
I N T R O D U C T I O N  

W HETORIC is traditionally regarded as one 
of the liberal arts. When the liberal arts 

are counted as seven, and divided into the 
three and the four-the trivium and the 
quadrivium-rhetoric is grouped with gram- 
mar and logic, not with she mathematical arts 
of arithmetic and geometry, astronomy and 
music. The implication of this grouping seems 
to  be that rhetoric, like grammar, has some- 
thing to  do with language or discourse; and 
that, like logic, it is concerned with thought, 
with reasoning or argument. But if grammar is 
the art of writing or speaking correctly, and 
if logic is the art of thinking correctly, it may 
be wondered what rhetoric can add to these 
other arts, either on the side of language or 
of thought. 

Logic by itself does not suffice to en- 
sure that words are properly used to express 
thought; nor does grammar guarantee that 
discourse which is flawless in syntax also com- 
plies with the demands of rationality. Hencc 
neither grammar nor logic seems to challenge 
the function of the other, as together they 
challenge the function of rhetoric. 

Upon the way this challenge is met depends 
not only the definition of rhetoric, but also the 
value put upon it. In the tradition of ohe great 
books, rhetoric is both praised as a useful 
discipline which liberally educated men should 
possess, and condemned as a dishonest craft to 
which decent men would not stoop. Like the 
words "sophistical" and "dialectical," the ep- 
ithet "rhetorical" carries, traditionally as well 
as currently, a derogatory implication. The 
three words sometimes even tend to merge in 
rnepning, expressing the same reproach against 
trickery. Yea of the three, "sophistisal" alone 
implies an unqualified rebuke. 

We do not speak of good and bad sophistry. 
But dialectic has its defenders as well as its 
detractors; and even those who, like Plato, 
charge rhetoric with being an art of enchant- 
ment or a form of flattery also distinguish 
between a true and a false rhetoric, the one 
associated with dialectic as a wholly admirable 
pursuit, the other classed with sophistry as 
a vocation divorced from virtue. According 
to  Francis Bacon, the aim of rhetoric is to  
suppon reason, "not to oppress it." Rhetoric 
may be misused, but logic also has its abuses. 
"Rhetoric can be no more charged," in Ba- 
con's opinion, "with the coloring of the worse 
part, than logic with sophistry, or  morality 
with vice." 

THE PURPOSE AND scope of rhetoric are ca- 
pable of broad and narrow definitions. The 
broader view, which we shall consider subse- 
quently, tends to merge rhetoric with poetics 
as together the art of eloquence in any sort of 
discourse. The narrower view tends to restrict 
rhetoric to  the art of persuasion in the sphere 
of practical affairs. Rhetorical skill consists 
in getting others to embrace certain beliefs, 
to form the opinions or make the judgments 
which the speaker or writer wishes them to 
adopt. Usually action, not persuasion, is the 
ultimate goal. The rules of rhetoric are sup- 
posed to give one power not merely to move 
the minds of men to certain conclusions but, 
through persuasion of their minds, to move 
men to act or  not act in a certain way. 

The sphere of rhetoric, so conceived, Is 
limited to moral and political problems. The 
,things about which men deliberate before 
acting, the things on which they pass moral 
judgments or make political decisions, consti- 
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eute the subject matter of oratory, or what 
Hobbes calls "exhortation and dehortation," 
that is, "counsel accompanied with signs in 
him [hat giveth it, of vehement desire to have 
it followed." 

Pn the narrower conception, rhetoric seems 
to be confined to oratory. It is with ora- 
tory and orators that Socrates seems to be 
concerned when he discusses rhetoric with 
Phaedrus or  with Gorgias. Gogias, who was 
a teacher of rhetoric, praises the power of the 
orator to persuade "the judges in the courts, 
or  the senators in the council, or the citizens in 
the assembly, or at any other public meeting." 
In view of this Socrates asks him whether he 
will accept the definition of rhetoric as "the 
artificer of persuasion." When Gorgias admits 
that "persuasion is the chief end of rhetoric," 
Socrates goes on to ask whether rhetoric is 
"the only art which brings persuasion, or do 
other arts have the same effect? Does he who 
teaches anything persuade men of that which 
he teaches or not?" If so, "then arithmetic as 
well as rhetoric is an artificer of persuasion." 

Gorgias reminds Socrates of his initial point 
about the orator, that "rhetoric is the art 
of persuasion in courts of law and other as- 
semblies.. . about the just and unjust." But 
Socrates is still not satisfied that rhetoric 
has been sharply defined. He introduces the 
distinction between knowledge and belief or 
opinion, and gets Gorgias to agree that, 
whereas there cannot be false knowledge as 
well as true, beliefs and opinions may be ei- 
ther true or  false. Persuasion can, therefore, 
be of two sorts-"one which is the source of 
belief without knowledge, as the other is of 
knowledge." 

