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The History and Development of Business
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Modern rhetoricians George Campbell, Hugh Blair, and Richard Whately set forth
the fundamentals of writing between 1776 and 1828. These fundamentals were then
adopted&mdash;and improved upon&mdash;by nineteenth and early twentieth century rhetoric
and composition authors. In 1916 George Burton Hotchkiss wrote the first impor-
tant college business communication textbook. Improving further on the fundamen-
tals of writing&mdash;and using the "you attitude"and the "Cs"as reminders&mdash;he
emphasized the necessity of taking the reader’s point of view and of following the
"great" rhetorical principles of unity, coherence, and force.

Francis Weeks (1985) named George Burton Hotchkiss (1916) the col-lege professor most responsible for &dquo;establishing the modern teach-
ing of business writing in American colleges and universities&dquo; (p. 201).
He explained:

That George Hotchkiss holds first place is not to say that he taught the first
course in business writing.... It was Hotchkiss, however, who first emphasized
the principle of the &dquo;you&dquo; attitude and talked about the &dquo;five C’s&dquo; of business

writing. (p. 202)

John Hagge, however, demonstrated that &dquo;current business commu-
nication principles such as the ‘Seven C’s’ and reader adaptation&dquo; (1989a,
p. 33) developed before the first two decades of the twentieth century.l
Further, Hagge showed that these principles are &dquo;commonplaces&dquo; in a
2000-year-old rhetorical tradition (1989b) .~ 2

Yet little is known about what Hotchkiss emphasized in his and Celia
Ann Drew’s 1916 Business English. No attention, for example, has been
given to the quality of force, actually part of the &dquo;Cs&dquo;-clearness, cor-
rectness, force, conciseness, courtesy, and character. Hagge in fact cited
the need for &dquo;an accurate, fully documented analysis of early 20th cen-
tury business writing textbooks&dquo; (1989a, p. 48). A first purpose of this
article therefore is to determine what Hotchkiss advocated as the busi-
ness communication principles.

Another purpose is to show how Hotchkiss developed an effective col-
lege business communication textbook by combining the most useful parts
of modern rhetoric. Table 1 summarizes the evolution of these principles.

CLASSICAL PRINCIPLES OF STYLE

Modern rhetoric was begun by three British rhetoricians-George
Campbell (1776/n.d.), Hugh Blair (1783/1814), and Richard Whately
(1828/1861). These rhetoricians-continuing a 2000-year-old tradition of
rhetoric, although deviating in some respects from the ancients-provided
the fundamentals of writing for generations of authors.3 3



174

Table 1
Business Communication Principles 1776-1916

Note. Authors contended or implied that the principles of composition applied also to the
letter. Only Westlake considered unity, strength, and harmony of minor importance in the
letter.



175

Campbell
Campbell (1776/n.d.) included rules for the choice of words and the con-

struction of sentences, although it was his chapter &dquo;The Nature and Char-
acters of the Use Which Gives Law to Language&dquo; (pp. 162-174) that
authors most often quoted. His section on &dquo;Use&dquo; recommended that it
must have these marks: reputable, or that of educated people as opposed
to the ignorant (pp. 164-168); national, as opposed to local or technical
(pp. 168-170); and present, as opposed to what is obsolete (pp. 170-174).

Blair

Only Blair (1783/1814) followed the belletristic movement,4 an approach
based on the idea that rhetoric and related arts such as poetry, fiction,
and other imaginative literature-including letters-should be joined
under the heading &dquo;rhetoric and belles lettres?’5 Declaring the letter a &dquo;dis-
tinct species&dquo; of composition (p. 414), he advocated qualities of style that
applied also to the letter.

Blair defined style as the special way in which a person expresses his
or her thoughts through language. Above all, he stressed the importance
of perspicuity, or clearness, in writing (p. 102).

In regard to words and phrases, he explained that perspicuity required
the qualities of purity (pp. 103-104), propriety (pp. 103-104), and precision
(pp. 103-112). For purity he recommended avoiding &dquo;words and phrases
that are imported from other languages, or that are obsolete, or new coined,
or used without proper authority&dquo; (p. 103); for propriety, selecting words
within &dquo;the best and most established usage&dquo; (p. 103); and for precision,
selecting words to &dquo;express that idea, and no more&dquo; (p. 105).

After defining a sentence, Blair discussed the importance of the
length of sentences. He advised a mixture of long and short sentences
as well as a variety in the structure of sentences (pp. 112-113). He then
named the &dquo;properties most essential to a perfect sentence&dquo; (p. 114) as
clearness, unity, strength, and harmony (pp. 101-146).

For clearness Blair advised writers first &dquo;to observe exactly the rules
of grammar&dquo; (p. 114). He then recommended keeping closely related words
&dquo;as near to each other as possible&dquo; (p. 115) and specified the position of
adverbs (p. 115), the &dquo;interposition of sentences&dquo; (p. 116), and the &dquo;proper
disposition of relative pronouns&dquo; (p. 116).

&dquo;Tb preserve unity,&dquo; he advised these rules: (a) &dquo;The scene should be
changed as little as possible&dquo; (p. 118); (b) &dquo;Never ... crowd into one sen-
tence, things which have so little connexion [sic]&dquo; (p.119); (c) &dquo;Keep clear
of all parentheses in the middle of [sentences]&dquo; (p. 121); and (d) &dquo;Bring
it [the sentence] always to a full and perfect close&dquo; (p. 122).

Blair then proceeded to the &dquo;third quality of a correct sentence,&dquo;
(p. 123) a quality he called strength:
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By this I mean, such a disposition of the several words and members, as shall
bring out the sense to the best advantage; as shall render the impression, which
the period [sentence] is designed to make, most full and complete; and give every
word, and every member, their due weight and force. (p. 123)

For strength he named these rules: (a) &dquo;Divest it [the sentence] of all
redundant words&dquo; (p. 123); (b) &dquo;Attend particularly to the copulatives, rel-
atives, and all the little particles ... but, and, cuhich&dquo; (p. 124); (c) &dquo;Dis-
pose of the capital [important] word or words ... where they will make
the fullest impression&dquo; (p.127); (d) &dquo;Make the members of them [sentences]
go on rising and growing in their importance above one another ... called
a climax&dquo; (p. 129); (e) ’Avoid concluding with an adverb, a preposition,
or any inconsiderable word&dquo; (p. 130); and (f) &dquo;Where two things are com-
pared or contrasted to each other... some resemblance, in the language
and construction, should be preserved&dquo; (p. 132).

