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rated four of these papers as superior and they are included in this
volumé, The titles and authors are: "Some Questions Regarding the
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—Foreword—

on May 11, 1968, the Speech and Drama Depdrtment
and Creative Arts Division Council of California State
College at Hayward held the Third Annual Conference in
Rhetorical Criticism, In attendance were professors and
twenty=two upper=division and graduate students from six-
teen colleges and universities of the western states, The
students read papers on rhetorical theory, history, and
criticism, In six sections to panels of professorse=the
editor=critics,

Departing from our usual plan of ranking to select
papers for commendation, we used a rating system: good,
excellent, or superior, The four papers in this volume
are those rated superior by the editor-critics.

This year's Conference was favored by the participa-
tion of Harry Caplan, Goldwin Smith Professor of the
Classical Languages and Literature at Cornell University
from 19411967, His banquet address, '‘The Classical
Tradition: Rhetoric and Qratory,'' was followed by a
standing ovation. Professor Gaplan is unable to release
his address for printed distribution at this time, believ~
ing it not ready for such publication, We respect his
wishes-~and at the same time look forward to his one day
finding means of making his rich and illuminating survey
of classical theory and practice available to all students
of rhétoric and the classics,

standing in his immense shadow we would presume to
dedicate this volume to Professor Caplan, interpreter of
the classical tradition to generations of students==to the
scholar ‘who, in the words of Everett Lee Hunt, found his
academic niche In the study and the teacktng of Gréek and
Latin, but Instead if deserting rhetorbc,,.continued to
make notable contributions in that field, and to enlist
the interest of classical scholars who might otherwise
never have concerned themselves with the implications of
Greek and Roman rhetoric for modern 1ife,"

The Editors




Dorothy M, Bennatt, University of Qregon, "Rhetoric
Today,"

Steve Chambers, University of California at Davis, "The
Rhetorical Tradition and Anerican Periodicals, 1800-
1850,

Ron Claussen, University of California al Davis, "War and
pPeace; Crists in Western Rhetoric,*

Jerry L. Daniel, University Wyoming, ''Rhetoric in (.S,
Lewls' Modern Thaolog. nad Biblical Criticism®."

Dan Frgedland, San Jose State College, ''The Success of the
Isocratean Method of Rhetorical Instruction,”

Terue Fujii, University of Utah, "A Study in Message
Modification: Rhetorical Influence by Restrictions,'

Nancy Headding, Central Washington State College, ''The
Nichomachean Ethics: 1ts Relation to the theory and
Criticism of £thos.,"

Robert Ivie, Washington State University, 'William McKin-
ley on the Philippines,”

James Johnson, Cal State, Hayward, ''Some Questions Regarde
ing the Facts and Circumstances of Logan's Speech,'

Robert Johnson, Sacramento State College, "A Rhetorical
Criticism of 'The Russians are Coming',"

Shirley G, Jones, University of Utah, 'Success Despite
Defeat: Edmund Burke's Character,"

Rarbara Keener, University of wyoming, Adam Smith's
fihetorical Theory in Wealth of Nations,"

Rachel L. Leeds, San Fernando Valley State College, "Black -

Power: Vintage 1900."

Richard Lucas, Sacramento State College, "1,A, Richards;
Rhetorical Prospector; The Miner, Mis Mines and His
Metaphor,"

Margaret Morrisson, Cal State, Hayward, ''William Jennings
gfyan and the ‘Naturally Good' Man,"

Rebecca Nobles, University of Oregon, 'Wendell Phillips
and Martin Luther King: The Rhetoric of Agitation,"

Judy Ovadenko, U,C,L.A,, "The Rhetorical Philosophy of the
Fuehrer,'!

Lynn Padilla, Cal State, Los Angeles, '‘Woodrow Wilson's
Use of Light-Dark Metaphor,'t

Joan Quall, whitworth College, "Audience Analysis as a
Basic foF Argumentation,"

Louis B. Queary, University of ralifornia at Berkelny,
tRhetoric Analysis of ODrama: A Critical and Creative
Procass.'

Perry L, Walker, Humboldt State College, "Charles Sumner's
IThe Grime Agalnst Kansas',"

C(hariene Wasserman, Cal State at Los Angeles, ''The Relas
tionships of Substance and Form in Richard Whately's
Logiecal Proofs,.'
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10:00

LUNCH

1:00

Schedule of Fuents

Critics' Silent Review of Papers in Sections

Coffee Time ior Student Participants

Section Meetings

Presentation of Papers

Comments of Editor=Critics

Decision tor Commendation and Publication

Reading to Entire Contference ol Commended
Papers

Dinner: Dining Room, Cal Statc Caifeteria

Master of Ceremonies: Or, John Cambus,
‘Acting Chairman, Department ot
Speech . and Drama, California
State College, Havward,

Introducing the Speaker: Or, Harold Barrett,
Associate Professor, Department of
Speech and Drama, California State
College, Hayward

Speaker: Dr, Harry Caplan, Goldwin Smith
Professor of the Classical lLanqu-
ages and Literature, Co.nell Unis
versity, 1941447

“The Classical Tradition;
Rhetoric and Oratary"
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SOME QUESTIONS REGARDING THE FACTS

AND .CIRCUMSTANCES OF LOGAN’S SPEECH - |
by | BEST COPY AVAILABLE

. James Johnson, Senior in Speech,Califérnia State College, Hayward

In October of 1776, vear the Linke of the Sciotao Fellowing Goneral Gitisunls attema to persuade the
“iﬁnr in Ghic, the M oaae 1dvan Chiol Tahgabjute, whom Minge leader to attene the peace cnference, Locan,
the whites called Loaon, walked with General John Gibson, geenrdirg to histerian - leu b £, Washburn, shd! fp
Gibson had been sent by L rd Duomore tao Jrrante a peace abupcernce ot tears T ang spote the fallowin g wopen:
conference following the unsuccesaful tndian attempt to
Fesist white settlement .in the CGhio Valley, The two I appeal tao any white non U way, il he vver optered
approached a wooded apat ¢ lose by the lrdian camp, where L oan's cabin hungra, ard gave hiam et meat:  if
Logan spoke words in his own lanauaue that were to project cver e core naked ane cold, and act ¢lothed him,

Far heyond that pla~¢ and tine, Dut ing the course of the last lung and bloody var

L on remained idle in his cabin, an advocate of

: Tahqahjute ecarly in life began to be called Logan, peadtes Such wus my love for the whites, that y
?rohablY in honor of the Svcretary of Pennsylvania, James countrymen pointed ua they vussed, and waid, “‘Le-aun
Logan, Though his father was alse: o M:nao chief, he was is the frieng of the whitc aan,'t | had even thought
believed to be of full French ancestry and was said to te live woith you, but for the injuries of one man,
have been cantured as o child and brought up as an Inadian, C loncl Cresap, the last sprimy, in cold blood, and
This would have made Logon a half breed, but he was untitevoned, murdered all the relations of Logan, not
thornughly nurtured as an Indian, The life of Logan was ceven sparing my women ond children, There runs not
ho di fferent From others of his time and race--until 1774, a drup of my bloud in the veins of any living creature,
then a mob of white men murdered a group of Mingo, in- This called on me for revenge: | have sought its |
tluding members of Lagan's family, The massacre of his have hilled many; | have fully glutted my venceance:
ife and ¢hildren turned Loqun'g friendship for the for my country | rejoice at thc.beams of peace, But
iolonists to hatred, and he set upon o path of vengeance, du not harbor a thought that mine is the joy of fear
jllying himsch‘with §he British to whom he turned cver L gan never felt fear, Mo will not turn on his heel
jore than (0 scalps, fo order to put down the Indian to save his life, Who is there to mourn for Lugan?--
jprising, the Department of the Interior sent a formal Not one, :

ilitary force uader Cotonel Cresap which led to a strug=-

le often referred to as "'Cresap's War," The wor ended Washburen, in his study of Lugan, has stated, ''Lonan's
h 1774 with the final defeat of the Indians at Point history is, in microcusm, the history of the Indian-white

leasaat, relationship,' 7 The outline of the speech recapitulates a

conventional pattern: |
fnterestingly, the words which Logan spoke in reply

o Lord Dunmore's request to attend the peace conferonce 1. initial befriending of the whites by Indianys=ss
ave been compared to the world's Greatest orations, “Such was my love for the whites, that my countrymen
eh years after the speech, Thomas Jefferson stated, | . pointed as they nassed, and said, ‘Lloqgan is the friend
by challenge the whole prations of Demosthenes and Cicore of the white man, '

