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ABSTRACT

1 This essay provides an analytic development of a

philosophy of rhetoric which focuses its- concern on s001a1 reality.
‘According to this philosophy, the activity of the huzan mind invents

symboli:: constructions of reality. Primary socialization is
interpreted as a rhetorical process wvhich tends to maintain

.preveiling reality constructicns. Subsequent comrunicative
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interactions (secondary socialization) perform the chetorical

- functions of reinforcing or modifying the effects of primary

socialization. Languagde and triverses of discourse are the ultimate
rhetorical products, which constitute the symbolic matrix. that
governs human action within a,soc1ety. This philosophy of rhetoric as
reality constraction encompasses the traditional concerns of the

- field, recognlves the validity of conceptual and empirical research,

and prov1des a perspective which may emerge as the new paradigm for
research in the discipline. (AA)
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RAETORIC AS REALI"Y CONSTRUCTION

This essay p_z{ovides a preliminary analytic d.evéloPment of a "new"
philosophy of Rhe‘toric. The focal concern of this philosophy is social
reaiitv. : ‘Social real:ity is cmsidered a *het‘or.i.cal 'rj:.z'owi.11.c‘l;.l Rnetorical

/ S———
study see:cs to understand and ez:pla..n ’:he crea.,ion, maintenance and trans-
fornation oi‘ soclal realcty‘ ‘ A.ny commumcation process which con..ributes

- ..o these processes is a legn.ti.mate area for rhetorical s'b.z.dy This essay
- will explain ijhetor:!.cal reality construction with reference to the activity

of the human mi-nd which provides for the invénti.on of symbolic constructions

of reality, pr:mary soclallzatlon as a rhetorical process which tends to

- . maintain preva.iliug re.:hty co‘.struct,.ons 3 subsequent communicative inter-

actions (secondazy soclahzatlon) which perfo*m the rhetorlcal functlons of .

reinforcing or modlfyinv the ei‘fects of pr:m.ary sociahzation, languabe '

a and universes of discourse, wh‘ch .as the ulti.mate rhetori.cal 'pm con-

stitute the sym’oolic, matrix that governs human action within a soclety.

AN
N

Symbolization is the process by which- theQuman m;i_;nd forms symbclic
‘reality constructs. It is the ultimate point of }; gin for rhetorical
invention. . It mediates our relationship to physical and\sod.al reality. '

Fwdamentally, the mind is "symbolically active in the ccnstmction of

all its universes of perception and d:Lscours.e."3 Because of ..hisx "the
world as we know it is a cons mction v e s to wb.a.ch the mind contri ‘mtes
as much' b its mculding forms as the thing contributes by its stimu.i "h \~ .

The. mind creates a symbolic construction of reality.
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¥nile the xﬁmd is necéssarily Synib@lica_]ly active, variation is
possible in réality construction. Ons need make cnly the moét casual in-

. gpectiocn of societies and cultures to witness a enormous variation in
lang'uage, custan, dress, architecture, norms, attitudes and values. There
are mul‘cinle soclial realities- all creations oi’ the hmnan mind and humsn

| interactiona all capable aof trmsfarmatmn.

There is social relativity of lmcwl-edgra or of what is taken- to’

- be "knom" withinfvaricus societiesm . The primitive and the modern live in
'different conceptual worlds. What is taken as "rea.l" is socially defined.
People will behave according bo tha- reality censtruc‘h.ms they hold. In
a sense, _

Neither the Voudun gods nor libidinal energy may exist
outside the world defined in their respective social
contexts. -But in these contexts, they do exist by
virtue of social definition and are internalized as
realities in the course of socialization. Rural
Haitans are possessed, and New York intellsetuals are

" neurotic. Possession and neurosis are thus conmstituents .
of both ob;jectd.ve and subjective reality in the'se contexts.” |

Thus » evm neurosis and possession may be regarded as symbolically scripted
- behaviors. '
. The na.ture of human knowledge and social reality are inescapably
symbolic a.nd ultimately dependent on the powers of the humen mind. Our
lmowledge of soclal reality is coded and comuniéated in. various symbolic
i‘orms. OQur symbolic cmstructions may accurately or inaccurately map
| physical reallity as it exists independent of humm conceptualization, but
’ they provide the strucmre which allows the existence and creation of
L .Aeocial reality. Rhgtoriqally, the question of how symbols (especially
Lo B ; -2~




I#nguage) create and sustain ordar in sociel relations is:of fundamental
‘8ignificance since "there is no necessary relationship bet%een men inposed
~on them by blind nature. To the social and political and economic forms
voi relationship by which men live, there would seem to be ne end."6 Thus,
the question is tantamount to how is order creeted from chaos.

