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PREFACE

After three years of thinking about rhetorical

criticism, I realized that, alas, a theory of criticism

would not, like Minerva, spring full-blown from my head.

My understanding of the critical act is still filled with

lights and darks, tentative probings, headlong retreats,

and tenacious, if dogmatic, beliefs.

I had been disappointed by existing rhetorical

criticism. Many people are disappointed by existing

rhetorical criticism. There simply is not a body of speech

criticism that can stand comparison with the corpus of

literary, art, or music criticism, however much these other

fields may be filled with silliness, stodginess, or sanc-

timoniousne s s.

Part of the problem centers around the fact that

we have written little public speech criticism, despite

the sheer tonnage so labeled. Instead of criticism we tend

to write history or logic or compendiums on style. Conse-

quently, we have taken one of man's most exciting activi-

ties, public speaking, and studiously made it dull. Mean-

while, our history is second rate, our logic beyond rating,

and our stylistic compendiums gratefully ignored.
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If speech is the handmaiden of the arts, rhetori-

cal criticism is the scullery maid. Ignoring the living

room, we sulk in the basement of trivia. As a group, we

tend to ignore contemporary speakers and diddle Daniel

Webster in the dark.

The preceding paragraphs are not bolts of light-

ning hurled at a group unaware of their shortcomings.

These thunderings are but sad, tired echoes of what the

rhetorical critics have themselves proclaimed.

This study is an attempt to suggest new possi-

bilities for the rhetorical critic. I began by condemning

all past practices, a Descartian dubito, and ended with

some feeling of admiration for existing methods. I began

with unbounded enthusiasm for heuristic criticism, the

panacea, and ended in exhausted puerperium, certain that

the child was less than the savior of rhetorical criticism.

Nonetheless, the child will, I hope, have a useful life.

Having rejected a hundred dead-end roads, I now

lay out a simple path:

Chapter I offers a metacritical construct through

which to view rhetorical criticism and establishes the

analysis of a speech as delivered from the point of view

of the audience as pragmatic criticism;
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Chapter II establishes the importance of prag-

matic criticism when criticizing a speech as delivered and

examines the methods that may be employed: the empirical

and the subjective or heuristic;

Chapter 111 examines the techniques employed by

Norman Mailer as a heuristic critic;

Chapter IV and Chapter V combine heuristic

criticism and more traditional methods of criticism in an

attempt to understand Archibald MacLeish as a public

speaker;

Chapter VI contains conclusions and suggestions

for evaluating heuristic criticism.
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CHAPTER I

THE CRITICAL SUPERSTRUCTURE

Criticism, like art, is a perpetual experiment.

The history of metacritical thought reveals a shifting

emphasis in methods and goals because the critical act is

an exploration of a terrain incapable of closure. Certain

general trends within metacriticism have been outlined by

M. H. Abrams in The Mirror and the Lamp
1 and his construct

offers a framework from which to view the major critical

s chools.

In this chapter the Abrams construct, to this

time limited to a classification of literary criticism,

will be examined and then, after establishing some basic

differences between literature and public speaking,

will be extended to classify existing rhetorical criticism

In considering literary criticism Abrams postu-

lates that (l) a work of art exists; (2) it was made by

someone; (3) it has a certain relation to the universe;

I M. H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp (New
York, 1958).

1



and (4) it is available to an audience. Schematically

the postulate is represented as:

universe object artist

au dienee

Abrams argues that while any comprehensive criti-

cal theory will take all these elements into consideration,

critics have tended variously to concentrate on only one

of the relationships. Some critics, for example, are more

interested in the relationship between the work and the

artist:

universe object artist

audience

Abrams labels this kind of criticism expre ssive. He as-

serts that the basic assumption is the feeling on the part

of the critic that "the work of art is essentially the in-

ternal made external . . .
The paramount cause of poetry

is the impulse within the poet of feelings and desires

seeking expression." 2
This, of course, was the prevailing

view in the Romantic era when critics examined the poet

more than the poem, and judged the poem by how well it

expressed what the poet intended.

2Abrams, The Mirror, p. 22.

2



A second kind of criticism, labeled mimetic by

Abrams, concentrates on the relationship between the object

and the universe:

universe object artist

audience

This critical method explains the work as essentially an

imitation of aspects of the universe and is probably the

most primitive aesthetic theory. It is evident in Plato’s

Republic, particularly in the famous tenth chapter; in

Aristotle’s Poetics, although it is clear that Plato and

Aristotle do not mean the same thing by ’’imitation"; and

in the works of later literary critics like Charles Batteux. 3

When the critic is most concerned with the re-

lationship between the object and the audience, he deals

with what Abrams calls pragmatic criticism:

universe object artist

audience

Sir Philip Sidney, for example, believed that the purpose

of poetry was "to achieve certain effects in an audience." 4

Pragmatic critics look at the work of art "chiefly as a

3Abrams, The Mirror, pp. 9, 12 ff.

4Abrams, The Mirror, p. 14.

3



means to an end, an instrument for getting something done,

and tend to judge its value according to its success in

achieving that aim." 5
Many of the terms used by pragmatic

critics come from classical rhetoricians who defined rheto

ric as the means of persuading an audience. Aristotle,

in the Rhetoric. clearly emphasizes audience reaction, as

did Horace in Ars Poetica. Abrams claims that critics

who view a poem as a contrivance for affecting an audience

are concerned with formulating "the methods
. . .

for

achieving the effects desired." 6
Pragmatic critics in

literature include Ben Jonson, James Beattie, Richard

Hurd and Samuel Johnson. 7 Abrams concludes that the prag-

matic view, broadly conceived, has been the principal aes-

thetic attitude of the Western world, measured either by

the number of adherents or the duration of the view.
8

These three critical methods each view the ob-

ject in its relationship to something external: to the

universe, the creator, or the audience. There remains a

sAbrams, The Mirror, p. 15.

sAbrams, The Mirror, p. 16.

7Abrams, The Mirror, pp. 14 ff

BAbrams, The Mirror, p. 21.

4
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final critical approach, objective criticism, which focuses

solely on the object itself "in isolation from all these

external points of reference and analyzes it as a self-

sufficient entity constituted by its parts in their in-

ternal relations." 9

universe object artist

audience

This approach has received a great deal of attention in

recent years and among its influential adherents are the

Chicago "New Critics." Objective critics pay particular

attention to the metacritical statements of I. A. Richards,

T. S. Eliot, Ren£ Wellek, and Austin Warren.

Abrams conceives of the four coordinates in the

construct not as constants, but as variables, differing

in significance according to the theory in which they

occur.
10

Thus, it could be argued that a more elaborate

superstructure ought to be conceived to better differen-

tiate the complex meanings that the four constants assume

in the various critical theories. However, Abrams argues

that "by multiplying differentia we sharpen our capacity

9 Abrams, The Mirror, p. 26.

10
Abrams, The Mirror, p. 7.
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to discriminate at the expense of easy manageability and

the ability to make broad initial generalizations." 11

Do these generalizations, however broad and pre-

liminary, apply to rhetorical criticism? No attempt to

answer the question should be made without first making

certain distinctions between literature and public speak-

ing; and second, carefully examining the words "rhetoric,"

"criticism," and "speech."

As to the distinctions between literature and

public speaking, it is apparent that regardless of what

each reader may bring to a piece of literature, all readers

of the same novel or poem have the same stimulus. That is,

they all find the same words in the same order. A great

difference exists, however, between the person who was

present when a speech was delivered and the person who

has only the printed text of the speech. Even if the

printed text is a literal reproduction of the words de-

livered, the listener and the reader do not have the same

stimulus. In the first case, the person who was a member

of the audience has not only the words, but the speaker

himself, the other members of the audience, and all the

i;L Abrams, The Mirror, p. 7.



feeling engendered by the occasion. The words of the text

come to him through the ear, not the eye. The words take

on color and weight through the speaker’s inflection and

bodily action.

In the case where the person has only the printed

text and whatever information he can acquire second hand

about the manner in which the speech was delivered and re-

ceived, he can never know the speech as delivered. No

amount of historical research or use of sympathetic imagi-

nation can give it to him. A text is inescapably a se-

quence of words and cannot be as fully and immediately

sensuous as a speech delivered.

Aesthecians have long distinguished between mixed

and unmixed media in art, with literature an unmixed media

and dance, drama, and opera mixed. Clearly the speech text

is unmixed, but the speech as delivered is markedly mixed.

Secondly, what is meant by "rhetoric"? Donald

Bryant notes that "very bothersome problems arise as soon

as one attempts to define rhetoric, problems that lead

quickly to hair-splitting on the one hand or cosmic in-

clusiveness on the other." 12 In fact, there is now no

12Donald Bryant, "Rhetoric: Its Function and

Scope," in The Province of Rhetoric, Joseph Schwartz and

John eds.(New York, 1965), p. 4.

7



universally accepted definition of rhetoric. Some rhe-

toricians, following Aristotle's lead, center their con-

cern on persuasion. Most modern rhetoricians are equally

concerned with discourse designed to inform. "Cosmic"

rhetoricians, like Kenneth Burke, believe that the basic

function of rhetoric is "the use of words by human agents

to form attitudes or induce actions in other human agents," 13

thus encompassing all linguistic activity. Participants

at the Speech Association of America Summer Conference on

Rhetoric in 1968 extended the cosmic concept by arguing

that even buildings could alter attitudes or be "persuasive"

and thus could be rhetorical in nature. 14 This study will

define rhetoric in broad terms to include whatever the

speaker does that affects an audience, including estab-

lishing or displaying an image.
15

The word "criticism," defined by Webster's as

the act of making judgements" will be used in this study

13Kenneth Burke, A Rhetoric of Motives (New York:

1950), p. 41.

14 Information supplied by Dr. Donald Zacharias,
participant at the conference. Dr. Zacharias is now As-

sociate Professor of Speech at The University of Texas at

Austin.

15 See, for example, Joe McGinnis, The Selling of

the President, 1968 (New York, 1969) and Daniel Boorstin,
The Image (New York, 1962).

8
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in a much broader sense, accepting not only the dictum of

Morris Weitz and other aestheticians and metacritics that

judgment terms like "good" and "bad" have no objective

meaning that can be verified,
16 but that the function of

criticism is to elucidate rather than to judge. This is

particularly true in the field of speech criticism since

a speech has no set of necessary and sufficient conditions

that make it good or bad, effective or ineffective.

Finally, this study will differentiate between

the speech text and the speech as delivered. Both may

be illuminated by the rhetorical critic, but only the

critic who was in the audience can illuminate the speech

as delivered.

If one accepts these definitions, rhetorical

criticism can then be classified using the Abrams con-

struct.

First, criticism that focuses on the relation-

ship between the speech and the universe will be labeled

mimetic:

universe speech speaker

audience

16Morris Weitz, "Criticism Without Evaluating,"
Problems in Criticism of the Arts, Holley Duffield, ed.

(San Francisco, 1968), pp. 277 ff.



10

Speeches rarely have been analyzed in terms of their imita-

tion of some aspect of nature, but if the term "universe"

can be extended to mean a particular historical situation,

then it is clear that a great deal of speech criticism

does indeed explore the relationship of the speech or

series of speeches to some historical situation. Certainly

a great many historical studies within the field have con-

centrated more on the situation that gave rise to the

speech and the consequent impact of the speech on the

situation than on the speaker, the immediate audience, or

the text itself. 17

Mimetic critics in speech seek the historical

causes of the occasion* the issues involved with which

the speaker deals* and the demands of the occasion. Their

interest is not with the speech per se hut rather in the

relationship of the speech to history. What are now la-

beled "Movement Studies" fall into this category and can

17 It could be argued that the study of the logic
employed in a speech could be considered mimetic in so

far as it tests the logic as it imitates a "logical idea^"
e.g., against a metalogical construct such as the Toulmin

model. Similar arguments could be made about style, etc.

However, such considerations in public address will be

considered in the objective area as they are essentially
text centered activities.
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be represented by such works as Leland Griffin's "The Rhe-

torical Structure of the Anti-Masonic Movement." 18
In so

far as Robert Gunderson's The Log Cabin Campaign19 is rhe-

torical criticism, it too falls within this category. Many

studies of individual orators could also be classified

here, rather than in the expressive area, since many of

these critics are more interested in the historical situa-

tion than in the speech or the orator himself, except as

he functioned within a historical-situational grid. Edward

T. Channing, for example, felt that "the orator is the

creature of the circumstances in which he is placed."
20

With such a viewpoint the critic would seek to elucidate

the event and then show how the speech functioned within

that situation. Demosthenes' speeches, for example, would

be examined in light of the struggle between the Athenians

and Philip of Macedon; Cicero's oratory would be examined

lsLeland M. Griffin, "The Rhetorical Structure

of the Anti-Masonic Movement," The Rhetorical Idiom, Donald

Bryant, ed. (Ithaca, New York, 19 58), pp. 145-160.

19 Robert G. Gunderson, The Log Cabin Campaign
(Lexington, Kentucky, 1957).

2°Edward T. Charming as quoted in Speech Criticism

by Lester Thonssen and A. Craig Baird (New York, 1948),
p. 314.



as it functioned to sustain the commonwealth against the

designs of Cataline; the speeches of Henry Clay, John

Calhoun, or Abraham Lincoln would be viewed in their re-

lationship to the issues of slavery and national destiny;

Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, John Kennedy, or

Lyndon Johnson would be analyzed by relating their speeches

to the issues of global war and peace.

Some rhetorical criticism, however, has concen-

trated on the relationship of the speaker to the speech

and should be labeled expressive:

universe speech spe ake r

audience

Expressive critics within the field of rhetorical criticism

have examined not only what the speaker intended to say and

the methods he used to convey the message, but very often

have produced short biographies with only incidental men-

tion of the speeches. These studies are often called

"Speaker Centered Studies" and are concerned with the

speaker’s training and background, his politics and friends,

his writings and thoughts, his relationship to the impor-

tant issues of the day. Often it is difficult to dis-

tinguish these studies from those concerned with the his-

torical situation or mimetic criticism, but such works as

12
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Lionel Crocker's study of Henry Ward Beecher,
21 Norman W.

Mattis' study of Thomas Hart Benton, 22
or Robert D. Clark's

study of Harry Emerson Fosdick 23 could be classified as

expressive within the Abrams construct.

Almost all rhetorical criticial theories are

deeply concerned with the relationship of the speech to

the audience, the method Abrams calls pragmatic;

universe speech speaker

audience

The effect of the speech on the audience is the most en-

during rhetorical occupation. Charles Sears Baldwin, for

example, in dividing the books of Aristotle's Rhetoric by

topic, argues that Chapter II is devoted entirely to the

audience, with concern for the audience prevading the

entire work.
24

21 Lionel Crocker, "Henry Ward Beecher," in A His-

tory and Criticism of American Public Address, William

Norwood Brigance, ed. (New York, 194 3'), J~f 265-293.

22
Norman W. Mattis, "Thomas Hart Benton," A His-

tory and Criticism of American Public Address, Marie

Hochmuth, ed. (New York" 1955), 111, 52-96.

23Robert D. Clark, "Harry Emerson Fosdick," His-

tory and Criticism, 111, 411-457.

24 Charles Sears Baldwin, Ancient Rhetoric and

Poetic (New York, 1924).
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All rhetorical theories, if not theories of rhe

torical criticism, have shown this preoccupation with the

audience, whatever else the rhetorician may have included

Thus, Cicero, who was most concerned with style, makes it

clear that the entire effort of speaking is directed at

affecting an audience. St. Augustine, in his De Doctrina

Christiana, makes it clear that the purpose of oratory is

to express the Christian truth, but he too adopts the

Ciceronian ends of discourse: to teach, to delight, to

move. Concern with the audience occupied Thomas Wilson,

with his emphasis on getting and holding the attention of

the audience; Francis Bacon, who is most interested in

logic, but views it as it functions to move the will of

the audience; George Campbell, who renders rhetoric in

terms of persuading an audience; and James Winans whose

focal principle is audience attention. Clearly then, the

history of rhetorical theory makes it evident that the

audience's relationship to the speech is pivotal.

Over one-fourth of the studies in The History

and Criticism of American Public Address seek to "examine

the speech as tactically designed to achieve certain re-

sults with a specific audience on a specific occasion." 25

25Edwin Black, Rhetorical Criticism (New York,
1965), p. 33.



Many of these studies, however, could be placed within

the historical-situational or mimetic area, along with a

majority of the studies which have appeared in the Quar-

terly Journal of Speech or the regional speech journals

over the past twenty years. This is true because the

critics were not members of the audience about which they

wrote and were unable to experience the audience’s rela-

tionship to the speech.

A glance at Robert Cathcart's Post Communication,

n o

a handbook for rhetorical critics, makes the issue clear.

