Introduction

On the morning of September 11, 2001, four airliners hijacked by terroriststook
an awful toll of lifein the Eastern United States. Ask those who lived through that
day what they firgt did upon hearing of the events and most will report they went to
thenearest television or radio to find out what was happening. Most will also report
that they searched out mediain acommonswherethey watched and tal ked about the
event with others. Although it istrue that weengage in communicationto learn all
we can in such moments of confusion and uncertainty, equally certain is that our
search for informati on is motivated by our search to under stand the meani ng of such
stark events. We receive very little information from those friends, workmates, or
even non-acquaintances with whom we watch the television set, but with them we
share memories of other such moments, speculate on who is responsible, and
exchange opinions about responding to the events. And at times like these, we
demand to hear from the leaders of our culture. Indeed, one of the early themesin
response to such eventsis: “When will we hear from the president?’ And in such
momentswriting will not do. Wedemand that our leaders speak to us. When they
do, they tell uswhat they know about the situation and how they plan to respond in
our name. All of thisweb of communication in which weareimmersedisrhetorical
discourse. We seek meaning in a process that involves others and does so by
knitting events into the texture of our history, our commitments, and our times.

On August 28, 1963, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., stood in the shadow of a
massive statue of Abraham Lincoln and declared that he had a dream. Initial
national response to his speech wasnot particularly dramatic. Newspapersreported
the Rally for Civil Rights the next day and noted that King spoke, but they did not
generally featurehisspeech.! But King touchedachordin histime, and asthe years
passed, as his cause advanced civil rights, and after he was assassinated in
Memphis, his speech grew in stature. The speech articulated a motivation for
African Americans' strugglefor inclusion in American culture, amotivation deeply
rooted in the values and motives of the American experience. In 2000, the speech
was voted the most powerful of the twentieth century by experts on American
speaking.? Even forty years later, the playing of King' s words touches a chord with
gudentsand the public, bringing tearsto the eyes of many.

These two days represent two of the mast dramati ¢ instances of the power of
rhetorical discourse. These two motivations — people coming to terms with the
public crises of their time and leaders seeking to guide the direction of their public
culture — are the two great motivations for rhetorical discourse. This collection
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presents exemplars of nearly four centuries of discourse in the American public
arena for which thisintroduction providesa guide for sudy.

I.  What is “rhetorical discourse”?

Initsbroadest usage, “ discourse” istheproduct of any processof communication.
A common dictionary definition is “verbal interchange of ideas.” An even more
specific definition found in many dictionaries narrows the concept to “formal and
orderly and usually extended expression of thought on a subject.” The material
contained in this volume fits these narrower definitions.

A more difficult question is What makes a discourse rhetorical? The term
“rhetoric” isnot a term with a stable meaning. One of its most common usesis a
peorative characterization of discourseas empty and without substantial meaning.
“What we need islessrhetoric, and more action!” goesa pditical bromide. Clearly
thisisadefiniti on of no usein understanding the content of thisvolume. Othersuse
the term with nearly the oppodte meaning: the discourse generated by an
accomplished arti st of language who isableto effectively and persuasively influence
others. Such a definition is closer to the use in this volume, but we need to
complicate it a bit.

Rhetoric has been afocus of Western philosophers, teachers, and researchers for
2500 years. Although the definitionsthat have guided this study of rhetoric vary,
they organizeintothreedusters. Thefirg isexemplified by Quintilian’ sdefinition:
“agood man speaking well.”® Quintilian wasacitizen of Rome, son of ateacher of
rhetoric, and ateacher of rhetoric himself. Hisdefinition stressed the aesthetic art
of rhetoric. As students of rhetoric, we sudy the character of the speaker, the
speech, and the genera principles of good speaking. We evaluate the speaker by
his’/her modeling of our ideals. The speaker isa person of the highest ethical and
moral principles who is accomplished in the beauty of speaking.

A second cluster isexemplified by Aristotl€ sdefinition in histreatise Rhetorica:
“discovering in the particular case what are the available means of persuasion.”*
This definition stresses that rhetoric is a technique called upon by individuals
seeking to achieve their purposesthrough language. Rhetorical theory that follows
Aristotle describesthe way in which peopl e effectively advocate through discourse.
This cluster of definitions — given modern interpretation in the movement called
“Neo-Aristotelianism” — dominated the study of rhetoric in the early to mid
twentieth century. Neo-Aristotelianism emphasized the effects and effectiveness of
speeches, particularly in swaying the courts, the government, and public opinion.

Thesefirg two clugters of definition share certain characterigtics. Primarily, the
two clusters view rhetoric from the perspective of the speaker preparing and
delivering amessageto an audience. They view rhetoric as apractical activity and
rhetorical theory as a practical mapping, preparing the speaker for higher moment
on the platform. The central act at the heart of rhetoric in these definitions isthe
speaker making decisions about what to say and how to say it.

A third cluster of definition isexemplified by Kenneth Burke s definition: “the
use of language as a symbolic means of inducing cooperation in beings that by
nature respond to symbadls.”® This cluster focuses attention not on the individual
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formulating a message, but on a society using communication to undersand and
respond appropriately to the events of life. Burke stressed that human societi es do
so with language. Society builds great symboalic structures to coor di nate the ways
in which it lives life. These symbols have a wide “range,” Burke proffered,
including everything from simple requests to great monuments. At the heart of
rhetoric are the common themes, arguments, and narratives with which societies
organizether citizens into cooperative action. Learning and us ng these common
rhetorical forms wasthe essenceof humanitytoBurke. Thestudy of rhetoric for the
folowers of Burke concentrates on humans using language as what Burke calls
“equipment for living.”

We need not become disdiples for one definition of rhetoric in studying the
speeches in this volume. Included in these pages are the speeches of our greatest
artists of oral discourse. Induded al 0 are the speeches that moved the American
nation to its greatest exertions. And taken together, the speeches of this volume
reveal the common themes, arguments, and narratives that define the heritage of
American rhetorical discoursethat movesusstill towork together tomake ajust and
successful society. These speeches constitute rhetorical discourse by all three
definitions: the words chosen by artists, the words crafted by pragmatic achievers
of influence through language, and the words through which our culture responds
to events and constitutes our rhetorical heritage.

The speeches also help us, however, in seeing the commonalities in these
definitions. All definitions of rhetoric point to the essential role of language in
human life. To be human is to be a user of language. Furthermore, the use of
language as a practical instrument is also common to all these definitions. Even
definitions that stress the aesthetic qualities of rhetoric note that the art isusng
language in practical endeavor. Thereisa common logic that governs the thinking
dictated to the study of rhetoric by these definitions Action is cadled for. As
humans we have choice; we can act this way or that way. In addition, as humans
we apped to others as we act; we ask othersto join usor at least to recognize the
appropriateness of our action. 1n combining our choice of action with our appeal to
others, we invent rhetorical discourse. The framework for this practical dement
may be the goals and purposes of the individual or the goals and purposes of a
sodety coming to terms with its events, but rhetoric in either framework is a
practical activity. Finaly, all three stress that rhetoric occursin public arenasand
dealswith subject matters of public interest. The speechesreprinted in thisvolume
reflect that emphass on issues faced by the dominant North American culture
during its four centuries on the continent.

