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[DEOLOGY AND THE MAP
Toward a Postmodern Visual Design Practice

BEN F. BARTON AND MARTHALEE S. BARTON

We were doctoral students at the University of Michigan where the Bartons worked for many
years (Ben retired in 1993; Lisa retired in 2002). As we progress in our academic and profes.
sional careers, we have relied on their work to form our own approaches to the visual field. Here
we present the united theoretical and practical influences that this article has had on our owp
work and, we hope, on the ficld in general.

For me, this article crystallizes the Bartons’ work. Having begun with “Toward a Rhetoric of
Visuals for the Computer Era” and continued on through their other articles, I find “Ideology
and the Map” a theoretical culmination of their work. Foremost in my mind is the way in which
the Bartons interweave postmodern theorists like de Certeau and Foucault into their work, a
move that implicitly makes connections to the broader English field. T am greatly influenced by
their focus on ideology and have progressed in my own research from a standpoint that accepts
visuals as they are to one that explicitly espouses the ideologies that impact a visual’s design
and reception.

When the Bartons argue for the need to create a unity in a visual that eschews the grand syn-
thesis and instead allows for “the difficult unity of inclusion™ (249), I find comfort in my own
confusion. Like the Bartons, I now make the choice to destabilize meanings in a visual to find
out why one works and another does not. They help me to understand the ways in which a vi-
sual is not a stand-alone communication device; it is a product resulting from a complex set of

standpoints, situations, and receptions.
Lee Brasseur

I see the Bartons’ work pushing the tenets of context, purpose, composer, audience, and medium
to their logical (I dare not say natural!) conclusion. This conclusion is to strip the “objective”
veneer from graphic displays of information and politicize the map and the territory. The Bar-
tons critique the subtexts of visual communications and call for change. As a first step, they offer
alternate ways to represent maps—as “collages” and “palimpsests.”

Today, having researched and designed interactive data visualizations for the past five years,
I'am struck by the Bartons’ prescience in their proposed alternatives. Many of the changes the
Bartons call for are now afforded by hypermedia, dynamically linked diverse graphics, interac-
tive visual querying, adaptable perceptual encoding, and user-configured plots (e.g., enabling
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juxtaposed differing views, layering, and role-based perspectives). Yet we have not realized the
Bartons’ vision. As Johndan Johnson-Eilola often comments, people tend to rearticulate the old
in the new, despite the “political” promise of the new.

To me, these unmet promises suggest a need to expand our focus from the one the Bartons laid
out in 1993. They fOCl.JS.Cd on alternate graphic representations; today we should focus equally
on inleractivity.—or? giving users the right control over visual displays of information. Different
specialties in visualization development groups vie for a prime say in deciding how interactivity
is designed. These choices involve a politics of designing, not just design. Technical communi-
cators must assume roles as major players in defining criteria for interactivity design choices and
pase them on observations of users in-context. Conducting the politics of visual design on many
fronts still centers on Lisa and Ben Barton’s goal of visual rhetoric enhancing democratic prac-

tices, inclusionary meanings, and strategic consultative communications.

Barbara Mirel
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INTRODUCTION

In their multidisciplinary review of trends in visual
representation, Barton and Barton (1989) document a
shift in the literature from a positivistic view of visu-
als as autonomous structures to a view of visuals as
embodiments of cultural and disciplinary conven-
tions. Attacks on positivism in the literature on visual
representation are, in fact, now endoxal. It is clearly
time for the theoretical science of the visual signifier
lo move on. But move on to what? Information de-
signer Sless (1986) offers an attractive suggestion:
He issues a call to go beyond the study of visuals as
embodiments of cultural conventions to the study of
the ideologies that, in turn, inevitably underlie those
conventions. This chapter attempts to answer that
all. It elects, moreover, to look at ideology in a crit-
ical sense, adopting the rationale of social theorist
Giddens (1987):

We can only develop a viable notion of ideology if
Wwe either treat the notion as a “neutral” concept;
oralternatively if we link it specifically with ex-
Ploitative domination. The first tactic seems to me

essentially uninteresting, because then “ideology”
is no different from general descriptive terms such
as “idea-system” or “symbolic system.” I there-
fore prefer to adopt the second sense. According
to such a standpoint, modes of signification are
ideological when they are pressed in the service of
sectional interests via the use of power. (p. 270)

Thus a critical study of the ideology of visuals fo-
cuses on the ways in which visual signification serves
to sustain relations of domination. Moreover, as Gid-
dens notes, ideology performs such service with a
Janus face—it privileges or legitimates certain mean-
ing systems but at the same time dissimulates the fact
of such privileging. This double nature of ideology
provides the impetus for many of those interested in
cultural criticism. For Marxist critic S. Hall (1982),
for example, the ideological model of power entails

a way of representing the order of things which
endow([s] its limiting perspectives with that natu-
ral or divine inevitability which makes them
appear universal, natural and coterminous with
“reality” itself. This movement—towards the
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winning of a universal validity and legitimacy for
accounts of the world which are partial and par-
ticular, and towards the grounding of these partic-
ular constructions in the taken-for-grantedness of
“the real”—is indeed the characteristic and defin-
ing mechanism of “the ideological.” (p. 65)

THE MAP AS
QUINTESSENTIALLY IDEOLOGICAL

The double nature of ideology in the advertising
image has been widely recognized, but the very
recognition of its dissimulative nature is its own un-
doing. For to do its work, ideology depends on its
dissimulative nature not being recognized. In this
sense, advertising is not ideological, for the interpre-
tive tradition is not on its side in its claims of inno-
cence (W. Mitchell, 1987, p. 4). What form is quin-
tessentially ideological in this sense? What form, in
other words, is traditionally viewed as realistically
presenting a “neutral” view of reality, as innocent of
a productive, meaning-creative practice? Huck Finn
makes a persuasive case for the map.

“If we was going so fast we ought to be past Illi-
nois, oughtn’t we?”

“Certainly.”

“Well, we ain’t.”

“What'’s the reason we ain’t?”

“I know by the color. We're right over Illinois
yet. And you can see for yourself that Indiana ain’t
in sight.”

“I wonder what’s the matter with you, Huck.
You know by the color?”

“Yes, of course I do.”

“What’s the color got to do with it?”

“It’s got everything to do with it. Illinois is
green, Indiana is pink. You show me any pink
down here, if you can. No, sir; it’s green.”

“Indiana pink? Why, what a lie!”

“Itain’t no lie; I've seen it on the map, and it’s
pink.” (Twain, 1924, p. 23)

Huck clearly reads the map as a factual rather than a
semiological system: that Indiana is pink “ain’t no
lie.” For Huck, the color of the state as represented in
the map and the color of the state itself must coin-

cide, for the signifier and the signifieq have
rather than a conventional relationship,

In Borgds’s (1972) justly celebrateg P
mapping practice in a mythical empire, 504,
than color discrepancy between signifiey @ Tathey
the empire) and signified (the empire itSe]f)'?a of
ceived intolerantly by the College of Ca"(’grapshcres .

Natuyg,

arﬂblc of

In that Empire, the craft of Carmgraphy atai
such Perfection that the Map of a Singje pmvlined
covered the space of an entire City, and the My nce
the Empire itself an entire Province, In the cofr:f
of Time, these Extensive maps were found som:
how wanting, and so the College of Ca”‘)gfﬂphcrs
evolved a Map of the Empire that was of (pe same
Scale as the Empire and that coincided with it
point for point. (p. 141)

The Imperial Cartographers clearly share Huck's jy.
nocent notion of the map as a factual rather thay ,
semiological system. But the map, as Borges’s cop.
tinuation of the parable dramatizes, is not cotermj.
nous with the reality, and attempts to make or cop-
ceive it so are doomed to failure. Unfortunately for
the professional cartographers, it remained for suc-
ceeding, lay generations to “‘deconstruct” the inno-
cence of such maps—and on other than a conceptual
level at that:

Less attentive to the Study of Cartography, suc-
ceeding Generations came to judge a map of such
Magnitude cumbersome, and, not without Irrever-
ence, they abandoned it to the Rigors of sun and
Rain. In the western Deserts, tattered Fragments
of the Map are still to be found, Sheltering an o¢-
casional Beast or beggar; in the whole Nation, n0
other relic is left of the Discipline of Geography.
(Borges, 1972, p. 141)

awa,

In short, “the map is not the territory” (Hil)’f'kl
h S0

1941, p. 31); yet because it is perceived as SUc
readily, it is for Borgds the paradigm of the sign. And
although we don’t believe that Indiana is pink "
would expect cartographic representations 0‘_"“’ cmc-
pire to be radically scaled, our everyday d{sgours
nevertheless reflects our acceptance of Twain X ﬂ:r-
Borges’s fictional recognitions of the map 5 lffc p;cs
adigm of the sign. Semiotician Marin (1980) ‘-m“lhc
the point like this: “The map . . . is exemplart
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o and the idea one has of it: thus one says sponta-
slcgously and unhesitatingly . . . of a map of Italy
?Thﬂl's Italy’” (p. 47; authors’ ‘Eranslation). Or, one
night add, of a map of Inglana. That’s Indiana” and
of a Map of the empire Thzft s th.e empire.” Most
signs are treated less gmadngmatlcally: Thus we
cpontancously say “T_'hal.s a diagram of the circuit”
and not “That’s the circuit.”

still, to establish the map as a quintessentially
ideological genre does not necessarily validate its
centrality in an article written by and targeted to in-
formation designers. That is, our institutional and in-
ellectual affiliations are not with departments of ge-
ography, and we probably do not feel threatened by
the fact that the failure of Borges’s College of Car-
fographers to deconstruct the map led to the demise
of their discipline. We may, then, find warrant in the
perceived general importance of the map to contem-
porary information designers, however unconcerned
they may be with ideological issues. Bertin (1983),
for example, focuses on the map in his seminal work
Semiology of Graphics. Note also Tufte’s (1990)
privileging of the map as an exemplary genre for
those interested in the visual display of information:
“Standards of excellence for information design are
set by high quality maps” (p. 35). And elsewhere:
“The most extensive data maps, such as the cancer
atlas and the count of the galaxies, place millions of
bits of information on a single page before our eyes.
No other method for the display of statistical infor-
mation is so powerful” (Tufte, 1983, p. 26).

