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INTRODUCTION

Rhetoric has become a respectable enterprise once again: the recent “rheton-
cl turr” in the human sciences has made it relevant and interesting to other
academic disciplines and has even moderated its ancient quarrel with philoso-
phy. But rhetoric today is a house divided. The most prominent fact of its insti-
tutional existence is that it has two primary homes, in departments of English
and departments of communication. In this chapter, we argue both the intel-
lectual and pedagogical cases for academic integration of traditionally separate
“modes” of communication (oral, written, and visual). Qur account centers on
three curricular experiments underway at North Carolina State University: a
first-year course in speaking and writing, a campus-wide program in speaking
and writing across the curriculum, and a project to combine instruction in
writing and visual communication in lab reports for science courses. We also
address the need for integrated programs at the doctoral level to provide fac-
ulty capable of creating future programs at the undergraduate level and to pro-
duce the research base that will transform our understanding of these
traditionally separate modes.

~ While each of these initiatives presents unique problems and offers par-
icular challenges to the goal of reunifying rhetoric, there are some theoretical
issues that touch on all three. One obvious issue is what aspects of rhetorical
th:ury. can provide a unified framework for the design of courses not oriented
exclusively toward composition or oral communication. Such a framework

should provide a way for students to understand the fundamental similarities

hrf'-::n different communication tasks, as well as to focus on dLﬁ‘ﬂ.mcﬁ in
pertormance skills. We argue for a reconceptualization of the rhetorical situa-
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tion as one such framework, but many other concepts also can serve a unify-
ing function, such as ethos, Aairos, or invention.

Another issue is the ancient one debated by Socrates and Gorgias: “What
is the subject matter of the words employed by rhetoric?” (Gorgias 451d). In
more contemporary language, what is the relationship T::Ehﬂ-’ftn knowledge of
a given discipline and the rhetorical action that allows it to be made available
and persuasive to others? When taken outside of the rhetoric classroom, what
should be the division of labor or the mode of cooperation between professors
of chemistry or accounting and professors of rhetoric? We argue that situa-
tion-based genres provide a mid-level concept that can structure the intersec-
tion of broadly applicable rhetorical knowledge and discipline-specific needs
and conventions.

Finally, we address the issue of how new commu nication technologies such
as the World Wide Web and interactive multimedia make the division of rhet-
oric along the lines of writing and speaking even less rational and more
counter-productive than it is now. Moreover, they require the inclusion of visual
communication as an integral aspect of a new rhetoric. Since these new tech-
nologies make possible unprecedented combinations of traditional communica-
tion modes, the future of rhetorical education will depend on our ability to
apply theory and research methods from one tradition to others and to use
knowledge of past transformations to anticipate and understand the transfor-
mations of the future. By explicating these three initiatives and the issues that
they raise, we seek to claim a theoretical and pedagogical unity implicit in the
thetorical tradition prior to the twentieth century and, in so doing, to establish
principles that could ground a new rhetoric for the twenty-first century.

These potentially idealistic goals take on practical importance in the con-
text of recent criticism of higher education. While faculty and administrators
agree that it is important for students to have good written and oral commu-
nication skills, surveys of employers continue to indicate that communication
skills is one of the major areas where they find college-educated employees
lacking.

* A report by the Business-Higher Education Forum notes serious
deficiencies in both oral and written communication skills in recent
college graduates. Corporate leaders surveyed “stressed repeatedly—
sometimes acerbically—that there is no excuse for graduates who
cannot communicate effectively” (Business-Higher Education Forum
1997, 23).

* A recent study by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education, comparing views of academic and business leaders, fo
only one area of agreement about the performance of higher educa”
tion: that undergraduates need better writing, speaking, lﬂq other
communication skills. Eighty-nine percent of the leaders said that
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ensuring that students graduﬂtt with top-notch Wl'it'lng, spe iking,
and communication skills is absolutely essential (Immerwahr 1999).

* The Boyer Commuission recently noted that universities “confer .
degrees upon inarticulate students.” Moreover, as the FEPOIt notes,
“hardly any [students] are exposed to courses or class requirements in

oral communication” (Boyer Commission on Educating Undergrad-
uates in the Research University 1998).

The current pressures on undergraduate education from employers and
criticisms from elsewhere have a clear consistency: the single most important

failure of the college curriculum in the United States lies in the COmmunica-
tion arts.

