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(On K enneth Burke sDefiniton of Rhetoric
JU Yumej

Abstract Kenneth Burke s definiton of theoric exhibits his new iea ahout theoric This Paper atempts © make an

vestigation of Burke s definiton of theoric Itmainlymakes fhe analysis fran the agpect of identificatiql scope of theta
rig functon of rheoric and foms of theoric Based on the mal}’sj’s the paper interprets e systan of thetoric constructed
by Burke
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