Sociologist Burkhart Holzner suggests that social reality is the _
result of the “constructive stabilization of the fluent interactive process."7x
It 1s through symbolization that the constructs which stabilize the. fluent
interactive process are fonned. And it is_through.communication that
‘broadly shéred §ystems of symbolization, such as language, which are re-
sistant to idiosyncrétic chenge{/ere’étsbilized. ‘That is to say that
within a given language community,‘an individualﬂnill Be'pressuredrto
ccomunicats according to the:range of stabilized meanings ofihis.lanéuage;;

The rhetorical operation of language which through human thought and -
action creates and stabilizes social reality, is complex in that the
operation of single terns is dependent on fheir place in larger systems of
symbolism which have been tarmed universes of discourse. Ultimately,-"the
symbolic universe is conceived of as the matiix of all socially objectivated
and subjectively real meanings, e entire nistoric society and the entire
bilography of the individual are Seen as events: taking place within this
-universe."8 In theory “the symbolic uni verse provides a comprehenSive
integration of all discrete institutional processes. The entire society
.makes sense. Paiticular institutions and roles ‘are legitimated by locating
‘them in a comprehensively meaningful world. nd A society is an empirical

‘manifestation of a universe of discourse and may be understood in terms of
-3
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) member of the ianroup

its universs of disc'urse.

The universe of discourse may be viehed as "A system of relevances

",'and typifications e « o.part of the social heritage . . . it functions as

both a scheme of interyretaticn and as a scheme of orientation for sach-
nt0 That such a system can be shared is significant
in- that it facili ates social interaction. Though "interaction is always a

tentative process, a process of continuously testing the conception one

.. has of the role of the other,"n a shared systen of role constructions and

expectations provide one '"with the option of responding to that classifica~

tion rather than the attributes of the individual " 12

Q

Up to this point, universes of discourse have been discussed in a
highly gensral manners Space will not allow a full explication of the

concept, jet greater specificity can be provided with reference to a

particular document in American hietory whioh can be considered a sectOr

Lof the prevailing universe of discourse of our society. That document is

the Constitution of the United States of America. As Kenneth Burke points

‘i_‘out, a constitution sets up an "environment for future scts." 13 ~ The .

)

Constitution of the United States is the symbolic matrix which provides

for the establishment of a political System. The Constitution” ects as an

- ideology. That is as "a limited aspect of the interpretive order of v

faiths and beliefs, name.vy, those reality constructs and values wnich-serve

¢ o 1egitimate the claims for power and prestige and the activities of groups

and their members."1h It is in this manner that the U.S. Constitution

(,

| :funotions.v Note that

" National identification in American was achieved by _
the adoption of abstract, universal ideas « . « The permsnent
influence of this system ¢f ideas and values on the course of.
Amerioan history--the fixation of an ideo]ogical attitude--was

7/ - , -h..
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due tc the fact that the American people considered themselves
a new kind of society. The very existence of the nation was
bound up with the maintenance of those princzples of social
and political orgam.zatzon.15 , A
The statement of these "universal ideas" is contained in the Declaration
of Independence and tha Constitution. But it is the Constitution which

creates ths _'polit.ica]': structure or the nation. The Constitution provides

the ideology which creates roles and processes; Presideni, Vice-President,

Senator, Representative, Supreme Court Justice, election, veto, impeach-

ment; the Constitution defines rights and delegates responsibilities. Its

- rhetoric prcvides the basic direction of and justification for the American

government.