V pronvunce a single passaae superior tg the specech of

bgon, a Mingo Chicef, to Lord Dunmore,'" 2. Personal outrage aqainst the Indians by frontier

out laws ==«

The purpose of this study is to raise questions re= “Colonel Cresap, the last spring, in cold blood, and
jording the facts and circumstances of Logan's speecch to unprovoked, murdered all the relations of Logan, not .
otd Dunmore, My investigation is not designed tn answor cven spariog my women and ¢hildren,'!
11 relevant questions, but rather, to study and present .
their historical significance to the field of rhetoric, 3, Sceking of violent revenqge by the Indians---
his investiqation must be termed a preliminary study, , "This called on me for revenge; | have sought it
far it will feauire further, extensive research to solve I have hilled many; | have fully glutted my vengeance,’

he many mysteries that surround this speech,

b, F.rmal retaliatory military expedition to 'put
down'' the "Indian uprising'* «=-

"For my country | rejoice at the heams of peace, But

. do not harbor a thought that mine is the joy of fear,
Lowrence Weath, fictionafy of Arceican Bioqrapty (Mow Logan never felt fear,"

ork, 1933). p. 392,

Clark Wissler, ledians of the United States (Mew York, b "Lagan's Sueech,’ ! in An American Primer, od, Daniel
940) , p, 119, Buorstin (Chicayo, 1966)7 p. 60,

Wpbster's Biographical Dictionary (Soringfield, 6 tbid,, p, 62,
nssachusetts, I9t35. pe 913, ———

7 ibids, p. 63,

Wissler, p,o 1720,

o el
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5. The defeat of the [ndiansg fod bowe vy theipr b
“f land and spirit---
“Who i there te mourn for L oans

L TR T
The earliest known copy of Louan's speeche«f ot
nanuscript and first published--was that o Jomes Macis o,
In Japuary 29, 1775, Modison wrnie teo W bhvan Regsr ¢ b
0§t inLim?te frieng .the-ﬂ%-}uw0hu Veetter, I hawe 101
seen the following in print an. iQ spemsg t. U Pust .
ipecimen rf lodian eliguency ord raslaaer valor, gt
think you will be pleased wit™ it, ' % Acheowled,ing the
topy wf Madison, Bradford writy in reoly:

t s

P othought iU a pity that so tire o e o0 *
brdiv ehiuence are vaentares waloo 0 L
justly; <all 1) shoule orouish in
therefure gave a copy of it tn
ingerted it in his poier:
iransceribed nto the athers
highest sati-taction to ol tngt can acmies o
celinh the vt Meant vog o oo e g
ne. apol gy for publishing what |osunir .
made public., °

1

Bocurity 4y
my Lrother whe

from b h o
aned has

e lave

v the

Madisen's vers) oo ot Looqan's speeeh wos b b dishe: oo
the Pennsylvonta J oorral, the Breadiops Facily ISR TV

n February 1, 1775, Grder the hoadieg Satesci ¢ty botger
ror JirgTeia,” 1t was repabliched i the Mow 7 ore Guaeclle
n Fohruary 15, 17758, Meanwhile, o foehruary B, 1770 the
Liryinia Gazette sublished yn alteret and perhany irt el
sersion which has heen —alled the 1257,
dith the punlishing < hictorical duter al e he s ricge
wrchives, Logan's spreech was  incluced as it

che virginia Gazette of February b, I3

r;l"a[ i pri--r. |-

apprared

Thomas Jefferson recarded Ligants in hie
ocket account book from a copy qiven bim by L .rd Surdore
ind translated by Genéral Gibsor., S, striting and pr -
rocative was the speech that, accoeding to Jefferonn, It
recame the theme of every conversatinn in Williamshur:,* I

soeeh

Jefferson published the speech in his Notes on Virginia

0 refute the assertions of the French philosopher Buffon,
tho argued, 'There is something in the soil, climate and
sther circumstances nfl America, which necasion animal
wature to degenerate, not excepting even the man, pative
v adoptive, shysical or mural,” ' 1o rejecling ttis
theory, Jefferson usced Lonan's speech a8 cvidonce ot the
righ talents of the aborigines of the cruntry,

The language of Logan's translated spoech, with its
wertones of biblical power and directness, made o strong
impression on the people whose principal
‘eritance was the Bible. The impact of the speech was
immediate, Jefferson's retelling of the story vave it
‘urther impetus, His account was widely reprinted in
schaol readars throughout the last half of the l?gh
:entury and the first half of the 19th century, 'v  wher
.oyan's speech appeared in the early aditions of Or,

literary in-

Irviag Brant, James Madison-<The Virginia Ruvolutions
ist. (New YOI’ki 19141). [ 282‘

9 ibid., p. 284 ,
11 Boorstin, p. 60.

12 1bid., ps 60,

13 \bid,, b, 62,

years,
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Woillatm H e Mot ffoy's, C'-‘g( i¢ -Fnr-urrth Reader, it was

v it e ot aserican school ehildren.
The "o sib e sales of the MeGulfey Readers was estimated

than 122,070,000 between 1836 and 1920, For
the Tvvn(h was O required recitation piece for all
chilaren,

al nore

T wide gcceptance of Locan's speech by the white
peailal s > doubtlesys was due, ia part, te the quilt felt
by mepy poenle toa the wrengs and injustices Tmposed
voon this “noble savage.,” But with thic acceptance came
A eontroy rav which wis too remac e sleong ittty years
af ter the acath of Tremas Jelfersan,

. [ Y N ¥ o
Crosar Litlee Lonar’s
Jelterson referred to Cresap as
Mgty urders e had commitled on
RS PO R P

the

allogat o that Cnldneld
Prohia W Lo on Yirginsa,
b i famous for the

the vo mech injured
sl when Jeflers nowas advanging toward
rosidency, Creqants seon-in=law, Lother Marting, nne=
Lio radice) s naid beoome a Fedoralint jaunched
a as-ult S betferson for standering " vrave defender

of {bke country,'! 1 Martin oflerced evidence that o manb
romed Cantarn Lecathouse had lead the ¥l low Creek massacre
ard that Crosap was rol resent,  Martin's attack on
Jetfersun was oresertod via letters o eusnapers,
Joetfeen e held that the affpngive JAEY I SAN PuUPpOse
S Martie's lettee to the preas “forbade the respect of

ar answer, ind he refosed to be drown into o public
sontrever sy o the sehject. Bul at the wame time he set
himgelt upon o fweeyear innquiry to scarsh for first=hand
wel terre of the e idents of 177 Hes tiondingy confirmed
that Martin's accusations were vesentiallyv correct,  He
found that there had been three sets of  marders of Iadians
on the oDhio Rlver near Wheeling, Cresop perpetrated the
f.rst twe attacks, in one of which some oi Logan's
relatives were among the slaie,  Following the lead of
Cresap, Drniel Greathouse lead a party of thirty-two which
massacred Logan's family at Yellow Creek,  Jefierson’s
refusal Lo exenerate Cresap ar all counts bepl the
controversy alive as lung as he remained in politics,

varily,

d man

teader,

tone and

Acter Jefferson's death the contreveray, crupted
every ton or twelve years, vatil I8G7 when historian and
critiv of Jefferson, Brantz Mayer, d¢isclosed that
Joefferson had deliberately suppressed a letter qiven him
i 1738, shich nnt anly denied Cresap's auill in the
Yeolbaw Creos massacre, but held him blameless in the
carbier Lillinony, 1L has heen suquested by author tiving
Brant that Jefferson's eqoe was toe large to admit his
serivus Mistakbe, But, as Brant obscrves, "L is ulterly
immaterial whether Cresap or Greathousr led the party which
slaughtercd L onun's tamilv: the fundamental quilt was
Tgu:n Jeffersor slaced U oand was devper than he claimed, '

Thi- taipaie bt ¢ lear Cresap included o streng effuet
to diseredit Loaan, 1o 180T, Brants Meyer wrte a hool,
titled, Tahjohjute, or Legan and Cresop, retirg that
Livor's apiech won delivered to Danmare'y cnissary, and
net i connei b, Baver foand that:

o -

ithid,, p. £,

he Siate L)‘L Vl,f'A(lil‘;th (Chape ) 1l Il. ")r-“) 's‘-‘}t

PO

tHotes n
JUSAS S Rl

Hrart, p, .,

¥ .

