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ABSTRACT
JIMMY CARTER’S POST-PRESIDENTIAL RHETORIC:
FAITH-BASED RHETORIC AND HUMAN RIGHTS FOREIGN POLICY
by Daniel Eric Schabot.
August 2012
Former President James Earl Carter is well known for his rhetorical efforts to
promote human rights. Carter’s human rights advocacy is motivated and sustained by his
belief that God duty-bounds him to assist those less fortunate than himself. Scholars
generally concede, however, that as president, Jimmy Carter’s human rights
accomplishments were minimal and that he failed to develop or institute consistent
policies. This dissertation compares and contrasts Carter’s presidency and post-
presidency with respect to human rights accomplishments, arguing that he was better able
to serve an advocacy role when out of office. Carter, free of separation of church and

state restraints, successfully pursued human rights advocacy world-wide.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Carter and Religious Faith

President James (Jimmy) Earl Carter is a professed born again Christian. While
running for president in 1976 Carter stated, “I can be a better President because of my
faith” (Hahn, 1980, p. 61). Years after his presidency, in the book Living Faith (1996)
(where he catalogues several of his faith-based actions and philosophies), he notes that,
“... the religious beliefs I inherited have been transformed into a living faith” (p. 3). As a
born again Christian, Carter’s faith is the belief that Jesus Christ is his lord and savior.
Carter used his life to create a living faith that promoted the teachings of Christ.

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine Carter’s use of faith-based rhetoric
to support human rights goals following his departure from public office. I contend that
presidential politics and the presidency placed limits on Carter’s ability to discuss his
faith as a basis for his human rights advocacy. I will explain as well how Carter used his
faith to advocate human rights goals after he left office. I begin with a literature review of
Carter’s post-presidential rhetoric and human rights rhetoric, and in so doing justify a
need for the study of Carter’s post-presidential faith-based rhetoric.

Post-Presidential Rhetoric

Former presidents do more than hock their memoirs. The political functions of
former presidents change as their lives extend. Due to his active interest in geopolitical
affairs and philanthropic endeavors, Jimmy Carter has significantly impacted the way the
activities of former presidents are viewed. Carter is unique among former presidents. His

decision to pursue political interests provides considerable data suited to rhetorical



analysis. Specifically, Carter’s post-presidential foreign policy efforts presented
significant data suited to faith-based rhetorical criticism.

Carter clearly establishes a model of both national and international public service
for ex-presidents. Carter (in Walsh, Reese, Sawicki, Graham, & Omestad, 2005) contends
that “when I left office in, I was in a quandary, I was 56 years old, and I knew I had a life
expectancy of 25 years or more. I began to wonder what Rosalynn [his wife] and I could
do in the international world” (p. 61). Walsh et al. (2005) contended that Bill Clinton is
following a similar path. Only five years after his presidency, an unidentified confidant of
Clinton’s noted that (in Walsh et al, 2005) “He doesn’t think in terms of ‘I’m going to
pioneer a new way to have a post-presidency...” He wants to make a difference (p. 60).”
Even the self-proclaimed out of politics George H. W. Bush quietly worked for charitable
causes with Clinton (Walsh et al., 2005).

In the United States, the presidency holds unique significance. Numerous
accounts attempt to explain the power that the president holds over American culture.
Stuckey (2004) offers an extended study of how United States Presidents incorporate
cultural values into their rhetoric and define cultural values. That power allows the
president to use and wield a wide variety of rhetorical strategies. The office of the
president also conveys with it considerable ethos. The press, for example, pays attention
to what former presidents say. Ex-presidents have the power to garner press attention as
shown by a Fox News Corporations interview with Bill Clinton (the text of the interview
can be found in Wallace, 2006). Clinton made arguments supporting previous policy
decisions and explained his philanthropic organization’s mission (Wallace, 2006).

Former presidents frequently make themselves available to the media.



Unfortunately, very little is found in the communication literature regarding post-
presidential rhetoric. One published scholarly study specifically examined post-
presidential rhetoric and its implications. It analyzes Herbert Hoover’s speaking
campaign against the New Deal in 1934-1936 (Short, 1991). Short notes that after losing
his re-election bid in 1932, Hoover did very little until 1934, when he inaugurated an
ideological campaign against the New Deal. Hoover used radio and live speaking
engagements to effectively change his image from a bumbling ex-president to a
presidential peer of Franklin Roosevelt.

Beyond recreating his own image, Hoover was able to clearly develop several
argumentative positions against the New Deal. The first theme developed by Hoover was
the protection of “American Values” (Short, 1991, p. 338). Hoover argued that the
totalitarian trends in Europe developed out of big government policies like the New Deal.
Freedom and liberty in the United States were inexorably linked to Christian faith, which
was being threatened by the New Deal. The second theme was that of fiscal
responsibility. Hoover focused on both the New Deal’s impact on government spending
and the individual’s lack of fiscal responsibility. Hoover claimed that the “New Deal”
destroyed self-reliance and Christianity because fiscal responsibility is a key Christian
principle. Next, Hoover proclaimed that rejection of the New Deal would save America’s
morality. This was similar to Hoover’s first theme; he claimed that big government
policies would result in moral destruction. Hoover effected some political change with
his thematic arguments shifting the debate about the New Deal in the press from a debate

about results to a debate about ideology.



Short (1991) contends that Hoover was the only person in the country that could
address United States policy as a presidential peer. A second political advantage is that an
ex-president, even though his popularity may have waned, has proven constituency. This
gave him a unique ethos and opportunity to address important topics.

Lee (1995b) examines two of Carters’ autobiographical works, Keeping Faith and
Turning Point. He argues that Carter used these works to change his political legacy. Lee
contends that “time does not assure the Truth (sic) of public memory; it merely records
results” (p. 121). Carter used time to change the perception of his record. Through his
post-presidential writing, Carter depicted himself as simply a humble public servant.

Carter’s humility fit with his idea of Christian virtue (Lee, 1995b). Repentant
Christians, for example, ask forgiveness for their sins by humbling themselves before
God. Humility is needed to access the goodness of God. Therefore, “humility is a
qualification for acquiring (the) other virtues” (Lee, 1995b, p. 123). Lee (1995b) claims
that by humbling himself before “the people” Carter developed a similar relationship (p.
123). To show his virtuousness he cast himself as working for the nation’s citizenry.
Similarly, in order to demonstrate to commentators that the country was virtuous he
crafted a humble foreign policy. Carter’s foreign policy was humble because he placed
faith-based values before popular will. Lee (1995b) notes that “for Carter, serving the
‘public good’ is calibrated in political courage and not political support” (p. 126).
Carter’s post-presidential writing, I argue here, helped reshape his image from a lack-
luster president to a faith-driven servant. Lee (1995b) concludes that Carter’s work in

international affairs also demonstrated a public servant ethos.



Despite the fact that there are few studies of Carter’s post-presidential rhetoric,
three books chronicle Carter’s actions following his presidency (Brinkley, 1998;
Skidmore, 2004; Updergrove, 2006). Skidmore (2004) contends that Carter reinvented
himself and has contributed more to his country after his presidency than all but two or
three other ex-presidents. Brinkley (1998) chronicles Carter’s post-presidential acts in
detail from the years 1981 through 1997.

Carter wrote several bestselling books, monitored elections worldwide, built
Habitat for Humanity houses, and gave numerous speeches. Despite all of those
activities, no major study of Jimmy Carter’s post-presidential rhetoric has been
conducted. Writers that have chronicled the works of Carter’s post-presidency concur that
Carter’s reputation has improved (Brinkley, 1998; Skidmore, 2004; Updergrove, 2006).
Smith (2000) asserts that “Jimmy Carter used his years after the White House to refurbish
his historical reputation through good works at home and abroad” (p. 189). While Carter
has his critics, the response to his work has been favorable, including a Nobel Peace Prize
and several other awards.

Carter’s post-presidential rhetoric should be studied to develop a genre of faith-
based post-presidential rhetoric. One potential result may include Carter’s use of religious
interpretations of the Bible to support his post-presidential goals and initiatives.
Knowledge of both would help rhetorical critics to better analyze post-presidential
rhetoric. A major theme of both Carter’s presidency and post-presidency was human
rights. Examining his human rights rhetoric, I contend, reveals a unique shift in Carter’s

post-presidential rhetoric. The following section explores Carter’s human rights rhetoric.



Human Rights Foreign Policy

Human-rights-centered foreign policy marked Carter’s presidency (for detailed
accounts see Carter, 1982; Forsythe, 2002; Kramer, 2005, Schmitz & Walker, 2004;
Shestack, 1989; Stohl, Carleton, & Johnson, 1984; Stuckey, 2008). Carter used speech
making to promote human rights (Forsythe & Beatham, 1995). Carter emphasized his
credibility and faith-based beliefs. A focus on human rights was an extension of his
personality-based politics (Stuckey, 2008). To explain why human rights foreign policy
rhetoric is important to the study of Carter’s post presidency, this section examines
Carter’s foreign policy philosophies, their impact on human rights, and his failure to
implement them.

Forsythe (2002) argues that American foreign policy followed four traditions:
American exceptionalism, neo-isolationism, liberalism, and realism. These four traditions
have independent definitions but are interrelated. American exceptionalism is defined as
the idea that “Americans constitute an exceptionally good and great people, who
represent above all a commitment to personal freedom or liberty...” (Forsythe, 2002, p.
502). Idealistic Americans view their nation as a “city on a hill” (Forsythe & Beatham,
1995, p. 112). Neo-isolationism is “a unilateral choice not to engage deeply on many
international issues.” (Forsythe, 2002, p. 503). Liberalism follows the principles of “law
and individual morality..., international cooperation, human rights, and other basic
liberal notions” (Forsythe, 2002, p. 505). Realist foreign policy “emphasizes the exercise
of coercive power by states-unconstrained if need be by conventional notions of law and
individual morality” (Forsythe, 2002, p. 507). Forsythe (2002) contends that a president

could use more than one of these philosophies. For example, while Jimmy Carter



embraced a liberal foreign policy, he also embraced the idea of American exceptionalism
while constructing a “government as good as its people” (Forsythe, 1992; Forsythe, 2002,
p. 517; Forsythe & Beatham, 1995; Kramer, 2005). Carter felt that human rights are a
“natural extension” of everything American, a position connecting human rights to both
the liberal and American exceptionalism traditions (Stuckey, 2008, p. 42).

