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xactly 150 years ago, Major Jovan Dragasevi¢, a professor at the

Artillery School in Belgrade, published Military Oratory, the first
book in Serbia devoted to military public speaking. DragaSevic laid the
foundations of military oratory in Serbia by outlining the characteristics
of the military speaker, the forms and occasions in which military oratory
is practiced, as well as the means through which it is expressed. From
that time to the present, rhetoric in Serbian military educational institu-
tions, and military oratory more generally, has experienced periods of
both advancement and decline. Rhetoric, like few other subjects taught
at the Military Academy in Belgrade, has periodically appeared and dis-
appeared from curricula and syllabi. The uneven status of rhetoric in
military education therefore provides an additional reason to raise the
question of the justification for its study and the importance of oratory for
the contemporary officer profession.

Answering this question is the central aim of this paper. Its theoreti-
cal and methodological framework is grounded in leadership theory, the
theory of military morale, and the dialectical theory of the military. The
central hypothesis that the authors seek to demonstrate is that rhetoric
is needed by contemporary officers primarily as a practical instrument
that assists them in performing their roles within command relationships
and in creating and sustaining military morale, while also enabling the
development of leadership capacities and the effectiveness of leader-
ship.
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The paper describes the development of military oratory and ex-
plains its significance from a broader socio-historical perspective. It then
offers an outline of the historical development of rhetoric instruction at
the Military Academy in Belgrade, with particular attention to the needs
that motivated its inclusion and the effects it produced. Finally, it pro-
vides an answer to the question of whether contemporary officers re-
quire rhetorical knowledge and skills.

Keywords: rhetoric, military oratory, officer profession, military edu-
cation, leadership, military morale

Introduction

hetoric is an invention of ancient Greece. It emerged from the art and skill of
speaking in the mid-fifth century BCE as an attempt to reflect theoretically on

the practice of oratory and to establish the rules of eloquent speech (Tadi¢, 1995, p.
20). Frequently studied and celebrated as a powerful technique of persuasion and
exhortation, yet at times criticized and rejected as a dangerous technique of manipu-
lation and deception, rhetoric nevertheless succeeded in maintaining a long-standing
place in gymnasium and university education, primarily as both the theory and prac-
tice of persuasive speech (Perovi¢, 2009, pp. 11-13). In the twentieth century, howev-
er, it gradually receded, first from secondary-school curricula and subsequently from
study programs at many universities, in some places leaving room for courses in the
field of communication studies.

Oratory is the practice of public speaking in which the principles of rhetoric are
applied (Avramovi¢, 2018, pp. 21-23). It is certain that oratorical practice predates
rhetoric itself, but over time the two became closely intertwined. The ancient Greeks
distinguished among forensic, political, and ceremonial oratory, while later classifica-
tions also came to include religious, academic, and military oratory.

The most important academic setting in Serbia in which military oratory is studied
is the Military Academy in Belgrade. The tradition of its academic study there extends
back 150 years. Rhetoric, however, has not always been a subject studied by the
cadets, students, and officer candidates of this higher education institution. Nor is it
today. The question nevertheless remains: do contemporary officers still have a need
for it? Any attempt to answer this question must begin with the specific features and
historical practice of military oratory and conclude with an examination of the possible
role of oratory in the contemporary duties of officers.
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Types, Characteristics, and Development
of Military Oratory

Military oratory is of great antiquity. Although it is not possible to determine with
certainty the exact moment when the first military speech was delivered, it may rea-
sonably be assumed that the creators of the earliest proto-military speeches were the
leaders of clan- and tribal-based armies in primitive communities, who used words
to encourage their warriors before battle. Already in the lliad, one finds remarkable
examples of military speeches delivered in councils of commanders, before soldiers,
and before the people (Homer, 2015, pp. 30-35, 37-40, 147-148, 183, 343).

From a chronological perspective, one may speak of ancient, medieval, early mod-
ern, and contemporary military oratory, since the socio-historical circumstances of each
of these periods decisively shaped not only the content of rhetorical skill itself, but also
the substance of speeches and the modes of their dissemination (Milinkovi¢, 2020).