The examples he selects for study are representative of

the criticism published in the speech journals, and the

speakers criticized fall into the following chronological

categories:

1700’s - one speaker
1800’s - eleven speakers
1900’s - three speakers

Significant is the fact that none of the critics were mem-

bers of the audience about which they wrote. All of these

studies have been historical in nature and have dealt with

the audience as an historical audience. The effect of a

particular speech on the audience is gauged on very gross

26Robert Cathcart, Post Communication: Criticism

and Evaluation (New York, 1966).

15
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measurements: newspaper accounts, diaries, and very often

on what the modern critic thinks should have affected the

audience, with little or no idea whether any individual

in the audience was so affected.

Rhetorical criticism that should be properly

classified within the pragmatic area would be that written

by a critic who was either in the audience or who has con-

siderable data from an audience member. Examples are

sparse, but would include portions of Pat Jefferson's

"The Magnificent Barbarian" 27 and Normal Mailer's "The

Steps of the Pentagon" and "Miami and the Seige of Chi-

cago .

" 28

The final method in the Abrams construct is the

ob j e ct ive :

universe speech speaker

audience

Abrams includes in this category the textual criticism of

the "New Critics" and all those who view the object as a

27 Pat Jefferson, "The Magnificant Barbarian,"
unpublished Masters thesis, Indiana University, 1968.

28Norman Mailer, "The Steps of the Pentagon,"
Harper's Magazine, March, 1968; and "Miami and Chicago,"
Harper's Magazine, November, 1968. Both articles have

also been published in book form as Armies of the Night
(New York, 1969) and Miami and the Seige of Chicago (New

York, 1969).
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thing in itself regardless of its relationship to the

audience, the artist, or the universe. In criticizing

public address, the method would include not only the

analysis of linguistic style, but also such things as

testing the syllogisms or enthymemes, analyzing the or-

ganization, the validity of the information, and modes of

proof.

Content analysis is becoming increasingly popular

within the field of speech since it has the flavor of a

"scientific" undertaking. Indeed, that shibboleth of

modern science, the computer, is employed to yield word

count, sentence length, and number of metaphors. Such

studies and Bernard Berelson's Content Analysis in Com-

munication Research,
29

and Jack Matthew's "The Effect of

Loaded Language on Audience Comprehension of Speeches"
30

are typical. But concern with the speech text is not new.

All those whose major interest is with style can be placed

within this construct and would include Cicero, Dionysius,

29 Bernard Berelson, Content Analysis in Com-

munication Research (Glencoe, 111., 1952).

3°Jack Matthews, "The Effect of Loaded Language
on Audience Comprehension of Speeches," Speech Monographs,
XIV (1947), 176-186.
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Longinus, Richard Sherry, Henry Peachman, Richard Fenner

and Richard Rainold.

Perhaps the most extreme of the modern objective

critics is John Waite Bowers whose work deals with the

manipulation of language in a discourse. In "The Pre-

Scientific Function of Rhetorical Criticism" 31 he argues

that "rhetorical criticism has a noble end: to contribute

to an economical set of scientifically verifiable state-

ments accounting for the origins and effects of all rhe-

torical discourse in all contexts." 32 (italics are his.)

He also insists the "the rhetorical critic's principal

task is to produce testable hypotheses which, when veri-

fied, will have the status of scientific laws." 33

Criticism of public speeches, then, can be classi

fied according to the major concern of the critic. Within

the construct suggested here, criticism that concentrates

on the nature of the event (the historical situation) as

31 John Waite Bowers, "The Pre-Scientific Function

of Rhetorical Criticism," in Essays on Rhetorical Criticism,
Thomas R. Nilson, ed. (New York, 1968), pp. 126-145.

32Bowers, "The Pre-Scientific Function," p. 127

33
Bowers, "The Pre-Scientific Function," p. 127
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it relates to the speech is labeled mimetic; criticism

that concentrates on the speaker's relationship to the

speech is labeled expressive; criticism that concentrates

on the effect of the speech on the audience is labeled

pragmatic; and criticism that concentrates on the text of

the speech is labeled objective.

Many extant critical studies have been valuable

in exploring the heritage of speeches as literature and

the place of public speaking in history. However, when

selecting the object to criticize, almost all rhetorical

critics have chosen the speech text and ignored the speech

as delivered. This is obviously a necessary choice for

the critic who writes about a speech he did not attend.

On the other hand, in writing contemporary rhetorical

criticism, the critic who witnesses the speech delivered

can select it as the object to which he may then relate

the audience, the occasion or the speaker and thus pro-

duce pragmatic, mimetic or expressive criticism. It is

also possible to write objective criticism of the speech

as delivered--but improbable because of the fleeting nature

of the speaking event.

This study will be limited to an attempt to es-

tablish a method for writing pragmatic criticism of the

speech as delivered, an area ignored in metacritical writing



CHAPTER II

PRAGMATIC CRITICISM AND THE SPEECH AS DELIVERED

The act of public speaking is of such profound

importance to man, so complex in its nature and implica-

tions, that it should be studied in a variety of ways.

No single critical method can guarantee a full illumina-

tion of the speaking event. Among other methods is the

criticism that explores the relationship between the audi-

ence and the object, labeled pragmatic, and can be traced

historically to early rhetoricians. Many rhetorical

critics have written such criticism. Almost no critics,

however, have written pragmatic criticism relating the

speech as delivered to the audience.

There is nothing inherently superior about the

latter form, but the absence of such essays has left a

curious void in extant rhetorical criticism. Knowledge

about an audience’s perception and reaction to a speech

is valuable in writing criticism, and that knowledge can

be acquired only by a member of the audience. The audience

perception of the speech as delivered should be studied in

examining any speech, but particularly when the speaker is

20
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more intent on building or displaying an image than on

transmitting substantive data. Critics miss the point

if they center their attention on relating the text to

the audience if the text did not carry the message. For

example, Joe McGinnis, in his book, The Selling of the

President, 1968, documents the motivating concepts of

Nixon’s campaign aides.1 It was image, not content, that

was their concern and this is especially evident in the

memoranda of Nixon's principal speech writer, Raymond K.

Price. "It’s not what's there that counts," Price wrote,

"It's what's projected--and carrying it one step further,

it's not what he projects but rather what the voter re-

ceives ." 2

McGinnis argues, "The content of the programs

made little difference. Except for startling lapses,

content seldom does. What mattered was the image the

viewers received." 3 According to McGinnis, the Nixon ad-

vertising experts agreed with Marshall McLuhan that "poli-

cies and issues are useless for election purposes, since

The Selling of the President, 1968.

2 McGinnis, The Selling, pp. 192-193.

3 McGinnis, The Selling, pp. 32, 28.
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they are too specialized and hot. The shaping of a candi-

date’s integral image has taken the place of discussing

conflicting points of view." 4
An examination of the texts

of Nixon’s speeches would not yield this type of informa-

tion
.

Ray Price began with the assumption endorsed by

Edwin Black in Rhetorical Criticism: "Frequently emotion

can be said to produce belief, rather than the reverse." 5

According to McGinnis, Price wrote in a staff memorandum

in 1967 that "the natural human use of reason is to sup-

port prejudices, not arrive at opinions." 6

Price understood that so long as people insisted

on analyzing the content of political speeches, so long

as they were issue oriented, they were mystified by what

they considered voter irrationality. Studies of American

voter behavior by Paul Lazarsfeld in 1944 and 1954,
7

and

by Angus Campbell in 1954, 1960, and 1966 8 reveal that the

4
McGinnis, The Selling, pp. 32, 28.

s
Black, Rhetorical Criticism, p. 138.

6 McGinnis, The Selling, p. 28.

7 Paul Lazarsfeld, ed., The People's Choice (New
York, 1944); and Voting (Chicago, 1954) .

s Angus Campbell, et al., The Voter Decides

(Evanston, 111.; 1954); and The American Voter (New York,
I960); and Elections and the Political Order (New York,
1966 ) .
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voters had a scant and often incorrect understanding of

either the issues or the candidate's position on the is-

sues. The 1968 presidential election was no exception.

Converse, Miller, Rusk, and Wolf, writing in the American

Political Science Review report that "among McCarthy sup-

porters in the New Hampshire primary, those who were un-

happy with the Johnson administration for not pursuing a

harder line against Hanoi outnumbered those advocating

withdrawal from Vietnam by nearly a three to two margin." 9

Converse, et al.
,

further suggest that while some voters

turned to McCarthy simply to show their displeasure with

the Johnson administration, knowing that McCarthy was a

dove, others "in a hawkish mood voted for McCarthy without

knowing where he stood on the matter." 10 This was true

despite the months of intensive press and television

coverage of McCarthy's anti-war position.

Price understood this phenomenon about voters

and added in his 1967 memorandum that "politics is much

9 Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, Jerald G.

Rusk, Arthur C. Wolf, "Continuity and Change in American

Politics: Parties and Issues in the 1968 Election," The

American Political Science Review, LXII (December, 1969),
p .

106 5.

I°lbid.
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more emotional than it is rational, and this is particular-

ly true of presidential politics ....
Selection of a

President has to be an act of faith [and] this faith

isn't achieved by reason; it's achieved by charisma, by

a feeling of trust that can’t be argued or reasoned." 11

This is a rather callous, simplistic view of

voters, but when a speaker like Nixon is more interested

in image than content, the critic who attempts to elucidate

just the text will miss a great deal. The critic must see

the speech delivered, just as the audience did, in order

to explore what was perceived.

Even if a speaker is more interested in content

than image, the audience's perception of the speech is no

less important. In such cases a textual analysis may be

appropriate, but pragmatic criticism can also be illuminat-

ing .

How then can the audience’s perception, its

emotional response to a speaker, he known? How can a

critic study this relationship between speaker-speech-

audience-occasion? How can he acquire data that will serve

as the basis for his pragmatic criticism? Basically,

i;L McGinnis, The Selling, p. 193.



there are two ways: some attempt can be made to study

the audience empirically, that is to quantify in some way

their reactions, and to extract verifiable conclusions;

the other approach is to seek subjective data, to explore

the emotions, the rationality and irrationality, which

moves a member of the audience. Both techniques can yield

important information for the critic, although both have

severe limitations.

A short survey of the history of the scientific

method can illustrate some of the limitations of the

method when it is applied to audience analysis. The sci-

entific method had its inception in classical Greece, when,

as Sheldon Wolin argues, philosophia, theoria, and methodus

were considered avenues to "truth." 12 During the Middle

Ages and well into the sixteenth century the idea of

method "was tightly bound by logical procedures whose main

aim was to sift and order inherited knowledge and experi-

ence, rather than to discover new things." 13 Thomas

Wilson's The Rule of Reason and the works of Peter Ramus

12 Sheldon Wolin, "Political Theory as a Vocation,'
The American Political Science Review, LXII (December,
1969), p. 1065.

l3Wolin, "Political Theory," pp. 1066, 1067.
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and Richard Hooker treat method primarily in organizational

terms. The crucial change occurred with Francis Bacon

who conceived of method, not as a way to organize knowledge,

but as a way to gain new knowledge.

Rene Descarte, the heir to the Baconian tradi-

tion, proclaimed that inherited knowledge must be put

aside. Doubt was the means of preparing the mind for the

scientific method. As Wolin argues, "before the mind

could proceed methodically, it must be turned upon itself,

stripping off acquired habits, beliefs, and values until

compelled to face the primordial truth of the cogi to whose

sum now stood divested of its cultural heritage in an

historical silence <>" 14

Susanne Langer argues that the Cartesian Age was

the last great philosophical epoch and that we now live in

the scientific culture it precipitated. She says of the

culture, "An undisputed and uncritical empiricism . . .

became its official metaphysical creed, experiment its

avowed method, a vast hoard of ’data' its capital, and

correct prediction of future occurrences its proof." 15

14Wolin, "Political Theory," pp. 1066, 1067.

ls Susanne K. Langer, Philosophy in a New Key

(New York, 1942), p. 25.
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The empirical method succeeded brilliantly in the natural

sciences, but has been less than fruitful in the social

sciences. Langer has suggested this failing. Sigmund

Koch has pinpointed the issue. He argues that the appli-

cation of the scientific method to the social sciences

has resulted in "a meaningful" thinking, with the prefix

having the same force as the a. in words like amoral. He

says :

A meaningful thought or inquiry regards knowledge
as the result of "processing” rather than discovery.
It presumes that knowledge is an almost automatic

result of a gimmickery, an assembly line, a methodolo

gy• It assumes that inquiring action is so rigidly
and fully regulated by rule that in its conception
of inquiry it often allows the rules to totally dis-

place their human users.
lfi

Koch argues that research is not knowledge, and that the

scientific method in the behavioral sciences, after bil-

lions of man-hours of research, ardent theoretical thinking

and scholarship, has resulted in here and there a germane

fact, a spark of insight and an enormous amount of pseudo

knowledge.

Even if the behavioral sciences have failed to

produce theories of human behavior with the predictive

16 Sigmund Koch, ’’Psychology Cannot be a Coherent

Science,” Psychology Today (September, 1969), p. 14.
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validity of theories in the natural sciences, can this

method produce information about an entire audience that

is important to the critic? By asking the audience to

mark items like the Woodward Shift of Opinion Scale or a

semantic differential scale, it can be shown, for example,

that 57 percent of the audience agreed with the speaker.

Behavioral scientists can even chart the audience’s re-

sponse to certain sections of a speech by employing galvanic

skin response equipment. But what cannot be known with

any scientific precision is why the audience reacts as it

does. That must remain speculation.

Behavioral scientists in the speech field have

found that getting statistically significant results often

involves running tests under such "laboratory conditions"

that the results have little or no meaning for a real

speaker in a real situation. For example, in attempting

to control all the variables, some researchers have re-

sorted to using a tape recorder instead of a live speaker,

despite the fact there is no reason to believe that people

react to a tape recorder in the same way they do a speaker.

On the other hand, "field studies" of speakers in real

situations have lead researchers to fear that the testing

itself taints the results. 17

l7 Thomas Pace, "Report of Workshop F--Field

Studies," Proceedings; Speech Association of American

Summer Conference, 1969, p. 37.



In summary, the objective, scientific approach

can yield valuable information about the general reaction

of large numbers of people by employing tests like the

Woodward Shift of Opinion Scale, but it falls short of

explaining why people react the way they do. It is also

impractical and distracting to attempt to measure scientif-

ically the audience's perception or reaction to most

speeches in real situations. The scientific approach seems

to offer little of benefit to the rhetorical critic, despite

the hope of critics like John Waite Bowers.

The other alternative within the pragmatic

sphere, when the object to which the audience is related

is the speech as delivered, is the subjective approach.

This study will label such an approach heuristic criticism.

Ordinary desk top dictionaries usually define

heuristic as "to find or discover" with the root from the

Greek heuriskein and a cognate of the Old Irish ffiar (I

have found). Etymological dictionaries, such as the

Oxford English Dictionary and the Etymology of American

English provide an additional evolution from the German

heuris tich and the Modern Latin heuris ticus and invite

comparison with the word "eureka." Webster’s Third Inter-

national, Unabridged defines heuristic as:

29
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serving to guide, discover, or reveal; specif.
valuable for stimulating or conducting empirical
research but unproved or incapable of proof--often
used of arguments, methods, or constructs that assume

or postulate what remains to be proven or that lead

a person to find out for themselves.

When joined to the word criticism, as in this

study, it designates a criticism based on an individual's

perception of a speech as delivered, with no regard as to

whether his insights can be proved or validated empirical-

ly. Much of what the heuristic critic writes about is, in

fact, incapable of "scientific proof." It can, however,

lead the critic and the reader to discover a great deal

about the speaking event. In addition, heuristic criti-

cism can serve as basic data for further more traditional

pragmatic criticism.

Instead of fragmenting the problem into its

quantifiable elements, the heuristic critic seeks to

unify. Ideally, the heuristic critic would seek to emulate

Koch's description of meaningful thinking: "The mind

caresses, flows joyously into, over, around the relational

matrix of the problem, the object. There is a merging

of person and object or problem." 18

18 Koch, "Psychology Cannot he a Coherent

Science," p. 64.
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The basic impulse of heuristic criticism can be

summarized in these words of Dr. Robert C. Jeffrey:

A speech has no emotion innately; the potential is

within the listener. In writing criticism you ought
to include your own feelings, your own point of view.

Criticism should be in itself an art form. In order

to make it so, it must include the critic. Why should

two people listen to a speech and come away with

exactly the same thing? A critical analysis should

be so constructed that no one else could have written

it. 19

The dangers and shortcomings of this attitude

toward criticism are self-evident and well known. The

individual critic cannot avoid filtering the speaking event

through his own psyche, indeed he is encouraged to do so.

