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Mark Fuhrman's Murder In Brentwood:  
A Rhetorical Criticism of Apologia As Masculine Facework  

Chapter One: 

INTRODUCTION 

Apologiaa speech of self-defenseis a rhetorical genre often used by individuals 

of notoriety when attempting to restore public image or face. However, until now, a 

connection has never been established between strategies used in the execution of apologia 

and those used in facework. Furthermore, the concept of gender has been overlooked in 

the study of apologia. Therefore, in the following study, I will link the socialized nature of 

gender with the face-saving, rhetorical choices made in the delivery of apologia. In doing 

so, I will establish the genre as a strategic option for the restoration of masculine face. 

Human social interaction, whether public or private, sets the stage for the 

construction and maintenance of face. Face refers to the self-image gained when the 

positive judgments of self are combined with the perceived positive judgments of others, 

within a given social interaction. Face reflects self-representation and self-definition based 

on approved and accepted social attributes. Gender represents one set of these social 

attributes and, consequently, plays a crucial role in the construction and maintenance of 

face. 

Gender construction and maintenance occur due to a complex web of ideologically 

driven social influences. Edwin Black, in "The Second Persona" (1995), defines ideology 

as: "the network of interconnected convictions that functions in a man epistemically and 

that shapes his identity by determining how he views the world" (191). Through 
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systematic transmission, ideology justifies existing power relationships and operates as a 

form of social control (Anderson 70). At birth, humans begin the task of structuring an 

identity based on their cultural ideology, rather than relying on their natural psychological, 

biological, and physiological processes. This cultural structuring of identity limits 

accepted communication behaviors and, thus, perpetuates status quo. 

Judith Butler, in Gender Trouble: Feminism And The Subversion Of Identity 

(1990), defines gender as a series of "performed" operations that render complex 

meanings about normative social standards. These standards encourage men and women 

to conform their behaviors to binary sexual differences; this causes these socially 

constructed gender performances to appear natural and even inevitable. Nevertheless, 

although ideologically linked, gender and sex have no genuine or inevitable connection 

(Bate and Bowker 3); they are fundamentally different. "Sex" denotes a biological 

distinction, while "gender" denotes a set of learned, socially constructed and maintained 

behaviors. The terms "male" or "man" and "female" or "woman" designate sex; the terms 

"masculine" and "feminine" designate gender. However, social mores erroneously assign 

one specific set of communication behaviors to men and another to women, labeling them 

masculine and feminine respectively. Those who deviate from their assignments can suffer 

social consequences, one of which is a loss of face. 

Masculinity requires strict adherence to a specific image. Because men are 

expected to maintain a face reflected in terms of approved and accepted masculine 

attributes, face for men is masculine face. The burden of masculine face construction and 

maintenance reveals a communication agenda in which the defense of that image is 

paramount (Berger, Wallis, and Watson 3). 
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E. Anthony Rotundo, in his book American Manhood: Transformations in 

Masculinity from the Revolution to the Modern Era (1993), traces the evolution of 

masculinity from the early 1800s to the present. He claims that individualism motivated 

the shaping of post-1900, North American masculine ideals. Individualism gained fervor 

in the early 1900s and became the anthem for a radically new masculinity. Men no longer 

gained social status by birth; instead, they earned it through individual initiative. 

Individual initiative forged a man's masculine identity by earning him social approval, love, 

power, and friendships. Consequently, this "new" masculinity refocused the goal of 

communication for men. To be masculine, men learned active image management to 

maintain, if not to increase, their status in the social hierarchy. Consequently, masculine 

face reflected this newly accepted and approved social attribute and continues to do so 

today. 

Rotundo also discusses how, throughout history, men are attributed an animal 

essence that emerges in natural and inevitable male passions. With the changing face of 

masculinity, these passions also changed; today, men are assigned inherent competitive 

and aggressive qualities. Social mores discourage the display of these raw passions, 

nevertheless, encourages them when used productively within a socially and morally 

acceptable outlet, where they are renamed dominance and assertion. Individual initiative is 

based on the enactment of these passions; the ideal masculine face communicates them. 

Rotund() lists four acceptable outlets to act out these passions, including: (1) team player; 

(2) existential hero; (3) pleasure seeker; and (4) spiritual warrior. The "team player" 

outlet proves most useful to the present study. 
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According to Rotundo, being a team player emerges from an ethic of sublimation. 

A team player diverts the energy of his sexual or biological impulses from their immediate 

goals to more socially and morally acceptable goals. Rotundo states, "While a man 

struggles to reach the top with his own organization through fierce competition with his 

teammates, he also cooperates with them in the contest between his organization and 

others" (286)2 To achieve this in today's world, men implement the model of competitive 

sports in their bureaucratic work settings. Displaying an image of superior individual 

initiative in fulfilling the goals of the organization, they strive to become its star player. 

For example, an advertising executive shows his superior skill and initiative in working 

with smaller accounts to increase the possibility of working with larger, more prestigious 

accounts. While improving his image and achieving higher status for himself; he does 

likewise for the team and for the organization. This outlet allows his innate male passions 

to be used productively while he enacts a communication agenda based on individualism. 

To live the masculine ideal, men divide their time between approval and autonomy 

needs (Shimanoff 1994); in doing this, they lose parts of themselves. Male behaviors 

must not be ambiguous; they must be clearly masculine. Donald R. McCreary, in "The 

Male Role and Avoiding Femininity" (1994), claims that males of all ages are viewed 

negatively for deviating from traditional gender prescriptions. Boys are rewarded for 

gender-congruent play and punished severely for departures from the norm. Observed 

gender role characteristics and behaviors are also linked to perceived sexual orientation in 

males. Because cultural ideology insists masculinity and femininity are categorical, bipolar 

opposites, when a man displays one feminine attribute, it is assumed his other attributes 

are feminine as well. This mandatory behavior control leads to restrictions in masculine 
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gender role development and expression. Moreover, as a result, many males assume a 

kind of hyper-masculinity by strictly avoiding socially prescribed feminine values. 

Male communication behaviors reflect society's demand for strict adherence to 

masculine gender roles. Barbara Johnstone contends that: "[For men], life is a contest in 

which they are constantly tested and must perform, in order to avoid risk of failure" 

(178).2 Because men view life as a series of tests to their masculinity, the tone of their 

social interactions can become inherently adversarial. Aware of the social hierarchy in 

which they live, even as boys, they view relationships as a jockeying for status. Deborah 

Tannen, in You Just Don't Understand (1990), states, "For most men, talk is primarily a 

means to preserve independence and negotiate and maintain status in a hierarchical social 

order" (77). Therefore, to maintain masculine face, a defensive posture becomes the 

norm. 

Edward Dolan's narrative, Be Your Own Man: A Step-By-Step Guide To 

Thinking And Acting Independently (1984), prescribes this defensive posture for men. 

Dolan describes the basic tenet of masculinity and manhood as using one's head rather 

than one's emotions. He claims men are put unfairly on the defensive by constantly being 

called on to expose themselves to those who seek to manipulate them, and cites several 

threats to masculine independence and individuality. He admonishes readers to seek 

respect by avoiding the domination of others. The author's words prescribe a life for men 

in which they actively manage image and maintain status within their social interactions. 

Because masculine social interaction is synonymous with vigilant defense of face, 

interpersonal rapport is affected. Additionally, public and private social interactions are 

approached similarly. Tannen (1990) writes, "[Men] are more comfortable speaking in 
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larger groups made up of people they know less wellin the broadest sense, "public 

speaking." But even the most private situations can be approached like public speaking, 

more like giving a report than establishing rapport" (77). Jack Sattel, in "Men, 

Inexpressiveness, and Power" (1983), claims that the masculine persona requires 

interpersonal distancing; impersonal inexpressiveness lends to the masculine autonomous 

image. Furthermore, an appearance of unemotional rationality is common to individuals 

who hold positions of power and prestige. Male inexpressiveness intentionally 

manipulates a situation in which a threat to masculine face occurs. Keeping cool and 

distant is a common, masculine strategy for keeping the upper hand; it represents one way 

to defend masculine identity. 

In "Top Man: Tom Cruise and The Narcissistic Male Hero," Mark Simpson (1994) 

links the masculine goal of individualism with the driving need to manage masculine 

image. Simpson contends that, although masculinity is thought to emerge from the 

collectivist notion of self-sacrifice and teamwork, the team's welfare is not foremost to its 

enactment. Because the challenge of achieving autonomous manhood is the struggle 

against women and other men, competition focuses on fulfilling the needs of self. It 

displays a brazen individualism that hopes to achieve the narcissistic dream of celebrity. 

Image management and the masculine communication agenda, according to Simpson, 

demonstrates this narcissistic individualism; he quotes Ernest Becker: "When you 

combine natural narcissism with the basic need for self-esteem, you create a creature who 

has to feel himself an object of primary value: first in the universe, representing in himself 

all of life" (232).3 Narcissistic individualism is the structure from which the masculine 



7 

communication agenda emerges. It shapes masculine identity and determines how men 

view the world and characterize their social interactions. 

Men form their masculine identities in reference to their memberships in the male 

sex category. Masculinity sets the tone for how they view the world and provides the 

motivations for their social participation. In Permanence and Change (1965), Kenneth 

Burke claims that membership in a group forms individual identity; therefore, it is natural 

to communicate from one's group orientation. Orientation refers to a framework of 

interpretation; this includes recurrent and highly stabilized life patterns and ways of 

livelihood, as well as social institutions and customs. Individuals characterize 

communication situations according to their orientations and implement relatively 

serviceable rhetorical strategies for social interaction.' Consequently, Burke states in The 

Rhetoric of Motives (1969), the ideology of a particular social group can be found in its 

rhetoric. Relying on the masculine communication agenda to guide them, men select 

rhetorical strategies consistent with their male identities. 

Rhetoric comes into existence necessarily to perform social tasks. Social 

interactions resulting in a loss of face often become "rhetorical situations." Lloyd F. 

Bitzer, in "The Rhetorical Situation" (1995), defines the term as "a complex ofpersons, 

events, objects, and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be 

completely or partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so 

constrain human decision or action as to bring about the significant modification of the 

exigence" (62). A face-saving strategy is rhetorical because it seeks to restore equilibrium 

to the interaction and repair the faces of participants. It comes into existence specifically 

to perform this task. 
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Human interaction requires the recurrent performance of facework. Facework 

refers to the actions taken by each participant in a social interaction to construct or 

maintain face. Its goal is to counteract an event whose effective symbolic implications 

threaten face (Goffinan 5, 12). A rhetorical response bridges the gap between action and 

expectation and restores equilibrium to the interaction. Halford Ross Ryan, in "Kategoria 

And Apologia: On Their Rhetorical Criticism As A Speech Act," states: "In reaction to 

the accusation, the apologist is motivated to deny, to mitigate, or to purify the resultant 

image, and the rhetorical response to that motivation is a speech in apology" (257). 

Apologia is a rhetorical genre in which individuals of notoriety modify interactions 

resulting in loss of face. Speakers execute apologetic discourse as a direct public response 

to threats against their moral natures, their motives, their reputations, and/or their policies. 

Remarkably, existing studies of apologia implicitly and/or explicitly designate men as 

exclusive users. For example, in "They Spoke In Defense Of Themselves: On The 

Generic Criticism Of Apologia," Ware and Linkugel (1973) call it a time-honored custom 

used by many famous men and "thousands of lesser men" (273). Judith Hoover's essay, 

"Big Boys Don't Cry: The Values Constraint In Apologia" (1989), essentially links the 

genre to men in its title. Every study reviewed contains examples and illustrations of male 

speakers exclusively, even when the author is female. Furthermore, researchers 

consistently position the execution of apologia within traditionally male occupations. For 

example, Sharon Downey, in "The Evolution of the Rhetorical Genre of Apologia" 

(1993), limits the forums for its use to judicial, military, and political arenas. Nevertheless, 

researchers have never injected the questions of sex and gender into their analyses. The 
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entire body of literature neglects to address the existence of this male sex designation or 

the reasons for it. 

Because the rhetorical genre of apologia is a communication behavior choice, it 

cannot and should not be attributed to a particular biological sex category. Rhetorical 

strategies do not emerge as the result of biological function. They are chosen 

communication behaviors that reflect the social constraints of the context in which they 

occur; gender is one of these social constraints. Therefore, certain rhetorical choices can 

be labeled traditionally masculine, and others traditionally feminine. However, the actual 

behavior choices within these distinctions are available and enactable by both men and 

women. Behavior choices depend on the social constraints of the specific interaction and 

the stringency of one's overall adherence to a specific gender distinction. The rhetorical 

strategies typically used in the execution of apologia are traditionally masculine behaviors. 

This is evident in their focus on image management and status maintenancetoday's 

traditionally masculine communication agenda. The very definition of apologiaa speech 

of self-defenselends itself to the need to restore public image or face. 

It is my theory that the rhetorical genre of apologia is a categorically masculine 

face-saving strategy. I will demonstrate my theory by performing a rhetorical analysis of 

Mark Fuhrman's memoir, Murder In Brentwood.' Limiting my analysis to this single 

artifact permits other critics to refute my conclusions; however, the validity of my theory 

outweighs my concern about possible challenges. Black (1995) states: "[W]hen the critic 

abstracts a formula from a single phenomenon of discourse, that single occurrence is 

enough to establish the formula. The frequency with which discursive elements occur can 

establish a critical formula's importance and utility, but it cannot affect the formula's 
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validity" (137). Therefore, if my analysis of Fuhrman's discourse confirms apologia as a 

masculine face-saving strategy, it is enough to establish a formula for its analysis. In 

addition, accomplishing this task will disentangle erroneous biological sex distinctions 

from the genre. 

By adding the concept of gender to the analytic mix, this study will render added 

insight into the rhetorical processes of apologia and the concept of gender-specific 

facework strategies. Existing literature offers only the rhetorical strategies used for 

formulating apologetic discourse, and some general motives for the implementation of 

these strategies. Downey (1993) lists motives "ranging from self-actualization to social 

repair to survival" (42). Ware and Linkugel (1973) say apologia is called forth, because 

"The questioning of a man's moral nature, motives, or reputation is qualitatively different 

from the challenging of his policies" (274). My theory presents the masculine 

communication agenda as the motive for implementing apologia. An understanding of the 

role of image management in rhetorical strategy selection enables insight into speaker 

identity, as well as predictive power regarding speakers and their strategies. 

Literature Review 

The following literature review has two goals: (1) to link masculine gender 

orientation and the selection of face-saving strategies; and (2) to examine current 

rhetorical methodologies used for the analysis of apologia. By accomplishing these tasks, 

the groundwork will be set for establishing apologia as a masculine face-saving strategy. 
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Masculinity represents a legitimate social institution whose members produce 

identities consistent with its philosophies. Society recognizes masculine identity by the 

attributes an individual displays and, also, by those he purposely avoids. Masculine 

individuals enact a linea symbolic pattern of verbal and nonverbal acts that express the 

individual's view of the social interaction and its participants, including himself (Goffman 

5). A line is enacted based on the individual's masculine orientation and, ideally, 

constructs and maintains his masculine face. Erving Goffinan, in "On Face-Work: An 

Analysis of Ritual Elements in Social Interaction" (1967), writes: "The line maintained by 

and for a person during contact with others tends to be of a legitimate institutionalized 

kind. During a contact of a particular type, an interactant of known or visible attributes 

can expect to be sustained in a particular face and can feel that it is morally proper that 

this should be so" (7). 

In his landmark study, Goffman ("On Face-Work: An Analysis of Ritual Elements 

in Social Interaction," 1967) discusses how known or visible social constraints affect face. 

He states that individuals enact a limited set of facework strategies based on a single 

coherent framework: "Given his attributes and the conventionalized nature of the 

encounter, he will find a small choice of lines will be open to him and a small choice of 

faces will be waiting for him" (7). The individual's attributes will decide how he views the 

world and, because they determine the social constraints of his face, how he interacts with 

others. This assertion confirms Burke's (1965) orientation theory. Goffman states: 

"Approved attributes and their relation to face make of every man his own jailer; this is a 

fundamental social constraint even though each man may lice his cell" (10). Masculinity is 
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a fundamental social constraint that dictates an image for men. To protect masculine face, 

one must enact strategies consistent with that image. 

Restoration of face, according to Goffirian, involves a two-step process: (1) the 

challengecalling attention to the misconduct; and (2) the offeringthe offender's 

chance to correct for the offense. S/he will then take a defensive stance to save the face of 

self, and/or a protective stance to save the face of the other. The stance taken depends on 

the individual's orientation, as well as several other factors. 

Goffman also claims that individuals display varied levels of responsibility in 

facework situations. Some will act innocently, presenting their actions as unintended or 

unwitting. Some may act maliciously, intending to cause open insult. Others will portray 

the offense as unplanned or as an unanticipated by-product of another action. The 

selection of these strategies and the degree of responsibility accepted depends on the 

orientation of the individual. If that individual relies on a masculine framework, he will 

display a tendency to accept a level of responsibility consistent with masculine social 

constraints. 

In "Getting Out of Hot Water: Facework in Social Predicaments," Hodgins, 

Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996) expand on Goffinan's work by determining the 

influences affecting men and women in their selection of face-saving strategies. These 

researchers propose two pivotal factors that influence strategy selection: (1) the degree 

to which the offender experiences face threat; and (2) the offender's desire to maintain a 

relationship with the audience. The first factorthe degree to which the offender 

experiences face threatis the most useful to the current study. 
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Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz list three individual tendency orientations that 

influence the degree of face threat and, thus, motivate the selection of face-saving 

strategies; these include: (a) autonomy orientation; (b) control orientation; and (c) 

impersonal orientation. These researchers found that men generally use face-saving 

strategies typical of a high-control orientation, due to a basic egoism. Men tend to be 

particularly sensitive to their own face threat and, consequently, display the defensive 

interpersonal stance characteristic of this orientation. Face sensitivity causes men to 

experience external events as pressure determinants of behavior and, as a result, to use 

more defensive or aggravating face-saving strategies. Strategies are aggravating to the 

degree they threaten the face of the hearer. 

According to Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz, sex differences also influence 

the degree of face threat. This assertion represents a flaw in the study. As stated 

previously, sex is a biological distinction. Gendered communication behaviors cannot be 

attributed to biological sex; however, Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz neglect to make 

the distinction between these two concepts.' They repeatedly acknowledge the socialized 

and contextualized nature of communication behaviors within their study, but label them 

with sex designations;' therefore, one can reject the possibility these researchers take an 

essentialist approach to the study. One must assume, then, the erroneous use of the term 

"sex." Gender is the proper term for their descriptions. To say that gender differences 

influence the degree of face threat is certainly more reasonable when referring to learned 

communication behavior choices. By replacing sex terms with gender terms throughout 

their study, the results are clearly valuable to the objectives of the study in progress. 
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Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz list four strategies implemented in facework 

situations: (1) concessions; (2) excuses; (3) justifications; and (4) refusals. Concessions 

are the most mitigating strategy. When offering a concession, offenders take full 

responsibility for the offense without offering extenuating circumstances. Excuses also 

mitigate by acknowledging the harm of the offense, while offering reasons for reducing the 

offender's responsibility. Justifications are more aggravating strategies; the offender 

accepts full responsibility, but justifies the offense as legitimate. When offering a refusal, 

the most aggravating strategy, the offender denies all responsibility for the offense. 