II. What is “public discourse”?

Weopened thisintroducti on by describing the rhetorical mil eau surrounding two
pivotal eventsin recent United States history. They were public events. If thereis
a term that rivals “rhetoric” for its uncertainty of meaning, it may be “public.”
Today we know it most often in the phrases “to make public,” “public relations,”
and “publicopinion pdl.” Each of thesereducesthe meaning of theterm from the
rich notion of public that isintegral to a democracy.
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Alexis de Tocqueville journeyed through the United States in the 1830s.
Although his tour was so to study prisons he made it much more a sudy of the
character of the democratic experiment in the United States. He wrote:

Among democratic peoples all the citizens areindependent and weak. They can
do hardly anything by themselves, and none of them isin a postion to force his
fellowsto help him. They would all therefore find themselves powerlessif they
do not learn to hd p each other vol untarily.®

In many definitions, “public” is contrasted with “private.” De Tocqueville points
to the way in which power over our livesis expanded by our joining with othersin
seeing problems as best addressed through sodally engaged action. Indeed, weall
engagein ddiberati on about thelinebetween public and privateconcerns. Thatline
is contested in every society. Today, the mora education of children is still
considered a private matter. So also, are our basic economic choices such as what
profession we choose to pursue, lifestyle choices such as what house we choase to
live in, and fundamental ethical choices such as our filial and financial
responsibilities to our parents. Other matters are considered public concerns such
as the provision of youth sports opportunities for our children, the availability of
uni versities of outstanding qual ity, protection against crime, and the general health
of our economy. Because the line between the private and the publicis contested,
we revise our understanding often. When Hillary Clinton wrote abook entitled, 1¢
Takes a Village, she urged that we think of the raising of children as more of a
publicrespons hility.” Recently, our culture hasbecomeincreasingly concerned with
how parents discipline their children, and how parents may see their power over
their children, and have defined child abuse as a public concern that limitsdecisions
and powers that we once viewed as private. Today, we view the choice to snoke
tobacco products as a matter of public concern, not aright of individual choice.

Public discourse or public address is, then, communicative exchange which
frames its subject matter as a concern of the community. Public peakers assume
the responsibility to engage the communicative process in which democratic
societies come to decide the actions that they will accept as a culture.

The definition we have posited is more complex than simply “addressng
messagesto ageneral audience.” For example, wereferred at the beginning of this
section to three phrasesthat are most often associ ated with theterm“public.”  The
phrase“to make public’ refers mog often to a processwe now cal “outing” : taking
something that isprivateand releasing it to general awareness. Thisisthe activity
of the tabloid media and the local town gossip. It is, however, the very opposite of
our sense of public. It depends for its force on the information reveded being
judged by the general public as private. The professon called “public relations’ is
often undergtood as designing messages with spin at the minimum and fal sehoods
on occasion to influence the ways in which companies or people are viewed.
Responsible practitioners of public relations understand that their role is more
complex: to relate their clientsto the publicsthat form acontext for their activities.
At their best, “public opinion polls’ reduce the complex discourse on matters of
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public concern to quantifiable token responses. In doing 0, they remove the
diversity and complexity from the opinion of a public.

These three phrases have come to attain their meaning in the age of mass
communication. C. Wright Millsdrew thedistinction between mass communication
and public communication:

The public and mass may be mog readily diginguished by their dominant
modes of communications: in a community of publics, discussion is the
ascendant mode of communication, and the mass medig, if they exist, simply
enlarge and animate discuss on, linking one primary public with the discuss ons
of another.®

It is often easy to view moments of public spesking as times when a single
accomplished speaker addressesalarge and generally passive collection of hearers.
Mills' diginction urges usto think of the public speech in a more complex way.
Speakers enact moments of public speaking in interaction with an audience. Some
speakers may, indeed, assume an attitude of power that foredoses community
response. They may seek to deaden theinvolvement of the community in their own
lives and urge forfeiture of public power to singleindividuals. But when we begin
talking about “good men speaking well” in a democratic society, we view public
speakingasmog accomplished when the speaker assumestheresponsibility entailed
in Mills' description of public communication: the speaker engages an audience
composed of others in hisher community seeking to advise them on his/her
understanding of the moment and the appropriate response of the community to it.

In the discussion just completed, we turned our adjective “public’ into a noun.
In doing o, we defined the notion more narrowly than merely “the hearers of a
message.” Rather, we specified a people engaged in a complex process through
which their community acts as an integrated society in responding to the events of
their world. A public accepts de Tocquevill€' s charge, recognizes the importance
of coordinating responses to matters that transcend individual interest and power,
and engages with athersin aprocess of communication and decison making that
defines avital society.

A find observation about the definition of “public” seemsimportant. Theidea
of a public and of public address is not confined to government. Indeed, de
Tocqueville did not marvel at the culture he found in the United States because of
its government, but because “if they did not learn some habits of acting together in
the affairs of daily life, civilization itself would bein peril.”® An active democratic
government is one of the manifegations of public life, but not the only nor even the
dominant expression. Martin Luther King may have been urging passageof a Civil
RightsAct in 1963, but hespoke nat togovernment but to our public culture, urging
us to embrace his dream and form a culture that judged others not “by the color of
their skin but by the content of their character.”

In summary, the speechesin this volume are public addressesin the sense that
they engaged the concerns that defined public lifein their times.



Read & Klumpp, American Rhetorical Discourse 6
III. Why study rhetorical discourse of the past?

Thedifferent definitions of rhetoric giverisetodiff erent answerstothisquegion.
For those who view rhetoric as a performative art the question is answered in the
education of the rhetorical artist: Welearn from studying the performancesof great
rhetors. Indeed, the sudy of great exemplarsisnearly asold as the study of rhetoric
itself. Declamation, or the memori zation and recitation of the great speeches asan
educational exercise wasan integral part of aRoman education. Thegreat speakers
of the United States — Danid Webster, Abraham Lincoln, Susan B. Anthony,
Franklin Roosevelt, Martin Luther King — provide no less insght into the
importance of the rhetor’s art.

For thosewho view rhetoric as selecting theright strategiesfor regpondingtothe
situationsof life, we study to under stand the successesand failuresin past responses
to moments of great demand on rhetorical resources. Patrick Henry rallying his
countrymen to revolution; Madi son and Henry locked in desperate debate over the
ratification of the Constituti on; Webster, Clay, and Calhoun persuading their Senate
colleagues of thenecessity for the Compromise of 1850; Franklin Roosevelt needing
to restore faith in the government and the economy in the depths of the Great
Depresson; al are momentswhereour study of the strategi eswith which audiences
were persuaded to meet the challenge instruct us on rhetorica choice.