Forsythe (2002) explains how the four foreign policy traditions impact human
rights policy. In the United States, despite being a weaker head of state than a prime
minister or a dictator, the president is the main driving force behind foreign policy
decisions (Forsythe, 2002). Congress and other groups, such as the media, are disjointed
and lack knowledge. They are not effective policy makers and actually interfere with
presidential policy making (see Forsythe, 2002). Because of the mixed philosophical
tradition in the United States and the weakness of the president, there is a “great
ambivalent — some would say confusion and inconsistency...” in applying human rights
approach to foreign policy (Forsythe, 2002, p. 516). The very structure of the American
system did not allow consistent support of human rights (Forsythe, 2002; Stohl et al.,
1984). Carter used a foreign policy strategy that allowed him maximum flexibility for
negotiation and diplomacy. It allowed him to focus on human rights when it was
diplomatically advantageous (Stuckey, 2008, p. 107). For example, after looking at a
country’s human rights record to make a decision regarding arms distribution, its human
rights record is usually not examined again. To further support this idea, Stohl et al.
(1984) tracked the distribution of foreign aid to nations and found that the distribution of

foreign aid did not consistently support a human rights foreign policy.



It is unlikely for a United States president to craft a consistent human rights
foreign policy even when he sets out to do so. However, Shestack (1989) contends that
the United States will continue to pursue a human rights based foreign policy because (1)
it makes the nation uniquely relevant; (2) it serves security interests; (3) it creates a just
world order; and (4) it values liberal democracies. Washington will continue to support
democracies because doing so endorses human rights and civil rights values that fit with
the American exceptionalism myth (Forsythe & Rieffer, 2000). After cataloging foreign
policy decisions, Forsythe (2002) found that the Democratic Party was more likely to
focus on human rights.

Jimmy Carter specifically tried to make human rights a focus of foreign policy
during his presidency (Forsythe, 2002; Forsythe & Beatham, 1995; Kramer, 2005;
Schmitz & Walker, 2004; Shestack, 1989; Stohl et al., 1984; Stuckey, 2008). Congress
took the lead during the Ford administration paving the way for Carter to use a human
rights foreign policy as both a campaign issue and a major issue of his presidency (Bell,
1984; Forsythe & Beatham, 1995; Schmitz & Walker 2004). Jimmy Carter (1982)
covered some of these attempts in his memoirs.

Carter and Human Rights During His Presidency

Despite his best efforts and rhetoric Carter failed to implement a consistent human
rights policy during his presidency (Forsythe & Rieffer, 2000; Shestack, 1989). Carter’s
rhetoric on human rights often came across as preachy (Bell, 1984; Shestack, 1989).
Carter had to expend a great deal of resources attempting to get congress to support his
foreign policy decisions (cf. Carter, 1982 for detailed accounts of congressional fights

over Panama and China). Ultimately, Carter developed a policy that worked with regimes



like China and Panama to encourage human rights reforms (Bell, 1984; Kramer, 2005;
Shestack, 1989).

Carter was never able to gain mass public support for his human rights efforts
(Stohl et al., 1984). While Carter (cf. Carter, 1982, for an extended account of his Human
Rights efforts) integrated human rights into his foreign policy, ultimately he
acknowledged it to be unsuccessful. Stohl et al. (1984), in their study of human rights and
foreign aid, indicated that ““...Jimmy Carter did not actually usher in a new era of United
States foreign policy with respect to the distribution of United States foreign assistance”
(p. 223). Even supporters of a revaluation of Carter’s foreign policy, such as Schmitz and
Walker (2004), acknowledged that inconsistencies damaged support from congressional
leaders who were human rights advocates.

Carter examined each foreign policy decision as a separate action resulting in
what many claim were purposeful inconsistencies (Schmitz & Walker, 2004). Carter’s
failures were well documented. Bell (1984) contended that his focus on human rights and
moralism was so inconsistent that it could have led to war. For example, Carter stuck to a
noninterventionist philosophy in Nicaragua. Communists subsequently took control of
the government. Carter’s commitment to not engaging in military intervention came into
conflict with his position that democracy was essential to human rights. As a
consequence, Reagan, while on his way to a huge victory, did not hide his contempt for
the Carter administration’s foreign policy (Jacoby, 1986).

Forsythe (2002) notes that non-governmental agencies usually have little effect on
United States foreign policy. They lack the resources to compete with other interests.

Carter (1993) felt that it was the obligation of the United States as a nation to ensure
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human rights for everyone. He dealt with an oppositional congress that prevented the
implementation of some of his policies (Stuckey, 2008). Despite the opposition Carter
was able to use human rights as a justification for the passage of the Panama Canal
Treaty and the overthrow of the white supremacist government in Zimbabwe (Kramer,
2005). Carter was able to successfully cement human rights into the executive branch. He
instated a human rights desk in the Department of State (Stuckey, 2008).
Human Rights Ideograph

Carter’s conceptualization of human rights was an expansive liberal definition
that includes peace, freedom to vote, food, shelter, and medical care (for a detailed
account see Carter, 1993). In the context of the 1976 political climate, human rights
served as an ideograph upon which Carter built his national ethos (Stuckey, 2008).

An ideograph is “an overarching ideology” such as “‘liberty,” and ‘equality’”
(Lucaites, 1998, pp. 18-19). The ideograph functions within the American political
system as an idealistic and abstract philosophical construct that is difficult to argue
against. Ideographs are powerful, positive terms that politicians seek identification with.

Carter was the first president to develop a strategy that used human rights as a key
value and policy goal (Stuckey, 2008). He argued that morals dictate his focus on human
rights, “Human rights has always meant the protection of human freedom as understood
through a capitalist view of democracy associates with the myth of American
exceptionalism” (Stuckey, 2008, p. 82). Carter rhetorically used the term “human rights”
as an ideograph (Stuckey, 2008, p. 41). Using the human rights ideograph was an
effective rhetorical strategy. However, it did not serve as a useful tool to implement

policy or to become reelected. Future presidents built on Carter’s use of human rights as
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an ideograph using the strategy to promote trade, humanitarian aid, and war. George W.
Bush used human rights to justify his military actions in 2002 and 2003 (Stuckey &
Ritter, 2007)
Phronesis

Carter’s human rights advocacy developed out of Carter’s commitment to
American exceptionalism (Stuckey, 2008). Stuckey (2008) notes that “for Carter, human
rights was a natural extension of everything that unified Americans—history, ideology,
and political practice” (p. 42). Carter’s commitment to human rights over personal
political gain was similar to the ancients’ rhetorical ideal of phronesis (Kramer, 2005).

The Greeks had two terms, phronesis and deinesis, to describe how politicians
worked within the political system (Corbin, 1998). Deinos was the ability to work the
political system for one’s own gain with very little care given to morals, history and/or
philosophy (Corbin, 1998). Phronesis, on the other hand, implies the use of morals and
knowledge to evaluate all policy options available to work for the advantage of the state
as opposed to the advantage of specific individuals (Corbin, 1998; Self 1979). Isocrates,
for example, advocated rhetoric based on the idea of a unified Greece (Corbin, 1998).
Isocrates used the Persian Greek war to argue for the Greek city states to form a greater
Greek state (Corbin, 1998). He believed this was the next logical step in the development
of Greek society. Cicero and others defined such a rhetor as a “good man speaking well”
(Kennedy, 1972). Phronesis allowed the individual to attain an ethics based practical
wisdom. In Carter’s case, his faith-based views of human rights served as the basis for his

role as a rhetorical phronikon.
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Corbin (1998) describes Michael Calvin McGee’s idea of contemporary
politicians practicing phronesis. Politicians, for example, must have knowledge of ethical
history. They must use such knowledge to construct stories that illustrate positive moral
philosophies. In addition politicians must endorse policies that are based on moral
philosophies. A phronimos or phronikon, then, is a person imbued with practical wisdom
who uses that wisdom to make changes for the good of society. If politicians are able to
initiate policies that benefit society as a whole only then will they benefit as well.

I contend that Carter’s post-residential human rights rhetoric modeled a form of
faith-based phronesis. Stuckey (2008) argues and provides examples that show Carter
believes that human rights legislation is necessary because it is based on moral principles.
Stuckey contends that (Stuckey, 2008, p. 71) “Carter tied human rights to his personal
ethos, grounded in his religious and regional identity; connected it to the overarching
goals and ethos of his administration and to his political party.” Kramer (2005, p. 16)
believes that Carter’s “moral rhetoric” can be distinguished from other presidents because
he used it at as a criteria for decision making that benefitted the United States and its
people. Unfortunately, Carter was unable to gain congressional support for his policies,
specifically international treaties. There is little doubt that such failure contributed to his
reelection loss to Reagan (Bell, 1984; Stuckey 2008).

Restraints on Presidential Phronesis

Despite Carter’s success representing human rights as an American ideograph,

Carter failed to establish consistent human rights based foreign policy (Forsythe &

Rieffer, 2000; Shestack, 1989). Even though he advanced human rights legislation and
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policies, he was unable to implement them. Implemented policies were done so for
political advantages rather than the absolute support for human rights (Stuckey, 2008).

Stuckey (2008) argues, however, that the Carter presidency created the right
climate in which to develop a faith-based, human rights foreign policy. Nevertheless
following Vietnam and the Nixon scandals both history and philosophy showed that no
one person should control all important foreign policy decisions (Schlesinger, 2004).
Indeed, the Carter administration argued that politicians could be corrupted by power.

Carter left office with an extremely hostile congress that restrained him from
completing very basic human rights foreign policy goals. Congress refused to ratify any
of the human rights treaties he signed (Stuckey, 2008). Surprisingly Ted Kennedy, who
ran against Carter in 1980, openly opposed many of Carter’s domestic and foreign policy
initiatives. Congress prevented Carter from functioning as a phronikon functionally
because the institution did not value his faith-based humanitarian policies.

