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Narration and Ancient Wisdom:
Developing Logos, Pathos and Ethos through Story
Our trio taught developmental writing to college freshmen who needed to pass the state writing exam to begin freshman composition.  The very idea of offering developmental courses in higher education is contentious; however, many community colleges have no alternative but to fill that gap.  Too many students arrive under-prepared for the basic math, reading and writing skills necessary to succeed in college.  So, the three of us met once a semester to compare notes, to offer support and suggestions, to console and encourage each other.  We worked with the same textbooks, the same objectives, and the same basic course design.  However, as we discussed our varied, individual teaching approaches, we discovered an interesting, unexpected commonality:  each of us considered narration the key to teaching students many aspects of critical thinking—reasoning, relating to the audience, credibility, and the writing process, as well as essay structure and organization, support and development.

During the first couple of semesters teaching developmental writing, I began and ended with argument; after all, the state’s writing prompt was designed to test prospective freshman students’ abilities to write an argumentative essay.  My class focused on identifying and incorporating evidence—expert opinion, facts and statistics, and documented proof.  They learned to weigh pros and cons, consider the issue’s benefits and costs, and answer the opposition.  Students sifted through statements and practiced sorting fact from opinion.  We discussed how to arrange this evidence and what transitions were appropriate for argumentation.  All of this was helpful in preparing them to build an argument.  However, what they were not learning was how to float their own ideas and experiences in this vast ocean of information.  They did not trust their own stories.


The state test was given about two weeks before the semester’s end, so I would reserve narration—what I considered “fun” writing—for this two week waiting period.  My narration assignments came in the form of trouble prompts, questions that required students to recall an experience that got them into trouble.  “Write about a time someone taught you to do something you weren’t supposed to learn,” was one choice.  Or, “Describe a time when you lost or found something valuable; what did you do?”  They selected one prompt from a list of ten, and not once did I hear them complain, “I can’t think of anything to write about.”  Another advantage was that inscribed in the trouble prompt was a solution, often attached to a moral, a lesson learned, a main point.  This was a built-in “so what” that students uncovered as they wrote.


We discovered that the steps involved in building a story mirrored the steps of writing an argumentative essay.  Generate, select, de-select, generate some more.  Take note of details and events, consider sequence, importance, order, and relevance.  Write.  “Why are you making these choices?  What drives the selection process?” I would ask.  Puzzled looks.  “Where is this headed?  Do you know?  What is your point?  Who is your audience?  Discover your purpose.”  They were relieved to know that they didn’t have to know the destination to begin the journey.  I assured them that the destination would reveal itself.  If not, they had nine other paths to choose from.


How does writing narration—telling a story—impact our students’ understanding of the topic, the audience, and their purpose?  Does this experience transfer to other types of assignments?  As I’ve discovered this semester reading the ancient wisdom of classic rhetoricians, narrative is intimately connected to logos, pathos and ethos.  Story allows students to reason, speculate, explore, rehearse, compare, empathize, and particularize. 
Narration’s Story
Narration, story-telling, relaying a sequence of events to a designated audience for a purpose—the tale is an ancient tool for conveying and refining human knowledge and understanding.  All ancient cultures, rooted in oral tradition, relied on stories to pass on knowledge, to explore and develop theology, to celebrate past and present victories, and to instruct and entertain the young.  Gathered around the campfire, storytellers would use poem and song to blend event and image, fact and fiction, superstition and belief.  There was no division between empirical data and myth, no distinction between history and legend.  Hebrew narratives were coupled with moral lessons, such as “What man intended for evil, God used for good,” in the story of Joseph in the land of Egypt.  Homer’s tragedies had values inscribed:  excellence, in every arena.  First in battle, as Achilles demonstrated, then in wit and wisdom, as Odysseus displayed.  And all of this discourse—empirical and extraordinary—was included in the term “logos.” 