In "Communication Strategies to Reduce Embarrassment Differences Between 

Men and Women," Sandra Petronio (1984) confirms the research of Hodgins, Liebeskind, 

and Schwartz.8 She notes the higher degree of defensiveness found in the face-saving 

strategies of men and offers two examples: (a) justifications; and (b) excuses. When 

using a justification, the offender may change the subject, introduce redeeming or self-

enhancing information, or deny or minimize failure. When an offender uses an excuse, he 

may introduce information excusing the performance, implicitly seek identification, or find 

a scapegoat. Men select one of these defensive strategies, then follow them up by verbally 

blaming the incident on something or someone else. They may also encourage others to 

jump on their face-saving bandwagon by requesting they confirm that nothing 

inappropriate happened. These behaviors restore the face of the offender, but threaten the 

face of other participants in the interaction. 

In every social interaction, whether public or private, participants are vulnerable to 

face loss. When this occurs, masculine face-saving strategies demonstrate a 

preponderance of defensive behavior. Apologiaa speech of self-defenseis a rhetorical 
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strategy often used for masculine face restoration. The remaining literature presents the 

rhetorical methodologies used in the analysis of apologia. 

Landmark researchers, Ware and Linkugel (1973), propose the theory of 

apologia.' They assert: "[A]pologetical discourses constitute a distinct form of public 

address, a family of speeches with sufficient elements in common so as to warrant 

legitimately generic status" (273). Ware and Linkugel contend that apologia is motivated 

by a formal attack on personal character. They specifically negate any important 

connection between moral character and the enacting of policy: "The questioning of a 

man's moral nature, motives, or reputation is qualitatively different from the challenging of 

his policies" (274). 

Nonetheless, Ware and Linkugel (1973) offer four useful rhetorical strategies that 

characterize the genre: (1) denial; (2) bolstering; (3) differentiation; and (4) 

transcendence.' Denial and bolstering are reformative strategies; they attempt to reform 

the offender in the eyes of the audience. When using denial, a speaker denies any 

relationship to, positive sentiment toward, or participation in the offense; denial can also 

be demonstrated with a denial of bad intent. By selecting the bolstering strategy, the 

offender attempts to identify with something the audience already views as favorable by 

reinforcing some sentiment, relationship, fact, or object. He does not try to change the 

audience's opinion about the offense; he merely tries to offset this opinion with a positive 

identification with something else held dear. 

According to Ware and Linkugel, differentiation and transcendence are 

transformative strategies. Rather than reforming the offender, these strategies attempt to 

transform the audience's negative view of the offense. Using differentiation, the offender 
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separates the offense from the larger context in which it is viewed, hoping to give it a 

more positive meaning. This strategy is useful only if the new context is radically different 

from the old one. The use of differentiation is often signaled by the offender requesting a 

temporal suspension of judgment. The transcendence strategy, which is the opposite of 

differentiation, attempts to give the offense new meaning by joining it with some larger 

context. Transcendence requires that the audience make a psychological move away from 

the concrete nature of the offense to a more abstract view. This strategy can only be 

successful it in the mind of the audience, the offense is congruent with the new context. 

In "Motivational Factors in Non-Denial Apologia," Noreen Kruse (1977) uses A. 

H. Maslow's hierarchy of motivational needs as the guidelines for interpreting non-denial 

apologetic discourse." An offender uses a non-denial strategy when he admits liability, 

but shows mitigating circumstances for his behavior. This strategy may also include 

situations in which the offender does not strictly admit the charges. A portion of 

Fuhrman's apologia relies on non-denial rhetoric. 

Kruse (1977) lists three motivational drives that apply to non-denial apologia: (1) 

survival needs; (2) social needs; and (3)self-actualization needs.' The social motivational 

drive is most useful to the study in progress. When an offender is motivated by his social 

needs, he perceives the circumstances leading to his response as threatening to his 

situational mastery, power, status, prestige, and/or the affection and appreciation of 

others. Restoring image and status is this offender's primary goal; his reputation is 

paramount, due to his preoccupation with the audience's perception of him. Their 

negative judgment represents his greatest threat; it can impair his image and destroy the 

situational mastery he could achieve as a recognized martyr. He will even ignore his own 
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personal values to focus upon the image he wishes to project to a particular audience. His 

place in the group is foremost. Even though he admits his culpability in the offense, he 

justifies his means in view of the desired ends, especially if those endsprove beneficial to 

his audience. The audience's goals are his goals. 

In "The Scope Of Apologetic Discourse: Establishing Generic Parameters," Kruse 

(1981) determines that apologia has a situational basis. Apologia must respond ina 

particular way to a specific external event with discourse of a certain structure." The 

discourse must, therefore, meet certain requirements. The first is that it must be produced 

as an ethical defense when one's character, morals, or ethics are attacked. The second 

requirement is that the offender must perceive that an actual indictment has been made. 

The third is that the audience must be aware that the discourse is a response to the 

inappropriate behavior. These factors limit apologetic discourse to a response to formal 

attack. 

Unlike previous researchers, Kruse (1981) asserts that apologia can be delivered in 

any setting, in any linguistic vehicle. She claims the need for apologetic discourse 

overshadows the medium in which it can be presented, and suggests that written forms are 

equally as effective as oral discourse; she specifically mentions autobiographies and press 

releases. Additionally, she claims apologia can be ongoing and can employ a ghost writer, 

as long as the rhetor's words are maintained. This information is especially valuable to the 

study in progress. If apologia was limited to oral discourse, Fuhrman's book would not 

meet the conditions. Fuhrman has executed apologetic discourse in his memoir, on the 

radio and television, and in several forms of print media. 
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Ryan (1982) adds a new wrinkle to the discussion. He studies apologia in terms of 

the accusation that motivates its execution. He differs from the previous researchers in 

that he distinguishes between attacks on policy and attacks on character. He claims 

character accusations are based on policy attacks. Attacks on policy can be made without 

character attacks, but attacks on character must stem from inappropriate policy practices. 

Therefore, it is possible to find strategies specifically addressing policy and/or character in 

apologia analyses. 

In The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies In Logology, Burke (1970) also provides a 

rhetorical methodology for apologia. He claims humans strive for perfection within the 

context of social hierarchies. However, because they are imperfect, they break the 

commandments of the social order and experience guilt. Guilt occurs when our behavior 

does not meet social expectations and, therefore, is undesirable. Consequently, offenders 

are motivated to remove or reduce that guilt. They use one of two processes to 

accomplish this goal: (1) victimage; or (2) mortification. If either process is successful, 

the offender's image is restored along with his/her place in the social hierarchy. When 

offenders choose victimage, they either scapegoat someone or something else, or shift the 

blame. When they choose mortification, they confess their sin and request forgiveness. 

The concept of victimage can provide insight into the rhetorical process of apologia; 

however, Burke's definition of mortification depicts an act of confession, rather than self-

defense." 

Human beings inevitably engage in behavior that makes them vulnerable to attack, 

according to William Benoit, in Accounts, Excuses, and Apologies: A Theory of Image 

Restoration Strategies (1995). Audience expectations result in complaints about 
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misbehavior, whether it is about what is said or done, or the manner in which it is done. 

"Thus, human beings worry that others will think less of them when apparent misdeeds 

occur. . ." (68). Because face is so critical to a good self-image, when it is threatened, 

individuals feel compelled to respond through public and private discourse. Offenders 

must persuade the offended audience to feel better about themselves, as well as restore 

their own face. 

Benoit makes two assumptions in his image restoration theory: (1) communication 

is a goal-directed activity; and (2) maintaining a good reputation or face is one of the 

central goals of communication. He offers a comprehensive typology of image restoration 

strategies organized into five broad categories: (1) denial; (2) evading responsibility; (3) 

reducing offensiveness; (4) corrective action; and (5) mortification." These categories 

include strategies presented by Burke (1970), Kruse (1977; 1981), Ware and Linkugel 

(1973), and Ryan (1982). Although these researchers present their own typologies, 

Benoit's descriptions and examples are more comprehensive. The first three categories 

denial; evading responsibility; and reducing offensiveness are useful in the analysis of 

apologia and, thus, to the study in progress. 

According to Benoit, denial is a common strategy. When using denial, the 

offender denies committing the act or denies that the act occurred at all. Variants of this 

strategy include offering an alibi and/or shifting the blame. 

Benoit claims that when offenders evade responsibility, it is often because they 

cannot deny performing the act. Four variants exist for this strategy: (a) provocation; (b) 

defeasibility; (c) an excuse based on accidents; and (d) justification. Using provocation, 

the offender claims the act was a response to another wrongful act. If this strategy is 
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successful, the audience will hold the provocateur responsible in the offender's place. 

Defeasibility refers to claiming lack of information about or control over the action. This 

deficiency suggests the offender cannot be held fully responsible for the action. When 

using an excuse based on accident, an offender is easily absolved of the act; an audience 

tends to hold people responsible only for actions within their control. A justification tells 

the audience that the offender lacks full responsibility because the act was done with good 

intentions. 

Reducing offensiveness, according to Benoit, is a non-denial strategy and it does 

not attempt to lessen the offender's responsibility for the act. Instead, this strategy tries to 

reduce negative feelings about the offender. Reducing offensiveness has six variants: (a) 

bolstering; (b) minimization; (c) differentiation; (d) transcendence; (e) attacking one's 

accuser; and (f) compensation. Bolstering, differentiation, and transcendence are identical 

to those discussed in Ware and Linkugel's (1973) research. Using minimization, the 

offender tries to persuade the audience that the act is not as bad as it appears. To attack 

one's accuser refers to reducing or damaging the credibility of the source of the 

accusations. The offender can also suggest the victim of the offense deserved what 

happened. This will reduce the unpleasantness of the offense and improve face. Attacking 

one's accuser can also divert attention away from the original offense. When using 

compensation, the offender offers to remunerate the victim; this offsets the negative 

feelings associated with the offense. 
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Statement of the Method 

By means of critical analysis, apologia can be established as a masculine face-

saving strategy. This is the basis for the study of Mark Fuhrman's memoir, Murder In 

Brentwood. The purpose of this analysis is to determine whether the rhetorical strategies 

indicative of apologia are used to perform masculine facework in this artifact. Chosen due 

to the devastating effect Fuhrman's offenses had on his reputation and on police officers in 

general, analyzing Murder In Brentwood can provide the link between apologia and 

masculine facework. Understanding the role of image management in rhetorical strategy 

selection enables insight into speaker identity and affords predictive power into speakers 

and their strategies. 

Chapter Two will describe the context of the artifact. I will introduce and describe 

Fuhrman's apologia, then the author himself Next, I will discuss the event that brought 

him to the scene, along with the political and historic climate surrounding it. Then, I will 

describe the offenses and accusations prompting Fuhrman's response and their context, 

followed by the context into which the response emerged. 

Chapters Three and Four will represent my analysis. In Chapter Three, I will 

establish the connection between facework and apologia. I will begin by describing my 

first and second units of analyses. The four strategies of Hodgins, Liebeskind, and 

Schwartz (1996), Petronio's (1984) examples of defensive strategies, and the three 

strategies in Benoit's (1995) typology of image restoration strategies will provide their 

framework. Next, I will ascertain the accusations Fuhrman addresses in his apologia. I 

will, then, identify the face-saving strategies he implements in light of these accusations. 
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Finally, I will show how Fuhrman uses the rhetorical strategies indicative of apologia to 

fulfill the face-saving strategies he selects. 

In Chapter Four, I will establish the topics to which Fuhrman devotes the most 

time and the motivational drives that shape his apologetic response. I will begin by 

describing my third unit of analysis; Kruse's (1977) research will provide its framework. 

I will, then, determine the topics Fuhrman emphasizes in his apologia. Next, I will identify 

examples leading to my interpretations and discuss how they project masculine face. 

Finally, I will talk about how these examples illustrate the motivational drive that shapes 

Fuhnnan's discourse. 

In Chapter Five, I will merge the results of my analysis. I will, first, discuss how 

Fuhrman's face-saving strategy selection relates to masculinity. Then, I will address how 

his non-denial strategies project his masculine face. Finally, I plan to discuss the 

implications of these results and how my theory could be used for further research. 
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Endnotes 

1 Rotund° validates the availability and enactability of masculine communication 
behaviors to both sexes: "The world of the team player is less intrinsically exclusive of 
women than that of the other ideals. . . . [T]he great contest for success is technically open 
to anyone who can play and win according to its competitive rules. . . . [W]omen have 
made statistical inroads in the world of the team player" (289). 

2 Cited in Deborah Tannen. You Just Don't Understand. New York: Ballantine, 
1990. 

'From The Denial of Death. New York: Free Press, 1973. 

4 "Strategy" refers to "an abstract or general concept that represents a goal or an 
effect sought by discourse" (Benoit 80). 

Fuhrman's book is not billed as an apologia; however, I will clearly show that it 
fulfills all requirements of the genre. "It now falls to Mr. Fuhrman to rehabilitate [his] 
name. So, first he apologizes. He says he is ashamed; he says he is sorry. Then he 
becomes, at times, self-serving, self-righteous and moralistic. And, critically, he attempts 
to soften the edges on some of the most ruinous mistakes he committed during the trial." 
Craig Wolff, "Look Who's Talking," The New York Times On The Web (23 Mar. 
1997) : 1-2. Online. Netscape. 16 Jan. 1998. 

6 By ignoring this distinction during cross-sexual studies, researchers encourage an 
oppositional approach to the study and to the results. When the scientific community 
inadvertently validates fundamental social constraints, such as those surrounding gendered 
behaviors, it perpetuates the oppression that accompany those constraints and solidifies 
cultural ideology. 

7 For example, they state, "[I]n real life, both participants may not have access to 
all information; indeed, predicaments may be ambiguous, subject to different valid 
interpretations, and without objective 'fact.' In that case, reality negotiated between 
participants is the only reality" (311). A second example reads, "[W]omen increase effort 
more than men do when friendship is at stake" (312). 

8 Petronio, like Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996), neglects to make the 
distinction between sex and gender. She also acknowledges the socialized nature of 
communication behavior, but uses sex designations to describe them. 

9 Ware and Linkugel analyzed 21 apologiae for their study, 20 male speakers and 1 
female speakerSusan B. Anthony. However, they did not use any part of her speech as 
an example in the actual article. Every example used originated from a male speaker. 
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Interestingly enough, Noreen Kruse (1981) also analyzes Anthony's speech in her study. 
Kruse uses it as an example of the differentiation between confession and apologia. Kruse 
determines that Anthony's speech is a confession, rather than an apologia. 

'Ware and Linkugel borrow certain concepts from Robert P. Abelson's theory 
pertaining to the resolution of belief dilemmas"Modes of Resolution of Belief 
Dilemmas." Journal of Conflict Resolution 3 (Dec. 1959), 343-52. 

" Found in Motivation and Personality. New York: Harper and Row, 1954. 

12 These motivational drives are not mutually exclusive within a single discourse. 

13 Kruse makes this determination using Bitzer's article, "The Rhetorical 
Situation." 

14 According to Kruse (1981): " T h e g e n e r i c definition of the confession, . . . 

identifies it as an autobiographical work with 'a theoretical or intellectual focus.' 
Confessions are generally introspective, . . . Those who write confessions do not have as 
their goals the repair of damaged reputations or public reassessments of their characters 
. . . . [A]uthors of confessions are self-analytical and often accuse themselves of a 
multitude of sins or a host of mistaken attitudes, they do so as parts of processes of self-
discovery" (284-5). 

" Benoit's typology combines the methodologies of other scholars with his own. 
His goal is to provide "a typology that is more complete than those found in the rhetorical 
literature while avoiding the extreme detail found in some descriptions of accounts. . ." 
(74). 
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Chapter Two: 

SOCIAL AND HISTORIC CONTEXT OF  
FUHRMAN'S APOLOGIA  

During the early hours of June 13, 1994, Los Angeles Police Detective Mark 

Fuhrman came onto the scene of an event that would eventually destroy his reputation as a 

police officer and make him a pariah before the entire nation. As the on-call officer on 

rotation, Fuhrman was dispatched to the scene of a double murder in Brentwood, 

California. Fuhrman met Ron Phillips, his supervisor, at the West Los Angeles station; 

they went on in a single car to the crime scene on Bundy Drive. When they arrived at 

2:10 AM, sixteen officers had already logged in at the location and the female victim had 

been identified. She was Nicole Brown Simpson, football Hall-of-Famer 0. J. Simpson's 

former wife. Officer Riske led Detectives Phillips and Fuhrman on a walk-through, which 

included noting the placement of a single leather glove, a knit cap, and an envelope 

containing eyeglasses near the male victim's feet. (It would be several hours before 

Ronald Goldman would be identified.) As was customary for Fuhrman, he compiled his 

observations in a small notebook during the tour. However, just thirty minutes after his 

arrival, Fuhrman learned Robbery-Homicide would be taking over the case; this is routine 

in potentially high-profile cases. Fuhrman, then, limited his activities to pointing out 

evidence for the crime scene photographer and waiting on the front sidewalk for Robbery-

Homicide investigators to arrive (Toobin 1996). 
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When Phillip Vannatter and Tom Lange arrived on the scene, Fuhrman turned his 

notes over to Vannatter. Then, he waited in front of the residence while Phillips led the 

detectives on a walk-through. When they returned, because Phillips mentioned that 

Fuhrman had once answered a call at Simpson's estate, Vannatter asked Fuhrman if he 

might be able to remember its location. Fuhrman said he might; so, the four officers left in 

two cars to visit the Rockingham estate. Vannatter had received orders to notify Simpson 

of his ex-wife's murder, before the media began reporting it. He and Lange planned to 

make the notification and return to the crime scene, while Phillips and Fuhrman helped 

Simpson retrieve his children from the police station (Toobin 1996). 

Shortly after arriving at Simpson's Rockingham estate, the four officers saw 

evidence of a possible connection to the Bundy crime scene. Consequently, Vannatter 

decided to enter the property. Fuhrman volunteered to jump the six foot wall to open the 

electric gate for the others. After they located Simpson's adult daughter and houseguest 

Kato Kaelin, Kaelin told Fuhrman about some loud thumps that occurred on his wall the 

previous evening. Fuhrman located the alleyway behind the guest house and continued 

down the path to investigate. He discovered a single leather glove lying on the ground, 

directly alongside to the wall in question. It appeared to be the mate for the glove found 

at the Bundy crime scene (Toobin 1996). Fuhrman's discovery of this glove at Simpson's 

Rockingham estate would unleash a tidal wave that would destroy his reputation and make 

his name synonymous with racism and police misconduct. 

Mark Fuhrman's memoir, Murder In Brentwood, recounts the author's role in the 

now infamous 0. J. Simpson murder case and the impact it had on his life. This 392 page 

narrative provides a step-by-step chronology of Fuhrman's work in the case, and explains 
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his participation in the now notorious Fuhrman (McKinney) tapes. His account endeavors 

to soften the edges on his mistakes and rehabilitate his reputation. 

