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Abstract:
Through the concept of Erving Goffman’s Frame Analysis, this paper attempts to piece together the influence of traditional Jeremiad rhetoric in Bill Clinton’s speeches in the 1992 campaign.  By looking into the background of American public speaking and explaining specific “frames” of the rhetorical mindset which effect how Puritan characteristics come through in epideictic political speeches, this paper will attempt to delve into how much Clinton follows such frames, and how such interpretations can be important for political rhetorical study.

Campaigning for president as a Washington unknown in 1992, Bill Clinton seemed doomed to fail.  It was a fluke he was switched from vice president to president within the selection of Democratic candidates, considering he was unknown.  The fact he won the election, only by plurality, does not necessarily prove one particular part of his strategy was more efficient than another.  Yet considering the kind of campaign he ran, one major difference to the other candidates stood out – his attention to policy, rather than character, in his campaign speeches.  This might very well be because his character was not something of which all audiences would immediately relate, or even like; but his attention to “The Plan,” (Smith, 73) which promoted a vast array of policy decisions to help the country, stood out amongst the other candidates.

This type of argumentation style is not specific to Clinton or new.  The style goes back to biblical figures, namely the prophet Jeremiah.  This particular prophet was well known for his “doom and gloom” reports which “depict a people chosen by God who formed a covenant to undertake a sacred mission or errand.”  (Smith, 74)  This kind of emphasis on a historical figure as a societal example, specifically a biblical figure in our American context, was originally a Puritan idea.  
To compete within the culture of religious tolerance, the emphasis of specific role models and stories readjusted focus to the moral standards rather than biblical doctrine to create a secular model.  Biblical figures such as Jeremiah were molded to fit the status of the public as well as the private role model, where the public example would help form a code of ethics to help implement social reform, especially reforms in the political realm.  The emphasis on reform in such a manner as Jeremiah would proclaim it, as a call of warning to evildoers, is a popular tactic embedded in political speeches.  No one politician has ever been the Jeremiad, or even cornered the market on the Jeremiad in one political season; but there is some part of a politician’s persuasive ability which either breathes life into the call of the Jeremiad, or the warning is buried with the unsuccessful political campaign.  
Bill Clinton’s New Covenant speech shows the fundamental elements used in his rhetorical, or mainly persuasive, style of argument which hearken to the roots of such the Jeremiad.  The New Covenant speaks like previous models of political sermons, of hope, the needs for new beginnings, and correcting mistakes made by prior presidencies.  The overall style of rhetoric used is the epideictic, or ritually ceremonial, which inherently calls upon the traditional or old cultural elements of whatever kind of speech is being given.  Considering the New Covenant was made during the heart of the presidential campaign, a speech which reflects the call for reform is almost mandated; it is expected.  If Clinton did not try to approach issues with the attitude of reform, there would be no connection with the crowd, or a very tepid response to support his campaign.  However considering this particular kind of speech was only one in a series of policy ridden speeches like his New Covenant, it is hard to gauge whether or not each speech he gave was received by a receptive audience.
Even though the style of persuasion in which Clinton delivered these words are solely his, the concept of the tradition of subjects which the New “Covenant” speech encapsulate, shown even in the Biblical choice for the name of the speech, shows the precise calculation which Clinton did, and did not, know of when he knowingly chose the importance to place on these words.  The way in which these words were used do not have to apply the religious undertones of their origin, but that symbolism of the religious still remains an influence.  By placing a universal rather than divisive meaning in the application of these words, Clinton was able to effectively bring in religion without making a religious argument to an audience primarily united under secular governance. 
The rhetorical influences of religious and political figures are traditional.  But the way they’ve manifested in our country’s society is very acutely new and American, which relates to the old foundations of these two kinds of figures.  But, this interpretation is based on American experiences with the church and politics.

