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18 THE RANGE OF RHETORIC

ideal or imaginary adult world. By the time he is fifteen, he has “wit-
nessed” more violence than most soldiers or gunmen experience in a
lifetime. And he has “participated in” all this imagery, “empathically
re€nacting” it. ‘Thus initiated, he might well think of “growing up”
(that is, of “transformation”) in such excessive terms. His aware-
ness of himself as a developing person requires a vocabulary—and the
images of brutality and violence provide such a vocabulary, with a
simple recipe for the perfecting or empowering of the self by the
punishing and slaying of troublesome motives as though they were
wholly external. One can surely expect such imagery to have sinister
effects, particularly in view of the fact that the excessive naturalism of
modern photographic art presents the violence, as nearly as possible,
without formal devices that bring out the purely artistic or fictive na-
ture of such art. There is no difference, in photographic style, be-
tween the filming of a murder mystery and the filming of a “docu-
mentary.” Nor should we forget the possible bad effect of the many
devices whereby such brutality is made “virtuous,” through dramatic
pretexts that justify it in terms of retaliation and righteous indignation.

Our objections arise when certain kinds of speculation (often of
psychoanalytic cast) unwittingly exemplify these same sinister trends.
By itself stressing the primacy of vengeance and slaughter as motives
(and looking upon friendly or ethical motives purely as a kind of
benign fiction for harnessing these more nearly “essential” impulses),
such thought is really more like the forerunner of modern militarism
than its critic. And often the analysts will show such zeal, in behalf
of “killing” as the essential motive, that they will seck many ingenious
ways of showing that a work was motivated by the desire to slay some
parental figure who suffered no such fate at all, in the imagery of the
plot as interpreted on its face. They apparently assume that to show
“unconscious” parricidal implications in a motive is by the same token
to establish parricide as zhe motive. Where a play is explicitly about
parricide, one might feel some justification in complaining if we
would see behind it merely the choice of a parental symbol to represent
some motivation not intrinsically parricidal at all, but using parental
identifications as “imagined accidents” that personify it. But whatever
may be the objections in such cases, they would not apply at all in
cases where there is no explicit imagery of parricide, and one must by
exegesis hunt out parricide as motive. Why, one may then ask, must
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an imagery of parricide be taken as essential, as primary, as the true
designation of the ultimate motive? And we, of course, would simi-
larly ask: why must azy imagery. of killing, even when explicit, be
taken as ultimate, rather than as an “opportunistic” terminology for
specifying or localizing a principle of motivation “prior” to any im-
agery, either scenic or personal?

That is, we can recognize that our anecdote is in the order of kill-
ing, of personal enmity, of factional strife, of invective, polemic, eristic,
logomachy, all of them aspects of rhetoric that we are repeatedly and
drastically encountering, since rhetoric is par excellence the region of
the Scramble, of insult and injury, bickering, squabbling, malice and
the lie, cloaked malice and the subsidized lie. Yet while admitting
that the genius of our opening anecdote has malign inclinations, we
can, without forcing, find benign elements there too. And we should
find these; for rhetoric also includes resources of appeal ranging from
sacrificial, evangelical love, through the kinds of persuasion figuring
in sexual love, to sheer “neutral” communication (communication be-
ing the area where love has become so generalized, desexualized,
“technologized,” that only close critical or philosophic scrutiny can
discern the vestiges of the original motive).

Ldentification

We considered, among those “uses” to which Samson Agonistes
was put, the poet’s identification with a blind giant who slew himself
in slaying enemies of the Lord; and we saw identification between
Puritans and Israclites, Royalists and Philistines, identification allow-
ing for a ritualistic kind of historiography in which the poet could,
by allusion to a Biblical story, “substantially” foretell the triumph of
his vanquished faction. Then we came upon a more complicated
kind of identification: here the poet presents a motive in an essentially
magnified or perfected form, in some way tragically purified or tran-
scended; the imagery of death reduces the motive to #ltimate terms,
dramatic equivalent for an “entelechial” pattern of thought whereby a
thing’s nature would be classed according to the fruition, maturing, or
ideal fulfillment, proper to its kind.

As seen from this point of view, then, an imagery of slaying (slaying
of either the self or another) is to be considered merely as a special
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case of identification in general. Or otherwise put: the imagery of
slaying is a special case of transformation, and transformation involves

¢| the ideas and imagery of identification. That is: the killing of some-
thing is the changing of it, and the statement of the thing’s nature
before and after the change is an identifying of it.

Perhaps the quickest way to make clear what we are doing here
is to show what difference it makes. Noting that tragic poets identify
motives in terms of killing, one might deduce that “they are essentially
killers.” Or one might deduce that “they are essentially identifiers.”
Terms for identification in general are wider in scope than terms for
killing. We are proposing that our rhetoric be reduced to this term
of wider scope, with the term of narrower scope being treated as a
species of it. We begin with an anecdote of killing, because invective,
eristic, polemic, and logomachy are so pronounced an aspect of rhetoric.

.» But we use a dialectical device (the shift to a higher level of generaliza-
tion) that enables us to transcend the narrower implications of this
imagery, even while keeping them clearly in view. We need never
deny the presence of strife, enmity, faction as a characteristic motive of
rhetorical expression. We need not close our eyes to their almost
tyrannous ubiquity in human relations; we can be on the alert always
to see how such temptations to strife are implicit in the institutions
that condition human relationships; yet we can at the same time always
look beyond this order, to the principle of identification in general,
a terministic choice justified by the fact that the identifications in
the order of love are also characteristic of rhetorical expression. We
may as well be frank about it, since our frankness, if it doesn’t con-
vince, will at least serve another important purpose of this work: it
will reveal a strategic resource of terminology. Being frank, then:
Because of our choice, we can treat “war” as a “special case of peace”
—not as a primary motive in itself, not as e:sentzally real, but purely
as a derivative condition, a perversion.

NG

Identification and “Consubstantiality”

\ / A is not identical with his colleague, B. But insofar as their in-
\\ terests are joined, A is identified with B. Or he may identify himself
| with B even when their interests are not joined, if he assumes that
 they are, or is persuaded to believe so.
) .
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Here are ambiguities of substance. In being identified with B, A -
is “substantially one” with a person other than himself. Yet at the
same time he remains unique, an individual locus of motives. Thus |
he is both joined and separate, at once a distinct substance and cey
substantial with another.

While consubstantial with its parents, with the “firsts” from which
it is derived, the offspring is nonetheless apart from them. In this
sense, there is nothing abstruse in the statement that the offspring both
is and is not one with its parentage. Similarly, two persons may be
identified in terms of some principle they share in common, an “identi-
fication” that does not deny their distinctness.

To 1dent1fy A with B is to make A “consubstantial” with B. Accord-
ingly, since our Grammar of Motives was constructed about “sub-
stance” as key term, the related rhetoric selects its nearest equivalent
in the areas of persuasion and dissuasion, communication and polemic.
And our third volume, Symbolic of Motives, should be built about
identity as titular or ancestral term, the “first” to which all other terms
could be reduced and from which they could then be derived or gen-
erated, as from a common spirit. The thing’s identity would here be
its uniqueness as an entity in itself and by itself, a demarcated unit
having its own particular structure.