DiscIpLINARY HISTORY

In the Phaedrus, Plato separated oral and written communication, because he

did not want students reading and interpreting texts apart from a learned

teacher’s direct intervention. But as the scroll hidden under Phaedrus’s cloak

attests, both the practice and the pedagogy of rhetoric from the beginning

involved oral and written communication together, and each historical age has

used them in characteristic combinations. The shift from primarily oral forms

of public communication to increasing use of written forms brought on by
advances in communication technology, including the printing press, pro-

foundly affected science and religion, as well as economic and political life.
However, oral communication remained central to education up through the
first half of the nineteenth century. But after the Civil War in America,
instruction became more and more dominated by writing, chiefly out of a per-
ceived need to prepare students for the literacy demanded of the technical
workplace. After seeing their role in English departments grow smaller and
smaller, speech teachers joined together in 1914 to establish the Speech Com-
munication Association (now the National Communication Association) and
began starting their own separate departments. Composition courses assumed
3 position as a basic part of the university core curriculum, but speech (and
later tommunication) courses were not as widely required as part of the gen-
eral education core.

While this separation between oral and written communication perme-
ited the twentieth-century disciplinary history of rhetoric, there have been
periods when the two branches sought to work together. Perhaps the most
"lteresting case in point is the brief liaison between composition and commu-
Mcation in the fifteen years after World War I1. Right after the war, the
8rowth of the general semantics movement and an increased interest in the
study of m

488 communication and war propaganda led to the rapid develop-
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ment of first-year college courses in communication, pt_‘:iting speaking, writing,
and reading. ‘At the same time, teachers of composition began to see them-
selves as part of a distinct field whose focus was the first-year composition
course. The vear 1949 saw the inauguration of two groups that represented the
power of the “communication movement” in the United ‘5'}1“—‘5: the National
Society of the Study of Communication (NSSC), a subsidiary of the Speech
Association of American, and the Conference on College Composition and
Communication {{:CCC}, an affiliate of the National Council of Teachers of
English (George and Trimbur 1999, 682-83).

Both groups had as their stated aims the pursuit of a productive relation-
ship between oral and written communication. The problem, though, is that
they were not able to maintain a productive relationship: whereas the CCCC
defined itself primarily around a pedagogical agenda centered on first-year
composition, the NSSC established its mission according to mainly theoreti-
cal goals (George and Trimbur 1999, 684). In the latter part of the 1950,
communication courses began to die out, largely because they tended to be
housed in general education programs and therefore did not have the legit-
macy that comes with departmental status (ibid., 685). And the fourth C of
the CCCC began to wither away because of an increased emphasis among
composition teachers on writing as an epistemic and exprﬁsinnistic act and a
growing suspicion of the communication movement as being too utilitarian
(ibid., 690-96). The result was a renewed separation of the oral and written
that persists in most colleges and universities today.

The latter part of the twentieth century witnessed a resurgence of interest
in rhetorical education, but under the guise of teaching communication skills
across university curricula. There are three current approaches. The first,
known as WAC (writing across the curriculum), responds to a perceived gap
between necessary writing skills and what students learn in first-year writing
courses. Such programs usually comprise some combination of first-year writ-
ing courses and writing-intensive, upper-division courses. While WAC may be
judged successful based on its wide adoption at colleges and universities across
the country, it is limited in scope. It pays attention only to writing, at a time
when professional and administrative audiences are increasingly recognizing
the importance of oral communication skills. In addition, it has proven diffi-
cult to demonstrate the effectiveness of first-year composition courses, a real
problem in an age of outcomes assessment in higher education.!

