in part the -same disagree-
ment. that arose in ‘classical rhetoric on how-one )
should validate -knowledge. - The. battle, ‘it seems, con-
tinues. McBurney, writing in Speech Monographs,
argued that the-enthymeme was a deductive type of -
argument based on probability, whi%e others writing

. later echoed or modified this posi: ion.‘f3 -Indeed,

. a reaction to the formal and mathematical logic of

this and the last century in validating knowledge
occurred. For example, Stephen Toulmin, an- English
logician, developed .a pattern for examination of the
truth and validity of arguments which was not depen-
dent on the earlier trends .in logic.44 This change-
was matched by the -Belgian philosopher, Perelman,
who in his "introduction" ‘to The New- Rhetoric pointed
out that the logical developments in recent times,
dependent as they were on a formal and mathematical
base, could not deal with arguments in the realm of
such contingent disciplines as ethics, politics,
law, etc, He returned to rhetoric for his base be-
cause of its insistence, he stated, on the idea that
onc’s discourse should gain the adherence of the
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minds of the addressees.45 The disagreement as to
the place of probability-in rhetoric and argumentation
remains unsettled.

Different positions as. to the goals of rhetorical

_training and criticism, as developed in classical

times, are mirrored in the philosophic -and-moral posi-
tions of- present day rhetoricians. For example, the
Sophistic influence can be- seen_in.an article pub-
lished: early in this- -century.” Wichelns suggested -that
the- purpose ‘of ‘rhetorical criticism: was- to-assess the
effects of a speech.‘f6 This, in:turn; influenced
heavily the: rhetorical criticism-done- following the -
article. Although not-1listing effect as-the only-
function of criticism, Thonssen and-Baird in- their -
Jandmark treatment: of criticism emphasized this ‘as a
major function.47,f -

-Current influences of the Isocratic-Ciceronian—

hschool of: thought, ‘that of Aristotle, and-of : Quin- -

tilian are readily available.,fFor example, “McBurney
and-Wrage, after- discussing the various- -classical" posi-
tions; adopted the Aristotelian view that a_ "good

" speech"- -depe . ded on- the methods - employed “They agree

also that social responsibility should -be _encouraged.™
Some adopted Quintilian' 's position that ‘the speaker -
should be -a "good man". ~Monroe did so-by pointing out
its importance ‘to the "ethical" ‘mode ‘of  persuasion.
Occasionally, one can ‘uncover an article: arguing- for -
this- famous rhetorical- position.?Q The more prevalent
view seemed to be adapted from the Isocratic-Ciceronian
tradition of the orator-statesman. .The -‘goal to-be -
achieved was the strengthening of democracy by -the
teaching of sound rhetorical theory. A leading expo-
nent of this-view was Brigance.s; Again, an examina-
tion of the journals and -texts-illustrate this point.s2
Yet, some focus on methods which they consider philo-
sophically and morally unsound. Minnick and Haiman
are excellent examples of this trend.53 ‘Nevertheless,
it is difficult to classify them as being influenced
by one or another of the classical schools of thought.
The above treatment is by no means exhaustive of the
material written that illustrate ‘how classical moml "
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and philosophical positions have affected modern
rhetorical theory. It was given to suggest that the
moral and philosophic controversies have reappeared.
The author will not suggest what position that one
should adopt. What he will suggest is that the modern
rhetorician study these controversial positions care-
fully so that he may decide what approach he should
take to speech training.and criticism.

In. -SUMMATY ;- “then;, “the™ relationship among rhetoric,
philosophy, and ‘morality centered around issues devel-
oped by the philosOphers ‘and-Thetoricians ‘in classical
times. They include: -~ (1) What is the -purpose of =
rhetorical ‘training and criticism? Is it to-achieve
results, ‘gsearch for knowledge, -to-make man -more moral
or to prepare one to fulfill his civic duty ina ~ -
democracy? Should there by a combination _of the -above

~aims? ° (2) What are allowable methods of persuasion?’

This-involved not only-evaluation-of - -specific tech-.
niques, but more importantly, depends on-wkat answer
one gives to the above question one. (3) Finally,

a question in episimology needed ‘answering. Should
one rely on arguments to-persuade which are probable
or should they be universal or necessary? -

Mr. Holton (Ph.D., Bowling Green University, 1970)
is Assistant Professor. of Speech, Western Illinois
University, Macomb, Illinois.




e

- 36

FOOTNOTES

1Wilham M. Sattler, "Conceptions of Ethos in

Ancient Rhetoric,",Sgeech Monograghs, X1v (1947), :
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:tiodfrz, ed, .E, A, Andrews (New York, 1879), p. 1167.

‘The Latin ternm,- mos,. moris (pl.,- mores), meant: "A.
measuring or guiding" rule-of lifej;. hence manner, -
custom, way, usage,- practice, wont, ‘as’ determined
not by laws, but men's ‘will-and pleasure, humor,
self-will -or- caprice. .’." :

3Aristotle, "Ethica Micomachia " The Basic
Works of Aristotle, ed Richard McKeon - (New -York,
1941), Pe.. 935 }

. 4George Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece,
(Princeton, New Jersey, 1963), PP. 3 5.

3Ibid., pp. 58-60.

6Kathleen Freeman, The Murder of Herodes and
Other Trials from the Athenian law Courts (New
York, 1963), p. 31.

7Kennedy, p. 27.°

8William Boyd, The History of Western Education,
revised and -enlarged by Edward J. King, 7th ed.

(New York, 1965), p. 27.
9Ibidc, ppc 24-250

101pid., pp. 27-24.

Upverett LeeVHnnt, "Plato and Aristotle on
Rhetoric ard Rhetoricians,"” Studies in Rhetoric and
Public Speaking (New York, 1925) pp. 33-40/

" - —— 2 oo




"

¥
AR AN 1T L e 11 it Wik AR a0 e B 7 e Wk

[ A

A A AT R ST AT ol sy,

37
121bida’ ppa 41-530

13Boyd,—pp. 25-26 and Kennedy, pp. 174-183.

Y onald Lemen Clark, Rhetoric in Greco-Roman

Education (New York, 1957), pp. 55-56. )

1?Kennedy,fp. 272.
1§Atistbtié;ﬁfﬂﬁéﬁ9rié,QQ%EE?ﬁﬁéféfic'ahdbeetiés
of Aristotle, trans. by W. Rhys Roberts -(New York,

1954), p. 23;,h¢reaft¢r,cited¢gs:Ap;sgotle; ﬁRhétéric". f f

I?Kéhned&,‘é.'96.rrr

1§L19yd7F. Bitzer, "Aristotle Enthymeme Revisited," :

p. 403,

Quarterly Journal of'Sgeech, XLv (Decémbér, 1959),

9Ibid., pp. 402-404.
20pristot1e, ..Rh‘é“;ric’" 20,
- 2lRennedy, pp. 292-294.
22Boyd, pp. 306-308.
23gennedy, p. 293.
241b1d,, pp. 322-324.

ZSM. L, Clarke, Rhetoric at Rome--A Historical
Survey, 4th Impression (New York, 1968), pp. 8-10.

