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President Bush ' s 2001 speech on stem cell research showed unusual intermixing of 

rhetorical bits from past arguments of proponents and opponents, suggesting that such 

mixing is a distinct rhetorical strategy. Analyses revealed two communities that had 

engaged each other over reproductive biology issues for decades, developing distinct 

vocabularies and argumentative patterns in that interaction. The speech mixed 

fragments ofthese usages. Traditional textual analyses and analyses ofthe mixing 

itself showed that the mixing seems to reinforce traditional approaches to divided 

audiences by opening up many possibilities for the communities to draw different 

meanings from what is said. Analyses of responses to the speech showed such split 

understandings, and followup analyses to 2007 suggest that the speech helped freeze 

the character of the debate in the form Bush gave it. Mixing is a viable rhetorical 

strategy to help manage intractable issues with deeply divided audiences. 
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Part 1 

Introduction 

When an American president takes to prime time television with a special 

message to the American public, he (or in the future perhaps, she) enacts a ritual that 

engages anywhere from 25 to 90 million immediate viewers, additional millions of 

auditors on radio and, over the next day or so, others who tum to news accounts and 

transcripts or excerpts of the speech mediated in print, television, radio and the internet. 

These are global audiences and publics that tend to be unique in size, breadth and 

human diversity - few individuals or events anywhere in the world can command such 

wide and intensive attention. 

Each such presidential prime time oration freezes into static words and phrases a 

relatively brief interaction between a leader in the spotlight and an evanescent mass 

audience, leaving on tapes, transcripts and the neural networks of millions of 

individuals the traces of a moment in the historical evolution of public conflict and 

deliberation. As rhetorical scholarship tells us, the words themselves in retrospect do 

not give up readily an understanding of the dynamics of the interaction - such 

understanding can be derived only from analyses that encompass the text, the responses 

of the audiences and publics to the text, and all of this in the historical, political and 



discursive contexts ofthe event. Because of the size and complexity of the audiences 

and publics, the volume and accessibility of both immediate and more delayed 

responses and the high public profile of the conflicts that are the subjects of presidential 

prime time oratory, such oratory offers an exceptional range of opportunities for 

examining the nature of rhetoric from varied perspectives. The magnitude of accessible 

information about any single presidential prime time speech is both a treasure and a 

challenge for rhetorical scholarship. 

This thesis uses such a prism of rhetoric to examine the use of deliberate mixing 

("mosaicism") of elements of distinct or specialized "rhetorics"- as defined in Part 2 -

in efforts to manage a contentious policy conflict at a moment of crisis in its history. 

Contentious or intractable issues are a long-standing problem in deliberative 

public policy discourse, especially when a party to an issue holds fast to absolute moral 

claims. In America such issues often persist through intermittent crises until a resolution 

can be found or, as in the case of slavery, unti I they end up being decided by force. 

Understanding the available rhetorical means for managing such issues through 

crises can be critical to containing their long-term costs to domestic tranquility and to 

the health of democratic deliberation. Such understanding needs to encompass both the 

instrumental and normative dimensions of those available means. 

This study centers on a specific rhetorical act, President George W. Bush's 

August 9, 2001, televised prime time speech on embryonic stem cell research, which 

framed his vision of what he called a "profound" public issue for a viewership that 

averaged 31.2 million over its 11-minute duration. The investigator's course work and 
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conference paper on the subject (Brooten) have suggested that the speech does use a 

technique of rhetorical mixing to manage an "intractable" issue, with apparent success 

at least in short-range political terms. 

The primary question is: Is the mixing of rhetorics in itse(f a rhetorical strategy 

for managing divisive issues? 

Subordinate questions include: 

• What can rhetorical theory tell us about how this approach works (if it 

does)? 

• If the rhetor's uses of elements of different rhetorics are not fully 

representative of the rhetorics as used in their specialized groups, can the 

technique still work rhetorically? 

• What are the ethical implications ofthe technique? 

• Can we draw inferences for rhetorical theory itself? 

Definitions, conceptual framework and methodology are discussed in detail in 

Parts 2 and 3 below. 

Thesis 

Mixing elements of distinct or specialized "rhetorics" in public policy discourse 

can serve as a rhetorical strategy for managing contentious or "intractable" issues 

involving multiple contending audiences. It may work through multiple pathways, some 

or all in combination with other rhetorical means. Its instrumental use raises normative 

issues for further study. 
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Structure of the Argument 

Part 2 provides a conceptual framework for the argument, suggesting how it 

relates to various theoretical perspectives in rhetorical studies and selected other 

relevant disciplines . Part 3 shows how the methodology relates the textual and other 

data being studied to the empirical and theoretical questions of the study. Part 4 offers 

an overview of the history of the conflict and establishes the historical and rhetorical 

context of the rhetorical act. Part 5 examines the text of the speech (which is printed in 

full with line numbering in the Appendix) from a variety of traditional perspectives, 

then from the perspectives of the rhetorical approaches of the "scientific" and 

"religious" communities involved in the controversy as they are defined in Part 2. The 

results are summarized and projected in terms of theoretical expectations of their 

anticipated effects on audiences. Part 6 offers intertextual readings of actual responses 

to the rhetorical act from the two communities and other audience segments and 

members. It also includes readings of texts generated since the time of the speech in the 

continuing discourse on the stem cell research controversy, for indications of 

continuities and discontinuities in the framing of the issue as compared to its framing at 

the time of and in the speech. Part 7 summarizes the findings briefly, then discusses 

them in relation to ( 1) the primary and secondary questions of the study and (2) general 

and normative issues, particularly in relation to traditions of American presidential 

oratory as it deals with intractable issues. 
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Part 2 

Conceptual Framework 

Public oratory is highly complex and situational. Rhetorical texts in themselves 

carry the possibility ofwidely varied interpretations. Some speakers may intentionally 

encourage different segments of diverse audiences or publics to interpret their meanings 

differently . Meaning not only is encoded in the words and arguments of a rhetorical act, 

but can be altered by the act's form, its setting, its delivery and other contextual factors , 

especially the diversity of perspectives ofthe individuals attending to and "decoding" 

the rhetoric. Greater audience size and diversity increase the complexity. 

Contemporary prime time American presidential oratory, with a highly diverse 

immediate American audience in the range of25 to 90 million and interested audiences 

around the world, arguably encompasses the highest levels of complexity with which 

any rhetor would have to cope. It deals frequently with deeply divisive controversies. It 

also draws high volumes of direct rhetorical and critical response, creating a rich field 

for textual analysi s to mine for insights into its effects. Thus it may be as close to an 

ideal arena as a scholar can expect for studying the rhetorical strategies, tactics and 

tools politicians use for managing contentious issues involving diverse audiences. 
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In his August 2001 speech on human embryonic stem cell research, George W. 

Bush made an unusual use of bits and pieces of rhetoric - frozen fragments of language 

customarily used by two of the persuasive or intellectual communities most actively 

involved in the intractable public conflict over the scientific and medical use of such 

cells. Clearly Bush ' s rhetorical act was intended to influence the course of that conflict 

at a point in time, not just to announce a decision about funding such research. 

In this thesis I seek to illuminate such rhetorical mixing and place it into 

historical and theoretical perspective. This requires, first, establishing the historical 

contexts for both the conflict and the rhetorical act; then examining the text from a 

variety of interpretive perspectives for insights into its form, style, genre, purposes, and 

rhetorical strategies; and finally examining evidence of the actual interpretations placed 

upon the text by different parts of its fragmented audience. 

This part establishes definitions and reviews relevant literature to examine (1) 

the basis for considering public debate on embryonic stem cell research as an intractable 

issue, especially at the time ofthe speech, and the implications of such a 

characterization; (2) some critical or interpretive perspectives from which a rhetorical 

act dealing with an intractable issue, and particularly this issue, might be examined; (3) 

some theoretical perspectives on the concept of plural "rhetorics," on the two 

specialized "rhetorics" that are most relevant to the embryonic stem cell research 

debate, and on the mixing of specialized "rhetorics" within individual rhetorical acts; 

and ( 4) perspectives on the normative context of rhetoric on the embryonic stem cell 
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issue in traditions of American democratic deliberation. Taken as a whole, Part 2 

outlines the general and specific assumptions that underlie the study. 

Definitions 

There are many published definitions of rhetoric. This study uses the word 

rhetoric in the sense of those definitions that refer to the practice of rhetoric rather than 

to the academic study of such practice, to which it refers as rhetorical study or studies. 

Rhetoric is traditionally an indeterminate noun referring to the generalized use of 

language and other forms of symbolic expression to pursue purposes that ultimately are 

persuasive by intent. This study also uses it in the more determinate form that can refer 

to a variant form of rhetoric (to be discussed below) - the way it has been used in recent 

decades to refer to variant forms of rhetorical practice, usually accompanied by field

specific norms for such practice within fields of inquiry, as in e.g. "the rhetoric of 

science," and also to specialized modes of argument or uses of language within 

communities organized around shared understandings or purposes, e.g. "the rhetoric of 

social movements." As with the indeterminate sense, the concept of plural rhetorics wi II 

refer to variants of rhetorical practice and not to the investigation of those variants. 

The idea of managing contentious issues is used in the sense of McGee (see 

"intractable issues" below). It implies relying on practical, temporary arrangements, 

which may be replaced repeatedly by newer temporary arrangements, unless and until 

true resolution of an issue either becomes rhetorically possible or is imposed by force. 

7 



Mosaicism is a metaphor for mosaic-like appearance or texture. Its etymology is 

in the art of mosaic. Its usual use is in biology, to describe a condition in which patches 

of tissue of different genetic origins are juxtaposed within and interact in the 

functioning of a single organism. 

Webster (2235) defines stem cell as "an unspecialized and usually embryonic 

cell ancestral to one or more specialized cells." Human stem cells have value both 

because the study of their behavior can contribute to fundamental understanding of the 

processes of human development and recovery from injury, and because the cells 

themselves and other, specialized cells derived from them potentially can be used to 

treat disease and injury. The first human stem cells isolated by scientists were not 

embryonic cells, but adult stem cells derived from bone marrow beginning in 1961 and 

from umbilical cord blood in the 1980s. Human embryonic stem cells were first 

isolated from embryonic tissues in 1997-1998. Recently the varieties of human stem 

cells isolated in the laboratory have begun to proliferate. While all are considered useful 

in research and potentially in medicine, there are many researchers who argue that 

human embryonic stem cells have the greatest potential for the treatment of a wide 

range of diseases - a point Bush makes in the speech with justified confidence that it 

will not be challenged by any party. It is the human embryonic stem cells that have been 

controversial and that were the principal subject of the president's speech. 
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Intractable issues 

Aristotle recognizes the potential for deliberative intractability when he declares 

in his Rhetoric that debate is "about things that seem to be capable of admitting [at 

least] two possibilities; for no one debates things incapable of being different either in 

past or future or present, not if they suppose that to be the case; for there is nothing 

more to say" (Aristotle 41 ). By that view, if a party to a dispute premises an argument 

on a categorical claim that is "incapable of being different" for that party, and other 

parties cannot accept that premise, deliberation ends because the premise is not open to 

discussion. Aristotle saw democratic political deliberation as having to do not with the 

philosophical search for universal truths, but with a pragmatic search for probable truths 

capable of informing a practical wisdom that would guide decisions in everyday human 

affairs. 

Two points are considered here. The first concerns the specific characteristics of 

"intractable" conflicts as they relate to the context and meanings of the rhetorical act 

that is the focus of this thesis, a speech on human embryonic stem cell research. The 

second is the positioning of the stem cell issue within a continuing conflict over the 

conduct and uses of scientific research on human reproductive biology, a conflict that 

has lurched from battle to battle along various fronts for several decades. 

The literature on intractability in disputes is diverse. The most relevant work for 

this subject has been in disciplines related to the practice of negotiation and conflict 

resolution, political philosophy and communication studies including rhetoric. This 

study generally relies on definitions, taxonomy and analysis of Putnam and 
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Wondolleck, as those insights relate to intractable conflicts that intrude into and create 

obstacles for public deliberative discourse. Putnam and Wondolleck are scholars of 

conflict resolution who define intractable disputes as "those conflicts that are long

standing and elude resolution" (38); see the tractability of conflicts as a continuum 

rather than a polarity, (39); and argue that "intractability occurs when the parties are 

diffuse ; the issues are dissensual; the social system is ambiguous, contested, or in flux; 

and conflict processes have escalated" (52). They classify the abortion debate within a 

category of intractable public conflicts driven primarily by value issues: "Controversies 

that stem from fundamental moral, religious, or personal values often surface as 

irreconcilable, particularly when disputants label the other parties' values as evil or 

wrong" ( 46). The possibility of resolution breaks down when "the parties construe 

resolution as requiring value concessions that are fundamentally untenable and even 

reprehensible to them" (47). Because, as this thesis will argue, the anti-research parties 

to the embryonic stem cell dispute draw on the same "fundamental moral values" as do 

categorical abortion opponents, Putnam and Wondolleck' s characterization of the 

values-driven intractability of the abortion issue also applies to the stem cell issue. The 

relationship between the abortion and embryonic stem cell research issues will be 

developed more fully in Part 4 of this thesis. The point here is that categorical moral 

claims used in political efforts to ban or restrict abortion were adapted to be used in 

similar efforts to ban or restrict research on human embryonic stem cells. 

Contemporary political philosophy attempts to distinguish between individuals' 

adherence to categorical moral imperatives in their personal lives and the pragmatic 
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requirements for political accommodations to make it possible for individuals of diverse 

beliefs to live interdependently within societies. This is an extremely difficult challenge. 

The American political philosopher John Rawls suggests that democratic process 

requires some separation between arguments based on "comprehensive systems of 

belief'- i.e., religious or philosophical systems that are self-contained and brook no 

dissent among their adherents - and those meant to reach accommodations among 

competing parties to democratic political disagreements. In his view, there is a narrow 

political forum, consisting of elected and appointed public officials and candidates for 

electoral public offices, in which arguments should be based on generally accepted 

concepts of justice and not on arguments based on "comprehensive systems of belief." 

Within the much broader arena of public discussion including the media and many other 

forums of public debate or deliberation, to which Rawls refers as the "background 

culture" or culture of civil society, people could freely debate the tenets of 

comprehensive systems as well as the narrower public policy issues of the political 

forum. In principle the debate in the wider arena ultimately could affect the generally 

accepted concepts of justice and enter into by that route the narrower debates of public 

officials (Law of Peoples 132-134). 

Among rhetorical scholars who have commented on the intractability ofthe 

abortion issue, McGee suggests that, since the Supreme Court's Roe v. Wade decision 

legalizing abortion, disputants on both sides of the issue have deliberately evoked non

negotiable truths, rights or moral claims with the intent ofblocking deliberative 

accommodation (Corbin 42). Even if it is not deliberate in McGee's sense, it is clear to 
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many, as Farrell puts it, that "right to life" and "pro-choice" parties to the abortion 

controversy have presented "independent, absolute, and apparently irreconcilable 

visions ofpolicy" (213). He goes on to critique a speech by former New York Governo; 

Mario Cuomo attempting to navigate the abortion issue by espousing something of a 

Raw! sian view, making a distinction "between personal moral principle and public 

moral consensus," and he quotes Cuomo: "The values derived from religious belief will 

not - and should not - be accepted as part of the pub! ic morality unless they are shared 

by the pluralistic community at large, by consensus. That values happen to be religious 

does not deny them acceptability as part of this consensus. But it does not require their 

acceptability either" (219, emphasis in original). In Farrell's own words, Cuomo's 

speech suggests "that there must be some boundary, however blurred, between the 

advocacy of a policy position on moral grounds and the official sanctioning of some 

moral positions to the exclusion of others" (218, emphasis added). 

Rhetorical scholars suggest that pragmatism requires an approach recognizing 

that an intractable public policy dispute involving one or more categorical moral claims 

need not be "resolved" in any definitive sense unless there is a compelling reason to do 

so for the sake of social harmony. McGee argues for the acceptance of the idea of a 

kind of stasis in practical life, using the term roughly in the sense of"standoff." He 

suggests that a deep-seated contradiction "doesn't exist to be removed or eliminated, it 

exists to be managed," and that this idea applies to virtually all political clashes (Corbin 

42). Thus disputants, if not necessarily agreeing to disagree, often accept at least tacitly 

an imperfect modus vivendi with respect to an issue until circumstances are conducive 

12 



to a more satisfying accommodation. Farrell sees a similar idea embedded in an 

Aristotelian notion that, in the engagement of a rhetor with an audience,"[ w]hat may or 

may not be good or noble or just in the particular case is settled (for now) through the 

engaged decision of competent others" (80, emphasis in the original). 

Some aspects of the management of intractable issues require clarity about 

where and by whom the issues are discussed. Modernist concepts of democracy assume 

that there is a "public sphere" in which public address and argument can take place, an 

idea dating to the 18th century that has been elaborated in the 20th century by Habermas 

(The Structural Tran4ormation ofthe Public Sphere). More recent literature suggests 

that the traditional view of the public sphere is exclusionary (Fraser) and that there are 

plural "spheres" of public discourse serving plural "publics" (Warner, Hauser), an idea 

related to the concept of plural "rhetorics" discussed below. Goodnight offers a concept 

of private, technical and public spheres that is relevant to intractable issues. He argues 

that deliberations within the separate spheres are subject to different rules of evidence 

and standards of proof, and that when an issue shifts from one sphere to another the 

rules may become blurred or confused (Goodnight 254-258). 

Studies by Maynard-Moody (1992, 1995, cited by Nisbet, Brossard and 

Kroepsch 3 7) suggest that research on fetal transplantation research, which is subject to 

controversy similar to that affecting stem cell research, goes through cycles in which it 

is shifted from the technical sphere into the political sphere and back again. In the 

technical sphere, the expertise ofthe scientific community is privileged, enabling 

"mostly insular decision making" by administrators, scientists and independent advisory 
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boards. The exclusion of research opponents from these deliberations eventually leads 

them to attempt to move the issue into the political sphere. After some deliberation, 

Congress and/ or the executive branch ultimately prove inadequate for handling certain 

technical decisions and the matter returns to the administrative sphere, according to 

Nisbet, Brossard and Kroepsch (37). They describe a cycling of disputes involving 

science and religion back and forth between the Goodnight's public and technical 

spheres. Each return of a dispute to the technical sphere amounts to ad hoc recognition 

of an accommodation "for now," with an expectation of continued technical study that 

will enter into the next round of political argument in the public sphere. 

The Concept of Plural "Rhetorics" 

The idea of plural "rhetorics" can be grounded in the contemporary era in the 

ideas propounded by Stephen E. Toulmin in The Uses of Argument and other works and 

widely discussed under the general term "field theory." Toulmin introduces the concept 

of "afield of argument" and suggests that each such a field has an approach to argument 

that is characteristic to it, though each approach blends some specific traits that are 

unique to the field (field-dependent) and some that cut across fields (field-invariant) 

(Toulmin 14-15, emphasis original). The study of argumentative practices thus becomes 

a study of how each field collectively establishes criteria for such factors as the starting 

point of arguments, the types of logic employed, standards of evidence and proof, etc.; 

at one point Toulmin refers to this study as "comparative applied logic" (201 ). 
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Goodnight argues that in Toulmin 's "grand synthesis, the most highly developed 

forms of reason are mirrored in, but not perfectly reproduced by, developing other 

disciplines. At the crown sits physics. The court is made up of 'compact disciplines'; 

the hinterlands are ruled by 'diffuse disciplines'; the colonies, by 'would-be 

disciplines'; and political and ethical argument are found only in the minds ofthe 

'undisciplinable.' The advance of reason is equated with single-mindedness. Society 

supports these communities of reasoners, presumably because it benefits from the 

technological applications of discoveries" (257). Goodnight calls this a "technical view 

par excellence," adding that " ... it is important to note that a theory of argument that 

would ground reason giving in the technical sphere is in opposition to the requirements 

of personal and public life" (258). 

Lawrence J. Prelli, whose specialization is in rhetoric and science, has suggested 

a model of "topical logics" of different fields that might apply generally to a "discursive 

community," of unspecified character, suggesting that such a community's topical logic 

"is delineated by adapting general patterns of inventional thinking to [its] special, 

characterizing interests, values, and expectations." This means that the discursive 

community sets its own principles and procedures for (1) selecting "fitting" rhetorical 

ends; (2) locating "legitimate" points-at-issue; and (3) discovering "appropriate" lines 

of argument (316, emphasis added). While not fully defining "discursive community," 

he suggests that the elemental inventionallogic he describes applies "within any 

discursive community - religious, political, scientific, and so forth- whenever the 

creative processes of rhetoric are not left exclusively to intuition, habit, or chance ... 
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The constituent features of a community's special topical logic therefore function both 

as topical headings and procedures for handling problems of rhetorical creativity and as 

legitimating grounds for logically analyzing the reasonableness of discursive responses 

made to those problems within that community" (316-7). 

Both the notion of fields of argument and the insight that this notion is closely 

connected to the technical sphere are significant for considering the rhetorical mixing in 

the stem cell speech. Though not universally accepted, the concept of plural rhetorics is 

now established in the literature. It is also associated with a broader concept of a 

"rhetoric of inquiry" that relates primarily to the scholarly disciplines. Two critical 

issues have absorbed discussion of the rhetoric of inquiry. The first is the question of 

whether rhetoric is "epistemic," or generative not just of probable truths in the 

Aristotelian sense but also ultimately of truths that pass for universal. This issue can be 

regarded as an extension of, or perhaps resistance to, the postmodem critique of 

universalism; it is related to the idea that rhetorical theory might offer a new grounding 

for epistemology in the wake of postmodemism. As discussed below, this issue has 

tangential bearing on the key questions of this thesis, but is not central to them. The 

second question is how distinct "rhetorics" relate to each other and to ordinary public 

discourse; this question, especially its second part, is central to the questions of this 

thesis. 

Two decades have passed since the University of Iowa Symposium on the 

Rhetoric of the Human Sciences, which canvassed the "rhetoric of inquiry" and its 

subspecies, e.g., the rhetorics of science, mathematics, anthropology, social science, 
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psychology, economics, history, law and theological argument. In the symposium 

publication, Nelson, Megill and McCloskey position this pluralism with the argument 

that rhetoric is both more unified and more diverse than commonly understood: 

Every scientist or scholar, regardless of field, relies on common devices of 

rhetoric: on metaphors, invocations of authority, and appeals to audiences 

themselves creatures of rhetoric ... [On the other hand] every field is defined by 

its own special devices and patterns of rhetoric - by existence theorems, 

arguments from invisible hands, and appeals to textual probabilities or archives 

- themselves textures of rhetoric ( 4-5). 

Book-length scholarly works on rhetorics of specific fields have been appearing for 

decades (Burke, Religion; Ceccarelli, Shaping; Gross, Rhetoric; McCloskey), and 

academic journals teem with articles that deal with specialized rhetorics or with 

rhetorics as plural. 

The postmodern influence on rhetorical theory and the specialization of rhetorics 

within distinct communities of inquiry also entwine the pluralism of rhetorics with the 

question ofrhetoric's role in the creation of knowledge. Insofar as the idea of rhetoric as 

epistemic extends beyond the creation of what Aristotle called contingent knowledge, 

knowledge involved in practical action, to what he called necessary knowledge, or 

knowledge about a reality that is independent of human thought, this is contested 

territory - especially within specific disciplines traditionally focused on what they 

consider to be necessary knowledge (Halloran; Campbell and; many of the essays in 

Nelson, Megill and McCloskey). This is relevant to this thesis with respect to how 
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scientific knowledge is perceived when it enters into public discourse - as necessary 

knowledge ("fact") or as a product of rhetoric (unproven belief), especially if it comes 

into conflict with claims of knowledge that groups within the public do not consider 

contestable. This will be discussed further below. 