As President, Carter was tied to governmental rules, laws, and ideologies.
Phronesis limited Carter’s ability to excessively criticize U.S. foreign policies. A
phronikon president would, instead, promote American Exceptionalism. Carter could
fight for human rights but not condemn the nation’s failure to pursue human rights
policies. He was left to argue that pursuing human rights goals would benefit America.
Carter (1996) explained his feeling regarding political limitations:

Any government, even the most benevolent has inherent limitations. The best it

can do is strive to establish a society that enhances freedom, equality, and justice.

There are deeper religious values, such as atonement, forgiveness, and love that

transcend what government can achieve. When governments reach their limits,
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the teachings of Jesus Christ and of the prophets of other faiths must prevail. (pp.

110-111)

Comments such as this imply that Carter placed his pursuit of faith-based ideals ahead of

governmental protocols. In addition to showing his frustration for the limits of

government, Carter explicitly stated that the laws of God transcend the limits of

government. I establish here that Carter’s post presidential rhetoric relied more on faith-

based moral truths rather than truths ideologically rooted in “American Exceptionalism.”
Research Questions and Methodology

This project investigates two research questions.

RQ 1: What forms of argument differentiate Carter’s presidential and post-

presidential human rights rhetoric?

RQ 2: How did Carter’s evangelical Christian faith affect his rhetorical posture as

a human rights phronikon?

To answer these questions, this study is divided into two parts. Chapter II reviews
scholarship that discusses Carter’s rhetoric from the 1976 campaign to the end of his
presidency. In Chapter III, 25 of Carter’s speeches delivered between 2000 and 2009 are
critiqued rhetorically.

Numerous artifacts can be studied from Carter’s post-presidency. A time line of
Carter post-presidential human rights foreign policy activities is provided in Appendix A.
The Carter Center Website (www.cartercenter.org) chronicled the Center’s and Carter’s
efforts to promote human rights globally. Twenty-five transcripts of speeches given by
Carter were obtained from the website. The speeches covered a variety of human rights

foreign policy topics. A list of these speeches is provided in Appendix B.
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The time period (2000-2009) was chosen for a number of reasons. First, by 2000
Carter established himself and the Carter Center as human rights foreign policy
advocates. Second, in 2002 Carter was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. Third, Carter's
foreign policy activity and a Nobel Peace Prize provided him with several invitations to
speak to international audiences. Fourth, Carter as an individual and de facto head of the
Carter Center discussed numerous human rights issues in the speeches. Lastly, groups of
speeches for this time period are not accessible (Historical Materials in the Jimmy Carter
Library, 2010). The Jimmy Carter Library has not catalogued any post-presidential
speeches and refers researchers to the Carter Center for access to post-presidential
materials. Speeches catalogued by the Carter Center are used for the project.

I contend that the 10-year period studied represent a unique group of speeches. As
noted, Brinkley (1998) chronicled the first 16 years after the Carter presidency. There are
several editorials available from the first 20 years of Carter’s post-presidency. They,
however, are rhetorically different documents from the speeches in that they address
broad audiences on a variety of topics. Carter rarely mentions his faith. However, Carter
frequently discusses his faith in his speeches.

Carter appeared to increase his public use of his faith-based rhetoric after he
published Living Faith in 1996. Carter noted the limits of public office on his faith.
Carter’s shifted from what Hart (1977) described as an “official civil religionist™ as
president to an “unofficial civil religionist” in his post-presidency. An “official civil
religionist” is the president or another high level elected official that “endorse the

religious character of American society” (p. 19). “Unofficial civil religionists” represent
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“political or religious (or quasi-religious) groups who promote interplay between civil
and religious principles” (Hart, 1977, p. 21).

Ultimately, this study will add new information to the body of literature in
communication studies. First, to date, no comprehensive study of Carter’s post-
presidential speech making has been completed. Second, I describe Carter’s use of faith

to support human rights. Finally, I discuss the implications of using faith-based rhetoric.
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CHAPTER 11
CARTER’S FAITH-BASED ETHOS

A review of literature in the communication discipline revealed how Carter used
faith-based rhetorical appeals to establish his credibility (ethos), beginning with the 1976
presidential campaign through the 1980 presidential campaign (Erickson, 1980; Gustainis
& Hahn, 1988; Kawshima, 1977; Martin, 1983; Rarick, Duncan, Lee, & Porter, 1977).
Carter’s success in the 1976 presidential race in large measure may be attributed to his
ability to establish credibility as a non-corrupt, moral political figure (Lee, 1995a; Martin,
1983; Patton, 1977). Ironically, many of Carter’s rhetorical failures during his presidency
and the 1980 campaign can be linked to his failure to maintain credibility as a “wheeler-
dealer” policy maker (Brummett, 1981; Erickson & Schmidt, 1982; Martin, 1983;
Rostron, 1997). Regardless, Carter consistently used credibility as a major part of his
rhetorical strategy to influence voters and pursue foreign policy initiatives.

During the 1976 presidential campaign, Carter made rhetorical decisions that
focused on his personality rather than political issues (Lee, 1995a; Patton, 1977; Rarick,
Duncan, Lee & Porter, 1977; Self, 2007). Kawashima (1977) studied Carter’s 1976
campaign speeches, observing that he used inductive arguments to argue against the
status quo. Carter made consistent use of personal examples to establish a cause and
effect relationship that linked his personal morality to prudent policy decisions. This
strategy distinguished Carter from Ford.

Carter contrasted himself against the negativity enveloping American presidential
politics following the Watergate scandal. Martin (1983) asserts that credibility was

important in the campaign because Carter could contrast his squeaky-clean image against
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the crime-riddled Nixon administration. The Carter campaign took great measures to
place Carter in situations that emphasized character and downplayed the importance of
policy making. They felt that Carter would always have the advantage if the candidate’s
credibility was the main issue. Carter, for example, spoke first in the presidential debates
so that he could focus the debate on personality and moral issues (Self, 2007).

The campaign also chose to rhetorically display Carter’s religious beliefs
prominently throughout the campaign (Erickson, 1980). While only Erickson (1980) links
Carter’s religious appeals to building ethos, others noted that the Carter campaign made a
choice to strongly emphasize religion as a rhetorical tactic during the campaign (Boase,
1989; Hahn, 1980; Perry, 1997).

Carter’s personal experiences were key to crafting his presidential campaign
image. Carter used his experiences to transcend traditional political myths (Lee, 1995b;
Patton, 1977). Lee (1995b) argues that Carter was able to transcend the myth of the small
town hard-working American and the myth of the egalitarian progressive urban American
by telling his personal story. Carter used his life story of living in a house with an
outhouse, working as a farmer, joining the navy, working in the scientific field, and
returning to his small town lifestyle. Lee (1995b) believes that the link between small
town virtue and big city competence created a mythos that transcended traditional
conceptions of political competence. Rostron (1997) believes that Carter became a Frank
Capra-esque common hero, a small town common man with uncommon skill and
determination, much like Jimmy Stewart’s character in Mr. Smith goes to Washington.
Carter used rhetoric to show he was an outsider intent on transcending Washington

politics.
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Carter’s transcendence of traditional Washington politics applied to his campaign
arguments as well. Patton (1977) argues that the campaign was designed to challenge
current political practices and introduce new values to the political scene. Carter
contended, in his campaign rhetoric that people were intrinsically good. The argument
was that intrinsically good people find good within themselves and vote for good people
to represent them. Labeling all people as good allowed Carter to appeal to a universal
audience. The rhetoric was transcendent because it allowed people to move past their
notions of a government in crisis. It allowed the audience to rediscover good government.
Carter defined himself as the best man for the job by emphasizing his strong morals,
intelligence, and competence (Martin, 1983; Patton, 1977). Emphasizing personal
characteristics allowed Carter to shape the political race by focusing on issues of personal
credibility rather than specific policies.

A focus on personal credibility for the 1976 campaign proved to be an effective
strategy, but it was not effective during his presidency or the 1980 campaign. Lee
(1995b) notes that the transcendent rhetorical combination of small town morality and big
city progress failed to garner support for his policies. The administration repackaged
Carter as a competent policy maker by pushing his experience outside of Plains, Georgia.
Martin (1983) believes that the best man definition was hurt by Carter’s shift to political
issues rather than morals. The best man definition of a moral, intelligent, and competent
leader harmed Carter when his policies failed. Carter met all of the characteristics of a
phronikon except good policy making. Carter could not maintain the definition of
perfection he crafted for himself (Martin, 1983). As a result “Carter suffered from a lack

of charisma and star quality” (Smith, 2000, p. 185).
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Carter’s limited policy success undercut his ethos. Johnson (1997) notes that,
despite having a lackluster presidency, Carter managed to execute two noteworthy
policies. The Carter Doctrine made oil a strategic military interest and that decision
impacted foreign policy long after Carter left office. Carter’s most noted accomplishment
was the Camp David Accords. He firmly established Camp David as a useful location for
foreign policy negotiations (Smith, 2000). Other than these two examples, Carter’s
administration floundered. It forced him to defend a mediocre presidency (Rostron,
1997). Rostron (1997) notes, for example, that Carter’s malaise speech shifted blame to
the citizenry for the administration’s failed policies, which destroyed his mythical hero
ethos (p. 9). By not taking responsibility for the administration’s failed policies, he had
failed to represent the ideal of a phronikon, a status he claimed would be achieved during
his presidency.

Hahn (1985) illustrate the rhetorical failings of Carter’s ethos-based rhetoric (they
analyzed Carter’s 1980 State of the Union Address). In his first response to the Iranian
hostage crisis, Carter set himself up as a moral figurehead. Carter offered few actual
policy solutions, but instead combined absolutist rhetoric with vacillating conciliatory
language. Carter listed moral goals and stated challenges but offered no policy based
solutions. The only solutions that Carter offered were character based moral stances, like
humanitarianism. Hahn (1985) believes that Carter’s failure to implement policies that
supported his moral stance harmed his popularity. In turn, this failure to implement faith-
based policies helped establish his reputation as a failed phronikon.

Similarly, during the 1980 campaign, Carter failed to link his faith-based ethos to

a coherent presidential image. Brinkley (1998) believes that Carter’s image problems
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developed because his presidential policies do not square with his moral posture. For
example, at the end of his presidency Carter stopped advocating faith-based policies.
Carter used the strategy of silence, once during the end of his presidency, and once
during the early part of the 1980 campaign (Brummett, 1980; Erickson & Schmidt, 1982).
Brummett (1980) examines Carter’s two-week summer silence in response to the oil
crisis. Silence made Carter appear indecisive, created an artificial drama, and resulted in a
passive rhetorical response to the crisis (Brummett, 1980). Silence did not allow Carter to
clearly promote his faith-based ideals.