Clinton’s particular biographical circumstances are hard to replicate, as well as his style, but the ideology behind this kind of political speech or rhetorical style is not happenstance, and can be applied in similar circumstances, for similarly receptive audiences.  The effectiveness of such an experiment relies on several factors, but none of which are solely created by one person, much less the ideology they believe in.  The best way to try and dismantle the complexity of such traditions, history, and strategy which people like Bill Clinton find themselves entangled by, there has to be an explanation of the fundamental elements of a situation, as explained by the idea looking at certain perspectives, or better categorized as “Frames,” and the art of “Framing.”
The Frame, Framing, and the role of Leadership

The primary function of the idea of the frame, or the art of framing, is to determine a plane of reality.  By the word “frame” Gail Fairhurst and Robert Sarr’s define it as “To hold the frame of a subject is to choose one particular meaning (or set of meanings) over another.” (2)  This is a succinct version of Irving Goffman’s contribution to the meaning of frames as well the importance of their context and background of the observation of frames.  Irving Goffman suggests there are many planes of reality functioning all the time, each within and without an individual’s perception, and it all depends on what informational input we will accept, and what we won’t.  It is not always a conscious matter, or something that we choose for every moment.  We do not always willingly maintain a frame, or have the ability to maintain a frame.  
Framing, or the art of framing, is, “When we share our frames with others (the process of framing), we manage meaning because we assert that our interpretations should be taken as real over other possible interpretations.” (Fairhurst, 3)  The part about what “should be taken as real” still is hard to pinpoint when conscious decisions do not always participate in accepting frames.  In application to Bill Clinton, he did not choose to be taught about how to accept a drunken step-father, but he did choose in how he would perceive his situation.  

Overall, considering what we would choose to see as reality is what we focus on, or what we deem to be important.  And, “What is important is what we choose to say is important.” (Fairhurst, 4)  This does not have to be consciously decided all the time, it can be one decision made previously, and the rules of that decision, or the application of that previous frame, can still be maintained unconsciously. 

The reasoning applied in specific cases to create frames can explain why one person can interpret one piece of basic non-biased information, or a “strip” as Goffman calls it, like a happening or event, and turn such information, or strip, into a frame.  The idea of simply accepting or not accepting information to justify a frame, or create a new frame, would explain why frames persist and can spread in communities; considering like-minded, empirical or nominative interpretation of events.  However, even though there are similarities in how these frames are judged into being, the frames themselves can be radically different, or vise versa, the judgment might be radically different, but the end frame is very similar.  This would allow for a mass use of an end single frame to exist, but the foundation would prove rocky to maintain such a frame, unless the frame itself was managed by someone or something which people could trust their judgment to be applied, a kind of representative to promote the foundation of that frame; a leader, so to speak.  And as Fairhurst and Sarr mention, “Leadership is about taking the risk of managing meaning.” (Fairhurst, 2)  And this is the kind of reasoning which gives politicians meaning, but as to how they are important, or what kind of meaning they can manage in the case of certain frames still needs to be explained.

This risk involves many aspects of communication, verbal and non-verbal, which the leader cannot necessarily always control the medium in which this communication is held, or even the end interpretation.  This is why it is hard to say that Clinton’s style of communication through rhetoric was completely influential in securing a voter base.  However, in the verbal communication, the frames most common to suggest leadership roles will invoke the oldest of recorded interpretations, attempts to communicate frames themselves.  This goes back to a basis of theory, or basic traditional teachings which people might have learned in their youth are still applicable to figure out problems the have now, and why leaders can use these same teachings, such as biblical teachings, to procure meaning out of the process of the general frame to which they subscribe.