For purposes ofthis thesis, the pluralism of rhetorics will be approached through 

an approximation of the model suggested by Left, which is flexible enough to 

accommodate the interface between technical and public discourse without regard to the 

degree with which rhetoric is considered epistemic within the technical disciplines: 

A general concept of rhetorical practice unifies the technical and public 

domains. In both, the goal of discourse is persuasion; and the tension between 

contemplation and action is reduced considerably, since persuasion about 

theoretical issues becomes a kind of activity in its own right. The conditions for 

effecting persuasion in the two domains are typically different, thus they 

generate specifically different models of rhetorical practice. A model for one 

cannot be forced upon the other. But .. . models from the technical and public 

domains exist in an analogic, not an antagonistic, relationship (Leff, 35). 

This model of rhetorical practice complements White's (313) idea that rhetoric "might 

even become the central discipline for which we have been looking for so long ... by 

which the others can be organized and judged. One reason rhetoric might be able to 

perform this role is its continuity with ordinary discourse and hence with real 

communities, real values, and real politics." Or, as Leff says, his model leads back to 

the domain of public affairs- "the one realm of practical action common to all of us" 
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(35). This thesis' issues rest squarely on the line where the "rhetorics" of technical or 

specialized domains intersect with the domain of public affairs. 

Science and Religion 

If religion is the historical locus of human inquiry into the mysteries of spiritual 

existence and science is the most productive approach yet devised for exploring the 

mysteries of material existence, it is no great surprise that scholars examining religion 

and science should be struck in both cases by the forcefulness of their respective 

rhetorics. Burke (Religion v) says " religious cosmogonies are designed, in the last 

analysis, as exceptionally thoroughgoing modes of persuasion." Analogously, Ziman 

refers to science's " tremendous rhetorical power ... overwhelming persuasive force" 

(38) and Douglas calls science "the most powerful rhetoric of all today" (57). Rorty 

( 46) suggests that, whether considered in light of "unforced agreement" (an effect of 

persuasion, the classical view of rhetoric) or in light of"solidarity" (an effect of 

identification, a part of Burke's 20th century contribution to understanding how rhetoric 

works), the institutions of science are models to be emulated by the rest of culture. 

When elements or variants of these specialized rhetorics are injected into public 

discourse, then, it is logical to expect that they might wield considerable influence. If 

the discourse concerns a conflict between the two, the affected scientific and religious 

communities will become avid audiences as well as contributors. 
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The Rhetoric ofScience 

The rhetoric of science can be viewed from many perspectives, of which this 

section will focus on two: the rhetoric of scientist to scientist, "epistemic" or not; and 

the rhetoric of science for "the public," also called the "accommodation" of science. 

Both, but especially the second, bear on the underlying concerns of this thesis, the ways 

in which rhetorical representations of science or scientific viewpoints interact with other 

specialized rhetorics in public discourse. 

Scientist to scientist. As many have pointed out, the study of rhetoric in science 

was largely absorbed during the 1980s and 1990s by contention about whether it was 

the real foundation on which scientific knowledge rested, that is, epistemic (Nelson, 

Megill and McCloskey; Campbell and Benson, Ceccarelli, Shaping). Ceccarelli notes 

that this struggle distracted scholars from looking at other aspects of scientist-to

scientist rhetoric, such as the use of rhetoric to negotiate multidisciplinary alliances and 

recruit new scientists. As to the epistemic role of the rhetoric of science, Campbell and 

Benson perceive a consensus among the authors they review that, at the very least, the 

"scientific method is diverse, social, argumentative and suasory." They also find 

considerable interest in how science can relate to the broader public in view ofthe 

"rhetoricization" of science (75). 

The problem of whether scientific rhetoric is "epistemic" can be important in 

regard to science ' s status as an institutional force in society. Traditionally scientists 

have viewed themselves as independent spectators who use objective methods to 

discover facts about the material world. As elaborated by Perelman and Olbrechts-
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Tyteca (2), such a "rational science" cannot be content with the kinds of probabilities 

implied in the concept of rhetoric, but "it must elaborate a system of necessary 

propositions which will impose itself on every rational being, concerning which 

agreement is inevitable" (2). Traditionally, public acceptance of such a view of science 

has discouraged criticism or questioning of scientific arguments in public discourse. It 

also has hel ped the institutions of science to carve out an exceptionalism (Nisbet 91) to 

help shield them from political intrusion into their conduct of research. 

This "rational science" view has been under philosophical attack since the late 

19th century and has been deconstructed by postmodernists in the last half century 

(Nelson, Megill and McCloskey 5-11 ), giving rise to the controversy about rhetoric 's 

role in scientific method. To the extent that scientific " truths" are rhetorically created, 

says Leff, "scientists, then, prove to argue just like ordinary people, except that they are 

thoroughly trained in and honestly committed to the subject of their arguments. The 

exception is crucial, since it blocks the charge of vicious relativism fundamental to the 

traditional critique of rhetoric" (22). No such caveat appears in Gross' view that "the 

objectivity of scientific prose is a carefully crafted rhetorical invention, a nonrational 

appeal to the authority of reason; scientific reports are the product of verbal choices 

designed to capitalize on the attractiveness of an enterprise that embodies a convenient 

myth, a myth in which, apparently, reason has subjugated the passions" (Rhetoric 15; 

repeated word for word in Starring 28-29). Any views of science as fundamentally 

rhetorical open a door, at least with publics lacking solid understanding of science, for 

claims that any type of argument relating to a scientific subject should be considered 
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scientific. Worse, from the perspective of institutional science, they make science a 

target for the charge of relativism noted by Leffthat has tarred rhetoric for more than 

two millennia. 

To Gross, who represents the most radical view of science as rhetoric (Campbell 

and Benson 75-77), the interpretation and understanding of scientific rhetoric begins 

with the traditional notions of scientific objectivity. From a rhetorical perspective, he 

argues, scientists' "discovery" is their version of classical rhetorical invention (Gross, 

Rhetoric 7). This is consistent with Prelli's argument (above) that the key differences in 

the logics of rhetoric in different discursive communities lie in adaptation of their 

"general patterns of inventive thinking." For scientists specifically, however, Gross 

notes that they cannot call their discovery "invention" without subverting their "useful 

illusion" that "the results of science depend not on arguments but on nature herself' 

(32). Arrangement serves the epistemological purpose of capturing for scientific 

reasoning the implied absolutism of logical and mathematical proof asserted by 

Aristotle ( 16-17). Finally, style is trivialized in scientific rhetoric, whose formulaic and 

passive-voiced style emphasizes the subjugation of its authors to nature (17, 71 ). 

Science for "the public" ~ the "accommodation" of science. The rhetoric of 

explaining science to non-scientists has been studied more by scholars of journalism 

and pub! ic relations than by rhetoricians, and not always in terms of rhetorical theory. 

Whether by scientists or non-scientists, this rhetoric relies much more on metaphor, 

analogy, and an emphasis on potential effects (e.g., "benefits") than do the peer

reviewed scientific reports. The reasons are clear from what information is known about 
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the sc ientific literacy of the general public in the United States. ln a "brief review" of 

science communication scholarship, Weigold reported statistics suggesting that only 10 

to 14% of U.S. adults are "attentive to science policy," another 44% are "science

interested" and the rest non-attentive to science or science news. Moreover," .. . two

thirds even of the attentive public cannot pass a ' relatively minimal test of science 

literacy"' (Weigold 174-5). The implication is that science communication for the 

general public must both demystify science and make it understandable at some very 

basic level. Evidence suggests also that with respect to the scientific elements in public 

issues, members of the general public are not "fully informed" but most likely rely 

"primarily on their existing value predispositions and on ly the information most readily 

available to them from the mass media in order to formu late an opinion about complex 

and remote policy disputes" (Nisbet 91 ). It is not difficult to understand, then, why a 

political leader like George W. Bush would take time in a very short speech to try not 

only to address values but also to explain the science involved in his subject, as we will 

see in Part 5. To understand the implications of such "accommodation" to his audience, 

however, it is important to consider the rhetorical nature of the differences between 

scientists' peer-to-peer use of language and the language used to "explain" their 

findings to non-scientists. 

In the peer-reviewed work, scientists use specialized language and rhetorical 

forms to present new findings. These approaches involve careful couching ofthe claims 

made about the findings, and often labeling of possible implications as speculative or as 

questions for further exploration. 
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ln a study first published in 1986 and reprinted in the same journal (1998), 

Fahnestock studied the difference by meticulously comparing, as rhetoric, the original 

language in peer-reviewed scientific journals of a number of major research reports with 

the language in contemporaneous popularized news or magazine articles on the same 

research . Her theoretical exploration of the differences indicates that the shift of forum 

from peer-reviewed journals to publications for a more general public leads, in terms of 

classical rhetorical principles, to a change of Aristotelian genre from forensic to 

epideictic (she also uses the word "celebratory" for epideictic at one point) and a change 

of Ciceronian stasis from fact and cause to evaluation and action (Fahnestock 330, 332-

4, 344-6). These are highly significant shifts, with impacts on both general perceptions 

of science and on the application of scientific evidence to specific public issues. 

With respect to general perceptions, it leads people who receive their scientific 

information solely from popularized reports to think of scientific research almost 

entirely in terms of what Fahnestock refers to as "the wonder" and "the application," 

because "if a scientific subject cannot be recast under these appeals, it is not likely to 

make its way to a wider audience" (334). This compares to the science popularization 

Einstein said "succeeds in being intelligible by concealing the core of the problem and 

by offering to the reader only superficial aspects or vague allusions, thus deceiving the 

reader by arousing in him the deceptive illusion of comprehension" (Einstein 1 ). The 

effect is that the general public 's perceptions of widely popularized scientific works are 

likely to be somewhat ahead of the actual state of the science in the peer-reviewed 

literature, and to reflect incorrect or incomplete understanding. 
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The implication for specific cases is that the popularized version presents the 

work as more certain than it appears so far to the scientific community. Thus, in terms 

of this study, if the public debate is based on any side by popularized versions, the 

science will appear more certain than it is. If rhetors in the public context fai I to 

specifically disclaim this level of certainty - if they do not explain that there may be 

some distinction between the specific claims in the language of the original scientific 

reports and those implied in the popularized language - "the public" is likely to 

perceive the popularized version as having the same scient[fic validity as if it were a 

scientific paper. There is also a possibility that more than one popularized version of 

specific research will be brought into a public debate, each version taking the forensic 

basis of the research report in a different epideictic direction, since the epideictic genre 

can imply blame as well as praise. This can have the effect of creating public perception 

of a scientific clash in cases where the only real conflict lies in the genre- and stasis

shifted "accommodations" employed in their arguments by the clashing parties. 

These phenomena suggest reasons why scientists and politicians often do word

for-word battle over the language of government-sponsored reports. For example, the 

United Nations-sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which 

publishes the official periodic evaluations ofthe state ofthe science of climate change, 

labels various parts of its reports according to three different levels of agreement

acceptance, adoption, and approval - and does not even use the stronger word 

"consensus" in the reports (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). (Neither the 

groups calling for action on climate change nor their political opponents bother much 
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with these nuances in their public arguments.) In the case of human embryonic stem 

cell research, the term "blastocyst," which denotes a specific early stage of embryonic 

development, becomes "embryo" and - as debate heats up- may emerge as "a human 

life" on one side and "a few cells" on the other. 

Other problems arise when scientists from one specialty undertake to popularize 

science from fields other than their own, thereby entering a middle ground between 

scientists popularizing their own specialties and non-scientists popularizing any 

scientific fields; and when individual scientists who dissent from an emergent 

consensus in their own fields move their dissent into the general public sphere, as has 

happened, for example, in the political debates about global climate change. 

The full complexity of this subject lies well beyond the scope ofthis thesis, but 

it is fair to point out that even scientists publicizing or popularizing their own specialties 

can risk falling into rhetorical traps not unlike those faced by non-scientists when they 

attempt to interpret meanings and implications of scientific findings in the sphere of 

public policy debate, including the major trap defined by Fahnestock. 

Traditions of adapting technical expertise for public policy debate. There is a 

long tradition of scientists entering into public policy debates as experts, and an equally 

long tradition of controversy about the role of"experts" of any kind in public policy 

debates. The general controversy became prominent in United States public discourse as 

early as the 1920s arguments between Walter Lippmann and John Dewey about how the 

knowledge of experts should be brought into public debates. Lippmann's view came to 

dominate practice in American public policy making throughout much of the 20th 
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century: the embedding of expertise in governmental or quasi-governmental advisory or 

administrative bodies - the National Science Foundation, Environmental Protection 

Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, etc. - established to provide advice, write and 

enforce regulations, and manage various projects in arenas of high technical 

complexity. This array of structural solutions to the problem of bringing expertise into 

government had the effect of delegating to technicians the responsibility for technically 

complex decisions on many matters, and to privileging the collective wisdom of expert 

groups in the information-gathering of the legislative branch. This has the effect of 

encapsulating portions of the deliberation about technically complex public issues 

within the structure of government where incumbent political leaders could exert some 

measure of control over them, eventually leading to the kind of secretive deliberations 

described by Nisbet, Megill and McCloskey above. Considered in the light of 

Goodnight's (254-258) portrayal ofthe relationships among the private, technical and 

public spheres, such portions of the deliberation are largely disconnected from the 

personal sphere while their linkages to the public sphere are partially controlled by 

incumbent officials. Or, as Nisbet, Megill and McCloskey say, "These administrative 

policy arenas afford special privilege to the 'expertise' of the scientific community ... 

often to the exclusion of the general public or other interests" (17) 

Farrell and Goodnight have suggested differences between "technical reasoning" 

and "social reason" or practical discourse: 

By technical reasoning, we mean those modes of inference that are characteristic 
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of specialized forums, wherein discourse is coded to fit functional demands of 

particular information fields, and evaluated according to an array of state-of-the

art techniques. Its counterpart, social reason, employs inferences that are 

prompted through the pressing contingencies of ordinary life, wherein the claims 

of advocates are affiliated with the interests of related others and grounded in 

the generalizable convictions of a competent audience (Farrell and Goodnight 

273). 

That notion could be viewed as analogous to Leffs idea of technical and public 

domains unified in a general concept of rhetorical practice, in which the ideas of 

technical and "social" reasoning are viewed as different "models of rhetorical practice" 

generated by the fact that "the conditions for effecting persuasion in the two domains 

are typically different" (Leff 35). But where Leff suggests that the models exist "in an 

analogic, not an antagonistic, relationship," Farrell and Goodnight suggest that this 

would only occur in an ideal world and "in reality ... they are most often in conflict" 

(Rushing 416). Rushing argues that rhetorical theorists have considered technical 

reasoning to be more powerful than social reasoning, including Farrell and Goodnight 

who argued that the Three Mile Island (TMI) crisis of 1979 was dominated by technical 

reasoning and showed "the inability of technical discourse adequately to inform public 

deliberation" (Rushing' s paraphrase 416). Gross makes the same point for the 

performance of technical reasoning in the 1970s-1980s public controversy about 

recombinant DNA research and says both the TMI and DNA controversies "highlight 

the failure of technical knowledge to resolve social, ethical, or political dilemmas" 
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(Gross, Rhetoric 191 ). These works suggest that the structural model for bringing 

technical expertise into public discourse is at best not fully effective for sound public 

decision making, perhaps in large part because of its focus on knowledge per se and not 

on the pursuit of language to make this knowledge understandable to non-technical 

citizens. Seemingly, then, the use of structural models for introducing expert knowledge 

into public decision making has produced its own forms of meaning distortion and 

communication failure into the deliberative mix. 

The Rhetoric of Religion 

The "rhetoric of religion" could be considered the mode of persuasive argument 

of another specialization in the general category of human understanding and inquiry, as 

suggested above by Leffs notion of specialized rhetorics existing in an analogic 

relationship to the rhetoric of public deliberation. Alternately, and in keeping with the 

individualistic modernist model of religion as private and personal, it could be 

considered part of the "personal sphere" in the sense of Goodnight's model. Either way 

it exists in an uncertain, often competitive relationship with the "rhetoric of science" 

when elements of the two meet in public deliberative settings. This essay has so far 

raised the suggestion that technical reasoning (reflected in the "rhetoric of science") is 

often viewed as being superior in rigor to the types of reasoning that occur in public 

deliberation, yet often has fallen short when introduced into the discussion of 

contentious issues. This section will explore relevant characteristics of the "rhetoric of 

religion" and analogous questions about its impacts in public deliberation. For purpose~ 
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of this study the focus is specifically on Christian religious rhetoric, since that is the 

broad rhetorical tradition from which the "religious" community in the stem cell 

controversy derives the rhetorical fragments upon which Bush draws for his oratory. 

For this study, however, it is important to distinguish between what Klemm calls "the 

rhetoric of [academic] theological argument" and what he calls "confessional theology." 

Theological discourse, he says, "is always the outcome of critical reflection on what it 

means to speak about God and how such claims may be considered true." Confessional 

theology, by contrast, "begins from divine revelation recorded in scripture, dogmatic 

formulations, or creedal confessions taken as unrevisable and authoritative principles" 

and then "proceeds both to unfold the content of belief for a religious community that 

adheres to the starting point and to criticize discourse that is not consistent with it" 

(Klemm 276). 

In this formulation, theological discourse would appear to be built upon a 

combination of metaphysical and hermeneutical arguments, and "confessional 

theology" on the rhetorical interpretation of the received truth for the non-theologically 

trained faithful and for prospective converts. Such a construction is little different than 

the understanding of Augustine more than 15 centuries ago that truth comes from divine 

revelation and that rhetoric is used to explain that truth to the congregation (Smith 172), 

with the important difference that Klemm looks on both the theological argument and 

the confessional theology as being rhetorical in nature. 

Most non-academic uses of the term "religious rhetoric" are closer to the sense 

of confessional theology than to theological argument as those concepts are defined by 
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Klemm. That is what Farrell, whose language is more poetic and dramatic than 

Klemm's, suggests when he says that "rhetoric conceived tragically involves the 

invention of thought for characters whose options are closed. This also constitutes a 

reasonable contemporary definition of religious rhetoric" ( 136, emphasis in original). lt 

fits also with Tracy's identification ( 191) of Christian rhetoric with the "rhetoric of the 

prophet," more closely associated with evangelism, rather than with a "rhetoric of the 

mystic" that could be associated more closely with theological argument in Klemm's 

construction. 

As Farrell's notion of the "invention of thought" might suggest, the "rhetoric of 

religion" clearly fits into the concept of plural "rhetorics" spelled out above, specifically 

with respect to the insight noted above that distinctive variants of rhetorical logic and 

practice are characterized by their adaptations of invention. Shuger (50ff) documents 

Christian transformations during the Renaissance of classical rhetorical approaches into 

what Jost and Olmsted characterize as "distinctly religious inventio" (6). The idea of 

specialized invention also permeates Hoffmann's discussion of Erasmus' ordering of 

specifically Christian loci of argument drawn from a long list of religious teachings, 

"places in which everything one reads should be appropriately placed" (150). Hoffmann 

also notes that for Erasmus, as in the Greco-Roman classical tradition, "invention seems 

to have been more about imitating the best examples than of producing something 

novel." And Olmsted (82) notes that Augustine, who set the basis for Christian rhetoric 

by adapting Ciceronian rhetoric to the needs of Christian faith, in keeping with the 
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rhetoric of his times placed special emphasis on "the powers of invention, including that 

of emotional appeal" rather than on style and eloquence. 

Burke's Rhetoric <~/"Religion places emphasis on the cycle of temptation, guilt, 

and redemption through sacrifice as an underlying dynamic of human suffering and 

striving that drives the search for God in religious thought and rhetoric. One particular 

aspect of this is of special interest here. Tracy sees Burke's writing on religious rhetoric 

as infused with his notion of the human drive to perfection (185). He suggests that 

Burke's "logology" - words about words - when added to the drive to perfection leads 

to studying words about God, or God-terms ( 186-7). Booth fleshes this out: 

Burke knew, indeed was obsessed with, the knowledge 

• that once we speak, we express value, 

• that once we express value - a distinction between the good and the not 

good - we imply a hierarchy of values according to which that judgment 

makes sense, 

• and that any hierarchy of values necessarily entails a supreme value term 

at the top, a God-term validating the steps in the hierarchy (Booth 34) 

Booth adds that this "pyramid" works for any value system. If we consider it as an 

element of the "confessional theology" of contemporary, conservative, prophetic 

Christian rhetoric, it can be related to the sermonic style of building an argument from a 

mundane level of example and language to ever higher levels until it reaches a climax in 

a proposition of high moral principle using Burkean ultimate terms, a pattern that is 

subtly echoed in Bush's speech when examined from Burkean perspectives in Part 5. 
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Religious institutions positioning themselves in the larger society. Religious 

institutions, no less than the institutions of science, face a number of difficult issues in 

managing their identities within the larger American society. They face pressures to 

evolve adaptively in response to changes around them, and in fact do so, but their 

ability to accommodate societal pressures is limited by the theological constraints on 

their "interpretive and behavioral options" (Dillon 159). Nor is the tension strictly 

between the societal pressure and the institutionally-supported belief system. They need 

to be concerned with their membership and how it might be affected by their 

institutional interactions with the larger society. As will be discussed in Part 4, this can 

be viewed in relation to the stem cell controversy in terms of religious institutions' 

battle (Nisbet 90, 92) with each other and with secular institutions for the world-views 

of individuals whose affiliations extend in many directions. From a rhetorical 

standpoint, then, in any given rhetorical situation, a religious institution's argument is 

constrained in complex ways by its institutional norms and interests. Individual 

members of a religious institution, including people active in secular political 

environments, may feel constrained by the norms of both their church and their society, 

and may in their personal political discourse promote views that vary in either direction 

from those of the church as institution. These considerations introduce considerable 

complexity into the study of religious discourse in secular political environments. For 

this reason, this study will focus largely on rhetorical fragments associated with the 

broad arguments of the "religious community" as defined, not on separating out the 

variations in the arguments of institutional participants, though these may be mentioned. 
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The purpose of this section is to trace a few of the more relevant distinctions among 

argumentative threads as background and context. 

As Dillon points out in her comparison of Roman Catholic and Southerm Baptist 

arguments on abortion, one key differentiating factor is the extent to which an argument 

from the "religious" community may be grounded in arguments drawing on conceptions 

of natural law, a part of the American secular culture, as opposed to arguments from 

biblical traditions, the mainstay of sectarian Protestant churches which until the last half 

century had kept some distance from public policy debates (Dillon 163). This 

distinction as between the Catholic and Baptist institutions involves more than 

theological questions, resting also in part on historical experience, status within the 

larger society, institutional structures and other factors. As will become apparent in the 

Part 4 discussion of the historical engagement of the two communities, the Roman 

Catholic arguments from natural law reach the actual political debate in the form of 

general assertions that the moral issues "concern the basis of civilized society" rather 

than sectarian moral doctrines, or as arguments drawn from the science to support the 

contention that embryos are essentially human beings. 

Fragmented Audiences, "Communities, "Polysemy and the Mixing of "Rhetorics" 

If there is an elephant in the room with rhetorical theory and practice, it is the 

postmodern specter of ever more fragmented publics or audiences. As noted above, 

rhetorical, and communication studies more generally, have been inching away from 

universalist ideas like "the public sphere" and "the public" and toward more widespread 
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acceptance of the idea of multiple publics. The dilemma is that at the same time 

technologies of communication and travel combined with diversity and cultural changes 

have narrowed the possibilities for private communication, contained within small 

groups or tiers of society. It is less and Jess possible to keep messages for one's friends 

from being intercepted, interpreted or twisted and redistributed by others who may not 

be friends. Organizations that deal with multiple publics that may have conflicting 

interests must address any one of these publics as though addressing all, and address all 

in such a way as to seem to speak to each directly, a challenging undertaking. 

