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AN INTRODUCTION TO AMERICAN RHETORICAL CRITICISM:  

A CASE STUDY OF CLOSE TEXTUAL ANALYSIS AND  

M. NIXON’S ‘RADIO AND TELEVISION ADDRESS  

TO THE PEOPLE OF THE SOVIET UNION’ OF MAY 28, 1972 
 

In its traditional form, American rhetorical criticism addresses the analysis, evaluation  and critique of public 

messages. Traditional approaches often focused on orations, but modern approaches have expanded to other entities 

that “communicate,” including written documents and visual objects. This article introduces readers to US rhetorical 

criticism as means of closing intellectual knowledge gaps between global scholars. The article begins by briefly 

surveying traditional and newer methods of rhetorical criticism in the States. It then offers an example of rhetorical 

criticism, namely a close textual analysis former American president Richard M. Nixon’s radio and television address 

to the Soviet people of the Soviet Union on May 28, 1972 as part of his Moscow summit with General Leonid Brezhnev 

and other Soviet government dignitaries. The article then  addresses criticisms of the close textual analysis approach, 

and offers one remedy, namely the use of archival research. This article concludes by explicating criticism’s usefulness 

and applicability to a variety of communication and communications.  
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1. Introduction 

 The American approach to the traditional study of rhetoric is different from our Eastern European counterparts. 

While we both analyze traditional and modern rhetorical artifacts, our respective theoretical methodologies and critical 

approaches are diverse, resulting in little overlap between international colleagues. One result is the lack of familiarity 

by one scholar of another, leading to a disconnect between foreign scholars.  

 On reason for this disconnect is the nature of communication(s) study globally. In Eastern Europe, there are 

very few Western-style academic departments devoted to the study of communication like the U.S. In the States, 

communication scholars are generally divided into two groups and typically housed in different academic homes. Those 

who study the singular form of communication focus on the humanities and applied communication. Those who study 

the plural form of communications devote their attention to mediated or mass communication like radio, television, 

film, video, journalism, broadcasting, advertising, public relations, and/or social media. There is of course overlap 

between the two groups, and their academic training and research interests often guide which department or discipline 

they call home.  

 Eastern European approaches to the broader study of communication(s) typically arises from the perspectives of 

linguistics, philology, mass media, public relations, business and organizational communication, intercultural 

communication, and social communication (computer-mediated communication) and our academic counterparts are 

often dispersed over several academic departments as opposed to being housed in one or two academic departments as 

in the case in America. Hazen (2008) determined that out that while three different streams of communication(s) study 

emerged in the early twentieth century, namely speech/rhetoric, journalism, and social sciences, only the latter two are 

also found in Russia [1], and other Eastern European countries.  

 A second reason for this disconnect stems from these departmental divisions. Eastern Europeans study rhetoric 

in the traditional form (and by traditional I mean rhetorical address or oratory) but they approach it from the 

perspectives of linguistics, philology, semiotics, or political science. In the U.S. we have Linguistics and Political 

Science Departments, do not have Philology Departments (they may be housed in a broader Classics or World 

Languages departments) and semiotics is often studied in our English Department. In the US, rhetoric is traditionally 

studied in Communication (oral words) and English (written words) Departments, as well Philosophy and Political 

Sciences. Very few American communication scholars have nothing more than a rudimentary introduction to the fields 

of the Eastern European counterparts, and if so, would most likely occur during their doctoral programs through a single 

“outside” course mandated by their program. As such, it is difficult for international rhetorical scholars to meet each 

other unless they are attending mutual international conferences or connect through colleagues of colleagues.  



Social Communication: Theory and Practice   Volume 9’2019 
Соціальні комунікації: теорія і практика  Том 9’2019 

 

15 

 

 It is time that we all begin the process of connecting and sharing our respective academic efforts so that we may 

draw closer together as we work to advance the study of rhetoric within the broader realms of communication and 

communications study. This article attempts to repair the disconnect by briefly introducing readers to the American 

study of rhetorical criticism, identify traditional and modern approaches to criticism, briefly demonstrate its practice 

through a case study of former American president Richard M. Nixon’s ‘Radio and Television Address to the People of 

the Soviet Union’ on May 28, 1972 as part of his Moscow summit with General Leonid Brezhnev and other Soviet 

government dignitaries. Through the critical approach of close textual analysis, this case study demonstrates the 

complexities and usefulness of rhetorical criticism in communication scholarship. It also addresses criticisms of the 

approach and suggests one remedy of those criticisms, namely the use of archival research. This article concludes with a 

call for global communication scholars to become familiar with the approaches of their international counterparts so 

that intellectual gaps can be diminished and awareness of additional approaches can broaden our collective scholarship 

as it applies to the analysis and criticism of communication(s).  

