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of th2 cancns of classical rhetoric, none -have

expeniéncedumore.dramatlc shiftstiﬁ fortune than those
‘assoc1ated with dellvery.— hemory quichly dropped—from“ﬁhe
corpus ofalnherlted doctrlne, while elocution has had a
~stable career, and 1nvemtlon and dlso051tlon remained ’
‘v1rtua11y unchallenged until the mﬁddle oF the elghteehth
century. In contrast, action and pronnnclatlon have

alh ernately suffered and bene‘wted at the hands of forthe.
In ant1gu1+y, del;very was regarded as the essent*al )
component of rhetorical effect zveness, and Cicero (?910: '
?SS) approv1ngly ouoted the Demosthenean gquip that delivery
”15 the first, second, and thlrurmcst 1moortant component\of
rhetorlc. Followlng the fall of Rome, rhetorlc came to be
4seen as a theory of comp051tlon and. found employment in such
dlverse,app tlons as. crat;c1sm and %he theory of letter
‘writting; AS a conseguence of this orientation, dellvery was
largely dlsregarded until the opening of the Enlightenment.

. Francms Bacon ({1869: 238) marked the use of nonverbal signs

o

in communication as one of the sciences most in need of

N

further sﬁmdy. A host o§~theoriste answered -Bacon's call fot
thefgtﬁ§§ of nonveibal.;lements in communication and. through
a‘curions'tmistingAOf claséical vocabula}y, the resulting
school canme: to ba: known as the nlocutlonary movement.

Elocutionary theorlsts -developed sxstematlc classifications

oﬁ'phy51cal and vocal manipulations available to a speaker,

bl
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and made extensive recommendations for the situations in
*

AWhich‘éach technigue"might be used. The elocut1onary .

movement so dominated the study of rhetoric that intrdductory

. . .

speech students at Harvard during the~first’third of the . -

nineteenth century were required to practice one hour a day

-

in a spsciaily designed bamboo sphere which marked the

approprlatp 9051t1ons for each gesture .o Ce
N / » L
Such gfcesses produced a T'ead:u.ly ant1c1patable backlash, '

R <

and the most formidable respondent was James A. winans whoseé

-
X

call for conversational quality -served as a convenient R

<

zallying point for those who. viewed the successes»df great

orators with suspicion. The plea for naturalness was well’
* % . * et - ’ ) . \
received and used to justify disregard for systematic

-
-

manipulation of voice and gesture in rhetorical delivery.
P ) ' . b

* t g " + - ~ 4 . I
All .that was necessary, or so it was clalmed, was that-a e

speaker av0jd certain rudimentary .or. mechanical errors and . R
‘nature would direct hls use 0f vocal and physical apparatus.

That this attituda contlnues to domlnate instruction 1n . .
rhetqric is evidenced by contcmporary speaking texts devoting
ohlylthe briefest of chapters to aellvery and plac1ng primary‘
’ emphasis on the faults a speaker - should av01d
For the current low estimage of delivery, a number of | .

. Wb | . , -rf
factors may be cited. Obvious factors include the contirnuing :

reaction to excesses of the elocutionary theorists and the

interest in rhetoric among those whose primary expertise is
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",prevailing conceptlons

I believe a

~

However,

in. informal or vritten communication.

.potent'source of’ dlslnterest in delivery is the «failure of .

contenporary theorists to 1dent1£y a governing concept- around

which isolated studiesﬁanduyariables nayube ordered. In. .

the governﬁng concept was portraiture .and a

FIS .
-

c1assxcal times,

Speaker’s dellvery was sawd to be adapted to *ne situation

vwhen it portrayed the emotlons.he

\,
.

feit,' During'the ' '

goverhed by the theory~of

elocutwonary era, speculatlon was.

¥

moral sympathysand the doctrlne of natural 51gns. . Both

class:.ca1 and elocutlonary ra ionales functloned effectlvély

because they served as focal points for, otherwlse dlverse

e

researches, and because they were closely associated with

oF human behavioX. and motlvatlon.

. The purpose of th 's essay 1s to argue that the concept

of formality- mayqserve ampara11el ‘role for contemporary

speculatlon about *he Thetorical effects of dellvery. In

uhat follows, I shall deflne formallty, describe some of 1ts

4

constltuents, outllne lts 51gn1f1cance in. rhetor1ca1

-

‘contexts, and conc1ude with some remarks on t

he utllﬁty of

v

.