Let us turn to an analysis of the relation between
ideology and power in mapping practices—specifi-
cally to an analysis of a discursive mode that, in
Barthes’s (1970) term, naturalizes and universalizes
asetof practices so that the phenomenon represented
dppears to be described rather than constructed (p.
129). We first denaturalize the natural by foreground-
g the occulted or naturalized ideological compo-
fent of map discourse; in other words, we access the
ffo-m. Which theorist Bourdieu (1977) refers to as
he universe of the undiscussed” (p. 168). We then
Pfoposc a new visual design practice exploiting
;':“"‘tlgﬂrdc representational devices for denaturaliz-
\vﬁhl'(i Tepl'cse{xtcd phenomenon, e.g. the .collug.c
il its emphasis on the heterogeneity and disconti-

¥ of representational format. Although we take

the map as paradigmatic, our discussion of a post-
modern visual design practice systematically in-
cludes noncartographic examples to suggest more
fully the relevance of our analysis to other visual gen-
res: Ultimately, the map in particular and, by impli-
cation, visual representations in general are seen as
complicit with social-control mechanisms inextrica-
bly linked to power and authority.

DENATURALIZATION OF THE NATURAL

How do we, as critics, denaturalize the natural? The
notion of hegemony, derived from the Italian Marxist
Gramsci (1971), suggests a promising methodology.
According to Marxist literary critic Williams (1973),
hegemony—a process by which certain definitions of
reality attain dominance in a society, rather than a
conspiracy on the part of the ruling group and a pas-
sive compliance by the dominated ones—operates in
a dual mode: Thus in the hegemonic process “certain
meanings and practices are chosen for emphasis, cer-
tain other meanings and practices are neglected and
excluded, . . . reinterpreted, diluted, or put into
forms which support or at least do not contradict
other elements within the effective dominant culture”
(p. 9). Hence we look first at what is emphasized and
then at what is excluded or repressed, at what we will
term the rules of inclusion and then at the rules of ex-
clusion underlying the dual mode in which ideology
operates.

RULES OF INCLUSION

Rules of inclusion determine whether something is
mapped, what aspects of a thing are mapped, and
what representational strategies and devices are used
to map those aspects. These rules amount to either
explicit or implicit, overt or covert, claims to power.
An explicit or overt link between power and ideology
in mapping can be seen in the indispensability of
maps for the conduct of war. According to Emmerson
(1984): “Making war meant making maps. The Na-
tional Geographic Society made them in unprece-
dented numbers, nearly twenty million in 1941-
1942 (p. 7). We are not surprised, therefore, to learn
from the president of the American Cartographic So-
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reased ten-fold in the United States after tke
olesale movement of American troops into the re-
n (National Broadcasting Company, 1990). The
nericans were not alone in map-making endeavors:
ortly after the Iraqis invaded Kuwait in 1990, their
nistry of Information reportedly published a flurry
Middle East maps (Colvin, 1990, p. 32).

Such overt linkages of maps to power require lit-

denaturalization and, therefore, are of only pass-
> concern in this chapter. Of more interest here is
> fact that the Iragi maps feature Kuwait as the 19th
svince of Iraq, as it was before the British split it
[ after World War 1 (Colvin, 1990, p. 32). For the
plicit agenda, the “real uses of most maps,” as
ood and Fels (1986) point out, are “to possess and
claim, to legitimate and to name” (p. 72) or, as in
> case of the Iragi maps, to repossess and to re-
iim. Giddens (1979) would agree: For him, the le-
imation of dominant interests is one of the primary
rdes in which ideology operates and, therefore, one

the chief concerns of the student of ideology (p.
8). The conclusion of Helgerson’s (1986) study of
> mapping practices of English Renaissance car-
sraphers reflects this perspective: “The choice they
ade, the choice of what to study and describe, was,
wever little sense they may have had of its broader
plications, a choice of one system of authority, one
urce of legitimacy, over another” (p. 58). Such
oices, moreover, are not confined to inclusions that
yitimate or empower the dominant interests; they
ay also entail inclusions that disempower “the
her.” In her study of 17th-century Dutch mapping
actice, Alpers (1983) notes the claim by Dutch car-
oraphers Braun and Hogenberg that human “fig-
es were included in their city views to prevent the
irks—whose religion forbade them to use an image
th human figures—from using them for their own
ilitary ends” (p. 133).

Rules of inclusion determine, moreover, not only
hat phenomena are mapped but also which aspects
‘the included phenomena are represented. Barthes
970) notes, for example, that the Hachette World
uide, dubbed the “Guide blew” by the French,
ardly knows the existence of scenery except under
e guise of the picturesque, . . . found any time
e ground 1s uneven’ (p. 74). In Rarthoae’n Axx.

fostaion F (¢ QESITE 10 logitimate “tteer

Protestant morality”—a morality linked to difﬁcUhy
and solitude (p. 74). Consider, t0o, the issue of jng,.
sionary rules informing the city feature map, The
map must isolate key iconic features to symbolize the
city, but which ones? A cursory survey of such mg,
reveals a focus on icons representing cultural, ey,
ational, civic, and commercial sites. For graphic de.
signer Trieb (1980), the rules of inclusion are clear:
The feature map focuses only on what is “positiye
and desirable””; it manifests an “optimist world viey"
in its attempt to create “a ‘booster’ image so positiye
and intriguing that it will draw visitors” (p. |9)
One strongly suspects that the bourgeois morality |e.
gitimated by the feature map is not the Helvetic.
Protestantism legitimated by the Guide bleu—Iq dif-
ficulté vaincue en solitude—but rather the mor
self-indulgent morality of capitalist consumerism,
Note, however, that the fundamental ideological
mechanism—the legitimation of hegemonic inter-
ests—remains the same, although the particular
Marxist mediating code linking the formal elements
of a map and its “social ground” may differ (Jame-
son’s term, 1981, p. 39).

Rules of inclusion also determine the strategies
and formal devices used to symbolize the aspects of
phenomena chosen for representation. Of particular
interest here are the representational strategies used
to legitimate dominant interests. The primary legit:-
mating strategy is based on the hierarchization of
space, for space is not perceived isotropically, i.c., &
everywhere having equal value (Arnheim, 1974, p.
30). Because space is perceived anisotropically, the
placement of visual elements becomes a way of im-
parting privilege. Positioning to privilege may beef-
fected in various ways. Privileging through centering
has not escaped notice in the cartographic literature
Thus Mercator’s 15th-century mapping system, still
a standard, placed the designer’s homeland, Ger
many, at the center of the map—a Eurocentric stia®
egy quickly adopted across the Continent. Harley's
(1988a) generalization of this phenomenon is worth
citing in full:

A universal feature of early world maps, for &
' antly cen”

|

Pcr:;r;;he” (Edgerton, 195/, p. 28], Whete 4 peo-
s nbc"c ve themselves to be divinely appointed to
le centre of the universe, can be traced in maps
mﬁdcl)’ g eparawd in time and space, such as those
W Mesopotamia with Babylon at its centre,
froms of the Chinese universe centred on China,
gfeik maps centred on Delphi, Islamic maps cen-
ed on Mecca, and those Christian world maps in
which Jerusalem is placed as the “true” centre of

(he world. (p- 290)

privileging can als'o be cffected .through place-
qent on fop, as seen In the hlergrchlcal representa-
tion of organizational structure in charts, whereby
idministratively higher echelons of personnel are lo-
cated above the rest. According to Mumby (1988),
whe concept of hierarchy has been reified to the point
where the structuring of organizations is perceived as
qawrally’ occurring from the top down” (p. 88). In
fact, given the degree of naturalization of this partic-
ular mode of positional enhancement, our readers
may be surprised to learn that Australian children
often place their continent in the top half of their
world maps, i.e., the maps are upside-down for resi-
dents of the Northern Hemisphere (Simon, 1987,
p. 15).

Finally, privileging is also effected in a series
through ordering, where the first, and to a lesser ex-
lent the last, elements gain distinction. Wood (1987)
writes, for example, of the effect of map ordering in
Goode's World Atlas when nation-states are given
‘the ontogenetically privileged position of coming
ﬁrst.-oul in front of a long sequence of maps of the
Ph¥81cal environment™ (p. 31). Wood obligingly ap-
Praises the consequences of this privileging in terms
oF naturalization: “1¢ [privileged positioning] im-
EOSCS the impression that these nation-states have the
“Me developmental status as landforms and climate,
“i':lcfugh 'the l_lation-stfues were Just as nalgral and
faing am()jt lmpll'(:atab.le in any different way lrom'lhc
lhe Shtn . the winds in the fate of man. It naturalizes

ate” (p. 31),
igizztzs§nlatioqal hie.rarchies. however, need not
Iced 1 Cl’?h \SPallal anisotropy; they may '1180 bL
er bases of visual saliency—a saliency
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by the king’s engineer, Jacques Gamboust:

The knowledge and science of representation, to
demonstrate the truth that its subject declares
plainly, flow nonetheless in a social and political
hierarchy. The proofs of its “theoretical” truth had
to be given, they are the recognizable signs; but
the economy of these signs in their disposition on
the cartographic plane no longer obeys the rules of
the order of geometry and reason but, rather, the
norms and values of the order of social and reli-
gious tradition. Only the churches and important
mansions benefit from natural signs and from the
visible rapport they maintain with what they rep-
resent. Townhouses and private homes, precisely
because they are private and not public, will have
the right only to the general and common repre-
sentation of an arbitrary and institutional sign, the
poorest, the most elementary (but maybe, by
virtue of this, principal) of geometric elements:
the point identically reproduced in bulk. (p. 173)

Here, the saliency observed derives from the fact that
bigger things (two-dimensional signs) are more im-
pressive than smaller things (point signs), iconic
structures more impressive than noniconic ones, dif-
ferent symbols more impressive than repeated identi-
cal ones (Gombrich, 1979, pp. 151-156).