His perceptions may well he distorted. To judge an entire

audience’s reactions on the basis of a single individual

is hazardous. William K. Wimsatt and Monroe Beardsly in

metacritical essays about literary criticism have labeled

this kind of undertaking "the affective fallacy."
20

There is another serious shortcoming to the

method, namely, that while the critic might illuminate

l9 Rohert C. Jeffrey, in a lecture at Indiana

University, April, 1968.

2°William K. Wimsatt and Monroe Beardsley, "The

Affective Fallacy," Sewanee Review, Vol. 57 (1949), pp.

458-488.
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any single speech or speaking event better hy this method

than hy traditional methods, it is of limited value in

assessing the entire speaking career of an individual.

While literary critics, for example, can he expected to

read an entire lifetime output of a writer, a rhetorical

critic cannot he expected to attend all the speeches given

hy an individual. Other methods must also he employed

when attempting to illuminate a man’s entire speaking

career .

One may perceive that a single, individual re-

action to a speaking event is a limited one; however, it

need not he. The insight of the individual poet or

novelist, for example, can he profound and vast. And just

as it is not necessary to agree with the total beliefs

of the poet to profit from the poetry, neither is it

necessary to accept all the heuristic critic might offer.

The value of the criticism should he judged hy the extent

to which the reader’s own vision is expanded. If heuristic

criticism can provide insight and illuminate the event for

the reader, it serves the prime function of criticism.



CHAPTER III

HEURISTIC CRITICISM AS AUDIENCE PERCEPTION

The potential value of heuristic criticism has

already been demonstrated by Norman Mailer. That jet-set

guru, considered a pornographer by many for The Naked

and the Dead, a flamboyant boxer and film-maker, Mailer

has written the most penetrating speech criticism in re-

cent years. His criticism of speakers in "The Steps of

the Pentagon" and "Miami and Chicago" 1
was for some time

markedly ignored by academic rhetoricians and critics,

perhaps because his reputation is nonacademic, perhaps

because his ego rivals Napoleon's, but probably because

his approach is unashamedly subjective.

This early dismissal of Mailer by academics

was not shared by many students nor the general public,

and his criticism is among the most widely read of the

1968 presidential campaign. It is virtually the only

widely published criticism of the speeches delivered

Mailer, "The Steps of the Pentagaon,
"

Harper's Magazine, March, 1968; and "Miami and Chicago,"
Hamer's Magazine, November, 1968 .
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during the 1967 march on the Pentagon. In recent years,

however, Mailer's contribution has been acknowledged by

academia, evidenced by the favorable reviews of Armies of

the Night and Miami and the Seige of Chicago (the book

versions of "The Steps of the Pentagon," and "Miami and

Chicago") in the October, 1969 Quarterly Journal of Speech,

where it was declared "exemplary for critics." 2

Mailer's critical method is part of a widespread

trend that would include literary critic Susan Sontag

and film critic Pauline Kael, both of whom are repre-

sentative of a new school of criticism and receiving in-

creasing attention. They all share in the effort to raise

criticism to an art form.

Charles Samuels, in the New Republic asserted

that "in the sixties, criticism aspired to become auto-

biography." 3
Although that oversimplifies the case, it

is testimony to the changing emphasis in critical method.

In literary criticism, for example, there is a growing

2
Thomas Benton, "Review of Armies of the Night

and Miami and the Seige of Chicago," Quarterly Journal

of Speech, October, 1969, pp. 330-331.

3 Charles Thomas Samuels, "Big Pictures and

Little Phrases," The New Republic, November 20, 1969,
p .

26 .

34



rejection of the "new criticism" with its insistence

upon examining the text only, while disavowing as fallacy

anything that might be said about the author, the times,

or the reader. The "elucidation of texts," that T. S.

Eliot wrote of, raised literary discussion to new heights,

but according to Samuels "[it] also stranded it on the

beach. There it mostly languishes, run into sands of

sterile analysis, anatomizing anything--even empty shells." 4

Critics are turning away from the "objective" criticism

of the past decade, and many are examining pragmatic

criticism again with favor.

Perhaps the same phenomenon exists in the field

of speech criticism. After decades of so-called "his-

torical criticism" and of "scientific analysis," there

is an uneasy feeling that all this activity has failed

to significantly illuminate the mysterious bond between

speaker and audience. Into this void steps Norman Mailer.

He rejects the Aristotelian notion of the need for the

critic to be objective. He rejects the rhetorical his-

torian's belief that distance necessarily yields a clearer

vision. He rejects the idea that a "novel" must be fic-

tional .

4
Samuels, "Big Pictures," p. 26.
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These differences are observable in Mailer's

first article of this genre, "Superman Comes to the Su-

permart,
" 5

written in 1960. Like traditional rhetorical

critics, Mailer discusses the occasion, the speakers,

the audience, and the speeches, but he writes about the

1960 Democratic nominating convention in Los Angeles, and

so instead of an historical study, it is contemporary;

instead of acquiring information from newspapers, letters,

and diaries, the information is acquired first hand; in-

stead of an objective assessment written at a temporal

distance, it is a subjective reaction from an audience

member. These distinctive features of Mailer's criticism

are unique. Thus, when he writes about the things most

rhetorical critics write about, his writing is often more

incisive, more personal, and it carries greater authority.

For example, he describes Los Angeles metaphorically as

"Not altogether hideous . . . one has the feeling it was

built by television sets giving orders to men"; the Demo-

cratic party as "a crazy, half-rich family ...it is the

Snopes family married to Henry James.
...

In tranquility

s
Norman Mailer, "Superman Comes to the Super-

mart," Esquire, November, 1960.
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one remembers them with affection"; the headquarters

hotel, the Biltmore, as "One of the ugliest hotels in the

world"; the Sports Arena where the official sessions were

held as
"

. . . new, too pretty of course, tasteless in

design--it was somehow pleasing that the acoustics were

so bad." The metaphors illuminate the event.

These descriptions, offered dogmatically, are

obviously subjective; Mailer simply records his impres-

sions with no regard to whether such impressions can be

proved empirically. They are individual judgments, per-

sonal pronouncements delivered e_x cathedra. The reader

either accepts them or rejects them.

In "Superman Comes to the Supermart," Mailer

concentrates on the speeches, an activity that absorbs

him even more in his later publications. He was espe-

cially fascinated with Eugene McCarthy’s speech of nomi-

nation for Adlai Stevenson. Mailer considers the speech

great "by the measure of convention oratory. ...
He

held the crown like a matador, timing their oles !, build-

ing them up, easing them back, correcting any sag in at-

tention, gathering their emotion, discharging it, cre-

ating new emotion on the wave of the last, driving his

passes tighter and tighter as he readied for the kill." 6

eMailer, "Superman," p. 29.



In passages equally metaphorical and heuristic

in this article, Mailer probes the mystery of John Ken-

nedy. He is much more concerned with Kennedy's image

than with the content of his speeches. He believed that

Kennedy embodied the "American Myth": the potential for

greatness and culture and destiny. Nixon, for Mailer,

embodied the apocalyptic hour of Uriah Heep.

The article, only nine pages in length, does

much to recapture and illuminate the 1960 Democratic con-

vention. Readers 1
responses were so favorable that his

criticism of the 1968 nominating conventions became book

length .

The nine page Esquire article is the precursor

of his later heuristic criticism. As he continued to

•write within this genre, his style became surer, less

tentative. Whereas in the Esquire article he awkwardly

referred to himself as "one" ("one waited thirty minutes

. . .
and the Kennedy cortage came into view"), finally

slipping into the first person "i" by the end of the

article, in later work Mailer adopts the words "the re-

porter" or "Mailer" when referring to himself. It is much

less awkward. More important is that Mailer, by whatever

name, becomes "the gyre of complex rhetorical interaction." 7

7 Benton, "Review," p. 331.
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It is Mailer as novelist, historian, critic, observer,

audience, witness, speaker, and activist that provided

the multiple vantage points.

In his second example of heuristic criticism,

"The Steps of the Pentagon" (the longest single article

ever published by Harper 's )
,

Mailer more carefully ana-

lyzes his "roles" as they relate to the public speaking

event. This is particularly evident as he discusses the

speeches at a rally the night before the actual march.

Mailer attended the rally with Dwight Macdonald, Robert

Lowell and Paul Goodman, all of whom had been invited

to speak. Time magazine called Mailer's performance a

"scatalogical solo" that was "barely coherent, full of

mumblings and obscenities." 8
This review of the entire

event is witty, but superficial, and one must turn to

Mailer for the equally witty but more instructive review.

Mailer was, as Time suggested, quite intoxi-

cated by the time he arrived at the meeting, and while

this may have dulled his diction, it hardly impaired his

perception. In a singularly fascinating section of "The

Steps of the Pentagon" Mailer offers the reader a rhetorical

8"A Shaky Start," Time, October, 1967, p. 81.



40

analysis of all the speakers, himself included. It is

excellent criticism, judged by the standard of illumina

t i on .

He tells the reader that "Dwight Macdonald is

conceivably the world's worst speaker . . .
[whose] au-

thority left him at the entrance to the aura of the podium.

In that light he gesticulated awkwardly, squinted at his

text, laughed at his own jokes, looked like a giant stork,

whinned, shrilled and was often inaudible." 9
Mailer ob-

served that the audience showed "audible boredom" with

Macdonald
.

He describes Lovell waiting to speak: "Shoulders

slumped, chin dropped to his chest, gazing at his shoe,

with an obvious distaste for the hysterics, particularly

Mailer's." 10
Mailer, acting as master of ceremonies,

introduced Lowell who spoke quietly and almost inaudibly,

but "the audience was enchanted by this Puritanical New

Englander . . . Lowell's firmness, his distaste for the

occasion, communicated some subtle but impressive sense

of his superiority." 11
Mailer then hypothesizes that

9
Mailer, "Steps," p. 57.

10
Mailer, "Steps," p. 63

I:L
Mailer, "Steps," p. 63
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audiences are moved by many cues, but "the most satis-

factory to them is probably the voice of their abdomen.

There are speaker's who give a sense of security to the

abdomen, and they always elicit the warmest kind of ap-

plause. Mailer was not this sort of speaker; Lowell

ii 12
was .

Mailer suggests that Lowell made no attempt to

"win the audience, seduce them, dominate them, bully them,

accuse them," 13 but rather that the audience was there to

please Lowell, to be his sounding board, and consequently

they loved him. Mailer admits that as master of cere-

monies he had worked for the audience and Lowell had

stolen them.

Thus, Mailer, piqued by Lowell's success, con-

sidered the occasion a mano a mano; he must triumph. As-

suming an admittedly phony Southern accent, Mailer began

to bellow at the audience, ignoring the microphone. He

had no idea what he would say, but no matter, he "just

wanted to live on the edge of that rhetorical sword he

would soon try to run through the heart of the audience." 14

Mailer, Steps, p. 63.

13 Mailer, "Steps," p. 64.

14Mailer, "Steps," p. 64.
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He quickly filled his rhetoric with obscenities, a device

he feels is appropriate because "once the people got over

the shock, they were sometimes able to discover that the

humor it provided was not less powerful than the damage

of the pain." 15 But he adds in retrospect that he was

under no illusion that public speaking and candid con-

versation should be equated: "an obscenity uttered in a

voice too weak for its strength was obscene." 16
He said

a few fine things, he felt, next to a few equally obscene

words and at the end, the applause was fair, "not weak,

but empty of large demonstration; no standing ovation

for certain." 17

Mailer describes a phenomenon that could only

be observed by a critic in attendance and criticizing

his own speech. He observed a mutual embarrassment be-

tween speaker and audience once the speaker had left the

stage and walked through the crowd. "it is due," he

reasons, "to the intimacy--that most special intimacy--

which can live between a speaker and a people he has

15
Mailer, "Steps," p. 65

le
Mailer, "Steps," p. 65

17
Mailer, "Steps," p. 66
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addressed." 18 He compares it to the eye-to-eye maneuvers

of client and whore once the act is over and the dressing

is done
.

The preceding quotations from "The Steps of

the Pentagon" illustrate one of the major differences

between Mailer and academic critics. Mailer approaches

the speaking event with delight, with gusto. Few things

in man's activity can be as dramatic as a speaker facing

an audience. Mailer knows this and it is reflected in

his writing. There is a haunting feeling that many aca-

demic critics hate to attend speeches, that they have

love, not for the event, but for the research.

Mailer uses several techniques employed by

academic critics: he places a speech within an historical

context; he occasionally quotes extensively from the

speech text; he uses biographical information about the

speakers; and he describes the audience. There are other

techniques, however, not often seen in academic criticism.

A careful examination of these techniques offers meth-

odological suggestions to others interested in writing

heuristic criticism. These methods can be most clearly

lsMailer, "Steps," p. 66
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seen in his latest attempt at heuristic criticism, "Miami

and Chicago ."

As a member of the audience, Mailer deals with

the speech as delivered, but being physically present at

a speaking event does not ipso facto guarantee that one

can write a criticism or illumination of that event.

What then is characteristic of Mailer's criticism? As

Thomas Benton's review in the Quarterly Journal of Speech

makes clear, Mailer is there in many roles: as observer;

as audience member; as critic; and as Norman Mailer--and

each role causes him to be sensitive to different nuances,

different details. Each role carries its own distinct

memory, each colors the way he perceives the present.

Mailer, the subjective, heuristic critic, offers the memo-

ries and insights of each role to the reader. He does

not limit himself to that which can be "scientifically"

verified or that to which a critic normally attends.

He is observer, for example, as he watches in-

dividuals in various audiences in Miami and Chicago: the

bikini clad matron in orange plastic bracelets, rhine-

stone sunglasses and wedgies at a Rockefeller rally;
19

a Nixonette singing "with a cornucopia of old fashioned

19Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 46.
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cutes, hands on hips, dipping at the knees, old fashioned

break into two bars of tap dance." 20
He is observer also

as he reports such items as the seating arrangement at

the Chicago amphitheater or the view of the hippies in

the park across from the Conrad Hilton Hotel.

Mailer moves from reporter-observer to audience

member when he discusses the California caucus at the

Democratic convention, where Gene McCarthy, Hubert Humphrey,

and George McGovern opposed one another. He reveals the

unhappiness of the audience about the format, for it

rigidly assigned time limits and speaking order so that

no real continuing confrontation between the candidates

would be possible. He is audience member as the candi-

dates addressed the caucus and he summarizes his reac-

tions: the speech by McCarthy lacked emphasis, power or

dramatic concentration; McGovern was reminiscent of Henry

Fonda and exuded an excessive sweetness; Humphrey, speak-

ing three times as long as the others, trudged "through

an imprecision of language, a formal slovenliness of

syntax." 21 It is clear, as Mailer writes, that he had

2°Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 64.

21 Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 90.
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gone primarily to hear the speeches for the same reason

as the delegates, not because he intended to write about

them, but to judge the speakers, to measure them as lead-

ers .
He would do that, of course, in his criticism, but

it is clear that he would have attended that caucus even

if he hadn't written about it.

Mailer makes it clear, however, that he attends

many events at the convention as a critic, and as such,

pays closer attention to the content, method of delivery,

and audience reaction than does the average delegate.

Whether he takes careful notes, tape records speeches,

obtains texts from the speakers, or just relies on his

evident "total recall" is not always clear, nor is it

particularly important. As one who is to he illuminator

of the event he is moved to attend rallies, caucuses,

airplane arrivals, receptions, meetings--anything that

will shed light on the whole event. In a sense Mailer

lives the conventions, internalizes them so that he can

write about them. Potential material is everywhere; he

must get as much as possible.

As the last of his roles, Mailer attends the

events as Norman Mailer. Although he elected to refer

to himself as "the reporter" rather than "I," there is
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no doubt about the identity of "the reporter." Occasion-

ally it is made explicit. When he records the conversa-

tion between "the reporter" and McCarthy at a restaurant

the night before the debate on the Vietnam plank, he re-

cords that McCarthy calls the reporter "Norman" and

"Mailer." He also discusses a speech he delivered to

the hippies in Grant Park and offers a critique of it,

much as he had done in "The Steps of the Pentagon." Thus

Mailer, as Mailer, becomes part of the events he writes

about.

It can be argued that many academic critics

attend speaking events in as many roles. The major dif-

ference, of course, is in what these critics and Mailer

present to the reader. The academic critics tend to pre-

sent only that which appears to be objective; Mailer pre-

sents the subjective as well. For example, he is quite

candid about his own political views: he likes Robert

Kennedy, despises Lyndon Johnson, is puzzled by Nixon,

is put off by McCarthy. He deals with speakers both by

characterizing them epigrammatically ("Lester Maddox has

the face of a three-month-old infant who is mean and bald

and wears eyeglasses"), 22
and in long searching passages

22 Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 93
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as when he tries to understand the enigma of Nixon or

McCarthy.