Fuhrman served on the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) for twenty years 

before retiring near the end of 1994, according to Jeffrey Toobin's article, "An Incendiary 

Defense" (1994). The LAPD recruited him at the age of 23; he graduated second in his 

class at the academy and consistently gained high evaluations from his superiors. As a 

young patrolman, Fuhrman showed a promising future. According to Fuhrman's 

biography (1997), he received 55 official commendations over the course of his career. 

Toobin (1994) reports that two years after joining the force, Fuhrman was given 

an East Los Angeles assignment. Despite the stress of daily contact with violent street 

gangs, his job evaluations remained high. However, Fuhrman eventually sought a 

disability pension in the early 1980s, citing the reason as job stress. In "Behind the Badge: 

A Special ReportA Portrait of the Detective in the `0J Whirlpool'," Fox Butterfield 

(1996) quotes Fuhrman from one of his psychiatric evaluations: "I'm capable of violent 

things. I feel like I'm out on a limb and somebody's sawing it off. I have the urge to kill 

people" (5). Another psychiatrist, according to Toobin (1994), claimed Fuhrman bragged 

about the violence he used to subdue suspects. Furthermore, Fuhrman claimed he ceased 

to enjoy his military service in Vietnam because "there were these Mexicans and niggers, 

volunteers, and they would tell me they weren't going to do something" (58). However, 

the city denied Fuhrman's disability claim and labeled him a competent officer, albeit one 

involved in an elaborate ruse to win an early pension. Fuhrman put the case behind him, 

went back to work, and endeavored to maintain his reputation as a good cop. 
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Ron Phillips recalled that Fuhrman's statements to psychiatrists came during a time 

when he was in an emotional tailspin; his first marriage had just fallen apart. Phillips 

knew Fuhrman as a bit of a hot dogarrogant, mouthy, and easily provoked to anger 

but, also, saw him mature a great deal over the years. A new marriage seemed to stabilize 

him and his hostility subsided. When he was promoted to detective, he gained a mature 

confidence. Phillips said Fuhrman "had turned out to be not only a decent guy but a 

damned fine cop" (333).' In Without A Doubt, Marcia Clark (1997), lead prosecutor in 

the Simpson trial, describes her first impressions of Fuhrman: 

He was a real straight-arrow, hair closely trimmed, shirt 
pressed a little more neatly than the others'. . . . He seemed 
calm, professional, on top of his game . . . not particularly 
personable. . . . [A]s I think back on it, he was politely 
condescending. It was Fuhrman, however, who seemed 
most thoroughly familiar with the facts of the case. . . . [He] 
gave me a clear, no-bullshit account of the events of the 
early morning. . . . (18-9). 

Fuhrman appeared to have overcome the problems he had experienced in the past; 

however, they would return to haunt him. When the media opened his employment 

records for public view, Simpson's defense team would use his past mistakes to define his 

current character and the credibility of his police work. This would unleash a barrage of 

accusations and innuendoes that would destroy his reputation. In the process, smoldering 

resentments related to racism and law enforcement would also come to the forefront. 

From the moment the media learned of O.J. Simpson's connection to one of the 

murder victims, reporters and reporters mobbed the Bundy crime scene and the 

Rockingham estate. Speculations about the murderer and the victims flew in every 

direction. However, after the video image of a handcuffed Simpson was broadcast live 
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from his children's play yard on the Rockingham estate, the real feeding frenzy began. 

Every fragment of the case entered America's living rooms by way of the television 

screen. "Gavel to gavel coverage" of the trial would eventually be carried by all three 

major networks. The most grievous of their reports were speculations about and/or 

denials of Simpson as a victim of police racism. 

Simpson had never been associated with issues of race. He had accrued a public 

stature unprecedented for a Black athlete. He emerged from the housing projects on San 

Francisco's Potrero Hill to almost instant sports stardom, according to Randall Sullivan in 

"Unreasonable Doubt: Part I" (1994). In The Run Of His Life: The People V. 0. J. 

Simpson, Toobin (1996) reports that Simpson's amazing talents on the football field led to 

a Heiman Trophy and he was the first player selected in the NFL draft in 1969. This led 

to the biggest rookie contract in history with the Buffalo Bills. In addition, Simpson was 

inducted into the Football Hall of Fame in 1985. 

While still with the Bills, Simpson had begun to construct a neutral public persona. 

His wardrobe overflowed with three-piece suits and he took elocution lessons to make his 

diction sound "more white."' When Advertising Age selected him as 1977s Presenter of 

the Year, Simpson said, "People identify with me and I don't think I'm that offensive to 

anyone. . . . People have told me I'm colorless. Everybody likes me. I stay out of politics. 

I don't try to save people for the Lord, and besides, I don't look that out of character in a 

suit" (80).3 According to Harry Edwards, in "We Must Let O.J. go: separating fact from 

image" (1995), Simpson's appeal to both Black and White America made him the perfect 

candidate for the roles of national hero and Black success symbol. Nonetheless, Simpson 

minimized his connection to his African-American roots. His friendships were almost 
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exclusively with White people and he dated only White women. He gave little more than 

an example to the Black community. Edwards states that Simpson was proudly apolitical; 

he refused to take a stand on Black issues and causes, and was non-supportive of Black 

organizations. Jeffrey Rosen, in "The bloods and the crits: O.J. Simpson, critical race 

theory, the law, and the triumph of color in America," recalls an interview Simpson gave 

to The New York Times in 1968. During a period when other African-American 

celebrities marched in the street against racial injustice, Simpson summarized his views on 

Black issues: "I'm not black, I'm 0.J." (15). 

At the time of his ex-wife's murder, Toobin (1996) states, Simpson enjoyed 

modest visibility as a sportscaster, an occasional actor, a beauty contest judge, a Hertz 

pitch man, and the spokesman for an arthritis cure. His primary occupation, according to 

his friends, was being 0. J. However, Simpson's appeal never diminished. In "The Juice 

played here: 0. J. Simpson's murder trial grips Buffalo," James Deacon (1995) asks 

Buffalo Bills fans why Simpson's appeal remains so high despite the murder charge; they 

answered, "He wasn't just great. He was The Juice" (2). Even when he was in jail, 

Toobin (1996) claims, Simpson received approximately 2000 pieces of mail every day. On 

his birthday, he received 7000 cards. In attempting to ascertain the reason for the public's 

loyalty to Simpson, Sullivan (Pt. 1 1994) concludes: "0. J. ultimately achieved a 

prototype: the clean, smooth black man whose appeal broke through every racial barrier, 

the first American-born person of color with whom the majority of white people felt 

genuinely comfortable" (80). 

Nevertheless, Toobin (1996) noted a clear difference in how Blacks and Whites 

displayed their loyalty to Simpson. During the Bronco chase, Whites seemed to be 
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motivated by curiosity about a cherished sports hero. Conversely, Blacks chanted and 

shouted to show racial solidarity in support of their Black success symbol. 

Issues of race saturated the content of media coverage during the trial. The Black 

community was characterized as an explosion waiting to happen if Simpson was 

convicted. Black scholars were interviewed regarding the improbability of a fair trial. 

Weekly polls were broadcast and printed to show the opposing opinions of Black and 

White Americans. Talk show guests discussed how racial loyalty would ultimately affect 

the verdict. Whenever the judge ruled on a motion, cameras documented the reactions of 

African-Americans in various parts of the country. An editorial in The Nation, entitled 

"Verdict on America" (1995), claims that if the victims had been Black, the media would 

have ignored the whole affair. 

Lewis R. Gordon, in "A Lynching Well Lost" (1995), calls the media an 

institutionalized maintenance of racism. They not only maintain opposition, they 

perpetuate it. Michael Fleeman's article, "Lawyer For Detective Quits, Describes Tapes 

As Disgusting" (1995), provides an example: "National polls showed from the very 

beginning that most black Americans thought Simpson was innocent while most whites 

thought he was guilty. This was widely interpreted as a sign of how differently the races 

read the fairness of our justice system. Now, thanks to Fuhrman . . we see the truth of 

an old adage: Even paranoids have real enemies" (A13). Ishmael Reed, author of Airing 

Dirty Linen, asserts that a new all-white jury exists to determine the outcome of criminal 

cases especially when race is involvedjournalists, media critics, talk show hosts, 

psychologists, TV columnists, and other assorted quacks. He says that because the 

American people are subjected to brainwashing by these "powerful molders of public 
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opinion (32)," he is not surprised Whites and Blacks would express differing views related 

to the Simpson case.' David Margo lick's article, "Defense Grills Detective On Actions At 

Crime Scene" (1995), provides an illustration: "To some, the chance that Fuhrman 

devoted such time to nefarious ends seems outlandish. But the defense is banking that a 

largely black jury might be willing to credit charges of police misbehavior and see such a 

conspiracy theory as plausible" (A09). 

Margolick's (1995) comments bring up issues of police injustice. Otis Pike, in an 

editorial found in The Oregonian (1995), writes that people in Black neighborhoods have 

grown accustomed to corrupt cops. Harvard Law School Professor Charles J. Ogletree 

reports that racism is a central part of police misconduct. Police rely on race to determine 

suspicious conduct and the degree of dangerousness.' Hubert Williams, president of the 

Police Foundation, says that in White neighborhoods, the police officer's mission is to 

protect and serve; in minority neighborhoods, his/her mission is to maintain law and 

order. He claims that 42 percent of citizen complaints of excessive force in 1991 came 

from Blacks.' A fair judicial process appears beyond their reach. Ishmael Reed writes: 

"[A] racist judicial system skirts the Constitution when the defendant is African American 

. . . . [They are subject] to testi-lying by policemen, the acquiescence to such lies by 

puppet judges and the endorsement of such procedures by a media which always sides 

with the police" (32).' Paul Siegel, in "New Light Shed On Nationwide Police Brutality 

Toward Blacks" (n.d.), insists police departments are bastions of white supremacy; 

moreover, he specifically calls the LAPD an occupying army. Sullivan, in "Unreasonable 

Doubt: Part 2" (1994), cites the Black to White arrest ratio as 23: 1 in Los Angeles. 

These statistics symbolize the perfect motivation for the resentment of law enforcement 
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officers. The emergence of Fuhrman's employment records provided initial validation for 

the law enforcement concerns of Black citizens. When the McKinney tapes surfaced, 

Fuhrman became the poster boy for a corrupt police force. 

Fuhrman's discovery of the bloody Rockingham glove was potentially quite 

damaging to Simpson's case. Repeated defense motions to remove it from the evidence 

list proved unsuccessful. Consequently, they changed their focus to destroying the 

reputation of the officer who found it. However, the press lionized Fuhrman's image even 

before the preliminary hearing, portraying him as strong enough to see through the 

defense's tricks. Initial media reports characterized Fuhrman as cool, calm, and 

unshakable; they even described him as handsome and muscular. Fuhrman expressed 

some reservations about this media attention. When they approached him outside the 

courtroom, he even waved them off. Experience had taught him that when a witness is 

valorized, the opposition must find a flaw in that witness. Clark (1997) recalls that, before 

the preliminary hearing, Fuhrman secretly told her about the possibility that the defense 

and the media might obtain his employment files. He believed they would not understand 

what he was going through at the time, and would use the information to smear his name. 

However, at the time, Clark thought he was being paranoid. 

Clark claims that when Toobin's New Yorker article, "An Incendiary Defense," hit 

the stands, Fuhrman paged her at home. The article discussed Fuhrman's stress disability 

claim in detail and contained several quotations from the psychiatrists he had seen. It also 

quoted conversation with defense team members about how they planned to use the 

information to discredit Fuhrman. Fuhrman requested permission from Clark to defend his 

name on television. She consulted Gil Garcetti, Los Angeles District Attorney, on the 
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matter. Garcetti ordered Fuhrman to remain silent on the issue; Fuhrman unhappily 

obeyed orders. 

As expected, the defense team's public allegations began and media speculation 

about Fuhrman grew. Wherever he went, reporters pursued him. They printed stories 

containing innuendo after innuendo. On his way back from a house-hunting trip to Idaho, 

for instance, a newspaper photographer refused to leave Fuhrman and his wife alone; 

Fuhrman pushed him. Associated Press article, "Fuhrman Hits Newspaper Photographer" 

(1995), reported the story: "Los Angeles Police Detective Mark Fuhrman, portrayed by 

0. J. Simpson's lawyers as a racist capable of framing their client, did his reputation no 

good when he bashed a photographer at a Spokane airport" (A18). According to M. L. 

Stein's article, "Police detective threatens reporter with libel suit" (1995), Los Angeles 

Sentinel reporter Dennis Schatzman also remarked on a radio talk show that Fuhrman had 

a history of planting evidence. When asked by the commentator when Fuhrman had 

supposedly planted evidence, Schatzman answered, "Oh, that was a long time ago" (22). 

Stryker McGuire of Newsweek wrote an article, entitled "Fuhrman in the cross hairs" 

(1995). McGuire began with a vivid reenactment of an alleged dress rehearsal of Bailey's 

cross-examination. He said that Fuhrman broke down on the stand and admitted his racist 

tendencies. "A source close to the prosecution said Fuhrman came across as a difficult 

and troubled witness, that he became defensive and agitated" (54). The same source 

supposedly said it would not be a very big leap to believe Fuhrman planted the 

Rockingham glove. However, according to every other source reviewed for the current 

study, this dress rehearsal never occurred. 
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People, who claimed to know Fuhrman in the past, also surfaced to verify or deny 

his racism. He received a barrage of death threats, so many that the LAPD assigned three 

bodyguards for his protection. Clark (1997) grew worried about how this would affect his 

testimony: "Fuhrman now had found ample grounds to mistrust everyone in the D.A.'s 

office and was edgier than ever. A big part of my job became soothing him so he 

wouldn't flip out on the witness stand" (342). She described Fuhrman as "a pain in the 

ass" during the days he took the stand. She claims he hulked in her office with his body 

guards, sulking and throwing tantrums, wailing about how the defense ruined his life. 

However, his demeanor changed when he testified: "Mark sailed confidently through the 

rest of the direct. He was smooth and relaxed. The irritability and childish petulance of 

the past few months had vanished. No one watching him on the stand today would ever 

believe all the hand-holding sessions that had led to this moment" (347-8). 

Media reports gave Fuhrman a reprieve after witnessing his interaction with F. Lee 

Bailey, one of Simpson's defense attorneys. They tentatively reassigned Fuhrman the role 

of star witness and supported that image in their reports. Even when Bailey accused 

Fuhrman of racist behavior and planting evidence in court, the media minimized and 

ridiculed these claims. In an article entitled "Lawyer Bailey Fails To Disturb Detective 

Fuhrman's Cool," Margolick (1995) states: 

[D]espite suggestions that he was a bigot and a liar, 
Fuhrman again held his own, returning Bailey's slams with 
gentle, soft-spoken lobs. . . . Since the defense has no 
evidence that Fuhrman moved anything, it is resorting 
instead to innuendo. . . . Still, . Fuhrman was unflappable. 
Never did he raise his voice, and even when he repeated 
Bailey's words in annoyance, he did so politely, making it 
hard to see him as the zealot the defense has said he is. 
(A09) 
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When Bailey grilled Fuhrman specifically on his use of the word "nigger" in the past ten 

years, Fuhrman was stalwart. He maintained that he had not used the word in the last ten 

years. Bailey promised to call witnesses to back up defense allegations. Yet, Fuhrman 

claimed that witnesses who testified to the contrary would be lying. When he stepped 

down after six days on the stand, Fuhrman was declared the victor in a grudge match 

against Bailey. The press showered him with praise. He received gifts, flowers, and 

baskets of food. The LAPD ordered a cake for him, and they celebrated with the deputies 

and law clerks. Unfortunately, when Laura Hart McKinney entered the picture, his 

testimony resulted in a perjury charge and a media avalanche that destroyed his 

reputation.' 

McKinney, a writer and academic, met Fuhrman in a Westwood cafe ten years 

before the murders. According to Toobin (1996), as they talked, he learned she was 

writing about the stresses faced by female police officers. Fuhrman told her he belonged 

to a clandestine organization called Men Against Women (MAW) dedicated to resisting 

the encroachment of woman on traditionally male turf. They decided to write a screenplay 

using the topic. According to "Lowlights of the Detective Fuhrman Tapes," McKinney 

engaged Fuhrman as a consultant and technical advisor in the development of a screenplay 

about female police officers. She brought a tape recorder to each of their meetings. 

Fuhrman assisted her by speaking in character, drawing from his own experiences, but 

exaggerating them for cinematic purposes. Throughout the interviews, Fuhrman speaks in 

the first person, with "I" did this, or "I" did that. The interviews also include his reaction 

to drafts of the screenplay, and dialogues and characters presented. McKinney describes 

his creative participation during one interview: "The problem with this Mark is that the 
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people that we're creating [sic]. . . .I don't have any problem working over the ideas with 

you, and having you read over scenes. . . .That's part of your creative participation in 

what we are doing" (3). In Chris Bessler's 1997 interview, Fuhrman claims that the 

meetings took place over a period of about ten years, but the crux of the tapes was done 

in five or six months. McKinney's final interview was conducted shortly after Simpson's 

preliminary hearing. At that meeting, according to Clark (1997), McKinney and Fuhrman 

agreed to lie low until after the trial. Then, due to Fuhrman's notoriety as a star witness, 

they were certain the screenplay would sell. Toobin (1996) states that the twelve 

interviews yielded about twelve hours of tape. McKinney transcribed these tapes and 

produced a draft. Fuhrman was to receive a $10,000 consulting fee if the movie was ever 

produced. 

When the defense learned the tapes contained Fuhrman's voice talking about 

planting evidence and getting niggers, Toobin (1996) claims they attempted to secure the 

tapes from McKinney. However, she refused; she feared she would be unable to sell the 

screenplay if she allowed the defense to use the tapes against Fuhrman. Consequently, the 

defense decided to file a brief in North Carolina, where she lived, requesting McKinney be 

forced to give up the tapes. However, because he determined the tapes to be irrelevant 

script interviews, the judge denied their motion. Yet, the North Carolina Court of 

Appeals overturned the decision. 

When lawyers from both sides listened to the tapes, according to Toobin (1996), 

they heard Fuhrman denigrate Blacks, Jews, and Mexicans. They heard him downgrade 

women, one of which was Margaret York, the wife of the judge presiding over the 

Simpson trial. York had been Fuhrman's former commanding officer. Despite their 
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knowledge that Fuhrman was supposed to be talking in character, the attorneys were 

shocked by the contents. The tapes contained 41 separate racial epithets, as well as 

references to beating and framing suspects. 

Johnnie Cochran, another Simpson defense attorney, pressured Judge Lance Ito to 

release the tapes to the public. Toobin (1996) states that Cochran held a news conference 

of Black ministers to further his cause; Danny Bakewell, head of the Brotherhood 

Crusade, was among those invited. Bakewell announced that the Black community was a 

powder keg capable of rioting; essentially, he said to release the tapes or else. Ito 

responded by allowing the defense to play a few samples from the tapes, outside the 

presence of the jury, but still in front of the television cameras. Every one of the excerpts 

used the word "nigger," the very word Fuhrman had insisted, under oath, that he had 

never used in the last ten years.' According to Vincent Bugliosi, in Outrage: The Five 

Reasons Why 0. J. Simpson Got Away With Murder (1996), Cochran was not satisfied 

with only a few samples. He continued pushing to play 61 excerpts for the jury, including 

the 41 that contained the word "nigger." Ito eventually agreed to expose the jury to two 

excerpts. The first, which referred to female officers: "They don't go out there and 

initiate a contact with some six-foot-five nigger that's been in prison for seven years 

pumping weights" (71) was played directly from the audio tape. The second excerpt was 

read from the transcript: "We have no niggers where I grew up" (71). However, in 

addition, the jury heard McKinney testify that the tapes contained the word "nigger" 39 

more times. 