Harmony, to Blair, was agreeableness in sound. He explained that this
quality could be attained through using pleasant sounding words and
arranging them properly (pp. 134-146).

Blair discussed conciseness (pp. 196-199) and urged simplicity (p. 206).
’A concise writer compresses his thoughts into the fewest possible words.
... He never gives you the same thought twice.... His sentences are
arranged with compactness and strength&dquo; (p. 196). And he defined sim-
plicity as &dquo;the easy and natural manner in which our language expresses
our thoughts,&dquo; explaining that &dquo;this simplicity... stands opposed, not to
ornament, but to affectation of ornament, or appearance of labour about
our style&dquo; (p. 206).

Blair’s &dquo;Directions for Forming a Proper Style&dquo; (pp. 212-215) follow:
The first direction ... study clear ideas on the subject.... The foundation of
all good style, is good sense accompanied with a lively imagination. (p. 212)

In the second place ... the frequent practice of composing is indespensably
necessary.... At the same time, it is not every sort of composing that will improve
style.... In the beginning, therefore, we ought to write slowly and with much
care. (p. 213) What we have written, should be laid by for some little time ...
and we shall discern many imperfections which at first escaped us. Then is the
season for pruning redundances; for weighing the arrangement of sentences;
for attending to the juncture and connecting particles; and bring style into a
regular, correct and supported form. (pp. 213-214)

In the third place... we ought to render ourselves well acquainted with the
style of the best authors. (p. 214)

In the fourth place ... I must caution, at the same time, against a servile
imitation of any author whatever.... Infinitely better it is to have something
that it is our own, though of moderate beauty, than to affect to shine in bor-
rowed ornaments. (p. 214)

In the fifth place, it is an obvious but material rule, with respect to style,
that we always study to adapt it to the subject, and also to the capacity of our
hearers. (p. 215)

Nothing merits the name of eloquent or beautiful, which is not suited to the
occasion, and to the persons to whom it is addressed.... When we begin to
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write or speak, we ought previously to fix in our minds a clear conception of
the end to be aimed at; to keep this steadily in our view, and to suit our style
to it.

If we do not sacrifice to this great obj ect, every ill-timed ornament that may
occur to our fancy, we are unpardonable; and though children and fools may
admire, men of sense will laugh at us and our style. (p. 215)

In the last place ... attention to style must not engross us so much, as to
detract from a higher degree of attention to the thoughts. (p. 215)’

Blair distinguished between a philosophical treatise and a letter (pp.
413-417), describing letter writing as &dquo;a distinct species of composition
... when it is conversation carried on upon paper, between two friends
at a distance&dquo; (p. 414). His requirements for letter writing follow:

Its first and fundamental requisite is, to be natural and simple; for a stiff and
labored manner is as bad in a letter as it is in conversation.... The style of let-
ters should not be too highly polished; it ought to be neat and correct, but no
more. All nicety about words betrays study; and hence musical periods [sen-
tences], and appearance of number [of words] and harmony in arrangement,
should be carefully avoided in letters. (p. 414)

It ought at the same time to be remembered, that the ease and simplicity
which I have recommended in epistolary correspondence, is not to be under-
stood as importing entire carelessness.... A slovenly and neglected manner
of writing, is a disobliging mark of want of respect. (p. 415)

Whately
Richard Whately (1828/1861) promulgated clearness, force, and elegance

as requisites of style. He discussed conciseness and supplied guidelines
for diction and for the sentence.

Clearness (pp. 300-318) to Whately was the first requisite of style in
all composition:

It is sufficiently evident ... that the first requisite of Style not only in rhetor-
ical, but in all compositions, is Perspicuity [clearness]; since, as Aristotle
observes, language which is not intelligible, or not clearly and readily intelli-
gible, fails, in the same proportion, of the purpose for which language is
employed. (p. 300)

He added, &dquo;When a numerous and very mixed audience is to be addressed,
much skill will be required in adapting the Style&dquo; (p. 301).

Force (pp. 318-376) Whately considered a quality involved in arous-
ing the feelings:

The next quality of Style to be noticed is what may be called Energy; the term
being used in a wider sense than the Energy of Aristotle, and nearly corre-
sponding with what Dr. Campbell calls Vivacity; so as to comprehend every thing
that may conduce to stimulate attention,-to impress strongly on the mind the
Arguments adduced,-to excite the Imagination, and to arouse the feelings. (p.
318)

Energy, or force, Whately explained, must depend on three things: choice
of words, their number, and their arrangement (pp. 318-319). Under choice
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he cautioned against the use of general rather than specific terms (pp.
318-322); advised the use of figures of speech (pp. 322-336); warned against
&dquo;uncommon&dquo; expressions such as ’Antiquated Foreign, New-coined, or
New-compounded words&dquo; (p. 336); discussed &dquo;Words Considered as
Sounds&dquo; (pp. 337-340); and advised against the unnecessary use of tech-
nical language (pp. 340-344). Under number he discussed conciseness (pp.
345-356) and the suggestive style (pp. 356-359), which &dquo;shall put the
hearer’s mind into the same train of thought as the speaker’s, and sug-
gest to him more than is actually expressed&dquo; (p. 356). Under the arrange-
ment of words, he advised, &dquo;In a majority of instances, the most Emphatic
word will be the Predicate&dquo; (p. 363).

Under the arrangement of sentences (pp. 364-371), Whately described
the periodic sentence as one that cannot be ended until the final close,
considering it to be more forceful than the &dquo;loose&dquo; sentence (pp. 365-366).
He also discussed antithesis, a contrasting of corresponding words, as a
final means of attaining force (pp. 371-377).

Lastly, Whately discussed elegance, or beauty (pp. 377-388). Stating
that many of the rules for force applied equally to elegance, he distin-
guished between the two: &dquo;Elegance requires that all homely and coarse
words and phrases should be avoided, even at the expense of circumlo-
cution ; though they may be the most apt and forcible that language can
supply&dquo; (p. 378).