Gowas is willing to limit rhetoric to that 
form of persuasion "which only gives be- 
lief," to which Socrates adds the emphatic 
negative that "the rhetorician does not in- 
struct the couns of law or other assemblies 
about things just and unjust, but creates be- 

1;efs about them." l l  an assembly wishes to 
learn about matters connected with medicine 
or shipbuilding, it consults the physician or 
shipwright, not the orator. But, says Gorgias, 
"when a decision has to be given in such mae- 
ters, the rhetoricians are the advisers; they are 

the men who win their point." He confirms . 

ehis by reminding Socrates that the speeches of 
Themistocles and Pericles, not the suggestions 
of the builders, determined the Athenian as- 
sembly in the construction of the haibor, the 
docks and walls. 

By way of further illustration, Gorgias tells 
of occasions when he has succeeded in getting 
patients to do what they would not do on the 
advice of their physicians. "B have persuaded 
the patient," he says, "to do for me what he 
would not do for the physician, just by the use 
of rhetoric." Similarly, in a contest for public 
office between a rhetorician and a man of any 
other profession, "the rhetorician more than 
any other would have the power of getting 
himself chosen, for he can speak more persua- 
sively to the multitude than any of them, and 
on any subject. Such is the nature and power 
of the art of rhetoric!" 

In comparing it with dialectic, Aristotle 
seems to have a different conception of the 
function of rhetoric. "Neither rhetoric nor 
dialectic," he says, "is the scientific study of 
any one separate subject; both are faculties 
for providing arguments." Both also are con- 
cerned with arguments which fall short of sci- 
entific demonstration, that is, with matters of 
opinion concerning which something probable 
can be said on either side of the issue. 

Though for Aristotle rhetoric is the coun- 
terpart of dialectic, in that both deal with 
arguments on any subject, his differentiation 
between the two disciplines seems so indicate 
that rhetoric is 'limited to the consideration of 
oratoey in the familiar sense of public speak- 
ing. The rhetorician is concerned with per- 
suading an audience, not, as the dialectician 
is, with carrying on a dispute in which two 
individuals may be privately engaged. The per- 
suasion, furthermore, is directed to obtaining 
a certain response from that audience-not 
merely agreement, but either action, or a de- 
cision to act, or approval which, charged with 
emotional force or enthusiasm, has practical 
significance. 

The divisions of rhetoric, according to Aris- 
, totle. are determined by the kinds of oratory, 

as these, in turn, are determined by ;he types 
sf audience to be addressed. "'Of the three 
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elements in speech-making-speaker, subject, 
and person addressed," Aristotle writes, "it 
is the last one, the hearer, that determines 
the speech's end and object. The hearer must 
be either a judge with a decision to make 
about things past or future, or an observer. 
A member of the assembly decides aboue fu- 
ture events, a juryman about past events; while 
those who merely decide on the orator's skill 
are obsersrers. 

"From this it follows that there are three 
divisions of oratory: (I) political, (1) forensic, 
and (3)  the ceremonial oratory of displayv- 
or, as these three are sometimes named, 
deliberative, legal, and epideictic. "Political 
speaking urges us either to  do  or not do 
something . . . Forensic speaking either attacks 
or defends somebody . . . The ceremonial or- 
atory of display either praises or censures 
somebody. These three kinds of rhetoric refer 
to ehree different Rinds of time. The political 
orator is concerned with the future; he tries 
to persuade men aboue things to be done or 
not done hereafter. The parey in a case at law 
is concerned with the past; one man accuses 
the other, and the other defends himseif, with 
reference to things already done. The cere- 
monial orator is, properly speaking, concerned 
with the present, since all men praise or blame 
in view of the state of things existing at  the 
time, though they often find it useful also 
to recall the past and to make guesses about 
the future. 

"Rhetoric has three distinct ends in view, 
one for each of its three kinds. The politi- 
cal orator aims at establishing the expediency 
or the harmfulness of a proposed course of 
action . . . Parties in a lawsuit aim at establish- 
ing the justice or injustice of some action. . . 
Those who praise or attack a man aim at prov- 
ing him worthy of honor or the reverse." 

THIS CONCEPTION OF rhetoric as concerned 
with oratory or public speaking gives one an- 
swer to the question of what rhetoric adds 
to grammar and logic as arts of discourse. In 
oratory more is invo!ved than the communica- 
tion of ideas, the marshaling of arguments, the 
making of proofs* Discourse, whether written 
or  spoken, has an effect upon the emotions as 

well as upon the mind, and disposes a man to 
act as well as the mind to assent. 

"The communicating of ideas by words," 
Berkeley observes, "is not the chief and only 
end of language, as is commonly supposed. 
There are other ends, as the raising ~f some 
passion, the exciting to or deterring from an 
action, the putting the mind in some particular 
disposition-to which the fonner is in many 
cases barely subservient, and sometimes en- 
tirely omitted . . . I entreat the reader to  reflect 
with himself, and see if it doth not often hap- 
pen, either in hearing or reading a discourse, 
that the passions of fear, love, hatred, admi- 
ration, disdain and the like, arise immediately 
in his mind upon the perception of cereain 
words, without any ideas coming between." 