However, “substance” is an abstruse philosophic term, beset by a
long history of quandaries and puzzlements. It names so paradoxical
a function in men’s systematic terminologies, that thinkers finally tried
to abolish it altogether—and in recent years they have often persuaded
themselves that they really did abolish it from their terminologies of
motives. They abolished the zerm, but it is doubtful whether they can

ever abolish the function of that term, or even whether they should

want to. A doctrine of consubstantializy, either explicit or implicit,
may be necessary to any way of life. For substance, in the old philoso—
PthS, was an act; and a way of life is an acting-together; and in act-
ing together, men have common sensations, concepts, images, 1deas,
attitudes that make them consubstantial. )
The Grammar dealt with the universal paradoxes of substance. It
considered resources of placement and definition common to all
thought. The Symbolic should deal with unique individuals, each
its own peculiarly constructed act, or form. These unique “constitu-
tions” being capable of treatment in isolation, the Symbolic should

——
e

-/

1
/
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consider them primarily in their capacity as singulars, each a separate
universe of discourse (though there are also respects in which they are
consubstantial with others of their kind, since they can be classed with
other unique individuals as joint participants in common principles,
possessors of the same or similar properties).

The Rhetoric deals with the possibilities of classification in its par-
tisan aspects; it considers the ways in which individuals are at odds

'with one another, or become identified with groups more or less at

odds with one another.

Why “at odds,” you may ask, when the titular term is “identifica-
tion”? Because, to begin with “identification” is, by the same token,
though roundabout, to confront the implications of division. And so,
in the end, men are brought to that most traglcally ironic of all divi-
sions, or conflicts, wherein millions of cooperative acts go into the
preparation for one single destructive act. We refer to that ultimate
disease of cooperation: war. (You will understand war much better
if you think of it, not simply as strife come to a head, but rather as a
disease, or perversion of communion. Modern war characteristically
requires a myriad of constructive acts for each destructive one; before
each culminating blast there must be a vast network of interlocking
operations, directed communally)

\/( Identification is affirmed with earnestness precisely because there
| is division. Identification is compensatory to division. If men were

\“ not apart from one another, there would be no need for the rhetorician
to proclaim their unity. If men were wholly and truly of one sub-

| stance, absolute communication would be of man’s very essence. It
j‘ would not be an ideal, as it now is, partly embodied in material condi-
. tions and partly frustrated by these same conditions; rather, it would
be as natural, spontaneous, and total as with those ideal prototypes of
-communication, the theologian’s angels, or “messengers.”

The Grammar was at peace insofar as it contemplated the paradoxes
common to all men, the universal resources of verbal placement. The
Symbolic should be at peace, in that the individual substances, or en-
tities, or constituted acts are there considered in their uniqueness, hence
outside the realm of conflict. For individual universes, as such, do
not compete. Each merely is, being its own self-sufficient realm of dis-
course. And the Symbolic thus considers each thing as a set of inter-
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related terms all conspiring to round out their identity as participants
in a common substance of meaning. An individual does in actuality
compete with other individuals. But within the rules of Symbolic,
the individual is treated merely as a self-subsistent unit proclaiming its
peculiar nature. It is “at peace,” in that its terms cooperate in modify-
ing one another. But insofar as the individual is involved in con-
flict with other individuals or groups, the study of this same individual %
would fall under the head of Rhetoric. Or considered rhetorically,
the victim of a neurotic conflict is torn by parliamentary wrangling;
he is heckled like Hitler within. (Hitler is said to have confronted a
constant wrangle in his private deliberations, after having imposed
upon his people a flat choice between conformity and silence.) Rhetori-
cally, the neurotic’s every attempt to legislate for his own conduct is
disorganized by rival factions within his own dissociated self. Yet,
considered Symbolically, the same victim is technically “at peace,” in
the sense that his identity is like a unified, mutually adjusted set of
terms. For even antagonistic terms, confronting each other as parry
and thrust, can be said to “cooperate” in the building of an over-all
form.

'The Rhetoric must lead us through the Scramble, the Wrangle of
the Market Place, the flurries and flare-ups of the Human Barnyard,
the Give and Take, the wavering line of pressure and counterpressure,
the Logomachy, the onus of ownership, the Wars of Nerves, the War.
It too has its peaceful moments: at times its endless competition can
add up to the transcending of itself. In ways of its own, it can move
from the factional to the universal. But its ideal culminations are more
often beset by strife as the condition of their organized expression, or
material embodiment. Their very universality becomes transformed
into a partisan weapon. For one need not scrutinize the concept of

“identification” very sharply to see, implied in it at every turn, its jronic |
counterpart: division. Rhetoric is concerned with the state of Babcl/ v
after the Fall. Its contribution to a “sociology of knowledge” must
often carry us far into the lugubrious regions of malice and the lie. |

—

The Identifying Nature of Property

Metaphysically, a thing is identified by its properties. In the realm /
of Rhetoric, such identification is frequently by property in the most




II
TRADITIONAL PRINCIPLES OF RHETORIC

Persuasion

SP@ngiggigpgcl to persuade” (dicere ad persuadendum accom-
modate): this is the basic definition for rhetoric (and its synonym,
“eloquence,”) given in Cicero’s dialogue De Oratore. Crassus, who is

spokesman for Cicero himself, cites it as something taken for granted,
as the first thing the student of rhetoric is taught. Three hundred years
before him, Aristotle’s Ar¢ of Rhezoric had similarly named “persuasion”
as the essence and end of rhetoric, which he defined as “the faculty of
discovering the persuasive means available in a given case.” Likewise,
in a lost treatise, Aristotle’s great competitor, Isocrates, called rhetoric
“the craftsman of persuasion” (peithous demiourgos). Thus, at this level
of generalization, even rivals could agree, though as De Quincey has
remarked, “persuasion” itself can be differently interpreted.

Somewhat more than a century after Cicero, Quintilian, in his
Institutio Oratoria changed the stress, choosing to define rhetoric as the
“science of speaking well” (bene dicendsi scientiz).* But his system is
clearly directed towards one particular kind of persuasion: the education
of the Roman gentleman. Thus, in a chapter where he cites about two
dozen definitions (two-thirds of which refer to “persuasion” as the
essence of rhetoric), though he finally chooses a definition of his own
which omits reference to persuasion, he has kept the fanction of the
term. For he equates the perfect orator with the good man, and says
that the good man should be exceptional in both eloquence and moral
attributes. Rhetoric, he says, is both “useful” and a “virtue.” Hence
his notion of “speaking well” implies the moralistically hortatory, not
just pragmatic skill at the service of any cause.

Add pow the first great Christian rhetoric, the fourth book of St.

* He used the word “science” loosely. This definition is in Book II, Chap-
ter XV. At the beginning of Book III he says he has shown rhetoric to be
an “art.”