Mailer does not attempt to avoid puzzling as-

pects of speakers or events. If he is puzzled, the reader

is allowed to know it: "For the first time he [Mailer]

had not been able to come away with an intimation of what

was in a politician's heart, indeed did not know if he

was ready to like Nixon, or detested him for his reso-

lutly nonpoetic binary system, his computer brain
. .

," 23

He is candidly honest about his own activities;

his drinking, occasional use of marijuana, his personal

fear of violence. He admits he left Miami before Nixon's

acceptance speech, and that the critique of that speech

is the result of watching Nixon on televison. Far from

being beside the point of his criticism, it allows the

reader to know precisely from what point of view the

criticism is written. This critic who is recreating not

only the events, but his reactions as well, allows the

reader to feel the full spectrum: the text, the speaker,

the audience, the critic. In the end, the reader has an

intellectual and emotional understanding of the event,

something that objective analyses fail to offer.

23
Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 72.
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Mailer is not afraid then to speak from an in-

dividual point of view. As a novel, "Miami and Chicago"

is not fictionalized. As criticism, it is not objective.

It is clearly more than journalism, as Edward R. Murrow's

personal account of the bombing of London was more than

journalism. The form has not been clearly identified,

but it is labeled heuristic criticism in this study.

Mailer’s third major technique, in addition

to the variety of roles he assumes when attending the

speaking event and his subjectivity, is the variety of

ways he treats the text of speeches. When content is

paramount, as when Abraham Ribicoff openly criticized the

"gestapo tactics in the streets of Chicago," 24
Mailer

quotes the text with no interpolating remarks and simply

adds a description of Mayor Richard Daley's reaction.

What Ribicoff said was surprising, coming as it did from

him and at the conclusion of a rather drab speech of

nomination for McGovern, so the content is quoted.

When the content is predictable, as in the case

of Humphrey's acceptance speech, Mailer quotes little

directly, but rather summarizes it and adds his own re-

actions to the content. In this case Humphrey said what

24 Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 113.



he had been saying for years and in the manner he had

always used; this speech was "out of the bolt of cloth

he had been weaving all of his life." 25 Of concern was

how the audience perceived it, and Mailer tells us at

least about his own reactions as an audience member.

Perhaps the most striking example of the dif-

ference between Mailer and academic critics is his han-

dling of Nixon's acceptance speech. It is obvious from

the way Mailer writes about it that he had a copy of the

text in fron of him. It is equally obvious that, having

been in Miami, Mailer has a good deal more in mind than

just the text. He has internalized the text, his own

reactions as critic, audience member, and observer, and

thus offers an integration of feeling instead of a com-

partmentalized response.

For example, he writes that in the early part

of the speech when Nixon mentioned the hospitalized Eisen-

hower by saying, "i say let's win this one for Ike I" the

crowd had responded with less than wild enthusiasm. Mailer

concludes that "he had probably expected a roar . . .
but

the cheer was empty. Ike had been used and reused and

used again. Ike was the retread on the bandwagon." 26

25 Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 124.

26 Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 70.
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A few moments later in the speech, Nixon re-

marked that "a party that can unite itself will unite

America" and Mailer writes, "it was possible that the

remark was not without its truth, but he was still squeezed

into the hard sell: one could all but hear the mother

of that remark, 'The family that prays together, stays

togethe r .

'" 27

When Nixon talked about Black America, Mailer

verbalizes -what was inchoate in many audience members

and viewers, although Nixon's words alone cannot account

for the feeling. Mailer writes, "But Nixon was off on

the power of positive thinking, 'Black Americans want to

have an equal chance to own their own homes, to own their

own businesses, to be managers and executieves as well

as workers, to have a piece'--and he looked like a YMCA

secretary: here came the little quotes--'a piece of the

. . » It 2 8
action

. . .

As Nixon moved into the peroration, he used the

phrase, "I see a day," and Mailer writes that Nixon said

the phrase as Martin Luther King had said "I have dream"

27
Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 70.

28
Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 71.
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and that "every orator's art which had worked lately would

become Nixon's craft. So he said 'I see a day' nine

time s .

" 29

When Nixon described the face of a child, an

American child that suffered poverty, neglect and despair,

Mailer writes, "The ghost of James M. Barrie stood in

Nixon's voice, stirred in the wings and on the catwalks

and on the television sets. 'Let's all say Peter Pan'

whispered the ghost." 30

Mailer expressed great interest in the content

of Nixon’s acceptance speech, his manner of delivery,

and the audience reaction to it. Was this a "new" Nixon

with "new" ideas and would the audience buy it? Mailer

quotes extensively from the text and describes in detail

his reaction.

Thus, Mailer uses the text in various ways: he

is not committed to any previously determined analytical

"checklist." He does whatever he feels is appropriate

ty using various methods with various speeches to identify

what is crucial or unique or important about the speech.

29
Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 71.

3°Mailer, "Miami and Chicago," p. 71.
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It is pragmatic criticism because all the elements are

considered in relation to the audience's perception.

He trusts his own judgment to decide what to do, he acts

on his decisions, and it is up to the reader to decide

if the method has offered illumination.

Mailer does not offer the "final word" about

the speaking at the 1968 Republican and Democratic con-

ventions. It is doubtful that the "final word" can ever

be written about events so sprawling and complex. Scores

of other studies have been written and will continue to be

written about these conventions. What he has done, how-

ever, is offer the most complete record of the audience’s

perception of these events.

Mailer's techniques as a heuristic critic, then,

can be summarized as follows:

1. It is criticism from a multiple point of view,

including observations and reactions from him

as observer-reporter, audience member, critic,

and Norman Mailer;

2. The criticism contains both objective and sub-

jective material and is rich in detail;

3. The text of speeches are analyzed, not hy some

predetermined check list, hut in various ways

that illuminate what he judges to he important.
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These techniques are used in Chapter IV to

produce a heuristic criticism of a series of speeches

delivered by Archibald MacLeish in Tampa, Florida. Recog

nizing the limitations of heuristic criticism, the method

■will be supplemented in Chapter V by more traditional

methods to assess MacLeish's entire speaking career.
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asked to direct a production of "Songs for Eve" as Mr.

MacLeish would be the poet-in-residence during the week.

Since we were, in Alma's estimation, on the "inside," we

had been asked to have dinner with MacLeish the night he

arrive d.

That evening, as we drove to Alma's Harbor House

Apartment, our repartee started out brightly enough, with

Frank assuming the role of MacLeish and I playing a bitchy

Mae Craig asking highly impertinent questions. Soon enough

we became quiet. We realized that we actually had nothing

to say to MacLeish. Not only could I not then remember

the difference between a spondee and a troche, but realized

with finality that one simply does not sit around and ac-

tually talk about such things. God knows, nobody actually

talks about such things outside a classroom.

In a few minutes Frank and I would be facing

Archibald MacLeish. What the hell would we say? Frank

put a cigarette to his mouth, swallowed an enormous amount

of smoke, exhaled and said, "Babzoola, what are you going

to say to him?" After a small silence, I said, "I am

going to say 'hello'--sincerely--and then I am going to

shut up."

Harbor House is an imposing edifice on Tampa Bay.

It is tall and punctuated with tiny balconies that jut from
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get me one of them cigarettes . . .
but don't git no powder

on it. Ah can't stan no perfumed cigarettes.'"), when Jim

Popovitch, chairman of the Speech department, and Helen

Ray, who taught English, arrived. We heard Alma greet

them. And then a new voice said, "Well, hellol" It was

Archibald MacLeish.

They all moved into the living room. My first

thought was, "My Godl He looks so young and virile I"

He walked over to meet Frank and me, shaking our hands

warmly and firmly.

I fixed him a drink (Johnnie Walker, Black Label,

with water) and we all sat. What might have been an awkward

moment, what with five of us leaning toward him, catching

him in an absolute glare of spotlighted attention, was not

because of his relaxed nature.

After some initial polite banter, the subject of

Marshall McLuhan came up, MacLeish mentioning that he had

read The Medium Is the Massage on the plane. He hadn't

thought much of the book. By sheer accident, I had read

the Time magazine cover story on McLuhan that morning and

I was able to offer some comments that were relevant. I

was "one up" on the assembled guests, who had then (April,

1967) heard only vague rumors about McLuhan. So far, so

good. I admit to creeping smugness.
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Alma then asked MacLeish to "tell them about

your latest project." He brightened, said he'd be happy

to, took a swift bit of Johnnie Walker, and started to

talk. There was a feeling that he had told the same story

that day, almost the feeling you get if you follow a politi

cian around and listen to him answer the same question

again and again. If the politician is good at communi-

cating there is always a sense of spontaniety, but the

freshness has echoes. MacLeish was interested in what

he was saying, indeed he obviously wanted to talk about

it, but I had the feeling that Alma had, in effect, punched

a button.

"Well," he began, "A few months ago Leonard

Bernstein and Andre Kostelanetz came to me and asked if

I would do something for the Philharmonic anniversary.

I told them that indeed there was something I had been

wanting to do and if they would accept it, that would be

fine."

He was sitting at the end of the conch and I

was in a chair slightly to the rear. I had been listening

politely, but half my thoughts were given over to self-

congratulations. "Here I am," I thought, "Sitting in the

same room with Archibald MacLeish. Having cocktails with
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him." I barely heard him say, "Thomas Wentworth Higginson"

and I was suddenly very confused. What on earth had made

him mention Higginson?

"What I want to do," he was saying, "is somehow

dramatize the correspondence between Higginson and Emily

Dickinson." I stared at him in utter disbelief. He was

looking down and did not see everyone jerk their heads to

look at me.

They knew how passionately I love Emily Dickin-

son’s poetry. She is the only person whose works I had

ever seriously and completely read. Indeed, my copies

of the Johnson edition of her works are so marked in, under

lined, and dog-eared that no one else can even read them.

I had stopped reading the critical commentary on Dickinson

years before, having been so distressed by Martha Dickinson

Bianchi’s Ancestors Brocade and Margaret Patterson’s pot-

boiler, The Riddle of Emily Dickinson. Thus, I did not

know that MacLeish is truly an authority on Dickinson.

His statement caught me completely by surprise.

He went on to say that the production, Magic

Prison, was then in rehearsal in New York and would feature

two readers and an orchestra, divided and placed around the

stage. The focal element, he said, would he the readers,
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representing Higginson and Dickinson, with the music used,

not as background, but as an integral part of the produc-

tion. The music had been specifically written for such a

purpose. "I am using nine poems," he said, "Though not

the nine she actually sent Higginson."

After giving a few more details about the pro-

duction, he paused. "Mr. MacLeish," I said, "Just what

poems are you going to use?"

He had to turn to see me. A quick look of con-

sternation crossed his face, but he smiled gamely. I could

tell he thought it was just a polite conversational ques-

tion. "Well, you know she didn’t title any of the poems

. .
." he started.

"Yes, I know. But could you just give me some

of the lines
. .

."I leaned toward him expectantly.

He was puzzled now. I was pressing. Obviously

my question had not been rhetorical. The moment was awk-

ward, "Just a line or two ..." I insisted.

"Alright. For one, I am using the poem that

ends, 'Say, Jesus’ ..." He paused, unable for the moment

to recall the rest of the line.

"Say, Jesus Christ of Nazareth/Hast thou no arm

for me?" I blurted out, finishing the poem. Pleasure

filled our faces. We stared at each other.
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"You. do know her I" he said. That particular poem

is rarely anthologized, so we shared something rare. We

were not, after all, strangers.

He told me the other poems he was using by sup-

plying a line, his eyes twinkling, and waiting for me to

supply the next. I could. We liked the same ones. I was

exuberant.

Later that night he reported that he felt Emily

Dickinson was America’s finest poet. Jim looked at him

questioningly and MacLeish said, "Who would you compare

her with? Whitman? No, there is no one." I was astonished

to hear another poet, and a man, say so. There was not

even a hint of false modesty, not an inkling that he thought

one of us would rush to say that he, at least, was as good.

He is above that kind of game and anyone who talks to him

knows it instantly.

This honesty and objectivity, always coupled with

kindness, was evident over and over again that week. Watch-

ing him talk to students, one could see him really listen-

ing to them. They approached him in the excitement of who

he was. They were soon charmed by what he was. He gave

freely of himself, but with dignity. He didn’t try to be

"groovy" ; he openly admitted that he didn't care for most
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of the current, pop heroes. He thought them without depth

or discipline. But the students, not dissuaded from their

love for Bob Dylan or Donovan or Rod McKuen, still responded

to MacLeish's honesty and fairness.

The most trying times for MacLeish that week were

when he read Magic Prison for Helen Ray's English class,

and when he read his latest play, Herakles, in the audi-

torium. I was surprised to discover that he did not enjoy

reading either. They are both terribly difficult for a

single reader and were not written to be performed that way.

Frank and I had seen him in the lobby Tuesday

night as he waited to enter the auditorium to read Herakles.

"I don't know," he said, "if I can read this thing." This

was not idle before-performance chatter. He had honest

qualms. It is one thing for a speaker to give a speech

to an audience; he can vary from his message as much or

as often as he likes in order to adapt to the audience at

any given moment. MacLeish was facing a far more imposing

task: he must read his play, not then published and con-

sequently totally unfamiliar to his audience, and filled

with characters from Greek mythology--he must read it as

written, in its poetical stanzas, if the audience were to

grasp it as written. There could be no informal adapting.
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"I want you and Frank to sit in the front row,"

he said. "Give me moral support." We laughed, Frank and

I flattered that he thought we could help him, but when we

entered the auditorium we found that the first row was

completely empty. The desk from which he was to read had

been placed so close to those seats that everyone had

avoided them. Frank and I couldn't quite bring ourselves

to just bust right up there and sit, so we took seats on

the aisle of the second row. When MacLeish entered, he

flashed us a devilish smile and muttered, "Thanks a loti"

We got up and moved to the first row.

MacLeish read Herakles with great intensity and

concentration. A mood of heaviness fell upon the audience.

It was as though he and the play stood in front of the

audience in a pool of light and the audience would have

to struggle seriously to enter that light. It was, frankly,,

exhausting.

During intermission, MacLeish stayed at the desk

alone and the audience sensed his tension from the effort

and they did not intrude. At the conclusion of the read-

ing, there was healthy, if not wild, applause. We had been

introduced to the play, but did not know it, or I think,

understand it. It has that sense of poetical compactness,
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each line carrying great weight. It is too much freight

for a single reader for the length of the play.

At a small party after his reading, MacLeish

hurriedly took off his coat, anxious to break the spell,

to lift the heaviness of the evening, a heaviness that

was as much a burden for him as for the audience. The re-

moval of the coat was symbolic. Levity quickly replaced

seriousness. He was no longer removed from us.

MacLeish and I spent Wednesday afternoon in a

small sail boat on Lake Carroll. It was a beautiful day,

and the sky was filled with Tampa's typical large, cumulous

clouds. The boat was a twelve foot plastic foam affair

(so appropriate for Tampa), and it had several leaks. We

almost sank it getting in, but once under way she sailed

nicely. It was evident that MacLeish had never sailed

in such a flimsy boat, but he was willing to try it.

He and I, backs propped against the sides, he

on a towel because of a leak, lay in the bottom of the

shallow boat. Once we were sure that the boat was indeed

going to stay afloat and that Sandy Santmeyer, who owned

the boat, could sail her, MacLeish and I relaxed and talked

for three hours in a languid, relaxed manner that matched

the day.
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We talked briefly about Herakles and I gained a

clearer insight into the play. Somehow Nikos Kazantakis

came up and MacLeish insisted that the Modern Odyssey was

awful to read. I protested, but he ernestly contended

that it was pretentious. We skipped from topic to topic:

Elizabeth and Richard Burton, whom he had met through

Adlai Stevenson, and whom he found, to his surprise, en-

joyable; the telephone call that afternoon from Burgess

Meredith about the possibility of filming JB and MacLeish's

reasons for refusing.

Sailing reminded him, of course, of Ernest Heming

way with whom he had sailed many times. I had carefully

avoided mentioning Hemingway, knowing that both had refused

to discuss the end of their friendship. (MacLeish had be-

come almost testy with a reporter who tried to push the

point.) But he talked easily and warmly about their sail-

ing together.

He spoke at length about people he had known,

about Robert Frost, Stevenson, Ezra Pound, the Roosevelts,

John Dos Passos. He was indulging me, knowing that I,

like all people interested in politics and literature,

would love to hear about these people. He laughed often

and was quite animated, but occasionally would become
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serious and explore some event or person in a kind of

monologue as if still trying to understand or see meanings.