Erickson and Schmidt (1982) examine Carter’s use of silence (also known as the
Rose Garden strategy) during the Iranian hostage crisis. Carter remained in Washington
for 182 days during the primary election season. Although Carter avoided direct
confrontation with political opponents, he nonetheless linked his rhetorical success to the
resolution of the hostage crisis. Much of the Erickson and Schmidt (1982) work focused
on positives and negatives of silence as a rhetorical tool. Some of the consequences listed
include isolation from his campaign, lack of grassroots campaign activity, and an unclear
campaign platform.

Despite rhetorical failures leading up to the 1980 campaign, Carter tried to
maintain his image as a positive moral leader (Porter, 1990). Carter’s use of silence did
not result in the development of a presidential figure that could be trusted to bring
positive policy changes (Brummett, 1980; Erickson & Schmidt, 1982). During the 1980
campaign Carter also attempted to vilify/mortify Americans for their over consumption
and materialism. His rhetoric failed because audiences did not accept accusatory rhetoric

intent on producing feelings of pain and guilt (Brummett, 1981). Mortification failed as a
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strategy. Carter, ironically, became associated with the pain and guilt he wanted to accuse
others of (Brummett, 1981).

Carter failed to implement faith-based policies. This led to rhetorical failures
when Carter attempted to use idealized presidential myths (Martin, 1983). Myths like the
“best man” myth that rallied the public in 1976 failed in 1980 because Carter was unable
to project the image of phronikon. In turn, Carter’s attacks on Reagan’s character failed
to find mass appeal (Martin, 1983). Carter’s character rhetoric failed to persuade the
public in the 1980 election. Regardless, he continued to depict himself as a moral
character long after the election (Brinkley, 1998; Martin, 1983).

Carter’s Use of Religious Rhetoric

A second major theme of Jimmy Carter’s ethos was the claim that he was a “born
again” Christian. Carter made a conscience choice to emphasize his religion during the
1976 presidential campaign (Boase, 1989; Hahn, 1980; Perry, 1997). Carter emphasized
religion for a number of reasons. He wished to reach out to an evangelical base that
constituted 20% of the voting base (Erickson, 1980; Hahn, 1980). Throughout the
campaign, Carter’s religious rhetoric modeled the rhetoric of the evangelical Christian
movement (Balmer, 1989; Gould, 2003; Smith, 2000). He was open and candid about his
faith (Berggren & Rae, 2006). Carter was well aware of the advantages and
disadvantages of emphasizing religion (Hahn, 1980). Carter, for example, was
interviewed by Playboy near the end of the campaign. The contrast of the magazine with
the religious campaign theme shocked and/or offended many voters (Solomon, 1978).
Carter’s willingness to be interviewed by Playboy revealed that Carter rhetorically used

his religious faith as a campaign strategy (Hahn, 1980; Smith, 2000).
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The political choice to stress religion helped Carter develop support for his
campaign in 1976. Johnstone (1978) contends that Carter was able to make restoration of
faith a major issue in the campaign. Carter stated, “I can be a better President because of
my faith” (Hahn, 1980, p. 61). Other candidates and the press followed Carter’s lead
(Erickson, 1980). Religious restoration rhetoric was a direct response to the political
scandals of the 1970s. Carter suggested that problem issues could be resolved by placing
faith in good people, their decision making, and government. At the Democratic National
Convention in 1976, Carter told the people that faith in government could be restored
through faith in him (Johnstone, 1978). The link between faith and policy solutions fit
with the concept of a presidential phronikon. Carter held the position that he would be a
competent president insofar as his faith would lead to sound policies.

Rarick et al. (1977) observe that Carter used his religious rhetoric to develop
religious fantasies that linked his leadership to a “restoration of faith” (p. 262). Lee
(1995a) tied these fantasies to his small town roots to establish that he was a traditional
American man of faith. One way Carter sustained the fantasy was by attending church
and teaching Sunday School. The religious persona fit with a small town persona (Lee,
1995a). The establishment of a religious-based ethos allowed Carter to establish trust
with the audience.

Carter’s religious rhetoric crafted a unique political identity. Erickson (1980)
labeled this identity “civic piety.” Carter’s religious rhetoric was generic enough that he
could appeal to a mass audience. Carter effectively communicated his message to people
holding a variety of faiths. Carter reaffirmed the notions of civic piety and faith-based

rhetoric “to reestablish faith in America and draw together the electorate” (Erickson,
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1980, p. 235). He successfully brought together people of faith. Evangelical support at
the voting booth contributed to Carter’s victory in 1976.

Johnstone (1978) believes that Carter’s restoration of faith theme was not
effective during his presidency because policies did not match religious restoration
themes. Boase (1989) notes that Carter was very open about his belief in God during his
inaugural address. However, Carter believed in the separation of church and state. Issues
like prayer in school and abortion effectively distanced Carter from the religious
evangelical right (Boase, 1989). The incompatibility of his policies with evangelical
beliefs contributed to his failure as a phronikon.

Scholarly literature examining Carter’s use of rhetoric during the 1980 campaign
focuses on Carter’s inability to use religious rhetoric effectively (Boase, 1989; Brummett,
1981; Miller & Wattenberg, 1984; Porter, 1990). Carter’s policy and rhetorical choices
during his presidency directly contributed to the loss of his evangelical base during the
1980 campaign (Boase, 1989; Carter, 2000). Even worse, by 1980 evangelicals were so
turned off by the policy choices they did not engage or contribute to Carter’s reelection
campaign (Miller & Wattenberg, 1984).

Carter attempted to use religious rhetoric during the 1980 campaign. Carter
argued that America still had an unfulfilled mission that could be fulfilled by hard-
working individuals and divine intervention (Porter, 1990). Carter, of course, depicted
himself the political agent through which change could be enacted (Porter, 1990).
Carter’s moral and religious convictions, however, were called into question (Brinkley,

1998). Carter painted his detractors as demonic and sinful (Brummett, 1981). However,
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Carter’s use of religious themes failed to garner any significant support in large measure
due to his political ineptness as a policy maker.

In summary, Carter used moral and religious appeals to attempt to establish his
credibility. His use of religious and moral appeals was a natural extension of his Southern
Baptist up-bringing (Stuckey, 2008). He used morality to get audiences to think about
foreign policy issues with more “empathy and responsibility” (Kramer, 2005, p. 26). This
allowed him to differentiate himself from the Vietnam and Nixon era politicians.
However, as president, the religious good man speaking well rhetoric failed because a
coherent policy agenda never materialized. Carter’s religious philosophy lacked a clear
policy agenda resulting in the image of a failed phronikon. Chapter I1I will explore
Carter’s use of his faith-based rhetoric during his post-presidency, a period during which

he was unencumbered by the restrictions of the mythical and constitutional presidency.
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CHAPTER III
POST-PRESIDENTIAL RHETORIC
Establishing Faith-Based Rhetoric

After leaving office Carter spent years doing humanitarian work to establish
himself as an advocate of human rights. Carter participated in hundreds of human rights
based activities after leaving office (Brinkley, 1998). Those activities are chronicled by
Brinkley (1998), and in Appendix A. After 2000, Carter relied heavily on speech making
to advocate his causes. A large number of these speeches are shared on the Carter Center
website. The speeches represent a large database used here to study Carter’s position as
an unofficial civil religionist. I will argue that Carter was free to employ faith-based
rhetoric during his post-presidency. This chapter discusses the failure of other post-
presidential studies to address this issue, introduces the idea of faith-based apostolic
rhetoric, and critically analyzes Carter’s use of apostolic rhetoric.

In one of the few studies of post-presidential rhetoric, Short (1991) analyzes
Hoover’s campaign against the New Deal after losing for the second time against F.D.R.
in 1932. Short argues that Hoover used Jeremiadic rhetorical appeals. He was like a
prophet of the Old Testament warning the people about a disastrous future that would
befall them if they followed the leadership of Roosevelt. Short contends that this form of
sermonic rhetoric could be used by unpopular presidents to re-establish their credibility
after they leave office. I contend, in contrast, that Carter does not use Jeremiadic rhetoric.
Rather, I assert that Carter argued for human rights ideals based on their inherent values.

He did so without the Old Testament warnings of impending doom.
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Lee’s (1995b) study of Carter’s post-presidential rhetoric argues that Carter
presents himself as a humble servant of the people. Lee believes that this is an important
strategy for unpopular presidents who intend to rebuild their public image and credibility.
The servant leadership model was used in Carter’s early post-presidency. Carter used a
servant leadership ideal to establish his post-presidential authority.

Unlike Hoover, Carter had ample time to rebuild his public image. Carter did not
deal with a single issue such as the New Deal. Carter focused on a number of issues
including human rights, democracy, and peace. Carter’s position as a human rights
advocate and worker allowed him to avoid Jeremiadic rhetoric. He called on people to
better themselves. During his post-presidency he could be a servant leader by distancing
himself from specific political policies. Instead, he served others by embracing and
asking them to embrace human rights values.

Hahn (1985) cites, as a significant rhetorical strategy, Carter’s 1976 proclamation
of, “I can be a better President because of my faith” (p. 61). During his presidency,
Carter used faith and a Christ-centered moral framework as a base for advocating human
rights foreign policy. Carter (2005a), in the introduction to his book Our Endangered
Values, says, “I must acknowledge that my own religious beliefs have been inextricably
entwined with the political principles I have adopted” (p. 6). Carter continued to promote
those values with his post-presidential work.