271b14., pp. 68-70.

28Clark, Rhetoric in Greco-que Education, p. 64.

29Quintilian, The Institutio Oratoria of Quin-’

=
3




38

tilian, .teans. by H. E. Butler (Cambridge, Mass., i : -
1918), pp. 5 and 9-10. . i

—_— £ 30c1arke, Rhetoric at Rome, pp. 116-117.

311pid., pp. 100-107.

2por example, see Aristotle, "Rhetoric,' Bk. 1,
~Chap. 15, pp.-83-90, which constitutes all- the atten- -
- tion- he- devotes to "inartistic" proof. ]

33The Rhetoric of Blair, campbell, am and Whately,

ed. by-James-L. “Golden and Edward P. J. Corbett - . S
"(New York, 1968), pp. 299-340 and see the footnote ] e
on p. 299. o ) o L

34A History of Speech- Education in America, ed
by Karl Wallace (New York, "1954), p. 8.

35Douglas Ehninger and wayne Brockriede, Decision
by Debate, (New York 1963), 13 97.

36por example, see Lester Thonssen and A. Craig
Baird, Speech Criticism (New York, 1948), pp. 341-
344, for a discussion of evidence or "inartistic
proof" as a main concern of the area -of “'logical"
appeals and in a basic text, Ray E. Nadeau, A Basic

Rhetoric of Speech Communication (Reading, Mass.,
1969) » PP. 36-38.

37An examiration of many of the studies reported
in History and Criticism of American Public Address,

ed. William Norwood Brigance and Marie Hockmuth
Nichols. 3 vols. (New York, 1965) provide-a good
illustration of this point.

e e kw4

381he basis for the separation of invention and
H arrangement from rhetoric was pointed out by William

P. Sanford, English Theories of Public Address, 1530-
1828 (Columbus, Ohio, 1938), pp. 46-48 and its in-

¢ fluence in Americanby Warren Guthrie, "Rhetorical




L N

b, 8

Thoms

F

W 4k

[T RIS U

39

- Theory in Colonial America," A_History of Speech
Education in America, pp. 48-53; the influence of .
the elocutionary movement is discussed by Guthrie,

"pp. 55-56, its later triumph as the main rhetorical

~concern is discussed by Frederick Haberman, "English
Sources of Elocution in America," pp. 105-123, Marie

~ Hockmuth, "Rhetorical _Elocutionary Training: in -

'—Nineteenth ‘Century-Colleges," pp. 153-173, Mary M. -
Robb;, "The Elocutionary Movement and Its Chief
Figures," pp. 178-200, and Claude L.- Shaver, "Steele
MacKaye and the Delsattian Tradition," pp. 202-216,

all in the. Historz -of- Sgeech Education in- America.— 7

'39Wi1bu: Samuel Howell "Renaissance Rhetoric
and Modern Rhetoric: A Study in Change," The Rhe-
torical Idiom (New -York, 1958), p..57. s

40Thonssen and Baird Speech Criticism. PP. 346-’

347.

41Aust:in J. Freely, Argumentation and Debate

(Belmont Calif., 1961), devoted chapter nine to

the different methods of reasoning. In it, he in-
cluded -the syllogism and the enthymeme, defined as a
syllogism with a premise or the conclusion omitted.
In later editions (the wnd.rin 1966 and the 3rd in
-1971), he modified his view to ‘including the comment
that the enthymeme was based on probability; Glen E.
Mills, Reason in Controversy, 2nd ed. (Boston, 1968),
in chapter eight discussed the tradttional approach
to logic, some later theories, and his own system

of classification. He also noted the difference in
positions taken by a number of texts on public
speaking, debate, discussion, and criticism (pp. 185-
186).

42G1enn R.- Capp, How to Communicate Orally,
2nd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1966), dis-
cussed the enthymeme as a syllogism with either a
premise or conclusion assumed, pp. 333-338.

BN Sy

\"
!

eopveeed




e AR

L ot e s e bty

40

43 7ames McBurney, '"The Place of the Enthymeme in
Rhetorical Theory," Speech Monographs, III- (1937), -
pp. 49-74; Bitzer," "Aristotle's Enthymeme Revisited";
Earl M. Wiley, "The Enthymeme: Idiom of Persuasion,"

‘Quarterly Journal of- Speech XLII (February, 1956),

.PP. 19-24; or Charles. S. Mudd, "The Enthymeme and

Logical Validity," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLV

( Decembg ry :1'959}):,f,pg%’f#l?f‘#];&}j o R
“ghninger and Brockriede, "“The Unit of Proof and

Its Structure, Decision by Debate, Chapter Eight,

Also, they-noted on:page 109 -that Toulmin believed -

that formal logic lacked practical utility in the area -

of argumentation, - - -.

‘ 43 chaim Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, -The New
Rhetoric-~A Treatise on Ar tméntdtion,,ft;rgﬁs. by -Jon
Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver (Notre Dame, Indiana,

1969), pp. 1-11 and 5, - *

4§Hei:beﬂ: A. ,Wich’e'lns;,‘"'Thé""f.itetarg; Criticism of

Oratory," Studies in Rhetoric and Public Speaking,
pc 2050 _ i ) B ) o

ness," Speech Criticism, pp. 448-461,
4BJames *MéBumey' and- Erﬁest J. Wrage, Guide to

Good Speech, 3rd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey,
1965), pp. 1-8. e

—47—Thons,sen afnd Baird, "The Measure of"Effective-

49Alan H. Monroe, Priﬁcigles and ng.' es of Speech,

4th ed. (Chicago, 1955), pp. 5=~7; one might also_._
examine Lew Sarret and William Foster, Basic Principles
of Speech, 3rd ed. (Boston, 1946), pp. 14-16., .

5OCau:r:'o],'l, Brooks Ellis, "A Good Man Speaking Well,"
Southern Speech Journal, XI (March, 1952), pp. 85-89,

51W1111am Norwood- Brigance, Speech-~Its Techniques

and Discipline in a Free Society (New York, 1952),

o et

e
*

o 0 e e




a A ————— -

[

P N

i
i
:

—in a Democracy "-

41

52For examples, see Thonssen and Baird, pPpP.- 466-
472; Claude E. Kantner, "Speech. and Education in a

. Democracy " Southern Speech Journal XVII (September,

1952), pp. 14-22; Thomas R. Nilsen, "Free Speech, :
Persuasion, and -Democracy," Quarterly Journal of eech,
XLIV (October, 1958), pp. 236-243 or The Ethics of

Speech Communication (Indianapolis, 1966), pp. 83-90;
and” Edward Rogge, "Evaluating the Ethics of ‘a Speaker ]