Even though these interpretations may or may not solely be strips, or fundamental pieces of information, such interpretations are held to be important by the public who would listen to the communication, or speech.  This kind of tradition, or calling on something with a higher meaning, or something considered sacred, is not uncommon in leadership roles to try to manage the mass to which they speak.  These kinds of, usually verbal, communications can reach interpretation of frame which is automatic or unconscious to unleash a response which an individual would not necessarily consciously make a decision to unleash, except by participating as part of the mass.  This is why people will go to see a campaign speech, because they are willing to be influenced by something they have already been influenced by in the past.
The only reason in which traditions would not be invoked is considering the kind of event, and which traditions would be invoked.  If the traditions do not match the foundations of frame in which the mass is accustomed, the meaning is lost, and the mass cannot be managed by the leader in the way the frame best works.  The leader then looses effective leadership, and either has to find a mass which will work with the frame, or readjust to the frame of the mass.  
Unfortunately considering the observation of such perspectives in the mass involved in such a transition of leaders, most often the leader completely looses the validity of tradition in the frame at that point by either switching groups or changing frames.  They must essentially wait until the mass frame is back where it would be favorable to the leader to try again, where the masses still have memory of or retained identity of the framework of the leader, and the masses are persistent to show manageability again.  Clinton was able to show ability to manipulate this kind of circumstance as Arkansas governor by losing once, but regain office within a short political time period.  This kind of flexibility shows the leader to either be true to the frame, or appears to be true the frame, as argued in persuasive rhetorical style.  The argument has to stay within the frame, in this sense the idea of the “political sermon” which Clinton was able to better as his governing style of rhetoric matured.
The Particular frame of the “Political Sermon,” and Puritan roots
To establish the idea of the frame of the American myth, one of the main traditions, religious freedom, has shown to be a long lasting influence on American judgment to create new frames which still hearken back to the roots of the colonies.  The importance of the “Political Sermon,” or as Sacvan Bercovitch defines the idea considering always popular topics such as, “...the degeneracy of the young, the lure of profits and pleasures, the prospect of God’s just, swift and total revenge – it reads like an index of favorite sermon topics of seventeenth-century New England.  In particular, I refer to the political sermon.” (American Jeremiad, 4)  Bercovitch continues to explain that this type of speech as an epideictic mandate for certain types of gatherings which our country established as traditions, but these speeches ended up becoming their own traditions as related to the political process rather than merely the gatherings at which they are still held. 
Cynthia Sheard mentions it doesn’t matter how big or small the crowd, even in the lowly fourth of July picnic there is still, not only an allowance of such rhetoric as the political sermon, but a need.  It has become an inherent part of the ritual or ceremony as suggested by enforcing the epideictic type of rhetoric, which survives in tradition, and Clinton essentially capitalizes on what are to him allowances, but to his following, these speeches of his fit a need.

Early colonial periods showed this mixing of politics and religion with the experiences of the colonial settlers, making it evident there was no real need for the pastors and priests of the colonies to really run for office, because their place in the communities was put high above other community posts, even political posts.  These “pulpiteers” (Oliver, 361) were looked to for advice, and leadership considering the lengths that some of the more audacious “circuit riders” (Oliver, 360) would go to secure a church in an area.  Overall, focusing on the words spoken by these pulpiteers, as well as the actions taken, were the examples for which the settlers wanted to base their learning experience on, and would do so according to the edicts of which ever religion they adhered to, for whatever reason – be it the pulpiteer, or the doctrine, or the words the pulpiteer spoke.  
This is the more liberal interpretation of the church going American public rather than the Puritan roots.  The Puritans endorsed the more introspective reliance on their leaders in faith than the extremely active civic participation in which other pulpiteers engaged in.  Both identifications have been extremely influential on the course of the epideictic speech or rhetoric, but each identification influences in their own fashion; mainly there was a blending of the need for the introspection of the continuing internalized struggle of doctrine followers, as well as the spirit and active search for justice in society which was promoted by most of the of the other religious sects which showed up past the original time of the Puritans. 
However, because there was a division about sharing faiths between communities, and the American Revolution allowed religious practice to be ever emblemized within our constitution as a God given right, these different groups of people originally divided by congregations had to find a way to get along, which wasn’t solely dependent on their church.  There already was a system of government which these communities did adhere to keep the peace separately from churches, but the kind of speech which was popular amongst all the communities from the pulpit translated easily to the soap-box, considering the on-going revolution of the churches and similarities produced by these political sermons.  Even though the church itself would not be the main conductor of politics, the morals derived from the teachings of religion, specifically Christianity and even more specifically Puritanism – as constantly waging wars within social settings on a very active plane or introverted social settings – would shape the rhetorical fashion of American Political culture.
Religious Leaders of the Puritans, from the Bible – Part I - Nehemiah the magistrate 

Even though Clinton has never admitted to saying his life’s journey was the way it was to become a great leader, much less President of the US, he fits the criteria which our country covets to become such a leader.  Clinton will only humbly divert attention to policy when asked if such lofty goals were ever his main objective, and remain in the certain frame reflected primarily through another aspect of Puritan ideology which remains within the political culture through biblical role models, more specifically noting the idea of Nehemiah.   