Lee’s (1995b) argument that Carter is a servant leader of the people does not go
far enough, I suggest, to explain Carter’s attempts to re-establish his credibility as a
humanitarian leader. I contend that Carter views himself as a servant of God who makes

known God’s moral philosophies to uninformed others. His servant posture contradicted
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a Jeremiadic strategy. Carter did not make himself into an Old Testament prophet
claiming that the world was moving against God’s divine plan. Rather, I contend that
Carter acts more like a New Testament Apostle than a prophet of doom. Therefore,
Carter’s servant posture starts with service to God, followed next by service to the
people. Ultimately Carter criticizes others if they act against God’s human rights
principles.
Carter and Christian Discipleship

One way to understand how Carter conceptualized credibility is to examine
Christian doctrine. Since he identifies himself so closely with his Christian faith, it is
likely that Carter’s notions of credibility, in the main, developed from his study of the
Bible. Carter (1996) argues that “for a Christian, the life and teachings of Jesus offer a
sound moral foundation that includes all the most basic elements that should guide us” (p.
14). He believes that “...our faith can provide enough courage to apply these Biblical
lessons to our daily lives” (p. 14). Carter (2005a), when explaining his religious belief,
notes:

As evangelicals, we were committed to a strong global mission to share our

Christian faith with all other people... although individual Christians were free to

take part in public affairs, we abhorred the concept of church congregations

becoming involved in the partisan political world. We also believed in religious

freedom, compassion for unbelievers, and respect for all persons as inherently

equal before God. (p. 18)
From Carter’s perspective a credible Christian brings the ideals of Christ to others while

respecting their beliefs. To Carter, an evangelical Christian, Jesus Christ is a prototypical
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servant leader. The instructions to the apostles provide a model for all Christian servant
leaders to follow. As an evangelical Christian, Carter believes bringing Christ’s message
to the world is essential to his life and faith (Carter, 1996).

Carter’s concept of Christian servant leadership is closely aligned with Christ’s
commission to the apostles to spread his teachings. Carter, as a Southern Baptist, believes
he needs to promote human rights world-wide (Stuckey, 2008). He believes that
promoting human rights is commanded by God (Stuckey, 2008). Jesus Christ provides
clear instructions to his apostles (servant leaders) about how to promote his teaching to
the world in the Book of Matthew Chapter 10 verses 5 through 15 (Holy Bible, New
Living Translation, 2007):

(5) Jesus sent out the twelve apostles with these instructions: “Don’t go to the

Gentiles or the Samaritans, (6) but only to the people of Isracl—God’s lost sheep.

(7) Go and announce to them that the Kingdom of Heaven is near. (8) Heal the

sick, raise the dead, cure those with leprosy, and cast out demons. Give as freely

as you have received! (9) “Don’t take any money in your money belts—no gold,
silver, or even copper coins. (10) Don’t carry a traveler’s bag with a change of
clothes and sandals or even a walking stick. Don’t hesitate to accept hospitality,
because those who work deserve to be fed. (11) “Whenever you enter a city or

village, search for a worthy person and stay in his home until you leave town. (12)

When you enter the home, give it your blessing. (13) If it turns out to be a worthy

home, let your blessing stand; if it is not, take back the blessing. (14) If any

household or town refuses to welcome you or listen to your message, shake its
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dust from your feet as you leave. (15) I tell you the truth, the wicked cities of

Sodom and Gomorrah will be better off than such a town on the judgment day.”

Based on Biblical instructions, apostolic rhetorical appeals can be broken down
into three categories. Appeals to authority are directly linked to Christ’s instruction to go
out and tell the people of Israel about the Kingdom of Heaven. In addition to the gospel
commission of the apostles, in the Book of Acts apostles are instructed to speak to the
world because Israel rejected the good news of Christ. Acts, Chapter 13, verses 46-48
explicate that command (Holy Bible, New Living Translation, 2007):

(46) Then Paul and Barnabas answered them boldly: “We had to speak the word

of God to you first. Since you reject it and do not consider yourselves worthy of

eternal life, we now turn to the Gentiles. (47) For this is what the Lord has
commanded us: “I have made you a light for the Gentiles, that you may bring
salvation to the ends of the earth.” (48) When the Gentiles heard this, they were
glad and honored the word of the Lord; and all who were appointed for eternal
life believed.
Evangelical Christians are taught to follow the instructions of the apostles, so they too
can share Christ’s good news with others.

For the purposes of this dissertation, and based on the aforementioned
commission, an appeal to authority is one that directly reflects teachings of the Bible,
Christ, and/or the Church. In addition, references to Biblical principles such as justice and
righteousness will also be classified as appeals to authority. Prayers in the speeches will

be classified as an appeal to authority. In summary, any statement or argument
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referencing God is classified as an appeal to authority since Carter views God as the
ultimate authority figure.

Christ requests that apostles do good works. Appeals to honor are developed by
the speaker when they discuss good works. The relationship between faith and good
works is explained in James Chapter 2, verses 14 to 18, which discusses the emptiness of
faith without works:

(14) What good is it, dear brothers and sisters, if you say you have faith

but don’t show it by your actions? Can that kind of faith save anyone? (15)

Suppose you see a brother or sister who has no food or clothing, (16) and

you say, “Good-bye and have a good day; stay warm and eat well”—but

then you don’t give that person any food or clothing. What good does that

do? (17) So you see, faith by itself isn’t enough. Unless it produces good

deeds, it is dead and useless. (18) Now someone may argue, “Some people

have faith; others have good deeds.” But I say, “How can you show me

your faith if you don’t have good deeds? I will show you my faith by my

good deeds.

For an evangelical Christian doing good works is an outward display of faith in Christ’s
teachings. Carter enumerated these good works to show that he honored and followed
Christ’s instructions.

Appeals to morality come from Christ’s directive that the apostle has the right to
declare the place (Carter is invited to several locales to speak on human rights between
2000 and 2009) they were invited to holy or unholy. In this case Carter used morality

appeals to establish his credibility as an arbiter of right and wrong. Appeals to morality
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deal with pronouncements about the ethics of particular thoughts and actions. His faith,
then, would lead him to believe that pronouncing an act right or wrong would lend him
credible support in the eyes of man and God.

Thus, a theory of apostolic rhetoric consists of appeals to authority, honor, and
morality based on Christ’s instruction to the apostles. I further contend that these appeals
serve to establish credibility within Carter’s faith-based humanitarian speeches delivered
during his post-presidency, specifically the period 2000-2009.

Appeals to Authority

Carter promotes human rights because he saw it as his responsibility to promote
God’s will (Stuckey, 2008). The appeals to authority are broken down into two
categories. Direct appeals to authority reference direct instructions from God or the Bible.
For the purpose of this study, direct appeals cross into traditional Jewish teaching given
the use of Old Testament and New Testament teachings by the Christian Church.

Indirect appeals to authority referenced divine instruction. One philosophy of
divine instruction is Aquinas’s theory of natural law. During his presidency Carter crafted
a unifying religious rhetoric identified as “civic piety” (Erickson, 1980). This generic
religious rhetoric was not effective during his presidency. However, he uses evangelical
beliefs to bridge his beliefs to those of other faiths. Both types of appeals to authority
were used by Carter in 15 of the 25 speeches studied.

One way Carter uses direct appeals to authority was to cite Biblical scriptures. For
example, in three of the speeches Carter used the Old Testament ideals of justice and

righteousness to argue for peace and human rights for Palestinians. Carter (2007d) noted
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the importance of the ideals by stating the number of times the terms were used in the
Old Testament:

I did all I could, and left office believing that Israel would soon realize the dream

of peace with its other neighbors — a small nation that then exemplified the finest

ideals that I have taught on Sundays since [ was 18 years old — based on the

Hebrew scriptures where “Justice” is mentioned 28 times and “righteousness” 196

times. (para. 13)

He built credibility for arguments regarding Middle East peace by both complementing
Israel and referencing authority based teaching. Carter uses terms that both Jews and
Christians see as divine terms, those, for example, that encourage both religious groups to
treat others as they would treat themselves. This argument was made in three speeches
(Carter 2007b; Carter, 2007d; Carter, 2009d).

In two of the speeches (Carter 2007b; Carter, 2007d) references to justice and
righteousness are followed by instructions to support human rights. Carter (2007b) spoke
at Brandeis University and applied the ideas of justice and righteousness to both his cause
and the University’s namesake,

What I have covered in these few minutes is a brief summary of the contents of

my recent book. They provide an avenue that can lead to what all of us want: A

secure Israel living in peace with its neighbors, while exemplifying the principles

of ancient sacred texts and the philosophy of Justice Louis Brandeis: justice and
righteousness. He argued that Israel must embrace the values of justice and
righteousness when making foreign policies to ensure the country’s long-term

security. Peace would result from supporting those values. (para. 27)
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Carter, at the time of the speech, had angered many Israelis with his book Palestine, Not
Apartheid. The use of an appeal to authority illustrated that for Carter peace in the
Middle East is a divine, not human, instruction. The appeal to authority allowed Carter to
assert that he spoke on behalf of God.

Carter argued for reasonable Biblical scriptural interpretation based on basic
tenants of Christianity. This allowed Carter to transcend disagreements between
denominations and present what he determined to be a reasonable scriptural justification
for his arguments. Carter (2007a), while eulogizing Gerald Ford, argued:

We took to heart the admonition of the Apostle Paul that Christians should not be

divided over seemingly important, but tangential issues, including sexual

preferences and the role of women in the church, things like that. We both felt

that Episcopalians, Baptists and others should live together in harmony. (para. 25)
Carter argued that, despite differences in their individual faiths, he and Ford were able to
work toward common ends when observing fundamental Christian values. Carter and
Ford used common values to transcend denominational differences and to promote, in
their estimation, divinely inspired messages.

Although Carter claimed that several of the views are supported by divine
authority, they represent points of argument in the Church community. Carter (2009,
para. 20) argued that years of study provided him with the knowledge and wisdom to
make intelligent judgments about Biblical messages. His seemingly arrogant position is
appropriate insofar as Carter presented himself as a reasonable interpreter of scripture.
One controversial topic Carter defends is his support for women in the Church. Carter

consistently supports human rights throughout the selected set of speeches. This includes
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arguing for women'’s rights in many different cultures and contexts. For Carter, women’s
rights are part of human rights. He believes a faith-based foreign policy must support
such rights. When he argues for women’s rights he dismisses competing interpretations
of scripture insofar as human rights are a universal tenet of his faith. Across Christendom
there are several interpretations of the rights granted to women by the Bible. Carter
explained why his experience allowed him to interpret the intention of divine authority.

