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A - Preface

* If one “theme’* emerged from the 1979 meeting of the Doctoral
. Honon Seminar, then it should justifiably be defined as “re-examina-
tion.” In pmdous proceedings, participants, senior critics, and keynote
address called for disciplined attention to the periods and* concerns of
rhetoric which invite further examination as well as to the research tegh-
niquas used in such ventures. The twelve pmicipants seven senior crit-
ics, and keynote speaker whose efforts are recorded in this monograph
unanimpusly call for a reappraisal of the type and scope of research :
which may.spring from the recent enthusiasm for rhetorical studies. = - «
- The first generai session included re-evaluations by Michael Syo-
boda, ‘Beth Bennet, and Mary Elizabeth Vielhaber pf the works of Plato
_Anselm de Besate, and Peter Ramus respectively. The participants’ re
“search and the expery commentaries by Bruce Gronbeck, William E
* Wiethoff and Don Abbott pointed cut the need for carefully adjusted
1 estimates of the intellectual debts and the cultural interactions evident
in ancient, medieval, and refaissance rhetqrical theory. In the second T
genetal session, t:? research of Richasd Paris (as summarized by Steve
".Hanneford), Rob®t R Gaines, and Barbara Johnstone Koch underscored o
the need for continued care in Interpreting the Aristotelian and Ciceron- L
. * «lsn rhetorical traditions. Critical remarks by Donovan Oths, Michael
> Vblpe and Richard Leo Enos arhplified the call for theroughly reviewed
and revised approaches to understanding the theory and practice of clas- :
sical rhetoricians, as well as recognizing noh-Western civilizatiting which & A
incorporated ancient thetoric into their cultures. In thé third general ) '
session, Cejeste Railsback, Molly Wertheimer, and John Rindo empha./
. sized the personal and social vaiues which must Ye recondtructed in ordpr
to appregiate fully the significance of forms as diversified a8 classical
epideictic sdd Wagrierian esthe e.comments of senior critics, in-
~ cludipg Floyd Anderson, emphasized® the participants’ résearch focus .
- and stressed the rigor with which related analytical methods must be e
applied. Anglophiles Jacquelin uth Anderson and Barbara Ann '
Vincent re-assessed seven and eighteenth:century $eories of
cloqucncwdurh\g the fourth general’ session. Critical contributions, by _
, . Jane  Blankenship - and Ray” McKerrow ‘enhanced the final session’s -
‘depiction of modern British rhetoric.: James J. Murphy’s ironic direc- - - ‘
' tiods to historians df rhetoric in the keynote address demonutipted the
elaborate style sometines required of “‘preachers” while cataloguing the >
scholarly and p:ofg al virtues essential to the “‘salvation” of rhetori- -«
cnl studies. Professor P«(\lrphm{l s subsequent discussion of questions which :
* wite posed by members of the audience and the yetious interest groups’
+ luver deliberations sparked the srtinar's closing sysnts with: the animated.
oxm of viwpohn which dfstinguishes progressive re-examination -
hommnum-h R S, SR A
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These proceedings report the re-examination which took place
on the Blobmington cumpus of Indiana University trom March 16-18,
{ \19'79. The seminar could never have proceeded withoutthe generous
.moral and financial suppdrt which was offered: wdeally #f TEXNFH 1979
- fndicates that the support was'well investgd. \

7
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“Over three years ago, when William\Mclho!‘l' and 1 formylated
the idea of a co-sponsored, two-year doctoral honors seminar ‘we botl, -
shared a concern for the study of rhetorie, Although the great minds
who examined.thetoric. throughout the ages read like an honer-roll in
Western thought. we were bothered that, the contemporary study of
_rthetoric. as well as its rich history. wus not given the deference it had
previously enjoyed. Our objective throughout these seminars has been

™ toencourage the study of rthetorie by providing an opportunity for ex-
' "changing ideas among proninent rescarchers and pronusing students.

[ am happy to say that'as | writo these words, Some three years
after that initial meeting. the tuture ot rhetoric again looks promising,
Even a casual glance at employment listings in Enghsh, linguistics and
speech communication testity to the ever-increasing demand for rhetori-.
cians. This bright tuture fot rhetoric is based. in large part. upon the
premise §vhich has sustained the study of rhetoric throughout history:-
its practical application in social inseraction. The recognition of rhetoric
in the fast few years hus also fostered 4 renewed interest in its history -
primarily because contemporary rhetoric is predicated upon its histori+
cal evolution. This re-emergerice of rhetoric Has, further encouraged
v co-operative vénturqs_ by individals in several disciplines sueh as philo-

. sophy, histoty and classics -to name three areas of study not mentioned
-above -who see rhetoric as slimension of their research. The pervasive
interest shared by these scholars has only served to increase tRetoric’s
cceptance and further testify to its academic worth and ptactical bene-
N If our efforts. and those who have given of their time and effort
30 generousky over the last few years. have helped to encourage this ren-
aissance of thetoric, then our objective has been met and.our congern
for 'rhqmric's fwgure need concern us no longer. To all who helped create”
~the wonderful*'memories of these recent years Loffer my sincere thanks |

) and ppreciation. ‘ - - v
O . > . Richard Leo f',(llos‘
\J/ ‘ L . o
. P ;
. . N o . & * )
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| -problem of Non- -history or A-histoty
_ principles or cajimandments to be foilowcd by-the A-hmorim oﬁdm- :

N 4 i . . Lo . *—‘ 7
The A-Historlan's Guide:
| Or, Ten itive Commandments
: for the Historlan of Rhetoric
’ _ " James J. Murphy
Department of Rhetoric

University of California- Davis

- A recent book, publiahed by Princeton University Press in 1978 :

argues .that it was only about 1000 B.C. that mankind developed a ‘‘con-

" sciousness” and ceased to act purely from instinct like other aninmls.”
~ The suthor claims that about that time the two hemispheres of thehu-
. man brain began to operate cooperatively instead of separately, making
* possible such activities as Thought, Reasoning, gnd Memory. With mem.-

ory comes the beginning of a sense of human history.
c - 1 find this argument mind-boggling. We are today, espocially we

fhere today, so history-obsessed that at first I found it difficult even to
“visualize: 2 human mind unaware of its own history. That {s, an’' A-histor-

fcal or Non-historical mind. Is it possible, I wondered, to donceive of an
A-historian, a Non- historian? '-

: [ soon reatized not only, that n was possible to concetve of an A
" historian, but, looRing about me I found that I cowid actually see such =

a thing happening In relation to rhetoric Not only do we hlye A-histor-

1ans of rhetoric, but [ fear that we can even identify the principles by -

.whk.h they are created,

It is for this reason fhaH wlsh to speak to you today about this

and_to identify If I can’ the ten

oric. They are the ten Negitive Comimandments. + -

The first Negative Commandment s, Know Not What Rhetodqlx o

I would liKe to begin with an exemplum from a sister art--gram- -

mar. An interesting article was published in {9$8 by Besmortd P: Hetry, .
“  a philosopher at the Univensity of Marichaster, England. The journal
was ALMA - Archivim. Latinitatis Medii Aevi-and the title of Henry's

article wys “Why gremmeticus?” In discussing the treatise De gramma. -

tico-of Saint Anselm ¢d.. 1109), memor Henry polnts out that Anselm

grewimaticus really mean *'a parson passessed of the abil-
stical”? This sclence of grammar —the capacity to exr-