 

 2. The Study of Rhetorical Criticism in America 

 Traditionally, American rhetorical scholars are trained in two broad areas: rhetorical theory and rhetorical 

criticism. Both areas draw from an eclectic array of academic fields, including history and political science, logic, 

argumentation and persuasion, philosophy, psychology and sociology, and media, public relations, and journalism. This 

section introduces the reader to American rhetorical criticism by briefly discussing traditional and modern approaches.  

 

 2.1 Neo-Aristotelian Criticism 

The most traditional approach for rhetorical criticism is neo-Aristotelian (based on the works of Aristotle) and 

examines a rhetorical artifact in terms of ethos (credibility), logos (logical arguments), and pathos (emotional appeals). 

This approach, once popular amongst scholars in the early and middle twentieth century, is now reserved for upper level 

undergraduate and entry level graduate rhetoric courses as a student entry point into the study of rhetorical theory and 

criticism. If we were to apply Neo-Aristotelian criticism to Nixon’s address to the Soviet citizens, we would most likely 

focus on pathos since the address is predominantly ceremonial in nature and employs numerous emotional appeals. 

Background research about the speech would also support our decision to focus on this persuasive appeal. As Nixon 

speechwriter Raymond Price (1977) noted, Nixon’s address “drew heavily on the soft of homespun analogies and 

simple folk tales so popular in Russian tradition. It also played to the strong emotional feelings the Russian still have 

about World War II, and particularly to the intense concern for children which is characteristically Russian” [2]. The 

critical rhetorical scholar would then examine these intentional acts and interpret the emotional appeals as a means of 

measuring the speech as a success or failure. The scholar would also take particular note of the American president’s 

speech peroration, for Nixon’s Chief of Staff H.R. Haldeman (1994) stated that Nixon felt a speech’s conclusion was 

the most important part of a public speech [3]. In Nixon’s May 1972 address, the president chose to conclude with a 

World War II story of a young girl named Tanya Savicheva. Savicheva was the young Soviet girl who kept a diary and 

recorded the atrocities of World War II, and in particular the siege of Leningrad, as well as the deaths of her family 

members [4]. Price noted that while the reference to Savicheva drew “snickers” of derision from the American press, it 

emotionally appealed and resonated with the Russian listeners [5] and contributed to the speech’s success. Haldeman 

also noted that the president thought the reference to Savicheva was the most important part of his speech [6].  

This brief introduction to a traditional American rhetorical criticism method illustrates just one of many ways a 

communicative artifact can be evaluated. The artifact can be analyzed in several ways like levels of success, immediate 

and/or long term effects, or degrees of influence on listeners. Coupled with background research, it is critical 

assessment and evaluation like the example above that helps us produce effective evaluations of public addresses.   

 

2.2 Additional Traditional Theorists and Philosophers 

There exists a litany of other traditional theorists and philosophers whose ideas have been utilized in rhetorical 

criticism. Cicero [7] remains a popular philosopher from the Ancient Greece period as does St. Augustine [8] from the 

Roman period. The works of Archbishop Richard Whatley [9], Hugh Blair [10], David Hume [11], and Edmund Burke 

[12] also populated early American rhetorical criticism approaches in the twentieth century.  

 

 2.3 Additional Traditional Methodologies 

 Other traditional methods include the narrative paradigm [13], metaphors [14], genres [15], and ideographs [16], 

as well as the perspectives of fantasy-theme analysis and symbolic convergence [17] and feminism [18]. Like neo-
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Aristotelianism, these methodological approaches serve as “lens” to observe and evaluate a rhetorical event, or what 

rhetorical scholar Lloyd Bitzer called “the rhetorical situation” [19]. For example, Hillary Clinton’s 2016 Democratic 

National Convention Acceptance speech [20] could be examined through her use of narrative, metaphors, or 

ideographs, compared to past convention acceptance speeches as part of a generic approach, investigated for her 

message’s effectiveness toward reaching her audiences, or analyzed from a feminist perspective. These and other 

traditional approaches offers rhetorical scholars an eclectic array of perspectives to interpret and criticize a rhetorical 

event. In addition, these perspectives also transcend academic disciplines and illustrate past and current American 

theoretical cross-disciplinary interests, including literature, philosophy, and psychology.  

