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ABSTRACT 

BRANDON LEE MILLER 

THE HISTORY OF RHETORIC AS DIALOGUE: A CONSIDERATION, WITH 
MIKHAIL BAKHTIN, OF RHETORIC'S HISTORY, 

PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE 

MAY 2009 

In the 1980s, many historians of rhetoric began to question the way in 

which rhetoric's history had been conceived, in particular the prominence of what 

by then was frequently referred to as The Rhetorical Tradition. By the end of the 

twentieth century, historians of rhetoric had begun to reconsider rhetoric and its 

history in light of post-structuralist, post-colonial, and feminist thought, leading to 

alternative conceptions of rhetoric, but also the ways in which history might be 

constructed. Historiography had moved to the forefront of discussions of 

rhetoric's history. However, by the turn of the century, the study of history had 

reached an impasse as The Rhetorical Tradition continued to hold its place of 

prominence. Alternative conceptions of rhetoric and its history appeared 

separately from or in the margins of the centralized Rhetorical Tradition. In this 

dissertation, I use the ideas of Russian philosophical anthropologist Mikhail 

Bakhtin to examine the way rhetoric's history has been handled, but also to make 

some suggestions about how to move forward in the study of rhetoric's history. I 

consider Bakhtin's ideas about the ethical human as once-occurrent being, 
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situated in time and space, revealed through utterances in dialogue. I then 

interpret the way rhetoric's history has been handled through this lens and 

consider ways in which Bakhtin's ideas may be suggestive in the study and 

composition of rhetoric's history. Finally, I offer a brief history of rhetoric in 

nineteenth-century North America that serves as an example of how history may 

be composed in light of the particular view of the ethical human in history 

suggested by my study of Bakhtin. In my conclusion, I anticipate potential 

objections to how I have approached rhetoric's history and suggest other issues 

that may be considered as the scholarly discussion of rhetoric's history 

continues. 
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CHAPTER I 

HOMILETICS IN "THE HISTORY OF RHETORIC": 

AN EXPLORATORY REVIEW 

Many semesters, around a quarter of the way through Comp 11, I invite my 

students to consider the relative value of potential sources for the sort of 

informed writing I will ask them to practice in several major assignments. I will 

bring several sources to the class - from edited collections of a writer's works to 

printed pages from Wikipedia articles - and I will ask them to practice evaluating 

sources in groups, using the guidelines included in their textbook. I then will ask 

them to work as a class to attempt to locate the sources along a continuum of 

primary, secondary, and tertiary sources, terms I introduce in order to facilitate 

this activity. 

Inevitably, the confusion and uncertainty that often accompanies 

inexperience surfaces. I step in as the more experienced guide and help them 

identify the value of the various sources relative to the subject under 

consideration - the latter a contingency they had not considered but that I now 

introduce. I explain that primary sources are the artifacts closest to the subject 

under consideration - a person's writings, interviews with witnesses, public 

records, and other artifacts that provide the closest access to the subject. 

Secondary sources, I continue, include studies that deal directly with primary 
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sources and increase our knowledge of a subject and field incrementally; they 

may include scholarly journal articles, conferences papers, and -even 

monographs. Finally, I turn to tertiary sources, which I describe as summaries of 

secondary scholarship about a subject or within a field, for example, 

encyclopedias or general histories. As I introduce these terms, I will relocate the 

sources they have placed along the continuum - where necessary - a practice I 

hope will help imprint the ideas further in their minds. 

At this point, this all seems quite clear and my students' interest 

subsequently begins to wane. This sets up my next question, a question that will 

allow me to bring this business of evaluating sources and ranking their relative 

value into greater clarity: "When might a general history or an encyclopedia 

become a primary source?" Silence. Further confusion. Curiosity. I then open my 

practiced diatribe about interrogating the blind spots and assumptions that often 

shape the construction of a history or encyclopedia, for example, gender, class, 

or even philosophical assumptions. I explain that it is possible to ask such 

questions of general histories - of tertiary sources - and that such questions 

relocate, for example, general histories and encyclopedias (I also refer to 

dictionaries), to the center of inquiry as primary sources. Of course, at this point, 

once piqued interest wanes as fast as it was raised, and time steps in to allow 

these now overloaded young minds to excuse themselves courteously from this 

frustrating, if intriguing, set of ideas. 
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Yet, it is here, at this very point in the discussion, that historians of rhetoric 

find themselves in something of a quandary at the beginning of a new 

millennium. lmbedded in the question I ask my students about shifting an 

encyclopedia or genera! history from its comfortable position as representative 

summary, as a tertiary source, to an alternate location as a primary source is 

another question that is a bit more uncomfortable: why do such a thing? And 

while I attempt to get at that question by offering cynical, even conspiratorial, 

notions of blind spots and bias - always a useful practice in a general studies 

course - historians of rhetoric find themselves recently facing more pressing 

realities about tertiary sources like "general histories." Those "more pressing 

realities," then, are implied in another question about "tertiary sources": why read 

them? 

An alternative way of posing the question, "Why read (for example) 

general histories?" is to ask "Who reads them?" General histories, and 

encyclopedias, are more than mere reference works. General historical, or even 

encyclopedic, overviews offer constructions of supposed, or assumed, realities 

that are then presented as representative summaries. And these constructed 

realities are offered to readers of such overviews - neophytes to a field or 

subject, scholars seeking background overviews to support other pursuits, even 

unsuspecting students in courses surveying the history of rhetoric or writing 

instruction. For these readers, the general overviews they encounter function as 

"truth," as "reality," or for the more discerning scholar as, at best, provisional 
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"truths" for the sake of other pursuits - although they may not take, or have, the 

time to really interrogate those provisional "truths." 

In the case of rhetoric, as perhaps with other subjects, the matter is further 

complicated by the uncertainties presented the historian about how to define 

"rhetoric," or what possibly analogous terms or systems of ideas might figure into 

such a beast as a "history of rhetoric." A general history of rhetoric, or of a 

particular period in "the" history of rhetoric, demonstrates a negotiation on the 

part of the historian of slippery terms like "history," "rhetoric," and a whole host of 

other terms and ideas associated with the practice of history in the field of 

rhetoric: eloquence, oratory, composition, writing, reason, logic, epistemology, 

narrative, truth, story, and so on. Indeed, if, as James Berlin repeatedly urged, 

compositional pedagogy, or alternatively construed, the teaching of rhetoric, 

involves the imposition of a "noetic field," or "[indoctrination] in a basic 

epistemology" (Writing 2), then when readers engage a written history of rhetoric 

they are forced, by analogy, to negotiate their position relative to the version of 

reality and language, not to mention "rhetoric," that has shaped the historian's 

construction of rhetorical history. If the writing of history is anything, it is an act of 

constructing a reality readers must then negotiate. Of course, this apparent truth 

is not lost on many contemporary historians of rhetoric. Berlin admits as much in 

responding to Robert Connors's criticism of his Writing Instruction in Nineteenth

Century Colleges, alluding to the theories of Richard Rorty, Hayden White, and 

Michel Foucault, regarding the necessary subjectivity involved in writing history 
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and the subsequent need of historians to take responsibility for their own 

perspective and subsequent decisions in constructing history (Rhetoric 17). 

We might further interrogate the possibility of studying the history of 

histories of rhetoric by asking about their origins: who writes histories of rhetoric, 

and why? And although the "why" may ostensibly have something to do with 

offering an introduction to the neophyte, or an overview to provide a background 

for other pursuits - the latter a driving force behind historical rhetoric early in the 

twentieth century - we might also consider the function the act of writing histories 

serves for defining the term, "rhetoric," and its history- and this in order to shape 

and mold a burgeoning ~ield. James Berlin situates the sudden rise in historical 

rhetoric in the 1950s within a larger attempt to discover alternatives to current

traditional rhetoric, alternatives available in rhetoric's long history. The concern 

arose for securing respectability for rhetoric as an academic discipline, which 

subsequently led to increased interest in rhetoric's history (Rhetoric 115-117). It 

is worth noting along these same lines that Karlyn Kohrs Campbell, in her 

overview of "Modern Rhetoric" in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric, situates the work 

of historians like W. S. Howell and George Kennedy, along with scholars 

engaged in a revised view of the Greek sophists, within a mid-century project to 

define rhetoric (506-507). As much as the written history of rhetoric may provide 

introductions for the neophyte, or background overviews for other pursuits, it may 

just as importantly function as a means by which members of a field can attempt 

to define that field and the term by which it identifies itself, "rhetoric." 
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Yet, historians of rhetoric have come to discover that any serious attempt 

to define rhetoric historically inevitably leads to problematic constructions that 

reflect unexamined biases about rhetoric and history, biases unwittingly inscribed 

by historians into their histories. Recent historical work in the field of rhetoric has 

involved attempts to read against the canonical grain and the historiographical 

practices that support it. Some important examples include the reexamination of 

the place of the sophists and the exploration of "feminist historiography." In the 

last two decades, "the history of rhetoric," or "the rhetorical tradition," has been 

refigured to some degree, the terms involved seeing some revision. Yet, work 

remains. And, of course, it is always rather arrogant for scholars to suppose that 

they have identified the, or even only a, perspective that could provide some 

insight on a matter of confusion, much less provide clues to untangling any 

messes involved. Still, such arrogance, offered of course with a dose of humility, 

is perhaps what makes it possible for historical scholarship to move forward, or at 

least to move elsewhere. 

I would then like to suggest that historical scholarship in the field of 

rhetoric might find some benefit in interrogating the place of homiletics in "the 

history of rhetoric" alongside work already under way. Studies intending, for 

example, to recover the sophists apart from Plato's purportedly negative 

interpretation, or to regender rhetoric by revising its history, not to mention recent 

attempts to consider rhetoric from a comparative perspective, have forced 

historians of rhetoric to reconsider, or at least qualify, the historical constructions 
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they wish to offer. Indeed, it has led, for example, Michelle Ballif and Michael G. 

Moran to an apparent decision to de-center narrative as a category for historical 

practice in their Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians: Critical Studies and 

Sources (2005). Rather than constructing a master narrative, they attempt to 

"rotate the canon" through a series of articles about historical figures chosen 

through an egalitarian practice of selection; they likewise seek to situate these 

figures and their theories in their material - and thus historical and political -

context (3-4). Yet, Ballif and Moran's apparent uncertainty concerning, even 

avoidance of, narrative as a historiographical practice - in such a recent work -

along with the continued prominence of the Western Rhetorical Tradition as the 

center of "the history of rhetoric," suggests that the field of rhetoric has found 

itself at something of a historiographical impasse. 

In many ways, it seems that this "historiographical impasse" is the result of 

concerted efforts to revise "the history of rhetoric" without first having fully 

interrogated the historiographical practices that produced the dominant version 

with Classical Rhetoric at its head. This has led to decisions, for example, to 

revise "the history of rhetoric" in large part by "inclusion" of "alternative" voices -

voices that remain at the margin, revolving around a center rooted in a 

competitive, "masculine," theoretical (technical or philosophical), tradition with its 

origins in Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero. Historians of rhetoric have continued to 

function with the same "rhetorical tradition," though perhaps now footnoted, 

rather than a revised "history of rhetoric," or a subsequently revised 
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understanding of rhetoric. It would seem, then, that such an impasse could be 

clarified in a number of ways, for example, through redefining the term "rhetoric" 

while reconsidering the place of the sophists and of women in its history, a path 

that has been trod since the 1980s with great benefit. A likewise useful option 

would be to consider the place of homiletics in "the history of rhetoric," not 

necessarily to redefine its location or to redefine "rhetoric" - at least initially - but 

to attempt to clarify the nature of a possible "historiographical impasse" in the 

field of rhetoric. This is where we will begin our study. 

Rhetoric, History, and Homiletics: Defining Terms 

An examination of "the place of homiletics in 'the history of rhetoric"' will 

require some definition of terms. That is, how will "rhetoric" be defined, and will 

that definition allow "homiletics" by some definition to be located within its 

"history"? It is no mystery that "rhetoric" has been variously defined, even as 

Aristotle's well-known characterizations of rhetoric as "the counterpart of 

dialectic" and "the art of discovering the available means of persuasion" tend to 

dominate the discussion. Yet, despite the dominance of Aristotle's voice thus far 

in the traditional configuration of rhetoric and its history, alternate definitions offer 

themselves. An alternative tradition may link Pseudo-Longinus and Hugh Blair 

and define rhetoric in terms of the ability to activate, so to speak, "the sublime" in 

discourse. In addition, medieval rhetorical theories and practices from Augustine 

forward explored notions of eloquence, equated with rhetoric, thus focusing on 

style and ornament as means of persuasion, and perhaps even of invention. This 

8 



focus on style and ornament, then, famously led to a "Ramistic" reduction of 

rhetoric to style, or rhetorical display, over against the subdued style assumed to 

be proper for the practices of logic and, later, science. In addition, a tradition that 

might be identified as conversational, or dialogical, rhetoric - the rhetoric of the 

courtier (extending all the way back to ancient Egypt!) or of the salons - may be 

explored, not to mention more recent explorations of the "woman's sentence" 

(Woolf), ecriture feminine (Cixous), or of "invitational rhetoric" (Foss). 

It would be just as profitable to consider the ways that historians of 

rhetoric have understood the term "rhetoric." Thomas Habinek, for example, in 

Ancient Rhetoric and Oratory (2005), allows the term "rhetoric" to function as a 

reference point for both theory and practice, defining rhetoric as "rhetorical 

training and analysis together with oratorical performance" (vii). George 

Kennedy's division of "rhetoric" into primary rhetoric, or consciously designed 

technical rhetoric for persuasion, and secondary rhetoric, or unconsciously 

employed rhetorical techniques for non-persuasive means, is well known 

(Classical Rhetoric, 2nd edition, 3-4). Wilbur Samuel Howell surveys several 

trajectories of rhetoric in his Logic and Rhetoric in England, 1500-1700 (1961) 

and Eighteenth-Century British Logic and Rhetoric (1971 ), but his initial 

understanding of the term "rhetoric" seems to persist throughout: "Rhetoric, it 

should always be remembered, was originally the theory of communication in the 

situation in which a speaker or writer seeks to make his ideas available to the 

less learned segments of the public" (Eighteenth-Century 325-326). James 
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Murphy defines a rhetorician as "someone who provides his fellows with useful 

precepts or directions for organizing and pressing his ideas or feelings to them" 

("One Thousand" 20). In a recent publication, Rhetoric: An Historical Introduction 

(2006), Wendy Olmstead characterizes "rhetoric" as "a practical art of 

deliberation and judgment" and a "good rhetorician" as one who is able "to invent 

subjects and arguments, to organize discourse, and to make good judgments" 

(1 ). As a final entry, James A. Herrick, in his third edition of The History and 

Theory of Rhetoric: An Introduction (2005) says: "I will define the art of rhetoric 

as the systematic study and intentional practice of effective symbolic expression. 

Effective here will mean achieving the purposes of the symbol-user, whether that 

purpose is persuasion, clarity, beauty, or mutual understanding" (7). While 

attempting to reduce the many definitions of rhetoric that have functioned for 

historians and theorists to a single definition is certainly a precarious move, it still 

may be useful to observe the consistency in referring to "rhetoric" in ways that 

imply that, whatever it may be, it includes at least the purposeful use of language 

for public discourse. 

"Homiletics," alternatively, is rarely defined by historians of rhetoric, and it 

seems that many - Kennedy, Murphy, Howell, Conley, et cetera. - assume that 

"homiletics," or related construals as "sacred/pulpit oratory" or "preaching," are 

obvious participants in an ongoing dialogue about the nature of "rhetoric." Still, it 

is worthwhile to attempt to understand what we will mean by "homiletics." We 

might begin with some definitions offered by scholars in the field of rhetoric. For 
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example, Gregory Kneidel, in his article, "Homiletics," in the Encyclopedia of 

Rhetoric (2001 ), describes the "art of preaching" in terms of "a homiletical triad 

that consists of the scriptural text, the preacher, and the preacher's audience" 

(347). In the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition (1996), Pat Youngdahl 

describes "pulpit oratory" as "a rhetorical perspective on Christian preaching" that 

"exemplifies the creative dynamics" between rhetorical theory and practice 

("Pulpit Oratory" 573), while James L. Kinneavy traces the development of the 

homilia, or "social intercourse," as a combination of textual commentary and 

persuasive application, a practice not restricted to the Christian tradition 

("Homiletics" 326). 

Contemporary homiletical theorists, of course, will attempt to provide a 

definition of their subject. Karl Barth, for example, views "homiletics" as the 

location of a dialectical tension between the revealed word of God and human 

reality, between divine truth and human experience (Homiletics 44). David 

Buttrick approaches "homiletics" in terms of "the making of sermons" (Homiletic 

xi), but with a consideration especially of "how sermons happen in 

consciousness, [the] consciousness as a preacher and the attendant 

consciousness of a congregation" (Homiletic xii). Fred Craddock seems to 

un~erstand "homiletics" as the theoretical pursuit of the question, "How do I 

prepare and deliver a sermon?" (Preaching 15) for the purpose of "regular 

preaching in and by the church" (Preaching 14). Mary Catherine Hilkert situates 

her exploration of homiletics between two trajectories, the dialectical imagination 
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(Barth) and the sacramental imagination (which she identifies with Karl Rahner 

and Edward Schillebeeckx), thus suggesting a view of "the mystery of preaching 

[as] at once the proclamation of God's word and the naming of grace in human 

experience" (Naming Grace 49). 

Historians of preaching, likewise, will attempt to clarify what they are 

looking for in history. For example, David L. Larsen asserts: "My focus has not 

been upon preaching in a generic sense but more narrowly upon biblical 

preaching, upon the endeavor to communicate the supernatural written Word of 

God" (Company 9). O.C. Edwards, Jr., offers a more cumbersome, but more 

formal, definition of a "sermon" as "a speech delivered in a Christian assembly for 

worship by an authorized person that applies some point of doctrine, usually 

drawn from a biblical passage, to the lives of the members of the congregation 

with the purpose of moving them by the use of narrative analogy and other 

rhetorical devices to accept that application and to act on the basis of it" (History 

1: 3-4). Conversely, and as a precursor to attempting to reconfigure the 

masculine-gendered history and practice of preaching, Beverly Mayne Kienzle 

and Pamela J. Walker offer these comments in the Preface to their edited 

volume, Women Preachers and Prophets through Two Millennia of Christianity: 

"[The voices of the women in this volume] call for the examination of what 

constitutes preaching and for the recognition that preaching can be defined with 

and without restrictive categories. Broadly viewed, preaching is the delivering of 

a religious discourse - a sermon - by a preacher to an audience. More narrowly 
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construed, the term preaching designates that the sermon is delivered by an 

authorized cleric within the context of a worship service or liturgy" (xiv). Again, 

while it may be ill-advised to reduce the above attempts to define "homiletics," 

"preaching," or "pulpit oratory," to a common definition, it will prove useful to 

observe the common interest in purposeful use of language in a public forum, 

although with an added emphasis on religious authority at some point in the 

process. 

The outcome of this brief review is simply the suggestion that "homiletics," 

or "pulpit oratory" - variously defined - shares with the varying construals of 

"rhetoric," for the purposes of our investigation, a concern for the purposeful use 

of language in a public forum. And while this may be a reductionistic 

characterization of "rhetoric," or even a confining definition, it nevertheless 

provides a useful qualification of the place of "homiletics" in the "history" of 

"rhetoric," if only for the purpose of interrogating the practices of history in the 

field of rhetoric. And it is this term, "history," at this point unexamined, that 

remains before us. 

In the context of this study, at lea_st initially, I will use the term "history" to 

refer to the configurations of history that function in the field of rhetoric as 

"general overviews" of either the whole "history of rhetoric" or some broad period, 

that is, written histories of rhetoric that attempt to interpret the past by 

constructing it, and in the process constructing present understandings of 

rhetoric and the field of rhetoric. This means that I have reviewed general 
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histories of rhetoric and monographs that examine particular periods in rhetorical 

history, as well as articles and essays in scholarly journals, reference works, and 

essay collections, that are intended as representative overviews or summaries, 

not to mention the introductory sections to the historical periods in The Rhetorical 

Tradition edited by Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg (2001 2nd edition, unless 

otherwise noted) - all in an attempt to consider the place of homiletics in "the 

history of rhetoric" as it functions in the field of rhetoric. What I will argue, then, is 

that a review of the way in which "homiletics," otherwise construed as "sacred 

rhetoric" or "pulpit oratory" or the like, figures into "the history of rhetoric" 

uncovers a number of areas of historiographical uncertainty that have shaped, 

and continue to shape, constructions of rhetorical history - uncertainties that 

suggest a need for a significant revision of the practices of history, or 

historiography, before a significant revision of "the history of rhetoric" - a 

reconstruction that has thus far largely eluded rhetoricians - will be possible. And 

until this happens, "rhetoric" - and the field of rhetoric - will be forced to arrange 

itself around classical configurations, its roots firmly planted in the history, 

culture, and thus beliefs, of classical Greece and Rome. 

Homiletics in Histories of Rhetoric: A Natural Fit 

In general, it would appear, historians of rhetoric assume that homiletics 

naturally figures into a history of rhetoric. Whatever the particular approach, 

whether homiletics is viewed as falling within the field of rhetoric or appears as a 

natural dialogue partner within the expansive field of rhetoric, many historians of 

14 



rhetoric work with the assumption that rhetorical history involves homiletics. 

George Kennedy, for example, in all of his major works on rhetoric from early 

Greek to late Roman history, but also his general history of classical rhetoric and 

his comparative rhetoric, understands homiletical history as part of rhetorical 

history, even if it often appears that homiletics appears primarily in order to clarify 

the history of the classical configuration of rhetoric. Still, as reflected in Kennedy, 

figures like Tertullian, Gregory Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, and Basil of 

Caesarea figure into written histories of late classical and early medieval rhetoric. 

Of course, Augustine of Hippo dominates. 

A fairly standard treatment of Augustine's place in rhetorical history 

appears in Kennedy's Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition 

(2nd ed., 1999), where Augustine is found, in De Doctrina Christiana, refiguring 

classical rhetoric for Christian purposes and in light of Christian doctrine. 

Classical invention as a means of arriving at negotiated truth is restricted to 

exegesis of Christian scripture; the rest of rhetoric is subsumed under 

"eloquence" as a means of convincingly and successfully proclaiming scriptural 

truth for the transformation of human lives (174-182). Yet, Kennedy likewise 

discusses, and Wendy Olmstead in Rhetoric: An Historical Introduction (2006) 

will emphasize, Augustine's significant revision of the purpose of rhetorical 

inquiry. Olmstead understands Augustine's driving question as "How can 

preachers reach people who know what they should do, but do not do it?" (34 ), a 

different question than classical rhetoricians were asking. 

15 



Further, Olmstead's thesis is that Augustine "articulates a new rhetoric 

and a new psychology that draw on the Ciceronian relationship between knowing 

and moving" (34). Or, from another angle, "Augustine unifies the intellectual and 

affective aspects of rhetoric that appear more differentiated in Cicero with the 

consequence that rhetoric comes to address the whole person" (34). In more 

detail, Olmstead sees Augustine linking "passionate style to a deeply convinced 

character (ethos)" (34), so that the subsequent "grand eloquence" engages 

"whole persons" in order to move them to do what they already know to do (35). 

Olmstead likewise argues that rhetorical scholars have too easily 

separated Book IV of On Christian Doctrine from Books 1-111, partly because Book 

IV was written about thirty years after the first three, but also because Books 1-111 

focus on biblical exegesis while Book IV focuses on eloquence, thus seeming to 

make it a more likely candidate for rhetorical study. Olmstead argues that this 

separation of the discussion of eloquence in Book IV from the discussion of 

exegesis, or invention, in Books 1-111 "diminishes rhetoric" (35), limiting rhetoric to 

a secondary role of "propagating known religious truths," and that Book IV should 

be read as the completion of the argument begun in Books 1-111. Thus, On 

Christian Doctrine becomes a discussion of rhetoric divided into two parts: 

invention and style (35). All of this is to say that Olmstead and Kennedy assume 

along with many other historians of rhetoric that Augustine, as a homiletical 

theorist, is a valuable contributor to the ongoing dialogue about rhetorical theory. 

Their assumption may derive more from Augustine's foundation in classical 
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rhetoric than from the historian's understanding of homiletics as a natural 

participant in rhetorical history, but Augustine's position in "the history of rhetoric" 

is clear. 

James Murphy's Rhetoric in the Middle Ages demonstrates a clear 

understanding of a creative, even natural, interplay between homiletics and 

rhetoric. Murphy begins his chapter on "Ars praedicandi: The Art of Preaching 11 

(269-356) with the observation that "Preaching is not a medieval-or even a 

Christian-invention,, (269). Rather, Christian preaching grows out of an already 

existing Jewish liturgical tradition that included regular reading and interpretation 

of Scripture, as welf as abstraction of generic principles based on Scripture (269-

273). Murphy marks this as particularly unique: "This purposeful corporate 

rhetoricality is not found in any other community of the ancient world" (273). 

Moreover, he explains Jesus's preaching, situated within this tradition, as 

reflecting "a profound communicative theory" - one that runs counter to the 

Greek rhetorical tradition. Whereas rhetoric in Greek and Roman cultures 

functioned in public debates reserved for the elites of the society, in the Jewish 

tradition "rhetoric, 11 or expression, was an integral part of a communal experience 

in a culture where the public and private spheres were almost inextricably 

merged together (273). 

In addition, says Murphy, Jesus "introduced a rhetorical element which 

had never before operated in human history-a direct command to his followers 

to spread his ideas through speech" (273), a turn away from a Jewish tradition 
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that had tended to understands its role as a "safeguard" for a Word "entrusted to 

Israel alone" (274). Moreover, with a particular understanding of the Old 

Testament providing support - apodeictic authority ascribed to the Old 

Testament itself- Jesus, as Christ, came to function as an "absolute, apodeictic 

proof" on which Christian preachers could draw (277). Further, what was implicit 

in Jesus's practice that became more explicit and more developed in Paul was 

"what can only be called a theology of preaching" (279-280): "[Paul] introduced 

several concepts that were to concern theorists throughout early Christian and 

medieval times: the relation of grace to preaching, the contrast between 

preaching and ordinary oratory, the question of who should preach, and even the 

relation of preaching and the worship service. Above all, he stressed the 

mandate of Christ" (280). Finally, Murphy observes regarding Paul's theology of 

preaching: Christian preaching assumes a "concern for the spiritual welfare of the 

hearer rather than for the success of the speaker" (282), which contrasts with the 

dominant rhetorical tradition that was "entirely speaker-oriented" (282). 

In his review of Augustine's "metarhetoric," Murphy also argues for the 

need to allow the Christian rhetoric of Augustine and early Christianity room to 

define its own way of understanding and using rhetoric, rather than only being 

seen through the lens of classical rhetoric. First, he observes how Augustine's 

doctrine of "signs" leads to a stark contrast with modern students' concerns for 

wholistic composition: "Modern students of medieval rhetoric and literature are 

constantly struck by the fact that medieval theorists do not worry about what we 
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would today call 'composition,' that is, a concern for the whole or unified nature of 

the speech or written document being prepared. [ ... ]Yet this is not at all 

surprising if one understands the Augustinian view that a piece of conventional 

signage (what we call language) is merely intended to remind the hearer of an 

existing process, and to start it under way in the hearer's mind so that the hearer 

will himself carry his own mind along to a desired objective" (288-289). Finally, 

Murphy emphasizes the contrast between the homiletical rhetoric of Paul and 

Augustine, with its location of knowledge in Scripture and its belief in a prominent 

role for God's grace and for love in rhetorical activities, and Roman rhetoric's 

pursuit of probability and its commitment to "a philosophically skeptical view of 

human behavior" (292). 

Murphy then turns to Pope Gregory the Great (c. C.E. 540-604) and his 

"treatise on ecclesiastical administration," Cura pastora/is (Pastoral Care), which 

emphasizes the importance of the preacher's character "as part of his appeal to 

his audience," but also constant study in order to "always be ready to preach" 

(292-293). Gregory, in Part Three, argues that the diversity that characterizes the 

preacher's audience calls for a preacher to fashion the nevertheless unified 

message to meet the needs of all; Murphy notes that with this move "Gregory 

seems to ~e breaking new ground" since "most ancient rhetorical treatises 

treated audiences as homogenous units" (294). Still, Murphy says that "Gregory's 

Pastoral Care is not a preceptive rhetorical treatise" (296), Gregory having 
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placed greater emphasis on the content of preaching, rather than the manner or 

technique (297). 

Murphy continues his discussion of medieval homiletics by considering the 

difficulties that face the historian of medieval homiletics, a discussion that 

highlights unique rhetorical patterns in medieval homiletics. First, despite the 

sheer volume of rhetorical activity in churches during the medieval period - "the 

entire oratorical output of pagan Greece and Rome was miniscule by 

comparison" (297) - the form of preaching that dominated, the "homily," was in 

large part '.'based ultimately on nonform or antitheory" and emphasized Scriptural 

interpretation within the context of a small gathering, quite different from the 

formal public address of rhetoric in the Greek and Roman tradition (298). 

Moreover, not only did the use of the "homily" form lend itself to dependence on 

the text under consideration for guidance in memory and arrangement, but 

typical practice, for example with John Chrysostom, tended to intentionally avoid 

"rhetorical" language, depending more instead on the preacher's character (299). 

The "homily," then, according to Murphy, falls within a larger antitheoretical 

tradition in Christian homiletical history that, subsequently, is less accessible 

since it "leaves few records" (300). 

This apparent practice of viewing of homiletics as a natural element in 

general rhetorical history holds true for general historical overviews like Thomas 

Conley's Rhetoric in the European Tradition (1990), James A. Herrick's The 

History and Theory of Rhetoric (1997, 2001, 2005), in the general historical 
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overviews in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric (2001, ed. Thomas 0. Sloane) and the 

Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition (1996, ed. Theresa Enos), if unevenly 

here, and for the introductions to historical periods in Patricia Bizzell and Bruce 

Herzberg's The Rhetorical Tradition (1990, 2001 ). This practice likewise holds for 

the reference histories Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians: Critical Studies and 

Sources (2005), edited by Michelle Ballif and Michael G. Moran, and Eighteenth

Century British and American Rhetorics and Rhetoricians: Critical Studies and 

Sources (1994), edited by Michael G. Moran. Yet, this general tendency requires 

some qualification: homiletic theory and practice functions as a part of the written 

history of rhetoric from the classical period through the eighteenth century, and to 

a degree into the nineteenth century, but not beyond. That is, while homiletics, or 

sacred oratory, seems to. be assumed as part of rhetorical history in the west 

from the late classical period into the nineteenth century, there seems to be 

reduced interest in homiletical theory or practice outside of those parameters. 

The Edges of Rhetoric's History and the Absence of Sacred Oratory 
i 

At the beginning of that history, George Kennedy, in several works, and 

James Murphy, in Rhetoric in the Middle Ages (269-273), ·each consider the 

Jewish backgrounds for the early Christian homily. In fact, George Kennedy, in 

Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition (2nd edition, unless 

otherwise not_ed) examines early Jewish formulations of rhetoric found in the Old 

Testament. In his survey of Jewish Rhetoric, Kennedy explores Moses's 

encounter at the burning bush •in Exodus 4 as paradigmatic for the preacher in 
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Judaic religion: "The preacher is thus to be a vehicle through which an 

authoritative message will be expressed. If not Moses, it can be Aaron if Moses 

instructs him, and in fact it is Aaron who becomes the 'orator' of the Jews. Some 

practical recognition is given to natural ability, but the Judea-Christian orator, at 

least in theory, has little need of practice or knowledge of art as is required of the 

orator in the classical tradition. He needs only the inspiration of the Spirit" (139). 

Moses's encounter, then, with Pharaoh demonstrates an additional feature of 

homiletical theory in Judaism when the persuasion of Pharaoh is seen as 

dependent on God 1s timing, not on the effectiveness of persuasive speech: 

"Persuasion takes place when God is ready, and not through the verbal activities 

or even the authority of Moses" (140). Moreover, persuasion only occurs once 

God 1s grace transforms the heart so that the truth of a given message may be 

recognized as such. Kennedy concludes that "the basic modes of proof of Judea

Christian rhetoric are grace, authority, and logos, the divine message that can be 

understood by human beingsll (140). 

Kennedy further identifies the "covenant speechll as "the most 

characteristic form of extended speech in the Old Testament," defining it as "an 

address built on the assumption of a covenant between God and the people of 

Israel. The general pattern of a covenant speech is, first, to strengthen the 

authority of the Lord by reminding the audience of what he has done; second, to 

add new commandments; and third, to conclude with a warning of what will 

happen if the commandments are disregardedll (140-141). As he continues, 
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Kennedy finds parallels with classical ideas about arrangement, mode, and style 

in prophetic and even poetic "speech" in the Old Testament (141-142). 

As he turns to the New Testament, Kennedy identifies the ancestor to the 

homily in Jewish Sabbath services, which included "preaching" that involved 

reading of a passage from Scripture followed by spontaneous interpretation and 

exhortation, a pattern that would persist in early Christian preaching (143-144). 

Kennedy then finds in the preaching practices of Jesus parallels with practices in 

both Jewish Sabbath services and in Old Testament practices of persuasion 

(144-145). Kennedy extends this discussion by observing the contrasting 

approaches to persuasion in Judea-Christian preaching practices and classical 

rhetorical approaches to persuasive public speaking. Christian preaching, says 

Kennedy, at least in this tradition, is "thus not persuasion but proclamation, and is 

based on authority and grace, not on proof. [ ... ]Scripture truth must be 

apprehended by the listener, not proved by the speaker" (146). Kennedy then 

points to an interesting move on the part of early Christians to appropriate the 

' 
Greek term pistis to mean "Christian faith"; in contrast, "the word was used by 

Aristotle for proof in rhetoric, and this usage became standard among teachers of 

rhetoric" (146). Finally, Kennedy will observe two additional features of early 

Christian preaching: the use of paradox and of vivid metaphors (146). 

Interestingly, this extended examination of Jewish rhetorical practices 

represented in the Old Testament and early Christian preaching appears in a 

general history of Classical rhetoric, and it appears midway through the book, 
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between one hundred forty pages of classical rhetoric and another one hundred 

fifty pages of rhetorical history extending from late Roman times to the present. 

Moreover, this review of roughly half a millennium of Jewish rhetorical practice 

represented in Old Testament writings that are contemporary with, and earlier 

than, the earliest Greek writings and the earliest Greek rhetorical theory, appears 

after a lengthy overview of Greek and early Roman rhetorical theory and extends 

over only five or so pages. Indeed, this brief survey, while insightful, seems 

primarily to serve as an examination of the rhetorical background for shifts in 

rhetorical theory and practice that occur as a result of the advent of Christianity 

as a significant cultural force in the late Roman period; that is to say, the review 

of early Jewish rhetoric is not provided for its own sake, nor to present Jewish 

rhetoric, or homiletics, as an equally significant voice in the ongoing dialogue 

about "rhetoric." Further, while Kennedy provides an insightful inquiry into the 

unique configuration of rhetoric in the Old Testament, it nevertheless is viewed 

through the classical matrix of rhetoric as persuasion, thus leading unnecessarily 
l 

to a focus on persuasion as a central concern, and to the definition of three 

"basic modes of proof' - grace, authority, and logos (140) - that are curiously 

analogous to the Aristotelian proofs of pathos, ethos, and logos. The same can 

be said of Kennedy's brief look at "Persuasion in the Old Testament" in his 

chapter on "Literacy and Rhetoric in the Ancient Near East" in his Comparative 

Rhetoric (1998), where Kennedy highlights the role of preaching in Judaism, 

Christianity, Islam, and Buddhism (135). 
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Curiously, perhaps even ironically, George Kennedy's Classical Rhetoric 

and Its Christian and Secular Tradition, a work that focuses specifically on 

constructing a history of rhetoric by its classical definitions, particularly its 

Ciceronian configuration, is the only "general history" of rhetoric I am aware of 

that includes any discussion of homiletical theory or practice in antiquity outside 

of the classical Greco-Roman world, or outside of the Western tradition that will 

follow. Indeed, since Kennedy's discussion of Jewish rhetorical practices does 

not appear until half-way through the book, it falls in line with all other "general 

histories" of rhetoric in beginning its "history of rhetoric" with the Greeks. Equally 

important is the fact that, in the two recent volumes attempting comparative 

examinations of rhetorical practice in antiquity outside of the standard Greco

Roman tradition, only Kennedy's Comparative Rhetoric provides any 

consideration of what might be called homiletics, or sacred oratory - and only a 

brief section of one page (135); the essay collection Rhetoric Before and Beyond 

the Greeks (2004) edited by Carol S. Lipson and Roberta A. Binkley nowhere 

considers anything like homiletics or sacred rhetoric. Even David Metzger's 

examination of "Pentateuchal Rhetoric" in that volume understands rhetoric by a 

"common definition" as "the use of language to communicate and authorize a 

particular social/political agenda" (166). 

At the other end of rhetorical history, homiletics - or sacred rhetoric, or 

pulpit oratory - rarely receives any consideration in configurations of modern, or 

twentieth-century, history of rhetoric. In his survey of "Contemporary Rhetoric" in 
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The Present State of Scholarship in Historical and Contemporary Rhetoric 

(1990), James L. Kinneavy reviews the work of preachers and theologians during 

the twentieth century who theorize about the nature and practice of preaching, 

including such figures as Harry Emerson Fosdick, Rudolf Bultmann, and Karl · 

Rahner (204-205). However, at the same time, Kinneavy observes that "The 

scholarship in religious oratory is not nearly as interesting, in my opinion, as that 

in political or commercial rhetoric" (204, emphasis added), a comment that has 

no analogy in the rest of his discussion. 

The Rhetoric of Western Thought by James L. Golden, Goodwin F. 

Berquist, and William E. Coleman, at least through the fifth edition (1976, 1978, 

1983, 1989, 1993), includes a discussion of what the writers term "conversion 

rhetoric," both religious and secular versions, in which rhetoric is employed to 

convert hearers/readers to a particular view of the world and/or practices with the 

promise of peace or salvation (207). Yet, the discussion does not engage 

contemporary homiletical theory as part of a larger dialogue about rhetoric, but 

seems to reflect instead the use of rhetorical criticism for interpretation of 

contemporary rhetorical activity. The seventh edition of The Rhetoric of Western 

Thought (2000) includes, in a curious turn of events, an essay by Melborne S. 

Cummings and Jack L. Daniel that provides a summary of "The Study of African 

American Rhetoric" (371-390). In this overview, in a section that reviews "African 

American Rhetorical Studies," we find Henry H. Mitchell's examination of "Black 

Preaching," which Mitchell "recognized [ ... ] is by its very nature oblivious of the 
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rules and requirements of the majority culture" (37 4 ). The rhetorical, or 

homiletical, activities of the likes of Martin Luther King, Jr., and Malcom X, figure, 

as well, in a review of "Social-Psychological Responses to Oppression" in that 

essay (376-380). Curiously, this is the only mention of "Black Preaching" as 

construed by scholars such as Henry H. Mitchell, Cleophus J. LaRue, and others, 

in either general histori~s or period summaries, an unfortunate situation given the 

unique rhetorical configuration of "Black Preaching" as homiletical and 

hermeneutical practice. 