" cise the art of ! literacy ~would include both the knowledge of what to
do with IW and- the abdifity to do it offectively bypredigtin; the
' mnmlapthnwﬁlnuﬂtfrom)uun B

This cbservation, laid down simost nino hundrcd yom ngo about

_ ‘rhdiodcs sister ‘art, grammar, is that hmorhm of rhotoric might _‘
S well :ponder. A short while latetnother medieval writer, Hugh of St. -~
i) _Vmor, chttﬂld Amnlm’q prtnclp}o ina w\y thu mlght fake' lt euhr )

Toie .‘k,r 'n’ V o ., -

amental question about the nature of grammar: that is, doss -



ﬂ o R | - ) :_‘:_;
R . L . *
. for us'to undc}sgand it i relation to grammar: L
_ Two separate concerns, then, are to.be recognized and dis-
~“tinguished in eyery art: first, how one ought to treat the art
itself; and secgnd, how one ought to apply the principles ot

that art in

other matters whatever. Two distinct things -
' here: treating of the art and thentreating b’

e art. Treating of an'ait is, for instanee, treating

of gramivar; but treating by means of that art is treating

seme matter grammatically. Note the difference between

these fdvo - treating of yrammar and treating some mbtter -
grampatically. We treet of grammar when we set forth the - T
ruley given for words and.the vatious ptecepts proper to this -
: ~ - arl we-treat grammatically when we speak or wtite accord- : T
Y iwg to rule. To treat of grammar, then, belongs only 1o .

h . certain ‘books, like Priscian, Donatus, or Servius: but to .

.  treat grammatically belongs to all books. -

: To transpese this into terms dealing with rhetoric; then, these
. - two writers - picked at random from scores that might be quoted from .
all ages--are saying that an art is different from the practice of that art.
To paraphrase Hugh of St. Victor, to treat of rhetoric belongs only. to
certain books, like Aristotle, Cicero, Campbell, or'Perélman; but to treat
rhetoricallybelqngs to all books.’ ] L s
The problem is that you must make a personal decisiop on
whether or'not you believe that last: stagement, before attempting to be
- &n historiah of rhetdric. I rhetoric the knowledge of what to do with
_ language, or s it the c:b/xy to use danguage effectively? This-is one.of -
ot the-oldest quebtians iff olir field’ it was old b the time of Protagoras . |
“f L ands Bocrates, and S if some. modern ojfitfers are correct =it forced - .
i F 0w Aristofh to weite the thlrd_b'wk'bﬁhis toric.to keep up with practi-
v eal competitors. Every Issue of QUS tells us that some- people, at least, -
. 8till can’t make up their minds. o ' o
" » Do not fear that you wilf stumble into an answer to this ques-
tion, There are lost of ways to avoid even askirig this question. As &
compromise you can devise titles like “Blalk Rhetoric,” or:*Rhetoric o
of the Suffrage Movement,” or “Rhetoric of Popular Music,” in whick . :
% the titles imply the discovery of a theory in & practice. Or you can treat . -
A

the histary of rhetoric simply as a histoty of the books that call them.
%, welves books of rhetoric—in other words, study only the Righard
" Whatelys, the Joharin Sturms, or the Hugh Blairs. As Etienne Gilson_
~once remarked about another field, though, the history of philgsophy =~ +
N not simply the history of; its books. Or you can discover that thers ~ 3
“  are thetorical aspects tojevery language use--for instance; did it ever o
‘bceur to you thit virtually every’sentential locution of two words or o
© 7 more which does not incigde a copulative'verd tends ta demonstrate .
. purpose or sttituds? Comypdre “it W' with “it stinks,” or compare “you

. - R st oW
B R L b

R {}' »*‘~ " \ e




’

are” with “you are pleasing.” Like the character in Moliere’s play who
finds out to his surprise- that he's been speakmg prose all his life and
didn't know it, you too cen find rhetoric in everything. Our literary
brethren are finding this out every day. Or, onea th€oretical level, you
can declare that there are simply many rhetorics anyway ; one branch of
this school-of thought is the Symbiotic Mode, declaring that the inter-
active relation of each cultute and its hmguage is so close that, in effect,
eheh culture creates ity own rhetoric. The Symbiotic Mode, it might be
ndpted, makes it difficult to deal with concepts like “Rhetorical Tradi-
tibn" another branch, though, is the New Rhetoric Mode, declaring that

alk the wotk of the past, faulty as it may have been, hag now made pos- .

sitde the ultimate, modern, or new rhetoric, it is interesting to note that
fivé books with the title.“New Rhetoric” were published in the 1960
but: pone so far in the 1970's: 1 find it interesting also thdt when Chaim
Pere man’s Traité de U'Argumentation (1958).was published in the

Unjted States eleven years later, its title became The New Rhetoric, '

baseyd on Perelman’s sub-title, /.¢ Nouvélle Rhétorique.
L So there are lots of ways to avoid either asking or answering the

qucstﬁon We happen to be cursed. or blessed, with Being in a fiedd in _.
whichi the best (jnost rhetorically efficient) of us don't gver neéd- 40 -

make ‘up our minds about what we gre doing. We can of course explain
ourqelyes to anyhody, so we don't necd to cxplam oursélves to ourselves.

So we contuse ourselves. and so we violate ‘the first wmmzmdment of.

the rhemrm! sgholar "1 am Rhetoric, and thou shalt not ha @ strahge

thetorics before me.” Everything in otr, culture says that the worst of

all powble sins is the sin of synecdoche; -that is, of xmstakmg the part
for the wigple. or, in techrical graduate sehool terms, mistaking nigre

pric t)ge; of rhetnm for thetoric itself. The terrible tragedy of our times. .
- away’ well ba that the sinner, as always, i3 so satisfied with himself or .
herself t\ut hefshc doesn t wen know Lt,s arsin. The pénalty for this sin

) nay well be tenure, = -

‘<

~ Iiwould like toﬁ‘ﬁufy the othcr nine negative comma.ncfmems '
of VRcsqan.h!Methuds and- Topics for the History of Rhetom The |

first’ Négativg Commandments as | have )ust pomted out, -is Do Not
Know retoric. Is. , i
- T'Ile second Negative Comm;mdmcnt is Be Possessed ofScholaﬂy
\‘lfudlxy 'Be timid in_the face of social scientists brandishing empitical
swayds. w‘hu.h sparkle with multivariate gnalysis, Swords encrusted with

the jewels of chi- -squares set firmly into 3 base of contrgl groups. Be'
_timid in the face of experts of all kinds Be tinid, abiove all, in the face:
of your eldcrs Do ‘nop dare to_write’ that the Emperor has no new .
clothes at-all. be asham:\ of Peter Rarus; who i§ reputed to have said .
that evaﬁnng that Ariftotle wrote wag false. Dare not to say that -
everything Qhat Gerald Hause?, oubonovan Ochs, or Richard Erfos or

Bruce Gwnbeck;or Catl Carmichael or James Andrews or James J. Mur-

" phy or Thomas 0. Sloane might possibly, say. be mistaken or incorrect

. . ‘\‘ /* N
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" "theme analysis or medieval rhet

~ system. That will save you from

N .