The most striking blow to Fuhrman's moral reputation was Ito's decision to play 

all 61 excerpts in open court, outside the jury's presence. Millions of Americans at once 
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heard them over one of the three major television networks or the thousands of radio 

programs providing coverage. For those who missed them or wanted to analyze them 

more closely, the transcripts promptly appeared on the pages of newspapers, magazines, 

and the Internet. Ito claimed the reason for his decision was to avoid being accused of 

"suppressing information of vital public interest" (72), according to Bugliosi (1996). 

However, as a result, the media exploded with character attacks against Fuhrman. 

The support they had once shown him was now forgotten. In "Where does Fuhrman take 

us?' William F. Buckley, Jr. calls him an odious man and a sadist who deserves America's 

loathing and disgust. Laura Trujillo's article, "Fuhrman Tapes Erode Respect," claims the 

tapes show Fuhrman to be "not only a racist, but a rogue cop who planted evidence and 

arrested people without cause . . ." (A01). In "Most Americans now say Fuhrman a 

racist," Leslie McAneny (1995) offers the August 1995 Gallup poll results, showing that 

65 percent of Americans believed Fuhrman was a racist once the contents of the tapes 

were made public. This is only two percentage points less than the number of Americans 

who believed Simpson was guilty. 

Despite the overwhelming negative press about Fuhrman, there were some people 

who stepped forth in support of his moral character. One of these people was Sergeant 

Paul Partridge; he had known Fuhrman since he was a rookie. Partridge said, in referring 

to Fuhrman: "If he were back on the job [today] he would risk his life for anyone on the 

job or anyone in the city, just like he always had. And he wouldn't care who they were" 

(130).' 

According to Clark (1997), by this time, the prosecution was no longer speaking 

to Fuhrman. They wanted him and his reputation disassociated from their case. However, 
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the defense needed to cement his role as the bogeyman to distract the jury from the 

evidence against their client. After succeeding in getting the 61 taped excerpts released to 

the public, the next step was to place Fuhrman on public display. Whether he admitted he 

lied on the stand or asserted his Fifth Amendment privilege, Fuhrman's moral character 

would be destroyed before a whole nation. 

The defense, thus, recalled Fuhrman to the stand. According to Dominick Dunne, 

in "The 'N' Word: Not Guilty" (1995), the death threats became so abundant, Fuhrman 

and his bodyguards moved to a different hotel every night. When Fuhrman finally took 

the stand, his new lawyer stood beside him. Robert Tourtelot, Fuhrman's former lawyer, 

had quit when the tapes were made public." Prosecutor Chris Darden left the room and 

Marcia Clark refused to look at him. Ronald Goldman's family turned away. An angry 

crowd outside the courthouse carried signs and shouted, "Give Us Fuhrman." Clark 

(1997) recounts the incident. Gerald Uelman, another Simpson defense attorney, asked 

the questions. Fuhrman's response to each was the same"I wish to assert my Fifth 

Amendment privilege." According to Bugliosi (1996), when a witness invokes the Fifth 

Amendment, s/he cannot be selective about which questions to answer. An answer to one 

question waives the witness' right to refuse to answer any others. Clark (1997) states the 

lawyerly thing to do in these situations is to show the court, by asking a few questions, 

that the witness intends to exercise his/her Fifth Amendment privilege for every question. 

However, once Uelman directly asked Fuhrman if this was the case, he asked a final 

question: "Detective Fuhrman, did you plant or manufacture any evidence in this case" 

(453)? Fuhrman had no choice but to assert his Fifth Amendment privilege again. 
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The prosecution and the defense also attacked Fuhrman's moral character during 

the trial's closing arguments. The prosecution team offered a paradoxical view of 

Fuhrman. They told the jury that he was a repulsive human being that did not deserve to 

belong on the LAPD; yet, his work in the investigation was impeccable and should not be 

negated. Clark (1997) states that she felt obligated to begin by telling the jury what she 

thought of Fuhrman: "It would be completely understandable if you were to feel angry 

and disgusted with Mark Fuhrman. As we all are. . . . Is he a racist? Yes. Is he the worst 

[the] LAPD has to offer? Yes. . ." (462). Bugliosi (1996) also recounts Clark and 

Darden's vilification of Fuhrman. Clark said, "Do we wish there were no such person on 

this planet? Yes" (133). Darden told the jury: "I'm not even going to call him Detective 

Fuhrman because he doesn't deserve that title" (133). 

In Cochran's closing arguments, according to Bugliosi (1996), he called Fuhrman 

a genocidal racist, a perjurer, America's worst nightmare, and the personification of evil. 

Clark (1997) states that Cochran not only attacked Fuhrman's character, he compared his 

behavior to the Holocaust: "There was another man, not too long ago, who had those 

same views, who wanted to burn people. This man, this scourge, became one of the worst 

people in the history of the world. Adolf Hitler" (464). Cochran told the mostly African-

American jury that they could punish people like Fuhrman by sending a message to law 

enforcement officials; they could do so by acquitting Simpson. After returning a not 

guilty verdict, several jury members denied they had taken Cochran's suggestion; 

however, they cited Fuhrman's alleged racism for doubting Simpson's guilt. 

Many believe the Fuhrman's offenses transcended the Simpson trial; they affected 

race relations and society's view of law enforcement officers. Trujillo (1995) reports that 
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Portland, Oregon police officers felt the backlash of the allegations against Fuhrman. The 

tapes brought them under scrutiny and gave people a reason to generalize about all cops. 

In Los Angeles, Jim Impoco and Mike Tharp report in "Under siege at the LAPD" (1995), 

cops are confused about how to do their jobs; they are afraid of being considered racist 

and feel like the professional scapegoats of society. When some members of the 

department stopped or arrested people, they were accused of being just like Fuhrman. 

Some officers transferred to other departments to avoid the stigma. 

After the trial, according to Charles Feldman's "Source: Probe finds praise for 

Fuhrman" (1996), the LAPD conducted an internal investigation of Fuhrman and the 

incidents he spoke of on the tapes. Investigators spent six months interviewing people 

who had been arrested by Fuhrman, as well as current and former prosecutors who 

handled the cases. Most of those interviewed were minorities. Those interviewed had 

nothing but praise for Fuhrman. Butterfield (Badge 1996), one of Fuhrman's sharpest 

critics, states that the Los Angeles public defender's office found no complaints upon 

reviewing the 35 most serious cases investigated by Fuhrman since 1988. There was not a 

single complaint about planting evidence or racial misconduct. Instead, some arrestees 

complimented Fuhrman on his fair treatment. Nevertheless, California Attorney General 

Dan Lungren pursued a perjury charge against Fuhrman. Fuhrman pleaded no contest to 

the charge and was sentenced to three years probation and a $200 fine. 

For nearly one year after asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege, Fuhrman remain 

silent. He reappeared for the first time on national television in an interview with Diane 

Sawyer to announce the March 1997 release of his book, Murder In Brentwood. 

Bessler's (1997) interview with Fuhrman after the book's release discusses his reasons for 
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writing it and what he hopes to achieve by telling his side of the story. Fuhrman states 

that the only reason he would talk about the whole affair is to defend himself. He 

strategically waited to do so until his whole career had been investigated by five official 

agencies. Their results backed his assertion that he had done nothing wrong in connection 

with the case. This also gave him time to gather proof for the book. He was determined 

to establish proof for each of his assertions. He tells his side of the story, then backs and 

double-backs each claim. Regaining his reputation is his goal. He believes people will 

judge him fairly if they see the evidence. Bessler quotes him: 

There's not one opinion in this book. I can corroborate 
everything . . . from outside sources other than me, whether 
scientific or eye witness or testimonial. . . . I could have 
wrote another 200 pages about what I know in this case, 
but I can't absolutely corroborate it. So I didn't put it in. I 
wanted people to be able to read this book and say, 'This 
isn't Fuhnnan's opinion. This is what is proven.' So, you 
can actually take me out of the picture. And then the 
polygraph I took nailed everything down. (4) 

Fuhrman insists he had to come forward to both apologize and take responsibility for his 

mistakes. However, he claims the only mistake he made, in relation to the case, was 

telling Bailey he had not used a racial slur in the last ten years. Fuhrman contends he is 

the only one of the players who is man enough to admit the mistakes he made in this case; 

the others just keep using him as a scapegoat. This book, he hopes, will enable people to 

see what the real Mark Fuhrman is made of when the heat is on. He has a clear 

conscience. The number one message Fuhrman hopes people get from the book is to look 

at all the evidence and challenge all theories before rushing to judgment. 

Jon Katz, in "Mark Fuhrman's Ghost" (1997) reviews Murder In Brentwood as a 

"startlingly different view of Fuhrman" (3), a view completely at odds with the savage 
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portrait painted of him by the media during the trial. He says, and I agree, that this book 

raises all sorts of questions about whether the media considers the appearance of 

sensitivity more important than whether somebody is portrayed truthfully. Fuhrman's 

book is the first report offered that brings the nation a nuanced, rational view of the man 

considered perhaps the most reviled figure in modem media history. 
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Endnotes 

' Cited in Marcia Clark, and Teresa Carpenter. Without A Doubt. New York: 
Penguin, 1997. 

2 Simpson claimed this was his reason for taking elocution lessons. 

3 Cited in Randall Sullivan's "Unreasonable Doubt: Partl." Rolling Stone (15 
Dec. 1994): 77-89, 114. 

4 Cited in "The 0. J. Simpson Case: Prominent Blacks discuss race, sex, crime and 
`the case of the century'." Ebony OLIX.11 (Sept. 1994): 29-34, 140. 

5 Cited on p. 1049Sarah Glazer, "Police Corruption: The Issues." CQ 
Researcher 24 (24 Nov. 1995): 1043-60. Additionally, she cites Marc Mauer, co-
author of the Sentencing Project report. He states that racism may not be the issue; it 
may be classism. Most crimes occur in low income communities and most Blacks fit into 
a lower economic class. 

6 Cited on pgs. 1047-8Sarah Glazer, "Police Corruption: The Issues." Q 
Researcher 24 (24 Nov. 1995): 1043-60. 

' Cited in "The 0. J. Simpson Case: Prominent Blacks discuss race, sex, crime and 
`the case of the century'." Ebony OLIX.11 (Sept. 1994): 29-34, 140. 

g Bugliosi (1996) defines the two basic types of perjury at a criminal trial. The first 
occurs when the guilty defendant denies committing the crime under oath. The second 
type is self-protective in nature. For example, this might be when a witness knowingly and 
falsely accuses an innocent party of a crime. This type usually results in criminal 
prosecution, if it can be proven. Bugliosi writes: "Fuhrman's lie, on a private matter that 
had no relevance to the facts of the case, is a third category that hardly merits attention. 
The prosecutors should have met the issue . . . in their summation. . . . Fuhrman should 
have told the truth, he simply was too embarrassed to do so before the jury and a national 
televised audience" (173). Generally, this third category is considered common and 
legally irrelevant. 

'According to Bugliosi (1996), the last time Fuhrman used the word "nigger" on 
the tapes was in 1988, seven years before he testified in the Simpson trial. 

1° Cited in Vincent Bugliosi. Outrage: The Five Reasons Why 0. J. Simpson Got 
Away With Murder. New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1996. 

"According to Newsweek. "Fuhrman's Role Grows." The Oregonian 23 Aug. 
1995, Sunrise ed.: A20. Newsbank. CD-ROM., Tourtelot said, "I was profoundly 
disgusted and horrified by the contents of Mr. Fuhrman's taped conversation. I can only 
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hope that these despicable statements of ignorance do not detract us from the crucial issue 
of this trial. . ." (A20). 
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Chapter Three: 

ANALYSIS:  
APOLOGIA AS FACE-SAVING STRATEGY  

Mark Fuhrman wrote Murder In Brentwood in response to a public accusation that 

attacked his moral character and his professional reputation. Because the accusation was 

public, the response also needed to be public. The rhetorical genre of apologiaa speech 

of self - defense -comes into being to undertake such a response. In apologia, specific 

rhetorical strategies can be implemented for the purpose of restoring a threatened image or 

face. If rhetoric comes into existence to accomplish a specific task, and that task is 

facework, the rhetorical strategies used are implemented to save face. In the following 

analysis, I will use Fuhrman's book to examine the implementation of apologetic rhetorical 

strategies for the purpose of facework. I will also inject the concept of masculinity into 

the study to focus on the gender aspect of face. I will endeavor to answer the question: 

In his book, Murder In Brentwood, how does Fuhrman use the rhetorical strategies 

indicative of apologia to save masculine face? By demonstrating a viable connection 

between apologetic rhetoric and masculine face-saving communication behavior, I will 

establish apologia as a masculine face-saving strategy. 

Whether they believe 0. J. Simpson is guilty or innocent, the public holds Fuhrman 

at least partially to blame for the not-guilty verdict in the Simpson murder trial. However, 

Fuhrman primarily addresses only those who believe Simpson is guilty. He offers a 

detailed defense regarding every aspect of the investigation and trial, but never defends his 
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conviction as to Simpson's guilt. He assumes his audience agrees with him on this point. 

Notwithstanding, Fuhrman attempts to persuade them that he is not to blame for the 

verdict. He dissects his involvement in the case and points to his successes and failures, as 

well as the successes and failures of key players. If his apologia is successful, he will 

rebuild his reputation and restore his masculine face. 

My analysis of Fuhrman's book will appear in this and the following chapter. 

Here, in Chapter Three, I will demonstrate how Fuhrman attempts to save face with 

apologetic rhetoric. I will divide my analysis into three sub-sections; each will represent 

one of the general public accusations leveled at Fuhrman. For each accusation, I will 

identify the face-saving strategy Fuhrman selects to address the issue. To enable this task, 

my first unit of analysis includes the four face-saving strategies of Hodgins, Liebeskind, 

and Schwartz (1996)(1) concessions; (2) refusals; (3) excuses; and (4) justifications 

along with Sandra Petronio's (1984) clarification of the excuse and justification strategies. 

Then, I will identify the rhetorical strategies indicative of apologia with which Fuhrman 

fulfills the face-saving strategy selected. To accommodate this task, my second unit of 

analysis includes William Benoit's (1995) image restoration strategies for apologia. The 

first is denial. The second is evading or reducing responsibility; its variants include 

provocation, defeasibility, an excuse based on accident, and justification. The third of 

Benoit's strategies is reducing offensiveness; its variants include bolstering, minimization, 

differentiation, transcendence, attacking the accuser, and compensation. 

My analysis will continue in Chapter Four. There, I will determine the topics 

Fuhrman emphasizes in his apologia and the motivational drives that shape his discourse. 

Doing this will lead me to the face Fuhrman hopes to save with his rhetoric. When both 
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portions of the analysis are complete, I hope to be able to establish Fuhrman's apologia as 

his strategy for saving masculine face. 

Conspiracy, Evidence Mishandling, and Police Misconduct 

The defense team offered various theories during the trial to assert Simpson's 

innocence. They claimed that the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) and the district 

attorney's office were part of a giant conspiracy to frame their client. These organizations 

supposedly had the desire to participate in this conspiracy to cover up Fuhrman's alleged 

racism and his willingness to frame Black suspects. Fuhrman was also accused of carrying 

a glove from the Bundy crime scene to the Rockingham estate to frame Simpson for his 

ex-wife's murder. Fuhrman supposedly planted the glove not only because Simpson is 

Black, but because he resented being removed from a high profile case. Another defense 

claim stated that LAPD officers and lab personnel were guilty of shoddy policework and 

evidence mishandling. 

Fuhrman addresses each of the defense's theories. He, first, leads the reader step-

by-step through his performance in the investigation. Then, he addresses the glove-

planting and conspiracy issues. Finally, he presents his theories regarding shoddy 

policework and evidence mishandling in the case. 

Fuhrman begins by addressing his performance in the Simpson investigation. He 

endeavors to establish the honesty and superiority of his investigative skills He selects 

what Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996) identify as a justification strategy to 

construct a face consistent with this goal. He begins by accepting full responsibility for his 
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work during the investigation, but denies any failure in relation to that work. Fuhrman 

executes what Benoit (1995) calls a bolstering strategy to introduce redeeming or self-

enhancing information into his account. The purpose of this strategy is to increase the 

audience's positive affect toward him. To accomplish this task, Fuhrman repeatedly offers 

his investigative knowledge, citing his extensive experience as the source of this 

knowledge. Excerpts such as: "Twenty years fighting crime on the streets had taught me 

a great many lessons, . . ." (9) and ". . . I remember him saying, 'If Mark says it's blood, it 

probably is' (28) are examples of Fuhrman's bolstering rhetoric. Fuhrman tries to 

persuade his audience about his willingness and competency to do a superior job, no 

matter what role he might have been asked to fulfill, especially in this case. He begins 

with the 1:05 AM phone call that summons him to the Bundy crime scene. Ron Phillips, 

Fuhrman's boss and mentor, phoned him, even though he was not on call. Fuhrman 

suggests, in this portion of his account, that his boss thought he would be an asset to the 

investigation. He adds, "On the drive over, I went through a mental checklist, as I often 

do. . . . By anticipating challenges, I thought I would be better prepared to meet them" 

(11). 

By offering the reader portions of his credo for good policework, Fuhrman also 

bolsters his professional reputation. The following excerpt portrays an honest and 

conscientious police officer with no reason or desire to undertake a massive conspiracy: 

"On any investigation, you can't jump to conclusions and then try to make the evidence fit 

your theory. . . . [Y]ou must . . . let the evidence speak for itself . . . Every aspect of the 

case must constantly be questioned" (16). By presenting this information to the audience, 
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Fuhrman defines his credibility and legitimacy regarding his work in this case. Doing so 

helps enable the fulfillment of his justification face-saving strategy. 

Another way to satisfy justification facework is by denying or minimizing failure in 

relation to the event. Fuhrman again uses a bolstering strategy to accomplish this task. 

He takes the reader step-by-step through his thoughts and actions during the investigation. 

Fuhrman often shares his conclusions directly, even providing meticulous diagrams of the 

crime scene to help the reader follow along with his explanation more clearly. In the 

following excerpt, he illustrates his presence of mind and asserts his lack of failure in 

referencing a statement made to Brad Roberts by 0. J. Simpson: "We both realized the 

importance . . . of the statement, . . . I suggested Brad put this to paper immediately, 

which he did. . . . [It] was then given to Vannatter and Lange. . . . [It]could have been 

very helpful when they interrogated Simpson. . ." (42). 

Occasionally, Fuhrman's rhetoric sounds like a natural inner dialogue that occurs 

as he views the crime scene. The following excerpt is designed to bolster Fuhrman's 

image by demonstrating the conscientiousness and competency of his reasoning: "The 

female victim was probably inside her residence just prior to death, and had been there at 

least long enough to take off her shoes. . . . Conversely, the male victim was dressed for 

the outdoors. Either he had intended to enter the residence and never made it in, or he 

could have been leaving and the female victim was escorting him to the door" (14). 

