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This essay is offered as a spurto discussion. It draws uponwha | bdieve are
some of themog relevant findngsof rhetorical theorists for our discussion of cross-
cultural ingiration. | begin with a brief description of my academic trainingto explain
how | bdieverhetoricisrelated to ourjoint project.

| come from a speech communication tradition of the oldest sort, drawing upon
rhetorical studies. Rhetorical studieslooksat discourse as amodeof persuasion tha can
bedescribed, explained, and andyzed to better understand its place and fundionin
human sodeties. It draws prindpaly uponthe andent Western tradition of studying
rhetoric, which started with the Greek Sophists, built uponwork by Plato and Aristotle,
was Romanized by Cicero and Quintillian (amongothers), was christianized by
Augusgine became oneof the seven liberal arts during themiddle ages, was reinvigorated
with thediscovery of theandent rhetorical texts during the Renassance, grew more
populbr with the growth and spread of democratic ingitutionsin the West, and was
expanded enomoudy by 20" century scholars to indudetherhetorics of particularized
discourse communities (such as therhetoric of science) and of new media(e.g., television
andtheInterng).

Aristotle thoughtof rhetoric as a GacultyOor ability tha allows oneto discover
theavailable meansof persuasionin agiven case. Cicero, who was notonly a great
orator, butanotable rhetorical theorist, hdd that the offices of rhetoric were to ingrud, to
ddight, andto move Classical rhetorical theory concelved of therhetorical art as
consgting of five sister arts:

¥ invention (focusng thetopic; coming up with arguments, evidence, appeds,

adagpting to audiences)

¥ arrangement (choosng howto arrangethe body, how to prepare the audience

in an introdudion, how to condudethe speech, how to trangtion between
pats)

¥ gyle (issues of languaye figures of speech, andfigures of thoughj

¥ memory (prepaing to ddiver the speech, memorization systems, use of notes)

¥ ddivery (thephysical presentation of the speech, consdering voice, eye

contact, gestures, bodypogure, and visud aids)

Thelate Dondd C. Bryant of the University of lowa described rhetoric as
working througha process f adjusting ideas to people and of peopleto ideasO(413).
Kenndh Burke provided the mog sweeping definition of rhetoric, claiming tha
QWherever thereis persuasion, there is rhetoric. And wherever thereis @neaningQthereis
persuasionQ(Rhetoric of Motives, 172). Over the past twenty years, scholars fromarange
of academic studies have noted the @hetorical turnOin ther disciplines, asthose who
produce knowledgeconsde how such produdionsinvolve persuasion of thos ingde
and outsidether disciplines (see, for example, Nelson, Megill, and McCloskey).

Fromarheorica point of view, discourse tha crosses culturesis simply
discourse that faces a new audience. And like any rhetorical process, it requires
thoughtul adgptation of messages to the knowledge, assumptions bdiefs, values,



perspectives, biases, ideologies, and forms recognizable, acceptable, and compdling for
those audiences. Thechdlenge however, isfinding mutud groundwhere rhetor and
audience can meet. Unless therheor or theaudience is thoroughly steeped in the culture
of the other, so tha thoughful adgptationsmay be developed to enaure effective
communicationN adaptationsby the rhetor or by the audience (theidess or the people, in
Bryant@ formulation)N then communication will be problematic.

Of course tha istherub. We may want to reach out to others even if we do not
have thetime or theability to thoroughly undestand those with whomwe would
communicate. When the effort is mutud, with two communicators seeking to undestand
oneanother, acomplex exchangecan occur as each tries to adgpt to the other.

We can reach across cultural differences as communicators if we can find amore
fundamental common grounduponwhich to build our exchanges. This essay will
congder afew of the bases for communicative common grounddiscovered by rhetorical
studies scholars.

First, we might note tha athoughmany forms of communication may involve the
five sster arts of rhetoric identified in theclassical peiod, and thos arts may be
universally employed, they do not provide universal standadsfor effective
communication across cultures (Okabe). Standadsfor effective argument, for example,
differ significantly by culture; indeed, within a given culture, variousfieldshave thar
own particular standards (Toulmin). Consde thedifferent standadsfor evidence in
literary studies and biology, for example. The arrangement of tha content is not
universal; thelinear sequence preferred in the West is not preferred in the East. Style, in
terms of formality of discourse, varies greatly by culture, and may take into congderation
who is communicating with whom, when, whee, and for wha purpose. Whether an oral
communication should be memorized, given off-the-cuff, or something in between varies
among cultures. And, ddivery is great influenced by cultura contexts. What is prope in
theuse of eye contact, for example, is significantly influenced by cultural practices. So,
while every oral communication mug consder invention, arrangament, style, memory,
and ddivery, what is appropriate will vary significantly across cultures.

