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Chais Perelaan, in "The FNew Rhetozic,™ discusses a
paradiga for understanding how study of coapositicn can be alto:cg by
» knowledge of thought processes gained by cognitive psychologists and
psycholinguists. He describes this rhetoric as "rhetorical
‘rationaliss® that recogaizes a amultiplicity cf ways of being -
reasonable and recognizes that the goal of rhetoric is to "elaborate
principles of being, thoaght, and action that are humanly
reasonable.” However, it is necessary to leave roca for fafure
sodification, recognizing that values play an important part ia
decisions and introduce an arbitrary element in any decision. He
creates a useful heuristic for the compositica class: philosophical
pairs (evoked simultaneocusly but not necessarily cpposites). that can
be used Ly students to deteraine the most effective approach to a
topic. Such pairs include noan:/ends, sultiplicity/unity, and
letter/spirit; they genmerate a structure and a vocabulary, which .
become an essential part of the argument. The use of these pairs in
composition classes helps students suspend Judgsent and gives thes a
proced ure uhich brings ocut the nniquenoss of what they are vtiting
. apout, (1J)
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The Phaedrus,,?erelnan and the Glroundwork for a Theory

L ; - : of Composition
When ‘the nenaissance turned from a theocentric view of .
::,the world to a material one, it gave us a foundation of
-y ] perceptual ‘thought that proved to be adequate until the
| end of the nineteenth century. If the word coming from
é ', all.disciplinesf-philosophy. psycholog&. sociology, lin-
| guistics, art history--can be belie;ed. we are in the
B midst of another revolution in perception, a tufnihg
toward subjectivity end an understanding of the innate .
organiz‘%ionai patterns of mind. This revolution promiees
_to be as exciting as that of the Renaissance, and those
\ of us in its midst proceed with’exuberance. knowihg our
ccﬁceptions may be hdsconceptions. but rejoicihg none-
theless 1n what we perceive as productive stunbl1ng.
Compdsitxon too has been reached by this nenalssance.
- though we are still on the perileters of understanding
how our work can be altered by knowledge of thought
.processes\gained by cegnﬁéive psychologists and\
psycholinguists\_ And often thosé of us in the classroom

]

find ourselbes straddling a wide ditch between the inven-

.tive- processes of. rhetorlc as a segrch for truth (processes . .

*

described by Wayne Booth and by Kxchard Weaver) and the
mand,tory use of cavemen texts that deal not at all with .. e

these processes. Because of democratic tex tbook choice

-

procedures. 1 found myself rqquired this year to cover

s
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Inking a dcspcrutc tansis juut to got 1nto the arena'

It did not tntc‘long tn discovnr that I would have to

find a p.tudign for d:plorntory. peruuagivc. and its suhdivi-oa
" sion, lrgu-ontztivo -riting. that yduld reflect tho side of the :

ditech I hopod Ry students tnd I would end up on. Chain

Porell-n 8 The Now Rgoggg}g cccouplishds a remarkable linking
of the Platonic and A‘iatotolian traditiona and providqs

that paradiga I noodod. -t : s ' ' e

i

Another delight of the revolution is that we havei
finnlly rggli:od that we nood not look upon thc present .
as a corruption of the p.at. a past to which we must return.
Inatcad. look to theé pasfifor what ia‘uaefulwthere in
syncretizing the present, r;cOgni:iné that our efforts to
_syncretize in the spirit of our age will pass ‘into a
61tfdrent future. In tﬁhx sﬁipit 1 began_thia.investigation
into what is useful in Perelman's work for composition with
the Phaedrus-because we are just nbn beginning to read it
/intelliggntly and because it proiides a starting point for
” rhetoric pften neglected, not fully explored as a systemh‘
but for our present world often infin;teiy more useful than
that of Aristotle, and fin#lly because the work of Perelmaﬂ‘
| }ayé a groundwork for a theory of cgpposition based upon that
starting point. .