Justification facework can also be accomplished with bolstering rhetoric that uses 

the confirming testimony of others as to the appropriateness of one's involvement. For 

example, Fuhrman claimed he and his partner had better knowledge of the evidence than 

the lead investigators. Therefore, the district attorneys chose him to give them the facts of 
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the case. Fuhrman concludes that this action is confirmation of both the appropriateness 

of his involvement in the investigation and his superior performance: ". . . Marcia Clark 

from the district attorney's office . . . was soonjoined by Bill Hodgman, a high-ranking 

district attorney, and they both wanted to speak to me. . . . As I described everything that 

I observed, noted, and found, she sat smiling and nodding. Hodgman listened and took 

notes. . . . [T]hey stated they were very satisfied" (43). 

A bolstering strategy can also be seen when Fuhrman recalls him and his junior 

partner finding an important piece of evidence at the Bundy crime scene: ". . .I took Brad 

down the north walkway, showing him the bloody shoeprints and blood drops. . . . We 

were carefully scanning the gate with our flashlights when we were both shocked by the 

sight of a bloody fingerprint on the brass deadbolt knob. . . . This print was identifiable, 

comparable, and high in quality" (17). Fuhrman increases the effectiveness of this excerpt 

by displaying his actual notation of the fingerprint in his case notes as proof of his 

conscientiousness. Additionally, he positions himself as more credible than RHD 

Detectives Vannatter and Lange. Because the fingerprint was never recovered and never 

used as evidence, proof of its discovery bolsters Fuhrman's competency. It suggests to his 

audience, who believe Simpson is guilty, that the blame for the not-guilty verdict at least 

partially lies with someone else. Fuhrman eventually points to Vannatter and Lange as the 

offenders, for neglecting to collect the fingerprint: "When I was turning over the Bundy 

crime scene to Robbery/Homicide, it never occured [sic] to me to lead two veteran 

homicide detectives by the hand and show them the bloody fingerprint" (52). By diverting 

negative audience attention away from himself, Fuhrman begins to focus the blame for the 
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verdict to the mistakes of others. By providing a new target for ill will, justification 

facework can be satisfied. 

Fuhrman selects a new face-saving strategy specifically to address the glove-

planting and conspiracy issues; he decides to save face with a refusal strategy. First, he 

denies all responsibility for the offense. Then, displaying an unwillingness to defend 

himself, he merely reads back his testimony from the trial verbatim. Finally, he offers a 

small sarcastic quip as interpretation: "Marcia's redirect was short and to the point, 

focusing exclusively on how it was impossible for me to have planted the glove and 

ludicrous to think I did. . . . After just those seven questions, anyone who still thought I 

planted the glove must have been drinking from F. Lee Bailey's thermos" (252-3).1 This 

response denies the act occurred; therefore, it is an example of Benoit's (1995) denial 

strategy. 

Defense attorneys also theorized that Fuhrman decided to plant the glove for self-

aggrandizement after RHD took his case. With refusal facework, Fuhrman refuses to 

address the accusation directly; he uses bolstering rhetoric to rationalize why RHD was 

given the case. The following excerpt attempts to secure the positive affect of the 

audience by positioning Fuhnnan as a hard-working, rather than glory-seeking detective: 

"[A]ny good detective, particularly a homicide detective, wants to keep a 'Whodunit.' 

But. . . . case would absorb the attention of the detectives assigned to it every 

waking minute. Brad and I I. . . were responsible for all the murders committed in West 

Los Angeles, and those investigations could not come to a halt because of a single case" 

(18). When RHD investigators arrived at the scene, Fuhrman recalls voluntarily handing 

his notes over to them. This is not the action of a resentful detective; it is the action of a 
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confident and competent teammate offering assistance. Fuhrman also adds that, even 

though he only had the case for a short time, he was satisfied with his performance. 

Fuhrman injects Benoit's (1995) denial strategy, as needed, into his bolstering 

rhetoric to address the conspiracy issue. Again, he ignores the defense's accusation, while 

also speaking to it. He infers that, as mere acquaintances, these other officers would never 

risk their reputations and their jobs to cover up for his alleged misconduct. As he recalls 

meeting other officers at the scene, he explains his relationship or lack of relationship with 

each of them. In doing this, he denies not only his own participation in a conspiracy, but 

the possible participation of the other officers. For example, when speaking about Officer 

Riske, Fuhrman states, "I knew Riske only casually from previous arrests. . ." (12). 

Talking about Vannatter and Lange, Fuhrman states, "At about 4:05 A.M., Detective 

Phillip Vannatter from Robbery/Homicide arrived, and Ron and I were introduced to him 

for the first time. . . . [When Lange arrived], Ron and I were introduced to a detective we 

had never met before" (22). As for Dennis Fung, he states that he had never before met 

him or worked with him. When he speaks of Marcia Clark, he says, "She was another 

person I had never met before" (43). He even makes light of the conspiracy issue. When 

he and Roberts had been relieved of the case, they joked with Phillips about buying them 

breakfast: "Looking back, that was the only conspiracy we engaged in at the crime 

scenetrying to get the boss to buy us breakfast" (22). 

As Fuhrman moves in his account from the Bundy crime scene to the Rockingham 

estate, his tone begins to change. Fuhrman continues using justification facework and a 

bolstering rhetorical strategy to accomplish it However, he begins blending hints of 

Benoit's (1995) defeasibility strategy into the mix. With this strategy, he attempts to 
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evade personal responsibility for defense accusations of shoddy policework and evidence 

mishandling, by attributing mistakes in the investigation to Vannatter and Lange. If he can 

show his lack of control over important factors in the investigation, theoretically, he 

should not be held responsible for the act. When working on an investigative team, 

Fuhrman must honor the hierarchy of the crime scene command. The lead investigators 

are responsible for decisions regarding the evidence at their particular crime scene. As a 

rule, junior officers avoid second-guessing the command; they honor its hierarchy and 

obey the orders they receive. Fuhrman was a junior officer in this situation and, therefore, 

insists he cannot be blamed for factors beyond his control; he was merely following the 

orders of the command. Nevertheless, he also continues bolstering when he infers that, as 

a competent and conscientious detective, he would have handled the situation much 

differently. 

During this portion of his discourse, Fuhrman repeatedly implies the inferior skills 

of senior investigators. Although Fuhrman's actions remain consistent with his role in the 

hierarchy, the thoughts he shares with his audience proclaim his superior instincts, if he 

would just be allowed to use them. The audience learns about these thoughts through 

Fuhrman's bolstering rhetoric. For example, when the four detectives stood at the 

Rockingham gate and were unsuccessful in reaching anyone inside the residence, Fuhrman 

left the others and began to look around. Implying Vannatter's ineffective use of his team, 

Fuhrman remarks, "There certainly seemed to be enough people at the gate, so I walked 

to the corner of Ashford and Rockingham to look at the front of the house" (25, 27). 

While there, Fuhrman discovered a suspicious piece of splintered wood on the sidewalk 
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near the Bronco. He bolsters his investigative image by describing the wood in forensic 

detail: 

The wood appeared to be a piece of white picket fence, 
approximately one foot long. Closer inspection . . . showed 
a very weathered exterior paint that looked . . . [like] old, 
oil-based lead paint. The wood was freshly splintered; the 
interior wood was naturally colored and not yet oxidized. 
There was a small, rusty nail hole. I figured . . . the rust 
meant it had been held in place by a non-galvanized nail. 
That indicated an old fence. (27) 

Because Fuhrman strayed from what he perceived as idle time at the gate, he found what 

he believed to be important evidence. This piece of evidence, like the fingerprint, was 

never introduced in the trial. Without directly stating it, Fuhrman implies his superiority as 

an investigator and continues to create a new target for the accusation. 

Another example of this defeasibility/bolstering strategy mix occurs with important 

Bronco evidence. Fuhrman discovered blood stains on the Bronco's exterior about the 

same time he found the piece of wood. Fuhrman showed the stains to lead detectives and 

suggested there might be an emergency on the property, especially since they had been 

unable to reach anyone inside the house. Vannatter and Lange noted his discovery and his 

suggestion, but seemed unmoved. However, according to Fuhrman, he felt sufficiently 

frustrated by their lack of action in handling the situation to insist they do something to 

address the possibility of an emergency. He recalls raising his voice to say, "I don't care 

whose house this is, there could be people injured or dying in there right now. We have to 

do something" (28-9)! 

Fuhrman continues to construct his face by positioning himself as the proactive 

member of the team. He indicates that he remained actively focused on the possibility of 
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an emergency on the property, even after entering the estate. Conversely, the other 

officers reverted to the original task of notifying Simpson of his ex-wife's murder. When 

houseguest Kato Kaelin recalled suspicious thumps on his wall, Fuhrman immediately 

delivered Kaelin to Vannatter and went on to investigate. Bolstering his superior 

performance in the case, Fuhrman recounts his discovery of the bloody Rockingham glove 

on the pathway behind Kaelin's bungalow: "My heart started pounding. . . I was in a 

dangerous position, halfway down a path that a murder suspect had possibly used. . . . As 

I started to walk slowly forward, surely I held my gun, though I don't remember pulling it 

out or even thinking about it. After twenty years, some things become reflex" (32). 

When Fuhrman went through the chain of command to report his discovery of the 

glove, Vannatter ordered him to return to the Bundy crime scene. He wanted Fuhrman to 

compare the Rockingham glove to the one found at the foot of the male victim and 

determine whether they were mates. To account for the incident, Fuhrman mixes 

defeasibility and bolstering rhetoric; he establishes legitimacy in performing the act, but 

evades personal responsibility for what he perceives as sloppy policework: "I didn't think 

this was a good idea, since by going from one crime scene to another I could transmit 

trace evidence. . . . Detectives call this cross-contaminating a scene, and avoid it whenever 

possible. But Vannatter was an experienced detective, and he was in charge of the 

investigation" (34). However, Fuhrman also bolsters his own professionalism: "Had the 

case remained mine, I would not have sent a detective back to Bundy" (46). Then, again, 

he claims lack of control using defeasibility rhetoric: "But this was Vannatter's case and 

he was calling the shots, so I went to the Bundy scene to inspect the glove" (46). Because 

his audience views a mistake in evidence collection as a roadblock to justice, Fuhrman 
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must reduce the offensiveness of his action and distance himself from any responsibility for 

the act. He does not want to be blamed for possible cross-contamination of important 

evidence. 

Investigators also met with a great deal of criticism for neglecting to impound the 

Bronco earlier in the investigation. Fuhrman's implementation of justification facework is 

apparent in his defense of this issue. First, he introduces redeeming information, as 

bolstering rhetoric, to enhance his investigative credibility. When Fuhrman recounts 

Vannatter leaving him temporarily in charge, Fuhrman proclaims his presence of mind in 

taking immediate action to impound the Bronco. He even explains the legitimacy of his 

decision to act, stating that he was concerned about possible contamination of important 

evidence. Nevertheless, Vannatter canceled the impound order. Fuhrman, then, mixes in 

defeasibility rhetoric to save face and deny any part in the failure: "I didn't understand his 

decision. . . . The only justification I could even entertain was that Vannatter didn't believe 

he had enough probable cause to impound the vehicle. Anyway, it wasn't my case, so I 

did what I was told" (38). Fuhrman indirectly suggests that his audience blame Vannatter, 

not him, for sloppy policework. After all, Fuhrman's status as junior officer gave him 

limited control over the evidence. 

Fuhrman's defeasibility/bolstering mix creates a rhetorical jockeying for position 

between him and RIM investigators. The winner is to be judged by the audience. 

Fuhrman's account of his proactive performance in the investigation, despite his position 

as junior officer, may increase Fuhrman's credibility in the eyes of his audience and 

decrease that of Vannatter and Lange. If his facework is successful, the blame attributed 

to Fuhrman will also decrease. 
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As Fuhrman moves on in his discourse, he again changes his tone. He implements 

an additional tool to fulfill his justification faceworkBenoit's (1995) attacking the 

accuser strategy.' Fuhrman begins Chapter Four of his book with a direct accusation; he 

blames much of the failure of the case on the irresponsible policework of Vannatter and 

Lange: "I had always thought that the Robbery/Homicide Division (RHD) was the cream 

of the crop when it came to murder investigations. But mistakes made in the first fourteen 

hours of the investigation, mostly by lead detectives Vannatter and Lange, would 

compromise the case and change my life forever" (45). Fuhrman even lists errors made in 

evidence collection and questions the detectives' supervisory skills. He claims Vannatter 

and Lange belonged at their respective crime scenes where they could supervise the 

collection of evidence properly. He states that, if he and Roberts had remained in charge 

of the case, the entire block would have been sealed off: ". . .until we had gathered every 

piece of evidence that we could possibly find. . ." (51). Notwithstanding, Fuhrman 

concedes that if he and Roberts had remained on the case, they would never have found 

the Rockingham evidence, because they would never have left the Bundy crime scene 

before finishing evidence collection. Additionally, on the issue of Bronco evidence, 

Fuhrman states: "Because of Vannatter's decision, the Bronco sat outside for several 

hours with countless people around it. . . . The decision to leave the Bronco on a public 

street bothered me then and still does" (49). Fuhrman also attacks Vannatter for carrying 

Simpson's blood sample to the Rockingham scene rather than booking it into evidence: 

"[D]oing so only opened him to criticism. His actions showed a lack of presence of mind, 

and frankly I agree with the defense for questioning them" (51). He connects the blood 

sample mishandling to the lost fingerprint at the Bundy crime scene. The proper collection 
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of the fingerprint would have prevented the defense's accusation of police conspiracy and 

evidence tampering, according to Fuhrman. If it had been collected before obtaining 

Simpson's blood sample, the defense would not have been able to refute it. Fuhrman 

claims the fingerprint had the power to win the case for the prosecution; however: 

"Somehow, the fingerprint was lost, and so, eventually, was the case" (54). Fuhrman 

acknowledges the ease of hindsight, but asserts that the detectives made "serious blunders 

that any experienced detective should have avoided" (58). Attacking the accuser diverts 

the audience to the accuser and away from the accused and the original accusation. 

Consequently, the accuser's image is diminished and the accused's image is strengthened. 

In his discussion of Simpson's interrogation, Fuhrman also attacks his accuser and 

bolsters his image to accomplish the justificative facework. He calls the detectives' chance 

to interrogate Simpson an opportunity of a lifetime, that unfortunately was filled with 

amateurish mistakes and missed chances. Then, he continues strengthening his credibility 

by listing five rules for effective interrogation and enlightening the reader how they should 

be applied. Fuhrman calls criminal interrogation a challenge, stating that he has performed 

hundreds of them, and doing it right is an art. He claims to have interrogated vandalism 

suspects longer than the 32 minutes Lange and Vannatter interrogated Simpson. Fuhrman 

claims that neither detective took charge of the interview and assumes they were 

intimidated by Simpson's celebrity status. Furthermore, Vannatter and Lange failed to 

even get an adequate explanation about the cut on Simpson's finger: "They kept 

interrupting him while he talked, finishing his answers for him, giving him an out, and 

changing the subject" (65). In a move to bond with an audience who believes Simpson is 

guilty, Fuhrman says, "Let me ask you, the reader, a question. Do you have cuts on your 
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hand now? . . . Do you remember how you got them? When was the last time you cut 

yourself badly enough that you dripped blood on the floor? Didn't you clean up the blood 

immediately? Didn't you put something on the cut? Or did you run around your house 

bleeding everywhere" (67)? 

Fuhrman has used his discourse to claim responsibility for his performance in the 

Simpson case. The rhetorical strategies used have been designed to bolster his 

investigative credibility, to evade personal responsibility for mistakes made in the 

investigation, to reduce offensiveness for his part in the mistakes, and to divert attention 

from himself to lead investigators. Fuhrman has stated that he did nothing wrong in the 

investigation. In fact, he takes credit for discovering every important piece of evidence in 

the case. 

Perjury 

Fuhrman accepts responsibility for the personal mistakes he made that affected the 

verdict. Fuhrman's primary offense in this respect led to perjury charges. According to 

his testimony in the trial, he had not used the "N" word during the previous ten years. 

However, when the McKinney tapes surfaced, they contained 41 racial epithets. Fuhrman 

offers what Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996) identify as the "excuses" strategy 

for facework to address this issue. He acknowledges his culpability for the act, but 

introduces qualifying factors to reduce his responsibility. 

To accomplish his "excuses" facework, Fuhrman implicitly seeks to identify with 

his audience. Because they believe Simpson is guilty, they also are likely to be anti-
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defense and, therefore, anti-F. Lee Bailey. During the trial, the media portrayed Bailey as 

somewhat of a clown figure. Fuhrman uses Benoit's (1995) strategy of attacking the 

accuser to identify with his audience's opinion of Bailey. This strategy reduces the 

offensiveness of the act by attempting to diminish Bailey's credibility, thereby raising 

Fuhrman's. Fuhrman mocks his opposition: 

Bailey had a better chance of being abducted by aliens at 
lunch than proving I had planted any evidence. . . . Bailey 
likes to think of himself as a tough guy. He struts around 
the courtroom like a thug, wearing elevator shoes to make 
himself look taller. Even when Bailey tries to appear civil, 
every smile seems planned and ingenuous. Meanwhile, he's 
plotting his attack on some undeserving witness. (244) 

Fuhrman, then, infers Bailey's use of alcohol in courtroom: "[H]e kept drinking from a 

short stainless steel thermos. . . . [I]t appeared to stimulate him" (244). Fuhrman 

sarcastically calls Bailey "the great trial lawyer" (245) and claims he was not intimidated 

by him. 

Fuhrman continues using "excuses" facework to discuss his testimony; he states: 

"The only problems with my testimony were areas in which I defeated myself . . . Perhaps 

I was a little stubborn [and] a little embarrassed. . ." (252). This excerpt signals two 

behaviors that represent "excuses" facework. First, he finds a scapegoat. Second, he 

introduces information excusing the performance of the act. Fuhrman uses Benoit's 

(1995) provocation strategy to scapegoat Bailey and, therefore, explain his stubbornness. 

He claims that, because Bailey's questions were poorly asked or vaguely worded, he was 

provoked to answer inappropriately. For example, when Bailey asked him if he had ever 

used the word "nigger" in describing people, Fuhrman responded with a "no" because 

Bailey's blanket statement "had yet to establish a time frame for his question. . ." (250). 
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Fuhrman adds that he understood the question to refer to habitual use during his lifetime. 

When Bailey restated the question, he asked Fuhrman if he had addressed or directly 

called a Black person a nigger since '85 or '86. Fuhrman answered "no" again, claiming 

Bailey's questions were unclear and leading. When Bailey asked, "And you say under 

oath that you have not addressed any black persons as a nigger or spoken about niggers in 

the past ten years. . . ." (251), Fuhrman claims his question was compound. Therefore, he 

again answered "no" to his interpretation of one aspect of the question, which was: "Have 

I addressed or called any black person a nigger" (252)? If this provocation strategy is 

successful, the audience will blame the provocateur rather than the provoked. 