Therheorical process of finding common groundhas been explored extengvely,
notably in thework of Kenneh Burke. Burke nates tha humans in thar nature, are
Gepaate neurological systemsO(Conversations with Kenneth Burke). Tha is, regardless
of whether agiven culture emphasizes a group orientation (as in many Asian cultures) or
an individud orientation (as the United States emphasizes), it is a matter of fact that
individud humansare existentially separate. If you have atoothache, you aretheonein
pan. Althoughl can empathize with you, you®e the onewho suffers.

The great woman@ rights leader Elizabeth Cady Stanton spokeof this fact of
human existence in oneof her find speeches, entitled Orhe Solitudeof Self.Olniit she
defendstheright of women to have thar own indgoendent rights to education, jobs and
suffrage Shenotes:

Whaever the theories may be of woman'sdependence on man, in
the supreme moments of her life he can not bear her burdens Aloneshe
goesto thegaes of death to give life to every man tha isbom into the
world; no onecan share her fears, no onecan mitigate her pangs and if



her sorrow is greater than she can bear, aloneshe passes beyondthe gaes
into thevast unknown.

[11n the conflicting scenes of life, in thelong weary march, each
onewaks aone We may have many friends love, kindness, sympahy,
and charity to smooth our pathway in everyday life, butin thetragedies
and triumphsof human experience each mortal standsalone (380-81)

Burke bdieves tha our separation from others makes uslongto be onewith them,
in pat to overcome this doleful solitudeaboutwhich Stanton speaks so eloquently. And,
while we cannotreally be onewith others (or Gonsubdantial,Osharing subdance, as he
putsit), we may symbolically become onethroughthe process of identification,
prodaiming or seeing ourselves as part of alarger whole. If Burke is correct, and |
bdieve heis, then this fundanental feature of human existence provides the groundsfor
connecting with others. As he notes:

Identification is affirmed with earnestness precisely because thereis
divison. Identification is compensatory to division. If men were not apart
from oneanother, there would be no need for therhetorician to prodaim
thar unity. If men were wholly and truly of onesubgance, absolute
communication would be of man@very essence. It would notbean idedl,
asit nowis, partly embodied in material conditions and partly frugrated
by those same conditions rather, it would beas naural, spontaneous and
total as with thoseideal prototypes of communication, thetheologian®
angds, or Onessengea's.O(Rhetoric of Motives, 22).

How does identification work? Burke says tha Qy]ou persuade a man only
insofar as you can talk his languaye by speech, gesture, tondity, order, image, attitude
iden, identifying your ways with hisO(Rhetoric of Motives, 22). |dentification may be
congiousor unaonstious based uponsdtrategic or inddental factorsin communication.
When crossing cultures, then, it becomes impartant either to be like those with whomyou
communicate (such as spesking with the same accent they use) or to offer rokens of that
likeness (such as appealing to common values).

Because cultures have thar own paticular bdiefs, attitudes, and values, cross-
cultural ingiration mug draw uponthose bdiefs, attitudes, and values tha reach across
culturesN those tha are more widdy shared. This may require arhetor to move toward
highe levelsOfor Gharing subgance.OBurke illustrates the process of identifying with
people@ values at increasingly highe levelsin his poem, (He Was a Sincere, etc.O

He was a since but friendly PresbyterianN and so

If hewas talking to a Presbyterian,
He was for Presbyterianism.

If hewastalkingto a Luthean,
He was for Protestantism.



If hewas talking to a Catholic,
He was for Christianity.

If hewastalkingto a Jew,
He was for God.

If hewas talking to atheosophist,
He wasfor religion.

If hewas talking to an agnodic,
He was scientific caution.

If hewastalkingto an athast,
He was for mankind.

Andif hewas taking to a sodalist, communist, labor
Leader, missiles expert, or busnessman,
Hewasfor
PROGRESS. (Collected Poems, 238

Themora of thispoan isthat identification may be wroughtacross cultural divides by
moving up alevel of generality just to thepoint at which common groundcan belocated.
Gengally, the QowestOcommon groundpossible will bethemos potent. (Think of how
closely OrthodoxJews can cling togeher based uponther paticular shared values as
oppo=d to Unitarian Universalists, who welcome Jews, Christians Mudims, Pagans and
Agnogicsinto ther flock.)