Yet, outside of the surprising consideration of Black Preaching in the 

seventh edition of The Rhetoric of Western Thought (2000), along with 

explorations of "conversion rhetoric" in previous editions, and the brief - if useful 

- consideration of homiletical figures in Kinneavy's contribution to The Present 

State of Scholarship in Historical and Contemporary Rhetoric (both editions, 

1983 & 1990), homiletical theory nowhere figures into twentieth-century rhetorical 

history. Homiletics is absent from discussions of twentieth-century, or modern, 

rhetoric in Herrick's The History and Theory of Rhetoric (1997, 2001, 2005), 

Conley's Rhetoric in the European Tradition (1990), (curiously) Kennedy's 

Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition (1980, 1999), Bizzell 

and Herzberg's The Rhetorical Tradition (1990, 2001 ), Moran and Ballif's 

Twentieth-Century Rhetorics and Rhetoricians (2000), Contemporary 

Perspectives on Rhetoric (1985, 1991, 2002) by Sonja K. Foss, Karen A. Foss, 

and Robert Trapp, and in the articles on modern rhetoric in the Encyclopedia of 
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Rhetoric (2001) and the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition (1996). Just 

as noteworthy is the absence of homiletics, or sacred rhetoric, at both ends of 

rhetorical history in recent works that attempt to contribute to a revision of "the 

history of rhetoric" through the revision of historiographical practices in the field of 

rhetoric, works like Reclaiming Rhetorica: Women in the Rhetorical Tradition 

(1995) edited by Andrea A. Lunsford, Cheryl Glenn's Rhetoric Retold: 

Regendering the Tradition from Antiquity Through the Renaissance (1997), and 

The Changing Tradition: Women in the History of Rhetoric (1999) edited by 

Christine Mason Sutherland and Rebecca Sutcliffe. Each of these volumes 

considers a variety of homiletical activities by women as a part of rhetorical 

history, but none deals with homiletical history prior to the late medieval period or 

beyond the nineteenth century. It would appear that historical scholarship in the 

field of rhetoric has concurred with Kinneavy's disinterest in contemporary 

homiletics ("Contemporary" 204). Likewise, historical scholarship in the field of 

rhetoric has canonized ancient Greek and Roman rhetorical theory as the 

beginnings of "rhetoric" and its "history," so that classical configurations of 

rhetoric persist at the center of "the rhetorical tradition," with any other 

configurations falling to the margins or out of history altogether. 

Deletions & Distortions: Homiletics within "The Rhetorical Tradition" 

With Classical rhetorical theory thus canonized as the beginning and 

center of "the rhetorical tradition," homiletical theory and practice, at least where 

it falls outside of this tradition, is thus pushed to the margins or variously ignored 
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altogether in the periods of rhetorical history ranging from the late classical 

period to the nineteenth century. For example, Murphy's earlier noted comment 

regarding Gregory's Cura Pastora/is - that it is not a preceptive treatise and 

deals mostly with content - is elsewhere echoed in a way that permits easy 

dismissal of Gregory's treatise as a meaningful participant in rhetorical theory. 

Likewise, in their introduction to medieval rhetoric, Patricia Bizzell and Bruce 

Herzberg observe that "In ecclesiastical circles, rhetoric appears not to have 

much influence on homiletics" and further that Gregory the Great "makes no 

. mention of rhetoric when he treats preaching in his Cura Pastora/is (591 C.E.)" 

(Rhetorical Tradition 436). It appears that a definition of rhetoric as either its 

classical tradition, as equated with academic configurations, or as eloquence, or 

style, functions here in such a way that does not allow Gregory's Cura pastoralis 

into the discussion. Murphy's consideration, however, of Gregory's emphasis on 

the preacher's character, his call for constant readiness to preach, and his 

emphasis on observing the heterogeneous nature of the audience, with which he 

' 
"seems to be breaking new ground" (Murphy Rhetoric 294), belies such an easy 

dismissal. 

This difficulty with medieval homiletics persists elsewhere. Thomas 

Conley, for example, observes the absence of preaching manuals prior to 1200 

(Rhetoric 86), a sentiment likewise echoed by Bizzell and Herzberg, who express 

surprise that "an art of preaching did not develop sooner" than the development 

of the art of preaching late in the medieval period (Rhetorical Tradition 444). And 
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while there may admittedly be a paucity of available materials earlier in the 

medieval period, and though much of what is available may be largely derivative, 

and though the sermons available may typically demonstrate use of "the same 

simple, loose structure inherited from the first centuries C.E." (Bizzell and 

Herzberg 436), certain assumptions functioning in such evaluations may need 

interrogation. For example, it is well known that literacy was dreadfully low in 

medieval Europe, yet verbal texts were not the only means of instruction. Justo 

Gonzalez observes, in The Story of Christianity, that "Church buildings [ ... ] 

became the books of the illiterate" (1: 320-321 ), an observation that sets in relief 

Katherine Ludwig Jansen's examination of the multimedia representations, 

especially through pictorial representations, of Maria Magdalena as apostolorum 

apostola (apostle to/of the apostles) from late antiquity onward, bearing a 

"subversive discourse that countered the official rhetoric and teachings of the 

schools and the law" ("Maria Magdalena" 79). Further, it may be asked whether 

prior understandings of "art" and of "preaching" as they seem to function for 

Bizzell and Herzberg do not create a certain historiographical myopia preventing 

access to potentially significant medieval homiletical activities as part of rhetorical 

history, the sort of historiographical myopia reflected in William A Covino's The 

Art of Wondering: A Revisionist Return to the History of Rhetoric (1988), where 

he claims that medieval rhetoric may be summed up as "a series of footnotes to 

the Ancients" (45). Finally, it appears that Bizzell and Herzberg fail to consider 
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what sort of configuration of rhetoric may lie behind an emphasis on the "simple, 

loose structure" of early and medieval Christian homilies. 

At the same time, attempts to recover feminine voices in the history of 

rhetoric, for example, have led to the exploration of homiletical activity, of varying 

definitions, by women in rhetorical history. For example, Cheryl Glenn examines 

Julian of Norwich's theological rhetoric of inclusion exercised in her Book of 

Showings (Rhetoric Retold 93-103) and Margery Kempe's autobiographical 

rhetoric through which she espouses a mystical theology (Rhetoric Retold 103-

17), each of which could be construed as a rhetoric of public theology (my 

words), but in one of the few forms (mysticism, autobiography) of homiletical 

activity available to women at a time when public speaking in any setting, much 

less a liturgical setting, could prove dangerous. An equally important figure 

examined by Glenn would be Anne Askew, who employs a religiously driven 

"rhetoric of silence," but also uses her Examinations to "present herself as fully 

participant in the gifts of the Lord, as a teacher of doctrine, and as a champion of 

her faith," moves that serve "her rhetorical ends as a reformist" (156). Both kinds 

of activity may be construed as homiletical activity, though of a sort that sits at 

the margins, if anywhere, of a rhetorical tradition configured to reflect concerns of 

Plato, Aristotle, Cicero and their successors. 

The disparate treatments of Hildegard of Bingen by John Ward, in 

"Women and Latin Rhetoric from Hrotsvit to Hildegard" (pp. 121-32 in The 

Changing Tradition, ed. by Christine Mason Sutherland and Rebecca Sutcliffe) 
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and Bizzell and Herzberg in The Rhetorical Tradition, further demonstrate 

historiographical issues that need interrogation. Ward explores briefly Hildegard's 

"considerable manipulation of rather intuitive linguistic and visual techniques 

rather than reliance upon what the rhetors taught" in order to "secure a voice for 

her religious, prophetic, and reformist authority," despite her "concern for sermo 

humilis and the concealment of art" (122; for sermo humilis, or the humble/plain 

style characteristic of Puritan preaching, see Plett, "Renaissance Rhetoric," 677). 

Ward thus considers Hildegard's independent, or at least non-conformist, 

configuration of religious rhetoric, or homiletics, if only briefly. With Bizzell and 

Herzberg, on the other hand, Hildegard appears as a woman blessed with 

religious learning during a time when women were usually barred from higher 

education. They portray her as an important figure despite her gender, one who 

"often traveled to other male and female religious houses to advise, heal, and 

even preach - apparently she occasionally addressed all-male audiences" (The 

Rhetorical Tradition 442). And while they note Sabina Flanagan's suggestion that 

Hildegard's recourse to God's command for authority for her actions goes "so far 

beyond the sphere usually allotted to medieval women" (The Rhetorical Tradition 

442), Bizzell and Herzberg do not give any attention to her homiletical or 

rhetorical activities as potential contributions to an ongoing negotiation of 

"rhetoric." She, instead, is portrayed as an important exception to a rule, as a 

special case to be lauded, but not really heard in the dialogue. This move seems 

to reflect a recent pattern of what might be termed "inclusionary historiography" 
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that paternalistically includes marginal voices, but keeps them at the margins and 

doesn't let them say much of significance. 

Another form of historiographical uncertainty seems to shape portrayals, 

for example, of Maria Stewart in Bizzell and Herzberg's Rhetorical Tradition and 

Sojourner Truth by Drema R. Lipscomb in Reclaiming Rhetorica. Bizzell and 

Herzberg emphasize Maria Stewart's role as an activist, in which she 

"denounced white racism and exhorted African Americans to fight against slavery 

for black women in the liberation of the race" (988). And while they discuss 

Marilyn Richardson's characterization of Stewart's "rhetorical style as a form of 

'black jeremiad' drawing heavily on announced religious inspiration and on 

biblical echoes and references," they seem to situate the religious character of 

her oratory as a tactic, "an important source of authority" (1035), a "gateway to 

political thought and [ ... ] a springboard for discussions of secular history" (1035, 

quoting Carla Peterson's 1995 "Doers of the Word": African-American Women 

Speakers and Writers in the North [1830-1880], [New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1995], p. 56). Rather than considering whether Stewart's rhetoric, and the 

use to which she puts it, may grow out of, and reflect, her religious beliefs, they 

situate her religious beliefs as useful means of exercising a social purpose. 

Perhaps these moves reflect these historians' assumptions or reservations about 

the nature of religious rhetoric, rather than Stewart's own understandings; or 

perhaps these moves reflect a subjugation of Stewart to the historians' purposes 

of highlighting social rhetoric. Whatever the case, it seems as if these moves 
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have effectively muted Stewart's own voice and restricted her participation in the 

larger dialogue about rhetoric. 

Similarly, Drema R. Lipscomb clearly sifts Sojourner Truth's activities 

through a classical rhetorical lens. Lipscomb wants to emphasize Truth's 

"deliberative rhetoric" (227) and argues that "since she was not book-trained in 

rhetorical devices, she adapted the speaking techniques of the platform and 

pulpit of orators of the early period of the antislavery movement: namely, 

establishing one's own good character (ethos), exhibiting biblical knowledge and 

moral rationale (logos), and relating one's personal trials (pathos)" (233). Yet, 

while it certainly seems possible to use the classical configuration as a lens 

through which to interpret Truth's rhetorical activities, such an activity could be 

construed as a violent imposition of foreign categories, not to mention an 

application of certain assumptions about composing processes to Truth's 

activities that may not fit. That is, although likely unintentionally, Lipscomb seems 

to imply that Sojourner Truth consciously engaged the Aristotelian inventional 
\ 

triad of logos, ethos, and pathos, as part of her composition process, but also 

that her incorporation of biblical references should be viewed as Truth's means of 

incorporating logos in her argument. 

Because of this apparent imposition of foreign categories, perhaps in 

order to allow Lipscomb a forum for her own agendas exercised through an 

interpretation of Sojourner Truth's rhetoric, Lipscomb seems uncertain what to 

do, for example, with Truth's employment of what might be called "bodily 
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rhetoric," instead understanding her use of her body as merely support for her 

arguments, or an act of "calling attention to herself' (235). Finally, Lipscomb sets 

aside notions of her role as "simply a ceremonial speaker - a preacher, an 

evangelist - as some have described her" and instead asserts that she was 

"speaking to bring about social and political change" (243; emphasis added), first, 

reducing preaching to classically defined ceremonial rhetoric and, second, 

limiting Truth's rhetoric to its social and political elements. And, again, while 

Truth's rhetorical activities in her later years were designed largely to effect social 

and political change, we might wonder what has been missed when we fail to 

situate her rhetoric as homiletic, as religious oratory, and her drive for social 

change as a reflection of her religious beliefs. Might we miss a religious 

configuration of rhetoric that falls outside of a Western ( or Classical) Rhetorical 

Tradition when the final conclusion about Sojourner Truth is that "Her practical 

public discourse, her lifelong commitment to communication on public problems, 

has justly earned [her] a place in the history of deliberative rhetoric" (243)? Might 

we misunderstand the rhetoric employed by a person who claimed that God had 

changed her name to "Sojourner" and to "Truth" when we ignore the religious 

character of that rhetoric in favor of what might appear to coincide with classical 

configurations of rhetoric and what might easily - and safely! - be characterized 

as social and political rhetoric? 
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This subjugation of homiletical theory and practice to previously-defined 

dominant rhetorical trajectories finds its echoes, as well, in other works. Wilbur 

Samuel Howell, for example, in his Logic and Rhetoric in England, 1500-1700 

understands Andreas Gerardus Hyperius's treatise De Formandis Concionibus 

Sacris (1555) as falling squarely within the Ciceronian tradition that Howell seeks 

to define early in this period. At the same time, Howell observes Hyperius's 

attempt to refigure the classical tradition and his apparent rejection of the three

fold Ciceronian division of rhetoric into demonstrative, deliberative, and judicial, 

offering in its place a five-fold division of preaching into doctrine, redargution 

(refutation of erroneous opinions), instruction, correction, and consolation (113-

114). Likewise, Howell incorporates William Perkins's The Arte of Prophecying 

(1592), William Chappell's Methodus Concionandi (1656), and Thomas 

Granger's The Divine Logike into his description of the influence exerted by Peter 

Ramus's logic (206-231). Granger's work, for example, "emerges as an English 

epitome of the standard commentaries on Ramistic logic, to which it adds dashes 

of scholastic doctrine for good measure; and it also emerges as an English 

commentary on the logical system epitomized in Ramus's Dia/ecticae Libri Duo" 

(231). Similarly, John Prideaux's Sacred Eloquence (1659) is representative of 

the stylistic rhetoric that participates in a "counterreform" in the form of the 

"reappearance of the three patterns" (334 ), while Joseph Glainvill's several 

homiletical works reflect his participation in "the group advocating a new rhetoric 

for science" (393). Similar patterns emerge in Howell's work on Eighteenth-
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Century British Logic and Rhetoric. And while we may only with trepidation find 

fault with Howell's monumental and valuable work, still, his assumption that the 

work of the historian is to discover movements and trends, and then to 

demonstrate their homogeneity and the breadth of their associated concepts, 

allows constructed historical schemes to exercise a certain dominance over the 

material, leading to questions about what might have been excluded because it 

did not fit a scheme, or what materials are distorted in order for them to support 

the historian's schematic interpretation of history. 

Similar observations may be made concerning Nan Johnson's Nineteenth

Century Rhetoric in North America, in which Johnson works exclusively, it 

seems, with academic configurations of rhetorical theory, in particular the 

traditions that derive from the Scottish trajectory with its roots in the work of 

George Campbell and Hugh Blair. She emphasizes the prominence of faculty 

psychology as the epistemological backdrop for a focus on adaptation as the 

· characteristic theme of rhetorical theory in nineteenth-century North America. 

Homiletical theory appears, then, primarily as a means of demonstrating the 

pervasive influence of this configuration of rhetoric. John Broadus's A Treatise on 

the Preparation and Delivery of Sermons ( 1870) is the consistent example of the 

appropriation of this rhetoric of adaptation for sacred oratory (98, 114, 122). And 

while Johnson does provide a schematic summary of sacred oratory in 

nineteenth-century North America, it clearly reflects the faculty psychology and 

adaptation configuration of rhetoric with which she is working. What most 
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strikingly sets in relief Johnson's exclusive focus on this particular configuration 

of rhetoric is the complete absence of any consideration, for example, of figures 

like Maria Stewart, Sojourner Truth, Horace Bushnell, Philipps Brooks, Phoebe 

Palmer, Frances Willard, or even Ralph Waldo Emerson - not to mention the 

rhetorical forebears of what has come to be termed "Black Preaching," for 

example, John Jasper - all figures who deal with sacred oratory, religious 

rhetoric, homiletics, and do so outside of the adaptation rhetoric Johnson 

describes. Effectively, Johnson's very narrow focus on adaptation rhetoric has 

created a homogeneous view of rhetoric in nineteenth-century North America, an 

era in rhetorical history that was perhaps as diversified as has ever been seen -

and one where we have a wealth of materials with which to work. 

A Historiographical Impasse 

This review of the ways in which homiletics, or related activities variously 

termed "sacred rhetoric" or "religious oratory," has figured in "the history of 

rhetoric" could be continued as far as the evidence would take us. Yet, little 

would be added, except in the way of expansion or clarification, with the possible 

exception of an exploration of how Burke's useful idea about "terministic screens" 

may function in "the history of rhetoric," for example with Thomas Habinek's 

account of early Christian homiletics, exemplified in Augustine, in Ancient 

Rhetoric and Oratory (2005). Instead, my hope is that I have successfully 

demonstrated my modest thesis that a review of the place of homiletics in "the 

history of rhetoric," by the definitions I have used, highlights a number of issues 
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in the practice of history in the field of rhetoric that have led to what I have called 

a "historiographical impasse" within the field of rhetoric. And while such a notion 

of a "historiographical impasse" must still be unpacked, I hope to do that soon 

enough. 

By way of summary, then, I have thus far observed that a number of 

historians of rhetoric have understood homiletics as a natural participant in "the 

history of rhetoric." Yet, I have also observed how this too often means that 

homiletics functions primarily as a means of demonstrating historical schemes 

developed by historians, or of demonstrating the pervasive influence of historical 

configurations of rhetoric or of particular rhetorical theorists - practices that tend 

to homogenize a diversity of voices, thus muting elements of some voices, 

distorting others, and silencing still others. 

Finally, I've observed a near absence of homiletics, sacred rhetoric, and 

religious oratory in accounts of ancient and contemporary rhetoric. Speculation is 

the only recourse for discussing the reasons for this absence, but one could 

wonder whether the canonization .of a "western rhetorical tradition" with its roots 

in Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero has created a resistance to refigurations of "the 

history of rhetoric," even closing off further explorations or dialogue about what 

might be considered under the rubric of "rhetoric." And while two recent volumes, 

one authored by George Kennedy, the other edited by Carol S. Lipson and 

Roberta A. Brinkley, have begun to consider rhetoric from a comparative 

standpoint, "the history of rhetoric" found in "general histories" of rhetoric does 
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not really reflect this recent exploration. As for the near absence of homiletics in 

accounts of twentieth-century rhetoric in "the history of rhetoric," again, we can 

only speculate about certain modern biases against religious belief systems (in 

favor, for example, of a modern scientific worldview), as well as a privileging of 

language philosophy and composition as the central issues of "rhetoric," in any 

attempt to proffer an explanation. 

This apparent canonization of the "western rhetorical tradition" seems 

likewise to have resulted in some uncertainty when dealing with figures in "the 

history of rhetoric" whose rhetorical practices are religiously oriented, or even 

configured from within religious belief systems and to serve religious ends. We've 

seen, for example, with Gregory's Cura Pastora/is, and with the work of such 

figures as Hildegard of Bingen, Maria Stewart, and Sojourner Truth, a tendency 

to subjugate the complex religious rhetorical voices of these figures to the 

schemes and agendas that seem to reflect the needs and purposes of the 

historian, thus distorting these voices or closing them off from the ongoing 

dialogue about "rhetoric." The unfortunate result is that the value of "the history of 

rhetoric" as a means of defining "rhetoric" and the modern field of rhetoric is 

diminished. 

Of course, as noted much earlier, historians in the field of rhetoric have, 

for some time, worked to clarify and engage these issues. In the last couple of 

decades, historians of rhetoric have worked to re-examine the place of the Greek 

sophists in "the history of rhetoric," have sought to recover women's rhetorical 
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voices, and have even begun to consider rhetoric from a comparative 

perspective. Yet, my contention is that, as valuable as this work has been for 

recovering previously lost and distorted voices, and as much as "the history of 

rhetoric" has seen some revision in recent years, "the history of rhetoric," or "the 

rhetorical tradition," as inscribed in general and period histories, in summary 

overviews, and I would argue in the field, continues to function with "the western 

rhetorical tradition" - that is, the Classical configuration and its history - as its 

canonized center against which all other rhetorics are measured and around 

which all other potential rhetorics must revolve. And I would argue that this will 

remain the same, and will continue to function as the "truth" accessible to those 

who read general histories of rhetoric, until the historiography that produced this 

"rhetorical tradition" is significantly revised - and beyond recent efforts at what 

might be characterized loosely as "recovery" and "inclusionary," or even 

"revisionary," historiographical practices. Yet, prior to offering any suggestions for 

revising historiography in the field of rhetoric, a review of the history that has led 

to this apparent "impasse" is in order. 
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CHAPTER II 

SAFE PASSAGE: CONSTRUCTING 

"THE RHETORICAL TRADITION" (1895-1988) 

Any conversation, or dialogue, has its existence in a prior conversation 

that provides rules and conventions for holding that and any future conversation. 

Already in place are certain assumptions about the interests involved, the goals 

at stake, the boundaries for the discussion. Many issues and positions have 

already been clarified, and neophytes must, to some degree at least, understand 

the goals and issues of the conversation and must learn and recognize its 

boundaries and conventions if they are to successfully engage that conversation 

- if they are to be recognized and heard. 

It is no mystery, then, that the current professional conversation about "the 

history of rhetoric" merely continues a long-standing prior conversation, and is, in 

large part, dependent on the rules and conventions defined by that prior 

conversation. That is, if there is a historiographical impasse within the field of 

rhetoric, this implies a prior historical enterprise that has arrived at this impasse. 

To put it another way, this history, this "history of rhetoric," this "rhetorical 

tradition," has a history. 

A review of the history behind the current conversation about "the history 

of rhetoric" and "the rhetorical tradition" may help clarify the nature of its apparent 
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historiographical impasse. However, in choosing where to enter into that history, 

we run the risk of choosing an entry point that is either arbitrary or convenient, 

that either tells us little about what we wish to know, or makes the proposed 

historiographical impasse a necessary outcome. We also run the risk of looking 

so far back into the dialogue about "the history of rhetoric" as to mire ourselves in 

obscurity, or of not looking far enough back to achieve enough dist~nce for a 

useful perspective. For my purposes, since it seems to have become the 

received interpretation of the available evidence, I have chosen to follow James 

Berlin's lead as he situates a growing concern for rhetoric's history in the early to 

mid-twentieth century as many were attempting to carve out and define a field of 

rhetoric. 

The "Revival of Rhetoric" in the 1950s 

In Rhetoric and Reality: Writing Instruction in American Colleges, 1900-

1985, Berlin briefly reviews "a renewed interest in rhetoric as a discipline of 

profound historical importance and of considerable contemporary relevance," 

which he locates in the 1950s (115). Referring to a "Revival of Rhetoric" (115-

119) during this period, Berlin also highlights the growing interest in rhetoric's 

history. Henry W. Sams' 1954 essay, "Fields of Research in Rhetoric," receives 

attention for "locating the areas of the discipline that merited study in the 

academy" (116). Berlin importantly notes that Sams closes "with a plea for a 

general history of rhetoric" (116). Berlin likewise points to J. E. Congleton's 1954 

essay, "Historical Development of the Concept of Rhetorical Proprieties," which 
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"offered a thumbnail sketch of the history of rhetoric, dividing rhetoricians into 

those concerned with truth and those concerned with effectiveness" (117). For 

Berlin, these and other essays reflected a growing concern for exploring 

rhetoric's history. 

However, these essays continue a prior conversation marked by an 

interest in rhetoric's history. Two contemporary essays by Lester Thonssen and 

Donald C. Bryant, along with two earlier essays by Hoyt H. Hudson and by 

Bryant, reflect a struggle to define and refine notions of rhetoric a~d its relation to 

literary criticism, oratory, and composition, a struggle that eventually, it seems, 

led to a desire to consider a possible discipline of rhetoric separate from the 

disciplines of speech and of English. Several elements of this struggle led to a 

concern to recover rhetoric's history, or at least to recover a greater awareness 

of the history that seemed already to be in place, a history that would provide the 

foundation for what would later become the received "history of rhetoric." 

Donald C. Bryant, in several essays, seems concerned to define "rhetoric" 

over against what he perceives to be, at the very least, problematic conceptions. 

In "Some Problems of Scope and Method in Rhetorical Scholarship" (1937) 

Bryant calls for a balance in criticism, and the history that supports it, between 

the study of "figures" and "forces." Like Herbert A. Wicheln's important 1925 

essay, "The Literary Criticism of Oratory," Bryant's interest in rhetoric's history, 

here, is driven by a concern for criticism (this is likewise reflected in Lester 

Thonssen's 1953 "Recent Literature in Rhetoric" and his 1948 historical survey 
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Speech Criticism: The Development of Standards for Rhetorical Appraisal, 

coauthored with A. Craig Baird). In a two-part series of articles in 1950 titled 

"Aspects of the Rhetorical Tradition," Bryant outlines a "universal scholar" or 

"philosophical rhetorician" in the tradition of Cicero, while distinguishing the 

rhetorician from the orator, the rhetorician embodying, it seems, the Ciceronian 

ideal. "The rhetorical tradition" as reflected in Bryant finds its intellectual 

foundation in the likes of Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, and is carried forward 

by the likes of pseudo-Longinus, OeQuincey, Blair, Campbell, Whately, and 

Edmund Burke. This "rhetorical tradition," for Bryant, embodies the Ciceronian 

ideal: "the tradition of rhetoric has stuck firmly to the intellectual-to thought and 

knowledge-to the sound, the true, the valuable. It has ever espoused the high 

social purpose" ("I: Intellectual Foundation," 176). 

1 

In Bryant's 1953 essay, "Rhetoric: Its Functions and Its Scope," rhetoric 

seems more problematized: "perhaps we have assumed too quickly that rhetoric 

is now at last well understood" (402). Bryant observes widely diverging 

conceptions of rhetoric, from rigid conceptions to the sort of "cosmic 

inclusiveness" he seems most apt to find in Kenneth Burke's "new rhetoric," from 

rhetoric as persuasion, to rhetoric as composition, communication, linguistics, or 

style. Bryant's answer to the confusion is Aristotle, who in Bryant's opinion has 

divided uprhetoric most usefully and most comprehensively. Further, Bryant's 

answer is to distinguish rhetoric from the likes of oratory, rhetoric being 

concerned with a theory of public address, especially persuasive address. Much 
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as Sams does in his 1954 essay, Bryant here closes with a note that "the general 

history of rhetoric, and even most of the special histories, have yet to be written" 

(422). Yet, what is notable about Bryant's essays is that their seems to be 

implied within them an already existing understanding of rhetoric's history, a 

history that finds its origins with Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, and its best 

recent expressions (in Bryant's time) in Blair, Campbell, and Whately (the same 

could be said, with only the slightest of modifications, about the thumbnail sketch 

of rhetoric's history in Congleton's "Historical Development of the Concept of 

Rhetorical Proprieties"). 

This early discussion of rhetoric, early attempts to define the discipline and 

its history, comes full circle in 1961 with the republication of Hoyt H. Hudson's 

1923 essay "The Field of Rhetoric" in a collection of essays in rhetorical analysis, 

Historical Studies of Rhetoric and Rhetoricians, edited by Raymond F. Howes. 

When originally published in 1923, Hudson's essay anticipated much of the 

discussion that would continue in the succeeding decades, beginning with a 

concern to define rhetoric amidst a quarry of functioning definitions, especially 

the typically negative understandings of "mere" rhetoric and its reductions to 

(especially, deceptive) ornament and style. As with Bryant, Hudson's recourse is 

to Aristotle, with a reference, as well, to Lorenzo Sears's assertion in The History 

of Oratory, originally published in 1895, that Aristotle "must be recognized as the 

father of rhetorical science" (Hudson 169). Thereafter, Hudson struggles to 

understand rhetoric's relationship to oratory, the former being theory and the 
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latter being practice. He likewise provides a thumbnail sketch of rhetoric, from 

Aristotle and lsocrates to Cicero and Quintilian, from Augustine to Melanchthon 

and Erasmus, from Bacon to Adam Smith to John Quincy Adams, and finally to 

Whately and Bain in the nineteenth century (172-174). We also see in Hudson an 

attempt to understand how rhetoric relates to the growing concerns for 

composition and the already established field and departments of English 

primarily concerned with literature. Finally, Hudson closes with an assertion that 

"in the field of persuasive discourse, which traditionally and still to a great extent 

practically is to be identified with oratory and public address, we have a rather 

definite body of theory and practice, with an honorable history and an excellent 

academic pedigree" (179-180). Continuing, Hudson seems to suggest that 

rhetoric is a sort of meta-field and, echoing sentiments that can be heard still 

today, that "estimated historically and by its influence upon the affairs of the 

world, rhetorical discourse seems the most important subject with which we have 

to do [ ... ] and in proportioning our emphasis I do not see how we can give any 

but a central position to rhetorical study" (180). 

The year, 1961, seems to have brought to full circle, with the reprinting of 

Hudson's essay, the early discussion about rhetoric, its definition, and its history 

found in the pages of the Quarterly Journal of Speech and later in the new 

College Composition and Communication. However, 1961 also saw the 

publication of Wilbur Samuel Howell's Logic and Rhetoric in England: 1500-1700, 

the importance of which is that it seems to have been the first major published 
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book length historical study to contribute to the construction of what now seems 

to function as the canonized history of rhetoric, followed shortly thereafter by 

George A. Kennedy's The Art of Persuasion in Greece, published in 1963. 

However, as important as these works were for beginning the process of 

constructing a history of rhetoric, they of course did not appear in a vacuum. 

The History of Rhetoric in 1961 

Besides the history of rhetoric already implied in the essays reviewed 

earlier, several lengthier studies that appeared prior to 1961 provide a suggestive 

· look at the agendas, assumptions, and driving forces that shaped inquiry into 

rhetoric's history early in the twentieth century. Lorenzo Sears' The History of 

Oratory from the Age of Pericles to the Present Time (1895) offers a "who's who" 

of the history of public speaking in the west. The focus is on a historical survey of 

great oratory and orators in the western tradition that finds its foundations in the 

only body of rhetorical theory to receive much attention - that associated with 

Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian. About half a century later, in 1948, Lester 

Thonssen and A. Craig Baird offer a survey of theories of public speaking in that 

tradition, but they do so in order to facilitate better practices of speech criticism, 

hence the title of their work, Speech Criticism: The Development of Standards for 

Rhetorical Appraisal. Richard McKeon reviews the development of "Rhetoric in 

the Middle Ages" (1942), moving from three initial stages located around a 

Ciceronian-Quintilian rhetorical tradition, a Platonic Augustine, and an 

Aristotelian-Ciceronian concern with logic. McKean continues by reviewing the 
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interrelationship of rhetoric, logic, dialectic, and grammar as worked out in the 

Medieval trivium, theological method, and eventually in the three arts of dictamin, 

preaching, and poetry. By demonstrating the fluidity in which rhetoric is located in 

medieval academics and culture, McKean seeks to argue that rhetoric's history is 

best viewed through its mutations relative to the needs it meets, rather than its 

ties to a particular subject matter (32). 

Charles Sears Baldwin published three volumes from 1924 to 1939 that 

examined rhetoric and poetic from Aristotle to Montaigne. In Ancient Rhetoric 

and Poetic: Interpreted from Representative Works (1924), Baldwin be.gins by 

examining the distinction that separates poetic from rhetoric in Aristotle, arguing 

that the distinction was not one of style or form, ideas he associates with then 

current assumptions of "forms of discourse" in American textbooks (4) , but one of 

the ends involved (for rhetoric, persuasion) and the processes of composition 

(conception, ordering, uttering) (2-3). He thus sees rhetoric and poetic as natural 

bedfellows, with both common and distinct issues, and he begins his history of 

rhetoric and poetic with Aristotle and Cicero, continuing with Quintilian, Seneca, 

Tacitus, Pliny, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and Pseudo-Longinus. What is clear 

from his introduction, however, is that his concern for history is a concern for 

pedagogy, a concern for criticism and composition in American higher education, 

especially literary education. Baldwin's Medieval Rhetoric and Poetic to 1400: 

Interpreted from Representative Works (1928) continues his look at rhetoric and 

poetic as indicative of an age's "habits in education and in literature" (vii). He 
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begins with Augustine's response to the Second Sophistic, and contin·ues in a 

history where "rhetorica tended to coincide with that school study of Latin poetry 

which was a recognized function of grammatica" and where "the main medieval 

fields proper to rhetoric were sermons and letters" (ix). The third chapter (39-64) 

of his posthumous Renaissance Theory and Practice: Classicism in the Rhetoric 

and Poetic of Italy, France, and England, 1400-1600 (1939) examines the revival 

of rhetoric in the Renaissance under the rubric of "imitation," with the imitation of 

Ciceronian Latin, and imitations of orations, letters, dialogues, and of both 

sophistic and the five-canon configuration of classical rhetoric. 

Two works by Donald Lemen Clark reflect several concerns that shape the 

interest in historical rhetoric early in this discussion. Clark's dissertation, 

published in 1922 as Rhetoric and Poetry in the Renaissance, "undertakes to 

trace the influence of classical rhetoric on the criticisms of poetry published in 

England between 1553 and 1641" (vii). The first part of the dissertation discusses 

the relationship of poetic and rhetoric, followed by a historical survey of the two, 

beginning with Aristotle's distinction between rhetoric and poetic, leading to a 

development of classical "rhetoric" as the art of persuasion, followed by a later 

confusion of the rhetoric and poetic, a confusion that ultimately leads to "the 

decay of classical rhetorical tradition" in "The Middle Ages," marked by "a 

consideration of style alone" (43). In Clark's narrative, rhetoric is reduced to style 

completely by the Renaissance, with inventional issues handled by logic; later, 

however, rhetoric is recovered with the resurgent influence of classical rhetoric. 
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Several decades later, Clark published Rhetoric in Greco-Roman Education 

(1957), a work marked by a shift in focus toward pedagogy. Clark begins by 

considering the ancient discussion of whether rhetoric may be considered an art, 

that is, something that can be taught. He then turns toward the matter of defining 

"rhetoric," a historical discussion with some leanings toward causality that moves 

from the Greek political system, to Gorgias the Sophist, to "The Moral Plato," to 

the scientific approach of Aristotle, and finally to lsocrates, who educates 

students for civic life. The rest of the book is a systematic look at rhetorical 

education in the Aristotle-ad Herennium-Cicero-Quintilian tradition. 

Three works from the 1940s and 1950s together construct a rather 

thorough view of rhetoric's history in North America, even if the focus is primarily 

on oratory and rhetoric in higher education. Warren Guthrie's five part "The 

Development of Rhetorical Theory in America" published in Speech Monographs 

(1946-51 ), examines evidence of textbook use in American colleges to outline a 

move in American rhetorical theory from (a) a Ramistic rhetoric focused on 

figures and tropes, to (b) a combination of Ciceronian and Scottish Philosophical 

and Belletristic Rhetoric, to (c) a more uniquely American "practical philosophy of 

persuasion" (1949, IV, 107). This focus on an American struggle to define 

rhetoric on its own terms, apart from an English and Scottish heritage in which it 

found its roots, is also reflected in several of the essays in A History of Speech 

Education in America (1954), edited by Karl R. Wallace. 
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A third work from the 1940s and 1950s, Albert R. Kitzhaber's dissertation, 

Rhetoric in American Colleges: 1850-1900, did not see publicafion until 1990. 

But, according to John T. Gage, who wrote the introduction to the edition 

published by Southern Methodist University, Kitzhaber's dissertation had by that 

time "for thirty-seven years been legendary to students and scholars of 

composition" (vii). Gage asserts further that "it has had an underground and 

grass-roots circulation, on microfilm and in multi-generation Xemx copies, and 

has been talked about as much as any secondary work in the field" (vii). It is hard 

to overestimate the significance of Kitzhaber's work for defining the discipline of 

rhetoric in the latter half of the twentieth century, but also for describing its most 

recent history in North America. For our purposes, it is significant as a reflection 

of some of the forces guiding historical inquiry in the field of rhetoric during the 

middle part of the twentieth century. 

Gage's introduction to the 1990 SMU publication indicates that Kitzhaber's 

inquiry reflects his own concerns about the state of rhetoric as a discipline, as 

well as the state of composition instruction, in his own era. On more than one 

occasion, Kitzhaber refers to "the tradition of rhetoric" as a 2,400 years old 

tradition (226), locating its roots in the classical period. The significance of this is 

that, in the period of rhetoric's history covered in his dissertation, Kitzhaber sees 

a shift from a more theoretically-oriented rhetoric with its foundations in its 

classical tradition, but likewise represented by its most recent English and 

Scottish embodiments, to a more practically-oriented focus on composition. 
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However, this latter focus on composition was shaped more by concerns over 

surface correctness, reflected for example in the Harvard Reports, and reduction 

of rhetoric to more formalized rules and principles of composition, for example, 

principles of paragraph construction, the "forms" (or today, "modes") of discourse, 

and formal grammar instruction. The picture Kitzhaber paints is of a shift in 

rhetoric from a place of prominence into the nineteenth century to a reduction of 

rhetoric to composition instruction by the early twentieth century, "in a very real 

sense, drudgery of the worst sort, unenlivened by any genuine belief in its value, 

shackled by an unrealistic theory of writing, and so debased in esteem that men 

of ability were unwilling to identify with it permanently" (226). Rhetoric, as a 

discipline, would soon see another shift, a shift that would be supported by a 

concerted effort to construct rhetoric's history. 

Reports on the State of Rhetoric in the 1960s 

In his review of twentieth-century writing instruction in America (Rhetoric 

and Reality), as Berlin considers what he terms "The Renaissance of Rhetoric," a 

period he locates between 1960 and 1975, he points to four important essays 

from the mid-60s that reflect continued, though further developed, conversations 

about the nature of rhetoric and its relationship to other disciplines: Robert 

Gorrell's "Very Like a Whale-A Report on Rhetoric" (1965), Martin Steinmann, 

Jr.'s "Rhetorical Research" (1966), James J. Murphy's "The Four Faces of 

Rhetoric: A Progress Report," and Francis Lee Utley's "The Boundaries of 

Language and Rhetoric: The English Curriculum" (1968). These essays reflect 
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the continuing, even frustrating, search for a definition of rhetoric on which all can 

reasonably or functionally agree. Utley's essay recounts amusingly the tendency 

in recent work (then) to divide rhetoric - as a discipline, as a phenomenon - into 

numbered parts: "Numerology is eclectic, and the more you look into it all the 

numbers become magic" (120). Murphy concludes, after a review of a 

Conference on Rhetoric and Literature at the 1964 MLA Meeting, that "it is 

abundantly clear that both interest and confusion are widespread" (59). He 

likewise quotes Dudley Bailey from a 1964 essay, "A Plea for a Modern set of 

Topoi," that "most students and instructors 'have come to suppose that somehow 

'rhetoric' has something to do with everything and nothing particularly to do with 

anything"' (Murphy 55). Gorrell, beginning with the proliferation of metaphors for 

rhetoric at a 1964 CCCC Seminar, asserts that "rhetoric is very like a chameleon" 

(138) in that its definition seems to constantly and easily shift to reflect its 

interests and focus, but also its backdrop; already, in the first paragraph of the 

essay, Gorrell had characterized rhetoric as "sometimes very like a whale, with 

its mouth open, sweeping the ocean," seemingly gathering up all disciplines as it 

goes (138). Utley more wryly observes that "in the 40s, under the influence of 

Trager and Smith and other structuralists, rhetoric was a kind of dustbin or 

wastebasket for anything which their system could not analyze" (121 ). The 

struggle to locate rhetoric as a discipline in relation to English studies, literary 

criticism, and then linguistics and grammar, continued in the 60s as part of the 

ongoing struggle to define exactly what "rhetoric" means, or might mean. 
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What becomes clear, though, in several of these essays, is the apparent 

assumption that the discipline of rhetoric, or attempts to define rhetoric, will 

include inquiry into rhetoric's history. Gorrell refers to apparent interests in 

historical rhetoric, specifically classical rhetoric, which he suggests reflects a 

belief that rhetorics of the past may prove useful for modern composition 

instruction (139). In dividing rhetoric into component parts, Murphy and 

Steinmann each include historical rhetoric as one of the major parts. Steinmann 

sees historical or comparative research as a means to showing "such things as 

how the theories resemble and differ from one another and whether one theory 

seems to have foreshadowed or influenced another" (282). Murphy asserts 

"Rhetoric as a Subject with a History" - one of the "four faces of rhetoric" (57). 

