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means of persuasion. A more careful consideration of the role of writ-
ing in education can lead to more interest from educators in how best 
to learn and teach writing. Only by understanding how modes of writ-
ing and argument taught in non-composition courses differ from and 
resemble modes of writing and argument traditionally taught in com-
position courses can we make appropriate adjustments to our course 
and assignment designs.
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Scholarly Works—General

Blair, Catherine Pastore. “Only One of the Voices: Dialogic Writing 
across the Curriculum.” College English 50.4 (1988): 383-89.

Catherine Pastore Blair theorizes a “dialogic” Writing Across the 
Curriculum model for educators who are involved in interdisciplinary 
writing instruction. Her position is that WAC should not be housed 
in English departments because that would imply that English studies 
was master of the domain of writing, which undercuts the main prem-
ises of WAC. The dialogic model is grounded in Bakhtin’s and Friere’s 
social theories of knowledge—that meaning is created in context. If 
this is true, “the English department owns only its particular brand 
of writing that carries its particular cultural context . . . English de-
partment writing is no better than writing in anthropology. It is only 
better by its own local standards” (384). Whereas some scholars posi-
tion English faculty as the oppressed and overworked, Blair reverses 
the order and positions English faculty as the oppressors, who reserve 
the right to final say in matters of writing (386). This model places all 
disciplines on level ground and relies upon an interdisciplinary com-
mittee to oversee the WAC program and mandates that members of 
all disciplines involved engage in dialogue about views of writing early 
and often.

Anthropology

Segal, Edwin S. “The Journal: Teaching Reflexive Methodology on an 
Introductory Level” Anthropology and Education Quarterly 21.2 
(1990): 121-27.

Segal’s work is focused on the interaction between field and field work-
er. He cultivates an “anthropological imagination,” which can best be 
described as a feel for placing conclusions about situations in anthro-
pological frames without relying upon stock patterns of response. Segal 
views the participant-observer relationship inherent in fieldwork as a 
dialectical process and views writing as a way to help students establish 
a systematic way of thinking about their own experiences so that they 
can account for the differences between the observer’s and the partici-
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pant’s worlds when they are writing up their field observations. The 
value of journaling, according to Segal, is that students learn to con-
nect the course content with their own experiences and to get them to 
reveal information about situations that they encounter and their re-
sponses to them. The article suggests using questions to guide journal 
discussions, such as “describe an event or incident occurring within 
the past two weeks in which you found your behavior constrained by 
our society’s sex-gender system” or allowing students to respond to 
anthropological articles. Segal suggests that over time, if prompted, 
students will gradually question the social factors affecting situations 
and rely less upon their own personal reading. As a pedagogical tool, it 
is useful to help the teacher guide direction of the class and focus class 
time to areas that the journals call attention.

Business

Cox, Pamela L., Paul E. Bobrowski, and Larry Maher. “Teaching First-
Year Business Students to Summarize: Abstract Writing Assign-
ment.” Business Communication Quarterly 66.4 (2003): 36-54.

Cox et al. pinpoint as a major concern for business writing the neces-
sity to condense large quantities of information into relatively smaller 
chunks. They call upon studies that have demonstrated that although 
this skill is integral to the field, few people summarize well. The article 
discusses an assignment designed to have students create an abstract 
of a larger text through rhetorically selecting information that is go-
ing to be most pertinent to the task at hand. They believe that “The 
primary purpose of the writing-to-learn assignments is to have writers 
explain concepts or ideas to themselves, to ask questions, and to make 
connections” (37). This is important because, in business writing, the 
writer represents the employer, thus s/he must use language that is 
going to clearly articulate the needs of the employer. Attention to the 
needs of the audience is of the utmost importance when phrasing the 
messages to ensure that they are received in the manner that they were 
intended.

Griggs, Karen. “A Role Play for Revising Style and Applying Manage-
ment Theories.” Business Communication Quarterly 68.1 (2005): 
60-65.
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Griggs believes that role-playing is an effective teaching tool because 
it allows students to call upon their previous experiences in relatively 
low-risk situations. The rhetorical significance of role-play is that it 
places purpose and audience at the center of communicative interac-
tions, with revision as the central focus of this particular activity. The 
assignment sequence offered in this article begins with a scenario. All 
of the students are asked to pretend that they work for a corporate com-
munications manager who has written multiple drafts of a memo. The 
first draft berates the staff for making a mistake that led to the loss of a 
court case and the revision explains court rulings and asks the staff to 
be more careful in the future. Some students are asked to role- play the 
different versions of the memo, while the rest of the students are cast in 
the role of the staff. After the presentations are given, the staff is asked 
to match role-play characters with management styles. Griggs states 
that it is through the ensuing discussion of management style and the 
varying ways that the staff could perceive the draft that students see 
the value of considering audience and purpose when revising. If time 
permits, Griggs suggests that the impact of time on revision could also 
be discussed (additional variables may need to be considered if the 
document is revised over a long period of time). There is an appendix 
with drafts of the memo at the end of the article.

Kallendorf, Craig, and Carol Kallendorf. “The Figures of Speech, 
Ethos, and Aristotle: Notes Toward a Rhetoric of Business Com-
munication.” Journal of Business Communication 22.1 (1985): 35-
50.

After noticing that business communication (advertising, internal 
and external company documents such as letters and annual reports, 
and oral presentations and speeches) were utilizing classical figures 
of speech such as anaphora, hyperbole, metonymy, simile, and meta-
phor, the authors assert that there is a firm connection between busi-
ness communication and classical Aristotelian rhetoric. Kallendorf 
and Kallendorf assert that business writing is intrinsically persuasive, 
taking its “rightful place” beside deliberative, judicial, and epideictic 
rhetoric.

Kreth, Melinda L. “A Small-Scale Client Project for Business Writing 
Students.” Business Communication Quarterly 68.1 (2005): 52-59.
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Kreth’s model offers a way to engage students in an activity that mim-
ics interaction with an audience that has specific desires and needs that 
need to be met within the context of a specific interaction. The author 
suggests that client-based pedagogy of this kind is a better alternative 
than service learning because client-based pedagogy has as its central 
goal understanding and negotiating of “real world” problems, whereas 
service learning emphasizes social activism. This particular assign-
ment calls for interactions with a client-serving company. Kreth’s class 
met with a realtor and collaborated to break up into groups to create 
different versions of a “buying my first home” guidebook to help first 
time homebuyers prepare for the experience. During the process, they 
met with the realtor and other realtors at the firm and considered the 
needs of homebuyers and realtors when deciding which information 
was essential for the needs of both parties to be met with one docu-
ment. Since the final products were not actually used by the realtor, 
the “real world” value of the exercise is token. A secondary benefit of 
the assignment is that the students in her class took ownership of the 
activity and were critical of the structural constraints of the process. 
The critical engagement with the conventions of the field could also 
be fodder for discussion.

Economics

Greenlaw, Steven A. “Using Writing to Enhance Student Learning 
in Undergraduate Economics.” International Review of Economics 
Education 1.1 (2003): 61-70.

Greenlaw’s purpose in this article is not pedagogical, but there are a 
few good writing prompts that could aid in getting students to see 
the complexity involved in defining principles of economics and de-
fending the constructs that they create. For example, one question is, 
“One of the results of Hurricane Andrew several years ago was dra-
matic increases in the prices of most products in south Florida. This 
prompted complaints of ‘price gouging’ and demands for government 
protection of consumers and punishment of the price gougers. Write a 
one- to two-page essay using the theory of supply and demand to ana-
lyze the impact of Hurricane Andrew on goods prices in south Florida. 
Exactly why did prices increase? Show graphically and explain in de-
tail. In your essay, be sure to consider the following points. Define 
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‘price gouging’ in your own words. Explain the extent to which the 
price increases in south Florida were examples of price gouging or not. 
Should government have prevented the price increases? Who would 
have benefited and who would have been harmed if the government 
had prevented those price increases?” Although writing is seen primar-
ily as a way to prepare students for class discussion, the prompts could 
be used for a deeper theoretical discussion about how economists ap-
peal to people, and how visual aids can used to tell stories and even 
ethics in economics.

Engineering

Thompson, Nancy S., and Elizabeth M. Alford. “Developing a Writ-
ing Program in Engineering: Teaching Writing to Teach Engineer-
ing Literacies.” ERIC document. ED 409 584. n.d. 7 Feb. 2009 
<http://eric.ed.gov:80/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_
storage_01/0000019b/80/16/bd/f3.pdf >.

This document is the written version of a Conference on College Com-
position and Communication presentation on the authors’ work in a 
WID writing center designated for engineers. While this is not a ped-
agogical piece per se, it does address the literacies that are field-depen-
dent for engineering. They list “absence of personal voice” and valuing 
of information over author as particularly salient features of writing in 
the field of engineering. This is born out in the disciplinary reverence 
for the lab report, which Thompson and Alford label “the foundation 
of engineering literacy” (2). At the end of the article, there is a section 
on group learning theory in engineering as a way to better facilitate 
student acquisition of engineering literacies.

Political Science

Shellman, Stephen M. “Active Learning in Comparative Politics: A 
Mock German Election and Coalition-Formation Simulation.” 
Political Science and Politics 34.4 (2001): 827-34. 

Although this article does not have discussions of writing at the center, 
Shellman’s mock German election includes components of writing that 
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are particularly well-suited to address methods of inquiry in political 
science. For example, students are split up into parties corresponding 
to real German political parties and asked to write party position state-
ments on various issues to develop a sense of how the parties articulate 
their positions on the issues through arguments. Later in the sequence, 
students, still acting as representatives of political parties, are asked 
to fill out “coalition agreement forms” with the other parties to move 
the government’s agenda in their direction. This writing assignment 
asks students to perform cost/benefit analysis of proposals, consider 
the motives of the group, and to consider the implications of binding 
their cause with another group’s cause to create movement on an issue. 
The author believes that, during the course of the assignment, students 
learn the importance of a number of discipline-specific concepts.

Computers and Writing

For most of the students in our composition courses, writing and com-
puters seem a natural pairing: drafts are easily composed and revised 
in any of a number of word processing programs, and emails and chat 
messages are composed and sent out by the dozens on a daily basis. 
Electronically-produced composition dominates writing and composi-
tion studies. Of course, this hasn’t always been the case. Some twenty-
two odd years ago, when word processing was still commonly referred 
to as “text processing” (Palmquist 400) and the widespread availability 
of microcomputers was a new phenomenon, composition scholars were 
divided on exactly if and how computers would impact the field. 1983 
saw the creation of Computers and Composition, a peer-reviewed schol-
arly journal devoted exclusively to the theory, practice, and praxis of 
computers and writing. It is within the pages of this journal that many 
of the most important arguments about computers and writing can 
be found, and where the most influential scholars in the field (Kate 
Kiefer, Cynthia Selfe, and Gail Hawisher have formed a triumvirate of 
leadership from the field’s inception) continue to publish their writing. 
Any teacher interested in understanding the history and evolution of 
computers and writing should begin their studies with Computers and 
Composition.

Given the relative newness of this field and the polarized reactions 
of many teachers to technology (Perelman’s “inertia” creating many 
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neo-Luddites), several arguments about computers and writing can be 
found in the discipline’s writings. One such early argument can be 
traced in the pages of Computers and Composition as teachers debated 
whether or not computer-based writing “had the potential to produce 
global improvement in the quality of student writing” (Moran 347). 
In “Planning and Implementing the Right Word Processing System,” 
Brownell was adamant that “word processors do make it possible to 
write more in less time, and do make us better writers” (3). His claim 
was quickly contested by McAllister and Sommers and Collins, and 
later by Dowling and Collier and Werier. Interested teachers can use 
this argument to trace the polarity between technophiles who believe 
that computers will have a positive impact on student writing and 
those more cautious scholars (see Harris and Bangert-Drowns) who 
favor assessment and conclusive evidence before embracing computers 
in writing classes. This debate continues, with many scholars turning 
to students to provide their views on computer-mediated composition 
instruction (with researchers like Gos, LeCourt and Barnes, and Duf-
felmeyer leading the way).

Exactly how emerging computer technologies impact the study and 
teaching of argumentation is much debated. The continual advance-
ment of hardware, software, and computer accessories each year adds 
new possibilities (and potential pitfalls) for teachers of argument. Gary 
Stephens was among the earliest scholars theorizing how computers 
might impact argumentation, claiming that computers would increase 
student argumentative skills. Of course in 1984 when Stephens was 
writing, computer technology meant word processing, but as the 20th 
century continues to shrink in the rear-view mirror, there are a va-
riety of ways argument teachers might use computer technology in 
their classrooms. Several scholars have hypothesized ways arguments 
might be effectively constructed in hypertextual environments (see 
Marshall, Conklin and Begeman, Bolter, Landow, and Kolb). Locke 
Carter discusses argument in hypertext in great detail, drawing on 
Perelman’s work extensively. Sean D. Williams uses Toulmin’s views 
of argumentation and credits interaction as the key to Web-based per-
suasion. Kajder and Bull and Williams and Jacobs explore how Web 
logs (blogs) may function to provide students with audience awareness 
and a dialogic component crucial to constructing effective arguments. 
For those teachers of argument conducting class out of a computer-
mediated classroom (CMC), McAlister, Ravenscroft and Scanlon and 
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Coffin and Hewings offer suggestions on how those spaces might be 
effectively used to support collaboration and argument construction. 
For those scholars seeking a more technical explanation of how com-
puter technology might augment argumentation, the field of computer 
science has devoted space in its literature to this issue, noticeable re-
cently in Andriessen, Baker, and Suthers, Reed and Norman, Kirsch-
ner, Buckingham and Carr, and McElholm.

For teachers of argument seeking more practical help in techno-
logical matters, many helpful academic websites exist. The reliability 
and citation of Internet sources remains a crucial issue, as students rely 
more and more heavily on websites to provide the grounds and backing 
for their arguments without first evaluating the ethos of the source(s) 
being used. Online rubrics at the Cornell University Library, the UC 
Berkeley Library, and the New Mexico State University Library offer 
a diverse sampling of evaluative questions and suggestions for further 
study related to evaluating online sources. Many other university web-
sites provide additional teaching aides. The Purdue Online Writing 
Lab (OWL) was one of the first in the country and remains one of the 
most important, offering many heuristics and ideas for effective writ-
ing. Dartmouth College offers a comprehensive Internet site devoted 
to Web teaching, providing downloadable teaching resources, articles 
on teaching with technology, and case studies of teachers using the 
Internet in their teaching. Schoolcraft College’s website offers similar 
materials, including worksheets, handouts, and teaching modules, in-
cluding materials on teaching argumentation. Lingua MOO, an aca-
demic virtual community, offers teachers another space to visit to find 
additional teaching materials related to technology and argumenta-
tion.

The sources listed here serve as a good starting point for teachers 
who want to explore how computer technologies impact the writing 
and teaching of arguments. Teachers who desire additional scholar-
ship on theoretical and practical applications of how argument might 
be taught with a variety of computer applications and/or in electronic 
spaces should follow the conversations taking place in the pages of 
Computers and Composition, the virtual pages of Computers and Com-
position Online, and in online academic sites like Lingua MOO, where 
classroom applications of cutting-edge technologies can often be found 
first.
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For Further Reading

Textbooks

Carbone, Nick. Writing Online: A Student’s Guide to the Internet and World 
Wide Web. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2000.

Kolko, Beth E., Alison E. Regan, and Susan Romano. Writing in an Elec-
tronic World: A Rhetoric with Readings. New York: Longman, 2001.

