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ABSTRACT

CHARLES E. WENIGER'S THEOKY OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SPEECH
AND HOMILETICS AS REVEALED IN HIS TEACHING PROCEDURES,

HIS WRITINGS, AND HIS PUBLIC ADDRESSES

By

Norval F. Pease

The primary purpose of this study is to describe, analyze, and
interpret Charles E. Weniger's theory of the relationship of speech and
homiletics as revealed in his teaching procedures, his writings, and his
public address. Wéniger was trained in the fields of speech and litera-
ture, holding the Ph.D. degree from the University of Southern California.
The major part of his professional career has been divided between
Pacific Union College in California and the Seventh-day Adventist
Theological Seminary, now a part of Andrews University, Berrien Springs,
Michigan. In both institutions he taught speech and biblical literature,
and served as dean.

Weniger is presented in this study as an example of a speech-
trained teacher of homiletics who has dcveloped"; theory of homiletics
integrating the two disciplines. His theoxry is reflected in his
definition of homiletics:

Homiletics may be defined as that branch of speech which,

employing all available means and taking to itself the whole realm
of human knowledge with emphasis on the Bible, seeks by persuasion

to draw men to ibetter life and a more abundant entrance into the
kingdom of God. )
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A rhetorical biography (Chapter I), based on taped interviews,
indicates the influence of (1) a conservative religious background, (2)
contact with the emphasis on persuasion during the twenties and thirties,
(3) a strong background in the liberal arts, especially literature, and
(4) a deep sensitiveness to the drama of human life. These factors
helped shape his concept of pre_aching.

The relationship of rhetorical and homiletical theory since
St. Augustine is reviewed in Chapter 1I, with the conclusion that
homiletics has been greatly influenced by classical rhe‘toric » even
though some modern homileticians are moving away from classical patteruns.

A study of Weniger's teaching methods (Chapter I1II), based on
teaching materials in the Weniger files, limits itself to four courses
taught to seminary students. This study reveals carefully perfected
techniques aimed at (1) adapting spee‘ch courses to seminary students,

(2) teaching homiletics in a frame of reference of classical rhetorical
theory, (3) emphasizing persuasion as a basic approach to preaching. A
questionnaire, submitted to a group of Weniger's students, reports a high
level of appreciation of his teaching methods and classroom ethos.

An investigation of Weniger's writings (Chapter IV), limited to
those relevant to the rhetoric-homiletics issue, reveals a constant
attempt over a period of nearly 35 years to communicate to the clergy the
basic principles of speech in the framework of classical rhetoric.
Special emphasis is placed in his writings on ethos, pathos, logos, and
Delivei'y.

Weniger's own public address (Chapter V) discloses examples of
the application of his theory to the public platform. Rhetorical

criticisms of a baccalaureate sermon and of a comencaient address reveal
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an ideal of Invention as including ''the whole realm of human knowledge";
a philosophy of Arrangement based on the art of persuasion; a style
reflecting his training in literature; and a finesse in Delivery that
may be observed in listening to tapes of his addresses. Throughout both
the baccalaureate sermon and the commencement address runs a strong
religious emphasig, indicating his purpose "by persuasion to draw men to
a better life and a more abundant entrance into the kingdom of God."

Weniger's theory of homiletics coexists in the modern world with
other strongly supported theories: for example, Fosdick's problem-
solving approach, and Barth's theological approach. Weniger's theory is
more closely akin to classical rhetoric than either of these, in that it

considers preaching as "a branch of speech.”

1Charles E. Weniger, "Taped Interviews with N. F. Pease,
December, 1962," p. 8.

L]



CHARLES E. WENIGER'S THEORY OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SPEECH

AND HOMILETICS AS REVEALED IN HIS TEACHING PROCEDURES,

HIS WRITINGS, AND HIS PUBLIC ADDRESSES

* Norval F. Pease

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
College of Communication Arts--Department of Speech
1964



[

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

'No man is an island" is a truth that becomes increasingly
obvious during the preparation of a dissertation. It is my pleasure to
mention some of the people whose interest and cooperation have made this
study possible:

Doctor Charles Weniger and his wife, Eunice, have given gracious
assigtance during a period of suffering and stress when it might have
been easier for them to be free from any extra burdens.

Doctor Kenneth Hance, my major professor and committee chairman,
has gone far beyond the demands of duty in giving of his time and
interest ;o this projecc.

Doctors David Ralph,.Gordon Thomas , Fred Alexander, and
Walter Johnson--the other members of my commi ttee--have helped build the
foundation without which a task of this type could not have been carried
to completion. | |

Presidents Floyd Rittenhouse and Richard Hammill of Andrews
University, and Dean William Murdoch of the Seventﬁ-day Adventist Theo-
logical Seminary have been very kind in allowing qé time and opportunity
for study and writing. |

Dana Dutcher, my secretary, has labored endless hours--cheerfully
and efficiently, and has made my work easier by hér ingight into the

techniques of research.



iii

My wife, Blanche, and my daughter, La Vonne, have been patient
and understanding during the many months while the affairs of the house-
hold have revolved around my doctoral program.

These whom I have mentioned, along with a host of friends and
colleagues, have provided motivation for this undertaking. The only way
I know how to repay them is to help and encourage other students who may
be endeavoring, through research, to make a contribution to human

knowledge.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acmmu e & e o & o o o | o e o o o o o o o o o .":’. e o e o
usrwmms L] e o o o e o .‘. o o 0‘. e o o o o o OY e e o o o

mmm e o o o o e o ¢ o e 0 o o o o o0 o o LN .‘ e ¢ o o o

Chapter
I. RHETORICAL BIOGRAPHY .« o « « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

Influences of Early Life

College Years

College Teaching

Development of Interest in Persuasion

Seminary Teaching

Development of Interest in Homiletics
: .Taped Interviews

II. A SURVEY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RHETORIC
AND HOMILETICS FROM AW‘USTINE TO THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

Augustine and Homiletical Theory

Classical Rhetoric and the Medieval ‘nteory of Preaching

Significant Developments During the Renaisunce and
the Reformation

British Rhetoric and Homiletical Theoxy

Relationship Between Contemporary Homﬂetical Theory
and Rhetorical Theory

III. CHARLES E. WENIGER AS A TEACHER OF SPEECH AND HOMILETICS

Persuasion

Voice and Diction

Homiletics

History of Preaching

Sumnary of Teaching Techniques

Student Evaluations of Weniger as a Teacher

Page
i1
vi

. vii

13

33

———
- ————————— .



v

Chapter Page
IV. THE WRITINGS OF CHARIES E. WENIGER IN THE AREA OF SPEECH
MD Hmmnw L] L L ] L L] L] L L [ ] L] L[] [ ] L] L] L[] L] L ] L] L] [ ] 124

The Preacher and His Preparation
Articles in The Minigtry, 1928-1964

Public Address of William Miller.

"What the Seminaries Expect of Undergraduate Speech
Departments"

Summary

V. CHARIES B, WENIGER'S PUBLIC ADDBESSES « « « « ¢ s ¢ o o« & 176

Secular Speeches
Preaching in Church Services
Baccalaureate and Commencement Addmues

Before Honor
"P{tfalls"

“The Idea of the University"
Summary

vI. mmlms [ ) [ ) L] L] L] o . [ ] L] [ ] L] [ [ ] L] L] [ ] L] e o [ ] [ [ ] L] m

An Analysis of Heniger's Definition of Homiletics

Comparison of Weniger's Theory of Homiletics
With Contemporary Theories

Possible Explanations as to Why Weniger Holds the
Speech-Persuasion Theory r

Influence of Weniger's Theory

Bnum [ ) L] e o ] ] [ [ ] ] o o ] L] L] o & .o o L] e o o [ ] [ ] L] L] m



Table
1.
2.
3.
4,

S.

LIST OF TABLES
, Page
Schedule of Speeches for .CIul in Persuasion . c o o o o 80
Analysis of Student Attitudes . . . .. ¢ . oo o .. .. 115
Methods of Learning Voice and Diction .« ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o« 115
Analysis of Words Descrﬂ;btng Weniger's Teaching Personality 116

Self-Crading Rating Scale on Elements of Effective Speech 144



|

INTRODUCTION

P of 4 Stu
The primary purpose of this sM is to deécribe. analyze, and
intexrpret Charles E. Weniger's &teory of the relationship of speech and
homiletice as revealed in his teaching procedures, his writings, and his '
public addresses. 1t is intended that this meafch shall add to the
volume of material that, from the time of St. Augustine, has endeavored !

!

to define the place of homiletics in the world of rhetorical theory. [

t

Except when specifically labeled as the opinion of the present investi-
gator, value judgments are implicit rather than éxplicit. A variation ;
from this rule will be seen in Chapter V, where certain of Weniger's
public addresses are subjected to ovaluatioﬁ according to the classical

canons of rhetorical criticism.

Definition of Terms

Two terms w_iu"be used frequently in this study--"speech" and
"homiletics." Tha term "speech"” will be understood as including the body
of rhetorical theory as classified under the headings of Invention,
Arrangement, Style, and Del:l.vety.l' The term 'rhetoric" could be used
wvith equal accuracy, and is sometimes used, but “speech" is a more modern
designation, and seems more fitting in dealing with a contemporary topic.
"Homiletics" is to preaching what "rhetoric" or 'speech" is to public

11¢ 18 recognized that the term "speech" is often used to refer
to oral communication in its various forms--public address, theatre,
speech and hearing science, etc.
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address. In other words, "homiletics" is the body of theory governing

the art of preaching.

Limitations Imposed on the Study
This study is selective in its approach to the Weniger materials.

Only those biographical data are presented that have specific relevance
to him as a rhetorician and homiletician. Four seminary courses are
selected in the study of Weniger as a seminary teacher--'Persuasive
Speaking," 'Voice and Diction," "Basic Homiletics," and "Master
Preachers"2--two of which represent the"speech approach dand two the
“homiletics approach." Weniger's writings on topics other than speech and
homiletics are mentioned incidentally without attempt at analysis. Of
his large number of public addresses, only two are studied in detail--a
commencement address and a baccalaureate address, with brief treatment
of a secular speech and a second commencement address. The rat:ionale of
these limitations has been to focus the study on such areas and such
items as are peculiarly relevant to the objective of describing,
analyzing, and interpreting Weniger's theory of the relationship between
speech and homiletics.

Significance of the Stu
So far as can be determined, no previous study of any kind has

been made of Weniger, except a chapter in a Master's thesis analyzing

one of his sermons.3 Much has been written, as Chapter II will indicate,

z'meae courses are referred to throughout this study as
persuagsion, voice and diction, homiletics, and "Master Preachers."”

3Gordon Hyde, "A Selected Anthology of Adventist Sermons"
(unpublished Master's thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1957). This
thesis did not deal with the area of homiletical theory..

B}
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on the relation between speech and homiletics. In addition to its
distinctiveness, this study .sem justified because, during a period of
more than forty years, Weniger endeavored to relate the discipline of
speech and the training of the clergy. During this long career, he
developed techniques of teaching that reflected his constantly growing
insight into the inter-relations between the two disciplines. He
expressed his viewpoints in articles and menuscripts, and he put his
theory into practice in his speeches.

1t is also recognized that there are homileticians who disagree
with the proposition that homiletics is closely related to speech.
There are present-day writers who consider preaching as a liturgically-
oriented exercise, a mystical experience, or an adventure in group
therapy--far removed from the canons of Invention, Arrangement, Style,
and Delivery. This divergence of opinion would seem to add to the
relevance of such a study as is being attempted in this dissertation.

It is granted that similar studies might be made of the work of
other speech-trained men in the field of homiletics--for example,
John Rudin of Duke University, Charles McGlon of Southern Baptist Theo-
logical Seminary, and Ronald Sleeth of Southern Methodist University.
Why should Weniger be singled out for séudy? Having begun his 'ceaching
career in 1919, having been actively qonnecced with a theological
seminary since 1934, having served as dean of a college and of a seminary,
and having been smong the chief proponents of the speech-homiletics
approach in modern seminary teaching, Weniger would seem to qualify as
an authority worthy of eﬁudy. “n\c ptcse.nt investigator was a seminary
studerit under Henigot- in classes in persﬁuion. voice and diction, and

discussion. He was also a colleague of Weniger on a seminary faculty;
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and he 18, at present, canying_ the responsibility once carried by
Weniger as a teacher of homiletics. This background has made asvailable
a wealth of material.

This study, therefore, seems amply justified on the grounds of
(1) the importance and relevance of the issue of the relation between
speech and homiletics, (2) the competence and experience of Weniger as
an advocate of a specific viewpoint on this issue, (3) the fact that no
previous study of Weniger's theory has 'b|een made, and (4) the availa-

bility of materials to the present investigator.

Materials or Sources for the Study

The primary sources for this study include (1) a thirty-page
transcript of taped interviews given this investigator by Weniger,
December, 1962, at Glendale, California, including biographical material
and statements regarding homiletical and rhetorical theory; (2) files of
Weniger's teachihg syllabi, procedures, and materials c&vering in con-
siderable detail the courses he: taught during his seminary teaching
experience; (3) Weniger's writings, including his Master's and Doctor's
theses, his published works, his articles, and his mpuﬁlished manu-
scripts; (4) notes and mnuscf:l.pu of commencement and Saccalmreace
addresses, as well as sermons and other speeches; (5) bulletins, news
releases, and personal correspondence éanceming his speeches; (6)
returns from a questionnaire sent to a sampling of Héniger's former
seminary students; and (7) tapes c;f a commencement addi;eu. an address
to a'lgroup of clergymen, a semn; and other material.

Secondary materials deal largely with the issue of the relation-
ship between speech and homiletj:l.cs. They include (1) the writings of

rhetoricians and homileticians of the past, such as St. Augustine,



Thomas Wilson, George Campbell, Hugh Blair, John Quincy Adams, and }
John A. Broadus; (2) the writings of contemporary homileticians such as ;
Williem Toohey, Warren E. Faber,:william Carson Lantz, Ronald E. Sleeth, .‘
H. Grady Davis, and Carl Lundquist; (3) the writings of rhetorical and .'
homiletical critics who have discussed the relation of speech to homi- |
letics, such as Charles Sears Baldwin, .Jnu J. Murphy, E. C. Dargan,

Harry Caplan, Wilbur Samuel Howell, Russell H. Wagner, Clarence W. Edney,

John P. Hoshor, and Lloyd M. Perry.

The Organization of the Study
Chapter I is a rhetorical biography covering the principal

events of Weniger's life as related to his work as a rhetorician-
homiletician. This chapter includes a rather comprehensive recent
statement by Weniger relative to his theory of homiletics. This infor-
mation is deemed necessary as a background for the "su_sdy of his teaching,
writing, and speaking attempted in later chapters. |
Chapter II surveys the historical background of the relation of
the two disciplines. Begimning with Augustine, representative
individuals have been selected who, by their theory and/or practice,
demonstrated attitudes toward speech and homiletics and their mutual
_ relationships. Although these attitudes are seen to vary from person to
person and from age to age, an understanding of this background is
congsidered essential to a study of a modern theorist in this area.
Special emphasis is placed on contemporary theory relevant to the issue.
Chapter I1I is a detailed description of Weniger as a teacher of
speech and homiletics, and includes an mlﬁais of the returns from a
questionnaire in which his former students evaluated his teaching. It

was in the classroom, this investigator is convinced, that he made his
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greatest contribution. From early childhood to his illness in 1961,
Weniger never missed a year in che classroom, either és a student or as
a teacher. While engaged in academic administration, he taught. While
attending college and university, he taught. The purpose of this chapter
is to show how his theory of the relationship of speech and homiletics
wvas revealed in the content and method of his teaching, and to show the
results of his teaching as reported by his students.

| Chapter IV deals with Weniger's writings. Alt:bough he was not a |

) : ' i

prolific writer because of the pressure of educational administration and |
|

heavy teaching loads during his more mature years, nevertheless, he did

find‘ time to write some material t.hat is valuable ;n understanding and

interpreting his homiletical theory. ,‘ This ehApter:-helps to describe his i

contact with the clergy during his career. - 1]
Chapter V analyzes samples of Weniger's public address. Alt:houghi

most of his fifty or sixty commencement and baccalaureate addresses were |

|
;

given from notes rather than from manuscripts, aéveral complete manu-
scripts and tapes are available. A baccalaureate sermon and a
commencement address will be analyzed according to the canons of
rhetorical criticism, and other addresses will receive briefer attent:iotlj.
In addition to the usual criteria of rhetoricall.criticism, which will
reveal all aspects of his speaking practice, the additional criterion
employed in analyzing these addresses is the question as to what they
reveal concerning his theory of the relation between the canons of
speech and the practice of preaching. Such an examination is essential
to the purpose of this study.