Engaged in the oratorical task of persuading 
the people of New York to ratify the federal 
constitution, the writers of the Federalist pa- 
pers are aware that "a torrent of angry and 
malignant passions will be let loose" in the de- 
bate of that issue. They realize that arguing for 
she adoption of certain political principles or 
conclusions is not like teaching geometry, the 
objects of which are "entirely abstracted from 
those pursuits which stir up and put in motion 
the unruly passions of the human heart." 

Hamilton admits at once, in the opening pa- 
per, that "'she plan offered to our deliberations 
ageces coo many pareicular interests, innovates 
upon too many local institutions, nor to in- 
volve in its discussion, a variery of objects 
foreign to its merits, and of views, passions, 
and prejudices Bittle favorable to the discovery 
of truth." Nevereheliess, he tries to persuade 
his audience to judge the issue on the merits s f  
the argument alone. 

The opponents of the Constitueion, he says, 
"'may be actuated by upright Intentions." The 
opposition may 61~pring from sources, blame- 
less at Pease, if not respectable-the honest 
errors of minds led astray by preconceived 
jealousies and fears, So numerous indeed and 
so powerful are the causes which serve to give 
a faise bias to the judgment, that we, upon 
many occasions, see wise and good men on the 
wrong as well as on rhe right side of questions 
of the first magnitude ro ssciety~" 

To recognize this, Hamilton cells his audi- 
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ence, is to be on guard "against all attempts, 
from whatever quarter, to influence your de- 
cision . . . by any impressions other than those 
which may result from the evidence of truth." 
He wishes them to consider him as relying 
upon nothing but the merits of his case. "I 
frankly acknowledge to you my convictions," 
he writes, "and I will freely lay before you 
the reasons on which they are founded . . . My 
motives must remain in the depository of my 
own breast. My arguments will be open to all, 
and may be judged by all. They shall at least be 
offered in a spirit which will not disgrace the 
cause of truth." 

We can detect here another element in the 
art of rhetoric. The orator seems to  be con- 
cerned, not only with the strength of his argu- 
ments and with the passions of the audience 
which he hopes eo move by these arguments, 
but also with the impression he makes upon 
that audience as a person olC good character 
and honest intentions, devoted to the truth 
and, above all, to the best interests of those 
whom he addresses. 

The great speeches reported-or perhaps 
polished, if not invented-by Thucydides .ex- 
emplify this effort on the part of the orator, 
as do also the orations written by Shakespeare 
for his characters, of which thk speeches of 
Bmtus and Antony inlulizis Caesar are among 
the most notable as well as the most familiar. 
The point is also illustrated by the Commu- 
nist Manifesto, which is denounced as "propa- 
ganda" by those who mistrust the writers, but 
to those who trust them is powerful and per- 
suasive oratory. The great books abound with 
examples of $reat oratory, such as the hellfire 
sermon in Joyce's A Portrait of the Artist as a 
Young Man and the speech in Conrad's Heart 
of Darkness that the narrator reports as giving 
him "the notion of an exotic Immensity ruled 
by an august Benevolence. He made me tin- 
$le with enthusiasm. This was the unbounded 
power of eloquence-of words-of burning 
noble words." 

Not all examples of oratory have the nobil- 
ity of Conrad's narrator. In Omell's Animal 
Fam,  the pig Squealer is a master of divert- 
ing attention from rhe tyranny of Napoleon 
and the other pigs: "When he was arguing 

some difficult point he had a way of skipping 
from side to side and whisking his tail which 
was somehow very persuasive. The others said 
of Squealer that he could turn black into 
white." Squealer is not merely a totalitarian 
propagandist; he exemplifies Orwell's overall 
view, as written elsewhere, that "political lan- 
guage . . . is designed to make lies sound truth- 
ful and murder respectable, and to give an 
appearance of solidity to pure wind." 

Separating the use of witnesses and doc- 
uments by the forensic orator from what 
he calls the strictly artistic means of persua- 
sion-i.e., the means intrinsic to  the art of 
rhetoric-Aristotle divides the Batter into the 
three elements already noted. Persuasion, he 
says, depends "on the personal character of 
the speaker . . . on putting the audience into a 
certain frame of mind . . . [and] on the proof, 
or  apparent proof, provided by the words 
of the speech itself. Persuasion is achieved 
by ehe speaker's personal character when the 
speech is so spoken as to make us think him 
credible . . . Secondly, persuasion may come 
through the hearers when the speech stirs their 
emotions . . . Thirdly, persuasion is effected 
through the speech itself when we have proved 
a truth o r  an apparent cmth by means of the 
persuasive arguments suitable to the case in 
question." 

These being the three technical means of 
effecting persuasion, Aristotle concludes that 
rhetorical skill must consist in the ability "(I) 

to  reason logically, (a) to understand human 
character and goodness in their various forms, 
and (3) to understand the emotions . . . to  
know their causes and the way in which they 
are excited." The art of rhetoric, therefore9 
involves more than training in grammar and 
logic. It requires the study of ethics and psy- 
chology-pai-ticuiady knowledge of the types 
of human character and knowbrledge of the 
passions. 