Holmevik, Jan Rune, and Cynthia Haynes. MOOniversity: A Student’s Guide 
to Online Learning Environments. New York: Allyn & Bacon, 2000.

Ulmer, Gregory. Internet Invention: From Literacy to Electracy. New York: 
Allyn & Bacon, 2003.

Ulmer’s book provides a pedagogy of online learning and is meant as 
a supplement to texts that introduce students to the Web, html, and 
graphics design. Ulmer hopes to move students familiar with print 
culture (literacy) towards familiarity with electronic culture (“electra-
cy”) and the rhetorics that surround it. A self- proclaimed “workbook-
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reader-theory,” the text comes with a partner website and is broken 
into sections that both extract electronic literacy out of conventional 
print materials, as well as provide explicit discussion about the theory 
and pedagogy behind assignment choices. Topics for discussion are 
broken into career, family, entertainment, and community discourses, 
“emblems of a wide scope,” which is concerned with the creation, pro-
duction, and consumption of images, and ends with a chapter that 
asks students to invest in world issues and create a website on public 
policy in “conclusion: culture wars or syncretism?”

Scholarly Works

Andriessen, Jerry, Micheal Baker, and Dan Suthers. Arguing to Learn: 
Confronting Cognitions in Computer-Supported Collaborative 
Learning Environments. Boston: Kluwer Academic, 2003.

Andreissen, Baker, and Suthers offer this edited collection as one that 
revolves around computer-mediated interaction and argumentation, 
and specifically, computer-supported collaborative learning (CSCL) 
environments. The collection offers an overview of these environ-
ments, as well as their role in collaborative inquiry, literacy projects, 
and scientific investigation. The collection includes essays such as 
“Argumentation as Negotiation in Electronic Collaborative Writing,” 
“Elaborating New Arguments through a CSCL Script,” and “CSCL, 
Argumentation, and Deweyan Inquiry: Argumentation is Learning.” 
The collection offers instructional strategies for improving the quality 
of learning and of producing written arguments, as well as for avoiding 
the pitfalls often associated with computer-mediated and collaborative 
learning environments.

Coffin, Caroline, and Ann Hewings. “Engaging Electronically: Using 
CMC to Develop Students’ Argumentation Skills in Higher Edu-
cation.” Language and Education 19.1 (2005): 32-49.

How might electronic conferencing provide students with opportuni-
ties to develop argumentation skills? The authors explore this question 
by collecting data from a post-graduate distance education TESOL 
course, examining the asynchronous conference posts of two differ-
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ent student groups over the course of the academic term. Using the 
concept of engagement (“the system of semantic options available to 
writers for negotiating and adjusting the arguability of propositions 
and proposals” [37]), the authors examine how often in their posts 
the participants either endorsed, distanced, or challenged the views of 
their classmates in this electronic space. Their findings suggest that 
even though electronic conferences can facilitate engagement with dif-
ference, students were still reluctant to challenge their peers (much 
in the same way they are in more traditional face-to-face classroom 
settings). Teaching argument in electronic spaces presents some of the 
same challenges as teaching it in non-virtual classrooms.

Ladikas, Miltos, and Doris Schroeder. “Argumentation Theory and 
GM Foods.” Poesis & Praxis: International Journal of Ethics of Sci-
ence and Technology Assessment 3.3 (2005): 216-25.

The authors apply Stephen Toulmin’s model for argumentation to the 
European debate around genetically modified (GM) foods that took 
place in public writings in the late 1990s. Their goal was to see if 
Toulmin’s model was useful in analyzing public debates. British news-
paper articles on GM soya (the first GM product to enter Europe) were 
analyzed over a two year period, examining the warrants, backing, 
and rebuttal of the claims discovered. The authors concluded that the 
Toulmin model of argumentation was a very effective tool for analyz-
ing public debates. This essay serves as a useful model for teachers who 
seek examples of how to apply argumentation to current news events.

Weger, Harry Jr., and Mark Aakhus. “Arguing in Internet Chat 
Rooms: Argumentative Adaptations to Chat Room Design and 
Some Consequences for Public Deliberation at a Distance.” Argu-
mentation and Advocacy 40.1 (2003): 23-38.

Does the format of the argumentation venue alter the form of the ar-
gument itself? The authors explore this question by examining the 
quality of chat room argumentation, collecting data from America 
Online (AOL) political chat rooms. Data was analyzed using the 
pragma-dialectical approach, which places emphasis on the functional 
utility of arguments in attempt to understand how Internet chat rooms 
“encourage or discourage critical discussion in the public sphere” (27). 
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Data analysis indicated that several features problematic for supporting 
critical discussion (lack of conversational coherence, under-developed 
arguments, and flaming) were typical in chat room spaces. The au-
thors theorize that design elements of chat rooms (continuous scrolling 
transcripts, contribution limits, and unidentified participants) directly 
influence the form argumentation can take in these spaces. Rather 
than seeing chat rooms as a failed space for argumentation, the authors 
suggest seeing them as “an achievement of an alternative model of 
argumentative dialogue adapted to the format of the venue for public 
participation” (37).

Visual Rhetoric

In A New Rhetoric, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca identify the im-
portance of presence to argumentation. There, the authors describe 
presence as the combination of form and substance, psychologically 
influencing the audience through such techniques as omission, em-
phasis, choice, and selection. Even though these authors do not discuss 
much in the way of extra-verbal uses of the visual, it seems clear that 
this concept, which stresses putting something immediately in front of 
the audience, is particularly important in visual rhetoric, arguably the 
most dominant and pervasive types of appeals in our culture. The vi-
sual rhetoric of magazines (a glossy two-page spread in Vanity Fair for 
Lancome depicting a young female model lounging in a pink summer 
dress and inviting viewers to “Awaken to a new spring” line of cosmet-
ics), television (a smiling and patient Alex Rodriguez helping children 
learn the basics of catching a baseball in a television promotional for 
Boys and Girls Clubs of America), and the Internet (at the Greenpeace 
International website, the wide-eyed face of a baby orangutan greeting 
visitors next to text that suggests “This fragile Earth deserves a voice. 
It needs solutions. It needs change. It needs action.”) are among the 
almost 3000 messages that the average person encounters each day 
that are predominantly visual in their persuasive appeal.	

However, we have been slow to fully embrace visual rhetoric stud-
ies in composition and rhetoric and argumentation. Carolyn Handa 
articulates this clearly:

Composition and classical rhetoric as disciplines ap-
proach rhetoric and argument in strictly verbal terms 
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. . . Within composition scholars by no means agree 
universally on the question of whether or not imag-
es can make arguments, especially as arguments are 
classically defined: linear sequences of claims, coun-
ter-claims, and evidence. Whether images can argue 
on their own or only in conjunction with words is an 
even more contentious subject. (305)

For those readers who have grown up in a culture dominated by im-
agistic rather than print-based media, the persuasive power of images, 
signs, and symbols seems a foregone conclusion. Why, then, has our 
discipline been so resistant to accepting visual rhetoric as a legitimate 
field of study?

Craig Stroupe helps situates this phenomenon by pointing out that 
rhetoric and composition programs are usually contained within Eng-
lish departments, and that it is English studies as a whole that has been 
staunch in its defense of verbal print culture and its “customary dis-
missal of popular, predominantly visual discourses” (609-10). Fear of 
technology (particularly computer technology) and disdain for popu-
lar “texts” contributed heavily to this early marginalization of visual 
rhetoric in the discipline. Visual rhetoric clearly complements many 
disciplines, but as other “new” fields of study have experienced, it also 
may threaten established academic disciplines, whose completeness, 
internal coherence, and boundaries may be called into question if vi-
sual rhetoric is recognized. Given these obstacles, the pace of visual 
studies’ (re)emergence is more easily understood.

Rhetoric and composition’s reticence to embrace visual rhetoric 
studies is ironic, given the importance of the visual throughout the 
history of the discipline since ancient times. Aristotle acknowledged 
the power of metaphor and visualization and Quintillian identified vi-
sualization as the surest means of arousing emotions. Plato placed great 
importance on light and vision in both the extra-sensory and the sen-
sory worlds. Ernst Robert Curtius points out that in medieval times, 
epideictic rhetoric (with more emphasis placed on visual presentation) 
became much more important than deliberative rhetoric. Catherine 
Hobbs argues that Francis Bacon, by calling images emblems, accepted 
the premise that images are more memorable than words. She offers 
the following quote from Bacon as evidence: “It is easier to retain the 
image of a sportsman hunting the hare, of an apothecary ranging his 
boxes, an orator making a speech, a boy repeating verses, or a player 
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acting his part, than the corresponding notions of invention, dispo-
sition, elocution, memory, [and] action” (60-61). The “new rhetori-
cians” of the Scottish Enlightenment (Smith, Blair, Lord Kames, and 
Campbell among others) were also influenced by Bacon’s centering of 
imagery and imagination. The terms and concepts now recognized as 
integral to visual studies have a rich history in rhetoric. Gunther Kress 
and Theo Van Leeuwen and Hunter Gardner are among the scholars 
leading the academic conversation on the need to pay attention to vi-
sual rhetorics.

Many strong classroom applications of visual rhetoric exist. One 
of the earliest texts to demonstrate how to incorporate the study of 
visuals in the writing classroom was Stephen Bernhardt’s “Seeing the 
Text.” In this essay, Bernhardt argued that even verbal print texts are 
inherently visual in that they rely on spatial arrangements and deci-
sions (font styles and sizes, locations of white spaces, paragraphing, 
etc.) that are rhetorical in nature. Bernhardt’s essay includes copies of 
an environmental fact sheet produced by conservation-minded citizens 
and politicians pursuing wetlands protection legislation. Bernhardt’s 
analysis of the construction of the fact sheet serves as a strong intro-
duction to the notion that visual rhetoric need not include pictures, 
signs, or symbols, and provides a point of comparison for the many 
similar civic-minded fact sheets, advocacy pamphlets, and websites 
that exist.

In “Reading the Visual in College Writing Classes,” Charles Hill 
shares some of his own techniques for introducing students to visual 
rhetoric. His examples are diverse, ranging from the rearrangement of 
the spaces between lines of text and the size of the text lines (similar 
to Bernhardt’s essay) to the analysis of the rhetoric of famous pho-
tographs (United States Marines raising the flag over Iwo Jima) to 
the deconstruction of the cultural values hidden within a print-based 
advertisement for life insurance. Hill’s analysis of each example helps 
clearly demonstrate the diversity of visual persuasive appeals and pro-
vides teachers and students with a strong pedagogical foundation from 
which to explore other examples of visual rhetoric in the sample cat-
egories provided.

For teachers who want to continue to explore the connections be-
tween visual rhetoric and culture, articles by Francis Frascina and 
Kenneth Zagacki offer complementary analyses of Norman Rock-
well paintings. Frascina compares Rockwell’s original World War 
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II-inspired paintings with the digitally altered versions of the paint-
ings produced by The New York Times after 9/11 in an attempt to 
demonstrate the “collective cultural memory” powerful images can 
construct. Zagacki uses Rockwell’s civil rights paintings to illustrate 
how visual works of art “may operate rhetorically to articulate public 
knowledge” and shape public perception. These two essays and the 
Rockwell paintings discussed in them offer excellent opportunities for 
teachers to introduce students to visual rhetoric concepts and methods 
through which they might analyze and deconstruct imagistic persua-
sive appeals.

Practical examples for other visual rhetoric genres exist as well. Mc-
Cloud’s Understanding Comics: The Invisible Art creatively uses com-
ics themselves to analyze the rhetorical practices employed by comics. 
David Blakesley’s analysis of the rhetorically reflexive verbal and visual 
components in The Usual Suspects provides a framework that can be 
applied to the study of visual rhetoric in cinema. Craig Smith’s “Tele-
vision News as Rhetoric” works well in conjunction with Joel Nydahl’s 
“The Rhetoric of Television News” and John Hartley’s Uses of Televi-
sion, to provide representative examples of how television rhetoric can 
be studied and applied. Teachers who wish to combine the study of 
television and film might select Thomas Rosteck’s 1989 article which 
analyzes the argumentative structure of Edward R. Murrow’s “Report 
on Senator McCarthy” from the documentary series “See It Now” and 
George Clooney’s 2005 film Good Night, and Good Luck which de-
picts the same pivotal situation in American history. Those interested 
in video game rhetoric and the ongoing argument about the impacts 
of violent video games might connect Lachlan, Smith, and Tamborini 
and the large amount of journalism covering the debate between Jo-
seph Lieberman and game designers and players (Wikipedia.org has 
excellent coverage of this issue). These materials can be combined with 
the video games Doom and Doom 3, and Doom: The Movie to provide 
a practical example of how different visual rhetorics impact the same 
subject matter.

The next decade will see visual rhetoric studies gain increasing sta-
tus in all relevant academic disciplines including rhetoric and compo-
sition; prescient teachers will begin to increase their literacy in visual 
rhetoric theory and pedagogy (drawing on the proliferation of cultural 
examples that surround them) in preparation for the increasing aca-
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demic awareness of and appreciation for the persuasive power of the 
image and visually persuasive texts.
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For Further Reading

Textbooks

Alfano, Christine and Alyssa O’Brien. Envision: Persuasive Writing in 
a Visual World. New York: Longman, 2005.

Faigley, Lester, Diana George, Anna Palchik, and Cynthia Selfe. Pic-
turing Texts. New York: Norton, 2005.

McQuade, Donald and Christine McQuade. Seeing and Writing. Bos-
ton: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2000.

This textbook both asks and answers the question “what does seeing 
have to do with writing?” Designed to introduce students to elements 
of visual rhetoric, McQuade and McQuade divide each chapter into 
an opening set of images (“portfolio”), images juxtaposed with written 
text (“pair”), exercises, visual representations of history (“retrospect”), 
interviews, key concepts for writers (“visualizing composition”), a col-
lection of visual and written readings (“looking closer”), and contex-
tual historical and cultural images for difficult readings (“context”). 
The book makes explicit connections between visual and written texts 
and topics such as place, gender, difference, icons, and observing the 
everyday.

Ruszkiewicz, John, Daniel Anderson, and Christy Friend. Beyond 
Words: Reading and Writing in a Visual Age. New York: Longman, 
2006.
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Scholarly Works

Birdsell, David S., and Leo Groarke. “Toward a Theory of Visual Ar-
gument.” Argumentation & Advocacy 33.1 (1996): 1-10.

Birdsell and Groarke assert that argumentation theorists are overly 
concerned with the verbal aspects of argument to the exclusion of the 
visual aspects of argument. This is problematic, they maintain, be-
cause of the changing nature of argument itself, particularly in new 
media such as television, the internet, advertising, and film. In creat-
ing a theory of visual argument, the authors assert that the unwar-
ranted assumption that visual arguments are less precise than verbal 
arguments must be abandoned—they argue instead that both verbal 
and visual arguments may be vague and imprecise. The authors assert 
that a theory of visual argument will take into account the importance 
of context, arguing that just as verbal arguments themselves cannot 
stand in isolation, neither can visual arguments. The authors outline 
three types of context important to visual argument: immediate visual 
context, immediate verbal context, and visual culture. The last ele-
ment in a theory of visual argument is the issue of representation and 
resemblance, to which the authors argue there is an argumentative 
component that is reflected in most visual texts.

Finnegan, Cara A. “The Naturalistic Enthymeme and Visual Argu-
ment: Photographic Representation in the Skull Controversy.’” 
Argumentation and Advocacy 37.3 (2001): 133-49. 