1ons of behav1or and

the concept in view of current concept
« ¥

. ’

moti?ation. o S ‘ ' '
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‘hampéred by anpnnruly and dilatory nob.

DEFINI T'ION ‘

e

- . o . X |
Lo i
Satisfactory’completion of a rhetorical.encounter can

1Y

occur only if the speaker and audlence ddentify mutually¢

satlsfactory ‘roles and’ adopt approprlate behav1ors for the

enactment o= the.Specified'roles. One important element of
the role enactment is the amount of verbal interaction

betieen “the ‘speaker and his'audience, and-between members of
[
the audlence ‘while the speech is 1n progress. ?a"ure to

reach agreement “on approprlate relatlonshlps and fallure to

.

L

‘enact demanded roleskmay result 1n}premature termlnatlon of

rhétof;caL enco?nters and it may produce situations in which

all participants feel uncomfortablé. On the dne hand, a

v 2

.Speaker may seen unnecessarily restrictiye thereby producing

s1+uatlons in which the aud’ence feels 1ts efforts to discuss

relevant 1ssues and to secure necessary 1nfornat10n have been

e

1mproperly thwarted In such a s1tuatlon,‘the audlence is

likely to be rest~ve’and the speaker is likely -to. feel that

his efforts to<presént a coherenthdiscourse“have'heen
On the other hand, a
speaker vho is 1ess restrlctlve than expected is 11kely to

5

.1eave h1s audlence searchlng for dlrectlon vhile the speaker

1"' nfused bv the audlence's apparent unviilingness: to °

‘part1c1pat° 1n ‘an 1ntended discussion.
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“Recaognition that achieving mutually satisfactory levels
of interaction is'eS§gntial to rhetorical processes is almost

comronplace.. However, it remains to observe that the

characteristic roles obtdined in achieving such levels of

interaction convey important imblica;ions for the audience's
ﬁillingness to acceptrtpeiépeakerfs me;sage.' That is, the;ﬁ
dégree to which an’audience feels free to interact GgpLallf
is rglﬁ%ed to the degree to which they feéel asked to nake a

decision rather—than receive instructions or 2 report on a

decision already rendered. In other words, the more

ingeggdiion_permittgd, the more an audience feels free to

discusé; deabate, and modify .or rejec{ a propoéal. .The less,

{nteractiQn perditteq, the }ore.ah‘ﬁpdienée feels conmpelled

to ‘accept the dictates of the speaker ana.the more final his
‘pfbnoﬁnéements'appear to ‘be. “
i 'Blthbugh précise variations in tone presented by

rhetorical situatidns are difficultsto measure, I believe .

¥
»

both the dominant factor and its é%tgeﬁé qonﬁitions are
relatively easy to identify. For sant of a ﬂetter term, I
‘call the dominant factor *formality' and I define it to be a
complex vaiia@le fepresentiég the sum 6f a séeékef?s efforts
to invoke sofial-cultural rules of control through primarily
nonverbal components of 'his delivery.2 Although my focus is

on efforts of the speaker, it is important to recognize that

-

his efforts hay.go for naught if unperceived by the zudience.

/
.
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As a result, theorists examining rhetorical situations will

o do.well to consider the~speakers[ efforts to exercise

! .

L. ~ ‘control, the perceptions of the audience, and the interaction

: —— ———
- ;

hetueen the two sets of data {Miller~ 1969.~w52-61). Audience

T -
' - .

. perceptions of speaker behaVior and the formality of the

L&

- —

- . Situation are derived from the experiences in uhich they have A
N . been combe}led,to,apcept varying degrees of formality and
e . x : . ’
‘ |

associated submissive behavior. . P
A ] - N LN M ) . .

¢, .. AXthough unarbiguous instances of extremely informal and .

v i S

A
" 1 extremely formal situations may never/exist, socially definea

models of them exist,as sets of role expectations and demands N

(TR _ mentally ‘abstractead from the conditions of discourse ve
encounter in our daily exchanaes with one another. "Models of

. / s
extrenme informality age derived from-the normal conditions of "

3

2 -

undirected conv&rsation in whwch noone attempts to dominate,

-
P

, Aa11 partiCipants feel free to contrihute, and little effort

is made to direct the reactions of other partiCipants. While

& % e v o 9 s o

it may be difficult to conceﬂve of this as 2 .role model for
- behaViour in public speak‘ng Situation this was probahly
- /tﬁe model chosen for Nel England Town Meetings and which
-/// controls the semi-mythioal accounts of such meetings ’
; ‘// - preserved in pooular tex&s (01iver 19655. * -U45).. Such
7/, ‘ meetings, the ritual account rﬁns, vere the ‘nursery ot

' . o el ! .
American Ifdependence! because each town 'was a little and

-

per fect ‘r'epubiii;:J which ﬁrought together or equal footing

B .. . i .
& : - ! Py
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'the rich and thwy poor, the good and tme bad, and gave

character, eloguenqe, and natural leadershlp full and free
P . 7 ‘
o play' (Curtis’ 1875:| 8672). .