PRINCIPLES OF COMPOSITION

Nineteenth and early twentieth century authors continued the fun-
damentals of writing of the first modern rhetoricians. David Cruttenden
(1859/1869) duplicated Blair’s &dquo;Directions for Forming a Proper Style:’
In his etiquette manual, Thomas E. Hill (1873/1881), included a &dquo;Gen-
eral Summary&dquo; of Blair’s &dquo;system of rhetoric&dquo; and Campbell’s &dquo;Laws of
Language&dquo; and at the same time provided a variety of model letters. West-
lake (1876) devoted his entire book to letters, both social and business.
John S. Hart (1870/1886), Adams Sherman Hill (1902), and Barrett
Wendell (1891) expanded upon the rhetorical principles. And in his
composition and rhetoric for a correspondence school, Sherwin Cody (1903)
greatly condensed the rhetorical principles.

Cruttenden

David Cruttenden discussed the qualities of purity, propriety, andpre-
cision of words and clearness, strength, euphony, and unity of sentences,
using 15 major headings and 66 minor ones (pp. 464-477). He used
terms and definitions similar to Blair’s and in providing an example for
perspicuity, even used Blair’s words.~ Cruttenden was among the few
authors, if not the only one, to present &dquo;Formation of a Good Style;’ com-
parable to Blair’s &dquo;Formation of a Proper Style&dquo;:
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First. Clear ideas of the subject; a definite knowledge of its parts and of their
relations to each other; of its origin; its uses; &c. (p. 477) [This is comparable to
Blair’s first rule.]

Second. A familiar knowledge of the nature and uses of sentential language
in its Logical, Rhetorical, and Grammatical relations. (p. 477)

Third. The habit of composing frequently both orally and in writing. Prac-
tice makes perfect.... One, who would become an expert writer, must write
and revise very carefully. After writing a composition, lay it aside until it is no
longer familiar, then re-write, criticise, and improve it. Do this especially with
reference to the great principles. (pp. 477-478) [Cruttenden then quoted a
paragraph from Blair’s second rule.] .]

Fourth. The style must be adapted to the subject, to the occasion, and to the
capacity of the hearers. (pp. 478-479) [Cruttenden then reproduced Blair’s fifth
rule.]

Fifth. Study carefully those things, which are pleasing in the modes of
expression, and in the use of words by others, giving attention to all the pecu-
liarities of the style; not with a view of imitating it, but in order to improve and
to develop your own taste. (p. 479) [Cruttenden’s fifth rule was similar to Blair’s
third and fourth rules.]

Under &dquo;Subjects of Composition,&dquo; Cruttenden provided the following
guidelines for letter writing-

I. &dquo;We should write to an absent person as we would speak to the same per-
son if present.&dquo; [Quotation marks are Cruttenden’s.] ]

II. Be as concise as possible without being obscure.
III. Avoid display. Naturalness, or ease is the grace of letter-writing.
IV Avoid ambiguities.
V. Preserve your own personality, and also that of the person addressed

throughout the letter.
VI. Answer a letter at the proper time, if at all. 

,

VII. In answering a letter, mention first the date of the letter, to which you send
an answer. (pp. 489-490)

For the business letter, Cruttenden recommended &dquo;Business letters
should be begun as directed in Rule VII. Say all that is necessary in
connection with the business, so that the party addressed may fully under-
stand you in regard to it&dquo; (p. 490).

Hart

John S. Hart (1870/1886), Professor of Rhetoric, the English Language
and Literature at the College of New Jersey, not only adopted but pre-
sented in a more advantageous way the essentials of style in the works
of Blair, Campbell, and Whately Hart included purity, propriety, and pre-
cision ; clearness, emphasis, unity, strength, and harmony; cited the
terms reputable, national, and present; and referred to the qualities of
clearness, force, and elegance. Further, he stressed the importance of
letter writing as a form of composition, maintaining that the general prin-
ciples of composition should apply also to the letter.

For diction Hart cited Blair’s purity, propriety, and precision. For purity
(pp. 72-78) he advised words in opposition to those &dquo;that are foreign,



180

obsolete, newly coined, or without proper authority&dquo; (p. 72). For propri-
ety (pp. 78-83) he asked this question: &dquo;Is the word used correctly in the
sentence in which it occurs?&dquo; (p. 78). And for precision (pp. 83-88) he sug-
gested &dquo;we should, if possible, find words... which express only just what
is meant, and no more&dquo; (p. 83). Like Blair, Hart gave examples (pp. 84-
87) of words, explaining:

The subject is also discussed briefly, but in a judicious and satisfactory man-
ner, by Blair in his Lectures on Rhetoric. I give a few examples, taken chiefly
from these sources, though with some alterations to suit the purpose of the pre-
sent work. (p. 84)

Further, Hart not only listed Campbell’s &dquo;Laws defining Reputable,
National, and Present&dquo; (p. 76) but included an abstract of &dquo;Campbell’s
Essay on Use as the Law of Language&dquo; (pp. 89-91).

For clearness Hart cited the &dquo;position of the adverbs&dquo; and included
Blair’s &dquo;judicious remark&dquo; on the subject (p. 105); he also included the
&dquo;Position of Adverbial Clauses and Adjuncts&dquo; (pp. 106-107) and &dquo;Squint-
ing Construction&dquo; (p. 109), similar to Blair’s &dquo;interposition of sentences;’
and the &dquo;Use of the Pronouns&dquo; (pp. 112-113), similar to Blair’s relative pro-
nouns.

For emphasis Hart advised that the &dquo;Principal Subject&dquo; and the
&dquo;Principal Predicate&dquo; should be made clear to the reader (p.117). Whately
had stated: &dquo;In a majority of instances, the most Emphatic word will be
the Predicate&dquo; (Whately, p. 363).

In describing unity, Hart cited Blair’s Lecture XI (p. 125). Hart’s
rules, similar to Blair’s, follow: (a) Change of Subject (p.125); (b) &dquo;Crowd-
ing Together Things Unconnected&dquo; (pp.125-126); (c) Relative Clauses (pp.
126-127); (d) Parentheses (pp. 127-128); and (e) Supplementary Clauses
(p. 128). For the first rule, Hart changed Blair’s &dquo;scene&dquo; to &dquo;subject.&dquo; He
restated Blair’s second rule, added a third rule, and quoted Blair on paren-
theses (p. 127) and on supplementary clauses (p. 128).

