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Abstract
The academic study of rhetoric has grown as a field of scholarly concern as politicians face increasingly diverse and inquisitive audiences. The political and intellectual significance of language is linked to a wide range of fields of scholarly interest, covering leadership studies, ideological analyses, theories of rhetorical realities, as well as its capacity to deconstruct the forms of political language covering rhetoric as entertainment, scrutiny, and/or accountability. Thus, this article sets the scene for a selection of analyses that examine political rhetoric and democratic discourse within a range of contexts. It examines democratic discourse in Europe, the Americas, and beyond, whilst seeking to position rhetorical studies within their longstanding theoretical and historical contexts. I aim to set the scene for the special edition by discussing rhetoric as a scholarly concern whilst highlighting its importance within health democratic societies. This necessitates concise yet important discussions of rhetoric within their ancient theoretical contexts, whilst seeking to position them more firmly within their modern political environments. 

Introduction to Rhetoric
The use of rhetoric is an essential part of a healthy liberal democracy given it represents the key means by which politicians can seek and secure accountability to the voters for their policies and wider actions (Dryzek, 2010: 319). A politician often finds themselves needing to present a justification for policies to either Parliament or Senate, the media, or even their own supporters at an annual conference/convention (Crines & Hayton, 2011). The use of rhetoric in these settings is vital to justify policy.
Yet rhetoric is an ancient technique that, despite its longevity, remains central to democratic discourse. Indeed, the significance and potential transformative power of political rhetoric was well-known as a skill to the ancient world. Individual speakers seeking the support of their audiences would perform dramatic orations comprised of stories that used a range of emotions to stun and mesmerise them into supporting the position of the speaker. Given the demonstrable impact on ancient audiences, the ancient Sophists of Greece recognised and extensively studied the power of political speech, particularly its capacity to emotionally engage, rouse, anger, and even entertain audiences (Finlayson et al, 1). 
These early scholars identified the various means by which this could be accomplished.  They astutely identified various impactful rhetorical devices that could be used to persuade audiences. As a keynote thinker of the ancient world and as a scholar of oratory and rhetoric, Aristotle’s writings represent a vital initiation of our understanding of contemporary rhetoric. His defining texts – Rhetoric I, II, III – contested that political rhetoric could be evaluated using a systematic typology which he called ‘The Modes of Persuasion’ (Aristotle, 2004). He argued that ‘The Modes of Persuasion’ comprised of three nodes of persuasive rhetoric. He outlined these nodes: ‘the first kind depends on the personal character of the speaker; the second on putting the audience into a certain frame of mind [using emotion]; the third on the proof, or apparent proof, provided by the words of the speech itself’ (Aristotle, 2004). He described these as ethos (relating to character), pathos (relating to emotion), and logos (relating to proof/evidence) and that they represent three of the key means by which an orator may prove convincing (Roe-Crines, 2024). 
[bookmark: _Hlk191652258]The first – ethos – relates to the character and the credibility of a speaker; pathos concerns the emotional connection and engagement with an audience; and logos pertains to the use of evidence to prove a case. These devices concerned the content of a speech. However, a further three devices can be used to examine the means of delivery. For example, deliberative, performative, and judicial forms of oration. The first – deliberative – focuses on the type of debate and interchange of opinion between opponents; the second – performative – looks at the drama and style of the speech; and judicial consists of a forensic examination of past events (Crines & Hatzisavvidou (2018). In contemporary liberal democracies, the deliberative form would be found in Parliaments and Senates; the performative could be found at party conventions and conferences; whilst the judicial form would be more associated with retrospective media interviews and key Parliamentary moments such as a budget or Select Committee examination. In combination with the ‘Modes of Persuasion’, the means of oratorical delivery brings political rhetoric to life in ways that would be more persuasive towards an audience.

