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Beyond Persuasion: A Proposal for an Invitational Rhetoric


The exclusive focus on persuasion in rhetorical scholarship has limited the scope of the discipline and has hindered efforts to understand forms of rhetoric that do not involve the intent to change the behavior or beliefs of others.  In this essay, a taxonomy of rhetorics is developed in an effort to expand the focus of the discipline beyond persuasion.  Conquest, conversion, advisory, and invitational rhetorics are identified and explicated, with the first three involving a conscious intent to persuade that is not present in the fourth.  Invitational rhetoric, which has received the least amount of attention in the discipline, is described in the greatest detail.  Its purpose is to create an environment that enables transformation should individuals choose to change, its communicative options are modeling and the creation of external conditions for change, and it involves a view of audience members as equal to the rhetor and as experts on their own lives.
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Beyond Persuasion: A Proposal for an Invitational Rhetoric

As far back as the Western discipline of rhetoric has been explored, rhetoric has been defined as persuasion--as the conscious intent to change others.  Rhetorical scholars generally have not called into question the unspoken assumption that humans are on earth to alter the "environment and to influence the social affairs" of others and "have taken as given that it is a proper and even necessary human function to attempt to change others" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 195).  In the quest to understand the process of persuasion, rhetorical scholars have attended to myriad forms of and arenas for persuasive efforts.  Deliberations in courts of law and the political realm, religious sermons, speeches delivered to the masses, public protests, media events and presentations, classrooms, and even visual displays of persuasive efforts have occupied the attention of our discipline for close to 2,000 years.  We have studied the strategies available to and used by orators, authors, and artists in their attempts to change others' beliefs and actions, resulting in the reification of a view of rhetoric as synonymous with persuasion.

Some scholars have attempted to challenge the perspective that rhetoric is limited to persuasion, but such challenges have not been well developed and largely have been ignored.  Richards (1965), for example, recognized that rhetoric has been developed as "the theory of the battle of words and has always been itself dominated by the combative impulse"; consequently, he argued, what it "has most to teach us is the narrowing and blinding influence of that preoccupation, that debaters' interest." But
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persuasion "is only one among the aims of discourse" (p. 24), he asserted, and he urged rhetorical scholars to study rhetoric with aims other than that of persuasion.  Kinneavy (1971) was another who sought to enlarge rhetoric beyond persuasion.  He distinguished among four modes of discourse--reference, the designation or reproduction of reality; persuasion, the achievement of some practical effect in the decoder; literary, the appreciation of an object in its own right; and expressive, expression of some aspect of the personality of the encoder.  Although he defined the persuasive mode as separate from the other modes, however, his descriptions of the other three suggested they involve persuasive processes.

Some feminist rhetorical scholars have begun to explore dimensions or forms of communication that do not involve persuasion or that challenge aspects of the definition of rhetoric as persuasion.  Johnson (1991), for example, described a rhetoric produced to meet the needs of the rhetor alone, without consideration for others; Elshtain (1982) identified a rhetoric of emancipation in which the focus is "social clarity and self-comprehension" (p. 605); Foss (1988) described a rhetoric oriented toward self-empowerment; and we described a rhetoric derived from the work of Starhawk designed to affirm immanent value (Foss & Griffin, 1992).  Still other alternatives have been offered by Bate (I--Q88) in her description of a major function of women's communication as the expression of "a spirit of delight in creativity" (p. 305) and by Foss and Foss (1991), who suggested that functions such as self-discovery and affirmation

5

characterize much of women's communication.  Campbell (1973) challenged the notion that rhetoric is persuasion to some extent when she described the rhetoric of women's liberation as a rejection of traditional concepts of the rhetorical process--"as persuasion of the many by an expert or leader, as adjustment or adaptation to audience norms, and as directed toward inducing acceptance of a specific program or a commitment to group action" (p. 78).  Similarly, Makau (1990) questioned whether persuasion is a necessary component of argument, positing a definition of collaborative and cooperative argument that is applied and extended by Blinn (1992).  Each of these scholars, in some measure, has challenged a definition of rhetoric as existing exclusively in the realm of persuasion by analyzing rhetoric characterized by other functions.

Gearhart (1979) has offered the most direct challenge to the view of rhetoric as persuasion.  With such a focus, she asserts, the discipline of rhetoric has been "training a competent breed of weapons specialists who are skilled in emotional maneuvers, expert in intellectual logistics and, in their attack upon attitude and belief systems, blissfully ignorant of their violation" of others (p. 197).  She suggests that embedded in each attempt to persuade or change another is an act of violence.  Her argument is not that we never change others but that any intention to change another is an infringement on the right of that person to free choice--a kind of trespassing on the personal integrity of another.  She proposes a definition of rhetoric that does not involve persuasion: rhetoric is the "creation or co-
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creation of an atmosphere in which people or things, if and only if they have the internal basis for change, may change themselves" (p. 198).

We suggest that the exclusive focus on persuasion in rhetorical scholarship has limited the scope of the discipline and has hindered efforts to understand forms of rhetoric that do not involve the intent to change the behavior or beliefs of others.  Our purpose in this essay is to address Ehninger's (1968) call for a "theory of .,rhetorical'' (p. 55) by identifying and explicating various types of rhetoric, some of which involve the intent to persuade and one which does not.  We offer a taxonomy of four rhetorics--conquest, conversion, advisory, and invitational--with the first three involving a conscious intent to persuade that is not present in the fourth.  We will describe in greatest detail invitational rhetoric because it has received the least amount of attention in our discipline.

Our goal in offering this taxonomy is to provide a more complete picture of rhetoric by suggesting that rhetoric exists that does not involve the intent to persuade and that different types of persuasive rhetoric exist that involve goals and strategies that vary significantly.  We hope, through this project, to expand the array of communicative options available to rhetors and to provide an impetus for more focused and systematic efforts to describe and assess all of these options.
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Conquest Rhetoric

One type of rhetoric that involves the intent to persuade is the rhetoric we have chosen to label conquest rhetoric.  In this rhetoric, the object of interaction is to secure an idea, claim, or argument as the best, strongest, and most powerful among competing positions--in other words, to achieve a rhetorical prize.  Such interactions produce winners and losers; winners, ideas or beliefs prevail, and losers' arguments or positions are overturned and discredited.  The goal of conquest rhetoric, then, is to win an argument more than to affect listeners or to change their image of a subject in some significant way (Flower, 1989).