For strength, which he described as &dquo;energy, animation, vividness, and
so forth;’ Hart stated that the rules he had already given---clearness,
emphasis, and unity-&dquo;are all preliminary and preparatory to [strength]&dquo;
(p. 131). He then provided rules &dquo;to produce the strongest impression&dquo;
(p. 131): (a) &dquo;Redundant Words&dquo; (p. 131); (b) &dquo;The Use of Very and other
Intensive Expressions&dquo; (p. 133); (c) &dquo;Words of Connection and Transition&dquo;
(p. 133); (d) &dquo;Bringing to a Conclusion&dquo; (pp. 135-136); (e) &dquo;Contrasted
Changes&dquo; (p. 137); and (f) &dquo;Climax&dquo; (p. 137).

Under the second rule Hart quoted Blair and gave advice on avoid-
ing the use of such words as very (p. 133). Under the third rule Hart again
quoted Blair in reference to such words as but, and, and which (p. 133)
and reproduced &dquo;Blair’s Observation&dquo; on a &dquo;connecting particle&dquo; (pp.134-
135). For the fourth rule Hart, like Blair, emphasized not ending a sen-
tence with an adverb or a preposition (p. 136). Hart’s fifth rule, similar
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to Blair’s sixth, involved &dquo;contrasted changes&dquo; (p. 137). To explain this
rule, Hart in fact used the same example that Blair (1783/1814, p. 132)
had used: &dquo;The laughers will be ... on their side&dquo; (p. 137). Hart’s sixth
rule, comparable to Blair’s fourth rule, stressed having the clauses of a
sentence &dquo;arranged with a view to a climax&dquo; (p. 137).

Listing letters as &dquo;an important species of composition&dquo; (p. xiii), Hart
explained that the principles of composition also apply to the letter: &dquo;The
general principles, therefore, which underlie all composition, must
guide the writer in the composition of the body or substance of a letter&dquo;
(p. 274).

Hart reproduced nearly all Blair’s guidelines on letter writing (Blair,
1783/1814, pp. 414-415), dividing Blair’s paragraphs and labelling them
&dquo;Correspondence;’ &dquo;Letters of Distinguished Persons§’ &dquo;What Is Required
in a Letter&dquo; &dquo;The Best Letters,&dquo; and &dquo;Carelessness&dquo; (pp. 274-275).

Although Hart did not include letters in his textbook, he supplied infor-
mation on the form of the letter in regard to &dquo;the Heading, the Address,
the Subscription, and Superscription&dquo; (pp. 275-282). He even included
a form for the business letter.

Hart (1870/1876) used Whately’s terms clearness, force, and elegance,
stating only that the ability to express ideas with these qualities &dquo;gives
increased value to every other acquisition&dquo; (p. iv).

T. E. Hill

In his etiquette manual, Thomas E. Hill (1873/1881) included letters
for ordering goods, applications for employment, and letters of recom-
mendation (pp. 87-94). He also provided information on cards (pp. 144-
145), forms (pp. 179-181), and postal service (pp. 285-288).

Hill’s Manual contained suggestions on composition (pp. 58-62), let-
ter writing (pp. 79-86), and business letters (pp. 87-94). It also included
reproductions of &dquo;Dr. Blair’s system of rhetoric ... being thus condensed
by Kerl&dquo; as well as of Campbell’s &dquo;Laws of Language&dquo; (p. 62).

Under &dquo;Letter Writing&dquo; Hill advised &dquo;naturalness of expression&dquo; in addi-
tion to &dquo;understanding and observing the rules already considered for
composition&dquo; (p. 79). And under &dquo;Business Letters&dquo; Hill listed six rules,
which included such advice as &dquo;Use as few words as possible&dquo; and &dquo;Busi-
ness letters should be promptly answered&dquo; (p. 87).

According to L. W. Denton (1985), many current business writing text-
books are &dquo;direct descendants of etiquette manuals&dquo; (p. 87). Denton also
considered Hill’s Manual to have &dquo;one of the most comprehensive treat-
ments of business letters&dquo; (p. 90).

Westlake

J. Willis Westlake, Professor of English Literature in the State Nor-
mal School, Millersville, Pennsylvania, in his textbook devoted exclusively
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to letters (1876),&dquo; regarded letter writing as &dquo;the most important, prac-
tically considered, of all kinds of composition&dquo; (p. 7). In his &dquo;Suggestion
to Teachers;’ he wrote:

In view of the great educational and literary value of letter-writing, teachers
should to a great extent substitute this exercise for the writing of ordinary &dquo;com-
positions.&dquo; They will thus secure greater ease and freedom of expression than
by the old method, and will at the same time give their pupils a practical acquain-
tance with the forms and peculiarities of letters. (p. 8)

Like Hart, Westlake used the terms clearness, force, and elegance and
did not define them: &dquo;The Rhetoric of Letters [Chapter 3] is the art of
expressing thought and feeling in letters with clearness, force, and ele-
gance&dquo; (p. 70).

Under diction Westlake named purity, propriety, and preci sion as prop-
erties of words. He stated:

Purity is the use of words that are good English; Propriety is the use of words
in their proper meaning; Precision is the use of words that express the exact
meaning-no more and no less. For a full discussion of these properties the reader
is referred to works on rhetoric. (p. 77)

Westlake included directions on avoiding foreign words, slang words,
and simple words (p. 77). Under &dquo;Simple Words &dquo; he advocated avoiding
long Latinized words and instead using &dquo;home words&dquo; such as love

rather than affection (p. 78).
Under sentence building, Westlake said, &dquo;The chief things to be aimed

at in this, are Grammatical Accuracy and Clearness&dquo; (p. 78). He contin-
ued : &dquo;Unity, strength, and harmony, so essential in essays and orations,
are in letters of minor importance&dquo; (p. 78).

Under clearness of the sentence, Westlake cited the Use of Pronouns,
stating that &dquo;ambiguity often arises from the unskilful or careless use of
pronouns&dquo; (p. 79); BadArrangement of sentences through &dquo;a misplacing
of words, phrases, or clauses&dquo; (p. 79); and Length of Sentences, advising
the use of short sentences (p. 80).

Westlake also discussed punctuation: &dquo;Punctuation is very closely con-
nected with the construction of sentences; so closely, indeed, that with-
out it a clear expression of thought in writing is next to impossible&dquo; (p.
81).

In addition, he provided rules and exercises for each mark of punc-
tuation (pp. 177-206), naming Wilson’s text (1871) as the best work on the
subject (p. 187).