The same consideration of the conditions of 
oratory seems to lead Socrates to  tell Bhaedrus 
that Thrasymachus or anyone else who teaches 
rhetoric ought '30 give an exact description of 
the nature of the soul," to explain "the mode 
in which it acts or is acted upon." The rhetori- 
cian, he goes on, ""having classified men and 
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speeches, and their kinds and aifections, and 
adapted them one to another," will be able to 
"tell the reasons of his arrangement, and show 
why one soul is persuaded by a particular !arm 
of argument, and another not." 

THIS FACT ABOUT rhetoric-shat it must adapt 
speech to persons as well as to subject mat- 
ters-seems to  occasion Socrates' definition 
of oratory as "the art of enchanting the soul." 
He is not, he tells Phaedrus, confined to courts 
and ~ u b l i c  assemblies. Whether this art is a 
good or evil thing depends on whether it re- 
quires the speaker to know-more than the 
nature of the person he is addressing-the 
truth about the matters spoken of. To  engen- 
der probabilities in the minds of the many by 
the likeness of the truth, it is necessary, says 
Socmtes, to  know the truth. "Fle who knew 
the truth would always know best how to 
discover the resemblances of the truth." Such 
a man might be able, not only to  please and 
so to persuade his audience, but also, perhaps, 
he might "be able to say what is acceptable to 
God." 

The issue about rhetoric then-at Beast so 
far as that issue concerns its being an art cow- 
sistent with virtue-seems to turn on the ad- 
mixture of pleasure and emeh. The quesshon is 
whether, given a particular sort of audience to  
persuade, the oi-ator does not have to choose 
between pleasing them ahd telling them rhe 
truth. Does the art of rhetoric extend to the 
persuasion of bad men as well as good? 1s 
the skill of the orator to be measured by his 
success in persuading, without regard to  the 
character of the audience he has persuaded 
and the means he has been forced to use? 
Does the goodness of the orator-and of his 
speech-depend upon his being moi-ally virtu- 
ous as well as rhetorically skillful? 

One view of rhetoric seems to identify per- 
suasion with pleasure and so divorce it from 
truth. Pascal, for example, in his essay O P ~  
Geometrical Demtamstmtion, speaks of "two 
methods, the one of convincing, the other 
of pleasing." Hn order to persuade, he writes, 
"one must cpnsider the person with whom one 
has to deal, whose spirit and heart one must 
know, the principles he accepts, rhe ~hings he 

loves." In view of such considerations, Pascal - 

kcids that "the art of persuasion consists more 
in pleasing than in convincing, to such an ex- 
tent is It true that men are controlled mcrz 
by whim than by reason." He does not doubt 
that "there are rules which are as reliable with 
respect to pleasing as there are for demonstrzr- 
ing"; nor does he seem to condemn rhetoric 
for being suck an art, unless he wrires with 
irony when he says chat "pleasing is incompa- 
rably more difficult, more subtle, more useful, 
and more admirable." 

Rhetoric so conceived appears to Locke to 
be a "powedul instrument of error and de- 
ceit"; and to Plato to be mo art at all, but 
a fom of flattery. As cookery tries to please 
the palate without caring what is good for she 
health sf  the body, so rhetoric, acsording to 
P%ato, aims to  delight without caring what is 
good for the soul or the state. Cookery and 
rhetoric are shams or simulations of the gen- 
uine arts of medicine and politics, which aim at 
the good, not at pleasure. "This is the sort of 
thing," Socrates rells Callicles, "which I tern  
Battery, whether concerned with the body or 
the soul, or whenever employed with a view 
to pleasure and without any consideration of 
good and evil." 

Socrates thew asks Callicles whether he 
knows rhetoricians who "aim at what is best 
. . . and seek ro improve the citizens by their 
speeches," or whether all "are bent upon giv- 
ing them pleasure, forgetting the public good 
in the thought sf their own interest, playing 
with the people as with children, and trying 
to amuse them, but never considering whether 
they are better or worse for this." 

When Callicles replies that he thinks "rhere 
are some who have a .real care for the public 
in what they say," Socrates says that he is 
"'contented with the admission rAat rhetoric 
is of two sorts: one, which is mere flattery 
and disgraceful declamation; the other, which 
is noble and aims at the [mining and improve- 
ment of the souls of the citizens, and strives to 
say what is best, whether welcome or unwel- 
cane, to ehe audience." Bus, he zsks Galicles, 
"have you ever known such a Aasric;  or if 
you have, and can paim out any rherorician sa' 
ahis stamp, who is he?" 
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SOCRATES MAY NOT be asking a rhetorical ques- 
tion. He may be presenting the defenders of 
rhetoric with this critical dilemma: either  he 
orator adheres to the trutlh and aims at the 
good, even if such high-mindedness defeats his 
efforts at persuasion with an audience whom 
he thus displeases; or the orator takes persua- 
sion as his end and subordinates everything 
else to the rhetorical means for succeeding 
with any sort of audience. 