For those who view rhetoric as a public response to moments demanding
attention, the reasons for our sudy are several. Frg, we study speeches as
intellectud history. Speeches record the regponses of those confronting the
difficulties of their era. Appreciating those regponses places usinto contact with
citizens of the socio-political culture of that time. When speeches are fully
encountered in the context of their time, they increase our appreciation for cultural
variety, breaking down our chrono-centric tendency to understand all speechesin
terms of our own time. Why was Webster's speech at Bunker Hill so ponderous?
Why did Clay view the Compromise of 1850 asthe final opportunity to save the
nation? What wastheimpact of Lincoln’sjeremiad in the second inaugural address
on responses to the Civil War? Speeches are avitd gateway to undersganding the
past.
Second, we study speeches as a method of understanding the geneal ogy of our
rhetorical practice. We can appred ate the past not just for its own sake, but for its
formative power on our own time. The speeches callected in this volume provide
four centuries of vaices that echo into our discoursetoday. Understanding Samuel
Danforth’sbdief that New England was aspecial place given by Godto demonstrate
thevirtues of a Chri stian society helps us to understand a viewpoint that acceptsan
American responsibility to bring democracy to the Middle East. Reading Lincoln’s
Gettysburg Addresshelps usto locate theimportance of equality in the pantheon of
American values Hearing Franklin Roosevelt promise governmental action in
response tothe Great Depression hel psusto under stand the certainty with which the
viahility of today's presidential administrationsturn on the state of the economy.

Finaly, we use the pag as a pragmatic resource from which to draw in
regponding to the key moments of our time. Sensitivity to the variety and the
continuity of publicregponsesin the American experi ence enrichesthe possibilities
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that our responses today will meet the exigence of our moment. There is
empowerment in the study of thetexture of publiclife punctuated i n the speeches of
thepag. Just asthosefrom the past expressed the hopes and dreams of possibility
in American public life, so today we draw from those voices to guide our public
enterprise.

IV. How to read speeches

This short section is not intended as a complete guide to the description,
interpretation, and evaluation of speeches. Full textbooks are available for that
purpose. Our goalsrather areto introduce fruitful ways to interpret the rhetorical
quality of texts and proffer some additional suggegtions for developing skill in
dealing with texts.

A. Preliminary inquiries

We begin by focusing on preliminary inquiries that provide a background for
analysis of texts. The first three inquiries pose questions that require our going
beyond knowledge of rhetorical theory to provide context for rhetorical analysis.
The fourth calls upon rhetorical knowl edge to place speeches into the context of
rhetorical history. Thestudent of speeches must determinewhich of theseinquiries
are critical to their own journey through the speech and then conduct the
prdiminary inquiry themselves or rey on other historians for the information
required.

1. The authenticity of texts

We begin with a difficult problem that the editor of a speech anthoogy and
students working with new texts inevitably encounter: the authenticity of texts.
Speech is a perishable medium of communication. Prior to thetwentieth century,
methods for recording the words of important speeches were crude at best. For
example, the gtirring words spoken by Patrick Henry at . John's Church in
Richmond on the eve of the American revolution cometousthrough hishiographer,
William Wirt. Wirt reported his effort to establish what Henry said through the
notes and interviews with those who heard him,*® but the speech recorded in this
volume as “Give Me Liberty, or Give Me Death” is only an approximation. We
know the content of the mast famous debates in American higory — the Lincoln-
Douglas debates— because many newspapers of theday sent reporterswhose task it
wasto record those debates. Y et, when we examine the various published accounts
we find vast differences. Our best texts today are an edited compilation of those
newspaper reports.

The twenti eth century introduced various e ectroni ¢ techni quesfor recording the
words of a president. Yet, there are surprigng discrepancies between our written
textsandthe precisewordsuttered by speakers. For example, on Sunday, September
8, 1974, President Gerald R. Ford gave aspeech in which he announced that he had
pardoned Richard M. Nixon. Ford had already signed aformal document executing
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the pardon, but he read that document within the text of the speech. Tape
recordings of the speech provethat ashe delivered the incl usive dates within which
Nixon’s actions were pardoned, Ford spoke the wrong dates. Y e, copies of the
speech generally availablein print providethe datesintended, not the dates spoken.
Is this discrepancy important? Similarly, Haig Bosmaijian has documented the
number of errors in the print record of the most famous speech of the twentieth
century: Martin Luther King’s*“| Have aDream” speech.t

How important such problems are tous, turnson twoimportant questions. First,
which text isimportant to our analysis? Isit the text prepared by the speaker or
his’her speechwriters? This may bethe caseif the claimswe are making about the
speech haveto dowith the invention process For example, if wewant to know how
extensively Secretary of State William Seward influenced Lincoln’ swords in the
Second Inaugural Address, wewant to see the textsas Lincoln prepared and revised
the speech. Or, isthe important text the one delivered to the audience? If we are
interested in how Lincoln’simmediate audi ence responded to the rigious quality
of that speech, wewant as full arecording as possi ble of the speech as he delivered
it. Or, is the important text one that passed into print and was circulated more
broadly? If we are interested in how Lincaln’s speech shaped the response of the
South to their loss of the Civil War, the more important text for us is the
reproduction of the speech that circulated throughout the country. Thetext we seek
depends on the questions we are asking in our anaysis of the speech.

The second key question is. What qualities of the speech are central to our
analysis? If our analysisof the Lincoln-Douglas debatesis concerned with whether
Lincoln used “negro,” “black man,” “dave,” or “nigger” to refer to those of African
ancedry enslaved in the American system, we need precison at the level of the
word. If, onthe other hand, our analysis of the debatesistotrack the arguments of
thedebaters, werequireareliable source of daimsand support but the precisewords
employed arelesscrucial. Wewould awaysprefer themost preciserecording of the
text, but full precision may or may not be necessary to the validity of our analysis.

How doesthisvolume deal with such problemsin collecting and criticizing texts?
Thefirg principleistoinvedigatetheorigins of thetext of the speech and provide
as close to the accurate verson as possble. Second, report which verson of the
speech is provided. Your analysis will determine whether the text provided is
appropriate for your work.

2. Biography of the speaker

At least two of the definitions of rhetoric provided above view a speech as first
and foremost the product of a speaker, produced from higher life history and
preparation for speaking. Nearly all important speeches, even those produced by
speechwriters, are shaped in fundamental ways by the participation of the speaker
in their preparation. And regardless of how produced, the utterance by the speaker
mak esthe speech a part of hig/her biography and shapes the responseto that speaker
from that moment forward.®? Thus, our interest in both the shaping of the rhetorical
message and itsimpact requires our understanding the speech within the bi ography
of the speaker.
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Generally, students of speeches find it useful to first cdlect information on the
life course of the speaker. When and where was ghe born? Under what
circumstances did s/he grow to adulthood? Who were the important influences on
his’/her life? What type and quality of education did s/he receve, particularly
training in rhetorical practice? What did ghe read as hisgher mind was being
shaped? What circumstances most shaped his’lher adult life? How did s/he earn a
living as an adult? What experiences were most memorable and noteworthy to
him/her? What were hisher moments of greatest fame? Of greatest disrepute?
What power did she exercise over others? over whom? What wastherise and fall
of that power? When did the speaker’s ills, power, and life course begin to
decline? When did g/he die? In nearly all consideration of speeches, such
knowledge will be useful to the student of the speech. Which dements from the
biography are most important will vary from insight to insght, but a student who
approaches a speech with more knowledge of the speaker will always be a more
sensitive reader of the possibilities for rhetorical significance.