A public or community may have different kinds of things in common, but any 

public or community (as long it remains a public or community) has some form of 

shared discourse. As a public or community evolves, its discourse eventually develops 

some idiosyncratic features that tend to separate it from people who are not members. If 

in conflict with its human environment those unique features may be shaped in part by 

the defensive and offensive rhetorical requirements of that conflict. The languages or 

modes of argument of individual communities always interact in the broader culture 

within which the communities reside, the phenomenon suggested by Jasinski when he 

says, "Numerous languages and idioms- political, professional, philosophical, 

religious, regional, and ethnic - circulated and collided within early American culture" 

(Jasinski, "Heteroglossia" 28). He suggests with Bakhtin that the "appropriation of 

multiple languages (heteroglossia) and voices (polyphony) through a variety of 

compositional forms is ... the essence of a discursive or prosaic event" (Bakhtin 300, 

cited in Jasinski, "Heteroglossia" 28). The emphasis on the multiplicity is consistent 
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with the recognition in contemporary rhetorical theory of multiple publics (Hauser, 

Warner), but at variance with the rhetorical evocation of just two communities in 

George Bush's construction ofthe stem cell issue. 

Jasinski's words suggest "languages" associated with specific types of interests 

within the early American public, a notion echoed in the contemporary delineation of 

"rhetorics" associated with what are essentially academic disciplines -- science, 

mathematics, anthropology, social science, psychology, economics, philosophy, history, 

theology, law and women's studies (Nelson, Megill and McCloskey). Social 

movements have been linked to the notion of movement rhetoric (Burgchardt 355, 

Cathcart). Bush's two communities probably could be placed in Jasinski categories 

the "philosophical," which in the 18th century included science, and the religious. Other 

categories of communities have been discussed in relation to issues of rhetorical 

analysis - "discursive communities" (Prelli 316); "persuasive communities" (Jasinski, 

"(Re)constituting" 467-468), "interpretive communities" (Fish, cited in Enos and 

Brown 81 and Ceccarelli 172), and "intellectual communities" (Ceccarelli, Shaping 

171 ff). There has been a notion of"ethical communities," considered as an alternative 

identity for religious communities, as evoked in the statement that "perhaps the richness 

of ethical deliberation within the various religious communities is a product, not of their 

character as religious, but of their character as ethical communities- communities that 

devote themselves to ethical questions, that have a certain, albeit incomplete, insulation 

from passing fads and earthly authorities, and that take seriously both the claims of the 

past and their obligations to the future" (McConnell 1899). Definitions of these types of 
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communities can overlap definitions of "publics," and Bush's two communities could 

be considered "issue publics," as suggested by Nisbet when he discusses the existence 

and nature of an issue public "for science and medicine" (98). Nisbet also flirts with the 

notion that these two communities could be movements when he describes the 

"religious" community as "organized opposition [to stem cell research] from religious 

pro-life groups" and the "scientific" community as "a germinal social movement of 

research advocates" (98). Any of these perspectives might be invoked in discussing 

various specific parts ofthe stem cell controversy. 

For purposes of this study it is important to provide some criteria for considering 

a loosely organized (even if large) grouping of organizations and individuals as a 

"community" that can be considered as such in terms of both shared understandings and 

specific rhetorical practices. The basic criteria in this sense are that 

• the community has a known or demonstrable history of rhetorical engagement, 

internally and externally, on issues including those under current study; 

• it has in the course of this engagement developed modes of argument, language 

patterns, word choices and rhetorical strategies that are idiosyncratic to it and 

are tightly interrelated with its shared understandings of the world; and 

• its patterns of language and rhetoric or fragments of those patterns can be traced 

from the sources of a rhetorical event, through the text of that event and into the 

threads of rhetorical engagement occurring subsequently. 

These specific criteria explicitly assume that both the "community" and its "language" 

or "rhetoric" are not fixed and structural but dynamic and historical. They assume a 
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meaning of community that is analogous to Jasinski's "persuasive communities," to 

Prelli ' s "discursive communities" and to Ceccarelli's "intellectual communities," 

though not necessarily matching the precise criteria of any of these. They assume a 

meaning of"language" that is similar to Jasinski's in his sense of languages and idioms 

circulating and colliding within a larger culture. They do not exactly track, but are 

broadly consistent with, the many varied definitions of "rhetoric of ... " in the literature 

of plural rhetorics. Most importantly, they can be shown to correspond nicely to the 

communities George W. Bush constructs rhetorically as the two principle publics of his 

stem cell speech, as discussed below and in following parts ofthis essay. In addition, 

methodologically this approach offers a means to explore what McGee calls "the whole 

text" by considering the three key relationships of "the apparently finished discourse" 

(text of a rhetorical act in traditional definition) - the relationships of the text with its 

sources, with culture and with the text's influence (McGee, "Text" 280). 

Polysemy and mixing of rhetorics. Ever since Ceccarelli made her argument that 

"the term 'polysemy' is itself polysemic" ("Polysemy" 396) it has been necessary to 

begin any discussion of the subject with a clarification of its assumed meaning. 

Ceccarelli defines of polysemy as "the existence of plural but finite denotational 

meanings for a single text" ( 409), distinguishes polysemy from polyvalence, which 

means accepting the same denotational meaning but assigning different values to that 

meaning (398, based on Condit 1 06), and identifies three types of polysemy within her 

definition - resistive reading in which some of the audience refuses to accept the 

argument while it is accepted by others (399); presumably intentional strategic 
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ambiguity (404); and hermeneutic depth that is not followed or understood by all of the 

audience (407). These ideas form the basis for discussing polysemy in this thesis, with 

the expectation that polysemy in the Bush text likely would fall into the category of 

strategic ambiguity. Ceccarelli also makes reference to a most interesting concept, 

"polysemic potential," at several points in this paper. Adding that idea into the mix, the 

basic assumptions of this study are that any rhetorical text may embody possible 

polysemic readings, and that such a possibility results from textual or contextual factors 

that may or may not be evoked intentionally by the rhetor (it is not possible to be certain 

that polysemic readings that are partly related to the Bush text's unusual rhetorical 

mixing feature are consciously intentional). Also, in keeping with Ceccarelli's themes 

("Polysemy") and with McGee's notion of examining the "whole text" ("Text"), this 

work assumes that interpretation of a text in its context requires examining the 

possibilities of polysemy and the specific nature of those possibilities. 

Ceccarelli (Shaping 5, 92) also describes a mixing strategy she calls "conceptual 

chiasmus" in which concepts of one discipline are used to describe the work of another, 

and vice versa, forcing members of the described discipline to ponder the concepts of 

the other and helping members of the other to understand the first more readily. She 

found this technique used in two texts that succeeded in motivating interdisciplinary 

research, and absent in one that failed in such an effort. 

Concepts of mixing thus are a part of the theoretical study of rhetoric. They also 

might be considered to relate to theoretical notions of genre, particularly with respect to 
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how fusions of genre ("rhetorical hybrids") are considered to serve rhetorical purposes 

in certain types of situations. 

Considerations of genre 

The mention of classical Aristotelian categories of genre in the discussion of 

"science for 'the public" ' above bypasses some elements of contemporary rhetorical 

genre theory that should be considered. First, there are newer theories of genre that may 

have some bearing on the first, "traditional" textual analysis of the stem cell speech. 

And second, any discussion of the mixing of "rhetorics" within a text should be 

considered at some point in relation to the notion of"hybridization" of genres as 

developed by Jamieson and Campbell and applied by other scholars and critics since. 

Campbell and Jamieson's views of genre can be considered "fundamentally 

Aristotelian" (as they say in Jamieson and Campbell 146), but embrace some of the 

ideas of Bitzer on the nature of the rhetorical situations and adapt them in ways that lay 

the basis for a view of genre that is less formal and more dynamic than the classical 

conceptualization, "less interested in a taxonomic system than in explaining certain 

aspects of how social reality evolves" (Miller 152). Genre, Campbell and Jamieson 

argue, "does not consist merely of a series of acts in which certain rhetorical forms 

recur. .. a genre is given its character by a fusion of forms not by its individual 

elements." The forms are fused "by an internal dynamic" (Campbell and Jamieson 409-

41 0). Miller refers to this as a "situation-based fusion of form and substance, and 

suggests that the type of internal dynamic suggested by Campbell and Jamieson likely 

40 



was "at the center of (Aristotle's] three original genres" (153). To Jamieson and 

Campbell, this definition "reflects Burke's view of rhetorical acts as strategies to 

encompass situations" (Jamieson and Campbell 146). 

In Miller's view, one of Campbell and Jamieson 's important contributions was 

the recognition that genre is valuable because it emphasizes "social and historical 

aspects of rhetoric in ways that other perspectives do not" (Miller 151 ). This draws on 

their claim that " the critic who classifies a rhetorical artifact as generically akin to a 

class of similar artifacts has identified an undercurrent of history rather than 

comprehended an act isolated in time" (Campbell and Jamieson, 414). 

These notions of genre are of interest here in part because their stress on 

historical relationships reflects a tradition that perceives rhetorical acts as moments in a 

flow of rhetorical history, the tradition that is central to this study's approach. Jamieson 

and Campbell's later examination of"rhetorical hybrids" is of interest for another 

reason, that it invites comparison with the notion of"mosaicism" in this thesis. They 

address a significant literature suggesting that complex situations often prompt 

rhetorical responses that blend elements of the original forensic, deliberative and 

epideictic genres, and they analyze several eulogies and Lyndon Baines Johnson's 1963 

Thanksgiving Day speech to clarify the nature of such generic hybrids and how they 

succeed or fail (Jamieson and Campbell 147). All of the speeches analyzed began as 

eulogies, with deliberative (and in the Johnson case, forensic) elements added to meet 

situational needs or to pursue opportunities. The speeches were successful when the 

elements were blended as a harmonious whole, that is, with nothing detracting from the 
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basic eulogistic need; and failed, e.g., if the deliberative segment was disjoined from or 

even clashed with the eulogistic message. The Johnson speech had all three elements 

because, the authors say, "to satisfy the human and institutional needs created by [John 

F.] Kennedy's death, Johnson must eulogize, legitimize and advocate:" - respectively, 

eulogize Kennedy, legitimize Johnson's succession, and advocate the future course of 

the nation (152). Johnson succeeded because his message was crafted to subordinate all 

three generic elements to Kennedy's legacy. The authors suggest that critics should look 

for possible generic hybridization when studying a complex act of rhetoric (157), but 

take care not to lose sight of the act's idiosyncrasies while looking for its commonalities 

with genre. "The notion of the hybrid enjoins the critic to focus both on the recurrent 

and the variable, the commonalities and the idiosyncrasies, and to understand the extent 

to which they are compatible and incompatible" (156). 

Normative context: A rhetoric of democratic process 

As suggested in Part 1, the strategies and tactics used in political rhetoric have 

both pragmatic and normative dimensions. Much of this thesis deals with the 

pragmatics of a president's discussion of moral aspects ofpublic policy decision 

making, the rhetorical nature and effectiveness of his explication of a moral viewpoint 

on a specific issue. But there are also questions about the moral aspects of the 

governmental and public decision-making processes within which this rhetorical act is 

nestled. In the end this essay will raise questions about how the speech matches up to 

the norms for democratic discourse implied in the basic concepts of constitutional 
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democracy in the West, including their more recent formulations in political philosophy 

and rhetorical theory. The purpose of this section is to clarify a conceptual basis for 

such a discussion. 

Rhetoric has been identified closely with politics since the time of the first 

sophistic in ancient Greece. Plato's condemnation of rhetoric arguably was closely 

related to his cynical view of politics in Athens in his time (Poulakos and Poulakos 46). 

His arguments against rhetoric fueled a contempt for rhetorical practice that persists 

widely today. In contrast, Farrell uses examples ofProtagoras' and Jsocrates' thinking 

to argue that at times prior to and concurrent with Plato's time "the arts of public 

discourse were thought to be conducive to ennobling virtues of character and culture" 

(61 ). Aristotle partially salvaged rhetorical practice by separating it from the 

philosophical search for universal truth and linking it, inter alia, to the search for the 

types of contingent truth that serve as a basis for political action. At the same time he 

associated rhetoric with phronesis, the concept of practical wisdom, giving it an ethical 

dimension that Plato had denied it. If applied to a more inclusive polis than Aristotle 

contemplated, these notions are consistent with modern theories of democracy, and with 

the notion of democratic deliberation in its incarnations since the Enlightenment. 

These ideas are connected with another idea attributed to the ancient Greeks 

the notion of politics as the coordinator of other collective practices (Nelson 208-9). 

This idea, for democratic societies, places deliberative discourse in the center of 

disputes arising among communities within a democratic society which may separately 

embrace ideas of absolute truth, categorical moral imperatives, or simple vested 
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interests that clash with each other. If the communities in conflict are ones that consider 

their views to be based on absolute or objective truths, the likelihood is greater that the 

conflict will consist of episodic crises in an ongoing modus vivendi, as discussed in the 

section on intractable issues above. 

To consider what this means or can mean for democratic deliberation requires a 

perspective on the appropriate processes and norms of deliberation. Metadiscourse on 

the proprieties of political discourse is not today prominent within American political 

debate, and until the last few decades of the 20th century was largely centered in the 

academic realms of political philosophy and political science. With the revival of 

rhetorical studies in the second half of the 20th century, and especially the 

postmodemism-influenced trend toward applying a rhetorical perspective to the study of 

a wide range of intellectual disciplines, rhetorical scholars have turned a fresh lens on 

how to improve the prospects for healthy deliberative discourse. 

Political scientists and political philosophers have examined deliberative 

discourse in terms both of its essential features and of what should be included or 

excluded if it is to be effective. Political scientist Charles W. Anderson (355), for 

example, describes four elements he considers critical for discourse: (I) reasoned 

advocacy for action to solve a problem or meet a need; (2) "explanation" - reasoned 

defense ofthe existing situation; (3) criticism, the judgment ofprojects or proposals in 

the light of principles; and finally, ( 4) deliberative judgment, which involves assigning 

priorities to the various arguments in an effort to determine the best course or action. 

While logic suggests that advocates for change should have the burden of proof, 
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Anderson says, in actual fact this often falls to the "trustee" who undertakes defense of 

the status quo. In any case, all four roles must be played for the deliberative discourse to 

be effective. In the end, he suggests, there must be room for all parties to move: 

In a closed system of inquiry, the solution to a problem is always inherent in the 

premises. Jn open systems . .. it should always be possible to end up somewhere 

other than where one began. It is this possibility of ' changing one ' s mind' - that 

mysterious capacity of individuals and groups to end up in a position they could 

not have anticipated before reflective consultation - that makes reasoned 

discourse a process quite different from rational method (358-9). 

This idea is echoed by Farrell ' s suggestion (98) that phronesis or practical wisdom in 

civic matters is fully developed in individuals only through their actual participation in 

"deliberative civic conduct." 

The critical perspective for normative considerations of deliberative discourse in 

this study will be a combination of three principle factors. First is the Aristotelian 

notion cited earlier that "we debate about things that seem to be capable of admitting 

two possibilities; for no one debates things incapable of being different either in past or 

future or present, at least not if they suppose that to be the case; for there is nothing 

more to say" (Aristotle 41). Jn other words, categorical claims interfere with the search 

for probable truths that can serve as the basis for pragmatic accommodations that enable 

people to get along even when they disagree. 

The second part of the critical perspective is Rawls ' notion, also cited earlier, of 

defining tiers in the "public" sphere and agreeing to debate absolute claims only in tiers 
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where that unresolvable debate will not prevent the pragmatic accommodations needed 

for democracy to succeed. As Rawls puts it, "The role of public philosophy is to locate 

a moral view to serve as the basis of social cooperation that is supported by publicly 

shared premises and publicly accessible reasons" (Rawls, Political Liberalism 174-176, 

cited by Cohen 275 , emphasis added). 

Farrell builds on similar ideas in the third part of this study's critical perspective, 

his view of ethical rhetoric in a "rhetorical culture." He defines rhetorical culture as "an 

institutional formation in which motives of competing parties are intelligible, audiences 

available, expressions reciprocal, norms translatable and silences noticeable." Within 

that environment, he adds, rhetoric "is the collaborative art of addressing and guiding 

decision and judgment - usually public judgment about matters that cannot be decided 

by force or expertise" (I). 

Within such frameworks it is possible to return to the notion of"managing" an 

intractable controversy and begin to flesh it out in relation specifically to the embryonic 

stem cell controversy. Holm offers one perspective in an "ethical case against stem cell 

research." The "standard arguments" of both proponents and opponents of human 

embryonic stem cell research, he says, are too problematic to be reliable guides to 

public policy because of certain "skeletons in their ethical closet[s]" that do not get 

exposed in the public debates. Trying to circumvent these problems by relying on 

"consistency" arguments is equally problematic for several reasons (Holm 372). 

The arguments in the stem cell controversy are based generally on the idea that 

there is some point (threshold) at which the developing cells that constitute the start of a 
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new human organism become "human" - at birth, at fertilization, or somewhere 

between. But Holm does not fully accept the threshold concept. He argues a 

"gradualist" approach recognizing that "although human life is intrinsically valuable at 

all stages ... it generally becomes more valuable during the [course ofj development 

from fertilized egg to adult human being." lfwe adopt such a position, he says, "we will 

find that we need good reasons to perform any kind of experiments on embryos but that 

such experiments are not ruled out tout court. This means that it is up to the scientists to 

present convincing arguments that destructive embryonic stem cell research is necessary 

to produce cures and treatments for important human diseases" (381) Without calling it 

such, he is suggesting a kind of rhetorical or deliberative approach that would be 

consistent with the kinds of accommodations made in the abortion controversy in many 

jurisdictions basing the legality of abortion on gestational age. While neither side might 

want to argue for such accommodations on principle, if they are the result of true 

deliberation they might be accepted as a realistic political compromise. 

Philosopher Michael J. Sandel evokes a similar idea in his discussion of 

"embryo ethics" when he argues that the "notion that an embryo in a petri dish has the 

same moral status as a person" can be challenged on many grounds, including by 

playing out its full implications. He suggests, for example, that this notion means that 

taking stem cells from an embryo for research is equivalent to taking organs from an 

infant for transplantation, noting that "no one would take the position that the 

infanticide should be ineligible for federal funding but allowed to continue in the 

private sector." Also, viewing the embryo as a person logically should rule out not only 
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stem cell research but also "all fertility treatments that involve the creation and 

discarding of excess embryos," arguing that "if it is immoral to sacrifice embryos for 

the sake of treating or curing devastating diseases, it is also immoral to sacrifice them 

for the sake of treating infertility" (Sandel, 119). 

One part of the background for this thesis is that, as Holm suggests, the search 

for consistency is resisted by all the parties. Bush 's argument is inconsistent in precisely 

the manner suggested by Sandel, because as we will see he rejects the use of embryos 

for stem cell research but implicitly affirms it for fertility treatments. The Roman 

Catholic bishops, who are consistent in rejecting both IVF fertility treatments and the 

use of embryos in stem cell research, rej ect even Bush's "compromise" on the stem cell 

research but choose not even to mention his remarks on the fertility treatments. 
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Part 3 

Methodology 

The method of study in this thesis adapts the steps outlined by Ceccarelli (171) 

and summarized here: 

• An historical reading ofhistorical conflict between " intellectual communities;" 

• A close reading of the primary text to reveal rhetorical strategies and their 

probable influence; 

• Testing these results against a close intertextual reading of responses to the text 

written by members ofthe two communities to test the accuracy ofthe 

projection of anticipated influence. 

As Ceccarelli suggests , the redundancy of this approach constrains the reading of any 

one element being analyzed, improving the rigor and precision of the overall study. ln 

addition, this study incorporates an historical reading of six years of the conflict after 

the delivery of the primary text for further insight into its influence. This approach 

offers a means to explore what McGee calls "the whole text" by considering the three 

key relationships of "the apparently finished discourse" (text of a rhetorical act in 

traditional definition) - the relationships of the text with its sources, with culture and 

with the text's influence (McGee, "Text" 280). 

The adaptation of this three-part approach for thi s thesis is as follows. 
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Review of the Engagement ofthe Two Communities on Ethical issues 

This analysis and discussion focuses on the basic conflicts and accommodations 

over research on and medical uses of reproductive biology since the mid-20th century. 

The respective communities can be approximated as (I) a community broadly oriented 

to pragmatic, this-world moral values, favoring the broadest practicable application of 

scientific research to assist couples or individuals in attaining their goals with respect to 

reproduction and broader medical benefits, commonly looking to scientifically-trained 

people for leadership and relying partly on the authority and rhetoric of science and 

medicine to argue its position in public; and (2) a community more oriented to absolute 

or categorical moral values, perceiving science and medicine as trespassing on these 

values in the area of reproductive biology, favoring governmentally enforced 

restrictions on such activities, looking partly to theologically-trained or ecclesiastically

anointed people for leadership and relying partly on the authority and rhetoric of 

religious faith to argue its position in public. 

While these formulations do not define clear and unified communities in any 

rigorous sense, they do describe affiliations that can be understood to correspond to the 

"scientific" and the "religious" perspectives on the conflicts over reproductive biology, 

as these are reflected in public rhetoric used in the stem cell conflict- specifically in the 

rhetoric of George W. Bush. 
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Close Readings ofthe Text 

The text of the speech as carried in the New York Times on August 10, 2001, 

was identical to that transcribed from the White House web site in September 2005, 

save for minor typographical errors corrected in the Times. For purposes of the present 

work, the text was recopied electronically directly from the White House web site in 

August 2007 and printed in the Appendix of this thesis as is, but with the addition of 

line numbering (Bush, Remarks). No sources consulted for this thesis have suggested 

that the speech was not read word for word. 

The text was analyzed from a number of perspectives first from several 

traditional rhetorical perspectives widely used in scholarly rhetorical analysis and 

criticism; and, second, from the perspective of its side-by-side uses of rhetorical 

fragments, expressions and other evidences of the established rhetorical approaches of 

the two key communities involved in the human embryonic stem cell research debate, 

as those communities ("scientific" and "religious") are defined above in relation to the 

way they were constructed within the speech itself. 

The traditional readings considered from multiple viewpoints the speech's 

structure and flow; the rhetor's shifting persona during the course of the speech; the 

speech's construction of a bipolar argument by logical division, in which the arguments 

of one community are represented as based in the locus of quality and those of the other 

community in the locus of quantity; and the speech's form from a classical perspective. 

They included a Burkean pentadic analysis, and a corroborating cluster analysis, as well 

as general discussion of how the text can be read from the collective application of 
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these perspectives. This section represents an expanded version of previously presented 

work. Classical analysis and its 20th century adaptations by Perelman and others are 

especially applicable to presidential oratory, with its presumption of serving the 

deliberative needs of the American democratic system and the Aristotelian ideal of 

practical wisdom in political leadership; Burkean methods are appropriate for the 

oratory of George W. Bush, which (especially since September 11, 2001) has been 

known for its recurrent themes of good and evil, its transcendent ideals and its nagging 

focus on moral choice, all ofwhich were previewed in the stem cell speech and are 

fitting material for Burke's dramatistic approach and its specialized applications in the 

rhetoric of religion 

The side by side reading of the text from the perspectives of the rhetorical 

practices and usages of the two communities considers how the usages were arranged in 

juxtaposition, and identifies points during the speech at which such juxtaposition of 

these fragments and usages might create possibilities for polysemic, polyvalent or 

otherwise divergent readings of the text by members of the two communities. Because 

polyvalent readings would be expected as a matter of course in a text involving 

arguments based on values, the polysemic potential is of primary interest. 

