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A recurring puzzle in Aristotle's "Rhetoric" is the
book's ethical stance' Aristotle gives. practical advice on the use of
persuasive discourse and intends it to be used in association with
virtue, although the twc seea to be'separable. However, persuasion

- and virtue in Aristotle‘'s theory of rhetoric have connections \
deriving from the mature of the art of rhetoric itse€lf. The ideal
practitioner of rhetoric employs the, skills and, qualities of- .

- “phronesis, " or practical wisdom, as: outlined in the "Nichomachean )
Bthics.™ Three arguments, support this contention. (1)” The definitions

. and -concerns of the concepts of Thetoric and phronesis are strikingly
sipilar. (2) Bxcellent performance of rhetoric requires the

- characteristics of practical wisdom. (3) The Telationships desired
between the person ‘of practicals wisdom angd the public closely:-

‘v parallel the relationships between ‘the rhetorician and the audience.
‘The int %pretation of the ethical‘stance of the "Rhetoric®™ must rely
on important theoretical and practical relationships between rhetoric
3nd phronesis. The person of practical ‘wisdom has the capacity and
the incentive to be an ideal rhetorician. Only ‘when practical wisdom
is applied to rhetoric is there the ideal situation in which the name
*rhetorician® denotes excellence both of artistry and of purpose.
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A recurring puzzle in evaluations of Aristotle s‘éhetoric is the

' agsessment of the book's moral or ethical stance, a stance variously
-

wa? B *“""-

argued to be explic:g: implicit, and ~absent. Whitney %ates charges

9

that "ambivalence about questions of value is the ' most striking\character-

istic" of the Rhetoric and explains this ambivalence in’ terms of Aristotle s
¢ . 4 ) R
* apparent inconsistency of focus: ) Y . ,/
. L]
we can see in the Rhetoric, when the author has foremost
. in his mind his thought in logic, ethics, and politics,
! a reflection of the views expressed therein toward matters
of value. But when he is in the mood of an &uthor .of a
practical handbook any concern for value seems in some . -

L ]

m Y ~ Pplaces to vanish; leaving us in a realm of amoralism, if . . ’ ‘-
R . not immoralism. ]

s s ;:.v 3 . o be - y N

by, ? ’ Though he does not sermonize through-out his discussion of rhetorical

(

|

"tecﬁniques about the ends for which those means are to be used, Aristotle’ . ' l
-t , . ‘ ;

V does offer numerous indications of ethical concern in the Rhetoric. He , . |

- notes for example, "It is not right to pervert the judge‘by moving him |
) A o N .~ !

to anger, or envy, or pity--one might. as well warp carpenter's<rule . . -

'beipre using it." And, after commenting on the value of knowing how to " _"'

\

~argué both sides o£ a question, he reminds the reader’ that in actual .\

"2 of course, e 7

‘Y"

practice, "We must not make people believe what is wrong.

A {
Ariﬁtotle L practical advice about rhetoric,'like the rain, falls on the - ,

. R Lo e,
,u' - -

qvil man.as well as the good and as Henry Johnstone has noted, our modera v f
"uneasiness" .about persuasion "arises partly because Aristotle's association' U

. L . ) ; NS ’—'—‘—Q‘\';‘ 1
of persuasion and virtue has come unstuck," and we fear the use of persuasive '

techniques in the hands of the unvirtuous 3 It)is not necessary, however, T -

to move.from this point to the assumption that the concerng for both ethicality .

.
* "
. o . 2
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. " ' and practicality in discourse are inconsistént, cohtradictory, or mutually
. . !

exclusive. There is: no\ necessary conflict between ethical persuasion ’ ‘

. , "« and effective persuasioh in the Rhetoric, in fact, Aristotle 8 statement
o . : .
L that the’ truthjends to be 'more persuasive) than lies (R 1355821-22) ,

>

suggests just the contraty. ’ Y -
: ; . : . \

' ﬂts\essay seeks to establish the’ ¢laim that there is an “'agsociation

[

of persuas on and virtue"tin Aristotle's'theory of rhetoric wh:Lch derives .

P
5

from the nature of' the art of rhetoric itself more spec?fically, that.