‘Otis M, Waléor givés us an intelligent reading of the

Phaedrus in his essay, "On Views of rhetoric: hhether ~
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cemermuve or Procrus{ve,"z in which M describes the

st T}

qugson

a -n ‘payaical rhetorical
relying on the inror-etion ;1ven in the

system, Rather the

parts that coneeékfrhetoric per se, Walter views the structure ‘

of the F] as an illustration of a right,rhetoric. the
posaibilify_ Gnich Plato never denied. The three parts

of the dia} e are an illustration.of a search for a &efinition

. of love t can be part of the iorld of Ideas, knowledge that

" is

never gets out of date. In the first speech by Lysies.‘love
er defined, and the épeech_can.only deal nitﬁ the_
earthly imitations of love. The second speech, given by

Socrates. defines love and excels in ite perception of the

metaphysical Idea. But even Soerntee can improve his definition,

and this is illustrated by his willingness to red#®me love
in the third speech as a supreme good which is capeble:of'
inspiration and creetion; This definition in turn generates
a gpeech that is eepeble of trenaforling. ' The search for
knowledge that never geta‘out of date held the generative .
power of clessicel rhetoric. -

This same generative power creates a rhetorical system in

The New Rhetoric, as Perelman lays the groundwork for a

theory of rhetoric that grows out of a search for lasting
knowledge. Perelman destribes this as a 'rhetorlcal
retionalian“--that recognizes that there is a multiplicity of
ways of being reasonable and that the goal of rhetoric is to
eleborete principles of being, thought and action that are

e
S


http:illustration.of

| Mmanly maon.hu."? but q.uya making provision for future - - -

w---——lnntttﬁiztaﬁ”61*unlviraal 1-Iutah10 trnths in the same way | :
th.t Socrates was aﬁlt t0 lodify his dctinition of 1ove as .

'his porcoptionn grew in the nrocess ot\rhatnrical discovnry

P This reason th*t Porollnn degcribes 'doliberutcs. argues,

juntifioa. €ives reason ror or~a¢ainat. but always. e

oo

~.rocogni:ca that values Play a part 1n any decision--a part
‘ 1lpq:tant as facts ;nd ‘presumptions, and therefore there
. is an trbitriry]ale-ant in any decision. An example of the
© | ‘kind.of definition which seems m‘mmy'm. but . -
- which allova for futuro modification is Porelnnn's definit&on
of Jus @;ce: a principle of action in accordance with vhich |
beings of:ope and- the same essential category must be éﬂf‘tﬁ¢e .
in the same way."" | S S J ‘ T
REETN ’ Pe;elnan provides £ﬁb best definitinﬁ tha§ I know
| of the universal audience, that élusive entity that we.all
try to héip our students come to undkrstand. For P;relnqn.
‘there is a real distinction ﬂetie;n persuadi;g and c6hv1ncing:'
If the speaker is concerned with persuaaion. ‘he must find
 the means to persuade a particular audience. Conv1nc1ng goes
beyond that to deal with the adherence of every ratlonal
being. All a speaker can do to convince is to think that
he is validly addregsing an audience of rational bei?gs.
Since each individual, each culture has its own conception
of the universal audience, we constitut; the universal
augaenpe from what we know of-opr felléw men, transcending
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tﬁo oppos;tioaa of uhich.un arn auaro “and asau.é?g ghat 311 .
\vhb undmtand tlu reasons will lun qucont thc conclmion. .
unta.t.'smmtnmdc. - .f- o

" Perelman sees aslbciation and dincociat&on constantly
at work at the ale time in-our thoughts. He asurta. - )

an undovelopod thoughi are jnst.co llny iaolated pcira.'s
Por thc'aasdciativo act. Pgrolnnn provides a sot of topics;

' Ariatotolinn 1n nntura that.nllply ropcnt those we have

bccn concornod with in the puat in the cu-poaition clasa:

) genus-definition. conno‘uonce. likenesc-dif!oronco. exa-ple.

illustration, metaphor, and so on, . _

It is Perelman's work ;ith the dissodiative actfthat
prq;idos the most unefu§ nev ‘heuristic ror the eo‘pqsition
class. His phiIOSOphidhl pair- provido the conposition i
teacher with a set of - qdnnonplaces that can be used by the
student in placing an ; evelopcd thought along a cgntinuum
and in devel‘bing in hié reading an understanding .gfthel

valxdity of a pigpc of. #ersuasive prose. Dissociatidn . N

establishes hierarchiep for which the speaker or w:itor ‘.

provides cri teria. As Perelman describes the proegss.

“the thinker create:‘niw dissociations or declinea %o admit
._cértain of his predeccasor s dissociations. -6 The Qvocation

of philosophical pairs generates the line of thougnt for the

writer which would prove frui tful because of the ngtur'l

manhner in which the pairs fit the object and serve ﬁﬂ i

Q . . ) ) W
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. norlnl consoquence of a situation in a way that the adoption T
of rules or techniqued cannot. C

| In -w elnssroo- when we began work -ith persuasion and
nrgu-entetion. I talked to students about the concept of. | ’

Perelman's rhetoric, extended by Burke's &oncept of \ A

'.idontification. that we would be working with facts,’ presu-ptions.‘
_vxluos in Seeking an 'intellectunl domipation of the environnent"

in the process of uriting. Our concern would not be with

overwholling the opposition, the concern of our text. or . 4
) with i-ngory that evoked the Christians versus the 1ions. “.