Throughout history, the practice of military oratory was shaped primarily by rulers
and military commanders, but also by officers at lower levels of command. Rulers
generally addressed their troops at the beginning and at the end of war, whereas mili-
tary commanders and other officers most often spoke before, during, and after battle.
Military oratory during battle was particularly important: in dangerous and life-threat-
ening situations, a commander would, through speech and gesture, display courage,
determination, and composure in order to transmit these qualities to subordinates
and thereby restore the fighting spirit of the army and secure victory. These were not
lengthy speeches, but rather brief utterances—short outbursts of a mind wholly fo-
cused on combat—from which a distinctive form of military oratory developed, namely,
military witticisms or battlefield repartee.

In addition, military oratory often intersected with ceremonial oratory, most com-
monly in connection with military celebrations, tributes to distinguished warriors, or the
needs of funeral and commemorative discourse. There are also influential classifica-
tions of oratory in which military speech is treated as part of ceremonial (epideictic)
oratory, alongside festive and funeral speeches (Avramovi¢, 2018, pp. 408-440).

Roganovi¢ divided military speeches into three subtypes: ceremonial, occasional,
and martial speeches (Roganovi¢, 1995, p. 263). It would appear that there is no
substantive difference in kind between ceremonial and occasional military speeches,
but it is certainly justified to speak of distinct subtypes of military oratory. Three such
subtypes may be identified: military-political oratory, situational military oratory, and
ceremonial military oratory. Military-political oratory includes speeches concerning the
political meaning and purpose of war, ultimate victory or defeat in war, as well as
speeches through which the army and its activity are represented within an ideologi-
cal narrative. Situational military oratory is a broader concept than martial speech, as
it encompasses not only combat-related speeches, but also military witticisms and
speeches delivered in peacetime, including within military missions that do not involve
armed conflict. Ceremonial military oratory includes speeches delivered on various
ceremonial, festive, and commemorative occasions—namely, formal, welcoming,
laudatory, and funeral military speeches.

The military speaker and military speech possess distinctive characteristics of their
own. A capable military orator must possess specific qualities. NuSi¢ pointed out that
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military spirit, knowledge of the soldier’s psychology, knowledge of one’s own people,
and authority are of the greatest importance for the military speaker. When an officer
addresses the troops, they must perceive in him a personality imbued with military
spirit and a sense of duty. A military orator, perhaps more than any other kind of speak-
er, must enjoy authority in the eyes of the audience (Nusi¢, 1938).

Without an understanding of the military mentality and knowledge of the psycho-
logical profile of the contemporary soldier, a modern officer cannot achieve the desired
effect through speech. This claim is illustrated by General Sherman’s letter: “There is
a soul to an army as well as to an individual man, and no general can accomplish
the full effect of his army unless he commands the souls of his men as well as their
bodies and legs” (Department of the Army, 2006, pp. 7-8). An officer, therefore, must
know what motivating and driving force, once conveyed through speech, can produce
a targeted effect. Above all, these include patriotic duty and service to the homeland,
collective spirit, solidarity and military honor, awareness of the importance of the task
or mission, as well as integrity.

According to one study on values conducted among professional and non-profes-
sional members of the Serbian Armed Forces, patriotism represents the most signifi-
cant dimension in the value structure of the professional military cadre. However, the
findings also suggest that young people perceive patriotism in broader terms, “not
only as selfless sacrifice for the defense of the homeland, but also as one’s personal
contribution in various segments of social development (in the fields of work, sport,
science, and every other domain), as confirmed by the results of some other studies”
(MarCek & Alargi¢, 2008, p. 138). It is precisely this broader understanding of pat-
riotism that may introduce additional elements into contemporary military narrative
and modes of address. Military speech often serves the function of gathering and
motivating. In that context, the homeland, even in contemporary oratory, remains a
moral framework that gives meaning to hardship and sacrifice; it appears as an ideal
that transcends personal interests, while also serving as a means of discipline and
mobilization so that the soldier remains committed to the mission.

