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ABSTRACT

lHeUristic procedures'have‘occupied’the'attention of -

rhetors since antiquity. (Arlstotle, and later the Latln v

rhetor1c1ans, systematlzed procedures for. Inventlon as an a1d

» to‘dlscoverlng probable truth > x'kl

By the late medleval petlod an altered perspectlve of

—

.the 1mportance of Invention led to the neglect of its func-'

tlon 'in the rhetorlcal hlerarchy ‘John Locke s 1nterest in

sc1ent1f1c methods and the need for.dlssemlnatlng 1nforma-.1v
tlon about the enlarglng ‘body of s01ent1f1c knowledge- influ-
v,enced dlfferent approaches to dlscovery procedures.‘ Anc1ent
technlques had been neglected for so long that teachers of
’rhetorlc and comp031t10n contlnued to 1gnore the 1mportance

_of methodlcal dlscovery procedures and placed greater empha-

- “}Sls on other aspects of the wrltlng act.

‘ It was ‘not untll the twentleth century that the prlmaryf}'
_’p081t10n of Inventlon in rhetorlc was reestabllshed when
‘htheorlsts Rlchard Young,»Alton Becker and Kenneth Plke devel-
oped the tagmemlc heurlstlc procedure;-'Kenneth Burke' s Pen-
btad empha51zed the 1mportance of ‘the sub structure of words
'to the meanlng of the text.« Llnda Flower S development of-
jthe structure tree and other strategles for prewrltlng, as

ﬂ’well as contrlbutlons by other contemporary theorlsts

iii



presently engaged in exploring and adépting both the ancient
procedures and the modern theories of prewrifing have made
significant advances in meeting the needs of modern writérs.
It is hoped that this compilation‘bf the theories of Inven-
tion and its expansion to sﬁbsume the idea of Prewriting
would place in orderly pers?ecﬁive the long and varied his-
tory of Rhétorical Invention as well as the procedures and

techniques available to contemporary teachers of composition.

e
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thls study is to 1nvest1gate the tech-

niques for heuristic procedureS'ln modern~comp031tlon, to

compare the theorles of modern theorlsts w1th those of Allq%W%

e B e

vtotle and to determlne 1f and in what manner ﬂodern theor»'

1sts dlverged from the dlscovery procedures be 1dent fled in

antiquity. Since classical times Invention has been regard-

i

ed as the mysterious part of rhetoric. The aura of mystery‘

increased'as the significance of Invention was decreased ahd
‘the dlfflculty of teaching 1t became evident. Modern re-
searoh_;nto heurlstlc procedures has done much to enl1ghteﬁ
the mystery_and to provide techniques for topic development.
'Informarion’aboot these contemporary techniques as well as
the history of Rheroricalilnventioo will offer teachers-of
_comp 31t10n some v1able alternatives for teachlng Invention
as we%l as some 1n51ghts to understand the anx1ety behaviocrs
th’bltéd by students as they move through the wrltlng pro-
cess.

’_Invention, or heuresis, is the primary member of the

five parts of Rhetorlo. Arlstotge recognlzed its importance

ﬂinee sound arguments had to be discovered to support a

L

‘ rﬂtlzen s case in the law courts, to persuade listeners and

to a1d both rhetor and,auoiemce,to arrive at whatever could

s o e




be agreed upon as probable truths. Heuresis, the essential
part of rhetoric that enables language to shape thought,
define culture and influence behavior, is critical if the
discourse content is to be reasonable enough to reveal proba-
ble truth and influence behavior.

The English derivative, heuristic, came to be a term
useful in philosophy,-psychology and logic, having the flex-
ibility to move from the literary to the scientific fields.
In the literary field, heuristic procedures are understood
to be synonymous with the term Invention which implies a
consciocus act, following a planned procedure for arriving at
a plausible solution to a writing problem. Invention is a
crucial component of the rhetorical act in that it deter-
mines the contenﬁ of the discourse. It is, therefore, more
than just a useful writing skill, since it is the content
of the argument that will convey the weight of persuasion or
information, and in organizing the content of the argument,
the writer is simultaneously organizing and enlarging per-

sonal knowledge.

In establishing the Topics, Aristotle observed what

people did anyway as they invented effective speeches, and
stabilized the procedure by identifying the Topics and the
mehtods for detecting fallacies in arguments. If the princi-

ples governing Rhetoric, and Inventlon in partlcular could be

systematized, then perhaps it was p0531b1e to teach people

~ s

.

to dgyelop”anguman&smsys%ematrcaTTy“tvwsuppﬁT@wamé&ﬁeourse.
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And, since Rhetoric is common to all human affairs, sound and
reasonable discourse content is critical if integrity, har-
mony and understanding is to be achieved.

For many”centuries, the importance of the art of Inven-
tion”was neglected, and for a long time was thought to be
inpossible to teach, although it was readily admitted that it

could be learned. Having travelled a tortuous path, losing

contact with rhetoric altogether, Invention, in the twentieth

century is re- emerglng still a crltlcal component of the

e —— S
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bility. Psychological research‘in thinking and cognit;on”has

made, and continues to make invaluable contributions to

eSS e —

rhetorical inventive procedures, theorists in language aad
education have devised nenfistic procedures that are system-
atic and sufficiently rule-governed to provide teachers with
a workable technique for teaching Invention.

In this study, I have collated the methods for teaching

Inventlon dev1sed by the maJor theorlsts of our t1mes,vto

S ——— S TP A AN 170 o RV e

trace a hlstorlcal overview of the psychologlcal perspective

of thlS very elu31ve sklll and to determine to what degree

the modern theorlsts dlverged from the pr1nc1ples set down by
=

Arlstotle. Further, I examined a representative set of
current traditional composition texts to determine the extent
to which they utilized or acknowledged the principles of

Invention identified by Aristotle.

1%



This study‘concludes that while teaching Invention may
not be a 51nple process, 1t is possible, at a number of
levels, and con81der1no the importance of content in dis-

~course it will be well worth the effort.



CHAPTER I

OVERVIEW: CLASSICAL TIMES TO TWENTIETH CENTURY

In his Rhetoric, Aristotle devised a list of "topoi'" or

topics to use as probes, or as guides in the search for truth.

The Special Topics deal specifically with law and speeches in

——

the public forum. The Common Topics are the basis of deli-
berative rhetoric in which people engage continuously both in
private and public affairs.

Invention, the core of rhetoric, and by far its most
difficult aspect, was ignored for many centuries(following
the disintegration of rhetorical principles which occurred
largely as a result of the abuses of the Sophists in the
second centuryl For many centuries, Invention was thought to
be impossible to teach, and it was relegated to the highly
subjective realm of inspiration or creativity. Research into
the locus and origins of creativity by twentieth century
psychologists, however, has done much to demonstrate the pos-
sibility of teaching rhetorical invention, thus vindicating
Aristotle's ancient position that systematic heuristic pro-
cedures were learnable and, therefore, teachable.

Invention, in our earliest times, played a crucial part

in public speech, determining the content of the discourse.

Since rhetoric, and by implication its content, had the power



to sway opinion, Plato insisted that only the moral man who
knew his subject had any right to speak, which placed a nar-
row interpretation on what constituted truth, or who had any
right to be heard. Aristotle apparently had some reserva-
tions about this dictum, for his Topics provide speakers with
a procedure for discovering arguments to reveal the probable
truth relevant to a matter at hand. Although what men
believed to be true was a critical component in persuasion,
Aristotle's technique did not relieve speakers of the respon-
sibility to lead the audience to the discernment of truth as
far as was possible, since his Topics included methods for
testing the validity of statements before they were made.

The Latin rhetoricians Cicero and Quintilian prescribed
good education, and development of personal integrity, in
preparation for public speaking; thus linking the moral and
the intellectual. Cicero systematized and simplified
Aristotle's Topics in an effort to maintain the integrity of
the principles of rhetoric which was gradually being eroded
by the Sophist's emphasis on what men believed to be true
rather than on the discernment of what was most probably true.

St. Augustine surprisingly did not insist on the high
morality of orators, taking the position that either a good
man or a vicious one could equally propound the Word of God
provided he were skilled in the art of rhetoric. The arro-
gant belief that men were already in the possession of truth

led them to discard, or at least discount, the idea of



rhetoric as the art of discovering and revealing probable

truth. St. Augustine's On Christian Doctrine which was

influential in developing the art of homiletics saw rhetoric,
rather, only as the means of revealing absolute truth, seek-
ing not the middle ground, but perceiving reality and motives
from an either/or point of view.
“”“;7 During the eighteenth century, John Locke was an impor-
tant influence in the scientific field, and although he
delivered lectures in Rhetoric for one year at Oxford, he was
not regarded as influential in that discipline. However,
subsequent rereadings of his work have yielded some surpris-
ing insights. 1In addition to being the chief means of per-
suasion, or a medium for teaching or pleasing, Locke felt
that the principal use of language was ''to make known one
man's thoughts or ideas to another, and to do it with as much
quickness and ease as possible, and to convey the knowledge
of things."1 His interest in shaping a language style appro-
priate to scientific exposition resulted in a by-product that
had significant influence in rhetorical invention. In pro-
posing a style suitable and appropriate for expository and
didactic prose, he extended the limits of the classical view
of rhetoric and enumerated reasons beyond those identified
by Aristotle and Cicero as the primary purposes for communi-
cation.

Locke further diverges from the classical view of rhe-

torical invention in suggesting that the human mind acquires



‘-Qall 1ts knowledge through experlence whlch takes two forms,
‘sensatlon and reflectlon. Edward P J Corbett grants thls,

but questlons the 1mpllcat10ns of experlence belng the

ﬁ‘exclu81ve source of 1deas in terms of Kenneth Burke s theorymﬁ-w"'

v‘that 1dent1f1cat10n between speaker or wrlter and audlence 1sj:

’essentlal for effectlve communlcatlon.‘ Arlstotle hlmself sl
y'recognlzed thlS when he p01nted out that communlcatlon (rhe-

torlc) was more effectlve 1f the audlence showed some pre—f‘

""communlcatlon experlence w1th the speaker and was able to

{some degree to predlct the outcome of the speech Research

1nto readlng response executed by twentleth century theorlsts

]sconflrmed thls statement, although careful examlnatlon of

B Arlstotle s theory/éould have p01nted out the exactness of .

[ S TS

“fthls behav1or'.2 Modern cognltlve psychologlsts, moreover,"

'kfvln contradlctlon to- Locke, 1n81st that the person 1s more

”';than the acts he performs, and more than ‘the stlmulus that SR

d.;Fprompted those acts.i Gordon Allport s Becomlng essay on the

leebn1t21an tradltlon prompts h1m to questlon ‘the va11d1ty

of the Lockean theory of the tabula rasa condltlon of the

“Q_human m1nd unt11 sensual experlences 1nforms the 1nd1v1dual'

Fof st1mu11 in the env1ronment.’ L1ebn1tz and Allport concur.