Contextualising the Value of Contemporary Rhetoric
The academic interest in the study of political communication derives from its importance as a way of evaluating and understanding the often-peculiar relationship between politicians and populations (Crines, Heppell & Hill, 2016; Crines & Heppell, 2017). The relationship can be described as ‘peculiar’ from a rhetorical perspective because it is often conflictual, yet mutually dependant and bonded together through the need of the politician to seek support and the voters need for accountability from politicians for their policies. 
The nature of this relationship has been a longstanding subject of scholarly interest, with many nations having distinctive and diverse approaches to rhetorical persuasion. The nature of the discourse is also impacted by the structure of the machinery of government that is used to execute policy. For example, Whitehall in the United Kingdom (UK) has a very different structure to the three pillars of separate powers in the United States (US). Thus, the rhetorician is a part of the political society in which they inhabit yet attempts to rhetorically capture a position of neutrality can belie the closeness. 
It is also important to remember that rhetoric itself has gained a negative reputation in some societies. This is because its image is frequently one of manipulation rather than persuasion (Roe-Crines & Heppell, 2020). As a further illustration of the differences, the UK operates a political system that seeks to emphasise the importance of MPs rather than party leaders, whilst the US has a political system that centres the power of the President (Crines, et al., 2016). Furthermore, in the US, rhetoric is positively embraced in the political discourse because of this emphasis on individual abilities to communicate to audiences. In contrast, in the UK rhetoric is considered to be used by tricksters seeking voters support by using deceptive means. 
Whilst Aristotle identified rhetoric as a positive force of audience persuasion, in sharp contrast Plato was far more cynical towards it (Miller, 2012). Despite his cynicism, Plato’s contributions to the philosophical world are well known and extensive, yet he stood against the celebration of rhetoric and oratory as he believed they lacked the intellectual depth required for deep knowledge of complex concepts to be better understood. Because of this he contended that – far from being an asset to democracy – rhetoric and oratory are dangerous and destructive acts against healthy democratic systems. This argument provided considerable contemporary intellectual focus to the negative position concerning political rhetoric within Parliamentary systems, insomuch as its manipulative tendencies are used to entertain or enrage audiences rather than educate. This focus on emotions and comforting/aggressive language simply elevates the ego and that individual orators lack intellectual truth or integrity. As such, he contested that rhetoric would undermine the pursuit of truthful knowledge, and that democratic societies would be incapable of achieving this objective because the voices of many creates confusion. As such, there should be few voices within political decision-making structures, thus ensuring clarity. Plato’s opposition also enabled the popularisation of terms such as ‘just rhetoric’ (Nash, 1989). This term aims to highlight the essentially (at best) ‘superficiality’ of well-spoken words, and (at worse) an attempt to deceive or trick audiences into supporting or adopting a particular position which they may hitherto oppose. 
I contest Plato’s perspective on rhetoric from positions more aligned to those of Aristotle. This is because Aristotle is more useful towards identifying and highlighting rhetoric and its importance to contemporary liberal democratic societies. To justify my position, it is worth imagining a society with no rhetoric – this would be one without any communication between politicians and their populations. There would be no justifications for policy; no answers given to questions on the behaviour of politicians; little or no idea how the country and wider world is governed, or how any reforms may be implemented. Plato’s ideal would be a small, appointed, and detached political class with little discursive intercourse with the governed. Therefore, without rhetoric, there is no democracy. Plus, as John Stuart Mill is contended to have argued, ‘language is the light of the mind’ and rhetoric can be seen as the price of healthy democracy. It is how politicians are held to account by voters as they outline their plans and aspirations for future policy implementation through their rhetoric. Given this, I argue there is no such thing as ‘just rhetoric’ because rhetoric is a vital part of any healthy democratic society, which enables politicians to place ideas and concepts into the public arena for scrutiny and examination.