: The nmodel case o;kextreme formalitx is represented by a

N -

. . . ~ < W . caz
- number of situations with uhlcb most- of us are familiar.  For

us, a particularly unflatterlng image is t}at o . the aging

S

roressor readlng forth 1aborlously.composed lectures while a

* . hushed class of students anxlously records every word Less
- ‘ unpleasant if only because it takes place 1mﬂanother

- N >

- -

_environment is the view of the stern and righteous preacher
- . forecasting Eamnaticn and offeringvsalvation to a silent and

. . N .

. .aftemtiveccongregafion; In each Qf'these instaﬁCégz the

3 . s - . -

T audience members recoanlze that verbal interaction is

¢ . .

‘*improper, pelieye tpat'the critical decisibms:bave already
;- 'beeﬁ'madeg and assume ‘that their role is omne -of receiving

N . . 4 .
. , . 2 . [

1nstruct10ns. ‘ S . Ll

R “In each of the oxtremes mentloned the perceired,degree‘
of formallty spec1f1es.appropr1ate condmct for hoth the ~
speaker_ahd the audience. 1In the 1nfqrma;;models, the :

: sk : . <o e ;
distinction between speaker and audience is blurred or
‘e . . é b v

_nonexxstent, all part1c1pants shate equally in the. Bﬁrden‘cf'ﬁ
o BN i [4 &
conversatlon, and noﬁe assume -a domlnant role. From thls

.

‘extreme, ve can observe a progre551on or development over an .,

L e
L 1n£wn1+e range of rntermedlate s1tuatwons before reachlng the,

. & )

‘models of’extreme ﬁqrmalltx. At this end of the contlnuum,

L R L - ’
» s *
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' the digtiﬁction between speébker and audience is rigidly i
) /mqintained, audience ﬁembers aSsume a subordinate role, and 1
;1 , . Participantﬁﬁgeel compelled tovéccept the dictates ?f.the IS ;
?- ) e fSPéaKér. #
» Ihjthe role mddéis explored asove, tHere is relativel} o0 | ..1
) "1itt1é ambiguity ana mo;t-membefs or our culture can readily ‘ %
enact the appropriaté roles. ‘Even individuals who banﬁét ) ;4
%’ verbalize the Constituents of !'proper!' behavior in these T e J”g
%- \L"' cases seen Fé ﬁévggrehapkably 1itﬁle @i{ficultyﬁén adapt{?g- ' ti\‘é
£ to:the'situation: Howeve;t mofe\common situations often pose ‘1
3 , séme'difficulty in qeﬁéiminiqg the appropriate social roles. A~ f?
;W>mj "': fhésé'situafions éfferla~:an§e of péssible behazﬁbég, apd . T H
H > L * '
? : ‘ﬁgmbersxcf fhe»audignce must determine the appfopriate role - ’
f LT relationships. In.;esdivinq the problens of igtefpf;;ation Pt
z 7 . ?6§ea'by such situ;tiqpé, mgmbe;s of the.aug}éncé derive cues .-
. - férﬁthe regulation of fﬁeir behavior ﬁroﬁ the physical,
; ot . - “ .
: sgttiﬂg, other members of {Le Fudiencq,‘qnﬂ from the’cbndu&;_ -
; ' anéqappeérancé’gf the speaker. _r. - L ) T
CONSTITUENTS GF FORMALITY S -
- .. - : ,
éi«» . I éhall'lgave a carpkul mapping o% the constituents of )
?' . ‘.erhalitX to otberS?lﬁut_I,ﬁané to suggest some of the ;//%' ]
;‘— ~ faétofs‘é speaker may méﬁiéﬁiéte to influence audience
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physica; distance from the audience; ,use of artificial forms b -

o . of epHancingy/distance; attire; posture, gestude, and ‘

- ‘ .
. - . - .