In 6;.~der to exist, a society faces the rhetorical task of maintaining
a certain order of social reality against the competition of alternatives.
This means concretsly that "every society must discipline ita”members;
persuading them to ovbserve the accepted forms and dissuading them from

16
pursuing conflicting cbject;vgs." The task of reality maintenance is

necessary since "a culture can function efficiently only if there is order

and predictability in social 1life. We must know, within reasonable limits,

what behavior to expect from others, what they expect from us, and what kind

of society our children should be prepared to live :l.n."17 In upholding a
pattern of social li‘t’e ) & sociéty is engaged. in the prbcess of social '
gop'ml- The primary modal:.ty of social control is the socialization
prﬁcgsa. Social rea.h.ty is reflexiVe » and new members _are socialized in

terns of the eacisting realities of their time. Thus, .thqy,.“jt.end to view

7
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their social reality simply as "the way it is." Indeed, "the individual
mst become psychologically organized in a socialization prcn:ess."18
members of a cammmnity will be expected to learn "the way it is" and act
accordingly. :

Social reality, though created and stabilized by human symbolic inter-
action, has an empirically observable existence. Parts of social reality
‘confront ths individual in .t}‘{éir mpﬁicd manifestations.. Social institu-
tions s such as chﬁrches R govermnents, the 4polic“e or armed forces are
observable in their _oaéisteme and Mnctioﬁ;. Though such institations are
dependent on social supports for their cohtinuing_existence,nthey,are

minimally effected by the solitary individual. Fer the individual cannot

. simply wish them away; as long as others support the institution, its

external existence is persistent. Moreover, thesse institutions exercise
& coercive power on the individual ¥by the sheer force of their facticity
and through control mechanlsms."19 In its objective existence broadly

held, social realities act to force the new members to accept an act in

M of ths rhetorically -prevailing reality constructions. As Kenneth.
Burke pots it, "Insofar as the individual mind 5.3 a group product, we may.
look for the same,péttems of relatiotxship between the one and :tho many in
any historical period."2o‘ | BN |

In the socialization process R through which the child learns "patterns

of relationship," language is oi‘ przmary :.mportance. The cbild must lea.rn

more about language than just vocabulary and grammar. He must learn -

rhetorical p_atterns oi‘ Language which direct thought and action. These

. rhetorical pattems provide motivational and interpretive schemes. Thus, |

, A
the child might learn that; ' . / O

/
/
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Brave little boys do not cry. //
Brave little'boys are good. ' N/ .
A1l little boys skould be brave. |
tle boys are either brave or cowardly.
Fran these rhetorical equations, the little Yoy who is hurt will attempt to
caatrol his tears in order to be "brave goode" He will regard othsr
littls boys who ery as "ccwardly and not good.” vThose who cry are not

acting as they "should." Without lapfuage molded into stable rhetorical

- patterns, these reactions waald b i.mpossible. aly through rhetoric can

men jusﬁfy or legitimatize their activities. Terms are linked such that

cne set of terms is ;justdi‘i;d/by another. (Thus, "not crying" in order Bto
bse good."”) In this way, s&st,x..s of relationship between terms develop.
The patterns of relationship f.he child learns in socialization is -

restricted, since child has no exposure to alternative patterns. he

has no choice as t4 his signii‘icant others and "his identiﬁ.ca.tion with
them is quasi-aytamatic . . . his internalization of their partimlar

reality is qudsi-inevitable. “?1 The child dOeS not regard his internalized

. |
reality as particular or isolated. He regards it as gemeral and universal--

the only / istent or conceivable ,world. The reality rhetorically con-
structed in primary socialization is psychologica]ly certain and accamplishes
the mgst important confidence trick society plays on the indindual--"to
make Appear as necessity what is, in fact, a bundle of contingendes and,
thus; to make meaningful the accident of His birth. n22 ,