The results of the side by side reading then were correlated with the results of 

the traditional reading with special attention to how effects associated with traditional 

theoretical perspectives might intersect or interact with possible effects or polysemic 

potential associated with juxtapositions. 
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Close lntertextual Reading a./Responses to the Text 

These readings began with an examination of selected texts of responses that 

appeared within the first or second cycles of different media (broadcast, print, scholarly) 

after the date of the speech, that is, responses that can be considered immediate. This 

was supplemented with a six-year historical followup, examining a sampling of texts in 

the pub! ic discussion of the stem cell controversy for evidence related to the central 

thesis' concern with managing intractable issues, to the persistence of rhetorical usages 

or patterns found in the speech, backlash to initial effects of the speech that might cast 

light on the rhetorical effects, and other related questions. 

The texts used were selected from more than 150 immediate responses and 

nearly 300 followup texts drawn from news reports , published texts of comments or 

debates on the issue, and academic studies or journal commentaries on embryonic stem 

cell research. The discussion sections also draw on studies of rhetorical acts that are 

comparable to this one from certain perspectives to help locate the stem cell speech, and 

the particular rhetorical tactics being studied, within the broader traditions of American 

rhetoric on difficult or intractable issues. 
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Part 4 

Historical Context 

For a subject that is both highly controversial and highly complex, as is the case 

with stem cell research, there is almost no limit to the amount of historical and 

contextual research that can be contemplated, although there are always limits to the 

amount that can be accomplished. This analysis focuses on a number of historical 

threads that are basic to understanding the communities involved in the controversy, 

their past interactions and political activities, and historical events that have helped to 

shape the controversy up to the point of the speech. It then summarizes the immediate 

"rhetorical situation" that gave rise to the speech in terms of the exigence, the audience 

and the constraints faced by the rhetor, George W. Bush. 

Two Communities - ''Scientific., and "Religious" 

At the macro level, the controversy over stem cell research "is the outcome of 

conflict and cooperation among a number of central institutions in American society" 

(Nisbet 91 ). For two reasons, however, this thesis focuses on just two "communities" to 

which it refers as the "scientific" and the "religious" communities. The first reason is 

that Bush limited his discussion in the speech to these two, for rhetorical reasons that 
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will become clear. For rhetorical reasons also he called the second one the "ethicist" 

community and identified its focus as being on ethical concerns. That terminology is not 

adopted here because of its implication that the opposing community is not ethical, and 

because the arguments of the "ethicist" side as represented in the speech are founded in 

substantial part on articles of religious faith. The second reason is that this study is 

specifically about his use of rhetorical fragments drawn from the historical arguments of 

these two communities. 

The communities, as described briefly in Part 3, are loose publics sharing certain 

common interests in the resolution of the "ethical issues" involved in the controversy. 

To review, the "scientific" community generally favors research on reproductive 

biology, not excluding stem cell research, that offers potential for medical benefits to 

human beings. By the time ofthe speech it had encompassed not only scientists but 

physicians, other health professionals, patients and their families. lts rhetoric overall 

includes allusions to values lying not strictly in scientific progress and medical benefits 

but in such arenas as economic development and competitiveness, jobs and general 

social welfare. Because the "ethical issues" are the largest single obstacle to stem cell 

research funding, however, this community has developed a strong rhetorical arsenal 

using a language of utilitarian "greatest good for the greatest number" ethical values in 

response to the attacks of research opponents. This rhetoric became available for use in 

the president's rhetorical representation of the "scientific" community's views. 

The other, "religious" community generally leans against human embryonic 

stem cell research. A significant proportion of its members have become engaged 

55 



because of their religious affiliations or beliefs. While parts ofthe community, notably 

the Roman Catholic bishops, have used arguments drawn from the same traditions of 

natural law that underlie American constitutional principles (Dillon 162), much ofthe 

community's rhetoric is overtly religious in the sense of being anchored in biblical 

authority. The latter is the rhetoric of the "Christian right" that makes up a significant 

part of both the anti-stem cell research community and the political base of conservative 

Republicanism. As will become apparent in Part 5, it is also a major source of the 

rhetorical fragments used by the president to represent the religious, or what he calls the 

"ethicist," community. 

It would be wrong to draw too sharp a distinction between the two communities. 

The "scientific" community, as here defined, surely includes many Christian clergy, and 

the "religious" community no doubt includes scientists. The purpose is to identify 

certain patterns of rhetoric that separate the two communities in their approaches to the 

issues in the stem cell controversy and to suggest how fragments of these patterns were 

used for effect in presidential rhetoric. 

Brief History of the Embryonic Stem Cell Controversy 

The specific occasion for the president's address was the announcement of a 

policy decision on federal funding of a specific category of stem cell research, that 

involving human embryonic stem cells. To address the rhetorical problem involved in 

this situation, it is useful to begin with a brief history of human stem cell research and 

its linkage to ongoing debates about the use of human tissues in scientific research, the 
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scientific study of human reproduction and the issue of abortion. The following is based 

on an outline by Nisbet, Brossard and Kroepsch (39-41), condensed and adapted for 

purposes of this study. 

The first human stem cells isolated by scientists were not embryonic cells, but 

"adult" stem cells derived from bone marrow beginning in 1961 and from umbilical 

cord blood in the 1980s. Research on these has not been controversial, has been 

federally funded, and has led to applications including certain cancer therapies and gene 

therapies. But work beginning in the 1980s on animal embryos stimulated a growing 

belief among scientists that embryonic stem cells may hold greater potential for 

research and applications than adult stem cells (Nisbet, Brossard and Kroepsch 39). 

Regulatory attention. At this point the direction of the research intersected with 

a history of controversy and funding restrictions on human fetal and embryonic tissue 

research dating to the immediate aftermath of the Supreme Court's January 22, 1973 

Roe v. Wade decision legalizing abortion. In 1974 Congress banned federal funding for 

clinical research using human fetuses or embryos "before or after abortion," and 

established the National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of 

Biomedical and Behavioral Research, whose charge included recommending guidelines 

for human fetal and embryo research (President's Council on Bioethics). The inclusion 

of embryo research anticipated the prospect of future creation of in vitro fertilized (IVF 

or "test tube") embryos following the first successful in vitro fertilization ofhuman egg 

by human sperm in 1969 in Britain. Following a series of events that left a statutory 
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requirement that embryo research be reviewed by an ethics board that did not exist, no 

federal funding for human embryo research was considered until 1993. 

A new series of events beginning early in the administration of President Bill 

Clinton froze the issue of funding for embryo research throughout most of the 1990s. 

Immediately upon taking office, Clinton, while lifting the ban on funding fetal tissue 

research , created a Human Embryo Research Panel to examine the funding of embryo 

research. That group recommended in 1994 that it would be ethical to create embryos 

for research purposes, but Clinton preempted its report by declaring that federal funding 

could not be used for this purpose. Recognizing that embryos were being created in 

vilro in large numbers to be used medically for reproductive purposes, the National 

Institutes of Health (NIH) determined that it could fund research that used "surplus" 

embryos. These are the embryos that remain after participating couples had borne the 

children they wanted, and that have been routinely destroyed unless donated by the 

couples for research or medical uses. Congress thought differently. From 1995 to date, 

it has attached a rider to its annual health appropriations bill - the Dickey Amendment 

banning the use of federal funds for research that destroys human embryos, whether or 

not the embryos are "surplus." To this point the debate spoke only generally to research 

on embryos generally, since no one had succeeded yet in isolating stem cells from 

human embryos. 

That changed in February of 1998, when two separate, privately funded teams of 

university scientists announced that they had isolated stem cells from human embryos 

and fetuses. A University of Wisconsin team isolated its cells from IVF embryos, and a 
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Johns Hopkins team from aborted 5- to 9-week-old embryos or fetuses. In January of 

1999, the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) released a legal opinion 

that current Jaw (the Dickey Amendment) would not apply to human stem cell research 

because human embryonic stem cells did not fall under the statute's definition of an 

embryo. This opinion was quickly protested in a letter from 70 members of Congress, 

but the NIH proceeded with the normal regulatory implementation process. In August 

2000 NIH published final guidelines for funding human embryonic stem cell research, 

setting a March 15, 2001, deadline for proposals to be evaluated in the 2001 federal 

fiscal year (Johnson and Williams). In January 2001, two months before the deadline, 

the new Bush administration announced that the funding policy was "under review." 

That was its official status until the speech. The controversy remained in the technical 

sphere. By spring 2001, however, with grant proposals pouring into NIH in response to 

its August 2000 regulatory publication, and with the opposition watching nervously, the 

pressure was building for political intervention in the stem cell controversy. 

Jnstitutional.forces at play. Nisbet argues that at a macro level the stem cell 

research controversy "is the outcome of conflict and cooperation among a number of 

central institutions in contemporary American society including science, Christian 

religion, the bureaucratic state, the market, and the university" (91). Though he does not 

explicitly date their involvements, all of these were engaged deeply in the issue in 2001. 

Each is driven by its own logic. Science operates on a logic of exceptionalism, a view 

that it should be mostly free from direct regulation or political control in the conduct of 

research. The market operates on a logic of laissezfaire, and argues that stem cell 
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research is vital to the success of the biomedical industry and to the global economic 

competitiveness of the United States. The bureaucratic agencies that fund science prefer 

that their "expert" oversight of the scientific community take place behind closed doors. 

(They often receive reinforcement in this respect from elected officials; Clinton's 1994 

deep-sixing of his own advisory group's recommendation to fund the creation of IVF 

embryos for research purposes can be seen as a move to keep the issue from exploding 

into the political realm at a time when he had other axes to grind.) Finally, the 

universities, the direct beneficiaries of research funding, have a vested interest in 

receiving more. It is worth pointing out that the University of Wisconsin, which kicked 

off this cycle of government activity with its successful creation of stem cell lines 

announced in 1998, was not eligible to receive funding for research on those lines under 

the Clinton administration's 2000 guidelines because the cells originated from lVF (test 

tube) embryos created for research purposes. It is also worth pointing out that the 

institutions interact collaboratively in their activities related to the issue. For example, 

research at the University of Wisconsin was supported by Geron Corporation, a 

California biotech enterprise, and the university reportedly has a patent licensing 

arrangement with the company (Fins and Schachter 270). These institutional forces are 

also allied with nonprofit and advocacy organizations that argue for the interests of 

current and future patients who might be helped by stem cell research. 

The foregoing four broad institutional forces all tend to align in favor of stem 

cell research. Organized religion, especially Christian religion, is the only force 

prominent in the oppositional or skeptical column. Nisbet (1 06) believes it may exercise 
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the greatest degree of institutional influence on shaping public stem cell policy. ln the 

institutional competition for the worldviews of the public, Nisbet argues, organized 

rei igion is pushed toward a logic of opposition on this and related issues (91-92). The 

logic in its purest form is reflected in categorical ethical claims of Roman Catholic and 

evangelical Christian leaders that embryos are human beings, "a human life worthy of 

full moral protection from the moment of conception" (National Bioethics Advisory 

Council 99, cited in Nisbet 92). This is not to suggest that religious views on stem cell 

research are monolithic; there are continuous gradations within the religious and ethical 

spectrum, as will be considered in relation to the ethical arguments. 

An alternative perspective on the forces in play emerges from a 2005 study by 

Leydesdorffand Hellsten of communication about stem cell research. They followed 

uses of the term "stem cell" between 1993 and 2002 in the Social Science Citation 

Index, representing a measure of usage in works about scientific research; the U.S. 

Patent Office database, representing a measure of references to "applications with 

potentially high economic value;" and the New York Times, a measure of impact on 

policy with a focus on ethical and political implications. They also tracked the term 

both in free text and in title words on the lnternet using the AltaVista Advanced Search 

Engine. As they summarized the results of these searches: 

In summary, the political intervention of the Bush administration in 2001 is 

most visible in the newspapers, but it is preceded by an increased visibility of 

the topic in both patent databases and the Social Science Citation Index as 

reflections of the social (and economic) relevance of this research ... The media 
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attention in the newspapers thus reflects the political agenda more than the 

scientific, social , and economic interest of the developments, while the Internet 

search engine reflects [both]" (Leydesdorff and Hellsten 70, emphasis added). 

Of particular interest here is that both the perspectives of institutional forces as 

described by Nisbet and the "economic interest of the developments" as represented by 

Leydesdorff and Hellsten are absent from the text of the speech. There are no references 

to economic issues, or to any others except the moral or ethical considerations of the 

sanctity of life in conflict with efforts to relieve suffering and "improve" lives; in this 

framework even the Leyensdorff and Hellsten social concerns are subsumed within the 

moral bipolarity as part of the efforts to "relieve suffering and ' improve' lives." 

Historical Engagement of the Two Communities on Ethical issues 

As suggested in Part 2, one may assume that groups of like-minded (or like

acculturated) human beings will develop idioms of argument in conformity with their 

shared understandings of the world. It would seem equally likely that each such group 

that comes into substantive conflict with another group will adapt its forms and 

substance of argument iteratively to meet the changing requirements of that conflict. 

The evolution of the issues related to reproductive biology has been accompanied by the 

evolution of the two communities and of the rhetorical strategies and tactics they would 

focus on what the Bush speech would call the "ethical issues" involved in the stem cell 

research debates. As happens with any controversies involving deeply held values, the 

history of this controversy embeds rhetorical choices made to meet the exigences of 
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changing circumstances and changing counterarguments. The traces of these choices 

have become part of the rhetorical armamentarium of each party to the controversy, 

stimulating counter-choices that have become part of the other party's arsenal. 

Virtually all of the major rhetorical tactics and language visible in the embryonic 

stem cell controversy were already present in something close to their 21 51 century form 

in the abortion debates prior to Roe v. Wade, and the evidence is embedded in the 

official decision of the Supreme Court in that case. The opinion of the court and five 

additional opinions written in that case clearly identify the threshold principle holding 

that life "begins" at a point in the period between conception and birth, and identify the 

specific doctrine of some faiths that it begins with full moral force at the moment of 

conception; allowing for modest evolution in the scientific knowledge of the processes 

involved, then, the most absolute argument in the "religious" community about the 

moral status of the very early embryo has changed little in 34 years. Moreover, the same 

documents reveal that though the specific issues were different, that argument was 

pitted in the pre-Roe political conflict on abortion against non-absolute arguments about 

saving the life or protecting the health or other interests of the inarguably living human 

being carrying the embryo or fetus. Those arguments were carried by a community that 

allied not research scientists so much as physicians and their patients with women's 

rights advocates against the arguments of the "religious" community. There was even 

evidence that prior to the decision the trend was toward state abortion laws becoming 

more liberal in response to the political interactions of the two communities (American 

Bar Assn., prefatory note, cited in U.S. Supreme Court, Opinion VI). 
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What the Roe decision clearly showed was that the political battles in the years 

prior to the case focused largely on balancing protecting " the pregnant woman's health" 

and protecting "the potentiality of human life" - though the basic decision itself neither 

turned on nor attempted to settle this balancing. Justice Blackmun's majority opinion 

paid considerable attention to the idea that " life begins at conception" - those words 

were explicit in the Texas abortion statute the Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional in 

Roe. He noted that historically the doctrine had not become part of official Roman 

Catholic teaching until the 191
h century, and that in the law neither embryos nor fetuses 

had ever been recognized as "persons in the whole sense." The decision clearly 

recognized that the state had legitimate interests in protecting prenatal life, noting (in 

reference to voices in the " religious community") that "some phrase it in terms of duty" 

(U.S. Supreme Court, Opinion VII). Such a view was echoed in Bush's declaration of 

his presidential "obligation" to foster respect for life. The medical/scientific side of the 

issue was reflected in a focus on the efforts of medical and health professional 

organizations to establish safety standards for the actual procedures of abortion and for 

freedom to exercise medical judgment on the question of threats to the pregnant 

woman's health. In part, the health question was a judgment on whether the risks of the 

abortion procedure itself were greater than those of carrying the fetus to term, but they 

also included balancing of the mother's health against the potential for life of the fetus. 

The decision actually left considerable room for maneuver by states to assert 

their interests on the potential life of the fetus after the end of the first trimester of 

pregnancy, and even more so after the end of the second. Because the basic decision 
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turned, however, on the "right to privacy, including a woman ' s qualified right to 

terminate her pregnancy" (Supreme Court, Decision) and because the court applied this 

right in such a way as to make it essentially total during the first trimester of pregnancy 

(Supreme Court, Opinion XI), those parts of the "rei igious" community holding the 

belief in the full moral status of the embryo as a human being "at conception" found 

themselves for the first time facing an opposing categorical imperative against which 

their own claim had no standing with respect to the first trimester and very little with 

respect to the second in political discussions of limiting abortion. This would turn out to 

be significant for the subsequent stem cell debate, since it had the effect of forcing the 

" religious" community to push for wider public acceptance ofthe notion of full moral 

status of the embryo and fetus as human life. 

Following Roe the rhetoric began to ramp up in the abortion debate. On the day 

the decision was announced, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops (now the 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops) said that abortion was "not an issue of 

sectarian morality" but one that concerned " the basis of civilized society" - an 

argument from natural law- and added a biblical argument that " ... regardless of the 

circumstances of origins, human life is valuable from conception to death, because God 

is creator of each human being" (Dillon 167). Testimony by the bishops in 1974 and 

again in 1981 adduced scientific arguments to support the theological arguments that 

life begins at conception (Dillon 169, 170). In 1989, still on the subject of abortion, the 

bishops embedded the position in a moral imperative that cannot be parsed as anything 
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but clear and absolute: "No Catholic can responsibly take a 'pro-choice' stand when the 

'choice ' in question involves the taking of human life" (Dillon 167). 

Protestant perspectives also came into play. The Southern Baptist Conference' s 

(SBC) use of biblical arguments is particularly relevant because its language more 

closely matches that used by Bush in the "religious" side of his constructed dilemma. 

SBC annual convention statements beginning in 1980 on discussed abortion with 

emphasis on "the sanctity of human life." A statement in 1982 declares that "biblical 

references indicate that life begins at conception," and subsequent resolutions affirmed 

"the biblical prohibition against the taking of unborn life except to save the life of the 

mother" (Dillon 168). 

SBC Christian Life Commission teaching publications also reflect this theme. Its 

pamphlet, "What the Bible Teaches About Abortion," declares that "the Bible is replete 

in its teaching on the sanctity of life. Its message concerning the wanton destruction of 

life at any state, born or unborn, is clear." Another pamphlet, "Is Life a Right?" asserts 

that "since the Bible teaches that life is sacred and . .. begins at conception, human life 

is a right which should be revered and protected from conception onward" (Dillon 168). 

One problem for proponents of this view was that Roe had eliminated the 

legislative fora in which the argument had salience in relation to abortion. Abortion 

arguments, to the extent they could influence political decision-making, now revolved 

around questions not so much of fundamental moral questions as about the morality of 

specific types of abortion procedures, or of weighing health issues in the later stages of 

pregnancy. Arguments for "fundamental" values such as the doctrine that life begins at 
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conception could not attract counterarguments to help give them traction, since the 

"pro-choice" forebears of the "scientific" community discussed here had no need after 

the Roe decision to make such counterarguments. 

By 1974, then, the "religious" community had shifted much of its high moral 

focus to the subject of research on fetal and embryonic tissues, where avenues for 

legislative and executive action remained open. Here, as noted in the history above, 

Congress was persuaded to enact a ban on federal funding of any research on human 

fetal tissues, whether or not they derived from abortion, and to add human embryos to 

that prohibition. There was still a problem with stem cells as an issue to carry the life

at-conception argument, because the use of embryonic stem cells was still only a gleam 

in scientists' eyes- such cells had never been isolated, and the 1974 ban remained 

undisturbed for 19 years. Immediately upon taking office in 1993, President Bill Clinton 

lifted the ban on funding research on fetal tissues and named a committee to study the 

question of embryonic research. As noted above, a 1994 report from President Bill 

Clinton's Human Embryonic Research Panel that might have reopened the controversy 

was immediately buried by Clinton to avoid distractions in his battle over health care 

reform. Only in 1998 did the battle reopen, with the announcement that embryonic stem 

cells had been isolated and a legal opinion from the Clinton Administration that the 

cells did not fall into the definition of embryo in the Congressional amendment 

prohibiting embryonic research funding. The revival of rhetorical threads dating back to 

the pre-Roe abortion debates is clear in the public debates leading up to the Bush 

speech. 
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During the two months prior to the speech, every argument used in Bush ' s 

speech was run through the pages of major American news and opinion publications. 

Tellingly, little beyond that content appeared, suggesting that much of the coverage was 

based on hints from the White House about what was under consideration, and on the 

historical arguments of the loudest voices in the debate. 

Many of the key rhetorical fragments appeared in a New York Times summary of 

the main arguments of the opposing sides (Wade). On the "religious" side, these include 

human life begins at the moment egg and sperm are united and benefits to others ... 

cannot justifY the destruction of a human life; pi us the slippery slope argument, if an 

absolute line is not drawn to protect the embryo, many grave abuses may.follow and 

also arguments that alternatives such as adult stem cells make the use of the embryonic 

ones unnecessary. On the "scientific" side there appeared embryos should be treated 

with respect, but the saving of lives through medical research is also a strong moral 

value . . . it is not so clear that an individual life begins at fertilization and arguments 

that both adult and embryonic stem cells need to be studied. 

Hardly any note was made that other moral concerns might be involved. Though 

the Washington Post described a number of differences of opinion in "religious 

communities" about embryonic stem cell research (Broadway), the New York Times did 

not develop that subject until after the speech. The Times did, however, publish an 

unusual analysis and opinion piece that drew extensive parallels between the arguments 

being made for and against stem cell research and those being made for and against the 

Bush Administration ' s missile defense shield program, noting that in both cases 
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extensive potential benefits were being touted while opponents noted the uncertainty 

about those benefits as compared to present protections that might be lost. "The 

parallels suggest," said the author, " that something is being missed when the ethical 

debate about stem cell research is reduced to medical progress versus the religious 

beliefs of anti-abortionists, or simply as a sticky tactical problem in President Bush's 

courting of churchgoers" (Steinfels). Nowhere in the buildup, the speech and the 

immediate responses were there any indications of the rich array of moral perspectives 

already collected in a single academic reader on the subject, barely three years since 

human embryonic stem cells had first been isolated (Holland, Lebracsz and Zoloth). 

Thus the history of the engagement of the two communities on issues related to 

reproductive biology suggests a clear lineage between the absolute moral arguments of 

pre-Roe anti-abortionists and the similar arguments of the "religious" community as it 

functions in opposition to stem cell research a generation later. The "scientific" 

community meanwhile has evolved both in its membership and in the content of the 

arguments, especially in relation to the stem cell issues, but the core arguments still 

relate to the lives and health of people already born. 

Summary of the rhetorical situation 

Bitzer defines a rhetorical situation as "a complex of persons, events, objects, 

and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be completely or 

partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human 
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decision or action as to bring about the significant modification of the exigence" (220). 

A rhetorical situation requires three elements: (I) the exigence, which Bitzer further 

defines as an imperfection marked by urgency, and which can be modified through 

discourse (221 ); (2) an audience that is functional in the sense that its members can act 

as mediators in the modification of the exigence; and (3) constraints "made up of 

persons, events, objects and relations which are parts of the situation because they have 

the power to constrain decision and action needed to modify the exigence" (222). Even 

if the situation exists as defined, rhetoric can only occur if a rhetor appears who rises to 

the challenge by speech which invites an audience response fitting the rhetorical 

situation (222). 

There is a clear exigence in this situation: Processes initiated in the Clinton years 

have already generated significant investments of time, energy and money on the part of 

individuals and institutions seeking federal research funding for human embryonic stem 

cell research. Others want the potential benefits of the research to be expedited by 

federal funding. Opponents of such research have made their own investments in efforts 

to prevent such funding. The president, who has indicated that he is not inclined to fund 

the research, has placed the processes "under review." He must take action . Because the 

public debate prior to the speech suggests that no action he takes can avoid conflict, he 

also must find rhetorical means to minimize that conflict. 