I have taught Bible lessons for more than 65 years, and I know that Paul forbade

women to worship with their heads covered, to braid their hair, or to wear rings,

jewelry, or expensive clothes. It is obvious to most modern day Christians that

Paul was not mandating permanent or generic theological policies (Carter, 2009e,

para. 20).

In addition to his long term commitment to God, Carter uses both direct quotation
and interpretation of divine authority to support his arguments. First, he quotes the Bible
to claim that men and women are equal noting, “The Holy Bible tells us that ‘There is
neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female: for

299

ye are all one in Christ Jesus’” (Carter, 2009¢, para. 6). Later in the speech he interpreted
Timothy’s scriptural intent in his letter to the Apostle Paul: “In a letter to Timothy, Paul
also expresses a prohibition against women's teaching men, but we know — and he knew
— that Timothy himself was instructed by his mother and grandmother” (Carter, 2009e,
para. 21). Direct quotation and his ability to interpret authority as a follower of Christ are

used to construct arguments for women’s rights. The use of authority based arguments

enhances Carter’s ethos as the Bible justifies his position.
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Specifically, Carter cites Paul’s letter to the Romans to establish that women
participated actively in the Church in the past. His interpretation is difficult because
general fundamentalist protestant teaching used Paul’s letters to subjugate women in the
Church. Carter (2009¢) argues that:

At the same time, in Paul’s letter to the Romans, he listed and thanked twenty-

eight outstanding leaders of the early churches, at least ten of whom were women.

‘I commend to you our sister Phoebe, a deacon of the church ... greet Prisca and

Aquila, who work with me in Christ Jesus ... greet Mary, who has worked very

hard among you... greet Andronicus and Junia, my relatives who were in prison

with me; they are prominent among the apostles, and they were in Christ before I

was ... greet Philologus, Julia, Nereus and his sister, and Olympas, and all the

saints who are with them.’ It is clear that during the early Christian era women
served as deacons, priests, bishops, apostles, teachers, and prophets. It wasn’t
until the fourth century that dominant Christian leaders, all men, twisted and
distorted Holy Scriptures to perpetuate their ascendant positions within the

religious hierarchy. (para. 22)

Carter uses scriptures to build credibility for a position unpopular among many
evangelicals, much the same way he used the Biblical ideas of justice and righteousness
to assert credibility with respect to his comments about Israel. In addition to scriptural
interpretation, Carter uses appeals to authority to show people’s capacity for individual
choice and freewill. During Carter’s (Carter 2007a) eulogy of Ford he noted that
“yesterday, on the flight here from Washington, Rosalynn and I were thrilled when one of

his sons came to tell us that the greatest gift he received from his father was his faith in



37

Jesus Christ” (para 23). This suggests that Ford’s faith enabled him to assist his son in
making good choices. Good choices, for Carter, are those that follow divine instruction.
For an evangelical, the cornerstone of any believer’s faith is the acceptance of Christ as
one’s savior. The implication here is that others can use their faith in God to make good
choices.

Carter expresses the opinion that Christian philosophy promotes individual liberty
because of its relationship to freewill. Freewill is the concept that all Christians can
choose to do right or wrong. In his Nobel lecture Carter (2002d) reminds the audience
that they have the freewill to choose peace, “God gives us the capacity for choice. We
can choose to alleviate suffering. We can choose to work together for peace. We can
make these changes - and we must” (para. 39). This appeal bolsters his credibility in two
ways. First, it builds Carter’s credibility as an agent of positive change. Second, Carter
believes in the human capacity to make positive choices. For Carter, one positive choice
is support of human rights.

The appeals to authority also taught people how to act properly. God’s “chosen
people” should always choose to do what is right. Carter specifically appealed to this
notion when discussing Israel’s position toward Palestine. Once again, Carter used
authority appeals to defend a controversial position. In one speech, Carter (2007b)
explained why the chosen people are protected:

I have reiterated that our nation’s overwhelming support for Israel comes from

among Christians like me who have been taught since I was three years old to

honor and protect God’s chosen people from among whom came our own

Christian savior, Jesus Christ. (para. 17)
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In another speech, he makes an identical argument (Carter, 2007, para. 25). Despite
Carter’s displeasure with Israeli government actions, he needed to argue for Israel’s
protection in order to justify his displeasure with their policies. Therefore, Carter uses
divine authority to argue that Israel needs to be protected while simultaneously arguing
against the Israeli government’s seemingly anti-human rights actions.

When criticizing Israel, Carter (2007d) is careful to use appeals to authority that
back his position:

I might add that there is wide use of the word “apartheid” in Israel among

prominent leaders... They have used and explained the word in harsher terms than

I, pointing out that this cruel treatment of Palestinians is contrary to the tenets of

the Jewish faith and the basic principles of the Nation of Israel. (para. 21)

Carter (2007b, para. 15) used similar language in another speech earlier that year,
justifying his harsh stance by relating it to the Judeo-Christian faith-based position
against oppression.

Carter also uses the phrase Holy Land to describe Israel. The term the Holy Land
is used twice in the Old Testament. The prophet Zechariah (in the book of Zechariah) in
Chapter 2 verse 12 states “The land of Judah will be the Lord’s special possession in the
holy land, and he will once again choose Jerusalem to be his own city.” This prediction
that the Holy Land would be reserved for the Jews by God had a positive influence on the
creation of the modern independent Jewish state (Zeitlin, 1947).

Carter uses the term Holy Land to help build credibility for his peace efforts in
Israel. In three speeches he expresses his desire for work toward peace in the Holy Land

(Carter 2007b; Carter, 2007d; Carter, 2009d). For example, he discusses his lifelong work
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to support Middle-East peace, “Many of us know and revere this land as the home of the
Prince of Peace. It may be difficult for the audience to remember what I inherited as a
new president concerning the Holy Land” (Carter, 2009d, para. 2). He attempted to build
credibility for his position on the peace process by claiming that, as a Christian, he has
much respect for Israel. Thus, Israel above all others should support the will of God.
Carter argues that human rights directly reflects God’s will. Therefore, Israel should
support Carter’s human rights goals.

Other references toward the Holy Land were used when Carter attacked the Israeli
government regarding Gaza settlements. On three occasions he explains how the Israeli
government and/or American support for the Israeli government blocked peace efforts
(Carter, 2003d; Carter, 2006b; Carter, 2007d). In addition, Carter (2009d) uses the
Obama administration’s admonishment of the Israeli government to build credibility for
his position, “President Obama has made peace in the Holy Land a high priority for his
administration, and special envoy George Mitchell has called for an end to Israeli
settlement activity and easing of restrictions on Palestinian travel” (para. 26). The use of
the term Holy Land in reference to Israel was essential to establish Carter’s credibility
with Israelis even as he admonished their government.

In addition to arguing for human rights in the Middle East, Carter uses direct
authority to justify his fight for peace around the world. In his Nobel Peace Prize
acceptance address, Carter (2002d, para. 30) equates his personal goals for peace with the
teachings of Jesus. This modeled the notion of the Apostolic great commission to bring

the teachings of Christ to everyone. The appeal attempts to build Carter’s public
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credibility for his Christian persona and seemingly satisfies his own evangelical need to
promote Christ’s teaching.

Finally, Carter uses prayer to directly communicate with divine authority. Carter
offers prayer as either an appeal or a means to create peace (Carter, 2003a; Carter, 2003c;
Carter, 2007d; Carter, 2009d). Twice he states, “I join all of you in praying for this
achievement” (Carter, 2006a, para. 45; Carter, 2006b, para. 66) when discussing Middle
East peace and human rights.

On two other occasions, Carter offers a prayer using “direct” communication with
God in order to advance his support of human rights. In a speech to the Georgia State
Legislature in 2003, Carter (2003a, para. 12) concluded his remarks with the following
prayer:

I stand here then as a former senator, as a former governor of a great state, and as

the former president of a great nation, praying that all of us will commit our hearts

and our lives to improving the lot of people around the world, and to promoting

peace, freedom, democracy, human rights, environmental quality, and the

alleviation of suffering.
In another 2003 speech reflecting on the Camp David Accords, Carter (2003c, para. 40)
prayed for peace in the Middle East. This lent credibility to his speech insofar as he asked
God to support his goals. Christians are taught that prayer should be used to ask God for
guidance or for things that support the will of God. Public prayer as a rhetorical action
drew attention to human rights themes by showing the audience that the idea was worthy
of God’s attention. Prayer implied that human rights are Christian goals not just Carter’s

idealism.
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Indirect appeals to authority invoke a universal divine authority. Often when
establishing credibility for his causes, Carter would not directly reference Christian
authority. However, he did reference a higher being, religious philosophy, and/or
common religious practice to lend credibility to his faith-based position.

In three of the speeches Carter appeals to different religious groups, arguing that
all share a common understanding or goal. For example, during his Nobel Lecture Carter
(2002d) makes an appeal to alleviate human suffering:

Despite theological differences, all great religions share common commitments

that define our ideal secular relationships. I am convinced that Christians,

Muslims, Buddhists, Hindus, Jews, and others can embrace each other in a

common effort to alleviate human suffering and to espouse peace. (para. 30)
Carter also reinforces his ethos by speaking to diverse groups of people holding various
religious beliefs. In another instance, Carter (2009¢) made a similar cross religious appeal
for the rights of Women internationally:

Recently I presented my concerns to a group of fellow leaders known as The

Elders, who represent practicing Protestants, Catholics, Muslims, and Hindus. We

are no longer active in politics and are free to express our honest opinions. We

decided to draw particular attention to the role of religious and traditional leaders

in obstructing the campaign for equality and human rights, and promulgated a

statement that declares: “the justification of discrimination against women and

girls on grounds of religion or tradition, as if it were prescribed by a Higher

Authority, is unacceptable.” (para. 29)
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In this instance, he establishes the case for women’s rights in the Christian church. If all
religions support the rights of women, then the Christian church should do so as well.
This indirect appeal to authority gave a potentially unpopular argument more credibility
by offering a wider base of support than just looking through a narrow evangelical
Christian lens.

Carter (2009e, para. 27) uses cross-religious appeals to call for the end of
persecution of women. He rebuked the practices of abuse justified by false teachings.
Carter expanded his argument using generalized authority to avoid the arguments of
religious scholars who rely on narrow Biblical passages. I contend that Carter enhanced
his credibility by looking for consensus with indirect authorities that agree with his direct
authority (God).