Finnegan introduces the concept of the naturalistic enthymeme to the 
study of visual rhetoric: the assumptions we make about the argumen-
tative potential of photographs, particularly nature photographs. She 
argues that because we perceive photographs as realistic, we assume 
them to be “true” or “real” until given a reason to doubt them. She 
uses the 1930s debate over the photographs taken by Arthur Rothstein 
for the Resettlement Administration depicting drought conditions in 
the Dakotas to support her claims. Through this article, the author 
hopes to demonstrate how visual cultural implications influence the 
perceived argumentative capacity of images.
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Fox, Roy F., ed. Images in Language, Media, and Mind. Urbana: 
NCTE, 1994.

This anthology provides several demonstrations of how societal imag-
es are persuasive in nature. Operating under the assumption that “the 
most important kind of meaning is constructed from personal inter-
actions with images” (xi), Fox has selected essays analyzing the visual 
persuasion of print advertising, news coverage of the Gulf War, tele-
vision sportscasts, and the imagery of the Oliver North trial, among 
others. The range of subjects covered offer several starting points for 
exploring imagistic rhetoric and the terminology used by the authors 
(such as symbolspeak and hyperintertextuality) provide the beginnings 
of a vocabulary to aid in the discussion of visual arguments.

George, Diana. “From Analysis to Design: Visual Communication in 
the Teaching of Writing.” College Composition and Communication 
52.1 (2002): 11-39. 

George argues that the current terms used to describe visual rhetoric 
in the field of composition studies limit the way such communica-
tion might be brought to bear in the writing classroom. Specific to 
George’s argument is that visual literacy belongs in the writing class-
room and is not simply a new strategy “for adding relevance or interest 
to a required course” (13). George charts the history of visual rhetoric 
in English studies, including discussion of some of the first visual as-
signments in textbooks. She asserts that incorporating visual elements 
in a writing course widen the possibilities for instruction, and will do 
so in growing ways as teachers incorporate technology into classrooms 
that allow students to both analyze and produce visual texts.

Slade, Christina. “Seeing Reasons: Visual Argumentation in Adver-
tisements.” Argumentation 17.2 (2003): 145-60. 

Using advertisements to illustrate her point, Slade argues that visual 
media can function as argumentation. Arguing against Postman and 
Poster’s claims that visual media function as irrational argumentation, 
Slade asserts that not only does the rational/irrational divide not hold 
up, but also that visual texts do function as reasoned discourse.
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5 Glossary of Terms
Here in the glossary, we have tried to be as concise as possible in defin-
ing and describing terms. Our glossary of the terms is specific to our 
treatment of the teaching of argument in this text. This means that 
some terms specific to Kenneth Burke’s terministic screen appear among 
traditional argument terms. By no means is this a definitive or exhaus-
tive list, as most rhetorical terms are applicable to teaching argument. 
For more complete historical and theoretical definitions of key rhetori-
cal terms, interested readers might consult one of the more compre-
hensive reference works, such as the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric, edited by 
Thomas Sloane, the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition, edited 
by Theresa Enos, or the Sourcebook on Rhetoric by James Jasinski.

Action vs. Motion—In A Grammar of Motives, Burke defines action 
as the “human body in conscious or purposive motion” (14). Action is 
something only human beings are capable of. A capacity to act, mean-
while, is a prerequisite for moral choices. A baseball, thus, is capable 
of motion but not action, as it “is neither moral nor immoral, it can-
not act, it can only move, or be moved” (136). For Burke, action in-
volves moving toward an ideal, creating novelty along the way. The 
transformations effected by action are all necessarily partial, by neces-
sity, due to the paradox of substance. See also: Magic, the Paradox of 
Substance.

Agonistic/Eristical Argument—From the Greek agon, meaning con-
test or conflict, and eris, meaning strife; agonistic or eristical argument 
represents a model of argument stressing conflict and dispute, advanc-
ing one person’s perspective at the expense of others. Agonistic/eristical 
argument has been challenged by feminist scholars, among others, as 
an adversarial, patriarchal model that promotes dissensus rather than 
consensus. Moreover, eristical argument has also been criticized for 
being unrealistic. Most contemporary models of argument are many-
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sided and reject the goal of defeating one’s adversaries in favor of a 
more realistic goal such as increasing or decreasing participants’ adher-
ence to or identification with the arguer’s position and/or loosening 
adherence or identification with alternative positions.

Analogy—See Invention.

Attitude—Burke used five terms to explain human motives: act, 
agent, agency, scene and purpose. Later on, he added attitude, a term 
describing the manner in which the act is carried out. It is a precursor 
to the act, what he calls an “incipient act.” Rhetoric moves people to 
act or bends their attitude so as to incline them to act. It does not force 
people to act, it convinces them. Acts then become the representations 
of our attitudes.

Burkeian Pentad—Kenneth Burke believed that social communi-
cation was best analyzed and understood as drama, leading him to 
privilege a pentad of terms for rhetorical study: act, scene, agent, agency, 
and purpose. Outcomes for rhetorical actions are determined by the 
ratios (relationships) between these five elements. See also: Rhetorical 
Situation.

Casuistry— “The general and the particular directions of rhetoric 
overlap insofar as all unique cases will necessarily involve the applica-
tion of the universal topics to the particular matter at hand, and inso-
far as even situations considered very broadly may possess uniqueness” 
(Burke, Rhetoric 72-73). For Burke, casuistries are philosophies, general 
principles extended to specific situations. While casuistry has negative 
connotations for many contemporary analysts, Burke sees it as un-
avoidable. However, “casuistic stretching” is often needed to persuade 
people that an original frame (like the United States Constitution, for 
example) is still viable, despite new variables in time and space. See 
also: Identification, the Paradox of substance.

Consubstantiality—See Identification.

Courtship—For Kenneth Burke, courtship is a form of persuasion 
that operates through identification in which one “entity” persuades 
the other. For courtship to exist, each entity must belong to a sepa-
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rate class, which leads to what Burke refers to as “estrangement.” For 
individuals, this estrangement lies in the difference between sexes; in 
the social realm, the difference between the sexes finds its equivalent 
within the differences between social classes. Burke refers to commu-
nication between classes as “abstract” courtship. Within the realm of 
abstract courtship, members of higher social classes attempt to control 
less privileged classes through “doctrine” and “education.” Thus, “[b]y 
the ‘principle of courtship’ in rhetoric we mean the use of suasive de-
vices for the transcending of social estrangement” (Rhetoric 208).
Within this relationship of social estrangement, parties are “mysteri-
ous” to one another and that mystery can be converted to power. A 
teacher, for example, might remain largely silent so as to add gravity to 
questions that s/he raises, thus appearing to “probe into the depths of 
things” in the eyes of the student (210).

Burke’s courtship differs from Perelman and Olbrecht-Tyteca’s 
notion of adherence in that it does not seek explicitly to use persua-
sion to increase the degree of agreement with the rhetor. An audi-
ence’s degree of adherence to the rhetor’s argument can vary greatly. 
By contrast, courtship focuses primarily on the unequal relationship 
between the persuader and those being persuaded, rather than em-
ploy means generally considered “persuasive.” Through courtship, the 
“courtier” already commands a certain “captivation” of the audience. 
This “courted” audience thus yearns to transcend the gap of social 
estrangement to unite with the persuader, while the persuader “coyly” 
maintains that distance and thus captivation and power.

Deliberative Rhetoric—See Species of Rhetoric.

Dialectic—With his opening sentence in the Rhetoric, Aristotle 
defines Rhetoric as the counterpart to Dialectic. Both rhetoric and 
dialectic are faculties of furnishing arguments. Historically, dialectic 
is sometimes seen as rhetoric’s counterpart; at times it has competed 
with rhetoric. Aristotle distinguishes demonstrative reasoning (causal) 
from dialectical reasoning (non-causal or contingent), defining the lat-
ter as “reasoning from opinions” that are generally accepted as prob-
able truths. Dialectic reasoning can occur between interlocutors, or 
it can be an internal inquiry. The Socratic Method is the best known 
example of dialectic reasoning whereby one begins with a proposition 
then pushes it to its conclusion by questions and answers and by ap-
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plying the law of contradiction. Dialectic reasoning is a test for truth, 
a meaning-making process. Propositions must be secured prior to ar-
gument; a proposition is dialectically secured when it passes the law 
of contradiction. The Hegelian model of dialectic involves thesis (a 
proposition), antithesis (the contradiction of the proposition), and syn-
thesis (an incorporation of the first two elements).

Doxa—The Greek word for common or popular opinions, which 
is the root of English words like “orthodoxy” (straight opinion) and 
“paradox” (opinions alongside one another). Doxa are the opinions 
sometimes codified, that are generally accepted within a community. 
The notion of doxa places the locus of authority outside of the indi-
vidual and in the community. The opinions of individual people are 
not solely theirs, but also that of many others, thus giving those opin-
ions more importance. Placing opinions outside of the individual also 
opens the door for persuasion to take place.

Enthymeme—Sometimes called a “truncated syllogism,” the en-
thymeme leaves out a premise, and then hopes its audience will tacitly 
supply it. The enthymeme, thus, is not to be judged by the conven-
tions of formal validity, but rather by the laws of probability. The more 
widely accepted the premise, the more likely it is that an audience 
will grant assent to the enthymeme’s argument. Aristotle labeled the 
enthymeme the “substance of rhetorical persuasion” (I.1). Since there 
is very little that can be known for certain, rhetors must rely on beliefs 
and assumptions of their audience.

Ethos—See Pisteis.

Example, Illustration, Model—Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 
analyze how rhetors seek to establish a commonality with their audi-
ence through a resort to the particular, in the form of example, which 
makes generalization possible; illustration, which provides support for 
an established generalization; and model, which encourages imitation. 
These can be further defined as follows:

Example: A particular instance which provides a foundation for a rule 
and acts as the starting point of a generalization. An example must be, 
at least provisionally, a fact. Examples serve both to illustrate a gener-
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alization and to establish the truth of the generalization. According 
to Perelman, much of argument is designed to get audiences to rec-
ognize invalidating facts (i.e., those examples which contradict the 
generalizations or rules they also admit). For Aristotle, proofs come 
in the form of either enthymeme or example. An example is neither 
the relation of “part to whole, nor whole to part, nor one whole to 
another whole; instead, example is the relation of part to part, and of 
like to like.” Examples might be historical (referencing past events) or 
invented (Aristotle identified the fable as one type of effective invented 
example).

Illustration: Illustration seeks to make an abstract rule or idea con-
crete through a particular case; it promotes understanding of the rule. 
Whereas examples must be beyond question, illustrations need not be. 
Illustrations can be detailed, but examples should be pruned to avoid 
distraction.

Model: Models are idealized illustrations of a general rule. Models are 
not simply to be understood; they are to be imitated.

Epideictic Rhetoric—See Species of Rhetoric.

Fallacies, Informal—Fallacies, in the most general sense, are defec-
tive arguments (Sloane prefers “deficient moves in argumentative dis-
course”). Arguments may be fallacious due to flaws in their structure 
and form. These are formal fallacies. Arguments that are invalid for 
any other reason besides the form of the argument are informal falla-
cies. Informal fallacies come in many forms. One example of an infor-
mal fallacy is a “spurious relationship”: claiming two different groups 
that have no logical relationship are nevertheless connected. Wikipedia 
provides the following example: “an example of a spurious relationship 
can be illuminated examining a city’s ice cream sales. These sales are 
highest when the city’s rate of drownings is highest. To allege that ice 
cream sales cause drowning would be to imply a spurious relation-
ship between the two. In reality, a heat wave may have caused both.” 
For a more complete treatment of informal fallacies in arguments, see 
Fulkerson’s Teaching the Argument in Writing.

Forensic Rhetoric—See Species of Rhetoric.
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Heuristics—See Invention.

Identification—For Burke, the concept of identification is central to 
rhetoric and to argument. Burkeian identification relies on the concepts 
of merger and division. Person A experiences merger if s/he has com-
mon interests with Person B or if s/he is persuaded to believe that there 
are common interests: “in being identified with B, A is ‘substantially 
one’ with a person other than himself” (Rhetoric 21). In the process of 
acting together, individuals share common sensations, concepts, imag-
es, ideas, and attitudes. Burke’s term for this is consubstantiality, a way 
of “acting together.” To clarify, Burke speaks of consubstantiality in 
terms of parent/child relations. For example, a child is consubstantial 
with his/her parents in the sense that it is at once their offspring and 
an autonomous actor. Some modicum of separation (division) always 
exists, as each person is a “unique, individual locus of motives” (21). 
Through identification, rhetoric and argumentation are made possible 
as arguments use the principles of merger and division to bend atti-
tudes and persuade. See also: Paradox of Substance.

Illustration—See Example.

Impartiality—The condition of being a member of a group that will 
be affected by the outcome of an argument without having one’s deci-
sions influenced by that fact, as “an impartial judge,” whose rulings 
would apply to everyone, including the judge. Impartiality, therefore, 
involves balancing all points of view in an argument. This contrasts 
with objectivity as used by Perelman, where neutrality is maintained 
because the rhetor purports to be unaffected by the argument’s out-
come.

Inertia—Perelman’s The New Rhetoric uses the term “inertia” to des-
ignate human resistance to change. Borrowing from physics, Perelman 
and Olbrechts-Tyteca describe the idea that an audience’s attitudes, be-
liefs, and behaviors tend to stay on course through habit. Value is also 
placed on any attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that conserve the status 
quo. Thus, inertia favors the norm; while it is not necessary to persuade 
toward that which is already accepted, any change will be questioned 
and will require justification—an audience’s natural inertia places the 
burden of proof on the party who wishes to promote change.
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Invention—From the Latin invenire, “to find,” invention is the first 
of the five classical canons of rhetoric, followed by arrangement, style, 
memory, and delivery. Since Aristotle defines rhetoric as “the faculty 
of discovering the available means of persuasion,” much of his Rhetoric 
focuses on invention. Invention concerns finding something to say; 
consequently, invention relates to logos, (i.e., what the rhetor says rather 
than how). Heuristics (from the Greek heuriskein, meaning “to find 
out, to discover,”) are invention strategies by which the rhetor can in-
vestigate systematically, following a set of procedures. A rhetor might 
run through a series of questions or prompts as a means of exploring 
and investigating a problem or question. In the realm of argument, sta-
sis theory functions primarily as a heuristic insofar as each type of claim 
raises different questions for those making and hearing the claim. In 
arguments, there are five main claim types: definition (is X a Y?), cause 
(does X cause Y?), evaluation (is X a good or bad Y?), proposal (should 
we do X?), and resemblance (is X like Y?). Resemblance arguments 
are the foremost contemporary versions of analogies, where the most 
general formulation is A is to B as C is to D. However, the formulation 
may have only three terms, as in B is to A as C is to B, or A is to B as 
A is to C. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca quote Aristotle’s analogy, 
“For as the eyes of bats are to the blaze of day, so is the reason in our 
soul to the things which are by nature most evident of all” to explain 
theme (reason in the soul, obviousness) and phoros (eyes of bats, blaze 
of day). In analogy, the theme and phoros must belong to different 
spheres; if they are in the same sphere, we have example or illustra-
tion. Analogy relies on transfers of value from phoros to theme and 
vice versa. Analogy is often viewed with distrust when used as a proof. 
Perelman views it as an unstable means of argument similar to infor-
mal fallacies. See also: Stasis Theory.

Kairos—Both kairos and chronos, roughly translated from the Greek, 
represent the concept of time. Aristotle used kairos in its classical sense 
as a critical moment in the unfolding of an argument when one has an 
opportunity to arouse one’s audience.

More recently kairos has also been translated as a sense of appro-
priateness and timeliness. James Kinneavy uses the term to refer to the 
“situational context.” In this second, fuller sense, kairos plays a role in 
the construction of the entire argument and every rhetorical choice.
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Logos—See Pisteis.