Jueftersan, p, 0L,

nl‘ulr"'lin' HON }',”.




Foonew General " one o e a0 il b Ldb sy, b
was wte of the mest artless ame oo Gb 0 L agte f e e
Tthe wet bd and the Jast man o vqeth that w e ongre o

Lol statement vt Grtat ot eyebte, Mo wdn Lo 10n
Tl braleah o Gonndar ) with o et atle coe g T, e
witheut any tane , GETS e L Wt aat
Tand baervart o bl g owrg hes, o

Aut StILD the wtta e Costineed,  Johe . Ja cly,
hin heok, S Brogrart. wl St of the Life o the Late
Civtuin a’.r.:sap, statve, Y ur L qan sovech, yoar e
specimen of [rdiae ratiry, - g lie, a counteriet, and
tever o fact bad  ar, existence as a real Indian specch,
- Ir 103, MO Lowise Stevenson, in a  defenye of Cresap,
conc tuded that "'t ‘o high time that this 'conversation'
shoutd be eliminoted from the schuol buoks,., 77 And
in Tact, 4t is rare te find the sacech of lagan in the
school] books of the 2Uth certury,  T-omenting on thrs,
Washburn has stated:

It is only in the present age, in which biblical
rhetoric is lost amidst the blaring of 'commercials,®
the elephantine obscurity of 'governmentese,' and the

. saccharine hypocrisy of social chit-chat, that Logan's
prose is beginning ta seem archaic, if it iy remember-
ed at all, 23

n July 28, 1841, a group of pioncers and citizens of
the Scioto Yalley, meeting at Westfall, in Pickaway County,
formed the Logan Historical Society, The purpose of the
suciety was to:

Perpetuate those principles of which Logan suf fered
the sneers of his red brethren, by the erection of a
Monunent to his memory and by the careful collection,
safe keeping, and lasting preservation, for the use
of pasterity, the many scattered but interesting
fragments of the history of the early settlements of
the Western country,, ., *

Logan's speech was to be "iylly engraved in guilt
letters on said monument . 25 Gther monuments were erected
ae_Luqan‘s presumed birthplace in Auburn, New Yort, and
under the elm near Circleviltle, Ohio, where local tradition
aassurmed his Spu(-l;ﬁ to have been made,

The character of Lesan and his peaple is romant icnlly
duscribed by Washinqion Irving in his Shatch Buok, trving,
like Jeffersor, rejected the thetry of the ledion o being
an inferior human and wrete:

There is soniething in the character and habits of

the Morth American savaar, taken in connection with
the scenery nver which he is accustomed to ranqge, its
vast lakes, boundless forests, majestic rivers, its
tracktess plains, that is, to my mind wonderful ly
striking and sublime,

This much can he said with cortainty, asuthentlic or

i,y e, €5,

Beant | op, lh,

. ]l,;,l‘

el
ERIC
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"the rooarks attributeo to Loaar have ¢ layed
el i e draea of the |agran-white

relatvoeshin ie weerica, The final bost ey braring on

Loan's

furthi

addressy hes noat heer written, My investication,
Goprediainary stuc., hopcfully sets the groundwerk for

research,

.




I.A. RICHARDS: RHETORICAL PROSPECTOR:
THE MINER, HIS MINE>. AND HIS METAPHOR

Richard s. lucas, Graduate in

A bitatiom o0 0 riaee L em e e - HT h
LACCLAR': Lo BRI S T Y U I [ DY Y SR SR N Y T E FE T
ot ity e g O T I T e e STV e by
oty Gy Comrent oo v a ra e book | W, H, 4.
[ R O I T O VR I TR L R R R AR
ant gt R My, e Sn s rer Qe e Taje Fayle
[PARTEETE &) D S T A (AR A S tosted, ":"“:r"' PN Y
MO EENt e e e L e e [
(Y] TP the earl ot e, Fooo weiguine roa ny -
R Y G AT T O Y O R R L R TR
Phretemen s cwed attie f oy an mictar ety maL g eyl ean
R S A L LN TR - ., [
Ay atte~p o coee Tt e '
t feoY, ar : I ; .
[ e, ey 1 e . e °
NERERNVE FTI I W Vet R A at e e
gragy e beey b e i Aok v IR TIRS
it T sha'l o Vel
eraminin: hi-, a. pan P T Y S I A

probing Lhose poreain, s cnpor, wnich begr
on netasher, are Firalie g S aly Lo reimoras ni use
of metaphe: in nre ot b T T
Richards' sprawline Bace b writ e in i ve
suy influential works go Lol ag nary artioles
icale, bath ¢onrlarly ane poputar,™  The mocleng o
compipx wordys' o anise,
v, are has glways beer, ric ietorags e ogaete, i e
ununya!l For A Poel ra retarnraheee inta L, et bt

Richards has reveraed thi o are publisted Beo e 0 v

[aTRLTLE 400
e e i
[N

thin writte . wirk o f By bar e,

TEoae waeplas L., Ged b er e emiaes ey e
TSR T A I TR S R RENPTY S S
6f meaniag eaar L g
new toeldy L0 L unatraice 0 i

B ) LA R AT I SRR § AN

[ ca o b A pihoasar e

tow o ary trail oot thogghe )

howewe © faint, no matter wore G0 il togd b A,
Ki Hards an the Scier e o Coprizasn,’ awaaee Poy,,

.
VL (Uct., '1038), 520-57 ; wnite Elivon Vivact view: the
other <ide o' the cotn when hn aceusny, B harde At diga
MiLsing as mere verbiage thneoricgs with whizh he disarees
art of bravely hacling ar sery ¢i®f intellectual bnots
rather then patiertly unravelling them, " "Four MNotwes o
fo &, Richards! gqthe: Toeor, Philﬁsgﬁh-LQL_RQiL;:
LIV (July, i446), 354-167,

fcishs

Yy, m o, Hotnpt o Largudge, Thonght ane 7 aeprehonsior,
e RS EIRLLAN ML il
Yitor angtas, deciang PRGhG 0 o0y,

H .
Tatandey o Hyear, The Arand Yicion, (New York, 1eh7)
[N

L -

Some of the most well known are: with (. K. Ogder, The
Meganing of Meanirg, (1947); Printiples of Literary Ceiticis
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Speech, Sacramento State Collégef
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of peetry it l‘j)&. at ase 2

The impressive budye of writing produced oy Rishards
wies nat whally accaunt tor tre impact his life has had.
His teaching activities ane continual concern for educe=
Jion have alsg laft their nart,

Writer and teacher = but »wre specifically critic,
iritosephar, psycholeaist, lecturer, professor, poet,
Liayariaht = all of nes= terms, and more, are needed to
vescribe the career o' |, <, Richards; and his influerce
in the wilss of critizism aae communrication bas been %0
ed s areae Caad ia sore instances 50 subtle) that it owill

poimgescinte to ocap tulty ke aftects tor can, vears .