It is through the internalizatisn of rhetorical la.nguage patterns in
social:.zation that social realities are created anew in the minds of the

young and, tus, perpetuated. It is these pattems that posits the order

of’ soﬁ.&l life. Ultimately, “each socialized person e o e i a society
y S s .
| 5 S S vl



in miniatare. Once ha has incorporate/d"/the culturs of the group, it be-
cames his perspective, and he can brix/1g thds frame of reiference to bear
“upcn all new situations he encc:'un‘,r,/e/rs."23 In this view, "societ}; ccnsiste
of the images which its members/ have of it, their beliefs about social-
reality, their view of each other, of their roles s O the roles of their
partners ’ thelr knowledge /o/f groups, orga.nizaticns and of instimtions
.‘éHet have some importance for them." 2 These images a.re necessarily
eymbo]ic, ultn.mately linguistic and rhetoncam commnicated. Men ars -
guided in their sog¢ial behavior by language constructions internalized
through social iateraction. A social situation cannot be understood
inei‘ely" by loc/a‘tix;g 5!.t in space ar-zd time, it muet be ‘understeod :'Ln- the
terms peoplé/‘ apply to it which stabilize its meaning. Men do not act
directly/in respons/e to%theci.r envirormental siiexation, rather they react
-to what they conceive t};at situation is or means. Tilis aesigmnent of
mefré.ng is guided by the rhetorically preVailing reality constructions. .

/ Just as rea:l.ity constructions are internalized in pz'imary socializa- |

tions, they mist be maintained in‘consciousness by ongoing rhetozfj.cal o
interaction. 1In the process of reality ntaintenance, conversatien is of
primary importance. In conversation, reality maintena.nce is usually izﬁplicit_
) rather than explicit. Thus, ':an exchange such as, 'Well, it's time for me
/ to get to(the station,' and 'Fine, darling, have a good day at the office!
implies an entire world‘w‘ithin‘ wh'i“ch "the's’e“aep'a.rexitly "simple-p‘roeositions,,,_
make sense. By virtue of this lmplication, ‘the exchange canfirms the
‘eubjective reality of this world."zs The confirmation of subjective,

real.uty by the implication of conVersation is possible only insofar as

| the statement is understood and interpreted in terms of the universe of

e / o discourse uhiph the individual had previously intemalized. It is only

ya .wiﬂmin the broader. universe of discourse that :!.mpltcations from statements
‘6
[MC . may be_drawn. 10




Anothsr factor iavolved in reality maintenance is thata tlvoss oi)’_‘

/f;:ith ;Lnb vpre\{ailing reality constructions without the devélopment of an
- alternative leaves the individual "lost, at loose ends s #ith&ut orienta-
.tion."zé One's universe of discourse structures social reality and on the
‘boundry on this rhetorical structure is confusion and vmeaninglessness'.

One who has lcst faith in his universe of discourse canriot be secﬁre in
his knowledge of self or others. Ths "world" is no 1onger meaningful.

Yet, man str:.ves to .fmd msaning to order his life activities. And a l#ck
of faith in any symbolic construction of reali:by is a causative factor in
'psychologic.;al disorder.27‘ Hypothetically even if sﬁch a total loss of -
faith occurs, the individual will still u.til'i.ze the prevailing universe of
,disdourse in his social interaétions. Put Sinfiply, mere loss of faith
Provides no alternative universes te direct aétion. Thus, even the disen-
chanted and alisnated @o‘ not immediately threaten. the symbolic universe_

of a society. As long as they act in terms of prevailing reality con-
simcticns, they sustain the systenm. However; they provide fertile grounds
for those rhetoriciéns who could provide developed alternative c@stmctions.
In generél, the symbolic universe 1s self-maintaining due to its domi.natioh.
of rhetorical cammunications within the society.