However, while historical rhetoric here functions as a component part of a 

discipline, or a field of research within that discipline, history would appear to 

become a central site in the coming decades where arguments over definitions of 

rhetoric occur. This would seem to begin with three decades of historical 

research in which rhetoric would be defined by its historians, but also in which a 

picture of rhetoric's history would not only be nurtured to full development but 

would receive apparent status as canon. 

The Big Three (1961-1978): Howell, Kennedy, and Murphy 

Stephen North, in The Making of Knowledge (1987), locates the "birth of 

modern Composition" by associating it with Albert Kitzhaber's call in a 1963 

address to CCCC "for the exertion of authority over knowledge about 
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composition: what it is, how it is made, who gets to say so and why" (15). A year 

before, says North, 11the NCTE Executive Council formed an ad hoc Committee 

on the State of Knowledge about Composition, the purpose of which was 'to 

review what is known and what is not known about the teaching and learning of 

composition and the conditions under which it is taught'" (16). It is notable that, at 

around the same time, in 1963, George A. Kennedy published The Art of 

Persuasion in Greece, the first of his three part history of rhetoric in the Classical 

world. As we observed earlier, 1961 had seen the early discussions of rhetoric as 

a discipline come full circle with the publication of the collection of essays edited 

by Howes, Historical Studies of Rhetoric and Rhetoricians, in which Hoyt 

Hudson's important 1923 essay, "The Field of Rhetoric," was reprinted. That year 

also saw the publication of Logic and Rhetoric in England: 1500-1700 by Wilbur 

Samuel Howell, already a prominent figure in historical study of rhetoric. Thus 

began the important work of two figures in the trinity of historians of rhetoric who 

would do much from 1961 to 1980 to construct a well developed history of 

rhetoric from the Classical Age into the nineteenth century. This trinity would 

include Howell, Kennedy, and, later, James J. Murphy. 

Warren Guthrie, Albert Kitzhaber, and others had already contributed 

greatly to developing a reasonably accessible look at rhetorical theory in America 

to the early twentieth century, ranging back to its roots among Scottish and 

English rhetoricians. Wilbur Howell would extend those roots further back, 

through the English Renaissance, to the edges of the European Renaissance. In 
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Logic and Rhetoric in England: 1500-1700 (1961), Howell seeks "to trace 

historically the methods recognized by the Renaissance Englishman as the laws 

of authorship" (v, italics added). By "the laws of authorship" he means theories 

about the production, in this case, of "any kind of literary work, poetical or non

poetical, oral or written" (v). However, Howell intends to confine his inquiry to 

"theories that govern arguments, expositions, lectures, speeches, letters, and 

sermons," all of which "were produced in accordance with the principfes that 

made up the disciplines of logic and rhetoric" (v). Howell identifies the rhetoric of 

this period in England as the counterpart to logic. Whereas logic is the close

fisted, or tightly crafted, discourse of the members of an academic community, 

rhetoric would be the open-fisted discourse directed toward the broader 

populace. A "complete theory of communication," then, "is largely identified, not 

with one, not with the other, but with both" (4). Howell finds in this period three 

patterns, or trajectories, in which rhetorical work tended to fall: (1) traditional, 

perceptive, or Ciceronian rhetoric; (2) stylistic rhetoric; and (3) formulary rhetoric, 

or the study of examples. Incidentally, in his later Eighteenth-Century British 

Logic and Rhetoric (1971 ), Howell again finds three trajectories arising out of the 

ashes of the Ramistic "reforms" (79): (1) the neo-Ciceronians; (2) the 

elocutionary movement; and (3) what he calls a "new rhetoric," related to the 

work of the Port-Royalists and to the movement toward the belles-lettres 

tradition. Morever, Howell emphasizes over the course of these two volumes (a) 

the dominance of the Ciceronian tradition, (b) the transformations of rhetoric as a 
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result of Ramistic "reforms," (c) and the influence of the rise of science on how 

the duties and provinces of logic and rhetoric were understood. 

In the span of two decades, from 1961 to 1980, George A. Kennedy would 

publish a three part history of rhetoric in the classical era. Of course, it was 

already commonplace to locate the origins of rhetoric in the classical era. We 

have already observed that the general work on oratory by Sears, the history of 

speech criticism by Thonssen and Baird, and the three-volume history of rhetoric 

and poetic by Baldwin, all begin with classical Greece. Indeed, Baldwin's 

volumes begin with, and are shaped throughout by, Aristotle's Rhetoric and 

Poetics. The same is fairly obvious in Edward P. J. Corbett's well known 

Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student, originally published in 1965. Corbett 

uses the etymology of the English word, "rhetoric," to locate the origins of the 

subject, rhetoric, in ancient Greece (20-21 ). Not surprisingly, then, Corbett's 

definition of rhetoric associated with these origins is "the use of language for 

persuasive purposes" (20) or "the art of persuasive speech" (21 ). As with 

Baldwin, Corbett's concern is pedagogical: he contrasts classical rhetoric with 

then current American practice of focusing on argumentation in "the four forms of 

discourse-Argumentation, Exposition, Description, and Narration," a practice he 

says "usually turns out to be just an accelerated course in logic," running counter 

to the classical location of logic as "only one of many 'available means of 

persuasion"' (21 ). What follows, then, reflects the classical rhetoric most often 

associated with Aristotle, ad Herennium, Cicero, and Quintilian, with the division 
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of rhetoric into five canons, further divisions of invention (logos, pathos, ethos) 

and style (plain, forcible, florid), and divisions of discourse into deliberative, 

forensic, and epideictic (22-29). 

George Kennedy.begins his extensive examination of this classical 

tradition of rhetoric with The Art of Persuasion in Greece (1963), in which he 

seeks to trace "the growth of a single, great, traditional theory to which many 

writers and teachers contributed" (9). Kennedy refers here to a philosophically 

oriented tradition of education designed to prepare males for public life in Greek 

society, a tradition he sees in decline by the writing of ad Herennium, in which 

the student "is to study rhetoric as a discipline of the mind (1.1 )" (267). Kennedy's 

The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World: 300 B.C. to A.O. 300 (1972) begins with 

an understanding of rhetoric as persuasion, while also noting what he calls 

"secondary rhetoric: critical or aesthetic theory not directly concerned with 

persuasion and the technique of works produced under the influence of these 

critical concepts" (3). However, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World is as 

much a history of Ciceronian rhetoric as anything else, something Kennedy all 

but admits: "Not only are the oratory and rhetoric of the Roman republic known to 

us chiefly through the writings of Cicero, but they are dominated and 

overwhelmed by his own achievement, for in rhetoric he combined the activities 

of a Demosthenes with those of an Aristotle. Early Roman speakers and writers 

seem like prophets preparing the way for him; his eloquent contemporaries take 
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on reality chiefly as his foils; his successors can be understood best in terms of 

their reaction to him" (149). 

Kennedy complicates his working definition of rhetoric in Greek Rhetoric 

under Christian Emperors (1983), observing how rhetoric, whatever it might be, 

began to take on more diversified functions: "As we shall see [ ... ], a rhetorical 

education came to perform other functions in addition to training in public 

address: it taught literary composition; it offered training for future bureaucrats in 

the civil service; it served as an introduction to dialectic and thus to philosophy; 

ultimately it provided training for preachers and controversialists in the Christian 

Church" (4). He will also chide modern scholars who tend to view later Greek 

writing and rhetoric as tired and uninteresting: "critics who view the rhetoric of 

later antiquity with distaste are doing themselves a disservice; they are refusing 

to accept the age on its own terms" (50). This more open stance toward defining 

rhetoric may be an early example of some of the unease that would begin to 

develop in the 1980s with the growing canonized history of rhetoric to which 

Kennedy would greatly contribute. 

Jerrold Seigel's Rhetoric and Philosophy in Renaissance Humanisim: The 

Union of Eloquence and Wisdom. Petrarch to Valla (1968) is an important work in 

this period that examines the disappearance of the ideal of Ciceronian oratory 

amidst a changing cultural and political scene in Europe. But James J. Murphy 

would be a more influential figure in this period for bridging the gap in rhetoric's 

history between the Classical age and the late European Renaissance. The first 
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edition of Murphy's A Synoptic History of Classical Rhetoric, published in 1972, 

would reflect great confidence in asserting that the origins of rhetoric's history are 

to be found in ancient Greek society. Murphy begins by defining rhetoric as "the 

systematic analysis of human discourse for the purpose of adducing useful 

precepts for future discourse" (3). He continues by noting that "rhetoric is an 

entirely Western phenomenon. As far as one can judge from surviving evidence, 

the Greeks were the only people of the ancient world who endeavored to analyze 

the ways in which human beings communicate with each other" (3). The list of 

figures that Murphy examines, then, includes what would become, in classical 

_ rhetoric, the usual suspects: Aristotle, Hermagoras, Cicero, Quintilian, and 

Augustine, with a look at others who deserve study, like Homer, Corax-Tisias, the 

Sophists, lsocrates, Plato, Seneca the Elder, Donatus, and Pseudo-Longinus. 

The same confidence echoes loudly two years later in Murphy's Rhetoric 

in the Middle Ages: A History of the Rhetorical Theory from Saint Augustine to 

the Renaissance (1974): "Any study of the development of Western theories of 

communication must begin with the first impulses toward laying down precepts 

(praecepta) for future discourse. This preceptive movement began in ancient 

Greece, was transmitted to Rome and from thence to medieval Europe. No other 

ancient civilization but the Greek made such efforts to analyze human discourse, 

to distill the fruits of analysis into usable precepts, and to transmit those precepts 

to other men for their future use" (3). Murphy begins in this volume by dividing 

rhetoric into four classical traditions that would provide a foundation for Medieval 
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rhetoric: (1) an Aristotelian philosophical tradition; (2) a more pragmatic tradition 

associated with Cicero, ad Herennium, and Quintilian; (3) a tradition associated 

with the Second Sophistic and its concerns with the progymnasmata and the 

culminating declamations; and (4) a grammatical tradition (also concerned with 

the composition and criticism of poetry) associated with Horace and Donatus. 

Murphy also examines closely the three "Medieval Rhetorical Genres" of ars 

poetriae, ars dictaminis, and ars praedicandi, a formulation that would become 

canonical for reflecting medieval rhetoric, but that also reflects his earlier work in 

Three Medieval Rhetorical Arts (1971 ). As with Kennedy, a later work edited by 

Murphy, Medieval Eloquence: Studies in the Theory and Practice of Medieval 

Rhetoric (1978) would anticipate some unease with the growing confidence in the 

slowly developing history of rhetoric by admitting a widening range of rhetoric in 

the Medieval period "far broader[ ... ] than Cicero or Aristotle had ever 

contemplated" (ix). Murphy will also caution that "it is of course all too easy now 

to see too much where before too little was seen" (x, here referring to the 

growing tendency to find rhetoric everywhere). 

By the late seventies, if these publications and their influence is any 

indication, a fairly stable and extensive picture of rhetoric's history had 

developed. This history begins with public politics in Greek society, with debates 

among the Sophists and the Philosophers, and with the ultimate technical 

handbook in Aristotle's Rhetoric. It moves to the Roman world, where ad 

Herennium, Cicero, Pseudo-Longinus, and finally Quintilian contribute to the 
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production of a refined system of rhetorical education, even as classical rhetoric 

declined into empty declamation as a means of political expediency. Classical 

rhetoric then passes through Augustine, who transforms it for Christian use, into 

Medieval Europe, where it functions within liberal arts education as an element of 

the trivium. Rhetoric finds its best expression in the late Middle Ages in the three 

medieval rhetorical arts: preaching, letter-writing, and verse. The Renaissance 

brings about a resurgence of rhetoric, that is, Ciceronian rhetoric of the public 

arena and stylistic rhetoric. The logic (Ramus), and later science (Bacon, Locke), 

of the Enlightenment divorce rhetoric from invention, leaving style 

(Ciceronianism) and delivery/elocution (Austin, Sheridan) to function alone. The 

eighteenth century sees the rise in scientific, philosophical, and belletristic 

rhetorics, marked especially by a commitment to faculty psychology and an 

interest in epistemology, exemplified in the triumvirate of Campbell, Blair, and 

Whately. Nineteenth-century rhetoric sees both a decline of rhetoric, viewed as a 

dangerous tool of propaganda, and a distortion of rhetoric amidst compositional 

and pedagogical assumptions and ideas (the paragraph and the modes of 

discourse) associated, for example, with Hill, Genung, and most prominently, 

Alexander Bain. Finally, the rise of the English Department, with its focus on 

reading and writing literature, the departure of the Speech Department, crises 

over college writing (an influx of middle-class students unfamiliar with the usage 

of the upper classes compounded by increasingly disproportionate student

teacher ratios), and the subsequent advent of the composition course in English 
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Departments - all led to the dislodging of rhetoric from writing altogether by the 

beginning of the twentieth century. The study of rhetoric, then, would be revived 

in various forms by the middle of the twentieth century. Although clearly a 

reduction of the overall picture, this has become "the history of rhetoric," 

reflected, for example, in the brief "Survey of Rhetoric" in Corbett's Classical 

Rhetoric for the Modern Student (1965, 1971) and, within a larger survey of three 

"arts of discourse" (literary, rhetorical, and dialectical), in James L. Kinneavy's 

"Brief Historical Sketch of Discourse Education in Western Civilization" (5-17) in 

A Theory of Discourse (1971 ). Furthermore, by 1980, three single volume 

surveys of rhetoric's history will have appeared that in many ways reflect this 

history, but also contribute to its canonization. 

The 1980s: "The Rhetorical Tradition" 

The· year 1980 saw the publication of the first edition of George A. 

Kennedy's important and influential Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and 

Secular Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times. This history runs nearly 250 

pages, but over half of that space (about 160 pages) dwells on rhetoric in ancient 

Greece and Rome (with five insightful pages on "Rhetoric in the Old Testament"). 

What Kennedy will mean by "rhetoric" is revealed in the first sentence of the 

Preface: "This book is intended to be a short introduction to a vast subject, the 

history of man's effort to accomplish his purposes by speech" (xi). Further, 

Kennedy will admit that such a history "as a whole cannot yet be written," and 

that "the part of it which can be best known is the theory of rhetoric which 
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emerged in Greek and Roman times and was studied, commented upon, or 

reinterpreted down to our own age" (xi). He further asks, while working to define 

"classical rhetoric" in the first chapter: "How does it differ from universal or natural 

rhetoric anywhere else in the world? At what point in history, if ever, does the 

rhetoric taught in western schools cease to be 'classical' and begin to be 

pr_edominately some other, postclassical or modern rhetoric? Is this rhetoric an 

intellectual faculty, a science of persuasion, an art of speaking well, or a means 

of literary composition?" (3). Kennedy later offers a general look at "rhetoric" as a 

"form of communication," including an author's purpose and means of 

accomplishing that purpose (4). 

Kennedy's focus returns quickly to classical rhetoric, which he famously 

divides into "primary" rhetoric, or the theory and practice of public persuasion, 

and "secondary" rhetoric (literary or traditional/natural), that is, "the apparatus of 

rhetorical techniques clustering around discourse or art forms when those 

techniques are not being used for their primary oral purpose" (5). What is fairly 

clear is that Kennedy is here groping for a definition of rhetoric that will satisfy the 

broad definitions of rhetoric that had arisen since at least Kenneth Burke but that 

will also allow him to focus on the classical configuration of that broader subject. 

This history, then, admirably traces the classical configuration of rhetoric typically 

associated with Aristotle and Cicero through its Medieval and Renaissance 

transformations to George Campbell and Hugh Blair, whom he places in a 
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chapter entitled "Neoclassical Rhetoric," the final chapter that, incidentally, ends 

with a section entitled "The Decline of Neoclassical Rhetoric." 

Not surprisingly, James L. Golden, Goodwin F. Berquist, and William E. 

Coleman, in The Rhetoric of Western Thought, first published in 1976 (the 

second edition, on which this review is based, was published in 1978), focus 

early on the problem of defining "rhetoric." Responding, it seems, to 

"expansionists" who "have enlarged the scope of rhetoric to such a point that all 

types of communication fall within its range," Golden, et al., define rhetoric as a 

"culture bound and multidisciplinary" "human discipline" of persuasion in the 

context of choice (4-5). The authors observe the virtual absence of "attempts to 

trace the dynamic evolution of rhetorical theory from the Greeks to the present" 

and offer their work as "an attempt to survey major rhetorical theories from Plato 

to Perelman" (vii). However, interestingly, Golden, et al., restrict their historical 

inquiry to the three periods observed "as the three crucial areas in the 

development of Western rhetorical thought-the classical period, the late 

eighteenth century, and the period extending from the early 1980s to the present 

time" (1978: 22). That is, the authors begin with the scheme outlined by Douglas 

Ehninger in a 1968 article, "On Systems of Rhetoric," which is reprinted in its 

entirety (the quotation above comes from Ehninger's article in Golden, et al.'s, 

history). 
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Ironically, while Ehninger, in 1968, had noted the danger of reducing 

rhetoric of a period to a "system," the systems outlined by Ehninger will become 

impenetrable in the history by Golden, et al., the basic history of those systems 

never changing, even down to the seventh edition (2000), rather being 

repeatedly and inconsistently appendixed and footnoted. Equally ironic, a year 

before, Ehninger had published another essay, "On Rhetoric and Rhetorics" 

(1967), in which he argues for a systems approach to rhetoric over against "the 

persistent search for a single master characteristic" (242), and in which he points 

to a system that remains largely absent from the many editions of The Rhetoric 

of Western Thought - a rhetoric in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries that had 

the purpose of teaching "a socially proper mode of expression [ ... ] a way of 

ceremonially 'talking up the social scale' in an effort to curry favor or to mark 

oneself as a member of a preferred class," a system he associates with 

Castiglione's Courtier and Peacham's Complete Gentleman (Ehninger "On 

Rhetoric" 244). The history by Golden, et al., then - which runs nearly 300 pages 

- covers the years 200-1600 in six pages (81-87) under the rubric of "Rhetoric in 

Transition" within the chapter entitled "Classical Rhetorical Theory" (the situation 

is only slightly different in Kennedy's Classical Rhetoric). Richard McKeon's final 

comment in his 1942 "Rhetoric in the Middle Ages" becomes prophetic: "[l]f 

rhetoric is defined in terms of a single subject matter-such as style, or literature, 

or discourse-it has no history during the Middle Ages" (32). Still, an important 

and useful element of The Rhetoric of Western Thought in all its editions would 
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be the significant attention it would give to contemporary rhetorical theory, 

including the work of thinkers like I .A. Richards, Richard Weaver, Kenneth Burke, 

Stephen Toulmin, and Chaim Perelman (these same twentieth-century figures 

had marked the roll call of twentieth-century rhetoric in the "Survey of Rhetoric" in 

the 1971 2nd edition of Corbett's Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student). 

Another seemingly less well known work, one that provides a historical 

survey of rhetoric, but as it appears "in conflict" with philosophy, appeared in 

1975: Samuel ljsseling's Rhetoric and Philosophy in Conflict (English translation 

published in 1976). This work begins by following "the ancients" in defining 

rhetoric as "the art of speaking and writing both well and convincingly" (1 ). The 

first chapter, entitled "The Rehabilitation of Rhetoric,,, continues with the standard 

observation that "towards the end of the nineteenth century, rhetoric fell into 

disrepute,,, followed more recently by "widespread revival and rehabilitation of 

rhetoric" (1 ). It is within the recent rehabilitation of rhetoric, including the interest 

in language among philosophers of the twentieth century, and with the long 

standing conflict between philosophy and rhetoric, often at the level of language, 

that ljsseling situates the subsequent historical survey. And the first sentence of 

the second chapter, where the historical survey begins, frames what will follow: 

"Almost everything of real value in the Western world has its origin in ancient 

Greece" (7). Although ljsseling's narrative is different from that found in The 

Rhetoric of Western Thought or Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular 

Tradition in that it focuses on locations of conflict between philosophy and 
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rhetoric in history, what had by the late 1970s become "the history of rhetoric" 

nevertheless informs his historical survey, providing the themes and trajectories 

for rhetoric's side of the story - up to the nineteenth century, that is. Interestingly, 

whereas the increasingly canonized narrative of rhetoric's history will typically 

feature a triumvirate of Campbell, Blair, and Whately through the late eighteenth 

century and deep into the nineteenth century, turning then to composition history 

in colleges and universities, ljsseling's narrative, presumably because of its 

focuses on the intersection of rhetoric and philosophy, but perhaps for other 

reasons as well, features a triumvirate of Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud for the 

nineteenth century. Vitanza will later (1993) mark this as a significant element of 

ljsseling's historical work as "self-conscious critical practice" based in a 

hermeneutics of suspicion, which again makes his focus on Marx, Nietzsche, and 

Freud remarkable (229-230). Further, it is as noteworthy, in light of ljsseling's 

view of philosophy being "rehabilitated" through rhetoric, that "the history of 

rhetoric" in its increasingly canonized form by the late 1970s is largely the history 

of rhetoric as a philosophical enterprise, except for the apparent "gap" in its 

history from the late nineteenth to the early twentieth century. 

This "history of rhetoric" that appears to inform Kennedy and Golden's 

narratives, and much of ljsseling's, when he deals with rhetoric's history, the 

same "history of rhetoric" that had achieved a fair amount of stability by the late 

1970s, continued to function as the basic "history of rhetoric" or "rhetorical 

tradition" deep into the 1980s. A fairly standard view of the twentieth century also 
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began to arise, at least in terms of rhetorical theory frequently identified as "New 

Rhetoric" and associated with Kenneth Burke and others like I. A. Richards, 

Chaim Perelman (practical reason), Richard Weaver (ethics), Stephen Toulmin 

(argument), and Michel Foucault (discourse). This "history of rhetoric," or 

"rhetorical tradition" as it would also be called, seems to inform Paul Oskar 

Kristeller's survey of "Philosophy and Rhetoric from Antiquity to the Renaissance" 

(211-59) that appears in a collection of Kristeller's work, Renaissance Thought 

and Its Sources (1979), edited by Michael Mooney. The same "history of rhetoric" 

seems also to inform Terry Eagleton's "A Small History of Rhetoric" in Walter 

Benjamin, or, Towards a Revolutionary Criticism (1981), although Eagleton 

follows the same path of rhetoric as ljsseling did earlier, tracing its nineteenth

century trajectory through Nietzsche (and Kant) rather than through Campbell, 

Blair, and Whately (Vitanza [1993], 228, notably comments that Eagleton has 

been the only to "write a brief history of rhetoric across the Marxist ideology"). 

This same "rhetorical tradition" appears to be the backdrop for the 

"reapplications" of rhetoric in The Rhetorical Tradition and Modern Writing 

(1982), edited by James J. Murphy. As a prelude to her survey of rhetoric's 

history in A Rhetoric for Writing Teachers (1982, 1987), Erika Lindemann 

provides a definition of rhetoric reminiscent of the one found in Golden's The 

Rhetoric of Western Thought, with its emphasis on rhetoric being a multi/inter

disciplinary human study leading to cooperation (persuasion) in the midst of 

choice (36-37); the brief history of rhetoric that follows is basically the same as 
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elsewhere. Walter Ong provides the initial definition of rhetoric as "the art of 

producing genuine conviction in others [ ... ]" the study of which enables one "to 

move others, to get things done" (1) for The Present State of Scholarship in 

Historical and Contemporary Rhetoric (1983), and the following discussion of the 

state of scholarship is framed by the "history of rhetoric" that increasingly 

becomes canonized. Golden's 1983 3rd edition of The Rhetoric of Western 

Thought reinscribes the same basic history, while continuing to develop a larger 

picture of rhetoric's history in the twentieth century. While in Contemporary 

Perspectives on Rhetoric (1985) they make the interesting move to complicate a 

definition of rhetoric - and that after their survey of the history of rhetoric ( 1-10) -

and though they give a more extended view of the sophists than might otherwise 

be expected, Sonja K. Foss, Karen A. Foss, and Robert Trapp likewise reinscribe 

the same rhetorical tradition, including in large part the same version of 

twentieth-century rhetoric, with its more philosophical focus, as appears 

elsewhere. Finally, in Brian Vickers' In Defence of Rhetoric (1988), the same 

"history of rhetoric" informs, even frames, his historical survey of rhetoric, which 

runs through the Renaissance, although his work also places special emphasis 

on rhetoric's relation to philosophy and poetic, the latter especially in the later 

parts of the book. 

Though accounts of rhetoric's history were not without variation, a fairly 

cogent Rhetorical Tradition (now, perhaps, deserving capitalization) had risen. 

The call for a history of rhetoric had been answered in such a way that by the 
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1980s a discipline of rhetoric was defensible as a continuation of tradition with a 

2,500 year history with its origins in classical Greece. Unfortunately, the 

confidence with which historians of rhetoric viewed the Rhetorical Tradition 

blinded them to the narrow definition of rhetoric they used in their inquiry and the 

narrowness of their purview. Critical theory, especially in the form of post

structuralist, feminist, and post-colonial theory, would soon undermine that 

confidence, a subject to which the next chapter is devoted. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

ROUGH PASSAGE: DEBATES OVER HISTORIOGRAPHY (1980-1994) 

Though the apparent rise of a received history of rhetoric, usefully 

denominated The Rhetorical Tradition, may be evident deep into the 1980s in a 

variety of publications - including full-length histories and summaries - evidence 

of uncertainty about that very history and its relation to any particular field or 

discipline was always present. By the late 1980s, though, this uncertainty, fueled 

it would seem by contemporary critical theory, developed in to a full blown, at 

times even heated, debate. Still, two works published in the early 1980s reflect 

more fully some of the unease noted in Murphy's Medieval Eloquence (1978) and 

Kennedy's Greek Rhetoric (1983) concerning rhetoric's too easy restriction to its 

classical configurations and history. 

The same year that George Kennedy published his Classical Rhetoric and 

Its Christian and Secular Tradition, 1980, Aviva Freedman and Ian Pringle edited 

and published a collection of papers from the 1979 Canadian Council for 

Teachers of English conference under the title Reinventing the Rhetorical 

Tradition. Following Janet Emig's lead, the editors, in the "Epilogue," assert a 

"tacit" tradition of rhetoric associated with figures like Dewey, Polanyi, Langer, 

Piaget, Vygotsky, and Kuhn (178) that, more than the classical tradition, provides 

the ancestry for recent trends and activities in a newly formed, or "reinvented," 
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discipline of rhetoric. A similar effort to mark a distinction between contemporary 

rhetoric, especially in its concerns for writing, and the classical rhetorical tradition 

- even to distance recent trends from classical categories - may be found in the 

later volume by C. H. Knoblauch and Lil Brannon, Rhetorical Traditions and the 

Teaching of Writing (1984), which has as the title of its second chapter: "Ancient 

Rhetoric in Modern Classrooms: That Old Time Religion." Michael Halloran 

criticizes Freedman and Pringle's assertion of rhetoric as a discipline in Kuhnian 

terms ("Review" 95), but this only indicates the concern that shapes both of these 

volumes for defining a discipline associated with rhetoric and/or composition. In 

another review, Richard Enos and Michael Halloran criticize Knoblauch and 

Brannon for misrepresentations of classical rhetoric ("Review" 502-504 ), but what 

is apparent in each of these works is a desire to distance contemporary rhetoric 

and composition from the classical rhetoric that had been advocated, for 

example, by Corbett. 

This concern for re-examining the value and use of classical rhetoric, or 

something we might call a western rhetorical tradition, or even what each might 

mean, also appears in the collection of papers from the first two conferences 

(1976 & 1977) of the International Society for the History of Rhetoric (founded in 

1977), edited by Brian Vickers, Rhetoric Revalued (1982). In the Introduction, 

Vickers calls for a broader scope for historical rhetoric: "Too many historians 

have been preoccupied with rhetorical theory, neglecting the practical dimension, 

in education, public speaking, law, literature, art, and music that was the whole 
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justification for its existence" (14). In "The Variety of Classical Rhetoric," A. D. 

Leeman explores the diversity of meanings of "rhetoric" in Cicero as a meditation 

on the continuing issue of defining what "rhetoric" can or should mean: "In the 

course of the centuries the name rhetoric, just because it could easily be 

detached from its obsolete connection with rhetor = orator, could cover meanings 

which have little or nothing to do with an orator-a process that has continued 

until the present day" (45). Likewise, the volume of essays edited by James 

Murphy, Renaissance Eloquence (1983), bears two strong undercurrents. On the 

one hand, a paucity of evidence restricts interpretation of rhetoric in the 

Renaissance period. On the other, as evidence continues to be uncovered, it 

becomes increasingly clear that the findings will necessarily complicate not only 

received views of rhetoric's history during the Renaissance (for example, the 

influence of Ramistic rhetoric), but will also complicate the very notion of 

"rhetoric" itself as a subject. Kristeller, for example, opens the collection of 

essays by citing the many different understandings attached to the word, 

"rhetoric," and the difficulty this presents in exploring the meaning of rhetoric in a 

given age like the Renaissance (1 ). In these two works, as well as in Kennedy's 

1983 Greek Rhetoric Under Christian Emperors, rhetoric's history becomes more 

complicated as rhetoric's meaning becomes more diverse in history. 

By the late eighties, this growing unease concerning the complexities 

involved in writing something called a "history of rhetoric" opens into a full 

dialogue about historiography. The prior confidence in relatively clear trajectories 
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in a "history of rhetoric" or a "rhetorical tradition" is increasingly challenged in the 

pages of College Composition and Communication and two newly formed 

journals Pre/Text and Rhetoric Review. Stephen North, in his chapter on "The 

Historians" in The Making of Knowledge in Composition: Portrait of an Emerging 

Field (1987), follows Robert Connors in characterizing history in the field of 

rhetoric up to that point as "kings and battles history," with a focus on major 

figures or major thematic shifts (11 ). Further, he observes what might be called 

an uncritical historiography along with a lack of communal dialectic (he calls it 

"post-publication debate") about written histories in the field (83). Ironically, 

evidence that such an observation had become obsolete appeared the same 

time North published his work. That evidence is clearly available in the 1987 

double issue of Pre/Text (8.1-2) the whole of which is devoted to "Historiography 

and the Histories of Rhetorics I: Revisionary Histories." Rhetoric Review will 

likewise devote a whole issue to the subject of historical rhetoric a year later, 

including publication of the 1988 CCCC Octalog Panel: The Politics of 

Historiography. These two publications bring to the visible surface the lines of 

discussion that had developed by that time concerning historiography in rhetoric 

and composition. 

The Historiography Debates of the Late 1980s 

Several voices stand out in the growing dialogue during the mid to late 

1980s about practices of history regarding rhetoric, but also, by now, 

composition. Susan C. Jarratt's essay, "Toward a Sophistic Historiography," 
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appears in the 1987 double issue of Prerrext devoted to "Historiography and the 

Histories of Rhetorics I: Revisionary Histories." Jarratt will offer what she terms a 

"sophistic historiography," or "a historiography in the subjunctive mode" 

("Toward" 10). She wishes to de-center both Aristotelian rhetoric within histories 

of rhetoric, . but also the positivist historiography that aligns with the Aristotelian 

tradition, observing elsewhere that the current atmosphere among historians of 

rhetoric involves a recognition of "the kind of economic and political ramifications" 

of the presuppositions preceding and producing subsequent accounts of 

rhetoric's history ("Octalog I" 26). She urges the complication of historical rhetoric 

by privileging the sophists within rhetoric's history, butalso sophistic dialogical 

openness as a guide for historical inquiry and for the construction of rhetoric's 

history, but understood as stories of rhetoric's history. Jarratt will go on to outline 

three implications for "the practice of a sophistic historiography" ("Toward" 11 ): 

(1) multi-disciplinarity - an approach to rhetoric as properly a meta-discipline 

("Octalog I" 31 }, including an expansion of the materials to be considered useful 

for examining "rhetoric" ("Toward" 11 ); (2) "denial of progressive continuity," or 

rejection of teleological. history; and (3) employment of antithesis and parataxis, 

"creating narratives distinguished by multiple or open causality." Jarratt alludes to 

Foucault, White, Neitzsche, and Gould as possible candidates for providing 

metaphors to guide a "modern rhetorical historiography" that involves "the 

disruption of the conventional expectation that a history be a complete, replete, 

full, and logically consistent narrative record" ("Toward" 16). 
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John Schilb begins with a focused critique of the practices of history 

among compositionists most recently interested in rhetoric's history. He echoes 

North's concern about "a remarkable 'paucity of dialectic' among historians of 

rhetoric in composition studies" ("Differences" 30). He elsewhere expresses his 

concern about a lack of "critical reflection" that may be found in the discipline of 

history, stating of several recent histories of rhetoric that "one can easily infer 

from them that the history of rhetoric is already identifiable - something that lies 

outside the human imagination, waiting to be discovered," losing sight that 

"'history,' in one very important sense of the term, is something constructed by 

historians, and hence open to the kind of study we can accord to human 

meaning-making activities" ("History of Rhetoric" 13). What Schilb finds is a 

tendency toward consensus, supported by "a common desire to see the teaching 

of writing become more respectable" ("History of Rhetoric" 15), leading to a 

process of historical inquiry focused "on analyzing possible affiliations or lack of 

affiliations between the canonized texts of what has traditionally been declared 

the rhetorical tradition, with praise or criticism for how certain insights expressed 

by these texts get filtered down through teaching materials" ("History of Rhetoric" 

21 ). Schilb urges, instead, an awareness of both deconstruction and social 

criticism as guides to revisionary history as a means of making "a difference in 

society" ("Differences" 32). 
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James Berlin makes comparable observations about available histories of 

rhetoric. He observes that prior historians, functioning within accepted canons of 

history for their time, produced histories that purported to be "objective" but in 

fact represented history from a particular ideological standpoint, from particular 

material, social, political, and cultural perspectives ("Revisionary History" 50-52). 

Berlin urges historians of rhetoric to recognize how their histories reflect their 

own ideologies, encouraging them, instead, to embrace plurality, of rhetoric and 

of rhetorical histories. Berlin asserts that he does not urge plurality, however, to 

avoid controversy, but because he believes that a commitment to plurality is the 

best practice for better understanding alternatives, but also for arriving at "the 

best alternative" ("Revisionary History" 55-58). Berlin's historical work reflects a 

commitment to embracing plurality, but also to situating history within the 

historian's admitted ideological commitments. For example, Berlin attempts to 

outline competing rhetorics, naming and identifying their ideological commitments 

and implications for teaching writing, in "Contemporary Composition: The Major 

Pedagogical Theories" (1982), Writing Instruction in Nineteenth-Century 

American Colleges (1984), and Rhetoric and Reality: Writing Instruction in 

American Colleges, 1900-1985 (1987). And while Berlin's own commitments to 

"epistemic" rhetoric are typically present just below the surface throughout, Berlin 

never hides behind any notion of "objectivity." He instead indicates that, just as 

ideology is always present in divergent rhetoric, it always informs any particular 

history. In many ways, Berlin's self-reflexiveness, informed by the likes of 
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Popper, Rorty, White, and Foucault (Rhetoric and Reality 17) answers Schilb's 

critique of histories of rhetoric in composition that lacked the kind of "critical 

reflection" found in the discipline of history. 

Berlin's allusions to Popper, Rorty, White, and Foucault inform his 

response to criticism offered by Robert J. Connors in his review of Berlin's 1984 

Writing Instruction in Nineteenth-Century American Colleges. Connors' criticism 

is that Writing Instruction "takes only[ ... ] one perspective, and it is a perspective 

that must smooth off a lot of historical rough edges in order to be internally 

consistent" ("Review" 248). On the other hand, while Connors will admit that he 

approaches history assuming a certain communal epistemological assent, he 

asserts the necessity of a position if he is to act to "make my world a better 

place," and that "otherwise, ideologies competing within me can create an 

endless hall of mirrors that will prevent any action on my part" ("Octalog I" 12-13). 

Historical inquiry, as Connors envisions it, will assume a commonly functioning 

epistemological stance that allows certain historical facts to be accessible for 

inquiry into possibilities for teaching composition today ("Octalog" 20, 24). 

Indeed, Connors will as much as argue that, regardless of the theorizing about 

indeterminacy in historical truth that shapes the historical practices of, for 

example, Berlin, the same historians "all take certain stands and write as if we 

knew the truth and wanted only to share and promulgate it" ("Octalog" 36). In a 

later article, Connors will reiterate his stance, locating it within what he will call 

"field moralism," a sense that the contemporary field of composition has as its 
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charge, which he likewise aligns with its historical origins, a series of social 

problems for which to provide answers, and in Connors' case, he believes his 

work as a historian is to provide answers from history ("Rhetorical History" 237). 

Victor J. Vitanza asserts "performance" over definition as he attempts to 

unravel "The 'Philosophical' History of Rhetorik," seeking to argue for "Histories 

of Rhetorics," or "Hysteries of Discourses in their plural, forever non

homogenized, heterological (Hysterical) artistic-anarchistic forms" ("Octalog" 8-

9). Vitanza refuses the notion of "resolution" or "reaching closure," instead 

positioning himself as "'a nomad' on a trip but without any destination, taking a 

look at what there is along the landscape,, ("Octalog" 27). At least part of what 

informs this openness is his understanding/assertion of rhetoric/composition as a 

2500-year-old meta-discipline that informs all other disciplines ("Octalog 11 31 ). His 

posture is likewise political in his rejection of closure as "cure11 for social or 

cultural problems (here responding to Connors), asserting that "a cure is a form 

of domesticated violence: it would be the end of dissoi paralogoi, of difference, of 

juggling, of drifting!" ("Octalog" 42). In another instance, he responds to Susan 

Jarrett by asking "damn it, what about being 'suspicious' of power altogether?": "It 

is 'a given' in my mind, then, that power is fundamentally destructive; therefore, 

I'm interested politically in thinking (more than just heuristically) along very 

different lines: I'm interested in the inevitable presence of power and how it 

vanquishes everybody including the victors of the world" ("Colloquy" 141 ). 
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Vitanza will further define what he calls an "Interrogative Mood" over 

against the "Declarative Mood" and "Imperative Mood" of typical historical 

practices. He characterizes the resulting text (borrowing from Belsey) as "a 

plural, open, unending text," saying that "such a text (such a conception of a 

text), such exchange in dialogue or polylogue ... would allow for outsiders, for 

the voices of mavericks - for which there apparently is (at present) no place in 

both North's and Connors' visions of things" ("'Notes"' 82). For Vitanza, "new 

histories" will embrace a "Rhetorical/critical attitude and practice known as 

'paralogism,' or what I have called 'SubNersion' (and possibly even sub-sub

versions) a kind of intellectual guerrilla warfare conducted by marginals, that will 

function as a de/stabilizing principle (through paradox or irony) or as a dis/placing 

principle (through oxymoronic metonymy) in the writing of our 'newer' histories." 