',They argue the reverse, there is a capac1ty for all 1ndef1n-k."“

able means of know1ng that 1s beyond the realm of sense 1m-'
S.press1on not taken 1nto cons1deratlon by Locke.3
Arlstotle llmlted the dlscovery of probable truth to the

realm of Rhetorlc. John Locke acknowledges that certaln



o recalls in hlS essay "John Locke s Contrlbutlon to Rhetor1c

' truth is almost 1mposs1b1e to attaln as Edward P J Corbett nf
A

v"1n whlch he d1scusses John Locke sz"Essay Concernlng Humanj'hf‘d

:v-Understandlng (Ch XIV Bk IV) Arlstotle and Locke agree;

;on th1s po1nt.; People constantly have to make practlcal

7":declslons on what 1s only probably true, therefore, Judgment :p

lk.and common sense 1n comblnatlon w1th that wh1ch is probably
f'true must be the bas1s for sound dec131on maklng By 1ns1st-h

' 7ping on explor1ng ver1f1ab1e data to challenge or to conflrm

’bellef and by prop051ng varylng degrees of assent,vhowever,h

‘:fJohn Locke went beyond Arlstotle s Rhetorlc and 1nto the

”frealm of sc1ent1f1c and psycholog1cal 1nqu1ry 1n quest of aﬁ’

ltruth perhaps more close to certaln than probable.=_f

Late 1n the elghteenth century,'ln h1s Phllosophy of .

k_Rhetorlc (1776), George Campbell agreed w1th the Lockean

o pos1t10n that rhetor1c mlght have an end other than to per-'»

ffsuade.‘ HlS terms, to enl1ghten the understandlng, ,foff

please the 1mag1natlon, gto move the pa381ons, or’ to sln-~‘_'fff
"vvfluence the w1ll" closely resemble Clcero s, tr1n1ty of values

';‘for rhetorlc, to persuade (movere), to dellght (delectare),

’ .and to teach (docere), whlch is a restatement of Arlstotle s

ki{’v1ew of rhetorlc as the art of persua81on.‘"

As the nlneteenth century unfolded empha31s shlfted
_;from speaklng to wr1t1ng 1n the teachlng of Rhetorlc 1n
Amerlcan un1ver31t1es.: Under Edward T Channlng, Harvard s

professors explored the psychologlcal processes 1nvolved in




rhetor1c and by the latter half of the century had estab-bh
i‘llshed courses 1n Freshman Compos1tlon, the art of wr1tten{h;."
'd1scourse. Durlng thls perlod the concept,of the paragraphfr

'vwas 1ntroduced by Alexander Baln 1n Engllsh Compos1t1on and

‘;ithetorlc (1866) ThlS was a semlnal work that was to promotea'

v:f?movement from the word to the sentence to the paragraph to

fdthe whole comp051t10n as a pattern of 1nstruct10n well 1nto,f[

gfithe twent1eth century. But th1s approach placed such great_;,ﬂ

v;empha31s on grammar and the correct mechanlcs of language,:ﬁi

'if 1ng 1og1c and clarlty,

that the content of dlscourse was sllghted 1n favor of corf;5
r'rect usage of language. Thls represents a 31gn1f1cant loss,ug

‘ffor Whlle grammar 1s the underplnnlngs of language malntalnai‘fn

’ﬂt;becomes purposeless when v1ewed as,

"ﬁﬂan end 1n 1tself ;s1nce 1ts primary and only functlon 1s to ypf’

’,]°dlsc1p11ne dlscourse so that 1deas are transferred w1th easefh

L

fifand clarlty from rhetor to aud1ence.” The top1c sentence andfjp_t

;‘methods of &a&loplng the paragraph‘were closely llnked to thefgl-7

"J”cla331cal top1cs.. The three part doctrlne of unlty, coher-f:f

'ence and empha31s were developed by teachers who used Ba1n s

“»;text, Engllsh Comp051tlon and Rhetorlc, however unaware they L

’smay have been that th1s tr1n1ty was named by Clcero many cen-f;’"

'““turles earller.»__

By the 1930 s parents and bus1ness people ralsed such a

: clamor for the conventlonal ba31cs that the teachlng of rhe-*'

'3gtor1c 1n any form was abandoned by teachers of Engl1sh 1n

“ffavor of grammar, correct spelllng and usage.; By the 1940 s



it appeared that teachers of English had relinquished their
claim to rhetoric, and the classical tradition passed to
teachers of speech. This abdication was clearly defined at
Cornell University where it was the Speech Department that

of fered seminars using Aristotle's Rhetoric, Cicero's De Ora-

tore, and Quintilian's Institutio Oratorio. Rhetoric had
5

come a full circle in the province of oratory.

HEURISTIC PROCEDURES IN CLASSICAL TIMES

{/Aristotle's Topics for classical invention would have
been\a crucial componeht in the study of rhetorié\for mid-
twentieth century students at Cornell. (Classical invention
was concerned with discovering arguments to support a posi-
tion with the possibility of persuasion dependent on proof or
apparent proof provided by the words of the discourse itself.
In his Rhetoric Aristotle examined heuristic procedures for
different types of arguments separately. Artificial Inven-
tion dealt with what might be regarded as evidence and was

appropriate for discourse in the public forum. These topics

did not have to be invented, only applied. They were:

(a) 1laws (b) witnesses
(c) contracts (d) tortures
(d) oaths

The Common Topics could be used to discover arguments to
support any kind of discourse. Of these, Aristotle named

four:



1. The Topic of the Possible and Impossible

2. The Topic of Past Fact and Future Fact

3. The Topic of Degree

4. The Topic of Size
Aristotle proposed that if it is possible for one of a pair
of contraries to be or to happen, then it is possible for the
other to be or to happen, for any tWo contraries are equally
possible. Moreover, if one side of two similarities is pos~-
sible, so is the other; if the harder of two things is possi-
ble, so is the easier; if the ideal is possible, so is the
average; if a beginning is possible, so is an end; and, fi-
nally, if the parts are possible, so is the whole. The topic
of the impossible may be effected by reversing this proce-
dure.

There are two ways of considering questions of Past
Fact: occurrence or non-occurrence. 1f the occurrence of a
Past Fact is under consideration, it may be noted that if the
less likely of two things has occurred, the more likely must
have occurred algg. If what usually follows has occurred,
then the previous event has occurred, and if a thing is com-
pleted, then it must have been attempted. It must be noted,
however, that some consequences are inevitable and some are
usual. Non-occurrence may be argued from the reverse of
these premises. Future Fact may be argued along similar
lines, assuming that a thing will be done, if there is both

the power and the wish to do it, or that a thing will happen



h1f another thlng whlch naturally happens before 1t has
‘ _Halready happened | | SR y
| Of the Top1cs of Degree and Slze, Arlstotle conceded
the1r main d1ff1culty to be a potent1al for retreatlng 1nto‘
"generallzatlon, presentlng the speaker w1th the danger of
hav1ng to- argue w1thout an obJect as example, assumlng the
aud1ence s ablllty to conceptuallze.- However, it 1s stlll
p0351ble to construct arguments by follow1ng the prlnclples
set down for argu1ng from the TOplCS of Poss1ble and Impos-”;”‘
"f31ble,’and Past Fact,and Future’Fact,vand applylng them to
the TOplCS of Degree or Slze.~d7..

For support of the Top1cs. Arlstotle cited max1ms,:
examples, and enthymemes as an: 1mportant part: of the thought-f-~
.element that was cr1t1cal to the productlon of effectlve |
.vdlscourse. Whlle these forms may not be 1n1t1ally perce1ved
;;as 1nvent1on of the ba51c argument they do serve.to clarlfy;
1deas both for the rhetor and the audlence. | | |

| Argument by example lS effected by 1nduct1we reason1ng
.Sources for the example are actual past facts or the 1nven-
d'tlve parallel and the fable.j Arlstotle p01nts out that the |
Gfable is su1table for popular audlences and 1s ea31er than

‘the actual past event ‘to 1nvent 81nce all that is requ1red is

o

jthe ab111ty to thlnk out the analogy, a power whlch is devel-f».

oSS — —»—-\Nm_ g S

‘oped by 1ntellectual tra1n1ng o Examples are useful where it
vlS d1ff1cult to argue by enthymeme, but if 1t is pOSSlble to

”argue by enthymeme, the example may be. clted as support1ng



evidence. In addition to the four basic themes for discourse,
Aristotle identified three methods of appeal to an audience;
ethos, appeal to ethics, logos, appeal to logic, and pathos,

t
appeal to emotion.6 Further, he provided rhetors with
twenty-eight probes to use as the heuristic procedure for
validating arguments in common discourse and ten alter probes
designed to aid rhetors in identifying fallacies in either
their own or their opponents' arguments.7

Aristotle's concern with probing for probable truth in-
dicates that human affairs in classical times were marked by
at least as much complexity as characterizes human affairs in
modern times. While people in those days may not have had to
develop a language to cope with complicated scientific mat-
ters, they certainly had a language that was flexible and
developed enough to deal with subtle, complex philosophical
questions.

Despite this, Aristotle's Common Topics are a down-to-
earth and#ea31ly understood procedure for problng the es-
sence of a problem. From a contemporary p01nt of view the
language may be cumbersome, but so is contemporary 1egal
language. Yet, the probes of the topics are flex1ble enough
to manipulate and possibly translate into modern language
giving students and teachers alike an easily understood

foundation on which to build as they move into the more

technical probes provided by current research.

10



CHAPTER II f“
HEURISTIC PROCEDURES ™ FRESHMAN COMPOSITION TEXTS
1973 1981 i

As comprehen31ve as Arlstotle s model and d1rect10ns

‘-were, modern textbooks generally do not use the model in the'*-'

:h rloh ent1rety w1th whlch he supplled 1t and oonsequently

‘appear to have sanotloned the loss of unlty of hlS theory

'g.Ev1dence of thlS 1s revealed through the teachlngs of selec-

, ted tOplCS as a ‘way of wr1t1ng.' Centurles of.tamperlng w1th

'vy'the ba51c system as’ Arlstotle dev1sed 1t so that prevailing )

requ1rments could‘be met, have resulted not'Only-in loss of

un1ty but the uncertalnty that has for so long characterlzed.

.~ the study of 1nventlon Certalnly thls is a factor in the
failure of contemporary text wrlters to recognlze the 1npor-:
tance of Arlstotle,‘and certalnly Plato and,Socrates as the
identifiersvand organizers of the principles governing human
oOmmunioation‘in westernyoivillzation The system 1tself is
- now so fragmenfed 1t cannot be Judged to be the theory pro-
fposed by Arlstotle.
However, 1nsofar as eaoh common toplc is treated stu?
b‘dentS'rece1ve useful counsel for developlng a plece of dis-
course, but questlons to help students in determlnlng appro-

priate suppoxt for arguments are scant. The greatest danger

11



of presenting the topics piecemeal, it seems to me, is the
possibility that students may perceive the topics as a style
(or kind) of writing, basically, rather than a means of
exploring or restricting the subject, or as a method of sup-
porting arguments.