Despite the relativg stabi.fl.ity of social reality due to the processes

of reality mdintenance, it is pos;sible to rhetoricaily reconstruct and,

thus, transform social reality. The symbol producing capacities of the




buman mind which make possible the imitial comstruction of socizl reality
also make possible its reconstruction. The rsconstruction of socizal
‘reality involves changes in f.he prevailing universe of discourse. There
are a number of types of change which are possible. Th"e/ type of change
wh.‘.:ch seems most frequent is the expansica of ths size and stfucturr of
the universe of discourse. In virtually all areas of human l&xc‘aled;e, the
sub-universes of discourse are expanding as new and more detailed con-
| structions are developed and communicated. Gensrally, these sub-universes
| are prevailing only within certain academic disciplines and .oql; small
portions "0f these mb-univer;es filter into the generaliir shared universe
of discourse of the society. Nénetheless » even if this expansion of the
prevailing universe provides for the further general expansion, should f;he
soci_ety seek to incorporate greatexj segmants from a ‘sub_-ﬁniverse-. Any\
member of the society may .leam the more detailed symbrols.‘land structure
of a sub-universe of discourse. After all the "social learning process,
whilg,slow in the young infant becanes extremely rapid . . . a normal
alert person can learz; over a hundred new meanings withir; the space ofA an

hour."m3

Other ‘cha.nges in the universe of discourse involve more mndéﬁéhml
changés in vocabulary and pafterﬁ. These changes tend tc¢ occur in response
to “'problems." Generally, the universe of discourse is simpllyuté.ken for |

. gz;anted until a problem occurs which cannot be solved by it. When this

occurs, the existence of t.he‘problem may generate the construcfion of a

- new symbolic solution which alters the universe of discourse. This will
_ -19- ]
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~ in thats

philosophy of rhetoric to inc

two interpretations involved a variety of speakers and issues.

produce reality shocks. Re~”

———

depend on the significance of the problem.t Significant problems nay )

: related to reality construction

Sometimes the reaii.y sizock may be extremely threaten-

ing. Oné is. compelied, at least momentarily, to adopt-a

stance of utter doubt toward .the natural attitude and toward-
natural reality. In fact,:reality may collapSe, and it must

" then be-reconstructed in a sggetimes frantic search for an.

N 'appropriate new perspective. DR e e

the boundaries or paradoxes of- our universe of discourse. Reality shocks

of discourse states that Yone should?not engage in viqlence" may add the ..

aggressiVe societies.

Another type of change lS cne in the interpretation of ‘a term, that

is its place and relationship to other terms in the universe of discourse.

B Such a severe reality, shock represents a crisis in which we experience

-qualiﬂication of “except in self-defence" iﬂ it finds itself surrounded by

| Ghangeﬁbf interpretation means that a term is redefined and linked to

different terms than at some prevmous moment. Such a change will be

-illustrated uith\a consideration of the U. S. CQnstitution.

AN

The illustration also. p§::;des an example of the potential of this

_ draw more explicit relationships to social reality.. That divers

o~

orate traditional rhetorical concerns and

ity of

:interpretation ooncerning the Constitution has existed is a historical
\

o

..'may affect only a portion ‘of the universe of discourse and require only the .

m"addition of'a qualifier. Thus,. a society in ‘which the prevailing uniVerse ~

commonplace. Yet XY key "victory" for a particula interpretation occurred~ .
Hith the passage of ‘the Revenue Collection Bill of 1833. The ash between

NS

i *. ‘ ;.'11 ‘
. v.o y‘ :7—;1j$i_aa_i_;TT

But the
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most basip issue was a definition of the Consti'mtion itsel_t‘. Did the

' Constitution form a coampact between the States or a consolidated government

created by the people? This was the focal point of the controversy.

Logically dependent upon it was uh_e cc. wtional status of the doctri7es
of nullii‘ication and secession. Jolm valhoun and Daniel Webster we/re

. the prixnary antagonists on this issue. Histomian Charles M. Wiltse indicates
\that: | | "' | R

calhcun based his case on the meaning of the Constimtion for
those who wrote and ratified it and, in these terms, his ‘argument
was ‘basically sound, even though nullification itself was drawn’
. .- .~ from a Jeffersonian gloss rather than the literal text of the
N sinstrument.. But.Webster's interpretation was ‘the only one
: ' compatible with the existence of a great naaional state, in a
- world everyday gromng more nationalistic. )