Moreover, politically developed societies following the Enlightenment have come to regard democracy as an essential component of selecting the government, with countries such as the UK engaging in a lengthy, protracted processes of expanding the franchise via various Great Reform Acts. These were the Reform Acts of 1832, where the vote was given to landowners, farmers, shopkeepers, and householders paying annual rent of £10 or more; 1867, which lowered the property threshold to enable more landowners to vote thereby doubling the size of the electorate; 1884, where the vote was given to male householders across the UK; 1918, which extended the franchise further to include women over 30 years of age; 1928, which granted the vote to women over 18 (Everett, 2018). Such reforms illustrate the approach of reforming to conserve the longstanding institutions of state in the UK. 
Plato’s contention that rhetoric is essentially unhealthy can be further contested by the following. As this collection of scholarly articles demonstrate, rhetoric has become a vital part of contemporary democratic societies that assumes politicians need to be scrutinised. Debates over absolutism were concluded in the acceptance of democratic norms and values. Therefore, politicians would be scrutinised across their character, their uses of emotion, and their embrace of evidence to justify their cases. Also, politicians who govern are also expected to respond to public opinions and grievances as a key measure of accountability and responsiveness to voter concerns. Furthermore, the nature of liberal democratic government requires individuals to occupy positions of authority that are used to implement policies and pledges. Thus, to measure their effectiveness relative to the needs of their country, they are expected to demonstrate through their rhetoric that they listen to the views of voters. Such views can be expressed through street protest, polling responses, focus groups on specific issues, amongst many other avenues of engagement. 
Politicians can also be required to respond to their respective legislature via Committees (such as Select or Special Committees in the UK and US), whereby their rhetorical defences of their political records are articulated for voters and their fellow peers to scrutinise. These avenues of rhetoric enable the politician to outline their arguments in response to widespread critiques, thereby representing a key part of accountability. 
It is also vital to note that the structures of Executive power within liberal democracies requires political actors to convey such justifications for their policies in three key arenas. These being Parliament/Senate; the media; and party conventions/conferences. If the intellectual study of rhetoric were to be neglected, then a gap would emerge given the missing scholarly appreciation for the political and intellectual significance of rhetoric over the practice of politics and government. Without the study of rhetoric, we risk omitting how politicians secure the leadership of their party; we risk missing how politicians implement and advance their ideological perspectives through policies and Acts of Parliament; and we risk missing how leaders deliver and followers respond to the oratorical delivery and the devices of rhetoric within their communication. I would argue that how these operate is vital to our understanding of leadership selection, governing style, implementation of political ideas, and the means by which individual leaders can measure their success (or failure) as a President or Prime Minister. It is also vital to see how those arenas rhetorically engage in political debate and justification given it is where vital decisions are made and laws implemented across a democratic society. I contend that this subverts Plato’s imprecise notion that rhetoric is a deceptive and superficial method given its centrality to contemporary political power and how it is exercised by political elites at all levels. 
Finally, the art of rhetoric and oratory are themselves skills that politicians can and do learn in order to emulate so they become more coherent and persuasive communicators. Indeed, as Richard Toye (2013) argues ‘to be taken seriously, not least as the progenitors of a very modern notion: that the art of communication can be taught and that it is a marketable skill’. Plus, rhetoric is fundamental to societies beyond the political and can be found in other institutions, such as in education – e.g. The Oxford Debating Society – and in the modern workplaces – such as banks where reports are delivered verbally to large crowds of employees. The forensic study of rhetoric and oratory are also taught in a small number of Universities, which seek to emphasise public speaking as an employable skill. Such as been the growth and interest in political communication over recent decades that the teaching and practice of rhetoric has become a part of the undergraduate curriculum in a small number of UK Universities. By doing so, they follow in the footsteps of US Universities that have been offering political communication programmes for a number of decades, whilst in the UK the number is much lower. As an illustrative example, the Department of Politics in the University of Liverpool, UK offers undergraduates from the first through to the final year the vital skills about refining public speaking and the application of ancient theories in contemporary politics and beyond. To do this, the ancient theories devised by Aristotle and others are outlined in advanced introductions that connect them with contemporary political communication needs and expectations in a number of different liberal democratic nations. 