The socially active and passive part of the Puritan mentality applies to the frame of religious role models, and the socially active part focuses primarily on Nehemiah, due to application of action.  This is the Nehemiah who was a magistrate in the Old Testament, who Bercovitch uncovers the Puritan relationship to by the reference to an early magistrate in the Colonies, Cotton Mather, who was coined “Nehemiah Americanus.” (Puritan, 1) This particular ideal, or foundation of framework, captured by the biblical figure of Nehemiah shows the importance placed upon the scripture as foundation to the framework of the Puritan mentality, and only this foundation would suggest meaning to the way in which people in the society were to be interpreted, much less followed in positions of leadership.  This application of judgment within such a framework still allows interpretation, but it does not allow anyone to be within the Puritan community who would not aspire to such figures without some sort of biblical justification for their abdication.  Interpretation of the rules of their society is essentially set by the Book, not the social setting.

One of the key points of the Nehemiah frame is in the application; meaning the way in which the Nehemiad is perceived is not necessarily by sharing specific attributes with this figure suggested by the story of Nehemiah, but rather it is based on the likeness of action under circumstances which call for leadership.  This goes back to another idea sprouting from Puritan introspection which deals with why the “inward calling” is a must.  “Imposed on man by God for the common good. ... Puritans laid special emphasis on vocation.” (Puritan, 6)  Simply put, vocation was not an arguable attribute – it was a rule to follow, and was evident by the lives of the saints.  However, the more popular interpretations of these saints’ lives went back to the foundations of their actions, which could most often be traced back into biblical stories for further interpretation, as found in the story of Nehemiah.

This active rather than passive application of this particular story seems odd for the Puritan mentality, only insomuch as it suggests there has to be an active application of introspection, rather than mere submission to introspection which would seem to lead to complete alienation within the sect between individuals.  Or, this kind of application would promote one leader to maintain this kind of frame, which the construct of the Nehemiad would fit, but there are limitations to such a role.  “Invoking various scriptural models, they distinguished the merely good ruler from the saintly ruler, and insisted that the saintly ruler reflect his inward calling in his social role.” (Puritan, 6)  By saintly, they mean fitting a model which does not have clear definition of rules to follow, but rather moral judgment and an inner calling from God which would suggest piety from emphasis of the lack of self-love and adherence to introspection.  

The reality of the Puritan introspection was, “self-examination serves not to liberate but to constrict; selfhood appears as a state to be overcome, obliterated; and identity is asserted through an act of submission to a transcendent absolute.” (Puritan, 13)  This kind of restriction was seen as piety.  The control of human passion, denying the self, and constant work towards love thy neighbor was the essential equation to being a good Puritan, and it was essential to see it in the role of leadership.

This is not what is commonly attributed to the traditional politician as of currently, only because of the apparent corruption which is seen within the political system.  The disillusionment which the public perceives as truth only suggests current application of this particular frame no longer works because there are too many uncertainties with the framer or leader cannot answer within the frame, and dissolves the effective use of this frame.  The disillusionment of the masses does not mean that the Nehemiah frame is corrupt, or that it ceases to exist, it just remains dormant until it can properly be used by someone who can effectively manage this frame, usually through the means of rhetoric, which will be talked about later.

Going back to the Puritan framework, another element from the Puritans applied to the Nehemiad would be lack of self-love, or the lack of self, to acknowledge others first and foremost.  More specifically in the case of Nehemiah, emphasis is placed on the state first and foremost.  “A ‘True Nehemiah,’ Mather explains, turns the old heathen virtue of patriotism to the service of God.” (Puritan, 5)  The Puritans acknowledged that this type of leadership was less than pious, possibly mostly because it could be seen as a role which could be coveted for the sake of power rather than taken on by duty.  Such an idea of glory grabbing was always a suspicion thrown at Clinton when his career went under scrutiny.  It almost seemed too perfect a journey to not be a plan.  Clinton will never admit such accusations, but he will always talk of how much his experiences in office have meant to him, and how much he’s learned, and how much he wants to continue to help people.  