Roganovi¢ notes that addressing troops in peacetime is not the same as address-
ing them in wartime conditions, and that military speeches also differ according to the
level of address. Specifically, distinctions may be drawn between speeches delivered
from superior to subordinate, from subordinate to superior, and from equal to equal.
If a speech arises immediately before battle, during war, or amid an ongoing armed
conflict, then, according to Roganovi¢, it is a martial speech. Such speeches have
always had two aims: “to remind both oneself and the soldiers what is more terrible
than death, or to emphasize what it means to act heroically upon life even after death!”
(Roganovi¢, 1994, p. 153).

Military speeches are the shortest of all forms of speech and often consist of only
a few powerful sentences. Some of their key messages—or even entire speeches—
continue to live on, such as Misi¢’s statement, “He who dares, can; he who knows no
fear moves forward,” or Major Dragutin Gavrilovi¢’s address during the defense of Bel-
grade in the First World War. In more recent times, the message of General Bozidar
Deli¢, wartime commander of the 549th Motorized Brigade, is particularly noteworthy:
“There is no retreat; behind us is Serbia.” This was the command then-Colonel Deli¢
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issued over the radio at a critical moment during the Battle of Pastrik in 1999, a phrase
that may now be said to have entered legend (Galovi¢, 2022). In addition, the very
presence and gesture of the military commander reinforce the authority and effect of
the words spoken.

In addition to being logically structured, precise, clear, and unambiguous, military
speech employs the language of military science. Terms are not used randomly; rath-
er, they follow rules that confirm their consistency and conceptual precision within
military discourse (Antonijevi¢, 2025, p. 7). According to Roganovi¢, “the clarity of
a speech excludes any doubt on the part of the listener regarding the meaning of a
word or sentence; the force of a speech, in turn, awakens an unforeseen energy of
perseverance and courage” (Roganovi¢, 1995, p. 155). Clarity refers not only to the
clear structure and logic of the content itself, but also to the very manner in which the
speech is delivered. It is important to emphasize that there can be no good or proper
speech without good diction, which represents a complex characteristic of speech
grounded in the articulation of sounds and words, accent, rhythm and tempo, as well
as the intonation of words and larger units of discourse.

The force of speech is also conditioned by the application of the norms and rules
of the standard literary language, as well as by nonverbal communication. “A good
speech implies harmony between content and form, or coherence between inner and
outer beauty, under which both the spiritual and physical qualities of the speaker may
be subsumed. Such a speech evokes in listeners not only an ideological stance and
a rational relation to the content of what is spoken, but also an emotional reaction
proportionate to the aesthetic values of the speech” (Milinkovi¢, 2020, p. 48). Military
oratory, precisely for the sake of forcefulness, is imbued with “rich shades of expres-
siveness” (Dochinoiu, 2009, p. 71).

The development of military oratory followed its own distinct dynamics, shaped by
the socio-historical development of the military and warfare, as well as by the tech-
nical and technological development of society. It is certain that the earliest military
speeches were delivered before armies that were relatively small and arranged into
homogeneous units or combat formations. With the increase in the number of soldiers
and units, and with the growing dispersion of battle formations, a commander could
no longer address the entire military contingent; instead, he would speak only before
certain units—for example, the guard, another elite formation, or a unit assigned a de-
cisive task. If it was desired that all soldiers become acquainted with the content of the
speech, it would be written down and copied into multiple versions, which messengers
would then distribute.

Printing enabled the faster reproduction of speeches and proclamations, whether
issued by rulers or military commanders. These were read before assembled troops
and displayed in suitable places within military camps. In this way, the commander’s
ideas, wisdom, knowledge, and style reached every soldier, but there was no direct
personal contact between them, so voice, diction, memory, and gesture—as conditions
of effective oratory—could not fully come to the fore or influence the emotions and atti-
tudes of soldiers. The invention that largely resolved these limitations was the radio. To
the wisdom, knowledge, and style of the statesman or military commander were once
again added voice and diction, while radio waves and receivers made possible the wide
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dissemination of meaning produced in one place, in the studio of a radio station. Subse-
quently, the camera, film, cinema projector, and television enabled the transmission of
gesture as well. Technological progress primarily made possible the transmission of mil-
itary-political speeches and ceremonial military addresses, whereas situational military
oratory remained more or less within the limits of the speaker’s biological capacities.