Today, it is, however, not enough to simply undergand the life course of the
individual speaker. A greater understanding of the culture of the spesker and
hi s’her audience will provide the student of the speech a greater understanding of
therelationship of the speech to thepeople of itstime. For example, the tone of our
answer to the question about Lincoln’schoice of terminology to refer to Americans
of African ancestry alters as we undergtand the most common ways of referring to
those Americans in the culture of Lincoln's day and how it differed from our
patterns of talking today. How important this broader cultural understanding
becomes depends on the questions being asked about the speech, but sensitivity to
these relationships will nearly always benefit the student of the speech. What did
that culture value? What opportunitiesdid it provide peopl e likethe speaker? How
did the social classesinteract to give the cultureits shape? Of what dass was the
speaker? Of what dass was hig'her audience? What wasthe placeof ord speaking
in that culture?

The biography produced from this research into the speaker and his times is
shaped by a sendtivity to the elements of the life course and culture that may then
shape therhetorica exchangehaving the speech at itscenter. Each commentary in
this book provides bas ¢ biographi cal facts to contextuali ze the speech as a product
of the speaker’slife.

3. The historical situation

Speeches are ddivered in historical moments. In fad, neo-Aristotdian
definitionsof rhetoric makethisthe central fact of rhetoric. Under such definitions
history attains an hourglass shapewith rhetorical messages at its narrow neck. The
events of history give shape to the demands on the persuasive situation. The
rhetorical moment becomes powerful as it exercises influence on subsequent
moments. Understanding the historica situation becomes a critical e ement of
preparation to analyze a speech in its moment.

The historical understanding required to andyze speaking situations must be
diachronic: that is, although it must know facts about people and eventsin higory,
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it must alsoarrange those factsinto patternsthat construct accounts of theinfluence
of antecedent eventson thetime of the speech. Smilarly, historical understanding
queriesthe connections between the speech and subsequent events. The context for
speeches invokes many types of historical construction.

e Social and cultural history places a speech into the evolving vaues and social
arrangements of the culture. For example, the Declaration of Sentiments from
the 1848 Seneca Falls Convention that founded the women’s movement must be
understood within the regricted rae that had evolved for women and became
institutionalized into law by the 1840s.

» Pdlitical higtory relates the speech to the crises and dedsions of leaders that
shaped the culture. For example, the speechesby Daniel Webger, John Calhoun,
and Henry Clay during Senate debate on the Compromise of 1850 must be
understood in light of the deadlock the government had reached on solving the
problem of slavery.

» Economichistory backgroundsthe speech against thematerial well-being andthe
institutions of production and exchange in the culture  Thus, Franklin
Roosevdt’ s First Firesde Chat must be understood in terms of the suffering and
impoverishment that characterized the Great Depression that was in its fourth
year by the time Roosevelt took office, and the rale of the banking collapse in
deepening that crisis.

 Intellectual history relates the gpeech to the evolving ideas that structured the
activities of those living in the culture. For example, an understanding of the
evolution in themeaning of “al men arecreated equal” between the Declaration
of Independence and the Gettysburg Address will cast new light on the
importance of Lincoln's statement of the commitments of the Civil War
articulated at Gettysburg.

Public discourse plays a vital role in shaping that rich tapegry of facts and
relationshipsthat tell the story of the evolving United States. A full grasp of therole
of speeches will be best understood when the historical moment of the speech is
understood.

It isimportant to emphad ze before |l eaving the topic that the student of speeches
engages history from apoint of view. History isa sorting of facts and relationships
based on three criteria: relevance, accuracy, and significance. The reader of
speeches works his’her knowledge of the speech back and forth into and out of the
historical moment in search of an understanding of theaccuratehistory relevant and
sgnificant in explaining the speaker’s choices and their impact on hisory.

Each of the commentaries provided for the speechesin this volume will briefly
set the historical context for the speech. Investigating and expanding the
understanding of the history that contextualizes the speech enhances the sensitivity
of the reading.
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4. The rhetorical context

Although the emphasisin an anthology is on the individual speech asafocusfor
understanding, that emphasis requires acountervailing perspective: speeches must
beread in the context of other speeches and speaking traditions. The most cbvious
and limited exampl e of the importance of this maxim isthe speech that is part of a
debate: Webster’s reply to Hayne, Henry Clay on the Compromise of 1850, John
Kennedy responding to Richard Nixon in their 1960 presidentia campaign debate.
But many other speeches arebest understood within rhetorical contextsbroader than
theindividua speech.

Asis the case with the other preliminary inquiries above, the influence of the
rhetorical context on speechesvaries. Alsointhe same way that secondary sources
may inform knowledge of thefirst three inquiries, the research of other rhetorical
scholars may identify genres, campaigns, movements, themes, or traditions that
enhanceunderstanding of theindividua speech. Just asa sound reading of aspeech
may reveal the speech’simpact on the speaker’ slife story or the history of thetime,
so alsoa sensitive reading of therhetorical context may |ead to an understanding of
the speech’s influence on generic expectations, the success of a campaign or
movement, or the expectations of rhetorica tradition.

Genre. Thenotion of speechesfitting into generic patternsis asold as classical
Greece. Aristotle described three genres of speeches: the epideictic or speech of
celebration, the forensic or speech of accusation and defense, and the deliberative.
Although Aristotl€ stheory of genre is complex beyondwhat we will descri be here,
it aligned situations of speaking with purposes, classed speeches dong those lines
of demarcation, and elaborated on the characteristics of each genre.®

Recent research in rhetorical genre has started at a different place.’* When a
presidentia speechwriter sitsto compose adraft of apresidential message—let’ ssay
President Bush's response to September 11 — s/he will consider previous moments
when preddents have faced similar situations — Franklin Roosevelt responding to
Pear| Harbor, Woodrow Wilson responding to the Lusitania, William McKinley
responding to the destruction of the battleship Maine, come immediately to mind.
The speechwriter will look at the statements by those leaders at those moments to
seetheir responses Using a form of neo-Aristotelian analysis, aswe have defined
it, s’/he will make judgments about how wel those previous presidents responded,
what their purposes were, what their strategies for achieving those purposes were,
and how well the speechesaccomplished those purposes. They will aso besensitive
to the expectations of the public in such moments. How, for example were
Roosevelt'swords ma ded to the expectations of the nation in the face of the attack
on Pearl Harbor?  From this understanding, the speechwriter drafts a suitable
response to the present moment.

This special case is pat of a larger cataloging of speaking situations, and
expectationsand possibilitiesin such situations. Any eulogist for adeceased friend
understands some of the expectations that the dtuation defines for thetribute. The
speech invented in that Stuation will be heard by its audience against the
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background of those expectations. Speakes may not aways fulfill those
expectations; like Antony over Caesar’ s body, they may turn the expectations into
abackground for altering perspective, but Antony’s speech works because it works
contraexpectations. Puritan sermons, presidential inaugurals, declarations of war,
and acceptance speeches by presidential candidate are exampl es of the genresthat
form context for speechesin this collection. Reading speeches in such stuations
requiresan appreciation for the generic expectations of an audienceand the generic
demands thus placed upon a speaker.