Bacon rises to the defense by rejecting the 
dilemma as ungenuine. "The duty and office 
of rhetoric," he writes, "is to apply reason to  
the imagination for the better moving of the 
will.'' He admits that rhetoric is controlled by 
other considerations than the truth. Though 
"logic handleth reason exact and in truth," 
and though "the proofs and demonstrations 
of logic are toward all men indifferent and 
the same.. . the proofs and persuasions of 
rhetoric ought to differ according to the 
auditors." 

Nevertheless, Bacon thinks "it was great 
injustice in Flato, though springing out of a 
just hatred for the rhetoricians of his time, to 
regard rhetoric as a voluptuary art, resembling 
it to cookery that did mar wholesome meats, 
and help unwholesome by a variety of sauces 
t o  please the taste. For we see that speech is 
much more conversant in adorning that which 
is good than in coloring that which is evil; for 
there is no man but speakerh more honestly 
than he can do or think; and it was excellently 
noted by Thucydides in Cleon, thar- because he 
used to  hold on the bad side in causes of state, 
therefore he was ever inveighing against sEo- 
quence and good speech knowing that no man 
can speak fair of courses sordid and base." 

Aristotle's defense of rhetoric seems to be 
implied in the remark [hat "its function is nor 
simply to succeed in pervsading, but rather to 
discover the means of coming as near such 
success as the circumstances of each case al- 
low." Just as, for him, the sophist differs from 
the dialectician not in the skills of agument 
or dispute, but in moral purpose or respect 
for truth, so the name "rhetorician9' may be 
applied to two sorts of men. Rhetoric may sig- 
nify "either the speaker's knowledge of his an, 
or his moral purpose." F3r want of separate 
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names, both the honest and the sophistical - 

orator are called and can claim to be "'rhetori- 
cians," and it is this which confuses the issue. 

IN  THE TRADITION of the great books, Aristo- 
de's Rhetoric occupies a place comparable to 
that which, as noted in the chapter on POETRY? 
his On Poetics unquestionably fills. It seems to 
be not merely the-first but the standard trea- 
tise on oratory. It divides rhetoric into three 
parts-the first concerned with invention, the 
second with the disposition or order of a 
speech, the third with problems of expression. 
To the last of these belongs the analysis of the 
orator's use of language and his style in speak- 
ing; to the second, the analysis of the structure 
sf am oration into such parts as proem, state- 
ment, argument, and epilogue; and to the first, 
under the head of invention, belongs the con- 
sideration of the means of persuasion. 

As we have already noted, the artistic 
means of persuasion are, according to Aristot- 
le, threefold-emotions, character, and agu-  - 
merit. The orator must consider how to arouse 
and use the passions of his audience, as well 
as calculate how far to go in displaying his 
lawn emotions. He must consider the moral 
characters of the audience to which he is ap- 
pealing, and in this connection he must try so 
exhibit his own moral character in a favorable 
light. Finally, Re must know the various types 
and sources of rhetorical argument-not only 
what sorts of argument are available for a par- 
ticular purpose, but also how to employ each 
agument most persuasive8y. In chis last re- 
spect, Aristotle distinguishes rhetorical proof 
from rhetorical induction-the use of whar he 
calls the "enthymeme" as opposed to the use 
of examples-and he relates this distinction co 
the difierence between diaPecrical proof and 
induction which he treats in the Topics. 

Cicero and Quintilian may extend Aristo- 
tie's analysis in certain direcrions, bur neither 
they nor modern writers Bike George Camp- 
bell and Richard Whaeeiy depart far from ;Re 
framework hristotle sets up for the discus- 
sion of oratory. Even those urvho reject Aris- 
totlQs authority in logic, waturd philosophy, 
and meraphysics pay him the tribute of id- 
lowing (as does Hobbes) his treatmenr of 
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oratory, or of approving (as does Bacon) his 
contribution to rhetoric. In the case of this 
science, as with few others, Bacon finds no 
serious deficiencies in the accepted tradition. 
He calls rhetoric "a science excellent and ex- 
cellently well labored," and places "the em- 
ulation of Aristotle" first among the causes 
why later writers "in their works of rhetorics 
exceed themselves." 

Yet by another standard Aristotle's Rhetoric 
may be judged deficient. Because he confines 
his attention almost exclusively to oratory, 
Aristotle's discussion leaves rhetoric in a larger 
sense almost untouched. This limitation of 
rhetoric to the subject matter of oratory does 
not go unexplained. "Every other art," Aris- 
totle writes, "can instruct or persuade about 
its own particular subject matter; for instance, 
medicine about what is healthy and unhealthy, 
geometry about the properties of magnitudes, 
arithmetic about numbers, and the same is true 
of the other arts and sciences. But rhetoric," 
he says, "we look upon as the power of ob- 
serving the means of persuasion on almost any 
subject presented to  us." 