The bureaucratization of the military in the twentieth century also affected the bu-
reaucratization of the speech of military personnel, as a result of which military orato-
ry—and style more broadly—lost a significant degree of aesthetic value in the second
half of the twentieth century (Zivoti¢ & Jovovié, 1990). The social changes that oc-
curred at the end of the twentieth century, which transformed contemporary societies
into liquid modern societies (Bauman, 2009, p. 9), together with the unipolar moment
marked by U.S. hegemony and strategic reflection on the need to adapt armed forces
to new missions following the decline of the threat of major war, also contributed to a
reduction in the perceived need for rhetoric. In the broader social context, the need
for classical, general education diminished, while narrow specialization became the
imperative of higher education (StarCevi¢, 2022, p. 64). Consequently, rhetoric shared
the fate of philosophy and disappeared from the curricula of many faculties. In the nar-
rower military sense, the professionalization of armed forces also reduced the need
for rhetoric, because the motivational basis for military service changed. Professional
militaries consist of permanent, salaried personnel whose motivation derives primarily
from professional loyalty and remuneration, unlike earlier national standing armies, in
which citizens performed military service and formed the reserve component on the
basis of legal obligation and patriotic sentiment.

Since the end of the Cold War, however, the world has entered a phase of turbo-glo-
balization and, at the same time, an information-technological revolution that has elevat-
ed the significance and value of information and information-related activities (StarCevic,
2022, p. 190; Castells, 2018, pp. 89, 495-533, 650). Technological breakthroughs in
electronics and digital signal processing have most profoundly transformed the techni-
cal means of communication. New communication channels have also altered the very
modes of communication, significantly influencing contemporary culture and politics.
Political speech, for example, has changed substantially: it was first adapted to the logic
of mass media and later to multimedia and social networks. Changes in culture and in
the modes of communication in contemporary society have undoubtedly also reshaped
everyday communication between officers and soldiers. In this sense, the need for clas-
sical rhetoric has diminished, while space has opened for newer communication-orient-
ed subjects and for the preparation of officers for public appearances.

An Outline for a Historical Overview of the Teaching
of Rhetoric at the Military Academy in Belgrade

It is generally considered that the true history of Serbian military education began
with the establishment of the Artillery School in Belgrade in 1850. Its beginnings were
modest. The institution had four professors and a small class of 22 cadets (Dukic,
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2025, pp. 13—14). Its ambitions, however, were considerable: to educate officers for
all branches of the armed forces whose level of education would be comparable to
that of the most modern European armies of the time. To achieve this, the Artillery
School offered a large number of general education subjects. Cadets studied higher
and lower mathematics, descriptive geometry, mechanics, physics, chemistry, arith-
metic, advanced and elementary surveying, construction, geography, general history,
military history, service regulations with drill, tactics, strategy, general staff duties, artil-
lery, fortification, military administration, Christian doctrine, French, German, drawing
and penmanship, fencing, gymnastics, hippology, driving, and travel (Buki¢, 2019, pp.
130-131). Somewhat later, stylistics was added to the curriculum, certainly because
of the need to improve the quality of general staff duties and official correspondence
(StarCevi¢, 2025, p. 12). After the reform of military education in 1880, office adminis-
tration and stylistics became one of the 24 subjects taught at the Lower School of the
Military Academy (Bukic, 2025, p. 30). It is here that one should seek the beginnings
of the study of rhetoric in Serbian military education, and its initiator in the person of
Jovan Dragasevic¢, professor of stylistics (Jovovi¢, 1998, p. 141).