war brief, exulurators probe of Richards' 'heory o
satanre s vheuld orove exciting, for Hotopf, »no has spent
. . . in reaching ano critically appraising'
Win writings, firts thew trick with ideas, '~ for
Wichoro ., ~etaphor is a constitutive part o' lanquase and
bios view 0o retaphor is wideiy irclusive, the only proe
resuisete being the conpimction of two ideas, for;

atty oy rary

ir tne sitpleg foreulation, when we ube a
etophor o we vase to Cagghts of aifferent
thir .y Getive tojetner and sunported by

4 wingle word, or vraar, whose meaning is
a resulrant of theis intergetion,

setephor introduces tao of
cerrs s 0in My exposition:

Aorube dee cntuctin .
Kichar o o
.

whother . L asars i being usec litere

ally ar reetapnorically is not , . . an easy
mater Lo aetrle, ae say provisionalby
ot tle {0 o gecidiog whether , . . the

WOFC Give s us twe 1deas ur one o .
~pether t¢ presents both a tenor and a
vort U le which cooperate in an inclusive

. )
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1hae terur 15 the uncerlying idea to which the vehicle
il e fartaer characteristicos,  For exaple, e the
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cratemes 0 UHe wds o Tioe an battie,"" tho teear, the
-
agharast ficret bool of poetry was Goodby Latth ang uther
Foong b3y 0 He alay has puntighed Th ¢ rean, any
Crther Geama bty a, well as two plavs, Toscrriw Morne

ey, and & Leat in the griyarse, 0
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underlying idea, is '"men in battle," while the vehicle,
“lion," lends certain Tion=Tike chapacteristics to the
idea of man in battle and the inclusive meaning is the
result of the interaction between the two ideas,!0

Metaphor is so vital because of what the mind does
when confronted with ideas which belong to different
‘orders of experience' since:

The mind is a connecting organ, it works

only by connecting, and it can connect

any two things in an indefinitely large

number of different ways, Which of these

it chooses is settled by reference to

some larger whole or aim , , ., l|a all
interpretation we are filling in connect ions, !!

The impartance of metaphor, then, is due, in part, to the
fact that its presence does not disrupt the usual mode of
thought,

Richards holds that the ‘'‘problem of communication is
one of obtaining '‘clear transmission' through a complex
vehicle:

How to obtain clear transmission is pre-
cisely the problem of comunication, We

have seen that it is a matter of avail-
ability of common experiences, the elicie
tation of these by a suitable vehicle, and
the control and extrusion of irrelevant :
eléménts , . , through the complexity of

the vehicle.!

Metaphor Eontributes to this complexity by the multiplica~
tion of contexts relevant to the underlying ideas,
Richards points out that: ’ ’

{n difficult cases the vehicle of communi-
cation must inevitably be complex. The
effect of a word varies with the other
words among which it is placed. What
would be highly ambiguous by itself be=
comes definite in a suitable context . . .
To this is due the superiority of verse to
‘prose, . . . poetry being by far the more
complex vehicle,

Any attempt to examine Richards'! practice in the light
of his theory should start with his view of comnunication
in which "a language transaction , , ., may be defined as a
use of symbols in such a way that acts of reference occur
in a héarer which are similar in all relevant respects to
those which are symbolized by them in the speaker.'!
Bécause no speaker and hearer cen ever have identical
contexts,' the symbolization must be complex emough to
fecilitetea the desired interpretation by 'making available
comhon expefiences,' by the 'extrusion of irrelevancies,"
#nd by the introduction of varied elements.!5 1t is in
these capacities that metaphor is expected to serve,

Metaphor is a semi=surreptitious method by
which a greéater variety of elements can be

10 Richards, Philosophy, p. 96.
I 1bid., p. 12b4=5,

12 Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, p. 188,

13 jbid., p. 178-9,
4 0gden and Richards, Meaning of Meaning, p. 205+6.
15 Richards,

Peinciples of Literary Criticism, p. 180,
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wrought into the fabric of the experience.
« . . What is needed for the wholeness of
an experience is not always naturally
present, and metaphor supplies an excuse
by which what is needed may be smuggled
mn,

The yeoman service which Richards exacts from meta-
phor piques the curiosity about what use the theorist
might himsclf make of metaphor in communication,

In an attempt to satisfy this curiosity, a brief,
exploratory analysis of the metaphor in Richards' commu-
nication was undertaken. The sample is a short talk "given
in connection with the Harvard General Education programme,'
in February, 1947, entitled, "General E£ducation in the
Humanities' and was an explanation of a course on ''Sources
of our Common Thought.''!7 We do not have information on
the audience, except Richards' statement that the talk was
addressed to an audience with a ''special interest,'!

The speaker's main, unexpanded thesis was that a gen-
eral education should consist of the continual asking of
the question, 'What is a general education?,' The use of
metaphor in the talk expanded this thesis in several ways.

The first was through the ‘introduction of common ex=
periences. Moral obligation was linked to the quest for a
general education; the individual was made an 'eddy" in the
water-shed of tradition, and the student was identified as
a 'make-the-grade examinee,'" The bringing in of reference
to common experience was continued through the ''01d Testa-
ment," 'perfect spring weather,' and the widespread Ameri-
can ideal of the 'pursuit" of a goal. A concluding
metaphor opened up many 'contexts' by linking the "'quese
tioning" to the materialistic business world:

“

But we cannot ask such a question in the
void, |t does no good to interrogate
merely the words General Education, We
must have materials - samples to examine -
while remembering that it is our business
to be examiners, not examinees., We must
not let the routines and mechanics of the
learning=teaching trade get in the way,!9

Al of these metaphors made available to the hearer many
“'contexts' with which almost any American audience would
have had much experience, Of course, without some limiting
of the ''contexts'" to those which are compatible with the
speaker's purpose, this function of metaphor might be selfs
defeating, .

This points to the importance of another function
which metaphor performed ih this talk, the "extrusion of
irrelevancies.' The possibility that the bearers might
have resisted the thesis as individuals was lessened by
three separate metaphors which tended to involve the indie
vidual hearer to a greater degree:

Any man today has to fight for his moral
life to get a goud general education,

+ + + They are the chief tributapies of
the river in which we, as individuals,
are little whirle and eddies.

« « « with planetedweller!s indiffarence,

16 1bid., p. 180,

17 Richards, Speculative Instruments, pp. 129<132,

18 \bid., p. xil.
19 ibid., p. 132,
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Hare the questioning {or quest) was made a moral issue in
'which the individual -is submerged, Alsa, his bringing
wodern man's raeputation for sophisticatad indifference out
dn plain view made 1t a less dasirable refuge.
Another megtaphor added urgency to the thesis by link-
Eing the message of the 01d Testament to the contemporary
phearer as'a player In the "pe~petual human tragedy';

Tha Qld Testament . ., . is an unparal-

lgled exhibition of titani¢ questionings

followed by wonden-minded formalism and
miscompreghgnsion, It enacts before us,

on the grandest scale, the perpetual

human tragedy - the transformation of /
orlginative Inspiration into the neat

nete and devout observance of the make-

the-grade examinee.20

f Thus metaphor served to define the idealistic aspects
Of the thesig and thon turncd vo the practical, The 'busf-
NEss worid metaphor quoted previously was well suited
ttils purpose, The 'vehicle" consisted of the practical’
workaday, competltive values of economic enterprise and
interacted with the underlying idealistic ""quest' for a
gneral education. The result was a limiting of the proper
iaterpratation to the idea that if the quest were to be
Foductive one would have to ask mcaningful questions about
valid samplas.
Another facet »>f the use of metaphor which may be pro-
itably examined concerns the "dependence of the effects
upon one another.'' One :hread of interdependence was in
Richards' use of the 01d Testament. It was one source of
ggtern Man's tradition In the 'watershed" metaphor, an
exhibition of "perpetual human tragedy'* in the next, and an
gxample of what genaral education is and is not in a third
aphor.. Beecduse the 01d Testament holds a place of gen-
i"esteam, the several uses of it were probably effective
éontrolling raferences about traditional, humanistic,
and practical individual involvement,

o In another sense; all of the metaphor used pointed to-
vard the need for perscnal involvement in this ruestioning
about general edv.ation, The issue of morality, the ime
poF tance of tradition, the compromise of the 'makasthe-
grade! student, the ‘pursuit" of the goal, the necessity