Carter (2009c¢) used a similar appeal to request peace in Jerusalem, “Palestine
must combine the best of the East and the West. The Palestinian state, like the land, must
be blessed for all people. Jerusalem must be shared with everyone who loves it —
Christians, Jews, and Muslims” (para. 12). Carter attempted to appeal to the best in all
religions to establish credibility for his argument that Israel violated the rights of other
groups by establishing settlements in the Gaza strip. He established the relative goodness
of Jerusalem’s neighbors to rationalize their right to occupy Gaza.

Another cross-religious appeal dealt with the humanization of others. In his Nobel
Lecture, Carter (2002d) called for people to avoid the dehumanization of others, “In order
for us human beings to commit ourselves personally to the inhumanity of war, we find it
necessary first to dehumanize our opponents, which is in itself a violation of the beliefs of

all religions” (para. 34). In this case, he used an appeal to all religions combined with a
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statement of his own faith to build credibility for his position. Goodness, for Carter,
stemmed from his Christian conception of peace and human rights.

Both direct and indirect appeals to authority are employed to emphasize Carter’s
faith. As an evangelical Christian he uses these appeals to reinforce his arguments. These
appeals illustrated what he considered to be correct philosophical beliefs and actions.
Carter presented these ideas as an apostle of Christ.

Appeals to Honor

A second form of apostolic appeal addressed honor. Rhetor’s use honor appeals to
promote their own good works and to establish credibility as an agent of God. In the
political context, Carter appeared to use good works to establish that he has the best
interest of others at heart. For this study, honor appeals are organized into three
categories pre-presidential, presidential, and post-presidential.

Pre-presidential appeals were used in 6 of the 25 speeches Carter delivered
between 2000 and 2009. The pre-presidential appeals established a lifelong commitment
to service. Service to others established that Carter practices faith-based good works.

One significant topic discussed by Carter was nuclear war prevention. In a speech
on the use of nuclear weapons, Carter discussed his work as a nuclear engineer (Carter,
2007e). Carter used his credibility as an informed scientist to intellectually discuss the
topic. Carter discussed his experience with atomic energy to illustrate that he understood
the seriousness of a nuclear warfare.

Carter discussed his actions as Governor of Georgia in three speeches. Twice
Carter discussed electoral and democratic reform (Carter, 2003a; Carter, 2005b; Carter,

2009b). In a speech to the Georgia Legislature, Carter discussed positive changes he
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initiated in the state regarding civil rights and voter access (Carter, 2003a). Carter (2009b,
para. 5) also referenced his inaugural speech in an address about democracy. Doing so
established his life-long commitment to equality. Carter provided clear historical
examples of his support for human rights goals. Carter played by the same rules he asked
others to abide by. Therefore, Carter used his track record to establish his credibility on
human rights issues

Carter (2005b) also used his actions as governor to establish a relationship with
the Organization of American States, “I have long been interested in this organization.
Thirty years ago, as governor of Georgia, [ invited the OAS General Assembly to meet in
Atlanta - the first meeting in the U.S. outside of Washington” (para. 2). The discussion of
democracy and electoral reform equalized him to the leaders he is addressing. Carter
established his long term pursuit of democracy to show audiences that he has been a
faith-based phronikon throughout his political life. Democracy was a cornerstone of
Carter’s human rights foreign policy.

Much like the pre-presidential appeals, presidential appeals to honor established
credibility by noting past actions that supported the value or policy promoted.
Presidential honor appeals are used in 20 of the 25 speeches. Carter often used his
presidential actions to establish a pattern of good works that led to effective post-
presidential actions. These good works are based on his understanding of Christ’s
teachings (Carter, 1996). For organizational purposes, his appeals are broken down by
following topic areas, democracy, apartheid, China, Russia, Israel, Middle-East peace,

human rights, and cooperation with Gerald Ford.
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When using presidential honor appeals, Carter promoted his efforts to establish
democracy and electoral reform. However, unlike the pre-presidential appeals, Carter
never showed that he was willing to promote internal reform. Instead, Carter explained
how he helped other countries to become democracies during his presidency.

Carter discussed democracy in the Americas in five speeches (Carter, 2002b;
Carter, 2003¢; Carter, 2005b; Carter, 2009b). Carter (2003¢) contended that his efforts to
promote democracy during his presidency led to successful democracies later, “As
president of the United States, I worked to promote democracy and human rights, and I
have been gratified to see the acceptance of democracy throughout Latin America” (para.
9). When delivering a keynote speech to the Organization of American States Carter
(2005b) noted, “As president, I attended and addressed every General Assembly (of the
OAS) in Washington” (para. 2). Other comments were directed at specific countries
instead of at groups countries like the OAS. Carter (2009b) specifically addressed the
work of his presidency for democracy in Ecuador:

It is a privilege for me at this moment in our history to be here in Ecuador. Thirty

years ago this nation began a new wave of democracy in the region while I was

President of the United States, and my wife Rosalynn attended the inauguration of

your new president. Now, Ecuador is beginning a new cycle with a new

constitution, and my own president has proposed a new era in relations between

the United States and Latin America and the Caribbean. (para. 1)

All three passages illustrated Carter’s efforts to show that he had a long term commitment

to support democracy in the Americas.
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Attempts to build credibility for his position to democratize China followed the
same pattern. In three of the speeches, Carter addressed his relationship with China
during his presidency (Carter, 2002a; Carter, 2003b; Carter, 2009a). Comments dealt
with visits, diplomatic relations, and reform.

Carter used great detail to describe his past interaction with China. Carter claimed
that his relationship with Deng Xiaoping produced many benefits (Carter, 2001b; Carter,
2009a). Specifically, in a 2001 speech about village elections in China (Carter, 2001b,
para. 4), Carter gave a very detailed account of their long term relationship, promotion of
rural village democracy, promotion of free enterprise, and exchange visits. Carter
emphasized the equality of his relationship with Deng Xiaoping in his arguments.
Together, Carter and Deng brought democratic reforms to China. Carter used the
relationship with Deng to illustrate that he employed human rights principles when he
negotiated for human rights.

He also emphasized establishing diplomatic relations with China (Carter, 2002a;
Carter, 2003b). Carter (2002a) spelled out in great detail with whom and how relations
were established:

I’m sure that all of you know about the US Constitution, which grants this

prerogative to the President unilaterally. The President can declare diplomatic

relations with any country on earth, and the Congress has nothing to say about it.

It’s a constitutional right, and in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries of our

country’s history, our founding fathers were wise enough to recognize existing

governments, or de-facto governments, without all the nuances of ‘Do you please

me, or do you not please me?’ But in the last century we departed from that
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practice. But I simply decided that we should recognize the Chinese government.

(para. 30)
Carter left no doubt that he was the primary reason the United States diplomatically
recognized China. He also proclaimed that the relationship significantly benefitted China
and that it was “...one of the wisest decision I made during my time in the White House”
(Carter, 2003b, para. 6). In addition to working with Deng, Carter promoted his
willingness to acknowledge Chinese accomplishments.

Carter (2009a) also implied that democratic reform and recognition went hand in
hand:

On the 16th day of December, 1978, Deng Xiaoping announced in Beijing that he

and I had been successful in our negotiations. So reform and opening up the

society of China and new diplomatic relations with the United States were indeed

the starting point for wonderful changes in your country. (para. 5)
In the same speech he concluded that “this new friendship has been wonderful for your
people and for the people of the United States. I believe it's also been beneficial to the
entire nation, and the entire world and people all over the Earth” (Carter, 2009a, para. 6).
Carter reinforced the notion that he was and is an integral part of the reform process in
China. This showed a track record of engagement with a nation and a continuing
commitment to human rights reforms. Once again, Carter showed how his good works
support human rights goals.

On the topic of Russia, Carter discussed two main topics, nuclear arms reduction
and Jewish emigration. When he dealt with the nuclear arms issue, Carter (2007¢, para. 4)

used the stories of avoiding nuclear mishaps and cooperation with Russia to establish his
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commitment to peace and disarmament. Carter (2007¢) also explained in the speech that
peace and human rights were pursued despite the threat of a nuclear holocaust. He
discussed his commitment to support human rights in the former Soviet Union. During
his Nobel address, Carter (2002d) reminded the audience of his support for human rights
and peace activist Andrei Sakharov. (para. 5)

Carter also used support for Sakharov and Jewish emigration to enhance his
credibility with Israel (Carter 2007b):

After becoming president, [ began to communicate publicly with noted human

rights heroes like Andrei Sakarov and to confront Soviet leaders at every possible

opportunity I had with them on behalf of Natan Sharansky and others. This

increased tension between me and President Brezhnev, president of the Soviet

Union then, but within two years, annual Jewish emigration to America from

Russia increased to more than 50,000. (para. 5)
Despite the threat of nuclear weapons, Carter stated that his commitment to human rights
and Jewish emigration was so strong that he risked tension with the Brezhnev
government (Carter 2007b; Carter, 2009d). Carter seemingly placed support of human
rights above the threat of nuclear war.

As previously noted, controversy generated by Carter’s book Palestine: Peace
Not Apartheid placed Carter in a position where he had to rebuild his credibility with
Israelis and Jews in the United States. Like support for Jewish emigration, Carter used the
acts of his presidency to attempt to reestablish his public support for Israel. Honor

appeals on this topic area included discussions of secondary boycotts, establishing the
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holocaust museum, problems facing Middle-East peace, the Camp David Accords, and a
speech before the Knesset.

The secondary boycott law was mentioned in three speeches (Carter 2007b;
Carter, 2007d; Carter, 2009d). Carter (2007b) reminded the audience when discussing
Israeli abuse of Palestine that he faced “...an oil embargo by Arab OPEC nations, with a
secondary boycott of any American corporation doing business with Israel” (para. 4). On
the three occasions he mentioned support for the secondary boycott law. This (Carter
2007b, para. 6) is summarized well in the speech at Brandeis University, “We also
supported a very controversial law sponsored by Congressman Ben Rosenthal that
prohibited secondary boycotts against Israel, with the severe penalties against any U.S.
corporation that violated the new law” (para. 6). Once again, Carter showed his support
for human rights, even if the consequences were an oil embargo (which happened).