Under style Westlake advocated the principle of adaptation &dquo;to the per-
son and the subject&dquo; (p. 83). Further, he advised the qualities of truth-
fulness and moderation (p. 90).

Westlake then listed the requirements for business letters: &dquo;The chief
requisites of a business letter are clearness, correctness, and conciseness.
No more words should be used than are necessary; nor should words that
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are essential to the construction be omitted&dquo; (p. 108). He further noted:
&dquo;See the excellent collection [of business letters] contained in Anderson’s
Practical Mercantile Letter-Writer, published by D. Appleton & Co., New
York&dquo; (p. 108).

Westlake included both social letters (pp. 91-107) and business letters
(pp. 108-120)-letters of introduction, credit, application, and recom-
mendation ; orders for goods; and answers and invoices. He also included
notes and cards (pp. 135-168), postal information (pp. 253-258), and
business forms (pp. 259-262).

A. S. Hill l

Adams Sherman Hill, Boylston Professor of Rhetoric and Oratory in
Harvard University, was the author of several grammar and composi-
tion textbooks. Charged with reading the examination books of candi-
dates for admission to Harvard College, Hill (1879/1896, p. i) complained:

Those of us who have been doomed to read manuscript[s] written in an exam-
ination room-whether at a grammar school, a high school, or a college-have
found the work of even good scholars disfiguredbybad spelling, confusing punc-
tuation, ungrammatical, obscure, ambiguous, or inelegant expressions. Every
one who has had much to do with the graduating classes of our best colleges,
has known men who could not write a letter describing their own Commence-
ment without making blunders which would disgrace a boy twelve years old.
(p. 6)

Hill went on to offer solutions to the problem, concluding that Har-
vard College &dquo;if not doing as much for the English of her students as can
reasonably be expected while the schools do so little, is yet doing more
and more every year&dquo; (p. 16).

According to Hill (1902), his Beginnings was similar to his 1892 Foun-
dations but was much larger (p. 4). In his 1902 Beginnings he devoted
&dquo;Part I&dquo; to punctuation and grammar (pp. 23-340) and &dquo;Part II&dquo; to
&dquo;Essentials of Composition&dquo; (pp. 340-495).

To Hill, &dquo;Letters connect themselves so closely with everyday life that
they may well serve as first steps in composition&dquo; (p. 35). He added, &dquo;The
modern tendency ... is toward simplicity of language&dquo; (pp. 39-40). He
mentioned business writing: &dquo;In business communications the best
usage favors shorter and more direct expressions&dquo; (p. 40).

Under &dquo;Words and Phrases&dquo; (pp. 379-409) Hill discussed such topics
as foreign words and phrases, general or specific words, and &dquo;good&dquo; fig-
ures of speech. (Whately had cautioned against the use of foreign words
and general rather than specific terms and recommended the use of effec-
tive metaphors and similes.)

Under &dquo;Principles of Choice,&dquo; Hill discussed the principle of adapta-
tion. He proclaimed, ’ADAPTATION is the fundamental principle of all
good writing&dquo; (p. 410).
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Unity to A. S. Hill was a &dquo;quality of expression which makes any piece
of writing a composition as distinguished from a mere collection of
words&dquo; (p. 412); clearness, a quality that &dquo;helps the reader to see at once
the meaning of each word or group of words in a composition&dquo; (p. 413);
and force, &dquo;that quality of expression which awakens the reader’s inter-
est, appeals to his emotions or his imagination, or in some other way com-
mands his attention&dquo; (p. 413).

After discussing the &dquo;Importance of Force&dquo; (pp. 447-448), Hill described
force under choice, number, and order of words and of the sentence, sim-
ilar to Whately’s choice, number, and arrangement of words and arrange-
ment of the sentence. Under choice Hill mentioned the weak use of

conjunctions and participles and active or passive voice (pp. 448-454).
Under number he advised against &dquo;too many words;’ stating &dquo;a diffuse
style inevitably lacks force&dquo; (pp. 454-458). And under order he discussed
the various ways in which force could be attained in the sentence (pp.
458-469). One way was through the beginnings and endings of sen-
tences, another through antithesis, and the third through the periodic
sentence, or &dquo;an arrangement that causes a sentence to move from the
less to the more effective&dquo; (p. 465).

Hill remarked that his 1902 textbook &dquo;contains exercises on every
important point&dquo; (p. 4). His exercises, though, included such sentences
as &dquo;Show why each would-be figure of speech will not bear examination&dquo;
(p. 408) and &dquo;Rewrite each sentence in such a way as to bring out the
antithesis plainly&dquo; (pp. 468-469).

Hinsdale (1897), Professor of the Science and the Art of Teaching in
the University of Michigan, complained about the difficulty of late nine-
teenth century composition textbooks: &dquo;Many of the text-books now in
use are overloaded with ’examples’ and ’exercises’ to be corrected, some
of which, moreover, are faulty only in the eye of a perverse critical inge-
nuity&dquo; (p. 184). Since Hinsdale wrote in 1897, he probably was referring
to works such as Hill’s 1892 Foundations. It is perhaps fortunate that Hins-
dale did not view Hill’s 560-page 1902 Beginnings with its expanded exer-
cises and examples.

Wendell
Wendell (1891), a Professor of English at Harvard and a former stu-

dent of Hill’s at Harvard, said that he offered a new treatment of rhetoric
because &dquo;I have found none that seemed quite simple enough for popu-
lar reading&dquo; (p. i). Wendell acknowledged his obligation to the textbooks
of &dquo;Professor A. S. Hill, Professor Bain, Professor Genung, and the late
Professor McElroy&dquo; (p. i).

Wendell’s 316-page composition contained no units on punctuation or
capitalization and no exercises. It also had no section on letters. Only in
discussing good use-he used Campbell’s terms reputable, national, and
present-did Wendell briefly refer to the letter (p. 25).
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Wendell changed Blair’s &dquo;clearness&dquo; to &dquo;coherence&dquo; He listed unity,
mass, and coherence as principles of composition (pp. 29-40) and described
these qualities as they related to sentences, paragraphs, and whole com-
positions (pp. 76-192). Wendell explained that coherence may be attained
&dquo;by the actual order of words in detail, by the grammatical forms into
which we throw our clauses, and by the use of connectives&dquo; (p. 104).
He then named clearness, force, and elegance as qualities of style (pp.