In Human Communication as Narration: Toward a Philosophy of Reason, Value and Action, Walter R. Fisher asserts that “all forms of human expression and communication—from epic to architecture, from biblical narrative to statuary—came within its [logos’] purview.  At least this was the case until the time of the pre-Socratic philosophers and Plato and Aristotle” (5).  Listeners came to the narrative experience asking “What does it mean?” not “Can you prove that?”  For many centuries, narrative was an accepted blend of history and mystery, with morals, meanings and values woven throughout.  However, the shift from oral tradition to a literate culture, along with political and social change, and the transforming philosophies of Plato, Aristotle and others, redefined the scope and purpose of narration—and rhetoric—forever.  I’ll briefly trace some of the major twists and turns of narration’s story, bringing us to current thoughts and theories of narrative in rhetoric.


If we travel back in time to ancient Greece where Fisher finds the threads of myth and logic first being disentangled, we discover what we now think of as technical rhetoric (empirical discourse) and rhetorical logic (public discourse) tightly braided together, but beginning to be understood as separate strands of rhetoric.  It is here we will begin.  Greece had enjoyed a period of growing literacy and expanding culture in 500-400 BCE.  The increasing need for skilled orators to participate in the governing oligarchies, such as the political system in Athens, demanded that Greek citizens be equipped to compose and improvise different kinds of prose in public settings.  Kathleen Welch in Chapter One of A Short History of Writing Instruction describes a “systematic instruction” that began around 450 BCE in Greece that was concerned with the “crafting of persuasion” (1).  Indeed, evidence of this systematic training is seen in Plato’s Gorgias, where we read of his opposition to the Sophists, teachers he accused of compromising ethical training and pursuit of truth for fame and fortune.  While the Sophists prioritized the training of orators to speak to a situation—to contextualize their presentations, Plato was more interested in the use of rhetoric to discover universal truth.


Plato used dialectic—posed oppositions—to probe weaknesses in arguments and to develop knowledge.  This seems contrived and awkward to my twenty-first century sensibilities, but when I consider the impact of oral tradition on Greek culture, it becomes a perfectly logical step in the evolution of a more literate society.   However, Plato had little use for imaginative rhetoric beyond serving his needs for dialectic exchanges.  Plato produced what Robinson and Groves call a “two-world system of epistemology—perfect forms and imperfect copies,” to provide a system that could accommodate both absolute truth and the changing physical world (64).  Within this system, he shunned art as a “copy of a copy” and “unconnected with anything real” (107).  Ironically, later artists including Michelangelo turned Plato’s concept of the ideal form into their artistic calling:  to set free the ideal form through art (109). 


I think Plato would have considered narrative (not limited to imaginative rhetoric, but in ancient Greece, not necessarily separate either) a distraction from the pursuit of true knowledge.  Indeed, as Robinson and Groves point out in Introducing Plato, “Socrates [Plato’s mouthpiece in Phaedrus] condemns writing as an unnatural method of recording knowledge.  Philosophy is never ‘complete’ or ‘finished’, but is always in the process of ‘becoming’ which can only be maintained through live conversations and the direct action of one mind upon another.  So, concludes Socrates, the written word is useful only as an aid to memory” (158).  Again, we see the influence of a very oral-centric society.  Perhaps Plato would appreciate the value of an ongoing conversation or story about the quest for truth.

Today, the role of writing is more than just “an aid to memory.”  I see Plato’s unrelenting search for transcendent truth as an extension of Socrates’ belief that “the unexamined life is not worth living.”  What ancient Greeks accomplished in conversation and dialogue—testing ideas, exploring events and their significance, probing the mysteries of their time—we often accomplish through narrative writing.  Blogs, journals, letters, articles and all manner of written narrative discourse allow us to trace significant stories.  Narrative seems to be a custom-designed vehicle for examining our lives. 
However, as a result of Plato’s concern for distinguishing absolute from conditional, and Aristotle’s subsequent systematic, scientific categorization of everything he pondered, narrative rhetoric began its complex unraveling.  Aristotle, Plato’s student, saw rhetoric as a method of inquiry that could be applied to every field of study.  Aristotle’s main concern was teleology—answering “Why is this designed so?  What purpose does it serve?”  By using deductive reasoning—particularly the syllogism—anyone could test and produce knowledge.  Aristotle also introduced the topoi or commonplaces, mental processes to help the orator think through arguments, and he defined three broad genres of rhetoric:  forensic (legal), deliberative (legislative), and epideictic (ceremonial).  Aristotle’s methods, including syllogism (deductive reasoning), example (inductive reasoning), and maxim (wise saying), were further refined and delineated by Cicero, Quintilian and others.  