Campaigns. Thefocusonindividual speechesmay also betoo restrictive because
speeches often areapart of asequenceof speechesdesigned to work together toward
arhetorical purpose. The simplest example of this may be within the context of a
debate. AttheVirginia convention considering the ratification of the Constitution,
a series of speakers spoke for the Federalists and for the Anti-federaigs as the
debate progressed. Each speech did not make the entire case; each was partial in
relationship to the ather speeches when understanding the debate asa whole.

Outside the formal sequencing of debate, however, a similar structure for
messages often influences the individual message. When Bill Clinton introduced
his health care proposal in September 1993, he did so with a seri es of presentations.
On September 20, Clinton addressed afriendly audi enceof physiciansand reporters.
On September 22, headdressed Congress and the public. The next day he appeared
beforearaly of supportersand on nationa te evisionthrough Nightline. Hisweekly
radio address the following Saturday wasalso on health care. Meanwhile Hillary
Rodham Clinton testified before congressonal committees. When modern
presidents pursue a policy initiative, they normally do so with a series of speeches
to anumber of audiencesin acoordinated campaign. The comment has been made
that policy initiatives are modded on election campaigns and this multi-speech
structure is one of the characteristics that is shared.

In this volume, Tecumseh’s speech to the Choctaw Council, Wilson on the
League of Nations, and severa presidentiad campaign speeches are examples of
speeches drawn from sequenced speaking occasions that together compaosed a
campaign.

Movements. Beyond the sequencing of speeches in a rhetorical campaign,
individual speeches may be contextudized by their importance within rhetorical
movements. Scholars seeking to understand rhetori cal movements have devel oped
a plethora of definitions and viewpoints for their study. For our purposes a loose
definition will suffice: rhetorical movements are complexes of purpose and
discursive strategy pursued by a group of people cooperating in an effort to
increase the power of their influence on an issue and/or society. Speeches within
rhetorical movements have, by definition, a complex rhetorical situation, typically
having to account for multi ple purposes and multiple audiences. Thosewho spoke
against the Vietnam war in the 1960s and 1970s were opposing the United States
policy toward Vietnam, but they were al so trying to grow a movement of citizens
united to varying degrees in their opposition to the war. In doing so, they drew
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together a tenuous coalition of people with a range of beliefs and commitments:
some pacifists who opposed war as always immoral, some who opposed the Cold
War as a dangerous diplomatic misadventure, some simply opposed to Vietnam as
the wrong war at the wrong time. In addition, these speakers gpoke againg the
background of a counter-movement supporting patrioticallegiance and specfically
the United States involvement in its Asian adventure. Any given moment within
this complex cal cul us of relationshi ps was subject to these various influences and
limitations. Understanding the impact of a speech contextualized within a
movement requires an explanation of the speech’s relationship to the evolving
rhetorical texture of the movement’s discourse.

This volume contains many examples of discourse located within the context of
rhetorical movements. Several speeches are drawn from different moments in
women’s search for social and civic equality. Speeches from the labor movement
form a section of the cdlection. African Americans' effortstoward liberation and
equality are another important component.

Themes and traditions. A historica study of rhetorical discourse revealsthe
diachronic continuity and evolution of characteristics through the four centuries
encompassed within this anthology. Reading speeches in their rhetorical context
requires a sensitivity to the relationship of particular speeches to those traditions.
For example, John Winthrop on board the Arbella off the coast of Massachusetts
described the spedal place that New England was to have in God’s plan for the
earth. Thistheme of American exceptionalism, arguably born in that speech, has
evolved over theyears. Today, thethemeis most often secularized to being about
how American democracy stands as an example to theworld. But seeing how the
theme evolved and how the connection of the justification of the Irag War to
Winthrop on board the Arbellais one of theimportant sengtivities with which the
reader may open new understanding of contemporary speeches.

The commentaries accompanying the speechesin this volume will provide some
clues to the themes and traditions drawn upon in the speeches. But the complex
history of American rhetorical discourseissuchthat afull catal og of suchinfluences
would excessvey precondition reading of the texts Searches for interactions
between the individual peech and rhetorical traditionswill be crestive avenues for
exploring the place of the gpeech in its moment.

B. Reading for the substance of speeches

The next few pages identify several ways to read public discourseto analyzeits
place in shaping our history asanation and culture. An obviousoption to begin our
study exploresthe simpleact of sensitively readi ng speechesto understand what they
say and how an audience heard the speech asit was delivered, and asit subsequently
developed as a dgnificant document in American cultural higory.
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1. Understanding the viewpoint of the speech

Whatever else we may say about public discourse, it is about something. A
speech must by its nature expressa point of view on asubject. Sensitive readers, like
the audiences of the day the speech was delivered, must understand that point of
view. At the most basc level, speakers shape their speeches by combining certain
functional intentions: todescribe the world they sharewith their audiences; to praise
or condemn, to celebrate or berate, the object of their speech withintheir conception
of the public val ues of their time; to urge a public course of action as appropriate or
demanded by the circumstances of the moment. All of these functional intentions
involve chaoices by the speaker that together compose higher viewpoint on the
speech’s moment.

Speeches at pivotal moments in history often arise in response to the
disorientation that the public feds toward events. The public seeksto understand,
and the speech offers an understanding. George W. Bush provided the Congress
and the public a description of the world that “would never be the same” after the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. Typically, however, all speeches Stuatethe
public in a description of their moment. In constructing descriptions, certain
choices shapediscourse. Initially, the speaker’ s narrative power isto sd ect among
events, dedgnating some as important and others as indggnificant. Secondly,
descriptions explain how events have unfolded. Webs of sequence and causality
mark rhetorical descriptions. There may bemultipletheories of how events unfold,
but typically a speaker makes a selecti on and presents the eventswithin that chosen
theory of explanation. Thirdly, descriptions distribute responsibility for the
situation. Noquestion isof more urgency in many descriptions than: Why did this
happen? When George W. Bush presented his description of the events of
September 11, hefixed responsibility on the evi/ terrorists. This choi ce dismissed
other explanationsthat others might have pointed to as contributing: the failure of
security systems at airports, lax immigration regulations, responses by people in
other cultures to the overwhelming cultural power of American secularism, or the
United States’ support for oppressve regimesin theregion of the world from which
the terrorists came. The careful student reads speeches with an awareness of the
choices of significance, sequence, and responsibility embodied in the description of
the moment the speech is about.

Speeches also seek to celebrate or condemn people, actions, values, or groups.
Often theseattitudes are apart of descriptions that establish the basesfor action. At
other times, the celebration or condemnation is the central purpose of the speech.
Either way, the praise or condemnation that are a part of these speeches revolve
around values that the speaker endorsestothepublic. Often such speechesaretimes
toreaffirm thesevaluesas central towhat unitesthe public asarhetorical audience.
Sensitive reading of these speechesrequiresan understanding of how the eval uation
of the speaker is shaped in the language of eulogy or didogy and connected to the
values of the day. When Danid Webster delivered hisoration at Bunker Hill, he
lauded the bravery and dedication of the Revdutionary War generation, and
particularly theveterans seated in front of him. Hiswas a celebration of the values
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that shaped the emergence of the United States from her British colonial higory.
Webster urged his generation to embrace those valuesasaguide for their own lives.