49
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Augustine’s De Doctrina Christiana (written near the beginning of the
fifth century) and you have ample material, in these four great peaks
stretched across 750 years, to observe the major principles derivable from
the notion of rhetoric as persuasion, as inducement to action, ad agendum,

in the phrasaFAﬁgﬁgffﬂé;;vho elsewhere, in the same book, states that

a man is persuaded if
he likes what you promise, fears what you say is imminent, hates
| what you censure, embraces what you commend, regrets whatever
© you built up as regrettable, rejoices at what you say is cause for
| rejoicing, sympathizes with those whose wretchedness your words
bring before his very eyes, shuns those whom you admonish him
to shun . . . and in whatever other ways your high eloquence can
affect the minds of your hearers, bringing them not merely to know
what should be done, but to do what they know should be done.

/ Yet often we could with more accuracy speak of persuasion “to atti-
tude,” rather than persuasion to out-and-out action. Persuasion involv;j
choice, will; it is directed to a man only insofar as he is free. This is
good to remember, in these days of dictatorship and near-dictatorship.
Only insofar as men are potentially free, must the spellbinder seek to
persuade them. Insofar as they musz do something, rhetoric is unneces-
sary, its work being done by the nature of things, though often these
necessities are not of a natural origin, but come from necessities imposed
by man-made conditions, as with the kind of pesthananke (or “compul-

sion under the guise of persuasion”) that sometimes flows from the na-
ture of the “free market.”

Insofar as a choice of action is restricted, rhetoric seeks rather to have
a formative effect upon a#titude (as a criminal condemned to death
might by priestly rhetoric be brought to an attitude of repentance and
resignation). 'Thus, in Cicero and Augustine there is a shift between
the words “move” (movere) and “bend” (flectere) to name the ultimate
function of rhetoric. This shift corresponds to a distinction between

' act and attitude (attitude being an incipient act, a leaning ‘or inclina-
tion). Thus the notion of persuasion to azizude would permit the ap-

plication of rhetorical terms to purely poetic structures; the study of

lyrical devices might be classed under the head of rhetoric, when these
devices are considered for their power to induce or communicate states
of mind to readers, even though the kinds of assent evoked have no
overt, practical outcome.

All told, traditionally there is the range of rhetoric from an “Art of
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Cheating” (as systematically “perfected” by some of the Greek Sophists)
t? Quintilian’s view of rhetoric as a power, art or science that identifies
right doing with right speaking. Similarly Isocrates in his Anzidosis
reminds the Athenians that they make annual sacrifices to the Goddess
of Persuasion (Peitho), and he refers to speech as the source of most

| good things. The desire to speak well, he says, makes for great moral -
improvement. “True, just, and well-ordered discourse is the outward

image (eidolon) of a good and faithful soul.”

Or, since “rhetoric,” “oratory,” and “eloquence” all come from roots
meaning “to speak,” you can have the Aristotelian stress upon rhetoric
as sheer words. In this respect, by his scheme, it is the “counterpart” of
dialectic (though “dialectic” itself, in such a usage, is to be distinguished
from the modern “dialectic of Nature”). Some theorists may choose
to look upon the rhetorician as a very narrow specialist. On the other
hand, since one can be “eloquent” about anything and everything, there
are Quintilian’s grounds for widening the scope of rhetoric to make it
the center of an entire educational system. He was here but extending
an emphasis strong in Cicero, who equated the ideal orator with the ideal
citizen, the man of universal aptitude, sympathies, and experience. And
though Aristotle rigorously divided knowledge into compartments
whenever possible, his A7z of Rhetoric includes much that falls under
the separate headings of psychology, ethics, politics, poetics, logic, and
history. Indeed, according to him, the characteristically rhetorical state->
ment involves “commonplaces” that lie outside any scientific specialty;
and in proportion as the rhetorician deals with special subject matter,
his proofs move away from the rhetorical and towards the scientific.
(For instance, a typical rhetorical “commonplace,” in the Aristotelian
sense, would be Churchill’s slogan, “Too little and too late,” which
could hardly be said to fall under any special science of qﬁdhtity or time.)

As for “persuasion” itself: one can imagine including purely logical
demonstration as a part of it; or one might distinguish between appeals
to reason and appeals to emotion, sentiment, ignorance, prejudice, and
the like, reserving the notion of “persuasion” for these less orderly kinds
of “proof.” (Here again we encroach upon the term “dialectic.” Au-
gustine seems to follow the Stoic usage, in treating dialectic as the logical
groundwork underlying rhetoric; dialectic would thus treat of the ulti-
mate scenic reality that sets the criteria for rhetorical persuasion.)

The Greek word, peitho, comes from the same root as the Latin
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word for “faith.” Accordingly, Aristotle’s term for rhetorical “proof”
is the related word, pistis. In his vocabulary, it names an in'fe.rz'or kind
of proof, as compared with scientific demonstration (@podeixis). (See
Institutio Oratoria, Book V, Chapter X.) But it is, ironically, the word
which, in Greek ecclesiastical literature, came to designate the Aighest
order of Christian knowledge, “faith” or “belief” as contrasted with
“reason.” While the active form of peitho means “to persuade,” its
middle and passive forms mean “to obey.”

But the corresponding Latin word, suadere, comes from the same
roots as “suavity,” “assuage,” and “sweet.” And following thess: leads,
one may want to narrow the scope of persuasion to such meanings as
“Ingratiation” and “delight.” Thus Augustine often uses the tfrm 1r:
this very restricted sense, preferring words like “move” anfi bend
(movere, flectere) when he has the ultimate purpose of rhctonca! utter-
ance in mind. (In Sidney’s statement that the end of speech is “tl.le
uttering sweetly and properly the conceits of the minde,” one can dis-
cern the lineaments of “persuasion” behind “sweet utterancF:” wflcn one
appreciates the relation between English “sweet” ‘and Cicero’s stress
upon the suavitas of oratory.) o .

More often, however, the ability of rhetoric to ingratiate is qons1dcred
secondary, as a mere device for gaining good will, holding the atten-
tion, or deflecting the attention in preparation for more urgent purposes.
Since petsuasion so often implies the presence or threaF of an adversary,

(there is the “agonistic” or competitive stress. Thus A.rxstotlc, who looks
upon rhetoric as a medium that “proves opposites,” gives what amounts
to a handbook on a manly art of self-defense. He describes the holds and
the counter-holds, the blows and the ways of blocking them, for every
means of persuasion the corresponding means of flissuasion, for gv'el.:y
proof the disproof, for every praise the vituperation that matches it.
While i general the truer and better cause has the ad\'lan.tage, hc.ob-
serves, no cause can be adequately defended without §17(171"1771I£t}’1§\t71‘71_(271£s
of the trade. So he studies these tricks from the purely technical point
of view, without reference to any one fixed position such as mark.s
Augustine’s analysis of the Christian persuasion. Even as fxrlst,?tlc is
teaching one man how most effectively to mal.ie people say yes, hg is
teaching an opponent how to make them say just as forceful a “no.

This “agonistic” emphasis is naturally strong in Cicero, much of whose
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treatise is written out of his experiences in the Senate and the law courts.
It is weaker in Quintilian with his educational emphasis; yet his account
of eloquence frequently relies on military and gladiatorial images.
(Which reminds us that Cicero’s dialogue De Oratore, is represented as
taking place among several prominent public figures who have left Rome
for the far suburbs during the season of the Games.)