Through the Puritan frame emphasizing the importance of vocation, they were still able to emphasize the importance within a leadership role, as seen by the connection of Nehemiah.  Also by placing importance on vocation, there became another way outside the church to show God’s light through the journey of the statesman. By being virtuous in your vocation, as worker or leader, you fulfill God’s will – and by being a good leader, you are being an example of the apostles, and Christ.  However, the element of Christ which they emphasized was the element of martyrdom – this was the key reason they would practice self-denial and emphasize the love of others first, which is why the duty of leadership was tolerated.
Humanists would completely dismantle any Christic or biblical-type comparisons to this form of leadership if presented in total religious context, and create a different frame which would essentially go back to the “heathen” importance, even thought part of the judgment of the Puritan application was still valid.  So instead of projecting Nehemiah as the important value, but rather the leadership style his figure suggests within the importance of vocation, there was a way to avoid the division of the churches and philosophies towards this frame of leadership.  The religious implications of the Puritans to inflict this kind of frame of leadership on other mentalities, especially those completely rejecting the constraints of religion, still used elements of that frame to construct a more palpable type of magistrate for a more secular audience.  
Religious Undertones of Framing – the story of Job

Another biblical figure of importance to the concept of frames, the Puritan frame from the Old Testament, as well as traditionally mentioned time and again in political sermons was Job; for the concept of frames, his particular circumstance is actually one of the key parts of framing, or what Goffman suggests as fabrication, which shows the stability of a certain type of frame through information control.  The idea of the “vital test,” which shows a very specific account of such control, encapsulated by the story of Job, gives reinforcement to the definition of a particular frame.  (Goffman, 97)  This is shown through how an original idea from the strip can stay unaffectedly strong within a frame through successive actions either against the frame, or asking for proper application of the frame, to maintain the idea set forth in that frame.  This kind of test shows how a frame can stand the test of time within a mentality of the individual, and this possibility lends the frame to becoming a model for other frames or judgments to accept this kind of frame as good, and something in which to aspire to.

On parallel plain with the Puritan ideology, the story of Job inherently was the definition of Character, especially within vocation and leadership.  Job’s story showed a valid application of how to be able to withstand the persecution of others and the suffering inflicted by tests of Satan, even if it was allowed by God; all was to prove the stability of character, along with the journey to prove it.  This model allows for direct application of Goffman’s frame model – the strip is God’s law, Job’s character is the frame, and the tests of Satan are the vital tests.  The outcome of such tests shows a good frame, and a good character, because they are consistent with their source.  

This kind of mentality lends itself to the Puritan introspection and application models.  Even though most circumstances or events don’t have such clear and defined elements mapped out by such a theory, there was a general grasp of the importance which such a model provides.  These circumstances more contain the characteristics which are deemed good and acceptable rather than communicating the model in which they originally worked, except by the simple application of seeking out role models which provide the models, which then can be applied.  

Which the campaign atmosphere of 1992 can do as well – Clinton can either be used as a model or compared to a model, such as Job; by not talking of personal suffering, but rather talks of what he learns from his past.  Clinton does not show anger at God for his misfortune, but rather shows reverence to God as well as the people surrounding him who helped him to become who he is, as a leader, and a politician.  Clinton’s focus on this kind of past shows validation in his character, as well as the journey in which he took to get where he was.  This brings back the Nehemiah as well, showing how multiple figures or models can be used from one source to effective suggest a similar message, hearkening from the same tradition.  Even though Clinton does not mention all of his past, he is able to gloss over what he does not deem important to create the frame of his existence as produced and displayed to his public, presented to his audience for contemplation, in hopes to gain acceptance, shown through election to office.