The rhetorical strategies used in the rhetoric of conquest are strategies designed to establish the superiority of positions and perspectives.  Thus, they often rely on "techniques involved in attempting to control others" (Natanson, 1965, p. 18).  Cooperation and collaboration are accorded little value in conquest rhetoric.  Concessions are offered or made only when they are in the interest of the rhetor or when the rhetor is forced by others' superior arguments or argumentative skills to acquiesce (Rieke & Sillars, 1984).

Rules of various kinds govern the use of rhetorical strategies in conquest rhetoric.  These rules are designed to facilitate and manage the exchange of ideas and claims and to rein in participants' efforts to establish the dominance of their positions.  The rules evident in traditional competitive debate are illustrative.  Only particular sources of evidence are allowed; fallacies are identified; "facts" are disputed,

8

countered, and challenged; and arguments may be introduced only at particular times in the process.  In settings outside of debate competition, similar kinds of rules govern the rhetoric of conquest.  In Congressional debate, such rules involve the use of procedures such as filibustering, adjournment, or a chair's refusal to bring a bill out of committee.  In courts of law, rules govern the order of interaction, the kinds of talk allowed, and the various legal maneuvers that may be attempted.  In business meetings, parliamentary procedure often governs the interaction, again a system of rules designed to control and manage the flow of interaction and discussion.  This system provides clear guidelines for introducing, amending, ending discussion about, and voting on questions under discussion.

The approach to argumentation developed by van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992) represents other kinds of rules seen as necessary to moderate the interaction involved in conquest rhetoric.  Although their goal is rhetoric that allows for the free exchange of ideas--not the goal of winning that characterizes conquest rhetoric--their rules are very much in line with this type of rhetoric.  One rule, for example, states that a "party may not regard a standpoint as conclusively defended if the defense does not take place by means of an appropriate argumentation scheme that is correctly applied" (p. 209).  This rule is violated, they suggest, when a protagonist relies on an inappropriate choice or incorrect use of symptomatic, similarity, or instrumental argumentation (p. 211).  Traditional fallacies also exemplify the rules that guide
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conquest rhetoric; the fallacies of ambiguity, argumentum ad hominen, and hasty generalization, for example, are viewed as violations of rules designed to govern the interaction of conquest rhetoric.  As van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992) observe, in resolving a dispute, "there are, after all, various stages to be distinguished and in each of them certain fallacies can occur if the rules are not observed" (p. 217).

A particular stance toward the audience--that of power over (Starhawk, 1587)--characterizes the conquest model of rhetoric.  Rhetors see their audience members as opponents whose goals are incompatible with their own.  They are viewed by rhetors as somehow less expert and as holding less insightful or "correct" positions.  The relationship between rhetors and audience members is "unilateral" (Brockriede, 1972, p. 2) in that audience members' arguments have little potential to alter or affect rhetors' positions.

The conquest model of persuasion, then, is designed to produce a winner whose position prevails over or defeats the positions taken by others.  The process of producing a winner relies on dichotomous positions, rules, and argumentative skill directed at the rejection and destruction of ideas or positions different from the rhetor's own.

Conversion Rhetoric

In contrast to the conquest model of rhetoric, the goal of conversion rhetoric is not to defeat or destroy an opponent but to convince a person that one argument or perspective is better
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than another.  Conversion rhetoric involves the effort to construct arguments or claims so compelling that they cannot be refused--arguments that are appealing to audiences because of their substance and/or presentation.  This rhetoric is exemplified in the discourse of advertisers, politicians seeking votes, and sales representatives.

Conversion rhetoric has been identified and explicated by numerous rhetorical scholars.  Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) reference this type of rhetoric in their definition of argumentation as "the study of the discursive techniques allowing us to induce ort increasethe mind's adherence to the theses presented for its assent" (p. 4).  Their new rhetoric is aimed at

gaining the "adherence of minds" (p. 4), a goal compatible with that of conversion rhetors.  Toulmin (1988) offers persuaders a carefully explicated layout of an argument designed to assist rhetors in gaining the adherence of their co-arguers.  Infante (1988) holds that rhetors explain their positions on issues "in order to influence the other person to agree" (p. 4), and Burke (1950) encourages persuasion of others through the achievement of consubstantiality, identification of the rhetor's ways with those of the audience.

The means used in conversion rhetoric are designed to engage audience members, to involve them, and to motivate them to the perspective and/or action intended by rhetors.  Traditional conceptions of rhetorical strategies tend to be the means used in conversion rhetoric--the proofs of ethos, pathos, and logos; patterns of organization that present ideas effectively; a
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language style that appeals to and is appropriate for the audience; and a style of delivery that enhances the vividness of a message, for example.

In conversion rhetoric, audience members usually are seen as naive and uninformed, holding perspectives inferior to the rhetor's own.  Conversion rhetoric involves "a privileging of speaker/writer and a subordinating of listener/reader" (Scott, 1991, p. 204), with views different from the one the rhetor advocates devalued.  Although not always explicit, conversion rhetoric involves a degree of paternalism, in which the rhetor guides others in an effort aimed at serving their best interests.  A "'let me help you, let me enlighten you, let me show you the way' approach" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 195) characterizes the conversion rhetor's view of the audience; even the "most benign embodiment of the speaker's role," suggests Scott (1991), "may be best described as paternalistic" (pp. 204-205).  In conversion rhetoric the audience participates to a greater degree than in conquest rhetoric, often expressing opinions to which rhetors listen, but if those opinions do not accord with their own, conversion rhetors suggest what the more correct opinions are and attempt to secure audience members' adherence to them.