. 'I‘h:lsmc:rnd approach to teaching communication skills across the cur-
riculum is CAC (communication across the curriculum) which, while less
broadly adnpttd‘than WAC, is taking hold in institutions where external audi-
ences are clamoring for graduates with the improved oral communication skills
necessary F:I::r dealing with multiple constituencies and moving up in one’s pro-
ﬂ‘:lss_icfn. This approach also incorporates first-year or basic courses with upper
division, oral-communication-intensive courses. There are three main
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problems that CAC programs face: (1) traditional ways of teaching public
speaking and oral communication do not address discipline-specific needs; (2)
u"ﬂ.iﬂiﬂg others to prcmde g{:ﬂd instruction in oral communication skills is dif-
ficult; and (3) incorporating oral communication into assignments and
instruction in upper-division courses tends to require more of a shift than
WAC does (while almost all courses already require some form of written
assignment from students, fewer require oral assignments). One notable
exception is the widespread use of senior-level capstone courses in technical
disciplines, which generally require oral presentation of an industry-related
student project. e
A third and final approach is to combine speaking and writing initiatives
into a sptaking—and—writing—a::mss-the—curﬁullum program. This muvcmf:nt
recognizes that both modes are communicative and have a shared theoretical
framework in the discipline of rhetoric. The rhetoric program at the Univer-
sity of Iowa is the most prominent example of this type of approach, although
its efforts are confined mostly to a combined first-year course. The lowa pro-
gram also is representative of the problems that may arise. It employs doctoral
students from two programs (English and Communication Studies) who are
preparing for different academic job markets. Because it is difficult to manage
two approaches from two different academic traditions, a lack of pedagogical
consistency may result wherein one tradition or the other is overemphasized
depending upon who is coordinating and teaching in the program. In addition,
this kind of program may not take full advantage of the differences as well as
similarities between speaking and writing performance (Beatty 1998).
At the same time these developments have been occurring, increased
interest 1n visual communication has been demonstrated across the field of
f]:It‘:l'Dl'iE. Several recent textbooks in first-year composition have incorporated
visual communication as a new and an explicit focus.2 Instruction in technical
ﬂf'ld professional writing, which has long included some basic elements of
visual communication such as page design and document design, now adds
1ssues such as interface design, usability, and graphic d.isplzy because of the
centrality of electronic media to writing in technical and professional environ-
ments. In communication curricula, courses on media criticism, rhetorical crit-
ICS:'IS]]], and persuasion theory are likely to include material on framing theory,
Visual metaphors and arguments, and visual grammars, which students use to
examine the use of visual and material symbols. Media production courses
include video editing techniques, and public relations courses cover the basics
of graphic display. o .

Those with a primary ﬁiﬁuplmFy claim to visual communication usually
are trained in design, which has an intellectual and institutional history pro-
foundly different from those of oral :.nd written communication. As a field of
study, visual design evolved from the printing and typesetting trades, and, as a
consequence, education in design emphasizes the apprentice model of studio
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practice. Such education also has fr.:rcuse.d on [;:re:}n;;g:;nc;;;P;ndumin, j-'-'lth
little attention to distribution and reception ( hsiehia Sl s a5 on
. . . of audience has made design education

aesthetics and technique at the expense o o F
essentially nonrhetorical. There is little tradition of rﬂﬁﬂcal odtnonl -
few doctoral programs, with the result that thn_:re !1:15 bgﬁq imost no opportu-
nity for cross-fertilization with other communication 515‘311’11“*5- However, the
new digital media have begun to i‘l".lI'IE:ﬁ?fm design education, H;l provoke an
interest in interdisciplinary conceptualizing, and to prompt the development
of research and doctoral education.? o

As this discussion indicates, the disciplinary history of rhf“f“‘: in the
twentieth century is marked by what has become an entrenched .spht ber_'.urf:::_n
modes of communication in response to job markets, technologies, ant:l nsti-
tutional politics and preferences. Interestingly, a similar set :}if' factors, mc]u_d-
ing the increasing integration of communication technologies, may require
reversing that division as we enter the twenty-first century. In the process, we
should seck to regain the comprehensiveness and integrity of rhetoric as clas-
sically understood and taught, qualities that have mostly been lost, at least in
institutionalized pedagogy. David Fleming (1998) has challenged us to rethink
rhetoric as a curriculum for a variety of purposes—as an undergraduate major
and as a requisite preparation for citizenship. In the following sections, we take
up this challenge as we examine three initiatives for accomplishing integration,
focusing upon the promises and potential pitfalls of each.

INTEGRATED COMMUNICATION IN THE FIRST YEAR:
AN EXPERIMENT

Added to the voices expressing dissatisfaction with rhetorical education is 2
report issued by the College of Textiles at our university: “The strength of our
graduates, as perceived by industry leaders, is the traditional scientific/techni-
cal knowledge of our students, while their communication skills were
described as uniformly poor” (College of Textiles 1998). The College of Tex-
tiles at North Carolina State, while small, is preeminent in its field; it prepares
students for employment in the textiles industry through curricula emphasiz-
ing polymer chr:misrry, industrial processes, and ma.rk-:ﬁ_ng. As a result of the
report, the ]':'Jean of Textiles approached the Dean of the College of Humani-
ties and Social Sciences about offering a first-year course in speaking and writ-
}]?g that would take the place of the traditional freshman composition course.

here were two underlying reasons for this request: (1) skepticism as to real,
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requcstr:d course raised a number of interesting I}:ﬂigﬂg‘if_"ﬂ and theoretical
considerations worth examining. The more general problem of combining dis-
ciplinary and pedagogical traditions certainly was important, but there also
was the issue of the audience for the course, first-year textiles majors. By
nature, then, the course demanded more than a gf:nenilized approach to com-
munication and composition. We had to find a way to teach a discipline-spe-
cific oral and written communication course to first-year students who, by
definition, have little knowledge of the discipline that they are entering. Thus

we identified two key questions:

1. How do we create a course that combines or even blends the teach-
ing of speaking and writing while honoring their differences in ped-
agogy and performance?