- the ideal practitioner of Aristotl 's Rhetoric anploys the skills and

K

qualities of Aristotle's model of virtue, the Phronimoa or man of pradtical

»

wisdom," who is described in the Nicomachean Ethics. Three arguments support

this contention. Fd-:sf Aristotle's view of rhetoric should be understood

_ 4in relation to the concept of ,practical- wisdom siuce the deﬁinitions and ‘ x

«<

provinces of concern assigned by Aristotle to the ‘two concepts are strikingly

P VM%Asimilar. Secondly, excellent performance of the art of rhetoric Aristotle

~ ’

degcribes, requires the characteristi associated with practical wisdom -

¢

(phronesis) 'Finally, _the desirable relatiohship of the man of practical

wisdom to the public closely parallels the relationr\hip Aristotle posits -

.'\/

R })et‘ﬂeen the rhetorf and the audience in the Rhetoric. ' '/ﬂ ‘ -
o . s L~
X The .'ing)ortance of studying the Rhetoric within the context of the
et ' ¢ : . s
: fv . : Aristotelian corpus is suggested by. Aristotle's announcing directly that

. .‘ ' rhetoric is an offs‘hoot of dialectical and also of ethical studies which =

™

are political in nature (R 1356825-—26) The Politics argues, of - cou;se,
Z \J that society s upper class (presumed to b; virtuous) should control the
state—-—no one charges Aristotle with egalitarianism. Yet Aristotle included
in the Politics a right of revolution and since he obviously.did not advocate
_tyranni', we.ma'y assume that the elite reigns through the force of public

R _ persuasion and the .symbolic power of their status., For‘the.s.tﬂ:ud_ent of

~ * ‘ S 3 \\\,
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L |
rhetoric the question of how virtuous leaders are td succeed in convincing

i

the rest of the citizenry of their wisdom remains. how do they hold sway

‘over. their fellow citizens who are the "judghe" of tl'teir rhetoric?® If’
v » .
the 1ink between ?uch persuasive power and virtue was anything more for

.. . . - ,
Aristotle than wishful thinking we might well expect-to find in his dis- -~

cussion of ethics some indication of the requisite qualities of the ideal

]

orator. And wé do., . ) L

ﬁbuch qualities are the distinct endowments ‘of the man of practical
wisdom. Aristotle' s productive art" d% rhetoric and "intellectual virtue'
of practiCal wisdom have much in common.5 Both fynction in the domain of
tbe variable," in the realm where human deliberation or calculation results

in probable truth about contingent matters., ' In the section of the ] -

Nichomachean Ethics wherein the'intellectual virtue’of»practical wisdom

PO

is elaborated Aristotle asserts that the calculati®e aspect of man's
’
soul unctions through’ two distinct "reahoned ‘gtates of capacity'--

"making" (or art) and "doing" (or virtue) 6., 4

_The definition of art illumines the definition‘of rhetoric as "the

~ faculty of observing in any given case Lhe‘available means of persuasion"

A "'true course of reasoning g;bleS\the artistwto select the relative ..

-, k ‘¥ s -

(R 1355°26-27). Art is defined asY . . . . . : :

’ 4 -
)

a state concerned with making, invblving a true course of - -
reasoning, and lack of art on the céntrary is a state concerned

with making, involving a falde course.of reasoning; both are T, .
concerned with the variablé (Eg 1140820—29) , . b ..

- -

G

b - .
s e % ""

mean betveen excess and "defedt whicq characterizes all good art. Classifying

waet

rhetoric 3s an art marks it as a normative ppocegs. Making an artful dﬁs— L

course requires, by definition, pursuing a "true course of reasoniqg," in

- B3

examining available means of E§ suasion andtweaving them into an appeal' a
- - .

for a particular judgment from particular audience.z. B‘ the same definition,
14 : ’h‘ P U - )



..4.ll

eschewing such a\carefulzprocess oninvention and composjition in favor of
"false course of reasohing"--perhaps displayed in attempts to manipulate
or distort the audience 8 judgment--is certainly possible, but not artiftic.
‘As E.M.'Cope pointed out long ago, the,Aristotelian deginition of rhetoric
" . ¢
as an art emphasizes the process of discovering means_of-persuasion, not
' Just thelachievementgof persuasive effects.8

-._‘ . /.'( 4
*  Yet while good action may/be an-end in itself "making' or art,

5 t. .