 

 2.4 Burkean Criticism 

A popular method to the study of rhetoric that has transcended time is Burkean criticism. It is based on the 

writings of Kenneth Burke, who works on literary theory and criticism continue to be studied by scholars from different 

academic fields. His book A Rhetoric of Motives is a standard graduate course text that introduces his theories of 

imagery, identification and consubstantiality, and other elements related to the study of rhetoric [21]. One of Burke’s 

most popular approaches is that of the dramatistic pentad, which analyzes human relationships and motives. The 

pentad, consisting of Act, Scene, Agent, Agency, and Purpose, is a critical method for analyzing symbol-using humans 

and subsequent actions that create what he terms “drama” [22]. Burke’s works are notably difficult to read and 

understand, and a scholarly, academic association is devoted solely to the study of ideas, the Kenneth Burke Society 

(http://www.kbjournal.org/kbs).  

 

 2.5 Modern Rhetorical Criticism Theorists and Philosophers 

 As American interest in rhetorical criticism expanded in the late twentieth century, so did its array of theorists 

and philosophers of the modern era. Some of the more notable ones include Hannah Arendt [23], Mikhail Bakhtin [24], 

Michel Foucault [25], Jürgen Habermas [26], and Chaim Perelman [27]. This progression from the ancient philosophers 

to more contemporary ones occurred in part to greater awareness of the works from international scholars and theorists. 

In many ways it also paralleled the interests in these individuals from colleagues in different disciplines, including 

philosophy, comparative literature, political science, and sociology.   

 

 2.6 Postmodern Criticism 

 The traditional and modern approaches have gradually given way to the twentieth-century’s postmodern period 

of critical approaches that parallel updated interests from the mainstream and academic status quos. These newer 

approaches include queer [28], social movements [29], public memory [30], postcolonial [31], and framing [32]. These 

newer approaches also embrace and reflect the trends, sentiments, and perspectives of certain societal entities. In many 

ways it also mirrors what is occurring politically and culturally in a given, regional society, and appears to quickly 

become integrated in other societal entities thanks to immediate information sharing between traditional and 

contemporary forms of technology.  

 

3. Close Textual Analysis and Richard M. Nixon’s ‘Radio and Television Address to the People of the 

Soviet Union’ of May 28, 1972 

 Another popular method for rhetorical criticism is close textual analysis (CTA) [33]. Close textual analysis is an 

interpretive method, and its goal, as Browne (2016) points out, is to “explain how texts operate to produce meaning, 

effect persuasion, and activate convictions in public contexts” [34]. Masterson (1985) indicates it is important to focus 

on its organization as that assists readers with understanding the orator’s rhetorical techniques and the meanings they 

are trying to create [35].  

 In order to use this approach, the critic must be intimately familiar with a number of elements. The first element 

is knowledge of the orator – their biographical history, the ascension to their current position, their personality and 

temperament, their style of speaking and argumentation, and their peculiarities with word choice. The second element is 

knowledge of the event, or what occurred, who was involved, and what was the event’s end result. The third element is 

knowledge of the situation – or the competing events or activities of that time frame that enveloped the event and 

prompted the speaker to speak. Coupled with the situation is knowledge of the event’s context. In this sense, the critic 

needs to understand the status quo at the time of the oration, or the climate in which the oration was delivered. Critics 

also have to know of competing events that were occurring concurrently for the orator to understand issues like timing 

of the speaker’s oration as well as any rhetorical constraints that shaped the final address. It is also important for the 

http://www.kbjournal.org/kbs
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critic to examine an oration as it was delivered at that moment in time to understand how activities were conducted and 

speakers spoke (as opposed to criticizing through a contemporary lens). The fourth element is historical knowledge. 