53Wayne Minnick, “The: Art of Persuasion (Boxton, R

1955), pp. 284-286, and Franklin S. Haiman, 5 Re- -

Examination of the. Ethics of- Persuasion," Central: States

* ' Speech Journal, III (March, 1953), pp. 4-9; -and" "Demo- E

cratic -Ethics and “the - ‘Hidden - Persuaders," Quarterlz

7Journa1 ofg_peech XLIV (December, 1958), pp.1385-395




V1 A e s R 36 3 b AR AR O A S ek S & ¢ b PR A1 gk o | b s g sy Ak e

[ —

"FITNESS OF RESPONSE" IN BITZER'S

CONCEPT OF RHETORICAL DISCOURSE-

R@lph S. Pohe:oy

Few recent ‘contributions to "the search for a
—néw,fhetorip"ihayeiatdﬁsé¢:ﬁhe{11vg1yifﬁidespiéa&'f'
intetéSt;thatiﬁlqugBiggg;[s;?Ihe'ghe;oiicgl}sitﬁa-
tion?,héé;if;Itri§~e§sy5fq;géefﬁhy73;1hithe*fifstf )
plqcé;;BitZeifinrhis'ofiginai?grtiéléftoék on a rare

~ and-difficult-task--the formulation of & new general -
'thqquibf'rhthriQ;;dpﬁiicablgjtdgallﬁdrélféhdiﬁpf;ten
- discourse, ‘in contrast to the many special ‘theories
n@h_proposédiforfa,Rhétqficfof"Aéitagigniihd¥C¢ntfdlj—
of Civil Rights, of Black Power, of Warmongering, and
even of Desecration.Z 7 ] S
Furthermofé,*Bitzer:giohhdsrchisffoxmulat{oh on
non-Aristotelian premises. - In drawing attention to
this aspect of Bitzer's theory, I do not wish to
‘suggest that it is -anti-Aristotelian in- scope or in-
tent. But the fact that Bitzer's theory appears, or
can be made to appear, quite consistent with Aristo-
telian percepts is not its primary distinction. On
the contrary, Bitzer's theory is distinguished pri-
marily by the fact that it takes a different starting-
point from Arictotle’'s, It discusses rhetorical acti-
vity by means of assumptions and concepts not espe-
cially indebted to Aristotle's.3 It reaches con-
clusions about the meaning and value of rhetoric not
limited by Aristotle's. No major theorist, claims
Bitzer, not even Aristotle, "has treated rhetorical
situation thoroughly as a distinct subject in rhe-
torical theory; many ignore it."4 Now the need which
this claim implies is the basis for Bitzer's theory.
This is distinction enough for any theory, especially’
when we consider the history.of rhetoric as a tradi-
tional art--and, to a great extent, as an art of tra-
dition. But when we consider along with it the
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current concern about an alleged "Neo-Aristotelianism'
dominating our rhetorical criticism,d it is obvious
why this aspect of Bitzer's theory cannot help but
provoke various reaction..

Finally, though Bitzer never states it explicit-
ly, another purpose of his theory seems clear. It )
attempts to give us a new rationale for criticism--a
new set of viable concepts which we can use not only
in interpreting but in evaluating any instance of rhe-
torical discourse. Bitzer does not, indeed, promise
but only suggests that his theory will do t;his.6
Nevertheless, if, as Herbert W. Simons claims, "There
can be no criticism without standards, no fruitful
analysis or understanding of human interaction with-
out acceptable conceptual underpinnings,'/ then this

"1is clearly an important task for any now rhetorical

theory to undertake. o ) )
Surely these are ambitious purposes. Yet it

remains an open question whether Bitzer's theory does -

not raise as many problems as it tries to solve. One
such problem, which this paper will investigate,
underlies Bitzer's concept of rhetorical discourse.
Now, as I interpret Bitzer's theory, it stands or
falls with the acceptance or rejection of’ this con-
cept. Therefore I;will begin with a brief restate-
ment of the theory, then go on to identify the prob-
lem, show why it is important, and suggest a possible
solution. I am encouraged to take this last step
(call it, if you will, an exercise in postcritical
speculation) by Bitzer's assurance, early in the arti-
cle, that he does not regard his theory as completely
developed. He intends, he says, "in what follows to
set forth part cf a theory of situation'':

This essay, therefore, should be understood
as an attempt to revive the r.otion of rhe-
torical situation, to provide at least the
outline of an adequate conception of it,
and to establish it as a controlling and
fundamental concern of rhetorical theory. %
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I

Bitzer's theory may be summarized as follows. Before
any rhetorical discourse is created and presented, a
rhetorical situation must exist. This situation is
not a. critical scheme or theoretical construct. It
does not have to be imposed like a cookie cutter onto
our experiences of completed rhetorical acts. We can
infer it directly, while those acts are in process, as
a complex interplay of exigence, audience, and con-
straints. These three constituents, say Bitzer, "com-
prise everything relevant in a rhetorical situation,"
. although "When the orator, i.:vited by situation, en-
ters it and creates and presents discourse, then both
he and his speech are additional constitutents."?
Exigence stands for any imperfection (need or want)
marked by urgency and modifiable by discourse. Audi-
ence stands for the intended receivers of the dis-
course, capable of being influenced by it to modify
the imperfection. (Constraints stands for the set of
physical and psychological conditions which define
or "constrain" the field of decision and action.

According to Bitzer, then, we do not have rhe-
torical discourse until we have a rhetorical situa-
tion. We should not "assume that a rhetorical address
gives existence to the situation; on the contrary,
it is the situation which calls the discourse into
existence."l0 e may, however, have nonrhetorical
discourse--that is, verbal constructs not called into
existence by a rhetorical situation. These, contends
Bitzer, may even "exhibit formzl features which we
consider rhetorical--such as ethical and emotional-
appeals, and stylistic patterns. . .yet all remain -
unrhetorical unless, through the oddest of circum-
stanceii one of them by chance should fit a situa- -
tion." - i

Bitzer does not further explain or illustrate
these odd circumstances, nor how they allow nonrhe-
torical discourse to "fit a situation." Instead, he
maintains that the reason why "The presence of rhe-
torical discourse obviously indicates the presence of
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a rhetorical situation"l2 is that such a situation
"invites a fitting response, a response that fits

the situation. . .(and) meets the requirements es-
tablished by the situation."l3 Therefore, just as
"the existence of a rhetorical address is a reliable
sign of the existence of situation,"14'so’the quality
"fitness of response' is a reliable sign that the
address or discourse is truly rhetorical, -

This line of reasoning a traditional rhetorician
would call an argument from sign. Already we can see
how it involves the theory 'in serious conceptual dif-
ficulties. These we shall shortly discuss. For now
let us note that thir line of reasoning allows Bitzer
to define discourse as rhetorical "insofar as it
functions (or seeks to function) as a fitting response
to a situation which needs and invites it."15

II

But how do we know when a situation is truly
rhetorical? According to Bitzer, we do not have a
rhetorical situation without a rhetorical exigence.
But just as there are nonrhetorical discourses and
nonrhetorical situations, so there -are nonrhetorical
exigences--imperfections which cani.ot be modified at
all (Bitzer cites death, winter, and some natural
disasters) or which '"can be modified only by means
other than discourse."l6 Bitzer admits that rhe-
torical practitioners often "encounter exigences which
defy easy classification because of the absence of
information enabling precise analysis and certain
judgment--they may or may not be rhetorical."? pe
cites the example of an attorney who elects to appeal
the verdict on a client "because.the exigence might
be rhetorical.” But he also insists that "In any
rhetorical situation there will be at least one
controlling exigence which functions as the organizing
principle: it specifies the audience to be addressed
and the change to be effected."l8
When Bitzer admits, however, that even this 'con-
trolling" exigence may be perceived clearly or un-
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clearly, may be strong or weak, real or unreal,
important or trivial, completely or barely modifiable
by discourse, and familiar or totally new, then the
conceptual difficulties in his theory become apparent.
A theory which requires its users to discriminate
carefully and continually between rhetorical and non-
rhetorical discourses, situations, and exigences runs '’
the risk of being not only misunderstood and misap-
plied; it may never be applied at all.