Besides a dearth of guidelines that could quickly and
efficiently lead to the isolation of the topic, and arguments
in support thereof, students are frequently advised to select
a topic from their own experience and interest. But much of
the time, such topics have limited value in either the aca-
demic or commercial world.

The texts reviewed for the purpose of this investigation
included twelve composition textbooks chosen at random and
published between 1973 and 1981./ My concern in approaching
each textbook was to determine tﬁe extent of instruction
utiliziﬁg the Aristotlean Topics as well as acknowledgement
of Aristotle as originator or Cicero as systematizer of the
procedure for rhetorical inventioﬁg Of the texts reviewed,
none gave any hint of either Aristotle as the codifier of the
principles governing their subject matter, or any reference
even to the antiquity of the principles of rhetoric. Few
provided clear instructions for heuristic procedures.

Of the texts reviewed, three came closest to the ideal
of assisting students through the very difficult process of

discovery. James M. McCrimmon's Writing With a Purpose

(1973) provides a diagram giving students some idea of a

12



methodical means of restricting topics. It may be applied to
arguments based on topics on the Possible/Impossible or Past
Facts/Future Facts. He further treats other topics fairly
thoroughly. The illustrative parallel, comparison and con-
trast, analogy, division, are referred to at varying points
in the book.1 Examples are cited and exercises are provided.
Classification2 (Definition) clearly relates to Aristotle's
topic probe 7, in which students are told to define terms to
put argument in a favorable light. The enthymeme is briefly
discussed, and treatment of fallacies in reasoning meets
almost all the criteria set forth by Aristotle, but from the
perspective of the full-syllogism rather than the enthymeme.3

Edgar V. Roberts in the prefatory notes to A Practical

Rhetoric: Writing Themes and Tests concedes that while this

text does not explicitly use the rhetorical topics it will
attempt to demonstrate the interdisciplinary nature of writ-
ing.4 It does provide a list of questions that approximate
the Richard Young, Alton Becker, Kenneth Pike Matrix, but the
list is topic specific and lacks the universal characteris-
tics of the Young et al Matrix, or Aristotle's Topics. The
greatest virtue of this text aside from its list of probe
questions is the proposal that writing and thinking are rela-

ted and that some form of prewriting activity may be helpful.5

Donald McQuade and Robert Atwan in Thinking and Writing

assert that the basic question writers should ask is '"Do we

really know what we want to say before we say 1£7"0 Although
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fhis text largely‘depends on the use of literary eXampleé fdr
study,and imitation; it does provide identification‘of the
rhetoriéal features employed as well as exercises for explo-
ratibn and expériménfation;_ | | |

It is this kind of organization that gives the text its
flexibility since presumably teachers could adapt analysis of
the literary examples to:demonstrate a variety of rhetorical
strategies. This text emphasizes the relatioﬁShip of writing
and thinking, and the impdrtance of words. McQuade and
AtWan's views seem to reflect Kenneth Burke's regard for the
value of words in their opening commént that words ''are not
simply handy building blocks to be fitted into their proper
- places, but are, rathér, powerful activators that continu-
ously shape and reshapé our thinking and writing."7 McQuade
and Atwan in using one of Aristotle's essays ''Youth and 0ld

Age,"s

to demonstrate Comparison and Contrast and Description,
is the only volume of the twelve reviewed that makes any
reference of any sort to Aristotle.

The instances ofvtreétment\of the Common Topics are

summed up in the accompanying chart.
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~[Illustrative Pavallel

Degree - -

| Size L
>4 ['Cause and Effect”

| Contraries/Contradictions
;vDeductive/IndUCtiVe”Reasoning‘,

1 Antecedents/Consequences _ ";z‘jfu“af“_’vf,'
= Examples

,uPoséibiéZImbbssibié,v,f*,qu.5“1;;_?}._;;;H,
| Past Facts/Future Facts R

[ [Analogy

|Division - - o - o oo .
R COmpariSOn/Contrast T e e e e

|>¢|Classification = - T R e

 Baylor  |people and Ideas - |
»v7L;Butlers“,f}Handbook of Practlcalawr1t1ngfﬁ”a.;'”
"deénéla o ertlng Clear Paragraphs B

'"'ﬁDfi$ki11: Decisive Writing .

d“;Ereedmanlp-ContemerarY4CQntféversey

TCKinsellaE; Technlques of Wr1t1ng

'M¢¢rimmons Wr1t1ng with a Purpose ,QQﬂVX,X""X:X,s::EifX IRl [x T*X;i;x o

f,‘McMéhbnf~ A Crash Course in Comp031t10n¥;”jf;rfﬁ
e,MQQﬁadef~€“Th1nk1ng in Wr1t1ng :f:i' ‘
 Pichaske |Writing Semse - || ||| IEREREE
 Roberts |A Practical College Rhetor1c ‘f‘X S xR
. Willson Analys1s and Appllcat1on f‘gihi;fh‘,XfAfn tFLEET T

It is: clear, to me at least, that generally compos1t1on

'J?texts take

'a;caut1ous approach relylng;on,methods of toplcp'ff.*

“iifdevelopmenhnthat galned acceptance 1n the past hundred years.

{{;Only rareliv_s reference made to ai" of the anc1ent rhetors

'f,fand there doesznot seem to be ‘a: trend to 1dent1fy Arlstotle
“‘Qiexp11c1tly as the systemat1zer of the pr1nc1ples of rhetor1calh_

*ﬁ»lnventlon 1n modern texts, except for ser1ous students of



"-rhetor1c. <;owever,'contemporary theorlsts are tak1ng more

,Careful con31deratlon of Arlstotle s prlnc1ples of 1nvent10nf5*7:

T::and adaptlng them to modern wr1t1ng problems._ They acknow-9l-’
hiledge the thoroughness and 1mportance of Ar1stotle s work/}
| l;but the Jargon of the new sc1ent1f1cpapproach tends to cloudff'
uldthe fact that modern research 1nto rhetorlcal 1nvent1on has

.;zlts base solldly rooted 1n Arlstotle s pr1nc1p1es of rhe-%”v

fftor1c. Nevertheless, thlS sc1ent1f1c language has a spec1al1,7

:m.value to modern students 31nce they respond to the languagef"'

of sc1ence more readlly than to the archa1c 1anguage of
_Arlstotle s’ Rhetor1c.' G1ven the 1ntelllgence that approach-dh
‘llng wr1t1ng tasks through grammar 1s unproductlve, a: modern
3dappllcat10n of Ar1stotle s pr1nc1ples certa1nly seems JUStl-':b
fied. Moreover, an approach to: the teach1ng of 1nvent10n R
'T'wthat ut1llzes all the knowledge that research has made avallQ
able certa1nly holds favorable promlse, but awareness of the‘i
l or1g1n of the procedures presented and 1ts relevance to thej‘

htask:at,hand seems;only Just3‘XQ
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CHAPTER III

PREWRITING: THEORY AND PROCEDURES

A contemporary term for Invention is Prewriting. Al-
though the two terms are used synonymously, there are some
distinctions that can be made. Prewriting is that stage in
the writing process that concerns itself with discovery.

This includés the examination and analysis of knowledge of
material, with the gathering of information and the selection
of perspectives or aspects of the topic to be presented that
will be most suitable for the prospective audience. A period
of incubation while iﬁformation is processed unconsciously,
any kind of physical preparation or observation of ritual
preparatory to the writing act are all included in the idea
of prewriting.

Classical Invention as defined by Aristotle and affirmed
by Cicero is the discovery of valid or seemingly valid argu-
ments to render ope's argument probable. The progression
through the Topics imply a serieé of well-defined steps by
which the writer can attain substance and proof for the dis-
course.

Prewriting places emphasis on the total involvement of
the writer. Physical habits and psychological outlook influ-

ence not only the writing product but the writer's ability to

17



assess the required output necessary to create an effective
piece of prose. The intuitive approach imbedded in the term
Prewriting may apply greater benefits to creative writing,
while the intellectual approach implicit in Invention will
produce prose more appropriate to expository writing.

No doubt classical rﬁetors were subject to the same
physical and psychological behaviors that occupy modern writ-.
ers and we can be sure that with a mind as perceptive as
Aristotle's, he was aware of the factors that influence the
outcome of a writing task. However, the very intellectual
approach of the Topics reflect his interest in teaching a
method for isolating and narrowing one's general subject, and
manipulating its perspectives to appeal to a given audience.
This is the sharpest distinction that can be made between the
two terms. Its intellectual quality makes Classical Invention
easier to teach than the more comprehensive concept of Pre-
writing which involves the student in consciously exploiting
both the intellectual and the reflective aspects of the
writing pcess. For pedagogical purposes, Invéntion is less
cumbersome, more clear-cut for the teacher and probably more
productive for the student than the highly technical Pre-
writing. Further, it is difficult to see how purely medita-
tive reflection will produce an effective piece of prose or
a topic that is alien to the writer unless some steps are

taken to enlighten the initial ignorance. As Young et l1 in

Rhetoric: Discovery and Change insist, the mind that is
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‘c_prepared by study and careful thlnklng w1ll be more likely to‘.
”gapprehend solutlons to problems through 1ntu1t10n.2 ln .

k_effect, the wr1ter must be 1nformed of matters relevant to’

h‘;the toplcyfpr1or to the somewhat myst;cal states of relaxaQ'l

Rk?tlon or reflectlon 1f any substant1al 1ns1ght 1nto the tOplC
hls to be galned Yet,‘ln sp1te of the t1me consumlng factor'"'
:?of tapplng 1nto the unconsc1ous through med1tat10n, relaxa-

-;t1on or free-wrltlng, c‘ntemporary theorlsts recognlze the

Whvalue and the potentlal 1nherent in the careful blendlng of

the two approaches 1n order to achleve the best poss1ble

Research by cognltlve psycholog1sts 1nto the tac1t mode

"*'has prov1ded some valuable 1n81ghts 1nto prewrltlng behav1or.f
h‘Thelr research has not only shown the value of the medltatlve‘]

’fstate as a heurlstlc, but 1t has led to the recognltlon of a

”’_varlety of behav1ors that 1nfluence wr1t1ng . The 1dea that

'every act that takes place prlor to the wr1t1ng act must be
~termed prewrltlng as long as 1t 1nfluences the dlscourse 1t-
‘,self 1s a p01nt of no llttle 1nterest to wrlters., Among such'y'

cbehav1ors 1s the procedure termed Freewrltlng,3 durlng whlch

o the wrlter 1s requ1red to wrlte freely w1thout pause,'and -

‘7w1thout thought for selectlon of toplc,'syntax or conventlon;"

By the end of any 1ndeterm1nate perlod of tlme, the wrlter is

fassumed ready to attack a wr1t1ng task of def1n1te d1mens1ons.»
Another technlque wh1ch draws upon research from cogn1-.s".