193-3(Y7).&dquo; Clearness to Wendell was &dquo;the distinguishing quality of a style
that cannot be misunderstood&dquo; (p. 194) and force, &dquo;the distinguishing qual-
ity of a style that holds the attention&dquo; (p. 236). Force, he said, &dquo;lies not in
what is actually said, but wholly in what is implied, suggested, connoted&dquo;
(p. 242) and elegance &dquo;the quality that distinguishes anything that is care-
fully selected&dquo; (p. 282). Wendell summarized these qualities: &dquo;The secret
of clearness lies in denotation&dquo; (p. 233), &dquo;the secret of force lies in con-
notation&dquo; (p. 271), and &dquo;the s ecret of elegance lies in adaptation&dquo; (p. 282).

Le Baron Briggs, Boylston Professor of Rhetoric and Oratory, Har-
vard University (1928), praised Wendell’s composition as &dquo;the most read-
able book which I have yet seen on the subject&dquo; (p. 4) yet cited the difficulty
of it for students: &dquo;Its substance, delivered in lectures to the entire
Freshman class at Harvard College, was over the heads of many for whom
the lectures were prescribed&dquo; (p. 4).

Cody
In 1903 Cody wrote a 124-page, 4 by 51/-inch booklet, as part of a four-

volume set for a course in a correspondence school. He presented dic-
tion in three pages (pp. 16-19) and the qualities of style in six pages (pp.
27-32); like Wendell, he included no exercises. He discussed such topics
as &dquo;Figures of Speech&dquo; (pp. 21-26) and included literary masterpieces (pp.
39-124).

Cody by 1918 had written one hundred twenty books and was considered
the &dquo;country’s leading business communication authority&dquo; (Daniel, 1982,
p. 7). Although he did not write his 1903 Compositions Rhetoric specif-
ically for business writers, he added Part II to it (at an unknown date)
and provided chapters on conversational style, ordering goods and han-
dling inquiries, and complaint letters (1949, p. 226).

Like Wendell, Cody named unity, mass, and coherence (pp. 27-29) the
three rhetorical requirements and clearness, force, and elegancell (pp. 29-
32) the qualities of style. Cody devoted only one paragraph to each
requirement or quality with the exception of force, to which he added a
page. In contrast, Wendell’s clearness covered 40 pages (pp. 193-233) and
force, 37 pages (pp. 234-271).

Under diction (pp. 16-20), Cody emphasized the importance of the sug-
gestion of words (p. 17). In defining his method of study, he said he used
this question: &dquo;Does this use of the word sound perfectly natural?&dquo; (pp.
18-19).
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Unity to Cody was a oneness-of sentence, paragraph, and composi-
tion ; mass, the placing of emphatic elements in such places as the begin-
nings and endings of sentences; and coherence, the arrangement of
words in a &dquo;simple, logical order&dquo; (pp. 27-28).

Cody proclaimed:
The thing that most of us wish to find out is how to write with force. Force is
attained in various ways, summarized as follows:

1. By using words which are in themselves expressive.
2. By placing those words in emphatic positions in the sentence.
3. By varying the length and form of successive sentences so that the reader

or hearer shall never be wearied by monotony.
4. By figures of speech, or constant comparison and illustration, and making

words suggest ten times as much as they say.
5. By keeping persistently at one idea, though from every possible point of view

and without repetition of any kind, till that idea has sunk into the mind of
the hearer and has been fully comprehended. (pp. 30-31)

Cody also emphasized simplicity (pp. 99-105), harmony (pp. 105-112),
and audience (pp. 114-116). In regard to simplicity, he cited the Gettys-
burg Address and the Bible as outstanding examples of this quality (pp.
99-100). Under harmony he warned against such faults as grammar and
rhetoric errors and a &dquo;lack of clearness in expressing the exact mean-
ing&dquo;’ (p.107). He said of audience, &dquo;The effective writer must cease to think
of himself when he begins to write, and turn his mental vision steadily
upon the likes or needs of his possible readers&dquo; (p. 116).

BUSINESS ENGLISH:

THE CONTRIBUTION OF HOTCHKISS

Hotchkiss (1916) came full circle to the rhetorical theory of Blair, Camp-
bell, and Whately. He included the qualities of unity, clearness, strength,
harmony, and force; the principles of simplicity, conciseness, originality,
adaptation, and suggestion; and Campbell’s marks of reputable, national,
and present. And he echoed Blair’s directions for writing in a proper style,
calling for business writers to plan letters from beginning to end, to have
writing of &dquo;their own,&dquo; to adapt their writing to the reader, and to con-
sider the right mental attitude (the thought) the most important part of
business English.

Hotchkiss divided his textbook’ into four parts: Part I, &dquo;The Essen-
tials of Business English &dquo; which contained the general principles of busi-
ness English (pp. 1-102); Part II, &dquo;Business Forms and Usages,&dquo; which
discussed social letters and forms (pp. 103-152); Part III, &dquo;Business Cor-
respondence,&dquo; which included routine letters such as inquiries, orders,
and answers; claims and adjustments; collection; and applications and
recommendations (pp. 153-248); and &dquo;Sales Letters and Advertising,&dquo; which
consisted of sales letters and reports (pp. 249-330).
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The &dquo;You Attitude&dquo;

Hotchkiss first explained the &dquo;right business attitude toward people&dquo;:
&dquo;In fact,&dquo; he said, &dquo;it is the backbone, so to speak, of the book, for the right
mental attitude is the most important factor in good business English&dquo;
(p. iv). He emphasized the &dquo;you attitude&dquo; throughout his book, making such
statements as &dquo;Always remember the other person&dquo; (p. 2) and &dquo;It ja letterJ
is written from his point of view&dquo; (p. 7). He defined the &dquo;you attitude&dquo; as
&dquo;taking the reader’s point of view&dquo; (p. 8) claiming, &dquo;This ’you attitude’ is
in fact the whole key to success in securing a favorable response&dquo; (p. 8).
He continued: &dquo;The ’golden rule’ of business English is Adjust the lan-

guage to the reader;&dquo; (p. 11) and asserted, &dquo;Adjustment to the reader is
most necessary.... It must be adapted to that reader in language, in char-
acter, and in mood&dquo; (p. 153). And in discussing the sales letter, he
repeated: &dquo;The point of view must always be the reader first&dquo; (p. 250).