Conversion rhetoric, then, involves persuasion through a process of convincing others to believe rhetors' positions on issues.  The strategies involved in a rhetoric of conversion are ones designed to show the superiority of the rhetor's position so audience members come to see it as the view they choose to hold.  Rhetors see audience members as less knowledgeable and

experienced than they are--individuals who need guidance to come to a more informed perspective.

Advisory Rhetoric
A third type of rhetoric, what we have chosen to call advisory rhetoric, functions very much as do approaches to education in which a rhetor/teacher guides students through the consideration of a variety of ideas to particular perspectives on subjects.  In such approaches, rhetors/teachers wish "to find and to further in the soul of the other the disposition toward what" they have recognized in themselves "as the right" (Buber, 1988, p. 72).

Although rhetors who employ advisory rhetoric seek change in their audiences and see it as beneficial, they do not insist that such change occur.  Such rhetors, in Buber's (1988) words, see themselves as helpers "of the actualizing forces" of their audiences.  Because they do not insist that others adopt their positions, advisory rhetors listen to the perspectives presented by others, consider them seriously, and even may adjust or reverse their original positions as they take them into account.

Those who are subject to advisory rhetors' persuasive efforts willingly enter into the interaction because of their respect for the rhetors.  They listen receptively because they recognize the knowledge, expertise, and experiences of advisory rhetors and desire to benefit and learn from them; over time, their experiences with these rhetors have proved the value of the perspectives they offer.  Advisory rhetoric, in French and
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Raven's (1969) terms, is rooted in referent power, the power of identification, admiration, and respect.  Starhawk (1987) calls this kind of respect power-with, or social power, "the power of a strong individual in a group of equals, the power not to command, but to suggest and be listened to, to begin something and see it happen" (p. 10).  But more than respect may be involved in audiences' willingness to enter persuasive interactions with advisory rhetors: they may feel affection for the rhetors, affection that functions to "affect, stir, and arouse" audience members (Raymond, 1989, p. 184).

Because respect and affection are involved in advisory rhetoric, it is characterized by rhetors' desires to maintain their connections with their audiences.  Achieving the goal of convincing another is not so important that failure to succeed disrupts those connections.  The strategies used by rhetors in the advisory model, then, reflect the desire to maintain a close and positive relationship with the audience.  These strategies are likely to correspond to many of those identified by Gibb (1961) in his classic essay on reducing defensiveness.  The rhetoric conveys a problem orientation, communicating "a desire to collaborate in defining a mutual problem and in seeking its solution" (p. 145); equality, indicated by rhetors' willingness "to enter into participative planning with mutual trust and respect" (p. 147),; and provisionalism, rhetoric that suggests rhetors' openness to experimenting with their own "behavior, attitudes, and ideas" (p. 148).  Ehninger's (1959) description of advising provides a fitting description of the communicative
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options that characterize this type of rhetoric.  Advising, he suggests, consists of freedom of choice, "is addressed indifferently to means or to ends," produces probabilities rather than guarantees of outcome, and is "highly personal" or other oriented (pp. 91-92).

In advisory rhetoric, the rhetor views audience members as competent individuals who are capable of making decisions for themselves.  A degree of paternalism often is involved in advisory rhetoric, just as it is in conversion rhetoric, but it is mitigated by rhetors' openness to the perspectives of audience members.  They may be less experienced in some areas than the rhetors, but their unique perspectives are seen as contributing valuable information and insights to an interaction.  The advisory rhetor respects audience members and may feel affection for them, just as these qualities characterize the stance of audience members toward the rhetor.  T he rhetor and audience are united in advisory rhetoric by a goal of achieving what is best for the audience.

Advisory rhetoric, then, involves rhetors' intents to persuade others out of a sense that the change suggested would be beneficial for them.  Advisory rhetors do not impose their views on others, however, and enter the interaction willing to consider seriously the perspectives of their audiences.  Advisory rhetoric is rooted in respect and affection felt by interactants toward each other.
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Invitational Rhetoric

The rhetorics of conquest, conversion, and advice all involve the intent of the rhetor to change the behavior and perspectives of others.  Another type of rhetoric exists, however, that does not involve this intent to persuade.  We have chosen to label this rhetoric invitational because it assumes the form of an offering, an opening, or an availability and not an insistence.  Although some will choose to accept this invitation, the point is not to secure the adherence of audience members to the perspective offered by the rhetor.

We have constructed invitational rhetoric largely from feminist theory, the literature in which its various dimensions have been most thoroughly theorized.  We agree with Scott (1991) that feminist theory well may be "the right source for a productive ethic for those who will work to revise the theories of rhetoric for the twenty-first century" (p. 205) and find in the works of feminist theorists descriptions of a rhetoric largely unacknowledged in the discipline of rhetoric.

By positioning this fourth type of rhetoric within feminist theory, we do not mean to suggest that this rhetoric describes how all women communicate or that it is a rhetoric that can be used only by women.  Furthermore, despite its origins in the work of largely Euro-American feminist theorists, the rhetoric's applicability is not limited to rhetors from such backgrounds.  Just as feminism "implies an understanding of inclusion with interests beyond women" (Wood, 1993, p. 39), the invitational rhetoric we describe is a rhetoric used at various times by some
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women and some men, individuals of various colors, and some feminists and some non-feminists.  What makes invitational rhetoric feminist is not its use by a particular population of rhetors but rather the grounding of its assumptions in feminist theory and its featuring of rhetorical practices not previously theorized because they are most visible in what typically are women's experiences.

We also do not mean to suggest that only feminists have dealt with and developed the various components of the rhetoric we describe here.  Some pieces of this rhetoric have been described by traditional rhetorical theorists, some of whom will be referenced as we describe the nature of this rhetoric.  But feminist theorists generally have been the ones to extend and integrate these pieces into a coherent whole and to describe them in systematic ways.