Marin’s (1988) analysis suggests, moreover, a sec-
ond source of rules of inclusion, a source based not,
as just discussed, on the norms and values of “the
order of social and religious tradition,” but rather on
those of what he terms “the order of geometry and rea-
son” (p. 173). For rules of inclusion based on the ob-
jective order of science may also be viewed as serving
sectional—in this case, disciplinary—interests. Wood
and Fels (1986) denaturalize the inclusion of conven-
tional scientific visual forms and devices on the map:
“It’s not just pragmatism or objectivity that dresses
the topographic map with reliability diagrams and
magnetic error diagrams and multiple referencing
grids, or the thematic map with the trappings of
F-scaled symbols and psychometrically divided
greys. It's the urge to claim the map as a scientific in-
strument and accrue to it all the mute credibility and
faith that this demands” (p. 99). Furthermore, let us

h s vwnemracantatinnal Aavies mantianadd
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turn our attention, in terms of Gestalt psychology,
from the figure, already revealed as complicitous, to
the ground, which may initially seem especially inno-
cent. In fact, to the extent that the background of the
map seems particularly innocent, it is an even wor-
thier candidate for denaturalization—and, ultimately,
for viewing as complicit with mechanisms linked to
power and authority. In the case of the map, the cul-
prits are the rules governing the transformation of a
three-dimensional object (e.g., the world) into a two-
dimensional representation (e.g., a map of the world).
The primary transformational device is the projection
scheme chosen—a formal device that inevitably in-
troduces distortion and, as Harley (1988a) notes, “can
magnify the political import of an image even when
no conscious distortion is intended” (pp. 289-290).
Reconsider, in this context, the case of the Mercator
world map. The Eurocentric Mercator map manifests
clear distortions: For example, Russia, with 22 mil-
lion km? of area, looks twice the size of Africa, with
30 million km? (Figure 16.1). For Peters (1983), the
most vocal critic of the Mercator map, such distor-
tions serve the sectional interests of the white colo-
nialist powers (p. 63).

In any event, whatever projection scheme is cho-
sen for a mapping, the transformation is embodied in
the cartographic space as a grid, e.g., as lines of equal
latitude and longitude, and this too is complicit with
mechanisms linked to power and authority. The over-

lay of this representational device on mar
surface has been associated by researcherg Waig?mg
verse ideological notions. Edgerton (1987) obse di
for example, that by the time of the Renaissancwes,
Ptolemaic cartographic grid had become 3 tg); n:: the
symbol of Christian authority “expressing nmzimc
less than the will of the Almighty to bring ] hurnn
beings to the worship of Christ under Europeg, c:]"
tural domination” (p. 12). Similarly, Konvit; (1990;
notes the significance of the regularization imposeq
by the grid in 18th-century French maps:

Just as national geodetic surveys bearing a my;.
mum of local references lent themselves to ap in-
terpretation of space as a fluid medium for the gjf.
fusion of power, urban maps which described 4
street network at the expense of property lines ang
the architectonic volume of buildings lent them-
selves to an interpretation of space which empha-
sized movement and the economic potential of de-
velopment and growth. (p. 11)

RULES OF EXCLUSION AND REPRESSION

Clearly, our discussion of rules of inclusion serving
to legitimate dominant interests demands one of rules
of exclusion and repression, for “ideology not only
expresses but also represses” (J. Thompson, 1984, p.
85). An inclusionary rule such as “centering of the
dominant interest,” for example, entails the marginal-

. hc
Figure 16.1. Sketch [ljustrating!

Distortions of the Mercator
(Source: Kaiser (1987, - By
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of nondominant interests. For some social
study of exclusions rather than inclusions
paramount. As Belsey (1980) notes:

jzation
itics, the
is, in fact,

[deology obscures the real conditions of existence
by prcsenting partial tl'L.lthS. It is a set of omis-
sions, gaps rather than lies, smoothing over con-
radictions, appearing to provide answers to ques-
sions which in reality it evades, and masquerading
as coherence in the interests of the social relations
generated by and necessary to the reproduction of
{he existing mode of production. (pp. 57-58)

We turn our focus to that which is excluded, that
which is repressed. Once again, we begin with ex-
plicit rules of exclusion in mapping practices, be-
cause “the map that is not made . . . warrants as
much attention as the map that is made” (Mon-
monier, 1982, p. 99). Indeed, if the very decision to
map is fraught with ideological implications, as we
have already noted, the same can also be said of the
decision not to map. In Wood and Fels’s (1986) for-
mulation, if “to map a state is to assert its territorial
expression, to leave it off [is] to deny its existence”
(p. 64). While unmade maps have understandably re-
ceived scant attention in the cartographic literature,
festrictions on the publication and dissemination of
maps have been widely recognized. Harley (1988b)
discusses numerous cases: In Renaissance Portugal,
forexample, pilots faced the death penalty for giving
orselling charts to foreigners (p. 61). Harley (1988a)
also provides provocative examples of exclusionary
Practices at the level of cartographic aspects, includ-
g the omission of the locations of nuclear waste
d"'f’PS from official topographical maps of the
anted States Geological Survey (p. 289; Monmo-
ier, 1991, pp. 118-122).

S)nchronic Perspective
?llsls\i:::,h the explicit i'nclu.sionary rules, .EXpliCil ex-
similaﬂa R r”l‘fs require hulg denazur‘?hzauon and,
tum my' receive only passing attention here. We
gels'fo e Lo implicit exclusionary rules. Prime tar-
groy : cx°l“§10n are members of the n‘onhegenpmc
”lcral:;; What is commonly referred to in the critical
practicre. as the 0}hcr. ‘ln organlzau‘onal terms, this
cchelo,f 1s exemplified in the exclusion of the lower
s of personnel from organization charts; n

DS

class terms, it is exemplified in the exclusion of the
lower class from maps. In the latter instance, as
Harley (1988b) observes in an analysis of 16th- and
17th-century mapping practices,

social taxonomy seems to have underlain the si-
lence in European cartography about the majority
social class. For map makers, their patrons, and
their readers, the underclass did not exist and had
no geography, still less was it composed of indi-
viduals. . . . The peasantry, the landless labour-
ers, or the urban poor had no place in the social
hierarchy and, equally, as a cartographically dis-
enfranchised group, they had no right to represen-
tation on the map. (p. 68)

Others consider the exclusion of what may be termed
the otherness of the Other. Trieb (1980), for example,
writes of the exclusion of the living conditions of the
Other: “Feature maps . . . do not show us what is
undesirable. We never see slums, buildings in poor
condition, suggestions of danger. The feature map is
an optimistic world view, an image which focuses on
only the positive aspects of urban, and in some in-
stances, rural life” (p. 19). And Marin (1984), of the
exclusion of the production practices of the Other:
“All the productive and transforming activities have
been concealed. The city [17th-century Paris] is not
to be read as a workplace. It is, rather, the place of
virtue and glory, commerce and exchange” (p. 214).
Moreover, strategies of containment may involve
not only exclusions but also repressions (Jameson,
1981, p. 213), and frequently what are repressed are
individual differences. Differences can be repressed,
for instance, through the strategy of ryping. Thus in
the Guide bleu, “men exist only as ‘types’ "—a strat-
egy Barthes (1970) decries as a “disease of thinking
in essences, which is at the bottom of every bourgeois
mythology of man (which is why we come across it
so often)” (p. 75). One is reminded, in this connec-
tion, of the observation by Marxist critic Williams
(1960) that “there are in fact no masses; there are
only ways of seeing people as masses” (p. 300).)
Differences can also be repressed by naming prac-
tices, for naming-—the use of a proper name in par-
ticular—is “the ultimate signifier of difference, of
uniqueness” (Williamson, 1978, p. 51). Earlier, we
viewed the labeling of Kuwait as the 19th province of

_—
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quarters. Information designer Tufte (1990), for ex-
.ample, who shows little appreciation for the ideolog-
ical dimension of visual discourse, seemingly would
remove all such traces of production practices:

an absolute monarchy: the uniform applicagj, .: dieval maps included only the rectilinear mark-

law and administration throughout the Nation” (II(] 0 ; '2 out of itineraries (performative indications

vitz, 1990, p. 5). However, such changes aro Never o ::hieﬂy concerning pilgrimages), along with the
ar

bitrary, natural, or innocent; rather, they implhne Slops One was to make (cities which one was to
W

Iraq as an inclusionary act in the service of legitima-
tion of the dominant interest; here we view it ob-
versely as an act of repression of the otherness of the

Other, for to label Kuwait as Iragi Province 19 is to i RS
place it in a homogeneous series of Iraqgi territories,  structure of power (Raffestin, 1980, p. 153), ass through, spend the night in, pray at, etc.) and

thereby denying its national autonomy. Consider, _ . Jistances calc'ulate.d in hours or in days, that is, in
too, mapping practices associated with the use of ex- Diachronic Perspectufe erms of the time it would take to cover them on
onyms, that is, “the rendition of geographic names in  Strategies of repression operaFe, moreover, o More foot. Each of these maps was a memorandum pre-
a language not having official stature in the region in  than the synchronic levejl consnc.lered S0 far. They «ribing actions. . . . Between the fifteenth and
question and which differs from the local rendition”  also operate on the diachronic level becayge, al (he seventeenth centuries, the map became more
(Ormeling, 1980, p. 332; authors’ translation). Thus, though the map as a concrete graphic text is ap act of autonomous. . . . it colonizes space; it elimi-
for example, international maps designed in the past enunciation with ideological dimensions, such anag nates little by little the pictural figurations of the
by French cartographers often designated Germany  takes place in a social context and the map sy practices that produce it. (pp. 120-121)
with the French word Allemagne rather than the Ger-  also both an act of production and an act of recepjg,
man Deutchland (Figure 16.2). The supplantation of ~ The map, in other words, may be considered 5
indigenous forms with foreign versions amountstoa  process rather than product, and strategies of repres.
repression, by linguistic appropriation, of the other-  sion take the form of the repression of process in mg
ness of the Other. Recognizing this, the United Na-  discourse.
tions is committed to suppressing the practice of ex- Repression of the Act of Production. Consider
onyms on international maps (Ormeling, 1980, p.  first the map as act of production: In this case, stratc
333). gies of repression can take the form of repression “in
Repression of the otherness of the Other also oc-  ¢ome stricter Hegelian sense of the persistence of the
curs when that Other is situated in a space ethnocen- 1 der repressed content beneath the later formalized
trically conceived to have homogeneous qualities. surface” (Jameson, 1981, pp. 213-214). De Certeau
Couside.r that one of the first initiatives of the French (1984) analyzes the progressive repression of the ac
Revolution “was to devise a rational system of ad- ¢ production in the map:
ministration through a highly rational and egalitarian

Symbols of Scheiner’s patron and religious order
decorate those areas without spots in a hundred
such diagrams, a reminder of Jonathan Swift’s in-
dictment of 17th-century cartographers who sub-
stituted embellishment for data:

With savage pictures fill their gaps,
And o’er unhabitable downs,
Place elephants for want of towns

production practices are now inscribed only in highly
sedimented, or vesti gial, form.2 De Certeau speaks of
(he presence of narrative figurations (ships, animals,
human figures) that function to indicate the opera-
tions underlying the making of the given map. Thus,
for example, “the sailing ship painted on the sea
indicates the maritime expedition that made it pos-
sible to represent the coastlines™ (de Certeau, 1984,
p.222). And while de Certeau would prefer a fuller
representation of production practices on the map, he
clearly appreciates the retention of vestigial forms.
However, the presence of even these vestiges of the
production act has engendered criticism from other

These symbols, similar to a modern trademark
or logotype, may have served as a seal of valida-
tion for the readers of 1630. Today they appear
somewhat strident, contradicting nature’s rich pat-
tern. (p. 21)

Not surprisingly, the trend toward suppression of
the act of production is paralleled in a repression
of the agent of production. Jacobi and Schiele
(1989) note the suppression of the scientist in scien-
tific journals:

Scientists are never portrayed in primary scientific
journals, and it is out of the question to publish

division of the French national space into ‘depart-
ments’” (Harvey, 1989, p. 255; Figure 16.3). Above
all, this reform sought in administrative boundaries
“the best model to abolish privilege and eliminate
precedent” and thereby to achieve “what had cluded

In the course of the period marked by the birth of
modern scientific discourse (i.e., from the fif
teenth to the seventeenth century) the map has
slowly disengaged itself from the itineraries thal
were the condition of its possibilities. The firs

Figure 16.3. Map Used by the National Assembly
in Planning the Administration of the First French
Republic (Source: Archives Narionales de France, Paris.)