Whatever his polemic zeal in other works, in the De Doctrina Chris-
tiana Augustine is concerned rather with the cajoling of an audience
than with the routing of opponents. Despite the disrepute into which
pagan rhetoric had fallen in Augustine’s day, he recognized the persua-
siveness implicit in its forms. And though some Christians looked upon
thetoric as by nature pagan, Augustine (himself trained in rhetoric be-
fore his conversion) held that every last embellishment should be brought
to the service of God, for the glory and power of the new doctrine.

The notion of rhetoric as a means of “proving opposites” again brings
us to the relation between rhetoric and dialectic. Perhaps, as a first
rough approximate, we might think of the matter thus: Bring several
rhetoricians together, let their speeches contribute to the maturing of
one another by the give and take of question and answer, and you have
the dialectic of a Platonic dialogue. But ideally the dialogue seeks to
attain a higher order of truth, as the speakers, in competing with oné\
another, cooperate towards an end transcending their individual posi- ‘
tions. Here is the paradigm of the dialectical process for “reconciling |
opposites” in a “higher synthesis.”

But note that, in the Platonic scheme, such dialectic enterprise starts
from opinion. The Socratic “midwifery” (maieutic) was thus designed
to discover truth, by beginning with opinion and subjecting it to sys-
tematic criticism. Also, the process was purely verbal; hence in Aris-
totle’s view it would be an art, not a science, since each science has its
own particular extraverbal subject matter. The Socratic method was
better suited for such linguistic enterprises as the dialectical search for

\ “ideas” of justice, truth, beauty, and so on, than for the accumulating
}of knowledge derived from empirical observation and laboratory exper-
'iment. Dialectic of this sort was concerned with “ideology” in the -
( primary sense of the term: the study of ideas and of their relation to
\“one another. But above all, note that, in its very search for “truth,” it
\began with “opinion,” and thus in a sense was grounded in opinion.

S

A




54 TRADITIONAL PRINCIPLES OF RHETORIC

The point is worth remembering because the verbal “counterpart” of
dialectic, rhetoric, was likewise said to deal with “opinion,” though
without the systematic attempt to transcend this level.

The competitive and public ingredient in persuasion makes it par-
ticularly urgent that the rhetoric work at the level of opinion. Thus,
in a situation where an appeal to prejudice might be more effective
than an appeal to reason, the rhetorician who would have his cause
prevail may need to use such means, regardless of his preferences.
Cicero says that one should answer argument with argument and emo-
tional appeal by a stirring of the opposite emotions (goading to hate
where the opponent had established good will, and countering com-
passion by incitement to envy). And Aristotle refers with approval to
Gorgias’ notion that one should counter an opponent’s jest with earnest
and his earnest with jest. To persuade under such conditions, truth is

at best a secondary device. Hence, rhetoric is properly said to bet

grounded in opinion. But we think that the relation between “truth”
and the kind of opinion with which rhetoric operates is often misun-
derstood. And the classical texts do not seem to bring out the point
we have in mind, namely:

The kind of opinion with which rhetoric deals, in its role of induce—
ment to action, is not opinion as contrasted with truth. There is the
invitation to look at the matter thus antithetically, once we have put
the two terms (opinion and truth) together as a dialectical pair. But
actually, many of the “opinions” upon which persuasion relies fall out-
side the test of truth in the strictly scientific, T-F, yes-or-no sense.
Thus, if a given audience has a strong opinion that a certain kind of
conduct is admirable, the orator can commend a person by using signs
that identify him with such conduct. “Opinion” in this ethical sense
clearly falls on the bias across the matter of “truth” in the strictly scien-
tific sense. Of course, a speaker may be true or false in identifying a
person by some particular sign of virtuous conduct. You may say that
a person so acted when the person did not so act—and if you succeed
in making your audience believe you, you could be said to be trafficking
in sheer opinion as contrasted with the truth. But we are here con-
cerned with motives a step farther back than such mere deception. We
~» are discussing the underlying ethical assumptions on which the entire
\tactics of persuasion are based. Here the important factor is opinion

(opinion in the moral order of action, rather than in the “scenic” order

v/
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of truth). The rhetorician, as such, need operate only on this principle.
If, in the opinion of a given audience, a certain kind of conduct is ad-
mirable, then a speaker might persuade the audience by using ideas
and images that identify his cause with that kind of conduct.

Ldentification

“I_t is not hard,” says Aristotle, in his RhAezoric, quoting Socrates, “to
praise Athenians among Athenians.” He has been cataloguing those
traits which an audience generally considers the components of virtue.
They are justice, courage, self-control, poise or presence (magnificence,
megaloprepeia), broad-mindedness, liberality, gentleness, prudence and
wisdom. And he has been saying: For purposes of praise or blame,
the rhetorician will assume that qualities' closely resembling any of
these qualities are identical with them. For instance, to arouse dislike
for a cautious man, one should present him as cold and designing. Or
to make a simpleton lovable, play up his good nature. Or speak of
quarrelsomeness as frankness, or of arrogance as poise and dignity, or
of foolhardiness as courage, and of squandering as generosity. Also,
he says, we should consider the audience before whom we are thus
passing judgment: for it’s hard to praise Athenians when you are talk-
ing to Lacedaemonians,

Part of the quotation appears in Book I. It is quoted again, entire,
in Book III, where he has been discussing the speaker’s appeal to
friendship or compassion. And he continues: When winding up a
speech in praise of someone, we “must make the hearer believe that he
shares in the praise, either personally, or through his family or pro-
fession, or somehow.” When you are with Athenians, it’s easy to praise
Athenians, but not when you are with Lacedaemonians.
~ Here is perhaps the simplest case of persuasion. You persuade 2 man
only insofar as you can talk his language by specch, gesture, tonality,
(b.rder, image, attitude, idea, identifying your ways with his.~ Persua-
js1on by flattery is but a special case of pfersuasion in general. But flat-
tery can safely serve as our paradigm if we systematically widen its

/ meaning, to see behind it the conditions of identification or consub-
stantiality in general. And you give the “signs” of such consubstan-
| tiality by deference to an audience’s “opinions.” For the orator, follow-
ing Aristotle and Cicero, will seek to display the appropriate “signs”

A
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of character needed to earn the audience’s good will. True, the rhet-
orician may have to change an audience’s opinion in one respect but
he can succeed only insofar as he YICldS to that audience’s opinions in

other respects. Some of their opinions are needed to support the ful--

crum by which he would move other opinions. (Preferably he shares
the fixed opinions himself since, “all other things being equal,” the
identifying of himself with his audience will be more effective if it is
genuine.)

The so-called “commonplaces” or “topics” in Aristotle’s A7z of Rhet-
oric (and the corresponding loci communes in Latin manuals) are a

~quick survey of “opinion” in this sense. Aristotle reviews the purposes,

acts, things, conditions, states of mind, personal characteristics, and the
like, which people consider promising or formidable, good or evil,
useful or dangerous, admirable or loathsome, and so on. All these
opinions or assumptions (perhaps today they would be treated under

" the head of “attitudes” or “values”) are catalogued as available means

of persuasion. But the important thing, for our purposes, is to note
that such types are derived from the principle of persuasion, in that they
are but a survey of the things that people generally consider persuasive,
and of methods that have persuasive effects.