Purpose
The primary and distinguishing feature of invitational rhetoric is a decision by the rhetor to eschew the intent to persuade, a decision grounded in three assumptions.  The first is that the attempt to persuade others is an act of violence in that it violates, damages, or abuses the inherent value and integrity of the self.  Gearhart (1979) proposed this notion, suggesting that "any intent to persuade is an act of violence" (p. 195).  When we "seek to change any other entity," she explains, we invade and violate "'--he integrity of that person or thing and our own integrity as well" (p. 197).  Change, however, is both
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possible and desirable: "It is important to know that we can and d o change each other daily. . . . To change other people or other entities is not in itself a violation.  It is a fact of existence that we do so" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 196).  There is a difference, however, between "wanting things to change and wanting to change things" (p. 4), as Gearhart (1980) explains.  Wanting to change things involves intentional means to persuade: "The act of violence is in the intention to change another" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 196).  In contrast, rhetors who want things to change recognize that individuals are constantly being changed by each other but refuse to participate in the violation implicit in the intent to change others.

We find Gearhart's use of the term violence troubling and are not comfortable with the notion that the often useful and necessary forms of rhetoric we described as conquest, conversion, and advisory involve violence.  We prefer to see invitational rhetoric as a form in which rhetors choose not to impose their viewpoints on others intentionally.  Although invitational rhetors acknowledge that human beings always are being imposed on simply through the processes of perception, they do not believe they have the right to claim that their experiences or their perspectives are superior to those of their audience members.  They do not seek to impose on or violate their individual integrity.

The refusal to produce rhetoric with an intent to change is grounded in a second assumption, this one very pragmatic:  intentional efforts to change others often are ineffective.
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Johnson (1989) uses as an example of the ineffectiveness of persuasion women's efforts to transform the patriarchy throughout history: "Women have resisted patriarchy with unsurpassed cunning, craft, and passion for at least 5,000 years.  I don't want to be hasty, but it seems to me that 5,000 years is long enough to try any method, particularly one that doesn't work" (p. 15).

One reason for persuasion's ineffectiveness is aptly summarized by Johnson (1987) as "WHAT WE RESIST PERSISTS" (p. 27).  As she explains, "when we identify ourselves in opposition to something we become its unwitting accomplices.  By bestowing the energy of our belief upon it, by acquiescing to it, we reinforce it as reality" (1987, pp. 26-27).  Johnson (1989) presents a vivid image of how intentional efforts directed toward changing a system, idea, or position sometimes generate not change but greater resistance to it.  She is describing women's efforts to dismantle patriarchy:

[I]nto my mind sprang a picture of a fortress on a hill-patriarchy!--with its pennants flying, its great bulwarks, its massive gate . . . .

Looking down the hill a short distance, I saw the women, thousands of them, a huge battering ram in their arms, crying "We've got to get through to the men!" . . . They run at the gate with the ram: Whoom!  And again: Whoom! . . . I looked to see what was happening behind the gate during all this . . . . [T]he men, drunk with adrenaline are being spurred by the assault to incredible
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heights of creativity.  They have invented bionic metals to reinforce the gate and walls whenever the ram reveals a weak spot, gradually making the fortress impregnable, impenetrable. . . . The assault, by forcing them to strengthen, refine, and embellish the original edifice, serves to entrench patriarchy further with every Whoom! (pp. 16-17)

Another example of how attempts to persuade others in desired directions often reinforce the undesired behavior and cause deeper entrenchment into original positions is parents' efforts to persuade their children.  Again, Johnson (1989) details the results:

Any woman who has had teenagers will testify that when kids are doing something they shouldn't be doing and Mother nags about it, lectures about it, pleads about it, attacks it--in short, when she makes a federal case of it--the behavior only gets worse, often very creatively worse. (pp. 17-18) 

Resistance, in sum, often perpetuates creative persistence.

A third assumption on which the rejection of intentional persuasion rests in invitational rhetoric is that individuals cannot change others; only they can change themselves.  We "are the only ones we can change and control," explains Johnson (1989, p. 94); individuals "must convert themselves," suggests Gearhart (1982, p. 205).

Invitational rhetoric, then, rests on three assumptions.  The intent to persuade others is seen as a violation of the integrity of others--of the system of belief and action they have
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constructed for themselves.  Such efforts are seen to be largely ineffective, and individuals are viewed as capable of changing only themselves.  Consequently, invitational rhetoric looks substantially different from conquest, conversion, and advisory rhetoric.  No longer the attempt to persuade, rhetoric is defined as a process of creating an "atmosphere in which growth and change take place" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 200)--the creation of an environment that facilitates growth so that individuals may change if they desire to do so.  Invitational rhetoric involves the creation of "a milieu in which those who are ready to be persuaded may persuade themselves, may choose to hear or choose to learn" (Gearhart, 1979, p. 198).

In invitational rhetoric, there is still intent on the part of the rhetor, but the intent is "to enable transformation--not to impose it on those who are neither ripe nor interested, but to make it possible for those who are hungry for it" (Ferguson, 1980, p. 94).  Daly (1984) describes this process as one of creating "an atmosphere in which further creativity may flourish . . . . (W]e become breathers/creators of free space.  We are windy, stirring the stagnant spaces with life" (p. 18).

Communicative Options
The process of enabling transformation involves the basic rhetorical process of giving.  Gearhart (1982) describes it in this way:

instead of probing or invading, our natural giving takes the

path of wrapping around the givee, of being available to
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her/him without insisting; our giving is a presence, an offering , an opening . . . .  At the very most our giving takes the form of a push toward freedom for the givee, as in the act of in birth. (p. 198)

Two primary means are employed in invitational rhetoric to accomplish this giving or offering. one is modeling, a mode by which rhetors enact their perspectives; the second is the creation of rhetorical conditions that allow others to change if they choose to do so.