This demonstrates the vitality of the ancient concepts outlined by Aristotle, and simultaneously further subverts Plato’s notion that the skill is irrelevant. Indeed, let’s remember that Plato’s elitist justification for a society ran by a small group of philosophers silences the voice of the majority, for who he held little regard and who would have little or no insight into the operations of politics or how decisions are made. 
Therefore, I would argue that the aim of the intellectual study of rhetoric seeks to shine a light upon politics and politicians in such a way that enhances communication skills whilst simultaneously contributing towards the process of accountability that is fundamental in a healthy democratic society. Furthermore, as political cultures shift towards individuals justifying their actions and attitudes towards governance (as opposed to historic concepts such as Collective Responsibility in the UK), their ability to do so persuasively becomes a key part of their credibility. This need also demonstrates that rhetoric is very much a practical skill as well as a theoretical concept, as demonstrated by the University of Liverpool as it challenges the idea that the study of rhetoric and oratory is an elite-only subject and that effective public speaking skills are reserved for the political elites. By challenging this notion, I contend that rhetoric and oratory are skills that all can learn and use to improve their position, as Margaret Thatcher did in the 1970s to improve her performance in each of the main arena in British Politics. 

The Collection of Articles
This collection of articles highlights the importance of rhetoric as a key part of political communication. The collection sees rhetoric as a fundamental part of a democratic society. The aim is to provide a representative sampling of case-studies that highlight the political and intellectual significance of rhetoric as a scholarly concern. This is demonstrated within the following articles that centralises rhetoric within the political systems of a number of contexts. This approach aims to capture an understanding and evaluation of where rhetorical techniques can be found in a range of locations. For example, a comparative study of the uses of character and credibility in British and Norwegian politics; the apparent growth of the ‘far-right’ in British Politics and the locations within political parties; the impact of stereotyped national identities of Asian Americans within US politics; how individual performance can be destructive to a politicians character through an evaluation of Boris Johnson’s contributions to the COVID-19 inquiry; an international comparison of global rhetoric within the United Nations; and how parties present their attitudes towards identity, constitutional change, and patriotic conservatism. These articles demonstrate how and why political rhetoric is vital to our understanding of democratic accountability and justification of policy, thereby enabling scholars to examine this often neglected aspect of political studies in greater depth. 
As such, each article examines rhetoric from a different location and/or context. For example, William Coles examines one of Aristotle’s key persuasive techniques – ethos – within the political discourse found in British and Norwegian politics (Coles, 2025). The purpose of Coles contention is that the essential requirements of phronesis (wisdom) and arete (virtue) are jointly as important as eunoia (goodwill) in order to secure the confidence of their audience. Alongside the need to demonstrate values and character that are reflected in the audience, these techniques are designed to persuade an audience of the credibility of the speaker so that the audience would be more receptive to the argument set out by the speaker. 
Moreover, Peter Dorey’s article considers the topical issue of the rhetoric of the far right populist movements in the UK (Dorey, 2025). He seeks to place such language into a wider context by noting how global changes have sought to normalise the form of rhetoric that would prove appealing to specific types of audience who would be receptive to arguments over place, identity, and seeking to challenge the longstanding established norms of a liberal democratic society. Dorey’s argument contends that parties such as Reform UK, the Brexit Party, and some elements of the UK Conservative Party express such sentiments, thereby manifesting them in recent years as hostility to the European Union and (more broadly) against immigration. 
Richard Johnson and Neil Visalvanich takes the collection away from Europe and towards the United States, whereby they consider the expectation of neutralised rhetoric by African American candidates, and how this tends not to apply to Asian American candidates (Johnson & Visalvanich, 2025). They do this by examining the process of deracialisation and the targets of this process in order to illustrate its impact. They also argue how the stereotypes towards Asian American candidates can be described as ‘positive’ and their apparent collective inclusion within a ‘model minority myth’. Their fascinating article focuses on Andrew Yang, who they contend used racially coded language to highlight his racial background within his rhetoric, thus using his character and credibility.