Fuhrman attempts to reduce the offensiveness of the act, and accomplish his 

"excuses" facework, by introducing information excusing the negative nature of the 

testimony; he uses Benoit's (1995) transcendence strategy. He appeals to higher loyalties 

to justify his performance. Fuhrman claims many people were counting on him; this was 

the reason he put so much pressure on himself. Because he was a member of the LAPD, 

his responses reflected on the reputation of the entire department. This explains his claim 

of embarrassment; to admit he used the "N" word in the McKinney tapes, he risked 

hurting the entire department. He said, "[I] felt like I was carrying the reputation of too 

many people on my back" (252). Fuhrman adds that he did his best: "As I sat in the 

witness chair, there seemed to be no right or wrong answer" (252). 

Transcendence rhetoric is also designed to suggest a different frame of reference. 

Fuhrman asks the audience to look at the offense from a legal perspective. He cites three 

legal reasons why his testimony was not perjury: "For this statement to be perjury, of 

course, it has to be a relevant and material, which it clearly is not. But perjury must also 
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be willful" (252). Therefore, because Fuhrman claims he never willfully lied to the court, 

his testimony does not fit the legal requirements to be labeled as perjury. The McKinney 

tapes only prove he used the word, not that he addressed people with it. Fuhrman states, 

"I could have answered 'yes' to the accusations that Bailey leveled against me, but I truly 

do not address people with that word" (252). 

Fuhrman acknowledges his culpability in addressing the perjury accusation. The 

rhetorical strategies he uses were designed to evade personal responsibility for his actions, 

by means of scapegoating Bailey's imprecision during cross-examination. In addition, 

Fuhrman uses his rhetoric to reduce offensiveness by characterizing his actions as 

protecting the reputations of his colleagues. The goal of these strategies is the fulfillment 

of his "excuses" facework. 

The McKinney Tapes 

The McKinney tapes established Fuhrman as a racist and a rogue cop in the eyes of 

a large portion of the American public. Many viewed the content of these tapes as the 

main reason for the not-guilty verdict. In fact, some of the jurors cited Fuhrman's alleged 

racist attitudes as their reason for voting not-guilty. Not only do these tapes portray 

Fuhrman as a racist, they support the defense theory regarding Fuhrman's willingness to 

tamper with evidence. As a result of the tapes being submitted into evidence, Fuhrman 

was compelled to invoke his Fifth Amendment privilege. Fuhrman selected what Hodgins, 

Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996) call a justification face-saving strategy to deal with this 

offense. He accepts full responsibility for the content of the tapes, but seeks to redefine 
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his behavior as legitimate. To accomplish this strategy, Fuhrman uses rhetorical strategies 

indicative of apologia. First, he attempts to reduce his responsibility and minimize his 

failure with Benoit's (1995) strategy of justification. He accepts responsibility for the 

content of the tapes, but suggests it may be appropriate based on his honorable motives. 

He cites three positive motivations for producing the tapes' contents. The first establishes 

the purpose of the tapes; Fuhrman wanted to educate McKinney about the sinister side of 

the world and create characters and action she might use in a screenplay. The tapes and 

the transcripts were designed to serve as her library during the writing process. Fuhrman 

states more than once that they were never supposed to be heard by anyone besides him 

and McKinney. 

The second motivation Fuhrman cites for the content of the tapes is the possibility 

of financial gain. He calls the tapes a business project; he and McKinney even had a 

contract for his services. Because McKinney was nave about life on the street, Fuhrman 

provided the technical information for her screenplay. If the screenplay was purchased, 

then, he would be paid. In addition, he hoped to be hired as a technical advisor for the 

film. Nevertheless, Fuhrman apologizes for this "misguided, get-rich-quick mentality" 

(271). Once he grew up, was married, and started a family, he understood his folly, but 

still held out hope for the screenplay's sale. Because his intentions were honorable, he 

"never thought that screenplay notes and character dialogue could be misrepresented as 

[his] own words" (273). 

Fuhrman cites necessity as the third motivation for the harsh content on the tapes. 

To be commercially appealing, he claims, they needed hard-hitting action andtough 

characters. Fuhrman insists Hollywood producers would never buy a screenplay 
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portraying a group of good cops; they want the dark side of law enforcement. 

Additionally, when he attended meetings between McKinney and producers, he even 

displayed macho behavior consistent with the tapes' contents. By impressing them with 

street smarts, he hoped to make himself indispensable as a technical advisor for the film. 

Fuhrman continues his facework with Benoit's (1995) strategy of attacking the 

accuser. This strategy attempts to reduce the offensiveness of the act by focusing 

audience attention on the negative actions of the accuser. Fuhrman attacks the defense 

and the media for exploiting the public's racial sensitivities with the tapes; they misled the 

public and created outrage. Fuhrman addresses Johnnie Cochran's hypocritical behavior. 

Cochran twisted the content of the tapes to exonerate his guilty client without concern for 

public consequences. In addition, Cochran leaked excerpts of the tapes to the press. 

Doing so not only enabled Cochran to use public opinion to manipulate Judge Ito, but 

gave the jury an opportunity to learn about the tapes during conjugal visits. Fuhrman 

believes he was the defense's chosen target, almost from the start. Because he was a 

threat to their case, they would have found some way to discredit him without the tapes. 

However, Fuhrman laments having given them the ammunition. 

Fuhrman follows this apologia strategy with anothertranscendence. This 

strategy attempts to reduce the offensiveness of the content of the tapes by placing it in a 

different, broader context. He begins this portion of the discourse by saying that 

"reasonable people should consider certain issues and comparisons" (279). He states that 

the words used on the tapes are useful in the context of literature; Joseph Wambaugh 

provides his example. Fuhrman claims to have read every book written by Wambaugh. 

Fuhrman says that they contain "all the action, sex, racism, and controversy Hollywood 
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likes, but that would take any normal cop six lifetimes to experience" (279). Wambaugh's 

example supposedly influenced Fuhrman's view of what a good cop story was. 

Fuhrman refers to Wambaugh as Joe and claims their similarities are no 

coincidence. He speculates that Wambaugh's creative process was much like his own; 

they both embellished and exaggerated their career experiences. Both were experienced 

detectives of the LAPD: "Joe's novels are best-sellers, while my screenplay was never 

produced, but both of us, in our own ways, have taken our experiences on the street and 

tried to transform them into gritty, dramatic works of imagination" (280-1). 

Fuhrman insists the "N" word is evil only when it is used to attack someone, not 

when it is used to capture the realism of the street in a story. Fuhrman claims that 

Wambaugh uses racial epithets to set the tone, theme, and character development within 

the context of a novel. Fuhrman suggests that Wambaugh eliminated some racial epithets 

during editing: 

In writing The Choirboys, Wambaugh no doubt sifted 
through countless notes and tapes, and one can only imagine 
what he left out. In the research material Laura and I 
worked on, there are forty-one references to the "N" word. 
In the published edition of The Choirboys, there are 
fourteen references to the "N" word. Does that mean 
Joseph Wambaugh is a racist? (280) 

Fuhrman designates Wambaugh the "mentor of my novice attempt at writing a work of 

fiction" (280). Therefore, if the public does not consider Wambaugh a racist, they should 

not consider Fuhrman a racist. Fuhrman uses Wambaugh's example to implicitly indicate 

the appropriateness of his behavior. This rhetorical strategy offers a good illustration of 

justification facework. 
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Fuhrman continues his transcendence rhetoric. He explains his theory about why 

the content of the McKinney tapes was viewed so negatively, compared to Wambaugh's 

successful novels. He claims our society has become more thin-skinned, and has lost its 

sense of humor and its appetite for realism. He reminds his audience that the film, 

"Forrest Gump" and the classic Huckleberry Finn use the "N" word several times. 

Fuhrman insists he endeavored to provide the public what they wanted. Wambaugh's 

novels were very successful because the public wants to know policework at the gut level, 

and just because the public's ideas of reality changed, reality does not always make the 

same changes. Fuhrman claims that gritty cop stories provide catharsis for the lack of 

justice in the world. This was what he was trying to provide "through the meat grinder of 

[his] own imagination" (282). 

Fuhrman continues his discourse by returning to the apologia strategy of attacking 

his accuser. He says that the defense, the media, and "a public eager to let a popular 

celebrity off the hook, was able to turn the trial around" (282-3). In this excerpt, Fuhrman 

diverts the blame for the failure of the criminal trial to the defense, the media, and 

members of the public who actively pushed for Simpson's acquittal. He adds Ito and the 

prosecution to this list as well. Differentiating between words and deeds, Fuhrman admits 

he said horrible things, but Simpson murdered two people. However, in a significant 

excerpt, he retains his portion of the blame for the not-guilty verdict: "But in the end, 

since I made the tapes, I bear the responsibility" (283). This statement represents the 

blame he is willing to accept in relation to any failure in the case. In all other discussions, 

he maintains that his behavior is impeccable. 
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Fuhrman moves on to another apologia strategy at this point in the discourse 

bolstering. This strategy attempts to mitigate the negativity of the tapes' contents on 

Fuhrman's reputation by strengthening his audience's positive feelings for him. He says 

that, despite accepting responsibility for making the tapes, he experienced frustration when 

the world passed judgment without really knowing him. He follows this with the 

testimony of colleagues to indicate that nothing inappropriate happened. Each attests to 

his superior dedication to his job and the fact he is not a racist. His colleagues were 

shocked by what they heard on the tapes, but claimed the person speaking was not the 

Fuhrman they knew. Fuhrman states: "The cops who knew me understood. They 

worked with me on the street and saw how I dealt with people of all colors. . . . But they 

knew that I didn't talk that way, I didn't feel that way, and I certainly didn't act that way" 

(283-4). Fuhrman has attempted to display his superior knowledge of police investigation 

techniques throughout the book. At the same time, he has focused on his competency in 

connection with this case. Finally, drawing on the testimony of his colleagues and these 

statements, Fuhrman asks the audience to recognize the broader context in which he 

committed his mistakes and, therefore, mitigate their negativity on his moral character and 

his professional reputation: "If I must be judged, I wish it were on the basis of my record 

as a police officer, and not on my play-acting, intentionally shocking comments to an 

aspiring screenwriter" (284). 

In addressing the issue of the McKinney tapes, Fuhrman accepts full responsibility 

for his participation in their production, but seeks to define his participation as legitimate. 

He also evades responsibility by justifying his motives as legitimate. He attempts to 

reduce the offensiveness of the tapes by bolstering his credibility and refraining their 
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content as a necessary part of the genre in which he was working. The goal of these 

strategies is the fulfillment of his justification facework. 

To this point in my analysis, I have identified the face - saving strategies Fuhrman 

selects to address three public accusations leveled at him. I have shown that he uses the 

rhetorical strategies indicative of apologia to fulfill the goal of his facework. In Chapter 

Four, I will analyze Fuhrman's non-denial apologia to identify the topics to which he 

devotes the most time and the motivational drives that shape his discourse. This process 

will enable me in determining the face Fuhrman attempts to save with his apologia. 
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Endnotes 

Bailey's thermos was rumored to contain an alcoholic beverage. 

Fuhrman considers Vannatter and Lange among his accusers. He states that not 
only did Vannatter and Lange abandon him once the McKinney tapes were leaked to the 
public, they blamed him for the failure of the criminal trial. In their book, Evidence 
Dismissed: The Inside Story Of The Police Investigation of O. J. Simpson (1997), Lange 
and Vannatter stated that Fuhrman had concealed his clear-cut history of fanatical racism. 
They were also particularly upset that Fuhrman had neglected to tell the LAPD or the 
prosecution about the tapes. "Apparently hoping that the tapes would not be revealed, 
Fuhrman has instead allowed everyone to be blindsided by the defense team's revelation of 
their existence" (275). They discuss the effect of the tapes on the case: "Fuhrman is a 
confirmed racist who has . . . struck a major blow against the prosecution's case. Further, 
Fuhrman has not only crippled himself, but he has cast a long shadow over the other three 
detectives . . . Lange, Vannatter, and Phillips" (277). Vannatter and Lange were even 
more disgusted by Fuhrman asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege. They considered it 
an unforgivable sin. They had hoped Fuhrman would defend his role in the Simpson case. 
They said, "Clearly, Fuhrman has lied under oath about his use of the N-word and is now 
going to take the Simpson case down with him" (280). 
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Chapter Four: 

ANALYSIS: IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 

This chapter represents the remainder of my analysis of Mark Fuhrman's book, 

Murder In Brentwood. Here, I will attempt to determine the topics, issues, and/or themes 

Fuhrman emphasizes in his rhetoric. In doing so, I hope to gain insight into the face 

Fuhrman endeavors to save with his apologia. The research of Noreen Kruse (1977) 

provides the tools for this endeavor, and for my third unit of analysis. 

Kruse (1977) contends that the accused "will make an extensive reply only when 

he believes that failure to do so will result in some kind of loss to him" (14). Therefore, 

an apologist's inner motives shape the type of reply s/he makes in a given situation. By 

examining the content of non-denial apologia as a behavioral product, the critic can 

determine which of the apologist's motivational needs will be satisfied. In which case, by 

examining Fuhrman's non-denial apologia, I can determine the motivational needs he 

endeavors to satisfy. Kruse suggests using the following questions for this examination: 

(a) What are the most completely developed issues? (b) What are the topics to which the 

accused devotes the most time? and/or (c) What are the matters strategically placed for 

greater emphasis or treated as recurring themes? Consequently, these questions represent 

my third unit of analysis. 

In his discourse, Fuhrman devotes the most time to two topics: (1) his identity as 

a police officer; and (2) his identity as a team player. He presents both within the context 
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of his affiliation with the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). Kruse (1977) asserts 

that socially motivated rhetors primarily emphasize image or face in their responses. 

Because Fuhrman emphasizes his identities as a police officer and as a team player in his 

response, he is a socially motivated rhetor. 

Police Officer Identity 

Fuhrman uses his discourse to identify himself as a good police officer. He 

accomplishes this by characterizing police officers as heroic, then, attributing these 

qualities to himself. In "True Grit, " Barry Targan (1995) establishes the qualities that 

symbolize heroism in our society.' First, Targan reminds us that "only the good guys can 

be heroes" (588). He states that a hero "confronts fear for us and absorbs the danger and 

pain that we cannot, or would rather not" (590). A hero also takes punishment in our 

behalf and still "hangs tough" (590). Fuhrman attributes these heroic qualities to police 

officers: "If we didn't think we could make a difference in people's lives, make their 

streets safer, and protect them from people they can't protect themselves against, then we 

wouldn't have become cops in the first place. . . . We've got to deal with things that 

nobody else wants to deal with. It's called doing our job" (306-8). Then, he directly 

applies these heroic "protect and serve" characteristics to himself: "I have always believed 

that I could make a difference. . . . I still believe this. . . . What else would I do? I'm a 

cop" (321-2). 

Targan (1995) defines the hero as a model of ideal action, a man with honesty and 

integrity. He also says that Hemingway once said that the brave man is the morally 
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correct man. In the following excerpt, Fuhrman claims he and other police officers 

possess these very qualities: ". . . I never violated the trust of any person on the street. 

There exists a mutual respect between street policeman and suspects. Even though we are 

on opposing sides, we understand the value of a man's word" (130). 

Kruse (1977) states that socially motivated rhetors are preoccupied with the way 

they are viewed by their audiences and, therefore, use their rhetoric to assure themselves 

places within these groups. However, their intended audiences may not be those who 

actually judge their responses. This seems to be the case here. Fuhmian's intended 

audience appears to be composed of his colleaguesother male LAPD officers. The 

LAPD represents a traditionally male, traditionally masculine communication arena. 

According to "Gender Balance in the Police Force": "Police culture is male in population 

and perspective. . . (1). Overall, 92 percent of sworn officers are men. Fuhrman's 

adherence to this male police culture can be seen in the following example. In his 

discourse, Fuhrman addresses the issue of "Men Against Women" (MAW), a group he 

characterizes as "a tongue-in-cheek, beer drinking joke used by officers to blow off steam 

. . ." (142). He discusses the frustration he and his fellow officers experienced from the 

unwelcome infiltration of female officers on traditionally male turf. When Internal Affairs 

investigated the group regarding accusations of discrimination, it characterized MAW as 

immature and sexist, but found no proof of discrimination. Fuhnnan responds: 

Maybe in hindsight I would agree. But at the time, we were 
trying to relieve the pressure of a difficult situation through 
humor. The LAPD was in a period of transition and 
growing pains. Many female officers who had recently been 
hired were pleasant, intelligent, and competent. 
Unfortunately, some were not. Politics being what it is, 
they were trained and supervised with special rules, a hands-
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off policy, and blanket acceptance of their conduct, no 
matter how unsafe. This created frustration among the cops 
who were asked to train and work with those female 
officers who were incompetent or inexperienced (emphasis 
added). (142) 

This male police culture is the group with which he hopes to regain good standing. By 

attributing heroic qualities to police officers in general, then claiming the same qualities for 

himself, he secures himself a place in that group. His audience cannot view his image as 

inferior if it is identical to their own. In addition, by claiming heroism, he elevates the very 

image with which he is so preoccupiedhis own. 

According to Targan (1995), martyrdom is another form of heroism. The martyr's 

"spiritual strength triumphs over apparent defeat" (588). Fuhrman claims that being a 

police officer gave him the opportunity to rise above defeat and become a hero; he states: 

"When I was a cop out on the street, I lived under stress that kicked the hell out of me, 

and I learned how to beat it" (320). This example in Fuhrman's socially motivated 

response projects the present-day masculine idealindividual initiative. Fuhrman took his 

fate in his own hands in the face of adverse conditions and demonstrated his dominance 

over his emotions and his environment. The projection of this masculine image is one with 

which Fuhrman's intended audience can easily relate and accept. Furthermore, social 

motivation appears to be consistent with the masculine ideal. According to Kruse (1977), 

socially motivated rhetors perceive the circumstances leading to their responses as 

threatening to their situational mastery, power, status, prestige, and/or the affection and 

appreciation shown to them by others. Similarly, according to E. Anthony Rotundo 

(1993), masculine individuals earn social approval, win love, attain power, form 

friendships, and mold their identities by displaying individual initiative. 
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In The Female Hero in American and British Literature (1981), Pearson and Pope 

offer further clarification regarding the heroic nature of martyrdom; they do so with a 

citation from Dorothy Norman's The Hero: "[Title myths of the hero pertain to our most 

essential struggle with ourselves. . . . It is the hero in man who both reacts most sensitively 

to challenge, and courageously pays the price for performing whatever deed is necessary 

to his or our evolution" (1).2 Fuhrman discusses how his identity as a police officer 

provided him the opportunity for personal growth in the face of apparent defeat. In 1982, 

when he worked in an area of Los Angeles known for its gang-related violence, he 

attempted to gain an early disability pension, due to job-related stress. He describes this 

period in his life as "lost" (107), and claims his personality and his inability to handle the 

pressures of the job broke up his first marriage. Fuhrman blames external influences for 

his decision to file a disability claim he states: "The immaturity of youth, stress of 

policework, and lack of a stable family life drove me in a direction I never wanted to 

travel. I was confused, depressed, and suffering nightmares. I sought help, taking well-

meaning advice from friends, but that only complicated my life even more" (107). 