Mediation—See Negotiation.

Model—See Example.

Mystification—A Burkeian term, mystification occurs when lan-
guage is used to deceive rather than communicate between different 
classes. Mystification reduces the fertile potential of mystery by “bu-
reaucratizing” hierarchy into a set scheme that privileges one group 
over another absolutely and by ginning up the mysterious differences 
between classes at the expense of their underlying identity. Such mis-
directed rhetoric is concerned primarily with coercion and control. 
Mystery and mystification are differentiated from magic. As a super-
natural force, magic is based on a primitive conception of influence, 
but it has similarities to rhetoric in its persuasive ends. While magic 
mistakenly attempts to induce action in things (or to reduce human 
actors to objects to be moved), rhetoric (often through exhortatory 
speech) attempts to induce action in people. Burke notes that magic is 
also associated with novelty, in that it creates something out of noth-
ing; every rhetorical act thus involves a hint of magic to the extent that 
it uses novelty in the inducement of action. See also: Courtship.

Negotiation—Negotiation is an agreement-oriented mode of reach-
ing consensus through communicating, or “working out differences.” 
The concept of negotiation has been accepted by many feminist schol-
ars as an alternative to the agonistic model of argument and as a model 
for classroom interaction. Others, including some feminists, criticize 
negotiation insofar as it avoids conflict in situations where conflict is 
called for. The idea of critical negotiation has been raised as well by 
scholars such as Thomas West, who connects the concept of negotia-
tion with postcolonial theory, identity formation, and hybridization. 
Mediation is a particular type of negotiation. In mediation, a disin-
terested party helps guide the course of an argument, rather than be-
coming involved in it, or making a judgment for either participant. In 
mediation the mediator has no power over any participant in the argu-
ment, as opposed to arbitration, in which the third party has power to 
decide the outcome of an argument. Mediation is increasingly used in 
legal dispute resolution.
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Objectivity—Objectivity is the condition of having no interest in and 
being unaffected by the outcome of an argument. Most contemporary 
theories of argument reject objectivity as a realistic or even desirable 
stance for a rhetor or audience. Perelman, for example, acknowledg-
es that outside of science, controversies are settled among interested 
parties. The best one can hope for is not objectivity but impartiality 
whereby people act in the name of what’s best for all rather than what 
is best for them or their allies.

Offices (Teaching and Informing, Pleasing, Moving and Bending)—
These three rhetorical purposes originated in Cicero’s ideas of the three 
offices of the orator. Each office is said to have an appropriate style. 
More specifically, the first office, (to teach, inform, instruct), is thought 
to be a plain style. The second office, (pleasing), called for a more tem-
pered style. The moving and bending aspect of oratory, meanwhile, re-
quires a more grandiloquent style that is stirring enough to persuade an 
audience to action.

Paradox of Substance—“Literally, a person’s or a thing’s sub-stance 
would be something that stands beneath or supports the person or 
thing” (Burke, Grammar 22). Here, Burke traces the etymological roots 
of the word “substance” to help explain his concept of the paradox of 
substance, showing that the word itself implies the presence of exter-
nals. Burke’s concept of substance contrasts markedly with Aristotle’s. 
For Aristotle the substance of an entity would be entire unto itself. 
Burke inclines to Spinoza’s view that no single entity could be under-
stood as self identical but only by what it is not (“all determination is 
negation” [Grammar 25]). This concept is the heart of the Burkeian 
Paradox of Substance: in order to be able to understand what a given 
thing is, you must first place it “in terms of” something else. This is 
the fundamental logic underlying Burke’s dramatism. For Burke, there 
is an “inevitable paradox of definition, an antinomy that must endow 
the concept of substance with unresolvable ambiguity” (Grammar 24): 
something’s substance can only be known in terms of what it is sub-
stantially not. See also: Identification and the Dialectic.

Pathos—See Pisteis.

Pisteis—Aristotle identified two types of rhetorical proofs: (1) artis-
tic (intrinsic) and (2) inartistic (extrinsic). Inartistic proofs come, not 
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from a rhetor’s own efforts, but from preexisting data that the speaker 
must discover and use: confessions, written contracts, and so forth. 
Artistic proofs must be furnished by methods of rhetoric through the 
rhetor’s own efforts. Pisteis (coming from the Greek word referring to 
the means of persuasion available in an argument) are the three types 
of artistic proofs available to the rhetor: logos, ethos, and pathos.	

The ethos (Greek for “character”) of the speaker refers to the rhetor’s 
credibility. In Aristotle’s time, trust was created from the speech itself 
rather than from the type of man speaking. More recently, however, 
ethos often as not derives more from office or position. For instance, 
we trust those who are experts in their fields more than those who 
are generalists. Pathos (Greek for “suffering” or “experience”) refers to 
the emotions of the audience when they are brought into a state that 
is favorable to increasing adherence to the argument itself. The rhetor 
can appeal effectively to pathos by knowing the beliefs and values of 
the audience and employing various rhetorical strategies according-
ly. Logos (Greek for “word”) refers to the rationality of the argument 
proper. The argument itself should be consistent, coherent, rational, 
well grounded, and plausible in its logical appeal.

Praxis—Praxis is an alternative to the bifurcated theory/practice pair 
in which practice is subordinate to theory. Praxis exists as theorized, 
informed, and situated practice. In composition it is what separates 
classroom “lore” (criticized as unreflective and ad-hoc, as well as over-
theorized abstraction) from reflective teaching that is grounded in 
critical, pedagogically situated ways of knowing and learning.

Presence—Presence refers to the elements of selection, arrangement 
and/or omission of facts, judgments, or lines of reasoning that act 
directly on our sensibility. Those elements of an argument endowed 
with presence allow an audience to perceive what otherwise would be 
merely conceived. Lending presence to one’s argument through use 
of metaphors, vivid examples, striking graphics, etc. greatly increases 
audience identification with one’s argument.

Propaganda—Propaganda is a type of rhetorical persuasion aimed at 
a mass rather than individual audience. It is explicit, and is produced 
by an institution or group (like a government). Propaganda is also 
distinguished by its self-serving nature: it makes no attempt to find 
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compromise between rhetor and audience. Relying heavily on the rep-
etition of symbols and images in social media, propaganda often has 
negative connotations in Western society, as governments, organized 
religions, and corporate advertisers (among others) continue to pro-
duce propaganda at high levels. The arguments (often visual in nature) 
produced by propaganda provide vivid examples that foster productive 
discussion in argument classrooms.

Ratio—See Burkeian Pentad.

Rhetoric of Bureaucracy—Rhetoric of bureaucracy refers to a rhet-
oric of gesture, usually symbolic in nature. A modern US example 
of Rhetoric of bureaucracy is the toppling of the statue of Saddam 
Hussein after the invasion of US forces into Baghdad. This type of 
rhetorical gesture signified victory for the United States forces and the 
defeat of Iraq.

Rhetorical Situation—The rhetorical situation refers to the contextu-
ally situated call to persuade, whether it is oral or written. How best to 
determine how to persuasively impact a given target audience? What 
are the elements of a given rhetorical situation? There is no easy answer 
to this question, and scholars continue to offer competing theoretical 
and practical frameworks. One common framework used in writing 
instruction is the rhetorical triangle, with focuses on the interrelated-
ness of the message, the writer, and the audience. Other frameworks are 
even more specific, identifying five major components of the rhetori-
cal situation: occasion, purpose, topic, audience, and writer. Kenneth 
Burke’s Pentad also identified five essential elements: act, scene, agent, 
agency, and purpose. Notice that even as these different frameworks 
are comprised of different terminologies, the core elements are simi-
lar, providing variations on the rhetorical triangle. No matter which 
terminological framework is used, the key to understanding the rhe-
torical situation lies in recognizing the “ratio” of the terms: which ele-
ments are most important to the given situation

Rogerian Argument—This is a type of argument that attempts to 
explore and/or resolve issues by engaging in empathic listening. The 
fundamental principle is to regard communication from the stand-
point of understanding another person. To participate in authentic 
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communication requires one to see the ideas and attitudes of the other 
person so profoundly that one can sense how it feels to be that person. 
The goal is to bring about a change in perspective or to modify the 
other person’s conception of reality so that mutually advantageous co-
operation is possible. There are three strategies: (1) reassure the person 
s/he is understood, (2) discover the validity of the person’s position and 
(3) find areas of similarity. Some problems with Rogerian argument 
are its practice of identification at the start of argumentation when 
argumentation presupposes identification as a possible result. There is 
also potential for its manipulative use. Used as a technique, identifica-
tion may not be sincerely felt, creating a false empathy with others.

Rule of Justice—This term is at the heart of Perelman’s theories of ar-
gumentation. The key to this formal rule is in giving “identical treat-
ment to beings or situations of the same kind” (New 218). Observing 
the rule of justice is necessary to the construction of arguments for 
justice. Through this rule, precedents also acquire greater importance: 
past cases can influence future cases (provided the categories are es-
sentially the same).

Sophistry—In popular parlance, sophistry refers to any specious argu-
ment intended to trick rather than legitimately persuade a listener. The 
term dates from the fifth century B.C. and the Sophists, a loose col-
lection of pre-Platonic philosophers and teachers employed as instruc-
tors of rhetoric. In general, Sophists taught from practical experience 
rather than theory, and stressed real-world persuasive skills rather than 
the quest for a particular form of truth. That is, their tactics taught 
one how to “argue to win” regardless of one’s position.

In Plato’s Dialogues, the Sophists are used as convenient debate 
fodder and straw men for Socrates’s questioning, their use of rhetoric 
exposed as selfish and amoral (see Plato’s Gorgias). Against Plato’s con-
demnation of rhetoric, the Sophists emerge as artful tricksters, using 
language to deceive rather than to find truth. Contemporary perspec-
tives on rhetoric have rehabilitated many Sophistic concepts, including 
attention to the ambiguity of language and the contextual nature of 
truth and knowledge. Susan Jarratt’s “rhetorical feminism,” for exam-
ple, links the political focus of contemporary feminism with Sophistic 
approaches to the real-world power of language use.
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Species of Rhetoric—For Aristotle, there are three kinds of discourse, 
each with its own temporal emphasis. Firstly, epideictic (ceremonial) 
discourse has to do with praise or blame. An example of this type 
of discourse is eulogy. The speaker uses ceremonial speech to bolster 
important attitudes and beliefs in the present. Secondly, deliberative 
discourse is a call for some sort of action, typically legislative, that ei-
ther exhorts to or dissuades from a particular course of action. Thirdly, 
forensic (judicial) discourse determines guilt, innocence, or causation 
based on an examination of past events.

Stasis Theory—From the Greek word staseis which means “to take 
a stand.” In rhetorical theory, stasis theory can be used to find com-
mon ground on an issue or as an invention strategy that provides the 
rhetor with a series of questions that serve to discover the point of 
disagreement between two disputants. Since the 2nd C. CE, there has 
traditionally been a hierarchical order of the stasis questions; however, 
recently scholars have argued that the questions do not necessarily 
have to be asked in a specific order; depending on the rhetorical situa-
tion, some of the questions may not be applicable. The significance of 
finding the point of origin of a disagreement is invaluable if the goal 
of argument is to reach a resolution or at least a clearer understanding 
of the issue, as opposed to bickering, which is often the result of an 
argument where stasis has not been reached prior to engagement. The 
stases are divided into four questions:

1.	 Conjecture—is there an act to be considered?

2.	 Definition—how can the act be defined?

3.	 Quality—how serious is the act? What are the extenuating cir-
cumstances?

4.	 Procedure—what should we do? Is there anything about the act 
that calls for a non-standard ruling or lessened punishment?

Topoi (Topics)—Originally delineated by Aristotle, the topics are the 
available means of persuasion and are used during the invention phase 
of argumentation. Aristotle classified the topics under two headings: 
(1) those common to all subjects (commonplaces) and usable in all 
circumstances and (2) those from specialized fields, such as physics 
or politics. Perelman takes a different approach to topics. He applies 
his term loci only to premises of a general nature that can serve as the 
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bases for values and hierarchies and that relate to choices we make. He 
classifies loci into: (1) loci of quantity (e.g., a greater number of goods 
is more desirable than a lesser number of goods), (2) quality (e.g., one 
truth is to be desired above one hundred errors or the unique is valued 
above the usual, the ordinary, or the vulgar), (3) order (e.g., that which 
is earlier is superior to that which is later, for instance the original is 
superior to copy), (4) the existing (e.g., that which is actual or real is 
superior to the possible, the contingent, or the impossible), (5) essence 
(e.g., the superiority of the value of individuals as embodying the es-
sence, for instance a best of breed would exhibit the qualities of that 
breed better than its competitors), and (6) the person (e.g., the value of 
dignity, worth, or autonomy of the person).

Toulmin’s Schema for Argumentation—Toulmin’s schema and ter-
minology for analyzing and creating arguments are often used in the 
teaching of argument. Central to Toulmin’s model of the structure of 
arguments are several key terms. All arguments make a claim based on 
data. A warrant is a general proposition that establishes a connection 
between the claim and the data. Warrants often need backing (evi-
dence helping prove the warrant). The claim may also need a qualifier 
(to prevent absolutist language) and conditions for rebuttal (exceptions 
to the rule formed by the claim) to maximize its persuasive potential. 
Toulmin’s schema has proven to be applicable across academic disci-
plines and to popular arguments as well. 
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6 Annotated Bibliography
In compiling this bibliography we discovered anew what others before 
us have discovered—the paucity of published work on argumentation 
in journals and presses prominent in the field of rhetoric and com-
position. Richard Fulkerson’s observation about the lack of scholarly 
debate about the teaching of argumentation was borne out by our 
own research. In response we broadened the scope of the bibliography 
slightly, including several book-length philosophical treatments of ar-
gument. We opted not to broaden the scope further on the grounds 
that it would likely make the bibliography less, not more, useful to 
our readers. Our primary focus is on works published within the past 
twenty years, with some important earlier works included. Any work 
that focused on the teaching of argument is listed here. A number 
of works referred to extensively in the body of this book—Toulmin, 
Perelman, and Burke—are left out on the grounds that one can derive 
a much fuller sense of their argument from reading the previous chap-
ters. Few argument textbooks are included here. Those that are cited 
are included because of a unique focus. Our assumption is that read-
ers may wish to consult these texts for ideas about teaching argument 
rather than adopting them wholesale for classroom use.

Allen, Julia M., and Lester Faigley. “Discursive Strategies for Social 
Change: An Alternative Rhetoric of Argument.” Rhetoric Review 
14.1 (1995): 142-72. 

The authors provide a repertoire of alternative argument strategies that 
have been used to enact discursive change by writers who, historically, 
did not or felt they did not have the power to engage in the domi-
nant discourse; however, Allen and Faigley do not make claims “for 
the utility of any strategy.” Strategies for social change that have been 
used are: creating new languages (such as “Laadan” for writer Suzette 
Haden Elgin); constructing new pronouns (such as “co” or “na”); us-
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ing neologisms; reclaiming or redefining words (such as “spinster” 
or “dyke”); juxtaposing language and “creating struggle within and 
utterance” (as is demonstrated by Gloria Anzaldua’s Borderlands/La 
Frontera); using musical forms to structure written communication; 
utilizing “perspective by incongruity,” which puts “one assumed truth 
into an incongruous situation to undermine its truthfulness;” playing 
with language and metaphor and “calling without naming” (referring 
to Gertrude Stein’s prose); and using narratives as a way to make one-
self heard politically. The authors assert that writing teachers need to 
rethink traditional assumptions about the validity and use of logical 
arguments and their ability to shift social structure, given the wide 
range of forced alternatives that have arisen out of power struggles 
throughout history.