("Critical SubNersions" 52). He sums up his perspective as "a deliberate and 

ideological choice against a philosophical history of Rhetoric - namely, a tragic, 

humanistic, 'speaking-subject' history of Rhetoric in favor of comedic, pluralistic, 

anarchistic, intertextual (that is, 'speaking-language') histories" ("Critical 

SubNersions" 53). What becomes clear, in a review of Vitanza's work in this 

period, is that it not only resists summary, but does so as a rejection of the kind 

of historical or theoretical work that lends itself to summary, and thus as a 

rejection of the ideological stances necessarily inscribed by finalizable 

historiographical positions. 
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Though often the most visible, these are not the only, or even necessarily 

the most important, voices in the dialogue about historiography that pressed 

historians of rhetoric and composition by the late eighties. The Octalog at the 

1988 CCCC, for example, recorded in the Autumn 1988 edition of Rhetoric 

Review, saw Sharon Crowley express a concern for the ways that historical 

interpretations are often reified by readers "in such a way as to award them 

quasi-metaphysical status" (7); Richard Leo Enos call for an openness in 

historical inquiry as a quest for "intellectual excellence" within the context of a 

polis, or community, of historians of rhetoricians (8); Nan Johnson attempt to 

situate herself between "an orthodox confidence in the expository nature of 

history" and "a poststructuralist self-consciousness of history as a form of literary 

narrative" (9); and Jan Swearingen claim "an aggressive naivete" and a 

"metaphysics of authenticity" that frames a call for greater attention to literacy 

and to women in historical inquiry regarding rhetoric (18). 

One year before the 1988 Octa log, James L. Golden had offered a look at 
' 

the historical enterprise in "Contemporary Trends and Historical Roots in 

Communication: A Personal View," published in Central States Speech Journal. 

Although Golden's discussion seems to be far afield of the debates about 

historiography appearing in CCC, Pre-Text, and Rhetoric Review, his ideas 

reflect similar concerns. Offering the likes of de Chardin, Polanyi, Toulmin, and 

Boulding as "witnesses," Golden reacts to Kuhnian views of history, in terms of 

paradigm shifts and revolutions. Instead, Golden offers "evolutionary" history that 
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emphasizes cumulative knowledge and produces "a reasonable view of the 

nature and importance of history" (264 ). Golden's "evolutionary" approach to 

history will also emphasize connections with historical roots along with the 

adoption of "a world view based on pluralism rather than on monism" (265). Yet, 

Golden's confident assertion of "evolutionary" history seems rather pallid in the 

face of the historiographical inquiries that marked the late 1980s and that would 

shape rhetoric's history in the coming decades. 

A Cluster of Histories around 1990 

A cluster of historical works published around 1990 provide reasonable 

access to what might be called "the state of rhetoric's history" at the time, 

reflecting both continuity and change. Fittingly, a revised second edition of The 

Present State of Scholarship in Historical and Contemporary Rhetoric, edited by 

Winifred Bryan Horner, appeared in 1990. A consistent set of themes runs 

through the essays in this volume that reflects the historiographical concerns that 

seemed to dominate the discussion of rhetoric's history in the late 1980s. Horner, 

in the Preface, observes the need for more work in the recovery of women in the 

history of rhetoric (vii-viii). James Murphy and Martin Camargo recognize an 

apparent need to improve "our whole concept of the historiography of medieval 

rhetoric" ("Middle Ages" 59). Horner and Kerri Morris Barton question the 

standard view of a decline in rhetoric in the eighteenth century ("The Eighteenth 

Century" 114). Donald C. Stewart raises questions of definition and 

historiography ("The Nineteenth Century" 173). Finally, James L. Kinneavy, in his 
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review of "Contemporary Rhetoric," observes the widely divergent activities 

regarding rhetoric and its history, even by many "who do not consider themselves 

rhetoricians at all" (187). Ironically, right at a time when several lengthy and 

significant attempts to provide an overview of the history of rhetoric appear, there 

seems to be a sense of unease, a sense of dissatisfaction with notions of 

"rhetoric" and "historiography,' not to mention the histories produced by those 

ideas. 

Robert L. Scott likewise offers a snapshot of the history of rhetoric around 

this time, but also provides a suggestion for its future in "The Necessary 

Pluralism of Any Future History of Rhetoric" (1991 ). Observing that the 

traditional/subversive (or revisionist) history debate echoes a Hegelian dialectic 

that would suggest a future "synthesis," and questioning on principle the 

presumed "definitive history" that such a synthesis might produce, Scott suggests 

not only that a plurality of types of histories already exist, but that the pluralism 

reflected in those histories and in the historiographical discussions at the time is 

necessary and must increase (196-198). Scott's catalog of types of histories of 

rhetoric available at the time also provides a telling framework for considering the 

cluster of histories published around 1990. Scott considers two types of history 

presently available - histories of theory and histories of practice - and offers a 

third potential candidate, histories of rhetorical pedagogy (198). 
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Under the category of "histories of theory" we might locate William 

Covino's The Art of Wondering: A Revisionist Return to the History of Rhetoric 

(1988), Golden, Berquist, and Coleman's The Rhetoric of Western Thought 

(1989, 1993), Corbett, Golden, and Berquist's reader Essays in the Rhetoric of 

the Western World (1990), and Thomas Conley's Rhetoric in the European 

Tradition (1990). We might likewise locate here the further revised overviews in 

Corbett's Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student (3rd edition, 1990), and Foss, 

Foss, and Trapp's Contemporary Perspectives on Rhetoric (2nd edition, 1991 ). A 

rather different sort of history, reflecting an interest in the history of how writing 

has been taught, is the volume edited by James J. Murphy, A Short History of 

Writing Instruction: From Ancient Greece to Twentieth-Century America (1990). A 

volume that went far to complicate rhetoric's history in its inclusion of women, but 

also, to a limited degree, of both pedagogy and practice, was the combination 

history-anthology edited by Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg, The Rhetorical 

Tradition (1990). When set alongside one another, this collection of lengthy 

publications seems to provide a fitting look at some of the fallout of what Sue 
l 

Carter Simmons will call "The historiography debates of the late 1980s" ("Review" 

518). A review of these works highlights some of the ways historians of rhetoric 

responded to those debates. 

In The Art of Wondering, Covino criticizes the likes of Kennedy and 

Golden for "the tendency to summarize classical rhetoric with tree diagrams of 

finite categories and subcategories, or lists of rules and precepts, or 
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unambiguous paraphrase" in an attempt to "stabilize history" (5). Covino seeks to 

revise the history of rhetoric by working with a definition of rhetoric as an "art of 

wondering" rather than a system of rules and principles for restricting 

composition, his concern for the teaching of writing - composition - providing the 

impetus for revision. Reviews by John Schilb (1989) and Susan Miller (1989), 

while lauding Covino's revisionary readings, nevertheless criticize his tendency to 

reinscribe the very historiographical practices that produced the history .he seeks 

to revise, including a logocentric commitment to a subjective/objective binary 

(Miller 398), but also the restriction of history to "well-known, white, European 

males" (Schilb 234). 

Golden, Berquist, and Coleman's Rhetoric of Western Thought, in both its 

4th (1980) and 5th (1993) editions, continues to function with a historiography 

defined by evolutionary progress, influence, and Ehninger's "systems" approach. 

A canon of "Contemporary Rhetorical Theory" is solidified (Richards, McLuhan, 

Weaver, Burke, Toulmin, Perelman, Grassi, Habermas, and Foucault) , partly by 

the creation of a separate section, "Appendix, Explorations in Rhetorical Theory 

and Criticism," designed to carry the continued revisions that had previously 

marked the accounts of contemporary rhetorical theory. The part of the book that 

continues to see significant revision - the latter part - continues to give some 

attention to practical rhetoric, for example by looking at the 1980 Presidential 

Debates, but does so with a view to rhetorical theory and criticism. An interesting 

new section, "An Eastern Point of View," appears in the 4th edition, and is 
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replaced in the 5th edition by an essay by Roichi Okabe, "Cultural Assumptions of 

East and West: Japan and the United States." Corbett, Golden, and Berquist's 

Essays in the Rhetoric of Western World supplement The Rhetoric of Western 

Thought with contemporary essays in historical and theoretical rhetoric. 

Thomas Conley, in the Preface to his Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 

recounts an exchange with George Kennedy on a train platform in 1987 in which 

Kennedy warns Conley that the book he was working on "would probably please 

no one completely, no matter what [he] did" (viii). This exchange provides the 

backdrop for Conley's discussion of his criteria for selection - contemporary and 

historical influence - albeit with the caveat that he would take opportunities when 

he saw fit to "dwell on some areas or authors [he thinks] have been unjustifiably 

ignored in most histories" (ix). The history that follows is not different in kind from 

those produced in the 1960s and 1970s by the likes of Howell, Kennedy, and 

Murphy. That is, while Conley recognizes that his work as a historian involves a 

difficult task of selection, he nevertheless commits himself to subjecting the 

difficulties of selection to a need to preserve "a coherent line of exposition" (viii

ix). His treatment, then, of the "history of rhetoric" produces a picture much like 

that which had become standard by the early 1980s. Where there are revisions, 

for example with his attempt to bring the likes of Hermogenes, Keckermann, and 

Lamy, closer to the center of rhetoric's history, they are not unlike those of 

Covino in that they do not reflect a revision of historiography, but of emphasis. 

Noteworthy in this regard is Patricia Bizzell's observation in her review (1992) 
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that "the total lack of attention to women and to people of color in his work is 

striking" (60). In particular, Bizzell observes that the only woman named by 

Conley is Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca, "introduced as Chaim Perelman's 'associate' 

(297)," but also that "Conley gives no attention to what we might call popular 

rhetorics, such as African-American pulpit oratory" (60). Bizzell will close her 

review by countering Conley's commitment to "influence" with her assertion of 

"relevance" and "areas of convergence" as keys to her own selection practices. 

Further revision of the brief summaries of the history of rhetoric appear in 

the third edition of Corbett's Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student and the 

second edition of Foss, Foss, and Trapp's Contemporary Perspectives on 

Rhetoric. Corbett's revisions would be perhaps better characterized as 

"continuations" as he does little revision but does add to the story into the 

twentieth century. For example, Corbett extends the story in the twentieth century 

by including interdisciplinary European scholars like Grassi, Foucault, and 

Habermas. As well, Corbett adds what by that time might count as an 

understatement: "What has probably been very noticeable to many readers of 

this survey is the absence of the names of women" (576). Curiously, Corbett 

offers a circular argument for that exclusion by stating that one of the reasons for 

women's absence is that there have been few women in history "who could be 

called rhetoricians, either as theorists or as practitioners" (577). The narrow 

definition of what would qualify someone as a rhetorician likewise shapes 

Corbett's appraisal of Cheryl Glenn's 1989 dissertation: "She turned up many 
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bright, literate, forceful women[ .. . ], women who managed to educate themselves 

despite being denied access to formal schooling, but she had a difficult time of it 

justifying the claim to their being regarded as rhetoricians in the traditional sense 

of that term" (577, emphasis mine). 

The problems involved in defining rhetoric, pressing problems for the 

writing of rhetoric's history, shape much of Foss, Foss, and Trapp's 

Contemporary Perspectives on Rhetoric. Indeed, what had previously been a two 

page consideration of "A Definition of Rhetoric" now becomes a seven page 

complication of rhetoric's definition. However, while their "Brief History of 

Rhetorical Thought" (1-13) reflects a shift in how the Sophists are appraised, a 

greater emphasis on the "Italian Humanists," and an expanded look at the 

"decline" of rhetoric in the nineteenth century, the revision is toward the same 

history outlined in more detail in Conley's Rhetoric in the European Tradition. A 

more significant move toward revision is found in the new section at the end of 

the book entitled "Challenges in the Rhetorical Tradition," which includes an 

analysis of what appear to be the steps involved in "challenging" the rhetorical 

tradition: (1) inclusion of voices and texts previously marginalized in the 

constructed rhetorical tradition; and then (2) revision of the very construction of 

that tradition in light of what is learned from the new inclusions. It would appear, 

from the rest of the book, that the authors view much revisionary work at the time 

as located in step one. 
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The volume edited by James J. Murphy, A Short History of Writing 

Instruction, seems to provide a radical departure from the sorts of histories that 

have appeared to this point. The focus, for example, is not on rhetoric as an area 

of theoretical or philosophical inquiry, nor even on a history of prescriptive or 

descriptive "rhetorics," but on the social, cultural, and material context that shape 

the practices of teaching writing. Kathleen E. Welch opens the volume with 

allusions to what I will henceforth call "historiography debates of the late 1980s" 

(2) and then turns to the origins of writing among the Greeks and the growth of 

patterns for literacy instruction from primary to higher education. The succeeding 

chapters explore material already well known among historians of rhetoric, but 

with a particular focus on writing instruction, including, for example, Quintilian's 

principles of instruction and the use of the progymnasmata (Murphy, "Roman 

Writing Instruction"), the emphasis on memorization and imitation in Medieval 

Europe (Woods, "The Teaching of Writing"), the appropriation of Erasmus's 

emphasis on imitation and amplification in Renaissance Europe (Abbott, 

"Rhetoric and Writing"), the rise of the Scottish universities in contrast to English 

and Irish patterns of higher education (Horner, "Writing Instruction"), the shift 

from rhetoric to composition in American higher education (Halloran, "From 

Rhetoric to Composition"), and the influence of socio-political forces and shifts in 

language theory and philosophy on the teaching of writing in the twentieth 

century (Berlin, "Writing Instruction"). Simmons observes, in a review of the 

volume, that "Despite the problematic dilemmas involved in writing for two (at 
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least) distinct audiences who read and use history very differently, this collection 

of essays provides a needed bridge for writing teachers who want to find 

immediate connections between their experiences as writing students, as writing 

teachers, and as students of the history of rhetoric and writing instruction" (518). 

Rhetoric's history, or The Rhetorical Tradition, receives three (or, perhaps 

four) treatments in The Rhetorical Tradition, edited by Patricia Bizzell and Bruce 

Herzberg. In the Preface the authors commit themselves to the traditional 

rhetorical canon enclosed in the term "the rhetorical tradition" because of its 

"theoretical and pedagogical richness," but also because it provides a framework 

for research "in composition studies and other fields" (v). The "General 

Introduction'' - the first treatment of rhetoric's history in the volume - inscribes 

the very "rhetorical tradition" or "history of rhetoric" that had gained currency by 

the early 1980s (including the combining of the two versions of nineteenth

century rhetoric - European philosophical and American theoretical and 

pedagogical). The following anthology is divided into five periods: Classical, 

Medieval, Renaissance, Enlightenment, and Twentieth-Century. An introduction 

heads each of these sections and provides a more extended historical overview 

- the second treatment of rhetoric's history - including complications of the 

traditional "history of rhetoric" through consideration of women, pedagogy, 

popular discourse, and black discourse in rhetoric's history. The anthology that 

fills out the bulk of the volume includes the usual suspects - the third treatment 

of rhetoric's history - white European and American males, including the likes of 
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Plato and lsocrates, Cicero and Quintilian, Augustine and Erasmus, Locke and 

Nietzsche, the triumvirate of Campbell, Blair, and Whately, and the now 

established twentieth-century canon of Richards, Burke, Weaver, Perelman, 

Toulmin, Foucault, and Derrida. However, included in that third treatment, or 

perhaps appearing as a disruptive, challenging fourth treatment of rhetoric's 

history is the series of names that at this point would stand out amidst ttie usual 

suspects, for example, Christine de Pisan and Laura Cereta, Margaret Fell and 

Sarah Grimke, Henry Louis Gates, Jr., Julia Kristeva, and Helene Cixous. 

Perhaps more than any other of these lengthy publications of historical rhetoric 

around 1990, Bizzel and Herzberg's The Rhetorical Tradition provides a mirror 

reflection of the cultural and social forces that shaped and grew out of "the 

historiography debates of the late 1980s." It may, then, be ironic that Theresa 

Enos, in her review of this work, will assert that "this rich collection might go far to 

instill in our still-new theory and history courses the uniformity they now lacl<' 

(1991, 100, emphasis mine). 

Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric in North America (1991-1993) 

When considered from the perspective of Scott's three types of histories of 

rhetoric available around this time ("Necessary Pluralism"), the numerous general 

overviews of rhetoric's history, both short and long, lean heavily toward an 

emphasis on theoretical or philosophical rhetoric, to the exclusion of practical 

rhetoric, including interests in composition pedagogy and practice. As Nan 

Johnson (Nineteenth-Century 10-11) and Connors ("Review: A Short History" 47:.. 
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48) observe, the lack of interest in pedagogy or composition may have stemmed 

at least partially from early historical work in rhetoric being pursued mostly by 

specialists in speech and oral communication. With regard to nineteenth-century 

rhetoric in North America, Johnson further argues that research has suffered 

from privileging classical rhetoric in a way that produced an impoverished view of 

nineteenth-century rhetoric as a "decline" in rhetoric (Nineteenth-Century 11-12). 

However, rhetoric's history in nineteenth-century North America begins to 

shift with the publication of three book-length studies of nineteenth-century 

American rhetoric in the early 1990s: Nan Johnson's Nineteenth-Century 

Rhetoric in North America (1991 ), Winifred Bryan Homer's Nineteenth-Century 

Scottish Rhetoric: The American Connection (1993), and Oratorical Culture in 

Nineteenth-Century America: Transformations in the Theory and Practice of 

Rhetoric (1993) edited by Gregory Clark and S. Michael Halloran. Though none 

functions as a review, primarily, of practical rhetoric, the three provide a distinct 

look at the theory, teaching, and practice of rhetoric in North America in the 

nineteenth-century. Moreover, if Johnson is right (7-10) in identifying two prior 

waves of historical research in nineteenth-century rhetoric (discussed further in 

the next chapter), one from the 1930s to the 1950s focused on oratory, the 

second from the 1950s to the 1980s that reinterpreted the same evidence to 

understand modern composition, these three volumes could be seen as the 

beginning of a third wave of inquiry into rhetoric in nineteenth-century North 
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America, one that reflects the issues and concerns arising during the 

historiography debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s. 

Johnson's theoretical focus is apparent from the first page of the text when 

she reveals that she intends to "argue that the nineteenth century was the last 

era during which the discipline of rhetoric exerted an acknowledged authority 

over the philosophical investigation of discourse and formal instruction in oral and 

written communication" (3). This statement, as well as the focus in suc~eeding 

pages on understanding rhetoric as a discipline, likewise mirrors what were by 

this time long-standing concerns among rhetoricians and compositionists to lend 

legitimacy to a modern discipline of rhetoric and/or composition by alluding to its 

dominance prior to its "decline" in the nineteenth century. Johnson will go on to 

cite recent scholarship on nineteenth-century rhetoric for measuring it against 

classical rhetoric and for taking a systems approach that synecdochically centers 

one set of pedagogical commitments (12-13). It is interesting, then, that 

Johnson's account of rhetoric in nineteenth-century North America will focus 

exclusively on textbook theory in higher education, will sift rhetoric of the period 

through classical categories, even while observing the influence of eighteenth

century epistemology and theories of taste, and will go to great lengths to 

subsume all of nineteenth-century rhetoric under overriding tendencies and 

principles, for example the principle of adaptation (96). 
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While Homer's work, Nineteenth-Century Scottish Rhetoric: The American 

Connection, does devote considerable energy to theory, her interest from the 

beginning is clearly on the history of instruction in rhetoric, especially as it 

informs contemporary composition instruction. Horner begins her work by noting 

the apparent agreement at the time among historians and scholars of rhetoric 

that the nineteenth century marked the final stage in a slow decline of rhetoric 

assumed to have begun in the seventeenth century. Situating her study within 

the contemporary work of compositionists seeking to mine the origins of their 

field, she then identifies nineteenth-century Scottish rhetoric as the missing link 

between the classical rhetorical tradition that appears to have been what was 

really on decline in the seventeenth through the nineteenth centuries in the 

English-speaking world and the contemporary study of language, literature, and 

composition (1-2). Indeed, in her concluding remarks, she goes as far as to say 

that, although many contemporary courses and programs fuse rhetoric and 

composition studies, seeking "to establish its roots in the ancient tradition of 

Aristotle, Plato, and Cicero[ ... ] rather than rhetoric/composition, the modern 

course is, in fact, a belletristic composition with deep roots in the Scottish 

tradition of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries" (180). 

Even more, perhaps, than Johnson and Homer's work, the volume edited 

by Clark and Halloran incorporates insights from, and responds to challenge~ 

that arose amidst, the historiography debates of the late 1980s. The editors begin 

in the "Introduction" with a Burkean notion of "transformation" as an interpretive 
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lens for nineteenth-century North American oratorical culture. They intend that 

notion, "transformation," to then become a "historiographical trope that enables 

constructions of the past that are skeptical of teleological assumptions about its 

relation to the presenf' (5). They construct the volume so that the introduction, an 

"introductory narrative" that argues for a transformation of North American 

oratorical culture from a neo-classical communal rhetoric to an individualistic and 

professional rhetoric, provides merely a starting point to which the rem_aining 

essays are replies: "Some of the essays that follow confirm and elaborate this 

introductory narrative, while others point to limitations of it and to cultural issues 

[ ... ]that it ignores" (5). As important as Clark and Halloran's attempt to avoid a 

teleological history is the diversity of materials and perspectives considered. As 

Sharon Crowley observes in her review (1994), until the appearance of this 

volume, "most historical work in nineteenth-century rhetoric was confined to 

study of rhetorical instruction within colleges and universities"; conversely, "the 

essays collected here bring to light many other venues in which rhetoric was 

studied and practiced-journalism, social work, preaching, the lecture circuit, 

self-improvement" (199). Together, these three volumes by Johnson, Horner, and 

Clark and Halloran, bear many of the themes that had defined the historiography 

debates of the late 1980s, debates that would continue into the 1990s. 
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The Historiography Debates into the Early 1990s 

The historiography debates of the late 1980s that informed shifts in how 

rhetoric's history was pursued in brief overviews and book-length studies 

continued into the 1990s. Several significant locales for these debates may be 

identified. For example, a Writing Histories of Rhetoric Conference was held in 

October of 1989 at the University of Texas, Arlington, organized by the Gorgias 

Society (Vitanza 1999). One of the outcomes of this conference was the 

publication in 1994 of revised versions of the papers presented at this conference 

in Writing Histories of Rhetoric, edited by Victor J. Vitanza. As well, several 

journals devoted whole issues, or a double issue in one case, to the matter of 

history and historiography in the field of rhetoric: Western Journal of Speech 

Communication 54.2 (1990), Preff ext 11.3-4 (1990), and Rhetoric Society 

Quarterly 22.1 (Winter 1992). Finally, several essay collections provide a look at 

the continued debates over historiography in the field of rhetoric. Rethinking the 

History of Rhetoric: Multidisciplinary Essays on the Rhetorical Tradition (1993), 

edited by Takis Poulakos, included revised versions of several previously 

published essays, a number of them from the pages of Pre-Text. In the same 

year, Learning from the Histories of Rhetoric: Essays in Honor of Winifred Bryan 

Horner (1993), edited by Theresa Enos, appeared. Finally, the aforementioned 

collection of revised essays from the 1989 Writing Histories of Rhetoric 

Conference, Writing Histories of Rhetoric, appeared in 1994. 
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An alternate way of viewing these discussions and their locales is by 

outlining the several issues around which they seem to revolve. An obvious 

overriding issue throughout is the matter of historiography. For example, Takis 

Poulakos (1990, "Historiographies") will critique the formalist historiography that 

informs Kennedy'~ review of classical funeral orations and will call for a self

conscious socio-political historiography that would highlight the political and 

cultural function of these orations. James Berlin (1990, "Postmodernism"), 

understanding history writing as cultural politics, calls for the foregrounding of the 

historian's politics, alongside a post-modern undercutting of notions of subject, 

signification, and totalization, while suggesting a more heuristic, dialectical 

approach to composing historical narratives. Carole Blair and Mary L. Kahl 

· (1990, "Introduction") highlight the inventional quality of history writing and call 

into question the influence/continuity historiographical patterns characteristic of 

Kennedy as well as the systems/discontinuity patterns associated with Ehninger 

and those who follow his systems approach. Blair (1992, "Contested Histories") 

will later pursue this line of thinking further in order to assert 

Nietzschean/Foucauldian critical historiographical practices. Michelle Ballif (1992, 

"Re/Dressing .Histories") argues that histories of rhetoric frequently inscribe an 

Aristotelian Narrative Linearity alongside a Freudian Narrative of Triangularity in 

such a way that produces a phallogocentric, patronymic approach to history as 

ordered and curative. Jane Sutton (1992, "The Taming of Polos/Po/is"), following 

White (1973), uses the tropes of metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche, and irony, to 
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re-plot rhetoric's history as a long-term process of taming the feminine/woman. 

Thomas Miller (1993, "Reinventing"), with recourse to Geertz, Gramsci, Bakhtin, 

and Freire, calls The Rhetorical Tradition "a fiction, and a rather strained one at 

that" (27) . He calls for a more ethnographic approach to history to provide a 

context for dialectic between intellectual and social change. 

These historiography debates likewise involve a concern over 

historiographical practices that exclude or minimalize pedagogy, whether that · 

means privileging of theory over pedagogy in historical inquiry and the writing of 

history (Woods 1992) or a need for greater attention to the function of historical 

inquiry for informing future compositionists (Miller 1993, "Teaching"). The 

debates also feature attempts to understand anew the place of the sophists in 

rhetoric's history, apart from philosophy (John Poulakos 1990 & 1992), but also 

in understanding how a new reading of the sophists themselves can inform a 

revised historiography, a more open historiography that functions, as Jarratt 

suggests (1991, Rereading, 1992, "Response"), in the subjunctive mood. Indeed, 

Poulakos's review (1992) of Jarratt's Rereading the Sophists, and Jarratt's 

response (1992), reveals that the practices of history are at the crux of their 

disagreement. Also interesting here is Jane Sutton's contribution to Writing 

Histories of Rhetoric (discussed below), "Structuring the Narrative for the Canon 

of Rhetoric," in which she uses Heidegger and representations of the Sophists in 

the history of rhetoric to suggest three ages of historiography: an age of 

obscurity, an age of clarity, and an age of disparity. 
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A growing interest in the late 1980s and into the 1990s involved work to 

consider the place of women in rhetoric's history. A mark of this growing interest 

is the founding of the Coalition of Women Scholars in the History of Rhetoric and 

Composition in 1990 following two years of informal discussions by Winifred 

Horner, Jan Swearingen, Nan Johnson, Marjorie Curry Woods, and Kathleen 

Welch during assemblies of the Conference on College Composition and 

Communication (CCCC), The Speech and Communication Association, and the 

Rhetoric Society of America ("About Us"). As well, scholars published articles in 

which they consider how a re-gendered history of rhetoric might look (Ballif 1992; 

Jarratt 1990, "Speaking" & 1992, "Performing"), or in which they attempt to 

outline possible feminist historiographical practices, including resistant reading or 

re-reading, excavation, and recovery (Biesecker, 1992; Bizzell, 1992, 

"Opportunities"). An interesting, and now famous, debate between Barbara 

Biesecker and Karlyn Kohrs Campbell in 1992 and 1993 issues of Philosophy 

and Rhetoric both reflects and advances this work. While Biesecker recognizes 

the importance of feminist historical work like that of Campbell's two-volume Man 

Cannot Speak for Her (1989), she worries that such work at times runs the risk of 

female tokenism, akin to affirmative action, that fails to refigure the very nature of 

rhetoric and its history. The ensuing dispute echoes the general unease over 

terms and practices that marked the historiography debates of the late 1980s and 

early 1990s. 
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Perhaps still another way of exploring these continuing debates is to 

consider the 1989 Writing Histories of Rhetoric Conference and the 1994 

collection of revised papers from that conference, Writing Histories of Rhetoric, 

as bookends to the discussion. The intensity of the debates, or at least their 

representation in print, seems to taper a bit after 1994, to be revived to a lesser 

degree in the late 1990s and into the Twenty-First Century, which suggests that 

the 1994 collection on Writing Histories of Rhetoric could be viewed as a moment 

captured - the state of historiography in the field of rhetoric following the 

historiography debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s, while also echoing the 

state of that debate during its midpoint in 1989. The 1994 collection, then, seems 

to suggest that historiography in the field of rhetoric after the debates of the late 

1980s and early 1990s is in a state of disarray and chaos, but that for many in 

the discussion, this is fine - and perhaps exactly what they were hoping for. 

The collection begins with Vitanza's characteristic non-prefacorial preface. 

Sharon Crowley ("Let Me Get This Straight") follows with a historical review of 

historiography in the field of rhetoric as far back as 1982 (1-7) and then outlines 

two historiographical positions she finds within, an essentialist historiography and 

a constructionist historiography, the latter of which she seeks to advocate (8). 

William Covino ("Alchemizing the History of Rhetoric") offers five stalled 

introductions and a conclusion to the introductions as a means of outlining the 

struggle of historians of rhetoric to get past the impasse created by the 

impossibility of objectivity. He offers, then, history as magic, including, for 
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example, shifts in terms and in perspectives - terministic screens - as a way of 

"making something out of nothing," or "alchemizing history." Takis Poulakos 

("Human Agency") asserts historiography as strategy in reading Gorgias's 

Encomium of Helen and subsequently asserts a Marxist commitment to human 

agency in historiographical practices, both in terms of viewing the historian as 

human agent, but also in terms of viewing historiography as a means of 

constantly granting human agency where it has been stripped. John Poulakos 

("Nietzsche and Histories of Rhetoric") examines Nietzsche's ideas regarding the 

use and uselessness of history, the historiographical dialectic of memory and 

forgetfulness, in an effort to make historical inquiry and critique meaningful for 

human life in the present and future. The discussions found in the pages of this 

collection are diverse, reflecting a certain irony in that, while they seem to 

represent a pause in the debates, they nevertheless represent both an impasse 

and a "preface." As a preface, according to Vitanza, it pits alternative voices 

against one another as a beginning of a discussion (vii-viii). However, at the 

same time, Vitanza's response to Donald Stewart's criticism of postmodernist 

trends in rhetorical historiography (1990, "Nineteenth Century," Present State) 

suggests rather strongly that a fundamental impasse exists between those 

interested in rhetoric's history, an impasse rooted in differing political 

commitments: Vitanza argues that the likes of Stewart and Connors, in their 

historical work and in their criticism of postmodern and revisionist historiography, 

unknowingly occupy "'subject-positions' fostered by[ ... ] ideological-state-
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(academic) apparatuses" and, though they recognize the complexity of 

knowledge, "fail, however, to act on their understanding" ("After/word" 222). 

By the early 1990s, discussions of rhetoric's history had turned to 

discussions of historiography. While few conclusions had been reached, much 

had been accomplished. By applying critical theory in readings of The Rhetorical 

Tradition in historical rhetoric of earlier decades, scholars of rhetoric's history had 

forced out into the open the assumptions, agendas, and blind sp~ts associated 

with unexamined historiographical practices that had produced The Rhetorical 

Tradition. The coming years would see continued discussions of historiography, 

but also attempts to answer the call of the historiography debates of the late 

1980s and early 1990s for new, different, alternative, and more diverse versions 

of rhetoric's history. 
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CHAPTER IV 

AT AN IMPASSE: A SMORGASBORD OF HISTORIES (1992-2008) 

Richard Graff and Michael Leff, in "Revisionist Historiography and 

Rhetorical Tradition(s)" - the opening chapter of The Viability of the Rhetorical 

Tradition (2005), edited by Graff, Arthur E. Walzer, and Janet M. Atwill - outline 

two "Waves of Revisionism" in the study of rhetoric's history. According to Graff 

and Leff, the first wave responds to patter·ns of historical inquiry that reach back 

to Charles Sears Baldwin's early work on rhetoric and poetic: (1) a sharp division 

of rhetoric into a "sound" Aristotelian version and an "unsound" sophistic; (2) a 

"master narrative" marked by a post-Aristotelian decline in rhetoric, with some 

revival during the Renaissance; and (3) a concentration on issues of influence in 

history (13). The revisionist move, according to Graff and Leff (15-16), involved 

articles by P. Albert Duhamel (1949, "The Function of Rhetoric") and Otis Walter 

(1963, "On Views of Rhetoric"), finding most concrete expression in Douglas 

Ehninger's notion of "systems" of rhetoric (1967, "Rhetoric"; 1968, "Systems"). 

Graff and Leff locate the shift from the first wave of revisionism to the 

second wave of revisionism in Carole Blair's 1992 article, "Contested Histories of 

Rhetoric," in which she critiques both the influence and systems models, offering 

instead a "neo-Foucaultian" "critical history" model (Graff & Leff 16). This shift 

could as easily be located among the historiography debates of the late 1980s 
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and early 1990s, or even with several of the particular events associated with 

them - Graff and Leff feature the 1987 double issue of Pre/Text (1 & 2), devoted 

to "Historiography and the Histories of Rhetoric I: Revisionary Histories." This 

second wave of revisionism, according to Graff and Leff, found "official" histories 

"wanting" for several reasons: (1) "the authors are unreflexive in their methods 

and fail to recognize crucial assumptions and biases," instead presenting their 

histories as "objective"; (2) the "received histories are exclusionary" and are 

"largely restricted to works closely tied to the Western tradition"; (3) "the standard 

historical accounts display a general and frequently self-proclaimed commitment 

to continuity"; and (4) these histories tend "to remain at the level of intellectual 

history," failing "to engage the social, political, and economic contexts of the 

texts' production and reception" (20). 

In addition to the critiques that marked the beginning of a second wave of 

revisionism, Graff and Leff observe "calls for the production of new histories that 

would correct or overcome the deficiencies of the standard histories" (21 ). Some 

of the resulting themes included: (1) an emphasis on "multiplicity and inclusivity"; 

(2) a need to "interrogate presuppositions"; (3) opposition to "any grand narrative 

about the history of rhetoric from a supposedly fixed and neutral perspective"; (4) 

a call, then, for critical history, searching for "biases and exclusions, for disguised 

tactics of repression and marginalization" and applying "that critical sensibility to 

the act of writing history"; and (5) recognition that "the practice of history writing is 

itself[ ... ] a rhetorical acf' (21). The studies that followed, early on, could be 
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characterized, according to Graff and Leff, as acts of "rereading" and "recovery," 

each using binary oppositions to clarify the historical work needed (22). As they 

later observe, "The focus shifts from defining a rhetoric or a system of rhetoric to 

the interpretation of the cultural exigencies that enable or encourage multiple 

modes of rhetorical response" (23). The historical work that would appear in 

coming years would be marked by these shifts in historiographical. perspectives, 

shifts shaped by an apparent onslaught of contemporary critical theory in the 

historiography debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s, shifts leading to a 

variety of practices and products in defining rhetoric's history. 

Re-Shuffling the Rhetorical Tradition at Its Classical Roots 

Historical work in rhetoric continued to feature a strong interest in the 

classical period, but especially the sophists, and with continued interest in issues 

of historiography as it relates to how rhetoric's origins are conceived. Two works 

update previous work in light of more recent research in classical rhetoric, but 

also seem to reflect, to a degree, the broadening definition of rhetoric as a result 

of the debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s. George Kennedy's revision and 

abridgement of his earlier three volume history of classical rhetoric, A New 

History of Classical Rhetoric (1994), and the revision of A Synoptic History of 

Rhetoric (1995), edited by James J. Murphy, et al., each feature a slightly 

broadened understanding of what counts as "rhetoric," but the majority of their 

revision is of the already existing narrative that focuses on masculine, elite 

rhetoric of public persuasion and debate. A decade later, Thomas Habinek's 
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Ancient Rhetoric and Oratory (2005), would reflect many of the recent theories 

locating rhetoric socially, whereby citizens and subjects struggle "to recompose 

the world" (vii), but would still locate rhetoric's origins in the classical world, 

reducing "ancient rhetoric and oratory" to ancient Greek and Roman rhetoric and 

oratory. Habinek likewise views the social location of rhetoric as the public 

debates among citizens of the polis, thus not really complicating the picture 

much. 

A perhaps more accurate reflection of the atmosphere in historical rhetoric 

may be found in several articles from 1996, all found in Rhetoric Review. Scott 

Consigny ("Edward Schiappa's Reading") sets Schiappa's reading of the sophists 

over against anti-foundationalist readings of "neo-sophists" by marking 

Schiappa's reading of the sophists as foundationalist: "Whereas the neosophists 

tend to portray the Greek sophists as their own precursors and co-workers in an 

ongoing struggle with foundational foes, Schiappa contends that such a construal 

is an anachronistic and narcissistic retrojection of their own parochial interests to 

thinkers preoccupied with very different issues" (257). Accordingly, says 

Consigny, Schiappa "attempts to portray the sophists as his own foundationalist 

precursors" (253). Schiappa, in response ("Some of My Best Friends Are 

Neosophists"), denies the "foundationalist" label assigned to him by Consigny, 

and asserts that Consigny has produced a reductionistic mis-reading of 

Schiappa's work, for example, in his 1990 essay, "Nee-Sophistic Rhetorical 

Criticism or the Historical Reconstruction of Sophistic Doctrines?" Perhaps 
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ironically, James L. Kastely, in an issue of Rhetoric Review later that year, will 

use a reading of Plato's "Protagoras" to assert the need for continued rereading 

of canonical texts alongside recovery historical work. Kastely will also argue for 

the importance for historians to learn to listen to alternatives in the process of 

revision "as we continually find ourselves in the comic position of not being aware 

of how our own language has shifted as we seek to engage and learn from 

human diversity" ("Plato's Protagoras" 41 ). 

A reference work on Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians (2005), edited 

by Michelle Ballif and Michael G. Moran, would appear almost a decade later and 

would reflect some of the same persistent issues that continued to plague 

historical rhetoric since the late 1980s and early 1990s. It is currently one of three 

works of this type edited by Moran and Ballif, the other two dealing with 

Eighteenth-Century British and American Rhetorics and Rhetoricians (1994, 

edited only by Moran) and Twentieth-Century Rhetorics and Rhetoricians (2000). 

However, all three share features that grow out of Moran and Ballif's approach 

and purposes, explained, for example, in the introduction to their volume on 

Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians. In this introduction they review the debates 

about the place of sophists and of women in classical rhetoric, alluding to work 

by George Kennedy, Cheryl Glenn, Patricia Bizzell, and Victor Vitanza (1-3). 

Moran and Ballif then turn to an explanation of their approach, in which they 

attempt to "navigate betwe,en the Scylla and Charybdis of historiography" (3) . 

They wish to focus on individual figures in rhetoric during the classical age, but 
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nevertheless to situate these figures historically and politically "to stress the 

material condition of possibility for the figure's rhetorical theorization" (3) . In 

addition, they ask readers to approach the entries in their volume as "tropes to be 

turned" (4). That is, with their approach, they attempt to "rotate the canon by": (a) 

"including figures not traditionally included in the history of rhetoric" (b) granting 

equal coverage between figures in order to encourage a shift in future influence; 

and (c) asking contributors to focus on contemporary issues in studying classical 

figures (4). Significantly, Ballif and Moran also recognize that their "selection of 

figures constructs not only a particular history but a particular definition of 

rhetoric" (4), and they have sought to be inclusive in this regard. In the end, 

Moran and Ballif have done more than offer reference works for those interested 

in rhetoric during these three periods - they have attempted to address the 

historiographical issues that have pressed rhetoric's historians over two decades, 

by attempting to "rotate the canon," as they say, but also, it seems, by de

centering narrative in the construction of history. 