In many speeches the complex of description and value pays off in the call for
action. As Patrick Henry addressed the Virginia Convention in hisringing “Give
me liberty or give me death” speech, he described the gathering war and even the
title we have given the speech rings with Henry’s cdebration of vaues, but in the
end the speech was delivered to move the Convention to act in the revdutionary
cause. Sometimestheactionsdemanded by aspeech are detailed, sometimesthe call
ismore generally toact. Sometimesthe call isto sacrifice, sometimesit isto accede
to theleadership of the speaker. Sometimesthecall is surrounded by cold logic, at
other times an emotional summons moves the audience more to act than to
contemplate the direction of action. These choices shape the speaker’ spleatothe
audience.

2. Rhetorical discourse as argumentative exchange

The rhetorical theory and the democratic political theory on which Western
notions of public discourse turn features the importance of rationality as a
background for public action. Danid J. O Keefe has differentiated two sensesin
which the term “argument” is employed in rhetorical theory, roughly the sensein
which wesay someoneis“making an argument” and the sensein which we say two
or more people are “having an argument.”** In understanding the reasoning in
discourse we search for both of these senses. We want to know the claim the
speaker isasserting to be true and the reasons s/he proffersto support that claim, but
we al so want to under stand how thespeech entersthetexture of thedisputeinwhich
it participates. Thus, we want to know how Abraham Lincdn argued tha the
American nation cannot continue to exigt half slave and half free, but we a so want
to know how his positions altered, and were in turn altered by the positions of
Stephen Douglas as the two candi dates argued about davery.

Initssimplest formargumentative analysisis sendtivetotheclaimsthat speakers
make in a speech and the way they shape support for the claims. A daimisan
assertion of thetruth of a statement about the context of a speech or the wisdom of
an action. Speakers forward daims seeking the audience’ sassent. To secure that
asent they provide support, evidence and reasons that they fed warrant the
audience' sacceptance of theclaim. A sensitivereading of the substance of aspeech
catal ogstheclaimsand support of fered by the speaker. A diachronic reading of both
senses of argument over timeyie dsan undergtanding of theevolving argumentative
texture of a culture’ s rhetoric.

This reading of claims and support addresses O’ Keefe s nation of “making an
argument.” Particularly important in democratic practice is a classical form of
“having an argument”: deliberative debate. Several debates are included in this
volume. Debates are interactions of viewpoint and proposed action, each presented
withthereasons for their support. Such discourse shoul d be read as exchange, with
the arguments of each party to the debate traced and compared.
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3. Rhetorical discourse as intellectual history

Rhetorical scholar Ernest Wrage believed that the task of public address
scholarship isto record the evolution of the ideaswith which a culture responds to
the crises of its world. “From the study of speeches may be gained additional
knowledgeabout thegrowth of ideas, their currency and vitality, their modifications
under the impress of social requirements, and their edipse by other ideas with
different values.” ¥ Wrage' svision requiresthe scholar of public addressto develop
an ear for the patterns of ideas emerging across important speeches. Ideas are
viewed asdiachronic. Indeed, Wragefocused on thelife cycleof ideas. they emerge,
they mature, they rule, they ebb, they die. ldeas are birthed in the incubator of
public discourse. Messages introduce ideas, they urge them on the public thus
strengtheningthem, they alter them asrequired to meet the exigence of the moment,
and their power eventually fades. Ideas are in juxtaposition with other ideas in
struggles in which some triumph and otherslose. Following Wrage, students of
publicaddress track this history of theideas as aforce that shapes society’ sresponse
to situations of their lives.

Celege Condit and John Lucaitesillustrated Wrage' sconcernin ther study of the
evolution of the ideograph <equality> through American speaking.® Robert Ivie
illustrated the method in his study of presidentia motivesfor war.’® Other smilar
studi es present themsd ves easily in the study of American discourse. How did the
identity of Americans as Americans rather than Englishman emerge in early
American public discourse? How has that identity evolved through eras of
immigration and diversfication of thecitizenry? How did Henry Clay construct his
notion of the American sysem and useit to advocate hi s policies and his leadership
over four decades? How did the South deve op the ideasknown asthe L ost Cause”
in the face of the threat to itswhite aristocracy following the Civil War? How did
the Cold War construct the notion of theinternal Communi st menace and empower
Joseph McCarthy asitsvoice? How was McCarthy brought down and with him the
notion of the “Communist witch hunt” created and defined as “McCarthyism” ?

Thetracery of ideasthrough American discourse becomesan important ongoing
dimension of the study of American public discourse. It lifts the student’s focus
from the individual speech to the texture of American rhetorica culture.

4. Ideological criticism

Wrage's focus in the study of public discourse develops a record of ideas.
Rhetorical theory posits, however, that symbols do not simply record ideas; rather
they bring ideasinto power as shapersof culture. Inthewords of rhetorical theorist
Richard Weaver, “ideas have consequences.”? Rhetorical discourseis subject to
criticism as a creator of cultures. This criticism is often called “ideological
criticism.” Three examples will illustrate the power of such analysis.

First, idedogical criticism can work from the fact that rhetoric contains a
description of the world to which it responds. One of the criteria that ought be
applied to discourse is its ability to present that world fairly and with attention to
truth. When Secretary of State Colin Powdl described in detail the large-scale
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producti on of weapons of mass destructi on by theregimeof Saddam Husse n of Iraq
and when that description was used to justify war, critics of discourse must ask
whether Powell’ s portrayal was fair and accurate. When it isfound wanting, the
critic must ask whether Powell knew that the claims he was defending were untrue.
Discourse such as Powdl’s speech to the United Nations presents itself as an
accurate presentation of facts.? On that basis, it must be judged.

Second, idedlogical criticism can consider the role of public discourse in
mai ntai ning systems of power. Studentsreading ThomasDew’ sdefenseof Southern
slaverywill ask questions about how Dew and hisfellow Southerners defended their
peculiar institution. They will question the use of religion, the role of race in the
characterization of Americansof African ancestry, and the pater nali sti ¢ ethic of the
magter-dave relationshi p as strategies that normalized the enslavement of millions.
Thepoint of ideological criticismin such astudy isnot to merely condemn davery,
but to ask how a culture employed logic, motivation, and the powers that rhetoric
endows on speakers to perpetuate such an ingitution.

Third, ideological criticism queries more specific moments in which speakers
employ the power of speech to their specific ends. Franklin Roosevdt focused the
attention and ultimatdy the power of the American sod ety toward making war and
defeating Japan foll owing the latter’s attack on the American military baseat Pear|
Harbor. How did Roosevelt's speech condense the motivational resources of
American rhetoric to launch American participation in World War 11?

Reading speeches for ideas begins by understanding the underlying substantial
choices of speakersthat shape their speeches and foll ows through to the impact of
those ideas on the world in which they live. Learning to understand how ideas are
presented and empowered in rhetoric is a central path to understanding rhetoric's
power in the world.