Figure 16.2. French Map ;)onshc
Channel Region That EMP y
Exonyms

._—_‘
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photographic portraits. The reason for this is easy
to understand: science is enunciated without ref-
erence to the enunciator. The author disappears
behind an object that seems to speak for itself, or
write itself out independently. (p. 750)

The enunciator is equally suppressed in the map. No
longer, for example, do we encounter the patron por-
trait which figured so prominently in the cartographic
cartouche of yore. Rarely do we even encounter on
the map the name of the designer, much less its
prominent placement in the manner of the Minard
maps.

Repression of the Act of Reception. Turning from
the map as act of production to the map as act of re-
ception, we encounter equally repressive strategies at
work. If earlier we viewed the map as the totalization
of past itineraries, here we view it as the totalization
of all potential itineraries or narrative journeys; the
critical question becomes: How is the viewer in-
scribed in such discourse? or, in Althusserian terms,
How is the concrete individual interpellated as sub-
ject? In answer, we consider the influential design of
the critically acclaimed London Underground Dia-
gram (LUD). There, as in routing diagrams generally,
the viewer is interpellated not as a concrete individ-
ual with a specific potential itinerary in mind, but
rather as a contemplative observer—the master of ab-
stract possibilities—and while she might appear to be
empowered through ascription of an Olympian per-
spective, such empowerment is illusory: As a specific
user with concrete travel needs, she is relatively
unempowered.

What goals are served by the ascription of such an
Olympian perspective? To answer this question, we
must consider the representational strategies of the
LUD in more detail. These strategies are particularly
clear when viewed from a historical perspective. The
LUD has as a forebear the underground (subway)
map in use in 1924, which faithfully presented geo-
graphic relations among the many stations (Figure
16.4). In consequence, the individual lines appear to
meander and the portion of the diagram devoted to
central London is seriously congested. This map is,
moreover, in the nature of a palimpsest in that the ori-
gins of the underground as a multiplicity of inde-
pendent, uncoordinated enterprises and facilities are

readily detected. In contrast, a recent Lyp
on a design by engineering draftsman Bec
sibly a highly schematized representat
system that sacrifices geographic accurag
terests of both readability and consonanc
rience (Figure 16.5).

Thus the LUD dis.torts not'only by represeny
the individual lines with graphical elemepgs Orienteg
either vertically, horizontally, or diagonally but alg,
by comparatively outsizing the central region, wig
the overall impression of a rather homogeneOUS
structure when judged from apparent separationg be-
tween stations. Katz (1988) rationalizes thig homog-
enization on the basis that “experientially, the gjs.
tance between stops is the same: the rapid transj
experience is measured in stops not time or djs.
tance. . . . The scale adjustment, or shift, in (he
[LUD] is 10 times—an inch in the country equals ten
times the distance in the city” (p. 2). Moreover, in an-
other homogenization, the use of standard symbolsto
represent stations masks the considerable physical
differences among them.

Many critics have lauded the resulting clarity and
intelligibility of the LUD (Arnheim, 1974, p. 159
Garland, 1969, p. 79; Katz, 1988, p. 2; Walker, 1979,
p. 2). But the clarity is deceptive; it is attained, as We
have shown, at the cost of considerable distortion.
More important here, however, it is attained at the
cost of considerable dissimulation. Dissimu]alion.of
what? And dissimulation to what end? In effect, Tri¢
(1980) answers the first question: “Due to the 1{0}"3"
ful effect of the underground map, many Visio®
sense the structure of urban London as the struct™
of the underground. . . . The diagrammati¢ S[mc(i
ture of the underground map is clear, articula® an[“
legible—all the things that London as a City s "‘?s_
(p. 15). For an answer to the second question 710)
simulation to what end?—we recall Barthes’s (17 al
association of visual discourse with the m)'ftholoﬁl;se
discourses of the bourgeois class, especially ! d
seen to foster nationalism and the fetiShlZauor:ll
commodities (p. 127). Certainly Tricb’s coﬂfona_
would sustain a reinterpretation in terms of n;:u Lom
ism, i.e., the disparity between the clarity oft el ity
don of the LUD and the messiness of th acwz:o i
can be interpreted as a dissimulative attemp! jation
gender chauvinism in the viewer. For an asso¢

) baSed
K, is ogtep,
1on of
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Figure 16.4. London Underground Map of 1924 Showing Stations in Geographically Correct Relations (Source: London

Transport,)

ofthe LUD with the “fetishization of commodities,”
% tumn to Forty’s insightful account relating the act
o' LUD reception to capitalist consumerism: For
Eony (1986), the purposive distortions of the LUD
Muced people to undertake journeys they might
E‘Ser\vise have hesitated to make. . . . Itis impos-
l l.e 1052y to what extent London Transport’s design
Pohcl;s excited people’s appetite for travel, but there
SEE:IS every reason to believe that by making.tmvcl
0 lheeasy’ effortless and enjoyable, they contributed
nshovcry substantial leisure traffic” (pp- 237‘—238).
Tong , C.lalms Forty, the viewer of the LUD is con-

¢ with an “object of desire,” not an “object of

use.” And that viewer, we might add, is correspond-
ingly interpellated as consumer rather than as user.

DENATURALIZING MAPPING PRACTICES

Certainly the deconstructive cast of this chapter so far
has served to reveal the complicity of map discourse
with ideology, but simply to reveal the radical entan-
glement of ideology and maps may not be enough.
Recall Peters's (1983) deconstruction of the Merca-
tor map as an expression of the superiority of Cau-
casians, an interpretation shared generally by the car-
tographic establishment (p. 63). Unfortunately, as




.

244|ETH1CAL AND POWER ISSUES

Figure 16.5. Recent London Underground Diagram (Source: London Transport.)

cartographer Robinson (1985) observes, the Merca-
tor map is “still regularly displayed. Millions see it
daily, since it forms the backdrop for the ABC and
NBC evening television news programs, as well as
others, and it is embarrassing to see it used similarly
in the briefing rooms of both the Department of State
and the Pentagon, which appear frequently on TV
news presentations” (p. 109). Clearly, denaturaliza-
tion of the Mercator map by the cartographic profes-
sionals has not sufficed. Rhetorical theorist Bizzell
(1990) points out the limits of a purely deconstruc-
tive mode of analysis:

In their deconstructive mode, the anti-foundation-
alist critics do point out the effect of historical cir-
cumstances on notions of the true and good which
their opponents claim are outside time. In other
words, the critics show that these notions consist
inideologies. But once the ideological interest has
been pointed out, the anti-foundationalists throw
up their hands. And because they have no positive

program, the anti-foundationalist critics may end
up tacitly supporting the political and cultural sta-
tus quo. (p. 667)

We are thus prompted to go beyond establishing the
ideological interest underlying mapping practice ©
projecting a positive program for new map d65i$"
methodologies. What would such a program entil’
Barthes's (1985) indictment of naturalized sign ¥
tems provides a hint: “There is an evil, a social &
ideological disorder, ingrained in sign systems wthfE
do not frankly proclaim themselves as sign sys™
(p. 66). One solution, then, is to design maps it ¢
frankly proclaim themselves as sign systems:
would be the desiderata in such maps? What, "™ -
words, are some of the denaturalizing mapP .mgqtcc
niques that might imbue a new design practc”
To some extent, the call is for a broader P ﬂlc‘gra
mapped texts. In this spirit, Harley (1989) Ca”':j ach
“new cartography™ that would replace “the art acter
demic cartography”—a new cartography ¢ "

other

IDEOLOGY AND THE MAP l245

o by “a greater pluralism of cartographic expres-
126! y . . .

sion" 10 sserve the breadth of socn.ll a?d historical
oblems that now engage our attention (p. 88). But
more is not necessarily dlf.ferent. Consider, for exam-
e, the proffered alternatives to the Mercator world
map. Peters (1983) offers an alternative map based
onanequal-area projection scheme, a map that, in his
words, “is an expression of the basic equality of all
peoples in this post-colon.lal el'ctl" (p. .145)‘ a map that
he also unfortunately claims “is entirely free of any
ideology” (p. 148). The United Nations has, in fact,
adopted Peters’s Third World Map for many pur-
poses. However, according to Robinson (1985), the
Peters map eliminates one set of biases only to intro-
duce others. Robinson’s alternative, a compromise
between geographic fidelity and aesthetics, has in its
wm been the target of similar charges. And so it goes.

In short, what is really needed is a new politics
of design, one authorizing heterodoxy—a politics
where difference is not excluded or repressed, as be-
fore, but valorized. This ideal of encompassing con-
testatory as well as hegemonic discourses has been
variously expressed in the literature of postmodernist
theory. Barthes (1986) calls for the inclusion of
“acratic” discourse (discourse outside power, which
repudiates the doxa) as well as “encratic™ discourse
(discourse within power, which conforms to the doxa)
(p-120); Bourdieu (1977), for the construction of “‘ex-
tordinary discourse™ or counter discourses (p. 170);
Venturi (1966), for the privileging of “elements
which are hybrid rather than ‘pure,”” “both-and” over
“cither-or;” for “messy vitality over obvious unity” (p.
22); Foucault (1969/1972), for a view of discourse as
3"space of multiple dissensions,” a space character-
lzed by provisionality and heterogeneity rather than
Wtalization and homogeneity (p. 155). Harvey (1989)
%% such concern for alterity, or otherness, as the
most liberative and therefore the most appealing as-
Pectof postmodern thought” (p. 47).