In Belgrade in 1876, General Staff Major Jovan DragaSevié—later an honorary
general, academician, and professor at both the Military Academy and the Great
School in Belgrade—published Military Oratory. This was the first book on rhetoric
published in Serbia devoted exclusively to military public speaking. The book repre-
sented a continuation of this officer’s efforts, as a professor of stylistics, to produce
sound literature on the expression of thought for the needs of his students. Nusi¢
claimed that the discipline “which teaches us to express our thoughts beautifully in
writing” is stylistics, whereas rhetoric is the “discipline which teaches us to express
our thoughts beautifully in speech” (Nusi¢, 1938, pp. 15-16). DragaSevi¢ considered
military oratory to be reflected in the art of leading an army through speech, while
he equated stylistics with the rules of style, that is, the ways of expressing thought.
Hence, Military Oratory may be understood as a continuation of Military Stylistics to
the extent that the oral expression of thought builds upon the expression of thought in
general (DragaSevic, 1876; DragaSevi¢, 1871, p. 4). In this way, the study of military
oratory in Serbia began from stylistics, although it is usually held that stylistics devel-
oped from rhetoric (Milinkovi¢, 2020, p. 49; Burke, 2023).

There is no doubt that Military Oratory laid the foundation for the systematic study
of military oratory in Serbia. It directly set out the qualities of the military speaker—
including courage, knowledge, determination, seriousness, justice, humanity, famili-
arity with one’s soldiers, and honesty—briefly explained the forms and problems of
military oratory, classified the occasions on which military oratory is employed (at
the beginning of war, at the beginning of battle, during battle, after battle, and after
war), identified the key problems of military morale against which military oratory is
used (disobedience, exhaustion, homesickness, and fear), and specified the principal
means employed by the military speaker (faith, greed, ambition, love of glory, patri-
otism, humanity, honor, and discipline). DragaSevi¢ supports each of his claims with
an abundance of examples drawn from the history of military oratory. No fewer than
61 military speeches found their place in Military Oratory, and the author took care to
situate each one in its appropriate practical context and to explain briefly the force with
which it influenced soldiers (Draga$evi¢, 1876).
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The second half of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury in Serbia were marked by a period of national enthusiasm, the achievement of
independence, the organization of the national state and its institutions, and the lib-
eration of compatriots and other Balkan peoples. During this period, the army was
perceived as one of the most important state institutions, entrusted with a decisive role
in the realization of the national mission, while officers were regarded as “superiors
and teachers” whose task was to instruct all able-bodied citizens in military skills and
in the moral duties connected with the defense of freedom and the fulfillment of the
national mission (Pavlovi¢, 1904, pp. 1-2; StarCevi¢ & Blagojevi¢, 2020, pp. 88-94).
Officers were therefore expected, through speech—that is, through the oral expres-
sion of thought—to instill in soldiers a conviction in the justifiability of future struggles
for freedom and the justice of the ultimate aim of those struggles. It follows that rheto-
ric was of considerable importance for the education of officers, while military oratory
produced exceptional results of aesthetic, intellectual, and military value (MiSkovi¢,
1889; Dragasevi¢, 1889; Nusi¢, 1938, p. 510).

After the First World War, the Military Academy resumed its work in 1919, but
rhetoric was not included among the subjects studied by cadets. Somewhat later,
however, it reached its peak: Branislav Nus$i¢ himself was responsible for teaching
the subject in the 1930/1931 academic year, and his celebrated Rhetoric grew out of
those lectures (Nusi¢, 1938).

In the period following the Second World War, rhetoric once again disappeared
from curricula and syllabi, although the history of Yugoslav literature and, later, Ser-
bo-Croatian language were introduced (Puki¢, 2025, pp. 86, 152). The teaching staff
were expected to deliver theoretical lectures in truthful and clear speech, expressed
“freely, fluently, and naturally.” In lecturing, instructors were required to speak “without
books or notes,” to adapt “their speech to the subject being discussed and to the au-
dience, while constantly bearing in mind that the cadets were of different social and
national backgrounds and cultures ... and that their general education ranged from
elementary schooling to completion of secondary education.” Speech, moreover, was
to be brief and clear, while the instructor was expected “to observe the impression
produced by his words upon the listeners, as reflected in their faces and posture,”
and accordingly “to vary, supplement, expand, or shorten his speech.” “The instructor
should speak loudly enough (but not shout), in a measured manner (neither too quick-
ly nor too slowly), pronounce sounds and words correctly, apply proper stress, and
vary tone and expression in accordance with the connectedness of individual parts of
the content, while making appropriate, natural, and thoughtful use of facial expression
and other movements ...” (Buki¢, 2025, pp. 90-94). These and other instructions were
issued to instructors in an order dated January 30, 1945, by the first postwar com-
mander of the Military Academy, Lieutenant General Savo J. Orovi¢, and were drafted
by Political Commissar Mirko Kalezi¢.