This may not have been the president's own view of the exigence; examination 

of the text in Part 5 will suggest that he may have had a larger national "moral" crisis in 

mind. Bitzer, indeed, anticipates that "the exigence may or may not be perceived clearly 
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by the rhetor or other persons in the situation" (221 ). But Bitzer's general conception of 

"exigence" has been problematic in the evolution of rhetorical theory. For this study ' s 

purposes it is most useful to focus the discussion of exigence narrowly, to meet the 

terms of the more dynamic conception advanced by Miller of exigence as "a form of 

social knowledge - a mutual construing of objects, events, interests and purposes that 

not only links them but also makes them what they are: an objectified social need" 

(Miller, 157). In this reading, the publics of the rhetorical act ("other persons in the 

situation" in Bitzer's terms) must share in the social understanding, which clearly would 

be the case if the exigence is defined as the need for a broadly acceptable decision on 

federal funding of human embryonic stem cell research. All the parties described by 

Nisbet as institutional forces in the controversy shared some sense of that need. In this 

sense also the exigence, as Miller says, "provides the rhetor with a socially recognizable 

way to make his or her intentions known" (158) - in the case at hand the narrowly 

defined exigence was the social motive as opposed to any individual motives the 

president might have had for making the speech. In speaking he not only satisfies needs 

and pursues opportunities as he sees them, but also clears the decks for subsequent 

decisions and actions by all other parties to the conduct, application or regulation of the 

research. There is evidence in the immediate responses that much of the president's 

audience saw the event in just this light. 

ln the most general sense, the audience at hand is the general public. But the 

president knows it is more complicated than that. He knows in particular that he must 

deal with the ethical issues in full view of the two sub-audiences that disagree most 
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strongly on them, the " scientific" and "religious" communities as defined above. He 

must do so without weakening his standing with the larger public that is less engaged in 

the stem cell issues. He must also consider whether or how much to deal with economic 

issues and with the concerns of important institutions that have stakes in the matter. 

We have seen that he faces constraints posed by the complexity and seemingly 

intractable nature of the issues, by the power of certain institutional interests. He has 

other constraints imposed by his own history of association with one side of the issue, 

the "religious" community. With all this in mind, it is clear that he must speak to the 

issue, and soon. 
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Part 5 

Close Readings of the Text 

Close readings ofthe text of George W. Bush's stem cell speech lead to three 

important types of understandings- first, how the text might be seen from perspectives 

of traditional rhetorical theory, both classical and contemporary, that are widely used in 

scholarly rhetorical analysis and criticism; second, how the same text might be 

understood from perspectives of the two key communities involved in the stem cell 

debate, based on a fresh reading of the text's side-by-side use of rhetorical fragments, 

expressions and other evidences of the established rhetorical approaches of those 

communities, as the communities have been presented in previous parts; and, finally, 

how the understandings from these two readings relate to each other and to the central 

questions ofthis study. 

Close Textual Reading.from Traditional Rhetorical Perspectives 

This section describes the text of George Bush's stem cell speech briefly, then 

considers that text closely in discussions of the rhetor's shifting persona during the 

speech; the text's construction of a bipolar argument by logical division, in which the 

arguments of one community are represented as based in the locus of quality and those 
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of the other community in the locus of quantity; the text's form and genre from classical 

perspectives; the text from the perspective of a Burkean pentadic analysis, and from the 

perspective of a corroborating cluster analysis; and general discussion of how the text 

might be read from the collective application of these perspectives. 

A brief description of the text The first three paragraphs of the speech (lines 1-

12) construct the topic of human embryonic stem cell research as important, morally 

complex and difficult, and widely debated with great differences and uncertainties about 

its ethical ramifications. A single sentence (13-14) isolates the policy decision that 

needs to be made within this diffuse controversy. The rhetor then develops the issues as 

related to the decision in three steps - a basic introduction to the underlying science and 

to the creation and uses being made of human embryos (15-24); an introduction to 

arguments being made for stem cell research generally, alternatives being discussed, 

and the importance of federal funding (25-43); and an introduction to the ethical 

concerns the speaker sees as paramount to this research, focusing on the destruction of 

the embryo necessary to generate stem cells ( 44-51 ). 

In the 11th paragraph (52-56) the rhetor divides the discussion into just two 

sides by couching it as an inquiry into two "fundamental questions." Then he launches a 

narrative of his personal search for answers (57), including a contrast between the sides 

on the first of the two questions (62-69) and a similar contrast on the second question 

(70-76). Next he resummarizes the two opposing questions in declarative form using 

slightly more abstract formulations of the two moral positions (77-80). A larger, more 
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dramatic representation of the issue then is linked to the issue of emerging research on 

human cloning, relating that question to stem cell research (81-1 01 ). 

At line 1 02 he introduces his personal position, which he discusses in two parts. 

In the first part he offers a sympathetically phrased affirmation of the pro-research 

position in general terms, without specifically mentioning embryonic stem cell research 

(101-109). Jn the second part he offers a strong affirmation ofthe sanctity oflife, while 

demoting the pro-research argument as it applies to embryonic stem cell research to one 

of great hopes that could easily be dashed (11 0-117). 

In lines 117-118 he summarizes his conclusion that stem cell research offers 

"both great promise and great peril ," so he has decided (118) that "we must proceed 

with great care." This sets up the decision (119-124) in which he announces (a choice of 

verb which is discussed below) that there are more than 60 existing lines of human 

embryonic stem cells, and that he will allow funding on those. He repeats and elaborates 

on this using different wording in the next paragraph (125-129). Since the embryos have 

already been destroyed to isolate these stem cells, he says, and if funding is strictly 

limited to the existing lines, it can proceed without "crossing a fundamental moral line" 

of sanctioning and encouraging the destruction of more embryos. 

Now the president discusses other federally funded stem cell research (130-133), 

announces a plan for a bioethics council to monitor this and related research (134-141 ), 

expresses hope for a balance of"our capabilities and our conscience" going forward 

(141-143), repeats that he has taken great care with this decision and prays that it is the 
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right one (144) and finally thanks his audience and calls down God's blessing on 

America (145). 

Sh!fiing ofpersona. Through much of the first ten paragraphs ( 1-51) the 

speaker's persona is that of an interpreter of complex technical matters in non

specialized terms, in the manner of a science writer or popularizer in the media, or 

perhaps, as one observer suggested after the speech, the persona of "the nation's 

schoolteacher" (Cmiel). This persona is evidenced by lines that describe the situation in 

very basic terms ("A large number of these embryos already exist," 15; "Some will not 

survive during long storage," 21) or underline factual assertions ("You should also 

know that..," 31 ). Then the speaker at line 52 shifts into the persona of a searcher for 

moral clarity among conflicting beliefs and values, evidenced in phrases suggesting 

personal inquiry ("I kept returning to two fundamental questions," 52; "I've asked those 

questions," 57; "I've read heartfelt letters from many Americans," 59); and also 

suggesting his personal collecting of answers ("one researcher told me," 62; "Make no 

mistake, he told me," 66-7). This positions him to present the views he chooses as 

exemplars of the two sides with the implied authority of an objective seeker of truth. In 

this persona, and with a continuing alternation of arguments he has presumably heard 

from members of the two communities, he uses narrative style to describe the search 

over the next several paragraphs. In the 20th paragraph (96-1 01) he makes a forceful 

statement of personal views that builds a sense of need for him "to proceed with great 

care" in his decision. At this point the persona is no longer primarily that of a searcher, 

but of a moralist who is articulating moral principles to his audience, using expressions 
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such as "My position ... is shaped by deeply he ld beliefs," I 02; I also believe human 

life is a sacred gift from our Creator,"]] 0). Three paragraphs later (122) he shifts, 

without leaving the moral bipolarity, into a more traditional presidential persona as he 

announces and elaborates on his decision ("1 have concluded that," 122; "This year, 

your government will ," 132; "1 will also name a president' s council," 134). This 

persona is sustained through the remaining 23 lines of the speech. 

It is worth noting that the sequence of personae throughout the speech reflects a 

shift from a persona in the first part (explainer of science, schoolteacher) that is readily 

identifiable with the "scientific" community, while the second (52-95) and third (96-

118) personae in the series are readily identified with the "religious" community. 

Moreover, the first three stages reflect a progression of moral intensity in the persona, 

from ostensibly morally neutral interpreter, to morally anguished searcher, to moral 

authority. This observation suggests a pattern of drawing the audience gradually in the 

moral direction the rhetor desires, and fits with other patterns discerned in this textual 

study. Thus the points made here about persona are related to the broader rhetorical 

patterns that are discussed in the sections below and that are reinforced by the rhetorical 

mixing strategies of the speech. 

Argument by logical division and its split loci. ln the 11th paragraph (52-56) the 

rhetor divides the discussion into just two sides by couching it as an inquiry on two 

"fundamental" questions: "First, are these frozen embryos human life, and therefore, 

something precious to be protected? And second, if they're going to be destroyed 
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anyway, shouldn't they be used for a greater good, for research that has the potential to 

save and improve other lives?'' 

In the terms of classical rhetoric, this can be seen as an enthymeme in which the 

audience supplies the necessary but missing premise (these are the only fundamental 

questions) to set up an argument by logical division. Now at least part of the audience 

will expect the decision to be a simple choice between the two, an expectation that will 

be reinforced by the ensuing narrative search lor the answers. 

At the same time, the phrasing of the questions places the arguments implied 

within them in distinctly different loci in the terms of Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca's 

recasting of classical loci in The New Rhetoric. In the locus of quantity, they suggest, 

greater value accrues from such sources as greater numbers of good things, a good thing 

useful for a larger number of ends, or good things being more lasting (85-86); while the 

locus of quality challenges the strength of numbers and sets value on what is unique 

and, because of its uniqueness, precious (89). The wording of the two questions clearly 

places the implied argument ofthe first in the locus of quality and that ofthe second in 

the locus of quantity. The association is even stronger if viewed from the perspective of 

Depoe's concept oftemporal vision. Considering the Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 

conception of locus of quality, Depoe says, "Perelman (sic) provided an example of the 

linking of time with the locus of quality in his description of the locus of the irreparable, 

which includes the claim that a precious object or quality is in danger of being lost for 

all time unless immediate action is taken" (Depoe 217). The suggestion of irreparable 

loss in the destruction of an embryo is central to the ensuing discussion once these 
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questions are posed, and even appears in the justification for allowing funding for 

research on the existing stem cell lines - the irreparable act has already occurred for 

each of these cell lines, but we will observe our moral duty not to sanction or encourage 

further such acts. 

Arguments from the locus of quality, including the locus of the irreparable, are 

not necessarily identified with religious faith and can have strong appeal because of 

their implication of urgency. Moreover, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca note that the 

locus of the irreparable has an additional base of value in the locus of quantity, in the 

permanence ("the infinity of time") involved in irreparability (92); and in that the locus 

of quantity applies to negative as well as positive values, e.g. "a lasting evil is greater 

than one that is momentary" (86). Thus one might assume on the basis of classical loci 

that the argument implied in Bush's first question would resonate not only with the 

religious community, but also with many members of the audience outside the two 

communities. 

Comments on form and genre. In the traditions of American presidential rhetoric 

it is almost a normative rule that the discussion of divisive issues should be deliberative 

in nature; in practice, that is, that it should present evaluations of alternative courses or 

an argument for one course that contends with at least the most important of the 

arguments for alternatives. Such deliberative rhetoric can be mixed with epideictic or 

forensic rhetoric or both, as Jamieson and Campbell have shown ("Rhetorical 

Hybrids"). The questions can be posed: Is the Bush stern cell speech deliberative, a 

hybrid, or something else? If it is a hybrid, which generic element is dominant? 
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The text clearly has formal elements of deliberative rhetoric. One of the clearest 

is the creation of an expectation ( 13-15) that a decision will be announced on an issue of 

public policy, linked to the subsequent satisfaction of that expectation ( 119-124 ). There 

is also the appearance of a consideration of opposing arguments in the narration of a 

search for answers; setting aside consideration of the specific content of those 

exchanges, such a formal element suggests deliberation. On the other hand, the central 

argumentative form, the argument by logical division, is equally at home in any of the 

Aristotelian genres. 

Consideration of the text as deliberative also is complicated by the fact that the 

ultimate decision did not rest mainly on the preceding arguments, but was dependent for 

its acceptance on the deus ex machina of the "more than 60" embryonic stern cell lines 

Bush claimed to exist already. That number was a surprise to scientists, who had 

believed the number was at most in the 20s. Its announcement by Bush touched off an 

overnight review of extratextual evidence the White House offered to scientists and the 

media - the actual number eventually turned out to be 78, of which only 22 were found 

by the scientific community to be useful in the research (Johnson and Williams). For the 

rhetor's purposes, asserting the existence of these lines was the only way to make it 

possible for him to provide some funding to explore the embryonic stem cell research 

while drawing a plausible "fundamental moral line" on embryo destruction. 

One commentator on this speech, former White House speechwriter David 

Frum, has characterized it as the opening address in a mini-political campaign the 

president undertook in August 2001 to shore up his standing after a lackluster first six 
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months of his administration (Frum I 00-1 09). This could make it epideictic with the 

president himself as its subject. What evidence exists for such a view is conveyed in 

Bush's repeated stress on the importance and profundity of the issues at stake, and on 

his own efforts to take the greatest of care in arriving at a decision; there is no part of 

the speech where he is not at the forefront, as teacher, agent of a moral inquiry, moral 

authority, or decision-making president. Though this idea will be further explored in the 

discussion near the end of this part, evidence is skimpy to assign the text to the 

epideictic genre as a campaign oration on the terms of classical rhetorical theory. 

Returning to the two "fundamental questions" may help to clarify these 

difficulties in assigning a genre or a hybrid genre to the text. "Are these frozen embryos 

human life, and therefore, something precious to be protected?" - considered as a 

rhetorical question - is a stasis question of definition with a mystical character, phrased 

in a way that calls for a non-rhetorical yes-or-no answer. As for its partner, "If they're 

going to be destroyed anyway, shouldn't they be used for a greater good, for research 

that has the potential to save and improve other lives?'' - setting aside that the word 

"other" turns it into an oblique answer to the first question (a point discussed below) 

this question is deliberative in nature, with a focus on the desirability of a future course 

of action. The point to be made here is that neither of these questions is directly and 

explicitly answered in the text, for the very good reason that there is no need to do so 

the answers are not essential to justifying the decision the president is announcing. On 

the surface, at least, this makes the argument by division an empty rhetorical gesture, at 

least in relation to the political decision. The question now becomes, why would the 

81 



president then spend more than a third of the speech on such an argument? And for a 

decision that could appear to both provide research funding and protect human 

embryos, why go to the trouble and risks of a full-blown prime time announcement on 

national television? 

One answer, or part answer, could lie in Frum ' s characterization of the event as 

a campaign speech. Another could be in a suggestion reported by the New York Times 

that White House "officials" had offered that the stem cell question "could be the 

defining issue of [Bush's] presidency" (Seelye). That opens questions of motivation that 

call for additional perspectives on the text. 

Pentadic analysis. Form, Kenneth Burke wrote, "is the creation of an appetite in 

the mind of the auditor, and the adequate satisfying of that appetite" (Burke, Counter

Statement 31 ). This idea was discussed briefly above in relation to Bush declaring the 

need for a decision on stem cell research funding at lines 13-15 and announcing that 

decision at lines 119-124. But Burke had something deeper in mind, an exploration of 

subtleties of form that both convey meanings to members of an audience and betray 

rhetorical motivations that may not be explicitly stated in a text. The analysis in this 

section will suggest that Bush's stem cell speech, notwithstanding its seemingly simple 

and straightforward language, serves complex functions with respect not only to the 

interested communities but also to much of the larger public that made up the bulk of 

his audience. That exercise begins with an application of Burke's "grammar of motives" 

- the pentad of act, scene, agent, agency and purpose - to the speech, bearing in mind 
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Burke's precept that the pentad is not about an underlying reality but about the 

construction of reality in speech or writing. 

The easiest pentadic term to discover in this speech is agent - it is the speaker 

himself. Across the speech as a whole, this is not a simple construction. At the outset he 

seems to set himself on an equal footing with his audience ("so I can discuss with you," 

line 2), to submerge himself in a larger bureaucratic entity ("my administration must 

decide," 13), and vanish altogether in his schoolteacher persona while he lectures on the 

facts and issues of stem cell science. At the point (52-56) where he distills his issue into 

two questions, however, he assumes a role in the forefront as a searcher for answers, 

and he remains as the visible agent for the rest of the speech. Moreover, he is agent in 

more than the Burkean sense of the word - beginning at line 52 he has installed himself 

as an agent of the audience in the search in which he has already invited its 

participation. 

The pivotal change at 52-56 also illuminates act - it is a search, and not just any 

search. An appetite for search has been stimulated early by a characterization of the 

issue as "complex and difficult" (2) and "profound" (3). Bush actually initiates the 

search in his early introduction of the issue to the audience, but that search becomes 

more explicit and urgent and assumes its narrative form after line 56. 

During the course of the speech, agency evolves from the methods of 

schoolteacher or science writer, which serve the function of beginning to draw the 

audience into the search; to the hungry, questioning methods of an active seeker for 

solid ground among conflicting moral views, and finally to the expression of applied 
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moral principles, more in the style of a committed member of the faithful advocating 

deeply held personal beliefs than the style of an ordained preacher. 

The most interesting terms to ponder with this speech are scene and purpose. 

Superficially, Bush seems to introduce scene at the beginning with his discussion of 

debates and discussions occurring at dinner tables, in scientific laboratories, in the 

private places of couples, in churches. But those cannot correspond to the scene of his 

act as agent, if those terms have been perceived correctly. A more promising 

construction of scene is the struggle over moral values itself. Indeed, if scene must be 

appropriate for the agent and act, as Burke says, that may be the necessary construction. 

The fact that Bush focuses the speech entirely on ethical issues means that within the 

rhetorical act itself the dramatistic agent and act are contained within that struggle. 

Moreover, beginning with the word "profound" in line 3 and following the evolution of 

agency from an instrumental level to a personal spiritual level and finally to a level of 

moral principle as noted above, the speech makes clear that this struggle over moral 

values is much more exalted or sublime than any conceivable physical scene. 

This leaves purpose. From a classical rhetorical perspective, of course, the 

speech had instrumental purposes, including the successful announcement of a decision 

on the issue of funding and potential ancillary improvements in the president's political 

position. From a dramatistic perspective, it can be helpful to begin with Burke's dictum 

that purpose is imp! icit in the concepts of act and agent (Grammar of Motives 245). It 

should be possible to discern purpose from analysis of the act (a search) and the agent 

(the speaker, in his role as searcher). More specifically, for what was he searching? We 
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know from the text that the search grew out of a need to resolve a conflict of moral 

values with sufficient clarity to permit an ethically acceptable decision on the relatively 

mundane question of funding stem cell research . Acceptable to whom? First, to the 

agent himself, who also was the speaker and who would judge acceptability at least in 

part with respect to the political constraints on his words and actions. Because Bush's 

core political base was closely aligned with his professed religious and moral beliefs 

and his previous statements on the subject of stem cells, one could assume (without 

having to decide whether his motives were political or moral) that Bush's true search 

was for a solution that came as close as possible to upholding the categorical moral 

claim advanced by Roman Catholic and fundamentalist Protestant institutions. Purpose, 

then, would be to protect that claim - not just in the narrow political sense achieved in 

the decision on funding, but also dramatistically in the larger rhetorical sense of 

proclaiming and defending it before the world. 

Analysis of the " ratios" between the pentadic terms considered in pairs leads to 

a clear dominance of scene (the "profound" clash of the two sets of moral principles in 

Bush's construction of the stem cell issue) and purpose (protection of the sacred gift of 

life in embryos understood as full, living human beings). Moreover, standing as a clear 

beacon shining through the mystical fog of struggle-as-scene, purpose dominates the 

scene-purpose ratio to be the speech's dominant pentadic term. 

Cluster analysis. The pentadic analysis can be supported by additional evidence 

drawn from the text through the dramatistic cluster analysis method as described by 

Foss (69-77) and applied by Nowlen et af. In the bipolar framing of the issue, one group 
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of tenns (ethicist, ethical concerns) represents advocates for positions of the "religious" 

community as defined above, and another group of terms (scientist, science, medicine, 

research) represents advocates for positions of the "scientific" community. 

The clusters of terms attached to these two groups are highly disparate in size. 

The cluster for "ethicist" includes the ultimate term (in Burke's sense) "life" along with 

"human life," "seeds of the next generation," "sacred gift from our Creator" and the 

adjective "precious" and verb "protect," all positive and lofty. It contains no negative 

tern1s and no tenns applied to the "ethicist" side by the "scientist" side. The cluster for 

"scientist" includes positive terms "help," "improve," "save lives" (note plural, not the 

same level as "life" per se), "conquer disease," along with conditional positives "hope," 

"potential," "good purpose" and the utilitarian "greater good." It also includes the 

slightly soft verbs "believe," "admit" and "feel" and the qualifiers "not yet certain" and 

"at least today" (applied to "believe"). By implication it also includes "culture that 

devalues life," "ethical minefields" and "moral hazards," all applied to the conduct of 

research. In addition it includes strong negatives assigned by representatives of the 

other side: the noun "rationalization," the adjective "callous" and the verbs "kill" and 

"destroy" with the object "embryo." 

It is quite likely that the size of the cluster for "scientist," and the significant 

number of positive terms within it, result in part from the clear effort to give the 

appearance ofbalance to the discussion, especially early in the speech. The immediate 

message of these clusters is that the "balance" was mainly in the mix of positive and 

negative associations within the discussion of the "scientific" or pro-stem cell research 
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arguments, a matter to be pursued further in the textual analyses of juxtaposition of 

rhetorical fragments and expressions from the two communities. 

lt is also worth noting that the small cluster associated with "ethicist" rises to an 

almost mystical level, consistent with purpose as the speech's dominant pentadic term. 

The relatively unbalanced weighting of the two sides is even clearer from closer 

examination of the "two fundamental questions" of lines 52-56 and the discussion that 

follows. "Are these frozen embryos human life, and therefore, something precious to be 

protected?" turns the Roman Catholic and fundamentalist Protestant categorical moral 

claim into a question. Though the question is never answered explicitly, Bush places 

language into his paraphrases of ethical arguments that only makes sense if one accepts 

the categorical claim; see especially "the fact that a living being is going to die" (75) as 

a clear reference to an embryo. One can draw the same implication from his comment 

on the existing stem cell lines "where the life and death decision [about destroying the 

embryo to isolate stem cells] has already been made" ( 123-124 ), although he backs off a 

bit with the wording of"further destruction of human embryos that have at least the 

potential for life" (129, emphasis added). 

The second "fundamental question" - "]f [the embryos are] going to be 

destroyed anyway, shouldn't they be used for a greater good, for research that has the 

potential to save and improve other lives?'' - occupies a different, strictly utilitarian, 

moral level than the first. In the back-and-forth between the two sides on the questions, 

the "scientists" are paraphrased using utilitarian arguments against "ethicist" arguments 
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in which the categorical moral claim is implicit - again, "a living being is going to die" 

and its rhetorical cousins. 

Summary of traditional close readings. The foregoing analysis suggests that the 

text (1) is characterized by a shifting persona that, until the moral climax at lines 96-

101, rises in intensity and moral forcefulness; (2) is dominated by the bipolar argument 

from logical division in which one argument lies within a particularly urgent locus of 

quality and the other in a locus of quantity; and (3) superficially displays many formal 

characteristics of the deliberative genre but shortcuts deliberation by introducing a deus 

ex machina factual claim making the logical argument unnecessary to support the 

political decision being announced. 