Some of these difficulties, however, are also
methodological. They vitiate the usefulness of
Bitzer's theory as a rationale for rhetorical criti-
cism.. Two of these need special comment at this
point so that we may refer to them later.

Note, first, that within the context of Bitzer's
theory it is always possible to argue that any rhe-
torical exigence which did not produce rhetorical dis-
course was not truly rhetorical in the first place.

As an instance of this, considet the following:
A community welfare group in a small town decides to
prepare and distribute a "fact-sheet' on the dental
effects of fluoridated water. No pro or con argu-
ments on fluoridation are presented.  No appeals for
funds, voter s:pport, or legislative change are made.
In short, thewve is no "Action Step"; the "fact-sheet"
is just that-;pufé, unsolicited information. Further-
more, there is no discernible public response to the
“fact-sheet." ilo letters to the editor or articles
on fluoridation appear in the newspaper. No discus-
sion of fluoridation take place in meetings of the
City Yall, the Chamber of Commerce, or the various
seryice clubs. No comments on the "fact~sheet" are
made publicly by dentists. Moreover, the community
welfare group decides not to "do a follow-up survey.
Thus, as regards any kind of public discourse the
existence of the "fact-sheet" is completely unacknowl-
edged.

Quesiion: Can we establish in this instance,
through the scope of interpretation allowed by
Bitzer's theory, that the original exigence (i.e.,
the need presumably felt by the community welfare
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group in producing the 'fact-sheet') was truly rhe;
torical?.
Answer: No--at least not on the basis of the

* gituation as described. We are forced to conclude,

on the strict interpretation of Bitzer's theory, that
the original exigence was nonrhetorical. Bitzer's
theory, however, allows that the situation may become
rhetorical or be re-interpreted as rhetorical if
later, "rhetorical discourse comes into existence
as a response to (it), in the same sense that an
answer comes into existence in response to a question,
or a gsolution in response to a problem."19 -But the
instance just adduced points up a major methodological
difficulty in Bitzer's theory as it now stands.

Similarly, within the context of Bitzer's theory
it is impossible to argue conclusively that any -exi-
gence ("controlling" or otherwise) which did produce
some kind of discourse ("fitting" or otherwise) was
really nonrhetorical.

As an instance of this, consider the following:
In the same small town already described, the news-
paper staff experiences a "slow'' day. The editor
assigns a reporter to 'dig up a story" by walking
around the town. Several hours later the reporter
returns with the information that he has counted no
less than sixteen barber poles in town. This informa-
tion is duly included as '"filler" in the next issue
of the paper. It has three discernible results.
First, it prompts a ~umber of letters to the editor,
expressing astonishment and civic pride that a-town
so_small can support sixteen barbers. Secondly, a
student protest group forms and demonstrates before
the barber shops, claiming that they constitute a
monopoly working against '"independent business enter-
prise''--i.e., the '"student barbers" in the campus
dormitories. Finally, after much discussion in the
City Hall the mayor appoints a committee to investi-.
gate the charges of monopoly, unfair trade practices,
and unjustifiable boycott. In short, the situation
produces several instances of discourse, attributéd
by some townspeople. to the editor's "slow day'" assign-

Aty

LRI T

B T T

a1 bl IS 5 i 8 S U8 ARS8 o et

kit o Sl B




48

ment .

Question: Can we establish conclusively in this
instance, through the scope of interpretation allowed
by Bitzer's theory, that the original exigence (i.e..
the editor's need for a story) was really nonrhetori-
cal, -

Answer: No--because, whether intended or not, it
did produce instances of discourse. These can all be
referred to a "complex of person:, objects, events
and relations" which, says Bitzer, "are objective and
publicly observable historic facts in the world we
experience, (and) therefore available for scrutiny by
an observer or critic who attends to them.'"20 Thus
the situation is what Bitzer calls "real or genuine...
grounded in history,"2l and can be interpreted as a )
rhetorical situation likely to produce rhetorical dis-
courgse. We are forced to conclude, then, on a strict
interpretation of Bitzer's theory, that the original
exigence, -however seemingly trivial or accidental or
ridiculous, was really rhetorical. At least we have
no way, on such an interpretation, of preventing the
discourse from being judged "fitting" and therefore
rhetorical. So this instance, too, points up a major
methodological difficulty in Bitzer's theory.

Both of my instances, of course, are facetious.
The difficulties they illustrate, however, are signi-
ficant. These difficulties point to another, more
fundamental difficulty in Bitzer's theory. They
derive from a single postulate, an assumption which
Bitzer makes--indeed, must make in order to complete
his account of exigences--and which he asks us to
accept without proof. Bitzer nowhere formulates this
postulate explicitly, though he implies it throughout.
Thus the -statement of the postulate, which follows, is
mine~-not his.

Stated concisely, the postulat. *s: nonproduc-
tive rhetorical exigences exist. By nonproductive I
mean, in Bitzer's words, exigences which did not pro-
duce '"Rhetorical discourse. . .called into existence
by situation."22 Bitzer's postulate requires us to
assume that some nonproductive exigences are truly
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rhetorical despite the fact that they did not ‘"give
birth to rhetorical utterances." 1f we accept this
postulate in order to apply the theory, we run head-
on into the difficulty of determining which nonpro-
ductive exigences are rhetorical.. Bitzer attempts to
forestall this difficulty by appealing, once again,
to the quality "fitness of response." He makes this
appeal by stating an explanatory hypothesis--the
hypothesis of the "propitious-moment":

Every rhetorical situation in principle
evolves to a propitious moment for the
fitting rhetorical response. After this
moment, most situations decay; we all
have the experience of creating a rhetori-
cal response when it is too late to make
it public.24 - -

Now this hypothesis, put forth as explanatory,
itself requires explanation. For Bitzer's statement
of it raises a number of serious objections, semantic
and subgtantive. I will limit discussion of these
to four that seem to me the most important:

To begin with, what does the modifier "in prin-
ciple" mean in this context? I suggest it means only
that, according to Bitzer, we ought to assume such
"evolution" and "decay" of rhetorical situations is
always going on, whether we perceive it or not. Given
the ambiguous charecter of exigences as Bitzer has
- shown it, this assumption is plausible. But is it
any more plausible than the assumption, say, that
"every golf tournament evolves to a propitious moment
for the fitting drive or putt"?