C. Reading speeches as responses to situations

We earlier identified Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric as “discovering in the
particular case what are the available means of persuasion.” Neo-Aristotdian
criticism viewsthe speech as an appropriate analysis and response to the particul ar
situation faced by the speaker. Thisisone of the most prominent ways of analyzing
the speeches contained in this volume.

Such an analysisis best explained by working four different sets of vocabulary
that together capture the neo-Aristotelian’ s mode of thinking. Thefirst setincludes
speaker, message, audience, and effect. 1n the neo-Arigotelian speaking moment
a speaker analyzes a situation and an audience, and formulates an appropriate
persuasive message with more or less effect on the audience. Each of these terms
istreated straightforwardly, although some complexity isrecognized. The speaker
istheone planning and pronouncing themessage. This despitethe recognition that
in doing the analysis and making choices the speaker may have assistance, indeed,
may have a speechwriter perform substantial portions of the task. The message is
the text of the words chosen and ddlivered at the moment. Audience locates those
the speaker wishesto reach or thosehearing the message. A speaker may anticipate
multiple audiences, his’lher message being distributed beyond the immediate
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audience either in a filtered or electronically mediated form and thus reaching
broader audiences. Asthisphenomena has become mog prominent, the choice of
audi ence shaping the message design has become a part of the planning process.
Effect is the accomplishment of the speech on the audience.

The second set of terms includes purpose and strategy. These terms provide a
vocabulary for understanding the planning process of the speaker. The speaker’s
analysis first yields a formulation of a purpose for the message. To meet that
purpose the speaker makes various strategic selections: choices of content and
technique designed to achieve the persuasive purpose. The term appeal is often
introduced at this point to stress that the speaker’s task is to formulate his/her
strategy in away that has impact on the audience. Such strategiesare eval uated by
how well they appeal to the audience and thus achieve the purpose.

The third set of terms includes exigence, constraints — including obstacles and
opportunities — audience and strategies. This set is most explicitly deployed by
Lloyd F. Bitzer who constructs amethod of evaluating the speaker by how well ghe
respondsto the rhetorical situation.?? The exigence isthe dement of the situation
that brings forth rhetoric, that requires the intervention of the speaker in an effort
to alter the situation. In formulating his’her message to meet that exigence the
speaker encounters some elements of the situation that are obstacles to hisher
success. Other d ements, however, provide opportunities for appeal totheaudi ence.
The key to the analysis is understanding the ways in which the speaker selects
strategies, given higher constraints, to meet the exigence of the situation.

The final set of terms important in such criticiam is: ethos, logos, and pathos.
These three terms, rendered in the Greek, identified for Aristotle the powers of
persuasion intherhetorical act.? Roughly, ethos isthe power of persuasion brought
to the speaking event by the speaker’ s character and history. Logos isthe power of
thewords, themes, and forms chosen by the speaker that compasethe | ogicd appeal
of the speech. Pathos isthe bond of emotion that draws the audience toward the
speaker’ s persuasi ve purpose.

Together thesefour sets of vocabulary provideaway of discussing the skill of the
speaker in using public discourse to confront the needs of higher society.
Evaluation focuses on two questions: How well did thespeaker and speech respond
to the stuation? and With what impact? A student of William Jennings Bryan's
“Cross of Gold” speech might analyze the magic of that speech’s moment at the
1896 Democratic Convention. S/he would note that Bryan was not the favorite to
be the party’s candidate for president but that the debate over the party platform
provided him theopportunity toestablish aspecial rd ati onship with the convention.
Through a number of strategies which the student could discuss at length, Bryan
appealed to hisaudience of farmers and laborers and established himself as their
choice for the preddentid nomination. Bryan captured the exigence of the
destructive powers of big busi nessthat moti vated the conventi on and the Democratic
electoral base beyond the convention. To ever increasing intensive response by
those in the convention hall, Bryan built to his great climax: “You shall not press
down upon labor this crown of thorns; you shal not crucify mankind on a Cross of
Gold.” Thisis one of the speechesin American history that we can certainly say
determined an historical event: Bryan’s nomination for the presidency.
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D. Reading speeches as aesthetic performance

A final option for the analysis of speechesthat wewill discussis marked more by
its method for analysis than by its focus on aesthetics or performance. The two
thousand year history of rhetorical theory contains many accounts of the ideal
rhetorical performance. Someof theseidealsare, infact, aesthetic, that isconcerned
with beauty and taste in the use of language. Because rhetoric invol ves the use of
language in shaping socia order, other idealsinvolve the effective use of language
in making persuasive appeals. Students may use these principles of rhetorical
excellence as criteriato evaluate the quality of public discourse.

Typically, there arefour domains of judgment that characterize the eval uati on of
rhetorical performance. First, there is a judgment of truth and character.
Quintillian valued the good man speaking well. This judgment focuses upon the
first quality of Quintillian’s vision. We bdieve that public soeaker’s have an
obligation to tdl thetruth asthey understand it. We also bdieve that the words
uttered by speakers hel p to shapetheir character. Good character isakind of quality
of sncerity, honesty, and altruism that contributes to the kind of society that weall
want tolivein. Thespecific qualities of good character are culture bound and may
differ by time and locality. But nowhere is character quite so evident asin public
speaking. We may judge Bill Clinton wanting in character because helied tothe
American public. We find Franklin Roosevelt admirable because he told the truth
even when painful, and did so with a sincerity that we heard in his voice, even
through the mediation of radio.

The second domain of judgment in evaluating rhetorical performance is beauty
intheuse of speech. Manywould arguethat there is nomore beautiful speechinthe
American language than Martin Luther King's “I Have aDream” speech with its
rich rhythmic cadences, use of metaphorsand Biblical illusion, and poetic meter.

The third domain of judgment is clarity of presentation. Our rhetorical theory
disparagesobfuscation and confusion and privilegesclarity and straightforwardness.
We admire Abraham Lincoln’s ability to define the purposes of the Civil War. We
admire Ronald Reagan’ sability to bring darity to the purpose of space exploration
and meaning to the lives of the astronauts log in the Challenger disaster.

Thefinal domain of judgment ispersuasveness. The centrality of persuasion to
our definitions of rhetoric requiresthat the student of speeches attend particularly
to the ahility of a message to appeal toits audience with the central purpase of the
speech.

Of course, judgments of speeches become very complex. What are weto make
of Thomas Dew’s defense of American slavery? Although ultimately slavery was
recognized as an evil by our culture, Dew and his compatriots convinced half the
nati on of thejustice of thepractice. Certainly wecan recognize the effective appeals
that Dew employed. His use of religion in a rdigious country to defend davery
seems an effective choice. He presented his arguments forthrightly and clearly,
forwarding his claims and providing support for them. Thus, he was an
accomplished arguer for hiscontested position. Although we might not usetheterm
“beautiful” to characterize Dew’'s prose, we might call his effort e oquent. He
employed many rhetorical figuresthat demonstrated his powers of doquence. Can



Read & Klumpp, American Rhetorical Discourse 20

wedefend thecharacter of a speaker who would usehisrhetoricd abilitiesto defend
such apractice? Isthe portrayal he provided of the practices of slavery an accurate
and afull presentation? Here we may question Dew. We may sense hisracism and
his willingness to deny to others the values he cherished.