. . . . . . N . R \‘0
perhaps, under some circumstances, seen in ' dertain way, when viewed
objectively. when seen in the, light of new evidence -however you may
want to say it: be timid enough to think that your elders, by some vir-

~ tue of chronology, kndw better than you. This second commandrhent,
~ thisarrogance born of tear, will make ygu untroubled and unproductive.

\ The_third Negative commandment is Lack.bmagination. Settle,

not for what you alréady have, but foggghe minimum possible - whatever -

that might be. Take the first job offered, and sty there. Subscribe o
Boredom Quarterly. Never ask any questions you can’t answer within
three minutes, or five footnotes, ‘whichever canves first. Never wonder

why there is no history ot‘audicnée'anallysis,why no-one has gver stud-

ied the James-Winans theoryrof perstiasion (even though every tehevision

‘millionaire seems to know it), whythere is no history of the theory -of
rhetorical figures, why there is no thetorical work of Peter Ramus avail--

able in English, why there is no history of the influence of Quintilian
throughout the ages - or of Ciceros'De ongrore, for that matter, why

" there is no explanation of the decay of rhetoric in the nineteenth and
- ¢ . Lot . oy et
twentieth centuries, why rhetoricians seem unable to talk to empiricists.

why no one. even Marshall Mc Luhan or Walter Ong. has completely ex.

plaiied what the printing press did to rhgtoric, why: students of Renais--
sande rhetoric only cite nine or ten authors in their footnotes when it is
now clear that nearly a thousand authors flourished in that period, or -
-whether Chaim Pereliman is right when-he says that his New®Rheroric

is the first major break in three centuries in concepts due to Destartes.
Above all, it you wish to settle for the mininium possible - whatever that
may be - do not think for yourself: instead, ask 4 friend, consult a b

or even a professor, také a survey, but by no means separate yourself

from the common herd and make upyQur own mind. Imagination -

raises the blood pressure, makes the pulse more rapid --and, surely, is as

bad for you as a high level of cholesterol,

_ This leads to the fourth Negative Commandment, which is,
Prefer Systems to. Ideas. Subscribe to QJS, CM, P&R, SSJ, WSCA ~no
names, just initials —join the internalizing Kiwanis Club of your field,
go faithfully and silently to graduate coltoquia, and theéir national ver-
sions in Minneapolis, Houston, or San Antonio. Go to a Doctoral Honors
Seminar. Perish internally by intenjal publication. Join a fad, like fantasy
ic. Be known for what'you are “in,”
since you can assume gobody Yares whatgyou “are.” If possible, join a
“school of thought.” Does LIOyd Bitz a point of view? Line up
either with it or against it. Is the £afhreist papular this year? Line up
either with its haters or its praisers(In any case be a part of the on-going
ose long nights that Leonardo da
Vinci-wrote about, lying in bed wbndering whether you're’doing the
right thing. Thinking can be injurious to your mental health, !

With this fourth Negative Commandment well in mind, that is,
to Prefer Systems to Ideas, you will have no trouble with the fifth, which

-



~ ts Narrow Your Interests. Restrict your on:campus interests to people

_.\

in your fleld. Never talk to a philosupher--after-all, didn’t Cicéro say
philosophy was just a tool lor us superior rhetoricians? Never talk to a
linguist, yr a psychologist, Ot an historian - after all, a person is known
by the coffee-mates he keeps - and in this way yaur pristine vision of
your subject will bloom unu)rrupted by theenfanglemerits of real life.
Know Plato or Al-Farabi or Jonathan Swlfa}ﬁoseph Priestley so well
that they can become for you a touchstone that iluminages all the rest

of the universe. Should the student of Gorgias or Saint Augustine os -

Peter Ramus or Richard Wugner object that you are misled, you need
only point out that “the touchstone is in the eye of the beholder.” You
have no responsibility mexpldm the whole world, after all and it {s only
fair to point out to the misguided - say, students of Cfcero’ s Philippics,
ot Anselm of Besate, of Saint Augustine, of epituphios, or of nineteenth
century sympathy - that you have a right to choose yqus own research
topic {i.e., to Narrow Your Interest).and that otherwise research itself
could not proceed if individuals did not have this right. Indeed, you are
right ty pursue this fifth Commandment, to Narrow Your Interests,

- Thus tollows the sixth Negative Commandment: Lack Interest,
Lack interest in things you don't ulready know. One of the. leading

French writers of the seventeenth century, Michel Montaigne, had -

painted on his Lulmg this aphorisni: “I am<a man, and nething human

" is-foreign to me.” This was a principle that led Montaigne into many a

strange bypath.. He would never have qualified as an audience member
for **Laverne and Shirley.” vr even “Saturday Night Live.” How could
Montaigne have been “relevant™ this 'way? This sixth Commandment

urges you not to Lomplmle your life by adding on new data and new

experiences when you can’t handle the onesyoualready have. Wait. Let
it all simmer down Have a cup of coffee. Have a cigarette. Take a walk.
American society has lasted more than two hundred years. Why rush it

now? The libragy will still be there tomorrow - why bother to look it -
“up now? What difference does it make? Who cares? _
' This line of reagoning makes it pcrlectly clear why the sevemh

Negatlve Commandment Is so popular: that is the commandment, Lack
Energy. If you Lack Interest it is easy to Lack Energy. If nothing is

particularly worth doing, why do anything? At the age of 19, of course, -
Cicery had written De inventioné, ohe of the most influettial books of

any kind ever written in our culture and of course Ludwig van Beethoven
composed his first sonata at the age of ten, Be not dismayed that the
philosopher Gottfried Wilhelm Leibnitz leamed Latin at the age of eight,
and began his study of logic at “twelve. Harry- Caplan compiled his
detinitive list of medieval manuscripts of the ars praedicandi when he

was very close to your age. By these standards most of us here are

already “‘over -the hill;" and naturally everyone will understand if we
simply don’t bother, to try to live up to the impossible staridards of
people hke KRarl Wallace and Douglas Ehnlnger and, Wilbus S. Howel)

14'-__-
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and Marie Hochmuth Nichols. The scvcnth Negative Commandmcnt
says, "Why bother?’ Someday some employcr will lurch up to you and
say, in effect, “What have you done for us lately"" ‘but until that day
. keep a cool and low profile. -
.And then there’s the eighth Ncganvc Commandment: Thou Shalt
Not Covet-an Historical Background. Never learn languages, so strange
. fermscan’t tempt you. Never go. beyond your foatnotesafor that way
. lies curiosity, and curiosity is the enemy’ of tenure. Always stick to your
' particular subject, ang don’t contaminate_your understanding with "";
um;rcssary facts or background. Never look up a fact ynless you h
a specific reason for doing so, like filling out a footnote or wmmn?i\
bet. Don’t use open spack libraries, for in looking for the one book you
do n¢d you're liable to run afoul of Muller’s Adlau:ncy Theorem, that
s, that the historical value of a given book varies proportionately with
its liheut stick distance from a book for whlch you have-the call number.
(Some scholars, incidentally, find it useful, in this connection, to visita ¢
library only just before lunch, or within five minutes of the departure
of the last bus.) A friend.of mine has this gimple rule about strange

books: “Whén in doubt don't ahec it out.” If Hugh Blair's career
interests you in Scottish patig ’Iesxst the temptation. If Joseph
Priestley x:;%y you wonder about Lavo:s:cr forget it. Nobody uses -y