Secondly, we must ask in this context: "propi-
tious moment" for whom? For the rhetor--the producer
of "the fitting response™ Or for the audience--the
intended receivers of the response? Or for both?

And if for both, is it not reasonable to expect Bitzer
to develop his concept of rhetorical discourse expli-
citly in terms of two standpoints--that of the rhetor
and that of the audience? I do not mean these ques-
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tions to be carping, since I agrce with Bitzer that
the audience is an essential, relevant '"constituent"
of the rhetorical situation in ways that "the orator"
(or, more generally, the rhetor) and his discourse
are not. But I would like to see Bitzer develop
the relation of the audience standpoint to the other
"constituents" of exigence and constraints with at
least as much richness of detail as he has developed
the relation of the rhetor's standpoint. As his
theory is now formulated, it suffers from an over-
emphasis on what David Berlo, Herbert W. Simons,
Lawrence Rosenfield and others have called a "source
of orientation."26 This is nowhere more clearly seen
than in Bitzer's treatment of the quality "fitness of
response.”" He deals with it almost exclusively in
terms of the rhetor's perception of what is "fitting."
But, to use Bitzer's example, recall the assassi-
nation of President Kennedy. 1Is it not likely that
many of our responses at the time, like those later
for Martin Luther King, Jr. and Senator Robert Kennedy,
were not ''rhetorical” or 'creative" at all? Were
they not, in all probability, vents for a variety of
emotions we were feeling? They may have run a gamut
from astonishment through outrage and anxiety to com-
passion and religious resignation. They may have
been completely nonverbal. Or they may have been inade-
quately verbal, even inarticulate. But surely they
were essentially private reactions, not intended for
a specific audience. Bitzer concedes as much when
he says that "there came into existence countless
eulogies to John F. Kennedy that never reached a pub-
lic; They were filed, entered in diaries, or created
in thought."27 But Bitzer misses the point here.
These "eulogies,' whether expressed or unexpressed,
hardly qualify as experiences '"of creating a rhetori-~
cal response.'" On the contrary, if such reactions
qualified us for anything, it was probably to receive,
not to create, fitting rhetorical responses; for in
sharing them, we composed a receptive audience with
"expectations. . .keyed to a tragic historic fact."28
Finally, what about the problems faced by a
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rhetorical critic in determining the "propitious
moment" for nonproductive rhetorical exigence? How
can he fix the propitious or fitting moment for re-
sponses but which somehow did not? Without discourse,
as we have seen, there is no guide, no reliable sign,
within the context of Bitzer's theory for determining
if either a situation or the exigence which defines
it is truly rhetorical. Without discourse, there
is no way to distinguish & rhetorical audience (per-
sons "capable of serving as mediator(s) of the change
which the discourse functions to produce") from a
scientific audience ("persons capable of receiving
knowledge") or a poetic audience ("persons capable
of participating in aesthetic experiences induced by
the poetry").29 - . . )
Thus Bitzer's postulate that nonproductive rhe-
toricdl exigences exist is another anomaly of his
theory. Such a conceptual byproduct of his generally
useful, insightful analysis of "rhetorical situation"
has and can have only a vague, shadowy, fugitive
existence. It not only performs no critical—function;
it is an obstacle to practical criticism.S A
critic's notion of how an exigence which failed to
produce responses can nevertheless be congidered rhe-
torical must be, alas, remarkably like Bishop
Berkeley's notion of how the table continues to exist
in a room when no one is perceiving it.

I1I

Why these anomalies? They may be explained, if
not resolved when we notice that in Bitzer's theory
the conceptual dependency runs one way and the method-
ological dependency another. Suppose,. in other words,
we interpret the theory according to the way that
Bitzer develops and supports his concepts. Then we
will take the existence of rhetorical discourse as
depending on the presence of a rhetorical situation--
or, more accurately, on the presence of a "controlling"
rhetorical exigence which prescribes the audience and
constraints within the situation. We will, in short,

B N S A

T o b et B




52

interpret a diccourse as rhetorical (rather than
poetic, scientific, or some other type) imsofar as
it depends on and, in most cases, derives from that
specific interplay of exigence, audience, and con-
straints identifiable as a rhetorical situation.

This seems, for the moment, a plausible inter-
pretation. Then we remember that the only reliable
sign of the existence of a rhetorical situation is
the presence of a rhetorical discourse--or, more
accurately, on the presence within that discourse of
a quality, "fitness of response," which marks it as
rhetorical and indicates the nature of the exigence
it is responding to as rhetorical. To apply Bitzer's
theory as a rationale for criticism, then, we must
begin with what is basic to it methodologically rather
than conceptually: a discourse presumed to be rhe~
torical, implying (though not conclusively estab-
lishing) a rhetorical exigence. i

Why is all this important? What difference does
it make in our understanding and possible application
of Bitzer's concept of rhetorical discourse? I
suggest that it is important, and does make a dif-
ference, -because it discloses a major contradiction
in Bitzer's theory. At-some points in Bitzer's
theory as it now stands, his discussion of the quality
"fitness of response" sounds descriptive, suggesting
that it functions as a defining quality of any rhe-
torical discourse. . At other points, however, his
discussion sounds yormative, suggesting that '"fitness
of response" functions as a standard or norm for
effective rhetorical discourse..

We can now see why this happens. Suppose you
start with an exigence as the primary datum or 'giv~
en." Then you face the problem of determining whether
it is rhetorical--whether it interacts or can interact
as part of a rhetorical situation. If discourse
follows the exigence, and refers to it, you can treat
the discourse as produced by it and therefore as a
"fitting response" to it., In this way you can stipu-
late both the discourse and the exigence as rhetorical.
But-this seems, at best, a questionable procedure. 1If
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on the other hand, no discourse follows the exigence,
you still face the original problem--is the exigence
truly rhetorical?--plus two others: (1) why- did
this exigence fail to produce discourse? and (2) what
kind of discourse would constitute a '"'fitting response"
to this exigence? Because of these problems, and
others which I have shown to be related to them, I
recommend that any critic planning to apply Bitzer's
theory start with discourse, not an exigence, as the
primary datum, ) :
Even with this pragmatic reversal of starting-
points, however, Bitzer's theory raises other problems
of interpretation and application, Within the limits
of this paper I can do no more than suggest a-few of
these. They concern further ambiguities involved in

. Bitzer's notion of the discourse as a fitting response.