Tnis last statement would seem to give 
rhetoric complete generality. Aristotle quali- 
fies it, however. "People fail to notice," he 
says, "that the more correctly they handle 
their particular subject the further they are 
getting away from pure rhetoric." So far as 
knowing good arguments and knowing how 
to use them are concerned, the physicist and 
the mathematician need no help from rhetoric. 
The art of rhetoric is necessary only in deal- 
ing with such topics as do not fall within the 
subject matters or systems of the esaablisned 
arts and sciences. Such topics are precisely 
those with which the orator must deal. "'The 
duty of rhetoric," Aristotle writes in summaq9 
"is to deal with such matters as we deliberate 
upon without arts or systems to guide us, in 
the hearing of persons who cannot take in at 
a glance a complicated argument, or follow a 
long chain of reasoning." This is his answer 
to those who have given rhetoric "a far wider 
subject matter than strictly belongs to it." 

But Aristode's explanation of his limitation 
of rhetoric is itself limited to  only one of its 
major parts, namely, the construction of argu- 

ments. As contrasted with the mathematician, - 

the physician, and the philosopher, whose 
mastery of the subject matter of their arts or 
sciences gives them a command of the relevant 
principles and methods of argument, only the 
orator needs the special a n  of rhetoric to pro- 
vide him with the topics from which examples 
and enthymemes can be drawn and to give him 
skill in the use of such arguments. But it is not 
only the orator who must consider the char- 
acter and emotions of his audience. It is not 
only the orator who must consider the best 
way in which to order the parts of an elaborate 
discourse. Above all, it is not only the orator 
who is faced with the problem of using lan- 
guage more or less effectively in the expression 
of thought, and especially in its communica- 
tion to  others. All these considerations and 
problems are common to the orator and the 
teacher. They are considerations and problems 
which must be faced not merely by the pub- 
lic speaker who tries to  move an audience to 
action, but by anyone-poet, philosopher, or 
scientisr-who tries to write whatever he has 
to say as effectively as possible. 

Competence in a particular art or science 
may give a man competence with respect to 
arguments in the field of his particular sub- 
ject matter, but it does not seem to give 
him competence with respect to these other 
considerations and problems, which he faces 
when he tries to communicate his knowledge 
or thought. Here, then, is the possibility of a 
broader conception of the art of rhetoric- 
an art concerned not merely with being per- 
suasive in the sphere of action, but with 
eloquence or effectiveness in the expression 
of thought. 

We find this view of rhetoric reflected in 
Ghaaacer's The Canterbury Tdes. In his Pro- 
logue, the Franklin says, "1 beseech / You 
to excuse me my untutored speech"; for, he 
explains, 
They never taught me rhetoric, II fear, 
So what I have to say is bare and clear. 
B haven't slept on Mount Parnassus, no. 
Nor studied Marcus Tullius Cithero. . 

The SGuire also apologizes for the inadequacy 
of his English, when he tries to describe the 
beauty of Canace: 
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To tell her beaury is too much for me, 
Lying beyond what tongue of mine can sing; 
I dare ilot undertake so high a thing. 
M y  English coo is insufficient for it, 
It asks a rhetorician to explore it, 
A poet in the coiours of that art, 
T o  give a fair account of every part. 

Though Aristotle's Rhetoric for the most pare 
neglects this broader conception of rhetoric 
in order to expound the rules of oratory, the 
third book of his treatise, which deals with 
the use of language, indicates that problems of 
style are common PO oratory and poetry and 
to other types of discourse as well. 

#ant seems to hold :his broader conception 
of rhetoric when he says that "the arts of 
speech are rhetoric and poetrypr." Hn the tra- 
dition of western thought, the two arts tend 
to become identified when each is separated 
from any particular subject matter. As appears 
in the chapter on POETRY, poetry Bike rhetoric 
has a broader and a narrower meaning. Hn the 
narrower meaning, it is the art of the narrative, 
just as in its narrower meaning, rhetoric is the 
art of oratory. The others sense in which poee- 
ics as an art can be understood is, acc~rding to 
Bacon, with respect to words, not matter. "In 
this sense," he writes, "it is but a character of 
style, and belongeth to arts of speech." 

In chis sense the poetic aet is hardly distin- 
guishable from the rhetorical art. The prob- 
lems involved in composing a good speech are 
not the same as those involved in waiting a 
good poem (or what Bacon calls a "feigned 
history"). But when poetics and rhetoric are 
each separated hrom such problems eo become 
the ares of writing or speaking well about 
anything, then, in becoming as general as dis- 
course itself, they tend to  become one and the 
same art-an art of style or expression, an art 
of preaching or teaching the tmth about any 
matter on which one mind seeks to communi- 
cate with anorher. 