'Though Calhoun 1is generally conceded to have won the a.rguments 5 he did not
t

. g

win the vo tes. *The Revenue Collection B.I.ll was passed,-and Calhoun's

' interpretation suffered its i‘irst serious legislative defeat.v It was
Webster's interpretation which prevailed, which was consentually validated
and which threatened to defend-itself by force._ Calhoun recognized the
effect of the :passage of the bill in stating. | - |
"It would. be idle to attempt to disouise that the bill will be
a practical assertion of one theory.of the Constitution against
... another=--the theory advocated by the supporters of the bill that
ours is a consolidated goverrment, in which the states have no
rights, and-in which,/ in fact, they bear the same relation as
the counties do to the State; and against -that view of the
S ..Constitution which considers it as‘a compact forged by the
el T States and not between the individual citizens.®
Though the Revenue Collection Bill passed and with it the consolidated
‘ e . goverrment interpretation becafne "official,“ Calhmn's interpretation of

‘thie Constitution did not die./«




v Throughbut the Southern States it‘remained the dominant‘interpretationm
ln-the Nortn and West, the “official" interpretation prevailed{ The - -
-.existence'ef these'divergentvand partially contradictory interpretations
of the Constitution - 1icated’ disunity within the society. Each interpre-
tation congealr' Lis :ality in itS-own_right which, by its very |
_éxistence within cuc v,iety, challenges the reality status of the ot55£*"32f“”*1
In the case .whete one universe is officially sanctioned, as’ was the case with
."Webster‘s interpretation following the passage of the. Revenue Collection . i
Bill, the alternative construction constitutes .a threat to "tne institutional o
order 1egitimated by the . . . 'official' definition of . reality."33 When .
two ‘competing universes cannot become integrated via continuing negotiation,
the proponents of either universe may attempt to force the proponents of
the other to act according to the dictates of their definition of reality.mwm
.The Revenue Collection Bill provided for the usewof such force. it
-authoriZed the use of military force against any State attempting to ‘
: nullify a Federal law. The Southern political leaders derogated the bill by ;-
calling it the Force Bill. - Yet, the threat of force succeeded in gaining the:
.: y' compliance of South Carolina, who at the time, was the only Southern State ﬂ
- -openly threatening defiance. Note that South Carolina and the South, in
| general did not endorse or accept the consolidation theory, but complied
to avoid violence.' Eventually, the South unified creating their own

\. !
-‘separate government constituted as a compact between the States. The

dbjectiVe realities thus created, destroyed the institntional order
: dictated by the official universe of discoursq and the resulting conflict
'was resolved by force. The objective aspects of'the "new" reality (the




6overnme*xt, Army ‘currency, flags) were desiroyed, and the official reality
reeetablished after a perdiod aptly termed the Reconstruction.

‘ A final source of reality reconstruction is due to the systematic
character of & universe of discourse. As a,system.it is.not entirely
', stable, and chﬂ» - in any sector of the srwtcm maysfacilitate or produce
“”“cha; . . the system.f For‘eanole, the:Protestant Reformation

_ had ramifications that were political and economic, as well as religious.-

Thus,

i In the first Protestant societies-- ngland Scandinavia, the
, ,Netherlands and “later in the United States--perhaps even before
* - 'the full development of a new motivational orientation, the .
central symbolic and political sphere and the basic relatiom

through the incorporation of Pr testant values and symbols.
. This not only:reinforced the exis;ing aut.momy of these spheres,
but created new bases of politica \obligations and more flexible

) political 1nst1tutdons.3h | .
. And p*coumahly from this ”reater flexibility. iernization in econcmic
‘and i-4:strial sectors was facilitated.
| hat a successful rhetorical movement.ma\ ave significant ramifica-
'iva.ions beyond its intended parameters, is not predicted nor explained in
either classical or otner comtemporary rhetorical theories. Therefore,
' the perspective of rhetoric as. reality construction makep a unique
theoretical contribution in prov1ding that such change\fay be accounted