. . :
o “  perceptions of formaiity. The nost obvious factors include ' :
'f. movement ; and;gertain eIemen;s of vccecal behavior.‘ % o

o ' ) . ’ L. ' :
im Distar\xce & . : . E
§§v ‘ a f, Of ‘the const1tuen+s oF.formallty, none has been explored -
if? ;more Tully than phys1ca1 space. For h1s ploneerlnglworr in ° ..\ \Aé
é this regard we are- 1ndebted to Edward Hall and his L ?
;»‘ ) " conclusions remain. the classic formulat;on Of‘proxemic - . ) é

: . A { v e . " g
P ’ e-fects. Plthough subseguent research has revealed subtle . . E
5‘ ’ varﬂatlons across~cultures, the recgdnltzon that certaln o ) v ;’é
gf . ' dlstances ‘are reserved for part:pular forms'of conversatlon : - :
; ’ _’”éggé}ﬂé virtaa ily ungballenged““ As phys;cal space berween . i
; e cofmunicants 1néreases, volume 1ncreaces and gge conversatlon ?

. turns to‘marters/gé a 1ess intlmgte natures, ‘Most members*of

. ‘e ,‘--‘-« . . -

%l, : our culture feed comfortable addresslng a grogp at a range of :‘ :
;}k : ‘ elght to tVey{y feet, but - gregter dlstances are perm*tted , . !
§ ..j “~”» when.address*ng an *nd1v1dua1 of hlgh status ‘or in' extremely " s

. , {

“ = ao® . 3

: - Co - . o - ! ' . - o . N 3
: formal settxnas.u jd ‘ Lo . ‘ - : .

®

A&though Hall was prlmarlry concerned with dlstances} .

\. . ~ 1 < L I iy & -

il
between particlpants 1n less formal 1nteractwons, and

although;subsequent resgarchers have quloued\his lead, there
T _,.‘.?’i\'\ - T L .
- o ' ‘
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: e BT oL . )
2-' ' appears -bo be~no reason to deny the speaker ‘an ablllty to. .
] A manlpulate d:.stancec and to éécure conseguent advantages. ] a -
T ‘ ) a3
‘ N From ‘a speaker's p01nt of V1ew,“bne~means of 1ncrea51ng the - A
T \ . . N - ‘1
17 L ° percelvad formal:ty of an occasinn is- to 1ncrease ~the : :
% S e o L fg
* . distance betveen the speaker and the audlence, Such . BRI
variations in distance, Hall noted (1959: 160), 'give a tone . ., -
] . » . o x 1 i . . v N .
o to communication, accenl it, and at- times even override the
, N gﬁ ] . - . . . : ) g .
Lo .Spoken words.?' P . -
e PR : Ly s
: ¢ }m ’ ‘ . “\\;
: artificial pistance ) ) coo '
= . i i "'t\\\_“> > R . &
” Although t° recise limits remain unclear, there -are .
: . some obviouS constraints on a speaker's ability to increase’ “» o
1 ~ . T

the‘ph}sﬁcal distance betwaen himself and kis% audience.

w

Among tbe more obv1ous constraints are ithe size* of the room,
‘the strength of the spoaker's v01ce, and the d_stance at -/ ‘ '
/

which an audience is' will;ng to engage the speakér. As a.’ .

. 3
Cpon - -

means of overcomlng these llnltatlons, a speaker may call on .

'a number of technlques of artlflcally 1ncreas1ng thé space reo

.
.

between himself and the aud1ence, One of. the:most notl ceaulp .

. signs of created distance is use of-the vertical dimension.- .

* - ¢ %

- e are accustomned to placlng speakers on stages of . varying

elevatien, but colonlal architecgts nmade maxlmum use of - .

» »
. ‘. ’

‘vertical space by placing clergymen’on'podiums elevated well ’
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. over {He'heads of their congregations. For example, Anglicar

‘plergy in'Kihgs Chapel, Boston stoéﬁ on a podium fully ten
feet high and those in the oghgn,éﬁurcheé of o0l1d Boston wegé
almost equally well ‘'situatated. ' . . .