Modeling of Perspective.  When rhetors do not seek to impose their positions on audience members, the presentation and function of individual perspectives differ significantly in invitational rhetoric from the previous three rhetorics in the taxonomy.  Individual perspectives are articulated in invitational rhetoric as carefully, completely, and passionately as possible.  But this articulation occurs not through persuasive argument but through modeling--the enactment of the perspective in the rhetoric and life of the rhetor.  Although he does not call the process modeling, Eco (1989) describes such an articulation of a perspective as one that "does not narrate it; it is it" (p. 90).  Rhetors model their perspectives "by being the best example" they can in their own lives of those perspectives (Johnson, 1991, p. 165).  In Ferguson's (1980) words, in this rhetorical form, 1'r-Phe transformed self is the medium.  The transformed life is the message" (p. 118).  In modeling, rhetors create an example for others of how a perspective looks in individual lives and how it functions for
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those who choose to adopt it; they model "an other way of thinking/speaking" (Daly, 1978, p. xiii).  In the rhetorical form of modeling, rhetors affirm their vision of the world, their chosen way of life, and its results, inviting others to join if they wish and welcoming those who do but not attempting to persuade them to that vision.

In the private realm, modeling occurs in how rhetors converse with others, the clothing they wear, the places in which and how they live, the vocabulary they use, the tone of their discourse--all of the symbolic choices they make that embody who they are and what they believe.  Modeling at this level is illustrated in the rhetoric of Jill Henderson, who was named "Drill Sergeant of the Year" by the United States Army.  She does not swear, scream at, or kick the new recruits; instead, she teaches "the basics of soldiering 'not by physical force, but by example and training''' ("Shy Woman," 1993).

Modeling also occurs in what traditionally is called the public realm, where rhetors speak not with the intent to persuade others to convert to their beliefs but simply to present those beliefs to others.  Purple Saturday, sponsored by the Women's Caucus at Speech Communication Association (SCA) conventions, also illustrates the modeling dimensions of invitational rhetoric in the public realm.  On Purple Saturday, the women attending the convention (and those men who wish to show their support for women) are asked to wear purple, a color of the early women's suffrage movement as well as of royalty, power, and authority.  The purpose is simply to proclaim women's solidarity and presence
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in SCA and to remind SCA members of the contributions of women to the communication discipline and to the organization.  When women wear purple on Saturday at the convention, they are not trying to persuade others to become feminists, to accept feminist scholarship, or to value women.  Instead, they are simply articulating a perspective so that those who wish to learn more about feminism or to celebrate feminism may do so, modeling the perspective that there is an alternative way to be other than that provided by the mainstream perspective.

A critical dimension of the modeling of a perspective is a willingness to yield.  Not unlike Buber's (1965) notion of dialogue and the "I-Thou" relationship, the basic movement of a willingness to yield is a turning toward the other.  It involves meeting another's position "in its uniqueness, letting it have its impact" (p. xiv).  Tracy (1987) explains the connection between the meeting of another's uniqueness and a willingness to yield: "To attend to the other as other, the different as different, is also to understand the different as possible" (p. 20).  When they assume such a stance, rhetors communicate a willingness to call into question the beliefs they consider most inviolate and deliberately relax their grip on those beliefs.  The process is not unlike the self-risk that Natanson (1965) describes as the risking

of the self's world of feeling, attitude, and the total subtle range of its affective and conative sensibility . . . . [W]hen I truly risk myself in arguing I open myself to the viable possibility that the consequence of an
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argument may be to make me see something of the structure of my immediate world. (p. 15)

A willingness to yield also is manifest in rhetors' attempts to put themselves in others' shoes, showing parts of themselves they usually suppress, and being willing to learn from others.  Lonergan (1972) eloquently describes the willingness to yield in this way: "Be attentive, be intelligent, be responsible, be loving, and, if necessary, change" (p. 231).

One form modeling may take, particularly in a hostile situation or when a dominant perspective is very different from the one held by the rhetor, is re-sourcement (Gearhart, 1982).  Re-sourcement is the act of refusing to engage an individual or a system, communicating a perspective that is different from that held by the individual or represented by the system.  In using this form of communication, the rhetor draws energy from a new source--a source other than the individual or system that initially framed the issue.  It involves the two processes of disengagement or separation from the system and the creative development of an alternative way to frame the issue.  Rorty's (1986) description of the process of generating new vocabularies is similar to this notion of re-sourcement: "The idea is to get a vocabulary which is (at the -moment) incommensurable with the old in order to draw attention away from the issues stated in the old, and thereby helo people to forget them" (p. 114).  In Forget's (1989) words, this kind of communication is "a swerve, a leap to the other side, which lets us . . . deploy another logic or system" (p. 136).
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Although a refusal to engage in conflict or interaction often is seen as negative in interpersonal communication because it is interpreted as disconfirmation (e.g., Veenendall & Feinstein, 1990) or as a kind of manipulation associated with passive-aggressive behavior, it can be a positive response to a situation.  It allows rhetors to maintain their self-esteem and self-value and to continue to accord value to others because it communicates they are not going to allow others to violate their integrity.  Individuals who may intend to violate the integrity of a rhetor are prevented from doing so.  Re-sourcement also opens up possibilities for future rhetorical choices, providing more options for rhetors than were available to them previously.  Rhetors who use re-sourcement may have as later options articulation of their positions through modeling or use of more traditional forms of persuasion.  Re-sourcement, then, communicates rhetors' differences with a system or individual without engaging in confrontational and combative interaction that is likely to damage or disrupt the connection felt, between them and their audience members.  The resulting ambiguity creates an open space in which a wider variety of rhetorical options are possible.

An example of re-sourcement is provided by Starhawk (1987) in her description of an incident that followed the blockade of the Livermore Weapons Lab in California to protest its development of nuclear weapons.  She and other women were arrested and held in a school gym, and during their confinement, a woman ran into the gym, chased by six guards.  She dove into a
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cluster of women, and they held on to her as the guards pulled at her legs, trying to extract her from the group.  The guards were on the verge of beating the women when one woman sat down and began to chant; the other women did the same.  Starhawk described the reaction of the guards:

They look bewildered.  Something they are unprepared for, unprepared even to name, has arisen in our moment of common action.  They do not know what to do.  And so, after a moment, they withdraw. . .. . In that moment in the jail, the power of domination and control met something outside its comprehension, a power rooted in another source." (p. 5)

A primary communicative option in invitational rhetoric, then, is modeling, in which rhetors articulate their perspectives as fully as possible through enactment but do not attempt to convert others to those perspectives.  One form modeling may assume, particularly in hostile situations, is re-sourcement, in which rhetors disengage from a system and develop an alternative way to frame an issue or articulate a perspective.