Bitzer is well aware of these ambiguities. He at-
tempts to reduce them by offering us, as we have seen,
the double-analogy that "rhetorical discourse comes
into existence in response to a guestion, or a solu-
tion in response to a problem."31 ~But the sense is
not the same--or at least not similar enough to make
the quality "fitness of response" immediately intel-
ligible. ‘

To see the inadequacy of the question-answer
analogy, let us consider two examples. Suppose you
ask me "When did Caesar cross the Rubicon?'" and I
answer ''Between Washington and California.' Now, in
one sense (the informational) my response is obviously
inappropriate. Yet in another (the grammatical) my
response is "fitting" since it is an answer to a
question. Of course, it is the wrong answer to your
question, but the right answer to a question you did
not ask--probably '"Where is the state of Oregon lo-
cated?" Again, suppose you ask me "When did Caesar
cross the Rubicon?" and this time I answer "94 B,C,"
This, too, is a "fitting' response, though it is the
wrong answer to your question since (as you inform
me) the generally accepted date for Caesar's crossing
is 49 B.C. Yet you and I can even conceive of circum-
stances where we would consider my second answer not

'
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only "fitting" but "right"--say, a test-situation in -
an elementary history class where approximate dates
) or 'dating by century" are counted as corrected. Thus
; we see how the analogy of question-answer to Bitzer's ;
. situation-discourse breaks down. T
The problem-solution analogy does not fare much i
better. Granted that "problem" is roughly equivalent
to Bitzer's term "exigence," as his usual synonyms
for it ("need," "want," "lack," "imperfection") readily
show. But the very choice of terms suggests that ;
Bitzer has a precise concept in mind. Recall, too, !
how Bitzer encourages us to distinguish rhetorical
from nonrhetorical exigences in the analysis of a situ-
ation. Obviously, given the demands of the theory, a
rough semantic equivalent will not do. But, as we
have seen, within the context of Bitzer's theory the
concept exigence--even when qualified as "controlling'--~
is riddled through and through with ambiguities. These
ambiguities, moreover, affect the viability of Bitzer's.
rhetorical discourse, which is conceptually dependent
upon it. As an explanatory concept, then, Bitzer's
exigence is no more precise than, sagi the "Need Step"
in Alan Monroe's Motivated Sequence, And as a
critical concept which can be applied in the evaluation
. of rhetorical discourse, it is probably less useful.
A more promising analogy is the one that Bitzer
offers early in the article but fails to develop:

0 kA R i A BINSRN  a b

-

- . " A rhetorical work is analogous to a moral
. action rather than to a tree. An act is
moral because it is an act performed in a
situation of a certain kind; similarly a
: work is rhetorical because it is a response
to a situation of a certain kind.

How and to what extent is a rhetorical work analo-
gous to a moral action? The question, as Bitzer raises
it, is intriguing. Perhaps the attempt to answer it -
will lead to a theoretical reconstruction of Bitzer's
treatment of the relationship of rhetorical discourse

: to rhetorical situation. If 80, and if the reconstruc-
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tion can be supported by sufficient empirical data,
it may rectify at least some of the problems in
Bitzer's original formulation. What follows is not
this hoped-for reconstruction (since I look forward
to Bitzer himself eventually providing it), but rather
an exercise in pure post-critical speculation.

I will begin by agreeing with Wayne Brockriede's
statement, in an article previously cited, that "con-
temporérg'practicé (of rhetoric) is essentially inter-
active,"34 Indeed, I do not know how I can very well Lo
disagree with it in light of the abundant evidence of i
two-way attempts at communication surrounding all of :
us. When I think of these attempts in terms of
Bitzer's account of rhetorical situation, I conclude
that (1) in most situations, the standpoints of the
rhetor and the intended audience seldom coincide at
the outset; (2) rhetorical activity, considered as
"transaction," '"process," "dialogue," “exchange," or
whatever, consists to a great extent in bringing the
rhetor's and audience's standpoints into some sort of
fruitful overlap; and (3) this bringing-into process
involves mediating between the rhetor's and audience's
several senses of exigence and constraints as they
operate in this particular never-quite-repeated situa-
tion.

In some way, then, the rhetor seeks from his audi-
ence a mandate not only to speak to them (he may have
that already, through constraints operating ‘in the
particular situation) but to become a spokesman for
them. He seeks to identify himself not only with the
audience's intersts but with the pursuit and perserva-
tion of its interests. He seeks, in short, a delegated
authority from his audience to act and to be taken as
acting in its behalf. Furthermore, he seeks that ;
authority from his audience because, in any genuine i
rhetorical situction, it resides there; it is a power i
which his audience can grant, withhold, or rescind; 3
and his audience can do these things with it under the 1
stress of great emotion, or in an attitude of calm
deliberation, or with a sense of reluctance, anxiety,
exhilaration, or despair. .
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In some way, too, the audience in any genuine
rhetorical situation knows it has this power. It
may be unable or unwilling to act directly in its own
behalf, because of its own operating constraints, but
it has the power--in however inchoate and dispersive
a form--to delegate authority for action to the rhetor.
This power, when generated in a rhetorical situation,
for rhetorical purposes, i. what I call a rhetorical
sanction. It exists in the audience; it manifests
itself within the rhetorical situation, through the
audience's sense of the compelling exigence as adjusted
to the prevailing constraints; and it is sought by the
rhetor through his discourse. .

Sanctions are, of course, of various kinds--pr1-
marily, legal, ethical, polit1ca1 and religious.
These need to be studied for analogues to the rhetori-
cal sanction. Furthermore, the notion of sanctions
in general and of rhetorical sanctions in particular
suggests some ways in which a rhetorical discourse is,
in Bitzer's words, "analogous to a moral action."

Like a moral action, a rhetorical discourse involves

. elements of motivation, obligation to others, and

successful or "satisfactory" performance. These ele-
ments are taken into account in a formal definition of
Sanction contributed by the philosopher William
Frankena to the Dictionary of Philosophy:

A sanction is anything which serves to
move (and, in this sense, to oblige) a

man to observe or to refrain from a given
mode of conduct, and hence, on a hedonistic
theory, any source of pleasure or pain.

Inspection of this definition suggests further
ways in which the notion of rhetorical sanction could
clarify Bitzer's account of the relationship of dis-

course to situation. Rhetorical discourses should

be viewed from two standpoints--the rhetor's and the
audience's. From the standpoint of the rhetor, the
entire discourse is a strategy of accomodation which
may or may not "fit" its sense of the exigence.
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The notion of rhetorical sanction can also -
clarify what we have seen as the descriptive-normative
ambiguity of the quality "fitness of response" in
Bitzer's concept of rhetorical discourse, We can say
that a response is fitting ("adequate," "appropriate,"
"satisfactory") if it reaches its intended audience,
through adjustment to the prevailing constraints, and
causes the audience to identify with the rhetor's
sense of exigence. But if we can show that through
such "identification" the audience acknowledge the
rhetor's sanction in working to remedy the exizsnce,
then we can say that the response was also effective,

In conclusion, I would suggest developing this
notion of rhetorical sanction as one way in which

Bitzer could revise his concept of rhetorical discourse,

allowing for important differences in perspective
from the standpoints of the rhetar and the audience.
Such revision could reduce--or better, eliminate en-
tirely--the ambiguities surrounding his concept of
exigence. It might allow also for distinguishing rhe-
torical responses which are fitting from those which,
more than fitting, are effective.

v

How would Bitzer respond to these criticisms?
Fortunately we need not guess, since he has already
responded publicly to some of them on a symposium,

"The Rhetorical Situation: Comment and Reply," spon-
sored by the Western Speech Association during its
Port®sard Convention in November, 1970. On that occa-~
sion, after hearing a shorier version of this critique,
Bitzer commented on what he took to be its main points.
then I replied to objections he had raised.