{ ccording to Aristotle, always invblves some end other than itself Qg§1140b6~7)

In the Rhetoric the end of the art is clear--"Rhetoric finds its end in~’
. ¢ A
judgm'ent."9 The Rhetoric describes the enthymeme, the very "substance of*‘urgy,

rhetorical persuasion" as the prinary method of evoking an.audience's

’

values and premises on behalf of a'particular judgment. Yilliam Grimaldi

\ o -
. 4

argues that all three of the book's ﬁéstis entechnoi--logos, pathos, and

“~

.

ethos--function as enthymemes and, though any of the proofs may be used J
\
independently, "rhetorical demﬁnstration which is directed toward achieving

i

Jjudgment from the auditor in the area of human action demands specifically .
\

a preaentation which confronts both»the intellectual and appetitive

nll

faculties or reason, ethos, and pathos. Obviously the rehtorical

- artist needs knowledge of all the aspects of the human soul and the ability‘",
V

ta acﬁieve in each situation the appropriate ‘balance of appeals to evoke

L at

-

the desired response in the audience.w_He must lead his audience by ip--
. viting participation in judgment, by “reasoned,. balanced appeals to"the‘

various elements of their total human personalities. Implicit in such a

practice of the art of rhetoric are responsibilities to the art and the
1 ’ N ’ . 1Y ‘ .
audience. ‘ ‘ x ' \ A

-~ - .
Immediately following the discussion of art in the'Ethics Aristotle‘ o

treats the other capacity of the caletlative part of the soul"--the in- ..
* ‘ L]
tellectual virtue of:practical wlsdom. Phronesis'is a -virtue "concernede

5




wisdon - would deternine 1t" (NE 1106836-1107"2)

[ . ¢

»

with action,' with "doing." Aristotle writes, "Practical wisdom, then,

mustfbe ‘a reasoned and true state of capacity to act with regard to human
goods“ (NE 1140820-21) We credit a. person with having practical wisdom
when he is "able to deliberate well abo;% what is goed and expedient for
himself,-not in some particular respect, e.g., about what sorts of things
conduce to Jhealth and strength, but about what sorts .of things conduce to
the good life in general” (NE 1140825-29). In a sense, the man of, practical

wisdom bridges the gap between "making" and “doing“ since his deliberations
=
directly instruct, even command" action (NE 1143210), Jﬁue to their wisdom.
ol
This fact links the virtue of phronesis to the master art of politics.\

Aristotle states that: .

this is above all the work of the man of practical'wisﬁom,
. to deliberate well, but no one deliberates about things
- invariable, nor things which have not an end,-and that &
good that can be 'brought about by action. The man who is
without qualification good at deliberating is the man who
is capable of aiming in accordance with calculgtion at the
best for man of things attainable by action (114139-14).

(;.L According to Helen North, "the traditional Greek fneling for moderation"

(s ophgoszg ) "finds its most comprehensive expression in Aristotle s theory

of theiyean and sophro;yne énd phronesis are interdependent.12 \
X

> The man ¢6f practf&aluuisdom continuously balances the good and' the
expedient, the ideal and" ;ﬁe*possible. The consistent quality of his -
deliberations is such thaﬁ‘virtue is defined by his choices and behavior.

The Echics asserts that virtue is "a state of chardcter concerned with | .

' choice, lying in a mean, i. e., the mean relative to us, this being determined

by a rational principle, and by that prinsiple by which the man of practical

(3
.

S 'S'«"ﬁﬂ‘l’t}.w )

% e
°

_ man of practical wisdom and.also recognize,the man of practical wisdom by
' ' - - N N . ,"
-. the fact that he typically selects, the mean is a tautology often noted by

.

*h

N\

That we know this’ﬂgolden ﬁban" by examining the choices made by the -




students of the Ethics. Aristotle's.explanation of what gives the deliber-

e 3

- ation of the man of ractical wisdom its "excellence" ‘or "correctness"
P

.aeems, at first, only to draw the tautological knot tighter (NE ll42b7-35)
Thus, we must return to the principle by which the man of practical wisdom *
-operates. Though‘difficult to operationalize, it is,clearl ‘It requires i

every particular situation that a balance of what is desirable and what is
¢ .. . . ) . ! :
reasonable be determined through deliberation. "Choice is deliberate

desire, therefore both the reasoning must be true and‘the desire right,

) . . L . - .

1f the choice is to be good and'th3 Iatter must pursue just what the former
" asserts" (NE 1039 23-26), Although phronesis has universal applicability,

it is not "concerned with unlversals‘only--italust algo recbgnize the~
. SR .
.particulars; for it is practical, and pra 2ice is conEerned with particulars

*

nf%
(NE ll4lbl4-l6) As Ronald Milo observes,.Aristotlé s notion of good

1 [ 4 ~5
deliberation presupposes both correct reasoningqand reasoning with a view

EYR— i‘"
to a good end L2 The man of practical wisdom (and the true rhetorical artist)"

'@u\z "be good at deliberating," "have knowledge of genpral*prihciples and of
AN y

particular facts," and "be morally virtuousq"'13 ,fiiﬂﬁ:; .