External Conditions for Change.  Any change that occurs as a result of invitational rhetoric happens because individuals have the internal basis for change and decide to change themselves.  But external conditions for change also must be present.  As Gearhart (1979) explains:

No one can change an egg into a chicken.  If, however, there is the potential in the egg to be a chicken--what Mao called the "internal basis for change"--then there is the likelihood that in the right environment (moisture,
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temperature, the "external conditions for change") the egg will hatch. (p. 198)

Invitational rhetoric is directed not simply to modeling a perspective but to creating a free space so that others may change if they are inclined to do so.

We propose that to create an environment conducive to growth and change, an invitational rhetoric must create three external conditions in the interaction between rhetors and audience members--safety, value, and freedom.  These are states or prerequisites required if the possibility of transformation is to exist.  The proposed conditions were developed inductively from the works of feminist and communication theorists and from our analysis of communication situations we have observed and in which we have been involved.

The condition of safety involves the creation of a feeling of security and freedom from danger for the audience.  Rhetoric contributes to a feeling of safety when it conveys to audience members that the ideas and feelings they share with the rhetor will be received with respect and care.  When rhetoric establishes a safe context, the rhetor makes no attempt to hurt, degrade, or belittle audience members or their beliefs; audience members do not fear rebuttal of their most fundamental beliefs or retribution because they hold them.  Rhetoric that contributes to a feeling of safety also provides some means for audience members to order their world so it seems coherent and makes sense to them.  When audience members feel their sense of order is threatened or challenged, they are more likely to cling to
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familiar ways of thinking and to be less open to possibilities for change.  As Riddle (1982) explains, in such situations, "we struggle to maintain the status cfuo and resist change at any cost" (p. 374).  The feeling that results from a safe environment, then, is that audiences trust rhetors, are not afraid to interact with them, and feel they are working with and not against their audiences.

The condition of value is the acknowledgment that audience members have intrinsic or immanent worth.  This worth derives not from their external accomplishments; it cannot be "earned, acquired, or proven" (Starhawk, 1987, p. 21).  Instead, it derives from the simple principle that "your life is worth something......... You need only be what you are" (Starhawk, 1987, pp. 115-116).  Rhetors convey that they value their audience members when they are guided by what Benhabib (1992) calls "the Principle of universal moral respect"--"the right of all beings capable of speech and action to be participants" in the conversation (p. 29).

Value also is created when rhetors approach audience members as "unrepeatable individuals" and eschew "distancing, depersonalizing, or paternalistic attitudes . . .11 (Walker, 1989, pp. 22, 23).  As a result, audience members feel their identities are not forced upon or chosen for them by rhetors.  Rhetors do not attempt to fit audience members into any particular roles but face "the "otherness of the other,' one might say to face their 'alterity,' their irreducible distinctness and difference from the self" (Benhabib, 1992, p.

29

167). 
Rhetors celebrate the unique and individual identities of audience members--what Benhabib (1992) describes as

the actuality of my choices, namely to how I, as a finite, concrete, embodied individual, shape and fashion the circumstances of my birth and family, linguistic, cultural and gender identity into a coherent narrative that stands as my life's story. (pp. 161-162)

One way in which rhetoric may contribute to the acknowledgment and celebration of freely chosen, unique identities by audience members is through a process Gendlin (1978) calls "absolute listening" (p. 116); Morton (1985) describes as "hearing to speech" (p. 202), and Johnson (1987) terms "hearing into being" (p. 130).  In such rhetoric, individuals are allowed to tell of their experiences without the listeners interrupting, comforting, or inserting anything of their own.  Such a stance contrasts wi th typical ways of listening, in which "we nearly always stop each other from getting very far inside. our advice, reactions, encouragements, reassurances, and well-intentioned comments actually prevent people from feeling understood" (Gendlin, 1978, p. 116) and encourage them to direct their comments toward the listener's position or orientation (Johnson, 1987).  In their speaking to listeners who do not insert themselves into the talk, individuals come to discover their own stories and perspectives.  Morton ,(1985) quotes a woman's description of her experience in the process of being heard to speech: "you didn't smother me.  You
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gave it [her voice] space to shape itself.  You gave it time to come full circle"' (p. 205).

Value also is conveyed through rhetoric when rhetors not only listen carefully to the perspectives of others but try to think from those perspectives.  Benhabib's (1992) notion of the "'reversibility of perspectives"' (p. 145) is relevant here; it is the capacity to reverse perspectives and to reason from the standpoint of others involved, "making present to oneself what the perspectives of others involved are or could be . . . 11 (p. 137).  When value is created in a communicative situation, audience members feel rhetors see them as significant individuals and appreciate and attend to their uniqueness.  They feel rhetors care about them, understand their ideas, and allow them to contribute in significant ways to the interaction.

Freedom, the power to choose or decide, is a third condition whose presence in an environment is a prerequisite for the possibility of transformation.  Freedom is developed when rhetors do not place restrictions on an interaction.  Participants can bring any and all matters to the interaction for consideration; no subject matter is privileged subject matter, and all presuppositions can be challenged.  Benhabib (1992) calls this "the principle of reciprocity" (p. 29); within conversations, it suggests, "each has the same symmetrical rights to various speech acts, to initiate new topics, to ask for reflection about the presuppositions of the conversation, etc." (p. 29).
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Freedom also is developed when rhetors provide opportunities for others to develop and choose their own options from alternatives they, themselves, have created.  Rather than presenting a predetermined set of options from which individuals may choose, rhetors who wish to facilitate freedom allow audience members to make whatever choices seem appropriate to them, allowing for the richness and complexity of their unique subjective experiences.