.

other artlflclal means of 1ncrea51ng distances betveen
the ;ﬁeaker and his ;udience includg railings such as those
used in many modé;n ch&rcheé, tableé, and rostrums. fhese
ﬁétger may have added value when endowed #ith é%blems of
-éoﬁéf and authority.s The é&ailagiiity of suchfqevices\may\be
5eyoﬁd %he_c;nfro}‘of g'sﬁééker,ﬁspt when. they are pgesent: )
~‘§Be deciéioﬁ to, use or disregard thenm ;lwa;;_rests with the
_sb;akéf. Efféztive"use of such barriers is analogous to the

, 3

use of physicii position{ng in other forms of interaction and

the research generally supports my clair. Concluding a
1 -
rev1ew of recent research on nonverbal communlcatlon, =

~ <Q . " *

Harrrson and Crouqh {19752 * 96) :ecbgnlze that 'some spatial
. ! ' . v -

-

; o i ‘- e ~ PR i L
arrangements are guite informal and facilitate a free

Y.

- exchange ahong participants, while other'arfangements are

-

’Quite formal and fbéter a épeaker-audiencq‘relaticnship.' .

[ et . . P
N
-

~
4 ’ . r

. - -
Another constituent of formality is the attire of the .

speaker. Studies of nonverbal communication tend to’compresé

4 R Y
5 . .
- A

¢ .
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remarks about clothing under the title tartifact codes,
thérshy lumping toéether a number of factors not all of which
are related .to perceived formality (for example, leathérs’

1976: 84-115). W®Whilé lacking é'fdrﬁalfyocpbulary'and
empioying haphazard research mathods, popular literature on

clothing offers sone interesting cormentaries on our
conditicn. Of the popular authors, John T.rMolloy has had
c .

-most success and his materials<are-sufficiently well
. % .

_docum2nted to be worth paraphrasing.. Hoi;dz's thesis is that

At
.

clothing colors and styles provide a graded scale
correspending to the socio-economic status of its wearer, and
that ‘most members of our society iécognize the principal

gradients. Aside from deliberate rebels, most peogleiassign T

‘more pgeégige to those apprﬁp;éately dressed and are “more
-1ikeély to obey orders. given by sucﬂ4individuals.u The

incidents cited lend substantial credence to Molloy's thesis,

and the following example clearly indicates the rhetorical

effectiveness of proper attire. Under controlled cenditicns,
- o . .

an associate of Molloy's was introduced to secretaries in

several firms as-a new marnagerial assistant. Each secretary

.

wvas insiructed to show the young man around and the young marn-

1

bégan making a series of requests for assistance ‘at the

conclusior of each todr. A total of 100 trials were

conducted with the associate wearing lower middle class

-. 2ttire in 59-and upper mid%}é\claés garb in the remaining

</




L}
L]

'trials.- In lower middle class attire he received positive

| Tesponses only four times whilé he received positive respones

. 30 fimes vhen dressed to indicate higher status (¥olloy 19753
. : /

.
~ . o,

26) . .

—— 9 .
P R . s

Posture, Gesture, & Movement

LR ) L0 .

g e )
. W B N . ) -
Classical rhetoricians and Enlightenment elocutionists

£l

"attempted to idegtify’particular meanings zssociated with

i

_i§615ted‘postures and gestues; TLe descriptiéns recorded by

Dad

ouintilian {(4920) and the drawings employed by Rusfin -(1966)

L

- *gnd Bulwer {1974) remain intriguing examples'of this

"endegvour. However, contenmporary efforts to identify kinenmic
K - - . : > . -
' units of meaning corresponding to the phonemic componeénts of

¥

’spokén language have been less successful. At'hest, gestures

~

i ) . appear to function as reinforéers Or substitutes for verbal

signs. However, with.regard to audience percepticns of .

-
> ‘\ », -

. fo:malfty, +he absolute frequency of gesture appears to be ~
1] ‘:‘9 b * » N
more important than the specific gestures employed, ard the

'guide than‘particufér movements and variations. ¥hile nodt
i" focused solely on the attributes oﬁlinterest'here, )
; Bettinghaus (1973: ~114-115) examined the effects of some

.
]

speakéf mannerisms-on the reactions of the audience.
’ 4 !

1, *

%

ve -

erectness of a speaker‘s postures seems to be a more reliable‘
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- ——— O s .
Spagkers asked. to 'behave impfqperly' were instructed to lean .3

»bp—tpe podium, dress careléssly, and behave as if they had ' é
" st .