'ﬁ\
¢ \
Understandably, Aristotle rﬁminds us that the golden mean is extremely
‘Q L4

dif-ficult to discern and that thbse who consistentl’ chooges it poss‘esses a

. - & . . ¢
"+ primary intellectual virtue. Practital wisdom "owes its birth and growth

s

N N . [ . . . . .
to teaching" and. is typically the mark of*? certain class of individuals in

- ?&\' ..
whom age and experience have culminateQ}in the capacity to deliberate well

Ll

: consistently’l" Although the virtue is espec}ally manifesﬁed by only a
few people in society, prudence,"like af%istry in rbetoric, seems a reason—'

able aspirationjfor society in general. The.phronimos does’ not exist in
vy ¢
Wisolatioﬁ He deliberates well not only about priyate matters' but with a

) .
view of what is good, what leads to eudiamonia or well-being forimen'in

<
o

general, and the public's'acknowledgement of tbis ability testifies to




. their collective wisdom or inclination toward truth when persuasivel

. : L | .
presenged.l5 Further, Aristotle suggests that the phronimos may neeji
\ .

»

an orderly society as much as the society peeds him-—"perha:; one's o

.good cannot exist withoutfhogsehold management nor without g form af

government” (114229%10)." Phronesis, like rhg&:fic, involves an inheren

social orientatdon apd responsibility, - .

The significant similaritids which have emerged in this analysis o

v I

the nature an& province of rhetoric and practical wisdom may be summariée

y \

follows: Rhetoric is an art, phronesis an intellectual virtue; both-\

) ¢
. ﬁiobabilibies; both'are normative processes in that-they involve rational| 1 -

special "reasoned capacities" which properly function in the world o

principles of-~choice-making; both have general applicability but aiways 1

require careful anélysis of particulars in éetermining the bedf)tesponse'
b L] . ‘ ’

‘io each spécific éituation; béth_idea}ly take into account the wholeness

. o of human nature (:heto;i; in its three appeals, Ehfénesislin its balance
of desire and reason); and fiﬁa}ly, both have social ;tilitx ;nd resgp%sibi
ip that bo;h treat matters of the public gdod. ' ) .

-. \Having established the integral theoretical ‘relationship bétween
rhetoric and practical wisddﬁf1;; may turn to the practicdl question of

how the man of practical wisdom gshares his excellent deliberations and

H L4

leads the publi& throﬁgﬁ rhetotica, The Politics indicates that it isg%

jJust such an'ability to use practical wisdom which distinguishes the ruler:
- Practical 'wisdom only is characteristic of the ruler: it

would seem that all other virtues must equally belong to

4;91er and subject. The virtue of the subject is certainly -
ot wigdom, but only true opinion; he may’be compared--to

the maker of'the flute, whilf his master is ‘like the flute-

( player or user of the flute. 6 ’

' ’ : .

We ‘may extend the analogy. The instrumentality of any rhetorical appedl ‘

4 depends, on the fgcts‘'of the case and the characterigtics of the audiepee o
h . ] i : L

) ! > . ‘ . . . o
» 4 , e . . N \

4 i Y / . . ' \
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| 7
whose judgment is appealed to,' but it is the artful use of the rhetorical ’
¢ .

instrument, the making of a;melody of reason and desire, which calls forth

— 1

good dggisions and actions in the citizenry. - o .
We may further suppert the claim that the art of rhetoric both
requires phronesis and provides the means of its social dissemination?

‘by cponsidering the expertise of the phronimos in Aristotle's three genres
J4 -

of discourse and by describing the skill?phronesis provides 'for the use ’ ig
of his three types of rhetorical appeals. o $m:f’
Vs - '
* The Rhetoric divides discourse into three categories based on "the -
nhetoric

N,

three classes of listener ,;g_speeches." In rhetorical situations (those
3

in which deliberation aﬁH rsuasion ase sensible) "the hearer must be a

judge, with a'decision to make about things past or futuré; or an observerﬂ

_(5_1358bl-3). There follow three types.of oratory--deliberative, judicial,

and epideictic. To each.type Aristotl® assigns a time‘diﬁension, a

central term (on which the decision solicited is based) and a dominant

rhetorical modus operandi.m Deliberation concerns the future, involves
) .

matters of pubiic policy such as legislation, takes’anits chief value ~

"expediency, or the public good, and builds its premises on the constituents -

.

of happiness, the*goods which promote the zlitmate end of well-being. Judicial

\\
P

rhetoric concerns the past, involves questions of Justice (as are &ecided

An courts), makes the "just" -its primary criterion, ap& proceeds through ~ ! -
P . .- .
accusation and defense (based on analysis of pain and pleasure which cause

people to act justly or unjustly) Epideictic oratory treats matters in‘
terms of their present value, centers oh questions of”honor or virtue,
‘tiakes "virtue" its prime term, and amplifies the vices or virtues of its

object through praise or blame. -

& -

The application ofvphronesis is required to find the fean or "good",
in all three genres of discourse.l”" Phronesis may also be translated.as-

) . g W
I{_ . - .