:tlve psychology is Clusterlng 4p Th1s 1s a close relatlve of

7k19h775’



Freewrltlng and 1s a form of a free assoclatlon word game

:fthat 1s deceptlvely 51mple, yet 1nd1cates that knowledge

b""about obJects 1s stored 1n network form in the braln.-oAi¥dpdy,;itﬁ’°

R oncept may be deflned as a node whlch 1s a cruclal 1nter- R

~;sect10n connected to pathways assoc1ated w1th materlal that

“‘fshare 31m11ar features or propertles.: (Thls fact may be the

':blologlcal and psychologlcal reason why analogles are effec-lzb
ubtlve rhetorlcal strategles ) Thus the concept moon could
_relate to 1deas or propertles such as nlght, llght -cold
o all- seelng, brllllant and so forth. One word leadlng to
_‘another would evoke other responses relatlng to the place the'"'
mconcept moon held in nature or mythology or sclence, and so’
establlsh a p01nt of departure for the wrlter. |

| Other non-rat1onal',or»1r-ratlonal or. perhaps a- ratlon;pt”
pfal behav1ors of the prewrltlng perlod as. 1dent1f1ed by Toby

:,Fulweller and Bruce Petersen in Toward Irrat10na1 HeurlstlcS°-V

:Freelng the Tac1t Mode, 1nclude Mumbllng, Starlng, Mov1ng,

7Dood11ng and N01se.5h.i.’ t( h ’ . ‘ |

| Mumbllng is: deflned as‘a form of low level artlculatlon,
'fthat stops Just short of artlculate speech Fulweller and
b‘Petersen draw upon the theory of Lev Vygotsky here wh1ch

'b;argues that concept formatlon 1s gu1ded by the use of words."
(fThls extremely narrow d1v1s1on between artlculatlon and non-,dj

art1culat10n may represent an eff1c1ent method of thlnklng,

‘ s1nce the non 11n0u1st1c 1tems of 1magery may be processed

;through these stages of artlculatlon toward the solutlon of -

xs¢20d" '



' -the wr1t1ng problem., Fulweller and Petersen further agree
ffw1th Carl Sagan that "artlculatlon of a concept places theil'

«flnformatlon 1nto a deeper memory bankgand radlcally 1ncreases

' the llkellhood of retrleval "5 Fulweller and Petersen would”'fv:“

"_‘even ref1ne Mumbllng 1nto two d1st1nct modeS' free mumbllngf
.and bound mumbllng Free mumbllng would be 11kely at. the |

.immed1ate awareness of a problem 1n an effort to locate a

solutlon. The bound mumble 1s t1ed to a problem, and repre-'efd

fisents repeated efforts to f1nd a solutlon and emerges as ‘a-
”p7react10n to the frustrat1on‘or anx1ety produced by the prob;‘q-“
lem.f Its usefulness may 11e ins the fact that 1t could sug—d~
1gest radlcal solutlons to the problem at hand }

Starlng 1s also a commonly used heurlstlc although i
Fulweller and Petersen readlly admlt that some toplcs do notv
. lend themselves to eluc1dat10n by thls procedure. 'It can,
_phowever, produce 1ns1ghts 1nto problems that are clearly =
deflned but. the solutlon may be beyond the wr1ter s 1mme¥v'
v”d1ate‘scope;ﬁ ThlS procedure seems to be. a close cou31n of‘
"the medltatlve mode.- T B | .

In contrast to 1mmob11e star1ng, Fulwe1ler and Petersen
‘1dent1fy Mov1ng as a heurlstlc.j They rem1nd us that perlpa-d
*ftet1c problem solv1n° dates back to Class1cal Greece and
Hp0381bly an, earller era. One'only has to recall the rest-f
:lessness of Socrates at Athens or Ar1stotle at the Lyceum as‘l
they taught. Fulweller and Petersen suggest ‘that movement

changes env1ronmental perceptlons as relat1onsh1ps change,‘
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shift or blur. The physiological responses also combine with
the environmental factors to enhance thought and speed up the
incubation period.

A fourth non-rational heuristic suggested by Fulweiler
and Petersen is Doodling. Artists and cartoonists have long
been aware of the power of Doodling to release the design
that is most succinctly expressive of what they wish to por-
tray. Fulweiler and Petersen divide this heuristic into
three forms:

1. Survival doodles which serve to make intolerable

situations bearable, sublimating rage or desire.
This form, however, is the least productive as a
problem solving procedure for writing.

2. Graffitti doodling is psychologically aggressive

and seems to be concerned with problems of personal
conflict. Therefore, its value as a heuristic for
rhetorical problems may be limited. There have been
some theoretical discussions attempting to link
limericks to graffitti doodling. Although there

may be some possibility of using the limerick as an
aid to analogy, Fulweiler and Petersen feel that
further study is required.

3. The fantasy doodle is closely related to fantasy

itself as it serves to fulfill wishes, tempers and
manage fears. Fulweiler and Petersen suggest that

this form of doodling releases the imagination for
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problem solving unfettered by logic and performance.
This kind of doodling is not difficult and the
practitioner needs only follow where the mind and
the hand leads. The discipline in this form is
similar to freewriting in that, once started the
doodle writer may not stop for a specified period.
The process as well as the product is beyond the
control of the practitioner, insofar as the problem
solved may not be the problem the doodler was aware
of, since this disengaged mode has access to the un-
controllable depths of the mind.

A surprising aid to problem solving identified by Ful-
weiler and Petersen was Noise. They submit that noise is a
by-product of technology and therefore we may never return to
the universal quiet of previous eras. To a people bred to
tolerate a fairly high decibel level, silence may be disturb-
ing, consequently rather than study carrels in libraries,
students may be more effective at problem solving if alter-
nate study areas in Television Lounges or Snack Bars are pro-
vided. The usefulness of noise as a heuristic seems to be
located in its very distraction as it may serve to jar the
writer out of a futile unproductive pattern of thought,
taking a quantum leap, so to speak, into another orbital.

Whether or not a writer engages the benefits of the tac-
it mode as a heuristic, conscious thought and unconscious

activity must combine to create some insight into the
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L problem, 1f the wrlter 1s to produce any dlscourse. Robert
de Beaugrande po1nts th1s out when he says that "Inventlon 1svl_
,:a comb1nat10n of ungoverned assoc1at10n and mechanlcal reproﬂg3

7 1 e., an 1nterplay of the unconsclousjt

";ductlon of knowledge,_
‘and consc1ous. He argues that the psycholog1cal processes
‘dthat govern the act of 1nvent1on may be qulte access1ble and
':therefore, amenable to pedagogy 3 The n1ne character1st1cs,

shared by Cla351cal Inventlon and the contemporary 1dea of

'-:Prewr1t1ng wh1ch are 1dent1f1ed by- de Beaugrande can a851st

‘ffwrlters in determ1n1ng JUSt where they are in the wr1t1ng
‘;processtprhese nlne p01nts of correlatlon between Cla381cal
lnvention and . Prewr1t1ng are as follows | |
| Hi;!UThelwrlter evolves an 1ntent10n.
h'f??li?The wrlter decldes upon a plan for ach1ev1ng that
ﬁ71ntentlon.: | | -
"5‘3.p’The wrlter‘chooses a mode of dlscourse as medlum.
‘l4;iﬁThe wrlter selects a tOplC or set of toplcs out of
.'the general domaln of human knowledge and exper—
blence.,‘ e | |
5. ‘Some spec1f1c aspects of the toplcs are glven‘;l
1Hvemphas1s.mb; | B | | -
:}‘:6f ,Those spec1f1ed aspects‘are a381gned some assocla-
‘ hfted propertles ‘or prox1m1t1es and are arranged 1nto
~:a ba81c structure of meanlng |

Q?;h?U31ng the domalns deflned in (6) the wrlter searches

“J,for actual words and express1ons for the surface text.
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8. The selected words are arranged into a linear se-
vquence'in éccordanée_with the stratégies of syntak
and applicable‘cdntfols. o
‘9.[ The final text is‘expérienced by readers who are
motivated'tO'ré—ehQCt the formative proceSseé and
recover the undéflying structure of meaning.evolved
during step (6).v In so doing feaders géiﬁ perspec-
‘tive on the topic.and possibly on their own human
situation. |
These practical considerations of thé prewriting heuristié
proposed by de Beaugrande are éupported by the»techniques
proposed by LindavFlower'for solving Writing‘problems;' They
~are further, cleérly‘defined so that teachers and studénts
alike can assess,pfogreSs in the Writing process.

Knowing juSt which'appfoach is appropriéte for a teach-
ing situation providés a @bmposition teacher with a'certaiﬁ
latitude; Taking the intellectual approach of c1aséical in-';
vention may be more easily presented, .but understanding the
psychological reasons for some prewriting behaviors that .
students will unwittingly exhibit, for example, those heuris-
tic procedurés identified by Fulweiler and Petersen, should
endow the teacher with a higher level of tolerance. Cogni-

‘ zanée of prewriting behaviors is usefui to writers whether
.experienced or ﬁot. Knowledge of personal préference.in:
regards to prewriting behavior is likely to promote a relaxed

attitude to the writing'taskvwhich will influence the
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effectiveness of the prose. Although some prewriting behav-
iors appear to be delaying tactics, if writers understand the
psychological reasons for these tactics the energy produced
by the ritual will be reflected in the effectiveness of the
prose, raising the writer's confidence and self-esteem. If,
however, these behaviors are misunderstood, the piece of
writing is liable to be flawed by the writer's tension and

loss of confidence.
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CHAPTER IV

HEURISTIC PROCEDURES: WRITING AND PROBLEM SOLVING

In Problem Solving Strategies for Writing, Linda Flower

modifies the structure tree as a heuristic, or in her terms,
a hierarchical organization of information. This system
categorizes and labels each aspect of the writing problem so
that the writer can see what direction the discourse may
take. Although this system applies more readily to organi-
zation of material, it could serve as a model for‘inyention
in revealing to theﬂw;itgr tb;fééég;tpranswgrrthe familiar
querieswgf Who? What? When? VWherg?_ and Why?. A major
véI;;’of the structure tree is its ability through design to
separate the problem into its constituent parts, giving aid
to the writer in plotting the direction the discourse should
take. Once the problem is defined, questions can be asked
aﬁd objectives set for solutions.1

Experimentation with the structure tree as a prewriting
heuristic for this paper exposed certain points that were
necessary for me to address, as well as questions that had to
be answered. It also highlighted the sequence for the mate-
rial that would probably be the most productive. It seems

only reasonable to regard behavior such as this as a pre-

writing activity.
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Linda Flower recommends'a‘Six'point7approach'to}solVlng_
- wrltlng problems.Z' | | | | |

| bi;' Deflne the confllct or key issue. This?is probably-
the most d1ff1cult part of the wr1t1ng task as the differ-‘
ence between deflnlng a problem and statlng a topic w1ll be
l'nthe determinant'of ‘the success orlfailure of what the writer
is trylng to achleve. |

2;' Place the problem in larger context (i.e., back off’
and take another perspective). |

3. Make a problem definition more operat10nal This is
a crucialjstep in trying to understand an‘lll-deflned prob-
‘lem and must be builtion‘the first two points. . This is the
point&at Which theﬁwriteffWill.narrow topic andbseek’answers
fto speclflc questlons.‘ ‘

b, Explore the’ parts of the problem. Arranging the
‘parts of the structure tree helps the wrlter see the various
‘parts of the problem and the related issues at a glance.b
This can'be avuseful polnt-of—departure for the next step.