Chapter VI consists of conclusions concerning the endeavor to
analyze and interpret Weniger's theory of the relation of speech and
homiletics, based on the material presented in the preceding chapters.
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CHAPTER I | / |
RHETORICAL BIOGRAPHY!

Charles Elliot Weniger was born in Vallejo, California, in 1896..,
His father was chaplain of the local 0dd ?ellon lodge, and his mother ‘.'l
served as president of the welfare organization and Home and School Asso-
ciation of her local church. Afur his father died when Charles was two
years of age, his mother moved to San Francisco, and later to Oakland,
where Charles began his primary education in the McClymonds public
school. At this point, a step-father entered his life--a policeman, who
often took Charles with him on his beat. Later the family moved to
Emeryville, where he attended the Emery district public school. He
recalls that he was alwvays interested in recitation; and, among other
activities, memorized the "Gettysburg Address" while in public school.

His high school work was taken at the Oakland High School where,
he recalls, "Jack London and Edward Roland 8111 had preceded me as
students."? While during his high school years Charles did not partici-
pate extensively in forensics or any other field of speech, he remembers
serving as leader of the young people's organization of his church when
he was thirteen, and he was also a member of a small private debating
society during his early high school years.

He finished high school in 1914 and enrolled at Pacific Union

College, a Seventh-day Adventist liberal arts college located about 75

13ased on taped interviews with Weniger, December, 1962.

21b4d., p. 1.



2
miles north of San Francisco. The college curriculum at that time con-
sisted of a generaf course stressing general culture with emphasis on
religious studies. Only one course in public speaking was available, |
this being taught by an English professor. Weniger says, "I took that
course, and I think this experience ptob;bly vas the beginning of my
intense interest in speech." The instructor used Winans' Public |
Speaking as his textbook, and Weniger believes that Winans' "attention |
theory" had an early and far-reaching 1.uf1uenc¢ on his ovn theory and
practice. _ ‘

During his college years, he earned a portion of his expenses u’
a student assistant, teaching courses in Latin, and later, Greek and
English. After finishing college in 1918 as presidex‘it‘of his class,
with the degree of Bachelor of Arts, he decided to take a year of post-
graduate work at Pacific Union Coilegc; but at ni.d-yeag he was asked to
fi.li & vacancy as head-resiéenc in the men's dom:l.boryai. He vas also
teaching Greek and English. ne vas invited in 1919 r.o: join the staff of
Pacific Union College as an Mttucuor of English. |

It was at this time that Weniger taught his fi?st course in
public speaking, using Winans as his text. Just a little later, at the
request of the students, he introduced a second course in public speak-
ing, using as a text Edwin Shurter, The Rhetoric of Oratory. This
course was a combination of pulinenguy law and adva'.nced speech-
making, with particular atcentioﬁ to o?cui.oul speaking. Regarding
this period of his teaching, Weniger declares:

This was a very rich period in my early teaching experience

because I was beginning to see the relationship between the general
field of speech (of whi.ch I knew very little) and the particular

31bid.
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field of preaching which lay right at oy door. I had taken some
work in ministerial training in my college course; and in this
second year of speaking, there were a number of students who were
planning to be ministers.4
In 1927, he went to Washington Missionary College, a Seventh-day
Adventist liberal arts college in ﬁuhingbon. D.C., as head of the
department of English, which included speech and journalism. He
inmediately included in the curricult.n the two courses in public speak-
ing which he had developed at Pacific Union College. During his four
years at Washington Missionary College, he developed an interest in,
and an appreciation for, the nation's capital that not only became a
significant avocation, but also added enrichment to his teaching
procedures. |
In 1931, Weniger returned to Pacific Union College, where he
became chairman of the department of English, journalism, and speech,
giving most of his attention to speech. The following seventeen years
at Pacific Union College were years of professional development. He
added courses in voice and diction, oral interpretation, persuasion,
radio speaking, phonetics, public lecturing, and the short speech. He
installed a Presto recording machine, the first to I;e used at any
college in California. He afforded Pacific Union College the added
distinction of being the first Seventh-day Adventist college to offer an
A.B. with & major in speech.
It was during this time that Weniger developed his great
interest in persuasion. He su&a:
In 1932, I went to the University of Southern Qlifornia. where
my introduction to persuasion was made by Dr. W. N. Brigance. In

one course we went through the works of Aristotle, Cicero,
Quintilian, and the rest of the classical rhetoricisns and brought

%1bid., pp. 2, 3.
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the work down to the near-contemporaries such as Winans and Monroe.
Dr. Brigance completely changed my point of view toward public
speaking and got me to see that it was not the content that was the
only thing to be emphasized, but that the method, with emphasis on
attention and motivation and motive appeal, were the things to be
striven for. I cammot express my gratitude to the late Dr. Brigance .
for this change in my point of view.

Persuasion became so important in my mind, as a result of this
sumner session under Brigance, that I developed three two-hour
quarter courses in persuasion--one in the ethical, one in the psycho-'
logical, and one in the logical spheres. These were very successful
and wera elected by many students, particularly minisgerial students.
Sometimes classes were as large as 30 or 40 students.

During the sumner session in 1935 at the University of Southern
California, Weniger took work under Dr. Henry Lee Bwbank of Wisconsin,
who was, at that time, pioneering in the field of radio. Soon there-
after, Weniger introduced a course in udi.o for prospe;:ti.vc ministers
and other students at Pacific Un:lon'college. 1t was in 1933 that he
received his Master's degree from the University of Southern Californis
with concentration in speech and secondary concentration in English.

It vas also during this period that he began hii activities as a
speaker for service organizations and similar groups. One of his early
endeavors in this area was a vﬁur course for bankers, sponsored by the
Anerichx‘ institute of Banking, and conducted in the cit:y of Napa,
California. Bankers from surrounding cities came to Napa for a two-hour
session once weekly throughout the winter. This program continued from
1931 to 1947. Weniger also became in demand as a spgakﬁr on various
phases of democracy for such organizations as Rotary, Kiwanis, Lions,
Civitan, Association of University Women, Business and,:rrofeuioul

wOneﬁ?e Club, high school and college assemblies, etc.

slbid.'. pp. 3, 4. (Dr. Brigance was a visiting professor at
the University of Southern California at this time).



During the sumer of 1934 the Seventh-diy Adventist church
initiﬁced a new educational venture known as "The Advanced Bible
School." The first few summer sessions of this school were held on the
.racific Union College campus with Weniger as a member of the staff,
teaching classes in persuasion.® In 1937 this school--now the Seventh-
day Adventist Theological Seminary--began its work on its Washington,
D.C., campus. Weniger was invited to be a guest instructor in speech
nearly every sumier until he became a faculty member of the institutiom
in 1948. Regarding this new area of interest, Weniger says:

This gave me a very direct and complete connection with the
ministerial phase of things so that my purpose in teaching
persuasion in the seminary was specifically that of making better
preachers. Other courses developed at the seminary and directly
slanted toward pmu91n3 were voice and diction, discussion, and
oral interpretation.

After a number of years of teaching in the general field of
speech, Weniger was asked by the president of the seminary to teach the
course in homiletics. Of this experience, he says:

This marks my specific connection of homiletics with the general
field of speech. My teaching of homiletics was different from the
teaching of homiletics in many seminaries in that it placed stress
on persuasive elements rather than devoting most of the time to com-
tent and structure. I also spent a great deal of time on the ethics
of the preacher, the ethics of the sermon, the persuasive elements
in the sermon, motivation, etc., and other general speech-content
ideas that my colleagues in most of the seminaries seemed to have
touched very lightly. Indeed, I found at that time that the
standard homiletics textbooks gave practically no attention to these

elements; and 80, in addition to the work in a standard textbook such

as Broadus or Breed, I found it quite necessary to assign reading
and to give lectures in the general jfield of rhetoric.8

In 1947, he continued his graduate study at the University of

Southern California, working toward the Doctor of Philosophy degree with

61t was 1n 1936 that this investigator first hat Weniger as a
member of his class in persuasion.

71“““1“.. P 5. ' ' szbido
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a major in speech and a minor in comparative literature. "Much of the
work taken at this level," he states, 'was a categorizing and organizing
of materials that I had worked out by myself without credit; but_ courses
that were entirely new were very satisfying. The chief emphasis, when-
ever I could make it, was in the field of persuasion. o During this
period at the University he taught voice and diction and, when needed,
carried the course in homiletics for the dean of the School of Religion.
Regarding his basic philosophy of homiletics, he says:

My continued interest in graduate studies was in the relationship
between the general field of speech and the particular field of
homiletics. During this period, my own sermon outlining underwent a
congiderable change. And as 1 developed further courses in
homiletics, 1 found myself following different devices in structure
from those ordinarily employed by the teachers of homiletics. For
ingtance, my students were captivated by the Monroe Motivated
Sequence as a sermon outline method, which, as fﬁ as I know, had
not been suggested by other homiletics teachers.

Weniger completed his work for the doctorate, and the degree was
conferred in 1948. He was honored with both the Phi Kappa Phi and the
Phi Beta Kappa keys at this time. His work at the seminary in
Washington continued to include a limited amount of teaching, although
his duties as dean of the seminary greatly curtailed his opportunities
for teaching and research. His earlier interests in off-campus
activities were continued in Waghington, where he was honorary chaplain
of the Silver Spring Civitan Club for ten years. Since his departure
from Washington in 1960, this club celebrates “Charlie Weniger Day"
annually in October. On this occasion in 1962, Weniger gave a short
address by long distance telephone from Los Angeles which was amplified

at the banquet hall.

9Ib;d.. p. 6. (Weniger began his doctoral program at USC in 1943.)
101p4. |
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In 1960, Weniger accompanied his seminary in its move to Berrien
Springs, Michigan, where it became part of Andrews Univeiuty. In 1961,
vhile on a trip in Europe and the Middle East, he was stricken with a
severe illness and forced to spend many months in & hospital. A partial
recovery of health permitted him to be director of the 'Andrevc University
Extension School in Southern Californis. At the time of this writing,l}
he is sgain in a critical state of hcall:h. |

In the interviews on vhich this chapter is based, Weniger talked
freely about his philosophy of the relation between speech and homiletics.
Following is a transcription of a portion of the tape of the interviews:

Homiletics may be defiuned as that branch of speech which,
employing all available means and taking to itself the whole realm
of human knowledge with emphasis on the Bible, seeks by persuasion to
draw men to a better life and a more abundant entrance into the
kingdom of heaven.

I have defined preaching as a branch of speech, effecung its
results by persuasion. By this I mean that the overall, ultimate
end of preaching is persuasion--that is, the ult::lmte end of all
preaching, of all sermons taken together as a whole. ' This end of
persuasion may not appear to be the sole purpose of n single sermon,
but it is the ultimate purpose of all sermons.

In other words, the objective of the single sermon may be that
of instruction--for example, to explain the doctrine of tithing.
But although this is the end of the particular sermon, ultimately it
should be a step in persuasion toward the better life--the more
abundant Christian life--which would include practicing the doctrine
of tithing. Further, the objective of a single sermon may be to
stimulate or even to please, as a sermon on the glory and beauty of
the New Jerusalem and of heaven. But in this case the ultimate step
would likewise be that of persuading the auditory to be ready to
enter into that kingdom of heaven through the better life. Still
further, the objective of the single sermon may be to convince, as a
sermon proving by logical means that the seventh day is the
Sabbath . . .; but ultimately this must lead to persuading the
listener that he should experience a more abundant life here in keep-
ing the seventh day and be prepared for a more abundant life
hereafter in an eternal keeping of the Sabbath day. Or still
further, the preacher might endeavor to reach all of the ends in a
single sermon, with the final desire that of persuading the auditory.

51y, 1964,
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I do not believe in a dichotomy. I do not believe in a dualism. I
am constrained to feel that the monistic point of view is the
ultimate concept in persuasion. All of these different ends are
involved in reaching the ultimate.

As I review the phases of speech in general which are added to
the teaching of homiletics or emphasized more than usual in the
teaching of homiletics, I note several elements. First, there is
the element of communication which involves a thorough study of the
nature of man as auditory in general. This applies to the preacher
who does not know the nature of the audience to which he will preach.
Second, there is the study of men in particular, which applies to
the preacher who is so fortunate as to be acquainted with the members
of the congregation which he will address. This means that there
must be a thorough study of people, for no sermon can be satisfac-
torily given to any two audiences in the same fashion. It must be
adapted to the particular auditory and must recognize what men are
in general. . . . Further, in this matter of communication, there
must be a thorough study of the preacher as a man--what kind of a
man is he? He must be a man before he can be a preacher. As a
preacher, he must be a transparent medium of expression. This
comprehends a detailed study of his dress, his stance and gestures,
his movement, his posture, his speech as an instrument, the caliber
of his voice, etc.

Another element particularly stressed in my adaptation of speech
in general to the particular field of homiletics is that of the study
of appeal to human motives--all the way from self-preservation to the
desire to be a child of God, which is perhaps the highest of human
motives. This comprehends a thorough study of psychology. Again,
this emphasis means the employment of all the interest devices
available, far beyond that usually suggested in curreant textbooks in
homiletics.

Perhaps, most of all, as another element, it emphasizes the
coverage of all human knowledge and experience, as the classical
rhetorician stressed the point that the orator was the ultimate end
of the educational process and that he must know all things in order
that he might reach all men with his message of oratory. So the
preacher, if he is to reach all men from the lowest to the highest,
from the uneducated to the sophisticated, must, at least imagina-
tively, have a knowledge of a wide sphere of human knowledge and
experience if he is to reach these various classes. I thoroughly
believe in St. Paul's dictum: "I must be all things unto all men,
that by all means I may save some. . . .’

In all of this treatment of homiletics as a branch of speech, 1
must emphasize that the elements of speech in general must be used
at their highest level, for spiritual values are infinitely superior
to all other values, and spiritual things are spiritually discermed.
This means that not only must the intellect be convinced, but the
will must be moved; and this comes partly through the operation of
the Holy Spirit upon the hearts of the auditory. This implies and
involves the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, both in the preparation

|



Ipe

4 &5 o=

{e
6i

Wir
ot}
gho
re]
di&
CLe
8L



_——— .

=

of the minister and in his actual delivery. He must be inspired
continually as he prepares his sermons, and then must be fluid
enough in his preparation to permit the Holy Spirit to recreate his
preparation and to t or add or substitute for the things of his
initial preparation. .

Weniger's viewpoint regarding speech and homiletics takes
specific form in his recommendations regarding theological education:

1 am asked to designate the requirements in speech at the
Bachelor of Divinity level. I bave the following suggestions which
are subject to further thinking. If the student comes into the
seminary with what I assume is an adequate foundation in speech, his
program would be of one type; and if he comes with an inadequate
fourdation, his program would be considerably different. By an
adequate foundation, I mean this minimum: courses in fundamentals
of speech, voice and diction, oral interpretation, and persuasion.
I observe that Dr. Hance favors adding a course in discussion, and
with this I thoroughly agree. 1 consider the others a bare minimum
which might total about ten semester hours, or possibly twelve.

1f the student comes into the seminary with this background, I
feel that he may not need a further course in voice and diction as
such; but he should be examined on entrance with respect to his use
of voice and speech and given such individual remedial help as is
necessary to care for his platform and conversational needs.