5 the 'business' approach - the resultants of all these
eénofsvghicle Interactions emphasized the need for indivie
dusl iavoivement.,

It sgems, then, that Richards' use of metaphor in this
Bhort talk made wore complex, i.e., expanded, th. thesis,
by the iattoduction of common experiences, by the extrusion
pf irrelevancies, and by the control of interdependenciaes,
e simple "'questioning' became the complex message which
jade relevant ''references'’ about moral obiigations, tradi-
ijon flowing from the ancients, the indifference of mods
EFAs; ''the perpetual human tragedy,' the "pursuit' of a
?&éi, and praghiatic procedures subordinate to desirable
ends !

| have not intended to convey the idea that Richards'
practical use of metapHor was a conscious ef fort to fuls
i1l tha tenets of his theory, The myriad factors which
mpinge on the comnunication process legislate against the
ucéessful combination of theory and practice in any narrow,

Abid., p. 132,
" Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, p. 180,
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machanistic manncr,?? what | have tried to convey in iny
brief examination of & talk by Richards is the idea that
his use of metaphor does support his theory, If his view
of languagae and thought as beling essentially metaphoric is
valid, It follows that the use of metaphor would tend to
suppart his thgory even wnen the speaker has never been
exposed to that thgory, 1f effective use of me'taphor can
result without knowledge of theory, where, then, is the
value of detailed study of metaphor? Perhaps one basic
value weuld be the awareness that metar! - p ays a vital
role In rhetoric, and ig . simply "a sert of happy extra
trick with words,'?3 But Richards has staked out a larger
claim; :

We must transiate more of our skill ir
discussab'e science, Reflect be v .~y
what we do alrean 50 cleverly. Raise our
implicit recogni v into explicit disting=
tions, As we do we find that &11 the
questions that matter in literary history
and criticism take on a new Intezest and
wivar relevance to human needs.?

Richards' full and productive ife leaves exposed a
rich out=cropping waiting to be worked, For the rhatorical
prospector the exploratory assays are promising and excite
ing, The heaviest nuggets, however, (and the poke full of
dust as well) are carried bv calloused hands, Perhaps the
prospectors autnumber the miners,

22 Richards points this out in regard to the writing of
poetry, and | believe it holds true (perhaps to a lessef
degfee) in persussive prose. in his preface to Ihe Seresns,
he writes: 'What conmections, if any, hold batween a
ciitic's theofies about poetfy and his practice when he
profassas as o poet? My own view has beéen that no suéh
connections should be discernable. The duties of guod
critical theory . . . are analogous to those of a good
police in a society 85 nearly anarchic as possible,

Good theory is not there to tell the poet what he shall do,
but to protect him from gangsterstheofies, . . . Criticsl
theory does this bast by observing the actualities of
inspiration ond composition. These | suggust, are coms
plex enough to make infarences as to how a poet should
write ridiculous." p, 7,

23 Richards, Philosophy, p. 90,
2 1bid., po ghes,
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Most of the public and a great part of the literary
wot 14 think of rhetoric pejoratively, A passage in a text
is disnissed as 'just rhetoric," or a poet's work is down-
gradgd as “'basically rhetorical,' Rhetoric in literature
s thought of as a collection of devices which are incidens
tal to, and probsbly detract from, the work. In fact,
rhetoric is 8 Systematic tool which can be universally
applied to both creation and criticism,

Rhatorical theory, assumes that creator both under«
stands where his work is going and is in control of the
process, From this assumption, it muct be granted that
interpretation 1ies within the text itself, Once this is
gstablished, it is obvious that it is unfair to look at

the work with a preconceived idea of its meaning, That is
the prarogative of the creator: the c¢ritic's responsibility
" is to discern the author's intention from the work as it
develops, or,conversely, to be the ideal audience, The
{deal sudience brings to the text only the tools of reading.
That is, he accepts the work as an entity and looks for the
author's intention as the author develops it in time, not
with the aid of hindsight or alrcady established viewpoint,

Ohe kind of literary criticism starts with a view of
the overall work and works down to the level of the individ-
val words only after the interpretation has been set, Where
this spproach leads is best evidenced by the continued
nisreadings, not of obscure works, but of King Lgaf, As You
Like It and Coriolanus, of Keats; Wordsworth, and Coleridge,
and Melville, Conrad, and Howthorne, Obviously, it would

be foolish to say that ten generations of literary critics
aF@ wrong about the most studied literature in the world,
That 14 patently untrue, but what is true is that theie
indurpretotions afo based on a methodology so individual

and devious as to amount to little more than informed opin-
ion. While the mathod becomss unnocessarlly complex, the
“ernventional approach is simple, The work (for the purposes
of this paper | propose to treat only with drams) is read
ond considered a3 anh entity, Some hypothesis is formed
obout its its intent, its characters and their pufpose,

the reasons for the apparent structure, the overall '"theme,'
and any other geraralizations which scem workoblae, The
hypothesis is then tested by looking for suppofting and
sontradietory ‘gvidence within the text, The Fesults vary,
Somatimas the method works perfactly, and a comprahensive
understanding of the teat is reached by the efitic~=the
play is nailed dowh without serious problems, However,
somatimaa the eritic finds himseif in the position of the
garly 'geographer who thought that the earth was flat; his
hypothesia is wrong, but his inteliectual ability is so
gfeat that he is able to comstrue the textual evidence so
a3 to support his theorfy, and his 1acorrect interpFetation
beeomes accepted.

An approach based on textusl rFhetofFie, using both
figures and stfuctufe, avoids the trap of starting with an
hypothesis about the work, Instead it applies a methodology
wZieh is based on the natufe of the genfe and which can be

appiied universally, The only assumption necessary (s that
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language in context is indicative of the author's intention,
0r, conversely, that language in context is what affegts

the audience, Language, from the overvidw, can be miseon=
struad, but the assumption is that if the creator has
control of the creation, the language Says what he wants

it to say from start to finish,

fhetorical onalysis of drama has two broad bases:
charactér and structure, Unlike in conventional analysis,
character comgs first, .Rhetorical analysis mirfors the
creative process., From language, character i$ builty frem
the interaction of character comes structure} the structure
contains the art, Implied in the language of a gharagter
in context is how he will act in a given situation, |[f
the artist is to control the work, he must be suré that his
characters are their language, that they do not contradict
it,

When a character speaks in a certain way, whethef in
real life or on the stage, we make certain assumptisns
about him and about his relationship to other peeple. Thus,
from her characteristic rhetoric, we can identify & charace
ter as the '"Jewish Mother! because it has become a pufe
form, o convention., Similarly, there are many other cons
vantional stances which we recognize immediately; the bully,
the braggart, the simpering virgin, fof example, have a1l
beconte buriesque. Such textual analysis is based on the
assumption that the rhetoric of complex, threesdimenslonal,
"peal' characters such as Edmund and Lear, Résalind, oF
Coriolanus determines their character., In other words,; the
charactar of tdmund can bp establishad immediately, adt enly
by what he says or doas; but by how he says what he 8ays;
in the first scanes in which he appears, Context is means
ingful; hyperbole, per se, does not fix a character in a
stance role, but the sum of characteristic figures does,

Just as the rhetorical question can call forth the Jewish

mother, and heroic 1itotes the bully, cach figure implias
both by its presenee and by its absence; something aboug
the character who uses it, .