5. Generate:alternatiue solutions,‘ As the writer
pexplores‘the parts of the problem,“possible sOlutionsawill
'present themselves; If adequate preparatlon has been made,
‘it‘will llkely be at thlS po1nt that the 1ntu1t1ve flash
occurs.

6. Come to a well supported conclus1on.: Integrity de-
:mands that evaluat1on of various solutlons must take place so

‘that the wr1ter 'S prop031tlon3-when perceived by readers as
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probable truth will be more likely to have persuasive value.
The objectives here are to discover, by whatever means,

intelligence that clarifies one's position on a topic and to

utilize strategies to transfer that intelligence to the

reader in a distortion free medium. For as de Beaugrande

asserts, "invention is not the mere creation of novelties

but rather the modification of existing knowledge in response

to a specific intention and goal."3

TAGMEMIC HEURISTICS

Almost two decades ago, Richard Young, Alton Becker, and
Kenneth Pike developed a tagmemic heuristic procedure de-
signed to facilitate and enhance communication from writer to
reader. Tagmemics, a linguistic term, applies to invention
insofar as rhetorical and lexical choices have any signifi-
cant influence on the meaning and eventual interpretation of
the text. In its basic form, a tagmeme may be noted as a
simple, declarative sentence. It is the largest unit of
utterance in the linguistic hierchical system ranging from
phonemes to tagmemes.

Heuresis, the process of inquiry, encompasses the period
of tiégwghfougﬁ thch a writer passes from the initial per-
ception of a problem that prompts questioning of an act,
event, or object in space to the time he has shaped an expla-

nation of that act or event or object in space to create

meaning, both for himself and an audience. This is a period
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o of recurslve, uncertaln experlences, vo1d of guarantees to d:ﬂ
the wrlter that the flnal product w1ll effectlvely 1nform,v
.opersuade or create any psychologlcal changes in all audl-wfgl‘
_ences. The tagmem1c heurlstlc system developed by Young
‘vwelds these two concepts, utlllzlng thelr propertles for the,d
‘maximum beneflt to the wr1ter durlng the exploratory perlods,p
,1Whlch is d1v1ded 1nto four parts.4 | |
1. Preparat10n~i
The wrlter recognlzes the ex1stence of a problem,»uses
hconsc1ous language, albelt 1nternally at thls p01nt to shape"
the problem, 1dent1fy 1t, and control 1t.‘ Young relterates"
that th1s stage of the 1nqu1ry should be careful as 1nade-
quate preparatlon w1ll have a detrlmental effect at a later
stage ‘of the 1nqu1ry. - | e
2. Incubatlon
ThlS perlod in the pre comp031ng stage is the least
understood part of the process of 1nqu1ry Dur1ng this
‘perlod the wrlter 'is not actlvely engaged 1n the con31dera—‘
tlon of the problem, but hlS subconsclous hav1ng,been pre;:'

pared by the flrst part of the process for sone 1ns1ght 1nto

the nature of the problem, seemlngly takes over and organlzeS--f

"_1nformat10n 1nto perceptlons cons1stent w1th the experlence

of the wrlter. Th1S'phase of the 1nqu1ry.proceSS»has been a
| matter of 1ntense research by cogn1t1ve psychologlsts, as is
ev1dent in the term 1tself ~s1nce their 1nterest lay le-

narlly in how the human m1nd responded ‘to’ problems 1n areas
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other than writing. The contemporary approach to prewriting
through relaxation, free associating and meditation is a
by-product of psychological investigation. As this period
of incubation becomes more understood, its mystery will be
exposed weakening the position taken by many educators that
invention could not be taught, although it was readily admit-
ted that it could be learned.

3. Illumination

At this stage of inquiry, the writer recognizes the con-
trastive features, range of variation and distribution within
the context of the problem of the moment. This is the point
at which the writer apprehends a solution tothe problem and
can suggest a system of organization for the data.

4, Verification

This is the stage at which the investigator tests the
hypothesis for validation on revelation of inadequacies. If
validation can not be achieved, then the process must be
repeated.

In Rhetoric: Discovery and Change the heuristic model

developed by Young (reproduced here) combines certain assump-
tions stated in the form of maxims and utilizes a particle,

wave, or field approach.
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CONTRAST

VARIATION

DISTRIBUTION

PARTICLE View the unit as

WAVE

FIELD

an isolated,
static entity.

What are its con-
trastive features,
i.e., the features
that differentiate
it from similar
things and serve
to identify it.

View the unit as a
specific variant
form of the con-
cept, i.e., as one
among a group of
instances that
illustrate the con-
cept.

What is the range
of physical vari-
ation of the con-
cept, i.e., how
can instances
vary without be-
coming something
else?

View the unit as
part of a larger
context.

How is it appro-
priately or typi-
cally classified?
What is its typi-
cal position in a
temporal sequence?
In space, i.e.,
in a science or
geographical ar-
ray. In a sys-
tem of classes?

View the unit as
a dynamic object
or event.

What physical fea-
tures distinguish
it from similar
objects or events?
In particular,
what is its nu-
cleus?

View the unit as
a dynamic process.

How is it chang-
ing?

View the unit as
a part of a larg-
er, dynamic con-
text.

How does it in-
teract with and
merge into its
environment?
Are borders
clear-cut or in-
determinate?

View the unit as
an abstract, multi-
dimensional system.

How are the compo-
nents organized in
relation to one
another? More
specifically, how
are they related by
class, in class
systems, in tempo-
ral sequence, and
in space?

View the unit as a
multidimensional
physical system.

How do particular

instance of the
system vary?
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View the unit as
an abstract sys-
tem within a
larger system.

What is the posi-
tion in the larg-
er system? What
systemic features
and components
make it a part of
the larger sys-
tem?



The maxims are the foundation for the procéss~of inquiry
suggested by the Matrix, and assume the prior experiences‘of
the wfiter; They are as follows:6

Maxim 1 states that people conceive of the world in
terms of repeatable units of experience. |
| Max1m 2 p01nts out that unlts of experience are hier-
archically'strUCtured systems-

‘Maxim 3, the most cfitical.to the terms of the Matrix,
-étates that a unit at.aoy level of focus can be adequately
undérétoodbonly if three aspects of the unit are knoWn: |

1. its contrastive features§\

2. itsvrange of variation;

3. its distributioniin,larger’contexts.

Maxim 4 gives the Matfix its terminology and provides a
sense of directioh for the writer since "A unit of experience
can be viewed aé‘a?partiole_or a‘ane or a field, or may be
~viewed as all ﬁhrée. |

Maxim 3 and 4 rélate explicitly to the assumptions of
the.Matrix, while the others lend suppoft to their termé.
’FUrthef,-there-areisome significant similarities between the
Maxims and Aristotle's Topics. For exampie, before one can
appreciate the contrastive features of a unit of éxperience,
as Maxim 3 instructs, one‘must be open to the perception of
experience. It is only in this way that an observer can gain .
the experience that w1ll determine the possibility or- 1mpos—'

31b111ty of an event. Again, Maxim 1 points out, "people
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- concelve of the world 1n terms of repeatable unlts of expe-

rlence,' therefore, they have to shape the1r perceptlons of

Mdthe world about them based on the1r perceptlons of the poss1-

"ﬁblllty or 1mp0381b111ty of an event as well as thelr know—f{

- ledge- regard1ng prlor occurrences of th1s event. In other
vwords,rdoes an experlence fall under Arlstotle s category of’_
H_Past Fact7 e R B
Certalnly as People cOncelve'of theiworld in terms"of7
repeatable un1ts of experlence, they create a sense of
'stab111ty, yet they take 1nto account the subtle 1mpercept1-
':ble d1fferences that lend dynamlsm to each experlence. Un1ts
of. experlence, therefore, can share 81m11ar1t1es, but anyﬁ
vobserver is Just as l1kely to note d1fferent stlmull at
varying 1nstances. ThlS depends in large part on 1nd1v1dual
.‘preferences or experlences, relatlng d1rectly to Ar1stotle s
:TOplCS of Past. Fact and whether an event is P0881ble or Im-_
'?vposs1ble. It relates further to Max1m 2 Wthh states that
unlts of: experlence are h1erarch1cally structured systems,
so that the observer has to have had some prev1ous knowledge
g or’ experlence Wthh could prov1de for varylng perceptlons or
dp01nts of attentlon. For example, the same 1nd1v1dual en-
gaged in repeated exper1ences of V131t1ng the same cathedral‘
‘may note w1dely d1verg1ng st1mu11 on each occas1on. vOne»
‘v151t nay prompt attentlon to- the sta1ned glass whlle atten- -
‘tlon at another t1me may focus on the statuary The observer

could also be aware. of dlfferent aspects of the same obJect,
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by compafing‘tWo of more ébjects in relation to size,;dr the
degree:tO'which the quality of workmanship is-evidgnt.v The
Maxims are a skillful blend of Aristotle's Topics. But, more-f
than that; whéﬁ they are borne in mind as‘one follows the di- -
rections of the,Matrix, they emerge as. far morevexplicit than
the broad titles of the TOpiés. By providihg specific ques-
tions to ask, Young hés increased the value of the Topics to
wfiters as they seek to identify;andIClarify;the points thét
vare critical to the piece of discourse in hand.