If he has had a course in oral interpretation, I feel that he
8till needs separate work in the oral reading of the scriptures and
of sacred writings; and upon this I would place great strees inasmuch
as 1 am convinced to believe that the improper oral reading of the
scriptures is one of the most serious difficulties in our contempor-
ary worship. In my opinion, the congregation should be spiritually
fed by every word of God that falls from the preacher's lips, and :
the high point in the worship service should be the simple expressive !
reading of the scripture lesson. - This probably would involve a i
distinct course of at least two semester or quarter hours' value. i

[

1f the student comes with an introduction to persuasion, I still ;’
feel that he needs an advanced course in persuasion involving--
since he probably did not touch them during college, to any great
extent--the great rhetoriciang whom I shall name: Aristotle, Cicero, '
Quintilien, St. Augustine, Blair, Whately, Campbell, Spencer, and |
Winans, with the addition of such minor men as Monroe and certain /
others that occur along the way. . . . In my opinion, the B.D. man
should have an acquaintance with the foundation source material .
relative to these rhetoricians. He is usually thereby astonished to'
discover the high emphasis placed upon ethical values by such men as
Cicero and Quintilian. I have seldom had finer response to such i
studies than in the study of Quintilian which I have usually

]
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required at the seminary level and in part at the undergraduate
level. :

If he has had a course in discussion at the undergraduate level,
he still, in my opinion, needs a gourse in discussion in order that
he may adapt his general principles to the conduct of the business
meeting and other church meetings and take adequate part in the
organizations which he sponsors or of which he is a part im his
comnunity. This is a recent addition to our thinking, but probably
a very important addition. If the student has these three courses

‘at the seminary level, and the homiletics instructor (who, I hope,

has speech training) adequately employs the materials of these
courses in his teaching of homiletics, I think that we should have a
much stronger preacher than we are turning out from most of our
geminaries.

It is almost inconceivable that a man sho;ild enter the seminary
without any work in speech. In almost all instances, he has at

least a fundamental course--an introduction to general speech--but I |

have actually found a few . . . that come with no speech whatsoever. |
Some have never made a public speech or given a sermon throughout i
their four years of college. In these instances, I hardly know what
to suggest; but I think probably a foundation course in the general '
principles course in oral communication needs to be given. . . . In :
the case of this type of student it is certainly essential that he
have courses in interpretation (with emphasis on the Bible), in _,
voice and diction with a complete canvassing of his own speech and -
voice resources and the endeavor to remove the difficulties and
strengthen the strong points, and in persuasion. The persuasion
course should be made more extensive than the course given at the
undergraduate level. I could wish that a full semester to the
extent of three or four hours might be devoted to it. It would also
certainly be desirable that he have an introduction to discussion
motivated practically entirely from the point of view of the pulpit
and the church necessities. In other words, I should like to see
speech definitely incorporated in every B.D. curriculum. I camot
conceive of our training a minister adequately unless the field is
recognized as an overall field of which homiletics is a part; and I
look forward to the time when our seminaries will unite the teaching
of homiletics and speech in one department with no suggestion what-
soever of a variance in the methodology or content of the two fields,
one of which, in my opinion, is only a branch of the other.13

Weniger reveals, in part, his homiletical theory in statements

made in his interviews:

With Paul Scherer of Union Theological Seminary, I feel that all
of the materials of the B.D. curriculum--biblical, historical, and
80 on--ghould be the content of the materials presented in the fields

{
]
|
|
|
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of speech and homiletics, in addition to the precise and specific
technical matter in the fields.

William Stidger, in one of his delightful essays, calls our
attention to preaching as a hopper into which all of the different
metals are poured. From this comes the final result, which is
preaching. This is something of an interpretation of a part of my
definition in which the preacher is required to be in touch with all
knowledge and experience in the human realm if he would meet all
kinds of people. . . . The teacher of homiletics and speech should
be so familiar with the background and content of the historical,
biblical, etc., fields that he would require these fields to be
brought into the production of the student in the course in
homiletics.

In other words, 1 feel that a study of a certain doctrine in a
doctrines course should find outlet in the production of a sermon on
that doctrine. The study of an historical epoch in church history
should find outlet in the production of a sermon that would at least
use this material for illustrative uses in the sermon.l4

Logic must be involved in homiletics. If the emotional appeal is
to be of any ultimate value (for it is in itself ephemeral), logic
must be added to make it effective. To be only emotionally directed
toward an ideal is insufficient. When the auditory wakes up the
next morning and gets to thinking about the sermon heard the night
before, real thinking demands some logical foundation for what was
only perhaps an emotional reaction. This use of logic transcends
the simple use of logic as suggested by Aristotle, and perhaps con-
sidered by him the real foundation of deliberative discussion.

I also feel that homiletics often partakes of the nature of
epideictic oratory. This is particularly true in the case of any
occasional sermon such as the one given in the baccalaureate pulpit
or at the_laying of a foundation stone or the opening of a
building. 19

You ask whether, in my opinion, St. Augustine has a contribution:
to our discussion of homiletical theory. In his endeavor to analyze '
Christian oratory under classical patterns, it seems that he
finally came to a conclusion that may not be too dited after all--
although it does partake of the nature of classical criticism--
preaching may be a fourth division of the branches of oratory. 1In
my own definition of preaching 1 do not feel the necessity of this
conclusion, taking as I do a more comprehensive viewpoint than
Augustine; but I do think that Augustine has given a great deal of
wmaterial which ought to be in the hands of our advanced students. 16

One obvious conclusion from this study is that Weniger cannot be

accurately characterized as either a '"speech man" or a "homiletics man."

P

Ll
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His experience and his philosophy stamp him in a dual role. He may be
described either as "a speech man teaching homiletics" or as "a
homiletics man trained in speech.” Both factors of his professional
life constantly show through. This dual role he articulated in a
definite philosophy. Later chapters viil reveal the effects of this
viewpoint on his teaching, his writing, and his speaking.
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CHAPTER II

" A SURVEY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RHETORIC AND HOMILETICS

Introduction
' The primary purpose of this chapter will be to exemine the works

of certain selected homileticians, rhetoricians, and homiletician-
rhetoricians whose writings reveal in a definite manner :nn attitude
toward the relationship between homiletics and rheeor:lc;“ The individuals
selected include Augustine, some of the writers of mdi&al tractates on
preaching, Erasmus, Melanchthon, Hyperius, Thomas Wilson, Campbell,
Blair, John Quincy Adams, John A. Broadus, and certain modern investi-
gators on the subject. It is obvious that many more persons might be
studie.d with profit, but it is felt that these selections give a
sampling of the patristic, medieval, Renaissance and Reformation, early
English, later English, American, and contemporary periods.

The final focus of the chapter is on contemporary Aneri.can
homiletical theory, especially as it is reflected in theological
education. The purpose of structuring' the background material in this
vay is to explore the immediate phi.losjdphicnl and p;jéfollioul back-
ground without en understanding of vhich the work of Charles E. Weniger

can hardly be understood.
In an attempt to capture the significance of the contributions

of these individuals, this investigator has given considerable emphasis
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to the work of others who have been interested in similar or related
problems. Examples would include James J. Murphy‘s article on Augustine
and Christian rhetoric, Harry Caplan's distinguished work on medieval
tractates on preaching, E. C. Dargan's insightful work, The Art of
Preaching in the Light of Its History, Clarence Edney's article on
Campbell's lectures, Lloyd Merle Perry's dissertation on American
Protestant homiletical education, and significant statements from
Willfam Toohey, Warren Faber, Ronald Sleeth, Grady Davis, and
Carl Lundquist.

Augustine
One of the most illuminating documents on the nature of
homiletics, and on thg relationchip bet.welen thetoric and homiletics, is
Augustine's De Doctrina Christiana, often referred to as On Christian
Doctrine or Christian Instruction.! This document consists of four
books, the first three of which were written in A.D. 397. and the fourth
added in 1026.2 Charles Sears Baldwin believes that ". . . no book has
ever revealed . . . more succinctly, more practically, ori.' more
suggestively than the De Doctrina Chrigstiana" the fact that ". . . a
constant concern of homiletic 18? to exercise it by a valid t:hetm.'i.c.”3
- In discusging the relat:l?mship of De Doctrina Christiana to

thetoric and homiletics, it has been customary to limit attention to

l'xnglish translations of this work are found in The Writings of
St. Augustine, Vol. IV: The Fathers of the Church (New York: Cima
Publishing Co., 1947); On Christian Doctrine, trans. D. W. Robertson

(New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1958); and Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers,
Vol. 1I, ed. Philip Schaff. c

2\PNF, Vol. II, p. 515.

‘ 3Char1u Sears Baldwin, Hedieval‘l!het:or;g and Poetic
(Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1959), p. 73.
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Book IV. This has been the ca;e because Book IV deals specifically with
such rhetorical matters as eloquence, style, and diction. It would seem
that a more correct approach would be to look at all foyir books.
Books I, 1I, and III deal with i.nr.gq;retat:lon of scripture or the science
of hermeneutics. Book IV follods yi:h its primary empﬁuic on eloquence.
At the beginning of Book I the author statess:

. There are two things on which all interpretation of scripture
depends: the mode of ascertaining the proper meaning, and the mode
of making known the meaning when it is ascertained. We shall treat
first of the mode of ascertaining, next of the mode of making knownm,
the meaning.“ | : 4

At the beginning of Book IV, Augustine repeats this statement, indicating
that ﬁhe first three books had dealt with "the mode of ascertaining the
meaning” and in Book IV the author would ". . . say al few things about
the mode of making known the meani.ng.'.l"5

The classical canons of theeoiic would classify Books I, II, and
III under the caption of "Invention. ".v: In these books, the author formu-
lates rules for the interpretation of scripture, thus providing for the
development of subject matter for preaching. Book IV deals largely with
the canon of Style, but touches Delivery. The canon of Arrangement,
though not dealt with explicitly, may be constder’ed as implicit in the
interpretative function. |

Augustine's adherence to classical patterns of rhetoric is
indicated by his frequent references to Cicero in Book IV. The Cima
translation includes nearly 150 references to Ciéem in the footnotes.
These references include some direct quotations; but, for the most part,

they reflect a similarity of ideas. As an example of direct quotation,
in Book IV, Chapter 12, Augustine says:

“NPNP, Vol. II, p. 522. S1bid., p. 574.

|
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Accordingly a great orator has truly said that "an eloquent man
must speak so as to teach, to delight, and to persuade." Then he

adds: '"To teach is a necessity, to delight is a beauty, to persuade
is a triump L

Again, the author deals at length with the three levels ;of style as
defined by Cicero--the majestic, the temperate, and the subdued.’ He
cites examples of these styles from the Christian scriptures and from
the cimtch fathers, and he comments on what he considers the proper use
of thése styles in preaching.

Augustine's dependence on Cicero is particularly interesting in
view of the reluctance ‘of the Christian church of h:ls» time to quote or
recognize pagan authors. James J, Murphy has diacuséed this phase of

the problem in depth in his article, "St. Augustine and the Debate About

a Christian Rhetoric."S Murphy recogﬁizes the importance of De Doctrina

as a criticism of sophistic rhetoric _i'nd as a base for Christian preach-
'ing, but he also sees this work as Augustine's solution of the church's
dilemma regarding the use of works of pagan authors. He says:

The basic issue was whether the church should adopt in toto the
contemporary culture which Rome had taken over from Greece. The
fate of rhetoric, as a part of the Greco-Roman culture, was involved
not only in the debate over the larger issue, but in more limited
controversies about its own merits. Indeed, the contrast between
Verbum (Word of God) and verbum (word of man) was stressed from the
very beginnings of the church, long before the broader cultural
issue was joined.

Murphy assesses the contribution of De Doctrina to the solution of this

problem, especially as it pertained to rhetoric, as follows:

!

;
/

61bsd., p. 583. "1b14., pp. S87EE.

8 James J. Murphy, "St. Augustine and the Debate About a
Christian Rhetoric," Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol. XLVI (December,
1960), pp. 401-410.

91b1d-. P 401.
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It is plain throughout that he [Augustine] intends the student
of this subject to master the ordinary things taught in the schools.
Although Augustine severly limits the number of things which a
student might profitably learn from the profane culture, he is
equally quick to point out that the young should pursue "those
human institutions helpful to social intercourse in the necessary
pursuits of life."

Augustine takes his stand, therefore, in the great debate about
the use to which the new Christian society is to put the sapienta
mundi. He declares that the art of eloquence should be put into
active sewicei and not rejected out of hand because it is tainted
with paganism. '

The De Doctrina, as a whole, provides an answer to one of the
questions that has bothered rhet6r1c1|ana and homileticians alike--the
question of the relation between matter and form. As Murphy puts it:

The sin of the sophist is that he denies the necessity of sub-

ject matter and believes that forma alone is desirable. An

opposite vice, one to which historians of rhetoric have never given |
a name, depends upon the belief that the man possessed of truth will ,'
ipso facto be able to communicate the truth to others. . . . !
Augustine apparently recognized a danger in this aspect of the [
cultural debate of his times, and used the De Doctrina to urge a !
union of both matter and form in Christian preaching. '

It is significant that the five most famous pulpit orators of
the fourth and fifth centuries were rhetorically trained--Basil,

Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom, Ambrose, and Augustine.u Of these five, '
Augustine became the homiletician; and it was his lot to build a bridge
between classical rhetoric and homiletics. As the first major homile- /
tician of the Christian church, he established a pattern that affected
all subsequent homiletical theory. In fact, there was little deviation
from his pattern until the thirteenth century. The science of homiletics,

therefore, was created by a rhetorician. The style was a baptized

10 11

Ibid-’ PP 407 -408. Ib;do. P 409.

128, C. Dargan, The Art of Preaching in the Light of Its History

(New York: Doran, 1922), P. 50.
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Cicero, but the subject matter was that of the Christian scriptures. Old

forms were being used to convey new concepts.

Classical Rhetoric and the Medieval Theory of f’reachigg
The above title is borrowed from Harry Caplan's article pub-

lished in 1933.13 Within the knowledge of the present investigator,
Caplan's article is the only serious attempt to reveal the relationship
between medieval rhetoric and medieval homiletics. For the purposes of
this chapter, it seems apropos to attempt a digest of this important
article. -

The dominant position of ;'hetoric as one of the seven liberal
arts and the identification of Cicero with rhetoric is the introductory
theme of Caplan's articlé. He points out that "the classical rhetoric
survived in many forms."14 These forms included manuscripts of
classical rhetoricians, works of minor rhetoricianQ; commentaries on and
translations of Cicero and other vric;rs. Among these various works was
the Ecclesiastica rhetorica, "vi'rmaliy a forensic rhetoric for canon
law, and proféssedly developed in accordance with rhetorical doctrine.
'With grammar it was a fundamental subject in cathedral schools, monas-
teries, and city schools. . . . And as one of the artes_sermocinales it

was included in the studium artium of the religious orders. "16

nl5

13Harry Caplan, "Classical Rhetoric and the Medieval Theory of
Preaching,"” Classical Philology, Vol. XXVIII, No. 2 (April, 1933). Cf.
Harry Caplan, "A Late Medieval Tractate on Preaching,' Studies in

Rhetoric and Public Speaking in Honor of James Albert Winans (New York:

The Century Co., 1925), pp. 61-90; Harry Caplan, '"Rhetorical Invention
in Some Mediaeval Tractates on Preaching,” Speculum, Vol. 1I, No. 3
(July, 1927), pp. 284-295; Harry Caplan, "Review: Artes Praedicandi
(0. P. TH. =M. Ch‘rlmd)." SMQIM, Vol. XIII. No. 3 (Jl.lly, 1938)0

li1b1d., p. 74. L4, 161b1d., p. 76.
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After presenting this general background, Caplan states, 'What I
consider significant in mediaeval literature, as in the cathedral sculp-
tures, is the theological enviromment of rhetoric. "7 William of
Auvergne wrote a rhetoric of prayer, applying the divisions of Roman
oratory to prayet.18 “But obviously," Caplan continues, ''the widest
field for rhetoric in the Middle Ages was in preaching, the dissuasion
from vice, and the persuasion to virtue, the winning of souls to Gm'l."19
Numerous manuals were written, treating on the theory 'of preaching.
These manuals represent twelfth to fifteenth century productions on the
art of preaching. These tractates are '"systematic, cérefully developed
treatises," and 'were scattered plentifully over the libraries of
l’.urox;e."zo At the time of Caialan's article, he knew of the existence of
well over 250 manuscripts of these tracts, the great mjbri.t:y of which
are v.inpublished.21 |

. Caplan proceeds to indicate the attitude of mdfeval theologians

and preachers to rhetoric. He considers the dependence of these tracts

on classical rhetoric and points out the "general lines of inheritance."?Z

From the times of the church fathers, there had been a recurring

question among Christian leaders as to how much dependexice should be

placed on secular learning. Augustine had established a tradition in his

De Doctrina by quoting favorably from Cicero and by "joining eloquence to

religion. "23 While there were those like the Spaniard, Paulus Albarus,

who declared, "The rhetoricians, wordy and redundant, have filled the

1314, 181p1d., p. 77.
191p14. 201bid., p. 79.
21 ‘ 22 '

Ibid.