He made certain affections and distates clear:

he passionately admired Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt;

although he had great respect for Frost, he displayed a

certain exasperation with Frost's stubborness and rude-

ness; his love for Mark Van Doren and Adlai Stevenson was

of long standing and very deep; he seemed strangely, per-

sonally moved by Pound the man, more than by Pound the poet.

That afternoon on the lake I realized that this

man had been intimately involved in both the literature

and the politics that have shaped our age. So fascinated

was I that the next year would be spent in a serious at-

tempt to study his life.

I was particularly interested in studying MacLeish

as a speaker after hearing him Friday night during that

week in Tampa. I watched closely as John Allen., the presi-

dent of the University of South Florida, labored through

the introduction. MacLeish had been uneasy before his

reading Tuesday night. Would he feel the same way before

his speech? Allen listed some of MacLeish's accomplish-

ments: his three Pulitzer Prizes, his service as Librarian

of Congress and Assistant Secretary of State, his authorship

of the UNESCO charter, his teaching at Harvard.



MacLeish blushed and turned slightly in his chair

It was obvious that he hated this kind of thing, but real-

ized that the ritual must be followed. He would have been

happy if, somehow, he and the audience of 600 could have

just gone out on the grass under the dark, vaulted sky,

and talked.

The introduction completed, MacLeish walked the

few steps to the podium. MacLeish and Allen were alone on

the stage apron, with heavy green velvet curtains drawn in

back of them. MacLeish looked small; John Allen’s height

and the absurdly massive podium tended to diminish MacLeish’s

size. But his stocky build and deep tan (he had just re-

turned from Antigua) gave the appearance of strength.

Clearly, he did not look 75 years old.

The audience stood in salute, as audiences will

on such occasions, but since so many had talked to him

that week and liked him, the applause was especially warm.

No anxiety was apparent as he waited for the applause to

subside, no nervousness, but perhaps a slight embarrassment

at the passion of the accolade.

He had been asked to Tampa primarily because

he was a poet and his speech focused on that aspect of

his life. He spoke quietly, rarely gestured, but there

68



was a personal quality about his style, a sense of con-

versation. He dominated his audience, not by dynamic

presence, but simply by being. He was not a showman, not

a quick-tongued spellbinder, and he did not try to be. He

was simply a very intelligent and sensitive man who wished

to communicate some of his thoughts to his audience. His

ethos was remarkably high, so the audience listened. I was

reminded of Quintilian's famous definition of an orator:

a good man speaking well.

He spoke about the general state of American

literature and found fault with those who explore only the

unhealthy aspects of man's experience or who refused to

consider man as a whole, concentrating instead on a single

aspect of experience: sex. MacLeish smiled as he said:

Any man who has spent any time in the Army learns

two facts. Nothing is more exciting, more important
more moving, more self-shaking than the experience
of sexual intercourse. And nothing on earth is duller
than talking about it I

After his introductory comments, MacLeish read

several new, and as of then, unpublished poems.
1

There

I Most of the poems he read that night have been

published in his latest volume of poetry, The Wild Old

Wicked Man (Boston, 1968).
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was a great interplay of tension (of the kind discussed

by metacritics such as Allen Tate and William Wimsatt) in

the poems about the deaths of e. e. cummings and Ernest

Hemingway. There was a tension in the text between "that

glimpse of light" and "the night" in the cummings’ poem
2

and a tension in the lines of the poem about Hemingway's

death between "the flash of joy" and "the flash of steel";

between "the inexplicable" and what "Death explains." 3

But even more interesting was the tension between

poet and poem, between speaker and message. MacLeish stood

very still, his face, while reflecting concern, was with-

out animation. His delivery of these emotion-filled words

was deliberately low key. Instead of lessening the impact

of the words, it created an almost visible tension. It

was especially poignant for me, for I had in my mind the

poem, the visible poet--and the man in the tiny sailboat

laughing about Hemingway.

The mood of death, of growing old, of desires

that could no longer be fulfilled, preoccupied MacLeish

that night. We had certainly reminded him of his age

2Published as "Cummings," Wild Old, p. 27.

3
Published as "Hemingway," Wild Old, p. 28.
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often enough at the Festival (presenting him with a birth-

day cake at a luncheon--which pleased him, it seemed--and

organizing a surprise program of tribute one afternoon

that included the presentation of some letters, written

especially for his 75th birthday, from some thirty out-

standing Americans). He had been obviously embarrassed,

perhaps not wanting to share these private words so publicly.

At any rate, age was much on his mind that Friday

night. He recalled that he had been in Tuscany on his 70th

birthday and had written the lines:

Why grow older in a Tuscan spring
Where everything, follies and flowers

Loves and leaves, grow younger . . ,

4

But the poet, the man, was still alive, more

alive than most of his audience. This was particularly

evident when he read a poem, written five weeks earlier,

about his wife. There was a sudden focus, a sense of time

suspended, almost as though the audience was holding its

breath, letting the poet breathe for them as he carried

them through the words:

Ah, but a good wife I

To lie late in a warm bed

4 This poem has not teen published.



(warm where she was) with your life

suspended like music in the head

hearing her foot in the house, her broom

on the pine floor of the downstairs room
. . .

and she moves here, she moves there,
and your mouth hurts still where last she kissed you:
and you think how she looked as she left, the bare

thigh, and went to her adorning ...5

As he moved to the next poem, the audience moved

only half an ear, half a mind, half a heart with him. A

sense of quietness, of memory enveloped the individuals.

Each was isolated within some private thought . . . and,

a beat, and they attended once again to the speaker. Small

noises from the audience were heard again: a cough, a

shuffled foot, small ways of releasing tension. Individual

introspection yielded to audience attention.

MacLeish's reading of the poems that night was

intentionally low key. He read well, but not dramatically.

He was intense, but he read straight ahead, without a great

deal of vocal variety. He seemed almost to be reliving

the scenes described and he did not wish the reliving to

be embarrassing to his audience, so he read quietly, aim-

most at a conversational pace. There was humor involved,

sPublished as "Late Abed," Wild Old, p. 43.
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but it was of the quiet kind, evoking nostalgia more than

laughter.

It is difficult to recount the text of the speech

as it consisted in the main of a series of poems and it

would do the poems an injustice to paraphrase them. 6 They

all shared the common theme of the poet as an aging man,

and revealed this poet as aging with dignity and strength.

He finished the speech quietly* as he had begun.

He nodded at the audience and stepped back. The audience*

caught still in the last poem* was not ready for him to

finish. An instant of silence was followed by applause.

The sound gathered* built* and then people began to stand*

first as individuals* then as an audience. MacLeish sat

in one of the large chairs and looked down. The applause

grew* took on a life of its own. At last he looked up*

perhaps startled by the intensity of the sound* and smiled.

The applause reached a sudden crescendo* was sustained as

if the sound would keep the evening alive. Finally* the

clapping began to subside* took life again* then died.

6 Readers are invited to read The Wild Old Wicked

Man, as it accurately reflects his speech that night.



CHAPTER V

MacLEISH AS SPEAKER: AN INTERVIEW

The next year was spent doing research about Mac-

Leish as a speaker. Two salient characteristics about the

man emerged from the speeches:
1

he had a consummate command

of language, and he had a passionate interest in current

political affairs. He gave many controversial speeches

about political affairs between 1935 and 1945--a pivotal

and crucial decade for MacLeish--when the poet became a

politician .

Three themes appeared constantly in his speeches

during that decade: 1) the writer has a duty to become

involved in the decision-making processes of his times;

2) America suffers from an intellectual isolationism far

more dangerous than political isolationism; and 3) winning

the peace is more important than winning the war. These

ideas generated hot debate, thereby thrusting MacLeish into

the center of controversy.

-‘-An annotated bibliography of key speeches and

articles (1932-1945) with important press commentary can

be found in the appendix to this study.
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The foregoing assessment, of necessity, super-

ficial, derived from a year of work in the library. At

the end of the year, more questions than answers presented

themselves. The library had furnished important data about

MacLeish as a poet and playwrite, but virtually nothing

about MacLeish as a speaker. The texts of speeches were

there, but nothing about how the speeches came to be given.

Newspapers and periodicals contained attacks against him,

but no reports of his reaction. How else to find the an-

swers but to go to the man himself? How else to come closer

to understanding him as a speaker but to take the questions

to him?

A drive to Conway was the means. In Conway one

can pick a shop here, a store there to ask directions to

Uphill Farm. Asking directions, however, does not always

yield results. The townsfolk, with proper New England pro-

priety and a strong sense of the need for privacy, have

voluntarily erected a shield of silence to protect them-

selves in general and the MacLeishes in particular from out-

siders
.

More often than not, the encounter between "in-

vader" and "protector" results in no little amount of sizing

up the invader. Official credentials--long accordion wallets
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of laminated, plastic credit cards--unfolded frantically as

proof of one's good intentions—serve only to lengthen the

silence and forestall the answer.

The "invader" waits while the lady behind the

counter listens attentively to a tall, weathered farmer

grind out the prediction of the corn crop yield and allude

to the bite on the wallet caused by some trouble with the

new pickup. The lady nods and smiles appreciatively, all

the while casting side-long glances at the intruder to dis-

cover credentials of a more genuine nature--a warm Texas

smile (that should do it)--an adamant stance (the MacLeishes

expect me). Suddenly, through a broad smile, one hears,

"Just wanted to be sure you weren't going up there to bother

Ada and Archie. We don't like people bothering them."

She gave the directions, filled with items like,

"turn left at the big tree" and "watch for Charley John-

son’s white house on the right" and "mind your driving up

the hill because it’s very steepj"

Mr. MacLeish, standing by his car, was waiting

in the driveway. (Had the lady phoned him?) Dressed in a

cotton knit shirt, and dark pants, he looked about forty.

The morning was spent reminiscing about Alma,

Frank and others in Tampa. We sat on the front porch,
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overlooking the flower-filied yard. Beyond the yard, the

eye is drawn outward for miles as valleys blend and moun-

tains rise in the background. The view--expansive, open,

hopeful--had done much to form the man.

Several hours were spent talking about things

unrelated to public speaking. "The interview" would begin

in the afternoon. During lunch, (simple and elegant: cheese

souffld, fresh asparagus, salad, and apricot whip), the talk

centered about the current political scene in all its de-

pressing aspects.

Finally, MacLeish and I went to the long music

room. It was filled with sunlight from the solid row of

windows along the north wall. The south wall is completely

lined with books. There was a sense of serenity, of com-

pleteness about the room. Here, too, was a complete man,

an internationally known literary figure, and a leading

liberal in the political world. How had this spokesman

become what he was? Who had influenced the ideas presented

in his speeches?

He settled in his chair, thought a minute and

said, "It’s very hard for me to talk about influences be-

cause I don’t feel any." 2 Leaning forward, as if to add

2
AII following quotations have been taken from the

transcription of the tape recording made that afternoon.



78

an aside, "That's a ridiculous statement to make because

there were obviously influences going on. But I feel par-

ticularly about Yale" --a pause-- "Let me say first that I

was at Yale during the 'blue sweater era.' I was Dink Sto-

ver. All I wanted was to make Phi Beta Kappa, earn a Yale

"Y" and make the Lit Triangle--and when I had done these

things, well, I thought I had come very far,"

In about the same amount of time that it took to

establish an overview of the days spent at Yale, MacLeish

recalled those with whom he had come in contact but who were

not necessarily molders of his thought: Brewster Tinker,

for example,--a good teacher--but "an impersonal, remote,

rather faint human being;" William Lyon Phelps who was not

a charlatan, but close to being one; Laurence Mason, who

had edited MacLeish's first volume of poems, who was in-

fluential, but "the influence was all in a counter direc-

tion."

"When I think about Yale, I just feel a lack of

connection. But that is immediately reversed when I think

of Harvard. Whatever education I have began in the Harvard

Law School. "

A laugh emerged at the remembrance of two Har-

vard professors, Joe Beadle and "Bunny" Williston, who were
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famous for the Socratic method of teaching. MacLeish felt

that Williston was a gentle master of the art and Beadle

an assassin. "I walked into Beadle’s class, very satis-

fied with myself. He took exactly six minutes to reduce

me to a pool of pulp’"

MacLeish readily admitted admiration for those

men at Harvard who used their minds in a disciplined, clear

way and who were impressive as teachers. Ironically, a

man who failed to impress him as a teacher or disciplined

thinker became one of the most important persons in his

life--Felix Frankfurter. Many at Harvard at that time had

smugly thought Frankfurter had no place there.

"But in the long run," MacLeish added, "In long

range terms
...

I can put it this way. I could very easily

have turned into a fascist in the early 1930’5. Most boys

my age could have during the depression. It was the kind

of mess in which a boy is apt to say, ’What we need is au-

thority, discipline, force.’ I could easily have gone in

that direction .

"

"I remember I suffered agony," he continued with

head bowed, still hurt by the memory. "I suffered agony

over the Lindberg kidnapping. I would go for walks in the

country and I would find myself walking with fists clenched,



80

thinking, ’lf I could only get my hands on the bastards

who did that.’ Well, there is a lot of fascist potential

in any young man."

He paused and began to smile, then said, "-I could

have gone in that direction--perhaps not for good--but in

that direction, had it not been for Felix. It was simply

that I constantly had in my mind the largeness and generosity

of Felix’s view of the human race. And through Felix I

came to know so many people--people such as Judge Learned

Hand and Colonel Henry Stimson. So, Felix, most directly

as a person and a friend and indirectly as a generous open

door, was the greatest influence on my life
...

I don’t

mean my life as a writer, but as a human being. If one can

draw that kind of distinction."

MacLeish talked that afternoon about about other

close friends--Dean Acheson, Robert Frost, Carl Sandburg,

Adlai Stevenson, and Ezra Pound. He mentioned e. e. Cum-

mings, John Masefield, Steve and Rosemary Ben£t, John Peale

Bishop, James Joyce and Sylvia Beach. But we talked pri-

marily about his Paris friends.

"One thing that infuriates me,
1 ' he said with pas-

sion as we talked about Paris, ''is to hear all the talk

about expatriots in Paris. My dear friend Malcolm Cowley
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is largely responsible for this, I've told Malcolm over

and over again that I never met a single expatriot in my

six years in Paris."

He looked at me earnestly, as if to persuade me

of the idiocy of Cowley's concept, trying, it seemed, to

make me believe that he was right and Cowley wrong. "I

challenged Malcolm to name one expatriot, and all he could

say was 'Henry Miller.' I never met Miller but I think he

would be an expatriot anywhere. Hemingway was in no sense

an expatriot. He was a newspaper man whose last job had

been with the Toronto Star, covering the Turkish massacre

of the Greeks. He'd gotten as far back as Paris and had

then decided that he couldn't take journalism anymore and

he'd stayed there. But America was his passion! At that

time he was writing the short stories in In Our Time and

Big, Two Hearted River. His mind was full of America."

He went ahead to say that John Dos Passos was

anything but an expatriot, and that Scott Fitzgerald was

as far from being an expatriot as a man could be. He con-

cluded, "It never entered my mind that I was an expatriot.

I've never been as astonished as when I read that I was."

It has always been assumed that the poet had gone

to Paris because of expatriot feelings. The source material
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in the library certainly echoes the Cowley line. "Why then,

Mr. MacLeish," I asked in a puzzled voice, "why did you go?"

"I’m glad we’ve got all afternoon, Barbara,” he

said, smiling, "because it can’t be explained easily. But

it certainly was one of the important things in my life."

He leaned back in his chair, thought for a minute,

started to speak, fell silent, then started again. "Let

me begin by saying that if either of my sons had come to

me in the circumstances in which I went to my father and

told me that they wanted to do what I then did, I'd have

them incarcerated!"

MacLeish explained that he was then thirty years

old, married and the father of two children, and practicing

law with the prestigious Choate, Holmes, and Stewart firm

in Boston. "I found myself in a situation in which I could

see the future just as clearly as the moon strike on the

sea. I knew I was doing well. I could be a successful

lawyer. I could see where I would live, what I’d do. But

I knew none of it meant anything, 1'

Lowering his head and staring at the floor, he

continued, "I could taste the ashes. I knew that for some

strange reason what I wanted to do was write verse. It’s

what I had always wanted to do. Down to that point, Barbara,
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I hadn’t written anything I liked and I don’t know why I

thought I could."

It seemed incredible that he had not written any

thing he liked, but his insistence on that point explained

some of the difficulty in coming to the decision that he

should write
.

"One of the clearest memories of my life," he con-

tinued, "is of a cold winter night, walking the whole length

of Commonwealth Avenue, pounding out toward Cambridge, try-

ing to make up my mind. I finally saw the thing clearly.