A

. phlogiston more anyway. When Lloyd Bitzer wag preparing his
Introductidn to the Landmarks editiop of George Campbell’s Philoso-
phy of Rhetoric his whole general wledge of Hume's philoso hy .
resulted in énly one sentence on pafff thirteen and anvther on pge
fourteerl. You can ‘dvoid this kind of wasted effort, if you ctin be par-
ticular enough in your research, and.avoid having too general an histori-
cal background. Never, for instance, read « journal like History and
Q Theory: S‘tu«{m in dhe Philosophy of History, and - especially avoid

-

- issues -Jike the November 1977 one in which Gerald Press shows how
.. thetorically trained Christian historians of the fifth century changed

R the whole nature of historiography.
o Moreover, you will find the nmth Ncwmmandment a,
o “greas help to you: that is, Avoid Method. At Davis we have just con- <
cluded a recruiting effort which pu{md nearly three handred applica-
tions. It was interesting to note tha¥ while virtually every candidate had
~ a graduate course background in. c;npirical experimentgl or statistical
"~ methods, ‘the “tradjtional™ rhetoricians seemed to be remarkably free
. of such’ methodologicat contaminations. Just as we have seen earlier
that ignorance can be ah effective check against curiddity, so it seems -
plain that lack of method can foresw efficient historiography. A corob
“lary of this ninth Negative Commandment is, “Beware of Transferring
Knowledge From One Field to Another.’~If at 10:00 a.m. you castigate
# sophomore for not providing  warrant for his-assertion in a classroom
speech, be sure that you do not yourself provide ev!dence fo; your own
assertions at 11:00 a.m. when-you iend off your artlcle to @Q/S. And

o 1-5_ A




seek not to distinguish between the cumulation of ihdu tivef’data gh one
_ hand and rhetorical amplificagion on the other. When in doubt, don’t
define your terms in your writing. In writing history, moreover, do not
seck out alternative memns of investigag@M\for this way lies mach labor,
and the hazard of crashing between tw of The Unexplained Faet
and the Charybidis of The Negative Instang® In dealing with the men
or women of history, labor not unduly long over detailed biographies,
for otherwise you miay. find that the great of the past were merely ¥en
" like me and thee. And spurn the production of editions or translations,
for otherwise your readess by studying them can know as much as you.
. And despise the lowly bibljography, for ofice printed it may fall into the
hands of cﬁfless wise than thee, who will suck out its scholarly juices
and become beforg the eyes of men evgn more expert than thee. When
young, write compwhensive surveys, before details cloud your vision;
" when older, write criticjsm. Above all, this ninth Negative Command-
ment tells you, do not in your speakings and writing¥ reveal to your
audience which method, or methods you use, or indeed whether you
use any method at all. Don't ponder, produce. Write, write, write, and
the Dean will beat a path to your tepure committee door.

And this-brings us to the tenth Negative Commandment, which
is, Thou Shalt Not Covet a Clear Writing Style. This can be the most
important commandment of all, for it can affect all the others. It is
true that many people find little difﬂcultfin obeying this command-
ment, but ina changing world little should be left to chance. Cultivate a
healthy sense of ambiguity; for instance, in an article of, say, 2500

words it is Useful to use the same word ~préferably one you've specially -

seleCted for the study like “holistic” or “dynamic” —in as many senses
as possible. This will make it unnecessary to usé recognized technical

terms’ in their ordinary meanings. Or you can cultivate a personal the-

saurus of synonyms so that you can get through th¢ 2500 word article
without repeating a given word at all; since synonyms can never be
exactly. the same in meanisg, this will add a refreshihg sense of equivoca-

tion that will confound your critics. As for organization, always begin

by writing the word “the,” lﬁen letting your pen take you where it wijl.
injother words, don't be 3 slave to structure. Learn four or five simple
o:ﬁanizational plans to avoid. Remember that the b_as’{cprinciplc of
progression in writing is Audience Induction; that is, you can expect any
- reader to realize that the order of presentation of ideas has no relation
16 the conclusions to be drawn from them. Make a thesaurus of transi-
tionat phrases to avoid, like “therefore,” “next,” “on tiyg other hand,"
and the like. After ali, Marshall McLuhan has proved th& the world is
‘a seothing mass of imploding data bits, so your-modern reader can be
- expected to know how.to'make & mosaic if you hand him a box of loose
data bits. Long gone ig the day of coercive rhetoric in which the writer
forced his pérsonal, idiosyncratic patterns into the eyes of readers. Let

the reader be inductive —he may enjoy. the puzzle. To add further

3
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‘. . excitement to the reader) task, you may from time to time wish to
'J introduce a paragraph here or tiere on some subject of partu,ular
N interest to ‘you. The reader will gnjoy trying to figure out how™and

whether - these paragraphs relate to the other materials you present.

Some writers cultivate a personal collection of all- -purpose paragraphs _

for this; some frequent subjects are: The Value of Rhetoric, Rhetoric ‘
and the Social Order, Rhetoric and Literatuge, Rhetoric and Politics,

» and so forth. Let your imagination be your ide.. Inany case a decent
mgnrd for the opinions of mankind should tell'yoy that with several
thousand words of unstructured ambiguity you too gan be an average

N hlstomn:Srhcto LN . i
But now you may well ask, what should 1 do, te be a true A-
historian, once | have mastered these ten commandments? Indecision 1s
the mother of inaction. Your best plan of action, year in‘apd year*out,

\ "is to do brief studies on a wide variety of topics. For your own sake.

N your personal biblidgraphy should show a healthy mix of studies on, N)
. say, Plato, Richard Whately, renaissance emblem books, a definition

of “social movement,”” women’s rhetoric, the speeches of Hiram John-
son, and of course the mapdatory “New Look- at the Enthymeme.”’
Avoid being trapped iifto définitive knowledge of any one field. Abov:j

. all, write only for the speech journals; within sevan years you can b
surg -that you will know every member-of your reading audience per-
songﬂ}y‘. avoid the slings and arrows of outraged phllosdphers or the
linguist’s contumely. To thine, own career be true, and you cannot .
be faulted by any man. ' o . 3 ‘g
Let me conclude. R f RO AR '
[ have a dream, I have a dr‘m thay yo\&or' scholars are, in
potency, gredter in their.scope and abilities than we older workers in
~ the field, I have a dream that whatever impels you young people to pur-- =~ o
MAnselm of Besate or Joseph Priestley will someday unite you with
your fell to fill in the enormous chasms of ignorance about rhetoric,

+ 10 level ountains of confusion and distrust about rhetoric, to
weave a seamless cloak of knowledge about one of the most funda-
mental activities of a hyman being - higgpower to communicate, and to
understand how he communicates. [ hia¥e a dream that you can help'us
all appreciate how that understmding has grown over almost three' -

- " thousand years, so that we today may uriderstand better.
\ o | have a dream, but you can, if you-wish, make that dream a
2 nightmare. You --and we eldersy too, for that matter—can follow the
‘recipe for nightmare that you have just heard laid out in the Ten Nega- .
s tive Commandments. You can make your highest ambition the status
' " quo. You can settle for the medfocre. You can pick as your role model
“someone in this toon, rather than someone like Paul Kristeller ot Harry
' Caphn or A. O. Lovejoy or Hannah Grey. . o .
: Nightmtu or dream, the choice is youra o ‘
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REPO AND ABSTRACTS

k RhetoﬂcandCulrure - .