Ibid., pé 80.

231p14., p. 81.
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air with empty wind,"zl‘ the more general viewpoint was that of Rabanus,

who in his De clericorum instructione wrote in effect:

Rhetoric, by which I understand the art of speaking well in
civil questions, which seem to belong to mundane science, still is
not extraneous to ecclesiastical discipline, for skill in this art is
useful to the preacher for fluent and proper teaching, as well as for
apt and elegant writing, and for delivering a sermon. He does gell
who learns it fully, and so fits himself to preach God's word. 2

The great doctor, St. Thomas Aquinas, is quoted as saying, "Eloquence and
learning can profitably be used by a preacher."26 Caplan summarizes the
medieval attitude as follows:

Thus, even though we remember that in some cases rhetoric found
a welcome place in civil matters but was not admitted to theology;
even though occasionally the Psalter was considered sufficient to
train a monk for his career; and even though at times there was
legislation within the religious orders against recourse to the pro-
fane arts, yet rhetoric clearly had an accepted place in theology
and preaching. To be sure, the art did not in the Middle Ages attain
to the full flower of its great days in classical civilization, when
there existed a free environment for deliberative oratory. When
scholars pass this judgment, they cannot be gainsaid. Yet it is
equally true that rhetoric in t:hg mediaeval period flourished far
more than is generally believed. 7

Inasmuch as the emphasis of medieval preaching was on the simple
and unadorned, the principal area in which classical rhetoric was dis-
trusted was within the area of style. Caplan points out that this
criticism was in itself rhetorical as it indicated a greater emphasis on
content than on style.

An analysis of the tractates reveals dependence on many classi-
cal rhetoricians including Isidore, Cicero, .Aristot:le, Seneca, Horace,
Quintilian, Sidonius, Symmachus, Plato, Lucretius, Persius, and Ovid.
"The richest legacy bequeathed to mediaeval rhetoric from the ancient

period, Caplan declares, 'was the inventional use of the topos or

241p14., pp. 80, 81. 251bid., pp. 81, 82.

261p14., p. 82. 271p44., pp. 83, 84.
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commonplace, the artistic finding of the right argument communicable to
the right audience in the right circumstances."?® The proper materials
for preaching were generally included umder ten topoi: God, the devil,
the heavenly city, hell, the world, the soul, the body, sin, penitence,
vi.tt:ue.29

The medieval homileticians also concerned themselves about

definitions and types of preaching. Alain de Lille described preaching
as "open and public instruction in faith and morals, devoted to the
informing of men, originating in the way of reason and proceeding from
the source of authorities.”:’o As to type, the thematic was the most
popular. The usual division was (1) a theme from the Bible, (2) a pro-
theme, (3) divisions and subdivisions arranged largely in an artistic
syllogistic order.31 Regarding the syllogistic approach, Caplan
observes:

Were the modern student, fortified by a knowledge of Aristotle's
Rhetoric, to contend that the rhetorical enthymeme, not the syllo-
gism is proper to the art of rhetoric, the mediaeval preacher would
perhaps reply that sacred eloquence differs from secular in that its
subject matter lies not in the realm of opinion and probability, but
in truth and divine science; that it is as sound a procedure to use
a dialectical method in the demonstration of truth as in the
investigation of it; and, further, that in Aristotle and Cicero and
Quintilian he had precedents for the policy of adopting to rhetorical
purposes the methods of the allied art of dialectic.32

In the tractates examined by Caplan, much attention was paid to

expansion. Topics of expansion were noted as follows: (1) agreement of
authorities, (2) word study, (3) study of properties of objects, (4)
analogies, (5) ratiocination and argument, (6) comparison, (7) simili-

tudes, (8) use of acrostics and hidden terminology, (9) multiplication

281b14., p. 86. - V1pyq. 301p14.

3l1bid., p. 87. 321p44., p. 88.
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of synonyms, (10) dialectical topics, (11) explication of scriptural
metaphors, (12) cause and effect in the moral realm, (13) anecdotes,

(14) observation of end and purpose, (15) setting forth essential weight
of a word, (16) interpretation of Hebrew names, (17) etymology, (18)
parts of speech, (19) rhetorical colors, (20) four senses of scriptural
interpretation--historical or literal, allegorical, tropological,
anagogical.33
Medieval homiletic theory did not ignore the importance of
ethical persuasion. For example, St. Bonaventure said that a preacher
should possess several qualities: (1) he should be of the right age--
about thirty, (2) he must be mature, (3) he must not be deformed, (&)
he must be strong, (5) he must be eloquent, (6) he must be well trained
in grammar and scripture, (7) he must be able to speak without error and
confusion, (8) he must be unreproachable in life and habits, (9) he must
be industrious, prudent, and not contencious.34
Delivery, also, was not neglected. Gestures, tempo, loudness,
tone, mannerisms, enunciation, length of discourse were considered
worthy of attention.3’ Audience analysis was strongly stressed:
Humbert has one hundred chapters on different audiences. . . .
St. Bonaventure studies the commonplace vices of certain
audiences. . . . Jacques de Vitry had 120 categories of hearers.

The Ecclesiastica rhetorica reminds the speaker that there are seven

primary emotions: fear, pain, sadness, shame, indignation, wrath,
and hate of sin.

This thematic preaching of the Middle Ages had its critics,
however. Roger Bacon saw in it "an infinite childish dullness and a

cheapening of God's word. "37 Caplan acknowledges the “pedantry and

331b14., pp. 89, 90. 341bid., pp. 91, 92.  35Ibid., p. 92.
361b1d., p. 93. 371bid., p. 94.
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concentrated formalism' of such preaching, but adds, 'We can find much
to praise in the methodical ordering of the thematic sermon. . . . We
can find much to laud, too, in the inventional scheme, and in the

dexterity and practical variety of treatment, and can appreciate that

the theory served its day well."3§
In his closing paragraph, Caplan gives his estimate of the

relationship between classical rhetoric and medieval preaching. He says

in part:

The influence of classical rhetoric on mediaeval preaching was
therefore definite and considerable. Furthermore, from the nature
of the preacher's education, from the wide interest in rhetoric in
this period, from the persistence of the rhetorical tradition, and
from the quality of some elements that we have considered in the
mediaeval theory, I regard it as legitimate to assume an even
greater contact and influence than one finds expressed or
recognized. . . . But the Middle Ages never achieved that complete
synthesis of homiletics and classical rhetoric that we begin to find
in the Renaissance. It is only in that period and later that manu-
scripts appear in which the classical authors are fully searched
and carefully excerpted for the specific use of preachers. . . .
The preaching of the Renaissance and modern times drank more deeply,
yet mediaeval theorg tasted more than superficially at the fount of
classical rhetoric.3? -

Caplan's work seems to refute successfully the notion that there
was an almost entire eclipse of classical rhetoric in the preaching

|
!
{
|
i
, |
theory of the medieval period. There were, however, other factors in

medieval preaching that, in the opinion of some, detracted from its
quality. These factors are observed by Dargan, who says:

The sermon retains its character as an expository discourse. It
varies still from the more extended address to the briefer homily.
In form and content it remains what the fourth century developed.
Only the decline of power is apparent. . . . The allegorical inter-
pretation--except in Theodoret and a few others of the Antiochian
school--has the field. The enforcing of churchly duties is a large
element in preaching. The growth of liturgical forms, while

381p14.
391bid., pp. 94-96.



depressing to preaching, has yet given to it a recognized and
permanent place in the services of the church.

Regarding preaching in the seventh and eighth centuries, Dargan
continues:

The exposition of scripture is wretched. Allegory is gone mad.
The clergy are ignorant as well as corrupt, the sermons show little
thought and less learning.

The ninth, tenth, and eleventh centuries revealed little improvement:

As to the character and contents of the sermons that have come
down to us from that age little needs to be said. The preaching was
much as in former times; the best part of it was borrowed from the
older preachers, and it was filled with legends, with discussions of
the chuﬁhly virtues, and the like, to the obscuration of the simple
gospel. _

The twelfth century, according to Dargan, showed a distinct improvement
in preaching. ﬁe refers to the medieval tractates described by Caplan
as "numerous treatises which taught the art of preaching." He continues,
"It is true that these treatises themselves show little originality or
power, but the use of them was at least favorable to a better rhetorical
practice.""3 Despite these improvements, the old allegorical interpre-
tation still persisted. Although the pfeaching orders of the thirteenth
century contributed somewhat to the improvement of preaching, still
'wild allegorizing, puerile fancies, forced meanings and applications,
gross misunderstanding, and sometimes positive irreverence, were only
too common in handling the word of God."u‘ The rise of mystical preach-
ing in this century added a new dimension, but did not correct the basic

weaknesses of the medieval pulpit.

40g, C. Dargan, A History of Preaching, Vol. I (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker, 1954), pp. 113, 1l14.

411bd., p. 113. 421bid., p. 166.
431b4d., p. 189. 441pid., p. 230.



Yedis

L

ge’;g.ding or.r
setorical b
igustine's I
sistieg of 1
sicesses o
iaterpretati]
teritage of
s was pec

tather than

The
Witries |
“atributig
Lecting |
Hetortc,

1
€5decy,
firsto)
Tead a;
Teprog
Patrys
avay .
I‘he tor
litey a



Medieval preaching may be evaluated from many viewpoints,
depending on the opinion of the observer. Caplan has reminded us of its
rhetorical heritage. Dargan has reminded us of its weaknesses. If
Augustine's tradition is followed, and preaching is conceived as con-
sisting of interpretation and communication, may it not be that the
weaknesses of the medieval preachers were due more to faulty methods of
interpretation than to inadequate theories of commmication? Thé
heritage of the classical rhetoriciangs did not teach interpretation--
this was peculiarly Christian. The pfoblem was one of hermeneutics

rather than rhetoric, a problem for which Cicero had no answers.

Significant Developments During the Renaissance

and the Reformation
The revival of letters during the fifteenth and sixteenth

centuries had marked effects on preaching and homiletical theory. These

45

contributions are weil summarized by Dargan. Among the major factors

affecting homiletics, Dargan names ". . . the revived study of ancient

-

rhetoric." He says:

Along with the other great classical writings those which deal
especially with the principles of rhetoric came up for fresh and
first-hand study. Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian, and others were
read anew and with greater zest. The time for dry compilations and
reproductions, for sapless imitations and barren rehashings of
patristic and scholastic theories of public speaking had passed
away. Men were going back to those original sources of higher
rhetorical zzt which had given law to the classic periods of
literature.

Chief among the Renaissance homiletician-rhetoricians was

Erasmus (1457-1536). In 1511 was published his De Duplici Copia

45pargan, The Art of Preaching in the Light of Its History,
pp' 93-1150 .

%61b1d., pp. 94, 95.
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Verbérum et Rerum, commonly known as his Copia. This work was a popular
textbook in rhetoric, passing through sixty editions during Erasmus'’
lifetime.47

During the last year of Erasmus' life, his Ecclesiastes, sive

Concionator Evangelicus (Gogspel Preacher) was publl.:l.slmed.“‘8 This book,

described by Dargan as “the most important work on the theory of preach-
ing since Augustine,” is divided into four books--the first discusses
"the dignity of the preaching office and the virtues and character
appropriate to the office." This is obviously in the area of ethical
appeal. Books two and three deal with "doctrines and precepts on the
art of preaching derived from rhetoricians, logicians, and theologians."
The fourth book deals with topoi for pulpit use.49

Dargan reveals Erasmus' treatment of rhetoric in its relation-
ship to homiletics and preaching as follows:

Erasmus first takes up Grammar as the necessary precedent of
Rhetoric. This is the order of the Liberal Arts in the trivium; and
by grammar of course he understands more than is meant in the modern
restricted use of the term. Grammar, or Letters, as then understood,
included the elements of all linguistic and literary studies, both
as taught in the preparatory (grammar) schools, and as pursued in
the universities. Accordingly Erasmus recommends the careful study
of language and literature as essential to the preacher. He 1s
careful to urge the importance of a knowledge of Hebrew, Greek, and
Latin, but does not fail to say that the preacher should also have a
good knowledge of the vernacular so as to speak both clearly and
elegantly in the popular tongue. He urges the careful study of the
classic authors, the Fathers, theologians, and other literature. He
algso advises the reading of sermons, past and contemporary.

All these preliminaries being now disposed of, Erasmus comes to
the heart of his subject and proceeds to discuss such of the pre-
cepts of rhetoric as seem to be of special value to the preacher.

1

471b14,, p. 99.

481‘01:1., p. 100. The summary of this work is based on Dargan's
digest of the 1704 edition published at Leyden by Pet.er van der Aa.

491bgd., p. 101.
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Some of these precepts and principles evidently do not apply to
preaching, and some are unsound in themselves; but many are of :
service, and the Holy Spirit does not disdain to use them in !
furtherance of the gospel. In regard to the three kinds of '
rhetoric-~-judicial, deliberative, epideictic--. . . Erasmus remarks
that the first only applies to preaching so far as general precepts ;
pertaining to all public speaking are common to both species. '
Deliberative, or persuasive, rhetoric, however, gives many important
hints to the preacher, especially in regard to the formulation and
statecment of propositions. Epideictic, or laudatory, rhetoric may
be of help in the matter of praise and thanksgiving to God in
sermons, and in funeral or memorial addresses. . . .

He proceeds to a discussion of what he calls the office, or as
we may more clearly conceive it, the strictly rhetorical duties of
the preacher. In the general consideration his first duty is to
teach, to please, to move. Here we have the Ciceronian dictum as
applied by Augustine: doceat, delectet, flectet. . . .

Another way of considering the rhetorical functions of the
preacher comes to light in the accepted divisions of Rhetoric.

First comes that into Invention, Arrangement, Style, Memory,
Delivery. . . . Erasmus compares invention to the bones, arrangement
to the nerves, style to the flesh and skin, memory to vitality, and
delivery to action or motion. These are the essential things in
preaching, and they underlie the other mode of presenting rhetorical
theory, i.e., according to the parts of speech: Exordium, Narratiom,
Division, Confirmation, Confutation, Conclusion. . . .50
The fifteenth and sixteenth centuries produced not only Erasmus
but also such men as John Reuchlin (1455-1522), a humanist homiletician
who depended heavily on classical rhetorical principles, and Luiz of
Granada (1504-1588), a Catholic writer who followed the classical
patterns. But these centuries cemnot be passed without attention to the
Protestant Reformation. 'Modern preaching, both in practice and theory,
received its most powerful and salutary influence from the Protestant
Reformation. 'l While this is the opinion of a Protestant, it seems
likely that the Protestant emphasis on preaching also had its influence
in Catholic circles, just as reformation theology forced a re-definition

of Catholic theology in the Council of Trent.

501bid., pp. 104-107. Slpid., p. 122.
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The thrust of Protestant reformation preaching might be said to
be in the area of Invention. A new interest in biblical theology and
hermeneutics helped to produce a type of preaching that was largely
interpretative or expository. Reformation preaching was "more didactic
than evangelistic,"sz leading, in time, to a lack of emphasis on factors
of persuasion.