Although instructors could serve as role models for cadets, the systematic study
of rhetoric did not exist. This absence, together with the growing bureaucratization
of the military, may also have contributed to the fact that the language and style of
the art of war became burdened with linguistic errors, while spoken discourse came
to exhibit numerous deficiencies (Zivoti¢ & Jovovi¢, 1990, pp. 65-71, 153-170). It
was only in 1994 that cadets of the Military Academy of the Ground Forces in Ban-
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jica and the Military Technical Academy in Zarkovo were introduced to rhetoric as a
compulsory subject (Buki¢, 2025, p. 206, 2020). The textbook used in instruction was
that of Bozidar Roganovi¢ (Roganovi¢, 1995), while the last instructors of rhetoric
at the Military Academy were Bozidar Jovovi¢ and Nada Diki¢. Following the reform
of military education and the accreditation of the Military Academy’s study programs
after 2007, rhetoric was omitted from the curricula (Marcek et al., 2014, pp. 133-171).
Under these new conditions, communication-oriented subjects emerged as a kind
of modern substitute for rhetoric, appearing as elective courses in certain study pro-
grams, primarily in defense management and military science, across all three levels
of study. These courses cover selected contents of rhetoric and stylistics, but they are
nevertheless structured in a substantially different manner.

The Need for Rhetoric
in the Contemporary Officer Profession

The need for contemporary officers to study rhetoric may be considered from sev-
eral relevant perspectives.

The first perspective is provided by Clausewitz's theory of war and the dialecti-
cal theory of the military. War is, namely, a collision of forces and a conflict of wills
(StarCevi¢ & Milenkovi¢, 2023, p. 6). Since the defeated side in war is only the side
that has accepted defeat and submitted to the will of the opposing side, will takes
precedence over force. Collective will in this case is not a mere abstraction, but rather
manifests itself in the politically articulated aspiration of a society to achieve a particu-
lar goal. The political mobilization of society is realized in practice through the military
mobilization of its members and subsequently through the process of command. In
the narrower sense, command is a relationship of functional coordination within the
military. In the broader sense, command is a political relationship that connects the
political leadership with mobilized citizens and ensures the transmission of political
decisions, that is, generally binding decisions concerning the goal and the means of its
realization (StarCevi¢, 2022, pp. 228-229). Understood in this way, the command rela-
tionship is a mechanism for the realization of collective will, the functioning of which is
ensured precisely by officers, who continuously inscribe the meaning of the politically
chosen objective into the microsocial relations of military collectives throughout the
entire hierarchy of commands and units. It should not be forgotten that soldiers who
do not accept the aims of their own side in war are the most difficult to integrate into
the military collective. Accordingly, it is the duty of officers to persuade their soldiers
of the legitimacy of those goals and to eliminate the danger that disaffected soldiers
might impose their attitudes toward the aims of war on other members of the force.
Officers do this, inevitably, through direct communication with their subordinates—that
is, through speech. The more cultivated and effective the speech, the greater the of-
ficer’s influence on subordinates will be.

The second perspective is provided by the theory of military morale. The activity of
officers has always implied the creation and maintenance of military morale, primarily
in the sense of strengthening soldiers’ readiness to bear the risk of death and injury
in combat for the sake of victory. In this respect, officers have never been merely
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managers of organized armed violence or experts in military technique, but also po-
litical advocates of the general interest. Indeed, a significant part of an officer’s work
concerns the management of emotions and the use of symbols, and this work is to a
considerable extent carried out through speech.