Since that time the substance of our remarks has
been extended into the dialogve of argument and
counterargument which follows, It amounts to a reas-.
sessment, on both sides, of some issues involved in
the acceptance or rejection of Bitzer's theory. It
does not try to accot:t for all the issues involved.
Nonetheless, it is presented here for the sake of
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philosophic candor--and as part of an ongoing process
of reflective inquiry about rhetoric to which both
Bitzer and I are committed, .

Bitzer: Suppose I begin with comments on your summary
of my paper, since it contains some statements or
interpretations which do not quite express my meaning.

Pomeroy: Fair enough.

Bitzer: At the begivining of your summary you say:
"Bitzer's theory may be summarized as follows. Before
any rhetorical discourse is created and presented, a
rhetorical situation must exist." Now I contend that
my paper does not say this., My position is that a
discourse is rhetorical in relation to--as a response
to--a situation But this does not mean that in every
instance the situation must exist before the message
can be created and presented. Discourse if often
created in anticipation of a situation--when a speaker
needs to be prepared for a situation he thinks will
occur. .

Pomeroy: Can you give examples of that? ’

Bitzer: Of course. Consider a candidate for political
office preparing his acceptance statement days before
the election. (snsider, again, a newspaper writer
preparing the obituary of a famous person years before
his death. So, I do not believe the creation and
presentation of rhetorical discourse must await the
full development of a situation. Still, I agree, it
is probably true that most messages we regard as rhe-
torical are created in response to situations that
exist, or are approaching full development, at the
time the speech is uttered,

Pomeroy: That agreement is an important concession,
I think. But let me reply to your earlier statement.
It is true that -the beginning summary-sentence is not
quoted verbatim from your paper. Nonetheless, it
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expresses accurately, I believe, your main line of
argument. You do assert that most discourses we
regard as rhetorical are created in response to gitu-
ations that exist, fully or in part, at the time the
speech is uttered. 1In fact, you just reasserted it.

You also assert that other discourses which we may not

regard as rhetorical can only become rhetorical in
relation to--as responses to--a rhetorical situation,
Now, if these assertions refer to the fact that in
your theory the situation makes the discourse rhetori-
cal, and not the other way around, then you and I
agree on your theoretical position here.

Bitzer: Good! But now I'd like to comment on a
reference in your summary to the "odd circumstances"
by which a nonrhetorical work might become rhetorical
You say: 'We may, however, have nonrhetorical dis-
course--that is, verbal constructs not called into
existence by a rhetorical situation. These, contends
Bitzer, may even 'exhibit formal features which we
consider rhetorical--such as ethical and emotional
appeals, and stylistic patterns. . .yet all remain-
unrhetorical unless, through the oddest circumstances,
one of them by chance should fit'a situation.' Bitzer
does not further explain or illustrate these odd cir-
cumstances, nor how they allow nonrhetorical discoursge
to 'fit a situation'." :

Pomeroy: How would you clarify the reference?

Bitzer: I would point to the example used in my pa-
per: the person who spends his time writing eulogies
of persons who never existed. His speeches are non-
rhetorical. Though they have all the marks of a real

eulogy, they are fictive--they are not in relation to -

a situation. One of his fictive eulogies would become
rhetorical if, by chance, it were later seen to fit a
real person--that is, if, by chance, it came into
fitting relation with a real situation. Similarly,
consider the speech of a character in a novel, or an
entry in Lincoln‘s diary, or conversation overheard
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in the hallway. Any of these might become rhetorical
for someone if he is in a situation for which it
counts as a fitting response.

Pomeroy: Well, my reply here is covered partly by
the first reply. In other words, I agree that your
theory ‘allows for discourse becoming rhetorical when
it relates to a genuine rhetorical situation. My

puzzlement, and thus the point in dispute, arises over

the nature of that relation. It seemed, and still
seems, to me that your example--the eulogist of fic-
tive person--explains nothing. But my concern here
is with something more significant than any of your
examples explain.

Bitzer: What is that?

Pomeroy: It arises over your phrase "by chance,' used
once in your original statement and twice in your
comments, I am concerned with the importation of
Chance into your account of '"rhetorical situation,"
which up to that point stressed not only exigence,
audience, and congtraints as '"relevant constituents,"
but further specified that a "controlling exigence"
almost defines any given rhetorical situation. How,
then, can Chance play a part in your theory? Appar-
ently under certain conditions it can even become a
determining factor. But if we allow Chance in the
theory because we seem to find it in our experience,
doesn't this weaken your account of the quality "fit-
ness of response'? We have seen that account to be
crucial to the acceptance of your concept of rhetori-
cal discourse. But once Chance is admitted as a
determining factor, '"fitness'" deteriorates into mere

appropriateness " This forces your theory into
maintaining that nonrhetorical discourse becomes rhe-
torical insofar as it is somehow regarded as "appro-
priate"” to a rhetorical situation. Pardon the pun,
but "appropriate,' in this context, does not somehow
seem "fitting."

i
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Bitzer: Apology-accepted--reluctantly. Well, perhaps
we cannot resolve that point here. But let's move on.
You level a major criticism, I admit, when you raise
the question, How do we know when a situation is truly
rhetorical? You point out what I have already con-
ceded-~that some situations are real, others unreal or
sophistic, some exigences clear, others unclear, some
strong, others weak, some important, others trivial,
some completely modifiable by discourse, others barely
modifiable, and so on. Then you comment: "A theory
which requires its users to discriminate carefully and
continually between rhetorical and nonrhetorical dis-
courses, situations, and exigences runs the risk of
being not only misunderstood and misapplied; it nay
never be applied at all." Now I do not take this to
be a devastating criticism if by a "user" you mean a
rhetorician or a critic.

Pomeroy: Why not?

Bitzer: Well, it seems obvious to me that the theorist
and the critic must examine rhetorical situations with
great care. If so, their examinations will require
concepts and distinctions of the sort mentioned. For
example, if a rhetorical critic examines Senator Mus-
kie's election night campaign speech, he must under-
stand it in relation to the situation which called it.
forth. I maintain that we cannot understand the
speech's arguments and import unless we see it as a
response to the earlier Nixon speeches and other ele-
ments in the situation. Further, it seems likely that
the critic would want to determine whether or not the
situation Muskie perceived could have been modified

by his message, whether the exigences Muskie perceived
were real or sophistic, and so on.

Pomeroy: That's an impressive example.

Bitzer: Here's another. I have heard some critics of

Nixon's campaign oratory say that the exigences he

sought to dramatize to the public were sophistic--unreal,
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contrived. So, I believe that the concepts and dis-
tinctions which you presumably find burdensome ate
needed--and are really emplcyed by us in our serious
criticism. On the other hand, if by "users" you mean
practitioners--orators of all sorts--then no doubt
these concepts and distinctions would not be systemati-
cally applied. I do not think this a hazard, however,
since I believe that very few speakers base their prac-
tice on theory.