By the pentadic analysis, the president forms his speech on the dominant term 

purpose, placing himself (agent) and his search for meaning (act) within a wholly 

ideational scene - a struggle between categorical and utilitarian values related to the 

nominal subject of the speech, stem cell research. He appears to use identification and 

the progressive transformation of agency, from a pragmatic level to a personal spiritual 

level and finally to the level of moral principle, to lead the audience not toward a 

resolution of the struggle but toward affinity with the ultimate moral purpose, the 

sanctity of life. The use of shifting personae and superficially deliberative language 

distracts the hostile and neutral segments of the audience from what the speech is 

actually doing. 

When he finishes Bush has drawn a moral line that satisfies all but the most 

extreme sliver of the opposition to stem cell research, but appears reasonable to the 
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neutrals and even to many of the supporters of embryonic stem cell research, at least for 

the moment. He has protected the privileged position of a categorical moral claim 

within public debate on stem cell research and related subjects, even while saving for 

the time his own moderate image with the general public. 

The crucial question remaining to be addressed is, how does the president's use 

of rhetorical fragments, terms and expressions that reflect the rhetorical approaches of 

the two communities in juxtaposition and alternation relate to these analyses? What, if 

anything, does that usage add? 

Close Reading of Juxtapositions of Rhetorical Fragments 

The text was read for terms or expressions that could be identified with 

comparable terms or expressions used in the rhetoric of each of the communities 

identified by the modifiers "scientific" or "religious;" for terms or expressions used in 

one of the communities but used in the text with a modifier more characteristically used 

in the other community; and for terms or expressions with different connotative 

meanings in the two communities or with connotative meanings unique to one or the 

other of the communities. It also was read for formal or stylistic characteristics 

associated with the communities, such as the passive voice used in the scientific 

community to suggest a researcher's presumed stance of objective observation. 

One term in particular is worth special attention for the polysemic potential in its 

connotative meaning: the word issue. The text constructs this term as implying a purely 

moral conflict, as Bush signaled by associating it with the adjective pndound in line 3 
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and confirmed by dividing it into two moral questions in lines 52-56. Such a 

construction is the dominant connotative meaning of issue in the " religious" 

community, at least as that community is constructed in the speech around the 

categorical claim for the full human moral status of the embryo, and thus the term can 

be considered in !his lex! to be an "R" term (associated with that community) . The term 

also is used widely in the "scientific" community, of course, but here it has connotations 

that vary situationally and also across different segments of that community. In one 

time, segment of the community or rhetorical situation the issue may be primarily 

economic (reflecting interests of the biomedical industry, scientific or academic 

institutions, etc.); at others it may be political (e.g., availability of better health care), 

personal (suffering of self or a loved one), or status-focused (protection of the freedom 

of scientific investigation). Its use by the "scientific" community with moral 

connotations is largely confined specifically to that community's ongoing rhetorical 

engagements with the "religious" community on the study and applications of 

reproductive biology. The polysemic potential of this term will be present in any text on 

this subject in which the nature of the argument is not defined at all or, as here, is 

constructed enthymematically in a way that does not explicitly exclude the other 

possible connotative meanings. 

It should be understood also that there are questions of polyvalence here. For 

example, it is likely that the readings of the expression of "sanctity of life" by the two 

communities will be polyvalent in that their members will understand the term in much 

the same way but attach different levels of value to it. Those differences are not at issue 
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in this thesis, which seeks to understand what kinds of effects may accrue from the 

mixing of rhetorical fragments in ways that may act polysemically to encourage 

members of the two communities to draw different meanings from the text. 

Levels of mixing. The text mixes rhetorical elements from the two communities 

at two different levels - "locally" by proximity and/or alternation of specific terms or 

expressions, and by structural segmentation of the speech, in which one or more 

paragraphs carrying predominantly fragments from one community is followed by a 

section in which the other community's terms are dominant. The two levels interact to a 

degree: in sections where one community ' s terms are more dominant, for example, they 

may be balanced by an occasional local juxtaposition or use of a modifier from the 

other community for one or more of the dominant community's terms. There is also a 

possible third level, that of the entire "apparently finished text," the speech as a whole, 

which will be discussed separately below. 

The following discussion first tracks the structural alternations through the text 

and discusses the local juxtapositions that lie within each of the larger ones, then draws 

some inferences or preliminary conclusions from this observational information. The 

early sections are discussed in greater detail than may be needed for the overall analysis 

to give some indication of how the detailed data are being analyzed; later sections do 

not have the same word for word detail except where necessary to support a specific 

point. 

Reading the juxtapositions. Structurally the introduction of the speech takes up 

the first three paragraphs, of which the second (lines 4-8) is weighed towardS terms 
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and the third (9-12) toward R terms. The second paragraph contains four S terms 

(research, stem cells, laboratories, scientists), one S term (embryos) with a modifier 

(human) that shifts its meaning more to the R community, and one clear R expression 

(ethical ramifications). The third contains four clear R terms or expressions (the church, 

different faiths, faith , right ethical and moral conclusions) and one clear S term with no 

softening modifiers (stem cell research). 

To be considered analytically, these data must be placed in the context of the 

introduction as a single structural element and also must be viewed in terms of the local 

juxtapositions involved within that structural element. The first paragraph (1-3) contains 

a conventional greeting and thanks to the audience and a signal of the importance of the 

speech, with no terms that can be associated specifically with either community. It does 

contain two words, however, that connect it to the other two paragraphs and tie into the 

balance those paragraphs are seeking to establish. The first is the problematic term issue 

that has been noted above - it is used twice in the first paragraph and again in each of 

the other two paragraphs. The second term is the adjective profound, which the text 

connects to the word issue in line 3. lf an adjective can be a Burkean ultimate term, this 

one at least comes close, with its dual connotations of requiring great depth to 

comprehend and of evoking deeply realized or felt emotion, for which Webster gives 

examples that evoke spiritual values (Webster 1812). The association of profound with 

issue pushes issue toward the "religious" community's understanding, and will recur. 

The nominal subject of the second and third paragraphs is the debate about stem 

cell research that the speaker sees raging about the nation. A juxtaposition in the 
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second paragraph is interesting: in the middle of a discussion weighted with S terms it 

makes the laboratory a center of moral debate by suggesting scientists there pondering 

the ethical ram~jications of their work. This bit of juxtaposition softens the S weighting 

ofthe paragraph and may reassure members of the "religious" community that the 

passage is not all about science. (lt also could be viewed as a gesture toward a 

specialized second persona - a community of scientists as focused on Christian moral 

absolutes as is a key part of Bush's political base, or Bush himself.) 

The third paragraph's weighting with R terms counters the opposite weighting 

of the previous paragraph, with only a reference to stem cell research to remind that the 

subject of the speech has a scientific aspect. The hint at moral absolutes in the phrase 

right ethical and moral conclusions would more likely catch the attention of members 

of the "religious" community than the members of the "scientific" community or of the 

larger public that is not closely aligned with either community. 

The next section of the speech begins with the longest section (lines 15-43) that 

is continuously dominated by the terms and expressions of one of the communities, the 

"scientific." It is also the section in which the mixing of rhetorical fragments is most 

interesting and influential; in much ofthe balance of the speech the structural 

alternation is less prominent and few of the local juxtapositions do much more than 

reinforce the superficial pattern ofjuxtaposition. At the structural level this long section 

is countered subsequently by a transition paragraph that draws the auditor toward the 

categorical moral claim - full moral status of the embryo as a human being from the 
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moment of conception - that will infuse the rest of the speech without ever being 

explicitly stated as a moral claim. 

The long section, beginning after the sentence in which Bush describes the 

decision to be made, can be divided itself into two subsections, the first (15-24) focused 

on explaining the science and the second (25-43) presenting "scientific" community 

arguments for the embryonic stern cell research. This short tutorial covers some basic 

aspects of the science and the status of the stem cell issue. The mixing is topheavy with 

S terms, but has some local juxtapositions that keep it connected to the ethical issues 

and the perspectives of the "religious" community. It relates the science to a higher 

purpose that is endorsed by the "religious" community, helping "couples" to conceive 

children, with the intriguing juxtaposition doctors match sperm and egg to create l[fe 

outside the womb, in which the scientifically based process of doctor bringing together 

sperm and egg is literally linked to the creation of life, words usually associated with an 

act of God, not of a physician. This is a somewhat risky comment for Bush to make 

because it makes the physician the agent of the creation, but it serves the purpose of 

affirming and even celebrating the use of the embryogenetic technology for the sacred 

purpose of human procreation. Moreover, it wi II not be considered objectionable by the 

"scientific" community. A couple of lines later Bush uses the expression additional 

embryos to describe those that remain after a couple has reached its procreative goals or 

given up on them. This is unexceptionable on its face but has a very specific meaning in 

this controversy - it sidesteps the patently instrumentalist connotations of a term used 

(at least then) in the "scientific" community - surplus embryos; thus, the use of 
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additional in this spot could be seen as a bow to the "religious" community that might 

not be noticed by the other community. In the next paragraph Bush returns to the higher 

purpose for which the embryo technologies can be used when he describes how some 

"additional" embryos "have been implanted" into adoptive mothers, were carried to 

term and "are today healthy children." This mimics the passive voice of science with 

have been implanted while juxtaposing it with an expression reflecting a vision of many 

in the "religious" community of finding adoptive mothers for all "additional" embryos. 

What Bush has accomplished in this superficially tutorial passage is to establish 

the semblance of a dispassionate description that would appeal to almost anyone; to 

affirm the use of human embryo technology for reproductive purposes; and to identify 

without immediate additional comment one of the crucial elements in the controversy, 

the "additional" embryos "frozen in the laboratory." The passage is rich in rhetorical 

markers for the "scientific" community, but manages to keep them contained within a 

moral frame of reference by local juxtapositions that, in concert with the word 

associations found in the cluster analysis earlier, keep the moral concerns visible. 

ln the second subsection (25-43), the speaker undertakes the task of representing 

arguments of the "scientific" community for his audience. This representational mode is 

reflected in attributions- scientists believe, scientists admit, many scientists feel, most 

scientists ... believe. Local juxtapositions are not a factor in this section because they 

are largely absent. The significance of these paragraphs lies in the appearance of giving 

voice at length to views of scientists, even though, as the cluster analysis has shown, the 

force of this voice is significantly moderated by qualificatory language that is expressed 
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politely in constructions of a kind that might be found in scientific papers- "not yet 

certain," ''at least today." The representation also connects the anonymous scientists 

being cited with purposes that are noble in the "scientific" community's own terms 

helping to relieve suffering from "terrible diseases." Finally, even though the lines are 

attributed to scientists and qualified, and the reference to stem cells is more general than 

that in the preceding "tutorial," this positive discussion of the research potential follows 

directly after the tutorial ends with the statement that unused "embryos remain frozen in 

laboratories" - a juxtaposition that could lead an incompletely attentive auditor to see it 

as favorable to using such embryos in the research. 

The next paragraph ( 44-51) is a transition that opens with a strong affirmation of 

United States scientific contributions couched in terms that distill the core moral theme 

of the "scientific" community's rhetoric in this controversy, advances in science and 

medicine that improve human life. The speaker then draws a parallel in a construction 

that extols the United States tradition of upholding the highest standards of ethics "as 

we" pursue those scientific goals, subtly subordinating the science to the ethics but with 

an alternation of words and phrases that reflect positive values as expressed by each 

community. Then he shifts to his most forceful expression so far of the "religious" 

community's framing of the moral issue, which he does not attribute to "ethicists" or 

anyone: extracting the stem cell destroys the embryo (essentially an S construction, 

though some in that community would use a weaker verb) and thus destroys its 

potential for life (basically an R construction, though many in that community would 

exclude the words "potential for"). The speaker continues, in his own voice, with the 
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amplifying claim that each of these embryos is unique, with its own unique genetic 

potential of an individual human being, two expressions directly out of"religious" 

community rhetoric, mixing scientific terms with humanistic ones. The double use of 

the word unique previews the embedding, noted above in the discussion ofthe 

traditional readings of the text, of an argument from the locus of the irreparable within 

the "religious" community view of the moral issue as Bush constructs it. 

The pivotal paragraph constructing that argument (52-56) has been discussed 

above. Here it remains to note that both sides of the argument are developed in the form 

of questions, and that Bush continues to use the term embryos in the manner of the more 

moderate center of the "religious" community, even as he embeds the strongest form of 

its moral claims in his interrogative version of its argument. 

Bush will never explicitly answer the R question (are these embryos human 

life?) in this speech, but he answers it obliquely within the other question, when he 

inserts the word other into his reiteration of a "scientific" community moral argument 

using the expression potential to save and improve other lives. That modifier can only 

refer back to the frozen embryos that are the subject of both questions. 

The local juxtaposition of terms and expressions from the two communities 

continues throughout the four paragraphs (57-76) of alternating "scientific" and 

"religious" points on the two questions that constitutes the basic narration of Bush's 

search for answers. The weight of argument, however, is carried by Bush's structure 

(science responds to the question, religion counters science's answer) and by value 

loadings ofthe two sides of this polarity as suggested in the cluster analysis. For the 
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most part it appears that the continuing juxtaposition of terms from this point serves 

primarily to help sustain the formal appearance of a deliberative balancing. The text 

also reinforces that appearance by the use of attributions (albeit to unnamed sources) for 

both the S and the R arguments. Also, the language used in the alternations becomes 

gradually more forceful on both sides, helping to build toward a moral peak. As an 

example, discoveries of modern science create tremendous hope is juxtaposed with they 

also lay vast ethical minefields (81-82), and genius ofscience extends the horizons of 

what we can do with we confront complex questions about what we should do (82-83). 

This is followed by Bush 's slippery slope argument connecting stem cell research to 

recent news about human cloning research. 

The moral peak arrives in I 02-114 where he details his own "deeply held 

beliefs." This involves a structural juxtaposition, again opening with a "scientific" side 

view followed by a response from the "religious" side. The first part of this apposition 

is his strongest positive appraisal of the "scientific" view in the speech, loaded with 

fragments ofthat community's rhetoric (potentia/for great good, improve lives, save 

life, conquer disease, and a summation of this, research offers hope that millions of our 

loved ones may be cured of disease and rid of their suffering), accompanied by accounts 

of messages from members of his own family, from Nancy Reagan and from others 

arguing the great value of the research. This passage contains no terms from the 

"religious" community and no negatives about research and ends with the speaker's 

assertion of his personal "great hope for cures." 
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The second part begins with a direct personal assertion of the "religious" 

community's central appeal, the belief that human life is a sacred gifi.from our Creator, 

then turns immediately to an attack on a culture that devalues life which, in the 

extended pattern of this speech, can only be understood to refer to arguments of the 

same "scientific" community he has just so powerfully praised, and then declares his 

own obligation as president to foster and encourage respect for life. This is followed by 

a passage casting doubt on the research, no one can be certain that the research will live 

up to the hope it has generated, and reinforces that doubt by analogy to high hopes a 

few years earlier for research on fetal tissue, whose progress to date has not lived up to 

its initial expectations. These are fairly standard arguments from the "religious" 

community's rhetorical arsenal in the ongoing controversies. It is worth noting that 

Bush's construction here does not attack scientists, but arguments and values associated 

with them in this debate. 

When he sums up the argument ( 117-118), stem cell research has both great 

promise and great peril, the lesson he draws from it seems a rhetorical anticlimax: "I 

have decided we must proceed with great care." He proceeds to announce the decision, 

as has been discussed above, then to announce the ancillary decisions, to thank the 

audience, to pray that his decision has been the right one and to ask God's blessing on 

America. But, again as noted above, he has shifted persona from moralist to president. 

It is as if the argument is ended- without explicit resolution - before the funding 

decision is even announced. The decision itself and all that follows amount to taking 

care of business, cleaning up the loose ends. The deus ex machina has provided the 
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essential justification for the extratextual claim (discussed more fully in Part 6) that the 

decision strikes a compromise on the moral issue. 

Discussion of the Textual Readings 

The readings of the text from traditional perspectives in themselves open up a 

variety of possible understandings ofwhat meanings the audience (taken, in its simplest 

form, as a combination of the two highly interested communities and some larger and 

largely neutral public, citizenry, or even "universal audience") might draw from it. It 

might be easiest to start with a speculation about what that particular mixture of 

audience segments was hoping to find in the speech. The "scientific" community, 

surely, would be looking for a reasoned decision leading to federal funding for a robust 

research program; based on its advance knowledge of the president's general thinking 

and political commitments, it might be braced for possible disappointment and eager to 

hear any hopeful signal. The "religious" community, on the other hand, might feel more 

confident of getting what it wanted, a rejection ofthe most ofthe other side's wish list 

along with a ringing affirmation of its own values; it too would be eager, but for a 

different kind of signal. The larger public most certainly would be expecting something 

approximating a traditional presidential talk with a deliberative feel and a what's-best

for-America slant, but given the novelty of the subject and the gravitas of the forum, 

might well have considerable curiosity as to what all the fuss was about; this group 

would not have high motivation to look for any particular kind of signal. 
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On the basis of this analytical exercise, it seems clear that, first, nothing the 

president could say would get the same reading from the entire audience; and, second, 

the two highly interested communities would try to read their separate hopes into 

whatever he said right up to the moment the funding decision was announced. 

From the president ' s perspective, what would he want from the three segments? 

With respect to the "religious" community, so heavily overlapping his political base, he 

would want to stoke the enthusiasm of its members for their beliefs and increase their 

identification with his own faith. With respect to the "scientific" community, by nature 

cooler to him, he would want to give them something they wanted and to condition 

them to accept that they could not get everything they wanted; and with respect to the 

larger neutral public he would want to project himself as presidential and moderate, a 

leader who can steer the nation through moral minefields .. 

For the first segment, then, what might work best would be a good, old

fashioned , pulpit-thumping sermon, even though that style was not part of this 

president's rhetorical repertoire. For the second community, maybe a lot of praise and a 

little bit of research funding would be in order and might be possible. And for the big 

public - why not a campaign speech? 

Without suggesting that this was the actual thinking of either the president or his 

writers and advisors, it is not too far-fetched to think that the president's speech could 

based on the traditional textual readings - be expected to reach at least parts of each of 

the three segments in the way l have just speculated he might have wished. 
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First, there is something more than a little bit sermonic about the purpose-driven 

search for moral truth we find in the pentadic view of this text. That perception is even 

stronger ifwe consider the use of persona and language to increase the speech's moral 

forcefulness up until its moral climax. As noted above, that rising moral intensity 

echoes the striving for perfection that Burke saw in religious rhetoric, and it mimics a 

form that is characteristic of much Christian preaching. The explicit statement of moral 

principle, spoken in Bush's own voice at the speech's moral peak, also reinforces its 

sermonic feel. This speech can be read as a sermon if one is motivated to perceive it so .. 

Second, with respect to the "scientific" community Bush is wrestling with much 

the same problem Ronald Reagan faced in his Star Wars speech- how to tame science 

without turning off its useful powers. Bush uses a form of praise to create the proper 

frame of mind in the "scientific" community, then proffers funding and the prospect of 

moral righteousness to tempt the actual scientists in that community to bite into the 

"alternatives" to embryonic stem cells. We can compare this to Rushing's take on how 

Reagan sought to "contextualize" the scientists "by specifying an end towards which 

their energies might be put" ( 427). Where Reagan is inviting physicists to atone for 

their hand in creating the bomb by working on a missile shield against it, Bush in effect 

invites cell biologists to atone for their past disrespect of human life by turning to 

programs of research that don't cross that "fundamental moral line." 

Finally, we've already seen that the stem cell text has been called a campaign 

speech by one of his speechwriters (who did not work on that speech). There are some 

interesting parallels between the Bush speech and Abraham Lincoln ' s 1860 Cooper 
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Union speech, which originally was seen as something else but has been characterized 

by Leff and Mohrman as a campaign speech (347). Lincoln's circumspect tone (351) 

can be compared to Bush's school-teacherish opening. Lincoln followed his discussion 

of the specifics of the slavery issue by switching to a more forceful and morally certain 

tone (354); Bush followed his narrative search for truth with a forceful, morally certain 

expression of personal views. Lincoln centered his moral attention on a "principle from 

which Republicans cannot retreat" (356) while Bush drew a "fundamental moral line" 

that the nation must not cross. Each man was dealing with the intractable issue of his 

time. Lincoln wasn't formally running for president, and Bush was not campaigning 

because the next election was three years away and he was on "vacation." 

Aside from the Lincoln comparisons, one could argue that there was a 

reasonable expectation that a member of the larger audience who still had an open mind 

about Bush might see something presidential about the "compromise" on a difficult 

issue, the seemingly meticulous weighting oftwo sides, the crispness of the decision, 

the self-effacing prayer that the decision had been the right one. 

What was the actual genre of this speech, and was it a hybrid? From the 

pentadic, dramatistic view, it could have been epideictic - a sermon honoring high 

purpose, moral truth, God himself; but the praise is never made entirely explicit. The 

structural back-and-forth between the two communities has the feel of deliberation, but 

the arguments proved not to be needed for the actual decision on funding, and the moral 

questions were both left unanswered , at least not answered explicitly. The first question 
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about the status of the embryo could be regarded as forensic , but that too was never 

explicitly answered. 

Can the juxtapositions, the mixing, help with this? Certainly the mixing of 

rhetorical fragments at the local level makes it possible to see one side of each section 

as dominant even while smaller numbers of fragments of the other side subtly qualify 

that dominance. When a structural element such as a paragraph that is dominated by one 

side is followed by an element dominated by the other, it can be perceived as indicative 

of a deliberative genre, even though a careful look at the local juxtapositions might cast 

some doubt on that perception; the doubts are less likely to arise if the viewer or auditor 

is hoping to see deliberation. The possibilities for polysemy are clear, and they suggest 

a role for the mixing as one of reinforcing perceptions generated by language or form. 

The ultimate speculative possibility lies at the level of the entire text - the ironic 

possibility that the sense of deliberative structural form created by juxtapositions could 

run parallel to a sense ofthe form of a sermon reinforced by other linguistic detail. In 

this case the polysemic effect is that the " religious" community tends to read the speech 

as a sermon praising the sanctity of life, or even God, while the "scientific" community 

tends to read it as an argument leading to a funding decision. 
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J>art 6 

Close lntertextual Readings of Responses 

This part explores both immediate responses to the text and longer-term trails of 

the rhetorical event. lmmediate responses are examined through intertextual readings of 

responses from within the "scientific" and "religious" communities; selected texts from 

other interests not acknowledged in the president's construction of the issue; and media 

texts reflecting political perspectives including reflections on the text's relationship to 

the quality of American deliberative process. The longer term trails are examined in 

terms of the nature and quality of continuing debate on the issue; impacts on the 

continuing controversy of the president's "fundamental moral I ine," including the 

influence of Bush's Council on Bioethics; and effects of the re-emergence in the debate 

of economic interests on how the debate is conducted. The analysis will show that the 

rhetorical event has embedded Bush's construction of the "religious" community's 

framing of the moral issue at the heart of the continuing political debate, where it still 

persists in 2007; that efforts to challenge Bush's policy decision continue to invoke the 

same arguments within that framework, and remain essentially more symbolic than 

substantive; and that the surfacing of economic arguments does not change the content 

or shape of the moral arguments that inevitably ensue. Except in a handful of academic 
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writings it is difficult to find any discussion on this debate that acknowledges any moral 

perspective not focused on the bipolarization pitting embryo against "cures." 