This kind of model which allows for whomever to be placed in such a role is effectively what allowed the idea of the Nehemiah to remain.  Even though this role was originally produced as prominent in Puritan application of the importance of vocation, Nehemiah specifically does not need to be mentioned to still play a part to complete the syllogism.  However, hiding the element of the Nehemiad importance goes one step past the syllogism to the enthymeme, which effectively hides part of the argument, either to mystify an audience as to what should be assumed, perpetuate myth through symbols for the hidden element, or there is a mere presumption the tradition implied by the hidden element is already known, and does not need to be mentioned. (Wikipedia, 2006)  This wonderful enthymeme containing Nehemiah translated from that specific case of Nehemiah as the model of leadership into a mystification which allows the Puritan ideals to still be in the equation of influencing the political sphere without having to have a visible presence.
Religious Leaders of the Puritans, from the Bible – Part II - Jeremiah the prophet

Who is visible in the equation is Jeremiah.  Jeremiah was another role model in Puritan culture, and the first layer of this figure’s importance relates back to the importance of Puritan introspection.  This particular figure is often said to emphasize such a culture’s importance of what others would call “doom and gloom.”  The nature of this type of introspection is not happy, nor does it try to be.  It is meant to promote spiritual growth over growth of the self.  The self was a hated ideal which Puritans put as the reason the culture they moved to in America was not the beacon on the hill they would have hoped to find or create, but rather a Sodom and Gomorra, solely because of open display of self-indulgence.  This was seen as spiritually lacking and was completely opposite of the context Puritans could successfully operate their framework.  However, it did perpetuate the need of this kind of religion, only because the proof of self-indulgence was the proof which the Puritan needed to use to perpetuate self-denial.  

Where the prophet Jeremiah comes into this idea is through the “doom and gloom” interpretation of his text.  Jeremiah, as promoted by the Puritans, was not the bringer of good news for those who were self-indulgent, and told those who were faithful, or lacking in self but full spirit, that there would be a just end to this kind of self-revelry.  It would be sure and swift, and God would spare the faithful.  
Through this framing of an argument, the Puritans could maintain the overall frame which bound them together.  This kind of emphasis of leadership through a role model and the role of words became, “Then the Lord reached out his hand and touched my mouth and said to me, ‘Now, I have put my words in your mouth.  See, today I appoint you over nations and kingdoms to uproot and tear down, to destroy and overthrow, to build and plant.’” (Jeremiah, 1:9-10)  This kind of sacred justification roots the emphasis on the spiritual meaning behind interpretations of Jeremiah creating frames in which relating rhetoric is influential.  The word of the prophets was supposed to be the word of God, and literally translated in the Bible it essentially was so.  
This kind of rhetoric only perpetuates the leadership frame.  It was a good justification for leadership, a validation for being socially active, continuing the elements of the frame of Nehemiah.  However, Jeremiah was not a leader so much as he spoke the word of God to bring justice to the Earth.  This particular aspect was not something necessarily focused on in Nehemiah, but it completes the leadership model through application in communication.  This was the way in which the Puritan influence could still be effective without having to specifically preach a sermon, but in the case of the political realm of leadership, they could promote the sense of the political sermon.

Clinton’s use of the Jeremiah frame is not complete in the Puritan sense.  Even though Clinton does use policy as a means of reformation, suggesting incompetence in past models of particular politicians rather than completely bashing the individual, Clinton allows for redirection away from damnation in his talk of policies to suggest empirical and nominative solutions for the American people.  It weighs more on the hopeful side of the story of Jeremiah rather than the “doom and gloom” which is usually the most prevalent type of interpretation.  This display of the symbol of hope through progressive measures as constructed in his policies still work on the Jeremiah theme which says there is hope for faithful.  But, the “doom and gloom” only remains in partial focuses of destroying the models prior politicians used.  This could possibly be because of the progressive framework Clinton operated under which did not focus on the bad, but what can be learned from the bad and solutions can be created to be applied.  Or, Clinton’s arguments directed in this way because of the type of audience in which he was trying to prove himself to; not just an audience of mixed parties, but also an audience reliant on the type of gathering to which they are at.

Dissecting the frame of the Political Sermon as Epideictic Rhetoric

Considering the importance of the use of rhetoric to establish the role of Jeremiah in the political sermon, there were requirements which would allow rhetoric to be used effectively.  First was the type of setting, or the medium in which rhetoric could be used, as well as what kind of rhetoric.  Cynthia Sheard elaborates on the epideictic rhetoric which would correspond well primarily with ceremony and ritual circumstances or medium, considering the nature of this repentant and hopeful speech can be monitored within a time frame of the ceremony.  (Sheard, 768)  This type of setting would promote a receptive audience to listen to something that would reestablish their own beliefs; to validate, stabilize, and lead their frame.  