Nevertheless, filing the claim gave him the chance to take a hard look at himself. It made 

him realize he was the only person that could correct his unhappiness. He recalls 

regaining internal control of his emotions and, thus, learning how to be a good police 

officer. His rhetoric portrays this time of growth as a heroic triumph: "Picking myself up 

by the bootstraps, I began to make something of my life. I worked hard at my job and got 

my personal life in order. By the time of the Simpson case, I had a citywide reputation for 

being a very good detective. . . . It made me a better person . . . I rose above my failures 

and eventually made a successful life" (107-8). This socially motivated account of 
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Fuhrman's experience, again, projects an image of the masculine ideal of individual 

initiative. Nonetheless, he adds unemotional rationality to the mix. Jack W. Sattel (1983) 

states: "What better way is there to exercise power than to make it appear that all one's 

behavior seems to be the result of unemotional rationality. . . Keeping cool, keeping 

distant as others challenge you or make demands upon you, is a strategy for keeping the 

upper hand" (120). Sattel claims unemotional rationality, a traditionally masculine trait, 

lends an apparent autonomy and rightness to one's decisions and positions. On the other 

hand, when Fuhrman consulted with other people and filed his disability claim, he 

displayed emotional irrationality; this trait is often attributed to femininity. 

Notwithstanding, he heroically turned his life, and his image, around. Due to the 

composition of Fuhrman's intended audience, Fuhrman strives to project a powerful, 

masculine image. This image is consistent with that of the group to which he aspires. 

Team Player Identity 

Fuhrman uses much of his discourse to establish his identity as a team player. In 

assigning himself this label, Fuhrman projects an entire framework of goals to his 

audience. This framework represents the construction of masculine face in today's 

society. Rotundo (1993) claims that being a team player demonstrates a socially and 

morally acceptable outlet in which a man can enact dominance and assertion. These 

qualities represent the key ingredients for achieving individual initiativethe present-day 

masculine ideal. Kruse (1977) claims that the responses of socially motivated rhetors 

depict their goals as the goals of their intended audiences. Fuhrman essentially tells his 
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audience that, because his goals are the goals of a good team player, he still deserves a 

place on their team. 

Theodore P. Greene, in his book America's Heroes: The Changing Models of 

Success in American Magazines (1970), characterizes the team player as the consummate 

organization man. Team players never impose their own ideas, desires, or authority on the 

organization; they act in cooperation with others for a common objective. The majority 

of their organizational communiqués contain the word "we," because they seek to create 

an "atmosphere of unaffected equality" (327). Nevertheless, team players focus on 

teamwork rather than on personal friendship. 

Fuhrman displays behaviors consistent with teamwork. For example, when the 

detectives contemplated entering Simpson's Rockingham estate without a warrant, 

Fuhrman displays his willingness to work together with his teammates toward a common 

objective: "We had to make a decision and quick. After a brief discussion, Vannatter 

decided we should go in. As the junior officer, and the youngest among us, I volunteered 

to climb over the wall" (29). Fuhrman also demonstrates his willingness to hand off to his 

teammates after completing his role in their common assignment: "I felt that I had done a 

good job in the short period that I had been on the scene, and was confident that my notes 

would assist the detectives taking over the investigation" (18). 

A police officer's closest teammate is his/her partner. This partnership represents 

the basic team dynamic. Its success is reflected in the quality of the officers' day-to-day 

interactions on the job and the quality of their actual job performances. Fuhrman 

demonstrates his ability to work in concert with his partner. In the following example, he 
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speaks as though they think and act as a single entity: "Without speaking to Brad, I knew 

he must have felt what I did. An enormous burden had just been placed on our shoulders 

. . . . But I knew that Brad and I would never say we couldn't or didn't want to do this. It 

was our job, and we were as ready as we could be" (82). 

Fuhrman further establishes his identity as a team player by aligning himself with 

those who demonstrate behaviors indicative of solid teamwork. Additionally, he 

highlights how his own behaviors contrast with the behaviors of those who inhibit the 

effectiveness of the team. These strategies clarify Fuhrman's definition of teamwork. As 

an example, Fuhrman defines his superior, Ron Phillips, as a confident, strong, and visible 

team leader. He identifies Phillips' extensive experience on the job as one of the 

qualifications needed for strong leadership. Fuhrman's illustration occurs during the 

Bronco chase: 

Ron Phillips . . . was the ranking officer . . . and immediately 
took charge. . . . He had a heavy responsibility at the estate, 
having to plan a tactical operation. . . . Ron, having worked 
Metro division as a uniformed officer, was familiar with 
tactical situations and realized that this would be 
complicated even further if there were not a plan in place if 
Simpson arrived before SWAT did, so he developed a 
contingency plan. (81-2) 

Fuhrman also submits Phillips as an example of how a good team leader guides the 

professional growth of his/her team. Greene (1970) states that a good team leader is "the 

man who 'attracts the best talent and gets the most out of his men because he is just to 

them.' Considerate to subordinates,' he [has] the ability to choose them well, to give and 

receive confidence until they [work] 'for him and with him' (327). Fuhnnan 

characterizes Phillips as this type of team leader. As part of Phillips' team, he establishes 
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himself as a confident team player with his audience and projects that image; Fuhrman 

states: "Ron had a way of teaching me things without saying, 'Come here, let me teach 

you something.' . . . He made me a better policeman and a better person. Ron is the 

reason I became the detective I was the morning of June 13, 1994" (108). As a team 

player, Fuhrman also seeks to create a natural equality between himself and his leader, 

within the context of teamwork: "We were a teamtwo 'Type A' personalities who 

worked too hard, took our jobs very seriously, and loved what we did. We were so much 

alike that it scared even us. When we first worked together we found that we both cut 

our spaghetti and both put potato chips on our tuna sandwiches. It was the best time of 

my career" (108). 

After providing Phillips as an example of ideal team leadership, Fuhrman 

constructs for his audience's acceptance a similar image for himself. He begins with his 

twenty years of experience in serving the department: "Twenty years fighting crime on the 

streets had taught me a great many lessons. . . . After twenty years, some things become 

reflex. . . . [I possess] the experience and judgment earned only through years of 

policework" (9, 32, 96). 

In several areas of his discourse, Fuhrman also instructs his audience on his 

investigative methods, using his extensive experience for credibility. As a team leader, like 

Phillips, Fuhrman would provide patient instruction to those with lesser experience. 

Because his audience is composed of other police officers, and Fuhrman attempts to 

display his superior skills and experience to this audience, he must take the role of leader 

and instructor. His language is conversational, but it is clearly designed to provide 

guidance and to build confidence in his audience. Fuhrman uses this strategy in addressing 
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the issue of Simpson's interrogation; he begins by establishing his credibility: "Criminal 

interrogation is a real challenge, and doing it right is an art. I have performed hundreds of 

interrogations, and each one was different. If you pay attention, you can learn something 

every time about suspects and about yourself' (60). He, then, suggests five rules for 

effective interrogation and patiently guides the audience through a mock interrogation of 

Simpson: "You want to start off interrogating a suspect like Simpson by treating him with 

respect. . . . Lull him into a false sense of security. . . . Say, 'I don't believe you did it, but 

I just have to ask a few questions'. . . . Lead him down the path, and then shut the door on 

him" (61). He warns his students not to set their sights too high: "Sure it would be great 

to get the suspect to give a full confession. But short of a confession, you can still learn a 

lot. . ." (61). In the following excerpt, Fuhrman attempts to secure a leadership role onhis 

audience's team by clarifying his role as instructor and advocating teamwork toward a 

common objective: "A third rule is to be prepared. . . . Before walking into the room, you 

and your partner should decide who takes what role. One of you should take the in-

charge' role, while the other takes notes, pretending to write down everything, when in 

fact you're just noting pertinent details about the suspect's story (emphasis added)" (62). 

To further accentuate the superiority of his skills, Fuhrman juxtaposes themwith those 

Vannatter and Lange used during the interrogation. For example, after instructing his 

students to be prepared, he insists Vannatter and Lange were unprepared to interrogate 

Simpson: "They didn't seem to have a clear script for their roles. Neither one took over 

the 'in-charge' role completely, and both seemed to dance around the questions, as if 

being careful to avoid offending Simpson" (62). As a team leader, Fuhrman must avoid 

verbally bashing the detectives in front of the team. A team cannot remain strong if there 
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is contention in the ranks. Nevertheless, he uses indirect language to attack these officers. 

He also contrasts their ineffectiveness with his own superior abilities: 

An effective interrogator would have continued for hours 
. . . . In thirty-two minutes, I could barely have begun to 
build a rapport with a suspect. A good interrogator would 
have tried to establish a solid answer. . . . [A] smart 
interrogator would have gone in for a gentle kill. . . . 

Simpson's interrogation should have been easy. A strong 
line of questioning and intelligent interview techniques 
might have . . . provoked an incriminating statement. (73-5) 

Fuhrman's language, however, becomes more direct as he closes the chapter: "Lange and 

Vannatter . . blew it. . . . Instead of slamming the door on 0. 3. Simpson, they left it wide 

open, and he ran right through it" (76). According to Kruse (1977), when an offender's 

response is motivated by social needs, they define their behavior as a service to the group. 

They justify the means by the desired ends. As a socially motivated rhetor, Fuhrman's 

goal of achieving superior policework through teamwork is depicted as the goal of his 

audience. Therefore, if Lange and Vannatter must be sacrificed to achieve this goal, his 

language is justified. 

Fuhrman also contrasts his skills with Vannatter's in meeting the team's common 

objective. This can be seen in Fuhrman's discussion of the Bronco evidence; he claims: 

"From the moment I saw . . . blood stains on the door, it was apparent that [it] contained 

important evidence. It should have been treated with extreme care, following standard 

procedures" (49). Nevertheless, Vannatter neglected to follow procedure. However, as 

he prepared to leave to file the warrant, Vannatter turned the scene over to Fuhrman. 

Fuhrman states: "[O]ne of my first actions was to order the Bronco impounded. But 

Vannatter cancelled [sic] the impound and simply had two officers guard the vehicle" (49). 
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According to Fuhrman, Vannatter's actions demonstrated lack of experience and skill in 

this situation. Vannatter not only cast his teammates in a bad light, he tarnished the image 

of the organization. Rotundo (1993) states that when team players demonstrate 

experience and skill, they elevate their status within the organization, while also elevating 

the organization's superiority. A team player gains respect and achieves rank by 

accumulating experience through service. Proof of experience on the job holds great 

importance to Fuhrman and to any team player. In fact, Fuhrman claims that nothing can 

substitute for experience. 

Fuhrman repeatedly hammers Detectives Vannatter and Lange, in his discourse, 

for their disservice to the team. Fuhrman had provided his preliminary notes from the 

Bundy crime scene to these detectives; however, because they neglected to read them, 

they lost important evidence. Fuhrman states: "The fingerprint was clearly described right 

there in my notes, and I had no reason to think they wouldn't read my notes before 

walking through the scene, since doing so is standard procedure" (52). However, he 

states: "Vannatter . . broke one of the cardinal rules of a homicide detective by not 

reading my notes" (221). 

Fuhrman criticizes both the lead investigators, and the prosecuting attorneys, for 

their selectivity in judging the evidence. For instance, to avoid risking inconsistencies in 

their theory as to when the murders occurred, they maintained a rigid timeline and 

discounted any evidence that did not fit within that timeline. Fuhrman insists this rigidity 

not only forced them to ignore crucial evidence, but eventually cost them the case. When 

working toward a common objective, a team player must do a thorough job: "On any 

investigation, you can't jump to conclusions and then try to make the evidence fit your 
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theory of what happened" (16). Fuhrman also speaks of seemingly extraneous pieces of 

evidence he personally located in this case; he adds: "I cannot imagine not trying to 

acquire every piece of forensic evidence possible. . . . It would be far better to have it, or 

try to obtain it, than to be criticized by the defense for not even attempting to retrieve it 

. . . . Focusing on detail is what being a detective is all about. All evidence is important, 

and you shouldn't judge it until you've collected and analyzed it" (50, 56). As a socially 

motivated rhetor, Fuhrman continues to appeal to his masculine audience. He claims that 

evidence collection requires the investigator to possess unemotional rationality, and 

exercise individual initiative: "It's not a sixth sense or a hunch. . . . The crime scene 

provides you with clues, and as you connect the clues together, they begin to paint a 

picture. But you can't make the picture fit your preconceptions. You have to be reactive, 

not proactive, and make only the judgment calls that the evidence allows you to make" 

(96). Unemotional rationality, according to Fuhrman, represents a critical ingredient for 

effective teamwork. 

Fuhrman uses prosecutor Chris Darden as an example of how emotion has no 

place in effective teamwork: "Chris let his personal emotions enter this case in too many 

places and times. It wasn't professional. He wasn't a team player. . . . He is hot-headed, 

immature, and not in the least bit organized. . . . Chris was acutely sensitive to any 

criticism. . . . Darden often saw himself as a black man first and a prosecutor second" 

(228). Fuhrman insists Darden had "amnesia about his oath as a prosecutor" (239). He 

repeatedly characterizes Darden as a whiner, rather than a competent organization man, 

and presents his own team behavior in contrast; Fuhrman mocks Darden: "Chris wasn't 

happy about having to cross-examine me. Tough. It was his job. I wasn't very happy 
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when people were shooting at me, punching, biting, and kicking mebut that was my job. 

I didn't whine about it" (230). 

In his rhetoric, Fuhrman repeatedly makes a general claim that "the prosecutors" 

are not team players. He dedicates an entire chapter to Darden's deficiencies in this area. 

However, he never offers a specific opinion about Marcia Clark in this regard. He 

obviously includes her in remarks like: "[T]hese prosecutors acted more like spoiled 

children instead of adults charged with a professional responsibility" (300), but he never 

mentions her name specifically. Rotundo (1993) provides insight into this omission. 

When speaking about the four outlets for the masculine ideal, one of which is the team 

player, he states: 

[E]ach . signifies a turning away of women. . . . [T]he 
team player is less intrinsically exclusive of women than that 
of the other ideals. . . . [T]he great contest for success is 
technically open to anyone who can play and win according 
to its competitive rules. . . . [H]owever, the middle-class 
male workplace was constructed by men according to 
shared male values and customs. . . . [T]he team player 
posits a world where women have difficulty surviving even 
though they are not explicitly forbidden to enter. (289) 

Fuhrman's omission may signal his ambivalence about Clark's membership on the team. 

However, by including her in general terms, like "the prosecutors," he does appear to at 

least recognize her presence on the team. Because Fuhrman speaks to a male audience 

from a traditionally male, traditionally masculine occupation, his audience may share his 

ambivalence. 

Fuhrman also demonstrates his willingness to suffer and sacrifice for his team and 

for the image of the organization. In this case, suffer and sacrifice meant remaining silent, 

despite media attacks on his reputation, following the publication of Jeffrey Toobin's New 
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Yorker article. Toobin's article outlined how the defense planned to make Fuhrman their 

scapegoat. Fuhrman characterizes the defense's decision to use him as a scapegoat as a 

reaction to his superior performance on the team and in the investigation. To divert 

attention from their guilty client, he became their target: "Ever since they realized that I 

had found the most crucial piece of evidence and had not made any mistakes in my 

investigation, the defense team tried to impeach me by making my personal character an 

issue" (275). 

The evidence of which he speaks is the Rockingham glove. Because the defense 

had no evidence that Fuhrman planted the glove, they characterized him as a racist"the 

type of man who would be willing to plant evidence" (106) against a Black man. Fuhrman 

reminds his audience again about his superior teamwork and investigative skills in 

response to this allegation: "And since I had done nothing wrong during the investigation, 

and had discovered a great deal of incriminating evidence, the defense played the race card 

against me" (268). 

Before Toobin's article was released, Fuhrman contacted a reporter to help him 

tell his side of the story. However, as a good organization man, he wanted to clear it with 

his superiors: "While there was nothing to keep me from talking to the media, I wanted to 

have the department's blessing and support" (109). After going through his chain of 

command, Fuhrman was ordered to remain silent. Unfortunately, he could not defend 

himself against the forthcoming media onslaught. He immediately sent his wife and 

children out of town. He looked to his team and the organization to speak in his behalf, a 

team's inherent function. He recalls discussing his professional future with his Captain 

over lunch; however: "The conversation went in circles, with me wanting to make the 
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whole mess go away and [Captain] Kurth trying to protect the department, me, and the 

case all at once" (119). Nothing was resolved and he was left to face the media frenzy 

alone. 

The media caused Fuhrman to suffer significantly: he states: "Not everybody is 

forced to stand naked in judgment before the rest of the world" (321). Because the media 

is not interested in selling the image of a good cop, they enlarged the defense's depiction 

of Fuhrman and presented every shred of negative publicity that emerged about him. As 

the hysteria grew, people came forward with lies and allegations about him; he states: 

Unfortunately, they were given the benefit of the doubt, while those who told the truth 

about me were either shouted down or simply ignored" (120). During this time, he claims 

he only appeared to be functioning normally; he was actually devastated onthe inside. As 

a good team player, he maintained his stalwart image for the sake of the organization. He 

talks of his dedication to the team: "The world that I struggled to become part of was 

slowly drifting away from me. . . . There seemed no way I would be saved. Nevertheless, 

I kept putting one foot in front of the other and did my job" (114). Even after relocating 

his wife and children in Idaho, he returned without them to resume his professional 

obligations. 

During the trial, many criticized Fuhrman for neglecting to come forward in his 

own defense. By defining this behavior as a service to the organization, he depicts his 

goals as the goals of his audience and assures himself a place in the group. He remains the 

consummate team player: "Although my personal life was being attacked, I had to agree 

with the department and the prosecution that my professional obligations to them came 

before any personal concerns for myself and my family" (139-140). When the tabloids 
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offered Fuhrman money to sell his side of the story, he replied, "Common sense dictates 

that I remain silent" (113). Fuhrman cites his "professional obligation to the district 

attorney's office, the LAPD, and the victims' families" (113) as the reason for his silence. 

While he was ordered to remain silent, other team members became celebrities. He insists, 

44. 
. I tried my best to just do my job. . . . I was willing to take the blame while everyone 

else took the fame" (9). 

However, when the McKinney tapes emerged, Fuhrman claims the team 

abandoned him to protect its image. He characterizes himself as a team player without a 

team. Members of the prosecution even had evidence to defend him, but did not present 

it. Fuhrman tried repeatedly to contact them after the tapes emerged, but theyrefused to 

speak to him: "I would have done anything the district attorney's office asked me to. But 

they wouldn't talk to me. Their star witness was tarnished. . . . I was innocent, but the 

prosecution wouldn't help me prove it, no matter how much their failure would harm their 

case" (287-8). Consequently, he could not clear his name: "So, while I was being 

attacked in the press with charges that were inaccurate, unfair, or simply untrue, I had no 

means by which to defend myself' (113). He laments the prosecution's decision to 

abandon him and characterizes their actions as an injustice to the team and to the people 

they served: "How would it have hurt them to sit down with me and talk about the tapes? 

They could have hated me. They could have even told me they hated me. But then at 

least we could have resolved that issue and gone back to doing ourjobsprosecuting a 

murderer" (300). 