AN

for Zae to the- systemic interactions within a universe éf discourse. The
oersnec ive raises new- ané: challenging questions for Ie critic -and theorist
in d,,ermining the complexity, interdependency, organization and.growth

| potentlal of a universe of discourse, or the constraints provlded by a

g universe of discourse in cau51ng susceptibllity or resistance to persuasion

f ',' ih a particular rhetorical situation- The speoification of relatlons within
| 1'6

e




- | | I '. : . | |
a'uniVers»e of d.iscourse or cx'*iticis.m illustrati.ng the operatibns of' th cse
relations would significantly advance our understanding and might profitably
occupy several generations of scholars. Moreover, laboratory and natural_istic
exporimentation could contribute through executing designs utilizing additional
exd dependent measures not directly related to the’ issue of a persuasive '
message and attempting to discover c‘oncurrentl changes in‘ attitude » belief
or Opinion.' . , | o | .
| Kenneth Burke suggest that "even in the ‘best possible of worlds 3!
_ the need for symbolic tinkering would continue."35 This’ need for reality o
reconstmction occurs because of the inherent imperi‘ection oi‘ the emp* rical ‘
'manifes tti—ons o symboli_ constructions, to the ei‘fects of nistorical ‘
.Proéress-.. i, inc-dent or accident. B o ‘ v
, o ": 'i'hcmgh laniuage and the prevailing universe of discourse tend to'
| channel the thght process wi'thin a society, it oo possible to think new |
thoughts, WO Cr:iua new symbols and “through commmication, to share these
,"‘ C inventions i3 "new" may be a reorder:mg of the old. The "new" is not
| the norm The vocabulary of any developed language provides opportunities._
[ for vocab....., re_.ationships far beyond the relatively few combinations ‘_
- evident i 0 prevailing universe of éis M;urse- New combi.aations prov1de L
new ‘verbzl -que ions for human thougkt and action.” Though language and -

the preva. ing universe of discourse tend to constrain though u, they
do not prer'lude <he creative acts of rhetorical visionﬁ. As Rabert Kennedy
quoting Shaw r: =zatedly expressed 1t/ "Scme men see things as they are F
and ask why. I dream of things that never ‘were and ask why not." . |
v o o
In summa: - this essay ‘has attempted to provide a preliminary analytic
. 18-
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develepment of a '‘new" philosophy of rhetoric which focuses its concern
on'eociai reality. Processes involved in the ereation,‘maintenance and
recoﬁstruction of eecialrreality were discussed. The philoSOphy of rhetoric

as reality construction offers a rich new perspective for research in the

' - field. It encampasses the traditional concerns of the field, recognizes

the validity of conﬂeptual and émpirical research and provides a trans-

\

céndent perspective which may emerge &s the new paradigm for research in_
the discipline. S f ’ LT N . _ N . - .
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o The ’naader 1s encouragad to draw a sharp dlstmctlon ‘between ” .
S o physlcal and soclal reality. Physical reality is material and exists. -
; \ | . .indepandently of human symbolizatlon. Soclal realiiy is symbolic

. (though 1t may have empirical manifestations, it is not in essensa -,
materidl) and cannot exist 1ndependent, of ongoing human symbollc S

/"-.

mterac 101'1. » ’ » L . . ] 4. -f '-.“.-'.‘. ;
| , ' '_ zi‘he scope of rhetorical. study eanctionad by this per=pective is-
ST broader fthan that of the classical, neo-Arlstoteli}m, o Cpe 7

.- . . rhotorical traditions. In defensa of this broader scope 1t shoulc cd v
. .noted that this perspective encompasses traditional concem.,, appr oxlmates
' tho actual scopa of current research within the field\in a fccus which - -,
. only recently has begun to emerge, (see Llcyd Bitzer. “‘Qhe Rhaborical o
""Situation." Phllcsoanand Rhetoric.. (Jam.ary 1968), 1-=14., David M. Bevg.: -
"Rhetoric, Reality and Mass Media." - QJS.' (October 1972), 55‘—263., Ermest .‘.[
-G, Bomann. ‘“Fantasy an¢ Rhetorical Vision: 'The Rhetor 1cal Criticism . - |
- of Soclal.Reality." QJS. (Dscémber 1972), 396-407., and Stanley Dectz. =

"Words.without Things: Toward a Social Phenomenology , of Tanguage." CJSs
(February 1973), 40-51.), .and 1s analytically necessary to explain tha o

. ex:.stence and change of social NclitlﬁSo C
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