Such inclusion of the Other will necessitate, in
:‘im"é "C\y vision of the map. After all, when Huck
m:n s lotion of the map as reality, or even tha.t of the
Wefe ;'lS mirror, proved a disabling perspective, we
o :d in our deconstruction of the map to adopt 1!“3
ically “a“)‘lmg metaphor of map as {cxt. mpre SPef?lf'
inscri‘?'s l::xlually homogeneous site of ideological
“alur:;'l?n' Now, concerned with the proposal of de-

1ZIng practices, we suggest two new meta-

phors: For addressing the suppression of the spatial or
synchronic perspective, we propose the metaphor of
the map as collage; for addressing the suppression of
the temporal or diachronic perspective, we propose
the metaphor of the map as palimpsest.

SYNCHRONIC PERSPECTIVE:
THE MAP AS COLLAGE

The denaturalizing power of the collage—an assem-
blage of diverse elements drawn from preexisting
texts and integrated into a new creation manifesting
ruptures of various sorts (Group Mu, 1978, pp.
13-14)—has not escaped notice in the theoretical
and practical postmodernist discourses (Derrida,
1979; Hassan, 1987, p. 445; Kuspit, 1989, p. 46;
Ulmer, 1983, p. 88). In an analysis of postmodern
photography, Hutcheon (1989) describes the collage
effect induced by the invasion of words into the se-
mantic space traditionally dedicated to the pictorial
and the consequent denaturalization:

Postmodern photo-graphy [sic] works to “de-
doxify” by making both the visual and the verbal
into overt sites of signifying activity and commu-
nication. It also contests the glossing over of the
contradictions that make representations (linguis-
tic or pictorial) serve ideology by seeming harmo-
nious, ordered, universal. Its paradoxes of com-
plicity and critique, of use and abuse of both
verbal and visual conventions, point to contradic-
tion and, thereby, to the possible workings of
ideology. (pp. 138-139)

Unlike the photograph, visual genres such as the
graph and the map are to some extent already col-
lages, of course, because they are traditionally com-
posed of both alphanumeric and figural signs, but we
are advocating an even stronger melange of sign sys-
tems. A strong commitment to the collage technique
is, incidentally, not without historical precedence
in cartography; it was favored by Minard, a 19th-
century French engineer and graphics innovator,
whose demographic maps often bore tables, refer-
ences, notes, and text (Figure 16.6). An admirer of
Minard’s work, Tufte has exploited the collage tech-
nique to great effect in the design of his landmark
work on information display (Barton & Barton,
1990). A theoretical commitment to the collage effect
on various levels is also evident in his book: On the
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Figure 16.6. World Map by Charles Minard, Illustrating a Collage Effect (Source: Collection de Documentation et de Commu-

nication, L’Ecole Nationale des Ponts et Chaussées, Paris.)

level of the individual graphic, he encourages us to
“write little messages on the plotting field to explain
the data, to label outliers and interesting data points,
to write equations and sometimes tables on the
graphic itself, and to integrate the caption and legend
into the design” (Tufte, 1983, p. 180). On the level of
the page, Tufte (1983) advocates a breakdown of the
semantic spaces dedicated to text or graphic: “Tables
and graphics should be run into the text whenever
possible, avoiding the clumsy and diverting segrega-
tion of ‘See Fig. 2, (figures all too often located on
the back of the adjacent page)” (p. 181).

Nor is the collage effect confined to unexpected
juxtapositions of linguistic and pictorial systems;
juxtapositions may also occur within either the lin-
guistic or pictorial systems. Russian formalist Us-
pensky (1973) points out the defamiliarization effect
induced by the juxtaposition of different linguistic
systems within a given textual space (pp. 20-32),
e.g., by the insertion of French in (the Russian) War
and Peace, whereby language loses its ostensible
transparency as a universal signifying system and is

thereby seen as a culturally relative phenomenon.
The United Nations’ policy of suppressing exonyms
in favor of indigenous place names on world maps
and the attendant juxtaposition of differing points qf
view—the hegemonic and the contestatory—s
clearly relevant here.3 As an example of the juxapo
sition of pictorial systems, we cite Bryson’s (198)
illustration of the way “paintings can violate the ex-
isting doxa by representing within the same frambj
discursive practices thought to be disparate” “?'.4 '
Shapiro, 1988, p. 150). Within the mapping radi'™
one finds relevant examples in the indigenous Sceccr
inserted long ago in cartographic space. Morc:om:
our taxonomy of collage strategies is far from ot
plete, for it is not our intent here t0 present 4

. the
prehensive taxonomy, much less an analymsr'egffmﬂ’
myriad ways in which heterogeneity of rcpnch and
tional orders can create a collage effect Ij] an e
Woolgar (1988) suggest the scope Of, * resulting
deavor by mentioning the heterogeneiti®® ional ¢
from the juxtaposition of various reI)resen[ional func”

: A nta
vices, theoretical principles, or repres®

.
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(jons, €8 resemblance, symbolic reference, simili-
wde abstraction, exemplification, or expression (p.

100)-

DLACHRONIC PERSPECTIVE:
THE MAP AS PALIMPSEST

Reculons pour mieux sauter. Thus far in our discus-
sion of denaturalization techniques for the map, we
have advocated a paradigmatic shift to a heterogene-
ity of representational order induced by the juxtapo-
stion of various representational systems—a juxta-
position metaphorically captured by the expression
nap as collage. Indeed, constructing the map as col-
lage proved a useful heuristic for discovering a radi-
cal design practice that would juxtapose communica-
tion elements laterally in seemingly anarchistic fields
and thereby accord representational status to hitherto
excluded or repressed interests. Because it is a syn-
chronic, or spatial, notion, however, the collage is ul-
timately limited, for, as we noted earlier, strategies of
repression also operate in diachronic, or temporal,
perspectives where corresponding counterstrategies
of denaturalization are equally needed. In his discus-
sion of the representation of place on maps, de
Certeau (1984) recognizes the limited heuristic value
of the collage metaphor: “The place, on its surface,
seems to be a collage. In reality, in its depth it is ubiq-
uitous. A piling up of heterogeneous places. Each
one . . . refers to a different mode of territorial
unity, of socioeconomic distribution, of political con-
flicts and of identifying symbolism™ (p. 201). “The
kind of difference that defines every place is not on
the order of a juxtaposition but rather takes the form
of imbricated strata” (p. 200). In short, de Certeau
concludes, “the place is a palimpsest” (p. 202). The
Map as palimpsest metaphor enables us to address the
kinds of repression that occur in a diachronic per-
Shective, i.e., the repression of the acts of production
and reception of the mapped text considered verti-
ally rather than laterally, considered as process

father than as product, as speech act rather than as
Slructure,

Denaturalizing the Act of Production

How dogs one denaturalize the act of production? For
Harkin (1989), it means making “one’s discursive
strands visible, like the plumbing and ductwork of a

A

postmodern building” (p. 56). In less figural terms, it
means resisting strategies designed to reify one’s text
by allowing a franker representation of the layers in
which the text is historically and inevitably imbri-
cated. In the field of document design, denaturalizing
the act of production means challenging many tenets
of current publication policy. It may mean, for exam-
ple, resisting the increasingly popular policy of sup-
pressing the set-off, extended quotation, which visu-
ally acknowledges the alterity of the Other, in favor
of the seamless web of text produced by the para-
phrase, which more fully but less overtly appropri-
ates the Other. It may also mean resisting the equally
popular publication policy of suppressing the foot-
notes and marginalia that contextualize one’s work
and that visually establish the ongoing relation of
one’s thought with past thought. Tufte’s practice of
placing references and notes alongside the relevant
text material is laudable in this respect and, given its
ease of implementation in this era of desktop pub-
lishing, is certainly available to all. Harley’s (1989)
praise of the Historical Atlas of Canada serves as a
testimonial to the value of the palimpsest technique
in mapping practice:

Part of the success of the acclaimed Historical
Atlas of Canada [R. C. Harris, 1987] is that the
Editors have broken the link with the narrow
dogma of academic cartography. Bar graphs, flow
lines and proportional circles survive but they are
enriched by architectural and archeological draw-
ings, by original maps and town views of the past,
and by landscapes with people and artifacts. We
begin to know what it might have felt like to have
lived in old Canada. A narrative unfolds expand-
ing rather than denying the rhetorical power of the
map. Even the most austere maps can become a
pictura loquens as other images help to trigger
their meaning. (p. 88)

Denaturalizing the act of production also means
not closing off the movement of contradictions by
representing meaning as fixed and stable. The design
tradition, of course, has been to stabilize meanings,
but the designers of visuals can just as easily choose
to destabilize meanings. In the field of medical illus-
tration, cardiologist Wahr (1987) advocates the in-
clusion in journal articles of the multiple radi-
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ographic views taken during a cardiac cathctcrizat‘lon
procedure to assess coronary artery disease, not just
the one best supporting a given research thesis. For a
cartographic example, we return to the issue of rep-
resenting Kuwait. According to Gilbert Grosvenor,
president of the National Geographic Society, if the
status of Kuwait remains in question when the first
update to the sixth Atlas of the World is printed, the
regional map will include a statement of who occu-
pies the territory and the United Nations’ position in
the situation (cited in Christian, 1990). For Wood
(1987), destabilizing meaning may entail more than
the addition of an explanatory note to a map: Reject-
ing the conventional distinction between reference
and narrative atlases, he praises the latter for the fact
that in “committing themselves explicitly and narra-
tively to a point of view, [they] become thereby full
(not empty); and, in admitting what they were about,
become, through this gesture, truthful in a way ‘ref-
erence atlases’—hiding their messages behind the
false front of ‘objectivity’—never have” (p. 38).
Wood presumably would favor the incorporation in
reference atlases of the running text characteristic of
narrative atlases, thereby denaturalizing the ostensi-
ble objectivity of the former’s point of view.