Aristotle’s opinion of the creative arts was not as dismissive as Plato’s.  According to Woodfin and Groves in Introducing Aristotle, “Artists give representational form to a piece of matter that is totally unlike the original. . . It is a question for Aristotle of appreciating the artistry, not the accuracy of the imitation” (155).  Aristotle saw the value of the arts in showing both good and bad models of behavior for citizens to learn from, and giving audiences an opportunity for catharsis.  He also had particular ideas about plot and character in tragedy, known as the unities, later amplified by the Italian writer Castelvetro in the sixteenth century (158).  To Aristotle, rhetoric was a tool for communicating the known as through maxim or example, exploring the unknown as through syllogism, and providing emotional release through the arts. 
Aristotle’s categories became value-laden, and as legal and scientific inquiry increased, these fields produced more and varied kinds of rhetoric.  Still, Aristotle’s rhetorical methods, resurrected in western Europe in the twelfth century, reigned through the Renaissance, and students continued to use the topoi, syllogism and dialectic as means of increasing knowledge.  Walter Fisher points to Francis Bacon in the sixteenth century as the first to make a significant break from Aristotle’s rhetoric, further fragmenting technical logic from rhetorical logic: “Thus, where Aristotle had seen knowledge as a product of a dialectical mind contemplating human existence, in Bacon’s theory knowledge was a product of empirical investigation of physical nature.  Rhetoric became for Bacon the art of transmitting the results of scientific investigations” (32).  What was lost in this divorce, according to Fisher, was the connection between logos and mythos, and the disparate strands of technical and logical rhetoric.   

This split is apparent in English and Technical Communication departments in many universities today.  The widening gap between technical and rhetorical logic and the theories and practices of these fields has left many wondering where the stasis is—the point of debate.  What is there that we can agree to dispute?  Fisher addresses this schism in his book, proposing the narrative paradigm to bridge the gap: 

One cannot blame all the ills of the intellectual world on this historic struggle for professional hegemony, but the conflicts have contributed to contemporary confusion by repressing realization of a holistic sense of self, by subverting formulation of a humane concept of rationality and sane praxis, by rendering personal and public decision making and action subservient to “experts” on knowledge, truth, and reality, and by elevating some classes of persons and discourse over others.  The moral I would draw is this: some discourse is more veracious, reliable, and trustworthy in respect to knowledge, truth, and reality than some other discourse, but no form or genre has final claim to these virtues (19). 
Meanwhile, questions of meaning and the representative nature of language in postmodern theory have helped renew interest in the role and reputation of narration in the last few decades.  Narrative theory is currently wrestling with questions about the definition of story, its growing use in various disciplines, and the pros and cons of narrative as a tool in discourse.
Current Trends in Narrative Theory

What exactly is narrative?  What makes a story a story?  Is it, as David Rudrum explores in “From Narrative Representation to Narrative Use,” as simple as “the representation of a series or sequence of events” (198)?   Rudrum attempts the tricky task of defining narrative, using a Calvin and Hobbes cartoon and assembly instructions from a model airplane kit to challenge the idea that story can be boiled down to a “representation of a series of sequence of events” (198).  He proposes that there is “something extra” linked to the story’s use and purpose that creates meaning and cohesion.  Rudrum says that “Narrating, instructing, or any other form of language game (to borrow Wittgenstein’s term) is, after all, a social phenomenon, and therefore what gets identified as narrative (or not), and hence responded to as narrative (or not), is first and foremost a function of social conventions, rather than exclusively formal or linguistic concepts” (200).  This understanding of narrative draws attention to the dynamic inter-relationship of story, narrator, purpose and audience.