Andrews, Richard. “Models of Argumentation in Educational Dis-
course.” Text 25.1 (2005): 107-27. 

This piece is a review of literature of the various models of argumen-
tation formulated for educational settings during the past ten years. 
The first half of the article is used to delineate the various and com-
peting definitions of argument and to ground the literature review in 
the process of developing arguments as opposed to the phenomenon 
of argument. Andrews positions logical constructions of argument at 
one extreme and rhetorical constructions at the other. As he exam-
ines the various models, suggestions are made as to their usefulness in 
the classroom. Andrews is concerned primarily with the pedagogical 
value of these models. The second half of the article focuses in on four 
models of argumentation: Toulmin, Mitchell and Riddle, Andrews, 
and Kaufer and Geisler. As theories such as the Toulmin model are 
outlined, Andrews pinpoints ways to “adapt” them for more suit-
able use in the classroom. He suggests that an analytic model, such 
as Toulmin, is better suited to test the strength of an early draft than 
to generate arguments, a charge that has often been leveled against 
Toulmin. According to Andrews, the generative value of these models 
for argument is a key to their usefulness in educational settings. At the 
end, there is brief section on visual argument and the value of argu-
ment in society.
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Bay, Jennifer L. “The Limits of Argument: A Response to Sean Wil-
liams.” JAC 22.3 (2002): 684-97. 

In this response to Sean Williams’s article, “Process-Product Ambiguity: 
Theorizing a Perspective on World Wide Web Argumentation,” Bay 
applauds the attention that Williams draws to argument in cyberspace 
and his attempt at “retooling” Toulmin in order to “reconceptualize” 
argument on the Internet, but laments the lack of discussion of the 
“visual and performative aspects” of the Web and how these aspects 
affect argument and the writer’s sense of agency. Whereas Williams 
views “links” in webtexts as persuasive devices because the “author” 
selectively places them, Bay challenges whether this is a WWW argu-
ment theory or just a traditional theory applied to the Web. In short, 
Bay suggests that Williams assumes that the Web is a “text-based 
structure.” In fact, she implies that most pedagogical practices still 
rely on this classical model and value words over images. Bay calls for 
a rhetoric of the Web that accounts for its multimedia capabilities and 
attempts to open space for production and analysis of webtexts that are 
more than print arguments. 

Berrill, Deborah P., ed. Perspectives on Written Argument. Cresskill, 
NJ: Hampton, 1996.

This collection of thirteen essays emphasizes the role of writing in 
everyday life and offers a variety of contemporary views on argumen-
tation. The essays range from the theoretical (Andrew Wilkinson’s 
“Argument as a Primary Act of Mind”) to the practical (Anson and 
Beach’s “The Nature of Argument in Peer Dialogue Journals”) and it 
emphasizes a variety of non-traditional approaches drawn from non-
Western and feminist models as well as traditional Western modes of 
argument. A number of the essays consider the relationship between 
argument and the learning process, focusing on use of peer dialogue 
journals as a learning tool and the use of New Rhetoric to respond 
to students’ argumentative writing. Other essays consider alternatives 
to the argument-as-war model, which treats argument as a means of 
transformation rather than negotiation. The final four essays focus on 
alternate cultural styles in argument.



Annotated Bibliography216

Biser, Eileen, Linda Rubel, and Rose Marie Toscano. “Be Careful 
What You Ask For: When Basic Writers Take the Rhetorical 
Stage.” Journal of Basic Writing 21.1 (2002): 52-70. 

The authors discuss the difficulties facing students as they begin to 
adopt rhetorical stances and public voices. Marginalized writers in 
particular face additional challenges beyond the conventional expecta-
tions of form, in that they often write from a perspective beyond the 
mainstream. The article examines a public email written by a deaf 
student at the Rochester Institute of Technology arguing for a faculty 
discussion of the role of interpreters in the classroom. Though the 
writer follows the conventions of argument—writing from a position 
of authority, using a collective voice for power, citing expert opinion—
her argument had unintended consequences, generating a largely neg-
ative response from RIT’s deaf population, many of whom viewed the 
letter as presumptuous. Essentially, the writer failed to consider the 
complex views of the deaf community she purported to represent. The 
authors note several implications for teachers of argument, including 
the responsibilities and obligations in employing the collective voice, 
the particular challenges of argument in an electronic format, and the 
need for students to address “taken-for-granted” ideas in reading such 
as tone and author bias.

Booth, Wayne C. Modern Dogma and the Rhetoric of Assent. Chicago: 
U of Chicago P, 1974.

Booth’s book is a product of the author’s disciplinary background 
and its historical origins. It is based primarily on his experiences as a 
university administrator during the tumultuous nineteen-sixties and 
seventies. The most striking aspect of the rancorous disagreements 
that characterized the times was, according to Booth, the tendency 
of opponents to speak past each other, a state of affairs in marked 
contrast to civil and efficacious debates among members of various 
professions and academic disciplines. The failure to listen charitably to 
other arguments or the corresponding tendency to lapse into a slack-
minded “I’m ok, you’re ok,” denial of differences motivates Booth’s 
argument. Hence his definition of rhetoric: “the art of discovering 
warrantable beliefs and improving those beliefs in shared discourse” 
(xiii). The major impediment to Booth’s rhetorical ideal is the dogma 
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of modernism, which according to Booth, splits facts off from value 
and renders values little more than expressions of feelings (motivism). 
Just as values are impoverished by their reduction to feelings, rational 
inquiry is reduced to instrumentalism calculation by being divorced 
from values. While the dogmas of modernism have been renounced 
in every field, they maintained their currency in the realm of public 
discourse. Booth’s book is an ambitious, often entertaining effort to 
unseat these dominant dogmas.

Bruffee, Kenneth A. Collaborative Learning: Higher Education, Inter-
dependence, and the Authority of Knowledge, 2nd ed. Baltimore: 
John’s Hopkins UP, 1998.

This extensively revised edition presents Bruffee’s argument regarding 
the necessity to redefine authority, teaching, and theories of knowl-
edge construction in the university. He presents his approach, a model 
of collaborative learning based on a social constructionist theory of 
knowledge. The book is divided into two parts: the first defines the 
approach, explaining how and why it works. Included in this section 
is a model of collaborative learning (as distinguished from cooperative 
learning), an explanation of the role of writing in collaborative learn-
ing (and the role of collaborate learning in teaching writing), and a 
discussion of how colleges can institutionalize collaborative learning 
through peer tutors. The second part discusses university education 
from the perspective of the institution, explaining how in the past in-
stitutional concepts of knowledge have negatively affected not only ed-
ucation but also research. Writing plays a central role in collaborative 
learning because it relies upon interdependence—the ongoing conver-
sations, verbal and print, that create and sustain knowledge within 
communities and academic disciplines. From this perspective, all writ-
ing is argumentative because it is a process of knowledge construction 
that is negotiated between people. It is simultaneously a communal 
act that requires a keen awareness of the “language games” that are ac-
ceptable in different communities and a tool that can be used to alter 
those communities.

Burns, Philip J. “Supporting Deliberative Democracy: Pedagogical 
Arts of the Contact Zone of the Electronic Public Sphere.” Rheto-
ric Review 18.1 (1999): 128-46. 
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Philip Burns draws on his experience with the Electronic Democracy 
Project to theorize the role of technology in teaching “deliberation” 
(argument). He contends that “normal discourse,” or literate practices, 
are increasingly linked to academic disciplines and should instead be 
taken from the public sphere. Because the Internet creates more space 
for public discourse, educators must shift focus away from the class-
room and out towards the public sphere as a pedagogical site to engen-
der a more civic understanding of argument. He is seeking a rhetoric 
that is less agonistic and more concerned with mediating asymmetrical 
interactions between individuals and groups. Burns draws from James 
Bohman to define “deliberation” as “dialogical interactions” that occur 
in a specific situation and that allow for the “give and take of reasons,” 
the end result being cooperation among members of the forum despite 
acknowledged differences. Borrowing from Mary Louise Pratt’s defi-
nition of the “contact zone” as a space in which inequalities of power 
always exist and are always challenged (yet not always significantly 
changed), Burns asserts that technology mediation (e-mail, listservs, 
and other Web-based sites of communication) provides such a contact 
zone in which exigency can occur naturally rather than being imposed 
without context through assigned readings.

Chambliss, Marilyn J. and Ruth Garner. “Do Adults Change their 
Minds After Reading Persuasive Texts?” Written Communication 
13.3 (1996): 291-313. 

Describing the nature and content of persuasive texts, Chambliss and 
Garner establish a frame through which an examination of audience, 
in this case, adults’ reading tendencies, can be viewed. The Toulmin 
model (claims, warrants, evidence) is used to evaluate structure and 
an Aristotelian analysis (artistic proofs—ethos, logos, pathos) is used 
for content. The running example throughout is an editorial that ran 
after the first Gulf War about the Middle East remaining very much 
the same as it had prior to war. This article examines how arguments, 
although they are designed to earn the reader’s warranted assent, can 
only work if the reader actually does agree in good faith to objectively 
read the argument. It is Chambliss and Garner’s belief that more often 
than not, adult readers tend to adhere rigidly to prior opinions regard-
less of new information that may be in the written argument.
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Carroll, Jeffrey. “Essence, Stasis, and Dialectic.” Rhetoric Review 23.2 
(2004): 156-70. 

Carroll’s essay is concerned with alerting students to the importance 
of “first steps” in creating arguments, which in this case is agreeing 
upon the definition of key concepts or contested terms to ensure that 
the argument is focused and fruitful. Another goal is to demonstrate 
to students the value of critically engaging with plurality of definition 
to find the definition that is most appropriate for the embedded situa-
tion instead of relying upon the dictionary as the arbiter of definitional 
correctness. In doing so, he draws upon invention techniques from 
Aristotle (commonplace of definition), Cicero (stasis theory) and Plato 
(dialectic) as possible methods to reach “winnowed” (movement away 
from universal) definitions that teachers could model for students. 
The author underscores the importance of considering the role of defi-
nition by drawing upon Chaim Perelman’s assertion that definition is 
not about clarifying meaning of an idea, but rather shaping the issue 
so that it will produce the persuasive effects sought.

Corder, Jim W. “On Argument, What Some Call ‘Self-Writing,’ and 
Trying to See the Back Side of One’s Own Eyeballs.” Rhetoric Re-
view 22.1 (2002): 31-39. 

In this posthumously published essay, Corder claims that we overlook 
many arguments that do not look like arguments—the quick barbs, 
slaps, and insults that are shorthand arguments which represent a clash 
between ways of seeing the world. He notes that rhetoric textbooks fail 
to acknowledge that arguments pit worldviews against one another. 
His main contention is that our experiences embed in us “completed 
rhetorics” or “models of the world” and we live them in our interac-
tions with others. This means that identities are at stake in argumen-
tative exchange. Because of this, when people rely upon their deep 
and steadfast convictions, which they call “good reasons,” “sense,” 
and “judgment,” argument is over when it begins since they are of-
ten unwilling to consider alternatives as viable options. Consequently, 
instead of focusing on proofs, he suggests we focus on narrative and 
description because arguers need less to declare than to show their 
thinking. Corder refers to this showing as “self-writing,” or writing 
which honestly reveals our motivations, which shows ourselves in the 
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world we live in. He admits that showing the rhetoric we are already in 
can be as hard as seeing the backs of our eyeballs, but we are always in 
a rhetoric, and so we must continually identify ourselves in our writing 
in order to acknowledge that rhetoric.

Crosswhite, James. The Rhetoric of Reason: Writing and the Attractions 
of Argument. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1996.

Crosswhite’s argument sets out to find a way for composition between 
the opposing threats of postmodernism on the one hand and scientism 
on the other. He rejects post-modernists generally and deconstruction 
specifically on the grounds that they overlook matters critical to his 
“rhetoric of reason,” particularly the latter’s commitment to resolving 
practical problems and making choices. While choice-making implies 
a sense of agency, Crosswhite rejects the idea of the agent as essential 
self. Instead of the self using claims and counter-claims to express a 
fixed identity, Crosswhite sees the self as the product of the choices, the 
claims and counter-claims, it makes through argument. In response 
to the corrosive skepticism of deconstruction, Crosswhite’s rhetoric 
of reason calls for the conversion of doubt to argument. The end of 
argument, meanwhile, is justice, the fair and equitable balancing of 
competing claims arising from differing “disclosures of the world.” 
He in turn rejects scientism with its “transmission” model of educa-
tion in favor of a commitment to producing “a kind of ideal human 
being, philosophical, practical, articulate and beneficent” (14). It’s 
an ambitious and idealistic argument and constitutes an important 
theoretical defense of first year writing. The philosophic sources for 
Crosswhite’s argument are many and varied, but include Heidegger, 
Dewey, Habermas, Levinas and Cavell.

de Velasco, Antonio Raul. “Rethinking Perelman’s Universal Audi-
ence: Political Dimensions of a Controversial Concept.” Rhetoric 
Society Quarterly 35.2 (2005): 47-64. 

The major claim of this article is that Perelman’s notion of the “uni-
versal audience” might best be utilized in political critique, as opposed 
to its common use as a standard for rationality in argumentation. de 
Velasco aims to redirect conversation to the “political dimensions” of 
the concept or the way that the universal addressee can be viewed as 



Annotated Bibliography 221

the partial and partisan advocate of claims about reality. By doing so, 
he is re-framing the primary critique of Perelman’s work, namely, the 
idea that a constructed universal audience is not useful in establishing 
a standard for rhetorical discourse. de Velasco’s contention is that “it 
is the potential for discourse to “transcend” differences, conflicts and 
inconsistencies in the social world that the concept of the “universal 
audience” so neatly captures” (50). This position posits that the dif-
ferences of universal audience construction amongst groups will shine 
light on slippages in stability. The political dimension takes prec-
edent in this model because it is through political critique that the 
struggle for rhetorical construction of the “universal audience takes 
place.” Perelman’s ideas are considered alongside those of political 
theorists Chantel Mouffe and Ernesto Laclau, as a means to discuss 
how “hegemonic forms of discourse” establish what is true in different 
rhetorical scenes.

Emmel, Barbara A. “Toward a Pedagogy of the Enthymeme: The 
Roles of Dialogue, Intention, and Function in Shaping Argu-
ment.” Rhetoric Review 13.1 (1994): 132-48. 

Emmel asserts that any argument pedagogy must involve an “enthyme-
matic approach” because it enables students to become aware of the 
processes by which they produce well-reasoned arguments. However, 
she recognizes that the enthymeme itself is often an alienating con-
cept to teachers and students of writing. She believes that “teaching 
enthymematically” is focused on meta-cognition about “how commu-
nication, both written and otherwise, achieves the shape of shared con-
clusions and shared knowledge.” Instead of teaching the enthymeme 
as a “truncated syllogism,” Emmel advocates an approach that invites 
students to see the connection of the intention and the function of 
the claims that they make. She demonstrates this through a student 
example showing how enthymemes may be used heuristically as a way 
to both discover and shape arguments and to see the relationship of 
related claims that can be connected. The author is interested in creat-
ing an atmosphere where classroom discussions provide the necessary 
feedback for students as they develop, revise, and draft ideas and as 
students begin to understand why some claims need to be supported 
and others attain warranted assent. The “real” audience of peers is 
meant to subvert the problem of addressing a constructed audience in 
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the writing classroom. The author sees the enthymeme not as a form 
imposed on process, but rather a “form representative of how that pro-
cess takes shape.”