Denaturalizing the Act of Reception

How, in turn, does one denaturalize the act of recep-
tion—the other occluded layer of the map considered
as process? How, in other words, does one denatural-
ize the traditional view of visuals as objective arti-
facts that speak for themselves? Clearly, one can
begin by more frankly acknowledging that looking is
an interpretive act. Once again, Minard’s maps offer
an exemplary strategy: They bear notes telling the
viewer how to interpret the map. Recall, also, Tufte’s
(1983) similar advice to “write little messages on the
plotting field to explain the data” in quantitative
graphs (p. 180). More generally, denaturalizing the
act of reception means producing positions that en-
able subjects to occupy realistic rather than imagi-
nary relations within the social totality. Earlier in our
discussion of the LUD, we noted a relative disem-
powerment of the viewer as a specific user with con-
crete travel neceds—a disempowerment masked by
the illusory power accrued through ascription of an

ISSUES

Olympian perspective inscribed in the mg
viewer’s relative disempowerment becomeg im' o
ately obvious when one considers ap altemm_ I
more enabling representation—the lighteg aliye,
map in several Parisian Metro stations whe
viewer can override the totalizing effect of the

by registering her destination and receiving ap lr:;
vidualized, highlighted itinerary.* “You are popg . -
dications on maps provide a second, admittedly 1228
powerful, example.

Denaturalizing the act of reception algq Mean
adopting the perspective of the traditionally disem.
powered. Earlier we noted the exclusion of lower
echelons of personnel from organization charts; her,
we advocate not simply their inclusion but, rather, ¢,
adoption of their point of view. Technical-commyp;.
cation educators Mathes and Stevenson (1991/197)
propose, for example, replacing the conventiona g
ganization chart with an “egocentric organizatjop
chart” (Figure 16.7) as a way of enhancing the pos;.
tion of, or empowering, the writer: “The egocentric
chart categorizes people in terms of their proximity
to the report writer rather than in terms of their hier-
archical relationship to the report writer. Readers are
not identified as organizationally superior, inferior,
or equal to the writer, but rather as near or distant
from the writer” (p. 15). Reporting on the field of car-
tographic education, Minerbrook (1991) notes that
the Texas Education Agency has recently required a
comparison of different map projections in new text
books for secondary schools (p. 60). Morcover, the
Peters projection, favoring the Third World point of
view, is now routinely included in the map present
tions of Paramus, New Jersey, schools.

reby the

CONCLUSION

Our proposal of a more inclusionary visual design
practice may conjure up visions of an ocular cacopi-
ony of juxtaposed and superimposed elements e
vices, and practices. Clearly, the governing acstht(t)i:ﬁ
of the visual as collage-palimpsest is not the m* ‘
ernist “less is more” but rather the postmodc”"s-
“less is a bore”—an aesthetic that privileges COT)_
plexity over simplicity and eclecticism OV ho";n_
geneity, an aesthetic that tends toward the fragm
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AUDIENCES
OUTSIDE THE ORCANIZATION

AUDIENCES ELSEWHERE
IN THE ORCANIZATION

AUDIENCES IN CLOSE
PROXIMITY TO YOUR GROUP

AUDIENCES
IN OWN GRrOUP

ary and the local, an aesthetic that renounces the
driving ambition toward Unity with a capital “U” and
wgisperses itself among discreet claims and observa-
ions” (Bryson, 1989, p. 705). Unity may still be
achieved, but it will be a hard-won unity—a unity es-

Figure 16.7. Egocentric Organi-
zation Chart (Source: Reprinted with
the permission of Macmillan Publish-
ing Company from Designing Techni-
cal Reports by J. C. Mathes and
Dwight W. Stevenson. Copyright

© 1976 by Macmillan Publishing
Company.)

chewing the reassuring grand synthesis in favor of
the uneasy collocation of competing and rival claims,
the difficult unity of inclusion rather than the easy
unity of exclusion—perhaps, in fact, the only mean-
ingful unity for our time (Barton & Barton, 1987).

NOTES

The authors gratefully acknowledge their debt to
Brenda Sims, who suggested numerous improvements
incorporated in the final draft of this chapter.

. On the other hand, this is not to say that the alternative
isto view people as obviously unique, autonomous, and
totally self-determining individuals, for that would be
to succumb to what Althusser (1971) has termed “the
clementary ideological effect” (p. 161). Rather, in Al-
thusser’s famous phrase, “ideology interpellates con-
crete individuals as subjects™ (p. 160).

2 Similarly, Bazerman (1988) notes a trend toward in-
treased sedimentation of experimental physics proce-
dures in journal articles. In a study of visuals in articles
published carly and late in the career of Physics Review,
he notes the progressive exclusion of visuals more
closely reflective of laboratory practice. His documen-
lation of the decreasing use of “detailed apparatus
(rawings and extensive tables of raw experimental
Q" in favor of “extensive equations and schematized
Braphs” clearly reveals a trend toward suppression of
the Production act in scientific visuals (p. 172).

-+ Note that the suppression of exonyms is neither new
"0 necessarily easy, According to Ormeling (1980).

-

“As early as the end of the nineteenth century, cartogra-
phers working on an international series of world
maps . . . decided to adopt exclusively the naming
system peculiar to each country. But there is a world of
difference between good intentions and execution.
Whether one likes it or not, each national cultural
politic commits itself, in the name of the mother coun-
try, to preserving its own exonyms rather than sacrific-
ing them to facilitate communication™ (p. 333; authors’
translation).

4. M. Burke and McLaren (1981) report the recent intro-

duction of electronic displays by the London Transport
at certain mainline rail stations. The displays “present a
menu of approximately three hundred routes which
may be taken from that point. The dialogue with the
system is in three languages simultaneously (English,
French, and German). The selected route is presented in
isolation from the total network; points where the pas-
senger is obliged to change train are stated clearly” (p.
109). Moreover, as M. Burke and McLaren note. “theo-
retically the system could be extended by being distrib-
uted to domestic television sets by means of a viewdata
or teletext system” (p. 109).

e
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PART 5

RESEARCH METHODS

s the field has begun to understand the complexity of its .

roles, researchers increasingly struggle with effective ways :’rgamzanonal and cultural

nical communication contexts. Teresa M. Harrison framis ;C(?ﬂdUClresearcl? intech-
text in terms of organizations in order to suggest two approaches to ste ldSSEJe of r.ht.?loncal con-
of cognifion and p.attems of symbolic discourse. The former calls for rr?et{ll(;lf e e
dlscovenng organizationally based knowledge (such as decisions about wri §Cenlered o ound
tactics) while the latter requires methods that highlight the ways in which d‘Ung strategies and
organizations. Working from the popular call for technical communication lloszzl;?e oncial s
sues, Nancy Blyler outlines several methods appropriate to understanding techni 2155 social is-
cation as a political activity. Blyler provides examples from feminist radical ped(;oocooilcn::ln Un;
parUClpa_tc?ry action research to clarify the approaches of those interes’ted in the con:ecc:tion’ Z:ane
mfe.en critical perspectives and research methods in technical communication. Davida Chain
Cﬂ}lcally examines re_cent representations of empirical research in our publisl;ed discourse :r)-
ﬁ:;:igntgzgi?;zzgg _ tS.lmplxﬁed model of empiri_cal_ re§earch impairs the field’s efforts loward'im-
P oo thanl (;:)Sr:‘s;l S(ii]::"n:: calllls fﬁr adisciplinary stance that both val}xes and challenges
pluralism. Patricia Sullivan a:d JZ&:SOIIE ell;;\:;? fl‘ostl;edl;at: aIz:largumem fYO':ln;IélhOQO_IOglca{
method bridge the commonly cited spli bc cl }t&j sIn W lc questions of
tion. Sullivan and P y cited split between theory and prac'me mn lechmga‘l communicas
lersoction of theo ortilr call ‘for a.research mo‘del baseq on praxis, arising out of the active in-
lyzes specific co Iy and Spf:mﬁc‘ sntu?ted Practmes. Their hen_msuc resea.rch methodology ana-
rather than sim ]mmunlf:auon ‘suuanons n or(.ier to determine appropnate researcl? me;hods‘
these appro'xchp y applying a Slpgle, predet‘cmnned ‘mcthod to all snuappns. As .the diversity of
of invcstiga; o es to m.ethod 1ndxca¥es, .[he field qontlnue§ to er{gagc critically m.th the problem

g technical communication at the intersection of theory and pracuce.
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FRAMEWORKS FOR THE STypy of

WRITING IN ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXTS

TERESA M. HARRISON

What a humbling experie.nce it is_ t'o reflect ona piece of thinkin
old. What once seemed like exciting and highly original asse
in the fabric of accepted scholarly wisdom. What once took many hours of painful drafting and
revision to spit out, make understandable: and ultimately render persuasive to reviewers, now
seems so much like yesterday’s news. Tl}e 1.dea for this article first occurred to me one nigh£ driv-
ing down an interstate headed to West Virginia, but it took nearly a year after that for me to learn
enough to actually make the argument. I now teach the theoretical and epistemological content
related to this article in one and a half class sessions in my graduate survey course in commu-
nication theory.

But the exercise has been rewarding, if not entirely gratifying. Reflecting on this piece has
helped clarify for me what a communication theorist actually does and what the product of such
activity amounts to. Since I still aspire to produce theory, this has actually been quite helpful.

One thinks, of course, that producing theory requires making highly original contributions,
so [ have on various rereadings across the years been disappointed to appreciate how derivative
this article is. In fact, the argument is pieced together from premises borrowed and synthesized
from many fields in the humanities and social sciences. But with the benefit of advanced age and
many subsequent attempts to theorize, I realize now that the primary activities of communica-
tion theorists are to derive and synthesize. There are very few big and wholly original discover-
ies in social theory. Instead there are reformulations, revisions, and recastings that stimulate
communication researchers to view communicative phenomena differently and that help them
to take another step forward in a new direction.

Lalso now know that there were other articles that said roughly what this article was saying
at about the same time in other publications, so what, one might ask, is the big deal about this
piece? The answer is that social thought is constructed in streams and currents an.dias scholars
we fit ourselves into them when we attempt to speak to our disciplinary communities. No sin-
gle piece is probably ever that much of a big deal. But we play an important role when we par-
tcipate in an accumulating and burgeoning body of thought and help to articulate its direction,
clarify its implications, tell fellow scholars what they should be doing, and thus legitimize new
research endeavors. . .