Immediate Responses 

The texts of presidential speeches do not necessarily need to carry the full 

nuances of their intended messages, since they are preceded by White House-coached 

anticipatory buildups and followed by readily-available "clarifications" and spin from 

unnamed officials or spokespeople to guide the news media. No modern president 

would make an announcement on a controversial subject without seeing that his most 

important trusted supporters and allies get some advance guidance on its contents, that 

key media people are properly prepared to understand what is about to be said, and that 

plenty of well-briefed aides are available to respond to questions not only from the 

media but also from the leaders of important interest groups that are affected. Such 

courtesies are not, however, extended in the same way to political opponents. For these 

reasons it needs to be understood that the instantaneous reactions that appear within 

moments after an event such as a prime time presidential speech are not solely the 

product of the text itself, but also reflect advance buildup and real time coaching from 

the presidential team. To take this factor into account, "immediate response" in this 

discussion includes, for its different components, enough time for the key communities 

to have their immediate questions answered and to consult and reflect a bit on both the 

text and the followup answers. For national daily print media covering both the event 

and the responses of the key communities this would generally be a few days, extending 
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at least through the weekend after the event; for weekly print, it may extend as long as 

to the second issue following the event, and so on. This applies both to general print 

outlets and to the specialized media that serve the key communities. 

The immediate response to this speech, as usual for presidential prime time 

oratory, was large and mixed. The instantaneous on-air response focused on the moral 

polarity and the "compromise"- a word that was not in the text but had been in the pre

speech buildup, was floated in news reports in the last half of July and early August and 

was promoted extratextually by the White House. 

Immediate responses: "scientific" community. In one sense, the immediate 

reaction of actual scientists in the "scientific" community could be summed up in the 

single word, "Huh?" Whatever coaching on this point may have come from the White 

House, the president's deus ex machina announcement of the existence of"more than 

60" human embryonic stem cell lines triggered a skeptical response that led to the 

number becoming the dominant focus of news coverage within both short-cycle science 

media and general media coverage of the "scientific" community response in the first 

few days after the speech. "If there are 60 lines that are robust, grow well and have the 

properties of human embryonic cell lines, that's news to me and it is good news," said a 

Harvard cell biologist, Douglas Melton. "First let's find out if these 60 lines really do 

exist. Secondly, are they going to be available without restriction?" (Stolberg, 

"Decision"). By the time the number was actually confirmed weeks later the general 

media had shifted attention to the September I I attacks and stories about stem cell 
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research, though still numerous by historical standards, were being relegated to the 

inside pages of print media and were off the screens of broadcast media. 

There was also disappointment at the limits in the announced policy, partially 

offset by the small window of opportunity it left standing. 

Meanwhile, other immediate responses from within the "scientific" community 

were overshadowed- one so much so, in fact, that it became known to much of the 

general public only as a result of a presidential response to it four days after the speech. 

In the speech, as the New York Times expressed it, the president had "articulated such 

strong sympathy for the view that frozen embryos be used that it seemed, until the end 

of his remarks, that he might endorse it" (Bruni). That articulation was not explicit but 

was implied in the early part of the speech, where his "tutorial" on the existence and 

uses of frozen embryos was followed immediately by his positively phrased comments 

about scientists' expectations for embryonic stem cell research (see textual analysis 

from the perspectives of the two communities in Part 4). This generated so much buzz 

suggesting that the president might be open to further "compromise" in the future that 

Bush felt compelled on August 13 to shoot down that idea by promising to veto any 

legislation broadening the terms (a promise he kept in 2006 and again in 2007). 

The other clear immediate response, overshadowed by both of the first two, was 

a disappointment that the decision did not go as far as permitting funding for research 

on the unused embryos. "The compromise he's tried to achieve is a laudable one," said 

Harvard's Melton (Vogel 1242), but University of Wisconsin researcher James 

Thomson, head of one of the teams that announced the isolation of human embryonic 
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stem cells in 1998, said the compromise "will slow the research, [though it] is better 

than stopping the research entirely" (Walker). A week after the speech, and after Bush ' s 

promise to veto any legislation to relax his standard, the director of a university research 

institute said, "I'm quite pessimistic" in that, despite a compelling need the amount of 

research on stern cells "is likely to stay the same or decrease somewhat in the public 

sector" (Belsie ). Despite such doubts and concerns, there was a clear indication of a 

wait and see attitude that was summed up by Robert Rich, president of the Federation of 

American Societies for Experimental Biology: "Most of us will take a deep breath for 

now and will wait for the 60-plus stem cell lines that the president says are available for 

research to appear" (Vogel 1245). 

Immediate re.~ponses : "religious " community. The U. S. Conference ofCatholic 

Bishops made what was among the most immediate and negative responses to the 

speech; Bishop Joseph A. Fiorenza, then president of the conference, issued a statement 

the same evening which began by acknowledging that Bush had reaffirmed his support 

for a ban on cloning (this was based on a comment made during his slippery slope 

argument in the speech), then flatly rejected the research "trade-off' as morally 

unacceptable. "The federal government," he said, "for the first time in history, will 

support research that relies on the destruction of some defenseless human beings for the 

possible benefit to others. However such a decision is hedged about with qualifications, 

it allows our research enterprise to cultivate a disrespect for human life" (U.S. Conf. of 

Catholic Bishops). This reflects the bishops' unqualified belief that the embryo, even at 

its earliest stages, has the full moral status of a human being. It does not go into Bush's 
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arguments, nor does it criticize his strong affim1ation of the use of the technology in 

IVF fertility treatments, which the Catholic bishops have opposed. 

A number of religious leaders and groups accepted the "fundamental moral line" 

of Bush ' s argument and expressed satisfaction with the decision because, as Christian 

Coalition founder Pat Robertson put it, "we are not going with any new killing of 

human life" (Keen). David O'Steen, executive director of the National Right to Life 

Committee, issued a statement saying that "the president has acted to save the lives that 

he could" (Belsie ). 

Other immediate responses. Media covering the event from broader political 

perspectives than those focused on the issue itself offered several reactions, focused on 

the "compromise" characterization of the decision, the limits imposed on research, the 

possible effects on the president's political fortunes, the White House spin (as spin), and 

various other political angles. There was some focus on reactions of leaders in the two 

communities and some on the president's unusual presentation of the issue. 

The New York Times' editorial page took a position steeped in the arguments of 

the "scientific" community; noting the position of the "religious" community on the 

need to protect embryos as potential life, it declared: "They deserve respect for their 

beliefs. But they should not be allowed to dictate public policy, especially in an area 

where the health of so many people might be in the balance" (NY Times , "Waffles"). 

It took some days for secular institutions with stakes in the issue to weigh in seriously, 

and much longer for their views to begin to trickle into general media. The earliest ones 

were related to the economics of the issue. Publications in the United States, the United 
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Kingdom and Canada carried articles suggesting that the latter two nations' biotech 

industries and scientific research establishments would gain at the expense of those of 

the United States. A Canadian writer saw the possibility of a "brain gain" for Canada as 

American cell biologists sought out friendlier work settings (Abraham), and a British 

writer saw the limitations set in the Bush funding policy as creating an opportunity for 

British bioscience and biotech to expand their existing world leadership in human 

embryonic stem cell research (Kiotzko). The American report in Business Week 

suggested that the pre-speech debate on this issue already had put the United States 

behind on embryonic stem cell research, noting that three-fourths of the 64 embryonic 

stem cell lines identified as of August 27 were in laboratories outside the United States. 

The dimensions of the threat to American interests were clear in the different headlines 

on the Business Week' s domestic and international editions: to Americans the magazine 

proclaimed that the nation ' s "overwhelming" overall leadership in bioscience and 

biotech was "at risk," while readers overseas were told that this leadership was "up for 

grabs" (Capell, Arnst and Weintraub). 

Some commentators directly addressed the president's rhetoric. The New York 

Times editorial (NYT, Waffles) said the sections of the speech [in which the rhetorical 

mixing was greatest] "almost seemed to be teasing the audience ... without revealing 

which way he had decided to go." A Christian Science Monitor writer suggested that 

with his "careful compromise" Bush had "put off - for now - a key ethical question of 

the 21 51 century" (Belsie ), a reference that invokes the idea of creating some temporary 

accommodation in an intractable conflict. Boston College political science professor 
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Alan Wolfe, a prolific writer on ethics and public life, wrote an opinion page article a 

few days after the speech to note that Bush's actual decision on the research funding 

was more nuanced than the accompanying rhetoric, that the rhetoric makes it difficult 

for moderates to back away from polarizing issues and that in this case "the real losers 

are pro-life moderates and ethical scientists." The president's position, intended as a 

compromise, "will encourage extremists on all sides. As a result, an issue that was not 

even at the periphery of people's consciousness a year ago will have been transformed 

into a culture war that need never have happened" (Wolfe). 

Six-Year Folfowup: Selected Intertextual Readings 

The purpose of this section is to sample the debate at points in time over several 

years to follow traces of the rhetorical treatment of the issue in ongoing discourse. Such 

traces cannot be attributed in any meaningful sense to the single speech event, 

especially since George W. Bush has remained president and has not varied his rhetoric 

on the topic to any significant degree. Further, he has stood as a formidable obstacle to 

any effort aimed at undercutting the "fundamental moral line" he drew in the speech. 

We have seen, also, that most of the rhetorical fragments that were assembled to give 

the speech its unusual character had had a continuous history over many years prior to 

the speech, so there should be little reason to expect them to change in dramatically in 

only a few years, unless either the technologies or the social, economic and/or political 

contexts of the debate were to change significantly. 

This sampling suggests the following key continuities related to the debate: 
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• The political stem cell controversy at the national level has remained in 

stasis (as that term is construed in the Part 2 discussion of intractable 

issues), up to the summer 2007, the end of the survey period. George 

Bush has succeeded in protecting the moral line he drew in federal 

policy, holding enough votes even in the Democratic-controlled 

Congress to sustain his vetoes of legislative changes. Thus, to the extent 

that the speech can be considered to have initiated this uneasy and 

unstable modus vivendi and the rhetorical mixing to have contributed to 

that effect, the mixing can be considered a rhetorical tool for managing 

such issues. 

• The core of the ethical debate - the moral absolute that considers a 

human embryo at any stage a full "human being" - has continued to 

dominate the debate and consume substantial scientific, ethicist and 

political energy; and there is no question that it was the Bush speech and 

policy decision that first gave that moral absolute its present elevated 

status. The work ofthe Council on Bioethics has nurtured these 

emphases. 

• The re-emergence of economic interests, accompanied by trends toward 

"defederalization" of public funding for embryonic stem cell research, 

has had no impact on the bipolar form of the moral debate shaped by 

Bush's rhetorical constructions; and that moral issue comes to dominate 

nearly every economically motivated political initiative on stem cells, 
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though the " religious" position has been defeated in several up-or-down 

decisions at the state level. 

The following discussion traces these three threads through media coverage and 

rhetorical samplings that collectively support these claims. 

National political debate. Though media reports beginning immediately after the 

speech made reference to the likelihood of political efforts with some bipartisan 

Congressional support to expand the limits of the administration policy, they were slow 

in coming. There was no such serious effort during the rest of Bush's first term, no 

doubt partly because so much political energy was redirected to the "war on terror." 

John Kerry made a serious effort to challenge the policy in the 2004 presidential 

campaign, but with no basic change in the set of"scientific" community arguments in 

use since long before the speech; Bush, for his part, made little response to the 

challenge, only repeating the rhetoric of the speech and using other "social" issues to 

fire up his conservative Christian political base. The first serious challenges came in 

2005, when the House of Representatives passed a bill to relax the restrictions; and in 

both 2006 and 2007, when similar measures passed the full Congress and drew 

presidential vetoes. 

It was only five weeks after the speech that the terrorist attacks on the United 

States moved the stem cell issue out of the broadcast media and into the deep inside 

pages of print media. What would be the last New York Times front page article for a 

long time on the subject appeared on the morning of September 11, previewing a 

National Academy of Sciences report to be released at a news conference that day 
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which, without referring to Bush's speech or policy, declared that many new lines of 

human embryonic stem cells would be needed if the science is to fulfill its potential "in 

the development of treatments for human disease" (Stolberg, Urge) . The news 

conference, of course, was never held. The report was an update on the state of 

embryonic stem cell research, including a reprise of the "scientific" community 

arguments on the ethical issues as they had been expressed long before the Bush speech. 

Despite a number of efforts to reopen the debate in Congress, the stem cell issue 

never came near its 2001 visibility in political discussion until Ronald Reagan's death 

in June 2004 from complications of Alzheimer's disease drew major media attention to 

the potential of stem cell research to offer hope for the disease's victims. Reagan's 

son's appeal for embryonic stem cell research at the Democratic National Convention a 

few weeks later, and Nancy Reagan ' s involvement in efforts to organize meetings of 

Alzheimer' s patients and their families with Congressmen and Senators, helped 

strengthen the political appeal of the "scientific" community arguments. The 

fundamental arguments of both sides did not change, however, and in the end the issue 

was overshadowed by gay marriage and abortion in the presidential campaign. 

Moreover, when the candidates debated they basically re-created the debate 

constructed in Bush's speech. John Kerry said, "I think we can save lives. Now I think 

we can do ethically guided embryonic stem cell research ... I believe if we have the 

option, as scientists tell us we do, of curing Parkinson's, curing diabetes, curing some 

kind of a, you know, paraplegic or quadriplegic or a spinal cord injury, anything, that's 

the nature of the human spirit. I think it's respecting life to reach for that cure .. . " Bush 
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began his response with, "Embryonic stem cell research requires the destruction of life 

to create a stem cell." After a brief digression to note that he was the first president to 

allow funding for embryonic stem cell research , he went on, "But I think we've got to 

be very careful in balancing the ethics and the science" and that "the approach 1 took is 

one that I think is a balanced and necessary approach, to balance science and the 

concerns for life" (N.Y. Times, "Debate"). 

When the Congress prepared to complete the passage of its 2006 legislation on 

the stem cell issue- which would have opened up federal funding for research on stem 

cells drawn from the "additional" embryos left after fertility treatments under strict 

guidelines - the final debates starred individuals with symbolic links to both sides. 

Proponents held a news conference with patients suffering from diseases to be 

potentially helped, including a 1 0-year-old diabetic girl who said, "Think of me when 

they vote on the stem cell bill." At the rival news conference a father who appeared 

with his wife and their 4-year-old daughter from an "adopted" frozen embryo said, 

"Embryos are human. They need to be given a chance." And the journalists knew that 

there was little doubt about the ritual's outcome - the bill would be passed and then 

vetoed by the president with almost no chance of an override (Hook). 

That is what happened. The ritual was repeated again in 2007, ending with a 

second veto on June 20. "If this legislation became law," said President Bush," it would 

compel American taxpayers - for the first time in our history - to support the deliberate 

destruction of human embryos ... Destroying human life in the hopes of saving human 

life is not ethical - and it is not the only option before us." The alternatives, the 
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president said in his extended message, can open up "new possibilities for progress 

without conflict or ethical controversy" (Bush, Veto). 

Sh~fting ofattention and energy. As the president ' s veto message reminded us, 

one of the clear focusing effects of the Bush speech was to point both the scientific 

community and the general media toward alternatives to stem cells harvested from 

human embryos as sources for potential treatments and cures. The explicit focus of the 

speech was on cells from different sources, such as various adult tissues. This had 

always been a part of the debate from the "rei igious" perspective, given that some adult 

stem cells had been isolated three decades earlier than their embryonic counterparts and 

that (given the lead time) already had therapeutic track records. With Bush's promotion 

of the idea and creation of a Council on Bioethics, political and expert support for 

"alternatives" had been institutionalized within the federal government and given higher 

priority than the embryonic research. By spring 2002 a University of Minnesota 

researcher on adult stem cells was telling a Senate committee that her work "was being 

misinterpreted to suit legislative agendas" counter to her own support for embryonic 

stem cell research (Vergano). Related Minnesota research was touted in England as 

signaling a new rise in "the temperature" of the United States stem cell debate - a 

prospect that could be interpreted as favorable to the future of British embryonic stem 

cell research (Griffith). The word "alternatives" was now entrenched in the "religious" 

community rhetoric on embryonic stem cell research, a code within the community for 

"substitutes." The core "scientific" community argument continued to look on the lines 
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of research as complementary, though continuing to argue forcefully that the embryonic 

research offered much greater potential. 

Scientists began turning a spotlight also on methods of isolating or generating 

equivalents of human embryonic stem cells that would not require the actual destruction 

ofviable embryos. This was not new as a line of work; what was new was the spotlight. 

An early example was a report on cell research in mice in October 2001 that 

reached the New York Times as a science section article with a highly speculative twist 

on research whose author only claimed to have chemically treated unfertilized mouse 

eggs to generate what the Times called "an embryo of sorts" from which stem cells were 

extracted "that can turn into nerve cells." Though the research had not yet reached a 

peer-reviewed journal and the cells as described had nothing close to the properties of 

stem cells drawn from actual human (or mouse) embryos, the Times quoted the 

researcher, an embryologist at a Los Angeles fertility clinic, as saying that "we feel that 

this really could circumvent a lot of ethical questions" and gave the article a headline 

asserting that the research "may provide stem cells while taking the baby from the 

equation" (N.Y. Times, "New Work"). This is the kind of hyperbole anticipated by Alan 

Wolfe (above) when he called Bush's speech a "gift to extremists." A further 

accounting of this phenomenon came in an analysis of the debate at the time of the 

California referendum, November 2004, suggesting that "the shrill debate over stem 

cells in the United States has forced some scientists to hype their potential for cures" 

and quoting a British cell biologist saying, "I am aghast that it has turned into such a 

huge issue. I just find the level of debate rather juvenile" (Guterl et a!). 
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A more carefully developed variant of this idea - genetic engineering of an 

unfertilized human egg to enable it to produce embryonic stem cells without actually 

becoming an embryo - was presented to the Council on Bioethics in 2004 by William 

Hurlbut, a bioethicist at Stanford and a council member. This was attacked in scientific 

journals on both scientific grounds and as a "technically daunting" proposal that "would 

not only waste valuable time, but also precious resources," but was taken seriously 

enough to generate a conference of scientists and scholars (Cook). 

Emergence of other perspectives. A March 2002 Bush administration concession 

to the research community, executed in the technical administrative sphere, relieved a 

barrier to privately-funded embryonic stem cell research while also creating logistic and 

bookkeeping headaches. The ruling allowed scientists to receive federal funding on 

permitted research while continuing to do privately funded research on cell lines 

ineligible for federal funds, as long as the funding was meticulously separated 

(Stolberg, Ruling). This was an implicit recognition ofthe institutional interests ofthe 

universities and of the economic significance ofthe research for the United States' 

biotech and biomedical industries. 

The shape of those interests began to emerge more clearly in a trend to 

defederalization of the public funding of stem cell research, with a mixture of state and 

private resources to take up part of the gap left by the federal policy's I imitations. 

California, home of a major biotech industry and many Federal 1 research universities, 

recognized the economic interests as well as the popularity of medical research in 2002 

legislation banning cloning for reproductive purposes but allowing "therapeutic 
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cloning," which includes creating cloned embryos for purposes of medical research, and 

endorsing embryonic stem cell research in general (McCarthy). California voters in 

2004 approved with a 59% majority a referendum creating a $3 billion fund to support 

embryonic stem cell research (Kalb), and one enthusiast declared that "California is 

going to be spending more on embryonic stem cell research than any [other] 

government worldwide" (Weise and Vergano) while a British researcher called the vote 

"a wake-up for the UK government in terms of funding stem cell research" (Cookson). 

In both debates, economic arguments were combined with ethical arguments, and the 

ethical arguments took much the same form as that laid out in Bush's construction of 

the issue; in these cases, the combination of"scientific" community ethical arguments 

with economic arguments won with the legislature and the voting public, respectively. 

After the election, moreover, the measure was stalled in courts for more than a year and 

a half by lawsuits from taxpayer and religious groups (Romney). 

New Jersey in 2004 passed legislation making it state policy to "permit ... 

research that involves the derivation and use of human embryonic stem cells and human 

adult stem cells from any source, including somatic cell nuclear transplantation 

[therapeutic cloning]" and successfully raised public and private funds to support 

embryonic stem cell research in the state (McCarthy). Again, the debate joined 

economic arguments and the "scientific" community ethical arguments against the 

" religious" community arguments, with the ethical component following the familiar 

pattern. Delaware, Wisconsin and other states have established or discussed programs to 

promote and/or finance stem cell research (Kalb). 
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Discussion of lntertextual Readings 

Jmmediate responses to the stem cell speech emphasized the moral polarity and 

the "compromise" that had not been claimed explicitly in the speech but had been 

promoted extratextually by the White House. The "scientific" community - or at least 

the scientists in it - showed surprise at Bush's claim that more than 60 existing 

embryonic stem cell lines had been identified, along with varying degrees of tempered 

disappointment that Bush had limited funding to those lines even ifthey all turned out 

to be useful. With one important exception, the "religious" community largely accepted 

the "fundamental moral line" drawn by Bush in the speech and praised its protection of 

the principle that no funding should be given that would encourage "further killing." 

Though the economic dimensions of the stem cell issue were ignored in the speech, they 

surfaced in media reports of expectations that British and Canadian bioscience and 

biotech would benefit from Bush ' s policy at the expense of biological research and 

biotech industries in the United States. 

Five specific points can be made about immediate reactions as they bear on the 

thesis questions about rhetorical mixing and how the questions have been 

contextualized in the earlier parts of this report: 

First, the New York Times editorial comment that the president "almost seemed 

to be teasing" the audience related directly to one of the sections of the speech in which 

rhetorical mixing was more prominent. Tf"teasing" can be seen to mean "leading the 

audience on" it fits the analysis in Part 5 suggesting that these sections were structured 
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to draw the audience into the bipolar moral argument by giving something to appeal to 

each of the two communities and by mimicking the form of deliberation . 

Second, the buzz in the "scientific" community that impelled the president four 

days after the speech to pledge to veto any legislative effort to cross the "fundamental 

moral line" reinforces the idea that at least part of that community read the speech as an 

affirmation, even more than the president had intended; and confirms that the core 

purpose ofthe speech had been to protect the president ' s (and part of his political 

base ' s) particular vision of the "sanctity of I ife," as the pentadic analysis suggests. 

Third, the Roman Catholic bishops' response rejecting Bush's "compromise" 

outright and dismissing his pivotal moral argument as merely having "hedged about [the 

decision] with qualifications" served to underscore the White House ' s own claims that 

the decision was a "balancing" of moral values - claims that would be a permanent part 

of Bush ' s stem cell rhetoric. This response thus would serve to help Bush sustain the 

stasis he had been seeking throughout the period this study coverts. 

Fourth, the idea of stasis was evoked directly in the Christian Science Monitor's 

comment that the president's "careful compromise" would "put off - for now - a key 

ethical question of the 21 51 century." The "for now" would extend through the sixth year 

of Bush ' s presidency (and perhaps through all of it). 

Finally, political scientist Wolfe ' s assertion that the president's decision was 

"more nuanced" than "the accompanying rhetoric" is especially interesting. We can see 

the reference to rhetoric as meaning the bipolar moral argument, first because Wolfe 

himself says this rhetoric "will encourage extremists on all sides" and because the 
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above analyses have strongly suggested that this argument was not even necessary to 

resolving the funding issue. To the extent that Wolfe is right, the outcome here is ironic 

for Bush. In the first place, the textual analyses suggests presidential intention that his 

moral search for truth would draw audience members toward a view of "sanctity of life" 

similar to his own. In the end, however, the rhetorical mixing would appear to have 

generated a polysemic effect sufficient to stir up extremes on both sides. 