[
s

; :a%?aff? .
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)

4

~'thought"” or "thouéhtfulness." According to Sir Alexander Grant, the.

general Greek sense of[such "tPou%Etzﬁinc}Edﬁd.tﬁﬁught about one's self, \i___‘

"about- one's family," and "about the state.". "Thought" abou ‘the state

-

~ - \ ~ . .
_could be either "universal," leading to legislation or "in detail," pro-

ducing politics. The specific application of phronesis to. politics occurred

in the spheres of the "deliberative" and the "judicial.l18 Obviously, the

-

man of practical wisdom has special qualifications to construct discourse

in these two. of Aristotle*s three rhetorical genres.

.

Ad ftional proof of the ipportance of practical wisdom to the-
rhéto c

‘n is Aristotle s use of the same word (bouleusis) to characterize -
. . — T,

the brocess'og deliberatibn in the Rhetoric as he ufes to describe the

¥

facultv of the man of practical wisdom in the Nicomachean Ethics. The word may B
. . T

.
4

also be translated\as "to counsel.” When, therefore?'the most striking
quality of the man of'practicai wisdom is hi; ability to deliﬁerate ﬁe}l,
it is apparent that he would be able to marshall the argumeﬁts necessary
for effective delibefative oratory; to counsel" audiences toward right

/

choices. The 'importance of such skil’speaking in government is con-,
19

firmed by P.J. Rhodes study, The Athenianh Boule.

The man of practical wisdom is also by virtue of education and.

v

experience well informed about warious forms of government and 8Qle to

evaluate the various fo ds means to ends and to relate their qualities
. . S _ R , :

to the interests of others. According to the Rhetoric:
The mdst important and effective qualification for “success
in persuading audiences and speaking well on public affairs. ,
is to ‘'understand all the forms of government and to dis-
criminate their respective customs, institutions, and
interests (R 1365b22-25)

It is to the ghronimos that the public must look for guidance about its

’

general welfare. The Rhetoric states:

-
£

-~




. we are applying the term good' to what is desirable for
its own sake and not for'the sake of .something else; to
that at which all things aim, to what they would choose
if they'could acquire understanding and practical wisdom
(_ R 13630 12-15)

Andg!ge Ethics reiterates the point: ""
* we ought to attend to the undemonstrated sayings and opinions
of experienced and older people or of people of practical
wisdom not less than tb demonstrations; for because exper-
fefice, has given them.an eye, they see aright (NE ll43bll ~14).

Excellence in judicial rhetoric even more directly depends on practical
I3

v

wisdom. Aristotle considered Justice to be a peculiarly important virtue,

\ .
«calling it in the Ethics "virtue entire," because it aloni of all the virtues

.is directly related;;o the good of others and "the best man is not he who.

exércises his virtue towards himself but he who eXercises it toward another"l

(NE 113087-11) Justice is a mean between suffering harm and/inflicting it.

Appropriate judgments about justice must consider thefactsof the particular

)

_case and be grounded in universal immutable principles oﬁ?equity, proportion, ~,

e

’

and fairness. Who could display more inventiﬂhal skill in determining'und o0

persuading about justice thanAthe man by yhose deliberations and choices .,

. L . K] N * .
virtue itself is defined? ’ . -
- . P

The ﬁ/swer to this quéstion, of course, illumines the relationship °
between the qualities of practical wisdom and the epideictic g’gxsags Well 20

Obviously, the virtue of phronesis should enable its poséessor to recognize

s -

and apciculate the vices and-virtues of others. One's own,experience in
deliberaiing well about matters of value should facilitate'the ability to

%
explLin why the conduct of another either doés or doesrnot follow the
.“ 'd

golden mean" and deserves either praise‘or blame. We might dlso expect
b

" that the man of'practical‘wisdom, whose virtue is publically-recognizable,

B ‘ '
wolld often be called upon to speak on ceremonial occasions. These occasions

. ’

provide a fgrum for the ‘display of practical wisdom and the confirmation of




- » K

‘e P . " . ’ A -.1]."'
R ) * ‘b .