| Framing one's questions cérefully is critical to the
success of atwriting problem. Young recommends a playful
attitude‘és one poses one's questiohs in a variety of forms.
Ultimateiy; however, in dealing with ill-definéd problems,
questions of fact.Wili be framed‘around‘the-terms Who? What?
Where? When?. These terms isolate and idéntify persons,
act, or events, objects;:time and location. Questions of
process that ask for descriptive or pféscriptivemoperations
will be framed around "How?'. "Whiéh?" or "What?".willvchar¥
acterize questions that involve relationships which include
value quesfions, (which is better?), questions of cause and
probability, (what cauSed'it?) or (which is more 1ikély?).
Questions of'relétionships élso’involve qmestions of logic,
conéistenéy and'poliéy;‘ Lpgic‘and‘conSistency will inveSti- ‘
gate cause and effect, ééfwéll as classification. Questions

of policy will seek answersvto "What should be done?"
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The heur1st1c model 1nvented by Young, wh1le apparently
_rule governed 1n that certaln boundarles are set, does in
fact 1eave the wrlter a great deal of latltude in choos1ng
- the perspectlve to adopt relevant to the tOplC. The Matrix
' prov1des a’ serles of questlons to gulde 1nqu1ry almed at in-
creas1ng the writer's chances for arr1v1ng at plau81ble solu-‘
tlons.b The quest1ons also a1d the 1nvest1gator to retrieve
relevant 1nformat10n stored mentally whlle exp081ng the
areas‘where lnformatlon,ls,needed, promptlng the writer tov
exploit~extrinsic‘sources; |

vInberploring a»problem, a‘ﬁriter mayremploy any of the
"three'perspectives:identified in Maxim 4o "A'unit of expe-‘
rience can be viewed as. a part1cle or as a ‘wave, or as a
f1eld or,may be V1ewed as all three." Thls‘glves the wrlter
a variety-of'alternatives, choosing to oonsider an experience
as if it were static, or as if it were dynamlc, or as a part
of a network of related exper1ences.7 |

| Youngvpo1nts.ont that the partlole VieW‘recognizes the
static;nature of abunit’ iénores'changes'in time;‘and selects
from the dynamlc whole some part for presentatlon.‘ The par-
tlcle view 1gnores the dlfflculty of separatlng one unit from
another, 1solat1ng the unlt from 1ts surroundlngs, g1v1ng it
‘clear boundar1es.8. The wave Vlev recognlzes‘some dynamic
‘features_of the unit,unoting_floW1or movement in time, in
spaoe;VOr‘in a ooncethal frameworkl ‘It points out the nu-

‘clear component‘Or‘peak point of the unit, while it also
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emphasizes the fusion, smear or absence of distinct bound-
aries between the unit and some other unit or units.9 A
field perspective directs attention to the relationships that
order the parts of the unit and connect it to other units
within a larger system.10

The Matrix is a chart designed to subsume all these per-
spectives as it creates a fully-developed heuristic for ex-
ploring physical objects, events or concepts. Each cell
contains one operation, and as the writer/investigator pro-
ceeds through each operation, assumptions vary as perspec-
tives shift. Young cautions that this heuristic is not
designed to create mechanical writers, but to guide intel-
ligence and to stimulate intuition, creating the possibil-
ity of dealing with complex problems in original ways. This
approach is exemplified in a writing task provided by the
theorists asking student writers to describe a waterfall
using the operations of the chart. The writer describing the
falls to someone interested in salmon fishing would order his
perspectives.differently from one who was describing the
power. By viewing the same waterfall through different
perspectives, even a single writer could produce two radi-
cally different essays while using the same heuristic pro-
cedure.

Recognition of contrastive features, range of variation,
and distribution in a class is critical to effective communi-

cation, on the part of both the writer and reader. If the
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'reader shares the wr1ter s experlence of an obJect, or an

o ,act; or an event the1r perceptlon w1ll be more llkely to

‘IQQCOlnclde. Arlstotle made thlS p01nt in observ1ng that 1f

’*che audlence knew the outcome of what the speaker was say-’

'.fflng, the speech was more thoroughly understood Thls ls.a

~?f_way of empathlzlng w1th the audlence,‘or in Kenneth Burke sb
e;terms,'achlev1ng 1dent1f1cat10n between the wr1ter and the S

‘freader.; Young renames and shows w1der uses for heurlstlc»'

'Vf_procedures than d1d Aﬂlstotle whose heur1st1c procedure was

?vdeveloped pr1marlly for.appllcatlon 1n the publlc forum.dp“

ﬂsYoung s concern 1s for the conveyance of accurate meanlng toif”

fffan eclectlc audlence in any d1sc1p11ne.

Although th1s rule governed heurlstlc procedure is

'.yde51gned to g1ve the Young theory form and ease of appllca- o

gjn the classroom,~some teachers have cr1t1c1zed its
°1value as a teachlng technlque and have traced thlS d1ff1-’vf;%
;‘iCUlty to the bullt 1n redundancy 1n the system. | R

| Charles W Kneupper of the Un1vers1ty of Texas, p01nts
s?out that although t1me 1s a cr1t1cal factor 1n the ass1m11a—’;”'
_ﬂtlon of new theorles, the d1ff1culty of app]lcatlon of the -
fiMatrlx warrants some s1mpllf1cat10n.; HlS cr1t1c1sm lay prl- o
'J:mar1ly w1th the termlnology as well as w1th the redundancy ofﬂ;
f_the operatlons of the Matrix.ll o ‘ o .

He suggests, therefore, comb1n1ng some of the Opera-f‘

tlons 1nto new cells w1thout sacr1f1c1ng the 1ntent10n of the'u-

_orlglnal authors.; Kneupper proposes chang1ng the terms Fleld'»“f



'and Dlstrlbutlon to read System, substltutlng Process for

‘_Wave and Var1atlon

and modlfylng Partlcle to read Statlc.

.‘These changes in termlnology do not Vlolate the Young theory,'

V,plaln the_system.;

Un1t 1n Contrast

?The Rev1sed Tagmem1c Héurlstlc

"ehas these terms are 1ncluded 1n the vocabulary they use to ex- -

The rev1sed heur131t1c (reproduced here)13‘f

Un1t in a System

'l7v View the unit: whol1st1- View the" unlt as com-

. tiated, 1solated ent1-
: T ty. :

.]_A.What feature(s) serve

SR e} dlfferentlate the

'T unit from other simi-
lar th1ngs7"" '

'1 V¥What are the compo-'l
jjnents of the un1t7 :

:'r"_S cally as an undifferen- posed of separable com~
: ponent parts. SR

QQHow are the compo-v~ s

_nents organized in

" relation to each
_1.other?

t}What is the structure[f

”h"fvof the- system7

S

View the wit as a part

in. a 1arger system.

'fﬂWhat are the other com-
 ponents in the larger
) Syste[n'? S S

wa are these compo-
~ nents organized in o
relatlon to- each other? =

What is ‘the structure
of ‘the system?

(7. 9)

V1ew the unit as a dy-
_namic process, obJect
- or event.v ,.,u,__ v
P S A

un1t7 R

; How is 1t changlng

lly:h,C currently7

"}E What w1ll happen‘to it
: 1n the future?bwr

What feature(s) serve

‘”S ‘to differentiate the
unit from similar’ pro-g

cesses, obJects, or -
events7 SRR

; V1ew the unit as com-
- posed of dynamic sepa-
Q,rable component parts.

What process. of changeﬂ

. _ How were the parts ld
5:R occurred to create. the}v »

ﬁformed9'"

.";'What will happen e
;each 1n the future7'?‘b

Do dlfferent parts
_change at dlfferent,pﬁ
f}rates7 .

5:What does change in a
jpartlcular part do to
_the overall system7

y-How is the structure
~ of the system chang1ng7

.Prf39:h :

.,View the unit as a dy-

namic part of a larger[

_dynamlc system

_fHow was the larger
”?system created7

E,wa is it currently
“chang1ng7 :
 Vhat will happén to it
in the'fUture7 '

 How does change in the

- larger system affect :
- the. un1t7

- How does change in thef'

unit affect the larger~‘
system? ‘ o

__’gHow is the structure
: changlng?



'dpls more economlcal 1n that it reduces the number of opera-_i
itions from n1ne to 51x.v Further, Kneupper clalms that the
'rev1sed heuristlc 1s ea81er to remember because of 1ts re-x'

duced 31ze, which makes it easier to comprehend requlring
bless-mental effort.p It is more effectlve as a teachlng tool
d31nce generally it is less complex than the orlginal He*
does concede, however, that teachers should compare the two

vheuristlcs and make 1ndependent dec151ons about its applica-

‘_tion.. ThlS is an eminently sen81ble suggestion and one

which teachers might have employed in any case. The Young‘
Matrix represents the cutting edge of the development of a
system for teaching Inventlon.; The 1mportantrth1ng is that
a method]has_beenpdevised; its application will depend
'Jlargely‘notvonly,onthe techniques used for teaching it, but
its aSsimilation byvany given group of students. Teachers'
- of comp031tion w1ll almost certainly have to adjust their
teachlng methods to accommodate both their students ‘and. the
rich potential of the‘Matrix.‘

S
THE PENTAD

,Kenneth Burke, in his Grammar of Motives produced by -
far,’the‘most far-reaching perceptionsrof'and.applications"5'
for the Art of Inventlon.‘ Burke transcends. the TOplCS of
"Arlstotle, w1den1ng their boundarles to encompass motlves
‘and thought control as well as the apprehen51on of that

which is unapprehendable.f Once it is. understood that
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"planguage entalls the underlylng substance of words,fas well
“as their surface value, greater freedom accrues to the
‘_wrlter in the ch01ce of words for the transference of
‘Lthought w1th a m1n1mum (or max1mum) of dlstortlon dependlng
,fon the wrlter s 1ntentlon or- neglect.:

| The terms of Burke s Pentad14 1llustrate his Drama-

-‘tlSth Method or Dramatlsm Wthh developed from the analy-,

.313 of the relat1onsh1p of thought language_and-actlon.v

'The f1ve terms, Act Scene,_Agent,-AgenCy,_Purpose,lencom#f

pass'all human effort;‘andtareremployed»in-varying ratios.‘

1 Act refers'to any word(that-tellsvwhat took place whether in

bthought or deed._ SCene refersftO'words‘Which describe the

background agalnst whlch the act is. performed Agent de-"
notes Who or whlch kind of person performed the act, Agency

»spec1f1es the 1nstrument or 1nstruments used Purpose is

~ the motlvatlon that 1ntegrates all the parts of the Pentad.