(After reading an assignment in the text,. one or my students
aaid that she felt as if she were going to war.) Instead

our concern would be with eatablishing reasonable principles

of being. thought. and action, but always recognizing the.
arbitrary element of values that is there. I then gave thym
a list of thp philosophical pairs that Perelman says are

. noat characteristic of philosophical inquiry, stressing that
these peirs are evoked simultaneously in thought but are not

necessarily opposites. These pairs are means/ends, consequence/

fact, act/person, accident/essence. occasion/ causg; relative/

-absolute, subjective/. objective, multipiicity/ urifty, normal/

standard, individual/ universal, particulan/ general, theory/
practice. language/ thought and letter/ spirit. \

To determine whether or not these are the valid philosophi-
cal pairs for western thought the students then considered

1ist that I gave them of quotations and maxims gathered

‘\
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at :andon tn see it ‘the’ pairs were at work 1n,xhoso -axhls AN

and provorba Lot me give you a fow. exalples. N
‘*Actions speak louder- than words.” Students ‘identified f
! . at work here wese name/thing, abstract/ concrete, theory/l
S practice, synbol/thing and, verbal/real. §
h "\ "We judge ourselves by what we foel capablofof;doij,

while others judge us by what we have already done.”
| Longfellow. ' The pairs identified were not/berson. app-:j

roality. abatract/concrete. )

“All authority belongs to the people.” Jefferson fﬁ

- Here they recognized letter/spirit, individual/universf

4 piﬁralitx[unity.‘ '

"1 must be cruel, only to be kind."” Shakespeare, Hamlet

Aet III, Sc. 4. The students identified means/end, céhsequen
faet, ’

-

» b
As a second Step I gave- the students a. paragrap% from
professional argument to deternine what pairs werqﬁf

. in the argument. I chose a paragraph from Paul R. 5H
~ and John P. Holdren's “Abortion and Morality,” (S atg;dgx
Keview, Sept 4, 1971), p. 58) because it is a qucht
8o often attempted in an abortive way by students loft on
‘their own to choose a topic for a persuasive paper. Studeniif
exanined the paragraph and determined that the argunont fﬁ
included the pairs: abstract/concrete. sensible knowledge/
rational xnovledge. theory/practice. means/ends. contequence‘%

faotﬁireal/ideal and letter/spirit

\
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A8 a final step in this procedure, and because we had
‘been discussing students' right to their own 1angusge.
‘1 posed the question, "Should a prsstisious diaTect be
taught in the schools?® In the discussion that. followed,
.students expressed opinions ranging all the way fron

ersdicationist' "legitimizer,” to borrow Geneva

Smi therman's terns Then I ‘asked the question. what
pairs of philosophical realities would a good argument
concerning the question of dislects and schools have to
inolude.' Students decided that the folloving psirs would
have to be considered: norlsl/standard, letter/spirit.
individual/universal, language/thought. neans/end. and
multiplicity/unity. . The students were then asked to
write e short essay answering the question and naking use’
of the peirs to deterline the nost effective approaches.
I was pleased with the results; but 1 was also impressed
by the fact. that the pairs seened to generate vocabulary. -
Often the/;ords of the pairs themselves betame an essential
part of the thesis of the argument. \

We are being taught thst our perceptions form the
constructs of our world. ?henonenologists have taught us

. . f
that first come our perceptions. second ‘the conceptual act,

and that the physical product never wholly subsumss that act.

The act of speaking, more espscially the act of writing. is

of necessi’ty reductive. In a world that has been described




. ot S e T o *ioodaoﬁ .
by Richard Weaver as 'centrifueal and 1nfinite. the rhetoric’ -
of dichotolies nhich we have taught in the past. a rhetoric .
that calls tor making a desperate thesis and then defending

‘it. is not enough Apparently it was not enough for Plato' - o
. ‘yorld either. The consideration‘of Perelman’s philosophical ’

pairs asks students to.suspond.judﬁnents'and gives students _

a heuristic procedure that’brings out the uniqueness of what . .
they are writing aboﬁf. It contains an inherent iinear

continuuf that will nake it possiblo for students to rank

-

the qualities of a unique world., 1 hope that Socrates and

Perelnan will soon teach thosa who write the texts ‘that

“if the way around is 1ong. do not narvel¢ for, when the

ends are great. the circuit must be trod.” -8

- - o
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