Strong awareness of the legacy of the event and past responses by previous orators helps the rhetorical critic understand 

better why the current orator said and acted as he or she did. The fifth element is knowledge of rhetorical strategies, or 

the various techniques speakers use to convey their message and its meaning. These techniques include the different 

aforementioned traditional, modern, and post-modern approaches to rhetorical criticism but often include news lenses as 

well, including exclusion [36], anti-politics and negativity [37], and irony [38]. It is also not uncommon to employ 

multiple critical approaches within one study, depending on the orator, artifact, or situation [39]. This is due in part to 

awareness of a message’s rich complexity. It is also due in part to greater awareness of critical approaches that, when 

combined, offer deeper interpretations of a rhetorical artifact.  

 To illustrate the CTA approach, this article examines former president Richard M. Nixon’s address to the 

citizens of the Soviet Union at the end of May, 1972. This address was part of the larger summit held in Moscow 

between the American president and various White House personnel and Soviet General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev 

and other high-ranking Soviet officials. The address was delivered on the evening of Sunday, May 28, 1972, from the 

Green Room of the Grand Kremlin Palace in Moscow. As was customary at the time, the speech was approved by the 

Soviets in early May [40] and was broadcast live via television and radio in the U.S.S.R. and simultaneously via 

satellite back to the US [41].  

 Deemed a “mildly successful” oration by the New York Times [42], Nixon’s address was rhetorically situated 

within several contexts that are important to examine as part of the measure of a message’s effectiveness. The first and 

more immediate contextual sphere that situated the speech was the temporal context of May 1972, which witnessed the 

Nixon administration ordering the Haiphong Harbor mining and renewal of the bombing of Hanoi as part of its efforts 

to resolve the Vietnam War. Internal White House documents suggested that Nixon’s aides thought that the Soviets 

would cancel the summit due to bombing of the harbor that resulted in the damage of four Russian ships and the loss of 

life of a lone Russian seaman [43]. Haldeman (1994) noted that the days following the mining depicted a White House 

president and staff anxious about the Summit’s status until they received word from the Soviets that it would occur as 

planned [44]. The immediate contextual sphere itself was situated within a larger contextual sphere of the Vietnam War 

that had transcended several American presidencies and was a foreign policy situation that Nixon actively sought to 

resolve. Also, the war was an issue that created immense domestic strife and division in the US and was the subject of 

repeated citizen and media attacks on the President.  

 A third contextual sphere present was Nixon’s trip to the People’s Republic of China that had occurred three 

months earlier in February 1972. Historic and unprecedented in of itself, the trip was also part of a larger Nixon 

administration and presidential first term foreign policy strategy called “triangulation” [45]. That strategy pitted the 

Soviets and the Chinese against each other to assist the US with North Vietnamese negotiations with the end goal of 

resolving the Southeast Asian conflict. In return, the Americans would extend favors and privileges to the country 

offering the most assistance, like “favored nation status,” or American food items like grain. Internal White House 

documents also suggested the Soviets were using the Summit for their own political gain. One document suggested that 

Soviets were eager to host the Summit to demonstrate that “the USSR enjoys a more intimate and substantive 

relationship with Washington than Peking can command” [46]. Other documents illustrate what the Nixon 

administration saw as angst and fear on the part of the Soviets as the new American relationship with the Chinese began 

to develop [47].   

A fourth contextual sphere present was the impending 1972 presidential elections and Nixon’s quest for a second 

presidential term. Although he was presumed to be the Republican Party’s nominee, there were numerous Democratic 

opponents who were vying for their party’s nomination. During the winter and spring of 1972, Nixon was well aware of 

the political mileage he could generate from historic China trip as well as the Moscow Summit, and he often directed 

his staff to constantly and consistently massage the public relations aspect of these events in ways that would enhance 

his chances for re-election [48].   

 Historical analysis of available literature like presidential and staff memoirs suggest Nixon carefully and 

strategically crafted his presidential orations [49], and that his May 1972 Soviet address intentionally utilized notable 

rhetorical techniques designed to resonate with the Soviet citizenry. The speech was also carefully designed to highlight 

the Summit’s successes and minimize the issues that had yet to be finalized between the two nations, but also present an 

American perspective on various foreign issues to Russian citizens [50]. 

 A close reading of his speech reveals standard Nixon oratorical themes and techniques as well as specific, 

strategic strategies employed specifically to appeal to Soviet listeners. For example, a common rhetorical theme for 
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Nixon orations was peace. Against the backdrop of an unpopular war, the American president was dedicated to ending 

the Southeast Asian conflict and achieving global peace.  