Clearness

In discussing clearness, Hotchkiss claimed, &dquo;To make a strong impres-
sion upon any reader we must save his time and mental energy&dquo; (p. 12).
Describing clearness as the most necessary quality of business English,
he advised: &dquo;To obtain it, each sentences must be clear. It must have a
single definite meaning, and that meaning must be revealed immediately
and unmistakably&dquo; (p. 16).

Hotchkiss continued: &dquo;1wo great principles to be applied in con-
structing the sentence, or in revising it to make it clearer are ... unity
[and] coherence&dquo; (p. 16). In Chapter II (pp. 16-23), he listed several ways
in which unity could be violated:
1. By omission of necessary words;
2. By incorrect punctuation [&dquo;comma fault&dquo; and sentence fragment];
3. By separating an idea into fragments;
4. By combining irrelevant, or loosely related, ideas. (p. 16)
And in Chapter III (pp. 24-39) he presented ways in which &dquo;the prin-

ciple of coherence is commonly violated with resulting lack of clearness&dquo;:
1. By illogical order;
2. By unnecessary changes of construction [parallel structure];
3. By lack of agreement between subject and predicate;
4. By faulty reference of pronouns and participles [the dangling participle];
5. By inexact punctuation [comma, semicolon, colon, quotation marks,

and the dash]. (p. 24)
Correctness

Explaining that &dquo;grammar and punctuation are treated not as a
system of rules but as a structural part of composition&dquo; (p. iv), Hotchkiss
included all the essential principles of syntax and punctuation in his chap-
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ters on unity and coherence (pp. 16-39) and in &dquo;Correctness in Sentence
Structure&dquo; (pp. 40-48). He provided correct words as well as &dquo;correctly
used&dquo; words in the chapter &dquo;Correctness of Diction&dquo; (pp. 49-63).

Hotchkiss explained, &dquo;Correctness is chiefly valuable as an aid to clear-
ness&dquo; (p. 40). In &dquo;Correctness in Sentence Structure,&dquo; he included such
rules as using a verbal before the gerund and avoiding the double neg-
ative (pp. 40-48). He also advised his readers to &dquo;use words that are pre-
sent, reputable, and national&dquo; (p. 49) and warned against using foreign&dquo;
words, &dquo;newly coined&dquo; words, &dquo;localisms,&dquo; and technical words (pp. 50-
51). He listed &dquo;Words Commonly Misused&dquo; and provided fill-the-blank
exercises (pp. 53-62).

Force

Force to Hotchkiss was &dquo;the third great quality of an impression that
leads to profitable response&dquo; (p. 13). He continued:

Force in sentence structure and diction is likewise [like clearness] necessary,
so that the idea shall not only reach the reader but be impressed upon him in
such a way as to lead to his response. It adds life and vitality to the message.
{p. 64)

In &dquo;Force in Sentence Structure;’ (pp. 64-74) he explained that this qual-
ity depends largely on the principle of emphasis and listed &dquo;the most impor-
tant applications of this principle&dquo;:

1. Unnecessary words should be omitted;
2. Unimportant words should not be placed at thebeginning or end of the sen-

tence ;
3. Important words should be placed, so far as possible, at the beginning or end

of the sentence;
4. An important word may be repeated;
5. Transposition, balance and suspense may be used;
6. The sentence may be climactic. (p. 64)

In &dquo;Force in Diction&dquo; (pp. 75-84) Hotchkiss emphasized the importance
of the &dquo;choice of the words themselves&dquo; (p. 75). He then named the qual-
ities of &dquo;simplicity, concreteness, originality, truthfulness, suggestion, and
euphony&dquo; (pp. 75-82) as a means of achieving a &dquo;strong, vital appeal&dquo; (p.
75).

For simplicity and concreteness Hotchkiss advocated using specific
words (p. 76); for originality, the avoidance of trite expressions (p. 77);
and for truthfulness, not exaggerating and writing simply and truthfully
(p. 77). Further, he mentioned the quality of suggestion &dquo;which brings
up in the reader’s mind, vividly and completely, the impressions the writer
desires to give&dquo; (p. 78) as a means of attaining force.

Business Letters
Essential Qualities

After citing the importance of the business letter, Hotchkiss pro-
vided details on how adjustment to the reader could be accomplished in
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a letter through adaptation to the reader in language, character, and mood
(pp. 153-155). Then to clearness, correctness, and force, he added the qual-
ities of conciseness, courtesy, and character (pp. 155-166).

Conciseness to Hotchkiss was &dquo;making one word serve for two&dquo; (p. 157).
He asserted: &dquo;Business time is limited and valuable, and cannot be
wasted in reading unnecessary material&dquo; (p. 156). He then warned
against confusing conciseness with brevity.

Courtesy he defined as &dquo;largely a matter of proper adjustment to the
reader&dquo; (p. 157). He explained: &dquo;It includes more than politeness, with
which it is frequently confused&dquo; (p. 158) and presented examples of an
&dquo;egotistical&dquo; letter and a &dquo;courteous&dquo; one (p. 160).

Character to Hotchkiss was the last essential of the business letter.
He defined it as the element of the writer’s personality showing him to
be a real person. He maintained: &dquo;Character is impossible in a letter that
imitates a model&dquo; and used the expression &dquo;your own&dquo; in referring to a
sentence with character (p. 161).

Construction of the Letter

In Chapter II, &dquo;The Construction of the Letter,&dquo; (pp. 167-181) Hotchkiss s
cited &dquo;The Need of a Plan&dquo;: &dquo;But a letter must be more than a group of

words, sentences, and paragraphs. It must be an organized whole. It must
be carefully planned from beginning to end&dquo; (p. 167).

According to Hotchkiss the writer must plan the letter in connection
with &dquo;certain recognized principles of construction&dquo;-unity, coherence,
and emphasis (pp. 167-176). Hotchkiss also discussed &dquo;The Beginning of
the Letter&dquo; and &dquo;The Ending of a Letter&dquo; (pp. 176-178), advising:
A little ingenuity will make it possible to open practically every letter with a
sentence that expresses an important idea, uses a tone that is adapted to the
reader, and at the same time acknowledges a previous letter in a manner that
is not too hackneyed and trite. (p. 177)

You will discover that in nine cases out of ten the idea you thought was impor-
tant was really unimportant. Learn to end your letters with ideas that are impor-
tant and to do it without abruptness. (p. 177)

CONCLUSIONS

Continuing a 2000-year-old tradition of rhetoric, modern rhetori-
cians Blair, Campbell, and Whately presented the qualities of style as
well as directions on how to write in a &dquo;proper&dquo; style. Of the three, only
Blair discussed the letter, calling it a &dquo;distinct species&dquo; of composition.