- little regard for the audience. Speakers behaving properly

. were instructed to avoid these faults and "nake the best- 77

:

|
q
»

appéarance'they'cpqld.} Although the content of fhgrébeéches

4 maam 0 ~Io

i

.‘HASTiaeﬂtical and other aspects, of the situation were \
cOntrblied,~speaké;~ihehaving p:operlf éch;gvéd éidn%ﬁicant%g

’ gréatef attitude ;ﬁangé kﬁa# ogﬁérs.t This example as well as

6ther s£udiés‘w£:h which I an fgmiliar'deal’with«situétiops

:‘f_—' . PSS P

W R g

%

-

- .In which speakers are thought to have violated the expectipons

- >

¥
®

N

- ¥ ~

of—the-audi-ence.—Whether oF not those expeéctations may be . .

.Systépatipaliy shaped. by the speaker remains to be examined:‘
. However, Desménd ﬁorris"(1977: 27gy'c6nciusion that .

-

) ) o o Ce
T 'general body-pesture, or "bearing", is_qpe of; the most
uidéSpféad and’comﬁon of all human Metasignals' suggests that

use of posture and motion tgﬁgegulafe perceived formality may
\ ) C e 3 ‘
‘be a fruitful area for further investigation.

-
- [y

v ’ .

(S f
<

Vo¢al Behavior

3 i . . L .’

——=" " 77" The final fa;tbr which-appears related to audience
ﬁercéptions,of foémality is‘thg,vdééi behavior of g,speékgr.

Vocal characteristics such as volume, rate, and pitch have.,

» - .

» ‘ /"/.' So. : \ 0y 'y ' 'y
long been objects of interest to rhetoricians. Aristotle

_° N ». '/’ . . v
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g. (1954: 165), for example, limnits his brief discussion .of . E
E: ' delivery to 'the riéht mauagement of the voice to express Coe
e T ’fpo?@raijzhe‘vari°§§ enotions.!' Modern explorations of . ;

-

. languagehuse have goﬁe somewhat‘further'afield and have

demonstrated the exlstence of an 1nterest1ng pattern of code » .

b
~ b

sw1tch1ng.. This phenomenon 1s most pronounced 1n hlllngual

5 -
« 7 N <

§ soc1et1es where one 1anguage is uUsed for casual exchanges ‘and

-
s e st Rl et e

o | another_for more‘formal—encounters.‘-Hogevér, egually
3 B srgnlflcant forms of code swrtchlng nay he observed wlthlu. _ ' T
V prlmari‘l‘y'“mo’ﬁ“ln.ngua1 socretles such as the United states. ST JE
.ot x wlthln a. monollngual communlty, code swrtches arlse from
;T no the more or less systemat;c chonces‘an 1nd1v1dual makes in | -é

-

i . ~usrngrelements of . rs llngulstlc repertory. Most obv1ous

P

~3
',- ” . o, - )

e ‘ selectlons 1nvolve matters of pronounclatlon and- the degree
f'. _ of arammatlcal prec1sron employed in formlng expressrons.

rSpec1f1c patterns of- code swltchlng appear bound to soclal \

- —a

# . classes and 1nf1uenced by the cultural bac?ground of . 'rt

v

P
LT 1ndivrdua1 speakers, but some general conclusrgps appear to

§' - ho id ACroSs classes and across cultures (Glles and Powesland

3
o
¢
X
x

i

\ 197 5) _'The conclusionsiof gréatest ;nteresﬁ in the present

- -

e

.

51 _ context follow-‘ (i)\ii‘guisticaliy competent memhers of-a N ‘

s
» s b T

communlty recognlzeuor dlstlngulsh severaI dlfferent codes' : vfz

SN

1,

v ki

& i(i‘) such communlty members ate, able themselves to use h .

Ly s sy

2 L

o Vseveral of.the codes geognlzed; (iii)_native spéakers feel

< .

guite confident in selecting the codes‘appropriate'to

e rd

Doy Dyehrt o

. . . ”