Peter Kerr and Steven Kettell focus their article on the language used by Boris Johnson as he presented evidence to the COVID-19 inquiry in the UK (Kerr & Kettell, 2025). Here, they consider how Johnson approached the inquiry and how his style of defence proved to be problematic for audiences who felt his arguments demonstrated casual indifference or disregard for those who suffered and died during the pandemic. They locate Johnson as a provocative communicator that established his character through his journalistic career rather than evolving as a political mover. As a politician, Johnson required effective cognitive abilities, emotional intelligence, and a style of leadership that inspired confidence across his party. Their contention is that he lacked these skills during the process of presenting evidence, thus undermining his character and credibility.
For his article, Jerry Miller considers the importance of rhetorical ‘place’ in the rhetoric of the 78th session of the United Nations Assembly (Miller, 2025). Miller argues that the importance of this international arena is in its ability to bring nations together and to promote a certain set of values. The importance of the arena is, in part, derived from the inclusion of nations that do not share such values, thereby representing an opportunity to confront and contest such nations with argument and discussion. Indeed, such is the importance of the arena that it brings together nations such as Brazil, United States, Colombia, Jordan, Poland, Cuba, Turkey, Portugal, Qatar, South Africa, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Guatemala, Hungary, Switzerland, Slovenia, Uzbekistan, Bolivia, Kazakhstan, Iran, Algeria, Argentina, El Salvador, Kyrgyzstan, Paraguay, Peru, Mozambique, Panama, Nigeria, Uruguay, Czech Republic, Costa Rica, Palau, Senegal, Germany, and Japan. This represents significant opportunities for conversation hitherto absent from other national and international arena. 
Finally, Daniel Pitt concludes the collection with his study of UK Conservative election manifestos from John Major to Boris Johnson (Pitt, 2025). The aim of his article is to consider the Conservatives and their attitudes towards the constitution and associated reforms. His study notes how Conservatives changed their linguistic approach to supporting the constitution, by using more generalised language such as ‘democracy’, and that their styles of expression became more emotive in such expressions. Indeed, their approach to the constitution demonstrated more of patriotic texture that elevated its significance during arguments over voting reform and Brexit. 
The significance of rhetorical studies is, as I have argued, vital to our understanding of political behaviour and actions, and as a part of the process of ensuring accountability on decision making. Before proceeding, however I would like to outline how and why the academic study of rhetoric and oratory requires further attention. 

The Academic Study of Political Rhetoric and Oratory
Succinctly, the study of rhetoric and oratory is surprisingly under-developed. With the exception of the United States – whose political culture is focused on the individual orator – the academic study of political communication is limited. This is surprising because effective speechwriting and making is fundamental towards our wider interests in political leadership and the success (or failures) of political ideas and ideologies. It is gratifying, however to note that rhetorical studies have recently enjoyed something of an upstart, particularly as a sub-field within British Politics. For example, the scholarship of Judi Atkins (2010; 2013; 2022), Max Atkinson (1984), Jonathan Charteris-Black (2004), Alan Finlayson (2025), James Martin (2015), Richard Toye (2013), and myself (Crines, 2013a; 2013b) demonstrates that the political culture within the UK has changed to place more emphasis on the communication skills of the party leaders. Historically, the emphasis would have been more on policy with the principle of ‘Collective Responsibility’ ensuring the leader of the Party would be less prominent in measuring the success of a government than in the United States. Yet, after the premierships of Margaret Thatcher, Tony Blair, David Cameron, Theresa May, Boris Johnson, Liz Truss (who represents an ideal case-study in failed communication and why it is vital to effective government), and Rishi Sunak, the communicative qualities of the party leader have become central to measuring a party and their rate of success. Scholars such as those above have shed important light upon these leaders through a range analyses, and how their rhetoric impacted upon their success or failed leadership. 