Thus, Aristotle lists the kind of opinions you should draw upon if
you wanted to recommend a policy or to turn people against it; the
kind of motives which in people’s opinion lead to just or unjust ac-
tions; what personal traits people admire or dislike (opinions the
speaker should exploit to present himself favorably and his adversary
unfavorably); and what opinions can be used as means for stirring
men to rage, friendliness, fear, compassion, shame, indignation, envy,

rivalry, charity, and so on. Reasoning based on opinion he calls * cn—ﬁ /

thymemes,” which are the rhetorical equivalent of the sylloglsm
And arguments from example (which is the rhetorical equivalent for
induction) are likewise to be framed in accordance with his various
lists of opinions. (Incidentally, those who talk of “ethical relativity”
must be impressed by the “permanence” of such “places” or topics,
when stated at Aristotle’s level of generalization. As ideas, they all
seem no less compelling now than they ever were, though in our so-
ciety a speaker might often have to individuate them in a different
image than the Greeks would have chosen, if he would convey a max-
imum sense of actuality.)

T
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Aristotle also considers another kind of “topic,” got by the manipula-
tion of tactical procedures, by following certain rules of thumb for
inventing, developing, or transforming an expression, by pun-logic,
even by specious and sophistical arguments. ‘The materials of opinion
will be embodied in such devices, but their characterization as “topics”
is got by abstracting some formal or procedural element as their dis-
tinguishing mark. Aristotle here includes such ¢ ‘places” as: ways of
turning an adversary’s words against himself, and of transformmg an
argument by opposites (“if war did it, repair it by peace”). Some other
terms of this sort are: recalling what an adversary advocated in one
situation when recommending a policy for a new situation (“you
wanted it then, you should want it now”); using definitions to ad-
vantage (Socrates using his previous mention of his deimonion as evi-
dence that he was not an atheist) ; dividing up an assertion (“there
were three motives for the offense; two were impossible, not even the
accusers have asserted the third”); tendentious selection of results
(since a cause may have both good and bad effects, one can play up
whichever set favors his position); exaggeration (the accused can
weaken the strength of the accusation against him by himself over-
stating it) ; the use of signs (arguing that the man is a thief because he
is disreputable); and so on. Among these tactics, he calls particular
attention to the use of a shift between public and private orders of moti-
vation. In public, one praises the just and the beautiful; but in private
one prefers the test of expediency; hence the orator can use which-
ever of these orders better suits his purposes, Here is the paradigm
for the modern rhetorician’s shuttling between “idealistic” and “mate-
rialistic” motives, as when one imputes “idealistic” motives to one’s own
faction and “materialistic” motives to the adversary; or the adversary
can be accused of “idealistic” motives when they imply ineffectiveness
and impracticability.

Though the translation of one’s wishes into terms of an audience’s
opinions would clearly be an instance of identification, this last list of
purely formal devices for rhetorical invention takes us farther afield.
However, it seems to be a fact that, the more urgent the oratory, the

greater the profusion and vitality of the formal devices. So they must -

be functional, and not mere “embellishments.” And processes of “iden-
tification” would seem to figure here, as follows:
Longinus refers to that kind of elation wherein the audience feels as
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though it were not merely recciving, but were itself creatively partici-
pating in the poet’s or speaker’s assertion. Could we not say that, in
such cases, the audience is exalted by the assertion because it has the
feel of collaborating in the assertion?

At least, we know that many purely formal patterns can readilg

awaken an attitude of collaborative expectancy in us. For instance
imagine a passage built about a set of oppositions (“we do 2his, but
they on the other hand do #hat; we stay here, but they go there; we
look up, but zhey look down,” etc.). Once you grasp the trend of the
form, it invites participation regardless of the subject matter. For-
mally, you will find yourself swinging along with the succession of
antitheses, even though you may not agree with the proposition that is
being presented in this form. Or it may even be an opponent’s propo-
sition which you resent—yet for the duration of the statement itself you
might “help him out” to the extent of yielding to the formal develop-
ment, surrendering to its symmetry as such. Of course, the more vio-
lent your original resistance to the proposition, the weaker will be your
degree of “surrender” by “collaborating” with the form. But in cases
where a decision is still to be reached, a yielding to the form prepares
for assent to the matter identified with it. Thus, you are drawn to the
form, not in your capacity as a partisan, but because of some “universal”
appeal in it. And this attitude of assent may then be transferred to
the matter which happens to be associated with the form.

Or think thus of another strongly formal device like climax (gra-
datio). The editor of Demetrius’ Oz Style, in the Loeb edition, cites
this example from As You Like I, where even the name of the figure
appears in the figure:

Your brother and my sister no sooner met but they looked, no
sooner looked but they loved, no sooner loved but they sighed, no
sooner sighed but they asked one another the reason, no sooner
knew the reason but they sought the remedy; and in these degrees
they have made a pair of stairs to marriage.

Here the form requires no assent to a moot issue. But recall a gradatio
of political import, much in the news during the “Berlin crisis” of
1948: “Who controls Berlin, controls Germany; who controls Ger-
many controls Europe; who controls Europe controls the world.” As
a proposition, it may or may not be true. And even if it is true, un-
less people are thoroughly imperialistic, they may not want to control
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the world. But regardless of these doubts about it as a proposition, by
the time you arrive at the second of its three stages, you feel how it is
destined to develop—and on the level of purely formal assent you
would collaborate to round out its symmetry by spontaneously willing
its completion and perfection as an utterance. Add, now, the psychosis
of nationalism, and assent on the formal level invites assent to the
proposition as doctrine.

Demetrius also cites an example from Aeschines: “Against yourself
you call; against the laws you call; against the entire democracy you
call.” (We have tinkered with the translation somewhat, to bring out
the purely linguistic structure as greatly as possible, including an ele-
ment that Demetrius does not discuss, the swelling effect at the third
stage. In the original the three stages comprise six, seven, and ten syl-
lables respectively.) To illustrate the effect, Demetrius gives the same
idea without the cumulative form, thus: “Against yourself and the laws
and the democracy you call.” In this version it lacks the three formal
elements he is discussing: repetition of the same word at the beginning
of each clause (epanaphora), sameness of sound at the close of each
clause (homoeoteleuton), and absence of conjunctions (asyndeton).
Hence there is no pronouncedly formal feature to which one might
give assent. (As a noncontroversial instance of cumulative form we
recall a sentence cited approvingly in one of Flaubert’s letters: “They

proceceded some on foot, some on horse, some on the backs of ele-

phants.” Here the gradation of the visual imagery reénforces the effect!
of the syllabic elongation.)

Of the many “tropes” and “figures” discussed in the eighth and ninth
books of Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria, the invitation to purely for-
mal assent (regardless of content) is much greater in some cases than
others. It is not our purpose here to analyze the lot in detail. We
need but say enough to establish the principle, and to indicate why the}
expressing of a proposition in one or another of these rhetorical forms|

would involve “identification,” first by inducing the auditor to partici- '%,-f",_\.j e

pate in the form, as a “universal” locus of appeal, and next by trying
to include a partisan statement within this same pale of assent.