I had to write, "

So the MacLeishes went to Paris and during that

six years the poet found he could write. MacLeish worked

hard, "struggling with my immortal soul," he says. Both he

and Mrs. MacLeish still feel it was the smartest, most re-

warding thing they have ever done.

When they returned to the United States, their

funds running low, MacLeish accepted an offer from Henry

Luce to become an editor for Fortune magazine. The arrange

ment was unique: MacLeish would he required to work in any

year only as long as he wanted. When he had earned enough

money, he could quit for the year and write. Under these
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arrangements he was able to finish Conquistador, which won

his first Pulitzer Prize. The experience with Fortune was

valuable because it allowed him to see a new side of Ameri-

can life. It was, he said sardonically, "not aesthetic,

but impo rtant. "

The talk then turned to the two speeches that had

caused the most controversy. The first had been given as

chairman of the Second Writers Congress and in his keynote

address to that body in June, 1937, MacLeish had warned,

in referring to the Spanish Civil War, that "the spread

of fascism is a matter of principal concern to writers in

America," 3 MacLeish was clearly in the vanguard on this

issue and was subject to violent criticism. Eugene Arm-

field, writing in the Saturday Review of Literature about

this most controversial meeting of writers in American his-

tory, charged that "Many of the members of the sponsoring

League of Writers, though not all, are communists ....

Roughly half of the writers who delivered papers are com-

munists." 4
MacLeish, Hemingway, Kenneth Burke, Malcolm

3 Text of speech printed in/article hy Eugene Arm

field, "The Second Writers Congress,/" Saturday Review of

Literature, June 12, 1937, p. 7-9. 1

4Armfield, "Writers Congress," p. 7.
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Cowley, Granville Hicks, and others at the meeting were

all accused of being communists or fellow-travelers. Mac-

Leish's keynote address caused such a furor that it was

reprinted in the Saturday Review with his comment, "One would

have thought that the issues of freedom and truth were more

important to the liberal mind than being seen in the right

company." 5

How had he gotten involved in the issue and how

had he reacted to the accusations? "I had started out as

an anti-Marxist," he explained, "because so many Marxists

were snooty and smug. So I took to my typewriter and engaged

them in war. But then the Spanish Civil War came along and

this was really serious. Everything that could be done had

to be done in Spain." That had included working with com-

munists, liberals, anyone who would help. MacLeish had even

tried to enlist Roosevelt's help, but had failed.

The poet explained that just prior to the meeting

of the Writers Congress, at which he would deliver the con-

troversial speech, he and Hemingway and Dos Passos had be-

come involved in making the movie, The Spanish Earth.

Hemingway had gone to Spain to write the narration and Dos

s
Armfield, "Writers Congress," p. 8.
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Passos had gone to see if he could he helpful, hut instead

"got into the great tragedy of his life. He found that

one of his best friends had been executed hy the communists.

It produced the end of the friendship between Hemingway and

Dos ."

MacLeish’s position infuriated a lot of people.

"I was against communism," he said, "hut I would work with

the devil himself to try to get something done about Spain.

People thought I ought to know which side I was on. I knew,

hut I was not worried about who was on the side with me.

This was the basis, hy the way, of Joe MacCarthy’s attack

on me later. MacCarthy said I was really a communist be-

cause I admitted I had worked with them."

In addition to delivering the keynote speech at

the Writers Congress, the poet had also persuaded Hemingway

to speak. "That's the only political speech Hemingway ever

gave," MacLeish added with some pride. "I got him to come.

We hadn't admitted at that point that we were no longer

friends
. . .

hut we weren't. Dos had, hy that time, turned

to the right politically, after his experience in Spain,

and he wouldn't come."

The criticism leveled at the poet after that

speech did not deter him from continuing to say what he
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thought. Nor did the criticism slacken. By 1940 he was

Librarian of Congress and in speech after speech he urged

writers to help people understand what was happening in

Europe. But World War I had created a disillusionment to

which many American writers had appealed by writing anti-

war novels throughout the 1930’5. The literature of the

period was strongly antiwar and isolationist in tone. Books

like A Farewell to Arms had reinforced the belief that no

cause was worth war. MacLeish urged these writers to al-

ter their positions; the plea was ignored. The situation

in Europe exploded. Hitler invaded Poland and overran Den-

mark in a single day. Then Norway fell, then Belgium,

The Netherlands, Luxembourg, and Italy declared war. By

June, Nazi troops occupied Paris.

MacLeish’s attack on his fellow writers became

more pointed with remarks like, "History will ask why the

great mass of American writers and scholars made no effort

to defend either themselves or the world.’’ 6 Then, in the

speech that caused the most controversy, this poetpolitician

6 Archibald MacLeish, The Irresponsibles (New York

1940), p. 4.



88

argued that the writers of his generation were responsible

for the apathy and moral weakness of American youth. He

added that "the responsibility for this state of mind
. . .

belongs specifically to the best and most sensitive and

most persuasive writers of my generation." 7
Then, in a

strategy that shocked the literary world, MacLeish named

Ernest Hemingway, John Dos Passos, Ford Maddox Ford and

other friends. He admitted that their books "say what all

of us who were in the war believed. But they are never-

theless words that have born bitter and dangerous fruit."

He insisted that writers had the duty to convince people

that freedom was worth the fight. The speech caused a sen-

sation, receiving extensive coverage in the New York Times,

both as news and editorial items. MacLeish was criticized

in many magazines, especially by Edmund Wilson and Heming-

way.
8

What had caused him to deliver that speech? 'I

certainly don't consider myself uniformly wise," he an-

swered, "but that is one position I took that I continue

7
New York Times, May 24, 1940, Sec. 1, p. 8.

B
Criticism quoted in "Archibald MacLeish," Cur-

rent Biography (1940), p. 540.
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to believe is absolutely sound. And yet it caused the most

disastrous consequences as far as my relations with people

are concerned."

The speech had come out of a debate he was hav-

ing with James Conant. "Jim was telling me that during

the Civil War in England the Royal Society had kept its

mouth shut and had therefore managed to survive and save

civilization." MacLeish kept telling Conant that this was

not a Civil War in Europe and that civilization itself was

at stake. But the poet added, "Jim is a very good man to

argue with because he is firm and clear."

Had MacLeish discussed the speech with Hemingway

and the others before giving it? Had the poet warned them

about the contents?

He answered without a pause, not having to reach

hack into memory. The events were obviously as fresh in

his mind as yesterday. He had not talked to them before

giving the speech. "I remember having to face the ques-

tion," the poet said, "of whether to name names or not. I

decided I had to because it would be cowardly not to. And

the names were the names of my closest friends--But I felt

the issue was important enough to warrant it."
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He smiled and added, "I got a post card from Er-

nest in which he said a few unkind things, followed by ’Your

irresponsible friend, Hemingway.’"

Clearly his image was that of a man of contro-

versy. Had the poet done anything deliberately to estab-

lish or change it? MacLeish shrugged his shoulders wearily.

This was not the kind of thing he likes to talk about, but

the question was out and the reply began slowly and quietly.

"Barbara," he said, "it's very difficult for me

even to think about this sort of thing. I've never been

able to see myself through anybody else's eyes." He then

spent some time trying to explore Roosevelt's view of him.

The poet still doesn't know why the President selected him

to be Librarian of Congress. MacLeish had long thought that

the idea had been Frankfurter's but has recently discovered

that it was Roosevelt who had suggested the idea to Frank-

furter. "So--I don't know why. I just don't understand

this at all," he concluded, adding that he more nearly un-

derstood his selection as Assistant Secretary of State.

Certain facets of the poet's image were clear to

him, however. "In political terms, I was regarded as one

of Roosevelt's henchmen," he stated flatly. "Since few

people dared attack Roosevelt directly, I was an obvious
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target] And I got attacked constantly] I was, as you have

found, very much in the center of controversy. I was much

too outspoken for my own good. But, I T m not sure I was

too outspoken for what had to be said."

The poet made it clear, however, that he never

once thought he was speaking for Roosevelt in any speech.

They did not discuss MacLeish’s speeches before delivery.

He concluded, "I guess my image throughout the whole period

was that of a controversial figure, but in addition to be-

ing outspoken I had the additional disadvantage of being

a poet. And that was a tremendous disadvantageJ It made

me look like an amateur from the political point of view.

That, Barbara, is the greatest crime in the political world.

Had the poet done anything to change his image?

"I never thought about it. I was much more interested in

the issues themselves."

It was the way he had talked about the issues that

I had found so fascinating. Many speakers of the time dealt

with the same issues and ideas, but MacLeish's speeches

still have a life of their own because of the language that

clothed them. The poetic side of this speaker is revealed

in passages such as "The Florida beaches blinding with surf,



the Hudson narrowing into unknown hills." 9 The speeches

are filled with alliterative passages like:

It is traditionally to its press, its parsons, its

professors, and its poets . . .
that the people turn

for council in the difficult and dangerous task of

making up their minds. 10

Mythological figures and events are juxtaposed with con-

temporary people and events. The ideas are evocative; the

language clear and lively; the logic sound.

Clearly, the speeches came from a politician who

was also a poet, a writer who was also a rhetorician. I

was anxious to know what his theory of persuasive speaking

was
.

"I never thought about it as such," — a moment of

silence--"But in other ways, I suppose I have always thought

about it." MacLeish said that after six years as Boylston

Professor of Rhetoric and Oratory at Harvard, he decided

that he ought to offer a course in rhetoric! (He had been

teaching poetry, which is what he had been hired to do.)

But, the poet decided to do something in keeping with his

9
MacLeish, "We Cannot Escape History," A Time

To Act (New York, 1943).

10MacLeish, "The Responsibility of the Press,"
A Time To Act.
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professorial title. "I took a year," he continued, "put-

ting together a course, trying to find out, for myself,

what rhetoric really is."

The Greek use of the word left him confused.

"Was I going to teach the art of persuasion? That was the

last thing I wanted to teach, although that was certainly

why my predecessor, John Quincy Adams, had done as Boylston

Professor." Thinking about rhetoric in modern terms did

not result in any satisfactory conclusions. "In other

words," he added rather sadly, "I did not end with a theory

of rhetoric. And I don't have one now."

There was a long pause. The poet looked down,

closed his eyes, concentrating, reaching inside his mind,

trying to verbalize the inchoate. It was obvious he had

never stated precisely what he was about to say. He had

tried before and had failed. But this poetic speaker would

try again. He thought about each word, weighing the mean-

ing, searching for relationships.

"I think there are connections," he said finally,

"there are connections, relations, between my feelings about

poetry and my convictions about the use of rhetoric in pub-

lic address."

Suddenly, there was more confidence. "If you

believe that poetry is the use of words, not only as signs
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for meaning, but as sounds —obviously you’re halfway to a

conclusion that involves the ear. You’re practically all

the way."

MacLeish made a distinction then between the word

as sign, ("which doesn’t involve the ear except as the voice

is used to communicate rather than the pen"), and the word

as sound ("used for a purpose other than communicating mean-

ing"). This second purpose, the poet argued, "is the crea-

tion of the object which the poem is."

"This leads me to say," he explained, "that a

poem exists primarily in the ear--whether it is read or

heard. It exists in the ear because sound is involved so

crucially." This Pulitzer Prize winning poet then argued,

with great humor and vigor, that a lot of modern poetry

is not really poetry in the highest sense because it has

no appeal to the ear.

"Now Barbara," he said, looking at me in a way

that indicated he wanted my patience, my understanding as

he tried to draw his thoughts together, "Now, when you at-

tempt to go beyond poetry to get to persuasion, to rhetoric

. . He paused again. "I suppose that one distinction

between empty oratory and useful rhetoric can be drawn this

way. Empty oratory ends in the ear: just a blast in the

ear, while useful rhetoric always goes beyond."
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To be certain the point was not lost, he clari-

fied the issue, refining it, working it out in his mind.

"But meaningful communication through public speech must

begin in the ear. If you can create the beginnings of per

suasion in the ear, you can better conclude it at the op-

eration of the mind."

MacLeish worked around the idea for a few minutes

and concluded that however one wished to state the argu-

ment, the conclusion he would draw is that the voice, the

tone, the syntax, the sentence structure in which one states

an argument, must be one that "in some mysterious way satis-

fies the ear. What that satisfaction is, I can’t really

say, except to say that you always know it by its absence."

The satisfaction doesn’t necessarily have to do with clarity

or sentence length. "It has most to do with rhythm, the

basic prose rhythm: balance, points of departure and points

of return
.

"

Suddenly, the poet looked up, eyes twinkling like

a man who now understood something that had previously

eluded him. "One of the reasons why Humphrey is such an

appalling speaker," he declared, "is that he has no sense

of the completed sentence. A sentence is conceptual. You

hear it. It’s a real thing."
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"Do you calculate in advance," I asked, "exactly

how you will establish a point? What kinds of supporting

material you will use?"

MacLeish laughed and said, "I’ve never been able

to calculate like that except when I was writing a law brief

or teaching at Harvard Law School. I don’t go at it that

way with a speech and the same thing is true when I write

a poem. I have no idea where they are going to come out

until I’ve started. The conviction that there is a poem

or a speech in some feeling or conception is the starting

point. Then I spend my time whittling away the extraneous.

Often I end far from where I thought I was going."

I asked how long it usually takes to write a

speech, expecting to hear something about a couple of weeks.

He must have sensed my thoughts, because the poet laughed

and said, "Much longer than it takes normally bright people!'

This craftsman takes between a month and six weeks and the

effort is "hard, consistent, constant, day by day. I work

at least six or seven hours a day. I write draft after

draft of a speech. That is the only way I can see where

I am going."

How many changes are made in the manuscript he

tween delivering the speech and publishing it? "I make
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some changes before publication," the poet admitted, "be-

cause there are things essential to the speaking voice that

are not essential on the printed page. I try to clear that

away. Things like transitions, beginnings--the first two

or three paragraphs that are devoted to the occasion. But

otherwise, it is the same."

Does he do research for specific examples to use

in speeches? "I have never done research specifically for

examples," he answered, shaking his head. "One of my great

difficulties is the insufficiencies of my education." (Yale

Phi Beta Kappa, number one in his class at Harvard Law, and

he isn’t educated? It was enough to make one feel like

Charlie Brown I)

"A really educated man, the poet continued, "has

his mind full of instances and examples of every kind. This

is evident in the Greeks and Romans and in the British pub-

lic servant of the last century. I find myself using the

same examples over and over and I get rather tired of them,

but I have never trained myself to go to the reference books

and find others. By the way, Barbara, I have always felt

embarrassed that I don’t know Spanish—and impoverished that

I don’t know Greek."

Had he ever studied public speaking? The poet

shook his head negatively, but added that some of the best
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advice he had gotten about public speaking had come from

his friend, John Maynard Keynes. The poet had told Keynes

one afternoon how frightened he was when forced to speak

without a manuscript, particularly when testifying in front

of a congressional committee. "One of the difficulties

about writing as many speeches as I have, is that I don’t

trust myself without a manuscript," he interjected.

Keynes had suggested that the poet should do three

things: prepare a sentence to get started with, a para-

graph for the middle so "if you flounder, you'll have some-

thing to grab," and a means to end. MacLeish had found the

advice valuable.

"What about ghost writing," I asked. "I've read

that you wrote speeches for Roosevelt and Stevenson. I've

also read that you did not."

"Oh yes, I did," he quickly admitted, "I did for

Roosevelt for several years."

"How did you go about it?

"Well, two other fellows and I would meet with

Roosevelt and he would tell us what he wanted to say. Then

we would write a rough draft. Getting corrections of that,

we would then divide the job among the three of us. We

tried to give Roosevelt something to shoot at. Sam Rosenman
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was the crafter and joiner. And then the President would

make changes on that. The speeches, when he delivered them,

were always his. We were
. . .

his assistants."

Having written so many speeches for himself, was

it difficult to write for another man? "It was a strange

experience. You can't imagine how strange." The ghost-

writer then recalled the tension of those days when America

was preparing for war. "You'd work on those speeches," he

said, "Work like hell. And we'd fight among ourselves and

we'd fight with Roosevelt. We'd tell him, 'You've got to

say this," and he would say, 'Not until my viscera tells

me I don’t. Not because you tell me I don't.’ We never

knew what would happen."

MacLeish leaned lack in his chair and looked into

space. "On some of the very, very important speeches--be -

fore war was declared--I used to go down to the cellar of

the Library of Congress where the janitor had a radio. He'd

put the radio on top of the furnace and we'd turn the fur-

nace up so no one else could hear." He paused, lost in

memory, then continued, "I would listen and these sentences

would come out. And I'd wait and wait, feeling the crucial

point was drawing closer. What was he going to say? Would

he say what you had fought and bled to have him say? And
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sometimes—not a sound. Not a squeak! And sometimes--

there it would be. There was no way of knowing beforehand."