It is also important to remember Toye’s (2013) contention that ‘rhetoric is a social phenomenon, and its reception depends on the norms in operation in the society in which it is delivered’. This highlights the importance of knowing the audience and knowing the values of the society in which a speech is delivered. This is vital for an orator given they seek to connect with the audience using their values. Without this connection, they would prove to be an ineffective communicator because they would be unable to persuade their audience of the validity of their argument. In addition, Toye (2013) also reminds us that ‘however good the effect on the immediate listeners, it is impossible to tell how a speech will travel’ as it is reported via the media. This caution reminds us that after a speech has been delivered, it may well be (mis)-interpreted as it is consumed by secondary audiences. Indeed, alongside the primary audience where the speaker hopes to receive applause and recognition, the secondary audiences may well interpret the speech in a different way. For example, the euphoric mood of the audience that Neil Kinnock addressed in Sheffield in 1992 and years of leader-centred focused internal renewal led him to believe that the speech was a triumph (Broxton, 2022). Indeed, the applause, ovations, and huge emotional support firmly suggested to Kinnock that the speech was delivered and framed in a highly effective manner. Yet, upon being reported by the media for the consumption of the secondary audiences, their impression was one of complacency, arrogance that Labour believed victory in the next general election was a certainty, and that the absence of humility rendered Labour unsuitable for office. As such, knowing both the primary and secondary audiences is vital when seeking to construct and deliver an effective oration. 
It is also worth briefly reflecting on Finlayson’s argument that ‘rhetoric is a creative activity in which a political actor seeks to develop arguments and put them to an audience in a way that will be encouraged to pursue a particular course of action’. The creativity within speechwriting and delivery concerns the creation of a certain reality that the speaker wishes to present. This linguistic creation of reality aims to appeal to the audience through their values so that the message may prove to be persuasive (Atkins and Finlayson, 2013). This further demonstrates the power of rhetoric and its capacity to change political assumptions. A recent example would be Donald Trump’s unexpected assertion that Ukraine started the 2022 war with Russia. However, most political leaders would agree that Russia initiated the war by invading Ukraine (Murphy & Horton, 2025). Yet by suggesting Ukraine was the aggressor against Russia, Trump is seeking to reshape reality and history by using phrases in a way that challenges the memory held by many about the sequence of events leading to the war (Bendavid, 2025). 
Moreover, Finlayson and Martin (2008) also argued that ‘political rhetoric offers a rich seam for those seeking both to interpret and explain the inter play of tradition, innovation, ideology, action, performance, strategy and rationality’. Succinctly, they contend that a national and political culture can be analysed and understood through the study of political language. Their argument contends that as scholars, we can better understand a country by how it interprets and understands its history, political ideologies, and how these ultimately lead to actions both domestically and on the world stage. This also links up to an understanding of national values and rationality, which outlines the beliefs and general attitude of both a political culture and population. As such, interpretations of the rhetoric and oratory focused on national contexts enables scholars to evaluate the materialisation and advancement of ideologies, as well as values and belief structures evident through their discourses. The importance of ideologies is also key, given they ‘provide actors with a series of locally established “commonplace” arguments which must be adapted to the demands of the situation’ (Finlayson, 2012: 758). This relates to how audiences interconnect with the rhetoric being used by a politician as it speaks to their shared values, thereby enhancing their ethos as a credible speaker. It also convinces the audience that the speaker is aware of priorities of the audience, the political expediency of a particular policy initiative, and other significant issues as they construct and texture their arguments. Put simply, the familiarity relates to the capacity of the orator to connect with an audience in a convincing manner. 