Nietzsche expatiates on she mastery of style 
in antiquity. "In those days," he writes, ""re 
rules of written style were the same as those 
of spoken style; and these mEes depended in 
part on the astonishing development, the re- 
fined requirements of ear and larynx, hr paw 
on the serengh, endurance, and power af 

ancient lungs . . . Periods such as appear with - 

Demosthenes or Cicero, rising twice and sink- 
ing mice and all within a single breath: these 
are delights for men of antiquity, who knew 
from their own schooling how to  value the 
virtue in them, the rarity and difficulty of the 
delivery of such a period-we have really no 
right to the grand period, we modems, we 
who are short of breath in every sense!" In 
Nietzsche's view, the ancients "were one and 
all themselves dilettantes in rhetoric, conse- 
quently connoisseurs, consequently critics- 
and so they drove their orators to extremes." 

IN THE TRADITION of the great books, no book 
does for the art of rhetoric in general what 
Aristotle's Rhetoric does for that art in the Pim- 
ited sphere of oratory. But Augustine's treatise 
O n  Christian Doctrine engages in a general 
rhetorical analysis that is in a way comparable 
to  Aristotle's analysis of oratory. In this work 
Augustine brings his own professional train- 
ing as an orator to bear on the problems of 
reading, interpreting, and expounding Sacred 
Scripture. The fact that he is dealing with Sa- 
cred Scripture and hence, in his view, with the 
teaching of the most fundamental truths, lifts 
him above the limited concerns of the orator; 
but the fact that he limits himself to Sacred 
Scripture also prevents him from formuPating 
his rules of interpretation and exposition with 
the complete generality they would have to 
possess in order to be the rules of a general art 
of rhetoric. 

At the opening sf the fourth book of 0 9 2  

Christian Doctrine, Augustine declares that, 
Raving considered in the preceding books "the 
mode of ascertaining the proper meaning" of 
Scripture, Re will now treat "the mode of 
making known the meaning when it is ascer- 
tained." He disclaims any intention "to lay 
down rules of rhetoric"; he wishes merely "to 
engage it on the side of truth." T o  this end 
he tries to show how Scripture itself, and such 
holy men as Saint Cyprian and Saint h b r o s e  
in commenting on Scripture, have employed 
ehe art of rhetoric. 

""9 is' the duey," Augustine writes, '"sf 
the interpreter and teacher of HoPy Scrip- 
ture . . . both to teach what is right and refute 
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what is wrong; and in the performance of this 
task to conciliate rhe hostile, to rouse the 
careless, and to tell the ignorant both what is 
occurring at present and what is probable in 
the future. But once his hearers are friendly, 
attentive, and ready to learn, whether he has 
found them so, or has himself made them so, 
the remaining objects are to  be carried out 
in whatever way the case requires." The first 
rule of a general rhetoric would thus seem to 
be one of creating a receptive frame of mind 
in the persons being addressed. This accom- 
plished, the teacher must proceed with various 

. alternatives in mind. 
"If the hearers need teaching," Augustine 

writes, "the matter treated of must be made 
fully known by means of narrative. On the 
other hand, to clear up points that are doubt- 
ful requires reasoning and the exhibition of 
proofs. If, however, the hearers require to be 
roused rather than instructed, in order that 
they may be diligent to do what they already 
know, greater vigor of speech is needed. Here 
entreaties and reproaches, exhorrations and 
upbraidings, and all the other means of rous- 
ing the emotions, are necessary." 

In Scripture and its great commentators, 
Augustine finds "wisdom not aiming at do-  
quence, yet eloquence not shrinking from 
wisdom." He also finds examples of the 
three kinds of style which Cicero had distin- 
guished-the eloquence of those '"who can 
say little things in a subdued style, moderate 
things in a temperate style, and great things in 
a majestic style." These three styles Augustine 
connects with the three ends which Cicero 
had assigned to  eloquence-teaching, giving 
pleasure, and moving. The subdued seyle, he 
says, should be used "in order to give instmc- 
tion," the temperate style "in order to give 
pleasure," and the majestic style "in order to 
sway the mind." 

"'In elegance and beauty, nay, splendour," 
Calvin writes, "the style of some of the 
prophets is not surpassed by the eloquence of 
heathen writers." Hn his view, their writings 
"rise far higher than human reach. Those wgo 
Beel their works insipid must be absolutely Qe- 
void of caste." 

The g e a t  books of history, science, and 

philosophy provide additional materials for - 

general rhetorical analysis. They offer us the 
light of examples at least, even if they do not, 
like Augustine's commentary on Scripture, 
give us the guidance of rules. Such historians 
as Herodotus, Thucydides, Tacitus, and Cib- 
bon exhibit a diversity of styles in the writing 
of history. The diversity is not only on the 
grammatical level of the use of language, but 
also on the logical level of order and argument. 
Rhetorical principles control [he way in which 
the language and the organization of the parts 
are suited to each other and to the historian's 
purpose-to the effect he wishes to produce 
upon his reader. 