i

i
4
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{ 3
; différent'sitnations; and iiv)wthere are normative and .
? | h vioral expectatlons associated with the selectlon of o : '.f
g- aopropriate codes.. N i
;. ‘ . From theyrﬁetorician's point of view, the codes mutually ;j :
?- avai;anie to speaker‘and_audience can be,arranged on a - . _';fﬁl
%5 '";gontinUun from casuai‘to carefnl {Labov -1972: 70-109) . The \
§' ’ X more care a speakerftakes'infform{ng his utterance‘and the
i nore\cioselyvhds;exprEsSion matchesfstandards of correct | ‘ﬁ
% . —*tgsage,:thetmore §6rmalwhis,beﬁaqior;ydliiappear-to be.. . z«é
: - C . . oo~ , - o o -
{ 1 -
) - RHETORICaL SIGNIFICANCE  ~ 5% . o ST
T, - 3 ’ . s ‘ . ) ) * . ,
;: ) 5 stndies exaniningkthe effects oflspeecw delivery are . é
;f legion and gemerally support tne‘§onc}nsion that effective - %
d 2’.deliVery*enhances béth the'audienc;'s evaluation of the a :
g: e speaker and recentlthy to +he speaker's message (Pearce and- - - .r“w-~;i
: Conklin 1971; 235 237; ~bddlngton 19712 2“2-2“3; and B 'f
?- -Gunderson and,Hooper 1976: 158 159) Unfortunately, such . T ;
% . studies often fail to dlstlngulsh effects of varlous ‘ T 5-4
; ‘ *performance codes avallable to a Speaker and generally i
3 s .dlsregard medlatory varlables assoc1ated with audlence ) !
g ’ percept10ns’of~the settlng, ThatAls, these'studles typically ;g
5 E focus on ‘what I berieve to.be secondary or derlved | ?
'relationshlpSJbetween the speaker's conduct and the reactions ‘%
& % N . - - - i
T8 e e e e e 2 e s s i e ke R |
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gf the audience thereby failing to recognize the effects of

perceived formality, contextual signs of fqrmality, and input

e

‘rom other members of the audience. 4 ¢ .
; , . . .
» If amy’ suppOSitions regarding the role of, formality in

rhetorical delivery are correct, primarv relationships
" PN
include the correspondence between particular spEaker
. . I
behaViors and. audience perceptiorns of formality, “betweern

) x

audiencetperceptions of formality and interartion levels, and

between*audience-perceptionSvof formality and pressures to

v . - ’ 2

'accept'the-speaker's message. Such a pattern is significant

v

departure ‘rom current conceptiors of rhetorical effect

because most studies have examined secondary, or derived,

7relationship§_between'speaker conduct and audiemce
. (<3 . N .
persuasability and have df sregarded conditioning factors

including clues to the degree of formality derived from the

e

context and from other members of the audience. The posited

'relationships‘arerpresentedzin figare I. L \

wt
@ [ ’
3

'[Insert Figurg;;q»»‘ L.,

. - »
- - k]

Traditionally, rhetoric has been concerned with'the

“*

faétor5°over which a speaker na'y exerCise control in his

. . e
~efforts to achieve maximum effectiveness.‘ With such a focus,
o o

Factors presented by the Situation and by members of the

-

O

¥ 4

.

i g b 5

*
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,formallty‘perCleed.py his audlence.

" cues to approprlate role behav1or.

" raudience.
e R

‘as ‘they turn to other gu%dés'in,§élécﬁing

Jreducé a speaker‘s chanbes of success.

- 2

s 19

. i

audiencc may be vnewed as constralnts which limit the ability
k]

of a speaker to exercise jurlsdlctlon over the degree of

-

4 . ..- B \'.’..!
In the preceding section of this essay, I've described

what I take to be ‘the more'imporiant constituents of
Among'the‘iﬂteresting‘gdestibn§garising from my

PY—

fnrnality.

‘formulatlon are seVeral Vhlch center on 51tuat1%ns 1n uhlch a

speaker Falls to prov1de his aualence ‘wWith a coheren; set of

’ . A
‘One type of 1ncoherence

results when' isolated speaker behav1ors are 1ncon51stent with

'one another, and a °econd type of 1ncoherence occurs when the

/
behav1or of a Speaker, taken as a, unlt, is 1nqonsrstent with

»

gugs\derlved frém the situation or othér members pf the

In-cases of the first typé, I suspect a speaker

“forfeits his ability tgo control the reactions of his audience

-
[

appropriate role

relationships. .In cases of théfsecqnd‘type, I suspect

- £ - '

audience resolution of inconjruity develops along more

vcomplex lines such as thoso described by Sarbln and Allen

(1968: S41-544). However, either resolution appears- to

H -

N4
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Theoneed‘for ‘empirical investi‘gation of the'relations‘I

-

2o :h - ’allege is obvious. Also, it mayfbe profitable to~ekamine the

. 4

S > /2
S - delivery of famous speakers 5lth an eye toward .their efforts

‘to manrpulate audlence reactlons. However, "the concept.ual
adequacy .of ay formulation’nay be 6va1uatedvby compgriué it
. L ;to-theAprécedents 1 -cit d earlier. The'critical teatures of