This can also be accomplished through the uses of metaphor and anecdotes, which also invoke emotions using pathos. Stories are vital in effective communication because audiences are drawn to the power of narratology. The interest compels and audience to listen, whereby through the emotions used, the speaker can ensure they are in a particular mood they have chosen. Such stories can be personal to the orator, or they can be drawn from the experiences of members of the public. Aristotle described these as ‘rhetorical witnesses’ which are designed to enhance the credibility of the speaker by showing the audience that the speaker is one of them. Such stories are used within a broader context to justify an argument or policy in order to emotionalise the persuasive intent of the speaker. Anecdotes also enable the speaker to share more about their background and values, thus enhancing their ethos through narrative. As Atkins & Finlayson (2012) also argued the use of ‘anecdote[s] in political speech has recently become more extensive’, and that their persuasive power is highly impactful on an audience. By engaging in narrative through anecdotal stories, the speaker is then able to use pathos-based arguments to justify their policy position, which avoids the need to engage with logos and justifying the complexities of an argument through empirical evidence. Atkins and Finlayson (2013: 162) also contest that the use of anecdotal storytelling is linked to a ‘populist shift in the “rhetorical culture”’ of liberal democracies such as the UK as they enable a speaker to appear more authoritative given the use of narrative conveys ‘force because of its presumed reality: the source confers authority, and the actuality of the events enables a conclusion about reality to be drawn’. Thus, whilst effective, the use of pathos-based anecdote may risk the overall quality of democratic discourse given it reduces the need to outline evidence-based arguments in favour of storytelling, particularly ones own. 
It would also be worth briefly considering the uses of metaphor within political speech. Charteris-Black (2004) contested that ‘voters make decisions based on their judgements of the honesty, morality, and integrity of politicians’. Audiences see their values in the politician they have chosen to support, even if they appear to be controversial to others. For example, Jeremy Corbyn would be seen as divisive and dishonest by Conservatives, yet inversely he would be considered an honest and moral politician by supporters. Similarly, supporters of Donald Trump would see him as a beacon of light surrounded by dishonest political actors, whilst opponents would see him as a deeply controversial individuals who lacks morality or integrity. Thus, values are not universal when considering their use of rhetoric given this disparate interpretation because sections of the electorate. As such, Charteris-Black reflected that ‘rhetoricians such as Aristotle and Quintilian recognised that different contexts required different methods of persuasion: influencing political decisions would not require the same methods as arguing legal cases or commemorating fallen heroes’ because of the expectations of the audience. Also, he contends that ‘metaphors are very effective’ in that process ‘because they provide cognitively accessible ways of communicating politics through drawing on ways of thinking by analogy’ (Charteris-Black, 2004: 321). Thus, the use of metaphors is as vital as anecdotes when constructing a political speech. This is because they assist the orator in communicating complexity in a simple way without being reductive in the significance of the topic. As with anecdotes, metaphors also capture the attention of the audience, thereby using emotional engagement. Such approaches help the speaker construct persuasive arguments through their public speaking skills. This also ensures the audience would be more compelled to respond to their overall message as the speech reaches its conclusion. 
This is achieved at the end of the speech by constructing and delivering a firm ‘Call to Action’. The Call is often at the end of a speech, and can take the form of an instruction to the audience. This is the essential purpose of the speech and to ensure the audience reacts to the overall message. Needless to say, the audience will rarely recall the words of a speech, but they will remember how the orator made them feel, thus leaving them with a powerful Call to Action would be interconnected with pathos. Its position at the end of the speech is also vital as it becomes the final consideration the audience takes from the oration. Such an instruction can range from inspiring an audience of activists to canvas for their party, or for an audience to campaign more widely for a particular change in society that the speaker identified as problematic. 