“Rhetoric is therefore defined as the faculty or power of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion.” (McKeon, 620)  McKeon suggests these two concepts are inextricably linked, instead of necessarily saying that one comes before the other.  However, the essential vehicle for a particular kind of rhetoric, such as epideictic, lies in the means of persuasion.  Persuasion here is not necessarily measured by anything other than the composition, or style, of rhetoric.  The element of persuasion simplified within the context of rhetoric relates to proper management of a frame.  A good leader is mandated to be persuasive, otherwise, they are not a leader of the frame they are trying to manage, which essentially dissolves their ability to lead.  In Clinton’s case, it is hard to measure how effective the outcome of his style reflected on audiences considering he was an unknown in the Washington political spectrum and he was starting off his bid for the Presidency with emphasis on his argument, rather than an extensive validation of his character.  “There are three modes of persuasion available to a speaker: the use of his character to make his speech credible, the excitation of desired emotions in the audience, and proof or apparent proof.” (McKeon, 620)  Overall that might have been seen as a problem considering the traditional methods of campaigning which were shown in the other candidates’ styles emphasizing an element of persuasion of the validation of character.  But Clinton hit the major circuit of epideictic type campaign-stops displaying in the overall sense the idea that two out of the three following elements of persuasion weren’t bad, so long as they were strong, even if he still had to maintain all three when he spoke.  In his speech, it was the third element of appearance which was able to guide the first element of character validation.
The idea behind the validation of character is basically a “witness,” a religious term which could also be suggested to be confession of sins, which describe to an audience the trials and journey of the speaker.  This essentially validates the Nehemiah frame.  The ideas which the speaker does or does not involve in the speech are tailored to the circumstance, as well as occasionally the specific audience. The way in which the ideas that are included are presented as truths, or strips of the speaker’s character which allow the audience to create their own frame about the speaker to determine whether or not they will be receptive to the speaker’s rhetoric.  
Character validation allows the receptive members of the audience to actively listen to the speaker’s argument.  If validation is not reached, or negative judgment is passed due to the attempted witness, there are two main possibilities which ensue; members of the audience either withdraw from the smaller frame which the speaker tries to create but can maintain the frame of the larger medium of the event, or the person can be completely disillusioned and disgusted, and reject the whole frame.  This kind of negative judgment usually can take a mere instant, without the need of thought.  Or, there is a longer process of disillusionment due to the conflict of information provided within the speech which disproves possible validation through holes or mystification of the strips being conveyed, detaching from original strips presented in the original validation.  That portion of negative judgment can happen at any time throughout the speech.
Positive judgment, or acceptance of the validation, can be a short or long process as well; considering how well known the speaker is beforehand, as well as their association with the frame being presented.  The influence of that association can promote the second part of persuasion even before the speaker’s character is necessarily validated by his speech, where even the presence of the speaker can create the excitation of emotions.  However, those who still need to start to be persuaded listen to the speech, which presents specific arguments which hinge on the validation of character to promote this kind of connection in through their frame of rhetoric, or promotion of excitation in persuasion.  