Rhetarical analysis is basically simple, A text is
read closely for rhietorical figures, without direction oF
bias based on any concept of the work, but simply for
identification and notation, Thare is no way to lesrn to
discriminate the fi?ures axcept by practice; theoretical
definition and know ed?e of tha figures is useful only when
solidified by practical applicationysinee figures ara not
significant out of context. Onge noted, figures fail 1ate
catagories; some will reeur continually, In evafy speeeh,
both sollloquoy and dialogue, some will exist in dialogue
consistantly, some in soliloquoy only, HMany figures will
occuf occasionally, but Aot in a poattern, Obviously the
figures whieh afe ublquitous afe basic to the éharaster;
they tell us something specific about him, %o do figuras
which are absent. And if 8 character speaks one way if
dialogue and another in s6liloquoy, do we ot suspeet him
of duplicity? in a glossary of rhatorical terms eompiied
and edited by Professors wi{liam J+ Brandt and Leonard £,
Nathan of the University of California at Barkaelay, the
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figures are divided into three broad categories: argumenta=

tive figures, tropes, stance figures, This glossary's
emphasis Is considerably different from that of classical
rhetori¢, but the terms are essentlally the same, The
method Is primarily definition by operative function,
Argumentative figures are self explanatory; they are primare
il{hégruetu;fl figur?s, and their function isito perSU?dg,
enthymeme, distributio, ratlocinatio, sententia, gxemplum,
_;a'_né;lg.g‘_;z‘fand”ﬁf thasis are familiar figures in the argumene
tative group. Troped consist of terms which vivify language
by exploiting some semantic discontinuity; for example, the
famillar synecdoche, metonomy, simile, metaphor, and the
less famiTiar abusio and translatic, The Stance figures,
last of all, are made up of those figures which determing
the role of the character and lead the audience to a partice
ular response, Typical stance figures are apostrophe,
gorrectio, exclamatio, hyperbsla, irony, litotes, Qaraligsl
and others. In short, any figure which determines or
clarifies the audncncesspeaker-play relationship i3 a stance
figure. There are a great many other figures which cannot
be plased anywhere because their .ffect varies too much
with goptert, In fact, any figuce, argumentative or trope

cah be a’'stance figure in context,

el

At this point in analysis, the figures have been iden=
tifled and any apparent patterns noted, The next problem
is to determine the implications of the figures and the
patterns, When Jacques first enters in As You Like |t and
piles hyperbole on top of conventional hyperbole, isn't it
possible to predict that he will eventually get inside a
metaphcrnsal barrel and listen to the reverberations of his
HAYl the World's a Stage'' speech? He flxes his character
the moment that he opens his mouth, {f we take the trouble
to examine his rhetoric in relation to the other characters,
Yet for years, Shakespearean actors have cleared their
throats, stepped forward, and declaimed ""Al1 the World's
a Stage' oxactly‘as if it were the philosophical statement
of the play, when in fact it is the ultimate In parody.
Simiiar erPors can occur whenever the literal meaning gives
possible interpretive clues contrary to context,

¢orialanus was seen by the plebians in his play as a
man of imnense and al leconsuming pride, a monument to
insolent aristocracy. The pleb?ahs are clearly identified
in tha play as worse than cretins and completely without
judgméﬁ& or diseretion; they equate the price of grain with
givie virtue; they distribute all ¢onduct into 'for us or
against us''; in short their rhetoric demonstrates the stance
of militant selfsqgratification, Critics and performers
persist in believing that the pleblans are correct in their
austimation of chiotanus. the man, Exanination of his ithets
ofFic sHows twoe characteristic figures. The first is abusio,
the unmediated trope, which is vivifiﬁg language of the
strongest type. The Second is asyndeton, the simplest form
of catalogue, & 1ist., When he is in battle, Corfolanus!
ianguagé has tha ring of swords on shields; he s command= .
ing and inspirational, When he is th a political situation,
he 15 blunt; inarticulate, and conventional. 1§ this the
{anguage 6f a proud man, gride in the sense of the seven
deadly sins? OF 1s it’' rather the language of a man who i§
iost when he 1§ away from the aFena whiech 1§ his life, the
language of a man conscious of his worth and his placa,
and paiafully shy when he is away from his area? The
tragedy is Implieit in the character of Coriolanus as shown
by his rhatofie; as in Shakéspeafe ¢ immense statemant about

populi. Eug. if we see Coriolanus as proud only, the
tragady and the statement d.sappéar and nothing is laft but
the narrative, The two brief examples hint at what can be
done with rhetorical figures for the purpose of character
determination, They are deliberately obvieus, but it can
be imagined what ¢an be done with the truly complex
¢haracters such as Lear, The important point (& that it
gan be done before the fact; before the plebians have had
a chafice to tell us that Gorioiaﬁds I8 overweeningly proud,
we have determined that he fs not simply that, There is Ao
fieed to fit the evidence into a gestéit hypothesis, bacause
we find Shakespeare's Intention in the lamnguage,
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The second half of the analytic procgss is rhetorical
structure, which can be sald to be an extension af the
dictum that a banana peel whigh: appears in the first act
should be stepped on In the third, Two elements work
together in structure; static elements such as Jacques
in As You Like It, Glouchester in King Lear, and the
plebians in € rnolanus are constants, not so mugh
characters, as blocs of stance, Kinesthetic elements,
Lear, Edmund, Rosalind, and Coriolanus undergo a changes
Rhetorigcal structure is than, the reaction of the
kingsthetic elements against each other and against the
static, stance blocs, All of the larger figures are
evident in structure, Antithesis is common; struetural
digtributic is often used to establish hiergfchy, strugtu=-
eme can be used to make the audience see”a
logical progression, and other figures can be used in
simi lar ways, The kinesthetic relationship of Resalind
and Orlando reacts against the stance of Jacques; percep-
tion, stylized, is played off against the statlc sﬁensé
of the court, In King Lear, Glouchester and Gordelis
polarize the stancé-g%bc. the ‘stable axis of the p
uround wh-ch the interaction of Lcar, humselfg and

ships nmplicit in the characters.

In Coriolanus, we find two fundamental stanece bloes,
Menenius has a triple role: he is the intef)
between Coriolanus, the Tribunes, and the plebians; h
the stoter of problems delivering the three knocks tha;
traditionally herald the tragedy: and he is the suave foll
to the painfully shy Coriolanus, The second stange-
blec is the plebians, collectively., They éan be charaéter=
ized, "panem et ¢ircensem.' Throughout the play, they
demand pacificationh in the form of reassurance from the
power structure that they are important. Thelr stan
established: in the opening speech by one commoner wh
he states that Coriolanus is the chief enemy of the
people because he thinks he is better than they are,
The commoner's proof of this is his statement that
Coriolanus Is against the dole,

The fundamental question of the play is posed solély
through the interaction of the two stances with the
changing character of Corieolanus which is furthefF played
off against the stance of his mother, The play calls
into question the validity of yox popull and at the same
time the insanity of the equation: milltary success &guals
political competence, Without the knowledge of the stance
and the character; the question cannot be poséd; without
the character analysis it is difficult to ideﬁﬁffy the
stance, Looking at the play as a whole and workling
backwards to character, It is easy to go wrong about both
the characters and the play. But, starting with the
rhetoric of the individual, proceeding to the structural
interaction, and ending with the play as & gestalt, it
is hard to go wrong,

Briefly stated, that {5 the case for Fhetoric as the
toot for literary criticism‘ particularly drama, It ig
not hecessary to point out the small adaptation necessary
to make the two apply to.the novel, the shoft stofy, and
to poatry, In every genfé there are at least two volééG.
the author and the speaker; no matter what the ¢onvention,
they can naver be ome, All literature contalns intaraction
conveyed by rhetoric and dirfected to an audiences The
tool can ba applied anywhere, and works anywhefe, beésaduse
it follows the develppment of the statement rather tham
moving backwards from the end product to the parts.