Other Variants of the Rhetorical Motive

When making his claims for the universality of rhetoric (in the first
book of the De Orazore) Cicero begins at a somewhat mythic stage
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when right acting and right speaking were considered one (he cites
Homer on the training of Achilles). Next he notes regretfully the
sharp dissociating of action and speech whereby the Sophists would
eventually confine rhetoric to the verbal in a sheerly ornamental sense.
And following this, he notes further detractions from the dignity of
rhetoric caused by the dissociating of rhetoric and philosophy. (Cicero
blames Socrates for this division. Thus, ironically, the Socratic attempt
to make systematic allowance for the gradual increase of cultural heter-
ogeneity and scientific specialization was blamed for the very situation
which had called it forth and which it was designed to handle.) Rhet-
oric suffers by the division, Cicero notes, because there arises a distinc-
tion between “wisdom” and “cloquence” which would justify the
Sophists’ reduction of rhetoric to sheer verbal blandishments.

Later, philosophy and wisdom could be grouped under “dialectic,”
dialectic treated as distinct from the ingratiations of rhetoric (a dis-
tinction which the Stoics transformed into a flat opposition between
dialectic and rhetoric, choosing the first and rejecting the second).
Or dialectic could be treated as the ground of rhetoric, hence as not
merely verbal, but in the realm of things, the realm of the universal
order, guiding the rhetorician in his choice of purposes (as we noted
with respect to Augustine). Cicero himself stressed the notion that,
since the rhetorician must also be adept in logic and worldly knowl-
edge, such universal aptitude is smerinsic to his eloquence. '

Also (continuing our review) there is rhetoric as an art of “prov-
ing opposites”; as appeal to emotions and prejudices; as “agonistic,”
shaped by a strongly competitive purpose. N

On this last score, we might note that Isocrates, responding to the
clement of unfairness in the war of words, chose to spiritualize the
notion of “advantage” (pleonexiz). While recognizing the frequent
rhetorical aim to take advantage of an opportunity or to gain advan-
tage for oneself, he located the “true advantage” of the rhetorician in
moral superiority. He was thinking of an ideal rhetoric, of course,

rather than describing the struggle for advantage as it ordinarily does

take place in human affairs. But he here adds a very important term

to our list: Among the marks of rhetoric is its use to gain advantage,
gan advan

of one sort or another.
Indeed, all the sources of “happiness” listed in Aristotle’s “eudai-
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monist” rhetoric, as topics to be exploited for persuasion and dissuasion
could be lumped under the one general heading of “advantage,” a;
could the nineteenth-century Utilitarians’ doctrine of “interest,” or that
batch of motives which La Rochefoucauld, in his 213th maxim, gave
as “the causes of that valor so celebrated among men”: love of glory
with its corollaries (fear of disgrace and envy of others), desire for
money (and its corollary, comfortable and agreeable living) (Vamour
de la gloire, la crainte de la honte, le dessein de faire fortune, le désir
de rendre notre vie commode et agréable, et Penvie d'abaisser les autres).
We think this term, “advantage,” quite useful for rhetorical theory,
in that it can also subsume, before we meet them, all posssible “drives”
and “urges” for the existence of which various brands of psychology
and sociology may claim to' find empirical evidence (terminologies
with rhetorical implications of their own, as you can readily see by con-
trasting them, for instance, with the rhetorical implications of the
Marxist terminology). Surely all doctrines can at least begin by agree-
ing that human effort aims at “advantage” of one sort or another,
though there is room for later disputes as to whether advantage in
general, or particular advantages are to be conceived idealistically, mate-
ri.alistically, or even cynically. Advantage can be individual, or the
aim of a partisan group, or even universal. And that men should seek
advantage of some sort is reasonable and ethical enough—hence the
term need not confine one’s terminology of rhetorical design to purely
individualist cunning or aggrandizement, as with the rhetorical im-
plications lurking in those “scientific” terminologies that reduce hu-
man motives to a few primitive appetites, resistances, and modes of
acquisition (“post-Christian” terminologies in-the sense that you could
arrive at motivational orders of this sort, as La Rochefoucauld in his
Mazxims on the operations of self-love is said to have done, by merely
deducting from the orthodox Christian version of human motives,
un.til human behavior is but “celle de la lumitre naturelle et de la
raison sans grdce”). '
Perhaps we should make clear: We do not offer this list as a set of in-
gredients all or most of which must be present at once, as the test for
the presence of the rhetorical motive. Rather, we are considering a

- wide range of meanings already associated with rhetoric, in ancient

texts; and we are saying that one or another of these meanings may be
uppermost in some particular usage. But though these meanings are
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“often not consistent with one another, or are even flatly at odds, we do
belicve that they can all be derived from “persuasion” as the “Edenic”
term from which they have all “Babylonically” split, while “persua-
sion” in turn involves communication by the signs of consubstantiality,
the appeal of identification. Even extrinsic consideration can thus be
derived in an orderly manner from persuasion as generating principle:
for an act of persuasion is affected by the character of the scene in
which it takes place and of the agents to whom it is addressed. The
same rhetorical act could vary in its effectiveness, according to shifts in
the situation or in the attitude of audiences. Hence, the rhetorician’s
exploiting of opinion leads into the analysis of non-verbal factors wholly
extrinsic to the rhetorical expression considered purely as a verbal struc-
ture.

Thus, if the Aristotelian concern with topics were adapted to the
conditions of modern journalism, we should perhaps need to catalogue
a kind of timely topic, such as that of the satirical cartoon, which ex-
ploits commonplaces of a transitory nature. The transitoriness is due
not to the fact that the expressions are wholly alien to people living
under other conditions, but to the fact that they are more persuasive
with people living under one particular set of circumstances. Thus,
even an exceptionally good cartoon exploiting the subject of unem-
ployment (as with satire on federal “leaf-raking” and “boondoggling”
projects during the “made work” period of the Franklin Roosevelt ad-
ministration) would have a hard time getting published during a pe-
riod of maximum employment, when a timelier topic might be the
shortage of workers in general and of domestic help in particular (and
when an editor would consider even a poor cartoon on labor shortage
preferable to an exceptional one on unemployment). '

When reduced to the level of ideas, timely cartoons will be found to
exploit much the same list of universal commonplaces that Aristotle
assembles. But topical shifts make certain images more persuasive in
one situation than another. Quintilian touches upon such a narrowing
down of the commonplaces when he notes how a general topic is made
specific not merely by being attached to some individual figure, but
also by a coupling with other particularizing marks, as “we make
our adulterer blind, our gambler poor, and our profligate old.” And
Cicero, when discussing the function of memory in the orator, refers

to a lost contemporary work on the systematic associating of topics and
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images (simulacrg). Thus, a statement about “timely topics” would
seem to be, not an extension of the rhetorical motive to fields not tra-
ditionally considered part of it, but merely as the application of classi-
cal theory to a special cultural condition set by the modern press. We
pass over it hastily here, as we plan to consider the two major aspects
of it in later sections of this project (when we shall consider the new
level of “reality” which journalistic timeliness establishes, and shall
study the relation between transient and permanent factors of appeal
by taking the cartoons in The New Yorker as test case).