Fahnestock, Jeanne. “Teaching Argumentation in the Junior-Level 
Course.” Teaching Advanced Composition. Ed. Katherine Adams 
and John Adams. Portsmouth, NH: Boynton, 1991. 179-93.

Fahnestock begins her discussion by questioning the assertion that 
there should be a clear distinction between informing and persuad-
ing. Her position is that all communicative acts are persuasive, and 
failure to acknowledge this is tantamount to “self-deception” because 
the process of argumentative construction that determines which in-
formation is selected and omitted remains unquestioned. According 
to the author, this leads to much writing that is uncritical and unfit 
to survive scrutiny of actual audiences. Fahnestock and many of the 
other contributors to this collection are theorizing ways around the 
problem of teaching audience awareness and the rhetorical situation in 
a more authentic way, within the writing classroom, to better prepare 
students for the writing that they will do outside of the classroom. 
Here, she offers a stases-based method of inquiry to supplement the 
more analytic models of argument theory, such as Toulmin, that don’t 
emphasize the invention side of writing. She then proposes a meth-
odology for introducing advanced composition writers to argument. 
Her most important contribution is to suggest that students adopt and 
expand one topic through the semester, at the end of which they are 
required to submit an actual proposal to a real audience. During the 
semester, students work through several stases, each one building upon 
the previous one, culminating in an authentic endeavor to offer sug-
gestions for solving the problem that has been their focus project.

Ferris, Dana R. “Rhetorical Strategies in Student Persuasive Writing: 
Differences between Native and Non-Native English Speakers.” 
Research in the Teaching of English 28.1 (1994): 45-65. 

Ferris is interested in the variations of rhetorical structures across lan-
guages, and identifies elements of English persuasive writing that may 
be problematic for non-native speakers. Here, she offers an empirical 
comparative analysis between persuasive texts (considered synony-
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mous with argument in this article) written by native English speakers 
(basic and advanced) and by non-native English speakers (basic and 
advanced), in first-year English, to pinpoint possible weaknesses. In 
her study, sixty persuasive texts were analyzed for thirty-three quanti-
tative variables such as number of words and clauses, word length and 
clauses per sentence, topical structure percentage of parallel, sequen-
tial and extended parallel progressions, and topical depth. They were 
also analyzed for rhetorical variables; Toulmin scores were assigned 
for claims, data and warrant, openings and closings, rhetorical ques-
tions and counter-arguments. There were notable differences between 
native and non-native English speakers. The native English speakers 
wrote longer compositions, scored higher on the Toulmin analysis, 
cited counterarguments more, and had a lower subtopics-to-sentences 
ratio. Ferris suggests that differences in the texts produced by the non-
native students derive largely from different sets of assumptions about 
rhetorical expectations. In addition, non-native speakers may have less 
exposure to formal persuasion and concepts such as Toulmin’s claim, 
data, warrant, counterargument, and modeling. This study calls atten-
tion to the need to study cultural differences in argument within the 
argument classroom where non-native speakers are asked to construct 
arguments, which the author states should take the form of instruction 
of “formal schemata required in English academic writing.”

Fisher, Walter R. Human Communication as Narration: Toward a Phi-
losophy of Reason, Value, and Action. Columbia: U of South Caro-
lina P, 1989.

For Fisher, narrative is a more fundamental aspect of human com-
munication than argument or even rhetoric. Human beings are Homo 
narrans before they are citizens or partisans, and subsequently all dis-
course aims to tell a story of some sort. The kind of storytelling we 
would all recognize as such—anecdotes, novels, short stories, histo-
ry—is that which “recounts” events. But even forms of discourse that 
appear not to tell stories attempt to “account” for the way things are 
and as such fall under Fisher’s broad notion of story understood as 
“symbolic interpretations of aspects of the world occurring in time 
and shaped by history, culture and character” (xiii). Each individual 
story offers “good reason” for believing something. The two criteria 
by which we judge the efficacy of a story’s reasons are coherence and 
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fidelity, which combine to form what Fisher terms “narrative ratio-
nality.” The tests for coherence or how well a story “hangs together,” 
involve comparisons of a given story to stories one knows to be true, 
consistency of the story’s argumentative points and, crucially, the reli-
ability of the story’s characters—are their actions consistent with their 
words/values? Fidelity, meanwhile, corresponds with more traditional 
measures of what constitutes good reasons as adumbrated by theorists, 
such as Toulmin and Perelman. Fisher’s theory owes much to Alaisdair 
MacIntyre’s After Virtue and its critique of the modern tendency to 
split fact off from value and the spiritual from the material. The con-
cluding chapters of Fisher’s book offer some excellent analyses of po-
litical, literary and philosophical arguments grounded in narrative.

Frank, David A. “Argumentation Studies in the Wake of the New 
Rhetoric.” Argumentation & Advocacy 40.4 (2004): 267-83. 

Frank examines the influence of The New Rhetoric Project (NRP), 
represented by the collective works of Perelmen and Olbrecht-Tyteca, 
on the field of twentieth century argumentation. In reviewing the 
work of the NRP, Frank’s aim is to draw attention to the impact of 
this scholarship in cementing the “study of argument as a humane 
art” (267). The writer makes his claim in the face of two movements 
of argument that, in his terms, threaten the field: the fragmentation 
of argument into case studies, and argument theories of pragma-dia-
lectics. Frank suggests that returning to the works of the NRP allows 
scholars to navigate “between fragmentation and enforced uniformity, 
and remains the most ethical and powerful framework available to 
scholars of argument” (268). Central to the NRP are recognizing the 
importance of internal dialogue and continually questioning received 
ideology. As well, Frank emphasizes that disagreement is not nega-
tive, as long as people resolve matters verbally; rather, it continually 
shines light on the diversity of beliefs. All of this is important because 
NRP proposes that “uniform agreement” is not the goal of argument. 
Argumentation is meant to cause action, but morality should trump 
even the call to action.

Fulkerson, Richard. Teaching the Argument in Writing. Urbana: NCTE, 
1996.

Fulkerson offers a clear, no-nonsense guide to teaching argument in 
the context of the writing class. Fulkerson surveys the major approach-
es to teaching argument and analyzes and evaluates each one, leaving 
the reader with a clear sense of how he views the strengths and weak-
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nesses of each approach. He is wary of using Toulmin in the classroom 
on the grounds that it is primarily an analytic tool far more helpful to 
readers of argument than it is to writers of argument. He is particularly 
supportive of the stasis approach to argument and devotes much of the 
middle of the book to its use in the classroom. He is also supportive 
of the use of informal fallacies in teaching argument and very critical 
of how most writing textbooks treat the subject. He then discusses in 
some depth eleven major fallacies (including some subtypes) that in his 
view are most commonly found in argument. While the authors of this 
text are extremely wary of using informal fallacies in writing classes, 
we highly recommend Fulkerson’s treatment of the subject to anyone 
committed to the approach. By the same token, Fulkerson’s discus-
sion of formal logic, a subject we definitely discourage in the writing 
classroom, is clear, if less thorough than his discussion of informal fal-
lacies. Fulkerson also offers a discussion of statistical argument and a 
useful tool of argument evaluation, STAR (a generalization backed by 
a Sufficient number of Typical, Accurate, and Relevant instances).

Gage, John T. “A General Theory of the Enthymeme for Advanced 
Composition.” Teaching Advanced Composition. Ed. Katherine Ad-
ams and John Adams. Portsmouth, NH: Boynton, 1991. 161-78.

Gage emphasizes student writers as responsible members of a discourse 
community. To that end, he proposes that students compose and revise 
enthymemes as an invention strategy, taking into account the rhetori-
cal situation that has been created through classroom discussions and 
readings. These enthymemes represent the intention of the essay. The 
benefit of using the enthymeme in this manner is that it includes the 
possibility of helping students understand that the composing process 
is made responsible because it melds the writer’s aims with the audi-
ence’s needs. Consequently, audience becomes a resource to be used 
rather than an obstacle to be overcome. In Gage’s model the essence of 
rhetorical exchange is to construct knowledge out of what the writer 
contributes and what the audience already knows or acknowledges.

Garret, Mary, and Xiaosui Xiao. “The Rhetorical Situation Revisited.” 
Rhetoric Society Quarterly 23.2 (1993): 30-40. 

As the title indicates, this article explores the concept of the rhetorical 
situation as defined by Bitzer in 1968. Bitzer identified three main 
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elements necessary for a piece of discourse to emerge: exigency, con-
straints, and audience. Unlike Bitzer (who stressed exigency as the 
catalyst of the rhetorical situation) or Vatz (who favored the speaker), 
Garret and Xiao suggest that it is the audience that is the pivotal ele-
ment of the rhetorical situation. The authors also argue that a culture’s 
discourse tradition plays a significant role in shaping speaker and audi-
ence perceptions of the elements of the rhetorical situation. Finally, the 
authors suggest that the rhetorical situation is much more interactive 
and organic than previous scholarship has indicated.

Garrison, Jim. Dewey and Eros. New York: Teachers College, 1997.

Garrison sets out to salvage the Platonic notion of eros—defined as the 
truly desirable—vs. “sheer satisfaction.” by placing it in the context 
of Dewey’s pragmatic understanding of the desirable outcome sought 
by practical wisdom. Garrison’s discussion has several implications for 
argument instructors concerned with the philosophical foundations 
of what they do. It offers a specific vision of the thinking we want 
to encourage in students, and envisions teaching and learning as a 
continual form of growth. Ideally, education creates ethical, creative 
thinkers who consider alternative possibilities, in search of the best 
options to create a better world.

Garver, Eugene. For the Sake of Argument: Practical Reasoning, Charac-
ter, and the Ethics of Belief. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 2004.

Philosopher Eugene Garver draws heavily on Aristotle’s Rhetoric by 
way of expanding the definition of rationality so as to stress ethos (and 
pathos) as well as logos. Rather than justice, the end of argument for 
Garver is friendship. His model for argument, meanwhile, is not “bar-
gaining between strangers,” but rather “deliberation among friends” 
(5). Garver rejects the methodical, universalistic model of rationality, 
in favor of practical reason, the Greeks’ phronesis. Such reasoning re-
sists a prioris, ties rationality to character, and acknowledges the impact 
of context. In elaborating his theory of rationality, Garver analyzes a 
number of modern legal and political examples, including Brown v. 
Board of Education and the South African Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission. While he draws heavily on the work of Richard Rorty 
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in outlining his theory of practical reason, Garver is careful to distin-
guish his position from Rorty’s at several key junctures.

Godden, David M. “Arguing at Cross-Purposes: Discharging the Dia-
lectical Obligations of the Coalescent Model of Argumentation.” 
Argumentation 17.2 (2003): 219-43. 

Godden discusses Michael Gilbert’s concept of Coalescent 
Argumentation (CA) and its implications for argumentation theory. 
The author offers a theoretical overview of Coalescent Argumentation, 
describing its three tenets: that argument is multi-modal, that it is 
position-based, and that is it is goal oriented. Godden then discusses 
Gilbert’s criticisms of the CA model, including that it posits the wrong 
subject of study (something other than argument); that its purpose is 
for dispute resolution rather than theorizing argument; that it requires 
the wholesale abandonment of other argument models such as the 
critical-logical model (or that it mischaracterizes those other models); 
and that it is not inclusive of perspectival approaches. After refuting 
these points, Godden concludes by asserting that CA has much to of-
fer argument theory, as long as critical-logical models and CA models 
are not put into opposition with one another.

Grant-Davie, Keith. “Rhetorical Situations and Their Constituents.” 
Rhetoric Review 15.2 (1997): 264-79. 

Grant-Davie claims that teaching students to analyze the rhetorical 
situations from which rhetoric arises is one of the most important argu-
mentative concepts. However, while Lloyd Bitzer’s term rhetorical situ-
ation is commonly used in argument, Grant-Davie believes that there 
is confusion as to what this term means. Thus, he attempts to clarify 
the original definition and re-cast the concept to account for theo-
retical advances in rhetoric since Bitzer first published. Grant-Davie 
defines the rhetorical situation as the situation in which a speaker/
writer uses rhetoric to effect a change in reality. Using Bitzer’s division 
of exigence, audience, and constraints as a starting point, Grant-Davie 
argues for a more comprehensive analysis, that acknowledges the 
interconnectedness of exigence, rhetors, audiences, and constraints, each 
of which he claims could be plural, (i.e., multiple audiences and/or 
constraints). The possibility of plurality opens the door for discussion 
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of identity and the dynamic roles of rhetor and audience, which moves 
discussion away from general questions like, “who is the audience?,” 
and towards situational questions, such as, how does a discourse “de-
fine and create context for readers?”

Hardin, Joe Marshall. Opening Spaces: Critical Pedagogy and Resis-
tance Theory in Composition. Albany, NY: State U of New York 
P, 2001.

Invoking postmodern social theories, Hardin argues for a critical 
pedagogy of resistance in composition studies, which he believes can 
empower composition students. While he recognizes the reality that 
students must learn to read and write within the standard conventions 
of cultural and academic discourses, he is most interested in teaching 
them skills of inquiry and resistance to ideological indoctrination. He 
positions himself as a scholar in favor of the writing classroom as a site 
of resistance; however, he believes that many critical pedagogy models 
need to be theorized more fully so that the critical inquiry is ethical, 
meaning that rhetoric and the production of argument, as opposed 
to the political messages that are analyzed, are central to the discus-
sion. Much of the book is dedicated to addressing criticisms of critical 
models and offering suggestions for how to re-envision those models. 
He wants to encourage an ethics that is “driven by unrelenting and 
unending critique”—a self-reflexive critique and makes students feel 
ethically responsible for the choices that they make and empowers 
them through the composition class experience.

Heidlebaugh, Nora. Judgment, Rhetoric, and the Problem of Incom-
mensurability: Recalling Practical Wisdom. Columbia: U of South 
Carolina P, 2001.

Nora Heidlebaugh focuses this work on the efficacy of values-laden 
debate. She notes the tendency to rely on the products of rhetoric (the 
actual arguments we observe) to pass judgment. However, because 
value systems differ, arguers tend to adhere to the values and beliefs 
that warrant their position. They assume that others should accept 
such values without question. The result is an impasse. Consequently, 
Heidlebaugh calls for more attention to the process of invention. She 
calls on parties to articulate their own argument in the context of op-
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posing arguments and to begin to agree on “frames of reference” from 
which to discuss an issue. The author points to the rhetorical practices 
of the early Sophists and Greek poets as a model for overcoming the 
“problem of incommensurability” common in rhetorical practice and 
invention. Because the goal of an argument should be a productive 
outcome, this book’s primary value is its potential to help one under-
stand habits of argumentation that lead to impasse.

Johnson, Ralph H. Manifest Rationality. A Pragmatic Theory of Argu-
ment. Mahwah, NJ: LEA, 2000.

Johnson is primarily concerned with how to evaluate and criticize ar-
gument. He advances a rhetorical position on argument, namely that it 
is a socializing activity that relies upon a complex process of construct-
ing, critiquing, and revising argumentative positions that is bound by 
community standards, habits, and customs that are subject to change. 
However, he quickly separates process from product (privileging prod-
uct) and defines “rationality” as “the ability to engage in the giving 
and receiving of reasons.” The goal of this book is to explain argumen-
tation as the exercise of rationality and to reject traditional theories 
of argument based on formal and informal logic. Johnson’s notion of 
rationality is pragmatic. The criteria for a rational argument include: 
acceptability, truth, relevance and sufficiency. In turn, Johnson of-
fers four principles that underlie argument evaluation: the principles of 
vulnerability, parity, logical neutrality, and discrimination.