David Rudrum, James Goodman, and others comment on the recent expansion of narration into fields such as social science, history, psychology and even natural science.  Why narrative and why now?  Martin Kreiswirth in “Merely Telling Stories?” traces the interest in and expansion of narrative to the “realization that the production of knowledge was not universal and timeless but dependent on certain kinds of historically specific communicative acts, hermeneutic assumptions, and power relations” requiring reflection, introspection and interpretation (299).  In the last few decades, what many disciplines had considered “presentation” was beginning to be seen as “re-presentation.”  The use of story—with its unique ability to speculate, imagine and present multiple perspectives—was a natural approach to relating these re-presentations. 


James Goodman, in his article “For the Love of Stories,” also comments on the opportunity to speculate and imagine through narrative, as well as create both tension and silence.  While this article focuses largely on the use of narrative in historical writing, Goodman points out the advantages of using story to tell history: “That’s because storytellers shape stories by saying some things indirectly, and by not saying other things at all, by consciously creating the silences that interpretive historians struggle to fill” (268).  There seems to be a natural connection between narration and Aristotle’s enthymeme:  the audience is invited to co-create meaning in the omission or silence.  Goodman goes on to say that “Stories allowed him to contemplate fear, pain, and sorrow, instead of simply being overwhelmed by them” (269).  Indeed, being able to tap into the emotions of both speaker and audience makes story a frequent tool for creating pathos.  No wonder story is, as Kreiswirth describes, “coextensive with humanity” (300). 

However, narrative also has a dark side.  According to Kreiswirth, “Narrative structures and their effects, like those of any other conceptual or discursive formation, always come with certain baggage” (299).  He asks if narrative is being granted too much authority, and discusses the importance of distinguishing between fiction and nonfiction narratives, and the truth claims each makes.  Kreiswirth explains, “Narrative, it has long been recognized, comes from the Sanskrit gna via the Latin gnarus, signifiers associated with the passing on of knowledge by one who knows.  What becomes difficult to determine is what kind of knowledge might be passed on, from whom to whom, in what situations, and with what warrant” (304).  Recently, Dan Rather, James Frey and Dan Brown have all found themselves at the center of controversy over this very issue.  As consumers of stories, we need to ask about the truth claims of what we are hearing—if it is fiction, is it called such and does it ring true, and if it is nonfiction, can it be supported and verified; is it cohesive?

Because story is at once the presented and the presentation, it becomes more than a sequence of events; it creates a distance from which to examine cause and effect, to explore interrelationships, to examine self and identity, to understand who we are, where we’ve come from, and where we are going (310).  Kreiswirth’s concern is that narratives make claims of “authenticity, historicity, authority and social acceptance” that the listener must question.  And the very nature of narrative that makes it a vehicle for self-understanding limits as well as liberates thinking.
However, Walter Fisher makes clear the reconciling potential of narrative theory in this passage:
When I use the term ‘narration,’ I do not mean a fictive composition whose propositions may be true or false and have no necessary relationship to the message of that composition.  By ‘narration,’ I mean symbolic actions—words and/or deeds—that have sequence and meaning for those who live, create, or interpret them. . . So understood, narration has relevance to real as well as fictive creations, to stories of living and to stories of the imagination” (58).

In narration, Fisher sees a synthesis of two rhetorical approaches which have grown in opposition for centuries—technical logic and rhetorical logic.


How does ancient wisdom speak to the role of narrative in rhetoric today?  Specifically, what is the relationship between story and logos, pathos and ethos, and how can that connection help developmental writing students compose persuasive essays?  
Logos and Narration

Traditionally considered “appeal to reason,” logos is a Greek word with a rich history.  Walter Fisher says, “in the beginning, ‘logos’ meant story, reason, rationale, conception, discourse, thought.  Thus all forms of human expression and communication—from epic to architecture, from biblical narrative to statuary—came within its purview” (5).   Today, logos is connected to our contemporary concept of human logic as well as sacred writing—it covers a broad spectrum of meaning.  Fisher goes on to say that “human beings are inherently storytellers who have a natural capacity to recognize the coherence and fidelity of stories they tell and experience.  I suggest that we experience and comprehend life as a series of ongoing narratives, as conflicts, characters, beginnings, middles and ends” (24).