In the search for universal common ground onerhetorical scholar has suggested a
basic form for discourse provides tha ground narative. Walter Fisher addsto various
definitionsof humanQthe appdlation, Homo narrans, the story-telling animal. He
explains

Theidea of human bengsas storytellers posts thegeneric form of al
symbol compostion. It holdstha symbols are created and communicated
ultimately as stories meant to give orde to human experience and to
induce othersto dwell in them in order to establish ways of livingin
common, in intellectud and spiritud communitiesin which thereis
confirmation for the story that conditutes one3 life. One@ lifeisEa story
tha paticipaesin thestories of those who have lived, who live now, and
whowill livein thefuture. (63)

Storytellingis universal, heindsts, because Qactudization of narrative does not
require a given form of sodetyOQ(65). Rather, he urges, Qhe narative impulse is part of
our very being because we acquire narativity in the natural process of sodalizationO
(65). He quoies Hayden White in suppot of thisclaim:



Far from beéng onecodeamongmany that a culture may utilize for
endowing experience with meaning, narrative is ametacode a human
universal onthebasis of which trans-cultural messages aboutthe shared
reality can betranamittedE. The absence of narative capecity or arefusal
of narrative indicates an absence or refusal of meaning itself. (qtg. White,
6 at 65)

Stories are assessed, Fisher argues, based upontwo universal standads narative
probability and narrative fiddity. Narrative probability is an Onternad Ostandad which
condders whether the story hangstogetherO(47). Narrative fiddity is an Gexternd O
standard which congders whether the story Qingstrue with stories we know to betruein
our lives.OThus when communicating across cultures, oneshould tell astory tha is
cohaent and tha is congstent with stories accepted by an audience@ culture. To meet the
latter standard, arhetor crossing cultures may draw uponubiquitousstories, such as
myths tha reflect widdy hdd human values.

To enaure tha the probability standad is met, onemug congruct characters,
settings and actionstha (hang together. OBurke provides a more developed account of
cohaencein his discussion of the Qyrammar of motives.OHe says tha stories featuring
human action will offer answersto basic questions wha was done who did it, how and
why did he/she'they doit, and when and where was it don&? Answers to these questions
congitute what Burke calls the pentadic terms:. act, agent, agency, puipos, and scene

The pentadic terms hang togetherOin particular ways which, | have argued, are
universal (Rountee). The scene @ontaingOthe act, so that given a particular sceng, action
may follow. Thus we undestand the actionsof people running out of a burning house as
motivated by that threatening scene. Agents are the authors of ther actions Thus we
post that QoodactsOspring from @oodagents.OAgendes are adapted to purposes, or
endsdeerminemeans Thus onemay take a car, rather than abicycle, in order to gt
somewhere quickly.

Admittedly, many relationshipsamongthe pentadic elements are determined by
more specific, more culturaly situaed, undestandings In the South, someonewho calls
asoft drink a GodaDis assumed to be a Or ankeeO(this act determining this
undestanding of the agent). But, undestanding the general relationshipsamong pentadic
elements informs the congruction of GoheaentOstories.

A find rhetorical scholar who offersindghtinto crossing culturesin Michael
Osbom. Osbom has examined metaphors and discovered tha some of them are universal.
He calls these Garchetypad metaphors,Obecause they are rooted in basic humen
expeiences. Amongthese are metaphors for lightand dark, heat and cold, the seasons
water, the sea, disease-remedy, and hunge. Osbom notes tha these metapha's have been
used ubiquitoudy throughouthuman history, tha they have a specia rhetorical patency,
and tha they have a (ootential for cross-cultural changed(117). For example, he
congdersthe potency of light as a metaphor.

Light (and theday) relates to the fundamental struggle for survival and
development. Lightisacondition for sight, themost essential of man®@
sensory attachments to theworld abouthim. With lightand sight oneis
informed of his environment, can escapeits dangea's, can take advantage



of itsrewards and can even exert some influence over its naure. Light
also meansthewarmth and engendering power of the sun, which eneble
both directly andindirectly man@ physcal development. (117)

Metaphors such as light provide afundamental resource for communicating ideas
and feelingsto any audience. They may even bea necessary precursor to the use of more
specific, shared metaphors (126).

Overdl, rhetorical scholars offer much to inform our undestanding of cross-
cultural communication and ingiration. They tell usto look for thefive sister arts of
rhetoric as necessary components of oral speech, while cultural deployments of these arts
may differ. Burke shows usthefundanental human need to be consubgantial with
others, and how (in genera) tha may beachieved. Fisher makes usheed the story asa
universal form for reaching audiences, explaining tha our stories need narative
probability and narative fiddity. Burke shows ushow to build narrative probability by
highlighting the elements of action tha fundion as a @rammar of motives.OFindly,
Osbom describes a universal resource in thearchetypd metaphor.

These congderationsare tied to apractical art, rhetoric, which is known for its
strategy and (less kindly) its guile. However, rhetoric also hdpsusundestand the
workingsof nonstrategic communication as well, for as a human congruction,
communication is laden with motive. Themos innocent (or podic, or artful, or persond,
or witless, or philosophical, etc.) of communicationis, nonghdess, interpreted as the
produd and process of human action, as something addressed. And we need to
undestand itsrhetorical funaion. | hopethese brief remarks will contribute to that
undestanding.
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