V. Selection of speeches

The primary problem for the editor of an anthology is always selecting which
speeches to include and which to exdude from the collection. Those who produced
themany multiple volume setsof speechesthat line the shelves of our libraries must
have had a better ideal But alas, even they still faced that fine line where speeches
they yearned to include had to be excluded.

An important initial point to make about selection is that criteria are actually
applied to the whole anthology rather than to individua speeches. There are three
objectivesthat have governed our project. First, we havetried to present the United
States' most historically significant speeches. Thisdoesnot simply mean thosewith
the greatest effect, although it could. It also means the gpeeches ddivered at the
most significant turning points. For example, that the Compromiseof 1850 altered
theUnited States trgectoryisquestionabl e (except by postponing the Civil War for
adecade), but it did stand at adramatic moment and represented thelast great effort
by the earlier generation (Clay, Webster, and Calhoun) to avoid the war that
eventually came.

A second desreisthat in this coll ection we havetraced themajor ideas that have
emerged and clashed through United States' history. The relative importance of
equality, the place of thefrontier, thenotion of the United States asa laboratory for
democratic principl es, the search for unity in American diversty, theinvolvement
or isolation of the United Statesfrom foreign affairsareall ideas that were debated
and came to shape the nation’s actions. For example, that Lincoln’s speech at
Gettyshurg redefined the meaning of constitutional government to place it more
overtlyinto thecontext of theDeclaration of Independenceisan arguablethesis. On
abroader scalg thewaysin which|atenineteenth century speeches faced theclosng
of the geographical frontier by taking the motivationad power of the frontier in the
lives of ordinary Americans and turning it in different directionsis athemethat can
be traced in our speeches from that period.

Thethird desirein our selectionisto provide some range of the voicesthat have
shaped the texture of the nation’s history. We have provided a flavor of the
speaking on thefrontier and in theteeming tenements of the Lower East Side. We
have sought to capture the evolving confidence with which American women
assumed a publicvoice We haveligenedfor theplight of the farmer, the indudrial
laborer, the Native American, the freed dave. In the words of Whitman, we have
attempted tohear Americasinging and to provide you asense of the evalving voices.
We confessthat thevoice of palitics and governing have moreprominencethan the
voicesof religion, education, the politically excluded, or the publicintel lectud. But
we have grived to represent these voicesaswel, if not asthoroughly.
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In assemblingthecoll ecti on, we have avoided excerptsand abridgementsasmuch
aswe believed reasonable spacewould alow. Weadmit possibleerror in doing so,
sincesome of thelonger selecti ons may have €li minated the possibility of publishing
additional speeches. But we have always strived to present thefullest sound of the
speech and let thereader decide what is significant and what deservesless attention
in a geech.

Asmuch aswe can escapetheinevitabletask, wehavetried to avoid canoni zation
of American speeches. Obviousy we devate some voices to the reader’s
consciousness while leaving others silent, to be discovered another day. But our
performance of our task will satisfy us most if variety and drift are the watchwords
of our sdections than if the elevation to immutable status isthe effect.

Each sdlection or group of sdections is accompanied by a commentary. The
commentaries areintended toesablish some context for thespeech. They generally
include some material from each of the contextual factors we called “ preliminary
inquiries’ earlier in this introduction: authenticity, biography, historical, and
rhetorical context. They are not criticism of the texts, but attempts to introduce
important contextualizing information. We would anticipate that those wishing to
work deeply with a speech would move quickly beyond them to more detailed
examination.

Material has been arranged into fifteen sections. Although the general direction
of the callection is chronological, in this edition the thematic grouping of the
sections have taken precedent over strict chronological order.

One other commitment iswdl to articulate we believe that the power of orality
isevidentin history. Writing certainly hasaplace in modern literateculture. There
are even rare samples of rhetorical acts committed in writing included in this
volume. We are even beyond writi ng now, even beyond the age of mass di stribution
of messages, intotheageof theinternet. But the human contact when speakers and
audi ences face each other and respond to each other, thus making a speech together,
isan adt that isalways in the texture of human society. The moments we have
captured will, we hope, testify to this historical claim. That iswhy on September
11, 2001, people demanded to hear from the president. That iswhy, on August 28,
1963, Martin Luther King and the megaphone of hundreds of thousands gathered
on themall in Washington altered the course of higory.

Notes

! The newspaper headlines of the day featured not King but the size and orderliness
of therally. Typical was the Washington Post headline: “200,000 Jam Mall in Mammoth
Rally In Solemn, Orderly Pleas for Equality” (29 August 1963, p. Al). The stories listed
the speakers, typically in the order of their appearance, so King's name appeared near the
end of the list. The Post included an article of excerpts from the gpeeches a the rally,
again arranged in order with no greater attention to King s than any others (“ Excerpts
From Remarks Made at Civil Rights Program,” p. A14). The exception to this coverage
was a“News Analysis’ by James Reston in the New York Times:“‘| HaveaDream .. .":
Peroration by Dr. King Sums Up a Day the Capital Will Remember” (29 August 1963, p.
A1l). Reston wrote, “It was Dr. King who, near the end of the day, touched the vast
audience.” Reston’s analysis was the first magnification of the resonances of King's
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speech that echo down to us today.
2 http://www.americanrhetoric.com/top100speechesal . html

% Quintilian’ s interest was in the training of the orator, and thus he was defining the
rhetor or oraor as much as defining the term “rhetoric.” The drictest translation of his
definition (section 12.1.1) was“a good man, skilled in speaking.” Quintilian attributes
this definition to Marcus Cato. The Institutio Oratoria of Quintilian, trans. H. E. Butler
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ. Press, 1998), 355.

4 Aristatle, Rhetorica, 1355b. Thetranslation dted here is Lane Cooper’s (New
York: Appleton Century Crofts, 1932), 7. W. Rhys Roberts translates the passage
“observing in any given case the avalable means of persuasion” (New York: Modern
Library, 1954), 24. George Kennedy translaes the passage “in each (particular) case, to
see the available means of persuasion.” (New Y ork: Oxford Univ. Press, 1991), 36.

5 Rhetoric of Motives (1950; Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1969), 43.

® Democracy in America, trans. George Lawrence (1835; 1966; New Y ork: Harper
Perennial, 1989), 514.

" Hillary Rodham Clinton, It Takes a Village: And Other Lessons Children Teach
Us (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996).

8 “Democracy and Liberal Education,” in Power, Politics, and People: The Collected
Essays of C. Wright Mills, ed. Irving Louis Horowitz (L ondon: Oxford Univ. Press, 1939),
355.

9 de Tocgueville, 514.

0 William Wirt, The Life of Patrick Henry 4" rev. ed. (New Y ork: McElrath and
Bangs, 1831), v-xi, 137-42. See also Judy Hample, “The Textual and Cultural
Authenticity of Patrick Henry's ‘ Liberty or Death’ Speech,” Quarterly Journal of Speech
63 (1977): 298-310.

" “The Inaccuracies in the Reprintings of Martin Luther King's ‘| Have a Dream’
Speech.” Communication Education 31 (1982): 107-14.
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