Meanwhile, again, the thought of the timely topic reminds us that
sociological works reviewing the rise and fall of slogans, clichés, stock
figures of folk consciousness, and the like, impinge upon the rhetorical
motive, Indeed, unless this is material for rhetoric, an aspect of
rhetorica docens, a body of knowledge about audiences, pragmatically
available for use when planning appeals to audiences, then such
material lacks pragmatic sanction and must be justified on purely
“liberal” grounds, in terms of literary or philosophic “appreciation,”
as knowledge assembled, classified, and contemplated not for use, but
for its own sake. There is most decidedly no objection to such a mo-
tive, when it is recognized for what it is; but it is usually concealed by
the fact that much “pure” science, cultivated without concern for util-
ity, was later found to be of pragmatic value. The fact that anything
might be of use has allowed for a new unction whereby an investi-
gation can be justified, not for what it is, but for what it might possi-
bly lead to. Nature is so “full of gods” (powers) that a systematic di-
recting of the attention anywhere is quite likely to disclose a new one,
some genius local to the particular subject matter, Hence, a cult of
“fact-finding,” with no order of facts considered too lowly for the
collector. In itself, the attitude has much to recommend it. It is scien-
tific humility in the best sense. But it should not be allowed to give
specious justification for inquiries where the sheer absence of intrinsic
value is assumed to imply the presence of pragmatic value.

Equivalent to the narrowing and intensifying of appeal by the fea-
turing of timely topics, there is another aspect of address more charac-
teristic of modern conditions, particularly the kind of canvassing
shaped primarily by postal communication. Both Aristotle and Cicero
laid stress upon the differences among audiences. Indeed, Aristotle’s
recipes that distinguish between the commonplaces as appealing to a
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young audience and those appealing to an old one could serve as a play-
wright’s formulas for the contrasted stock characters of “fiery youth”
and timid age. For however strong Aristotle’s bias towards science may
have been, it was always modified by a highly dramatistic context. His
rhetoric is thoroughly dramatist in its insights.

But Aristotle does not discuss varieties of audience with the sys-
tematic thoroughness which he brings to the classification of opinion
in general. And both Aristotle and Cicero consider audiences purely
as something given. The extreme heterogeneity of modern life, how-
ever, combined with the nature of modern postal agencies, brings up

another kind of possibility: the systematic attempt to_carve out an} .4,

audience, as the commercial rhetorician looks not mercly—far—f)&s-u—a-
sive devices in general, but for the topics that will appeal to the particu-|
lar “income group” most likely to be interested in his product, or able
to buy it. If immediacy or intensity of appeal is got by narrowing the
topics and images to the group likely to be his best audience, he will
seek to prod only these to action (if we could call it “active,” rather
than “passive,” when a prospective customer is bent towards one brand
of a commodity rather than another, though the brand he passes up
may be a better buy than the one he purchases, a kind of conduct that
may not be informed enough to be “rational” and “free,” hence not
rational and free enough to be truly an act, at least in the full phil-
osophic sense of the term). In any case, here too would be a consid-
eration of audiences; hence even by the tests of the classic tradition it
would fall under the head of rhetoric, though it necessarily extended
the range of the term to cover a situation essentially new.

Thus, all told, besides the extension of rhetoric through the concept\t
of identification, we have noted these purely traditional evidences of
the rhetorical motive: persuasion, exploitation of opinion (the “timely”
topic is a variant), a work’s nature as addressed, literature for use (ap-|
plied art, inducing to an act beyond the area of verbal expression con-|
sidered in and for itself), verbal deception (hence, rhetoric as instru-\
ment in the war of words), the “agonistic” generally, words used \e/
“sweetly” (eloquence, ingratiation, for its own sake), formal devices, "
the art of proving opposites (as “counterpart” of dialectic). We have |
also suggested that the “carving out” of audiences is new to the extent f
that there are new mediums of communication, but there is nothing !
here essentially outside the traditional concerns of rhetoric. As for the |
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recognition of nonverbal, situational factors that can participate in a
work’s effectiveness, the neatest statement we know of, for establishing
this principle, is by the late Bronislas Malinowski. We refer to his
article on primitive languages (published as a supplement in Ogden
and Richards’ The Meaning of Meaning). His concept of “context of
situation” establishes a principle which can, we believe, be applied in
many ways for the New Rhetoric, most notably when considering the
semiverbal, semiorganizational kinds of tactics one might classify as a
“rhetoric of bureaucracy.”

J

,

Formal Appeal

As for the purely formal kinds of appeal which we previously men-
tioned when trying to show how they involve the principle of identi-
fication, their universal nature makes it particularly easy to shift them
from rhetoric to poetic. Thus, viewing even tendentious oratory from
the standpoint of literary appreciation rather than in terms of its use,
Longinus analyzes “sublimity” of effect in and for itself. Where
Demosthenes would transport his auditors the better to persuade them,

-Longinus treats the state of transport as the aim. Hence he seeks to

convey the quality of the excitement, and to disclose the means by
which it is produced. Indeed, might not his key term, that is usually
translated “sublime,” come close to what we mean by “moving,” not
in the rhetorical sense, of moving an audience to a decision, but as
when we say of a poem, “How moving!”

Admittedly, the cataloguing of rhetorical devices was carried to
extreme lengths. You can’t possibly make a statement without its
falling into some sort of pattern. Its formality can then be abstracted
and named, without reference to any particular subject matter, hence
can be looked upon as capable of “reindividuation” in a great variety
of subject matters. Given enough industry in observation, abstrag-
tion, and classification, you can reduce any expression (even inconse-
quential or incomplete ones) to some underlying skeletal structure.
Teachers of Greek and Latin rhetoric had such industry; and they
amassed so many such terms that they had a name for the formal de-
sign in practically any expression possible to words. Thus, if a state-
ment proceeds by the repeating of a conjunction (“this and that and
the other”), it will be a polysyndeton. Drop the connectives (“this,
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that, the other”) and it becomes asyndeton. Build up, by expatiation
or intensification, and you have amplification (auxesis); treat the more
dignified in terms of the less dignified, and you have meiosis; amplify
a build-up until you have it established as expectation, then break the
symmetry of your series with a sudden let-down, and you have bathos.
Allow a fleeting music of words with the same ending, and you have
homoioteleuton. (Remember, incidentally, that the Greeks could not
say “homoioteleuton”; they had to say, rather, “similarly ended.”)
Repeat the same word at the beginning of successive phrases, and you
have epanaphora. And so on. Croce seems to have taken this ter-
minology of piecemeal effects as the very essence of rhetoric. And
though, in accordance with Croce’s attitude, the modern replacing
of logic, rhetoric, and poetic by “esthetics” relegated such forms to the
class of “mere rhetoric,” he could have quoted from Cicero and Quin-
tilian passages that derived “artifice from eloquence, not eloquence
from artifice.” '
The rhetorical devices can become obtrusive, sheer decadent decora-
tion (as during the era of the “second sophistic” in Rome); but we
have offered reasons for believing that even the most ostentatious of
them arose out of great functional urgency. When “pagan rhetoric
grew weak, such verbal exercising could be sought for itself alone, for
its appeal as a display of virtuosity. Thus, ironically, the splendidly

enthusiastic analyses of Longinus (“enthusiasm” is one of his words)

marked a step towards this very decay. But Augustine, who had been |
trained in pagan rhetoric prior to his conversion, reinfused many of the |,

decaying forms with the zeal of the Christian persuasion.