Did he feel that there were any ethical problems

involved in ghost writing? Without any hesitation MacLeish

said, "It never struck me as presenting any such problems.

In the first place, you could never allow yourself the fan-

tasy that you were writing your own speeches. The Presi-

dency has become such an enormous job that no man in the

office can possibly write all his speeches. All he can

do most of the time is just say what he wants to say, and

then tell the writers whether they have said it. Mr. Roose-

velt, however, went far beyond that. He always did a great

deal of restructuring and changing. His manuscripts be-

came his. The ideas were his entirely. I see no ethical

problems."

The New York Times had said that Roosevelt’s third

inaugural address was really MacLeish’s work. 11 The poet

said that it was no more his work than any other speech

and he had no idea where the Times got that information.

He did agree, however, that he had written the entire Sec-

retary of State’s report about the San Francisco United

i:L
New York Times

,
December 15, 1944, Sec. IV, p.

6
.
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Nations Conference, had drafted parts of Mrs. Roosevelt’s

"Declaration of Human Rights" and that the UNESCO Charter

was primarily his work.

The poet also admitted writing speeches for Ad-

lai Stevenson, particularly during the presidential cam-

paigns, but felt his contribution had been minimal. Laughing,

the poet said that most often he would receive a frantic

phone call from Stevenson who would plead for a speech to

deliver the next week in Des Moines or somewhere. MacLeish

would sweat over a manuscript, mail it to Stevenson, receive

a telegram saying the speech was absolutely perfect, bril-

liant! Then the poet would listen to the broadcast--and

find that it wasn't his speech at all. Sure enough, the

next week the same frantic pattern would be repeated.

During the last part of the conversation I asked

him about other speakers, anxious to hear his evaluation.

"The best was Churchill," he began. After mentioning that

both Churchill and Roosevelt were outstanding, MacLeish

added, "Churchill gave the impression, which Roosevelt was

never able to do, that he was saying what he was feeling.

Roosevelt always gave the impression of a prepared speech.

The poet laughed explosively and said, "Let me

tell you something remarkable about Churchill. When he
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came to this country in 1942 to address the joint session

of Congress, I was sitting in the row of seats right above

his head." MacLeish leaned forward and almost whispered,

"I could see that Churchill had some 6xß inch cards. No

one else could see them, but I could. He acted like he

didn’t have any notes."

After the speech, the poet went to Lord Halifax

and asked him to write Churchill and see if the Library

of Congress could have the cards since the speech had been

such a great American occasion. Halifax was not hopeful.

Two months of silence followed. Finally Halifax

called and said, "Archie, I am sending over a sad document.’

The document was sad in that Churchill had re-

fused. MacLeish then handed me the letter, which said in

part, "I am flattered by MacLeish’s suggestion, but in view

of similar requests received from time to time and from

other important libraries, I feel it necessary to refuse the

request at this time."

The letter was typed, hut at the bottom, in

Churchill’s handwriting was the postscript, "Why pull the

stuffing out of the doll?"

On that amusing note we ended our talk. I came

to ask many questions, He answered them in full. I came
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t 0 tr y to understand how this accomplished public speaker

went about his craft. I felt I did.



CHAPTER VI

JUDGING HEURISTIC CRITICISM

The evaluation of criticism is a demanding activ

ity. Literary metacritics, for example, have long labored

with the problem of evaluating impressionistic criticism.

Heuristic criticism presents rhetorical metacritics with

the same vexations of judgment. It is doubtful that the

problem can ever be finally solved because no set of nec-

essary and sufficient conditions exist for good criticism.

Absolute standards, then, are logically impossible to es-

tablish. It is possible, however, to offer suggestions

for evaluating heuristic works.

Since heuristic critics operate in much the same

manner as impressionists, Brewster Rogersman's description

of the latter is illuminating:

Though impressionistic criticism may draw at

will upon history and other disciplines for all

sorts of incidental information, it owes its name

to the habit of concentrating on the direct in-

sights and "impressions" of the individual reader.

Typically, the impressionistic critic gives his

account of the poem by singling out the most

104
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vivid of the sensations and attitudes it evokes

in him
. . .

1

Not only do both heuristic and impressionistic

critics focus on vivid sensations, but they present these

impressions to the reader with what Rogersman calls "good

stage management." The impressionistic critic (and by

extension the heuristic critic) "well aware that his own

sympathetic imagination is on view, dramatizes his indi-

vidual impressions one by one. In effect, he may create

a second work of art interpreting the first."
2

Although the two kinds of criticism are similar,

they are marked by differences. First, while a contemporary

rhetorical critic might elect to write an impressionistic

criticism of Demosthenes’ speech On The Crown, he could not

write a heuristic criticism of that speech. Second, while

the impressionistic critic can invite or inspire the reader

to examine the object of his criticism, the text, the heu-

ristic critic has the unique burden of presenting not only

the criticism, but the object as well, for the reader can

know the speech as delivered only through the critic.

I Brewster Rogersman, "Criticism, " Alex Preminger,

ed., Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics (Princeton, N.J.,
1965), p. 163.

2
Rogersman, "Criticism," pp. 163-164.



Of the three possible critical approaches to

illuminating an object for the reader: (l) leading the

reader t_o the object; (2) leading a reader through an

object; and (3) leading a reader back to an object,
3

the

literary critic can select any of the three, while the heu-

ristic critic can utilize only the second approach. For

example, the literary critic can (l) "set the stage" so

the reader is ready to read a poem intelligently; (2) offer

a running commentary on the text; or (3) identify concepts

a reader may have missed so that he returns to the poem

with new insight. The heuristic critic, on the other hand,

can only lead a reader through the speech as delivered.

Given these descriptions of the heuristic critic's

modus operandi and his unique burden, what suggestions can

be offered for evaluating his work? Certainly the basic

consideration must be that discussed by Walter Pater:

In aesthetic criticism the first step towards

seeing one's object as it really is, is to know

one's own impression as it really is, to discrim-

inate it, to realize it distinctly.
4

3 Concept from Dr. Beverly Whitaker, Associate

Professor of Speech, Univ. of Texas at Austin.

4Walter Pater, Studies in Renaissance Literature

(New York, 1888), p. iiv.
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Thus, the first standard that might be applied to heuristic

criticism is the clarity of impression. The second standard

is clarity in relaying the impression. Additionally, the

description of the speaking event must be factual and

accurate, a standard applied to any criticism.

The demand for rich detail, then, is crucial.

The critic's description of the speaking event must be

sufficiently detailed to produce in the reader some sense

of experiencing the speech. This is necessary if the

critic is to lead the reader "through the object" in any

meaningful way.

Finally, statements of fact, inference and judg-

ment made by the heuristic critic are subject to the same

tests demanded of other critics:

1. Is the statement of fact true? Can it be veri-

fied? Was the critic in a position to know the facts?

2. Are the inferences correctly drawn? Is the reader

given enough information about the basis of the inferences

to judge their logic?

3. Is the judgment supported? Is the reader given

enough information to establish the validity of the judg-

ment ?

In summary, heuristic criticism can be judged on

the following criteria:
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1. The critics' impression of the speaking event must

be both clearly realized and clearly relayed to the reader.

2. The reader should have some sense of experiencing

the speech delivered.

3. The criticism must be factual, accurate, and

richly detailed, with the statements of fact, inference and

judgment subject to the usual tests.

No critical method, of course, guarantees sound

criticism, and standards for judging criticism should not

be arbitrarily applied. Criticism, like art, is a constant

exploration of a terrain incapable of closure. The only

valid test for criticism is the question: Has this par-

ticular piece of criticism offered illumination? If so—-

it is of value.
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This appendix contains an annotated chronological

listing of key articles and speeches, 1932-1945, by Archi-

bald MacLeish, with important press commentary. It is

presented in chronological, rather than alphabetical, order

so that the reader may follow the development of the major

themes in MacLeish's speeches and the press reaction to his

statement s.

This appendix is designed primarily to aid those

interested in pursuing further research on MacLeish and

identifies the sources of speech texts, articles and crit-

icisms, as well as describes the content of each.
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ANNOTATED CHRONOLOGICAL LISTING OF KEY SPEECHES AND

ARTICLES, 1932-1945, BY ARCHIBALD MACLEISH, WITH IMPORTANT

PRESS COMMENTARY. Symbols preceding entries indicate:

(S) Speech; (A) Article; (C) Press Commentary.

(A) Archibald MacLeish, "The Social Cant," The Saturday
Review of Literature, December 21, 1932, pp. 156-158.

Assails whole basis of Marxian economy. Argues
that "work" and "leisure" are no longer useful

c oncept s.

(C) Eda Lou Walton, "Archibald MacLeish," The Nation, Janu-

ary 10, 1934, pp. 48-49.

A review of MacLeish's poetry with thesis that

his poetry has been harmed by his compulsion to

fight about social issues.

(C) Alfred Kreymborg, "The Moon is Dead," Saturday Review of

Literature, January 27, 1934, p. 435.

Review of poetry, with note that socialists em-

brace MacLeish while communists shun him.

(A) MacLeish, "Poetry of Karl Marx," Saturday Review of

Lite rature, February 17
, 1934, pp. 485-486.

"The poet must soak himself in his own time."

Argues that Marxism no longer in touch with

reality. Important background for later speeches

(A) MacLeish, "Preface to an American Manifesto," The Forum,

April, 1934, pp. 195-198.

Argues that intellectuals on the left are defeat-

ists and their negativism is dangerous. Insists
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that the challenge of democracy must be met by
the writers. Important background for later

speeche s.

MacLeish, "The Writer and Revolution, " Saturday Review
of Literature, January 26, 1935, pp. 441-442.

Text of speech delivered at Annual Meeting of

National Association of Book Publishers, January
16, 1935. Argues that publishers have an obli-

gation to publish more than just what happens to

be fashionable.

MacLeish, "The American Ides of March," The Nation.

December 4, 1937, p. 617.

"I believe
. . .

that a free people resists (the
Hitlers and Mussolinis) by freedom; that there

is no other stable defense for any society; that

the reigns of terror in the tyrannies of Europe
prove beyond question how suicidal is the at-

tempt to fight force with force and conspiracy
with conspiracy; that the remedy in the United

States is not in less liberty but real liberty. "

MacLeish, "Speech to the Scholars," Saturday Review of

Literature. June 12, 1937, p. 12.

Text of poem delivered by MacLeish to Phi Beta

Kappa Society at Columbia University. "There are

none neutral in this war.
"

MacLeish, "The War is Ours," The New Masses, June 22,

1937, p. 42. Also published in A Time to Speak

(Boston, 1944); and excerpts published in Saturday

Evening Post, February 17, 1940, p. 83.

Text of speech that opened the National Congress
of American Writers. One of the most important
and controversial speeches of his career. Argues
that the Spanish Civil War is of deepest concern

to American Writers. See Chapter V of this study
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(A) MacLeish, "In Challenge, Not Defense," Poetry. July,
1938, p. 213.

Argues that America is suffering from a failure

of the spirit, "a failure from which only poetry
can deliver us.

" Theme later echoed in speeches

(A) MacLeish, "Letter from Archibald MacLeish," Poetry ,

September, 1938, p. 343.

Answers criticism that resulted from article in

previous issue of Poetry.

(A) MacLeish, "Munich and the Americans," The Nation, Octo-

ber 15, 1938, pp. 370-371.

Argues that the issue raised at Munich is the

issue of race. "Munich determined that a man's

racial derivation establishes his political
adherence

....
This cannot be a matter of in-

difference to Americans
....

It must be re-

jected. "

(A) MacLeish, "Public Speech and Private Speech in Poetry,’
Yale Review, Spring, 1938, pp. 536-547.

Thesis is that poets must reoccupy the real

world. Poetry can affect the world if poets
will understand their time and present their

time. Later echoed in many speeches.

(C) Harold Rosenberg, "The God in the Car," Poetry, Septem-

ber, 1938, pp. 334-342.

An attack on MacLeish's July article. Asserts

that MacLeish founded his spiritualism on the

basis of the accomplishments of fascism.

(A) MacLeish, "Freedom to End Freedom," Survey Graphic,

February, 1939, pp. 117-119.
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"The freedom of expression is guaranteed to the

citizens of a liberal democracy not for the

pleasure the citizens but for the health of
the state

. . .
To set up one political exception

is to set up all political exceptions. "

New York Time s, Wednesday, June 7
, 1939, p. 2.

Roosevelt personally announces nomination of

MacLeish as Librarian of Congress.

New York Time s, June 8, 1939, p. 1 ; p. 24

MacLeish assailed in House debate. J. Parnell

Thomas calls him "fellow-traveler of Communists.'

Same issue contains an editorial supporting Mac-

Leish. Says he is aflame with the love of lib-

erty.

New York Time s, June 16, 1939, p. 3.

Further charges by Parnell Thomas: he has addi-

tional information that MacLeish is a fellow

traveler, namely the speech delivered by MacLeish
to Writers Congress.

"MacLeish Nomination Raises Controversy,” The Publishers

Weekly, June 17, 1939, p. 2159.

Reviews librarians' objections to nomination.

Henry Sidel Canby, "Archibald MacLeish and the Library
of Congress,” Saturday Review of Literature, June 17,

1939, p. 8.

’’Those who charge him with being a communist are

talking nonsense.”
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(c) 'Panned Poet," Newsweek, June 19, 1939, p. 20.

Reviews anti-MacLeish charges.

(C) John Chamberlain, "Archibald MacLeish, " Saturday Review
of Literature, June 24, 1939, p. 11.

"If he has, at various times, stood on the plat-
forms with communists and fellow-travelers, that

is because the communists have gone his way--not
he theirs. " Notes that every article in Alfred

Knopf book, Background of War, save one, was

written by MacLeish. Discusses MacLeish's abil-

ity to edit Fortune and still write poetry and

give speeches.

(C) "Editorial," Publisher's Weekly, July 8, 1939, p. 102.

Reports that American Library Association voted

to protest MacLeish's nomination because of lack

of training in library work.

(C) Clarence Paine, "Looking Forward," Wilson Library Bul-

letin, October, 1939, p. 139.

"And now whether you like it or not, MacLeish,
man of letters, lawyer, and liberal

...
is

librarian."

(A) MacLeish, "Poetry and the Public World," Atlantic, June,
1939, p. 823-830.

Argues that writers cannot ignore politics as it

effects everyone. Critizes Pound and Eliot,
whose work had been vital, "but their work is

II
not sufficient to the task now necessary: In-

fluencing current politics. Later echoed in

spee che s.

(C) Eugene Lyons, "It was Smart to be Red," Saturday Evening

Post, December 9, 1939, p. 82-84.
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Discusses the League of American Writers and the

Writers Congress meeting, of which MacLeish was

Chairman and keynote speaker. (See previous

entry for the text of speech and Chapter V of

this study for discussion.) Lyons calls the

League of Writers "the central mechanism of the

intellectual terror." Adds that during his

speech, MacLeish "sung the beauties of Loyalist
Spain under the Russian cheka." Along with Mac-

Leish, others accused of communist leanings in-

clude: Gypsy Rose Lee, James Cagney, Langston
Hughes, Jay Leyda, Richard Wright, Dorothy
Parker, Dr. Paul de Kruif, Kenneth Burke, Ken-

neth Fearing, Van Wyke Brooks, and Malcom Cowley
Article important because of content and wide

circulation.

(C) New York Time s, November 20, 1939, p. 21.

Brief account of speech MacLeish delivered in

dedicating Roosevelt Library.

(A) MacLeish, The Irresponsibles (New York, 1940).

Book contains basis for later speeches attacking
fellow writers. Charges that most writers are

doing nothing to help defend freedom. Very

important and controversial.

(S) MacLeish, "Post-war Writers and Pre-war Readers," New

Republic, June 10, 1940, p. 789-790.

Text of speech delivered to American Association

for Adult Education in New York City, May 23,
1940. One of the most controversial speeches
of career in which he blames writers for the

moral decay and lack of will to fight fascism.

Names personal friends as guilty. (See Chapter
V of this study for discussion.) Claims he was

also guilty.



(C) New York Time s, May 24, 1940, p. 8.

Reports speech noted above.

(C) New York Times, May 26, 1940, Sec. II, p. 7; Sec. IV,
p. 8.

Contains two articles: W. A. Macdonald, "War

Drums Beat Among Scholars," about AEA meeting:
"And many considered it significant that the

address of Archibald MacLeish was received with

long applause. "

"Topic of the Times," an editorial praising
MacLeish for the courage to "stand up in public
and do penance for his deeds and labors."

(C) New York Time s, May 28, 1940, p. 22.