 Another standard Nixon rhetorical technique is what I would call ask and answer. Nixon used this technique of 

stating a question and then answering it. The president would state to his listeners that someone had asked him a 

question to which he publicly responds with an answer. There are problems with this approach, though. First, the 

“someone” asking the question is rarely identified by name or occupation, so it is unclear if this individual actually 

exists or if this technique has been employed to allow the president to introduce and discuss topics of his choosing, but 

cloaks or reframes it as a question coming from an interested American citizen. Second, audiences expect the orator to 

be truthful with their words. Because the individual has not been identified, audiences will believe the orator is truthful 

when he or she says this person actually exists. This is especially true of American presidents [51]. This technique 

opens the door for potential audience manipulation by the speaker, particularly those who know that those who are loyal 

to the orator will assume his words to be real and authentic, and will not question the actual existence of the “someone.” 

Finally, the orator has the opportunity to respond publicly and share his answer with his attentive audiences. This allows 

the orator to direct the topics to be discussed in the address and affords him or her the manufactured opportunities to 

respond in front of the listeners. This technique is popular when leaders want to appear as a leader, or depict him or her 

as fulfilling a leadership role. As such, this strategy is very popular and successful as it allows the orator to control what 

topics are discussed and respond in a way that they choose in an oratorical moment that he or she has created.   

 It is also evident that Nixon’s address to the people of the Soviet Union was carefully crafted for them. For 

example, when Nixon referenced the “mushroom rain” that greeted him upon his arrival, he used that reference as 

rhetorical device to appeal to his listeners who believe in “good omens.” This strategy represented a clear departure 

from the style of address Nixon typically delivered to American audiences. Another clear oratorical departure is the 

president’s reference to the proverb: “Make peace with man and quarrel with your sin” [52]. Nixon’s speechwriters 

were well aware of rhetorical strategies like proverbs that would resonate with Soviet audiences. In addition, this 

proverb acted as a quasi ask and answer strategy as it allowed Nixon to respond to the proverb and then follow up with 

the statements he desired to impart. A third departure also caters to his Soviet listeners, namely philosophizing. In the 

West, and particularly in the early 1970s, the Soviets were characterized as intellectuals and deep thinkers. As such, 

employing a philosophical strategy would resonate with a wide range of Soviet citizens, and work to close the distance 

between “East” and “West.”  

 The most notable rhetorical strategy employed by Nixon was the aforementioned story of Tanya Savicheva at 

the end of his address. As mentioned earlier, the president considered an oration’s conclusion to be the most important 

of a public speech. Nixon was particularly moved by Savicheva’s story and mentioned her in the speech’s conclusion as 

a means of appealing one last time to the Soviet citizenry about global peace. This rhetorical technique also served as a 

“bookend” for his address. The bookend technique is often used in public oratory to initially introduce a theme that is 

discussed in more depth in the body of the speech. The theme is then referenced again in the speech’s conclusion as a 

means of creating a circular approach for the whole address and return the listeners to the speech’s introduction. 

Psychologically, the bookend approach returns listeners to the introduction’s theme, after the speech itself has provided 

them with additional information that makes the theme more appealing. In effect, it is a technique to inform listeners 

about various subjects as a means of convincing them to believe and support the president’s words and ideas.  

 As Jamieson (1996) noted, the story of Tanya Savicheva became a favorite rhetorical technique for Nixon as he 

used it in three other speeches after initially introducing it during his address to the Soviet citizens. Because of its 

appeal to remembering, it served as effect device for the president to recycle and reuse as part of his 1972 presidential 

re-election attempt [53]. Nixon’s awareness of the strong, emotive power generating by Savicheva’s tale is evident in an 

August 14, 1972 memo from the president to Haldeman. In it, Nixon requested his chief of staff to work with other 

White House personnel to find a letter from a US citizen who had lost a father or brother in the Vietnam War. The 

president indicated that this letter would provide a brilliant segue to his “Tanya” story for his presidential party 

nomination acceptance speech [54]. While Nixon eventually did not use the Vietnam letter approach, he did use the 

Savicheva story in his August 24 acceptance. The Nixon White House knew how powerful the story was, and used it to 

their advantage during the election season. The video of Nixon visiting Savicheva’s grave in Leningrad during the 

Moscow Summit was aired on American television the night before the nomination, with the president followed up with 

a modified version of his Soviet people address’s conclusion for his acceptance speech [55]. It is obvious that Nixon 

and his handlers were exploiting the Summit and the story to ensure his reelection bid would be successful. An 

informed rhetorical scholar employing the close textual analysis approach would also be successful in fleshing out 
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themes and techniques that casual readings may miss, and interpret and explain those strategies to reveal the motives 

and intentions of the orator.  