. it by the audience...Thfough the selection of objects exemplary of either
vice or vi;tue and the persuasive explication of their'baseness or nobility,

a conception of "the good" is fnculcated and- reinforced in the collective

© ,6 < ’ [ Y 9 . R s " A ‘ -
. consciousness. s . i . ) . ; . .

H

) . -

s In another triad the Rhetoric offers an equally precise and definitive

-0

statement about the mean of persuading in the three genres of diqcourse. ’ii’
IREW 'Y . :

In,so doing, it suggests more about the nature of thg,ideal orator. N T,
There are, then, these three means of effecting persuasion - _' (T B
[logos, ethos, and pathos]. The man who isto ‘be in N s

command of them must, it is clear, be ablé (1) to reason !

- logically, (2). to understand human’ charasSter and goodness
‘¢ in their various forms, 'and (3) to understand the emotions ‘oo

(R 1356222+24) . . z - .

. T~ s . v s - .

-—

That the man oﬁ-practical wisdom would be able-to reason logically £s seff—
‘Jeviﬂent in’ the definition of thc.virtue. And, since the thoﬁ os’ character— -

T . T
- istically déliberates well about matters of general welfare, ve woulﬁv ¢ T
expect him to fashion apt etthymemes from his awareness of the audience' 8 L -

L]

interests, knowledge, and values. ’ Similarly, the ability to correctly e ‘

\ .
. relate pa;ticulars andDuniversals should translate idto effectiveﬁy con~

structed practical syllog‘gms. Finally, experience would'provide the man
! |

v of practical wisdom. ith. a, Wealth of material.for the other major mode of o |

B . {

w o
|
\

. ¢ ) - ,

-
v
"

logical prOof example o . b . . . J
i) . - ° . M " . oo-
~ Aﬁzistotle s sécond pﬁc:ﬁple forgt of rhetorical appeal, pathos, evinces . ‘

\

"sharp awareness'that reason alone d és’n;t necesSarily speak to the oﬂher, s °

something\which discourse in Ps effort t dbmmunicate must do." William

.Grimaldi/yhites. 2 - . - A ' .
; A T IS ’ - .
3 “ ' Redson does\not possess the power of persuasion. Thus ) Lo

$- AAristotle inttoducep into_the syllogism, -the instrument of '

i Treason, his psychology of human ®ction./ The thymeme as”

L the main instrument of rhetorical argupent incovporates the ' \
vl intetpldy of rRason/and emot¥orr in discourse ... .At the e
‘heart of Aristo le's theory of’ “rhetoric the enthymeme brings’

-meaning to the assumeﬂ conflict in the Rﬂbtoric between

c - ’ ' ".-"o . 5




o - rveason and ethos-pathos*... Like ‘the metaphor .in poetry )
the enthymeme in rhetotric fuses thh knowing in the petson,
h "~ ° makes the act of knowing a fotal perception of intellect, .
SE emotions, feelings 2L L

\
\ ' \
L3

.o Ari‘.stot],e defined emotions as 'all those &eelings thag so chat;g’e as ,

“to affect their [the audience s] judgments and \devoted nine chapters of .
. )

. ‘the Rhetoric' e seeond book-to the,analysis of emotional appeaﬁ.s. Since;

as we remember, he e.xpresses the concern in Book 1 that the audience be ’
- < 4 o .
. placgd “in “the right“ or “fitting emotional state and warns that,it is .-

AR

) appeals, the necessity of practical wisdom in the ideal use of pathos is

- \

" “clear. }t is hard, to find the golden,me\an,-“ to know what level of. eno}it)n/
is proper for the case at hand; but the virtue of the man of practical -

wisdom is that he consisteﬁtly makes’ the ‘right choice in such matters.

L] *l‘

Since his appetitive and‘rational natures are always in harmony and check

™

= . ' . qch other, wheyp functioning as a ,r'netor he would need only to convey his
e . [ - v . . ‘ 7. N - -~ .
AL ", own emotions clearly to the dudience, A concern of Aristotle's Rhetoric -

is the use of: pat os to fac‘:l,litate right choice; the phron 0s best knows

what 'is right ffoice. Both in terms of ethicality and effective rhetorical

A N - <

strategy, he has the bases for excellence. A . '

T ¢ 'I.'he third t;ype of appeal in the Aristotelian system, ethos, is based

< © mal N

on the audience B perception of the speaker g moral character, knowledge ’