Joliff, William. “Text as Topos: Using the Toulmin Model of Argu-
ment in Introduction to Literature.” Teaching English in the Two-
Year College 25:2 (1998): 151-58. 

Joliff ’s attempt to move his Introduction to Literature class to discus-
sions beyond the “antiphonal” and “genteel” and into “a more authen-
tic classroom” led him to adopt Toulmin’s model of argument as a tool 
to “teach them how to fight” about literature and other ideas. Noting 
students’ apparent unfamiliarity with the methods of academic argu-
ment and the lack of time in a literature class to teach informal logic, 
he advocates introducing students to Toulmin’s use of claim, data, and 
warrant as a solution. In this model, students make a claim about a 
piece of literature, and support the claim with both data from the text 
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and a discussion of warrants from their own experience. Interpretive 
claims work best, Joliff maintains, but factual and thematic claims 
also keep students engaged in connecting a piece of literature with 
their own lives. In addition, the retrogressive nature of the Toulmin 
model requires students to continually re-engage with the details of 
the text in their search for data to support the claims underlying the 
original claim.

Juthe, André. “Argument by Analogy.” Argumentation 19.1 (2005): 
1-27. 

While relying upon the Western philosophical traditions’ theories of 
argumentation, Juthe attempts to fill the void in theoretical discussion 
about argument by analogy, a commonly used comparative technique 
in everyday conversation, as well as academic discourse. As this is an 
often used rhetorical technique in argument, Juthe believes that it is 
in need of more academic consideration. Juthe characterizes the struc-
ture and function of arguments by analogy, and details the differences 
between arguments by analogy and typical inductive, deductive, or 
abductive arguments. The writer explicates different types of argu-
ment structures, separating argument by conclusive argument from 
argument by inclusive analogy. Finally, Juthe argues that arguments 
by analogy are not reducible to any other type of argument, and have 
distinct characteristics which put them in their own argument clas-
sification.

Kaplan, R.B. “Foreword: What in the World is Contrastive Rhetoric?” 
Contrastive Rhetoric Revisited and Redefined. Ed. Clayann Gilliam 
Panetta. Mahwah, NJ: LEA, 2001. vii-xx.

In the foreword to this insightful anthology, Kaplan articulates a set 
of questions that directly relate to the teaching of argument in an ESL 
environment. These five questions examine areas such as topic selec-
tion, authority roles in argument, genres, and arrangement of evidence. 
Kaplan looks at different cultural systems and their direct influence in 
the area of rhetorical patterns and style of speakers of other languages 
who are writing arguments.
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Knapp, Mark L., and William J. Earnest. “Shall Ye Know the Truth? 
Student Odysseys in Truth-Seeking.” Communication Education 
49.4 (2000): 375-86. 

In this article, Knapp and Earnest describe the results of the final as-
signment in their “Lying and Deception” course. The project called 
for students to interview faculty members concerning perceptions of 
“truth” in their respective fields; grappling with the responses would 
give students first-hand experience into how we know, a fundamental 
goal of education. The authors analyze responses to seven interview 
questions (including such prompts as “How should students seek the 
truth?” and “How do scholars and educators in your field determine 
what is true?”), detailing a clear trend towards equivocation, contra-
diction, and ambiguity. Often, interviewee responses exhibit a struggle 
between a single concept of truth (the “Truth”) and multiple inter-
pretations (truths) in their field, leading the researchers to wonder 
how students will react to this lack of certainty from their professors. 
In post-project reflective essays, however, many students displayed a 
subtle understanding of the complex, contextual nature of truth re-
vealed through the exercise. Argument instructors will find this article 
applicable in several ways. Dealing explicitly with “truth-seeking,” it 
maps the very rhetorical ground which we ask students to tread, and 
its practical example can serve as the model for similar critical awaken-
ings in the writing classroom.

Kroll, Barry M. “Arguing about Public Issues: What Can We Learn 
from Practical Ethics?” Rhetoric Review 16.1 (1997): 105-19. 

Stating that most arguments about controversial topics have an “ethi-
cal edge,” Kroll warns argument teachers of the danger of students 
slipping into applied ethics that uses “theory-application,” a top-down 
approach that has one first settling on moral principles and then apply-
ing them deductively to conflicts, a process that tends to oversimplify 
complex issues. Instead, Kroll argues that teachers should encourage 
students to use casuist and pragmatic approaches, both of which be-
gin with particularities of an ethical controversy. He urges argument 
teachers to help students to see that inquiry is a part of argument and 
to recognize the complexity of issues rather than rushing towards a 
simple solution. He suggests using writing assignments such as the 
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“issues brief” which asks students to present a fair-minded view of an 
issue, laying out fully and fairly the arguments on all sides of a dispute. 
This pedagogical model attempts to divert attention away from the 
intractable ethical differences at the center of a dispute and towards 
other contributing social factors that can be mediated across differ-
ences and possibly alter the circumstances that necessitated the origi-
nal dispute. Kroll emphasizes making the goal of writing sustaining 
conversation and not necessarily resolving complex problems.

Lundsford, Karen J. “Contextualizing Toulmin’s Model in the Writing 
Classroom: A Case Study.” Written Communication 19.1 (2002): 
109-74. 

Lundsford writes this case study in a response to a call from Richard 
Fulkerson to conduct further research that examines the effectiveness 
of the Toulmin model in argument classes. Specifically, Toulmin’s 
claim that an argument’s participants inevitably inhabit a specific 
situation or context that must be taken into account when applying 
his model. A careful consideration of the “context” (sometimes used 
synonymously with “field” to problematic ends) will alert the read-
er to challenges that will probably arise because fields are governed 
by certain criteria that serve to limit rhetorical options. Lundsford is 
concerned with the ambiguity related to context, which she believes 
cannot be isolated to a particular moment because people within a 
group are always continually contextualizing. A detailed description 
of Toumin’s model is provided with visual maps of the various terms 
and examples from Toulmin’s Uses of Argument, as well as a literature 
review of responses to Toulmin. The case study follows the events of 
a class of ten high school students who took a non-credit college writ-
ing course. Toulmin’s schema was slightly modified from its original 
form. The central question for Lundsford is, who situates context? The 
field (group)? The reader? Lundsford believes that although context is 
sometimes treated as universal, it needs to be co-constructed by the 
writer and the reader.

Lynch, Dennis, Diana George, and Marilyn Cooper. “Moments of 
Argument: Agonistic Inquiry and Confrontational Cooperation.” 
College Composition and Communication 48.1 (1997): 61-85. 
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This article considers ways to get students to engage issues critically 
instead of separating them into two diametrically opposed positions 
and oversimplifying complex problems. The authors advocate a peda-
gogy that includes moments of conflict and agonistic positioning as 
well as moments of understanding and communication. This is an ac-
knowledgement of the impact of agonistic public models of argument 
(i.e., talk radio and political news programs) on society in general and 
students in particular, and an attempt to theorize an argument for 
the writing classroom that is less competitive and more deliberative. 
The authors believe that opening a space where students can critically 
engage complex issues will make it is easier to show them where they 
jump to conclusions, don’t thoroughly examine an issue and/or don’t 
move beyond impractical logical arguments. They also offer a defense 
of cooperative models of argument against claims that confrontation is 
a more useful means of shining light on the interconnectedness of so-
cial forces. Concrete examples of writing assignments and course goals 
are provided for two distinct argument classes to illustrate the value of 
using confrontation and cooperation to teach argument.

Matalene, Carolyn. “Experience as Evidence: Teaching Students to 
Write Honestly and Knowledgeably about Public Issues.” Rhetoric 
Review 10.2 (1992): 252-65. 

Facing a new “argument track” for first-year composition, Matalene 
evaluates twenty-four students’ responses to the new type of curricu-
lum by reading their six-paper semester portfolios. Matalene notices 
the disjuncture of student voices between a public and private space, 
asserting through student writing samples that student voices seemed 
“disembodied.” In order to resist this bifurcation of public and pri-
vate voice, Matalene asserts that students should begin writing from 
personal experience and then move into personal writing about public 
issues, rather than the opposite. This is a break from the more con-
ventional position that personal experience is not as valuable, as an 
end product, in college writing classes as information that has been 
adjudicated by a third party. Matalene believes that asking students to 
divorce themselves (the private) from issues (the public) contributes to 
their lack of power and agency in the classroom. While her position is 
skeptical of placing argumentation at the center of first-year writing, 
the focus on “shaping personal knowledge for public communication” 
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effectively can be utilized in discussions of argument to negotiate the 
uncomfortable shift to an abstract, academic voice that she pinpoints 
as a problem.

McComiskey, Bruce. Gorgias and the New Sophistic Rhetoric. 
Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 2002.

McComiskey examines Gorgianic rhetoric from both a historic and 
contemporary point of view. Part One is devoted to an historical anal-
ysis of Gorgianic rhetoric by the examination of three of Gorgias’s clas-
sical texts, “On Non-Existence,” the “Encomium of Helen,” and the 
“Defense of Palamedes”. In Part Two, McComiskey views Gorgianic 
rhetoric through a contemporary lens, devoting time to appropriations 
of Gorgianic rhetoric by neosophistic scholars, the contributions such 
scholars have made to the field of rhetoric, and the impact of postmod-
ernism on Gorginaic rhetoric. In his last chapter, the author discusses 
what implications Gorgianic rhetoric, specifically the concept of kai-
ros, has on the concepts of multiculturalism and the idea of the “global 
village.” McComiskey includes an appendix of selected bibliographic 
sources for further reading on sophistic rhetoric and philosophy.

McMillan, Jill J., and Katy J. Harriger. “College Students and Delib-
eration.” Communication Education 51.3 (2002): 237-53. 

The authors address the decline in political participation from young 
people by proposing that a focus on deliberation—defined as “group 
discussion of a political issue with the specific intent of finding a 
resolution”—in the college classroom can positively affect attitudes 
towards civic involvement. Anecdotal experiences with students reveal 
that deliberative skills (such as balancing speaking with listening and 
building consensus) are often challenged by conventional notions of 
defending one’s point at all costs. That is, the traditional uses of rheto-
ric seem at odds with the goals of group deliberation, a dilemma the au-
thors consider both research-rich and pedagogically useful. Argument 
instructors may find some application in this article—it highlights an 
age-old conflict about the purposes of rhetoric and dialectic within a 
contemporary classroom framework.
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Meyers, Renee A., Dale E Brashers, and Jennifer Hanner. “Majority-
Minority Influence: Identifying Argumentative Patterns and Pre-
dicting Argument-Outcome Links.” Journal of Communication 
50.4 (2000): 3-30. 

This study investigates the communication activities of majority and 
minority factions in small group decision-making discussions. In 
particular, the study focuses on the impact of argument on the final 
group outcomes. Even though this study examines speech commu-
nication, the Conversational Argument research program that it uses 
for its framework is a conglomeration of the work of Toulmin (formal 
argument), Perelman and Obrechts-Tyteca (interactional patterns of 
group argument), and Jackson and Jacobs (features of argument con-
vergence). The authors believe that by using this framework, they can 
“connect two bodies of literature—majority-minority influence and 
argument—which, to date, have remained separate, but when con-
nected, provide a basis for identifying communication as a central ex-
planatory and predictive mechanism” (10). The results of the study 
indicated that majorities (the opinion supported by the most members 
of the group) win more often than minorities, that there are differenc-
es in how the subgroups argue, and that consistency (defined in this 
study as “maintenance of one’s position in interaction”) in argumenta-
tion is an important predictor of subgroup success. These concepts 
may be helpful to teachers and students of written argumentation, par-
ticularly when considering audience.

Moxley, Joseph M. “Reinventing the Wheel or Teaching the Basics?: 
College Writers’ Knowledge of Argumentation.” Composition 
Studies 21.2 (1993): 3-15. 

Struggling with whether or not argument is valuable to teach in the 
college classroom, Moxley begins by engaging in the question of teach-
ers’ purposes in the writing classroom: are teachers giving students 
“something they need but do not yet have,” (a “Classical” notion of 
teaching) or are teachers giving students practice at abilities they al-
ready have a capacity for (a “Romantic” notion of teaching)? In order 
to answer these questions, Moxley evaluates three sample arguments 
based on Toulmin’s argumentative model, and then has both expe-
rienced and inexperienced college writers rank and evaluate these 
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samples. Moxley’s findings about basic, first-year, and advanced com-
position students support both the Classical and Romantic hypoth-
esis of what students know and need to know about arguments; he 
concludes by asserting that there is and should be a middle ground 
between these hypotheses.

Perkins, Sally J. “Toward a Rhetorical/Dramatic Theory of Instruc-
tional Communication.” Communication Education 43.3 (1994): 
222-35. 

Using specific concepts developed by Bertolt Brecht, Perkins uses dra-
matic theory to examine how instructors communicate with students 
in classrooms. The author notes that classrooms, like the stage, are 
inherently rhetorical in that they provide  space for  symbolic action 
(a concept explored mostly by Kenneth Burke). Brecht’s critique of 
theater indicts the dramatic genres of realism and naturalism, as they 
presume a universal depiction of human experience while serving as 
camouflage for transmitting dominant values and encouraging a pas-
sive audience role. In contrast, Brecht suggests that the stage should 
be explicitly addressed as a site of struggle through the tactical and 
ongoing use (and analysis) of alienation, historicization, and “gest.” 
Perkins applies each of these ideas to classroom instruction, arguing 
that they help create a rhetorically rich learning environment and pro-
mote critical awareness in students. This article offers instructors of ar-
gument solid theory along with specific examples for using classroom 
roles and behavior as texts for analysis.

Poggi, Isabella. “The Goals of Persuasion.” Pragmatics & Cognition 
13.2 (2005): 297-336. 

Poggi, a social scientist, attempts to examine the role of persuader and 
persuadee intentions and goals through a logical, categorical treat-
ment of argumentative exchange. The model used positions both par-
ties as always consciously or unconsciously working towards particular 
“goals” or “super goals.” Like many other models, Poggi locates per-
suasion and thus argument at the center of social exchange. Social 
interaction is necessary because individuals don’t have the power to 
reach their desired ends on their own. Discourse is deemed valuable 
to people if it is “a useful means to some goal” (300). Poggi attempts 
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to theorize how Aristotle’s appeals (ethos, logos, pathos) function in 
persuasive interactions. His contention is that people persuade others 
through “goal hooking” or persuading Party A that his/her goal will 
be met through siding with Party B via appeals to ethos, logos and 
pathos, which are always present in persuasive discourse and subject to 
enhancement to maximize persuasive potential. While the prescriptive 
binaries, such as the distinction between persuasion and convincing, 
utilized in this article may not be all that rhetorical, the author’s over-
all point that argument is best envisioned as a non-coercive exchange 
between vested parties with free will is worthwhile.

Provis, Chris. “Negotiation, Persuasion and Argument.” Argumenta-
tion 18.1 (2004): 95-112. 

Provis complicates notions of negotiation and argument, exploring 
both the accepted definitions of the two concepts, as well as the blur-
ring between the two terms that often happens in argument scholar-
ship. After examining argument cases that use both terms of argument 
(conflicting opinion or belief) and negotiation (conflicting goals or 
interest), Provis concludes that there are no distinct rules, principles, 
or norms which always apply to differentiate argument from negotia-
tion. Instead, Provis asserts, we should look closely at the context and 
purpose of the interaction before trying to categorize it as negotiation 
or argument.

Rice, Jim. “The 1963 Hip-Hop Machine: Hip-Hop Pedagogy as Com-
position.” College Composition and Communication 54.3 (2003): 
453-71. 