 

4. The Connection between Close Textual Analysis and Archival Research 

 The aforementioned Nixon August 14, 1972 memorandum also illustrates an important reason for rhetorical 

scholars to conduct thorough research. One of the criticisms lodged toward the close textual analysis approach is its 

subjective nature. Consequently, this and other interpretive forms of rhetorical criticism are not as highly favored as are 

those relying on concrete, statistical data that populates the work of communication social scientists. While 

philosophers would argue that all interpretive information is inherently subjective, including the interpretation of 

objective data, the position communication scholars take is that interpretations based on substantive, objective 

information are more valid than interpretation and conjecture alone. Rhetorical criticism is based on interpreting 

artifacts based on available external information as well as evaluative theories that generate informed interpretations. 

Often our field utilizes external (e.g. widely available) secondary research materials like memoirs and third party or 

journalist-based accounts to provide information to support an author’s claims [56]. But archival research, in its internal 

form as primary research materials, can be viewed as more objective forms of data sets that better explain options, 

choices, arguments, and decisions. As such, archival research can better inform scholarly interpretations and make them 

less subjective.  

 Various documents discovered in the Nixon Archives illustrate the above position. For example, in mid-April 

1972, Nixon’s staff began thinking about the President’s public statements during the Summit. In his April 19 memo to 

Price, U.S. National Security Council staff member A. Denis Clift raised several points about various “themes” that 

could anchor Nixon’s public Summit oratory that eventually materialized in Nixon’s May 28 speech to the Soviet 

citizenry. One such theme referenced Nixon’s previous Russia trip thirteen years prior, and argued for its placement in a 

public Nixon communicative form:  

 In his 1959 radio-television address Mr. Nixon quoted and then answered questions he  had been asked during 

his trip by various Soviet citizens. Fortunately or unfortunately,  Soviets are asking the same questions of us today. 

They are still passionately interested in the American standard of living, puzzled by our social problems, and unsure 

about our peaceful intentions in the world. Perhaps the President could in his television address to  the Soviet people (or 

other public statement if he is not granted television time) refer to  this continuity of interest and describe the progress 

made over the past decade in the  United States and abroad. This would provide the framework for an upbeat tone on 

Soviet-American relations and the international environment in general and at the same time provide a rationale for 

dealing candidly with the sensitive subjects raised in 1959 [57].  

Clift’s advice was partially heeded and Nixon’s rhetorical theme of peace was utilized in his address. The 

president often referenced his desire for global peace, for individual autonomy of countries, and his desire for cordial 

relations between the Soviet and American citizens [58].  

 In addition, Nixon originally intended to reference his meetings in Moscow in the first paragraph of his speech, 

but was subsequently replaced with the line “to bring you a message of friendship from all the people of the United 

States” [59] In other words, Nixon replaced his intention to demonstrate serious, concerted, and dedicated work with a 

ceremonial theme employing pathos. Also, in the same April 19
th

 memorandum, Clift stated that the US and the 

U.S.S.R had not fought each other in wars or other military events, and that both countries remembered the Elbe 

meeting that is a “well known and cherished symbol of our cooperation in WW II” [60]. This suggestion was 

subsequently incorporated into the second paragraph of Nixon’s address as a means of strategically reminding listeners 

of the longstanding cooperation between the two nations. 

 These shifts in content, strategy, and effect suggest that Nixon and his aides decided against a policy-oriented, 

informative speech (that may have resulted in the appearance of competition and divisiveness between the two 

countries) in favor of a speech that was primarily ceremonial in nature and intentionally enacted emotional appeals of 

friendship, safety, and collaboration to persuasively appeal to his listeners. 