So, how can logos be developed through narrative?  Aristotle divided his logical appeals into three categories: maxim, enthymeme, and example.  As Bizzell and Herzberg point out in The Rhetorical Tradition, 

. . . all three kinds [of Aristotle’s logical appeals] must be culture-bound: the maxim is by definition a piece of received wisdom; the example must be drawn from history or mythology known to the audience; and the enthymeme must be developed from premises that accord with the audience’s view of the world, what is taken to be common sense (146).     
For the very reason that these logical appeals are culture-bound, and because they begin with what is familiar to both speaker and audience, narration is an ideal tool for developing maxim, enthymeme, and example.  Perhaps the greatest advantage to using narration in my developmental writing class is narration’s familiarity.  These students have heard fables as children, told ghost stories at sleepovers, listened to grandma’s recollections at the dinner table, and learned tales from their various cultures.  They have a comfort and comprehension of story that need not be taught.  Beginning from this stable, known position, students have a point of reference for their exploration of other genres.  They also have an opportunity to examine and comment on their culture.

The trouble prompts we use in class to write narration often produce maxims:  mom knows best, look before you leap, honesty is the best policy.  Aristotle describes maxims as statements concerning “questions of practical conduct, courses of conduct to be chosen or avoided” (182).  He points out that they are often part of an enthymeme, but they can also simply flow from the direction of the oratory.  He says, “The use of Maxim is appropriate only to elderly men, and in handling subjects in which the speaker is experienced” (183).  Aristotle even condones the occasional use of “hackneyed and commonplace maxims” as long as they support the rhetor’s purpose: “just because they are commonplace, every one seems to agree with them, and therefore they are taken for truth” (183).  Aristotle goes on to recommend that speakers should use maxims that agree with the generally held beliefs of the audience, to express what they might consider a “universal truth.”  Maxims often conclude fables and stories of moral value, and students are quick to understand and apply the idea of narration leading to maxim and its persuasive power.


However, students sometimes turn the story and maxim on its head and open the story to interpretation.  I encourage them to use narration in this way—to provide the premises, but allow the audience to figure out the missing or unexpected conclusion—an enthymemic device.  Having been trained to write the traditional five-paragraph essay, students are often uncomfortable with this technique, but it opens for discussion the power of the enthymeme.  Enthymemes are constructions of deductive reasoning built on given knowledge to reach a conclusion.  They can be either positive or negative—they can be used to either prove or disprove a point.  Aristotle details many “lines of argument” which can form enthymemes, and several of these involve narration, including considering the opposite and shaping a correlative idea.  Lloyd Bitzer explains the power of enthymemes in Jim Kuyper’s book, The Art of Rhetorical Criticism: “Enthymemes occur only when speaker and audience jointly produce them. . . Because they are jointly produced, enthymemes intimately unite speaker and audience and provide the strongest possible proofs” (67).  Writers often use narration to produce enthymemes by telling a story, but not explicitly connecting the story with the main point—the implication is so strong in the story’s development, it need not be told.  Students discover a powerful tool for persuasion when they use story to co-create meaning through enthymeme.   


Finally, narration helps most students discover that they can write an extended example as they develop a story to support their thesis.  Many of them are weak in developing support for argument, and knowing that they can write a detailed, persuasive example through story gives them confidence as they begin work in argument.  

While Aristotle addressed all three of these logical appeals in Book II of Rhetoric, he devotes a great deal of attention to example.  He says, “We will first treat of argument by Example, for it has the nature of induction, which is the foundation of reasoning.  This form of argument has two varieties:  one consisting in the mention of actual past facts, the other in the invention of facts by the speaker” (Bizzell 181).  Aristotle further divides the fictionalized example into “the illustrative parallel” and the fable.  He includes an example from history to illustrate “past facts,” an example from Socrates showing speculation as “the illustrative parallel,” and one of Aesop’s fables to show how even imaginative story can be used to persuade an audience.  Aristotle discusses the appropriateness and advantages of using these examples as logical appeals:

Fables are suitable for addresses to popular assemblies; and they have one advantage—they are comparatively easy to invent, whereas it is hard to find parallels among actual past events.  You will in fact frame them just as you frame illustrative parallels: all you require is the power of thinking out your analogy, a power developed by intellectual training.  But while it is easier to supply parallels by inventing fables, it is more valuable for the political speaker to supply them by quoting what has actually happened, since in most respects the future will be like what the past has been (182).
We begin to see the strands of technical and logical rhetoric splitting here:  Aristotle gives more weight to past facts, as they are more likely to predict future events.  And yet, narration is the common thread—all three methods of support--historical example, speculation and fable—are given in the form of story.


The following excerpt from Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “War Message” following the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor is an excellent example of developing logos—appeal to reason—through story.  Roosevelt gives a no-nonsense account of the sequence of events that he and the rest of the country must digest and respond to:

Yesterday, December 7th, 1941 -- a date which will live in infamy -- the United States of America was suddenly and deliberately attacked by naval and air forces of the Empire of Japan.

The United States was at peace with that nation and, at the solicitation of Japan, was still in conversation with its government and its emperor looking toward the maintenance of peace in the Pacific.

Indeed, one hour after Japanese air squadrons had commenced bombing in the American island of Oahu, the Japanese ambassador to the United States and his colleague delivered to our Secretary of State a formal reply to a recent American message. And while this reply stated that it seemed useless to continue the existing diplomatic negotiations, it contained no threat or hint of war or of armed attack (Benson 109).
Logos, or appeal to reason, is easily achieved here through Roosevelt’s spare but carefully constructed account of the attack and the events around it.  Indeed, his lack of elaboration draws attention to the seriousness of the story.  

Appealing to reason through story requires that the story embodies what Fisher calls narrative probability and narrative fidelity.  Fisher says, “The essential components of this logic are the following.  Human communication is tested against the principles of probability (coherence) and fidelity (truthfulness and reliability)” (47).  Narrative probability has to do with the story “hanging together,” and narrative fidelity is concerned with the story’s truthfulness—more precisely, does it ring true?  As co-creators of logos through story, speaker and audience alike must measure the story’s probability and fidelity.  Roosevelt has crafted a story of true facts that shows structural coherence and narrative fidelity—it gives solid reasoning and rings true, becoming an important installment in our American narrative.
Pathos and Narration  


Appeal to emotion, or pathos, is another persuasive strategy detailed by Aristotle.  While contemporary technical and logical rhetoricians often consider appeal to emotion less reliable or less effective than appeal to reason, its power and subtlety cannot be underrated.  Aristotle reveals the close connection between pathos and ethos as the rhetor shapes his relationship with the audience: 

There are three things which inspire confidence in the orator’s own character—the three, namely, that induce us to believe a thing apart from any proof of it:  good sense, good moral character and good will. . . the way to establish your own goodness is the same as the way to establish that of others.  Good will and friendliness of disposition will form part of our discussion of the emotions (Bizzell 161).    
Logos, says Aristotle, is all fine and good, but strong pathos and ethos can persuade us to accept a speaker’s words even without any evidence (as many advertisers are well aware).  Aristotle then begins a lengthy delineation of the emotions—among them anger and envy, confidence and kindness—reminding students that in order to appeal to the emotions, you must first understand their causes and effects.  


In Of Oratory, Cicero echoes Aristotle’s admonition:  “To begin with, a knowledge of very many matters must be grasped. . . and all the mental emotions, with which nature has endowed the human race, are to be intimately understood, because it is in calming or kindling the feelings of the audience that the full power and science of oratory are to be brought into play” (Bizzell 202).  The reign of technical rhetoric has made appeals to pathos a lesser rhetorical pursuit; emotion and empiricism find little in common.  However, as Kenneth Burke and Walter Fisher remind us, connecting to the audience’s emotions helps establish identification with the listener and opens understanding of common values and calls to action. 