A list of the more characteristic devices used by Augustine will be
found in the volume, S. Aureli Augusti De Doctrina Christiana Liber
Quartus, A Commentary With a Revised Text, Introduction, and
Translation, by Sister Thérése Sullivan. (For a quite comprehensive
study of their vigorous use in English, see Shakespeare’s Use of the Arts
of Language, by Sister Miriam Joseph.) And the third book of
Cicero’s De Oratore gives a quick survey of such resources for varying
an address “with the lights of thought and language” (luminibus sen-
tentiarum atque verborum). Here are selections from Cicero’s list:

Dwelling on a subject, driving it home (commemoratio), bringing
it before one’s very eyes (explanatio), both of them devices valuable
for stating a case, illustrating and amplifying it; review (praecisio);
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disparagement (extenuatio), accompanied by raillery (illusio); digres-

sion (digressio), with neatly contrived return to the subject; statement -

of what one proposes to say; distinguishing it from what has already
been said; return to a point already established; repetition, reduction
to sharply syllogistic form (apta conclusio); overstatement and under-
statement; rhetorical question; irony, saying one thing and meaning
another (dissimulatio), a device which, he says, is particularly effec-
tive with andiences if it is used in a conversational tone, not rantingly;
stopping to ponder (dubitatio); dividing a subject into components
(distributio), so that you can effectively dispose of them in one-two-
three order; finding fault with a statement (correctio) which has been
made by the opponent, or which one himself has said or is about to
say; preparing the audience for what one is about to say (praemunitio) ;
shifting of responsibility (sraiectio in alium); taking the audience into
partnership, having a kind of consultation with them (communicatio);
imitation; impersonation (which he calls an especially weighty lumen
of amplification); putting on the wrong scent; raising a laugh;
forestalling (anteoccupatio); comparison (similitudo) and example
(exemplum), “both of them most moving”; interruption (inzerpel-
latio) ; alignment of contrasting positions, antithesis (contentio); rais-
ing of the voice even to the point of frenzy, for purposes of amplifica-
-cation. (angendi causa); anger; invective, imprecation, deprecation;
Ingratiation, entreaty, vowing “O would that . . .” (opratio)—and, yes,
also, lapses into meaningful silence.

Regarding this last point, we recall a lecturer on music who inter-
spersed his talk with songs accompanied on old instruments. Every
now and then he paused, took a handkerchief from his breast pocket,
carefully unfolded it, touched his hands with it ever so lightly, then
slowly, painstakingly folded it again and replaced it in his pocket. In
time the audience got to watching this silent ritual as attentively as
though he were a magician about to do a trick.

We saw another speaker, a theologian, who periodically interrupted
his sermonlike lecture while he gazed into space. The audience waited
for a marvel—and slowly, as was made apparent by the changing ex-
pression on the speaker’s face, there became manifest the signs of the
next idea which he was about to fetch from these distant depths.
Sometimes, when thus seeking to descry the next message, he turned
his eyes intently upward, and to the right. At other times, he bent,
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and looked down, intently, to the left. Presumably he alternated these
postures for the sake of variety; but we began to speculate: If, by look-
ing upward, and to the right, he can bring forth ideas from heaven,
then by the same token, when he has looked downward, and to the left,
does he also have other things brought steaming hot from hell?

Cicero likens his lists of devices to weapons, which can be used for
threat and attack, or can be brandished purely for show. He also men-
tions several kinds of repetition with variation (the highly inflected na-
ture of Latin, with its corresponding freedom of word order, allows
readily for many such effects which English can approximate only
with difficulty). And he continues (we quote the Loeb Classical
Library translation by H. Rackham, from which we adapted the pre-
vious citation):

There is also advance step by step (gradatio), and inversion

(transposition, metathesis, conversio), and harmonious interchange

of words, and antithesis (contrarium), and omission of particles

(dissolutum), and change of subject (declinatio), and self-correction

(reprehensio), and exclamation (exclamatio), and abbreviation (imn-

minutio), and the use of a noun in several cases [an English equiva-

lent would be Mead’s sloganlike formula, “An I' contemplating

its ‘me’ ”']. »
He goes on to mention such things as deliberate hesitation over the
choice of a word, conceding of a point, surprise, continuity and discon-
tinuity (continuatum et interruptum), the use of images (imago),
metonymy (immutatio), “and distinguishing terms, and order, and
reference back, and digression, and periphrasis” (disiunctio et ordo et
relatio et digressio et circumscriptio), asking questions which one an-
swers oneself. '
Incidentally, when an issue is highly controversial, this last device
can have disastrous results, unless one is an expert orator. Thus,

shortly after the Allied armies had occupied Italy in the last war, the

philosopher Croce was speaking in favor of monarchy. It wasa good
opportunity, since the gathering had been called to do him honor, as .

an old liberal. At one point, he asked himself, “Do we want the
restoration of the King?” But before he had a chance to answer
himself by saying, “We do,” the audience shouted back a thunderous
“No!” (Coleridge tells of an instance, on the other hand, where Demos-
thenes deliberately provoked an unruly answer from his audience. Inhis
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speech “On the Crown,” when attacking his opponent Aeschines, he
asked the audience: “Do you think Aeschines is Alexander’s hireling,
or his friend?” But he slightly mispronounced the word for “hireling,”
putting the accent on the wrong syllable. The audience, as connois-
seurs of speech, shouted back at him the correct pronunciation for
“hireling.” Whereupon he concluded with an air of satisfaction: “You
hear what they say.”)

Of all rhetorical devices, the most thoroughgoing is amplification
(Greek, auxesis). It seems to cover a wide range of meanings, since
one can amplify by extension, by intensification, and by dignification.
The last two kinds have an opposite: diminution (meiosis). But as
'exFension, expatiation, the saying of something in various ways until
it increases in persuasiveness by the sheer accumulation, amplification
can come to name a purely poetic process of development, such sys-
tematic exploitation of a theme as we find in lyrics built about a refrain,
In this sense, we could designate as “rhetorical” the characteristic
method of a popular song, though the persuasive aspects of rhetoric in
the sense of an ulterior purpose are wholly lacking. Perhaps a work
efficiently exploiting the tactics of meiosis (the satire of Gulliver's
Travels, for instance) could be treated paradoxically as an ampliﬁca;
tion of diminution.

Rhetorical Form in the Large

There is also persuasive form in the larger sense, formulated as a
progression of steps that begins with an exordium designed to secure
the good will of one’s audience, next states one’s own position, then
points up the nature of the dispute, then builds up one’s own case at
length, then refutes the claims of the ad.vcrsary, and in a final perora-
tion expands and reinforces all points in one’s favor, while seeking to
discredit whatever had favored the adversary (vituperation, irony, and
appeal to the emotions also being drawn upon here). The great con-
cern with the classifying and analyzing of minute incidental effects
has caused writers on ancient rhetoric to say that these larger principles
of form were slighted. Yet they are recognized as set stages in the
strucure of an oration, almost as formal as the movements of a sym-
phony. (Aristotle’s third book treats of them energetically, without
running against the law of diminishing returns that does damage to