1997: History and Historiography 

As made apparent by the volumes edited by Moran and Ballif, rhetoric's 

history was shaped by the debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s through the . 

end of the 1990s and into the new millennium. One convenient way to consider 

the directions of rhetoric's history during this period is to review several books 

and articles published in 1997 (or 1998 for comparative rhetoric) as mirrors of 

larger trends and discussions. For example, volume 16, no. 1 of Rhetoric Review 
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(1997) returned to the March 1988 Octalog on Historiography at CCCC. Kevin 

Brooks reviews the 1988 Octalog and finds dialectic as "the mode of thought 

most often associated with historical work in 'The Politics of Historiography"' 

("Reviewing" 6). Brooks wants to push beyond this "dialectical notion that writing 

history is the product of the historian interacting with historical materials" (7), 

which involves "images of solitary work" (8), to viewing writing history as 

"intersubjective rather than dialectical" (6). Arguing that proclamation of one's 

politics or biases does not clarify "the politics of one's representation" (13), and 

alluding to Bakhtin, Brooks calls for intersubjective responsibility to one's 

audience in an effort to fill gaps perceived by communities interested in rhetoric's 

history (14-17). He likewise holds out hope that the functioning of professional 

ethos, without needing to persuade all of one's position, may allow historical work 

to "become a playing field open to interested participants" (19). 

The following article ("Octalog 11") in Rhetoric Review updates the 1988 

Octalog by offering an Octalog II involving statements about practices of history 

by eight well known figures in historical rhetoric at the time: Janet Atwill, Linda 

Ferreira-Buckley, Cheryl Glenn, Janice Lauer, Roxanne Mountford, Jasper Neel, 

Edward Schiappa, and Kathleen Welch. Their statements are as diverse as those 

offered in the first Octalog, and they highlight the issues that continue to press 

historians in rhetoric at the time. Atwill, for example, observes her struggle 

against "demanding methodologies and unfriendly gatekeepers" while striving to 

read texts "as a woman, a mother, a writing teacher, and a citizen" (24). Ferreira-
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Buckley offers several insightful explanations for the lack of "thick descriptions" in 

historical rhetoric, for example, a rush to publish under institutional pressure and 

a dependence on narrative structures together preventing the requisite slow and 

detailed work (27-28). Edward Schiappa asserts that history writing may be 

viewed as intersubjective persuasion and evaluated through rhetorical criticism to 

understand how different accounts of rhetoric's history succeed, and why (36-

37). In a reflective response, Thomas P. Miller observes the shift in historical 

rhetoric at CCCC beyond a focus on examining The Rhetorical Tradition to a 

more pervasive influence of history throughout (40-42). Miller likewise asserts 

that historical inquiry in Rhetoric and Composition is unique in its commitment to 

· practical action (43-44 ). The latter assertion finds some common ground in an 

article published in the second issue ( 1997) of the newly formed Advances in the 

History of Rhetoric, "Let's Re-enact Rhetoric's History," in which John C. Adams 

seeks to link historical study with pedagogy and actjon by arguing for a practice 

of "literally re-enacting rhetoric's history" as part of researching and teaching 

history. 

Perhaps only somewhat coincidentally, 1997 also saw the publication of 

Victor J. Vitanza's book-length study of historiography, Negation, Subjectivity, 

and the History of Rhetoric. Highly crafted, incorporating a collage-like quality, 

Vitanza's Negation brings the "I" of the historian heavily to the surface, interacting 

with James Berlin, critical theory, Martin Heiddeger, Gorgias, and so on, in 

search of a non-positive affirmative, an avoidance of naming as negation, 
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including negative essentializing. He even seeks to problematize any 

commitment to dates and chronology in practices of history, as well as implied 

commitments to unity (140-142). What seems apparent from Vitanza's work, but 

also from the return to the 1988 Octalog, is that the practices of history in 

Rhetoric and Composition are by the late 1990s still engaged in a wide open 

struggle with the issues raised by the historiography debates of the late 1980s 

and early 1990s. 

1997: Gendering Rhetoric's History 

Cheryl Glenn's Rhetoric Retold: Regendering the Tradition from Antiquity 

Through the Renaissance (1997) provides a convenient location for 

understanding the directions of feminist historiography and the recovery of 

women's voices in rhetoric's history throughout the 1990s. It is by no means the 

only work of its kind during this time. Karlyn Kohrs Campbell continued the work 

she had begun in the 1980s with her two-volume Women Public Speakers in the 

United States: A Biocritical Sourcebook (2 vols., 1993, 1994 ). Likewise, three 

other collections of essays perform essential work of recovering women's voices 

in rhetoric's history: Reclaiming Rhetorica: Women in the Rhetorical Tradition 

(1995), edited by Andrea A. Lunsford; Listening to Their Voices: The Rhetorical 

Activities of Historical Women (1997), edited by Molly Meijer Wertheimer; and 

The Changing Tradition: Women in the History of Rhetoric (1999), edited by 

Christine Mason Sutherland and Rebecca Sutcliffe. 
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Reclaiming Rhetorica grows out of the frustration of a number of students 

in 1986-1987 at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute over the lack of women in The 

Rhetorical Tradition. These students, who sought out Annette Kolodny for 

guidance, corralled their frustration into a fruitful recovery of women rhetoricians 

from classical times to the present. Their findings eventually found their way into 

the hands of Andrea Lunsford, who ultimately edited the volume published in 

1995 (3-4). Conversely, The Changing Tradition collects papers given at the 

Conference of the International Society for the History of Rhetoric at the 

University of Saskatchewan in 1997 (1 ), and reflects increasingly refined 

approaches for exploring women's places in rhetoric's history, for example, with 

its organization into discussions of (a) figures excluded from the rhetorical 

tradition, (b) figures whose work ran alongside the rhetorical tradition, (c) figures 

who participated within the rhetorical tradition, and (d) figures who increasingly 

found ways to participate in the rhetorical tradition "on their own terms" (2-4). 

This same work of recovering women's voices in rhetoric's history continues to 

the end of the 1990s, for example, with the publication of Feminist Rhetorical 

Theories in 1999 by Sonja Foss, Cindy L. Griffin, and Karen A Foss, which cuts 

' 
across ethnic and cultural boundaries in its review of women rhetoricians of the 

last century and is supplemented by an anthology, Readings in Feminist 

Rhetorical Theory, in 2004. 
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Glenn's work, Rhetoric Retold, thus finds good company as it seeks to "Remap 

Rhetorical Territory" by examining and exploring "gender as a relationship among 

distributions of power, a relationship that plays itself out within cultural constraints 

and demands" (2). Glenn alludes to Burke's "terministic screens" as she clarifies 

the angles from which she has read and regendered rhetoric's history - angles 

identified with historiography, feminism, and gender studies (4-14). In a move, 

then, that is striking amidst related works that will focus exclusively on women, 

Glenn seeks to locate women in the history of rhetoric alongside men in order to 

provide "a fully gendered rather than only a women's history of rhetoric" (x). One 

of the implications that Glenn, outlines in her brief closing chapter is the need to 

recognize common ground among those "employing feminism in the history of 

rhetoric" (174). It is somewhat ironic, then, that Glenn's work is a focal point for a 

dispute over feminist historiography that arises three years later in the pages of 

College English. 

In "Historical Studies and Postmodernism: Rereading Aspasia of Miletus" 

(2000), Xin Liu Gale reviews the work on Aspasia of Miletus by Cheryl Glenn in 

several works, including Rhetoric Retold; Susan Jarratt and Rory Ong in their 

contribution to Reclaiming Rhetorica; and Madeleine Henry in Prisoner of History: 

Aspasia of Miletus and Her Biographical Tradition. Gale focuses her review on 

Aspasia because, in addition to being "an interesting historical figure," "perhaps 
I 

no other woman in Western history presents a greater challenge than Aspasia for 

historians" (362). Her hope, with the article, is to "contribute to the much needed 
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debate over truth and method in our field and to the feminist endeavor to change 

the male-dominant theory of rhetoric by reconstructing alternative rhetorical 

histories of women" (363). 

Gale features Glenn's work first, reading her account of Aspasia as a 

Rortian "Geistesgeschichte," or an imaginative reconstruction "in the absence of 

any primary texts written by her" (364 ). Gale goes on to cite Glenn for "a deep 

contradiction in thinking," that is, while her stated allegiance to postmodernist and 

feminist theories and methodologies eschews objective truth, "we are asked to 

consider the reconceived story of Aspasia as a 'truer' reality of women in history" 

(366). Her criticism is not easily missed when she characterizes Glenn's work as 

an attempt to have a "semifictional" account considered "a truer historical reality," 

a move, says Gale, that "undermines the validity of her argument" (368). Gale's 

reading of Jarratt and Ong's work on Aspasia is slightly more sympathetic, 

recognizing Jarratt's "sophistic historiography" as "a rather exciting way of doing 

history, through reinterpretation and speculation/' but asserts that such an 

approach is just as easily used to find male chauvinism in the same artifacts and, 

thus, "does little to challenge the male values underlying male rhetoric" (376). 

Gale finally offers Henry's work as a model example of using "traditional 

philological methods" to support feminist pursuits of women in rhetoric's history, 

"rather than eschewing the traditional historical method or twisting the male texts 

to suit her feminist needs" (379). 
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Both Glenn and Jarratt were afforded the opportunity to respond to Gale in 

the same issue of College English. Glenn reasserts the poststructuralist 

disruption of any easy relation between history and history writing, as well as the 

issues of knowledge, power, and ethics that shape practices of writing women 

into the history of rhetoric ("Comment" 388-389). Jarratt likewise recalls the 

rhetorical nature of history writing, alluding to the historiography debates of the 

late 1980s and early 1990s, and suggests that Gale "seems in general averse to 

rhetoric" ( "Rhetoric and Feminism" 391 ). In a later issue that same year, Hui Wu, 

who shares a similar cultural background - communist China - comments on the 

dispute by suggesting that Gale works within an inherited patriarchal ideology 

and lacks a Western feminist perspective ("Comment"; Patricia Bizzell offers a 

similar interpretation of Gale's issues with Glenn and Jarratt in "Feminist Methods 

of Research" in Rhetoric Society Quarterly of the same year). In the same issue, 

Gale interprets Jarratt and Glenn's responses as attempts to "silence[ ... ] 

dissenting voices" and calls for participants in the discussion to "treat each other 

ethically and equally, heart to heart, teacher to teacher, scholar to scholar, and 

that will be the beginning of a fruitful disagreement free from theoretical and 

political jargon and coercion" ("Xin Luie Gale" 107). A reflection of the broader 

discussion of rhetoric's history, this dispute over feminist historiography just 

underscores the persistent difficulties involved in attempting to arrive at any sort 

of final sense of rhetoric, its history, or historiography that can receive general 

. agreement. 
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1997: Composition-Rhetoric from the Nineteenth to the Twentieth Century 

In a review of Robert J. Connors's body of work, following his death in 

2000, Lynee Lewis Gaillet and Thomas P. Miller, in "Making Use of the 

Nineteenth Century" (2001 }, assert that "the publication of Connors's own 

Composition-Rhetoric in 1997 marked the beginning of a very productive era of 

scholarship on nineteenth-century rhetoric" (150). Far from earlier portrayals of 

nineteenth-century as a rhetorical wasteland, from the early 1990s into the new 

millennium scholars have uncovered a rich tapestry of diverse rhetorical activities 

in North America from early in the nineteenth century into the twentieth century. 

The work on nineteenth-century rhetoric during this period is diverse, from 

Katherine Adams's A History of Professional Writing Instruction in American 

Colleges: Years of Acceptance. Growth, and Doubt (1993), to Catherine Hobbs's 

Nineteenth-Century Women Learn to Write (1995), to Katherine Adams's later A 

Group of Their Own: College Writing Courses and American Women Writers, 

1880-1940 (2001 ). These and other works sought to clarify, even challenge, our 

present state of composition by understanding our recent past. 

Sharon Crowley, for example, in Composition in the University: Historical 

and Polemical Essays (1998) traces the development of college composition 

from the nineteenth-century, in particular its status as a required course, in order 

to challenge the universal requirement as a defunct function of self-preservation. 

Charles Paine, in The Resistant Writer: Rhetoric as Immunity. 1850 to the 

Present ( 1999) challenges contemporary received assumptions about the use of 
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the composition class as a means of immunizing young minds from mass culture 

by linking those assumptions to similar assumptions current among often derided 

writing theorists and teachers from the nineteenth century. Lucille M. Schultz, in 

The Young Composers: Composition's Beginnings in Nineteenth-Century 

Schools (1999) examines the influence of Swiss education reformer Johann 

Heinrich Pestallozi (17 46-1827) on early to mid-nineteenth-century school writing 

instruction, an influence that produced an emphasis on personal expression that 

anticipated later developments in the Romantic period and in the so-called 

expressionist period of composition associated with the 1960s and 1970s. A 

unique addition to this list is the collection of significant documents associated 

with the study of rhetoric and composition around of the century provided by The 

Origins of Composition in the American Colleges, 1875-1925: A Documentary 

History (1995), edited by John C. Brereton. 

Robert Connors's own Composition-Rhetoric: Backgrounds, Theory, and 

Pedagogy sets aside the term, "Current-Traditional Rhetoric," as associated with 

a misleading reduction of a more complex series of social, political, and cultural 

processes that produced what he terms "Composition-Rhetoric," the 

contemporary field that finds its roots in both classical rhetoric and in a past that 

reaches into nineteenth-century attempts at the college level to deal with new 

and difficult realities. In contrast to the picture of nineteenth-century rhetoric as a 

decline in rhetoric, Connors portrays an era during which institutional, 

professional, cultural, and social forces led to the teaching of writing under 
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impossible circumstances, but that these difficulties were met with the best 

rhetorical answers available at the time under those circumstances. Significantly, 

Connors's work, as reviewed by Sharon Crowley (1998, "Review"), reflects some 

of the debates current at the time. Crowley (341-342) cites Connors for his 

unclear and apparently essentializing argument, in chapter one, that the advent 

of women into American colleges contributed to the disappearance of agonistic 

rhetoric and pedagogy. Crowley is likewise less than enamored with Connors's 

belief that his commitment to "narrative and archival fact" will help him avoid a 

"totalizing vision" (342-343), a similar criticism being offered by Kathleen A. 

Welsch in her review (1998, "Review"). Like work associated with feminist 

historiography, continued work on nineteenth-century rhetoric in North America 

reflects both advancements in how rhetoric and composition are conceived, but 

also continued struggle over practices of history. 

1998-2008: Comparative Rhetoric 

It would be easy, at this point, to conclude that there had been no work in 

historical rhetoric on rhetorics outside of the Western tradition. However, while 

there has long been interest in non-western rhetorics, the publication in 1998 of 

George Kennedy's Comparative Rhetoric marks not only an increase in interest 

in non-western rhetorics, but also reflects an increasingly complex view of 

rhetoric and its history. And despite Kennedy's tendency in this work to interpret 

non-Western rhetorics through a classical Aristotelian-Ciceronian lens - it is a 

comparative work, after all - and despite his continuing to function as if rhetoric is 
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a thing that actually exists apart from theorists and historians, it is notable that 

perhaps the person whose work is most responsible for establishing a canonical 

western rhetorical tradition offers what appears to be the first book-length study 

of non-western rhetorics. Kennedy even takes an interesting turn in seeking to 

"push the definition of rhetoric beyond an abstract concept of an art, skill, or 

technique of composition to try to identify a place for it in nature" (3). This move 

takes him to social animals, and then through Aboriginal Australia and North 

American Indian Rhetoric, on to the Ancient Near East, India, China, and finally 

to the Greeks and Romans. As Kermit E. Campbell, observes ("Review"), "this 

arrangement bears a striking resemblance to the great chain of being in 

eighteenth-century Europe," so that each chapter "proceeds progressively up the 

evolutionary chain-from animal communication to primitive man to nonliterate 

culture Uust slightly above the primitive) and finally to literate society-Greece 

and Rome, naturally, ensconced at the veritable vertex" (171 ). 

It is no surprise that Kennedy's work is not the first examination of rhetoric 

outside of the Western Tradition. Entries on Arabic, Indian, Chinese, American 

Indian, and other non-western rhetorics may be found in the Encyclopedia of 

Rhetoric and Composition and the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric, along with 

bibliographical entries to point to earlier work, though little that is directly 

concerned with rhetoric in these cultures. A routinely neglected work that, 

arguably, has never been any more dated or less useful than early works of 

Howell, Kennedy, and Murphy is Robert T. Oliver's Communication and Culture 
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in Ancient India and China (1971). Thought Oliver's work bears many of the 

same shortcomings as other early works in historical rhetoric, as well as some of 

the tendencies that now fall under the rubric, Orientalism, it nevertheless offers 

an insightful introductory look at rhetorical activities in the cultural milieu of 

ancient India and China. Still, Xing Lu, in Rhetoric in Ancient China: Fifth to Third 

Century B.C.E. (1998), published in the same year as Kennedy's Comparative 

Rhetoric, cites Oliver for characteristic overgeneralization of Chinese rhetoric as 

occupied primarily with achieving harmony (29), but also for his overdependence 

on the tendency among western scholars to "compartmentalize and categorize" 

(35). Interestingly, Lu will use a comparative approach to Chinese Rhetoric that is 

not altogether different from Kennedy's in that it will use classical Greek rhetoric 

as a beginning point and will seek to identify "similarities as well as differences in 

the experience and conceptualization of rhetoric between the two rhetorical 

traditions" (69). 

A later volume edited by Carol S. Lipson and Roberta A. Binkley, Rhetoric 

before and Beyond the Greeks (2004) seeks to discover and understand 

rhetorical activity in the ancient world other than that associated with the classical 

Greek tradition of rhetoric. In their Introduction, they note that recent historical 

scholarship in the field of rhetoric has questioned the canonization of 

"Aristotelian/Platonic rhetoric as Rhetoric" (1 ). Furthermore, they argue that 

restricting the origins of rhetoric's history to ancient Greece normalizes one 

rhetorical system while also leading to the irresponsible conclusion that other 
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ancient systems of rhetoric "developed only primitive approaches to 

communication, not worthy of study, lacking interest or importance" (3). But it 

prevents us from seeing rhetoric itself, but especially prevents us from seeing 

"the early history of rhetoric as culturally situated and embedded' (3, italics 

added) . 

In turning to historiography, Lipson and Binkley identify two approaches, at 

ends of a continuum, for historical investigation of alternative rhetorics in ancient 

cultures. The first, characterized by Kennedy's Comparative Rhetoric, applies the 

terms and concepts of the classical rhetorical tradition to non-Western cultures. 

The other, which they refer to as anthropological (noting also that Xing Lu refers 

to it as a "hermeneutic method") involves "as much of a scholarly immersion as is 

possible in the ancient culture being studied, and an effort to let the resulting 

understanding of the culture guide the analysis" (11 ). Employing both 

approaches (11 ), then, Lipson and Binkley hope not "to supplant or denigrate the 

canonical rhetorical texts[ ... r, nor even the rich narrative of rhetorical history," 

but "to extend historical understanding by spotlighting other traditions in other 

cultures-other ways of being, seeing, and making knowledge" (4). 

Evidence of continued interest in rhetorics outside of the western 

rhetorical tradition may be found in recent activities at CCCC. A new Special 

Interest Group focused on non-western rhetorical traditions was formed at the 

2007 CCCC. This small group met again the following year, although with some 

different participants, at the 2008 CCCC (TSIG.20). That same year, CCCC 
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featured a panel entitled "Presentations or Representations of Chinese 

Rhetoric?: Past and Present," with papers by C. Jan Swearingen, Arabella Lyon, 

Sue Hum, and Hui Wu (CCCC '08). In addition, participants in the 2008 CCCC 

Non-Western Rhetorical Traditions SIG have created a group page on 

facebook.com, although with the title "Rhetorics Across/Around the World" 

(Adsanatham). Still, as an examination of general works and summaries of the 

history of rhetoric into the new millennium will demonstrate, the western 

configuration of the rhetorical tradition with its origins located in ancient Athens 

continues to function as the received History of Rhetoric around whic~ other 

traditions or histories must be organized, if they are to appear at all. 

1997-2008: Revising the Rhetorical Tradition 

A sixth edition of The Rhetoric of Western Thought, edited by Golden, 

Berquist, and Coleman, appeared in 1997. And while this history continued to be 

organized around the evolutionary historiography of James Golden, shaped also 

by Ehninger's notion of "systems" and the general notion of "influence," it 

nevertheless bears changes in this sixth edition that reflect the directions 

rhetoric's history was going in the mid-1990s. The story of rhetoric remains the 

same, with few changes, from the classical period into the twentieth century. 

However, as with previous editions, the editors continue to shuffle the latter 

chapters to reflect contemporary perspectives. Although they place these 

sections at the end of the book, where they run the risk of appearing to be an 

afterthought, the editors include in this edition a relatively substantial look at 
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women in rhetoric's history, African-American rhetoric, and non-Western rhetoric. 

The final chapter of this sixth edition, "Discourse Theory as Influenced by 

Gender, Race, and the Far Eastern Orientation," includes essays on "Women's 

Role in Rhetorical Traditions" (by Beth Waggenspack), "The Study of African 

American Rhetoric" (by Melbourne S. Cummings and Jack L. Daniel), and 

"Cultural Assumptions of East and West: Japan and the United States" (by Roichi 

Okabe), the last essay a carryover from the 1993 fifth edition. Some figures 

readers will find in these chapters include Aspasia of Miletus, Christine de Pizan, 

and Mary Astell, but readers will also find a (brief) discussion of Black preaching, 

a larger area of rhetorical activity that remains poorly excavated by historians of 

rhetoric. Three years later, in 2000, a seventh edition will appear that includes a 

new chapter on John Witherspoon and John Quincy Adams, as well as a final 

chapter that explores rhetoric for a "new millennium," alongside a look at the 

influence of the internet on rhetoric. 

Several other general histories saw new editions around the turn of the 

new millennium, with revisions that reflect, to a degree, some of the shifts in 

historical rhetoric through the 1990s. George Kennedy thoroughly revised his 

Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition (1999) in light of 

continued work on rhetoric in its Western tradition, but also in light of the shift 

currents in historical rhetoric since the late 1980s and early 1990s. While the 

overall story remains largely the same and continues to focus on rhetoric for the 

public sphere largely restricted to men - this is still the story of the Western 
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Rhetorical Tradition - Kennedy has included four new sections in larger chapters 

on women in rhetoric's history: "Women in Classical Rhetoric" (15-20), "Women 

in Roman Public Life" (119-121), "Women in the Humanist Movement" (230-231), 

and "Women's Rhetoric in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries" (261-263). 

Still, whereas over fifty men's names appear in the table of contents, no woman's 

name appears. Moreover, the inclusion of sections on women apart from the 

larger narrative allows that narrative to remain intact, rather than revising it to 

reflect a more complicated history. Another significant shift - reflecting the 

reevaluation of nineteenth century rhetoric during the 1990s - involves the 

removal of the final section of the first edition, "The Decline of Neoclassical 

Rhetoric," replaced by a look at "The First American Rhetoric Books" in the 

second edition. The final chapter, then, discusses "Classical Rhetoric in the 

Twentieth Century" and includes sections on "Rhetoric and English Composition" 

and "Comparative Rhetoric" - the latter concluding the whole volume with an 

allusion to Kennedy's volume on Comparative Rhetoric published in 1998. 

Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg offered up a second edition of The 

Rhetorical Tradition, which functions as history and anthology, in 2001. The 

additions and shifts (for example, moving Christine de Pizan from the 

Renaissance to the Medieval Period), do little to change the overall story of The 

Rhetorical. Tradition through the Renaissance. However, Bizzell and Herzberg 

make the interesting move of dividing "Enlightenment Rhetoric" into two chapters: 

"Enlightenment Rhetoric" and "Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric," thus reflecting the 
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increased interest in nineteenth-century rhetoric throughout the 1990s. Besides 

this shift, the most notable revision of this second edition involves the inclusion of 

many more women and non-white figures, including Sor Juana Ines de la Cruz, 

Mary Astell, Maria W. Stewart, Phoebe Palmer, Frances Willard, Virginia Woolf, 

and Gloria Anzaldua. These shifts not only reflect the increasingly diversified 

picture of rhetoric's history through the 1990s, but also the increasingly more 

complicated notion of rhetoric's definition. 

Also appearing in 2001 is a 2nd edition of A Short History of Writing 

Instruction, edited by James J. Murphy. With this volume, the shifts are such that 

this is practically a new book. The first chapter of the first edition by Kathleen E. 

Welch is replaced by a new chapter by Richard Leo Enos, "Ancient Greek Writing 

Instruction," with a focus on a shift in Greek culture from oral literacy to print 

literacy. An entirely new chapter devoted to "Writing Instruction from Late 

Antiquity to the Twelfth Century" by Carol Dana Lanham appears in this new 

edition and examines the meager, and often only indirect, sources available for 

understanding writing instruction during this period. Marjorie Curry Woods's 

chapter on "The Teaching of Poetic Composition in the Later Middle Ages," 

examines medieval student compositions on the way to suggesting "A Medieval 

Exercise for the Modern Classroom" (139-142). The last three chapters are major 

revisions of the chapters in the first editions, but by new scholars. The revisions 

include, for example, a new section on "Education for Girls and Non-Whites" in 

the chapter entitled "From Rhetoric to Composition: The Teaching of Writing in 
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American to 1900" by Elizabeth A. Wright and S. Michael Halloran, and a new 

section reflecting more recent developments in literacy and technology within the 

field of composition in the chapter on twentieth-century writing instruction (Hobbs, 

"Century"). The field's understanding of writing instruction and its history had 

seen numerous significant shifts in the preceding decade, especially with regards 

to the later centuries, and this edition of A Short History of Writing Instruction 

reflects those changes. 

Several volumes with brief overviews of rhetoric's history also saw 

additional editions published through the 1990s and into the new millennium. 

These include Corbett's Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student (1999, 

w/Robert J. Connors), Lindemann's A Rhetoric for Writing Teachers (1995, 

2001 ), and Contemporary Perspectives on Rhetoric (2002), by Foss, Foss, and 

Trapp. However, with the exception of Corbett's thorough revision of the picture 

of rhetoric in North American during the nineteenth century and early twentieth 

century in light of major shifts in how that period has been evaluated, the story of 

rhetoric - The Rhetorical Tradition - remains unchanged in these summaries, 

with little to no revision. 

Alongside these brief summaries in larger works may be placed the 

summaries found in the two encyclopedias published in 1996 and 2001 . It could 

be said that a mark of a thriving field is when the time, scholarship, and money 

are available to produce an encyclopedia to provide an overview of the field. It 

would also seem that historical overviews that appear in such encyclopedias 
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should reflect fairly accurately how the discipline understands its history. In the 

case of the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition (1996), edited by Theresa 

Enos, and the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric (2001 ), edited by Thomas 0. Sloane, 

rhetoric's history - The Rhetorical Tradition - is largely the same history that had 

dominated the field for several decades at this point. Though readers may find 

entries on American Indian Rhetoric, Indian Rhetoric, African American Rhetoric, 

Arabic Rhetoric, and Feminist or Women's Rhetoric in these two works, when 

they turn to overviews of Classical, Medieval, Enlightenment, Nineteenth

Century, and Modern or Twentieth-Century Rhetoric, they will find the same story 

that has long served as The Rhetorical Tradition, with few exceptions. The most 

notable exceptions will be Ferreira-Buckley's discussion of Gertrude Buck 

alongside Emerson, Denney, and Scott in her review of Nineteenth-Century 

Rhetoric in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition, but also Nan 

Johnson's reevaluation of "Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric" in its own right, rather 

than as a period of classical rhetoric's decline, and Karlyn Kohrs Campbell's 

extensive discussion of women rhetoricians in "Modern Rhetoric" in the 

Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. Though the study of rhetoric's history had, by the mid-

1990s, expanded to include women's, non-western, and non-white rhetorics, The 

Rhetorical Tradition continued to remain largely intact, with its roots firmly 

established in classical rhetoric and its history mostly concerned with Euro

American elite males. 

129 



James A. Herrick offered a new single-volume overview of rhetoric's 

history in 1997 entitled The History and Theory of Rhetoric: An Introduction. The 

volume would see three more editions (2001, 2004, 2008) over the next eleven 

years. Herrick begins with an exploration of rhetoric's definition, noting that 

rhetoric is "planned," "adapted to an audience," "reveals human motives," "is 

responsive," "seeks persuasion," and "addresses contingent issues." Herrick also 

explores several social functions for rhetoric, asserting that rhetoric may "test 

ideas " "assist advocacy " "distribute power " "discover facts " "shape knowledge " I I I I I 

and "build community." Herrick's exploration of rhetoric's definition reflects the 

many concerns and ideas current through the twentieth century and into the new 

millennium. Still, the history that follows largely reinscribes the same rhetorical 

tradition that has held currency against the tide of the historiography debates, a 

rhetorical tradition that begins with Athens, is defined by disputes between Plato 

and the Sophists, but also by its systemization with Aristotle, Cicero, and 

Quintilian, and then finds its way through Rome, Medieval Europe, the European 

Renaissance and Enlightenment, to Richard Whately, and, finally, into the 

twentieth century, where it is distributed among the increasingly canonized cadre 

of Perelman, Toulmin, Burke, Foucault, Derrida, Weaver, and company. 

This is an oversimplification, of course, as Herrick's history reflects 

increased work on rhetoric's history, for example with his sympathetic portrayal of 

the Sophists, increasing attention to Aspasia, persistent chapters on women in 

the Renaissance and the twentieth century, a more complicated view of rhetoric 
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in the Renaissance, and even a final section, beginning with the 2nd edition, 

alluding to George Kennedy's work on Comparative Rhetoric. Still, women's 

rhetoric is placed in separate units as distinct from the larger narrative, nothing 

outside of the Western Rhetorical Tradition appears until the final pages of the 

book, the focus remains on theoretical or philosophical rhetoric, and other than 

the section on Richard Whately, the Nineteenth-Century is completely absent. 

Not only does Nietzsche, for example, appear only in a brief note in the brief 

opening section of the third chapter on Contemporary Rhetoric, but Herrick's 

history shows no awareness - even in the 2004 edition - of the rich work from 

the 1990s forward on rhetoric and composition in late Nineteenth and early 

Twentieth-Century American colleges, or on public oratory (including by African 

American men and women) or women's rhetorics of the last two centuries. In 

many ways, then, Herrick's history has seemed little_more than a collation of the 

prior general histories by Golden, et al. (minus the interest in preaching or African 

American rhetoric), Kennedy, and Conley. 

Historiography and the History of Rhetoric in the New Millennium 

The new millennium has seen continued work in the area of 

historiography, but also in revising, through rereading and recovery, rhetoric's 

history. Some, like Jarratt ("New Dispositions"), Graff and Leff ("Revisionist 

Historiography"), and Alan G. Gross ("Rhetorical Tradition"), seek a means of 

providing cogency to continued historical work in rhetoric through some 

galvanizing term, for example, rhetoric's pedagogical tradition. Others will "rotate 
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the canon," or rotate The Rhetorical Tradition, by viewing it through different 

angles, for example by understanding rhetoric as emotional trust in texts (Miller, 

2008), or by offering Socrates and Plato as the forebears of resistance to the 

Aristotelian Tradition (Kastely, 1997). 

In addition, feminist historiography continues to receive considerable 

attention, evidenced by the devotion of a whole issue of Rhetoric Society 

Quarterly in 2002 (32.1) to issues in feminist historiography, including the role of 

gendered memory in historical inquiry (Jarratt, "Sappho's Memory); alternative 

practices of rhetorical criticism for recuperation of women in historical rhetoric 

(Campbell, "Consciousness-Raising"); the challenges feminist historiography 

brings to traditional historiography (Wu, "Historical Studies"); and the continuing 

need to examine the lenses used for historical inquiry and recovery (Mattingly, 

"Telling Evidence"; Sutherland, "Feminist Historiography"). Continued work along 

these lines appears in the form of Rhetorical Theory by Women before 1900 

(2002), a broad reaching, cross-cultural anthology of women's rhetorics edited by 

Jane Donawerth, and in Roxanne Mountford's look at gender, space, and the 

American pulpit in The Gendered Pulpit: Preaching in American Protestant 

Spaces (2003). A later article by Michaela D. E. Meyer (2007, "Women 

Speak(ing)") provides an overview of feminist historiography, naming two feminist 

methodologies, "writing women into" rhetorical canons and "challenging rhetorical 

standards" by which evidence is considered. Meyer likewise offers an agenda for 

future feminist historical work, concluding that "the future of contemporary 

132 



feminist rhetorical theory lies in our ability to extend agency to ourselves, our 

subjects, and our texts" (13). Finally, A consistent call comes from Richard Leo 

Enos for greater investment in archival work ("archaeology"), for which feminist 

historians, says Enos, are a model ("Recovering"; "Archaeology"). 

That the discussions of historiography continue to plague historians of 

rhetoric is evidenced in the 2004 article by Patricia Bizzell and Susan Jarratt 

("Rhetorical Traditions") that reviews the discussions at the inaugural meeting of 

the Alliance of Rhetoric Societies, formed in 2001 ("About ARS"). General issues 

explored at the meetings included the question of whether a "rhetorical tradition" 

(or traditions) exists, how such a tradition or traditions should be characterized, 

and even what the purpose might be for studying rhetoric's history in the first 

place (19). Several models for constructing rhetoric's history/histories were 

discussed, including a "constellation" model and the writing of "alternative 

histories" (20), but also as multicultural, dominance/resistance, comparative, and 

other models (21-22). In addition, "people had problems with projects based in 

essentialized categories such as 'women's rhetoric' or 'Black rhetoric"' (23). 

Finally, while "some perceived a spiritual dimension to the study of history," some 

also "felt that we will never be able to understand the persistent interest in the 

history of rhetoric" (25). 

In the end, this review of a meeting among scholars across several 

organizations devoted to the study of rhetoric and its history suggests that, for 

better or worse, those involved in the practices of history in rhetoric stand at 
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something of an impasse. The questions raised by the participants in the 

historiography debates of the late 1980s and early 1990s about historical inquiry, 

the writing of history, the Rhetorical Tradition, have led to complex discussions 

about historiography as well as diverse types of history. However, the Western 

Rhetorical Tradition persists, to a great degree, as the center around which all 

other histories, or traditions, must revolve, and against which they must be 

measured. In addition, with few exceptions, the many recovery efforts have led 

not to an overhaul of rhetoric's history, or even a significant revision - instead, 

too often, simply producing isolated alternative or supplemental traditions, often, 

as observed in the review of the Alliances of Rhetoric Society meeting by Bizzell 

and Jarratt, simply functioning with alternative essentializing categories. Though 

there have been hints at the possibility of constructing rhetoric's history as a , 

complex dialogue among diverse agents and traditions, a sufficiently developed 

historiographical model for revising rhetoric's history to reflect what has only 

been hinted at seems currently to be lacking. At the risk of offering yet another 

model doomed to muddy, rather than clarify, the waters, I will seek in the 

following chapter to develop such an approach to the practices of history, under 

the guidance of twentieth-century Russian language philosopher and critic, 

Mikhail Bakhtin. 
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CHAPTERV 

A CHAT WITH MIKHAIL BAKHTIN ABOUT RHETORIC'S HISTORY 

In turning now to Mikhail Bakhtin in this study, we encounter several 

important issues. The question of who Mikhail Bakhtin was, how he is to be 

understood within the context of Russian culture and history, especially as he 

sought to survive the many years in which it could be dangerous to stray from 

officially sanctioned ideology, remains somewhat open (cf. Holquist Dialogism 

183-195). And the picture of Bakhtin is complicated not only by the politically 

precarious world in which he worked, and his shrewd way of surviving within that 

world (cf. Emerson First Hundred Years 8, who says Bakhtin had "mastered 

certain protective and evasive skills"), but also by some of the mysteries that 

remain in reconstructing his history, especially with regards to his participation in 

the so-called Bakhtin Circle and, perhaps, in the composition of some of the 

works attributed to its members. But, perhaps most importantly, it is Bakhtin's 

apparent approach to his own ideas, and the ideas themselves, with the 

intentional open-endedness and resistance to theoretizing and systematization, 

that suggests a need for caution in looking to Bakhtin, whatever that may mean, 

for answers to questions about a matter like rhetoric's history. Rachel Falconer's 

question in her "Introduction" to the 1997 collection of essays, Face to Face: 

Bakhtin in Russia and the West, suggests the necessity of a healthy caution in 
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dealing with Bakhtin's corpus as a unity: "Was Bakhtin a thinker with essentially 

one big idea, or is his work a mass of contradictory fragments?" (25). Just as 

suggestive is what Ken Hirschkop says of Bakhtin in the same volume, that he 

"never got it right, and that is what kept him writing" ("Bakhtin" 55). 

Yet, turn to Bakhtin for answers is, in a sense, precisely what I seek to do. 

In a manner of speaking, I wish to invite Russian philosopher and critic Mikhail 

Bakhtin to the discussion of historiographical issues among those who have dealt 

with rhetoric's history over the last several decades. That is, I imagine a third 

Octalog, after the fashion of those held in 1988 and 1998, involving rich dialogue 

about issues in the study and composition of rhetoric's history. And I-imagine a 

fully-informed Bakhtin in attendance. It would then be later in the day, at a smoky 

cafe, over tea, when Bakhtin and other attendants would engage in a rousing 

dialogue about historiography and rhetoric's history. 

This is a far cry from an approach that may seek to glean from Bakhtin's 

writings, and the scholarship about him - with nods to his critics where they 

seem to have a point - a system and terminology for interpreting both rhetoric's 

history and the ways in which it has been handled. I look not to "apply" Bakhtin, 

or "Bakhtinian dialogue," or some other cliched bastardization of this unique 

human location in time and space embodied in the personality of Bakhtin. Rather, 
1 

I look to understand _ Bakhtin as a human personality, a once-occurrent life now 

only accessible in a series of text-events, or utterances bearing the possibility of 

rejoinders or answers. To echo a sentiment from Gary Saul Morson and Caryl 
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Emerson's introduction to Rethinking Bakhtin (4), I wish to think in dialogue with 

Bakhtin, or perhaps a consummated version that I have reconstructed, 

concerning issues about how to handle rhetoric's history. To approach Bakhtin in 

any other way, it seems, would be to misunderstand him completely. 

Now, to turn to the matter at hand, though Bakhtin does refer to rhetoric, 

its history, and to matters of constructing history - both in terms of an approach 

to history, but also the matter of genre in relationship to written history - I am not 

aware of any place in English translations of his work where Bakhtin devotes a 

sustained discussion to matters of historiography, the problem under 

consideration in this study. Thus arises the potential for seeking a system of 

terms and schemes in Bakhtin to "apply" to a subject matter to which he never 

gave much attention. However, setting such an approach aside as having the 

potential for incorporating only an impoverished understanding at best of Bakhtin, 

I would like to instead explore Bakhtin's unique point of view in the world as it 

works itself out in his many writings. 