2. What, if any, are the general theories, models, and guidelines that cut
across speaking and writing situations? What is the link between those
general aspects of learning and the demands of specific situations?

In order to begin answering these questions, two of us (Victona Gal-
lagher and Michael Carter) interviewed a wide variety of textiles professors,
asking three basic questions: (1) What kind of speaking and writing do tex-
tiles professionals do on the job? (2) What do you do to prepare your students
for those communication demands? (3) What kinds of oral and written com-
munication tasks are required of students in your classes? It was the answer to
the last question that was most important to the development of the course,
but the first two created a context for the faculty, helping them see the rela-
tionship between oral and written communication in the classroom and on
the job.

Surprisingly, the interviews indicated that these faculty assigned no class-
room communication that was specific to textiles. When they described their
students’ speaking and writing, it was always in terms of widely recognizable
student genres: lecture notes, oral summaries of technical materials, class dis-
cussion, essay exams, lab reports, and so on. And even the communication

tasks that most closely resembled professional discourse—project proposals,
progress reports, project presentations—are common to advanced courses in

other disciplines. It became clear that the discipline-specific course requested
was not so specific to the discipline after all.

This unexpected generality provided the key to designing a course that
could join oral and written communication, generalized tasks and specific con-
tent. That key was the concept of the rhetorical situation. As set forth by
Bitzer (1968), rhetorical situations are composed of exigence, audience, and
constraints, features that not only help us understand how and why rhetoric is
called forth and operates but also provide a model for the strategic analysis of
situations to discover or invent fitting responses. Rhetorical situation can serve
as a guiding principle in both oral and written communication theory, espe-
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cially in light of the so-called social turn. Both dis?iplincs have a common
understanding of discourse as cmhcdde:% in the soaal ?.nd thus ﬂw‘ﬁ_ﬂf 2
response to a situation. Rhetorical situation, then, provides a way of uniting
speaking and writing instruction, offering a common goal for both as well as
some common instructional strategies. o _

Moreover, rhetorical situation provides a way of s B o working

relationship between the specific and the general. It .:-_stal::]:shcd e — _f“’
conceiving of our course as consisting of three interacting !'5"'":15_ of E_':“ﬂ_'“hf!ﬂ
At the most general level is the abstract concept of rhetorical situation itself.
Students could be taught to understand the features of discuurslf that may be
applied to practically any learning situation that involved speaking and writ-
ing. This generalized understanding became the unifying theme of the course,
reconceptualized as the four-pronged Strategic Communication Model (the
terms motivation, audience, description, and application replacing the terms exi-
gence, audience, constraints, and fitting response). Students are taught to use this
model to analyze any academic situation that they confront that requires oral
and/or written communication. Their mastery of this broadly applicable model
enables them to confront communication tasks with confidence so that

will be able to develop a fitting response. The goal is to make them “think like
a communicator.”

On the next lower level of generality are the actual discourse situations
that the students learn about and perform as exercises and assignments for the
class. These consist of genres mentioned most frequently in our interviews
with textiles faculty, the speaking and writing tasks that students would
encounter in their academic work: the academic lecture (critical and attentive
listening, question asking, note taking); academic summaries (oral and written
summaries of technical material); lab reports, essay exams, and group work
(setting group climate, conflict): project proposals (oral and written); progress
reports (oral); and project presentations (oral and written). The goal on this
level is twofold: to teach students strategies for managing specific kinds of dis-

course that they will encounter in their classes and to teach them strategies
that they can bring to other discourse situations.

The third and lowest level of generality is what makes the course specific
to textiles. As much as possible, all of the course materials and assignments are
based upon textiles-related materials, For example, for the assignments of oral
am’i written summaries of technical materials, the students are asked to choose
articles from textiles-related journals, Their major projects treated overviews of
textiles organizations, the ethical and political issues that the industry faces,
and 50 on. The objective is for students to begin to enter the discourse of their

chosen field. It is this Jevel that sets thi .
tion and composition co S course apart from other communica-

MO urses. All rhetorical situations are specific; teaching 2
© textiles majors generates its own rhetorical situation that requires 2

suitable response by teachers as well as students. Operating at this level of