The third perspective is provided by leadership theory. In the contemporary context,
oratory is viewed not merely as a means of public performance, but as part of a broader
system of leadership and communicative competence. The art of contemporary public
speaking, together with all the rules governing its successful preparation and delivery, is
widely applied across professions, including the military. Whereas traditional command
for centuries represented strict hierarchy, discipline, unconditional obedience, and au-
thority derived from rank and position, leadership introduces an important shift. The
first modern reflections on leadership began to emerge in military academies at the
beginning of the twentieth century, when it became clear that it was not enough merely
to issue orders; commanders also had to motivate, communicate, and manage peo-
ple. Scholars examining the role of communication in military leadership point to the
transformation of traditional command structures (Lewinska, 2015, p. 39). “Successful
leaders improve their communication abilities by developing advanced oral, written, and
listening skills. Commanders use clear and concise mission orders and other standard
forms of communication to convey their decisions to subordinates” (Department of the
Army, 2006, pp. 3—4). Communication in the military, however, is not possible without
speech, and speech can be improved through the study of rhetoric. It is precisely rhe-
torical skills that should enable officers to articulate objectives clearly and with logical
consistency, to connect with their audience and its virtues, and to demonstrate the depth
and importance of task execution and goal attainment (Hinck, 2003, p. 74). “The power
of speech in professional discourse should be used with the intention of maximizing
leader development and nurturing the ideas that make the military better” (Fust, 2024,
p. 86). Instruction in rhetoric enables the analysis of discourse, the understanding, con-
struction, and critique of narratives, which is why it remains highly relevant in the educa-
tion of officers (Hagen, 2022). Indeed, Isocrates once pronounced his celebrated praise
of speech: “Speech is the leader of all actions and all thoughts,” while Gorgias added:
“Speech is a mighty ruler which, though small and invisible, accomplishes the most
wondrous deeds” (Mi¢unovi¢, 2010, pp. 19-23).

Gorgias’s words introduce us to the perspective of effectiveness, within which rhet-
oric provides techniques and tools for achieving success in the transmission of mes-
sages and ensures that verbal expressions are materially comprehensive, logically or-
dered, linguistically shaped, and properly articulated. Since military organization rests
upon clear, precise, and hierarchical communication, the officer’s ability to convey
effectively an order, a motivational message, or a strategic vision directly affects the
operational effectiveness of the unit. In preparing a speech, a speaker must always
keep in mind those being addressed by assessing how they are likely to respond to
what will be said and by paying particular attention to adapting the message so that it
is as clear, appropriate, and persuasive as possible (Lucas, 2020, p. 110). High-qual-
ity, professional, and thus content-rich and effective internal communication within
the military is of decisive importance for the functioning of the system itself. “Properly
planned, implemented, and appropriately evaluated internal communication at all lev-
els of command and management enables time efficiency and is directly connected
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with the decision-making process, the quality of achieved results, and the effective-
ness of military-organizational systems in both peacetime and wartime conditions”
(Kljaji¢, 2018, p. 12).

From the perspective of communication theory, contemporary officers require spe-
cialized knowledge and skills across all forms of communicative practice, from interper-
sonal and group communication to public appearances in the mass media. Officers are
expected to speak in a manner that is informative, clear, concise, unambiguous, and
free of cynicism, while at the same time unifying and motivating their audience. In addi-
tion, the information-technological revolution has made possible the widest imaginable
dispersion of spoken messages. “The unprecedented development of technology and
modern mass media now enables commanders and rulers to address not only partici-
pants in major battles, but also a broad audience” (Milinkovi¢, 2020, p. 168). Technolo-
gy, therefore, provides the possibility, but it is the speaker who realizes it. After all, one
should not forget that technology is merely an extension of human senses and powers.

In short, contemporary communication is both a tool and a fundamental precon-
dition for effective military leadership and for the maintenance and strengthening of
military morale, because it enables clear command and the construction of motivation,
trust, and commitment within the unit. To the extent that communication is realized
through the function of speech, rhetoric remains significant for the officer and for the
successful performance of the officer’s duties. Its vitality, moreover, is eloquently ex-
pressed in the words of Ljubomir Tadi¢: “This ancient skill (art)—for it is precisely a
skill that is at issue—has that rare quality of being successfully rejuvenated, so to
speak resurrected, even when it is thought to have been consigned to eternal oblivion,
forever denounced” (Tadi¢, 1995, p. 19).