Narration can be a useful tool in appealing to emotion.  Robert Rowland, in “The Narrative Perspective,” discusses the importance of story in creating identification: “One of the most powerful functions of narrative is to generate in the reader/viewer/listener the understanding that ‘I’m like him or her’” (Kuypers 138).  Rowland reminds us that Harper Lee accomplishes identification with her characters in To Kill a Mockingbird, showing the audience “that the black characters in the books were people just like them” (138).  Many speakers use an opening story to say just that:  “I might look different, come from a different country or culture, vote for a different political party, but we have this in common. . .”  Students learn that a short narrative introduction can set the emotional tone of a paper quite effectively, creating a connection with the audience that not only captures their attention, but suggests that their commonality can occur at many levels.    
Narrative is also useful in demonstrating the basic values and needs of humankind.  Rowland describes this as follows, “The final persuasive function of narrative is to serve as a rhetorical means of tapping into values and needs in order to create a strong emotional reaction.  A story about the death of an innocent child or the horrors of the Holocaust can tap into our emotional nature in a way that statistical data and other forms of argument cannot do” (138).  Because of narration’s facility in eliciting emotion, politicians and nonprofit agencies find narrative a powerful tool for fundraising as they tell stories to demonstrate the need they are trying to address.  This is an occasion where story can present the particular to represent the general; by telling the story of one homeless, hungry refugee, the audience is moved to action on behalf of all refugees.

I suspect that pathos has lost its appeal in technical rhetoric because the emotions resist measurement and methodology.  However, as the ancient teachers remind us, the power of oratory rests in the emotions.  Cicero said, 

Now nothing in oratory, Catalus, is more important than to win for the orator the favor of his hearer, and to have the latter so affected as to be swayed by something resembling a mental impulse of emotion, rather than by judgment or deliberation.  For men decide far more problems by hate, or love, or lust, or rage, or sorrow, or joy, or hope, or fear, or illusion, or some other inward emotion, than by reality, or authority, or any legal standard, or judicial precedent, or statute (Bizzell 239).
In narrative, students are given a tool that is well-designed to fashion pathos and create identification with the audience.  They can also tap into common values and basic needs shared with the audience.
Ethos and Narration

Like pathos, ethos has a direct impact on the speaker’s reception by the audience.  Forbes I. Hill describes the important qualities of the speaker’s credibility and character in “The ‘Traditional’ Perspective”:
Ethos is basically an interpretation by the audience of qualities possessed by a speaker as the speaker delivers his or her message.  Thus, by the way a speaker argues, an audience makes judgments about his or her intelligence, character and good will.  A speaker becomes unpersuasive if he has to claim directly, “I am not a crook.” Or “I did not have sexual relations with that woman. . .” (Kuypers 67).   

Aristotle’s writings have much to say about logos and pathos, but he makes little direct reference to ethos and how to develop it through rhetoric.  He simply says the speaker should have “good sense, good character, and good will” to establish intelligence, honesty and believability.  A few hundred years after Aristotle, Quintilian developed ethos even further, integrating the development of good moral character as part of the lifelong training of the orator.  Bizzell and Herzberg go so far as to say, “Qunitilian’s insistence that the good speaker be a good man is usually cited as the only important idea for which he might claim originality” (293).


Ancient Greece and Rome experienced rhetoric through fewer and more familiar media than we have today; contemporary consumers must discern the ethos of multiple news sources, including television programs, internet sources, magazines, newspapers and blogs.  The “information age” has produced massive amounts of technical and rhetorical logic to be sifted through—how does one know whom to trust?  And if you are the rhetor, how do you convince your audience you are a trustworthy source?

One way to establish ethos is through story.  Many speakers rely on a narrative account of events to show how they arrived at their present conclusion, or to describe how they fought a fair fight, produced a better product, or overcame a difficulty.  Recent commercials by Bausch and Lomb tell how they discovered the problem with their contact solution, responded quickly to the problem, pulled the product, and developed a new and safer contact solution for the public.  Through story, this company is trying to re-establish their credibility—their ethos—with their customers.