Mikhail Bakhtin as Once-Occurrent Being 

Though we could enter Bakhtin's perspective at any number of places, it 

seems most appropriate to enter where he entered, with the human as once

occurrent being, a notion involving a collection of ideas Bakhtin explores in his 

very early Toward a Philosophy of the Act (1919), composed in his early 

twenties. This early notion of the human as once-occurrent being seems to 

represent the problem Bakhtin seeks to work out over the course of his life, 
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dealing with carnival in Rabelais, polyphony in Dostoevsky, time and space in the 

novel, and the utterance in linguistics. But it also represents, from my own point 

of view, the central unanswered issue in the way rhetoric's history has been 

handled. The human, then, as once-occurrent being, is answerable, or 

responsible, to "the other" for his or her own unique location in time and space -

in history - in which he or she participates through whole utterances, speech 

acts, events (therefore having no alibi-in-being, no one who can be blamed in 

one's place, as Bakhtin conceives it). 

Any reality, or history, that involves humans, then, is located not in the 

minds of humans, nor in the material environment of human existence, but in the 

midst of a dialogue in space and time between once-occurrent human beings, 

which may, as well, be construed as once-occurrent points of view. Moreover, to 

situate Bakhtin within his own philosophical and historical setting, while the 

dialectical materialism associated with Marxist thought may locate reality, or 

truth, more closely with the material conditions that shape human experience, 

and while Kant may locate human reality in the mind's interpretation of 

experience through transcendental categories, in particular time and space, 

Bakhtin will move reality out into more chaotic, unfinalizable spaces between 

human beings. Reality, or truth, for Bakhtin is best located in the historical 

interaction of linguistic utterances between uniquely positioned human beings, 

capitalizing on an "excess of seeing" that arises from transgredience, or mutual 

self/other "outsidedness." I want to examine this further, but to comment briefly 
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about how this relates to the practices of history regarding · rhetoric, any attempt 

to construct history in a way that abstracts figures' ideas apart from their place in 

history, that subjects figures' ideas to schemes, that privileges material 

conditions over individual utterances, or that otherwise reduces historical figures 

to characters in the historian's (author's) monologue, is no longer pursuing a 

history involving humans but is asserting a single particular point of view ... the 

historian's. In the following pages, I attempt to examine this in more detail. 

Bakhtin wrote his early work in the midst of great upheaval in Russia and 

Europe. Bakhtin was twenty-two years old at the time of the Bolshevik Revolution 

in 1917, a year before the end of World War I. A year later he and several 

intellectuals came together in Nevel, "a small town about 300 miles south of 

Petrograd by rail," to hold intellectually charged meetings to explore matters of 

history, philosophy, literature, art, and music (Clark and Holquist 38-39). This 

would mark the beginning of several such groups that would somewhat fluidly 

come to be referred to as the Bakhtin Circle by later scholars. The second such 

group, composed of some of the same members, but also of new members, 

formed two years later in Vitebsk, a much larger town 70 miles south of Nevel 

that had become the home of many young avant-garde artists (Clark and 

Holquist 45-46). It was in this context that Bakhtin, regularly "out of step" with 

both the dominant Marxism but also the avant-garde nonconformism of his age 

(Clark and Holquist 38), composed his_ earliest works dealing with the ethical 

human, once-occurrent being, and the relationship of the author to the 
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consummated hero. These works, though, remained unpublished, except for one 

work of just a few paragraphs. 

Bakhtin's work with ethical and aesthetic activity clearly and consciously 

reflects his interest in the human in history. It's not always clear in his early work 

concerning the "Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity" (1923) and the "Problem of 

Content, Material, and Form in Verbal Art" (1924) when he is dealing with the 

human in existence or when he is dealing with the hero in fiction. But that seems 

to a degree to have been by design. Bakhtin seems at times to move seamlessly 

between the world of human existence and worlds that are the product of 

aesthetic activity; indeed, in terms of the role of the human, as author, the 

relationship of the author/human to the consummated hero, or other ( or self, for 

that matter), the issue for Bakhtin is the same. Bakhtin seeks to understand the 

human self as a once-occurrent being, that is, with no alibi in existence (i.e., no 

one can take his or her unique place), making the human uniquely answerable 

for his or own place in time and space. The consummation of the human within 

an architectonics of answerability is the result of aesthetic activity, whether in life 

or in art (cf. "Author and Hero" 4-22, 208-230). 

This architectonic of answerability, as well, assumes answerability to 

another. That is, for the early Bakhtin, what creates the ethical human is the 

position relative to another before which a person bears a certain oughtness 

deriving from the very uniqueness of one's place in time and space, one's once

occurrent being, one's lack of an alibi in existence (Bakhtin Toward 38-47; cf. 
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Makhlin "Face to Face" 46-49, who argues that Bakhtin introduces the category 

of "responsibility" in his "philosophy of participative freedom") . This position 

relative to another produces transgredience, something like a spatial repository 

of values produced by an "excess of seeing" that arises from two beings who 

benefit from unique positions in space and time ("Author and Hero" 22-36; cf. 

Holquist Dialogism 36). It is this position of mutual outsidedness and otherness, 

and the resulting transgredient excess of seeing that makes possible the 

construction of the ethical human, or the ethical self. As Clark and Holquist 

observe (79; cf. Holquist Dialogism 28): 

as a unique becoming, my I-for-myself is always invisible. In order to 

perceive that self, it must find expression in categories that can fix it, and 

these I can only get from the other. So that when I complete the other, or 

when the other completes me, she and I are actually exchanging the gift of 

a perceptible self. This is what Bakhtin means when he argues that we get 

ourselves from others; I get a self I can see, that I can understand and 

use, by clothing my otherwise invisible (incomprehensible, unutilizable) 

self in the completing categories I appropriate from the other's image of 

me. [ ... ] In order to be me, I need the other. 

The so-called Bakhtin Circle moved to Leningrad, with Bakhtin, in 1924. 

During this period several works were published by members of this Bakhtin 

Circle that have been variously attributed to Bakhtin, despite their having been 

published under other names. The discussion of these disputed texts is 
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intriguing, especially since it seems suggestive of possible shared notions about 

authorship among members, but especially Bakhtin, as the product of 

intersubjectivity, as opposed to reflecting the genius of a single mind. However, I 

am inclined at this time to follow those who restrict Bakhtinian authorship to the 

works published under his name (see, for example, Morson and Emerson 

"Introduction" 31-48). What remains, then, as clearly the product of Bakhtin's 

hand is Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics (1929, 1963), which reflects a forceful 

movement by Bakhtin of his earlier ideas into the realm of the novel. 

In Dostoevsky, Bakhtin finds epitomized his own understanding of the 

novel as the interanimation of languages in a polyphonic (many voiced) world 

through heteroglossic (bearing marks of other languages, or ideological points of 

view) utterances of unfinalized characters who function as ideologues, or points 

of view in the world. Though Bakhtin saw a long historical development of the 

novelistic genre, and though he would continue to revise his understanding of 

Dostoevsky as epitomizing polyphonic novelistic discourse, in Dostoevsky 

Bakhtin found a dialogic world where characters possessed independent 

consciousness, or unique points of view, as they entered into polyphonic 

dialogue about their world: "Every thought of Dostoevsky's heroes[ ... ] senses 

itself to be from the very beginning a rejoinder in an unfinalized dialogue. Such 

thought is not impelled toward a well-rounded, finalized, systematically monologic 

whole. It lives a tense life on the borders of someone else's thought, someone 

else's consciousness" (Problems 32). 
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Clark and Holquist, in one of their more hagiographical moments, observe 

that Bakhtin's work with the novel reflects in many ways his response to the 

political world in which he found himself: "When he closes the Dostoevsky book 

by exhorting his readers to renounce their old monologic habits, his gesture is a 

commentary on a political situation which increasingly permitted only a single 

authoritative voice to be heard and which sent those such as Bakthin himself, 

who could not be monologized, into exile" (252). Bakhtin did find himself 

suddenly arrested just months before the release of the Dostoevsky book (May 

1929), and then in exile by early 1930 iri Kazakhstan, all amidst political purges 

under Stalin's First Five Year Plan of 1928-1932 (Clark and Holquist 139-145). 

Bakhtin's poor health from a bone disease in his legs helped save him from exile 

in Siberia, but conditions in Kazakhstan were still difficult for Bakhtin and his wife, 

Elena Aleksandrovna. Bakhtin's exile ended in 1934, but he would struggle to 

find steady work over the coming years, a struggle not helped by the amputation 

of a leg in 1938 due his disease (Clark and Holquist 261 ). However, Bakhtin 

continued to work, and it is during this period, including the early years of the 

Great War, that Bakhtin produced much of his continued work on the novel. Not 

surprisingly, much of his work on the novel in this period reflects not only his own 

unique view of a dialogical world, but also the political realities that shaped the 
1 

world in which he lived: "Bakhtin assigns the term 'novel' to whatever form of 

expression within a given literary system that reveals the limits of that system as 

inadequate, imposed or arbitrary. [ ... ] Because the fundamental features of any 
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culture are inscribed in its texts, not only in its literary but in its legal and religious 

ones as well, 'novelness' can work to undermine the official or high culture of any 

society" (Clark and Holquist 276-277). 

It is within this context that Bakhtin describes the novel in terms that reflect 

his unique understanding of the ethical human being. As Holquist observes, 

"Bakhtin uses the literary genre of the novel as an allegory for representing 

existence as the condition of authoring" (Dialogism 30). As Bakhtin had earlier 

described it, in Dostoevsky, indeed in the novel (Bakthin pursues these themes 

further in later essays like the 1935 essay "Discourse in the Novel" and the 1940 

essay "The Prehistory of Novelistic Discourse"), characters are ideologues, or 

bearers of unique points of view, and utterances are heteroglossic and dynamic, 

building on and anticipating other utterances, but also representing (frequently 

through intonation) differing views of the world, or differing ideologies embedded 

in differing systems of languages. Plot, then, is the means by which the author 

brings systems of languages into dialogue. Further, all of this precludes 

monologization by the author, allowing both the author and viewer to be 

participants in the interanimation of languages and points of view (this last point 

is debatable but represents Bakhtin's understanding of Dostoevsky as having 

uniquely mastered the ability to locate himself outside his characters, thus 

allowing his characters independent consciousness, and allowing him to engage 

them from an authorial point of view). 
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The author enacts this interanimation of languages by locating the bearers 

of those languages, the characters, in worlds defined in large part by how time 

and space are organized within them. Even further, Bakhtin will argue in "Forms 

of Time and Chronotope in the Novel" (1938) that the chronotopic, or temporal 

and spatial, organization of a particular world, "determines to a significant degree 

the image of man in literature" (85). He describes the chronotopic organization of 

a number of genres in the history of literature, for example, the spatial 

interchangeability and reversibility of moments in time in the Greek Romance 

(100), where chance and flat spatial movement precludes individuality or 

uniqueness in the hero (104-105). In "Epic and Novel" (1940) Bakhtin 

distinguishes between the novel as multi-languaged, temporally active, and close 

to the present (11 ), and the epic as located in an epic or finalized past, 

dominated by the single language of tradition, and distant spatially from 

contemporary reality (13). As a result of the chronotopic organization of the epic 

and novel, the epic ennobles a traditional view of a society, attempting to be 

prophetic about its future, while the novel involves the reader in a dialogue about 

an ever-changing present. 

The function of the epic, as Bakhtin describes it, is to serve an official view 

of the world and runs counter to what Bakhtin sees in Rabelais's chronotopic 

organization of the world of Gargantua and Pantagruel. Bakhtin argues in 

Rabelais and His World (1940) that Rabelais works at a time when the medieval 

hierarchical view of the world, a view that lacked time and saw only upward 
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movement as positive, a view he sees most characteristically represented in 

Dante's Divine Comedy, was passing away. In Rabelais, as Bakhtin reads him, 

the vertically organized world was restructured along horizontal lines, and 

temporal movement through carnival renewal (the mocking of official culture in 

sanctioned spaces) was more productive of human perfection (401-405). 

Likewise, as much as epic, as well as Dante, may have represented official views 

of the world, carnival, in Bakhtin's reading of Rabelais and his world, represented 

popular, unofficial views of the world (439). Carnival embraced "gay time" that 

was forward looking (302). As well, "carnival does not know footlights" (7), thus 

removing structures that separated actor from audience, but also official from 

unofficial worlds. As Bakhtin reads him, the world created by Rabelais mirrors the 

unofficial carnival celebration as a life-generating reorganization of the spatial 

and temporal world endorsed by official festivals, a world that would be better 

represented by the epic (9-10, 255). He also sees a joyful, playful means of 

undermining the oppressive imposition of official culture that characterized this 

period of Russian politics and culture (Clark and Holquist 309-316). 

The onset of World War 11 effectively ended the final chances Bakhtin had 

to enter "mainstream Soviet intellectual life" by preempting the publication of a 

second book, as well as the defense of his dissertation on Rabelais (Clark and 

Holquist 321 ). He would not be granted doctoral candidacy for his dissertation 

until 1952 (he was not awarded the higher doctor's degree; Clark and Holquist 

325). By then, Bakhtin had settled into a faculty position at the Mordovia 
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Pedagogical Institute in the relatively remote Saransk (Clark and Holquist 321 ). 

Bakhtin worked in relative obscurity, though as a very popular teacher, for the 

next fifteen years in Saransk. It was during this period that Bakhtin wrote an 

essay in response to a 1950 essay "On Linguistics" by Stalin. Bakhtin's 

response, "The Problem of Speech Genres" (1953) failed to see publication. 

However, it is important for the way it more directly treats language in relation to 

human existence, embodied in the utterance. This treatment reflects earlier 

concerns regarding the chronotopically situated human use of language, but also 

mirrors his later discussion of the text in "The Problem of Texts in Linguistics" 

(1960). 

The matter of the utterance received treatment in two earlier works ( once 

considered, and for some still considered, to have been authored completely, or 

to a significant degree, by Bakhtin) published by other members of the Bakhtin 

Circle, The Formal Method in Literary Scholarship (1928) by Pavel Medvedev, 

and Marxism and the Philosophy of Language (1930) by V. N. Volosinov, but 

also in the undisputed "Discourse in the Novel" (1935). A fuller treatment, 

however, appears in "The Problem of Speech Genres," where Bakhtin seeks to 

privilege the utterance over the grammatical sentence in linguistics. Bakhtin 

describes the utterance by defining its boundaries in terms of the change of 
. t 

speaking subjects, the completed and whole utterance recognizable by its 

answerability, or the possibility of a rejoinder by the other (71-77). That is, the 

utterance is further marked by its addressivity, in which the speaker turns to 
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address the other in a recognizable way (94-95, 99). Further, an important 

element of the utterance is that it bears dialogic overtones, that is, as Bakhtin has 

repeatedly asserted in his writings, for example in his exploration of praise and 

blame in a single word in carnival as represented in Rabelais, the utterance 

bears markers of more than one language, more than one point of view ... it is 

double-voiced ("Speech Genres" 92; cf. Holquist Dialogism 36). 

We begin to see more clearly the connection between Bakhtin's 

exploration of the utterance in the context of linguistics and his ideas about the 

novel when he describes the utterance as a "link in the chain of speech 

communication of a particular sphere," a link that is itself both a rejoinder and a 

word spoken in expectation of a rejoinder, thus bearing marks of many tongues 

(heteroglossia) ("Speech Genres" 91 ). This, then, recalls Bakhtin's earlier 

exploration of novelistic discourse as the embodiment of "dialogized 

heteroglossia," or the interanimation of multi-voiced utterances in novelistic time 

("Discourse in the Novel" 272, 323-326). The utterance, then, is a human event in 

history, in time and space, meaningfully captured by the clash of languages in 

novelistic discourse, but even in the publication of "texts" that exist as utterances 

on the borders of two consciousnesses (cf. "The Problem of the Text in 

Linguistics, Philology, and the Human Sciences: An Experiment in Philosophical 

Analysis" 106-107). 
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A particularly interesting matter Bakhtin attends to in his discussion of the 

utterance in the context of linguistics involves his argument for privileging the 

utterance over the grammatical sentence in the study of language. He wants to 

privilege the utterance over the grammatical sentence because the grammatical 

sentence does not necessarily contain in itself an utterance, and therefore is 

stripped of the meaning that utterance bears by being situated between living 

consciousnesses. Though the sentence, like the two dimensional models of 

language offered by structuralists, serves a meaningful function by schematizing 

elements of language practice, it fails to capture the essence of human language 

use represented by the utterance situated between speaking subjects, an 

evenUact that can be studied meaningfully by linguistics but that also necessarily 

resists schematization and abstraction ("Speech Genres" 68-70). 

We are indebted today to a few zealous students who "rediscovered" 

Bakhtin when they found that the author of the book on Dosteovsky was still alive 

and teaching in Saransk. Through the work of these students, especially Vadim 

Valerianovic Kozhinov, Bakhtin's work finally saw more public recognition, 

establishing him as an important figure in Russian literary criticism (Clark and 

Holquist 332-335). Over time, students of Bakthin would discover that his work 

on the novel reflected deeper concerns about the ethical human, the human in 

the world. A valuable move at this point would be to return to Bakhtin's earlier 

work to understand what he's been about all this time. In his 1919 Toward a 

Philosophy of the Act, he asserts the value of the world of art for understanding 
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the "the architectonic structure of the actual world-as-event" (61 ). Further, as 

Morson and Emerson describe it, the work is a sustained attack on "theoretism," 

which "is described as a way of thinking that abstracts from concrete human 

actions all that is generalizable, takes that abstraction as a whole, transforms the 

abstraction into a set of rules, and then derives norms from those rules [thus 

losing] the most essential thing about human activity, the very thing in which the 

soul of morality is to be found: the 'eventness' (sobytiinost) of the event" 

("Introduction" 7). We could likewise return to the early portions of "Author and 

Hero in Aesthetic Activity" (1923) and trace Bakhtin's ideas about how the 

author's role in relationship to the hero is outside the hero, necessitating a 

participative dialogue between author and a consummated hero within an 

architectonically constructed world involving time, space, value, and meaning (4-

22). The author, further, is responsible from this outside position for the 

architectonic construction of the consummated whole, the world that bears 

axiological significance and within which the hero is consummated (cf. "The_ 

Problem of Content" 268, 282, 306-307). 

In all of this, then - in his exploration of the utterance, novelistic discourse, 

the author and hero - Bakhtin has been groping about for more complex 

understandings of the human in history. Though Bakhtin is at times an easy 

target for his broad generalizations, for his lack of clear final assertions, even for 

his notion of an actual or real world in a philosophical context that has eschewed 

what may seem a positivist view of the world, it is also easy to be attracted to 
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Bakhtin's quest to understand the human in history. It is likewise easy to see how 

all his work derives from a program he laid out very early in his career, in Toward 

a Philosophy of the Act (60-61 ): 

It is not our intention to construct a logically unified system of values with 

the fundamental value-my participation in Being-situated at the head, 

or, in other words, to construct an ideal system of various possible values. 

Nor do we propos~ to give a theoretical transcription of values that have 

been actually, historically acknowledged by mankind, in order to establish 

such logical relations among them as subordination, co-subordination, 

etc., that is, in order to systematize them. What we intend to provide is not 

a system and not a systematic inventory of values, where pure concepts 

(self-identical in content) are interconnected on the basis of logical 

correlativity. What we intend to provide is a representation, a description 

of the actual, concrete architectonic of value-governed experiencing of the 

world-not with an analytical foundation at the head, but with that actual, 

concrete center (both spatial and temporal) from which valuations, 

assertions, and deeds come forth or issue, and where the constituent 

members are real objects, interconnected by concrete event-relations in 

the once-occurrent event of Being (in this context logical relations 

constitute but one moment along with the concrete spatial, temporal, and 

emotional-volitional moments). 
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To state it as briefly and clearly as possible, I now want to engage in some 

speculation about how the handling of rhetoric's history over the last several 

decades looks from this perspective, but also how rhetoric might be handled from 

this point of view, or some approximation of it. Or, to put it another way, I want to 

return to the smoky cafe and chat with Bakhtin about how rhetoric's history has 

been handled, but also about how it could be handled differently. I don't attempt 

to construct such a chat, or dialogue, but attempt to lay out some of the 

directions in which such a chat might go. 

Post-Octalog Cafe: Reading Rhetoric's Histories with Bakhtin 

The handling of rhetoric's history over the last several decades has 

followed several themes, for example, problems of defining rhetoric in the first 

place, questions about where to begin if not with classical rhetoric, the place of 

women in rhetoric's history, matters of historiography itself, and, perhaps as an 

issue that brings all of these to a head, how to understand rhetoric's history in 

nineteenth century North America. The latter has received significant treatment 

especially in the last two decades, building on the work of the likes of Warren 

Guthrie, Albert Kitzhaber, and James Berlin. Berlin's work, which explores 

Writing Instruction in Nineteenth-Century American Colleges (1984), provides a 

valuable starting point for considering how rhetoric's history - in particular its 

history in nir;ieteenth-century North-America - has been handled in the last 

several decades. 
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A participant in the historiography debates of the late 1980s, Berlin was 

well aware that written history was constructed by the historian and reflected his 

or her own commitments and point of view. It is not lost on Berlin, as his latter 

response to his critics will make clear, that his approach to history reflects his 

own very personal understanding of history and functions to a great degree, even 

if only by implication, as an argument for a particular way of seeing rhetoric and 

its history. Though the title of Berlin's book refers to writing instruction in 

colleges, his text clarifies from the very beginning that he sees rhetoric as 

occupying the central concern of that writing instruction. In terms of its temporal 

and spatial organization, then, by focusing on rhetoric's place in the rising 

concern for writing instruction in nineteenth-century American colleges, Berlin 

restricts himself to official spaces. This perhaps reflects his obvious concern to 

understand the history of his own discipline that invests itself in writing 

instruction, seeking to establish a tradition in the past for contemporary activities. 

However, this focus also fails to account for unofficial activities, activities outside 

the college classroom and textbooks, activities that might be understood under 

the rubrics of rhetoric or literacy, especially with regarding to the teaching or 

learning of various forms of rhetoric. 

As well, the temporal and spatial organization of Berlin's work argues for a 

negative move downward, a fall of rhetoric from an already impoverished 

classical rhetorical tradition to a dehumanizing, mechanistic current-traditional 

rhetoric from which many compositionists by the 1980s sought to break. In 
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Berlin's heavily schematized history past figures have, for the most part, been 

appropriated into Berlin's monologue, their individual once-occurrent beings and 

uniquely situated utterances frequently flattened in favor of a scheme in Berlin's 

increasingly monological world . The saving grace in this world and its history is 

anticipated by Emerson's "romantic" rhetoric and finds fulfillment in the forward- _ 

looking rhetoric of Fred Newton Scott. Scott is conveniently placed after the 

chapter on current-traditional rhetoric and is understood as a past forebear for a 

potentially prophetic future for compositionists, a future in which the official arena 

will exchange a commodified current-traditional rhetoric for the seemingly post

modern constructivist rhetoric of Scott. In this architectonically constructed world, 

the way out of the hell of current-traditional rhetoric is not with a return to an 

impoverished classical rhetoric, as Berlin might argue was the current thinking 

from the re-establishment of rhetoric as a discipline in the middle of the twentieth 

century. Rather, the way up from hell was by following a prophetic Scott in his 

constructivist epistemology and his process-oriented approach to teaching 

writing. 

An investigation into the near absence of rhetoric's history in nineteenth

century North America in Thomas Conley's Rhetoric in the European Tradition 

(1990) is instructive. It could be argued that this near absence is due to Conley's 

focus on the European tradition. However, Conley's focus is not on rhetoric in 

Europe but on the historical passage of a European tradition of rhetoric, 

presumably wherever that may take us. Indeed, it does take us to the shores of 
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North America in the nineteenth century, if briefly (four pages), but the primary 

focus there is on the influence of European, specifically British, rhetoric, in 

particular its construction as belles lettres (246-249). As Conley admits in his 

preface, his selection of figures and texts has been defined by the notion of . 

influence: "The basic criterion I have used in deciding which authors to discuss, 

and at what length, is the degree of actual influence they exercised on their 

contemporaries and on succeeding generations" (ix, emphasis added). What 

Conley has failed to admit, or perhaps recognize, and what becomes clear 

throughout his story of rhetoric, is that the rhetoric he seeks to understand is the 

rhetoric of official spaces. The influence of which he speaks is exercised within 

and upon contemporaries and succeeding generations in officially recognized 

(even if not always approved) spaces - more or less in formal, elite academia of 

official culture, with few exceptions. And since the rhetoric in official spaces of 

nineteenth-century North America, at least as he sees it, for the most part echoes 

loudly the European rhetoric of belles /ettres, it warrants little attention. 

Conley tells a story about a conversation he had at a train station with 

George Kennedy about the reception of histories of rhetoric, Kennedy asserting 

that no one would be completely pleased with Conley's offering (viii). The 

reception history of Kennedy's histories of rhetoric in the classical world bears 

this out. As interesting, Kennedy's single volume history of rhetoric's classical 

tradition down to twentieth-century, Classical Rhetoric & Its Christian and Secular 

Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times (1980, 1999), offers in its second edition 
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a view of rhetoric in nineteenth-century North America that is not altogether 

unlike that offered in Conley's work. Unlike Kennedy, Conley had not restricted 

rhetoric to a particular definition, although he did tend toward a schematization of 

history that divided rhetoric into four competing camps, (similar to Berlin's 

approach): Gorgianic, Protagorean, Platonic, and Aristotelian (Rhetoric 24). 

Kennedy, on the other hand, understands "rhetoric" as the civic art of public 

persuasion (1 ), that is, in something of a collated tradition associated with 

lsocrates, Aristotle, ar,d Cicero, but especially Cicero. And although Kennedy will 

locate rhetoric in a variety of spaces - variously identified under the rubric 

"secondary rhetoric" (3-4) - the rhetoric in those spaces, whether literary, 

traditional, or technical, is always the same rhetoric ... classical, especially 

Ciceronian, rhetoric. Rhetoric, classically defined, then becomes the hero of 

Kennedy's epic. With few exceptions (for example, a Judea-Christian rhetorical 

tradition), both space and time are flattened in Kennedy's narrative as Kennedy's 

configuration of classical rhetoric dominates the narrative. Within this narrative, 

the hero - classical rhetoric - is finalized, never changing, and has the same 

appearance, if sometimes incomplete, in all places and times. It is a world that 

seeks to be official, final, and prophetic (rhetoric in its truest form doesn't 

change), and it is a world within which unofficial rhetorics, including much of what 

might b~ called rhetoric in the landscape of nineteenth-century North America, 

does not warrant recognition. Rhetoric in nineteenth-century North America is an 
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impoverished technical echo of better days and receives two pages in Kennedy's 

epic. 

It should be noted at this point that James Herrick's four editions of The 

History and Theory of Rhetoric (1997, 2001, 2004, and 2008) are hardly an 

advancement over either Conley's or Kennedy's work in this regard. Though 

Herrick is more "inclusive" of alternative rhetorical perspectives, his narrative, like 

Conley's, privileges the official rhetoric of elite, western, masculine culture. Not 

only is there no consideration of any of the diverse rhetorical practices in 

nineteenth-century North America of which we have considerable evidence, but 

the alternative rhetorical perspectives Herrick does include are placed outside 

the chronotopic organization of the narrative ... they are located in two chapters at 

the end of the book (this includes the several occasions on which women are 

"included" in the history in their own separate spaces in the text). 

In 1991, shortly after the historiography debates of the late 180s in which 

she, like Berlin, was a participant, Nan Johnson offered a book length history of 

Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric in North America. In the Octalog of 1988 Johnson 

had expressed a concern to retain her commitment to a more traditional notion of 

objectivity in constructing history, while also nodding, at the Octalog and in the 

introduction to her 1991 volume, to poststructuralist concerns about positivist 

assumptions in writing history. Johnson likewise recognizes rhetoric's history 

within an ever changing intellectual and cultural milieu, shaped by 

epistemological assumptions, dominant philosophical views, institutional 
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influences, and social and political issues (4). However, what seems lost in the 

midst of recognizing the contingencies in rhetoric's history as Johnson discusses 

it, is Johnson's restriction of her purview to the rhetoric of official spaces, the 

rhetoric of elite white male spaces. And this follows a debate within the field of 

rhetoric in which this very restriction was questioned. Moreover, it involves a time 

and space in rhetoric's history - in nineteenth-century North America - for which 

evidence exists of a great diversity of voices engaged, in particular beyond those 

official spaces, in what might easily be associated with concerns about rhetoric, 

literacy, and instruction in each. As well, and perhaps with Johnson's full 

understanding, for she does not title her work a "history," Johnson's work is in no 

real sense a narrative. That is, as much as space has been flattened by focusing 

only on official spaces in American colleges and the culture associated with 

them, time has been eliminated altogether, except for the restriction of the 

discussion to a particular period and her drawing up of a context in Campbell, 

Blair, and Whately out of which grew what she has named New Rhetoric. New 

Rhetoric, then, becomes the highly schematized focus of her work, in which 

historical figures, once-occurrent humans in history, disappear, leaving behind 

only the scattered residue of their collective utterances. That residue is collected 

as evidence for the highly schematized picture of rhetoric, "the synthetic 

disposition of nineteenth-century theory 

(epistemological/belletristic/neoclassical)" (106). This new synthetic 

understanding of rhetoric becomes a hero in an absolute, epic past that can be 

158 



prophetically garnered by compositionists in the present who seek to establish a 

healthy, thriving discipline and overcome a recent history of decline (cf. pages 3 

and 16). 

It is difficult to know whether to include Patricia Bizzell and Bruce 

Herzberg's The Rhetorical Tradition in this discussion since it functions primarily 

as a chronologically arranged series of "readings." It is an anthology, although an 

anthology supplemented with historical surveys and significant biographical 

introductions to the included selections. As such, it seeks to provide a view of 

rhetoric's history in a complex fashion, locating the individual utterances of the 

various selected figures as points of view in historical time. However, reflection 

about the chronotopic organization raises concerns about the effects on the 

historical figures and their potential as viable once-occurrent beings within an 

architectonically structured world. Time is relativized to a degree. There is no 

apparent commitment to a progressive evolutionary notion of rhetoric's passage 

through time. Nor are some of the dominant myths about rhetoric's history 

embraced (at least in the 2nd edition), like the decline of rhetoric in the nineteenth 

century (yet rhetoric's origin in the classical world of the west is assumed). 

However, the figures themselves are situated in official time - officially 

sanctioned period demarcations - but are not as well situated in relation to other 

figures in time. The same persists even more in terms of spatial organization. 

Spatial world relations are flattened by an unexamined juxtaposition of the 

various figures whose voices are included, suggesting (presumably intentionally) 
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democratic equality among them. However, this flattening of spatial relations also 

strips much of the meaning from the utterances and the points of view they 

express, leaving them as chronotopically isolated bearers of theory. These 

figures are frequently more human than can be found in histories of rhetoric, but 

they also lack the addressivity that comes from being situated chronotopically 

and in relation to others. It's easy to get the feeling that most, if not all, of these 

figures fill slots, and thus are not lacking in alibis, easily able to be replaced by 

other figures that would struggle as mightily to be once-occurrent beings in 

history. 

So, while multiple voices are "included," for example, in a section entitled 

"Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric," and while there is the possibility of some inter

individual dialogue about rhetoric, if only by implication and in a spatially flat and 

temporally relative world, there is a failure to capitalize on the "excess of seeing" 

that follows from interanimation of languages (about rhetoric) in a polyphonic 

world through heteroglossic utterances between independent, once-occurrent 

consciousnesses in a chronotopically organized world. These utterances, or 

texts, frequently fail to function as utterances on the borders between two 

consciousness, frequently fail to be links "in the chain of speech communication 

of a particular sphere" (Bakhtin "Speech Genres" 91 ), like rhetoric. Rather, the 

utterances all too often become isolated theory associated with historical figures 

that have failed to become fully human through dialogue. 
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Some of the more successful work in terms of exploring alternatives to 

official versions of rhetoric's history, as well as alternatives to rhetoric's home in 

official spaces, is in some of the work produced by historians interested in 

women's places in rhetoric's history. The work produced by these historians 

likewise frequently is more attuned to the heteroglossic nature of texts as 

utterances (even if not using such terminology), even paying more attention to 

the intersection of languages about rhetoric in its history. Presumably because of 

the need for active recovery of women's voices (the same historians are also 

frequently concerned to recover voices from unofficial spaces, including non

white or poor spaces), these historians often pay considerable attention to the 

figures they study as once-occurrent beings, as unique points of view on the 

world and rhetoric. 

As such, the figures that appear in works like Cheryl Glenn's Rhetoric 

Retold (1997), the volume edited by Andrea Lunsford Reclaiming Rhetorica 

(1995), and the volume edited by Christine Sutherland and Rebecca Sutcliffe The 

Changing Tradition: Women in the History of Rhetoric (1999), are often more 

independently conscious once-occurrent beings in history. However, in the work 

to raise scholarly consciousness about the unofficial spaces from which the 

women in these histories often had to work, the sideways glance of unofficial 

speech about an official topic like rhetoric is often lost. The interaction of official 

and unofficial languages about rhetoric too often eludes recognition. Creation of 

an alternative world of rhetoric in isolation from a supposed official world risks 
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replacing one monologic world with another. That is, a world where only women's 

voices appear is just as monologic as a world where only men's voices appear. 

Finally, as seems to happen with Drema Lipscomb's treatment of Sojourner Truth 

in the Lunsford volume, the work of a historical figure working in unofficial spaces 

can be forced into official categories (in this case, Aristotelian), thus losing its 

unique point of view. In this case, Truth ceases to be a once-occurrent 

independent consciousness and ideologue and instead is forced to succumb to 

the official version of rhetoric's definition and history. 

The collection of essays edited by Gregory Clark and S. Michael Halloran, 

Oratorical Culture in Nineteenth-Century America at first glance appears to grant 

some independence of position and vision to the particular historical figures who 

receive treatment. However, the trajectory for the collection of essays, the 

interpretive task for the essays and their overall organization, answers to the 

larger framework imposed by the editors, and explicated in their introduction, on 

the history of public discourse in Nineteenth-Century America. As Clark and 

Halloran explain in their introduction, the book is designed "to explore the 

oratorical culture that characterized the United States at the beginning of the 

nineteenth-century and show how that culture was transformed by an emerging 

individualistic spirit that, in diverse social and institutional forms, challenged the 

traditional principle of collective moral authority by establishing as a new principle 

the moral authority of the individual" (3). The essays in the volume then, rather 

than seeking to engage particular historical figures as independent 
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consciousnesses uniquely located in time and space (history), "all focus on 

specific moments in nineteenth-century American rhetoric and use the concept of 

transformation in a variety of ways to explain the patterns of change they 

represenf' (5, emphasis added). The historical figures involved cease to be 

human as they are "used" to demonstrate an abstract scheme devised by the 

historian(s). 

Constructing History as Dialogue 

Those interested in rhetoric's history have for several decades now 

struggled with models of historiography that take into account the 

poststructuralist, feminist, and post-colonial colonial thought that marks critical 

theory of the last century. The outcome has involved a more diversified picture of 

rhetoric's history, as well as the players in its history. However, with the 

exception of those who seem inclined to complicate the role narrative time plays 

in constructing history (see Vitanza and the reference works by Moran and Ballif, 

who flatten temporal and spatial relations between the figures, indeed they 

remove them altogether), little progress has been made in considering the way 

historians of rhetoric construct the worlds in which they locate historical figures. 

The tendency is toward extracting theory from history, turning it into abstractions, 

or systems, albeit associated with the names of historical figures, and then 

erasing names and faces from history, who become little more than talking heads 

in a historian's monologue. 
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As well, while recent historians of rhetoric have worked to be more 

inclusive in their selection of figures in rhetoric's history, they often struggle to 

construct a chronotopically organized world that can capitalize on the 

transgrediency resulting from the interanimation of languages about rhetoric 

through the personal utterances from unique points of view. Instead, histories are 

constructed along thematic or schematic lines, within official time and official 

spaces, in monological worlds reflecting only the person of the historian-author, 

who is also dehumanized by reduction to a monologized self, and the once

occurrent human beings upon whose utterances these themes and schemes are 

built seemingly disappear. There are rarely any humans in rhetoric's many 

histories. The situation recalls Bakhtin's very early concerns for preserving the 

integrity of the uniquely human experience of being in the face of philosophical 

abstraction: 

If I abstract myself from the center that constitutes the starting point of my 

once-occurrent participation in Being, and I do so, moreover, not only from 

the content-determinateness of my participation (determinateness with 

respect to time, space, etc.), but also from its being actually, emotionally, 

and volitionally acknowledged and affirmed, then the concrete uniqueness 

and compellent actuality of the world will inevitably begin to decompose; it 

will disintegrate into abstract-universal, merely possible moments and 

relations, which can be reduced to an equally abstract-universal, merely 

possible unity. The concrete architectonic of an actually experienced world 
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will be replaced by a non-temporal, non-spatial, non-valuative systematic 

unity of abstractly universal moments. (Toward 58) 

Though I resort to Bakhtin for a particular point of view from which to 

examine the ways in which rhetoric's history can be constructed, ultimately, the 

questions are mine. I want to know whether it is possible to compose rhetoric's 

history in such a way that emphasizes the humans in that history, rather than 

abstracted theories or monologic schemes. And my concern is not just to do a 

"better" job of writing history, whatever that might mean. Rather, my concern is 

for the people and practices for whom these histories function. If rhetoric's history 

is, or should be, meaningful for contemporary rhetoricians - critics, theorists, and 

teachers alike - who seek to understand the use of language in public spaces in 

an increasingly complex world, then it seems that history should be about 

humans, not abstractions or schemes, and should seek to engage its readers in 

dialogues with other readers and past humans who are interested in language 

use in public spaces, or whatever rhetoric might mean, as well as how or whether 

it matters. It seems, then, that if history will be a human endeavor for other 

humans, if rhetoric's history will be about human use of public language for 

various purposes, then the figures who make up that history will need to be more 

alive, more independently conscious, more consciously situated in an 

architectonically constructed world, more engaged as once-occurrent beings 

through dialogical utterances in time and space. 
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However, lest it seem that I have fallen into calling for a novelization of 

history, viewing the historian as author and history as pure fiction, I should qualify 

my remarks in that regard. I don't seek to turn history into a novel, to pretend that 

the construction of historical figures in their temporal and spatial worlds is easily 

analogous to the creation of fictional characters, regardless of their parallels with 

real people, in plotted worlds, nor to imply in any way that since history must be 

constructed from the available evidence and is therefore always to a degree 

fictional that we might as well eschew completely notions of objectivity or a real 

past. Rather, I want to consider whether Bakhtin's understanding of the author's 

relation to the world he or she constructs, and the aesthetic activity that 

represents, might inform practices of history regarding rhetoric. That is, I wonder 

what happens in the construction of written history if the historian seeks to 

understand historical figures as once-occurrent beings, and individual utterances 

(or texts) as participative, heteroglossic events in a dialogical conversation in a 

particular context. Moreover, what happens if the historian of rhetoric 

understands the idea - rhetoric - and the dialogue about it as polyphonic, with 

many uniquely positioned points of view involved, and finally pays attention to the 

chronotopic organization of the world in which the historical figures will be 

located? Finally, what happens if the historian works with acute awareness of 

how the chronotopic organization of the world they create affects the historical 

figures as particular points of view, as well as their discussion of the idea 
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(rhetoric) at hand. Is it even possible, or advisable, to conceive of history in this 

fashion? 