These rhetorical arguments are coded.  As Sheard mentions in the Aristotelian model, the syllogism is the prime model of logical argument, but it is the enthymeme, which relies on the strength of the syllogism, that allows for persuasion to have a more mystical fabrication or design, as Goffman would suggest.  The material of the argument lends itself to fabrication, which Goffman illuminates by the vital test, or even in the story he suggest tied to it; the story of Job. This kind of story not only becomes the model of fabrication, it becomes the material of fabrication.  
The choice of using the Puritan model of role models is still popular within the epideictic considering the tradition it brings up, which is still widely acceptable to display the introspection of the leaders to their audiences by their witness, as well as their presented arguments.  As said before, the material of the arguments varies depending on circumstance, but the mystification from the enthymeme only promotes the validation of the speaker, as well as exciting the public through mention of the traditional.  Even though it is something familiar, it is the speaker’s spin of this information, or fabrication, which maintains the attention of the audience.  
The Puritan Jeremiah factor of this is found in the emphasis on the traditional – first, emphasizing the heart of Jeremiah as introspection, and in epideictic cases through witness to the audience, is still a popular mode for the allowance of ideas of political reformation.  This suggests a kind of blending of even the traditionally religious doctrine of the Puritan message, introspection, with the broader socially active aspect from the original church population of the country, by means of advocating change, all through reform.  All of this is piggy-backed on the vehicle of the secularized frame of the Nehemiah.  
However, Jeremiah also suggests reformation through introspection, reformation on the internal level, which is how it can blend with the more popular social reformation.  Both ideals are essential characteristics of the epideictic.  Even though circumstances in which the epideictic operates are secular, the tradition is ambiguously religious in nature, even if it has been tailored to fit the needs of all audiences, which is shown by following the transformation of the Nehemiah.  
However, even though the appearance of the speech is secular, the nature of the argument presented through persuasive means has to be able to present at least the appearance of proof to those who are not already persuaded.  The kind of words which would take on meaning in a non-empirical or non-forensic manner to support the enthymeme would be traditionally emotionally packed words which can carry several meanings, becoming great vehicles for all sorts of rhetorical use; words like loyalty, patriotism, hope, vision, dream to name a few.  The feeling these words invoke can be used in many different kinds of frames, and this is why they are essential to the successful application of the enthymeme in political sermons, to validate leadership, and promote an idea of reform, which has again become more secularized, being attached to the progressive kind of idea in our current culture.

However, the ambiguity of these kinds of words shows one of the major vulnerabilities of rhetoric’s use of enthymemes in persuasion.  Even though the outcome of the speech can produce more people who respond positively to the speaker, there is a need to already have people essentially believing in the proofs presented to acknowledge the existence of the enthymeme.  Even though these proofs and the material they contain are supposed to be tailored to the occasion and perceived frame of the audience, if these people are not already believers of the fundamentals presented in the enthymeme, the mystification of the fabrication is lost; and people create negative judgment towards the speaker. 

In this case, no matter how persuasive the model of argument used, be it contemporary or hearkening back to another kind of tradition considering the nature of the ceremony, the words used to support the mystification part of the enthymeme will not have meaning.  The speech will fall from something compelling to something to dismiss, all because of improper use these words to support the structure of the enthymeme.  (Sheard, 766)  The only way to rectify such a problem is to take out the enthymeme all together, and go back through the three major elements of persuasion, and rebuild the role.  Going back to square one in this sense is possible; Clinton proved this before he even ran for president as governor of Arkansas with getting re-elected.  His dedication to the frame in which he had built to project to his audience was still salvagable by going through the element of persuasion which he was most careful about – character validity –and was able to use the form of witnessing to his audience, his constituents, what he learned, and how he could rise again to be a good governor by effectively readdressing how to reform the way the state was run, if he was given just another chance.  By playing down the theme of the Jeremiah in this kind of argument, he wanted to prove he was a good Nehemiah.
Conclusion

The main enthymeme of this entire argument is Clinton uses the Jeremiad to become the Nehemiad, because the Jeremiad leads to the idea of the Nehemiad – the part which is not focused on or most visible being the Nehemiad, which is accepted as a part of our Puritan roots in the American culture, and remains invisible even if it has become a mystified element of the syllogism.  However, even though part attached to this enthymeme is harder to suggest an enthymeme for, the entirety of this kind of model produced in the enthymeme is also invisible in how Clinton applied the traditional to rhetoric through persuasion.
Even though overall the system didn’t prove or disprove Clinton’s use of rhetoric to be a main factor in whether or not he’d be elected, it did show how the traditional frame of how the American system of campaigning allowed Clinton to gain attention, even on the National ticket, either as the non-traditional Jeremiad, or as the more traditional Nehemiad.  He had to use what could be seen as personal deficiencies as learning tools, this kind of idea akin to the Puritan framework, to promote his character; not through Washington ideals of traditional character validation, but rather traditional rhetorically persuasive measures, coupling with the Puritan emphasis on redemption through selflessness as reflected through devotion to the state.  By promoting these specific ideals rather than show the entirety of his witness at any given time, Clinton was still able to establish his Character, but essentially it was as a biblically fluent persuasive, “Slick Willie.”
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