A result of the development of the condition of freedom through rhetoric is autonomous interdependence, a sense on the part of audience members of both autonomy and interconnection.  Although "the achievement of self-reliance is thought to require a complete repudiation of interdependence" (Code, 1991, pp. 7374), the dichotomy is collapsed as a result of invitational rhetoric.  Invitational rhetors recognize that they and others are linked and that an awareness and fostering of this interdependence is a necessary and inevitable element of an environment conducive to growth and change.  In Starhawk's (1988) words, "all things are interconnected.  All is relationship" (p. 44).  No act can be out of context in that all "the beings of the world are in constant communication on many levels and dimensions" (Starhawk, 1987, p. 22).  As a result of this connection with others, rhetors communicate in ways that respect and care for that connection.  Autonomy is present along with interdependence, however, because the maintenance of the connection between rhetors and audiences is not dependent on rhetors' approval of the choices made by audience members.
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Rogers' (1962) notion of unconditional positive regard suggests the nature of the freedom the rhetor accords the audience; the other person is valued totally, without reservations.

For the possibility of transformation to exist in an environment, then, the conditions of safety, value, and freedom must be present.  Invitational rhetoric is not the only type of rhetoric, however, in which rhetors may find and create these conditions.  They may be present, to some degree, as a result of use of some of the other rhetorical forms, particularly advisory and conversion rhetoric. only in invitational rhetoric, however, are all three of these conditions likely to be found and to be developed fully.

The communicative options used in invitational rhetoric-modeling and the creation of the external conditions--differ from those of the other three rhetorics in many ways.  A primary distinguishing feature, however, is that the options of invitational rhetoric do not involve a separation of means and ends.  Invitational rhetoric is not based on a dichotomy of cause and effect, an action done in the present to affect the future.  Instead, as Johnson (1989) explains, the "'means are the ends; . . . how we do something is what we get"' (p. 35).  She provides an explanation for the collapse of means and ends in a particular perspective on time:

Atomic science tells us that, contrary to how we have been conditioned to perceive it, time does not move from here to there, it is not like a river, it is not "passing," not
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going anywhere.  Instead, it simply is, like the ocean, and we are in it as fish are in the sea. (p. 38)

Such a view of time suggests that "we can predict the future by what we are doing in the present.  What we are doing in the present is creating the future, is the future" (Johnson, 1989, p. 39).  A rhetoric in which rhetors model perspectives, then, is one in which that perspective is enacted at the moment of modeling; when rhetors focus on safety in their messages, safety is created, just as a rhetoric of freedom creates or is freedom.

Audience
Invitational rhetoric is characterized by the openness with which rhetors are able to approach their audiences.  Burke (1969) suggests that rhetors adjust their conduct to the external resistance they expect in the audience or situation: "we in effect modify our own assertion in reply to its assertion" (p. 237).  In invitational rhetoric, in contrast, resistance is not anticipated in modeling or in the enactment of safety, value, and freedom.  Thus, rhetors do not adapt their communication to expected resistance in the audience, as they do in the other three rhetorics.  Instead, they identify possible impediments to the creation of an environment that facilitates transformation and seek to minimize or neutralize them so they do not remain impediments.

The stance -taken by invitational rhetors toward their audiences is what Gearhart (1979) calls the dialogue or the matrix.  Characterized by a mutual generation of energy, the
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genuine desire and willingness to learn, and a refusal by rhetors to attempt to change others, this stance is one of respect, equality, and reciprocity.  Rhetors view the choices selected by audience members as right for them at that particular time, based on their own abilities to make those decisions.  They acknowledge that audience members are the authorities on their own lives.  As Johnson (1991) explains: "And I also trusted that other women were doing the best they could at the moment, as I was, and that, like me, all-they needed from others in order to get on with their personal work was to be unconditionally accepted as the experts on their own lives" (p. 162).

Invitational rhetoric, then, has as its purpose the creation of an environment in which growth and change can take place.  Its primary communicative options are modeling of the rhetor's perspective and the creation of the external conditions of safety, value, and freedom.  These are not strategic in the traditional sense in that they are both means and ends, producing in the present the qualities they embody.  In invitational rhetoric, the audience is seen as capable, expert, and equal to the rhetor.

Conclusions

The four types of rhetoric identified in this essay-conquest, conversion, advisory, and invitational--all involve different purposes, communicative options, and views of the audience.  Conquest rhetoric has as its purpose winning, or securing as the prevailing position the rhetor's own.  The
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communicative options employed are those designed to establish the superiority of the rhetor's perspective, and these options are mediated and governed by rules designed to hold in check excessive efforts rhetors might be tempted to undertake.  Audience members, in conquest rhetoric, are viewed as opponents who hold goals incompatible with those of the rhetor; they are seen as naive, lacking in knowledge, and thus unable to affect the rhetor's perspective.

Conversion rhetoric is rhetoric designed to convert others to the rhetor's perspective using as communicative options those designed to make the rhetor's position attractive and compelling.  Audience members may or may not be seen as opponents with goals that may or may not be compatible with those of the rhetor.  In any case, audience members' perspectives usually are seen as uninformed and inferior to the rhetor's.  Again, audience members in this form of rhetoric usually are unable to affect the rhetor's perspective.

In advisory rhetoric, the rhetor offers a perspective in the hope that audience members will accept it.  The communicative options in this rhetoric are designed both to make the rhetor's perspective compelling and to enable the rhetor to understand the audience's perspective.  Audience members are viewed as united with the rhetor against a common problem, and although they are seen as less experienced, they are viewed as capable and able to affect the rhetor's perspective.

Invitational rhetoric has as its purpose the creation of an environment that enables transformation should audience members
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choose to be transformed.  Its primary communicative options are modeling and the creation of the external conditions of safety, value, and freedom.  In invitational rhetoric, audience members are seen as equal to the rhetor and as experts on their own lives.  The perspectives they hold are respected and honored by the rhetor.

We do not see these four rhetorics as organized on a hierarchy in which some types are superior to others.  Our interest in inserting invitational rhetoric into the scope of rhetorical theory is not meant to suggest it is an ideal for which rhetors should strive or that it should or can be used in all situations.  We see all four rhetorics as useful and legitimate options in which rhetors will want to be skilled.  There are times, for example, when rhetors will perceive the presence of physical danger and must act quickly to remove or neutralize it; in that case, they would choose to use conquest rhetoric to insure the survival of those involved.  In other instances, rhetors might believe strongly in a product and its benefits to others and want their audience members to choose it over others in order to realize those benefits.  In this case, a rhetoric of conversion would be the rhetor's likely choice.  Another common situation in which rhetors would choose to use conversion rhetoric is when they interview for a job they would like to have and where they believe they could make a meaningful contribution to an organization.