- . (fn:good will,™ The Rhetorics says that ethos‘“may almost be called Ehe ' L-':\ ’
) % ~t 'ﬂh . ) S,

T . most effective means of pensuasion" because we believe good en-toFe el ¢
- :&c. - \‘ . ‘ - % \/ ’ .
/ fully and readd.ly than others: This is ‘true generally whatever the

question is, and absolutely true where exact certainty is impossible‘ and

- opinions are divided‘_' ’1'(R‘- l355bl3~14 ; 6—9) Since the truth by nature tends l

&7

--to be more persuasive than lies, we may presume that it would be easier for

' fa&y‘virtuous person, such as the man of ptact.’ical wisdom, to attain .
. Y . A , - \ ) _ R
. o . . : .
’ih -~ - '\‘. 13 - »l * - ’
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_high ethos, And, we recall, the‘publicidoea recoéniéeapractical wisdom,
In considering-whether the,phrgnimos would likely display good willVand

.t 'friendliness toward an audience we turn to the final segment of this .dis~
D ’ ‘ ‘
- Cussion, .the role of the audience’ described in the Rhetoric and the*mahner

in which the man of practical wisdom can be expected‘to relaté to an audience.

'

Yo

We” have already noted the interdependence of the man of practical

wisdom and society, in returning to this relationship we conclude our final

-

argument. Not only are-there close_parallels between the definitipns,

provinces and functions of rhetoric and practical‘wisdom; and not only

a . ¥

does the man of practical wisdom have qualities which fit him to be an

«

- ideal practitioner of the art described in the Rhetoric; but f£inally, the

’z

man of practical wisdom has both important motives for rhetorical ?CtiVity*ﬂi}
and characteristics which would lead him to addtessraudiences'inra manner

canis&ent with Aristotle;s view of‘the audience as "judge.V

.

While Aristotle notes in the Rhetoric that "it is pleasant to be

3

it is equally clear that the,public display of" practical wisdom is not simply

,selfzserving or egotistical. Practical wisdom concerns itself with one's

e

‘. w §6lf, one's family, anJ the state because the individual's welfare is boun§ T
up with that ‘of others. ‘As the nineteeuth-century scholar John Stewart

observes, Aristotle under8tood that "Except as conf ing to the conditions

- et ‘ .fof the community to which he belongs, and as promoting its good ~no man can
\(‘ . {’ ’ r

L, be said to manage his own affairs prudently" for the ' 'man who tries to

'/manage 'his own affairs without regard for the common good, courts his own
) h; . ruin;uzz ’ - AP
j%’ Despite his paternalism and the exclusion altoéether of some groups
' - “

‘ fromirelevance in the state, Aristotle constructed rather humanistic and .

-

- . 'democratic fhetorical theory. _The man of practical wlsdom impelled by self -

;/ i i e 3"‘ ~...r .

5 146’_ ) o~ .
- . ' - » Y

‘thought wise, for practical wisdom secures us power over/others" (R l371b26~27x
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interest and the virtue of deliberating welI’In\the general intewest, turns
to the public audience with the qualities uhich enables the creation of

f\‘ ' ' powerful proofs appealing‘to all aspects of human nature. Knowiné)that
intellect alone moves nothing," that emotions can "warp" judgment, and .

C ~ that the relat hip of speaker and audience is crucial Aristotle developed

< 3

= a rhetoric which, ghen most fully practiced balances these modes of proof.

The rhetor when functioning ideally as an artist {aciliéates good judgment
in hearers~who are treated with certain respect. When such a,relationship
‘~ \

betJeen rhetor and audience does not prevail, we may see the tactics of

persuasion employed, but hardly the art of rhetoric. "Aristotle 8 thesis iﬁiﬁ%
- . . is simply that good rhetdrig effgktively places before the other person all .
- the means necessary for such decision making [as promotes growth in under- e

@

staming]. At this point the person must exercise his own freedom."?3 The

x . ~man of practical wisdom because of his character and abilities could‘be

eipected'to regard the audience as a '"judge" in just the sense described

.

X - ~
*  4in_Aristotle's Rhetoric and to effectively employ the art of persuasion.