This essay proposes an alternative invention strategy to Toulmin and 
Aristotle for research-based argumentative writing. In particular it fo-
cuses on an examination of how hip-hop music constructs discourse 
through its complex method of laying sampled hooks on top of each 
other and how such rhetoric functions within an argument class. The 
call is for students to draw upon whatever contrasting voices are at 
their disposal and strategically sample to find out where they stand on 
an issue. For the purposes of this article, the year 1963 is used to locate 
disparate voices, but specific spaces of public discourse, contemporary 
issues, and physical space could also work. No specific pedagogy is 
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discussed, only hypothetical ways that students could engage issues; 
however, its grounding in cultural studies could prove helpful in the 
argument classroom.

Roberts-Miller, Patricia. Deliberate Conflict: Argument, Political The-
ory, and Composition Classes. Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 
2004.

Roberts-Miller calls on writing teachers to be more aware of the re-
lationship between their pedagogy and their political theory. By po-
litical theory she does not have in mind a specific political ideology, 
liberal or conservative, so much as a “model of argument.” There are, 
she suggests, six models of argument in democracy and while any of 
the six (with one possible exception) might serve as the basis for an ef-
fective argument-based writing class, one in particular, the deliberative 
model, is most attractive. The six models include the following: (1) 
The liberal model of the public sphere which she calls utopian insofar 
as it exists only as an ideal, or an Enlightenment leftover that sees argu-
ment as a search for universal best interests; (2) the technocratic model 
which is less a full-blown model than a recurrent impulse that occurs 
within the context of one of the other models, calling on people to let 
experts decide what’s best for them; (3) the interest-based model which 
is almost purely subjectivist and hence incoherent, leaving one with no 
means by which to arbitrate competing claims; (4) the agonistic model 
which is more conflictual but more coherent than the interest-based 
model insofar as it is not necessarily subjectivist; (5) the communitar-
ian model that rejects the liberal ideals of the autonomous individual 
and the “trashistorical foundations for democratic practices” (Roberts-
Miller 5); (6) the deliberative model which is distinguished primarily 
for being broader than the other models, embracing narrative, the par-
ticulars a given situation, and emotion as part of rationality. The delib-
erative model emerges as the preferred model while the interest-based 
model is rejected as unusable in the classroom. The metric underlying 
Roberts-Miller’s judgment owes a good deal to Wayne Booth’s Modern 
Dogma and the Rhetoric of Assent, in particular his critique of the mo-
tivistic (subjectivist) and the scientismus (calculative rationality) ap-
proaches to argument.
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Schiappa, Edward, ed. Warranting Assent: Case Studies in Argument 
Evaluation. Albany: State U of New York P, 1995.

Lamenting a dearth of applied evaluation argument, Schiappa com-
piles a collection of essays devoted to filling the void. In defining ar-
gument evaluation Schiappa stresses the narrower metric of cogency 
over more diffuse concerns with context values. One of the liveliest 
chapters in Schiappa’s book deals with abortion arguments and some 
of the perennial tropes that await those bold enough to tackle them.

Schroeder, Christopher. “Knowledge and Power, Logic and Rhetoric, 
and Other Reflections in the Toulminian Mirror: A Critical Con-
sideration of Stephen Toulmin’s Contributions to Composition.” 
JAC 17.1 (1997): 95-107. 

In recent years, argumentative writing has become a central tenet of 
first-year writing. However, Schroeder suggests that the theories used 
to support argument pedagogy, namely the work of Stephen Toulmin, 
need to be questioned more, especially since he believes underprepared 
instructors are relying too heavily on Toulmin’s work (as relayed in 
textbooks), although he believes Toulimin has been an asset to argu-
mentative writing theory. Among the many problems that Schroeder 
seems to have is that Toulmin’s work is too logic based—a mere itera-
tion on traditional logocentric methods of inquiry. Schroeder seems 
to be assuming that Toulmin will be taught in a vacuum devoid of 
other rhetorical theory or somehow positioned as superior and not a 
related issue to audience awareness and other rhetorical theories. At 
its best Schroeder believes that Toulmin is helpful in the classroom 
because it asks students to analyze arguments. At its worst, he views it 
as relativistic.

Segal, Judith. “Patient Compliance, the Rhetoric of Rhetoric, and the 
Rhetoric of Persuasion.” Rhetoric Society Quarterly 23.3-4 (1993): 
90-102. 

Segal uses the topic of medical compliance to identify scientific rheto-
ric as fertile ground for further inquiry and to reach several conclu-
sions about rhetorical theory and persuasive theory. She draws on the 
Burkeian concept of identification and Perelman’s notion of adherence 
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to support her claim that persuasion occurs most often when bonds 
are formed between parties, which is lacking in the Western medical 
tradition’s reliance on the asymmetrical patient/doctor dyad. Among 
her main points is that rhetorical theory and persuasion theory can 
and should inform each other, as each has traditionally explored sepa-
rate spheres with little overlap. She also argues that rhetorical theory 
has too often ignored discommunity or situations where asymmetrical 
power relations are used as leverage to warrant assent and that rhetori-
cal theory needs to be applied to disciplines in the social sciences to 
deconstruct the ways that they formulate arguments.

Shand, John. Arguing Well. New York: Routledge, 2000.

Shand, a philosopher, sets out to write a logic book that will prepare 
newcomers to the field for “thinking.” The importance of “sound log-
ic” is espoused throughout. By sound logic, Shand means deductive 
soundness (true premises + valid arguments). In chapter two, Shand 
uses an art v. knack argument similar to Plato’s Socrates, from the 
Gorgias, to make the distinction between logic and rhetoric. Logic is 
concerned with the form of argument (e.g., people being justified in 
holding certain opinions); rhetoric solely with persuasion (e.g., con-
vincing people within a certain context). The theoretical foundation of 
this book is deductive reasoning and there is no mention of any other 
way to “argue well.” There are also no pedagogical links made between 
this deductive structure and how it can be implemented in the class-
room nor any mention of classical argument. (Shand’s book stands 
in here for a host of similar textbooks on logic, formal and informal, 
produced by philosophers over the past three decades.)

Siegel, Harvey. Rationality Redeemed? Further Dialogues on an Educa-
tional Ideal. NewYork: Routledge, 1997.

Rationality Redeemed extends the argument Siegel made eight years 
earlier in Educating Reason. His argument is that rationality and criti-
cal thinking “constitute a fundamental educational ideal.” For Siegel, 
critical thinking must involve the ability to evaluate reasons and to 
take stands on philosophical issues. It should be generalizable to all 
types of claims and be free from prejudice. In the second half of the 
book, Siegel considers his model in the context of contemporary phi-
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losophy and responds to critics of Educating Reason who challenged 
his modernist theory of knowledge construction and use of metanar-
ratives.

Slade, Christina. “Seeing Reasons: Visual Argumentation in Adver-
tisements.” Argumentation 17.2 (2003): 145-60. 

Slade argues against the claim that visual arguments function irratio-
nally, and the equation made by many argument theorists between 
rationality and “linear, written, unemotional prose” (145). Using ex-
amples of advertisements to demonstrate her points, Slade outlines 
three tenets for a theory of visual argumentation, claiming that im-
ages may function as speech acts, that they should be interpreted in 
terms of specific semiotics, and that they contain their own argument 
structure.

Spigelman, Candace. “Argument and Evidence in the Case of the Per-
sonal.” College English 64.1 (2001): 63-87. 

The author argues that personal narrative, properly conceived, can 
achieve the ends of academic writing. She traces the personal to early 
theories of argumentation, situating its first dismissal in Plato, and its 
resurrection in Aristotle, who makes a case for personal narrative in 
epideictic, forensic, and deliberative argument. A comparison is made 
to generalizations drawn from the details of a narrative to “the missing 
middle term” of the enthymeme. Historically, the narrative has had a 
prominent role in persuasion, but was displaced, in the Enlightenment, 
by scientific objectivity. The current-traditional five-paragraph essay 
was the embodiment of this paradigm. In an age when even science 
acknowledges the limits of objectivity, personal writing narratives are 
seen by Spigelman as a means to segue into academic material. While 
personal narrative remains more difficult to evaluate than expository 
prose, Spigelman demonstrates that reasonable grounds for evaluation 
do exist.

Trail, George Y. “Teaching Argument and the Rhetoric of Orwell’s 
‘Politics and the English Language.’” College English 57.5 (1995): 
570-83. 
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Trail analyzes Orwell’s influential essay in its historical context both 
to explain its appeal and to underscore the importance of historical 
context to audience response. According to Trail, too much of Orwell’s 
appeal is attributed to the values he espouses and the strategies he em-
ploys. Trail’s argument also calls attention to the political nature of all 
writing and not just overtly “political writing.”

Van Eemeren, Frans H., and Peter Houtlosser, eds. Dialectic and 
Rhetoric: The Warp and Woof of Argumentation Analysis. Dordrect, 
Netherlands: Kluwer Academic, 2002.

This collection of essays emerged from colloquia on dialectic and rhet-
oric held at the University of Amsterdam in 1999, New York University 
in 2000, and Northwestern University in 2001. The purpose of the 
volume is to clarify the characteristics of dialectic and rhetoric, par-
ticularly as they pertain to argumentative discourse and argument 
analysis. Essays analyze the similarities and differences between dia-
lectic and rhetoric, covering topics such as Aristotelian approaches to 
rhetoric and dialectic; legal, forensic, and constitutional practices and 
processes of dialectic and rhetoric; and the relationship or “delicate 
balance” between the two traditions.

Van Eemeren, Frans H., Rob Grootendorst, and A. Fransisca Snoeck 
Henkemans. Argumentation: Analysis, Evaluation, Presentation. 
Mahwah, NJ: LEA, 2002.

Based on pragma-dialectical approaches to argumentation, the authors 
provide an introduction to analyzing, evaluating, and presenting argu-
ment. In part one, Analysis, the authors discuss differences of opinion, 
the ideal model of critical discussion, standpoints and premises, and 
the structure of argument. Part two, Evaluation, covers how to deter-
mine the soundness of an argument, providing a comprehensive look 
at fallacies. The last section, Presentation, covers specifics on written 
and oral argument based on the approaches laid out in sections one 
and two, detailing analysis and evaluation of written and oral texts for 
the purpose of revising argumentative discourse.

Walker, Jeffrey. “The Body of Persuasion: A Theory of the Enthymeme.” 
College English 56.1 (1994): 46-65. 
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A detailed study and survey of the enthymeme, this essay admits to a 
dual vision: (1) to establish that everyone enthymemes and (2) to dem-
onstrate that the art of “enthymeming” requires exacting, demanding, 
disciplined study. The history details early Greek conceptions, explain-
ing the relationship of the enthymeme to the syllogism and finding the 
same distinction Aristotle makes between rhetoric and dialectic: “anti-
strophos,” a systematic difference combined with a similarity. Aristotle 
says enthymeme is essence. His contribution is “dialogic rationality.” 
Isocrates’s earlier conception combines style, kairos, ethos and pathos 
with a mastery of other rhetorical skills. Anaximenes’s approach is 
more technical, eristic and somewhat mechanical.

Walker claims that the ancient concepts of the enthymeme have 
a direct influence on contemporary practice, which goes unnoticed 
because few modern writers are trained in the concept. Because of 
this gap in their rhetorical theory, they do not realize that they are 
employing enthymemes in their arguments. The irony is that the en-
thymeme remains vital even when not understood: it remains a device 
connecting an idea with a rationale, relying on the audience’s ability 
to make that connection, which is precisely why enthymemes deserve 
more attention.

West, Thomas. “Beyond Dissensus: Exploring the Heuristic Value of 
Conflict.” Rhetoric Review 15.1 (1996): 142-55. 

West claims that, as microcosms of a multicultural society, composi-
tion classrooms can use tensions and conflicts already present among 
students as a heuristic for them to examine their own beliefs. While 
teachers often view the classroom as a community, reducing differ-
ences to a pluralism where “everyone is entitled to his or her own 
opinion,” West suggests seeing it as a community of dissensus which 
acknowledges issues of race, gender, culture, class differences, privi-
lege, disenfranchisement, and unequal access to the dominant culture. 
He argues that ignoring tensions between student/student, student/
teacher, and reading/believing has a silencing effect. Instead, students 
should use issues as prompts to explore what and how they believe. 
Through reflection on their reading, writing, and beliefs, students can 
position themselves in relation to the range of competing discourses—
academic, familial, work, religious. This is an attempt to cast conflict 
as a necessary part of advancing conversations, a principle that is cen-
tral to the task of argument.
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Westbrook, B. Evelyn. “Debating Both Sides: What Nineteenth-
Century College Literary Societies Can Teach Us about Critical 
Pedagogies.” Rhetoric Review 21.4 (2002): 339-56. 

Westbrook treats nineteenth-century college literary societies as analo-
gous to today’s critical pedagogies. The literary societies were extracur-
ricular, student-run societies in which public issues of the day were 
debated in a pro-con format, then put to a popular vote. Like latter-
day critical pedagogies, the societies challenged students to consider 
non-dominant perspectives, reexamine their individual positions, and 
critique the status quo. Based on a case study of one literary society, 
she recommends having students debate both sides of all issues so as to 
allow them to try out ideas as they are figuring out where they stand 
on issues of the day.

Williams, Sean. “Process-Product Ambiguity: Theorizing a Perspec-
tive of the Word Wide Web of Argumentation.” JAC 22.2 (2002): 
377-98. 

A central theme in theorizing Web-based forms of writing is the play 
between user’s choice and author’s structure. Williams agrees that the 
play inherent in Web-based writing is important; however, he believes 
that other theorists (Bolter, Landow, Joyce) have paid too much atten-
tion to the autonomy of the reader in constructing the message. His 
position is that Stephen Toulmin’s theory of “process-product ambigu-
ity,” or the tension between the various messages that can be gleaned 
from a Web-text that an author creates, is in need of more theorizing 
because even in Web-based writing, the author has control over the 
possibilities that can come from navigating the various links within 
the document. The reader-writer dyad is relying upon a “shared ratio-
nality”; “given this formulation, interactivity becomes not only a mat-
ter of effective hypermedia design, but, in fact, a basis of persuasion” 
(381). This view assumes that the reader will be more persuaded by 
the work of an author who allows more room for the feeling of co-
construction of ideas. Persuasiveness is judged by the openness of the 
context of relationships. A response by Jennifer Bay (see above) calls to 
question the limitation of Williams’s ideas to written words.
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Yeh, Stuart S. “Empowering Education: Teaching Argumentative 
Writing to Cultural Minority Middle-School Students.” Research 
in the Teaching of English 33.1 (1998): 49-83. 

This article is an empirical study using quasi-experimental and case-
study research methods. Two heuristics, (1) a pyramid heuristic based 
on Stephen Toulmin’s model and (2) a bridge heuristic based on a 
modern version stasis theory of classical rhetoric, were evaluated to 
measure their effectiveness in helping 116 middle-school students in 
four seventh-grade courses in two different schools to write argu-
mentative essays. The student responses suggested that cultural mi-
nority students (Hispanic American, African American, and Asian 
American) benefited from being taught how to use the heuristics in 
writing an argument. Students in the experimental group were able 
to adapt their skills and transfer the heuristic knowledge to a range of 
topics. Students in this group also demonstrated more knowledge of 
argument structure and strategies in comparison to the control group. 
The results support the hypothesis that knowledge of argumentative 
procedures would improve student ability to generate arguments with 
adequate content and arrangement. The heuristics test seemed to have 
improved traditionally-underprepared students’ ability to write aca-
demic essays.
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