Furthermore, it would be worth recalling Max Atkinson’s argument that ‘the speaker who proves [themselves] to be incapable of holding the attention of live audiences stands little chance of winning their approval’ (Atkinson, 1984: 9). The uses of stories, witnesses, narratology, and metaphor assists the speaker in achieving this vital objective. As mentioned above, this is vital in order to present an appealing and persuasive argument thereby enhancing the prospect of the audience responding to their Call to Action. A speaker can, of course, judge the extent to which they are proving successful by the audience reactions. For example, they may well be ‘greeted by frequent bursts of applause, heckling or complete silence’ as they deliver their speech (Atkinson, 1984: 13). Such responses enable the orator to determine whether ‘they will be deemed to have had a rapturous, hostile or indifferent reception’, thereby measuring the potential impact of the oration. In the event of an unintended response, the speaker may find themselves needing to adjust their delivery or content in order to emerge as a more convincing speaker. To do this, a more successful speaker develops the ability to manipulate their audience reactions to specific points and/or arguments. For example, Atkinson (1984) also argued that techniques such as a ‘clap-trap’ may be embedded in the speech to demonstrate support for an idea or argument through careful phraseology and timing of an argument. These are carefully crafted lines of discourse which the audience is expected to respond to with applause. Atkinson (1984) argues that a speaker
has to communicate with his audience in much the same way as a conductor communicates with an orchestra or choir. A single movement of the hand, arm, head, lips or eyes is unlikely to be enough to get musicians to come in on time … but if he waves his baton, nods his head, and mouths the word ‘now’, synchronizing them all to occur at the same time, the chances of everyone spotting at least one of them are greatly increased. In the same way an effective claptrap must provide audience members with a number of signals which make it quite clear both that they should applaud and when they should start doing so (1984: 48). 
For a Labour speaker, these can be reminders of social welfare, the development of the National Health Service, or the introduction of comprehensive education for all. For a Conservative speaker, they may highlight patriotic arguments, celebrating economic or military success, or retaining a leading role on the world stage. These are terms that transcend ideological divisions within a party given they cut across such divisions, thereby ensuring a positive response from the audience. The most effective orator will draw upon such a term at a moment when they need or expect the audience to applause a wider argument. 

Conclusions
It is useful to begin concluding by reflecting on Glover’s argument that ‘the best orators are those who understand the needs of their audience and employ the right combination of logic, character, and emotion to convince, charm and sway’ (Glover, 2011: 56). These are the orators who combine the various ‘Modes of Persuasion’ and wider rhetorical techniques seamlessly. Alongside this, knowing the audience and their expectations is key as giving the wrong type of speech to an unfamiliar audience can become politically damaging. As with the closing months of the ‘quiet man’ Iain Duncan Smith’s leadership, an ineffective speech can cost a poor communicator their position (Hayton, 2012). Indeed, as Glover further contends, ‘the sudden disappearance of a forum can spell the end for a faltering politician. Like the sand rushing through an hourglass, an audience making for the exits usually signals that a leader’s time is up’ (Glover, 2011: 63). To help ensure success, effective communication necessitates practiced oratory that combines Aristotle’s core ‘Modes of Persuasion’ – ethos, pathos, and logos. Importantly, politicians can also use tropes (changes to an accepted meaning of a word) and schemes (rearranging the delivery of words to make them more appealing) (Glover, 2011: 91). Indeed, this is demonstrated almost ‘every day when we watch the evening news’ with politicians ‘using the same word with double meaning; employing overstatement and understatement; asking a question and sometimes answering it; balancing a statement with its opposite; using the same words but in a different order; and repeating words, clauses and sound’ (Glover, 2011: 95). Thus, I would contend that such ancient rhetorical techniques that were scrutinised first by philosophers and thinkers such as Aristotle and Plato (amongst others, such as Quintilian) are vital parts of contemporary political discourse. This is because the essential need to be persuasive to an audience remains, be that a large conference or convention audience, or via social media, the need to be persuasive is vital for political success. Importantly, ‘watch a good or even moderate speaker in a political meeting or on television and you will notice that the applause tends to follow the use of these rhetorical devices’ (Glover, 2011: 95). 
The stories a politician tells are designed to showcase their credibility and character to their audiences. Their delivery style – their rhetorical signature – is developed to be as emotionally appealing as possible to their supporters, evident through the sharing of same values and objectives. How they frame the justification and evidence for a particular case showcases their use of logic, thus giving the audience a sense of justification to support the argument being put forward. Given this, I contend that this collection of articles is a vital snapshot towards better understanding the contemporary value of rhetorical studies within a range of contexts.
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