*

This examination of the relationships between the art of rhetoric and

" the intellectual virtue of practical &isdom suggests that we’may ground our
* f .

interpretation of the ethical stance of the Rhetoric in something far more

!

substantial than a belief that Aristotle simply trusted'that the virtuous

-

would control the forcegpf rhetoric in a good society simply because they

/ ) should.f As we have seen, there are important theoretical and practical re- ;
. . ) lationships between rhetoric and:phronesis,and it is the man of\practical
~ Q wisdom who has both the capacity and incentive to be an ideal practitioner
X of'the.Aristotelisn art of rhetoric. In contrasting the use of the terms

"dialectic" and "rhetoric" Aristotle wrote, "What makés a man a sophist'

Qis not his faculty, bBut his moral purpose. In rhetoric, however, the term

' 'rhetorici%p' may describe either the- speaker's knowledge of ‘the‘art, or

[} v - -
’ «
Ny




- . ) > ' . .
.

iy N .'\,;'.'- : . _— . - v
- ‘.| . Q ' D _15- P *

-

" ¥is moral purpose” (R 1355b17<20). Aristotle believed that, v1e {s impossible
for a man to be prudent unless he is good" (NE 1144236-1141 l) It is . "

! only when practical wisdom is applied to rhetoric that we witness the ideal

. N i
. case 1n which the name " hetorician" denotes excellence both of artistry
! . * . . * | A s
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, 1Whitney°0§£§s; Aristotle and the Problem of Value (Princeton:
. Princeton University Presp,'1963); P. 335. Eugene E. Ryan, on th@ other

2, hand, argues that Rhetoric I, chs, 5-7 "form a 'substz_antive Aristotelian -
-, . treatise on- value." ("Aristotle's Rhetoric and Ethids and the Ethas of

s Society,"”-Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 13 [19721; 297€£.) " For - —
.. . other assgssments of the ethical stance of The Rhetoric see George Kennedy,
+ ~ " The Arg g__ggrsuasion‘ég Greece (Princeton: Princeton University Press, .
'~ .1963), p. 123; Egdward L. Hunt, "Plato and Aristotle on Rhetoric and '
y 'll_hetorigiar;’§~,"' Historical Studies 1n-Rhetoric and the Rhetoricians, ed.
* » . =-Raymond F. Howes (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, .1961), p. 56; and ° '

. « -Rebert J, Olian, "The Intended Uses of Aristotle's Rhetoric,"- Speech

-

i ‘% j 2Ari'stot:l'e, Rhetoric, trans. Rhys Roberts, in The Basic Works &,_
. Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941), pp. 1325~
1326’(1354824-26) and p. 1328-(1355a31-32). All section numbers in the
text Preceded’ by R refer to this translation of the Rhetoric. '

. "3Henry Johhstone, "The Relevance of Rhe;oric to Phiiosoghy«and of ,
« Philqsophy to Rhetoric," Quarterly Journal of-Speech, L1l (Feb. 1966), 44, ,

-

4Ryan,argpes'that in rejecting Plato's theof& of Jdeas as the source

> - of values Aristotle came to regard the ethos of society as the "principal
. reality" for ethical studies and then to avoid "utter relativism" addressed .

the question 'Why does the ethos come to be ag it 1s8?" He writes "I believe

Monogfaphs, XXXV (June 1968), pp. 137-148. ' ' a R

it was in great parf to ask and answer this question- that Aristotle wrote T

" -the Art of .Rhetoric. He wanted to see how persuasion works (as comgrasted R
with education or teachirdg, for which most people are not fitted);,to dis- .
cover what is going on when persuasion is being used effectively; to
investigate the functioning of rhetoric in a society; and to determine
the technical rules for effedtive persuasion."And in carrying out this
task, it seems to me, Aristotle is at least <mplicitly maintaining that-
the exercise of the art of rhetoric establishes in a society its ethos"
(Ryan,)p. 295).- . . o . ‘ )
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SArist:ot:le distinguishes moral virtues, which.de@elop through
babituation and belong to the appetitive part of the soul, from intellectual
virtues, which develop through teaching and belong to the ratd{gnal part of ¢
the soul. Since the concern of this essay i e relationship between
Aristotelian rhetoric.and ethics, it should’be ﬁg}ed that' the "intellectual .
virtue" of phronesis (prudence) is interdefdendent with sophrosyne (moder-

" ation) and this faculty of determining the Mean is requisite for all moral

.¥Artues in the Nicomachéan Ethics. See Helen North, Sophrosyne: $elf- .
Knowledge and Self-Restraint in Greek Literature (Ithaca: Cornel Jniversity

‘- Press, 1966), pp. 197, 199, 204, n27 o L

9Ai'istotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. W.D. Ross, in The Basic Works ' .
of Aristotle, pp. 1025-1026 (1140%1=24), A11 section numbers in the text
/ preceded by NE refer to this translation of the Nicomachean Ethics.
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