Conclusion

The long history of military oratory has produced three types of military speech:
military-political, situational, and ceremonial military oratory. The occasions on which
these speeches were delivered still exist today, while technological progress has
expanded the possibilities for the transmission and dissemination primarily of mili-
tary-political and ceremonial military speeches, whereas situational military oratory
remains more firmly tied to human biological capacities and the human speech ap-
paratus. By studying and mastering the principles of effective and eloquent speech,
officers may acquire oratorical skills and practice them not only on special occasions,
but also in everyday communication with others, with the intention of influencing their
attitudes and behavior.

The importance of rhetoric in the education of the contemporary officer rests on
the indisputable and primary role of speech in interpersonal communication, and is
demonstrated through the functions of speech in command relationships, in the crea-
tion and maintenance of military morale, in the development of leadership capacities,
and in the effectiveness of leadership.

Rhetoric, of course, does not necessarily have to return to the Military Acade-
my’s curricula as a separate subject, but it is important that its essential contents be
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represented within other communication-oriented courses attended by future officers.
Oratorical practice is particularly important and deserves special attention, because in
direct communication with others the officer necessarily employs the power of speech
and expresses thoughts through speech. The degree of success and persuasiveness
with which those thoughts are articulated determines not only the officer’s personal
and professional authority, but may also affect the effectiveness of command and the
morale of the unit under the officer’'s command.

Keywords: rhetoric, military oratory, officer profession, military education, leader-
ship, military morale
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Summary

xactly 150 years ago, a professor at the Artillery School in Belgrade, Major
Jovan Dragasevi¢, published “Military Oratory”, the first book dedicated to mil-
itary oratory in Serbia. Draga$evi¢ laid the foundations of military oratory in Serbia,
presenting the characteristics of a military orator, the forms and occasions in which
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military oratory is practiced, as well as the means used by orator. DragaSevi¢’s special
contribution was a collection of examples of military orations, more than sixty of them,
classified by the occasions in which they were delivered and the means used. From
then until today, rhetoric in military educational institutions, and military oratory in gen-
eral, in Serbia, have had their ups and downs. Rhetoric, as a subject studied at the
Military Academy in Belgrade, has periodically appeared and disappeared from the
curricula and programs. The pulsating fate of rhetoric in military education, however,
is one more reason to ask the question of the justification for studying rhetoric and the
importance of oratory for the modern officer profession.

The answer to this question is the goal of this paper. The theoretical and method-
ological framework consists of the theory of leadership, the theory of military morale,
and the dialectical theory of the military. The basic hypothesis that the authors seek
to prove is that rhetoric is needed by modern officers, primarily as a practical tool
that helps officers in performing their roles in the chain of command and creating and
maintaining military morale, enabling the development of leadership skills and the
effectiveness of leadership.

The paper describes the development and explains the importance of military ora-
tory from a general socio-historical perspective, then provides a sketch for a historical
overview of rhetoric teaching at the Military Academy in Belgrade with a focus on the
needs for it and its effects, and finally offers an answer to the question of the need for
rhetorical knowledge and skills among contemporary officers.

The long history of military oratory has given rise to three types of military oratory:
military-political, situational, and ceremonial military oratory. The occasions in which
they were delivered still exist today, and technical and technological progress has in-
creased the possibilities of transmission and distribution of military-political and cere-
monial military oratory, while situational military oratory is more closely tied to human,
biological capabilities and the human speech apparatus. By studying and adopting
the rules of rhetoric, officers can master oratory skills and practice them on special
occasions, but also in everyday communication with other people, with the intention of
influencing their attitudes and behaviors.

The importance of rhetoric in the education of a modern officer rests on the unde-
niable the primary role of speech in interpersonal communication, and is proven by the
functions of speech in command relations, creating and maintaining military morale,
developing leadership skills and leadership effectiveness.

Keywords: rhetoric, military oratory, officer profession, military education, leader-
ship, military morale
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