Later authors took their principles of composition from the works of
these first modern rhetoricians. Hart acknowledged his sources, quot-
ing extensively from Blair and Campbell. Cruttenden provided directions
on how to write in a &dquo;good&dquo; style. And A S. Hill, Wendell, and Cody empha-
sized Whately’s clearness, force, and elegance.
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A. S. Hill’s work typified what Hinsdale in 1897 described as textbooks
&dquo;overloaded with ’examples’ and ’exercises’ to be correctedl’ Wendell (1891)
claimed that he offered a new treatment of rhetoric and, changing clear-
ness to coherence, advocated Blair’s unity, mass (emphasis), and clear-
ness (coherence) in addition to Whately’s clearness, force, and elegance.
Briggs, however, found the substance of Wendell’s work &dquo;over the heads&dquo;
of many students. Cody (1903) condensed Wendell’s version of the prin-
ciples of composition and claimed, &dquo;The thing that most of wish to find
out is how to write with force.&dquo;

The business letter developed gradually. Blair introduced the letter
as part of the belles lettres tradition, Hart called it &dquo;an important species
of composition;’ and Westlake named it &dquo;the most important kind of com-
position.&dquo; Westlake included a variety of model letters, notes and cards,
postal information and business forms. In fact, he advised his readers
to refer to an &dquo;excellent collection&dquo; of business letters, suggesting that
he himself might have used that particular book or one similar to it.
Hotchkiss also included a variety of business and social letters and
forms-similar to the variety of those in Westlake’s How to Rrite Letters
and in Hill’s Manual.

The business communication principles as championed by Hotchkiss
were the &dquo;great&dquo; principles of unity, coherence, and force-codified
under clearness, correctness, and force-and the &dquo;you attitude.&dquo; For the
letter, in addition to these &dquo;great&dquo; principles and &dquo;you attitude,&dquo; they were
the qualities of conciseness, courtesy, and character. Yet the business com-
munication principles involved more than the &dquo;Cs &dquo; The principles of unity
and coherence included rules for the run-on sentence, faulty parallel struc-
ture, subject-verb disagreement, and dangling participles-errors con-
sidered today as among the most distracting ones in business writing.
Courtesy to Hotchkiss was &dquo;largely a matter of proper adj ustment to the
reader.&dquo; And the third great quality-force--consisted not only of rules
for emphasis but the &dquo;choice of the words themselves&dquo; encompassing such
qualities as simplicity, originality, truthfulness, suggestion, and euphony.

In addition, Hotchkiss included suggestions on how to write. Planning,
revising, having writing of one’s own, adapting, and regarding the thought
as the most important factor of business English-all these were advo-
cated at different places in his 1916 textbook.

Hotchkiss did not write the first college business communication
textbook. Nor was he the first to use the &dquo;Cs &dquo; But he was able to present
in a more practical way the best parts, at least the most useful parts, of
the works of Campbell, Blair, and Whately and of those who expanded
upon and improved the works of these first modern rhetoricians.

NOTES

Mary T. Carbone based her article on her doctoral dissertation completed at Boston
University under the direction of Dr. Thomas E. Culliton, School of Education. An
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instructional designer, she teaches at Massachusetts Bay Community College and is
the author of a college textbook and several articles on education. Comments con-
cerning the article may be sent to Mary T. Carbone, Massachusetts Bay Community
College, Flagg Drive, Framingham, MA 01701.

1 J. H. Menning (1951) had contended that the "you" viewpoint, simple, specific dic-
tion, positive suggestion, and the like (pp. 6-8) developed from around 1906-1916; and
W. P. Boyd (1963) had attributed "the psychological steps in selling" to "two pioneers
in the letter-writing field" in 1915 and 1916 (p. 38).
2 Hagge also deserves credit for calling attention to J. Willis Westlake’s How to Write

Letters (1876) and to the principles of "clearness, force, and elegance," subsequently
traced to Whately.
3 Even Lindley Murray, the "Father of English Grammar," duplicated Blair’s

"Rules and Observations for Promoting Perspicuity" in his English Grammar
(1795/1968, p. 177 ff.) and provided exercises in his English Exercises (1802, pp. 125-
152).
4 According to Golden and Corbett (1968, p. 8), this tradition was initiated by "Aris-

totle’s Poetics, Isocrates’ theory of culture, Longinus’ On the Sublime, and Horace’s
Ars Poetica."

5 Blair was impressed with the lectures of Adam Smith (1723-1790), "the first Eng-
lishman to give impetus to the belletristic movement," (Golden & Corbett, 1968, p.
8). Smith’s lectures on rhetoric, delivered at Edinburgh in 1748, were probably
destroyed (Encyclopaedia Brittanica, 11th ed.).
6 Chester Noyes Greenough and Frank Wilson Hersey (1921) referred to guidelines

similar to these as "the process of writing" (p. vi).
7 Blair had stated, "We are pleased with an author... who frees us from all fatigue

of searching for his meaning" (Blair, p.103). Cruttenden remarked, "We are pleased
with a narrator ... who frees us from all fatigue in finding his meaning" (pp. 464-465).
8J. Scott Clark (1893) stated that in "selecting and restating these principles, use

has been made of the works of Aristotle, Blair, Campbell, Whately ... A. S. Hill, D.
J. Hill, Hart... and others" (p. vi).
9 Westlake was also the author of a spelling book (1874/1882), in which he praised

Hart’s work: "The author takes pleasure in calling attention to the many valuable sug-
gestions on this and kindred subjects, found in Dr. Hart’s admirable series of works
on Grammar, Composition, and Rhetoric" (p. 71).

10 Clearness, force, and elegance, or beauty, were also discussed by Mead (1894,
p. 191), Bates (1896, pp. 60-88), and Genung (1902, pp. 29-41). Hagge cited Espen-
shade’s (1906) clearness, force, and elegance and Genung’s (1904) clearness, force, and
beauty (1989a, p. 41).

" Cody said that elegance was "useful but not required in business letters" (p. 30).
12 Other early business English textbooks included Altmaier’s (1904); Belding’s (1904);

and Gardner’s (1915), a college textbook.
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