- -

7*he concepts employed when dellvery floufished are that (1)

a N .

b . -
3

t

- -

c-Ta

. they permltted the 1ntegrat1on of. flndlugswfrom dlverse areas
5’ ﬂ3‘4 of 1ngulry, a (11) theynwere conszstent with prevarllng

- theorles of/human conduct. I belleve the dlver51ty of
.related f1nd1ngs 1s 1ndicated by«the dlversitY’of llterature

? ‘ 7 C1ted at opportune p01mts 1n my development. ﬁg;goxer}~1*f”,”

— havesstated‘my case throughout to xndlcate the' consistency of
3: . '“»my p051t10n with contemporary notlons concefnlng soc1a1" .

.

§s: , ' oles;r As a peroratlon, if you UlLl, I shall offer a few

;i,: ““: ’ - ¢
§% ' »,// remarks polntwng to the convergence\of my- views ulth the

views of those.vho~see humanjbehav1orras,a rule;goyerned

wactiV1ty. A .ot ST , . g

. - . . -

. "The s001a1 roles and role relatlonshlps upon-Wnlcu i e

havepconmented exlst aS%COmpleX sets of rules uhlch both
-f define the neanlng of partlcular communlcatlvefep}sodes

I
(Fren;z and Parrell 1976) and which constltute thescondltlons
- - 5
e necessary for interactlon (Nof51nger 1975) . Although most

'
-~

ik - '
et
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'-research has focused upon the former functlon,’-t is the

later functlon wlth whlch I am most concerned. If rules

x

" establish t He conditions‘%n vhich interaction takes place, it~

" ‘Tappwars likely that variations in the rules applicable to a
_situation: wlll produce varlatlons in the: outcome of the
Lnteractlon. Such a postulate is con51stent with the
recognition that fully stated'rules have two components:
spetifipation of the;situatlohsﬂtolwhich they apply and
'enumeration of the apprgpriate‘behavgors in the specified

situations (Cushman and Whiting 1973: 227-231 & 233).

-

ﬂoreover, ft appears prohable thatwrulesféhould be considered *

‘not as lsolated un1ts, but rather as elements,oi,elaborately

i —

manafactured hlerarchlal etructures wh1ch varlously apply to .

. ”

relatlvely few speC1allzed 51tuatwons or to the bulk of

K

>51tuat10ns an ln61V1dual may encounter. ‘It so, the.rule
structures must 1nclude deflnltlons of SW1tch1ng clues whlch'
permltdthe selectlve application of rules to emergent \
§ituations‘(Pearce 1973° 165‘167). In dlscussvng the cues a
speaker may employ to slgnal his audlence that partlcular
roles are to be enacted We have been discussing one set of
clues whlch serve the swltchﬂng functlonp Research on
delmvery should contlnun as an effort to 1dent1fy the

frelevant rules and catalogue the,clues whzch signal ar "

audience -that a_particular set of rules is in foxce.’




.

lack support of a rhetorlcally attractlve target audlence.

Houevor, rules supported by substantzal populatlons offer

- ~
£ L

keys to the manlpulatlon of audlences of sufficient size to

o call forth rhetorical endeaiours.
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é , Finally, application of the rules perspective to )
i:- . rhetorical delivery ﬁaé)the“advantage of making theAstudy of{
% - déli&ery a ;ogicél conseguénce of examining othe¥ forms of
? . sbcial interaction. Howéver, one cautionﬁéhoﬁld ée soupded.
f' .;le structures and components are appllcab&e to only the
é' populatlon which supports their use. Pure;y.ldzosyncratlc
§ . . : rulgs-ethose supported by -a 51ngle individual--and rﬁles
; established in long-sfaﬁaing interpersonal relationships are
?2> of 1itile interest ;o the rhetor. Sidfly stated, such rules

frten -
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1profassor Ray Dearin, Ms. Diane Gorcyca, and Mr. John

Griffith have reviewed earlier dfafts of this essay. I an

indebted to them for mahy valuable subgestions.
2In popular usage, 'formality!' implies control or

_rgguLétion. Thus, a formal invitation demands a reply, a .

formal situwation is one in which you must pind your manners,

i

-and_formality is o be avoided when you want to put friemds

at ease, My use-of,t%e tern is derived from these primative:

- v ’

expressions, but emphasizes a continuum from casual *o formal

while concentrating

-

on one set of factors regulating audience

- -
-

. s & . o J
perceptions of a situation. , " .
- » # .
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