Contains letter from Richard Addington, whom

MacLeish had named in speech of May 23, denying
guilt.

(C) "Editorial,” Publisher's Weekly, June 1, 1940, p. 2150.

Discusses MacLeish's plea for writers to assume

social and moral leadership.

(S) New York Time s, August 17, 1940, p. 5.

Contains portions of speech delivered by MacLeish

at Boston meeting called to aid Britain. Speech
argues that writers needed in own time. Report
is brief.

(S) New York Time s, September 11, 1940, p. 27.

Reports speech delivered by MacLeish to conference

of college students. He charged that "leaders of

American thought have invited possible disaster

to the United States by failing to define a na-

tional purpose.
" Report brief.
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New York Times, September 12, 1940, p. 10.

Editorial disagreeing with ideas in MacLeish's

speech of day before.

MacLeish, "The Impact of War," New York Times Magazine,
November 24, 1940, pp.„l4-15.

Thesis is that war is not done by machines, as

others have written, but by people to people.
A good example of his use of concrete language
and specific examples.

Burton Roscoe, "Tough-Muscle Boys of Literature,"
American Mercury, November, 1940, pp. 369-374.

Possibly the most vicious attack on MacLeish

during the period. Compares him to Hitler, says

that Hitler is a better writer, that MacLeish

peddles "shoddy." Charges MacLeish with being
a communist and argues that he tries to order

other writers around.

MacLeish, "The American Cause," A Time to Act (Boston,
1943).

Text of speech delivered by MacLeish at Faneuil

Hall, Boston, on November 20, 1940. Also pub-
lished: MacLeish, The American Cause (New York,
194l); MacLeish, "The American Cause," Survey
Graphic, January, 1941, pp. 21-23.

"After the battle of France we knew the war was

not in Europe but nearer--in the darker and

more vulnerable countries of men's hearts."
Text contains good examples of MacLeish's use

of metaphor.

New York Times, January 23, 1941, p. 23.

Brief report of speech by MacLeish to National

Conference of Christians and Jews. MacLeish

pledges facilities of Library of Congress to

produce radio programs to combat intolerance.
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(S) MacLeish, "We Cannot Escape History," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered by MacLeish to the

Canadian Club in Otawwa. Discusses the destiny
of the Americas as the protectors of freedom.
Good example of poetic prose style.

(C) "To the Union Station," Time, March 17, 1941, p. 94.

Review of A Time to Speak. Calls MacLeish a

spokesman for democracy.

(S) New York Time s, April 4, 1941, p. 18.

Excerpts from text of speech by MacLeish to

Common Council for American Unity, delivered in

New York previous day. MacLeish argues that

racial differences in United States can be a

source of strength.

(S) MacLeish, "The Problem of the New World," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered to Inter-American

Writers Conference, University of Puerto Rico,
April 18, 1941.

"One cause of our disastrous difficulties was our

failure to occupy, imaginatively and understand-

ings, the world in which we live. " Argues that

many writers have become literary suicides be-

cause they gave up the attempt to write as "men

living in their own time and in the Americas,
and wrote instead and deliberately as though they
had lived a hundred years ago and in a different

country . . .
The writers job is to reduce to

sunlight and recognition the shadowy chaos of our

world." One of the best examples of a major
theme in his speaking.

(C) Malcom Cowley, "Poets and Prophets," New Republic, May

5, 1941, p. 639.
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Cowley attacks MacLeish's speeches on the theme
cited above. Argues that MacLeish wants poets
to do something they can't do.

(S) MacLeish, "To the Class of 1941," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered June 9, 1941, at Union

College .

"The partisans of freedom must use words of

affirmation and faith." Argues that the war

will be fought not only with bombs and guns, but
with words, which are also realities and can be

terrible. Claims the battle is so decisive that

no one can stand apart.

(s) MacLeish, "Prophets of Disaster," A Time to Act.

Text of Commencement address at University of

Pennsylvania, delivered June 11, 1941. Also

published in Atlantic, October, 1941 and as

Prophets of Doom (University of Pennsylvania
Press : 1941 )

.

Continuing damnation of fellow writers
. "My

generation of writers are fatalists, surrendering
to the will of fate. We have made the confession

again and again in our literature." Argued that

the real issue of the war was between those who

felt that way and those who still believed that

man had the capacity to act.

(S) New York Time s, September 11, 1941, p. 28.

Excerpts of speech MacLeish delivered previous
day to the United States Committee for the Care

of European Children. MacLeish assails appeasers
of Hitler for saving their own hides at the cost

of the future
.

(c) New York Time s, October 8, 1941, P. 11; Amy Loveman, "A

Poet in Government," Saturday Review of Literature,
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November 1, 1941, p. 10; "The Office of Facts and

Figures," The Nations Business, December, 1941, p. 50.

Discussion, both pro and con, of MacLeish's ap-
pointment as head of the Office of Facts and

Figures. Mention of controversial speeches.

MacLeish, "A Superstition is Destroyed," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered at dinner in New York

City honoring Edward R. Murrow, December 2, 1941.

"There were some who did not wish to remember

that freedom of speech of which this country is

so proud is freedom also to hear--that freedom

to hear is indeed the whole foundation and reason

of freedom to speak. " Speech contains excellent

examples of his use of antithesis.

New York Time s, February 8, 1942, p. 1.

Reports that Roosevelt had asked MacLeish to clear

all speeches given by every member of the admin-

istration.

New York Time s, February 12
, 1942, p. 12.

Excerpts from text of speech delivered previous
day to National Urban League. MacLeish indicates

belief that confused thinking and disruptive
influences now at end.

MacLeish, "Divided We Fall," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered at Inaugural Dinner of

Freedom House, March 19, 1942. Argues that it is

American people, not the government, who can make

the fight.

New York Time s, April 15, 1942, p. 81.

Extended quotation from text of speech by Mac-

Leish to Women’s Division of Russian War Relief,
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delivered April 14 at Waldorf Astoria. MacLeish

deplores anti-Russian bias more than one fears
defeat

. . . Surely prejudice was never carried
farther than the wish to refuse to our own nation

in the year of mortal danger the aid of those who
do not think at every point as you do. "

(S) New York Times, April 16, 1942, p. 16.

Very brief report of speech delivered by Mac-

Leish at Victory Book Day rally in New York City.
MacLeish urges Americans to donate books for

servicemen.

(S) MacLeish, "The Responsibility of the Press," A Time to

Act.

Text of speech delivered at American Society of

Newspaper Editors Meeting, April 17, 1941. Major
speech. Urges editors to help mold unified

public opinion during the war. MacLeish declares

he is against government censorhip of the press,

but feels press ought to police each other.
Names Chicago Tribune as divisive paper. Speech
one of most controversial.

(S) MacLeish, "The Strategy of Truth," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered to Annual Luncheon of

the Associated Press on April 20, 1942. Argues
that press must expose and defeat the tricks of

political warfare. Repeats advice of April 17

speech.

(S) New York Time s, April 21, 1942, p. 1.

Reports on April 20 speech and prints almost

entire text.

'S) MacLeish, "The Power of the Book," A Time to Act. Also

published in Saturday Review of Literature, May 23,
1942, p. 9, as "Books in Democracy's Arsenal."
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Text of speech delivered to American Association
of Booksellers, May 6, 1942. Argues that in

time of war bookselling is especially important.

(S) New York Times, May 7
, 1942, p. 17.

Report of previous day's speech. Much of the

text is printed.

(C) New York Time s, May 10, 1942, Sec. VI, p. 2.

Lengthy interview of MacLeish by Robert van

Gelder. Notes that MacLeish works about 16 hours

a day. Quotes MacLeish, "and so, in my large and

angry mail--which is inevitable because no job
tempts people to throw a brick so much as the

job of distributing governmental information--the

word 'poet' is an epithet." Article contains

good background information.

(S) MacLeish, "The Image of Victory," A Time to Act.

Text of the Starnes Lecture, delivered at

Phillips Academy, Andover, Massachussets, May 15,
1942. Also published in Atlantic, July, 1942.

A major speech introducing his concern with

winning the peace as well as the war. Warns that

"a disarmed enemy is not something won: a dis-

armed enemy is merely something prevented. "

(S) New York Times, June 8, 1942, p. 16.

Excerpts from text of commencement address at

Smith College, June 7, 1942. "The issue of this

war is better expressed in terms of women's

lives than in abstract terms. "

(S) MacLeish, "Wahington is America," A Time to Act.

Text of speech delivered to National Retail Dry
Goods Association Convention, June 17, 1942.



Describes the government in terms of individuals

in the government, contending they do not con-

stitute a bureaucracy, but are individuals work-

ing for peace. Perhaps the best example of the

use of specific examples.

(S) MacLeish, "The Country of the Mind Must Also Attack,"
A Time to Act. Also published in Saturday Review of

Literature, July 18, 1942.

Text of speech delivered to American Library
Association, June 26, 1942.

Major attack on intellectual isolationism.

Charges that librarians and writers had been

blind to the perils of rising fascism.

(C) New York Time s, June 27
,

1942
, p. 1.

Discusses MacLeish's speech of previous day.
Contains excerpts from speech.

(C) "MacLeish Favors Criticism--but not by Critics," The

Christian Century, July 1, 1942, p. 829.

Especially strong attack on MacLeish generally
and against recent speeches in particular.

Charges that "Washington is America" speech is

"a sad exhibition of bad temper and loose think-

ing." Argues that MacLeish is against criticism

of the government.

(S) New York Times, July 31, 1942, p. 7. Full text printed
on August 16, 1942, Sec. VII, p. 8.

Excerpts from text of Rede Lecture, delivered

at Cambridge University on July 30, 1942. Mac-

Leish argued that the old isolationism opposed
the country's determination to enter the war;

the new isolationism opposes the country's

determination to face the peace. Major speech
on this issue.
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(S) New York Times, September 14, 1942, p. 2.

Brief excerpts of speech delivered on CBS radio

about MacLeish's view of Britain as the offensive

bridgehead in war.

(C) "Immune to History," The Catholic World, October, 1942,
p. 3.

One of the most vicious attacks against Mac-

Leish's speeches. "Since joining the New Deal

the poet-politician has developed a rare talent

for abuse
. . .MacLeish is stronger at invective

than logic . . .He is allergic to accuracy . . 0

He fell for the political and moral monstrosity
of Russian communism

. . .The poison got into

his system and now it is breaking out in a rash.'

(C) Henry Shriver and Cedric Larson, "Archibald MacLeish's
Two Years as Librarian," Saturday Review of Litera-

ture, October 18, 1941, p. 10.

Declares he has been brilliant librarian, but

more.important, he "has assumed by right of

natural ability the role of leader in the cul-

ture of America." Discussion of his many

speeches and argues that he has great influence

with Roosevelt.

(C) New York Times, November 17, 1942, p. 21.

Reports that MacLeish admitted to Supreme Court

Practice on motion of Attorney General Biddle.

(A) MacLeish, "Books in This World at War," New York

Times, December 6, 1942, Sec. 6, p. 1; Sec. 6, p. 2.

Article by MacLeish reiterating importance of

books to nourish spirit in wartime. Echoes

content of speeches. Editorial comment on

article also on same day.
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(S) MacLeish, "Education in Uniform," Atlantic, February,

1943, pp. 39-40.

Text of speech to New England Association of

Colleges and Secondary Schools. MacLeish stresses

need to educate for peace and freedom.

(A) MacLeish, "Words Are Not Enough," Nation, March 13, 1943,
pp. 368-72.

Article focuses on need for people to display
their committment to peace. Theme echoed in

later speeches. "The battle for men’s minds is

the whole of warfare, of which other actions

make the parts. "

S) New York Time s, May 29, 1943, p. 9.

Excerpts from commencement speech delivered at

Sarah Lawrence College previous day. Argues
that nation must determine to destroy fascism

for all time.

(C) "Poetic Justice," Newsweek, September 27, 1943, p. 95.

Discusses those who have attacked MacLeish

particularly John O’Donnell and George Dixon of

Washington Time s-Herald and New York Daily News;
notes that MacLeish has struck back in September
3 issue of New Yorker with poem, "A Poet Speaks
from the Visitors Gallery."

(A) MacLeish, "The Moral Front," Nation, December 4, 1943,

pp. 660-63.

Argues that allies must now be committed to

creating the peace as part of the process of

fighting the war. It must be principle objec-
tive of the war. Idea reflected in speeches.
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(S) New York Time s t December 26, 1943, p. 16.

Excerpts from radio speech by MacLeish night
before. Excerpts provide excellent examples
of use of repetition and antithesis as stylistic
technique s.

(S) New York Times
, February 28, 1944, p. 11.

Report about the dinner honoring editor of Nation

magazine. MacLeish one of three speakers and

article contains extended excerpts from his

speech. Theme is need to win peace and that true

liberals will lead the fight. Good examples of

use of antithesis and repetition. Entire text

printed in Nation, October 28, 1944, under title,
"The People Are Indivisible," pp. 509-512.

(C) "Voice of History," Time, April 3, 1944, p. 60.

Comments on radio series, American Story, con

ceived by MacLeish. Argues that the worthy
purpose has not been achieved because of poor

scripts.

(S) New York Time s, May 20, 1944, p. 28.

Notes MacLeish recipient of Arts and Letters

Grant. Excerpts from speech delivered on that

occasion. Full text published as "The Word and

the Fact," Atlantic, July, 1944. MacLeish warns

that actions must match words, particularly
words like "liberty" and "democracy." He argues

that "Any word which is used repeatedly to evoke

emotion without the evocation of an action to

which the emotion can attach, loses the balance

upon which its seaworthiness depends.
"

(A) MacLeish, "A Challenge to the American People," New York

Times Magazine, October 17, 1944, p. 5.

Article by MacLeish decries idea that America is

great because of material wealth. Greatness
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depends on the quality of the people. What is

important "are qualities which lie within people,
not around them. " Theme echoed in many speeches.

(S) New York Time s, October 17, 1944, p. 11.

Reports opening of Washington War Fund Drive.
Excerpts from speech delivered by MacLeish.

Brief.

(S) MacLeish, "The People Are Indivisible," Nation, October

28, 1944, p. 509.

Text of speech delivered by MacLeish on October

8 at Nation conference in New York. Emphasizes
importance of winning peace. Argues real enemies

of winning peace are not the enemies in arms, but

rather the disinterested observers who lacked

faith in man's ability to govern himself. Major
speech on this theme. Speech contains excellent

examples of his use of metaphor.

(S) MacLeish, "Humanism and the Belief in Man," Atlantic.

November, 1944, pp. 72-74.

Text of speech delivered by MacLeish at University
of Wisconsin. MacLeish warns that humanism must

not become diletantism with a pretentious name.

Charges that humanism must again show man his

place in the universe.

(C) MacLeish nomination and confirmation fight in Senate as

Assistant Secretary of State can be found in:

New York Time s: December 5, 11, 14, 17, 21. Article

on December 14 is fullest account.

Saturday Review of Literature, December 23, 1944,

p. 12. "Down with Poets," Editorial by Norman

Cousins.

Time, December 25, 1944, "Ordeal of a Bard," p. 17.

Recounts Senate hearing.
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These articles important in revealing items for
which MacLeish was attacked, all of which can be
found in his speeches.

(S) New York Times, January 11, 1945, p. 23.

Report of speech delivered previous day to
Association of American Colleges. MacLeish urges
educators to educate people for peace. Excerpts
from text. Brief.

(S) Publisher 1 s Weekly. January 13, 1945, p. 17.

Editorial page contains extended excerpts from

MacLeish testimony to Senate Committee in December

about need for freedom of press.

(C) "Lay On, MacLeish," Newsweek, January 15, 1945, p. 42.

Article argues that MacLeish will leave mark on

Foreign Policy.

(S) New York Time s, February 19, 1945, p. 17.

Reports speech by MacLeish as honored guest of

Independent Citizens Council of Arts, Sciences

and Professions. MacLeish contends aim of war

is contained in Declaration of Independence.
Brief.

,S) New York Time s, February 25, March 4, March 11, August

5, 1945.

Brief comments on series of radio programs

featuring MacLeish, Acheson, and William Clayton.
Topics of programs vary, but deal essentially
with plans for peace.
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(S) New York Time s, July 12, 1945, p. 22.

Reports speech by MacLeish to Theta Sigma Phi

about United Nations Charter. Contains the

editorial comment that Charter "was in major
part MacLeish's responsibility." See Chapter V

of this study for denial.

(C) New York Time s, August 6, 17, 18, 1945.

Reports about MacLeish resignation as Assistant

Secretary of State to return to private life.

Important speeches delivered after 1945 have been collected

in: MacLeish, Continuing Journey (Boston, 1968).
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