My hope is that it is possible to construct a history in which the historical 

figures are more human, in which they are situated in a chronotopically organized 

world that brings them into productive dialogue, and in which languages about 

rhetoric capitalize on the "excess of seeing" through polyphonic interanimation in 

time and space. That is, I seek both to investigate utterances as uniquely 

situated in space and time, but also to juxtapose these utterances against one 

another to allow an investigation of rhetoric in the more open spaces between 

them. In the following chapter I will seek to compose a brief look at rhetoric's 

history in nineteenth-century North America in a fashion that takes all these 

matters into account. The goal is neither to be exhaustive nor to incorporate 

original research about any particular figure. I will work with what is fairly 

commonly known at this time about rhetorics in many locations in time and space 

in nineteenth-century North America. As well, I will intentionally avoid 

schematizing rhetoric's history in nineteenth-century North America or digging up 

theories that may be abstracted from it (I will also avoid any unnecessary use of 

terminology derived from, or associated with, Bakhtin, that may suggest an overly 

systematized "application" of Bakhtin). Rather I will attend to the selection of 

utterances from particular points of view by once-occurrent human beings, and I 

will seek to construct a world in which these utterances interact dialogically to 
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produce richly suggestive discourse about what is possible with rhetoric, and 

what rhetoric might be. 
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CHAPTER VI 

RHETORIC IN NINETEENTH-CENTURY NORTH AMERICAN SPACES 

If we follow the construction of rhetoric's history at the beginning of the 

nineteenth century in the United States as outlined in works like James Berlin's 

Writing Instruction in Nineteenth-Century American Colleges, Nan Johnson's 

Nineteenth-Century Rhetoric in North America, and Oratorical Culture in 

Nineteenth-Century America, edited by Gregory Clark and S. Michael Halloran; 

rhetoric had fallen away, so to speak, from its classical roots concerned with the 

study of rhetoric for civic duty and had, in its place, installed what has variously 

been termed a New Rhetoric. This New Rhetoric involved a synthesis of 

epistemological concerns associated with Scottish common-sense philosophy 

and faculty psychology, reflected in George Campbell's Philosophy of Rhetoric 

(1776) and literary and critical concerns associated with "taste" as defined by the 

educated classes, reflected in Hugh Blair's Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles 

Lettres (1783). Campbell's influence in the British Isles and in America was only 

eclipsed by Blair's, which held into the nineteenth century. At the same time, this 

synthesis preserved several elements of classical rhetoric, including discussions 

of rhetoric along the classical canons like invention, arrangement, and style; 

division of types of rhetoric according to their location and functions, for example, 

judicial, deliberative, and sacred; discussions of levels and qualities of style; and 
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appropriation of the organizational schemes associated with classical oratory. 

And while the rhetoric of the "American Imitators" (Berlin Writing Instruction) 

would see transformation in the midst of cultural, political, and economic forces 

(Clark and Halloran) and produce a uniquely American synthesis (Johnson), the 

scholarly discussion of this transformation seems to concentrate on efforts that 

don't really begin to appear until the latter half of the century with the publication 

of works by the likes of David J. Hill, Henry N. Day, and Adams Sherman Hill. 

In any case, what is clear from these discussions of nineteenth-century 

rhetoric in North America is that the focus of the scholars, and of the materials 

they are working with, is with theory and instruction for the use of language, 

whether spoken or written, in public arenas primarily occupied by elite white 

males. That is, with some important exceptions in Clark and Halloran's Oratorical 

Culture, they are dealing almost exclusively with rhetoric that deals with official 

matters in official spaces. That is, these scholars usually concern themselves 

with the kind of public debate, or oratory, that is implied in textbooks like those by 

Campbell and Blair and that would have appeared in public spaces primarily 

occupied by educated white males. However, rhetoric in nineteenth-century 

North America may also be conceived as a matter negotiated in a variety of 

diverse spaces. If we begin, for example, with a broad understanding of rhetoric 

as the use of language to make meaning in public spaces, and we want to 

understand rhetoric by this definition in nineteenth-century North America, we will 

have to look beyond the college classroom, beyond textbooks, and beyond 
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official public spaces. We cannot fail to consult, as well, spaces filled with events 

and people who were rarely, if ever, considered by writers of college rhetoric 

textbooks - events and people that, at times, expressed rejection of the very 

worldview and rhetoric that defined and endorsed official culture. We will find that 

rhetoric is not confined to, or exclusively defined by, a class of people, their 

particular concerns, or their institutions. The following narrative, then, seeks to 

understand rhetoric through the utterances of individuals situated in distinct and 

diverse locations in time and space. My hope is that by setting these uniquely 

situated rhetorical utterances alongside one another a rich dialogue about 

rhetoric in nineteenth-century North America will appear. 

1806: A Report of a Camp Meeting 

In November of 1806, Henry Smith wrote a letter to Benjamin Lakin 

describing a camp meeting he had attended in Baltimore, Maryland, in October, 

"the greatest I ever was at" (Edwards, History, vol. 2, 403). Smith calls himself a 

"circuit rider," which associates him with the kind of evangelical and revival 

practices dominated by the Methodists, especially Francis Asbury, early in the 

nineteenth century. Camp meetings and revivals of various sorts had been widely 

held for some time as a part of periodic religious revival to support ongoing 

efforts to spread and sustain the Christian religion in North America by numerous 

protestant churches. In many ways, these meetings and revivals reflected and 

embodied the populist and democratic spirit of the age in North America. 

However, contrary to standard descriptions of them as spontaneous outbursts · 
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involved in so-called Great Awakenings, it seems likely that Roger Finke and 

Rodney Stark are correct when they assert, in The Churching of America 1776-

1990, that these events were planned, sometimes meticulously. 

Finke and Stark observe that Charles Grandison Finney, well known 

revivalist of the nineteenth century, "well knew that to remain healthy, all 

organizations, be they churches, fraternal lodges, or corporations, must have 

some means for periodically renewing commitment and that the key to such 

renewal likes in a sudden intensification of the perceived benefits of belonging" 

(90). Moreover, Finney, like George Whitfield and others before him, used 

advanced publicity, meticulous organization, and timing, to supplement, or create 

an environment, for what they sincerely believed would be the invigorating 

movement of God's Spirit again amongst his people (see Finke and Stark 92-96; 

also Edwards, History, vol. 1, 499-500, for a discussion of the role community 

expectation played in shaping meaning at these meetings). 

This meticulous organization included attention to the physical layout of 

the camp meeting grounds, as well as how time was managed (see Finke and 

Stark 102-103 for examples of a grounds layout and a schedule). Incidentally, it 

is these matters, physical layout and time management, that Henry Smith 

focuses on in his letter to Benjamin Lakin, with little reference to theology or 

doctrine. Even the use of trumpets to announce spatial and temporal· movements 

in the meeting, mentioned twice by Smith (404), serves as a palpable rhetorical 

marker of the planned religious and communal event, especially through its 
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association with the images in the Old Testament of God's people moving from 

place to place in tents, with trumpets frequently directing their movement. 

But more is going on in Smith's letter, as well as at these camp meetings, 

that is rhetorically suggestive. Not only does Smith's letter reflect a concern to 

use physical space and time rhetorically to manage the experiences of those who 

would attend these meetings, but it also reflects cultural concerns. These people 

were not locals. Smith writes about those who were at the meeting preparing to 

head home after having stayed in tents for the duration of the meeting. For many 

who attended camp meetings, doing so was a break from the isolation of rural 

life, a chance ·for entertainment shared amidst a community, and often an 

opportunity to share in the community rituals that were not available apart from 

the types of local churches more readily accessible in towns and cities (see Noll 

167 and Edwards, History, vol. 1, 495). That is, it was a chance to experience 

some sense of stability amidst chaos (cf. Hatch 64). 

Providing much of the cultural backdrop for these meetings, as well as the 

function of rhetoric in them, is the democratic and populist spirit that drove them. 

As Nathan Hatch observes in The Democratization of American Christianity, the 

popular religious movements of this period "denied the age-old distinction that set 

the clergy apart as a separate order of men, and they refused to defer to learned 

theologians and traditional orthodoxies" (9-1 O; cf. Noll 148-152). The rhetoric and 

worldview that held currency among the privileged in official public spaces like 

college classrooms and theory books had no place in camp meetings. The 
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people who held and attended these meetings were frequently uninterested in, 

and often hostile to, the orthodox beliefs and practices of elite society, as well as 

the education that supported them (Hatch 5-1 0; see also ch. 2 on "The Crisis of 

Authority in Popular Culture" for a full discussion). They talked not about 

epistemology, did not esteem matters of taste, and were bored by stuffy, 

academic sermons and their delivery (Finke and Stark 85-86). Lyman Beecher, 

as president of Yale University, expressed concerns about popular, unorthodox 

religious practices led by "generally illiterate men, often not possessed of a good 

English education, and in some instances unable to read or write" (Hatch 18). But 

those who attended camp meetings and were involved in revivals were more 

interested in the likes of Lorenzo Dow, of whom it was said "It is scarcely 

possible to conceive of a person more entirely destitute of all natural eloquence. 

But he understood common life, and especially vulgar life-its tastes, prejudices, 

and weaknesses; and he possessed a cunning knack of adapting his discourses 

to such audiences" (Hatch 20). 

The people who attended camp meetings and revivals were uninterested 

in official religion proffered by the ruling elite. They sought validation of their own 

unique understanding of their faith (Noll 151) amidst what they believed to be an 

outpouring of God's grace among them; as Smith says in his letter, "The Lord 

owned our labours and smiled upon us in a wonderful! [sic] manner [ ... ] The 

glorious flame is spreading" (404). The rhetorical practices they embraced, for 

better or worse, privileged folk knowledge, or "common sense," with a lineage 
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reaching back to the Scottish "common sense" philosophers of the 18th century 

( cf. Noll 154-157), but also emotion, colloquial language, great attention to 

delivery, and spontaneity (Edwards, History, vol. 1, 506; cf. Hatch 57), all within a 

setting they believed was bolstered by the presence of God's Spirit, a setting 

organized to encourage a renewed commitment to the ethics and beliefs to which 

they held dear. And in a broadly democratic and competitive, not to mention 

increasingly mobile society, they could "vote with their feet," so to speak (Hatch 

15). 

A concern for order arose in many areas, especially in the east, sparked 

by the apparent chaos of frontier revivalism. Charles Grandison Finney, for 

example, was criticized for appropriating and developing "new measures" 

resembling normal practices of many rural and frontier camp meetings for his 

revival work in urban settings (Noll 176; Finke and Stark 97-98; Edwards, History. 

vol. 1, 510-511; Hatch 50-55). The same concern is seen in Smith's letter as he 

describes measures taken to preserve order, not only through the physical layout 

and strict schedule of the camp meeting, but through the use of guards and 

"runners" (404) for crowd control, for example, to "prevent disorder in the 

extremities of the Camp" (404), an issue that had in fact plagued camp meetings 

and raised additional concern about their religious character and efficacy. Yet, 

Smith closes the letter by describing some of the very activities that drew 

criticism by those who privileged order, the bodily gestures of the people, 

seemingly chaotic singing, praying, shouting, "the people runing [sic], yes runing 
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[sic], from every direction to the stand weeping, shouting, and shouting for joy" 

(404). Smith's letter reflects the very tensions of the age between order and 

spontaneity, between socially vertical and horizontal, in the process of using 

various symbolic means publically to make meaning. 

1833: Lydia Sigourney's Letters to Young Ladies 

A similar tension is evident in a series of "letters" published in 1833 by 

Lydia Sigourney, entitled Letters to Young Ladies. Sigourney was primarily self

educated and, after brief a period as a teacher, and after her husband's business 

failed to prosper, successfully supported her family with a career as a writer. 

Unlike the rhetorical strategies that marked religious camp meetings in rural and 

frontier arenas, the rhetorical practices Sigourney advocates in Letters to Young 

Ladies reflect realities faced by middle class women confined to private, 

domestic spheres, and embraces to an important degree much of the classical 

rhetorical tradition that shaped approaches to rhetoric in college classrooms and 

textbooks into the nineteenth century in North America. 

The three "letters" excerpted in Jane Donawerth's Rhetorical Theory by 

Women before 1900 clearly reflect appropriation of classical concerns for matters 

of style (in conversation and letter writing), delivery (as elocution for public 

reading), and memory (to support meaningful conversation). Indeed, Sigourney 

goes as far as to employ Cicero as a classical authority to support her argument 

for attention to matters of eloquence in letter writing. However, Sigourney's 

primary interest seems to be in preparing "young ladies" to be agents of moral 
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improvement through the most accessible sphere of public discourse available to 

women at that time: conversation. 

Though Margaret Fuller would later work to move the ideal of female civic 

duty from the home into the larger public arena, Sigourney here moves in the 

opposite direction by drawing the rich classical tradition of public rhetoric into the 

domestic arena. Moreover, whereas the tendency among those involved in 

religious camp meetings and revivals was to eschew any esteem for class, 

education, or tradition, Sigourney appears to have been committed to the cultural 

ideals of the middle and upper classes and to have sought to use them to the 

advantage of wom~n. As P. Joy Rouse explains in an essay on Margaret Fuller's 

"Rhetoric of Citizenship," one of the ideals of American womanhood that held 

currency during this period, labeled Republican Motherhood by Kerber (1980), 

held that women possessed a civic duty, not unlike their male counterparts, to be 

"custodian[s] of civic morality," albeit in the home as mothers and wives (113). As 

Rouse suggests, Sigourney's understanding of the requirements for excellence in 

conversation echoes Quintilian's understanding of the Orator: "good talents, a 

good education, and a good heart: the 'charity that thinketh no evil,' and the piety 

which breathes good will to man because it is at peace with its Maker" ("Letters" 

151; cf. Donawerth "Nineteenth Century" 9). It could be said that Sigourney 

seeks to educate the "good woman speaking well." 
' 

177 



Sigourney's goals, then, are to carve out a space of public influence for 

women confined to a domestic arena (Donawerth "Nineteenth-Century" 8), and to 

provide them with the instruction necessary to make them positive influences 

toward moral reform through conversation. She emphasizes turn-taking and the 

need both to hear and be clearly understood ("Letters" 146-147). As well, she 

argues that conversation "should have a higher object than merely the art of 

pleasing" ("Letters" 14 7), and offers both Cotton Mather and Elizabeth Rowe as 

proper examples, noting that Rowe made conversation "the means of moral 

improvement to others" and "thus often led to the formation of good habits, and 

by her eloquence reformed and elevated the characters of those around her" 

("Letters" 148). Sigourney even extends the influence of women by asserting the 

importance of their influence on the young men around them: "you have it in your 

power to give vigor to their pursuit of respectability, to fix their attention on useful 

knowledge, to fortify their wavering opinions, and to quicken or retard their 

progress in the path of benevolence and piety" ("Letters" 150). 

In order to support these very important roles "young ladies" had before 

them, they needed to give attention to such matters as elocution, or clear 

pronunciation ("Letters" 143), elegance, clarity, and correctness in writing 

("Letters" 144), and development of the memory through profitable reading and 

conversation ("Letters" 145). It is easy to see, then, how Sigourney's unique 

location in a domestic sphere shaped her concerns for the integrity of feminine 

discourse - that it not fall into gossip because of its restricted sphere or because 
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of an underdeveloped intellect - but also her transformation of many elements of 

the western rhetorical tradition, official rhetorical culture, for use in domestic 

arenas to which women were restricted. It can't go unnoticed, as well, that 

whereas those who led the way in the populist rejection of official rhetorical 

culture were free to do so largely because they were men in rural and frontier 

settings (observe the resistance faced by those, like Finney, who attempted to 

move revivalist rhetoric to urban settings), Sigourney's gender and class location 

surely affected her perception of what was possible rhetorically. It would take the 

likes of Margaret Fuller, perhaps emboldened by a masculine education made 

possible by a forward-thinking father (Rouse 112), to push for more broadly 

available spaces for public rhetoric by women. 

1837: Ralph Waldo Emerson's "Intellectual Declaration of Independence" 

The same year that Sigourney published Letters to Young Ladies, Ralph 

Waldo Emerson embarked on a career as a public lecturer with a series on 

natural history delivered in Boston (Ahlstrom 601 ). Three years later, Emerson 

would publish the first of three pivotal early expositions of his own philosophy of 

the human being in relation to the natural world, Nature. In the next two years, 

Emerson would deliver two speeches that would extend these ideas further, his 

address before the Harvard Phi Beta Kappa chapter (_1837,l'The American 

Scholar") and his address to the Harvard Divinity School (1838). The 1837 

address, delivered one day after Henry David Thoreau's graduation from Harvard 

(although he was not present for the address), was once called, by Oliver 
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Wendell Holmes, "our intellectual declaration of independence" (Johnson History 

406; Richardson 263). 

None of these works should be understood apart from their unique 

position in Emerson's life and his participation in public culture in America at the 

time. It should not be missed, as well, that unlike the religious camp meetings 

discussed earlier, these public discourses were situated in official spaces, in the 

elite cultural spaces of the northeast, especially those associated with Harvard 

and Yale. Further, while Lydia Sigourney was working out a theory of public 

rhetorical practices in domestic spaces for women, Emerson's theories of the 

human, nature, and of language, though marked by the individualistic tendencies 

of American Romanticism, and especially Transcendentalism, addressed matters 

of public discourse dominated by elite, white males (although we should not fail 

to observe that Emerson seemed to hold women equally capable, intellectually, 

as men, evidenced by his high esteem of Margaret Fuller and his determination 

to include women in the Transcendental Club, as noted in Richardson 266-267; 

cf. Bosco 35-36). 

Though Emerson's vision was his own, it did not arise in isolation from 

dialogue with others of like mind. Emerson's first tour in Europe (1832-1833), his 

encounter with the work of Immanuel Kant, as well as his own unique perspective 
/ 

arising from his studies of classical and European thought, led him finally to 

involvement with the so-called Transcendental Club, born in a Cambridge Hotel 

in September, 1836. Embracing free dialogue, admitting no one "whose presence 
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excluded any one topic," the club members commonly embraced the likes of 

Kant, Schleiermacher, and Goethe, and the impulses of romantic thought, as 

keys to overcoming the "arid intellectual climate of Harvard and Cambridge" 

(Richardson 245-246; cf. Berlin Writing Instruction 56) not to mention "the 

present state of philosophy, religion, and literature in America" in general 

(Richardson 249). Whatever may be said about American Transcendentalism, it 

seems clear that what drove it was a privileging of the individual human's private 

vision as subjective consciousness, engaged however in a common pursuit of 

the well being of all individuals (cf. Richardson 250, also 257-258; Berlin Writing 

Instruction 46-57 emphasizes the latter element in Emerson's thought). 

It is within this context that Emerson constructed his own vision of the 

human, nature, and language. And it is out of this particular vision that Emerson's 

unique vision of the orator, the Man Thinking, who is subsequently a man 

speaking, arises. A review of Emerson's two essays on "Eloquence" (1847 and 

1867) clearly reveals Emerson's incorporation of much of the neo-classical 

framework in his own understanding of the orator, albeit at times with his own 

terms. But each of these essays also is informed by the vision of the human, 

nature, and language that Emerson offers in Nature and that informs his 1837 

address to the Harvard Phi Beta Kappa chapter concerning "The American 

Scholar." 
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Indeed, Emerson's talk of the importance of the occasion for true 

eloquence in the 1867 essay, and his talk of matters of elocution and style in the 

1847 essay, all hinge on the power of the uniquely positioned human presence 

engaged in a common pursuit of truth: "Speak what you do know and believe; 

and are personally in it; and are answerable for every word. Eloquence is the 

power to translate a truth into language perfectly intelligible to the person to 

whom you speak" ("Eloquence [1847]" 767-768). Or, "it is not powers of speech 

that we primarily consider under this word eloquence, but the power that being 

present, gives them perfection, and being absent, leaves them a merely 

superficial value. Eloquence is the appropriate organ of the highest personal 

energy" ("Eloquence [1867]" 645). Such sentiments were already present as 

early as "The American Scholar." 

However, "The American Scholar" did not pose a theory about the human 

being, nature, or language. Emerson had already offered such theory a year 

before in Nature. "The American Scholar" was a call to intellectual arms of sorts. 

The United States was then half a century old and Emerson wanted to suggest 

that it was perhaps time for "the sluggard intellect of this continent [to] look from 

under its iron lids and fill the postponed expectation of the world with something 

better than the exertions of mechanical skill" (1101 ). It is within the context of this 

need, as he perceived it, for America to finally cast off the chains of its European 

cultural heritage and to begin to build its own unique vision of the world that 

Emerson posed his notion of "The American Scholar" as Man Thinking. This Man 
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Thinking, then, would engage nature in order to connect to its Root, shared with 

human beings, and "look forward to an ever expanding knowledge as to a 

becoming creator" (1103). The American Scholar will engage books not as 

repositories of final wisdom to be imitated but in order to engage "the mind of the 

Past," knowing that no expression of that mind is perfect, and that "each age[ ... ] 

must write its own books" ( 1103-11 04). 

True eloquence and wisdom will arise not from books but from tutelage in 

the world: "Drudgery, calamity, exasperation, want, are instructors in eloquence 

and wisdom" ( 1106). Shared experience of the world, a life in the public eye, the 

language of experience - these are the instructors of the American Scholar, Man 

Thinking, the orator. "I grasp the hands of those next to me, and take my place in 

the ring," says Emerson (1106). Further, Man Thinking "is one who raises himself 

from private considerations, and breathes and lives on public and illustrious 

thoughts" (1108-1109). Finally, "The orator distrusts at first the fitness of his frank 

confessions,-his want of knowledge of the persons he addresses,-until he 

finds that he is the complement of his hearers;-that they drink his words 

because he fulfills for them their own nature; the deeper he dives into his 

privatest [sic] secretest [sic] presentiment,-to his wonder he finds, this is the 

most acceptable, most public, and universally true" (1109). As he draws to a 

close, Emerson asserts, finally, sentiments that are later echoed in both essays 

entitled "Eloquence," that the power of eloquence "is only the exaggeration of a 

talent which is universal" ("Eloquence [1847]" 763), and that "probably every man 
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is eloquent once in his life" ("Eloquence [1867]" 639). In "The American Scholar" 

these ideas are predicated on the distinct American commitment to the worth of 

the individual's vision: "A nation of men will for the first time exist, because each 

believes himself inspired by the Divine Soul which also inspires all men" (1114). 

As Richardson observes, Emerson's "The American Scholar" address was 

not the first occasion on which the person delivering this annual address had 

called for American intellectuals to develop their own voice apart from European 

influences (263). However, what was apparently unique, and dangerous, about 

Emerson's call was its emphasis on the individual (Richardson 264 ), and perhaps 

especially his vision of the individual bearing the divine presence, a notion 

Harvard wasn't ready to hear. Bosco comments that "Among members of 

Emerson's expanding Transcendentalist circle, Nature, 'The American Scholar,' 

and 'The Divinity School Address' were intellectually liberating performances; 

among members of the literary, educational, and religious establishment, 

however, the first two pieces represented the gibberish of a pantheistic romantic 

who had lost control of his ability to think and writer clearly, while 'The Divinity 

School Address' was simply the collected ravings of a heretic" (25). Perhaps also 

lost on the members of the establishment in its criticism of Emerson was the 

essence of what he was doing rhetorically, that ran so against the grain for the 

establishment: his goal was not to use nee-classical rhetorical strategies to 
I 

persuade hearers to an accepted truth; rather, his goal was to call his hearers to 
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see their own worth as participants in nature's, and thus their own, divine truth 

(cf. Ray 216). 

1851: "Ar'n't I a Woman?" 

By the time Emerson gave his "American Scholar" address in 1836, 

Isabella van Waggenen had left the Kingdom of Matthias, which she had joined 

in 1833, the same year Lydia Sigourney had published her Letters to Young 

Ladies. By the time van Waggenen spoke in Akron, Ohio, in 1851, as Sojourner 

Truth, she had come under the influence of a spiritualism "inspired by the thought 

of the eighteenth-century Swedish scholar, Emanuel Swedenborg" (Painter 

Sojourner 144). A year earlier, Emerson and included an entry on this same 

Emanuel Swedenborg in Representative Men. Moreover, Ahlstrom says that 

"when Emerson's Nature appeared anonymously in 1836, many thought it was a 

manifesto from the Swedenborgian church" (483), and in referring to Emerson's 

1836 "American Scholar" address, "one perennial attender" of the annual 

addressed referred to its style as 'the misty, dreamy, unintelligible style of 

Swedenborg, Carlyle, and Coleridge" (Richardson 263). Perhaps fittingly, the 

very presence and self-worth to which Emerson called the graduates of Harvard 

in their pursuit of "The American Scholar" was perhaps central to Isabella van 

Waggenen's journey to becoming Sojourner Truth, both the person and the 

symbol. 
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Sojourner Truth is best known for her speech in 1851 at Akron, Ohio, 

which has gained a title, "ar'n't I a woman," based on the refrain added to the 

speech in a later account (1863) by Frances Dana Gage (Painter Sojourner 171 ). 

That refrain, by which Truth is best identified, a symbolic refrain for many later 

admirers and feminists, is more than likely a fabrication. However, the speech 

itself, whatever the version, bears many marks of what was apparently 

characteristic for Truth's exercise of rhetoric in her life as a public speaker. 

Truth's emphasis in this speech on her physical strength and on her gender 

reflects how important her body had been, and would continue to be, in her own 

personal history as a slave, a woman, a speaker, and an abolitionist. 

Isabella was a tall, strong, deeply black woman, reflected in the many 

second-hand observations about her physical presence, but also in her use by 

some, like Harriet Beecher Stowe in "The Libyan Sybil" (1863, in Narrative of 

Sojourner Truth, 103-117, ed. by Painter), as an image of a noble black African. 

As a slave, as young as nine years old, she was beaten savagely by her 

masters, John Neely and later John Dumont, and was the object of sexual abuse 

by her mistress Sally Dumont (Painter Sojourner 16; Painter Narrative 22). At the 

same time, as the account in Truth's Narrative, dictated to Olive Gilbert, noted, 

John Dumont boasted that "that wench [ ... ] is better to me than a man-for she 

will do a good family's washing in the night, and be ready in the morning to go 

into the field, where she will do as much at raking and binding as my best hands" 

(Painter Narrative 22). Later, after her bodily freedom under emancipation laws in 
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New York (1827), and after participation in revivalist and perfectionist 

movements, Isabella attached herself to "the prophet Matthias" in the Kingdom of 

Matthias, where she again allowed herself to be subjected to beatings by 

Matthias, sexual mistreatment by Matthias's mistress, Ann Folger, and an undue 

share of physical labor (Painter Sojourner 20, 41-43, 54-56). As Painter 

observes, concerning Isabella's placement of herself under nearly the same 

conditions from which she had so recently been freed, "Isabella was not many 

years out of a slavery calculated to make her believe that brutality must be a 

natural component of her life" (59). 

Isabella would in 1843 become Sojourner Truth after a second liberating 

religious experience, the first following her final freedom from slavery in 1827. 

The name itself, understood by her to have been given by God, again symbolizes 

Truth's acute sense of her body in time and space - she would be a wanderer, 

but she would also be a preacher. She would bear truth in her very body, a body 

that would be on the road, without a home (Painter Sojourner 74). The idea of 

"home" would continue to be important to Truth, evidenced in her efforts over the 

course of her life not only to secure a house of her own, but to pay the debt 

incurred as quickly as she could. 

By the time she spoke at the Ohio Woman's Rights Convention in Akron in 

1851, Sojourner had already been involved in the antislavery and feminist lecture 

circuits. There is no text of this speech other than that found in second hand 

reports. The closest, chronologically, and the least problematic it would seem, is 
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the account by the secretary of the convention, Marius Robinson (Painter 

Sojourner 125-126). Robinson refers to Truth's "powerful form" and her "earnest 

gestures"; the reporter for the Boston Liberator spoke of her "power and wit" 

(Painter Sojourner 126-128). As Robinson reports, and alternate versions seem 

to agree, Truth asserts a very physical argument about the rights of women: "I 

have as much muscle as any man, and can do as much work as any man" 

(Painter Sojourner 125). According to Gage, Truth even bared her muscular arm 

and proclaimed "I could work as much and eat as much as a man (when I could 

get it), and bear de lash as well" (Painter Narrative 92). As Painter observes, as 

Truth turns to women's intellect and freedoms, the emphasis continues to be 

highly physical, even using "pints and quarts to mock the Americah pretense that 

intelligence can be measured quantitatively" (Sojourner 127). Finally, Truth's 

position outside the institutions of elite education provides her with insights 

unavailable to those dependent on their formal education: "I can't read, but I can 

hear" (Painter Sojourner 125). 

Truth's incorporation of what might be called a bodily rhetoric, coupled 

with her emphasis on spiritual "hearing" over print literacy, so central to this 1851 

' 
speech at Akron, would persist as themes for Truth. Her body was a unique 

location of power for Truth, power in what she had overcome, but also power in 

her stature .as a woman. Her womanhood, in fact, would come under question at 

a speech in 1858. Her response to her antagonistic white male audience was to 

bear her black slave breasts and invite them to suckle. As Painter astutely 
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observed, "by inviting her critics to suck, she infantilized them. She unmanned 

them" (Sojourner 140). Further, 

Truth had turned the challenge upside down. Her skillful remaking 

employed the all-too-common exhibition of an undressed black body! with 

its resonance of the slave auction that undressed women for sale. What 

had been intended as degradation became a triumph of embodied 

rhetoric. This speech act (together with "ar'n't I a woman?") is at the heart 

of the current symbolism of Sojourner Truth. In it, the image of her older 

woman's black body, a body that transcends shame through hardship, 

defeats the juvenile pricks of philistines. (Sojourner 140). 

Illiteracy had been a bone of contention between Truth and· Frederick 

Douglass, whom she met in 1843. While Douglass sought to overcome 

enslavement finally through mastery of the master's language, Truth was more at 

home in the language of black itinerant preaching and poked fun at Douglass for 

his efforts (Painter Sojourner 96-98). As Painter observes, "Truth distrusted any 

mediation between herself and God," and placed herself at the feet of children, 

who would read scripture to her without comment, and the Holy Spirit, whom she 

trusted to inform her understanding of God's Word (Sojourner 86). In a way that 

to a degree echoes Emerson's call for direct engagement with the world from 

one's own unique position relative to it, Truth sought direct engagement with God 

and located her message in her body. Though it is an undated anecdote that may 

be more legend than fact, one can't help but wonder what Emerson would have 
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thought of Truth's response to a policeman demanding her name in the streets of 

Rochester as she returned from delivering a lecture: "She paused, struck her 

cane firmly upon the ground, drew herself up to her greatest height, and in a 

loud, deep, voice deliberately answered'/ am that I am'" (Painter Narrative 214). 

1852: "The Meaning of the Fourth of July for the Negro" 

The nineteenth century in North America was an era of reform, an era of 

movements. There were movements to abolish slavery, to battle racism, 

eventually to gain the vote for all males, regardless of color or class. There were 

movements to gain greater rights and freedoms for women, including the right to 

speak on both the religious platform and the secular platform, and eventually 

there was a movement to gain suffrage for women. There were movements 

designed to bring about religious revival, reform, or restoration of the ancient 

faith, and movements awaiting the final apocalypse. There were movements for 

social reform, to battle poverty, to fight degraded social conditions in urban 

areas, to fight alcoholism. And with the populist and democratic spirit that spilled 

over from the eighteenth century, many people had their hands in one reform 

movement or another. One of the prominent voices for reform, especially with 

regard to ending slavery and racism, was Frederick Douglass. 

Whereas Sojourner Truth seemed deliberately to have embraced her 

illiteracy, Frederick Douglass sought to accomplish eloquence in the master's 

language. Indeed, while Truth dictated her Narrative (1850), Douglass wrote his 

Narrative (1845) himself, and in response to claims that he had never been a 
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slave, claims deriving from his eloquence in person and on the public platform 

(Painter Sojourner 139). Douglass shared Truth's awareness of the body's 

importance for antislavery rhetoric, evidenced in the frequent focus on the bodily 

horrors inflicted on slaves in Douglass's narrative, not to mention the clear 

turning point in the Narrative where Douglass tells "how a slave was made a 

man": in the brutal physical confrontation between Douglass and the slave

breaker to whom he had been sent, Mr. Covey (Narrative 2029-2033; cf. Oakes 

10-12). However, unlike Truth, Douglass worked to appropriate the oratorical 

practices and strategies he saw used by others. As a young slave, he had even 

used the elocutionary handbook influenced by Blair and neo-classical rhetoric, 

The Columbian Orator [1797] by Caleb Bingham, to develop his language skills -

reading, time and again, the speeches in it, many of which denounced slavery 

and promoted emancipation (Douglass Narrative 2017; Oakes 6-7; cf. 

Johannesen 142, who notes that many southerners criticized the antislavery 

tenor of many selections included in the book). 

One year after Truth delivered her "ar'n't I a woman" speech at the Ohio 

Woman's Rights Convention in Akron, Ohio, Douglass delivered a speech before 

the Rochester Ladies' Anti-Slavery Society on the occasion of celebrating the 

nation's Independence Day. The very irony of the occasion, and Douglass's 

employment of that irony to inform his speech, has not gone unnoticed by 

scholars (a recent treatment is Robert E. Terrill's 2003 article, "Irony, Silence, 

and Time: Frederick Douglass on the Fifth of July). As well, scholars have 
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emphasized the rhetorical situation for the speech: (a) the normal expectations of 

an Independence Day encomium (e.g. Desantis 66-67, who argues that 

Douglass used the biblical book of Amos as a model to enable him to undermine 

those conventions; cf. McClure 431 ); (b) an audience full of reform-minded 

women mostly sympathetic with, and supportive of, Douglass's antislavery views, 

but not necessarily with his position regarding the Constitution or the Founding 

Fathers (Terry 6-7; McClure 431); and (c) Douglass's recent public break with 

William Lloyd Garrison over their divergent understanding of the Constitution, 

Douglass embracing a view of it as an anti-slavery document, leaving behind the 

Garrisonian view of the Constitution as a pro-slavery document (Terrill 218; cf. 

Oakes 20, McClure 426-429); (d) recent legislative activities, including the 

passing of the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850, that many thought reflected a move 

toward opening slavery to the whole nation (Terrill 218); and (e) recent 

promotions of colonization (among whites) and emigrationism (among blacks), 

that Douglass found abhorrent (Oakes 31 ). From within this situation and its 

exigencies, then, Douglass says, regarding the task asked of him on the 

occasion of celebrating Independence Day: "I shall see this day and its popular 

characteristics from the slave's point of view" (2064). Point of view relative to July 

4th
, 1776, and its subsequent celebration, then, is central to Douglass's rhetoric 

on this occasion. 
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Physical and temporal position, which shapes point of view, dominates 

Douglass's speech. Douglass's exordium (I follow Terrill, 219, who cites Gerald 

Fulkerson, in seeing Douglass's speech organized generally after the classical 

divisions) focuses on the distance between his current position as a speaker on a 

public platform and that of "the slave plantation, from which I escaped" (2058). In 

the following narration, Douglass distinguishes his own position relative to the 

Fourth of July, as a former slave, from that of his audience, by using the second 

person pronoun to identify the nation's independence and the glory attached to it 

with his white audience, not with him: "It is the birthday of your National 

Independence, and of your political freedom" (2058, emphasis added). However, 

while Douglass uses the second person pronoun to mark this distance between 

himself and his audience relative to the past event of July 41
\ 1776, and does so 

through the whole speech, he likewise uses the term "fellow-citizens" throughout 

the whole speech to postulate a possible way that he and his audience may 

occupy the same position in the present, a position that would be equated with 

that of the Founding Fathers throwing off the chains of oppression in the past -

the thing being celebrated on this very occasion. While there was once a time 

when it was right "to pronounce against England," "to side with the right against 

the wrong, with the weak against the strong, and with the oppressed against the 

oppressor," in the present ("in our day"), "the cause of liberty may be stabbed by 

the men who glory in the deeds of your fathers" (2059). But Douglass holds out 

hope for a different future (2058). 
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Douglass spends the rest of the narration performing the traditional 

function of observing the glorious history of the nation 1s independence, albeit with 

the continued reference to that history as "your,, history - that of his white 

audience. Douglass 1s shift to his thesis and confirmation involves a temporal 

shift: "My business, if I have any here to-day, is with the present" (2062). 

Douglass, then, immediately recalls the stark distinction between his own 

position relative to the occasion of his speech and that of his audience: "What 

have I, or those I represent, to do with your national independenceT And later: "I 

am not included within the pale of this glorious anniversary!" (2063). Douglass 

himself notes the irony: "To drag a man in fetters into the grand illuminated 

temple of liberty, and call upon him to join you in joyous anthems, were inhuman 

mockery and sacrilegious irony" (2064 ). Douglass's thesis, then, in this context 

connects the present with the past in a manner that reflects the irony of his being 

asked to speak on the occasion: "the character and conduct of this nation never 

looked blacker to me than on this 4th of July!" (2064, emphasis added). 

The following confirmation and refutation involves a series of arguments 

about the humanity of the slave, the still thriving slave-trade, the Fugitive Slave 

Law of 1850, the Christian Church's complicity, and finally "the constitutional 

question," about which he says, "interpreted, as it ought to be interpreted, the 

Constitution is a glorious liberty document" (2074). Douglass's peroration returns 

to hope, vested in the "Declaration of Independence," but also in the "obvious 

tendencies of the age,, (2075). The world has grown smaller, "space is 
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comparatively annihilated" (2075), and "The fiat of the Almighty, 'Let there be 

Light,' has not yet spent its force," and no nation, including the United States "can 

now hide itself from the all pervading light." Douglass finally closes by quoting a 

poem by William Lloyd Garrison calling for God to speedily bring forth the day, 

the hour, when all will "go forth" from their "prison house," while also proclaiming 

a steadfast commitment to "never from my chosen post/Whate'er the peril or the 

cost/Be driven" (2075-2076). According to Andrea Terry, Douglass's speech was 

met with "a great burst of applause" followed by orders of 700 copies of the 

speech ("Call" 1; cites Cheesebrough [1998], 108). 

Ultimately, Douglass's speech hinges on the matter of identification with a 

particular point of view. Douglass sees irony in his being asked to identify with 

those who celebrate Independence Day in 1852. However, he cannot identify 

with these celebrants since he, and those whom he represents, as he says, are 

still in chains, since slavery and racism still function as institutionalized 

oppression of black men and women. Instead, in a somewhat surprising move, 

Douglass has come to identify with the Founding Fathers who fought against 

oppression, and for liberty (see Oakes 31-34 for more on this). And it is from that 

point of view that he can hold out hope for the future of the United States. 

1865: Lincoln's Second Inaugural Address 

A not altogether different move was made by Abraham Lincoln around the 

same time. As Oakes explains, while Linc·oIn himself claims to have always 

opposed slavery, it was the passing of the Kansas-Nebraska Act in 1854 that led 
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finally to his conversion to "antislavery politics." The Kansas-Nebraska Act 

emphasized popular sovereignty and gave the power to make the slavery 

decision to the people of the Nebraska Territory, rather than to Congress, and 

thus ran counter to the Missouri Compromise of 1820. As part of a series of 

debates with Stephen Douglas, Lincoln came out on October 16, 1854, in Peoria, 

Illinois, with a clear statement of opposition to slavery, and thus to expansion 

(Oakes 52-54). Further, just as Frederick Douglass had come finally to identify 

himself with the Founding Fathers in their support of liberty through the 

Constitution, Lincoln argued that Stephen Douglas's notion of popular 

sovereighty was a new idea that ran counter to the intentions of the Founding 

Fathers, with whom Lincoln identified (Oakes 70-72). 