Another point used to increase his credibility mentioned in the same three
speeches was support for the construction of the Holocaust Museum (Carter 2007b;
Carter, 2007d; Carter, 2009d). The passage from Carter’s (Carter, 2009d) acceptance
speech for the Mahatma Gandhi Award is representative of the position taken by the three
speeches: “In 1978, on Israel's 30th birthday, I announced a commission to establish a
memorial to victims of Hitler's atrocities, with Elie Wiesel as its chairman. The Holocaust
Museum in Washington is the result of their good work” (para. 7).

One of the biggest problems Carter faced during his presidency was the war
between Israel and Egypt. Carter (2003c¢, para. 7) explained that even before his
presidency started he wanted to restructure the peace process. Therefore, it is not

surprising that he discussed the Camp David Accords in five of the speeches studied.
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Carter discussed the Camp David Accords, to emphasize his role in the Middle
East peace process (Carter, 2003¢; Carter, 2006a; Carter 2007b; Carter, 2007d; Carter,
2009d). In a 25™ Anniversary speech honoring the Camp David Accords, Carter (2003c¢)
explained how his approach to the negotiations contributed to the meeting’s success:

I personally used what was called a single document--I have been involved in a

lot of negotiations since then, and I've always used a single document--getting my

superb assistants, who were all on the program this morning, to ultimately prepare

a proposal that was presented precisely word by word to the Israelis, primarily to

Prime Minister Begin, and to Sadat and to the Egyptians on the other side. We

didn't have one document for one and one for the other. (para. 14)
He also noted later that “As one of my highest priorities, I negotiated the Camp David
Accords between Israel and Egypt in 1978, in which, in exchange for peace, Israel agreed
to grant full autonomy to the Palestinians and to withdraw Israeli military and political
forces from lands of the Palestinians and Egypt” (Carter, 2007d, para. 12). Carter clearly
viewed the Camp David Accords as one of his great achievements during his presidency.
The Accords comprised another good work he used to bolster his commitment to human
rights.

Carter’s book Palestine: Peace Not Apartheid generated much negative publicity.
Carter uses the Camp David Accords to show that he has a track record of supporting
Israel in a fair and just manner. Carter (2006a) stated “I am proud to say that not one
element of the 1979 peace agreement has ever been breached” (para. 7). He also claimed
that “This agreement was ratified by an 85 percent majority in the Israeli Knesset”

(Carter, 2009d, para. 8). Carter used success and fairness to establish credibility.
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Nevertheless he uttered many controversial statements. One such statement was delivered
in a 2006 speech about the recognition of the Palestinian elections, “As I said in a 1979
speech to the Israeli Knesset, ‘The people support a settlement. Political leaders are the
obstacles to peace’” (Carter, 2006a, para. 42). Regardless, Carter still used his work for
peace in Israel during his presidency to attempt to establish credibility for his post-
presidential position regarding the Middle-East. He also showed that he placed human
rights above potential consequences such as ill-will from the Israeli government.

In addition to democracy and peace, Carter also used presidential acts to lend
credibility to his human rights efforts. Specifically, Carter discussed his efforts to shift to
a human rights based foreign policy (Carter, 2005b; Carter, 2008a). Carter (2005b) noted,
“I decided to stop embracing dictators and to make the protection of human rights a
cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy, not only in this hemisphere, but with all nations”
(para. 3). Carter (2007¢, para. 1-2) claimed he shifted to a human rights foreign policy
because he saw the devastating effects of segregation in the south and that the U.S. would
help prevent its reoccurrence worldwide. In addition, Carter (2009b) felt the previous
administrations were:

...wrong and so we decided to protect the human rights heroes who came forward

to condemn the abuses. I announced in my inaugural address that human rights

would be the foundation of our foreign policy and that every ambassador that
worked for me in every country in the world would be my personal human rights
representative. And that every United States embassy residence in the world

would be a haven for people persecuted by their own government. (para. 6)
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The idea of making human rights his first priority supported the notion that human rights
is a divine instruction

Finally, Carter (2007a) illustrated cooperation to support human rights during
Gerald Ford’s eulogy. He (2007a) expressed his pleasure regarding Ford’s ability to heal
the country:

I still don’t know any better way to express it than the words I used almost exactly

30 years ago. For myself and for our nation, I want to thank my predecessor for

all he did to heal our land. (para. 32)

Carter expressed his desire to work with Ford on several key points during his
presidency. He specifically focused on the Camp David Accords, noting, “In fact, on a
helicopter in flight from Camp David back to Washington, President Anwar Sadat, Prime
Minister Menachem Begin and I made one telephone call, to Gerald Ford, to tell him that
we had reached peace between Israel and Egypt” (Carter 2007a, para. 16). In summary,
presidential honor appeals reminded listeners of Carter’s success at promoting human
rights.

Post-presidential appeals to honor were used to reinforce his commitment to
human rights and were used in 19 of the 25 speeches. Carter used both his personal good
works and those of the Carter Center to support his arguments. Carter often places post-
presidential accomplishments next to appeals to authority to illustrate that he promotes
just causes. Carter (2007d, para. 16) also claims that he is an appropriate agent to support
international human rights, noting, “Few people have had a greater opportunity than I

have to understand the complex interrelationships from personal observations” (para. 16).
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Carter’s post-presidential appeals are divided into two groups, personal actions and those
of the Carter Center.

Carter made personal visits to China, Japan, Nepal, North Korea, Cuba, and Israel
as well as other countries during the years following his presidency. Carter discussed
those visits in order to show his commitment to human rights values. He often
emphasized election monitoring efforts to demonstrate his commitment to help build
democratic governments.

It is no surprise, based on the other information presented from the speeches, that
China would be a focus of Carter’s post-presidential work. During the time period the
speeches were presented, Carter focused on helping China monitor elections and helping
rural economic reform. Carter (2003b) outlined some of his work in one of the speeches
regarding Chinese village elections:

On my several visits here during the past 22 years, I have enjoyed hours of

discussion with Deng Xiaoping and his successors and have had an opportunity to

visit many regions of your country to witness its economic progress and its
dramatic moves toward a more open society. More freedom of worship, the
movement of your people, the rights of free enterprise, and China's increasing
involvement in the World Trade Organization and other international

organizations have been very gratifying to me. (para. 7)

This parallels pre and post-presidential appeals that established Carter’s long term
commitment to support Chinese democratic reforms.

Carter also discussed his work in other Asian nations, including Japan, Nepal, and

North Korea (Carter 2002a; Carter, 2003¢; Carter, 2007¢; Carter, 2007f). He noted that
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he immediately visited Japan and China as soon as he left office (Carter, 2003c). The
Carter Center, for example, monitored Nepal’s elections. Carter (2007f) emphasized how
important it was to have hands on experience in the Nepalese culture:
Having just left the White House, I was privileged to meet the royal family and
political leaders, as well as the wonderful Sherpa guides and to have leisurely
visits among the monasteries in the high mountains. We then enjoyed the beauties
of the Terai, on the border with India. (para. 1)
Carter established his long term commitment to help Nepal and other Asian countries.
By contrast, Carter used his humanitarian work in North Korea to reinforce his
ethos during award acceptance speeches. Carter in two speeches, the Oksenberg Award
and the Albert Schweitzer Humanitarian Award, discussed his negotiations with Kim II-
Sung in 1994 (Carter 2002a; Carter, 2007¢). A sample of that conversation is contained in
Carter’s (Carter, 2007¢) Schweitzer Award acceptance speech:
Later, in 1994, I went to North Korea and convinced President Kim Il Sung to
abandon his plans to reprocess spent nuclear fuel rods into plutonium, which
could be made into explosives. This was a successful mission, and an official
agreement was consummated by President Bill Clinton to replace the
decommissioned power plant with fuel oil and the technology for two modern
atomic power plants under International inspection. (para. 7).
Carter (2002a) also explained more of the aftermath of the negotiations in the Oksenberg
Award acceptance speech:
So I went to North Korea, my wife and I, and we crossed the DMZ from Seoul,

and went to Pyongyang, and got complete agreement with Kim Il Sung. Then we
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came back. It was the first time in forty-three years that anyone had made that

round trip. (para. 45)

Carter used his support for human rights causes to justify his worthiness to receive the
awards. He used similar examples to justify his right to promote human rights goals and
policy. Carter used the appeals to establish that his experience uniquely qualified him to
serve as an agent of God, an assertion he believes served him well.

When discussing Middle-East peace, Carter used three issues to establish ethos,
including experience through travel, dedication to the subject, and a sense that he could
facilitate peace efforts. Carter (2007d) claimed that “after leaving the White House and
forming the Carter Center, my wife and I visited Israel, East Jerusalem, the West Bank,
and Gaza at every opportunity, to encourage peaceful relations between Israel and its
Arab neighbors” (para. 14). In an earlier speech on the same topic at Brandies University,
Carter (2007b, para. 10) made a similar claim. Carter attempted to enhance his standing
with the Israelis by showing that his interactions with people in the Middle-East gave him
a better understanding of the peace process. Carter (Carter, 2007d) summarized, “...I
have spent a great deal of my adult life trying to bring peace to Israel and its neighbors,
based on justice and righteousness for the Palestinians. These are the underlying purposes
of my new book.” (para. 18). Carter used his post-presidential experience like that of
other appeals to honor, to claim that good works licensed his right to speak on the issue.

Carter also used the works of the Carter Center to enhance his credibility. Carter
used general comments about the Carter Center to establish a history of good works.
Carter clearly explained what foreign policy issues he dedicated his post-presidential life

to (Carter, 2003a), stating, “Let me say that my life and the life of Rosalynn for the last
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20 years has been in The Carter Center” (para. 9). In addition, Carter (2008a) referred to
the Carter Center as a place where good works will live on.

The Carter Center’s work is used by Carter to show the triumph of good over evil.
Carter noted, for example, that over the twenty year history of the Center he shared the
benefits of human rights policies with the Chinese people (Carter, 2002a). In addition,
Carter (2009b, para. 10) notes that the center helps countries build democratic
institutions. Carter often explicates the benefits countries gain from working with the
Carter Center.

Carter (2002d) also used the work of the Carter Center to link himself to human
rights work:

I am grateful to my wife Rosalynn, to my colleagues at The Carter Center, and to

many others wh