Burke‘explalns_that.the‘quallty of‘an égt will be ‘con-

ds1stent w1th the quallty of the Scene. ThUS5 any behaVior

~of an.actor that is out. of character w1th the scene becomes
lmarked and w1dens the potentlal for amb1gu1ty ‘§g§ng‘may be

‘suggested by the verbal actlon that embodles 1magery, as
w1th;descrlpt1ve passagesélor'lt_may be,conveyed by props"

‘usedffor-stage*settings. fScenevmay be alluded to'byvterms
such as soc1ety, env1ronment, 31tuat10ns, eras, words for‘
partlcular places or t1me.: _ggnt 1ncludes all words general'

or spe01flc for person. Words for the mot1vat10nal
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propertles of agents such as drlves or 1nst1ncts,'states of

'fmlnd the w1ll and the sp1r1t are 1ncluded in th1s class. o

Z’fIhe term also refers to words that 31gn1fy the collect1ve:”b

_fagent such as natlon, group, church or race and to the

‘Freudlan terms, ego and superego.f Included also under the

u,Slgn of Agent are hlstorlcal perlods and cultural movements,'

l:;All these propertles of Agent when referred to and comblned
_[Wlth Act must be encompassed by a Scene that establlshes~
"glthe loglc of the Drama.isv il7 L o e
Agency s1gn1f1es the 1nstrument used to perform an.act,bp
b_yet the 1nstrument 1tself has no 1ntr1ns1c purpose until one
_1s a381gned by the Agent.; In demonstratlng the 31gn1flcant"”
3role Agency plays 1n relatlng means to ends, Burke extends
”ifArlstotle s theory of causes and hlghllghts how far modern
_sc1ence has altered the relatlonshlp of the terms means. and

»'ends. Purpose 1s 1mp11c1t 1n the terms act, agent,_agency

:._fand so 1s 1n danger of belng absorbed by these other termS-'

(of the Pentad As Burke explalns, tools and methods are
vde81gned for a purpose, useful for the agent to perform somet'
'act., In closely scrut1n121ng the Act the Scene or back-~*

jgground agalnst wh1ch 1t is performed and the Agency or:‘

,1nstrument the Actor or Agent uses to perform the Act,‘thejv'

‘~'reader or observer may dlscover the Purpose or motlves:’

"governlng the Actlon.‘ Purpose, be1ng 1mp11c1t 1n the other PRI

1tparts of the Pentad is submerged in. the other parts of the»

_ 'Pentad and 1s 81lent.- If Purpose or motlves were
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immediately obvious, it would more likely blend with Act or
Agency but would become meaniﬁgless creating an Actor or
Agent who acts in that direction.

A simplification of Burke's Pentad is utilized in the
familiar "Who" (Agent), "What" (Act), "Where" (Scene), 'How"
(Agency), and "Why'" (Purpose). More importantly, it pro-
vides teachers of composition at all levels with a set of
probes for instructing students in approaching a writing
task. Writers can recognize the kind of solution that is
implicit in the problem through the use of these probes. A
question of "Who'" will require biographical data in re-
sponse, a '"What' question will refer to some event or expe-

rience. "How" will inquire into process, and "Why,'" perhaps
the most interesting question of all, will involve analysis.
The answer to '"Where'" sets a scene and can be implicated in
the answers to all of the other probes.

The boundaries of the terms of the Pentad are subject
to some overlap. The terms themselves must bear relation-
ships to each other. Burke uses the term Ratio to demon-
strate this relationship and overlap. The inherent rela-
tionship and overlap, however, are indicative of the ease
with which a writer can move from the terrain of one term to
another, or even merge the areas of any of the terms. How-
ever, this very ease of movement (or the importation of

terms) is likely to cloud key terms and produce ambiguity.

For example, although the term "situation'" is synonymous
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with Scene, it sometimes becomes confused with Agency. For
instance, when reference is made to the '"literary situatioh,"
the writer may mean not the actual conditions surrounding

the writer's act of writing, but the motives that move a
writer to choose a particular medium. It is the medium that
becomes central to the writer's act, and is, therefore, the
agency by which the act is performed. 1In this sense, the
term does not refer to the scene against which the writing
act is carried out.

The relationship of the terms, their ratios, when taken
together will reveal the motives that underlie the discourse.
All the parts must be consistent with each other, Act being
consistent with the Agent's potential, the Agency and Pur-
pose within the confines of Scene. The ratios of Scene-Act
and Scene-Agent are central to motivational assumptions.
Political motives place a great deal of pressure on these
ratios. Scene-Act ratios may be applied deterministically
in .the sense that something had to be done or in the horta-
tory sense that something must be done. Scene-Agent ratios
will be applied deterministically in the sense that someone
had to do something or in the hortatory sense that someone
must do something. Readers must be aware of the terms that
can be used to disguise those ratios if they are to discover
motives, for the synonymous use of terms often disguise the
intent to control thought in cultural or political planning.

Burke extends Aristotle's Topics in demonstrating how
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»far reachlng the appllcatlon of the Toplcs coold be when
manlpulated as a means of thought -control, or when they'were
, mlsunderstood or mls—analyzed by the individuals or organi¥
zations to whom the discourse is directed. He discusses at
great length the value and place of abiguity in discourse.
Hie aiﬁ is not to eliminate ambiguity, but to reveal the

- points at which it occurs. He points out'that certain
points in a discourse are vulnerable to ambiguity as a
result of the transformation of the meaning of a word. Con-
sciousness of the traﬁstrmative potential of words is a
point at which Burke diverges from Aristotle, who placed the
vonus for clarity onothe rhetor. Burke makes it the'respon—
sibility of the audience also, to be aware'0f the potential-
' ly insidious presence of embiguity and be prepared to ex-
‘pose or redefine the'terms. If blending'of”perSpectivesj
betweeniwriter and‘reeder occurs, oreating;a,sensevof*iden-
tification with each other; it will likely be at this,poiht.
Burke's cohoern for the underlying motives:which can be .
revealedhby lexical ehoices marks a further‘point.atrwhichv
 he diverges from Aristotles Burke s 1nterest in the mo-
tives that govern an act performed by an agent, as well as
:the location and 1nstrument 1nvolved in the performance of
that act goes beyond Arlstotle s quest for probable truth

' and prov1des for writers a mult1p11c1ty of levels at which

‘a topic might be developed.>®
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In terms of the problem of 1nvent10n, Burke s 1nvest1-c‘H =

j?ﬁrgatlon of Splnoza s phllosophy of Intu1t10n and Reason was

”most product1ve. Splnoza dlStngUlShed three klnds of know-flf;vfh'

‘:fledge (1) Intultlon, (2) Reason, (3) Oplnlon and Imag1na-v't"""

im'tlon.; He argues that Intu1t10n ranks hlghest s1nce "1t
;proceeds from an adequate 1dea of the absolute essence of
‘?ccertaln attr1butes of God to the adequate knowledge of the kt
‘lessence of thlngs.E Adequate knowledge of the essence of
thlngs certalnly seems dependent upon learn1ng, upon 1nves-d'k
fttlgatlng a llne of study and 1nform1ng the m1nd of the :

B propertles of that wh1ch was prev1ously unknown ‘,B ut, not;‘

,funtll the 1nvest1gator is able to conceptuallze the essence_;:'

_ of the thlng w1ll there be that moment of 1ntu1t10n which
ka;w1ll enllghten the mlnd and foster understandlng.i Under-"‘

.fstandlng is- the result of study wh1ch prepared the m1nd for

chat flash of 1n51ght.. Reason,kln Splnoza s terms, must o
tthen be equated w1th thlS k1nd of knowledge that is 1n—f
curred prlor to 1ntu1t1ng the essence of the tthg.»

The dlstlnctlon between Intultlon and Reason, there-

'Affore, is that Reason is understood as knowledge galned

sthrough 1ntellectual effort, or perhaps as apprehens1on ofb
lffprobable truth wh11e Intu1t10n comes ‘as an 1nexpl1cable”

,flash of 1n31ght, produc1ng uhderstandlng of the essence3"

7of the problem, or as close an approach to absolute truth as'

‘ ,1s p0581ble Thls 11ne of thlnklng conflrms the Young

gtheory that the 1nformed m1nd is: prepared for that flash of
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’3P1n31ght wh1ch promotes understandlng Burke s 1dea of

'“1th the reader 1s based on the same

‘gwrlter 1dent1f1cat1on

“ihprlnclple, 81nceﬂthe'1nformed wrlter w1ll be able to 1ntu1t_h~7

ior 1nvent the most effectlve prose to persuade or 1nform

dfthe reader There 1s also some relatlon to' Stanley Flsh s:,

~1dea of 1nterpret1ve communltles, wh1ch functlon as open “,

"“dynamlc ent1t1es when communlcatlon 1s based on 1dent1f1-‘d
'h;catlon between wrlters and readers.ﬁ It seems that in- some fd
dfrespects we are stlll concerned w1th the problem of concepek
'Etuallzat1on, O abstractlons, that faced Arlstotle when he'
}1dent1f1ed the TOplCS of Degree and Slze. The ab111ty to
”tunderstand the essence of the problem howevel, enables the"

_writer to 1nvent the language to artlculate, not only a »
dxstatement of the problem, but a probable solut1on to the v
_dproblem, as. well as to allev1ate some of the tension the -
l'reader experlences in attemptlng to comprehend the wrltervsd

'mean1ng

The approach of modern theorlsts to the 1deas of 1den-1“

~t1f1cat10n between wrlter and reader,pand the concept of
”1ntellectual effort belng a necessary event prlor to 1llu-

‘klm1natlon of a problem contrasts sharply w1th Locke s posi-

”*tlon that we can only depend on experlences or emplrlcal

g‘data to. determlne not only the appearances, but also the‘sf
»fnature of th1ngs,'acts or events. As a heurlstlc proceduref
| Locke s empha31s on . external data 1s heav1ly we1ghted 1n ?

d‘favor of the 1ntellectual process, w1th mlnlmal recognltlonTTT
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to the Gestalt theory that accounts for intuition.17

Spinoza, and certainly Burke and Young, move beyond the
necessary intellectual effort toward intuiting the essence of
a problem, Burke at least subsumes Locke's position when he
points out that "with the help of our senses, we learn how to
vary the 'sets' of ideas which we experience," so that once
an event has been experienced we know or can recognize the
appropriate set of sensations surrounding a similar idea or
subsequent act. In spite of the limitations of Locke's
theory concerning experiences as the primary informants to
the mind, there is truth in the assertion that if writers and
readers have had similar experiences, there is less likeli-
hood of great disparity in their levels of knowledge making
for a closer reconciliation of perspectives. The use of
comparison becomes useful at this point, not necessarily as a
frame of reference for the exact thing or experience itself,
but as a contextual reference aiming for categorization of
the object or experience, so that even if an audience does
not know the exact object or experience, act or event, if
the object, experience, act or event can be categorized, it
can be thought about.

Aristotle understood this problem when he identified the
topics of Degree and Size. Their intangible qualities and
blurred boundaries made them difficult for the rhetorician
since he would have to rely on the audience's ability to con-

ceptualize. As Burke explicates various philosophies, it
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seems that the consensus is, apprehension comes to us through
the senses, leading to intuition about any object in general,
which in turn fosters thought, which promotes understanding.
Yet, this does not preclude the possibility of different
perspectives, since the thingness of a thing is not dimin-
ished by external perspectives, even when viewed on the con-
tinuum of its existence. The ability to think and to intuit,
in Burke's terms clearly applies to Agent, since only persons
can think, and once ideas have been articulated, understood
and acted upon, they enter the realm of knowledge that can be
shared.