However, as Oakes goes on to explain, that Douglass and Lincoln had 

come to antislavery politics independently of one another did not mean that they 

necessarily saw eye to eye about what that meant. In some ways, their 

differences were matters, not only of different points of view based in different 

backgrounds, but of different personalities and approaches to oratory. According 

to Oakes, Douglass "had the blustery oversized persona of a nineteenth-century 

Romantic" and employed passionate and gruesome details about slavery to draw 

his audience into the horrific world of slavery. Lincoln, on the other hand, "was 

the cautious grandchild of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment," folksy, self

deprecating, and using "lawyerly precision [ ... ] to channel the voters' patriotic 

ideals into the cause of universal freedom" (90). However, in ways that are still 
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difficult to interpret clearly, Lincoln employed what Oakes terms a "strategic 

racism" to allow him to position his argument against slavery as a Constitutional 

matter, a move that Douglass long had difficulty appreciating (see Oakes 119-

132). It would not be until Douglass' second meeting with Lincoln in August of 

1864 (the first meeting had been in 1836), eighth months after the announcement 

of the Emancipation Proclamation (and a couple of months before the one time 

Lincoln met with Sojourner Truth), that Douglass really came to see Lincoln's 

point of view regarding his methodical approach to ending slavery (cf. Oakes 

213-214, 232-233). 

Several months later, Douglass would be present as Lincoln delivered his 

Second Inaugural Address on March 4, 1865. All signs pointed to the success of 

Lincoln's methodical approach to ending slavery and preserving the Union, even 

if the intervening war had been far more costly than any had anticipated. Much 

had happened in the four years since Lincoln had first taken office. Slavery, the 

divided union, war, not to mention the death of a son (1862; cf. Oakes 165-166), 

all weighed heavy on Lincoln. As well, with the war coming to a close, there was 

a certain "vengeful spirit[ ... ] already abundantly in evidence" that would threaten 

to "plague postwar reconstruction" (Wilson Lincoln's Sword 262). Finally, perhaps 

to a degree as a result of the death of his son (Oakes 239), but also perhaps 

under the pressures of office in such times, (Wilson Lincoln's Sword 262), Lincoln 

may have experienced something of a spiritual conversion in the latter portion of 

his time in office, returning on some level to a strong notion of divine providence 
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reminiscent of the beliefs of his Calvinist upbringing (Oakes 239; Wilson Lincoln's 

Sword 261-262). It is from within these contextual situations that Lincoln crafts 

the Second Inaugural Address in which, as Leff observes, Lincoln moves his 

audience from historical time to sacred time ("Dimensions"), but also locating the 

present in sacred space in the presence of a powerful, Almighty God. 

In an awkward, but perhaps telling, turn of phrase, Lincoln begins by 

referring to the occasion, somewhat apocalyptically, as "this second appearing." 

He then takes his audience to the previous Inaugural Address, four years earlier, 

when both the North and the South looked on an impending war with a shared 

dread: "And the war came." Despite identifying the southern states as 

"insurgents" against "the government" in the north, Lincoln accents shared 

perspectives regarding the war. But he then makes a subtle temporal shift from 

past ("each looked for an easier triumph") to present ("Both read the same Bible, 

and pray to the same God"; cf. Leff "Dimensons" 28), marked as well by a shift 

from historical time and space to a fuller sacred time and space. The historical 

conflict that was "somehow" caused by American slavery Lincoln interprets as 

the result of divine providence, even judgment of both the South and the North, 

the South for the "offence" of slavery and the North for its complicity. This move 

renders both South and North guilty before the Almighty as participants in the 

continued sin of slavery. But it also places each on equal footing, rather than in 

positions of victor and vanquished, in the potential for hope in the future. It also 

places the responsibility for charity, the binding of "the nation's wounds," and the 
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preservation of "a just and lasting peace," with both the South and the North. 

Lincoln's Second Inaugural Addresses grafted an expansive view of divine 

activity in the world onto the Civil War. His words address concerns about how to 

interpret the war in a way that allowed hope for a future, but they also address 

those who, especially in the North, may be tempted to take a vengeful stance 

toward those who might receive blame for the war, that is, the rebellious southern 

states. 

A Post-Emancipation Pulpit: "The Sun Do Move" 

Lincoln's Address was situated as an official statement in as public an 

arena that was possible at the time in America: the platform on which Presidents 

of the United States took office. The location of Lincoln's address, Washington, 

D. C., was only one hundred miles from Richmond, Virginia, where a former 

slave, John Jasper, gained something of a national reputation as a preacher, 

based especially on one sermon that he preached about 250 times, "The Sun Do 

Move" (Edwards, History, vol. 1, 550). Yet, despite this short distance between 

Washington and Richmond, between the Lincoln's inaugural platform and 

Jasper's pulpit, there was considerable distance between the worlds in which 

they delivered their respective addresses. Lincoln was entering his second 

(however brief) term as President of the United States; Jasper, following the Civil 

War, was allowed to enter the human race on a more equal footing than had ever 
t 

before been possible. Jasper's world was dominated, first, by his identity as a 

slave for the first forty years of his life. But it was also dominated by his ironic 
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identity as a public figure in slave religion, an institution that often, for obvious 

matters of expediency prior to the emancipation of slaves, remained "invisible" 

(Raboteau 213-215). As a slave, Jasper's movements were restricted primarily to 

the world of slavery, although his growing fame as a preacher would secure 

greater opportunity to step outside the world from time to time (Edwards, History, 

vol. 1, 547-548). Further, the world of slavery essentially lacked time. The past of 

the slave was mired in blood, the future void of hope, and the present a daily 

exercise in mundane existence. However, within the context of slave religion, in 

particular in its Christian manifestations, time and space were opened up in a 

hopeful way. And the preacher's role was to facilitate and mark this opening (cf. 

Edwards, History, vol. 1, 543). 

Preaching in the "invisible institution" was far removed from the eloquence 

of the Lincoln's political platform, Emerson's transcendental philosophy, or 

Sigourney's domestic arena. Slave religion and its preaching shared some of the 

revivalist practices, especially in the emphasis on emotions and on bodily 

manifestations, but hardly derived from a need for periodic renewal of a religion 

gone stale (Mitchell Black Preaching 32). Instead, those practices derived from 

deep, emotional identification with the people in the Bible who were delivered by 

God from oppression, especially the people of Israel having been delivered from 

Egypt (Raboteau 250-251; LaRue 2-3, 16-19). The religious services of the 
1 

"invisible institution," with the chants and songs, and with call-and-response 
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styles of preaching, emphasized common suffering, but also a shared hope 

(Raboteau 217-218, 243-244; Edwards, History, vol. 1, 542-546). 

Preaching in the "invisible institution" also consciously ran counter to the 

preaching slaves encountered that was sanctioned by their owners. In most 

cases, slaves were deliberately kept illiterate and were provided only with the 

sort of preaching that was designed to instill a sense of docility among them: they 

were told they would go to heaven if they were good and obeyed their masters 

(Raboteau 213-214). At the same time, many slave preachers would also seek to 

instill a sense of hope, although they did so with care that their masters did not 

overhear or disapprove of their message (Raboteau 232-233). As well, to counter 

forced illiteracy, slave preachers developed an oral tradition full of biblical stories, 

a keen sense of God's revealed Word·, and a highly developed ability with oral 

verbal performance (Raboteau 241-242; Mitchell Black Preaching 40; Edwards 

538-543). 

John Jasper, whom Henry Mitchell calls "the most famous of all Black 

storytellers" (70), began his work as a preacher in the midst of the "invisible 

institution" but was, over time, allowed room to function in a more open capacity 

(Edwards, History, 547-548). Eventually, upon emancipation, he was able to help 

found a church where he would then serve as the pastor, Sixth Mount Zion 

Baptist, in Richmond. Based on internal evidence from the available text of the 

sermon, "The Sun Do Move" was preached from within this post-bellum context. 

And it bears marks of this former slave's attempts to negotiate with, and for, his 
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audience a quickly changing world where a nation once torn had been brought 

together, where a once enslaved people now knew freedom, and where even an 

un-educated former slave like Jasper could ponder the slow rise of a scientific 

worldview over a long-standing religious worldview. 

Our only information about Jasper comes from a Baptist minister in 

Richmond, William Eldridge Hatcher, who deeply respected Jasper (according to 

Edwards, History. vol. 1, 546, Hatcher "almost appears obsessed with [Jasper]"). 

Hatcher's recurring comments about Jasper's language reflect ambivalence in 

his evaluation of Jasper, an ambivalence that reflected elite views about 

language current in his day (Edwards, History, vol. 1, 546-547). However, Jasper 

was not illiterate, having learned to read by his thirties, which allowed him to 

pursue biblical study "with the asceticism of a hermit" and come to "an 

encyclopedic knowledge of its text" (Edwards, History, vol. 1, 549). In "The Sun 

Do Move," Jasper situates his discourse in the midst of a struggle between this 

matter of literacy (he disclaims any status as a scholar), biblical knowledge (both 

through study and inspiration), and a scientific worldview. Jasper situates himself 

at the feet of the Lord, claiming no mastery of the Bible; he also claims no 

knowledge of the sun outside of what is in the Bible and places the "laws of 

nature" under the power of God, "who is the lawgiver of everything" ("Sun" 133). 

Jasper argues for the truth of the stories in the Bible that involve God's causing 

the sun to stop movement, or even to move backward, and this in contrast to the 

"philosophers" who subject the truths of the Bible to the questions of modern 
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science ("Sun" 134-136). In a humorous moment near the end of the sermon, 

Jasper pokes fun at all the different guesses about the distance of the sun from 

the earth: "Don't any of them agree exactly and so they run a guess game, and 

that last guess is always the biggest" ("Sun" 136). 

But, as Jasper himself says, the matter of the sun is hardly his concern: 

"Little care I what they say about the sun, provided they let the Word of the Lord 

alone" ("Sun" 137). Nor is this sermon simply a pitting of "the Word of the Lord" 

against the "guesses" of "philosophers." Jasper has come out of a tradition of 

slave religion that developed its own unique version of Christianity that provided 

slaves a place of hope in the face of the horrific conditions of slave life. In a move 

that is not altogether dissimilar to moves made by Frederick Douglass and 

Abraham Lincoln regarding the Founding Fathers and the Constitution, Jasper 

has situated himself more firmly in the religion and scripture of those who had 

long oppressed him and his people, and now pits that religion and its scripture 

over against the "progress" of the people who have now freed him. His former 

owners have long since ceased to be his master, replaced by the God of his 

owner's own religion. And Jasper now uses his former owner's religion as a 

bulwark against the progressive thinking of the new world in which he now lives, 

a world increasingly committed to a scientific worldview that, along with religion, 

contributed to views of blacks that had put them in slavery and kept them there. 
1 

It's hard to miss the possible different directions in which Jasper may have 

intended his words about his own commitments: "When you ask me to stop 
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believing in the Lord's Word and to pin my faith to your words, I ain't going to do 

it" ("Sun" 136). Again, in a way that seems similar to Frederick Douglass's 

assertion that the Fourth of July doesn't mean the same thing to the black person 

as it does to the white, Jasper seems to use indirection (cf. Gates Signifying 50-

52, 103-104) to suggest that the progress of the world around him, in particular 

its commitment to human philosophy and science, doesn't look as great to the 

former slave as it does to his former owner. 

As has often been noted, issues in elocution, especially in terms of 

grammatical correctness, proper style, and calculated delivery, had risen in 

importance in the eighteenth century, and continued to be influential in textbooks 

and in books for popular consumption. Some of the distance between the likes of 

Jasper, Lincoln, and Douglass can be measured by their differences in their use 

of language and delivery as a part of their oratory. Both Douglass and Lincoln, 

though they came from disadvantaged origins, strove to learn the language - its 

grammar and style - of the educated elite. Edwards points to Jasper's admirer 

and biographer Hatcher, whose comments frequently reflected common 

prejudices of the day about the language of folk preaching: "Did ever mortal lips 

gush with such torrents of horrible English!" (Hatcher, in Edwards, History, vol. 1, 

548). However, as Edwards notes, Hatcher observes a change over time in 

Jasper's language, in which "during his long ministerial life his reading and 

contact with educated people rooted out many of his linguistic excrescences," 

though "he delighted, if indeed he was conscious of it, in returning to his dialect 
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and in pouring it forth unblushingly in its worst shape" (Edwards, History, vol. 1, 

551 ). Jasper's delivery was even more distinct from that of Douglass and Lincoln. 

Oakes says of Douglass's delivery that, "when he spoke, he roared, his booming 

baritone complemented by waving arms and devastating mimicry"; of Lincoln's 

delivery he says, "he stood still when he spoke, hands behind his back, his voice 

high-pitched but clear enough to be heard over large audiences" (90). In sharp 

contrast, Hatcher says of Jasper's manner of delivery, "And gestures! He circled 

around the pulpit with his ankle in his hand; and laughed and sang and shouted 

and acted about a dozen characters within the space of three minutes" (in 

Edwards, History, vol. 1, 548). The very different practices in delivery between 

Douglass, Lincoln, and Jasper reflect not only differences in temperament, but 

also distance between the worlds from which they spoke. 

1872: "I come to you as a conquered Chief' 

The Apache Chief commonly referred to as Cochise spoke in 1872 under 

quite different circumstances than those in which Frederick Douglass, Abraham 

Lincoln, or even John Jasper had spoken. Nearly a thousand miles away from 

both Richmond, Virginia, and Washington, D.C., mirrored by an equal cultural 

distance, Cochise delivered a brief speech in the midst of negotiations for peace 

between the Apaches under his care, primarily the Chiricahua, and the 

Americans. Though the Apaches had long been in conflict with the Mexicans, 
1 

even after Arizona was in American hands following the Mexican War of 1848, 

Cochise himself located the origins of his conflicts with the Americans with the 
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Bascom Affair of 1861. Lieutenant George Bascom had mistakenly accused 

Cochise and the Chokonen Apaches of a raid on a ranch in which Apaches 

(apparently Western White Mountain Apaches, not Chokonen Apaches) took 

cattle and a 12-year-old boy. A failure to distinguish between Apache bands, 

Cochise's narrow escape from arrest by Bascom, and Bascom's subsequent 

pursuit of Cochise, all eventually resulted in each side executing prisoners of the 

other side, including members of Cochise's family (Sweeney 142-165). The 

Apache Wars had begun. 

By 1872, however, both sides wanted peace. Several previous attempts at 

peace had failed for a variety of reasons, including the traditional Apache pattern 

of revenge for wrongs, Cochise's strong distrust of Americans, and near-sighted 

policies of American representatives. Regardle$S, Colonel Gordon Granger 

secured a meeting with Cochise in which Granger was confident that he could 

force on Cochise and the Apache the arrangement predetermined by American 

policy, which included relocation of the Apache to permanent settlement on a 

reservation in Tularosa, a location Cochise steadfastly refused (Sweeney 329-

339). Although later negotiations between Cochise and General Oliver Howard 

would successfully accomplish peace between Cochise and the Americans 

(Sweeney 361-366), these earlier negotiations failed. It is in the context of these 

failed negotiations that Cochise spoke. 
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Attempts to give adequate consideration of Cochise's speech on this 

occasion suffers from the difficulties involved in securing an accurate report of 

the speech. At least two accounts are available from men who were present 

(Baym Norton Anthology of American Literature, vol. 2, 276-277): A. N. Eilis's 

account in Recollections of an Interview with Cochise (1913), and Henry Stuart 

Turrill's account in A Vanished Race of Aboriginal Founders (1907, the account 

on which I have based my comments, available in Baym Norton Anthology of 

American Literature, vol. 2, 277-278). Each of these accounts are problematic 

both because of their temporal distance from the event they recall and because 

they are in English, rather than in Cochise's native tongue. Moreover, it stands to 

reason that each will reflect the distinct cultural lens through which Cochise's 

speech was filtered, which necessarily leads to distortion of its meaning. 

Still, engagement with an account of Cochise's speech provides some 

insight into how he managed rhetorical exigencies from his own cultural point of 

view. The rhetorical exigencies, then, were quite different from those marking 

oratorical performances of the likes of Douglass, Lincoln, and Jasper. As Cochise 

observes, his people had been "a hunting people" roaming a previously 

unoccupied country and had grown until they "covered the whole country as the 

clouds cover the mountains" ("I Am Alone" 277). However, the occasion of this 

speech involved attempts to corral the Apache onto a land they did not wish to 
i 

occupy; the Apache faced forced settlement by a people who have continued to 

multiply, even as they were killed, while the Apache slowly disappeared (278). 
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Moreover, Cochise knows that he does not speak in an open forum for debate, 

as an equal, but as a hunted animal ("as the deer before the hunter") seeking 

refuge and peace among those who hunt him. Cochise knows of no Constitution 

protecting him and does not find himself situated before the hope of freedom. 

The future he sees involves restriction to a small, uninviting space. 

Kathleen German observes the varied use of figurative language in Native 

American oratory ("Figurative Language"), such as what appears in Cochise's 

speech. Cochise's speech seeks not to provide a chronological account of events 

but to examine how relationships between events shape the present (cf. German 

33). Cochise emphasizes the stable nature of his word ("a word that has never 

been broken") as he seeks to establish order through peace, words acting as 

powerful shapers of reality (278; cf. German 35). Finally, Cochise's use of image 

in his narration of events surrounding the occasion links all elements of the 

universe, contrasting his prior identity as hunter with current identity as game, 

identifying freedom with the land, and emphasizing the sun and mountains as 

markers in his people's experiences of the white man. 

Cochise understands the tenuous position from which he speaks: "I have 

come to you, not from any love for you or for your great father in Washington, or 

from any regard for his or your wishes, but as a conquered chief, to try to save 

alive the few people that still remain to me" (278). Cochise, however, seeks 

security for his people, and offers gratitude and peace, "if your great father will 

set aside a part of my own country, where I and my little band can live" (278). 
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However, the negotiations reached an impasse over the location where Cochise 

and his people would settle, Cochise rejecting the location offered by the 

Americans. Finally, perhaps because Cochise and the American representatives 

frequently held different positions regarding the level of respect deserved by 

each party, surely compounded by a lack of trust, Cochise's speech failed to 

secure an honest hearing by his audience: "Cochise had never agreed to 

removal, yet his objections barely fazed Granger and Pope, who casually 

dismissed his importance" (Sweeney 339). Cochise would eventually disappear 

from the temporary reservation at Canada Alamosa and later would consider 

peace offerings from General Howard only if Howard came to see Cochise on his 

own terms (Sweeney 352). · 

1879: "An Answer to the Cry for More English" 

The same year that Cochise delivered his speech during the negotiations 

with Colonel Granger, in 1872, Harvard President Charles W. Eliot recruited 

Adams Sherman Hill (both were Harvard AlumQi), to serve as an assistant 

professor of rhetoric. By 1876 Adams would occupy the Boylston chair of rhetoric 

(Crowley Composition 62). Three years later, Hill would complain about what he 

considered to be the sorry state of students' command of English upon entrance 

at Harvard. He directed his complaints to secondary school teachers in "An 

Answer to the Cry for More English" (1879). By the 1890s, the concern for the 

state of English usage among students entering college had led to the formation 

of a committee at Harvard whose task it was to diagnose the problem and 
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propose a solution. The results included the now infamous Harvard Committee 

Reports, which have received much attention among historians of modern 

rhetoric since Albert R. Kitzhaber's 1953 dissertation Rhetoric in American 

Colleges 1850-1900. 

Hill's 1879 essay, "An Answer to the Cry for More English," appears in the 

midst of this rising concern for student command of the English language. With 

language that suggested moral depravation necessarily associated with poor 

command of English grammar ("disgrace"; "shame"; "gross"; "grave"), Hill 

detailed the problem at hand, as he saw it, as well as how Harvard was 

attempting to address the problem at a curricular level. The dire nature of the 

problem was first made apparent in the poor showing by students on the 

entrance exams administered in 187 4, which were the first to involve an "English 

composition", or a written requirement (Hill "Answer" 47; Connors Composition

Rhetoric 128). As Hill himself notes, the compositions, which were based on 

subjects "to be taken from such standard authors as shall be announced from 

time to time," were to be evaluated for correctness in "spelling, punctuation, 

grammar, and expression" ("Answer" 47). The hope attached to this entrance 

exam, and preparation by students in anticipation of it, was "that the student, by 

becoming familiar with a few works holding a high place in English literature, 

would acquire a taste for good reading" ("Answer" 48). 

Unfortunately, Hill observes, the students fared poorly: "almost exactly one 

half, failed to pass" ("Answer,, 49). The causes of failure were two: (a) for about 
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ten percent, "utter ignorance of the subject-matter" and (b) for the rest, "utter 

ignorance of punctuation," as well as spelling ("a larger number than usual, 

spelled as if starting a spelling reform, each for himself") and "grossly 

ungrammatical or profoundly obscure sentences" ("Answer" 49-50). Curiously, 

Hill goes on to observe that matters like "the nature of a paragraph" or "the 

principle of sequence" did not prove "an insurmountable obstacle to success," but 

that the examiners may have erred "in giving the candidate the benefit of too 

many doubts, in tempering justice with too much mercy" ("Answer" 50). Hill's 

solution is reform at both the secondary and higher education levels: "Those who 

call for 'more English' in the colleges should cry aloud and spare not till more and 

better English is taught in the schools" ("Answer" 51 ). 

The events Hill describes, as well as the history that would follow, have 

been the source of much debate among historians of rhetoric and composition 

since midway through the twentieth century. In particular, the construction of a 

supposed body of pedagogical theory, "Current-Traditional Rhetoric," for 

example, by James Berlin in Writing Instruction in Nineteenth-Century American 

Colleges, has allowed modern compositionists to situate themselves over against 

the resulting straw man, to whom is attached the specter of an impoverished 

view of rhetoric based in an overemphasis on surface correctness. In early 

attempts to restore an independent discipline of rhetorical studies, classical 
' 

rhetoric became a home within which modern compositionists could situate 

themselves in opposition to Current-Traditional Rhetoric. 
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Recent attempts to complicate the picture have observed the exigencies 

surrounding Hill's concerns. They point to a post-bellum influx of a greater 

number and diversity of college students, associated with the rise of the middle 

class and professionalism and the increased access offered to non-white and 

female students to college education. This situation led to increasing concerns 

for the stability of the "mother tongue" (as Hill repeatedly refers to it), but it also 

produced difficult realities under which college teachers had to work, including 

more students, and increasingly underprepared students (by historical 

standards). Not unrelated were the industrialization of American society, the shift 

from an oral to a written culture, and increasingly mechanistic manner in which 

writing was viewed (see Wright and Halloran "From Rhetoric to Composition"). 

Hill's diagnosis and remedy suffered from the lack of hindsight to which we are 

now privy. 

However, not all analyses of the events surrounding Hill's activities are so 

forgiving. Robert Connors's interpretation of the reasons for the introduction of a 

written portion to the 187 4 Harvard entrance exams begins with "a growing 

awareness of the importance of linguistic class distinctions in the United States" 

(Composition-Rhetoric 128). Connors situates these concerns within a broader 

move in college curriculum at the time "away from the abstract educational ideal 

of 'mental discipline' and toward more immediate instructional goals," which, "in 

this case came to involve simple mechanical correctness instead of more 

effective written communication" (Composition-Rhetoric 124). Sharon Crowley's 
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interpretation is more ominous. She views the whole episode in terms of a three 

step process designed to establish the discipline of English as a legitimate field 

of study in higher education in American in the latter part of the nineteenth 

century: 

The first step in the process was to define English as a language from 

which its native speakers were alienated. The second step was to 

establish an entrance examination in English that was very difficult to 

pass. The third step, necessitated by the large number of failures on the 

exam, was to install a course of study that would remediate the lack 

demonstrated by the examination. (Composition 60) 

Whatever the accuracy of these interpretations, it is clear that the discussion 

engaged by Hill in "An Answer to the Cry for More English" must negotiate quite 

different rhetorical exigencies than those that shaped the rhetorical activities of 

the likes of Cochise, or even Jasper, Lincoln, or Douglass. 

Yet it is precisely these concerns with written composition, situated in 

higher education, that have dominated discussions of rhetoric's history in 

nineteenth-century North America. Arising from a desire to better understand the 

task of teaching composition in the latter half of the twentieth century, and into 

the twenty-first century, compositionists have focused to a great degree on their 

forebears in the nineteenth century, those who taught writing in colleges and 
\ 

universities. The resulting picture of the decline of classical rhetoric and its 

emphasis on the use of oratory for civic engagement and the rise in a focus on 
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surface correctness in written expression is not off the mark, but does fail to 

account for the rich rhetorical picture that arises when rhetoric is sought in 

diverse spaces. The uses of written and spoken language in Nineteenth-Century 

North American for making meaning in public spaces, the variety and differences 

in practice and theory, reveals a rich array of possible perspectives regarding the 

nature and function of rhetoric. That is, to reduce the history of rhetoric in 

Nineteenth-Century North America to a highly schematized picture of a decline in 

neo-classical rhetoric into an impoverished current-traditional rhetoric fails to 

account for the incredibly diverse theoretical understandings of rhetoric implied in 

the actual rhetorical activities by real humans in various public spaces in the 

same period. 
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CHAPTER VII 

IN CONTINUANCE 

I want to begin my concluding remarks by anticipating some potential 

objections or concerns regarding the manner in which I have approached the 

composition of rhetoric's history in nineteenth-century North America in the 

preceding chapter. The first, perhaps most obvious, objection would be that I 

have done little more than provide a chronologically arranged series of brief 

biographies of rhetori·cally active historical figures, or brief interpretations of 

particular rhetorical acts. To some degree this would be accurate. The narrative 

does follow a general chronological arrangement. It treats particular utterances 

by historical figures, with their biographies providing context. However, I have 

sought not simply to provide a chronological review of presumably "important" 

historical figures for rhetoric's history in this period. Even less have I attempted to 

review model speeches or influential rhetorical theory. Neither does the 

chronological arrangement reflect an investment in a particular schematized view 

of history, least of all any schematized myth of either progress or decline. 

Rather, I have sought to emphasize a diversity of spatial and temporal 

locations for uniquely situated, once-occurrent utterances. The spatial and 

temporal .locations of the particular utterances include both the biography of the 

person from whom the utterance originates, but also the events surrounding and 
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precipitating the particular utterance. And the goal has not been to provide 

original interpretations of these utterances, nor to abstract rhetorical theory that 

can then, at a later time, be schematized. Rather, the goal has been to construct 

a suggestive dialogue about rhetoric resulting from the spatial and temporal 

juxtaposition of historical utterances. In a sense it could be interpreted as a 

compositional approach, or "scheme," designed to resist schematization of 

history. My hope has been to produce a rich, suggestive picture of rhetoric's 

possibilities as it appears in nineteenth-century North America, a picture that both 

embodies and invites open-ended dialogue about rhetoric. The level of success, 

of course, can be debated, and should. 

A second objection would observe the difficulty that may arise should a 

neophyte seek to summarize the picture of rhetoric's history in this relatively brief 

period. In other words, this narrative resists reduction to a chart or bulleted list. .. it 

is hardly testable. And this is by design. Part of the reason I have turned to 

Bakhtin to inform my approach to constructing history is because his resistance 

to finalizing schemes, echoing his resistance to dehumanizing "theoretism," 

resonates with my own way of seeing the human in history. Bakhtin can, of 

course, be criticized at times for possibly falling prey to the very temptation to 

create schemes like those he seems to blame for impoverished views of the 

ethical human. However, on my part, my goal has been to approach the 
t 

composition of rhetoric's history from a particular point of view (mine) that 

meaningfully interacts with the tenor of Bakhtin's unique vision of the human in 
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the world. As such, I am diametrically opposed to constructions of history that 

seek to master it in any way, constructions that ultimately restrict that history to a 

reflection of the author's particular point of view about rhetoric, leading, for 

example, to (a) seemingly "objective" histories that reduce rhetoric and its history 

to abstracted schemes and myths of progress or decline, in which the historical 

figures involved become mere representatives, often through distortion, of 

schemes (e.g., Kennedy, Golden, and Johnson); but also (b) more postmodern 

"histories" that ultimately privilege authorial voice, that is, the author's interests 

and agendas, at the expense of subsequently distorted or erased voices of 

historical figures (e.g., Berlin, Vitanza, and many involved in constructing 

women's histories of rhetoric). 

My goal, instead, has been to intentionally avoid schematizing history. 

Rather, I have sought to leave history open as much as possible by accenting 

difference and chronotopic situation, thus leaving open more possibilities than I 

have observed for exploring rhetoric in this period. My hope is that this invites 

dialogical engagement from the reader, rather than mastery of schemes. I seek, 

that is, to encourage more humanized practices of history, and thus messier, 

more open, and more generative practices. I oppose this approach to ones that 

produce what I consider dehumanizing practices that seek authorial mastery 

through impoverished notions of objectivity and commitments to finalized 

schemes that presume to exhaust the possibilities of rhetoric's history and 

definition. 
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Nevertheless, certain criticisms may be aptly offered. I have no doubt that 

what I have offered as a brief history of rhetoric in nineteenth-century North 

America suffers to a certain degree from some level of commitment on my part to 

notions of objectivity, but also to the positioning of utterances within schemes 

arrived at by previous historians. In fact, an argument can be made for the value 

of schematized histories as identifying trends within which the work of historical 

figures can be situated. And such an argument seems appropriate. Likewise, the 

question is now open whether I have succeeded in engaging history from a 

dialogically open stance, as opposed to approaching history from a master's 

stance, but also whether the narrative I have produced truly brings these 

historical utterances into a rich dialogue about rhetoric and whether it 

successfully invites readers into that dialogue in a meaningful way, much less a 

more meaningful way than what is offered by other histories of the same period. 

Finally, the question is certainly open whether the whole premise for the 

exercise, predicated on Bakhtin's suggestions regarding the human, the 

utterance, and the polyphonic novel, and my appropriation of those suggestions 

for potentially "humanizing" history, holds any validity in the first place. For 

obvious reasons, these questions must remain open for others to engage in the 

continuing dialogue about rhetoric's history and about historiography in the field 

of rhetoric. 
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Of course, these are not all the questions that may be posed about the 

narrative I have produced. Indeed, there remain several important questions 

about the practices of history in the field of rhetoric that have not, as far as I can 

tell, received due attention. For example, I have written the above narrative, as 

much as I am able, within the context of professional language practices that 

privilege formality, objectivity, and order. In light of the work of critics like Jane 

Tompkins, Gloria Anzaldua, Helene Cixous, and bell hooks, not to mention 

Virginia Woolf, the question could be raised whether such an approach to the 

composition of something as messy and open as history, by a once-occurrent 

human, is any longer conscionable. If the personality of the writer, the 

androgynous sentence, and the possibilities inherent in play are all recognized as 

unavoidable exigencies in any act of writing, or any composition of reality, and if 

they are valuable points of consideration for composing the human in writing, in 

this case for composing rhetoric in human history, then might it be important to 

engage these questions in discussions of the practices of history in rhetoric? In 

other words, how might my narrative about rhetoric in nineteenth-century North 

America have looked if I had attempted to playfully engage my own personality 

and unique point of view with the history itself, and done so with intentionally 

androgynous language? I hope one day to find out. 

Another set of questions about the composition of history relates to 

theoretical perspectives arising in response to recent technological 

advancements. Engagement with matters of hypertext and gaming has led to 
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altered lenses with which to ask questions about textuality, writing, and reading. 

Though the possibilities highlighted by modern technology regarding matters of 

textuality have always been present in the reading and writing of literature (cf. the 

works of Sterne and Faulkner, but also Reader-Response Theory), modern 

technology sets the richness of hypertext and gaming possibilities in relief (cf. 

Aarseth Cybertext; Murray Hamlet on the Holodeck; and Joyce Of Two Minds). It 

has become more evident that reading and writing can be understood in ways 

that postulate the reader as an active participant in composition of a merely 

potential text. 

Emergent technology, and associated theory, also presents the writer with 

options for using seeming disorder through hypertext and alternative story lines 

to invite the "reader" into a richer engagement with the "reality" posed by the 

writer. That is, hypertext could be used to complicate both temporal and spatial 

matters in constructing history by creating different entry points and cross

references between events and utterances. Gaming technology could invite 

"readers" to be active participants in negotiating rhetorical exigencies faced by 

historical figures, thus inviting them into the dialogue about the public use of 

language to make meaning in past historical situations. Given the tenuous nature 

in which any view of history must be offered, the necessary openness of history 

(despite attempts to close it), and the presumed function of the study and 

composition of history to invite readers to productively engage that history, the 
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potential offered by modern technology through hypertext and gaming is worth 

consideration for the practices of history in the field of rhetoric. 

To close, what I have attempted to do in this study is offer one possible 

way forward, away from what I have perceived as a historiographical impasse in 

the historical study of rhetoric. My reconstruction of the discussion of rhetoric's 

history over the last century, especially the last twenty-five years, is sure to bear 

some flaws. Still, beyond the very important work to recover voices previously 

lost or ignored, there is a sense in which the practices of history, especially in 

terms of constructing broader narratives of rhetoric's history, has been spinning 

its wheels since early in the 1990s. This is evident when ostensibly "standard" 

histories of rhetoric continue to uncritically inscribe the western, or classical, 

rhetorical tradition as the foundational narrative for rhetoric's history. My 

misgivings, however, do not preclude a healthy respect for the important work 

over the last two decades, much of which was sparked by the 1988 Octalog. My 

suggestions about historiography are made possible only by the work that has 

come before. Indeed, prior to the massive work to create a foundational myth of 

the classical, or western, rhetorical tradition, and then to recover lost rhetorical 

voices, the notion of a rich dialogue between rhetorical voices in history would 

have been at best preliminary. 

Those qualifications aside, my concern has been for histories in which 
I 

rhetoric has been dislodged from the humans who have been concerned with it. 

Too often, rhetoric has become a static topic about which we can compose 
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finalized definitions, and from which we can derive prophetic theory and 

regimented rules from an epic past. This contrasts with a potential for viewing 

rhetoric, in its history, as the creative activities of humans involved in using 

language in public spaces to negotiate reality ... political, social, philosophical, 

religious, or even scientific reality. It might be possible to construct history in such 

a way as to resist finalization and regimentation, and instead invite readers to 

engage rhetoric and its history from a standpoint of responsible, participative 

freedom. And it is my concern for this last issue that drives this whole study. 

The impetus for this study involves the question of how histories of 

rhetoric function in the discipline that produces and uses them. And I do not refer 

to the single article that offers a new reading of a particular historical figure, 

utterance, or trend, although these articles frequently situate their subjects 

uncritically within unexamined schemes produced in general histories. And, 

finally, this is the very issue at stake. When a neophyte to the discipline, or to the 

study of a narrower chronotopic place in its history, encounters general histories 

of that discipline, what does he or she find? And what are the implications for 

their future within the discipline? My concern is that far too often, almost 

universally, what will be found in histories of rhetoric is a highly schematized 

picture of history. 

Students who will one day be teachers, but also young scholars in the 

field, find in histories of rhetoric schemes that reflect oversimplification through 

crude cataloging and categorization. The utterances produced in history, and the 
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humans who produced those utterances, are lost amidst schemes that reduce 

them to pawns in the game of creating heroes and demons, and models based 

on finalized images of those heroes and demons, models under which other 

pawns may be filed as "representatives" or "adherents." It becomes far too easy 

to identify oneself with a model for understanding, or worse, teaching 

rhetoric ... theoretical, critical, spoken, or written. And in the process, other models 

are rejected as impoverished, or even oppressive, views of rhetoric. And, yet, not 

only do none of these models exist the way they appear to exist in the 

schematized histories that have reified them, but no human in history (it would 

seem) can be said to actually wholly subscribe to, or represent, any particular 

model. The one possible exception would involves cases when a single figure's 

rhetorical theory, albeit abstracted from the figure's whole life as if that person 

never changed his or her mind, is then used as the overarching lens for filtering 

all rhetoric in a period, or in history (Kennedy's focus on Cicero leans in this 

direction, as does the identification of Alexander Bain with "current-traditional 

rhetoric"). 

An .important side note in this regard relates to the concern among 

historians of rhetoric over the last couple of decades for the potential for the 

practices of history to be either oppressive or liberating. Someone might argue 

that the approach to history that I advocate attempts to be a-political, which they 

will say (and I agree) is impossible. I might, that is, merely be advocating a 

historiography that supports, or at the very least does not question, current 

223 



distributions of power. And while I share those concerns and recognize the valu·e 

of the important questions raised as a result of those concerns, I am not 

convinced that the resulting changes in the practices of history have sufficiently 

engaged the question of participative responsibility. Caryl Emerson's account of 

Bakhtin's personal view of responsible agency seems an apt addition to the 

discussion of power in the practices of history: "Utterly unsentimental about 

cultural difference, on guard against the illusion that to act ethically we need only 

decide to despise the time and place we personally occupy in the world, and 

convinced that we cannot (in any case) shed our accumulated selves and still 

remain responsible agents in the world, Bakhtin has no patience with generalized 

guilt or abdicated positions" (First Hundred Years 21 ). Emerson continues by 

noting the general dissatisfaction ("revulsion") Russian intellectuals have had 

toward "politicized group-think": "They argue that there is no greater honor than 

to be genuinely marginal, out of the way, not part of a powerful institution, your 

own person, alive" (22). Practices of history that lean toward schematization 

inevitably produce reified positions readers must identify with or reject, but they 

also make of historical figures heroes, demons, or erasures. Such histories afford 

. too easily the opportunity for "politicized group-think" and the abdication of 

responsible agency, each of which precludes the possibility of the independently 

. conscious, once-occurrent life ... the possibility of responsible, participative 

freedom. 
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In the end, and most problematic in all of this, practices of history in the 

field of rhetoric too frequently, too easily, afford neophytes the opportunity to 

forego rich engagement with rhetoric and its history in favor of easy commitment 

to a presumably correct view of rhetoric against which all rhetorical activities will 

then be measured. A terministic screen is set in stone. And it cannot be missed 

that this person will likely teach young minds, often in composition classes, with 

this terministic screen firmly in place, incapable of truly understanding rhetorical 

practices and activities that do not align with it, except through distortion. In my 

humble, but convinced, opinion the whole process dehumanizes historical 

figures, historians, members of the discipline who read those histories, and finally 

their students. 

What may seem on the surface to be a rather simple suggestion, the 

suggestion I hope this study serves, is that it might be possible to engage the 

practices of history in such a way as to invite all parties involved, from scholars to 

teachers to students, into a rich, human exploration of the possibilities for using 

language in public spaces for making meaning. At the very least, a shift away 

from schematized history to a more dialogical history may be a shift toward 

participative engagement in the study of rhetoric and its history, study designed 

to inform human language acts. And this begins with a particular approach to, or 

attitude about, what is at stake in the practices of history in the discipline of 

rhetoric: 
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Historical knowledge only becomes possible in the recognition of the 

actuality of the philosophy of the act, a philosophy based on the attitude to 

discourse which is neither philological nor historical; based, that is, on the 

impossibility of straightforward reduction to any kind of universal premise 

which might serve as a prerequisite for the 'decoding' of any or all 

historical voices. It is here that the problem of participative thinking 

becomes particularly clear for the historian. (Ol'khov 100) 

The goal of this study has not been to produce a final, nor even necessarily a 

clear or precise, model for the practices of history in rhetoric. It has instead 

attempted to suggest ways toward a more open-ended, dialogical approach to 

engaging, constructing, and using rhetoric's history. However, this study would 

hardly have taken Bakhtin seriously if it did not offer itself as a chronotopically 

situated utterance that openly invites rejoinder. That is, it would be enough if this 

study served as neither an end, nor a beginning, but a means of continued 

dialogue about rhetoric's history. 
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