‘Rhatorical tcholm, we contend, need to foster an undommdlna
of the cultural context. in which the subject of their ressarch is located.
This understafiling is necessary because any thetorical mhct is
bedded In its cultural mjlieu. Howevér, although we believe that um;?
standing the relationship between rhetoric and culture 1s important

\ scholars of the history of rhetoric, we do not believe that making

arbitrary definitions or limitations of that relationship provide much
help in preparing scholats for their research.: Rather, we recgmmend
four, sreas in which individual schaolars may develop some basis.fer

. un mmding this reﬁ;lomhlp within their own research. - _
First, scholars mdst begin with the primary texts related to thelr .

pmicular research area. This means that scholars must not only deter-
mine what primary texts are availadle, but also consult such texts direct-
ly. Scholars should not rely solely upon translated versions of such
texts, but should be ablo to examine them-in their original form. Like-
wise -schotars should not rely solely upon ‘theoretical interpretations of
such texty ‘supplied by secondary sources.’ To ai¢ scholars in their
genersl proparation for research, we suggest that academic departments

1.(1) train students in locating and constructing bibliographies of primary
material, (2) encourage the study of foreign languages and difcoursge

efforts to circumvent language requirements, and (3) advise students

to tal§ courses in* historical/critical methodology, historiography, -
h'mwncwca, and philosophy of history which may better enable them_ ;

“to construgt and evaluate their own textual interpretations. "(
Second, scholan mmtimmpt to minimize theix o eore

| ,bims toward any_text, This'means that scholars thould mlkc every
- -effogt to understand how an author fittends specific technical ot théo-. .

retical terms to be- unde: . Scholarsimust be familar with the

<L suthor and his writing style) as "wall as with the authoruourou. To.
~ help scholars meet thess objectives, we: make two general L
(1) consult non-rhetorical works writQg by the author, such as tln-

Joretical treatises or personal papery, in order to gairi fxmiliarity with the -

contemporary with the” suthor, such as literary, philosophical, or

~ historical works, ‘which may pmvido inuht fnto tho sources of in-
- fluence on the author.
Third, scholars must nok oppwtunitin to improve thofx under-

tttmﬁn; of tha implications of their

| - Specifically, wo suggest-
g that scholan utmlotho expertise of  in nlnod ressarch aresa. For
' .oum@o, translations can be checked with language experts, texiual
intetpretations can be examined by critics with special knowledge of the
nn,‘md thoonticd h’nphtm can be onhuud by thoorlm, both in

. author and his myle and (2) éonsult non-rhetorical works roughly * o

»
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our fleld dnd in. others, with expertiee which portains dirgctly to the ¢
research. Only in making use of such explt knowledge e rhetorical
scholars guaranteerthe quality of theiy rexedigh. . b

© Finally, scholars must. reimember that bccausg.of cyltural gon-

4. straints, the history of thetoric cannot be studied adequately indsolation.

- Therefore, research in areas such as philosopHly, literature, linguistis,
history, feligion, psychology, and sociplogy may provide additional in-
sight for rhetorical scholars in their particular reségrch areas. For this
reason, we fecommend that rhetorical scholars create ind pursue oppor-
tunities to communicate with their colleagues in allied flelds.

] L)

Ruth Anderson’ ",

A " Beth S.Bénnet .
. . - Barbara Johnstone Koch
' , Michael Svoboda, J
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A UN B REPRESENTATIVE OF THE BIGHTEENTH CEN’IURY
fo "~ Ruth Anderson :
The University of Oregon

Joocph Priestley penonlﬂod the Zeitgeist of the Eighteenth

 the cal activist, the theologian, and the p)(ilo:ophcr describe-the
accepted tenets of the period In which he lived. These de a devotion
~ to reason and the experimental method, a commitment tb thé individual
right to self-actualization through education, a belief in the will of the

' (ﬁle as expressed in a social contract, and a credenge in the natural

law guideyto truth. These bazic dogmas of the Eighteenth Century -

serve as § groundwork for his rhetorical theory. With nature as the

foundation of his theory, Priestiey relied on faculty psychology and the -
Hartleian association of ideas as he developed his theories on invention, -

, arrangement, style and taste. His commitment to seek practical truth as
" illustrated in his various personages, as well as his eagerness to com-
municate that truth as Hlustrated in his rhetorical theory, truly make

- Joseph Priestley an uncommanly reprosentative individual of the -

Eighteenth Century.

A PROLEGOMENON TO THE STUDY OF
THE RHETORIMACHIA OF ANSELM DE BESATE

~ Beth S. Bennet
The Untversity of lowa

As one of only two thetorical reatises that survive from the

period 819 101050, the Rhetorimachia of Anselm de Bésate should hold

considerable interest for rhetorical scholars. In general, however, the <~ -

treatise has been either misrepresented or overlooked in studies of
medieval rhetoric. Accordingly, this paper provides a pf¥minary analy-
sis of Anselm’s Rhetorimachia and a diacuuion of objectives necessary
for future ressarch.

. The RAetorimachia ia divided into three books, pll of whlch
maintain a rhetorical attack upon Anselm’s cousin, Rotilandus. Book

~ One attacks a letter which Anselm allegedly received from Rotilandus. -

Anselm criticizes the style of the letter, the validity of its arguments,
and Rotilandut’ claims to virtue. Book Two attempts to reaffirm the

virtue of Anselm’s character. This reaffirmation begins indirectly as -

Anselm relates a vision in which he is transported to Elygium. There

Ansalm {3 lauded by the saints and is told of Rotilandus’ wickedness.

~ With the end of the vision, Anselm begins a direct defense of himsslf as
. vinuoua and hamod man. Book Three resumes the direct attack on

20

: Cmt‘urh The culmiawtion of his perionages —the scientist, the educator, :
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Rotilmdu: wherein Anselm dexcribes spcclf]c exaniples of %oulandus .
corruption. Anselm etds the treatise by rerparking that having’ completed
hiy extended example of judicial rhetoric, he phms to write a erth
book illustrating demonstrative rhetoric. _
On the basis of this preliminary analysis, the paper shows that
although the Rhetorimachia is a product of the Ciceronian rhetorical
tradition, the treatise differs congiderably from such rhetorical works ag
~ Alcuin's Disputatio de rhetorica et de. virtugibus and Notker Labeo’s
Noua rhetorica. The paper congcludes that in order to determine the
theoretical importance of the Rhetorimachia, future research meeds to _
provide a careful study of the sources used by. Anselm, arr Bnalysis of
- vébplicauon of these soirces, and an examination of the implicit
rhetonca! theory within the treatise,

’

e

THE RHETORIC OF AL-FARABL: -
. A MEDIEVAL ARAB INTERPRETATION QF Amsr?f' TLE

Barbara Johnstone Koch
The University of M:chtgan

.