The way in which Euclid writes the Elements 
is a style of exposition, having rhetorical as 
well as logical features. In its rhetorical (if not 
its strictly logical) form it is applicable to other 
subject matters. This may be seen in Spinoza's 
adoption of it in his Ethics and in Newton's 
adaptation of it in his Mathematical Psr'nci- 
pks of Natural Philosophy. The dialogue form 
which Plato seems to have invented for writ- 
ing philosophy appears to recommend itself 
rhetorically not only to other philosophers, 
but also to a scientist like Galileo in the com- 
position of his Concerning Two New Sciences. 
Hf the doctrines of the Summ Theologiu or 
of The Critique o f  Pure Reason were sepa- 
rated from the very special seyles of these two 
works, they would probably not have the same 
effect upon the reader; and as they are writ- 
ten, they affect different readers differently, as 
differently as do  the seyles sf Dante, Milton, 
Melville, Dostoevsky, Adam Smith, and Marx. 

Some methods of exposition may be more 
appropriate than others to certain subject mat- 
ters. "There is a great difference in the delivery 
of mathematics: says Bacon, "and of poli- 
tics." But in every subject matter or field of 
learning, there is the common problem of how 
to make language serve most effectively to en- 
Iigheen or convince in the communication of 
thought. The problem arises in the writing of 
a single sentence as we11 as in the organization 
of a whole discourse. 

THE CHOICE OF WORDS and the formation of 
new words, the invention and employment of 
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figures of speech, by which abbreviation or 
amplification of discourse may be achieved 
and the imagination freshened-these are 
some of the considerations of style which 
Aristotle discusses (both in his Rhetoric and in 
his On Poetics) and which Augustine illustrates 
in his analysis of Scripture. They suggest the 
rules of a general rhetoric, founded on princi- 
ples as universal as Pascal's insight that "words 
differently arranged have a different meaning, 
and meanings differently arranged have a dif- 
ferent effect." 

This observation indicates a fureher answer 
to she question raised much earlier, namely, 
why the 'are of rhetoric is needed over and 
above the skills of grammar and Bogic. For 
oratory the question has been answered by 
reference to those rules of rhetoric which deal 
wieh the passions and wieh moral character. 
But for a more general rhetoric, concerned 
with all discourse, the answer muse be in terns 
of rules of style of the sort Pascal's observa- 
tion suggests. 

Hd there were never more than one grammat- 
ically and logically correct way of saying any- 
thing, then grammatical and logical standards 
would su%ce for the ;cgulation of sound dis- 
course. But if there are always several ways of 
stating something and if each of ehem satisfies 
the rules of grammar and Bogic, but differs 
in the impression it makes on the mind, then 
criteria other than those of grammar and logic 
will be needed to determine our choice of 
which to  use. 

Such criteria may take ahe passions and 
the imagination into account, but ahey may 
also look primarily to the manner in which 
the mind itself naturally works. The face that 
there are several ways of presenting the same 
truth to the mind-and usually several ways in 
which the mind can interprer the same state- 
ment-defines the scope sf a genera1 rhetoric 
and the relation of its rules ro rhose of gram- 
mar and logic. 

NeverehePess, some of the great authors 
seem to  doubt [he worth of rhetoric in sci- 
ence or philosophy. Locke, for example, 
admits that "in discourses where we seek 
pleasure and delight rather ahan information 
and improvement, such ornaments"--as "fig- 
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urative speeches and allusion in languageqq- - 

"can scarce pass for faults. Bur," he adds, "if 
we would speak of things as they are, we 
must allow that all the are of rhetoric, besides 
order and clearness, all the artificial and fig- 
urative application of words eloquence hath 
invented, are for nothing else but to insinu- 
ate wrong ideas, move the passions, and so, 
indeed, are perfect cheats. . . and where truth 
and knowledge are concerned, cannot but be 
thought a great fault, either of the language or 
person that makes use of ehem." 

Descarees also declares that "those who 
have the strongest power of reasoning, and 
who most skilfully arrange their thoughts in 
order to render them clear and intelligible, 
have the best power of persuasion even if 
they can but speak the language of Lower Bri- 
tanny and have never Beamed rhetoric." Yet he 
qualifies this severity somewhat by identifying 
dialectic with rhetoric and granting its "possi- 
ble use . . . to serve to  explain at times more 
easily to others the truths we have already 
asce~ained.~' 

PBaeo for the most pare tends in the oppo- 
site direction, keeping dialectic and rhetoric 
poles apart. But if there were a true as op- 
posed to a false rhetoric, a rhetoric concerned 
with knowledge and truth, not merely opinion 
and pleasure, he would be willing, it seems, 
to admit it to the company of dialectic, and 
regard it as an aid in the teaching, if not the 
discovery, of the truth. The pedagigical utility 
of rhetoric as well as dialectic appears in the 
summary which Socrates gives to-ehaedrus, af- 
ter ahey have finished examining the speeches 
about love. 

"Until a man knows the truth of the several 
particulars 04 which he is writing or  speaking," 
Socrates says, "and is able to define them as 
they are, and having defined them again to 
divide them until they can no longer be di- 
vided, and until in like manner he is able to 
discern the nature of the soul, and discover 
rhe different modes of discourse which are 
adapted to different natures, and to arrange 
and dispose them in such a way that the 
simple foam' of speech may be addressed to 
the simpler nature, and the complex and the 
composite to  the more complex nature-until 
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