While the leading reformers themselves left no treatises on the
art of preaching, they did have something to say about preaching.
Luther, in his Table Talk, said, "A preacher should be a logician and a
rhetorician.”3 Calvin's emphasi{s was on biblical exposition, but he
said little, if anything, about homiletical theory. Similar comments
would apply to Swiss and English reformers. Regarding the reformers as
a whole, Dargan declares:

In general we may remark that while the reformers laid wmore
stress on the content and aim of preaching than on its form and
method, they did not wholly neglect these either in their example or
their teaching. They seemed to take it for granted that in requir-
ing skill and training for a proper study and proclamation of the
Word of God they were demanding that the preacher should both know

and know how to use the accepted and tested principles of rhetoric
as these were applicable to the preparation and delivery of sermons.

54
Treatises on the art of preaching written during Reformation

times include Philip Melanchthon's Elementorum Rhetorices Libri Duo.

Melanchthon was a relative and pupil of the humanist rhetorician-

homiletician, Reuchlen; and as a professor at Wittenberg ﬁe taught many

preachers the art of rhetoric. His work on rhetoric mentioned above

follows the canons of classical rhetoric, with illustrative material

drawn from preaching. Dargan says:

521p44., p. 126. 53Quoted in Dargan, p. 127.

541b1d., p. 132.
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The work is of trifling importance in itself, but shows that the
Reformers gave attention in their education of greache:s to the
principles of homiletics as based on rhetoric.?

Of greater importance is a work by Andrew Hyperius:(1511-1564).
Trained in rhetoric, he finally settled in Marburg, where he taught and

preached a Calvinistic theology. His principal homiletical work, On the

Making of Sac;gg Discourses, has been pronounced the first really

"scientific" treatise on the theor& of preaching. The author refers to
the five elements of rhetoric, and to Cicero's three aims of discourse,
maintaining that these general rhetorical principles should:be wisely

applied to preaching. Dargan characterizes Hyperius' work és follows:

This truly great work of Hyperius marks an epoch in homiletical
writing. As a fact the book does not seem to have had as wide use
as its merits demanded. Yet there are traces of its influence upon
other writers, and no doubt its principles found some dissemination
in the teaching of the schools. The Humanists, including
Melanchthon, had criticized and rejected the errors and extremes of
the scholastic homiletics, but they had taught rhetoric as applied
to preaching. Hyperius went further and taught preaching only as

related to rhetoric. :
Howell deals with Hyperius in laudatory fashion:

The sacred rhetoric of Hyperius . . . is a fresh and stimulating
application of Ciceronian theory to the problems of sermon-making, :
and . . . it {s unquestion?bly one of the best works of its kind in '
the Ciceronian tradition.? .

Howell quotes Hyperius, as translated into English in 1577, as follows:

That many things are common to to [sic] the Preacher with the
Orator, Sainct Augustine in his fourth Booke of Christian doctrine, :
doth copiously declare. Therefore, the partes of an Orator, whiche '
are accounted of some to be, Invention, Disposition, Elocution, j
Memory, and Pronunciation, may rightlye be called also the partes of ;
the Preacher. Yea and these three; to Teache, to Delight, to {
Turne; Likewise againe the three kyndes of speakyng, lLoftye, Base, !
Meane: . . . To be short, whatsoever is necessarie to the Preacher f
in disposition, Elocution, and Memorye, the Rhetoritians have |

551bsd., p. 134. 561bid., p. 142. | :

57W11bur Samuel Howell, Logic and Rhetoric in England, 1500-1700

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1956), p. 115.
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exactlye taught all that in their woorkhouses; wherefore (in my
opinion) the Preachers may most conuenientlye learn those parts out
of them.

Certainly he that hath beene somedeale exercised in the Scholes
of the Rhetoritians before he be received into the order of Preachers,
shall come much more apte and better furnished than mamy other, and
may be bolde to hope, that he shall accomplish somewhat in the
Church, worthy of prayse and commendation.>8

Erasmus, Reuchlin, Luther, Calvin, Melanchthon, Hyperius, and

doubtless scores of other religious leaders of the Renaissance and the
Reformation paid heavy tribute to the classical rhetoricians. These
preachers and homileticians, like many of their predecessors and
successors, proclaimed the Christian message within the form patterms
established by Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, and they often
acknowledge their debt. |

Granted, there were differences. The subject matter of Christian

preaching had a distinctiveness that could not be denied. The Christian
attitude toward the Bible affected Invention, Disposition, Elocution,
Memory, and Delivery in varied but distinct ways: (1) The objectives of
Christian preaching deviated from those of conventional oratory to the
extent that it was sometimes named as a fourth type in addition to
deliberative, judicial, and ceremonial; (2) Christian ideology affected
the principles of ethical appeal and the legitimate means of persuasion.
Nevertheless, the classical rhetoricians had established a pattern that

could not be abandoned lightly because it was so much a part of the

fundamental reality of public address of all types.

British Rhetoric and Homiletical Theory
The purpose of this section is to observe the place of homileti-

cal theory in the work of certain selected English Rhetoricians from the

P —
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sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries. The selection is limited to f
well-known rhetoricians who have given some emphasis to homiletical
theory.
The first rhetoric in English was Leonard Cox' The Arte or

Crafte of Rhetoryke, dated variously at 1524 or 1530. This work makes
' |
little original contribution to homiletical theory but depends om !

Mclanchthon as its principal source. The author concludes that his bookf
is only for beginners--more mature #tudents shoutﬁ consult Aristotle,

Cicero, or other rhetoricians. Like Melanchthon, Cox uses religious

subjects for illustrative material;sg

The first complete rhetoric in English was Thomas Wilson's Arte |

60

of Rhetorique, first published in 1553™ and wr;tten with a homileticaI;
bias. From the preface, in which he speakes of eloquence as a gift fro%
God--lost by man and again recovered by the grace of God--to the mamy '
references in the text to preaching, this bias is evident. This work f

was designed, in part, to aid in the teaching of preaching, and was

based largely on Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian, and the Rhetorica ad ;
Herennium.61 |
While Francis Bacon was not a homiletician, his emphasis on
applying reason to the imagination for the better moving of the will had
implications for homiletics. Bacon believed that rhetorical address

must be "always and foremost, logically sound; imaginative dress,

59Leonard Cox, The Arte ox Crafte of Rhetoryke.

60Thomas Wilson, The Arte of Rhetorique, A Facsimile Reproduction
(Gainesville, Florida: Scholars' Facsimiles and Reprints, 1962).

61Russell H. Wagner, "Thomas Wilson's Contributions to Rhetoric,"
Historical Studies of Rhetoric and Rhetoricians, ed. Raymond F. Howes
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1961).
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32
although highly desirable, is not fundamental."®? His theories had a
profound influence on the philosophy of science, and ineirectly on the
subject matter and method of preaching.

Very little work of value in the field of British homiletics
survives from the eighteenth century.63 'Probably the best material
comes from two rhoforiciana--both of them elergymnn--@eorge Campbell and
Hugh Blair.

Campbell's Lectures on Pulpit Eloquence seems to be the most
complete work in the field. These lectures were first delivered in
Aberdeen in the years 1772 and ;773 by the author of thelbetter known

Philoeophz of Rhetoric. Clarence Edney has listed nine reasons why

Campbell's lectures deserve attention:%

1. Because they provide an interesting and instructive explanation
of the adagtation of the principles of rhetoric to the preaching
situation.

2. . Because they reveal that Campbell was a life-long student of
rhetoric. 66

3. Because they are evidence that Campbell distinguished between
rhetoric as a "science" and rhetoric as an "art" or, as omne
modern scholar has explained it, between rhetoric as a

. "scholarly study" and rhetoric as '"a body of principle and pre-

cept." Campbell's Philosophy attempts to trace the mind's
"principal channels of perception and action, the radical prin-

. ples of that art, whose object it is, by the use of language, to
operate upon the soul of the hearer.'" The purpose of his
lLectures was not to provide "a full institute of rhetoric" but
to make "a useful minister" of each of his students. The
Philosophy is an intensely intellectual but highly useful

62Kar1 R. Wallace, ''Bacon's Conception of Rhetoric," Speech
Monograghs, III (1936), pp. 21-48.

63Dargean, The Art of Preaching in the Light of Its History,
[}

p. 178.

64Clarence W. Edney, "Campbell s Lectures on Pulpic Eloquence,"
Speech Monographs, XIX, No. 1 (March, 1952)

65 66

Ibid., p. 1. ? Ibid., p. 2.
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excursion into the psychological, philosophical, literary, and
epistemological foundations of rhetoric. The Lectures contain a
decidedly practical explanation of the rudiments of homiletics. 67

Because they contain a more detailed analysis of the ends of
speaking than is to be found in his Philosophy.68 [For example]
Persuasive discourse which is calculated to influence the will is
the most complex of all the forms of public address. The speech
to persuade includes all the ends of oral discourse; it informs,
convinces, pleases, and moves. It is a combination or blend of
reason and emotion which purposes to bring about action. '"To
make me believe, it is enough to shew me that things are so; to
make me act, it is necessary to show that the action will answer
some end. "09

Because they demonstrate the adaptation of classical theories of
disposition to the pulpit discourse.

Following the procedure of Aristotle in regard to forensic,
deliberative, and epideictic speeches, Campbell considers
individually the structure of the explanatory, the controversial,
the commendatory, the pathetic, and the persuasive types of
sermons.

The Text. Campbell, possibly because of his knowledge of
classical theories of rhetoric, advocated some principles of
homiletics quite contrary to practice in his day. Among these
was his recommendation that the preacher make use of a biblical
text. . . .

The Exordium. « «
The Narration. . «

The Proposition. « .

The Partitiono ¢ o o

The Body. « .+ .

The Peroration. Campbell's instruction in regatd'to the con-
clusions of sermons has a distinctly homiletic touch. Until he

_ discusses the requisite conclusion for each type of sermon,

Campbell adheres strictly to his classification of speeches in
terms of speaker purpose. One would expect that the conclusion
of each type would tie in with its distinctive function of
explanation, conviction, communication, pathos, or persuasion.
This is not the case. Campbell declares that 'the whole of
preaching either directly or indirectly points to persuasion'
and, consequently, the conclusion of any sermon should contain

671bid., p. 3. 681b1d. 691b1d., pp. 4, 5.
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an emotional appcal designed, in some degree, to move the hearer
to action.’0

6. Because, at a time when the elocutionary movement was strong in
England and was becoming increasingly mechanical, he placed
himself definitely among those who advocated a natural and con-
versational mode of delivery, . . .

Campbell was content to describe five faults which he had
observed in the delivery of preachers and to suggest that his
students pursue the matter in more detail in treatises on
rhetoric. Quintilian mentions all and Cicero some of these
defects: an extravagant and violent manner, high strained pitch
of voice, flat monotony of voice, sing-song pattern, and rapid
rate of utterance. Campbell, as did Sheridan, recommends that
the minister spealt from the pulpit as he ordinarily would in
earnest and affective conversation. . . .71

7. Because they insist, as does the Philosophy, upon careful and
precise use of language. . . . 2

8. Because they supplement the concepts found in his Philosophy and
allow us to draw more accurate conclusions concerning his theory
of public address. . . .73

9. Lastly . . ., because they serve to enhance the impression of
Campbell as a transitional rhetorician. Both his Lectures and
his Philosophy serve to place him at the point where classical
instruction takes its modern trend. . . .

In Lecture V, Campbell compares his classification of sermons
with the kinds of orations treated by the Greeks and Romans, and
concludes that the controversial speech is comparable to the
classical "judiciary'" oration, the commendatory speech is com-
parable to the ancient "demonstrative" oration, and the
persuasive speech is comparable to the classical "deliberative"
oration; neither the informative speech nor the pathetic speech,
he concludes, have analogous counterparts in classical

theory. . . .7

Edney's review of Caﬁpbell's Lectures fails to include certain
practical counsel regarding communication. For example, the opening
senténce of Lecture I reads:

~ It is not enough for the Christian minister, that he be
instructed in the science of theology, unless he has the skill to

701bid., p. 7. - T1bid., p. 8. . 721p44,

731bid., p. 9. 741bid., p. 10.
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apply his knowledge, to answer the different purposes of the
pastoral charge.’

Campbell enlarges upon this theme with such statements as the following: .

was

Indeed it may be said, that the study of the science of theology.
is itself a preparation, and in part it no doubt is so, as it :
furnishes him with the materials; but the materials alone will not
serve his purpose, unless he has acquired the art of using them.

And it is this art in preaching which I denominate Christian or
pulpit eloquence. To know is one thing; and to be capable of com-
municating knowledge is another.’

The problem of distrust of eloquence as a tool of the preacher
present in Campbell's day:

But . . . there are prejudices against this study in the
Christian orator, arising from another source, the promises of the
immediate influence of the divine Spirit, the commands of our Lorxd
to his disciples, to avoid all concern and solicitude on this
article, and the example of some of the apostle [sic] who disclaimed
expressly the advantages resulting from the study of rhetoric, or
indced of any human art, or institute whatever./

As part of his answer to this question, Campbell reminds his hearers and

"readers that Apollos of apostolic fame was "an eloquent man" as well as

nighty in the scriptures. Campbell adds:

And is not his success manifestly ascribed, under God, to these
advantages? There is no mention of any supernatural gifts, which he
could receive only by the imposition of the hands of an apostle; and
it appears from the history, that before he had any interview with
the apostles, immediately after his conversion, he mightily con-
vinced the Jews, and that publicly, shewing from the scriptures that
Jesus was the Christ.78

Regarding the relation of rhetoric to the art of preaching,

Campbell says:

But though we do not from this place propose to give an institute
of rhetoric, it will not be improper to give some directions in
relation to the theory of it, and particularly to the reading both
of ancient and modern authors, whence the general knowledge of the

75George Campbell, Lectures on Systematic Theology and Pulpit

Eloquence (Boston: Lincoln and Edmands, 1832), p. 93.

751b14., p. 94. 1p14., p. 95. "81p14., p. 97.
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Subjecti which is too much neglected by theological students, may
be had.’?

Campbell felt that '"every thing valuable" in contemporary works on
rhetoric had been copied from Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian.

Campbell's sense of balance between content and communication in
preaching is stated as follows:

The word of God itself may be, and often is handled unskillfully.

Would the preacher carcfully avoid this charge, let him first be
sure that he hath himself a distinct meaning to every thing he
advanceth, and next examine, whether the expression he intends to
use be a clear and adequate enunciation of that meaning. For 1if {t
is true, that a speaker is sometimes not understood, because he doth
not express his meaning with sufficient clearness, it is also true
that sometimes he is not understood, because he hath no meaning to
express.

As to the place of preaching in the rhetorical spectrum,
Campbell declares, "I acknowledge, that the whole of preaching either
directly or indirectly points to persuasion."81

Hugh Blair is the other late eighteenth century English

rhetorician who gave attention to homiletics. Blair, himself a clergy-

man, in his famous Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres devoted

Lecture XXIX to "Eloquence of the Pulpit."82 Blaire considered public
speaking as divided into three kinds: thé eloquence of popular
assemblies, the eloquence of the bar, and the eloquence of the pulpit.
After dealing with the advantages and disadvantages of preaching, he
raised the question of the relationship between rhetoric and preaching:
It may perhaps occvr.CO some, that preaching is no proper
subject of the art of eloquence. This, it may be said, belongs
only to human studies and inventions: but the truths of religion,

with the greater simplicity, and the less mixture of art they are
set forth, are likely to prove the more successful. This objection

791bid., p. 98. 801bid., p. 115. 8l1bid., p. 197.

82Hugh Blair, Lectures on Rhetorit and Belles lettres (Phila-
delphia: Hayes and Zell, 1854), pp. 312b-326.
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would have weight, if eloquence were as the persons who make such an
objection commonly take it to be, an ostentatious and deceitful art,
the study of words and of plausibility, only calculated to please,
and to tickle the ear. But against this idea of eloquence I have
all along guarded. True eloquence is the art of placing truth in
the most advantageous light for conviction and persuasion. This is

what every good man who preaches the gospel not only may, but ought
to have at heart.