And now that the content of this article is pretty completely old hat, it becomeds] that ﬁgalss-t
Which new theorists compare and argue. It becomes the status quo. Indeed, now that it has

g that is now nearly twenty years
Tons now seem to be very much

. . i i :
From Written Communication 4.1 (1987): 3-23. Reprinted by permission of Sage Publications
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come commonplace, for example, to say, in one way or another, that the wor.]d is socially con.
structed, I marvel at the ways in which we are rediscovering l}ow the.mater.lal (what we once
thought of as having “objective” properties) can have force of its own in s.oc1al relations,

When I was beginning my research career, it scemed as th9ugh nothing in the scholarly world
ever really changed and that in writing this article I was helping to finally make new things hap-
pen. Having lived through several revolutions of thought in thc's scholarly world,.I am now stryck
by the dizzying speed with which scholarship changes and join my colleagues in digging in our
heels against the rapidity with which our precious few new ideas are rendered obsolete,

Teresa M., Harrisop,

Since most people who write in their professional
lives do so in and for organizations, it is not surpris-
ing to find that composition researchers have begun
to investigate the ways in which organizations pre-
sent specialized contexts for writing. This research
has produced some interesting results. We have
learned, for example, that writing is a ubiquitous ac-
tivity in organizations. For some time it has been ap-
parent that certain types of professions were more
generally oriented toward communication than oth-
ers (e.g., management, as described by Mintzberg,
1973); however, a recent survey has found that nearly
all college-educated people working in a variety of
organizations write regularly as part of their jobs
(Faigley & Miller, 1982). The amount of writing
done on the job appears to vary by occupation and
role; individuals in professional and technical occu-
pations spend almost 30% of their work time writing
(Faigley & Miller, 1982) while managers spend ap-
proximately 15%-20% of their time writing (Rader
& Wunsch, 1980; Volard & Davies, 1982).
Furthermore, it appears that the process of writing
in organizational contexts is quite different from
what occurs in classroom contexts. Doheny-Farina
(1984) has suggested that the rhetorical purposes of
organizational documents are shaped by contingen-
cies specific to the organization in question. Odell
and his colleagues have demonstrated that writers in
organizations have different senses of rhetorical con-
text and appear to use analytic strategies somewhat
different from those of students in classrooms. Writ-
ers in organizations make frequent references to as-
pects of organizational life to explain rhetorical
choices they have made in their writing. Their

choices reflect detailed knowledge about the readerg
of specific documents, an awareness of how 3 docy.
ment fits into a sequence of events in the organjy,
tion, and an understanding of the writers’ role iy the
organization with respect to the document (Oge)
Goswami, Herrington, & Quick, 1983; Odell g
Goswami, 1982). Debs (1985) has reported that tech.
nical writers are conscious of and accommodate the
idiosyncratic constraints imposed by their organiza-
tions in the production of technical documents, as
well as the expected constraints of subject matter.
The evidence accumulated to date, although lim-
ited, suggests that there is much to be gained in
studying the process of writing as it occurs in organi-
zational life. At the very least, such research might
establish more precisely the nature of any interrcla-
tionships between organizational processes and com-
posing. However, this effort might also contribute (0
the development of a broader theory of writing that
treats social context as an important factor in a gen-
eralized cross-contextual model of the writing
process. Furthermore, if it is true that organizations
impose demands upon writers that are different from
those of other social contexts (such as the class
room), then teachers of writing should equip ‘h,e"
students with analytic capabilities that will guid®
them in this particular writing context. ,
Unfortunately, the study of writing in 0rgan'*
tions poses a formidable research challenge. '
consideration of organizations as a type of social un!
that influences systematically the performanct 0
writing requires an interdisciplinary research efforrl:
An understanding of both composition theory andi
ganization theory is necessary to formulate resed

FRAMEWORKS

ions that get at the interrelationships between
UCS[-Zmional processes and writing processes. The
orgmﬂse of this article is to introduce some ap-
oaches 10 org.anization.a‘l thgory that. begr upon the
qudy and pracuce.of writing .m orgaqlzatlons.
This article begins by‘argum g that in a rhetorically
pased theory of composing, context plays an impor-
ant role in the production .and comp_rehension of
fiscourse: The ratper narrow u?terpretauon of context
offered in traditional rhetpncal theory has been
proadened in modern rhetorical theory so that it now
encompasses the social communities that are formed
{hrough rhetorical activity and through which rhetor-
ical activity becomes meaningful. Thus reformulated,
his view of context invites an examination of organi-
stions that centers upon the way they function as
thetorical contexts. To facilitate the beginning of such
an examination, two approaches to organizational
theory that help us to understand how organizations
might function as rhetorical contexts are elaborated.
The presentation assumes that rhetoric in organiza-
tions forms a figure-ground relationship: As social
communities, organizations embody coherent sys-
tems of consensual meaning that, taken together, form
the grounds for and hence impart significance and
comprehensibility to rhetorical activity. The resulting
analysis argues strongly for (1) a systematic consid-
eration of organizational processes in the study of
business, technical, and professional writing, and (2)
the introduction of an “‘organizational analysis” into
the practice of writing in organizations.

THE NATURE OF CONTEXT

Research interest in writing in organizations lags
omewhat behind the developing interest in examin-
g Writing as a social activity that is grounded in so-
iallife yer simultaneously creates and shapes social
!'fc' The basis for interest in writing as a social activ-
tty Stems from a recognition of the rhetorical charac-
ter of writing. Once rhetorical (rather than only ex-
g;iiséve or informative) functions of ‘wriling are
lon Ih“’ledged. then a central problem in composi-
‘°frelaf'°ry and research becomes explaining the in-
Worlg .IO"Sh_'PS between composing and the social
'n which it takes place.

—
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Considerable energy has already been devoted to
explpring some of the possibilities that arise when
writing is viewed as social activity. Much of this
wqu has examined the social interaction between the
writer and his or her audience and the impact of that
relationship on rhetorical activity (see, for example,
Ede & Lunsford, 1984; Kroll, 1984; Rubin, Piche,
Michlen, & Johnson, 1984). Because the relationship
between audience and writer can be seen as situated
within a larger environment (historical, political, cul-
tural, or disciplinary) of which it is a part, the adop-
tion of a rhetorical approach to writing has also stim-
ulated interest in investigating the nature of the
context in which rhetorical activity takes place. Con-
text is a somewhat problematic concept because its
referent may change easily given the perspectives
and assumptions of its various users. Whether or not
organizations qualify as a form of rhetorical context
thus depends upon the way rhetorical theorists think
about contexts. There are two markedly different
views of rhetorical contexts embodied in traditional
and modern rhetorical theory.

CONTEXT AS SITUATION

The traditional approach to context in rhetorical the-
ory is articulated by Bitzer (1968), who conceives of
rhetorical context as a situation that constitutes an oc-
casion for rhetoric. Rhetorical situations are com-
posed of three elements—audience, exigence, and
constraints—that together create an event calling for
a rhetorical response that “fits” the demands of the
situation. In this view, rhetorical situations are objec-
tive events that may be known objectively and the
existence of which is assumed to be prior to the un-
folding of rhetorical activity. Rhetors act within a
framework of objective constraints; the success of
their response is determined by their ability to assess
accurately the demands of the situation.

When context is defined solely in terms of a rhetor-
ical situation, an organizational level of analysis is
precluded. The rhetorical situation places contextual
boundaries around singular events and thus focuses
our attention at an analytic level below that of *“‘or-
ganization.” Audiences, exigencies, and constraints
forming rhetorical situations may arise within orga-
nizations, but the idea of organizations as social units
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forming a broader context for rhetoric cannot be ac-
commodated to this approach.

While an organization may not be construed prop-
erly as arhetorical situation, it is worth noting that or-
ganizations do set some limits upon the kinds of
rhetorical situations that may arise within them. As a
unique social unit, each organization is characterized
by audiences, exigencies, and constraints that are
idiosyncratic to it. Although the number of potential
rhetorical situations is vast, not just any can occur
within a given organization. Indeed, to know which
organizational members will count as audience,
which events pose exigencies, and which factors con-
strain action within a particular rhetorical situation
reflects detailed knowledge of the understandings
that make up everyday life within a given organiza-
tion that is essential to comprehending rhetorical ac-
tivity. An expanded view of context, one that incor-
porates the idea of organizations as communities of
meaning forming contexts for rhetoric, is needed to
explain this kind of knowledge.

CONTEXT AS COMMUNITY

A second approach to defining rhetorical context is
supplied by the emerging modern approach to rhetor-
ical theory. Contemporary rhetorical theory—or the
“New Rhetoric,” as Berlin (1982) calls it—is similar
to classical rhetorical theory in many respects; how-
ever, the two differ significantly in their epistemolog-
ical assumptions (Lunsford & Ede, 1984). Classical
rhetorical theories are predicated upon a view of re-
ality the objective existence of which is presumed.
Knowledge about reality exists independently of the
knower and can be acquired and verified through rea-
son and observation.

In contrast, the New Rhetoric is a collection of in-
dividual approaches to rhetorical theory, each of
which stresses, to different degrees and in different
ways (sec Gregg, 1984; Leff, 1978), that some forms
of knowledge are created in rhetorical activity. One
of these positions maintains that rhetorical activity
creates “social” knowledge in the juxtaposition of
publicly accepted standards with publicly evaluated
objects (Farrell, 1976). For other theorists, knowl-
edge of reality is socially constructed in interaction,
a process made possible through the use of symbol

systems that are inherently rhetorica] (Bry

mm
1976; Brown, 1983). In the newest Variation re
rhetoric-epistemic argument, Gregg ( 1984) l:c
rhetorical dimensions in the neurophysioy,. e
functions of mind-brain operation that are res p(g)lcq
ble for the development of elememary pﬂllem:SL
meaning. All human cognition, “from the inity of
of perceiving and structuring ‘data’ to any subf
quent, overt, physical action taken in light of per, '
tions,” is symbolic, functions as inducemen, andg
therefore rhetorical (Gregg, 1984, p. 133),

Despite the differences in these positions, each
claims that some of what is designated as “(pq,
edge” is produced through the interaction betweey
the environment and a knower. Knowledge s 4.
quired cannot be validated by assessing its cor.
spondence with an independent, objective realiy,
and thus cannot be separated from its knower (Mille;
1979).

Knowers do not exist as selves in isolation from
others or from their environment. “Knowledge,” the
product of knowing, or truth, is always determined in
reference to the context in which it arises (Brummett,
1976; Gregg, 1984). In this sense, context encom-
passes the elements that combine to form rhetorical
situations, but, more important, it embodies a partic-
ular way of seeing those elements and the rest of the
world—a set of assumptions that give meaning (0
stimuli and enable individuals to define experience.