 Notes in Nixon Speechwriter Raymond Price’s archival documents indicate the Nixon address went through at 

least 3 drafts and was reviewed and commented on by Nixon advisor Henry Kissinger [61]. This approach of multiple 

drafts and multiple eyes was typical for the Nixon wordsmithing process. During Nixon’s first presidential term, the 

president would create groups or sets of speech writers to work on the same topic and create what they thought a Nixon 

speech should address, what themes they should employ, and the rhetorical strategies they should utilize. Nixon, then, 

would take the best from each group’s version to craft his final address. In addition, topics that involved certain subjects 

or branches of government were vetted by associated individuals ahead of time, in terms of content and form, and prior 
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to the final oration iteration. For example, any passage referencing foreign affairs would first be reviewed by the 

Department of State.  

 In an undated “Draft Communique” located in White House Press Secretary Ronald Ziegler’s files is a passage 

that resembles a paragraph from the middle of Nixon’s speech. The communiqué’s paragraph stated that “They affirmed 

that every country, without exception, has the sovereign right to live out its national destiny without any interference of 

any sort from any other country” [62].  The Soviet citizenry speech paragraph stated: “We believe in the right of each 

nation to chart its own course, to choose its own system, to go its own way, without interference from other nations” 

[63]. The closeness in subjects and wording suggests that this portion of Nixon’s address was planned out well in 

advance of the Summit, and not written as a response to the activities created or generating during the Summit. It also 

indicates that other White House individuals beyond the primary speech writers had input on the content and wording of 

Nixon’s address. As an example, Nixon was advised to refer to the Soviets as “Peoples” by William Safire, one of his 

speechwriters [64]. 

 Price’s archival documents also contains several “speech inserts” by various administration personnel designed 

for potential inclusion into Nixon’s address. Those inserts that did not make the final speech version include references 

to high praise for the American President [65], Nixon’s achievements in China and the U.S.S.R. [66], nuclear weapons 

statistics [67], and comparisons of Nixon to Woodrow Wilson [68]. These additions most likely did not fit with Nixon’s 

intentions of pathos (emotional appeals) over ethos (credibility) and were excluded due its content as well as any 

potential adverse mediated effects they could have generated in the minds of the listeners (not only Soviet and 

American audiences, but also the audiences of allies and foes).  

 These documents suggest that Nixon favored illuminating a celebratory approach of peace and unification in his 

address over employing a direct, policy approach of that would highlight differences. In addition, these documents 

reveal information that might otherwise be left unknown: the originators of ideas, the choices of topics and words that 

are available or omitted, the rationales behind choosing one linguistic option over another, and the decisions that were 

made to favor/disfavor and include/omit specific topics and wordings. Scholars who elect to use primary documents 

over secondary sources can thus be assured they are generating better interpretations and conclusions because the 

former were contextually generated at that moment in time, instead of the latter that often relies on an author’s notes 

and/or memories, or post-presidential reflections by various former employees.  

 

5. Conclusion 

 As with other Nixon addresses through his one and a half presidential terms, many individuals offered 

suggestions for content and wording of various presidential addresses. These individuals included various White House 

staff members in addition to other personnel from other government agencies and non-government individuals like 

business, religious, and labor  leaders. Archival research unearths these nuances and strategies that serves to strengthen 

a close textual analysis of former American president Richard M. Nixon’s radio and television address to the Soviet 

people of the Soviet Union on May 28, 1972 as part of the Moscow summit. This case study illuminates the rhetorical 

strategies and techniques the US leader took deliver an oration that would resonate with his Soviet listeners.  

 While traditional rhetorical criticism focuses on public orations, modern approaches have widen the scope of 

artifacts that can by studied. For example, close textual analysis can be applied to a television anchor’s commentary or a 

journalist’s published opinion, or a feminist critique can be made of the Motherland Monument in Kyiv or a public 

figure’s social media postings. Awareness of American critical approaches based on the fields of history, political 

science, philosophy, logic, argumentation, persuasion, psychology and sociology can broaden the approaches of our 

Eastern European colleagues who often approach criticism from similar fields as well as ones that are predominant in 

Western communication scholarship, like literature, linguistics, philology, and world languages. It is imperative for 

global scholars to continue to close intellectual gaps and share their knowledge and practices so that we can learn from 

each other and open new avenues to communication’s and communications’ analysis and criticism. We welcome and 

look forward to our Eastern European counterparts’ discussions of their specific methodologies and approaches to 

criticism as part of a symbiotic process to draw us closer together.  
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