Blair agrees that the end of preaching is peréuasion. "Every
sernon, therefore, should be a persuasive oration. Not but that the
precacher is to instruct and to teach, to reason and argue. All per-

suasion, as I showed formerly, is to be founded on conviction."84 This

idea he develops more fully in the following statement:

It is not to discuss some abstruse point that he ascends the
pulpit; it is not to illustrate some metaphysical truth, or to
inform men of something which they never hcard before; but it is to
make them better men; it is to give them, at once, clear views and
persuasive impressions of religious truth. The eloquence of the
pulpit, then, must be popular eloquence. . . . I scruple not there=-
fore to assert, that the abstract and philosophical manner of
preaching, however it may have sometimes been admired, is formed
upon a very faulty idea, and deviates widely from the just plan of
pulpit eloquence. Rational, indeed, a preacher ought always to be;
he must give his audience clear ideas on every subject, and enter-
tain them with sense, not with sound: but to be an accurate

reasoggr will be small praise, if he be not a persuasive speaker
also. o

Blair included ethical appeal as an important factor in
preaching. He believed that the preacher, "in order to be successful,
must Se a good man."80 He beliéved, further, that the unique elements
of preaching, as compared to other discourse, are ''gravity' and
'warmth." 'The union of the two," he declared, "must be studied by all
preaéhers as of the utmost consequence."87

In the area of Invention, Blair emphasized that a preacher's

subjects must be chosen in reference to the needs of his audience.

831bid., p. 314. 841p14.  851bid., p. 315.

861p14. ‘ 871v1di, p. 316.
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"Usefulness and true eloquence always go together,' he said, "and no man
can long be reputed a good preacher, who is not acknowledged to be a

useful one.'88

Regarding arrangement, Blair stressed the importance of 'one

main point to which the whole strain of the sermon should refer."8? He

also warned against '"tedious fulness.'" "If he seck to omit nothing

which his subject suggests, it will unavoidably happen that he will

encunber it, and weaken its force;"go

The element of interest was stressed by the author--"A dry
|

sermon c¢an never be a good one," he said.91 He also advocated audience

analysis, as the following statement reveals:

It will be of much advantage to keep always in view the
different ages, characters, and conditions of men, and to accommo-

date dirgitions and exhortations to these different classes of
hearers.

Perspicuity is named as the first element of style. Dignity and

simplicity, the author declares, should be combined. A "strong,

expressive' style is preferred rather than a sparkling one.

Blair deals with the question of written sermons versus extempo-

raneous sermons. e says:

The impressions which come warm and glowing from the mind,
during the fervour of pronunciation, will often have a superior
grace and energy to those which are studied in the retirement of the
closet. But then, this fluency and power of expression cannot, at
all times, be depended upon, even by those of the readiest genius;
and by many, can at no time be commanded, when overawed by the

presence of an audience.
He recommends writing and memorizing for young preachers. He opposes

the reading of sermons, and suggests notes in the event that memory {is

not equal to the task.

881p14. 897p14. 901p1d., p. 317.
911vid., p. 318. 921bid. 931bid., p. 321.
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Toward the close of the chapter, Blair gives a bit of counsel

that has been echoed by many homileticians:

When a preacher sits down to write on any subject, never let him
begin with secking to consult all who have written on the same text
or subject. This, if he consult many, will throw perplexity and
confusion into his ideas; and if he consults only one, will often
warp him insensibly into his method,  whether it be right or not.

But let him begin with pondering the subject in his own thoughts;
let him endeavor to fetch materials from within; to collect and
arrange his idecas; and form some sort of plan to himself, which it
is always proper to put down in writing. Then, and not till then,
he may inquire how others have treated the same subject.94

It is certainly a justifiable conclusion that the British

rhetoricians (1) were, in many cases, interested in homiletical theory,
and (2) promulgated principles of homiletical theory based on classical
rhetorical patterns. Homiletical theory during these centuries would

have been much poorer without the contribution of these rhetoricians.

Relationship Betwecn Contemporary Homiletical Theoxy

and Rhetorical Theory

A study of a contemporary homiletician-rhetorician, such as is
being attempted in this dissertation, must be made with an understanding
of the relationship of these two disciplines in the modern world. This
chapter thus far has pictured homiletics and rhetoric as companions
since the time of Augustine. Through medieval, Reformation, and Post-
Reformation times, the two great impulses behind homiletical theory were
bibliéal and classiccl.9 1In fact, so great were the classical contri-

butions to preaching that Dargan, in discussing these relationships,

%41b1d., p. 321.

95Dargan, The Art of Preaching in the Light of Its History,
pp. 13-41.
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quotes Sydney Smith's famous saying, "'The ancients have stolen all of
our best ideas!"%0

Nineteenth century America produced some hardy homileticians;
and they, like their predecessors, owed a debt to classical rhetoric.
"Many of the outstanding rhetoricians of the period--including men like
Witherspoon, Adams, Goodrich, Channing, and Porter--were also homileti-
cians."7  Shedd is quoted as defining homiletics as '"the term that has
been chosen to denote the application of the principles of rhetoric to
preaching. It is synonymous, consequently, with Sacred Rhetoric."?8
Philip Schaff said, "Homiletics is the theory of pulpit eloquence, or of
preaching. It is rhetoric applied to the pulpit, or sacred rhetoric as
distinguished from general rhetoric. It deals with the composition and

delivery of sermons. "9?

John Quincy Adams, from the standpoint of a rhetorician, added
Christian preaching as a fourth classification of oratory. He said,
"The eloquence of the pulpit is to the science of rhetoric what this
western hemisphere is to that of geograéhy.“loo He insisted on applying
"the principles and the method of Aristotle, so far as they can be

applied, to this more recent species of public‘speaking."lo1

96Quoted in Dargan, p. 32.

97 3ohn P. Hoshor, "American Contributions," History of Speech
Education in America, ed. Karl Wallace (New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1954), p. 144,

98

Ibid.

99Philip Schaff, Theological Propaedeutic (New York: Scribner,
1896), p. 473.

1ooJohn Quincy Adams, Lectures on Rhetoric and Oratory, Vol. I
(New York: Russell and Russell, 1962), p. 322.

101144, p. 324.
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John A. Broadus' textbook in homiletics was characterized by
Dargan as ''the leading textbook on homiletics in all the world, 102
This book, first published in 1870, was revised by J. B. Weatherspoon
for a 1944 edition. The author's preface to the first edition is
included in the preface of the new edition, in which Broadus states,
"“The author's chicf indebtedness for help has been to Aristotle, Cicero,

and Quintilian, and to Whately and Vinet."m3

In the introduction is a
discussion of the relation of homiletics and rhetoric in which the
author says, "Greek rhetoric was a ready instrument for the proclamation
of the gospel to the gentile world."104 After recounting the develop-
ments of the early Christian centuries, Broadus concludes, "Thus arose
the science of ‘'homiletics,' which is simply the adaptation of rhetoric
to the particular ends and demands for Christian preaching.“m5 In use
for nearly a century, this book has kept alive the classical emphasis in
homiletics. |

Further insights into the relationship between rhetoric and
homiletics are provided by Lloyd Merle P;rry, who has done a study of a
selected group of 68 homiletics trade and textbooks used by Protestants

106

in America between 1834 and 1954. In his endeavor to reconstruct the"

philosophy of these works, Perry says:

yo

1°2Dargan, The Art of Preaching in the Light of Its History,
p. 231.

103John A. Broadus, On the Preparation and Delivery of Sermons
(rev. ed.; New York: Harper, 1944), p. xiii.

10411 44., p. 8. 1051044, , p. 10.

106Lloyd Merle Perry, ''Trends and Emphases in the Philosophy
Materials and Methodology of American Protestant llomiletical Education
as Established by a Study of Selected Trade and Textbooks Published
Between 1834 and 1954'"(unpublished Doc:or s dissertation, Northwestern
University, 1961).
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There are traces of ideas similar to those advanced by certain
speech educational philosophies. The rhetorical approach to speech
philosophy appears to dominate these writings, as evidenced by the
number of references to Cicero, Augustine, Arlstotle, and Quintilian.
A total of 528 references are_made to these four writers in the
scope of the works covered.

Perry continues by showing how three other approaches to speech education
of the nineteenth century--the Delsartian, the subjective, and the
objective--«were likewise reflected in the homiletics texts of the day.
Coming down to the twentieth century, Perry observes: |

The persuasive approach, which also came to a position of
prominence between 1920 and 1930, emphasized persuasion as the
process of getting decisions made. This same emphasis is found in
the greater number of books on homiletics, though the homileticians
do not place as much emphasis on the discovery and classification
of motives as did those connected with the persuasive approach to
speech.

Perry continues his comparison of contemporary speech and homiletical

theories as follows:

The compositional approach flourished between 1915 and 1940 and
made use of the contemporary psychological thought of the day,
applying the same to rhetoric. This approach stressed the fact
that a long time is needed to gather ideas for the speech. The
homiletical writers are in general agreement on this point. There
appears to be a mutual agreement between the composition approach
and that of most of the homileticians to the effect that ideas,
wvhen gathered, should be centered around one unifying thought. Two
additional ideas appear to have been mutually agreed upon, namely, |
that the speaker when presenting his message should converse with ;
the audience, and that his gestures should come forth spontaneously. !
The text and trade books do stress the importance of the content of .
the speech and its composition, even as did Dr. Winans in his compo=
sitional approach. The compositional approach, however, places more.
emphasis on persuasion than most of the homiletical writers.

Summarizing his viewpoint, Perry says:

Homiletics is the term that has been chosen to denote the
application of the principles of rhetoric to speaking. It is
synonymous, consequently, with sacred rhetoric. llomiletics is the
science and art of preaching. It designates all that belongs to the

1071p4., p. 21. 1081p14., p. 23.

1091444,
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‘composition and delivery of sermons. It is the application of the
principles of rhetoric to formal Christian discourse.l10

As general as this equating of homiletics and rhetoric seems to
be, there are, hdwever, dissenting voices. At the Speech for Religious
Wworkers Iaterest Group coanected with the Speech Association of Axzerica
=eeting ia Cleveland, Ouio, ﬁecember, 1962, Father William Toohey of
lloly Cross College, Washington, D. C., is reported as having made the

following statement:

One of the important corollaries that follow upon the discovery i
of the proper concept of preaching is the fact that the umique ;
quality of the content places preaching in a category apart from '
those other forms of discourse which, as Aristotle contends, has as
their "most important ingredient" rational demonstration through
severe argumentation. Preaching does not fall within the province
of speaking which entails statement and ensuing argument; preaching
works in the service of faith, and is not concerned with dxscoveringu
suitable arguments to prove a given point. A misconception of the |
precise nature of preaching leads to the erroneous notion that a ?
training in public speaking is a training for preaching, or that i
homiletics is merely sacred rhetoric. No one could justifiably deny‘
the many services rhetoric renders to the development of an
effective preacher; but it would be lamentable to assume that this I
means that preaching is only a particular type of deliberative I
oratory--public speaking from a pulpit; or to say, as some have, !
that the details of the art of preaching are the same ag fhose for f
the lawyer, the legislator, and for orators in general

!

Father Toohey maintains that, because "the preacher deals in revelation
(supernatural truth) means that his subject matter has a unique quality
which distinguishes it from all other communicative material."112

At the same meeting, the Rev. Warren E. Faber, dean of the Bible
College, Baptist Theological Semihary, Grand Rapids, Michigan, presented
a contrasting point of view when he spoke on the topic, "Does the

Preacher Need Rhetoric?" He said in part:

1101p54., p. 39.

111W1111am Toohey, Newsletter, Speech for Religious Workers
Interest Group, Speech Association of America (February, 1963), pp. 2, 3.

11271b4d., p. 1
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. After a scemingly illicit relationship with rhetoric in the days
of the Apostolic Fathers, and an unhappy marriage in the centuries
that followed, some preaching appears to be experimenting with
separate maintenancc. Although there are problems involved in their
relationship, abandoament of rhetoric may prove to be a most
unsatisfactory experience in .a culture where oral communication is
often suave and sophisticated. . . .

Some prcachers and theologians tend to reject the application of
rhetoric to preaching upon the basis of the uniqueness of preaching.
This 1s partially right. Insofar as preaching is considered as the
timeless link between God's great redemptive act and man's appre-
hension of it, the medium through which God contemporizes his
historic self-disclosure in Christ and offers man the opportunity to
respond in faith, it is essentially a divine act as well as human,
and rhetoric has little to offer.

‘Preaching, however, is a human act as well as a divine act. To
the extent that the preacher is involved in the communication
process « « . [he] needs the instructive, critical, corrective, and

liberative help of rhetoric. . . .

The recognition of preaching as a divine-human act, and of
rhetoric as a methodological approach to those aspects of preaching
which involve human activity and are common to all speakers secures
a limited but significant place for rhetoric in the training and
ministry of the preacher. It demands that he be exposed to enough
rhetorical theory to insure a measure of competency in those areas
of human responsibility where failure and ineffectiveness can only
be attributed to weaknesses in his gbility to communicate.113

William Carson Lantz, associate professor of speech and homi-

letics at Fuller Theological Seminary, discusses the two theories of

preaching under the headings of "rhetorical® and "myétical."u4 He

poses the problem as follows:

Suppose you are teaching speech (including homiletics) in a
religious school and some of your students ask you: 'Why should we
study the techniques and theories of public speaking? After all, it
is God Himself who is speaking through us to the hearts of men.
Preaching is really God's doing, and we are merely instruments, so

113yarren E. Faber, '"Does the Preacher lNeed Rhetoric?"
Newsletter, Speech for Religlous Workers Interest Group, Speech Associa-
tion of America (May, 1963), pp. 1, 2.

1145111am Carson Lantz, 'Rhetoric and Théélogy--Incompatible?"

The Digest of Research in Religious Speaking (October, 1963) Reprinted
from Western Speech Journal, March, 1955.
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why do we need to study, drill on, and attempt to put in practice
any human skills and abilities?"

Perhaps to those who do not have direct contact with the
religious type of education, this question may scem unrcal. Some
teachers may wonder if it is asked. Yes, it is asked and has been
asked down through the centuries .of the Christian Church, and even
before. In fact, it has becen one of the basic problems in religious
thinking and practice.115 :

Lantz substantiates his statement that this is a basic issue by
citing examples from contemporary experience and from the history of
preaching. He concludes this part of his study with the following
sumnary :

Coming to the days since the Reformation, it is not uncommon to
find such statements as that of George Whitefield in speaking of his
own preaching, "God's zssistance had sometimes taken the place of
sermon preparation.'” ([E. E. White, '"George Whitefield and the
Paper War in New England,'" Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXXIX
(Teb., 1953), p. 61.] 1In one study, it is pointed out, concerning
certain recent American preaching, '"Because of the emphasis upon
incarnation (the term incarnation in this context refers not to
Jesus Christ, but to inspiration; or mystical experience in preach-
ing) and upon the Word, adaptation tb the audience is a minor
canon." Similarly, is shown the effect of the extreme mystical
approach upon theory concerning ethos, arrangement, style, and
delivery. [J. J. Rudin II, "The Concept of Ethos in Late American
Preaching" (abstract of Ph.D. thesis), Specech Monographs, XVIII
(Aug., 1951), p. 197.] 1In speaking of American homileticians before
the turn of the century, one investigator claims,.'They held the
authoritarian view of the ministerial office. To them, the preacher
was a divinely inspired ambassador, sent to deliver the Gospel to
the people. His message, largely doctrinal in nature, was subject
to no change whatever." [Elton Abernathy, "Trends in American
llomiletical Theory Since 1860," Speech Monographs, X (1943), p. 69.)
Other investigators have also pointed out this mystical theory [e.g.,
Barnet Baskerville, "Principle Themes of Nineteenth‘Centur{ Critics
of Oratory," Speech lonographs, XIX (Mar., 1952), p. 22].1 6

Lantz meets this mystical theory by a reductio ad absurdum,
showing that the same arguments both disavow all Christian service and
all pfcaching activity. On the positive side, he quotes Baldwin's

surmary of Augustine's position:

1151p14., p. 3. 1161pi4., p. &.
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Since his (the preacher's) strength is derived from a source
deeper than human skill, his best preparation is prayer. DNeverthe-
less, human skill is to be cultivated. Prayer itself proves the
folly of making no other preparation. lle who abjures human lore of .
preaching because God gives us our messages might equally well
abjure prayer because God knows us and knows our needs. The Pauline
Counsels specify how Timothy should preach. As God heals through
doctors and medicines, so he gives the gospel to men by men and
through men. 117 . -

ideal presented by Lantz is a positive synthecis of the rhetorical

the mystical. He concludes:

Keep your belief in God and the mystical experience if you must,
but this does not mean you cannot also keep rhetoric. Your use of
classical, systematic rhetoric, natural and human as it may seem, is
not a denial of God. 1t is simply a recognition that God uses it and
works through it.