Pomeroy: I will reply in a moment to the semantic
point. But first let me say that I don't agree that
very few speakers base their practice on theory. On
the contrary, I think that many do--only it is usually
on what you and I would probably call "bad" theory:
some inadequately examined or supeérficial notion,
picked up somewhere, on what is intrinsically "persua-
sive," "inspiring," "informative," or "entertaining,"
without regard to the constraints of the situation or
the expectations of the audience. 1Isn't it, in fact,
the inept and amateur speakers that seem the most
theory-ridden--the most domimated by preconceptions of
"what to say" and "how to say it"? Professionals are
much less beguiled by theory,- and much more critical
of the theories they do accept, since they can rely

on the resources of their experience--including the
experience of criticism. But that's by the way.
Suppose 1 return to the semantic point.

Bitzer: By all means.

Pomeroy: By & "user" I do mean primarily a rhetorician
(whether theorist or critic) but also a historian of
rhetoric, a political scientist, a practitioner--in
fact, anyone who could conceivably find a rhetorical
theory useful. But the real point is not Who could
use it? but How useful would it be? That is why I do

nét find your concepts and distinctions "burdensome,"
as you suggest, ’

Bitzer: I'm glad to hear it.
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Pomeroy: Instead, I find them in some ways ambiguous,
contradictory, and inconsistent. I have no doubt that
parts of your theory as it now stands are certainly
useful, if other parts are neglected or substituted
for. But, after all, it is the theory as a whole--
what Aristotle would call a synolon--which solicits
out acceptance and application. And for the practical
critic of rhetoric, two values of an acceptable theory
are coherence and intelligibility. Thus I find myself
reluctant to reject your theory entirely, because of
its keen and often novel insights into the nature of a
rhetorical situation. Yet I cannot accept the theory
entirely as it now stands, because it glosses over
difficulties that it raises and, I think, is obliged
‘to deal with.

Bitzer: Perhaps some of these will clear up as we
continue. You level a second major criticism in
calling attention to methodological problems. You
say: '"Within the context of Bitzer's theory it is
always possible to.argue that any rhetorical exigence
which did pot produce rhetorical discourse was not
truly rhetorical in the first place . But is-impossi-
ble to argue conclusively that any exigence. . .which
did produce some kind of discourse. . .was really non-
rhetorical." You also assert that in my theory the
conceptual dependency runs one way and the methodolog-
ical dependency another. You then comment: 'We remem-
ber that the only reliable sign of the existence of a
rhetorical situation is the presence of a rhetorical
discourse."

Pomeroy: Yes, with the emphasis on '"reliable.”

Bitzer: Well, this last statement, I think, is the
source of confusion giving rise to the alleged diffi-
culties. I wish, therefore, to say clearly that I
do not believe and did not say in the paper that the
only reliable sign of the existence of a rhetorical
situation is the presence of & rhetorical discourse.
I did point out that frequently situations come into
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existence, then atrophy, without discourse having been
created in response to them. All of us -have experi-
enced this. We have failed to speak when we thought
we should; later, perhaps, we created in private’
thought the speech we should have uttered in the situa-
tion, WfthWFhis point understood, I think the force

of your objet¢tion is lost. Clearly, there are some
situations which did not generate rhetorical discourse.
Would you like examples? '

Pomeroy: Of course!

Bitzer: In countless towns and cities, early in this
century, people and industries were polluting the ‘
strears and air. There were exigences, audiences, and
constraints. But in many of these places no one
responded rhetorically. It is clear also that some .
nonrhietorical exigences and situations have generated
discourse which people erroneously thought was rhetori-
cal. They thought they were in rhetorical situations
but they were not. Recall, for example, that men for
thousands of years asked the sun, wind, moon, or some
other object to provide rain, fertility, and other

" favors. They thought the situation genuine but it was
spurious. In contemporary life, too, there are speak-
ers responding to situations which are unreal.

Pomeroy: The critical issue here is indeed "major," if
by "major" you mean a significant ground for accepting
or rejecting the theory as a rationale for criticism,
Furthermore, I think you see the issue and concede its
force, but cannot resolve it without extensive revision
of the theory. Again, your examples are impressive.
They indicate the intended scope of your theory. They
also clarify, to some extent, the differences you find
between rhetorical and.nonrhetorical discourse.

Bitzer: . Thank you.

Pomeroy: But while it is true that your paper does not
say, in so many words, that the only reliable sign of
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a rhetorical situation is the presence of a rhetorical
discourse, that proposition is entailed by your main
line of argument. This is especially apparent in

your account of the relation of exigence to discourse.
It may well be an unintended implication of your argu-
ment. But the effect of this proposition, whether
stated or implied, can be felt by a critically per-
ceptive reader and could be a stumbling-block to the
practical critic. That was why I brought out the
hypothetical examples of the fluoridated water "fact-
sheet" and the barber pole newspaper story. That was
also why I analyzed your hypothesis concerning "the
propitious moment."

Bitzer: Can you explain further why you consider this
proposition "a significant ground for accepting or
rejecting the theory as a rationale for criticism?

Pomeroy: Yes. You claim that there must be some
rhetorical situations which did not generate rhetori-
cal discourse. Possibly so. But without discourse
we cannot now know reliably that the situations were
really rhetorical at that time, We can, of course,
conjecture that they were or argue that they should
have been rhetorical, with "controlling exigences"
which should have evoked "fitting responses.” But
someone else is equally free to conjecture or to
argue otherwise. Then are we not left with only the
well-known "insight of hindsight" to justify us?

Bitzer: Obviously I have not convinced you. Let me
conclude, then, by responding to another point. You
suggest that I employ the notion of "effective re-
sponse’ in addition to, or instead of, "fitting re=
sponse’'. There were several reasons, when I wrote
the paper, why I chose not to use the terms "effect"
and "effective". But the main reason was that I
myself find the meaning of "fitting response', or
"fitness of the response to the situation", or the
ways in which situation "prescribes" fitting response,
exceedingly unclear. ' And your criticism of this I
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readily acknowledge. Of course, ‘a fitting.response

is one that is effective--that is, given limitations
imposed by the situation, it does modify the exigence,
But the more precise meaning of "fitting response" can
only be determined in the individual case by examining
the particular situation,

Pomeroy: My suggestion was to use "effective fesponse" ;

in addition to, nof instead of, "fitting response'--
and for the reasons given. The most compelling reason,
for me at least, is what I have analyzed as the de-
scriptive-normative ambiguity of "fitting response",
To eliminate this, as well as to develop a double-
standpoint for viewing rhetorical discourse in light
of your "moral action" analogy, I offered a specula-
tive sketch (it is no more than that) which I hope you
will expand into a finished portrait. For clearly,

as my opening discussion indicated, your theory is,

as it now srands, incomplete. Clearly, too, it should
be completed, not abandoned. TFor I agree with another
critic of your theory, K. E. Wilkerson, that it is
"one of the few nontrivial alternatives to traditional
theory to appear in recent rhetorical literature, "3/

Mr. Pomeroy (Ph.D., f960, Stanford University) is
Associate Professor, Department of Rhetoric, Univer-
sity of California, Davis, California.
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