The LAPD also abandoned Fuhrman. This abandonment extended to the 

employee benefits to which he had been contributing for twenty years. Fuhrman laments, 
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". . . I was too much of a risk to the public image of the League and the department. 

When I asked the League to help with $17, 800 in legal fees, they refused" (7-8). Even 

after the verdict, the department distanced itself from him. However, his continuing 

loyalty to the organization is evident in the reserved tones he uses to discuss it: 

"Unfortunately, they're caught in a double-bind. Either I'm innocent, and they have 

ruined the career and reputation of a good cop. . . . or, I'm guilty of everything they say 

. . . and somehow this awful person was promoted three times. Whichever way they play 

it, the LAPD looks bad" (317-8). Nevertheless, Fuhrman displays less reserve in this 

excerpt: "[The department and the district attorney's office . . . forced me to take the 

blame for the failure of this case" (57). 

Yet, after his team abandoned him, Fuhrman remained loyal; he continued to 

suffer and sacrifice for the team and for the image of the organization. The media caused 

him further suffering by painting a picture of him he claims he cannot recognize: "The 

person is an LAPD detective who is a rogue cop, a racist, a Nazi, a liar, someone who 

beats up suspects and frames innocent people. . . . I don't know who this person is. It 

certainly isn't me" (119). Fuhrman insists his suffering at the hands of the media will 

never really end: "For the rest of my life, and even after I am gone, there will be people 

who believe the horrible person they have heard about through the media" (131). 

Motivated by his social needs, Fuhrman defines his silence before the publication 

of his book as a service to his team, to the organization, and to their common objective: 

"I suppose that other people in my situation would have held press conferences and 

submitted to interviews. But. . . . [w]hatever I said wasn't going to bring the killer of Ron 



97 

and Nicole to justice. While I certainly didn't enjoy constant criticism . . . I knew that 

giving them anything would only prolong the whole sordid drama. So I kept my silence 

. . ." (305). 

Fuhrman waited for his career to be investigated thoroughly before he returned to 

face the team in this discourse. Even though only positive comments about Fuhrman's 

behavior emerged in the investigations, perjury charges were still filed. He decided to 

plead no contest to avoid more legal fees; but he also attributes his willingness to sacrifice 

for the team as a reason for his decision. He states: "I also had to think of the LAPD. I 

didn't want to be responsible for any more negative attention or bad morale" (8). 

Fuhrman lists some of the sacrifices he made by pleading no contest: ". . . I can never 

again vote. . . . hold public office. . . . serve as a police officer. . . . [or] possess firearms 

. . . . I must report monthly . . . I am subject to unannounced visits. I must get approval to 

travel. . . . I can't own any weapons at all" (5). His suffering, as well as his identity as a 

team player, is evident in the following excerpt: "My career, my reputation, and my 

privacy had been taken away from me. But I still had my pride. I sat up straight and made 

eye contact with everyone who stared. . . . I felt my professional life pass away. A hollow, 

lonely feeling overcame me, and I fought to keep my nerve" (3-4). 

Fuhrman attempts to reconnect with his team in his apologia. He remained silent 

to protect them, even when he was under "no professional obligation to keep quiet about 

the case" (9). He reemerges as the hero/martyr he claims to be. In the face of apparent 

defeat, Fuhrman seeks to triumph; he insists: "I have no choice but to speak out. . . . 

Throughout my ordeal, many people wanted me to fight back. Now I am" (9). Driven by 
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his social needs, Fuhrman strives to reestablish his reputation with the team. In doing so, 

he hopes to restore and revitalize his identities as police officer and as team player. 

Kruse's (1977) research provided the means for identifying the face Fuhrman 

endeavors to save with his apologia. By identifying the topics to which Fuhrman devotes 

the most time, I was able to clarify the motivational needs that shaped his discourse. 

Now, by combining my findings in this chapter with those from Chapter Three, I will 

demonstrate how Fuhrman's apologia served as a strategy for his masculine facework. 
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Endnotes 

"Hero" traditionally represents a male figure. Pearson and Pope (1981) claim 
that "Our understanding of the basic spiritual and psychological archetype of human life 
has been limited, however, by the assumption that the hero and central character of the 
myth is male. The hero is almost always assumed to be white and upper class as well" (2). 

From Dorothy Norman, The Hero: Myth/Image/Symbol (New York: New 
America Library, 1969). p 12. In addition, Pearson and Pope (1981) use this quotation, 
with others, to clarify the traditional myth of the hero. They discuss how literature often 
attributes heroic deeds only to men and limits the role of women to one of object, enemy, 
or reward for the male hero. However, in spite of the myths, Pearson and Pope indicate 
both men and women possess the heroic qualities of which Norman speaks. 
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Chapter Five: 

INTERPRETATION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this chapter is to interpret and present the findings derived from 

my analyses in Chapters Three and Four. I will discuss how both the facework strategies 

and the rhetorical content of Fuhrman's apologia demonstrate his endeavor to save 

masculine face. Initially, I will address whether Fuhrman's facework strategy selection is 

consistent with the masculine individuals in the research done by Hodgins, Liebeskind, and 

Schwartz (1996). Then, I will discuss the identities revealed in Fuhrman's rhetorical 

content and interpret how the projection of those identities endeavors to construct his 

masculine face. Finally, I will discuss the contributions made by this study and offer 

suggestions for future study. 

Mark Fuhrman uses the rhetorical strategies indicative of apologia in his book, 

Murder In Brentwood, to accomplish his masculine facework. He selects face-saving 

strategies consistent with those attributed to masculine individuals in the findings of 

Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996). Fuhrman's facework selections are invariably 

defensive. He predominantly chooses the justification strategy to face the accusations 

head-on, accept responsibility, then define himself, his actions, and/or his motives as 

honorable. Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz claim that the selection of defensive or 

aggravating face-saving strategies is more pronounced in masculine individuals, due to a 

basic egoism. Masculine image concerns cause a lower threshold for face threat and, 
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consequently, a greater tendency to use these strategies. Fuhrman's defensiveness 

suggests his adherence to the masculine communication agenda, and provides a glimpse at 

the face he endeavors to save with his discourse. 

Fuhrman's defensive rhetoric also displays a high-control tendency orientation. 

Hodgins, Liebeskind, and Schwartz (1996) state that, due to their tendency to be hyper-

sensitive to their own face threat, masculine individuals display the defensive interpersonal 

stance typical of a high-control orientation. Consequently, this face sensitivity causes 

them to experience external events as pressure determinants of behavior. For example, 

Fuhrman defends his execution of Vannatter's decisions, notwithstanding, that he 

disagreed with those decisions. Even though he held equal status with the decision-maker, 

he blames the situational hierarchy for his actions and, therefore, negates his responsibility 

for the negative consequences of those actions. Fuhrman claims these consequenceswere 

beyond his control, because the decisions were not his to make. He cites these external 

factors as pressure determinants of his behavior and, therefore, demonstrates a high-

control tendency orientation. 

The content of Fuhrman's non-denial apologetic strategies offers excellent insight 

into his attempt to save masculine face. As a male individual, Fuhrman experiences 

cultural influences that set the tone for his masculine world view and motivate his social 

participation. Noreen Kruse (1977) argues that the accused's inner motives shape the 

type of reply s/he will make in a given situation. Restoring masculine face is the inner 

motive for Fuhrman's reply in this situation; therefore, the masculine communication 

agendaimage managementshapes its rhetorical content. Because he is motivated by 

this agenda, he produces a face consistent with masculine philosophies. Kruse claims that 
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when rhetors concentrate on the image they project to their audiences, their responses are 

motivated by their social needs. Socially motivated rhetors view the circumstances leading 

to their responses as threatening to their power, situational mastery, prestige, status, 

and/or appreciation and affection from others. 

An important aspect of facework requires considering the face of the other. 

Erving Goffman (1967) states that when an offender has a chance to correct for an 

offense, s/he will take a defensive stance to save the face of self and/or take a protective 

stance to save the face of the other. Fuhrman implements both of these strategies in his 

discourse. Male police officers represent Fuhrman's intended audience. He seeks to 

reconnect with this group and restore his masculine face with them. Driven by his social 

needs, he presents two images that he maintains he has in common with his audience(1) 

his identity as a police officer; and (2) his identity as a team player. These identities set 

the ideal climate for the construction and restoration of Fuhrman's masculine face and the 

masculine face of his audience. 

In asserting his police officer image, Fuhrman identifies with a traditionally male, 

traditionally masculine occupation. Because his audience consists of members of this male 

police culture, Fuhrman's masculine face must be consistent with their understanding of 

masculinity and masculine social interaction. In addition, he must construct that face in a 

way in which they accept and approve. Fuhrman accomplishes this by revealing the heroic 

qualities he and his audience have in common. By claiming these qualities, Fuhrman 

places him and other police officers in a unique social categorythe good guys. They are 

the Protectors of society, the models of ideal action. They serve as courageous proxies in 

meeting with dangers the rest of society wishes to avoid. Furthermore, the "hero" 
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represents another traditionally masculine archetype. Pearson and Pope (1981) argue that 

the central character of the hero myth is assumed to be a White malea member of a 

"powerful subgroup of the human race" (2). By likening himself and his audience to the 

hero archetype, Fuhrman claims heroism as an aspect of his and their masculine face. 

Fuhrman's martyrdom represents another aspect of his masculinity. He tells the 

story of a period of weakness in his life when he was led to file for an early disability 

pension. However, due to his heroic masculinity, he faced his weakness and made a 

successful life for himself. This story demonstrates the archtypical heroic journey. 

Pearson and Pope (1981) state that, in the process of his journey, "the mythic hero 

approaches, confronts, and slays or is slain by the paralyzing inner dragon, and either is 

defeated or wins the ultimate boon of inexhaustible life, joy, and wholeness" (1). 

Within the context of his heroic journey, Fuhrman displays his individual initiative. 

E. Anthony Rotundo (1993) calls individual initiative the present-day masculine ideal. He 

states that men earn social approval, win love, attain power, form friendships, and mold 

their identities by exercising their individual initiative. Fuhrman displays this masculine 

attribute by demonstrating how he became the master of his own fate and gained control 

of his life; he states: "Picking myself up by my bootstraps, I began to make something of 

my life. I worked hard at my job and got my personal life in order. By the time of the 

Simpson case, I had a citywide reputation for being a very good detective. . . . It made me 

a better person . . . I rose above my failures and made a successful life" (107-8). 

Fuhrman displays another masculine attribute in his heroic journeyunemotional 

rationality. In his period of weakness, he allowed others to influence his decisions. 

However, in the face of apparent defeat, Fuhrman exercised his autonomy and gained 
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control of his feelings. Jack W. Sattel (1983) claims that the masculine persona requires 

interpersonal distancing; keeping cool and distant enables one to gain the upper hand. In 

addition, autonomous decisions enable one to retain personal power. Fuhrman's 

masculine audience can easily approve of, accept, and relate to these attributes. 

When Fuhrman displays mitigating behavior toward his audience, the success of his 

facework is further assured. By repeatedly demonstrating commonalities he holds with 

them, he increases their positive affect for him. Accordingly, he considers the face of his 

audience in attributing martyrdom. Barry Targan (1995) states that a martyr gains victory 

over apparent defeat by exercising spiritual strength. Martyrdom represents a quiet 

unemotional victory. Therefore, Fuhrman merely acknowledges his audience's martyrdom 

in brief non-complex snippets regarding the thanklessness of policework. In one example, 

he says, "[W]hen the police take action, . . . make split-second decisions" (97-8), "they get 

raked over the coals for it" (97); "It's not fair; but that's the way it is" (98). He 

recognizes his audience's masculine attributesindividual initiative and unemotional 

rationalitywhile acknowledging their heroic strength in doing their job, even when there 

may be no reward. 

Today's hero, according to Theodore P. Greene (1970), is the team player. In 

claiming a team player identity and devoting the majority of his discourse to proving it, 

Fuhrman projects his inherently masculine goals to his audience. Rotundo (1993) claims 

that being a team player represents a socially and morally acceptable outlet in which a 

man can enact dominance and assertion in today's society. These "passions" represent the 

key components to proving individual initiative. 
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Fuhrman demonstrates dominance and assertion in projecting his identity as a team 

player. In doing so, he attempts to prove his individual initiative and, therefore, construct 

and restore his masculine face. He approaches his discourse looking straight ahead, into 

the eyes of his intended audience; his prologue begins: 

THE WORLD DOES NOT KNOW ME; it knows of 
me. My private thoughts are still mine. . . . This is not a 
book of justification or excuse, but one of truth. . . Along 
the way I made choices: some were good, others were 
tragically misplaced. But it was always my choice. I take 
full responsibility for my life and my career. . . . There are 
no words. . . . No thoughts can describe the remorse I feel 
for the people I have wounded. I simply return to a much-
used phrase, but in this case, it comes from the depths of 
humility: I am sorry. (XXI) 

Fuhrman takes his fate in his own hands. He presents himself before his audience and 

trusts the manner in which he will be judged. He is part of his audience; he is their 

teammate. They understand his face and expect him to possess the attributes he will 

display for them. 

For example, Fuhrman confidently asserts his merits as a police officer and as a 

teammate. He objectively presents the procedures he followed during the Simpson 

investigation, step-by-step, with illustrations and diagrams. At both the Bundy and the 

Rockingham crime scenes, Fuhrman speaks of the dominance and assertion he showed in 

assessing how the murders occurred and gathering evidence. His claim of superior 

investigative skills never waivers. Fuhrman assertively compares and contrasts the work 

of Detectives Vannatter and Lange with his own, to show his dominance as an 

investigator. In several portions of his discourse, he assumes the role of leader, and shares 

his experience and skill with his team. 



107 

Dominance and assertion emerge in Fuhrman's descriptions of his relationships 

with other team members, whether they are positive or negative. For example, he testifies 

as to the mutual respect he and former Police Chief Daryl Gates have for one another. At 

the same time, he labels current Chief Willie Williams as the "missing-in-action leader" 

(257). He is eager to point openly to the diligence and competence of people like district 

attorney, Cheri Lewis; he insists: "Cheri knocked herself out for me and the case. I don't 

think I will ever thank her enough" (115). On the other hand, he has no qualms about 

dedicating more than a chapter in his discourse to point out prosecuting attorney Chris 

Darden's inefficiency and lack of professionalism. 

Fuhrman also demonstrates dominance and assertion in his comments, to his 

audience of police officers, regarding the other team the defense. He implements an 

aggressive argument injected with his own police experience to illustrate Alan Dershowitz' 

unethical behavior in the case: 

Dershowitz is a real piece of work. Here's a guy who . . . 

has never participated in gathering . . . or analyzing 
evidence, . . . yet he uses [it] to spin his weird theories. He 
spends his time in a university, a courtroom or a television 
studio, not on the front lines where the real policework is 
conducted and the real facts are uncovered. But people 
were intimidated by him because whoever challenged [him] 
or the other Simpson defense attorneys could be branded a 
racist. (259) 

After the trial, many police officers were hesitant about voicing their opinions regarding 

the case; some even displayed reticence in arresting Black suspects. They were afraid of 

being called racists. In this excerpt, Fuhrman heroically speaks the minds of his intended 

audience.2 



108 

Moreover, Fuhrman asserts his strong opinions on the sensitive issue of racism. 

To address this issue in such an assertive manner demonstrates his individual initiative. He 

knows his fate is in his own hands; however, he is still willing to offer an opinion that 

could be judged as severe. For example, he clearly states his view on when the word 

"nigger" is appropriate and when it is not: "I believe the "N" word is evil if it is meant to 

pierce someone's feelings, to demean and dehumanize them. Used in a story like Joe 

Wambaugh's, the word either reflects the hatred of a character, or shows how that 

character is attempting, however insensitively, to make light of racial pressures and 

troubling situations" (281). In several areas in his discourse, he also discusses how racism 

blinds justice. He claims that society will become even more racist if we let it tie our 

hands: "This country has become so hypersensitive to race that we ignore the facts. . . . 

To either judge or disregard people's behavior because of their race is the biggest crime 

our society can commit" (268). He also claims that racist police officers hurt the 

department. The department cannot serve people of all colors, if they employ officers 

who hate them. Finally, Fuhrman turns the race card on the defense: "They took 

advantage of racial sensitivities and exploited this country's horrible legacy of injustice 

toward black people. They had no defense other than their client's skin color. If that isn't 

racism, I don't know what is" (268). 

Fuhrman proves his individual initiativethe anthem for masculine face. He 

displays his dominance and assertion in both his identities as police officer and as team 

player. He remains the consummate team player by using his individual initiative to 

restore the masculine faces of his team membersincluding his own.' The fallout suffered 

by members of the LAPD, and other police departments, following the Simpson verdict 
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was significant. Explaining his role in creating that fallout isFuhrman's reason for writing 

the book. In it, he strives to restore the masculine face he enjoyed as a police officer and 

as a team player. I would argue that he is more than successful in achieving this goal. 

In this study, I determined that apologia represents a viable strategy for saving 

masculine face. This connection between apologia and face-saving behavior has value at a 

theoretical level; it provides a previously unacknowledged bridge between communication 

and rhetorical theories. The ground broken by this new perspective also links qualitative 

and quantitative methodologies in relation to gendered communication. Additionally, we 

gain new insight into the communication of gender. By injecting gender into the 

theoretical mix, new criteria emerge for the selection and analysis of communication 

behavior and/or the formulation of rhetorical strategies and content. By discovering and 

studying these criteria, insight into speaker identity is enabled. The critic is also afforded 

predictive power regarding speakers and their strategies. 

When considering my suggestions for future research in this regard, the 

possibilities seem limitless. As I discovered the layers of Fuhrman's face, it seemed they 

would never end. Just as I discovered some new profundity, two more would emerge. 

This makes it clear to me that more rhetorical study is needed in the area of masculinity. 

In addition, there is no doubt that focused research should be done into gendered face-

saving strategies. Current research demonstrates a blur between the concepts of sex and 

gender. Gender is too complex to be reduced to male and female. To me, Fuhrman's 

masculine face represents the complexities that have yet to be discovered. In relation to 

apologia and masculine facework, I would like to investigate the breadth of my theory. 
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The best plan to accomplish this would be by using the same purpose used in this study in 

a cross-gendered comparison. This is my recommendation. 



1I1 

Endnotes 

This leadership behavior is consistent with Fuhrman's claim about Daryl Gates: 
"Had Daryl Gates been the chief, he would have been on every television show defending 
his officers against the defense attorneys's [sic] making outrageous claims against us" 
(257). 

During Simpson's civil trial, Fuhrman could not help the plaintiff's case directly. 
However, he still attempted to achieve his team's original objectiveto bring a murderer 
to justice. Fuhrman's perjury charge was still pending; therefore, when he was 
subpoenaed, he still had to exercise his Fifth Amendment privilege. Schiller and 
Willwerth, in American Tragedy: The Uncensored Story of the Simpson Defense (1997), 
write: "A couple of weeks later, however, Fuhrman called Ed Medvene. 'Get hold of my 
partner Brad Roberts,' he said. 'Roberts knows a lot about this case.' Medvene could see 
that Fuhrman wanted to aid the plaintiffs. Just couldn't do it directly" (900). In his own 
discourse, Fuhnnan repeatedly laments how prosecutors refused to call Roberts to the 
stand to corroborate his testimony. 
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