The relationship between theology and contemporary speech and

communication theories was discussed by Ronald E. Sleeth of Vanderbilt

Divinity School in a paper given at the S.A.A. Religious Interest Group

in December, 1961. This topic obviously impinges on the subject of the

\
relation between rhetoric and homiletics. 1In a precis pf his paper, six

criticisms of communications and speech theories, as leveled by theolo-

glans, are listed:

The first attitude . . . that theology has toward contemporary
comnunication theories is to ignore them. This attitude is made up
of suspicion, ignorance, fear, and defensiveness. . . . Many
curricula are built around the ancient trivium of Bible, history,
and theology. Therefore . . . theology simply ignores communication
as a live option and at best hopes that if it is ignored it will go
away.

A second criticism of communication by theologians is on
theological grounds. Theology contends that the transmission of the
religious message 1s a divine function in which God directly . . .
is at work. . . . To them, comnunication seems to elevate the human
and minimize the divine. They see communication theory as affirming

that right techniques rightly learned can put across the message.
|

171b1d., pp. 4, 5. (Quotes C. S. Baldvin, Medieval Rhetoric

and Poetic, p. 67).

1181pyd., p. 5.
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The theologians believe that this is a misunderstanding of the
Christian message.

Third, . . . if what distinguishes man from the animal is his
ability to talk, and 1if man is created by God, then the very nature
of communication has theological connotations. . . . Theology would
contend that it is no accident that we speak of the Word of God.

This becomes the basis for cosmunication and our words among men are
reflections of this greater Word. Thus, the task of the comunicator
is a theological one seen in the light of God's creative Word.

Fourth, . . . theology is suspicious of communication because of
its apparent instrumental or pragmatic use of the religious
message. . . « The theologians feel that communicators are tinkerers,
dealing with non-essentials, . . . and that a communicator's main
desire is to polish a man's delivery and oral effectiveness apart
from any concern with substantive matter. . . . The theologian would
insist that sacred rhetoric is a unique rhetoric in that the content,
its delivery, and the Divine are all inextricably tied up in the
communication of that message. Further, in the case of preaching,
they would affirm that effective delivery of a religious ides is not
necessarily a sermon.

Fifth, the theologians are scared of contcmporary theories of
communication because of their fear of manipulation. They see in
studies of persuasion and in other speech disciplines the heavy hand
of manipulating the audience through speech skills to "force" them
to a speaker's point of view. . . . One should not overlook the
theologian's own temptation to authoritarianism and dogmatism, but
in matters of communication he affirms the freedom of man and
suspects communicators of limiting that freedom by concentrating on
methodology designed to 'win," '"get results" and "succeed."

Sixth, . . . in contrast to persuasion, he sees discussion,
group dynamics and general semantics all used as ends rather than
means. . « « Thus, he contends that communicators are consortin%
with strange new gods, and views which border on the heretical. 1

Sleeth's paper points up the fact that there is an issue. Substantial
modern theologians are challenging the piace of rhetoric and speech
training in the work Bf ;he preacher. Such an attitude on the part of
theologians is certain to affect the viewpoint of homileticians. and it

is also certain to influence trends in homiletical education.

119R0nald E. Sleeth, "Theological Criticisms of Contemporary
Speech and Communication Theories," (a precis) Newsletter, Speech for
Religious Workers Interest Group, Speech Association of America
(May 15, 1962).



48
These trends in thcological education are of utmost importancc‘
to this study. Two recent studies have been conducted in this area--
oae by H. Grady Davis, professor of functional theology at Chicago
Lutheran Theological Seminary, and the other by Carl Lundquist, president

of Bethel Seminary (Baptist), St. Paul, Minnesota. The Davis study will

be considered first because it deals more fully with basic theory.lzo

The Davis study is a report on eight regional conferences held
during the winter and spring of 1960. These conferences, endowed by the
Lilly Endowment, Inc., brought together about 175 teachérs of preaching
from the seminaries belonging to the American Association of Theological
Schools. Several items in the Davis report are relevant to this study:

First, the last of the six basic points reported by Davis as
common to the opening addresses on the subject of the theology of

prcaching reads as follows:
|

Preaching is thereforc a unique kind of speaking, of language.
It is like no other form of communication. It is a dialog between
God and the hearers, in which the preacher remains a hearer while
speaking God's word. It is an interaction betwcen God and the
hezrers, a recreative action, which the greacher must serve while
being himself one of those acted upon.12 .

After summarizing the theological background, Davis proceeds to
describe teaching procedures. He reports:

Responsibility for imstruction in preaching, especially for
cvaluating the students' preaching, is increasingly shared by other
members of the theological faculty besides the professor of homi-
letics. 1In some smaller schools practically all members of the
faculty are engaged in some form of this work. The department of
speech or communications, if it is separate from that of homiletics,
as it is in a minoxrity of the schools of the Association, is mnearly
always involved in the instruction. In a few seminaries, mostly

- theological schools associated with universities, there is no

120y, Grady Davis, "The Teaching of Homiletics, The Present
Situation in American Seminaries,'"  Encounter, Vol. XXII, No. 2.

121p4a., p. 5. :
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department of homiletics, preaching being considered merely a
specialized phase of communications in general.

Davis notes the conflict between the 'theories propounded by those who
discussed the theology of preaching and the practices in the various
schools:
Taus the place of preaching in the theological curriculum
varies from central to precarious. It seems clear that to implement |
any such theology of preaching as was suggested in the first period
of the program would in many schools require a complete rethinking t
of the purpose of education for the ministry. If that theology has
influenced the thinking and teaching of the professors, it has not !
yet exerted any decisive influence on the curriculum committee.123
Davis discusses the type of training of the men who are teaching:
homiletics. He concludes that homiletics teachers are divided into
three categories: first, successful preachers with limited graduate
work; second, men trained in theology or hermeneutics and impressed into
homiletics teaching; and third, men trained in speech or writing without
critical concern about competence in theology or hermeneutics.124 Note-
worthy for his absence in this analysis is the homiletics teacher trained
in both theology and communications.
Lundquist's paper represents an address given as part of a
panel on '"Relationship of Speech and Homiletics in American Protestant
Seminaries" presented to the Interest Group of Speech for Religious
Workers of the S.A.A. at St. Louis, Missouri.123 Lundquist reports a
personal visit to thirty-thrce of the Protestant seminaries in the

United States, fifteen of which were Baptist, and the other eighteen of

which were chosen because he felt that in them "some progressive work

1221p14., pp. 6, 7. 123Ibid., p. 7. 1241pi4. , pp. 11, 12.

125car1 Lundquist, '"Relationship of Speech and Homiletics in

Anerican Protestant Seminaries,' mimeographed copy of speech (December,
1960).
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was being done either in speech or in homiletics. . . 1260 1, regard
to the relationship betwecen speech and homiletics in these schools,
Lundquist reports:

I. In many schools there was a clear separation of responsibilities
into coordinate areas with a minimum of direct rclationships. The
teachers of speech and the teachers of homiletics knew that they
were in their separate categories and where the lines were drawn and
had learned to accommodate themselves to the situation.

II. There were schools where the lines of responsibility and under-
standing between thc teachers in these two areas were not clear and
where there was a great amount of tension that led to frustration
and in some cases to almost bitterness; and in a case or two despair.

III. There were a handful of schools where speech and homiletics had
been integrated into a single approach and somcthing near the ideal
that has been envisioned here had been worked out. At least this

kas been done on enourh campuses to give me encouragement to believe
that it can be done on all campuses. . . . I trust this would help

lift the level of preaching that is beiung done in our churches
across America today.127

The causes for the tension betwéen speech and homiletics are
listed by Lundquist as seven in number. The first of these causes was
the lack of speech background of homiletics teachers. Only 3.3%,
according to Lundquist's figures, held Ph.D.s in speech. In fact, only
6.77% held Ph.D.s in homiletics! 1In the speech field, the percentages of
appropriately trained personnel was much higher.

This meant that those who are teaching in the field of speech
have done much more graduate work in this specialized area or areas
than those who are teaching in the field of homiletics and by and
large the teachers of homiletics are not too conversant with what is
going on in the speech field or the significance of the developments
today. 2

The second reason for tension, according to Lundquist, is
suspicion of speech as a sub-academic discipline. In this area, homi-

leticians who are accustomed to being persecuted by those in the

"content" fields turned persecutors.

1261pi4., p. 1. 1271b14., p. 2. 1281bid., p. 3.
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This suspicion around speech as a worthy academic discipline is
one of the problems that all of us have to wrestle with. It grows
in part out of the fact that the homileticians and the deans are not
aware of the philosophic and the historical depth to the whole
discipline of speech, as well as much of the content value in the
anplication of this to our day. There were many professors and many
deans of theological schools who prided themselves on filling preach-
ing job vacancies with a man who had no training in homiletics or
speech. They much preferred to f£ind someone who knew church history
or who knew theology or who knew exegesis and could bring the con-
tent value of his background and quickly pick up enough in the area
of homiletics or speech to carry out the preaching emphasis on the
campus. 129

The third reason for tension is "the absence of a universal and

coherent and consistent pattern or organization relating speech and
w130

homiletics together on our campuses. Some institutions had both
speech and homiletics departments. Some taught no speech courses.
There was no consistent provision for diagnostic proéedures or remedial
speech. Vastly different offerings in both speech and homiletics were
found on the different campuses. |

A fourth reason for tension is.named as 'basically different

philosophical approaches to teaching preaching toward which speech is

related variously;"131 Five approaches are named: (1) Some taught

preaching as an art of commumication; (2) some as the point of integra-
tion for the total curriculum; (3) some as the basic element in worship;
(4) some as a means of developing personality; and (5) some as the
acoustical expression of pastoral care. |

A fifth reason for tension is the lack of professiomal contact
by the homileticians for inter-disciplinary stimulatiop. A sixth is
lack of professional literature in the field. These two are similar in

nature.

1291p44. | 1307p44.

1311p44., p. 4.
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A final reason "lies in the field of mistakes made by speech
men, 132 Speech trained men sometimes fail to realize that "homiletics
has as much kinship to such fields as linguistics, and hermeneutics, and
exegesis as it does to speech.'

It is against such a background--both ancient and modern=--that
the work of a man like Charles Weniger must be viewed. Hs represents
the rare breed of man trained in both theology and speech. The
heritages of both disciplines meet in men like Weniger and produce a
unique philosophy of preaching. It is the conviction of this investi-
gator that he, and a few other similarly trained and motivated men, have
introduced a new factor into the field of theological education. Each
in his own way has harnessed the two disciplines together, and has
endeavored to use them both in the training of the clergy. This is not
a new emphasis--Augustine started it and others followed his example--

but it seems to be less prominent than it should be in modern seminaries.

1321pi4., p. 6.



CHAPTER 111

CHARLES E. WENIGER AS A TEACHER OF

SPEECH AND HOMILETICS

In the introductory chapters Weniger was identified as one of a
small group of speech-trained seminary professors of preaching. Along
with McGlon, Sleeth, Rudin, and a few others, Weniger represents the
tradiﬁion that considers homileti¢s as a subdivision of the ancient
discipline called rhetoric=--or the modern discipline called speech.
These men grant that homiletics and p{eaching are unique in certain
respects, but they insist on their kinship to the pa%en: art.

Weniger's philosophy was expréssed primarily in the classroom,
his activities in writing, preaching,‘and administration taking a

secondary place to his major interest. This being the case, the primary

i
|

|

{

source of information regarding his theory concerning the relation of i
I

|

|

speech and homiletics is his teaching materials. The plan of this chapter

will be as follows:

Pirst, considerable attention will be given to Weniger's method
of teaching persuasion to theological students. This portion of the
chapter will be based on the theory that persuasion is the area in which'
speech and homiletics have most in common. Preaching being what it is,
its number one objective, according to Weniger, is to persuade.

Next, a summary will be given of Weniger's procedures in teaching
voice and diction to theological students. This technical area, it will

be seen, was adapted by him to the needs of the clergy in unique ways.
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Third, Weniger's teaching of homiletics will be discussed at
length. Weniger functioned in a dual capacity in the classroom. He
taught standard courses in speech, with interesting adaptations to
theological students; and he also taught homiletics from the standpoint
of a speech teacher. Only as these two aspects of his teaching approach
are viewed in their relation to each other can Weniger's philosophy be
discerned.

Finally, Weniger's course called "Master Preachers" is described
to reveal how his speech training influenced his approach to the history
of preaching.

These four seminary subjects--persuasion, voic?:and diction,
homiletics, and 'Master Preachers'--represent a large segment of a
minister's professional training. Persuasion is appliéd psychology;
voice and diction is applied anatomy and physiology; homiletics is sermon
Invention, Organization, S:yle; and Delivery; and "Master Preachers"
adds the historic diﬁension._ It will be evident that these courses

constitute rich opportunities for developing and communicating a

philosophy of preaching in its relation to speech.

fersuasion

Persuasion is a standard part of the curriculum of departments
of speéch. The concept of the suasory function of spgech is older than
Aristotle, although he recognized it in his Rhetoric. The principles of
persuasion are used by all, and che¥e is probably no profession that
uses ﬁhem more than the clergy. Thé question arises, Why should not the
clergy be trained in their proper use?

This is exactly what Weniger has endeavored to do. In his early

teaching experience he taught this subject to college students who were
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preparing for the ministry; and, later as a seminary teacher, he adapted
his course to the needs of the clergy. He is one of the few teachers of
hoailetics who has introduced a course in persuasion as part of the
homiletical training of the clergy. This section endeavors to explain

why he did this and how he did it.

|

During the summer sessioﬁ at the University of Southern California
in 1932, Weniger took work from Dr. W. Norwood Brigance. Regarding this

experience, he says:

In one course we went through the work of Aristotle, Cicero, :
Quintilian, and the rest of the classical rhetoricians and brought i
the work down to the near contemporaries such as Winans and Monroe.
Dr. Brigance completely changed my point of view toward public
speaking and got me to see that it was not the content that was
the only thing to be emphasized, but that the method, with emphasis
on attention and motivation and motive appeal, were the things to be
striven for. I cannot express my grititude to the late Dr. Brigance
for this change in my point of view.

TN em——

As a result of this experience with Dr. Brigance, Weniger
developed three two-hour quarter courses in persuasion at Pacific Union
Colleée. The first course was in the ethical area, the second in the
psychological, and the third in the logical. ‘'These," he recalls, 'were
very successful and were elected by many students, particularly minis-
terial students."? In these classés he not only used the works of
classical rhetoricians, but also acquainted the students with the
preacher-rhetoricians; Whately, Blair, and Campbell. "It was very
edifying to the ministerial students," he declares, '"to discover that
the rhetoric of their period was written and spoken by theologians.“3

In 1934 the institution which later became the Seventh-day

Adventist Theological Seminary began its work on the campus of Pacific

1Interv’iews, ppe 3, 4. See Chapter I, p. 3.