: This paper begins with a historicaland intelloctual overview of
- the ‘Abbasid empire, in which Al-Farabl, a tenth- -century Arab philoso-
- pher and commentator, lived and wrote. Next, a brief sémmary of Al-
Farabl's blography and his general phﬂosqphicnl views is given, Then, &
description of "Al-Farabl’s view of Greek philosophical thetori¢ is pre-
“sented, drawn from several of his works. Two striking differences be-
tween Al-Farabls-rhetoric and Aristotle’s are noted; Al-Farabl's con-
¥ ception of rhetotic as an abstract branch of logic, uopposed to Aristotle’s
more practical-view, and the absence in Al-Farabl's work of the notion
- of rhetoric as potentially bad or dangerous logic. In conclusion, a possible
hatorical and social reason for these differences is presented.

v’

- /’_
PLATO’S KNOWLEDGE OF GORGIAS
Michael Svoboda
The Pennsylvania State Unlversity

R
A

, Thls paper extends the work of Coulter and De Romilly, arguing
“that Plato is familiar with the major works of Gorglas. Support for this
position is drawn from the presence. in Plato’s dialogues of wordings, -
propositions, examples, images, forms of argument, artd overall speech
structures similar to those found in the major fragments of the historical
Gorgias. Further support draws upon the pressnce of references to pery
1083 Of events auocmed with Gorglas in dillogues where Gorgisnic ma-
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. The Apology { Defense of Palamedes), Gorgias (The Encomium
, with a few allusions to Palarmedes), and Parmenides (On The -
Xstent). The study concludes from these pairings that Plato
- knows Gorgias’ work and that his arguments against Gorgias are reason-
. able responses to genuine Gorgianic positions. There are differences be-
tween the ways (;orgxas and Plato use the same topos or proposxtion but
= the contrast funetionsas apart of Plato s arguments against Gorgias. The .
study implies: that 'a more wnscrvativc interpretation, of Gorgias’ works
might be in order, as no discussion of “the .necessity of deception”
(Untersteiner, Rosenmeyer, Gronbeck) has thus far been found in any
dialogue where Gorgianic material is prominent. Finally, the study sug-
gests that continued work with Platonic allusions might producé a theory
of the rhetoric of allusion.
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IL. Rhetoric and Philosophy - P
The “metarhetorical” level of analysis provides the _chnmon de-
naminator for the three tapics of the-papers presented under the*rubric
of “Rhetoric and Philosophy.” A definition of “metarhetoric” i3 pro-
vided by James J. Murphy in “The Rhetvric of Plato, Augustine and
McLuhan: A Pointing Essay™: . -~ o , ;L
[ would propose that. metarhetoric ig the counterpar
epistemology. Metarlletaric investigates what a rhetorician
needs to know in order to be a rhetorician. It examines the
first principles, either stated or left implicit, upon which-a
thetorician bases his whole activity . As men differ widely,
their views of such first principles may also be expected to
~ovary widely.! B
Although the papers differ in that they study Me fourth, sixteenth and
eighteenth cenjuries of Western' thought, they all concentrate upon the .
motivating principles of thought within their centuries. After meeting
.and réviewing the thrust of each othey’s concems, we agree thdt no
precise restriction can define the relationship between thétoric and -
- " philosophy . Instead, we offer the metarhetorical level as a heipful con-
-cept which allows a multiplicity-of critical questions to be examined. We
consider metarhetorical analysis. to delve into the philosophical founda.
tions of thetorical thought; that is, the ynderlying issues Which motivate
the conception of a principle for communicatiof.. . L
A rhetorician’s worldview is the focus of metarhetorical analysis.
- For gxample, Molly Wertheimer explores two critical issues for under-
standing Suint Augustine’s notion of teaching others: first, Augustine’s
View of signs, i.e., the way. language works in promoting meaning; and
second; his theological assumption concerning tﬁe radical separation of -
people based “on: the Fall. Mary Vielhaber's stu y of Peter Ramus ex-
amines the influences on Ramus’ thinking, the intellectual climate of
the sixteenth century and the evaluations of Ramus’ contemporaries as
well as subsequent logicians. Jacquelin Mason analyzes the emergence
of sympathy as a synthetic rhetorical strategy in the eighteenth century
. due to three philosophical principles: first, knowledge and reason are
based upon sensationy, feelings and emotions; second, the psychological

T

~ based upon an empirical application of the natusal scisnces; and. third,
- the impetus for study was the concemn for the workings of thé mind and
“the soul. . L e L
“We wish to make suggesttons for future research (_ased-on g;e

ceptof metarhetorical analysis. Mrst, we see_.t_he necessity for study-

~ YamesJ. Murphy, “The Metashetorica of Plato, Augustine, and McLuhan:
A Poiiting Essay,” Phijosophy end Rhetoric, & (1071), 202, - . S
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P focus of the thought needed in order to huild a sctence of human nature -~
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ing-other disciplines as'a rescirce for understanding the ethical, aesthetic,

" religiouy and metuphysical doctrines which enter into rhetorical theory.
Journals from academic areas other than speech commhnication also
report advances ig\ rhetorical research. Similarly, learning different

. lsnguages can open worlds of knowledge conterning communication. In
other words, we c«m for a rigor in rhetorical studies stimulated by
scholarly- interest rather than restricted by known boundaries. Second,
we caution against the tendency for limited insight when the student of
rhetoric tries to solveithe philusophical questions posed in focusing upon
the metarhetorical leyel of analysis. Rather than engage in phijosophical

© debate, the rhetorieal scholar must decline toenter the brawl and instead
stand back to view the “‘rhetorical” issues of philosophical questions.
Third, we suggest looking at contemporaries of a given writer to under-
stand his philosophigal orientatioh. We recognize that every culture has
a sense of order whith defines the scope and boundaries for rhetorical
thought. Finally, we|urge for the adoption of a methodplogy of research
which defines termsjand reveals criteria for anm. When one assumes
a philosophical focus, one should learn to lerstand systems of
thought. Students of rhetoric need to understand the philosophical as-
sumptions which doninated thought and, thus, rhetoric through history,

;/ Jacquelin Mason

, . - Mary Elizabeth Vielhaber
( : . Molly Wertheimer
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A SYNTHETIC THEORY OF*SYMPATHY: AN ANALYSIS
OF THE THEORIES OF KAMES, HUME, SMITH AND CAMPBELL
AND THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE HISTORY
~OF RHETORICAL THEORY ‘

J acquclin Mason.
indigna University

n questioriing the mystery of the human mind-and soul, elgh%-
eenth-century philosophers advanced the concern of rhetorical theory

" into the realm of psychology. This paper focuses upon the theory of

sympathy as an emerging rhetorical strategy of the period’s psychologi-
cal orientation. It traces the theory of sympathy throx!gh the primary
wartks of Lord Kames, David Hume, Adam Smith, and George Campbell.
An overall eighteenth-century definition of sympathy was the innate
capacity of the human mind to reflect or feel the smotions of another

“person. These four philosophers wanted to build a science of human

nature based upon an empirical application’ of the natural sciences. .
Kames, Hume, Smith and Campbell saw sympathy as an integral part of

_the communication process between the speaker and the audience. Two

primary conclusions are posited in the paper, First, a synthetic theory -

of sympathy which combined stylistic devices and substantive modes of ...

proof to -induce belief in an audience emerged from the eighteenth
century. The synthetic theory blended a cognitive level of reflection with -

~ anf emotjonal level of feeling. Second, the synthetic theory was philo-

sophically grounded in the @otion of a communal bond of society in-
herently existing in sharing sympathy.