Stories are also great vehicles to give the audience a glimpse of the speaker’s humor, humility and humanity.  Jesse Jackson used narration in this way as he addressed the Democratic National Convention in 1988 to show that he came from humble beginnings:

I understand. I wasn't born in the hospital. Mama didn't have insurance. I was born in the bed at [the] house. I really do understand. Born in a three-room house, bathroom in the backyard, slop jar by the bed, no hot and cold running water. I understand. Wallpaper used for decoration? No. For a windbreaker. I understand. I'm a working person's person. That's why I understand you whether you're Black or White. I understand work. I was not born with a silver spoon in my mouth. I had a shovel programmed for my hand.

My mother, a working woman. So many of the days she went to work early, with runs in her stockings. She knew better, but she wore runs in her stockings so that my brother and I could have matching socks and not be laughed at at school. I understand.

At 3 o'clock on Thanksgiving Day, we couldn't eat turkey because momma was preparing somebody else's turkey at 3 o'clock. We had to play football to entertain ourselves. And then around 6 o'clock she would get off the Alta Vista bus and we would bring up the leftovers and eat our turkey -- leftovers, the carcass, the cranberries -- around 8 o'clock at night. I really do understand.

In addition to establishing identification with lower-income voters, Jackson created an ethos of humility and hard work, using story to indirectly describe his participation in the American dream.

Cicero gives this advice on winning the favor of the audience: “Now feelings are won over by a man’s merit, achievements or reputable life, qualifications easier to embellish if only they are real, than to fabricate where non-existent” (Bizzell 240).  Perhaps more politicians should read Cicero.  This connection between ethos and audience reception is—like pathos—hard to predict and measure; however, ethos is essential for the rhetor to demonstrate if the message is to be heard.  Narration, particularly recounting “true facts” to show credibility or telling a story that indirectly reveals the rhetor’s virtues, can be very helpful in developing positive ethos.
Conclusion


Fisher’s narrative paradigm attempts to reconcile the rift between technical and rhetorical logic by fostering the development of logos, pathos and ethos through story.  In his own words:
The narrative paradigm sees people as storytellers, as authors and co-authors who creatively read and evaluate the texts of life and literature.  A narrative perspective focuses on existing institutions as providing “plots” that are always in the process of re-creation rather than existing as settled scripts.  Viewing human communication narratively stresses that people are full participants in the making of messages, whether they are agents (authors) or audience members (co-authors) (18). 

My developmental writing students are given permission through narration to understand their participation in this larger story we write.  They learn to weigh others’ reasons, examples and logic against their own experiences.  They learn to tap into the emotions of their audience.  They begin to trust that they have something to say.  Now my students begin their developmental writing class with narration, working with the elements of story from day one:  plot, character, setting, dialogue, conflict and voice.  Writing narration teaches students more than the manipulation of information; they move beyond information to formation.      


As usual, I was feeling rather impressed with my discovery of the value of narration with regard to teaching students to craft persuasion.  I wondered why more writing courses were not designed with narration as the foundation—the structural building blocks for developing logos, pathos and ethos.  Then I came across James J. Murphy’s chapter on “Roman Writing Instruction” in A Short History of Writing Instruction.  He gives a detailed description of the writing program designed by Quintilian for Roman students 2000 years ago, an elaborate method of Imitatio.  After Roman students read and analyzed a text, they memorized a model to strengthen their memory.  Step four required students to paraphrase the model, to re-tell the story in their own words, often working with one of Aesop’s fables.  Murphy explains:  

The more advanced students deal with more complex types of narrations such as plots or comedies or the accounts found in histories; here Quintilian refers to the concepts of narration to be found in rhetorical doctrine, though he expressly reminds the reader that the exercise is a continuation of that begun earlier under the Grammaticus. . . The ultimate purposes of paraphrase are two:  to accustom students to fastening on the structure of the model rather than its words, and to begin the development of a personal style in narration (49-50).   


One doesn’t have to read much of the wisdom of these ancient teachers and philosophers to learn that there isn’t much new under the sun.  Narration is a natural starting place for all writing—we are simply writing new chapters to an old, old story.
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