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Norms for Allusions in Traditional & Contemporary
Chinese Revisited in Contemporary Rhetoric’s Light

QIN Yaxunl YAO Xiao-dong2
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Abstract: Domestic scholars in allusion studies tend to argue their own cases without due consideration to

viewpoints of others”. Considering these studies per se constitute a rhetorical operation we contend that while

the articulation of independent opinions is a testimonial to scholarly inventiveness

apathy to viewpoints of

others” however is inadvisable. Bricolaging the ideas of contemporary western rhetoric we come up with an

“Audience + Motive” paradigm. In its light to aptly appreciate “obscure allusions” in particular and views on

allusions in general demands scrupulous attention to the tricky play among text audiences and the rhetor’s mo—

tive of invention. Audiences” opportunities of engaging the rhetor at the latter’s invitation account for the sus—

Key words: Allusions audience motive the dramatic pentad

tained interest in the use of allusions.

suggestion