Agency and Purpose, the final members of the Pentad may
be collected under the heading, Philosophy of Means. Agency
is closely allied to Aristotle's term, Efficient Cause. One
must ask what are the functions of an instrument, what ser-
vices can it perform satisfactorily for the Agent, frequently
being pushed to the point of religious utility or nature's
service to man. Purpose, imbedded in the motive of the Agent
is implicit in the instrument, thus melding Agent with Agency
in Act. For this reason, it may not be necessary to remove
ambiguity from discourse, but it is necessary for readers to
be able to identify the strategic points at which ambiguity
can conceal moﬁives. Purpose is silent, for as Burke points
out it is equivalent to the quest. Whether one is stalking
one's quarry or in the solitary contemplation of a problem

seeking answers, the silent purpose remains the unifying
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element in human behavior lacing it with meaning.'

Kenneth Burke's Pentad is exciting but its use will
réquire.céreful thought. It is supported by a philosophy
that demands consciousness of the uﬁderlying motives imbédded
in words.

On the other hand, the Richard Young, Alton Becker and
Kenﬁeth Pike Matrix framed in scientific language provides
teachers with a procedure that can command almost immediate
results. The exactness of the structure trees which Linda
Flower has devised and the step-by-step clarification of the
Writing process could aid beginning writing students to pro-
duce satisfactory essays in a variety of disciplines, I
think, more easily than is possible with the Pentad. In no
way does this imply any greateeralue on the work of Young or
Flower than that of Kenneth Burke, or that Young or Flower
has invented a procedure for creating automatic writers. In
the current atmosphere of academia, speed of production has
as high a value as quality of production. So while Young
or Flower's procedure can gain common currency,(ﬁurke's
Pentad has the long-term staying power of golden treasure

that casts its glow in solitude and silent contemplation. )

A
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-.v;lQCONCLUSiQN,VI

Inventlon then 1s that part of Rhetor1c that launches a'h_ »

a*wrlter on a Journey of dlscovery, seeklng the most effectlve»'f

”means of communlcatlng a prop051t10n to an’ audlence.‘ Modern :

“'ftheorlsts are. 1ntensely 1nterested 1n thlS Journey or processp'l”

-of d1scovery.g Thelr 1nterest has led to some tamper1ng, iatﬂ

-»however, wlth Ar1stotle s pr1nc1ples of the Art of Inventlon.

bifAlthough each b1t of tamperlng has led to dlvergence from

»Ar1stotle s Pr1nc1ples, 1t represents not so much change 1n,-

‘ljnthought as range of thought..:> the systems dev1sed by the"

3ftheor1sts rev1ewed in thls paper have not really altered the o
Eba51c Pr1nc1ples of Invent1on, but have enlarged the poten-”‘

'¢t1al of those pr1nc1ples to account for a greater d1ver31ty

E of knowledge.;f;
| Young recognlzes that persua31on ‘is dependent upon

;1nformatlon and dev1sed a’ heurlstlc that 1ntegrates the two

' whlle helplng wrlters to develop skllls and solve problens. L

Kenneth Burke sees 1anguage as the ba31s of all culture.si
fThe Pentad accounts for all human effort and 1ts supportlng
_fmotlves.’ Purpose and Thought merge to 1nvent the words and
vgrammar that w1ll glve shape and meanlng to one s dlSCOUfSG.‘H'
.;Ar1stotle and the rhetorlclans of ant1qu1ty as well as other

contemporary rhetorlcal theorlsts share thlS recognltlon of
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the centrality of language to existence, culture, behavior
and thought. As the thought element that determines the
content of discourse, Invention takes on a critical signi-
ficance particularly when one considers the power of language
to conceal or reveal motives, as Kenneth Burke points out,
and its power to shape thought itself. Recognizing language
then as the vehicle for conveying thoughts and ideas from one
individual to another, the heurisitic procedures devised by
the theorists reviewed here invest Invention with the ability
to help writers select language and topics to transfer ideas
from one individual to another with precision and a minimum
of distortion.

But the greatest benefit of these heuristic procedures
accrues to teachers of composition as they struggle to pro-
vide students with a method for probing a topic so they will
have something to say and achieve a measure of success in
writing. Certainly there are enough differences in the
discovery prdcedures identified to offer teachers and writers
at all levels a muitiplicity of options. One has only to
judge which method is best suited to the literary situation
in hand and proceed accordingly. Certainly prewriting or
the meditative approach will be valuable in one case, while
in another, the Young Matrix will be more productive. In
every case though, it would be well to consider the manipula-
tive power of words as Kenneth Burke has so cogently pointed

out. Words have the power to create fear, to create or
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-change existing structures of reality or by mere utterance to
set one's place in the universe. Further, beginning at the
point of Invention, discourse represents, perhaps uncon-
sciously, the writer's quest for immortality in the wish that
these words will live on guaranteeing freedom from oblivion.

Finally, as Linda Flower suggests, writing can be con-
sidered to be a problem-solving activity. In attempting to
solve problems, people are engaged in an activity that is
tilted toward the future, holding some potential for growth
for the writer as the solution to the problem is integrated
into the personal structure. It is certainly also useful to
recognize the venerable history of heuresis and the value it
holds for informing modern heuristic procedures, while leav-
ing writers free to develop in whatever direction curiosity
or interest indicates.’

In diverging from the principles of classical Invention,
Burke and other modern theorists have created not only a
wider scope for Invention, but a greater depth of responsi-
bility for both writers and readers to be constantly vigilant

in the quest for clarity and truth.
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NOTES

CHAPTER I

1James J. Murphy, ed., The Rhetorical Tradition and
Modern Writing (New York: The Modern Language Association of
America, 1982), pp. 73-83.

2g. D. Hirsch Jr., "Cultural Literacy," American Schol-
ar, Vol. 52 (Spring 1983), pp. 159-169. Hirsch's research
into writing pedagogy revealed that 'good writing makes ver
little difference when the subject is unfamiliar." (p. 163
Also, '"Audience reading skills vary unpredictably with the
subject matter of the text,'" and in spite of the care taken
in producing the prose samples, Hirsch found he was measuring
instead, '"the background knowledge of our audiences.'" While
he did not set out to do so, Hirsch did in effect confirm
Aristotle's ancient position that a speech will be more
likely to persuade an audience, if the audience is familiar
with the terms of the discourse and can predict the outcome
of the speech.

3 .
Gordon W. Allport, Becoming (New Haven, London: Yale
University Press, 1955): Be L3+

4Murphy, Ba 19

5Edward P. J. Corbett, Classical Rhetoric for the Modern
Student (New York: Oxford University Press, 1971). This
overview of Invention and Rhetoric is abstracted from this
work.

6Aristotle, Rhetoric, trans. Rhys Roberts, (New York:
The Modern Library, 1954), Bk. II, Ch. 19 and 20, pp. 129-
133. This overview of Aristotle's Topics is abstracted from
this work.

/Aristotle, Rhetoric, see pp. 142-154, Bk. II, Ch. 23
for a detailed discussion of the twenty-eight probes. See
pp. 155-161, Bk. II, Ch. 24 for a discussion of the uses of
the enthymeme.
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CHAPTER II

: 1Janes M. McCrlmmon, ertlng w1th a Purpose (Boston
Houghton leflln Co., 1974), pp. 47-99. These topics are
addressed at Varlous p01nts in Chapters IIIand IV on these
‘pages. : . \

chcfimmdﬁ,'p. 55
3McCrlmmon, P. 324

: 4Edgar V. Roberts, Practlcal College Rhetorlc Writing_
‘Themes and Tests, (Cambrldge, Mass. Winthrop Publishers
Inc., 1975), Introductlon, P XVII : .

5Roberts, p. 8

, 6Donald McQuade and Robert Atwan, Thlnklng in ertlng
Structures for Compos1t10n, (New York ~Alfred A. Knopf,
11980), Preface XIV. o '

‘7McQuade,‘p, 3.
McQuade,'p.’lésgj‘

. CHAPTER IIT.

1Rlchard E Young, Alton E. Becker and Kenneth L. Pike,
Rhetor1c Discovery and Change (New York: Harcourt Brace
‘Jovanov1ch Inc., 1970). From this point on in this paper
T will refer only to Rlchard E ‘Young as the author of th1s
text : .

2Young, pp 73 74

3Thomas Lee Hllgers, "Tra1n1ng College Comp051t10n‘
Students in the Use of Freewriting and Problem- Solv1ng
- Heuristics for Rhetorical Invention,' Research in the Teach-
'1ng of ~ Engllsh Vol 15, No. 3 (October 1981), p. 297. ‘

“4Robert de Beaugrande, "The Processes of Invention:
Association and . Recombination. College Composition and-
Communication, Vol. XXX - No. 3 (October 1979), p. 260.

5Toby Fulweiler and Bruce Petersen, "Toward Irratlonal
. Heuristics: Freeing the Tacit Mode," College. Engllsh
~ Vol. 43, No. 6 (October 1981), pp. 621-629.

: 6Fulweller,:p. 623 Fulweller here refers to Carl
Sagan s Dragons of Eden, p. 76. :
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7de Beaugrande, p. 261.
CHAPTER 1V

1Linda Flower, Problem Solving StrategieS'fbr Writing

'(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1981), pp. 87-

93. See Strategy 3 and Figures 7-1 to 7-4.

2Flower, PP. 21-26.

3Robert de Beaugrande, "The Processes of Invention:

Association and Recombination,'" College Composition and

~ Communication, Vol. XXX, No. 3 (October 1979), p. 261.

4Young et al, pp. 73-76.

5

6Young et al, p. 26. The Maxims referred to here are
discussed as follows: Maxim 2 on p. 29, Maxim 3 on p. 56
and Maxim 4 on p. 122.

7

Young et al, p. 127.

Young et al, p. 122.

8Young et al, p. 123.

9Young et al, p. 123.

1OYoung et al, p. 123.

Neparies w. Knéupper, "Revising the Tagmemic Heuristic:
Theoretical and Pedagogical Considerations,'" College Composi-
tion and Communication, Vol. 31 (May 1980), p. 160.

'12Kneupper, p. 161.
';’13Knéupper, p. 165.

\/////‘ 14Kenneth Burke, A Grammar of Motives (New York: Pren-

. 1

tice Hall, Inc., 19545, pp. /-9.

sturke, p. 1l4.

-

k// 16Burke; That word choice is governed by motive is

implicit in this work, but Burke treats the issue explicitly
on pages 11 -through 15 and pages 303 through 305.

17Allport, p. 15.
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