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Written presentation

The purpose of the paper is to explore the connection between rhetoric and coercion. It does this by trying to establish whether acts of terrorism can be understood and described in rhetorical terms.

It starts out by establishing a basic description of terrorism based on a modernist view of rhetoric – that is, a view of rhetoric as one actor’s rational choices to try to obtain a change of opinion in another actor. By looking at the strategic impact of the USS Cole bombing in 2000 and the legal definition of terrorism it asserts that terrorism is a kind of symbolic interaction.

The paper further establishes that to be able to treat terrorism in rhetorical terms, one must broaden the traditional rhetor-audience relationship, that coercion and rhetoric are not the same, but is connected by the rhetorical figure Ad Bacculum (threat) and lastly that it must be possible to be normative when it comes to the effectiveness of terror – but further finds that only the ethical side of this has been developed in rhetorical theory , whereas one must look to other disciplines to find a theory of effective terrorism.

But the paper has also shown the limitations of modernist rhetoric, as the subject of terror is controversial, bodily, and ethical. This calls for a post-modern critique to answer the last important question: what implications does the analysis of terror have on rhetorical theory? This question is sought answered in the oral presentation.

Oral presentation

This paper tries to imply what consequences the rhetorical criticism of terror has on rhetorical theory. 

It starts out by suggesting that the modernist approach is only enough to establish terror as a potential rhetorical subject, but fails on a number of accounts. 

These failings can to a certain extent be dissolved by choosing a postmodern approach – that is, one which demolishes the modernist communication model sender – message – receiver and to a higher degree emphasises the co-construction of discourse.

Another important starting point is whether rhetoric should be realist (descriptive) or idealist (normative). Regarding the history of rhetoric and the discussion between effect and morality one must extrapolate that most rhetoric must have a normative dimension. But even dealing with terrorism is a strong indicator that it must also have a power focused realist element. The paper calls for a combination of realist and idealist approaches. 

In the analysis it contrasts two rhetorical views on rhetoric and coercion:

· Tuman – Realist approach that holds that terrorism can be seen as just another argument

· Artz and Pollock – Idealist approach that holds that rhetoric and coercion are two separated things, but that the last can be utilised by the first. 

Both approaches is seen as having their failings, Tuman when it comes to message and morality and Artz/Pollock in taking culture and inclusion into account.

The paper ends with a sketch of an alternative approach. In this terrorism is seen as a persuasive power. In this view the important thing is not a critique of the actual physical terrorist attack but an exploration of how this act forms the discourse and how effective and moral this is. 

This calls for rhetoric as a sort of “doxological landscaping”, a rhetorical psychology that tries to explain how the shaping of the discursive premises in the common consciousness in turn affect the involved subjects.