At other times, rhetors hope to spare others some pain and grief by suggesting what they have learned from their own
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experience, and those others are interested in learning from them.  At these times, advisory rhetoric would be likely to be selected by the rhetor.  With the identification of invitational rhetoric, rhetors now are able to recognize situations in which they seek not to persuade others to particular perspectives but simply to create an environment that facilitates transformation of whatever kind, if those involved choose to be transformed.

A variety of factors are involved in the decision to use one type of rhetoric rather than another.  The factors the rhetor would use in making the decision would fall into four categories --situation, audience, rhetor, and subject (Foss & Foss, in press).  Factors concerned with the situation that might influence the type of rhetoric selected would include such elements as time constraints, the presence of physical danger, the nature of the environment that currently exists (whether it is one of safety, value, and freedom), the designated or perceived purpose for the interaction, and the number of people involved in it.  Dimensions of the audience that would be considered in deciding which rhetoric to use would include audience members' knowledge of the subject of the interaction, their interest in it, perspectives on it, and receptivity to changing those perspectives.

Rhetors, of course, also contribute to the nature of the interaction, and factors dealing with the nature of the rhetor also affect the selection of a particular rhetoric.  Rhetors' attitudes toward themselves, the cultural identities they claim and consider important, their communicative competencies, the
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vulnerabilities they feel, the nature of their relationship with the audience, their previous experiences with the audience, knowledge of the subject, comfort with the subject, perspectives on the subject, and receptivity to change are among the dimensions related to the rhetor to be considered in the selection process.

Finally, factors related to the subject influence the selection of one type of rhetoric over another.  How comfortable the subject is to discuss for audience members, its complexity, the sources of information allowed or privileged about that subject, and whether or not it is controversial all may be important in choosing among the four forms of rhetoric.

The expansion of the notion of rhetoric beyond persuasion to include invitational rhetoric has several implications for rhetorical theory.  For one, the introduction of invitational rhetoric into a taxonomy of rhetorics challenges the presumption that has been granted to persuasion in the rhetorical tradition.  Identification and explication of a rhetoric not grounded in the intent to persuade undermine the position of privilege accorded to persuasion in rhetoric.  The existence of invitational rhetoric thus encourages the exploration of yet other rhetorics that do not involve the intent to persuade.

A second implication that results from the explication of an invitational rhetoric is that it highlights a discrepancy within many models of rhetoric that focus on persuasion--a discrepancy between goals and means (Makau, in press).  Several scholars in communication currently are working on developing models for
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cooperative, non-adversarial, and ethical communication.  Such a goal, for example, is espoused by Herrick (1992) in his discussion of the link between rhetoric and ethics, when he suggests "that a virtue approach to rhetorical ethics may provide the kind of flexible, yet directive, ethic needed" to maintain the democratic nature of a pluralistic social order (p. 147).  Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992) also propose such a goal in their book on argumentation; their approach is designed to create an open and free exchange and responsible participation in cooperative, dialogic communication.  But because Herrick and van Eemeren and Grootendorst define rhetoric in persuasive terms, they undermine their own laudatory missions.  The adversarial frameworks in which they work do not allow the development of the ethical, cooperative interaction they seek.  The competitive framework in which they work encourages deception, manipulation, a view of audience members as opponents, and the use of unethical strategies to accomplish personal goals.  Such strategies then require rules to contain the interaction that results from their use.  Invitational rhetoric may serve as a model for those who seek a way out of this contradiction--it allows scholars to develop models for cooperative, dialogic interaction that are not embedded in a competitive, oppositional, monologic framework.

The introduction of invitational rhetoric to the array of rhetorical forms available also serves a greater heuristic, inventive function than rhetoric previously has been allowed.  The three kinds of persuasion--conquest, conversion, and advisory rhetoric--occur within preimposed or preconceived frameworks that
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refer back to themselves and reinforce the vocabularies and tenets of those frameworks.  In frameworks of persuasion, the rhetor's idea is adapted to the audience or is presented in ways that will be most persuasive to the audience; the idea, then, stays lodged within the confines of the rhetorical system in which it was framed. others may challenge the idea but only within the confines of the framework of the dispute already established.  The inventive potential of rhetoric is restricted as the interaction converts the idea to the experience required by the framework.  Invitational rhetoric, on the other hand, aims at converting experience "to one of the many views which are indeterminately possible" (Holmberg, 1977, p. 237).  As a result, much is open in invitational rhetoric that is not in the three rhetorics of intentional persuasion--the potential of the audience to contribute to the generation of ideas is enhanced, the means used to present ideas are not those that limit the ideas to what is most persuasive for the audience, the view of the kind of environment that can be created in the interaction is expanded, and the ideas that can be considered multiply.  As a result, invitational rhetoric may allow for the development of alternative interpretations,, perspectives, courses of actions, and solutions to problems to those allowed in models of persuasive rhetoric.

Finally, the inclusion of an invitational rhetoric in a taxonomy of rhetorics suggests the need to revise and expand rhetorical constructs of various kinds so that they take into account its nature and function.  Invitational rhetoric suggests,
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for example, that the traditional view of the audience as an opponent ought to be questioned.  It questions notions such as ethos and the qualities that have been deemed necessary for effective communicators.  It challenges our conception of the notion of rhetorical strategies as means to particular ends.  It suggests the need for a new schema of ethics for rhetoric, one that may require different criteria for each of the four rhetorics.  A reconsideration and possible reconceptualization of these and other standard notions of rhetoric, as a result of the insights introduced by invitational rhetoric, may suggest that rhetoric is more complex and sophisticated than the 2,000-yearold view of rhetoric as persuasion has allowed.
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