The review of texts from beyond the immediate responses largely confirms that 

the president's rhetoric only served to spotlight a moral argument that had been fully 

formed before the speech, to intensify it and to make it more widely known. Helped by 

his continuation in a position to reinforce that argument, it has not changed significantly 

at its core impasse - whether the moral status of an embryo is absolute and equal to that 

of a full human being, or something to be carefully considered but not made sacred. The 

re-emergence of economic interests in the public debate, mostly in relation to state and 

local concerns of economic development and competitiveness, has repeatedly brought 

the moral argument back into play. Though decisions have gone both ways in these 

arguments, the basic narrow outlines of that debate have stayed the same. 

Such persistence of an argument about values, as discussed in Part 2, is one of 

the indications of an intractable issue. Thus to the extent that the speech helped to create 

and sustain the impasse at the federal policy level, and to the extent that rhetorical 

mixing shaped the speech's effect, mixing can be considered to be a tool for managing 

conflict in the sense of the original thesis question. 
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Part 7 

Summary, Conclusion and Implications 

Summary 

This study has observed a mosaic-like mixing of rhetorical fragments in a prime 

time televised speech by President George W. Bush on the subject of human embryonic 

stem cell research, and raised questions about its nature and function in the rhetorical 

construction of the speech. The primary question is whether such mixing could in itself 

by a rhetorical strategy for managing divisive or intractable public issues over time. 

A review of relevant I iterature established a basis for ( 1) considering the stem 

cell issue as being "intractable;" (2) establishing the key intractable point at as lying 

between the value systems of communities of a broadly "scientific" and a broadly 

"religious" background; (3) viewing the rhetorical practices of the two communities in 

their mutual interactions to be coherent systems in terms of both lexicons and to a more 

limited extent structural forms, and to be broadly related to what are described in the 

literature as the "rhetorics of' science and religion; and ( 4) establishing a history of the 

communities' rhetorical practices in the stem cell and related controversies. The 

literature also suggested relationships between the thesis questions and various other 

rhetorical practices and theoretical insights, in particular those concerning textual 
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fragments, juxtapositions of rhetorical fragments , strategies for dealing with deeply 

divided or fragmented audiences, creation of polysemic potential and polysemic effects 

in rhetorical acts, and normative traditions of presidential oratory. 

Next came a review ofthe historical background and context of the issue itself, 

beginning with its rise in the aftermath of the Roe v. Wade decision as cell biologists 

were beginning to expand their search for new and more promising sources ofhuman 

stem cells for research on both basic human biology and medical applications. This 

review considered not just the two communities that the Bush speech was to construct 

as the key parties to the stem cell debate, but also a broader range of institutional forces 

that the speech essentially ignored. With respect to the communities it traced the 

development of the scientific interest in and rhetorical justification for stem cell 

research in general and human embryonic stem cell research in particular, up to the 

Clinton administration decision to fund embryonic stem cell research and the initiation 

of a funding process that was passed on to the new Bush administration at the beginning 

of2001. In parallel, it traced the adaptation of the "religious" community's rhetorical 

approaches and language used in the pre-Roe state legislative and congressional battles 

over abortion to the emerging issue of stem cell research funding. Finally it showed 

how the rhetorical approaches of the two communities were pitted against each other in 

the flurry of public discussion and argument about the issue that arose in anticipation of 

Bush's expected decision on whether to allow the federal funding process to proceed or 

to stop it or change it. This background formed part of the rhetorical situation within 

which the speech was crafted and delivered. 
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The text of the speech was examined first from the perspectives of a few 

relevant traditional rhetorical analytical approaches, and then from the point of view of 

examining the textual juxtapositions of rhetorical fragments that gave rise to the 

mosaic-like effects. Traditional textual analysis showed that (1) the structural form 

mimicked deliberative discourse in the sense of showing opposing arguments and in its 

use of a classical form, argument by logical division; (2) the speaker's persona shifted 

from a morally neutral type to second and third types with increasing moral force; and 

(3) the text eluded easy assignment to a classical rhetorical genre. 

Further analysis from a Burkean perspective showed a purpose-driven speech in 

which the purpose was a high moral one- protection of the doctrine that holds human 

embryos at all stages to be "human life" with the full moral status of any living human 

being. Cluster analysis reinforced this perspective. 

Textual analysis from the perspectives of the rhetorical fragments from the 

"scientific" and "religious" communities showed numerous local and structural 

examples of polysemic potential in the alternation or juxtaposition of the fragments. In 

many cases it was likely that members of the "religious" community, and especially that 

part of it that was part of the president's own conservative Christian political base, 

might have read a Christian moral message in a passage in which members of the 

"scientific" community might have seen a deliberative balancing or even an affirmation 

ofthe "scientific" community's values. At the ultimate formal level the possibility was 

raised that the bulk of the speech could have been read by the "scientific" community as 

126 



a deliberation and by the "religious" community as a sermon exalting the sanctity of 

life, two speeches running side by side in a single text. 

Many of these possibilities were confirmed, or reinforced as possibilities, in the 

intertextual readings of immediate responses, most strikingly in the fact that while many 

of the president's conservative Christian supporters were praising him for holding a 

moral line against "further killing" of embryos for stem cell research, many members of 

the "scientific" community were so buoyed by the affirmation they had seen in the 

speech that their expressed optimism about further future compromises led Bush to 

announce pointedly, four days after the speech, that his decision was his final word and 

that he would veto any legislative efforts to expand funding beyond the specific stem 

cell lines he had decided to support. 

Intertextual analyses of selected subsequent developments in the stem cell 

debate over the following six years suggested that the president's actions and words had 

in fact signaled a lengthy stasis in the issue (as stasis has been defined in Part 2 in 

relation to the management of intractable issues), at least at the federal legislative and 

administrative level, lasting through the period of this study. The combination of all 

these textual and intertextual analyses leads to answers for the thesis questions. 

Conclusion - The Thesis Questions 

Is "mosaicism" or the mixing a_[ rhetorics in itself a rhetorical strategy for 

managing divisive issues? On the basis of the findings just summarized, the qualified 

answer to the primary question of the thesis is as follows: If we accept relatively open 
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and flexible conceptualizations of discursively constructed "communities" participating 

in intractable conflicts and of the rhetorical approaches that emerge historically as they 

engage with similarly conceived communities in those conflicts, the mixing within a 

text of fragments drawn from the "rhetorics" of opposing communities can function as 

an auxiliary rhetorical strategy for deliberative management of such intractable conflicts 

through episodic moments of crisis. Superficial mosaic-like juxtapositions in the text 

can be a sign that such mixing is present, and suggest possible use of the term 

"mosaicism" to designate it. However, in rhetoric as in biology, the field where the term 

mosaicism is used to designate a mixing of genetically different materials within the 

same organism, the phenomenon is more complex than simple structural juxtaposition; 

it involves influences on the dynamic processes within the structure and on its 

interactions with its environment. 

What can rhetorical theory tell us about how it works? At what I have called a 

"local" level in the text, that is, juxtapositions of rhetorical fragments within a single 

expression or sentence, there are a number of points of polysemic potential at which the 

text might be or could be read differently by members of the two communities. At what 

I have called a "structural" level, such as alternations between paragraphs or sections of 

the text in which fragments from one community dominate one section and fragments 

from the other the next, the more macro alternations can mimic generic form, in this 

case a variation of the deliberative genre that is traditionally expected in presidential 

oratory. Use of a rhetorical form or style that is associated with one community but not 

the other can have other effects. Two examples arise in the Bush text. First, the use of 
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passive-voice style in the "scientific" community parts of passages in which there are 

structural alternations can strengthen that community's identification with those 

sections and reinforce the suggestion of deliberative generic form, since passive voice is 

an established element in scientists' rhetorical representation of their "neutral outsider" 

stance to the matters they investigate. Second, where the level of moral intensity rises 

through a text, a common form in sermonic rhetoric in the prophetic or evangelical 

traditions of Christianity, that text may be followed by people in those Christian 

traditions as they would follow a sermon. The use of this form, as indicated in the 

textual analyses above, suggests a sermon in epideictic genre actually running parallel 

to the development of the apparent deliberative generic form of the back-and-forth 

argument; the sermon could be addressed to the "religious" community while the 

parallel deliberative exercise is being followed by the "scientific" community and 

probably much of the larger public not actively engaged in the controversy. While a 

single case cannot be asserted to demonstrate a new type of generic hybrid in which the 

genres run side by side and not sequentially as in examples given by Jamieson and 

Campbell, it raises intriguing possibilities. 

ln the end, then, the rhetorical mosaicism can work interactively with other 

rhetorical features, reinforcing their effects or connecting them to polysemic 

potentialities they might not have absent the mixing. Exploration of additional examples 

ofthe strategy could be useful in elaborating these complex relationships. 

If the rhetor 's uses of elements of d!fferent rhetorics are not fully representative 

of those rhetorics as used in their communities, can the strategy still work rhetorically? 
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It is clear that Bush's choice to frame his moral argument narrowly had the effect of 

excluding much of the complexity that exists in the communities' arrays of arguments. 

The strategy, however, still seems to have had an impact on the outcome, so the answer 

to the question again is a qualified yes. 

What are the ethical implications ofthe strategy? There do not appear to be 

significant ethical implications arising from the use of the technique as such; such 

implications would arise only as an adjunct to the ethical implications of the text as a 

whole, in relation to the strategy's contribution to the success of that text. Those are 

discussed in the last section below. 

What are the inferences for rhetorical theory? To state them in the form of areas 

for further study, they include the following. First, rhetors mix fragments and forms 

from specialized variants of rhetorical practice as a matter of routine. A single example 

such as this one, no matter how thoroughly explored, can only scratch the surface of 

these usages. As specialized rhetorical variations multiply, their study increases in 

importance. Second, the use of rhetorical mixing is a technique that works in part, at 

least, by creating polysemic potential in the text, and thus is worth considering in 

studies of polysemy generally. Finally, the notion of genre may be even more complex 

than suggested by the foundational work of Jamieson and Campbell, particularly in 

relation to the nature and workings of generic hybrids. 
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Conclusion - Genera/Issues and Implications 

One of the central ideas under exploration in this study has been the idea of 

"managing" intractable issues - McGee's notion of temporary stasis as a pragmatic goal 

when an issue lies beyond the possibility of rhetorical resolution for now. This notion 

has come up at several points in this work, and it requires a caveat that has not yet been 

expressed. This was stated well by Ceccarelli ("Polysemy" 409): "While it may seem 

natural to applaud the genius of a rhetor who is able to reduce social conflict by 

appealing to two different groups for different reasons, it is sometimes the case that 

strategic ambiguity helps maintain a social order that is oppressive to one or more 

marginalized groups." Such a caveat is warranted by the fact that this speech, in its 

construction and development as a narrow moral issue, excludes a wide range of other 

moral perspectives that were expressed in the book of readings mentioned in Part 2 

(Holland, Lebacsz and Zoloth) and that explicitly raised for the stem cell debate the 

kind of issue Ceccarelli envisions. The same doubt is raised by Seinfels when he 

suggests (as noted in Part 6) "that something is being missed when the ethical debate 

about stem cell research is reduced to medical progress versus the religious beliefs of 

anti-abortionists." A full accounting of the moral principles "being missed," while 

beyond the scope of this study, is both needed and arguably urgent. 

One of those moral perspectives, however, is relevant to this study because it 

relates to the role of presidential discourse in a democracy- leadership in a public 

discourse that is, or at least should be, accessible, honest, and deliberative in nature. 
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I have argued that there are two kinds of problems related to the entry of 

specialized rhetorics into the "public" sphere. The first is a translation problem, one of 

meshing different modes of argument that hinder accurate communication of meanings 

at the same time that they create opportunities for encouraging polysemic readings 

among different publics within an audience or large public. This is a problem of 

understanding. The second problem, which can be complicated or perhaps positively 

influenced by principled engagement in the first, is one of real clashes among differing 

fundamental beliefs and values. Beliefs can perhaps be changed if they are not locked 

into rigorous "comprehensive systems of belief" in Rawls' sense. Values can only be 

balanced in some process of deliberation. (There is also the possibility of clashes among 

different material interests, but these often are more easily resolved through deliberation 

and not an issue in this study.) 

When absolute claims enter into deliberations on values, their balancing with 

values that are not absolute is impossible - the only possible "compromise" is for the 

party with non-absolute values to surrender something it already holds, while there is no 

possibility to gain anything in return. A harsh reading of the Bush "compromise" in this 

context would be that it purposefully masks a reality in which nothing important 

changed for the "religious" community, while the "scientific" community and its 

constituencies have had to defer some of their aspirations for stem cell research. 

There are three possible ways to "resolve" such a conflict: (I) by shifting it to 

some higher level of moral argument and "transcending" the absolute nature ofthe first 

party 's value; (2) by shifting it into an arena of"practical wisdom" in which absolutes 

132 



are bracketed, then pursuing (temporary) accommodation in which neither side 

surrenders its values but pragmatically relaxes them in this particular case at this 

particular time in the interest of social harmony; or (3) by ending it with the surrender 

of one party, perhaps brought about by force. 

The genius of the Enlightenment and its embodiment in constitutional 

government was assigning a high moral value to the second course, and placing that 

moral value at the core of democratic models of governance. This is the value Rawls 

defends when he declares that "the role of public philosophy is to locate a moral view to 

serve as the basis of social cooperation that is supported by publicly shared premises 

and publicly accessible reasons" (Political Liberalism 174-176, cited by Cohen 275). In 

a very real sense it has been the highest moral value of civic life in democratic systems 

that seek to maintain stability while still offering mechanisms for adaptation to society's 

changing circumstances, shared understandings or public moral consensuses. That 

adaptation has always seemed highly disorderly in its political and discursive processes, 

but nevertheless has generally managed to avoid the horrors of Europe's Wars of 

Religion and their numerous like around the world. Presidential oratory that parses 

moral values in public policy without even considering this core moral issue of 

democracy diminishes whatever remains of the I ife force of the democratic system. 

The president then has a very mixed result. He uses the mixing of rhetoric as a 

strrategy that, in conjunction with others, lays a basis for creating a temporary modus 

vivendi at the level of national political debate on the stubborn issue of stem cell 

research - a result that lies within the moral tradition of American presidential rhetoric 
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and democratic deliberation - the tradition of not attempting to push "solutions" to 

intractable issues further than the domestic tranquility can afford to absorb at the 

moment, of opening up time for persuasion and the emergence of new knowledge to 

improve the possibilities of resolution. Were he to acknowledge and claim this as a 

moral accomplishment in itself, or have his policy advisors and public affairs officers 

"spin" it that way, this speech could achieve greater stature than it has. 

That course, however, would undermine his purposes of protecting the 

categorical moral claim underlying the "religious" position, framing the stem cell 

debate in terms of a moral bipolarity that gives the categorical claim the advantage, and 

diverting attention from the real nature of the "compromise" he offers. His privileged 

purposes require what Jasinski calls "local closure" and are jeopardized by 

"acknowledging the centrality of contingency and promoting the openness of 

unfinalizability of civic life" (Jasinski 26). 

In his effort to challenge "a culture that devalues life," then, Bush devalues the 

underlying moral basis of deliberative democracy. 
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Appendix 

President Discusses Stem Cell Research 

Source: The White House Web Site: 
http://www. whitehouse.gov/news/releases/200 I /08/2001 0809-2.htm I 

THE PRESIDENT: Good evening. l appreciate you giving me a few minutes 
2 of your time tonight so I can discuss with you a complex and difficult issue, an 
3 issue that is one of the most profound of our time. 
4 The issue of research involving stem cells derived from human embryos is 
5 increasingly the subject of a national debate and dinner table discussions. The 
6 issue is confronted every day in laboratories as scientists ponder the ethical 
7 ramifications of their work. It is agonized over by parents and many couples as 
8 they try to have children, or to save children already born. 
9 The issue is debated within the church, with people of different faiths , even 

1 0 many of the same faith coming to different conclusions. Many people are finding 
11 that the more they know about stem cell research, the less certain they are about 
12 the right ethical and moral conclusions. 
13 My administration must decide whether to allow federal funds, your tax 
14 dollars, to be used for scientific research on stem cells derived from human 
15 embryos. A large number of these embryos already exist. They are the product 
16 of a process called in vitro fertilization , which helps so many couples conceive 
17 children. When doctors match sperm and egg to create life outside the womb, 
18 they usually produce more embryos than are planted in the mother. Once a 
19 couple successfully has children, or if they are unsuccessful, the additional 
20 embryos remain frozen in laboratories. 
21 Some will not survive during long storage; others are destroyed. A number 
22 have been donated to science and used to create privately funded stem cell 
23 lines. And a few have been implanted in an adoptive mother and born, and are 
24 today healthy children. 
25 Based on preliminary work that has been privately funded , scientists believe 
26 further research using stem cells offers great promise that could help improve the 
27 lives ofthose who suffer from many terrible diseases-- from juvenile diabetes to 
28 Alzheimer's, from Parkinson's to spinal cord injuries. And while scientists admit 
29 they are not yet certain, they believe stem cells derived from embryos have unique 
30 potential. 
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31 You should also know that stem cells can be derived from sources other than 
32 embryos-- from adult cells, from umbilical cords that are discarded after babies 
33 are born, from human placenta. And many scientists feel research on these type 
34 of stem cells is also promising. Many patients suffering from a range of diseases 
35 are already being helped with treatments developed from adult stem cells. 
36 However, most scientists, at least today, believe that research on embryonic 
37 stem cells offer the most promise because these cells have the potential to develop 
38 in all ofthe tissues in the body. 
39 Scientists further believe that rapid progress in this research will come only 
40 with federal funds. Federal dollars help attract the best and brightest 
41 scientists. They ensure new discoveries are widely shared at the largest number 
42 of research facilities and that the research is directed toward the greatest public 
43 good. 
44 The United States has a long and proud record of leading the world toward 
45 advances in science and medicine that improve human life. And the United States 
46 has a long and proud record of upholding the highest standards of ethics as we 
4 7 expand the limits of science and knowledge . Research on embryonic stem cells 
48 raises profound ethical questions, because extracting the stem cell destroys the 
49 embryo, and thus destroys its potential for life. Like a snowflake, each of these 
50 embryos is unique, with the unique genetic potential of an individual human 
51 being. 
52 As I thought through this issue, I kept returning to two fundamental 
53 questions: First, are these frozen embryos human life, and therefore, something 
54 precious to be protected? And second, if they're going to be destroyed anyway, 
55 shouldn't they be used for a greater good, for research that has the potential to 
56 save and improve other lives? 
57 I've asked those questions and others of scientists, scholars, bioethicists, 
58 religious leaders, doctors, researchers, members of Congress, my Cabinet, and my 
59 friends. I have read heartfelt letters from many Americans. 1 have given this 
60 issue a great deal of thought, prayer and considerable reflection. And I have 
61 found widespread disagreement. 
62 On the first issue, are these embryos human life-- well, one researcher told me 
63 he believes this five-day-old cluster of cells is not an embryo, not yet an 
64 individual, but a pre-embryo. He argued that it has the potential for life, but it is 
65 not a life because it cannot develop on its own. 
66 An ethicist dismissed that as a callous attempt at rationalization. Make no 
67 mistake, he told me, that cluster of cells is the same way you and I, and all the rest 
68 of us, started our lives. One goes with a heavy heart if we use these, he said, 
69 because we are dealing with the seeds of the next generation. 
70 And to the other crucial question, if these are going to be destroyed anyway, 
71 why not use them for good purpose -- I also found different answers. Many argue 
72 these embryos are byproducts of a process that helps create life, and we should 
73 allow couples to donate them to science so they can be used for good purpose 
74 instead of wasting their potential. Others will argue there's no such thing as 
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75 excess life, and the fact that a living being is going to die does not justify 
76 experimenting on it or exploiting it as a natural resource. 
77 At its core, this issue forces us to confront fundamental questions about the 
78 beginnings of life and the ends of science. lt lies at a difficult moral intersection, 
79 juxtaposing the need to protect life in all its phases with the prospect of saving 
80 and improving life in all its stages. 
81 As the discoveries of modern science create tremendous hope, they also lay 
82 vast ethical mine fields. As the genius of science extends the horizons of what we 
83 can do, we increasingly confront complex questions about what we should 
84 do. We have arrived at that brave new world that seemed so distant in 1932, 
85 when Aldous Huxley wrote about human beings created in test tubes in what he 
86 called a "hatchery." 
87 In recent weeks, we learned that scientists have created human embryos in test 
88 tubes solely to experiment on them. This is deeply troubling, and a warning sign 
89 that should prompt all of us to think through these issues very carefully. 
90 Embryonic stem cell research is at the leading edge of a series of moral 
91 hazards. The initial stem cell researcher was at first reluctant to begin his 
92 research, fearing it might be used for human cloning. Scientists have already 
93 cloned a sheep. Researchers are telling us the next step could be to clone human 
94 beings to create individual designer stem cells, essentially to grow another you, to 
95 be available in case you need another heart or lung or liver. 
96 I strongly oppose human cloning, as do most Americans. We recoil at the idea 
97 of growing human beings for spare body parts, or creating life for our 
98 convenience. And while we must devote enormous energy to conquering disease, 
99 it is equally important that we pay attention to the moral concerns raised by the 

I 00 new frontier of human embryo stem cell research. Even the most noble ends do 
1 01 not justify any means. 
I 02 My position on these issues is shaped by deeply held beliefs. I'm a strong 
103 supporter of science and technology, and believe they have the potential for 
104 incredible good-- to improve lives, to save life, to conquer disease. Research 
1 05 offers hope that millions of our loved ones may be cured of a disease and rid of 
106 their suffering. I have friends whose children suffer from juvenile 
I 07 diabetes. Nancy Reagan has written me about President Reagan's struggle with 
108 Alzheimer's. My own family has confronted the tragedy of childhood 
I 09 leukemia. And, like all Americans, I have great hope for cures. 
11 0 I also believe human life is a sacred gift from our Creator. I worry about a 
Ill culture that devalues life, and believe as your President l have an important 
I 12 obligation to foster and encourage respect for life in America and throughout the 
113 world. And while we're all hopeful about the potential of this research, no one 
114 can be certain that the science will live up to the hope it has generated. 
115 Eight years ago, scientists believed fetal tissue research offered great hope for 
116 cures and treatments -- yet, the progress to date has not lived up to its initial 
117 expectations. Embryonic stem cell research offers both great promise and great 
118 peril. So I have decided we must proceed with great care. 
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119 As a result of private research , more than 60 genetically diverse stem cell lines 
120 already exist. They were created from embryos that have already been destroyed, 
121 and they have the ability to regenerate themselves indefinitely, creating ongoing 
122 opportunities for research. I have concluded that we should allow federal funds to 
123 be used for research on these existing stem cell lines, where the life and death 
124 decision has already been made. 
125 Leading scientists tell me research on these 60 lines has great promise that 
126 could lead to breakthrough therapies and cures. This allows us to ex plore the 
127 promise and potential of stem cell research without crossing a fundamental moral 
128 I ine, by providing taxpayer funding that would sanction or encourage further 
129 destruction of human embryos that have at least the potential for life. 
130 I also believe that great scientific progress can be made through aggressive 
131 federal funding of research on umbilical cord placenta, adult and animal stem 
132 cells which do not involve the same moral dilemma. This year, your government 
133 will spend $250 million on this important research. 
134 I will also name a President's council to monitor stem cell research, to 
135 recommend appropriate guidelines and regulations, and to consider all of the 
136 medical and ethical ramifications of biomedical innovation. This council will 
137 consist of leading scientists, doctors, ethicists, lawyers, theologians and others, 
138 and will be chaired by Dr. Leon Kass, a leading biomedical ethicist from the 
139 University of Chicago. 
140 This council will keep us apprised of new developments and give our nation a 
141 forum to continue to discuss and evaluate these important issues . As we go 
142 forward, I hope we will always be guided by both intellect and heart, by both our 
143 capabilities and our conscience. 
144 I have made this decision with great care, and I pray it is the right one. 
145 Thank you for listening. Good night, and God bless America. 
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