The Final ¢ritePion for discarding convent!onal
literaPy &Fiticism 15 that it leads Aowhere, The bast of
fiterory cPiticism makes only & statement about the werk
in quastion, and it is seldom an opensended statement,
Fhat ts, it may explicate beautifully, it may deal

i
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dafinitively with the 'what' of something, it may sven

answer tha 'Wwhy'' and the 'how'', but it is not capable

of translation into the ¢reative process, All of the

metnods of eritical study--examination of vocabulary, verb

form studies, image cluster counting=-are sell limiting;

they oceur after the fact, in the same sense that political .

pundits can always tall us why X won the election after : .
he has won lt, |

Rhetorlcal analysis is ot subject to that limitiation,
It 1s ap ugaful to the creator as it is to the critic. The 2
author starts with intention, and using rhetoric, he has
the means to implement it, The tools in terms of the
figures are universal, The author is still free to invent,
The critic has access te tho same process, where the
author began with his Intention and used rhetoric to
implement it the erltic is able to bogin with the rhetoric i
and follow the whole process of implemantation to the
author's Intention, Aside from the obvious gains in ,
simp)iFicatlon of mathodology, this analysis forces an |
absolute integrity to the text on the part of thu reader, )
It is an openh-endad system: it works from intention i
for the author, glving him a method to control the creative |
processi It works to intention for the critic, enabling i
him to follow the creative process to intention, i
!
i
|
1
1
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. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SUBSTANCE AND FORM IN
RICHARD WHATELY'S LOGICAL PROOFS

Charlene G. Wasserman, Graduate in Speech,

California State College, Los Angeles

A< numerous writers in the speech field testify, we
| well aware that many of the ideas and belicfs

are «
adhered to in rhetoric taday are directly traceable to the

rhetorical theory of Richard Whately. Douglas Ehninger
states that although Whately is "not the only force influen-
tial in shaping the theory found in most of our textbooks
and coursas' in arqumentalion today, '"Whately's influence is
certainly @ major onc--major enough to persist and to set
the dominant pattern for nearly two centuries,"l

Many of these writers ¢lso remark about the religious
ands for which Archbishop Whately intends his Elements of
kKhetoric, Wayleand Parrish describes Lhe book as an Peccle-
liaslical rhetoric''=="one which divides its attention almost
equally between arming the pulpit orator for his task of
demonstrating the revealed truths of religion to an ua-
lettered congregation and equipping the Christian apologist
vho is called upon to defend his faith againsl the attacks
of nonbelievers,"? The implicalion of such statements is
that there is a connection in some way between Whately's
interest in religion, the subject matter with which he is
dealing, and the rhetorical aids or forms he develops as a
consequence of this interest, However, these statements
for the most part stand relatively unsupported and neither
the implied relationship of substance and fopm in Whately,
nor the importance of Lthis relationship is developed,

1L iy therefore the purpose of this paper to cxamine
specific instances of the relationship betwoen (he sub-
stanced with which Whotoly i dealbing, that i+ truth, and
his propovad formbt for deating with the subctance, thal is

' PCarpbetiy Blair, and Whately Revisited,” Readings in
fhutoric, od, Lioned Crocker, ot al. (Springfield, (il
1965), p, 373. Scc also Wayland M. Partish, ‘Whately and
His Rhetoric,™ Quarterly Journal of Specch, XV (February
1929), 58-79; James A. Winans, 'Whately on Elocution,"
Quorterly Journal ot Speoch, XAX1 {February 1945), 1<8;
Oroville L. Peacu, '"The concept and Function of L~yical
Prout in the Retorical Systen of Richard Whatcely," Speech
Morographs, XX (March 1953), 23-88; and Clarence W, Edney,
"Richard Whatcly on Dispositio,' Speech Monoaraphs,; XXI
(Auqust 1954), 227-234L,

2 Ibid., p. 366,

3 8y substance [ o roterring to a concepl Lhat i+ nore

bavic or fundarental thas wpecific subject matter or content,
Thi+ oncepl underlics content, Subatance as 1 shaltl use it
roloty Lo epislemalogioal concern-s={o Lhe sogurces af knows
tedge and truthe  The ban i ar underlying ~ubicet catler
with which any rchetorical theary cast deal is a dofinite bes
Vick an Lo Row e can of petfbape cannot knog thit a

statesent 1o LPue o certding

L . .
y By form | am referring to what night be teined method,
technique or {ructure,
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elements of logic and rhetoric, Following this examination,
the extension of this relationship to his concept of rhe=
toric as a whole and its modern implications will be exe
plored,

-

First it s necessary to examine more closely the
implications of Whately's interest in religion, before
enuneraling examples of the relationship between substance
and form, .

The basic assumplion under'ying statenents which refer
to the influence upon Whately's rhetoric of his interest in
detending retigion is touched on by the phrase 'the re-
vealed truths of religion.'' The truths of religion are re=-
vealed through nature as witnessed by the Seriptures,
Intuitive truth exists in the naturc of things and is immed-
iately perceived through some inherent, and therefore God-
given, faculty of the mind when one is confronted through
direct experience, lhe memory, or the iragination with the
evidence of such truths.> The resulting truths are absolute
in the Platonic sense of that term, The truths of Cheistlien
religion as revealed through nature are thus perceived by
the intuition, Consequently, the belief thet truth for
Whatuly is derived intuitively is thé basic assuaption
underiying Lthe statements by theorists atlempting to evalu=
ate Whately's rhetorical theory.,

Although Whately docs not state this assumpiion in
the Elenents of Rhetoric, that he does indeed believe that
truth is derved idtuitively is apparent in his discussion
of the prinacy of deduciion over induction of his Elements
gL_Loqic.“ Whately contends that the process of induction
75 nade powsible anly by a previous deductions The concius=
sion of this deduction he Lere the "principal of adequacy!!
which in Lurn begomes the “Greal Major Precise’ o @ssumps
tion behind all induction, This premise states that the
instance. Laken o5 a sample are adequate to warrant en in-
ference to the whole class, Thus, Whately's chain of
Feasoning is from intuilive evidence basced on sensation, to
iatuitive Lruths formulated by innale or God=given and self-
cvident laws of reason, o the premises of a deduclion
vhich results in a conclusion that in turn justifies inducs
tion,

gne of the most fundamental intuitive truths peflains
Lo the constancy in nature. Whately states that it motters
Pittle whether this truth is learned or intuitive, How=
ever, i belief in the operation of a universal is learned,
thea it is the result of @ seriey of expericnces vhich when

5 C: W. Edney, "George Campboll'ts Theory of L81:¢ul Fruth,"
specch Monographs, XV (1948), 202k,

5 Richard Whately, Eloments of Logic {(Buston, 1856) ,
pfh 257‘258!
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CEperience, rather Than « privvi truth that is intuitively

dirived,  Thes there s a direct relationship between sub-
stance ar f1is beliel in intuitive trath and Torm or his
classification of the sceond kind of argunent as “other,"
The Fora used is chosen in light of the substance for which
iLois intended, '

The evond area o genceal connideration, arqument

frac induction, Whately turther sabdivides inta argument
Proc exacple and arqueent fron anadogy . Within his
clasaitivation of arquacnt from indac tien, the relat ionuhip
sange anad hi~ omission of g discun-
s of Carsation and hes oriteria for judging the ol fecs
tivene s vl osoch an argument,  Although Whately deals exten-
sl il cassation in his discussion of a arivri argument
ad arguert froo vign, he does 0ot relate causat fon 't(‘;
To da so would be o view the conclusions of
induction s predictions,  However, Whately's Lruths,
having been eutablished prior to the inductive process, do
et allow for prediction,  He is only interested in proving
o establishing these intuitive truths.  He looks back
abnst eaclusively to the aament of covelation, rather Lhan
te the tuture, Again tiv substance influences the form,
ressilting in the omission of a discussion of causation
vithin induction, ’