‘The analysis provided in this investigation concentrates on flve
ptimary works acoording to four criteria. First, each theorist’s definition
of sympathy was éxamined to locate the nature of content and style as
involving a totally emotional and/or.cognitive level between the speaker
and audience. Second, the theorists were compared and contrasted to
show the full impetus of the ‘evolving synthetic theory. Third, the
speaker -audience relatiomhxp was analyzed to understand the blending
af stylistic-and substaritive eogicerns in the theories. Fourth, the societ
perlpective of sympathy as a bond for people was examined

conclusions are posed to deal with the implicatiom of the
synthetic ory forsthe history of rhetorical theory. First, the synthesis.
of form and contént from the eighteenth century’s view of sympathy
receives -full applicet{on as a rhetorfcal perspective in twentieth- -century
theorist Kenneth Burke's notion of jdentification. Burke unites the in-

sepanability of content and form with the idea of the commonalities of . -

the human situation. The paper examines the similarities between idensi-
fication and sympathy. Second, the founding, evglutionary synthetic

‘theory of sympathy allows one to see the historical impetus for identi-

fication in the twentieth century. A study of the nineteenth century
should analyze the role ¥ the commuml bond and the lmepulbmty of

L
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- Ramus’ work did Httle to advance the understapefigf _
+ enjoyed immense popularity during nth centuyy. In fact,

the xr_owt_h of logic and rhc_t'brfc:_ .

TN

o form ind cqﬁtont in our own discipline and in other disciplimes such as

.

_literary criticiam. ‘ . '

.

THE LOGIC OF PETER RAMUS: A RE-EXAMINATION
207 'Mary Elizabeth Viethaber .

; - The Un_ivenity of Michigan

- P;te( Ramus has been both lauded and scorned for his contribu-
“tions-to educitional reform n the sixteenth century. Ramus is remem-

bered primarily for suggesting that-logic be limited to invention and

‘delivery. The purpose of this paper s to examine the writings 6f Ramus
on logic and their influence both during the sixteenth century and tq-
~day. Reasons for Ramistic influence as well as the evaluations of both

" atrangement of arguments whils rhetoric be conoerned with style and

-, logiciang and thetoricians are examined. The analysiy of Ramistic influ- |
- ence strangly suggests that his influence was due\pot to thie scholarly

merits of his writing but to the problems inherent in the complexity of ..

scholustie'logic, to the use of the printing press, and to the simplioity of
his work. The evaluations of subsequent logicians sup

scholars who study the history .of logic argue that Ramistic logic is

rtant because of its influence on the common person and not °

Eause of its profundity. The intention of this itudy is to claim that

v

we must continue to re-examiné Ramus, his work, and his influence on

 AUGUSTINE ON TEACHING
.7 "Molly Werthetmer .
" Yhe Pennsylvania State University -

works are explicitly pedagogical. On Ohristion ‘Doctrine deals with the
problems of extracting truths from received texts (Books I-111) and pre-
séhting these truths to others (Book IV). The Tescker explores the re-
lationship between language and learning, d'?win; the conclusion that
the “lnner Teache:r” is responsidle for m

lstemer/loarner. And the Fiesd Cateche

<6

... Augustine- was deeply conberned -with education because he

- thought -instruction in the principles of Christian’ faith would lead

. lewrners afong the path: to salvation. With such urgency motivating him, "y

©"" 4 he-deweloped ¢ theory of pedagogy so that teachers wauld have guiding
- principles ‘to tely on while acquiring skills of instruction. Three of hia -

ation of meaning withing .
| chetiool Instruction tonoerts the - -
~ teacher’s morale or attitude about the sctivity of instricting others, .

o




In this paper, | begin with two basic ideas from First Catecheti-
cal Instruction. these ideas overlap and both invelve the reasons why
teachers often develp antipathy for the task of instructing others. (1)
As teachers, we may think our discourse dull when we compare the oral
expression of our ideas to the way these ideas are entertained in private
meditative experience. And (2) we become disappointed when listeners
fail to respond to our instruction. (oncermng the first problem with
morale, Augustine reminds us that, in this life, even the truths enjoyed
in private meditation are not as clear as we might like them to be, And
Lonc.emlng (2), Augustme reminds us that thére is a radical scp‘:tion
among “‘fallen men” so that when a learner fails to respond to instruc-

. tion, we canniot with certainty assign as cause our own discourse because

other facturs may be operating. Augustine suggests that ‘'we adapt our
discourse as well as we can to the temperaments of our hearers and their
trained habits of mind. Suuh adaptation can increase the chance that
listeners will learn from oUr discourse. Uhtimately, however, the “‘Inner
Teacher” alone is responsible. for growth in learners, [ have supple-
mented the suggestiong on adapation which Augustine made in First
Catechetical Instruction with incidents from his experience as related in
the Confessions. ,

4 +
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11l. Discourse Analysis

\

-~ The aim of this discussion is to construct & definition of *‘rhe-
torical ¢riticism” from the answers to three questioms which we believe
are essential to any adequate analysis of that term, Our first question i,
“What are the proper objects for rhetorical criticism?™ To this we reply,
“All instances of purposive symbol use,” where the extension of “pur-
posive” ig restricted to include only the symbol-user’s purpose to inform
or persuade. The sevond question is, “What-are the functions of rhetor-

ical criticism?” Qur belief is that the functions of\rhctorical criticism are

“to (1) elucidate and (2) evaluate symbol uss or discourse.as rhetorical,

as well as to (3)increase the store of the principles of rhetoric. The third
question is, “How does rhetorical criticism perform these functions?”
In our answer to this questidn, we shall treat each function separately.

To elucidate symbol use as rhetorical is merely to isolate or

identify what a symbol-user has doné to achieve his or her purpose fo#

the discourse. The symbol-user’s purpose may either be learned from
admission or testimony or be constructed on the basis of pragmatic
impliCation. The symbol-user’s actions to achieve his or her purpose
may be identified through various-types of analysis, including, for
example, analysis of symbol-user strategies in tomposing and present-
ing the discourse of interest.

To evaluate symbol use as rhetorical, we insist, is to make a
judgment regarding the degiee to which a symbol-user’s discourse con-
stitutes 3 successful attempt-to achieve his or her informative or per-

suagive purpose for the symbol use’ Such evaluation may be carried out -

“through the application of ene or more of the.folMwing criteria: (1) the
effects of the discourse insofar as they thay beé determined, (2) the prin-
giples of rhetoric, (3) general propositions which cohers with but are

contained in the principles of rhetoric. A symbol user’s discourse _

be said to be a suécessful attempt to achieve his or her purpose
only if e actual effects of the discourse are consistent with the

symbol-user’s purpose or if the diourse itself is consistent with either

the principles of rhetoric or generil propositions which cohere with
those principles. . : - -

_ To increage the store of the principles of rhetoric is to formulate
some genergl proposition, previously not included among such principles,
which applies to what a symbol-user has done to achieve his or her
purpose in a piece of discourse. This newly discovered proposition either
“forms the basis of an account of the actual success of the symbol-user’s
disqourse at producing effects consistent with his or her purpose, or it

~coheres with the accepted principles of rhetoric. . -
~ Although no full explication of our detlnition of thetorical
criticism i3 possible hers, we do wish to call attention to two last
festures. First, our definition includes us appropriate objects for rhetori-
cat criticiam certain forms of symbol use w\hlch_nn custgmarily excluded
> ‘ &8 e -

-
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from the consideration of the rhetoricalluitic including visual designs
such as paintings, statues, and buildings, acouggical designs such as
musical compositions, ynd certain forms of non-verbal behavior such as
dancing. Our conterition is that any form of symbol use is subject to
rhetorical criticism jt its*purpose is informative or persuasive. Second,
sour deflnition excludes from rhetorical criticiam certain forms of dis-
courpe analysis which are commonly characterized as rhetorical. These
« include strictly, aestr?etlc thematic, structural, and ethical criticisms
which focus primarily on something other than the. symbol-user's
attempts to inform or persuade with his or her discourse. Our view is
that no analysis of discourse constitutes rhetorical criticism unless it
takes as the basis of its elucidation, evaluation, or theonzing what a
+ symbel-user has done to achieve his or her purpose. .