21p1d. 31b1d., p. 5.
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Union College, where Weniger was selected to teach his course in persua-
sion to the ministers and theological students who attended.# The
institution was moved to Washington, D. C., in 1937, and Weniger taught
at its summer sessions nearly every summer until he was appointed a
regular member of its faculty in 1948. Regarding this exﬁerience he
says, ""This gave me a very direct and complete connection with the minis-
terial phase of things so that my purpose in teaching persuasion in the
seminary was that of making better preachers."5

Weniger's definition of homiletics indicates one reason why his

course in persuasion figured so strong in his teaching of theological
students. He defines homiletics as follows:

Homiletics may be defined as that branch of speech which,
employing all available means and taking to itself the whole realm
of human knowledge with emphasis on the Bible, seeks by persuasion
to draw men to a better life and a more abundant entrance into the
kingdom of heaven.

In explaining this definition, Weniger declares:

I have defined preaching as a branch of speech, effecting its
results by persuasion. By this I mean that the overall, ultimate
end of preaching is persuasion--that is, the ultimate end of all
preaching, all sermons taken as a whole. This end of persuasion
may not appear to be the sole purpose of a single sermon, but it
is the ultimate purpose of all sermonms.

The source materials for this section include Weniger's syllabus,

file of '"materials," and record of "procedures," which he used in teach-

ing his class entitled ''Persuasive Speaking" at the Seventh-day Adventist

bre was the privilege of this investigator to take this course
undexr Weniger at Pacific Union College in 1936.

SInt;ervieus. p. 5.
6Ibid., p- 8. See Chapter I, p. 7.

‘7Ibid., pp. 8, 9.
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Theological Seminary during the summer session, 1955. This class was

taught to theological students and ministers.

Although there was no textbook assigned for the course, the

introduction to the syllabus recommends that one of the following books

be "in the student's hands': Brigance, Speech Composition; Monroe,

Principles and Types of Specch; or Winans, Public Speaking.

The course was divided into seven units as follows:

Unit One: "Introduction to the Theory and Practice
of Persuasion"

Unit Two: "Interest as the Foundation of Persuasion"
Unit Three: “Ethical Appeal (Ethos)"
Unit Four: "Pathetic Appeal (Pathos)"

Unit Five: "Logical Appeal (Logos)"

Unit Six: “"Influences of Persuasion"
Unit Seven: ‘''Persuasion in Practice"

The course will be described, unit by unit.

Unit One, "Introduction to the Theory and Practice of Persuasiom,"

begins with the following directions to the student:

1'

2.

Study basic theory in Brigance, 120-196; Monroe, 116-145, 293-
353; Sarett and Foster, Basic Principles of Speech, 473-497;
Winans, 183-348. Review Oliver, The Psychology of Persuasive
Speech, or Brembeck and Howell, Persuasion: A Means of Social
Control.

Select, have approved, study, and report on persuasive theory
(a) in one classical rhetorician, [a footnote at this point
states that Thonssen and Baird, Speech Criticism, is an adequate
introduction to the classical rhetoricians), and (b) in one
contemporary author.

Select, have approved, study, and report on persuasive theory in
one orator.

Cover and note lectures on history and theory of persuasion, and
of persuasion in Deuteronomy; regd suggested background material:
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Genung, Guidebook to the Biblical Literature, 222-<228.
Moulton, Literary Study of the Bible, 268-285.
Modern Readers' Bible, 158-171; 182-195; 1366-1373.

Give a 6-minute persuasive speech (on a proposition of policy)
for which you have had a sentence outline approved. (See
Brigance, 40; Yonroe, 220; Sarett, 379; or Winans, 404.) Begin
outline with a comprehensive statement of what you propose
(esbodying the word '"should").

Note: Submit for approval your first, second, and third

choices of requirements 2a, 2b, 3, June 1l4; approval will be
returned June 16. Outline for requirement 5_is due June 16;
dates for speeches will be assigned June 20.8

It must be remembered that this was a four quarter hour course,

and the instructor had 43 class hours at his disposal. The first 13 of

these hours were spent on Unit One. Weniger's "Procedure" notes for

these 13

class periods include the following significant items

(mechanical items relating to class organizational procedures are

omitted) :

6/9/55 Distribute Unit One.

6/13
6/14
6/15
6/16
6/20
6/21
6/22
6/23

6/27
6/30

Outline course and discuss Unit One.
Begin lecture on Genesis and Development of Persuasion.

Continue lecture: Aristotle's Rhetoric.
Lecture on Backgrounds of Moses' Deuteronomy.
Lecture on Moses' Oratory.

Continue lecture on Moses' Oratory.

Lecture on Persuasion in Moses: Ethos.
Lecture: Pathos.

Lecture: Pathos, Logos.

Lecture: Rhetorical Devices for Reinforcing.

Pirst round of speeches.

8Char1es E. Weniger, Brief Syllabus, Course P 280, Persuasive
Speaking, Summer, 1955. Hereinafter referred to as Syllabus P 280.
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The procedures of Unit One of the course are obviously intended
(1) to acquaiat the student with the theory of persuasion by exposing
him to books and lectures and by requiring him to become acquainted with
ancient and modern rhetoricians, and (2) to acquaint the student with
the practice of persuasion by assigning him a "persuasive speech."
There is one unique element in this unit--Weniger's series on "Persuasion
in the Orations of Deuteronomy." This series was given, along with
other background lectures, while the students were reading and making'
preparation for their talks. This series of lectures was specifically
geared to theological students, and represented a clear adaptation of
persuasion to a seminary situation.

These lectures on Deuteronomy represented a reorganization of
Weniger's Master's thesis, written for the department of speech at the
University of Southern Califormia in 1933, entitled 'Persuasion in the

Orations of Deuteronomy." Weniger's basic hypothesis is presented in

his introduction as follows:

To the more thoughtful student who undertakes the study of the
book as presented in a literary form such as that employed by
Dr. Moulton in his Modern Readers' Bible, Deuteronomy becomes a
series of magnificent orations unified in a unique fashion and
characterized by certain distinctions that set them apart from all
other cycles of oratory.

He quotes Moulton, who declares that "the orations of Deuteronomy are as
noble models as the orations of Cicero."lo Other authorities are cited
who agree with this estimate. One commentator declares regarding the

book:

9charles E. Weniger, 'Persuasion in the Orations of Deuteronomy"
(unpublished Master's thesis, University of Southern Califormia, 1933),
pc Vii- *

1oRic:hard G. Moulton, The Modern Readers' Bible (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1919), p. x. Quoted by Weniger, op. cit., p. viii.
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It is a broad appeal to the nation, as a whole, to bring its

sacred services and general conduct into harmony with the divinme
requirements, and so become '"a holy nation.'" These laws are there-
fore presented in_ a persuasive form, with motives and reasons from
life and history.ll '

Weniger states the purpose of his thesis as an effort to "pfe-
sent a study of the oratorical portions of Deuteronomy in an endeavor to
dofine the mathods employed by thae orator to effect belief and produce
action in the lives of his hearers. "}2

Chapter I is entitled "A Brief Survey of the Elements of
Persuasion." This survey includes the contributions of Aristotle,
Cicero, Quintilian, Blair, Campbell, and Whately of the classicall
tradition. O'Neill and Weaver, Phillips, Higgins, Winans, Brigance, and
Foster represent contemporary textbook writers. Overstreet, Lippman, ‘
Mary Follett, Pillsbury, Allport, Thomson, and Whiting Williams represent
the social psychologists. The interest of businessmen in persuasion is
summarized by William G. Hoffman, Dale Carnegie, and A}bert T. '
Poffenberger. This survey helps to supply criteria for the study of

Deuteronomy.

Chapter II is entitled 'Deuteronomy: History, Content, and

Influence."

The antiquity of this document is attested to as follows:
The cycle of orations known as the Book of Deuteronomy was
brought to light through oral reading of the document in 622 B.C.

during the reign of King Josiah of the Kingdom of Judah.

Focusing the facts of oratorical history presented in this
section upon the date of the revelation of Deuteronomy, we may make
these significant comparisons in point of time:

1. Deuteronomy appeared over 200 years before Pericles gave his
"Funeral Oration" (411 B.C.).

1y G, Jordan, Commentary on the Book of Deuteronomy (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1911). Quoted by Weniger, op. cit., p. xi.

1ZWeniger, op. cit., p. xii.
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2. Dcuteronomy appeared nearly 250 years before the death of
Lysias (c. 380 B.C.).

. 3. &nd, finally, Deuteronomy appeared nearly 300 years before
Demosthenes spoke "On the Crown" (330 B.C.). . . . Thus it
appears that the chronological priority of the oratory of
Deuteronory lends to the book a unique significance in the
history of oratory.1

As to the textual authenticity of the document, Weniger says:
. J

Whether this was the discovery of an authentic copy of a book
compiled by Moses (according to the traditional view), whether it
was a bringing to light of a book which had been secreted in the
temple some time between the time of Hezekiah and that of Josiah,
whether it was composed in the days of Jeremiah and according to his
ideas, whether it was a 'pious fraud" produced by zealous reformers
sometime during the reign of Manasseh or even as late as the early
years of Josiah . . ., 1s beside the point for the purposes of this
study. Around these questions have centered the storms of moderm
0ld Testament criticism. Whatever may be the contemporary attitude
toward the book, we can be sure that, as Genung states: . . . It
derived its tremendous influence and authority from the implicit
belief that it was the original book of the law (II Kings 22:8), the
essential covenant (32:2) and constitution of Israelite faith. It
purported to continue the actual words of the nation's traditional
founder and lawgiver, Moses, and beyond these by only one remove
the awesome words of Jehovah whose being had become so remote.'! As
such the Book of Deuteronomy 'is genuinely and authentically
Mosaic." It is entirely consistent with the various schools of
criticism to employ the name of Moses as that of the orator of the
Deuteronomic cycle, and this practice is uniformly followed in our
treatment of the subject.lé y

As to the persuasive influence of Deuteronomy, the results of
revelation of the document in 622 B.C. are well attested:

The oral reading of Deuteronomy produced a revolution in Hebrew
religious observances, '"the most sudden reformation movement in all
history" (Moulton). There was a national vow; a passover greater
than that celebrated in the days of King Hezekiah was solemnized;
all signs of pagan worship were obliterated; houses of license and
heathen sanctuaries fell; high places were cut down and chariots to
the sun destroyed. It was almost a frenzy of religious reformation.
Dr. Moulton avers: '"It is not an exaggeration to say that no work
of literature which has ever appeared has produced a greater sensa-
tion than the Book of Deuteronomy." A crisis in Hebrew history was

met and, for a time, the nation was saved from the destruction which

threatened to overwhelm it. Such was the immediate result of the

———

L1b14., p. 35. Y¥1v14., pp. 42, 43.
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propagation ?f the ideals presented in the four orations of
Dcuteronomy. >

The far-reaching influence of Deuteronomy is reflected in its
use by Jesus, who quoted Deuteronomy 8:3; 6:16; 6:13; 6:5; 10:12; 30:6;
and by Paul, who referred to 30:12-14.

Weniger confines his study of Deuteronomy to the four orations‘of
¥oses, with particular emphasis on the persuasive elements in these
orations. The first oration is entitled "Moses' Announcement of His
Deposition" and includes chapters 1:6 to 4:40:

The text of Deuteronomy indicates that the first oration is
delivered to the children of Israel on the eastern side of the
Jordan River just before they are to cross into the Promised Land.
This oration is Moses' personal ammouncement of his deposition from
the office of leader. It is divided into two distinct sectiomns:
the first presenting an historic survey of the authority wielded by
Moses; the second, an extended exhortation to the children of Israel
to keep the law when he has gone and camnot uphold its sacred pre- °
cepts before them.

The historic survey begins with a description of how Moses led ;
the pcople at the command of Jehovah from Mt. Horeb, where the law
and constitution of the Hebrew people were given, on toward the
Promised Land. The first movement of the nation revealed such a
growth in population that Moses was unable longer to supervise the
details of organization in person; his authority was revealed in the
appointment of subordinates. Under such organization the nation

- passed through the wilderness and safely reached Kadesh-Barnea, on !
the outskirts of Canaan. Here, however, when cocmanded to advance .
upon the foe and to dispossess the Canaanites, the people rebelled !
against the authority of Moses and began their wandering in the i
wilderness until the rebellious generation should die. Moses himself
was involved in Jehovah's wrath: "The Lord was angry with me," he |
says, ‘'for your sakes." He will not be allowed to enter the Promised
Land. Moses reviews the thirty-eight years of wandering in the I
desert, but shows that even during this period Jehovah watched over
them. A new period opened when the nation crossed the brook Zexed:
the fear of this militant people fell upon all nearby tribes. Moses'
authority was evident in his directing Israel which nation to exter-
ninate and which to spare. Consequently, his personal hopes of
entering the Promised Land revived; he begged Jehovah to let him go
into the goodly land; but the plea was denied and the former announce-
ment of his deposition from leadership confixrmed: Moses will not
pass over Jordan. '

151bid., pp. 43, &h.
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At this point Moses turns from simple historic survey to fervent
exhortation. Since his work is ended, the words he has commanded are
not to oe altered. It remains only for Isracl to obey the law.

Such obedience will mean their supremacy among the nations. To
emphasize their duty to keep the law, Moses recalls the miraculous
circumcteances of its giving and the fact that Jehovah did not appear
in a form--they only heard a voice. They must therefore take heed
never to make the form of any thing to bow down to and not to wor-
ship any creature or thing in heaven or earth save Jehovah only.
Jehovaa has made a covenant with Israel, his own inheritance: He
will protect them above all nations; but he is a jealous God--lbses
himself had felt the divine jealousy=--and if Israel sins, he will
destroy them from among the nations of the earth. However, Moses
does not close with this statement of Jehovah's judgment; the
peroration of the oration introduces a note of mercy: Jehovah's
love for his people predominates.

Thus the first oration presents the general authority of Moses '
and a general view of the law: it constitutes a sort of introduction
to the series.l® - '

The second oration, entitled 'The Delivery of the Covenant to
the Levites and Elders,” is found in chapters 5:1 to 11:32., Weniger's
sumnary of this oration is as follows:

The scene of the first oration is repeated for the second, but
this time the oration is connected with a public ceremony: the Book
of the Covenant is to be formally conveyed into the hands of the
leaders of the people. It is a day of installation. Moses appears,
surrounded by the Levites and Elders, with the newly-written
Covenant held in his hands. As in the first oration, he begins with
the scene on Mt. Horeb and describes the giving of the law. He
recites the commandments one by one as Jehovah's voice gave then,
and recalls how frightened the people were and how they begged Moses
to stand before Jehovah in their place, earnestly pledging their
obedience to all Jehovah's cormands. It is Moses' task to present
these commandments--now gathered into one code to the people and to
urge their obedience. But they are fearful of Jehovah's law; so
Moses begins with the sacred Name and places side by side their love
for that Name and their love of the' law, which is ever present
among them.

From this point the order of ideas in the oration is not so much
a logical thought progression as it is a somewhat faintly marked
swing of ideas from future to past. Moses depicts the material
prosperity which shall be theirs in the days to come, and begs
Israel not to forget Jehovah in time of prosperity, but rather to
teach their children that Jehovah, who delivered Israel from Egypt,
is the author of the commandments, the keeping of which insures the
prosperity of the nation.

161bid., pp. 51-54.



Further, !oses cxhorts Isracl in future times of conquest to
make no alliance with other nations, but ever to recognize by the
terms of the Covenant that they are a pecculiar people; all that per-
tains to idolatry shall be a devoted thing. At this point Moses
swings to the events of the wilderness experience and shows Jehovah's
continued guidance, to emphasize the idea that wealth has not come by
their making, but power to get wealth is itself the gift of Jehovah.

The orator azain turns to the future and portrays the fall of
powerful tribes before their advance. But, he admonishes, Israel
mwust beware of thinking that victory is the result of national
righteousness; let them remember their many rebellions against
Jehovah and realize that Jehovah has required of them only loving
obedience. Again surveying the future, Moses describes the Promised
Land under the special care of Providence for its nurture--Egypt
depended on human labor for its increase; Canaan depends upon God's
rain from heaven. Therefore Israel must know that disobedience to
Jehovah's requirements will mean material failure until the nation
perishes from the land. Moses thus returns to his<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>