[T} fors bs e i

fonduct tan,

What dy's criterin tor testing indactinn or arqument
froa cavple include sallicienzy (pages 88-90), Sulficiency
avans that the susther of abjects or instances laken as o
seple Dwoadequate o evidence ta wacrant the conc juslon,
Outwide of Whatoly's syatem, suiticivney has no boundaries.
Hoodefinite nnaber iv too "any and no Jofinite number is
Bt wo o biquous, suffizieny can function only
Lo arant that oac generalization is weaker or stronger than
vather, depending upon the number of cxamples In the sample,
Theretore, detemining a sufficient saopte is essentially
a natter of judgment based on comon senwe=<something
within man that telbls him the sample is sulficient, This
notlon of a basis in common scnse comes close to Whately's
notion of a basis in intuitive truth, The number of ex=
asples eved inoan induction is suif cient for Whately
because the induction is preceded by o deduction, based on
the intuitively derived truth that there iu a constancy in
nature and stating in ity conclusion that the nunbaer of
caamples in the induction §s saufficient to warrant the .
conclusion,  Thuw, suificiency for Whately is no tonger
a bigous but iv inctce Pdelinite. whately s saying in
eveence that a suffizicnt number of cramples Is the number
ol eeanples that is safficient, iatuitively, One's Gode
Given Taculty of wmind tells him what nunber is sufficient,
Therefore, Whately's choice of sufficicncy as d criterion
for induction again illustrates the influence of substance
on form,

too by,

The sceond wobdivision of argument trom induction is
argument from analogy, (n argument from analogy, the
analogue is moie remote from the case inpoint than ia the
former, Whately distinguishes further between these two
classces by pointing out that resemblances in example are
direct and concrete, while in anoloqy they are more abs
stracte=the analoyuc and case in point unly standing in
sirilar relations Lo other things. He contends that the
Turther removed the anatogue from the case, the more
effective is the analoqy (pages 90-92),

An cxanination of his definiticn reveals that Whately's
araui eat fram anatogqy s similiar ta what is o roterred Lo
a- biaarative analogy in which things of ditliceent Clasues
arc conpared,  He dous noty_ howe sery distinguish between
fiqurative anatogy and literal alagy in which things of
the same class ase compared; 1L would even be possiblc,
according to Whately's definition, (o place titerol analogy
viithin arqument from example, In addition to this omis=
nion, Whately takes an opposing stand (o the conventional
belief that the closer the andlogue to the case the nore
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Whiateiy haces buth his detinition of aralogy w0y his
Crilerion ior the ¢l edtivencss ot an analogy on an ingai-
tiye truth-=the ot 1y of Nature, -”\I. soinluilive troth
s odemonsirated more forcetully by o conparison belveen
different classes than by a comparison within the wane
class. In like manner, the more remole the analogue Lo the
case, Lthe more forceful the arqgumeni because Lhe basic
intuitive truth Is more 1. oty demonstrated,  Thus, an egyg
and a seed bear a like r ton o the fulure nestling of a
bird and a younqg plant, % 4l and more effectively e
the parent bird and the otd plant (pages 90-91),

Conventionalty, anaiogy, and cspecially [Tijurativy.
analogy, is considered to be less rigqorous than other fourms
of reasoning, However, Whately places analogy as a separ-
ate form of argument and gives great weight Lo ils value,
Again, these principles are the result of Whately's belief
that analegy is o clear demonstration of an intuitive truth,
Again, the Tarm.ofl the proof, this time of analoqy in its
definition, its criterion, its vmphasis and -ils worth, is
directly influenced by substance or intuilive truth,

The last arca to be considercd is that of testimonial
cvidencae, Whately removes Lestimony from inartistic proofs,
where it is placed by Aristotle, and gives it new status by
making 1t a species of sign, He contends that the existence
of testimony can be takzn as a mark or indication of the
event referrad to, sincc testimony is a direct consequence
of the event attested to,

A matrer of fact is something which might conccivably
be submitted to the senses, and about which there can. be
no disagrecment among persons prescnt, Thus, if the wit-
nesses are confronted with the same factls they cannot by
definition disagree, Therefore, testimony is a sign Lhat
an event occurred (pages 58-59).

i his work Historic Doubts Whately attempts to show
in what way the Scriptures as testimony may bu regarded as
providing valid historical evidence for Christian beliefs
or intuitive truth,9 This he does by interpreting testi=
mony in light of his purpose,

Thus, Whately's conclusions concerning his general
classilication of arguments, argument from cxample and
argument from analogy, and testimonial evidence are the
resull of the relationship of substance or intuitive truth
and the form taken by his logical proofs, The extension
to Whately's entife concapt of rhetoric of this relation«
ship results in what has been termed a managerial rhetoric,
Rhatoric Tor Whately is ""the fTinding of suitable arquments®
and thelr "skillful arrangement' in order to prove for
someone els¢ a truth arrived at through the intuition and
before the process of rhetoric begins (page 40), Thus,
rhetoric manages the materials used in support of a pre=
viously derived truth, Invention in Aristotle's rhetoric
entails the discovery of matter, or what is to be said, and
is distinct from disposition, which entails deciding how
best It can be said. Within Whately's system, however,
invention is reduced to the finding of forms, or the means
by which truth may be established, and becomes fused with
disposition of the arrangement of these forms, Douylas
Ebniager states that Whately brings "together invention

8 Jock Ray «and Harry Zuvous; "Reasoning and Arqument: Some
Special Problems and Types,' P ivey_on Argunmentalion,
ed, Gerald R, Miller et aly (Chicago, 1966), p.: 97.

9 Ralph $, Pomeroy, 'Mhately's Historic Doubts: Argument
and/?riqin.“ Quarterly Journal of Speech (February 1963),
P 734
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and i apesation and welds the intd one geaceral body o«
doot tee daeecled toward L Lh;!‘q hove Lhe hy Pl‘i-’,r‘?l . t=
homicns o the Christian arater or disputant
Frossed wpon others, "

W, e 4.

In light of the relationship of sobstonce and 1or i
whately's theory and the najor inflaenue of hiy these, oo
today's rhetoric, vhal in needed fs 0 re-vaaanalion of 1w
direct applicability of his concepts laday,
theory #ay still be of use, However, the concl.osion or
many of today's cpistemological concerns, or the scarch tor
th. o teath, Tor reatoall, e Whately s
epitentarical conclusions, and it any of the forms pro-
poraed by At by in ouse today indbade Torms affected b oo
Hebof e Luitise Lruthy then they may no longer b
applicable,

[RTTY N

AL a cwre general level, the eviderce of a relation=
ship between substance and form in Whately substantiates
the absolute necessity for the consideration of a rhets-
‘ician's epistemoloyical concerns in conjunction vith
censideration nf his rhetorical theory, These concerns
invalve discavering a rhetorician's definition of such
concepts as knowledqge and truth, determining his sources
for the criteria by which to judge evidence, and establish-
ing the relative probability of the conclusions reached
from these ultimate premises, A rhetorical theorist's
concept of the origin of truth is at the most fundamental
level the substance with which he is dealing, and it in=
fluences ta a greal extent the form his theory takes. In
addition, it is only through a consideration of ¢pistemology
that we arrive at the relationship between a specific rhets
orical theory and truth, I rhetoric is not involved with
the discovery of truth, but is solely the form for trans<
mitting, proving, or clarifying the truth, then we have the
problem of justifyinyg and defending an art that is simply
inslrumental in naturc and which is of use only in addres-
sing those who d?‘not have cognitive ability adequate to
grasp the truth,

tn Crocker; ct, al., pp. 360-361,

(N . .
Robert L, Scott, "On Viewing Rhetoric as Epistemic,”
Central States Speech Journal (February 1967), pp. 9<10,

Huchk ol whatei 'y