) Robert N. Gaines
Celeste Railsback
Barbara Ann Vincent




CICERO'S RHETORICAL SITUATION IN THE PHILIPPICS
’ : 7' "Robert N. Gaines A
' The Untversity of lowa

i . Despite’ their\ﬁﬂ)ortmco to any complete understanding of
Cicero’s poltical oratory, the Philippics have been almgst totally

ignored by scholars of rhetoric. In an effoct ‘to somewhat remedy this

~ lack-of atterition, the present study examines the Ciceronian Philippics
as a unified response to a distinct rhetorical situation, The critical

- approach used in the investigation is constructed along lines suggested .

* by Bitzer's analysis of the rhetorical situation.into exigence, audience,
pnd constraints. ' . . R
The study begins with a sketch of the Jdstorico-political con-
text which gave rise to the Philippics. Sbecm/cnlly discussed are two
aspects of .that context during the period 17 March to 19 December, 44
B:C.: Mark Antony's political ascendence and Cicero’s early reaction o
Antony’s growing power. ,
Thereafter, the study proceeds in two major spgments. Within
“the first, the Philippics are treated as a unitary discourse responyding to
. a rhetorical macfo_situafion. Here Cicero’s Philippics are showp4p func-
- tion as a fitting response to the primary exigence of Adtony ‘siolitical
ascendency, the expectations of the rhetorical audience with refpect to

that exigence, and the rhetorical constraints offered by an oxtremely

complex set of political circumstances related to that exigence.

. The second segment analyzes the Philippics as a series of dis-

_ courses responding to diverse rhetorical microsituations. In this segment, .
\ it is demonstrated that Cicero sustains his overall rhetorical response
. throughout the maturation of the rhetorical macrositugtion by effec-

tively adapting indlvidwhiltppics to a wide range of secondary rhetor-
ical exigences, relevant audiences, and attendant constraints, as well
as to*his overriding rhetorical objective —the ‘destructive modification of
Antony's political ascendency. . -,

EPITAPHIO: A SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED REALITY -

_ Celeste Railsback
N e The University of lowa

L

- The Athenian State Funeral Orations present a “myth of the

: .‘people’ ™ in which the Athenians, because of their Ideal heritage, are
N pictured as having all the qualities of the Homeri¢ heroes-—+a myth of
We Athenians' a3 completely invincible, just, kimd, intelligent, and

RN honest. This “myth of the ‘people’ ” wis net consonant with reality. '

"The Athenlans had lost wars, and they were not always just, or kind, or
honest. . . _

. i,
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Despite ghe false picture of reality it presented, this “Heroic
Greeks”” myth was widely accepted. It lasted over a hundred years,
echoed throughout the culture, and lurks still in oufmodern appraisal
of Athenians. Five probahle causes for its acceptance suggest themselves.
# Figst, through thiy myth the Athenians gained the self-pride and
wlf-confldence they needed to meet the demands of times of war.
Second, the myth resonated with the traditional “fantasy themes” of
the culture. Third, because the funeral orations were epideictic, they
stressed values rather than facts, and they faced no opposition. Fourth,
the myth was presented as a mere abstraction - no sacrifice was required
of the Athenians if they were to accept it. Finally, the myth pronded

ideal role models, which khe Athenians lacked.
: Further studies similar situations, such as Hitler's

'{;ermany, the Reverend Jim Jongs' cult, or perhaps even Khomeini's
rise ta power, yre necessary to confirm that these Causes are generaliz-
able. However, this case study provides information about what causes
people to accept socially constructed views of reality which clash with
the physical reality, and, perhaps, thus provides us keys to avoxdmg such
fulse comstructions in ourselves.

‘

WAGNER'S GESAMTKUNSTWERK AS RHETORIC:
A PHENOMENOLOGICAL APPROACH

John Rindo
The Un_lvers!ry of Oregan

Hitler recognized no ideological predecessor with the exception
of Richard Wagner, the intellectual giant of the 19th century. In Wagner,
Hitler found the granite foundations for the Nazi ideology. Wagner was
ynlike other opera composers; he was an active revolutionary through-
out his career. His main goal in life was to establish a unified Germany,

a nation united through the Volk, the community of pure blood. In
order to achieve his goal Wagner attempted to mobilize the cultural
mythology of the Germanic people into a powerful, maving rhetorical

- art'work, the Gesamtkunstwerk, Wagner hypothesized that a successful

combination of all the arts, under the control of one master artist, would
move crowds in such a way as to cause them to bfcome totally immersed
in the world of the work. The Volk would come to identify with the -
“characters, the archetypal images, the rhythm, and the situations within
the opera. Wagner sought to unffy all members of the pure blood line
by makihg them believe that they were part of a master race which must
guard against Jewish invaders. :

A phenomenclogical approach is needed for effective criticiam

of this rhetorical situation, for oaly the agent's perception. of rhetorical -

stimuli can be und ‘88 accurate evidence for buildlng a rhetorical theory .
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- capable of analyging a subconscious system, The critic must examine
"~ how the agents k'wed the opera in that time and in that place. Only
then can we underftand Hitler's claim: “Whosoever wants to understand

National Socialist Germany must know Wagner.”
COE N~ : |
S THE EMERGENCE OF CONFLICTING RHETORICAL STYLES

. IN POST-RESTORATION ENGLAND:

¥ SETTING THE STAGE FOR THE “BATTLE OF THE BOOKS"

> Barbara Ann Vincent
The University of Michigan

The late seventeenth century in England was a time of invention
in science, exploration in philosophy, and re-examination in rhetoriy
and Uterature. Philosophers such as Locke and Bacon wrote extremely
intluential treatises which probed into the faculties of the human mind
and developed new, intriguing ideas about the use of reason in the
human- endeavor. This fascination with reason took practitioners of
rhetorical style in the late seventeenth and early cighteenth century in
two distinctly different directions. One group followed rationalism to
its end in scientific exploration and invention, while the other group
developed a philosophy of thetorical practice and theory built upon the
theories of John Locke. o '

This paper explores the ideas prevalent in post-Restoration
England which affected rhetorical style throughout the eighteenth
sentury. The conflict between the cryptic language of rationalism and
the flowing prose of néo-Ciceronianism surfaced visibily in the publica-
tions of cultured men of the age. At the dawning of the new century, -
in 1704, a work was published which later lent its name to this conflict

‘of rhetorical styles. The work was The Bartle of the Books, the subject
in large part was the controversy between classical and contemporary
rhetorical style, and the author was Jonathan Swift. - :

The present study suggests a relationship between the philoso-
phies of the period and the subsequent controversy ovyr rhetorical style
exemplified in Swift’s book: this study outlines those philosophies upon

y which eighteenth century rhetorical style was later to be bulilt.