Individuals share such assumptions about the
world in communities of thought that establish star
dards for determining what counts as knowledge and
thus define reality for their participants. According?
Orr’s (1978, p. 264) exegesis of this position, “Real-
ity and truth are rooted solely in human authority. AS
intersubjective creations, they are relative 10 the vak
idating communities in which they are dCﬁﬂed'
Therefore, different communities respond t0 differ-
ent realities.” Since such communities of though'
numerous and their standards different, knowledge
always contingent upon context. Gregg (1984 P
136) writes that “context determines What W“:;
willing to accept as knowledge. What §“‘"d5 e
‘knowledge’ in the sciences, and the criten? fofa;

termining such knowledge, differ from CO"Fe"lhics
criteria of that which stands as ‘knowledge’ " o
or aesthetics.”
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within the contexts providcd'by communities of
ought. rhetoric becomes meaningful. The very act
ofcommunicating,‘a's Ml‘l]er.(l979, p.617) points out,
implies one’s participation in a cqrpmunity and “to
write well is to understand the conditions of one’s own

'cipmion—-—th-e.conc.epls,' valufes, traditions, and
gyle which permit identification .wnh that community
and determine the success or failure of communica-
jon.” Rhetoric adds to the stock of knowledge pos-
sessed by community when it offers representations
thatare internally consistent as well as consistent with
he “rules and assumptions that govern that domain of
discourse” (Brown, 1983, p. 140).

It is important to recognize that the relationship
petween rhetoric and the community in which it oc-
ars in reciprocal. Communities of thought render
thetoric comprehensible and meaningful. Con-
versely, however, rhetorical activity builds communi-
ties that subsequently give meaning to rhetorical ac-
tion. Farrell (1976) has argued that in rhetorical
activity social collectivities are transformed into
communities. The rhetor attributes social knowledge
1o an audience in the form of arguments and appeals
based upon “conceptions of symbolic relationships
among problems, persons, interests, and actions,
which imply (when accepted) certain notions of
preferable public behavior™ (p. 4). In the attribution
of social knowledge, the rhetor defines ambiguous
social situations and thus invites participation in a
particular way of seeing the world. The content of the
social knowledge that is attributed carves out, in Far-
rell’s terms, a “zone of relevance” defining those as-
pects of experience pertinent to the group in question
}nd, implicitly, those that are not. Moreover, inherent
I attributed social knowledge are presumptions
%out the kinds of information that count as data. So-
¢l knowledge directs the perceptual processes so
that u}dividuals attend to bits of information that are
Meaningful and significant within a particular frame-
York of knowing. Finally, the attribution of social
owledge encourages individuals to compare their
;P:;Sqnal knqwledge with the conyi.ctions of others
o 0- ul[:_sdo dom.g, to define their posmqns as membc?rs
» larg; ers with respect to the emerging community
G E::Elgj (1984, p. 1 19).sugg.esls that the (endenc“y 10

ate groups of individuals so that they ““ap-

pear to be separate species” may be a universal human
characteristic. However, this tendency toward “pseu-
dospeciation” is also fundamentally rhetorical be-
cause it, like all other forms of symbolic activity, is
based upon “principles of symbolic inducement.”
These principles (e.g., forming boundaries, classifi-
cation, hierarchy) originate in elementary cognitive
activity that structures experience and frames choices,
but they are also the tools by which we “move to struc-
ture and comprehend our interpersonal interactions
and social relations™ (p. 126). Thus innate cognitive
processes that are fundamentally symbolic in charac-
ter culminate eventually in the creation of “‘patterns of
social association. We stabilize and repeat patterns of
behavior that prove efficacious. In identifying our-
selves with the interests and efforts of some, we in-
evitably divide ourselves from others. We commit to
those interests and in turn further divide ourselves
from others” (p. 127).

In recognizing that social communities frame con-
texts for knowing, rhetorical theory joins other disci-
plines in the humanities and social sciences in which
such communities have been called subuniverses of
meaning (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), epistemic
communities (Holtzner & Marx, 1979), and interpre-
tive communities (Fish, 1980). Context, viewed as
community, has also been heavily applied as indi-
cated by the proliferating treatments of organizations
as cultures (Pettigrew, 1979), baseball teams as idio-
cultures (Fine, 1979), and academic disciplines as
fields of argument (Toulmin, 1969).

Rhetorical and composition theorists have shown
the most interest in applying this new conception of
rhetorical contexts to academic disciplines. Rhetori-
cal scholars have taken a new look at the hard sci-
ences perhaps because they have hitherto been
thought to reside beyond the province of rhetorical
analysis. For composition scholars, writing in the
context of academic disciplines is a way of learning,
because such writing requires students to engage in
conceptual activities unique to the disciplinary con-
text (Odell, 1980). Zappen (1983) has suggested that
Toulmin's discipline-based rhetorical theory might
be applied as well to the organizational contexts in
which scientists and technologists write. In suggest-
ing that organizations may be characterized by their
own goals, capacities, problems, and evaluative crite-
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ria, Zappen is coming close to arguing for an exami-
nation of organizations as rhetorical contexts that
exert their own demands upon the writing process.

ORGANIZATIONS AS
RHETORICAL CONTEXTS

Organizational theorists do not generally think in
terms of organizations as rhetorical context (see
Huff, 1983, for an exception). However, they have
not failed to realize the heuristic value of treating the
organization as a social phenomenon constructed
through the interaction of symbol-using organisms.
The literature exploring this approach borrows heav-
ily from the sociology of knowledge and anthropol-
ogy. Its central metaphor is that organizations are cul-
tures; they are in effect “culture-bearing milieux”
(Louis, 1983), the treatment of which as such results
in interesting implications for theory. Following this
approach, concepts central to various theories of cul-
ture are used to probe the basic nature of organiza-
tions. Ethnographic methods of data collection
(Pacanowsky & O’Donnel-Trujillo, 1982) and inter-
pretive methods of data analysis (Deetz, 1982) are
advocated as particularly appropriate to a cultural
analysis of organizations.

Smircich (1983a) has traced the various strains of
thought that have emerged in pursuit of a cultural
analysis of organizations. Two of these are especially
useful for our purposes because each emphasizes as-
pects of organizational nature that are relevant to the
study and practice of writing. To understand the kind
of rhetorical context posed by an organization and
the way in which this context interacts with the writ-
ing process, it is useful to view organizations as (1)
systems of knowledge and (2) patterns of symbolic
discourse.

ORGANIZATIONS AS

SYSTEMS OF KNOWLEDGE

The first approach to the study of organizational cul-
ture emphasizes that culture is a “system of cogni-
tions or a system of knowledge and cognitions”
(Smircich, 1983a, p. 348). An organization is consti-
tuted in part because its members share in a poten-
tially unique worldview embodied by the idiosyn-
cratic content and structure of its knowledge system.

The content and structure of a know]eg o
tive system is generated by indiyidllals in[r cogni.
with each other and with their c:nvironment :racun
may vary dramatically between and Within ‘0 rnd t}ms
tions. The goal of organizational researchers ﬁ';‘lnlza.
ing this approach is to create and test modelslow.
generalize the processes by which knowledge i thyy
structed by organizational members anq the f, mfon
which knowledge appears to guide actiop, o
Two complementary perspectives on Knowleg
construction are represented by the evolugiop ¢
model and the social information processing Mode]
Weick (1979) argues that knowledge evolyes in or:
ganizations through enactment, selection, anq reten.
tion processes that are stimulated by equivocalily in
environmental cues. Confronted with an uncertajp
environment, individuals attend to or “bracket” .
tain elements for interpretation and response,
“enacting” an environment that serves as the basis for
sense making. In Weick’s selection process, meaning
and order are imposed retrospectively on the enacted
environment in the form of “cognitive maps” (see
also Johnson, 1977) that explain, interpret, and struc-
ture experience. Meanings that reduce uncertainty
and enable the organization to achieve goals are
likely to be retained by the organization and are
stored in the organization’s memory (i.e., in standard
operating procedures, employee manuals, stories,
and the like). Retained meanings serve as a basis for
evaluating the appropriateness and utility of future
enactments and selections. ,
The evolutionary model stresses the organizt
tional-level processes by which knowledge is cor
structed. The social information processing "‘Ofiel
emphasizes instead the social processes by Which
knowledge is established and shared. Salancik and
Pfeffer (1978) argue that the social environme!
structures organizational members’ beliefs and "
tudes toward the job and other salient fealt® d(:-
organization life. In the process of interactnon..l"cr_
viduals structure each other’s perceptual and ":e
pretational processes, giving rise to commony mp-
views of the organization’s image, shared ass::w‘
tions about causality in the organization, and Cﬁ(: o o0
gence regarding appropriate technology for (1981)
complishment of organizational goals. P‘fe f‘ff
calls this system of knowledge a “paradig™
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fundamental assumption of the cognitive or
' owledge-based approach to organizational culture
'kn[hﬂ‘ thinking is linked to action (Smircich, 1983a).
I\Vhat organization members do is related to what and
how orgam'zation members t'hmk. An analysis of
Jhat Organization members think gan be assessed by
CXamining the content of lh.e organizational cognitive
aap (Bougon, Weick, & Binkhorst, 1977), paradigm
(Pfeffﬂv 1981), or “mgster contract” (Harris & Cro-
aen, 1979)- Organization researchers have begun
oo examine the relationships between cognition
and a variety of behaviors performed by organiza-
ional members. Some of the initial work on this re-
cearch agenda has suggested that the worldviews and
helief systems of managers are related to their ability
1o notice and interpret problems posed by environ-
mental change (Kiesler & Sproull, 1982; Meyer,
1082). Starbuck (1982) argues that organizations in-
vent ideologies (“logically integrated clusters of be-
liefs, values, rituals, and symbols,” p. 3) that encom-
pass expectations about the organization, its
environment, and the probable success of alternative
actions and then use these ideologies to justify why
certain courses of action are needed to solve a partic-
ular problem.

A major obstacle impeding further development
along these lines has been the need to specify the way
in which knowledge contained in the organization’s
unique representation of reality is translated into
action at the level of the individual actor. Schall
(1983) has suggested that this process may be medi-
aied by the formation of rules—either explicit or
laken for granted—that specify the conditions under
thiCh a particular interpretation gains or loses legit-
imacy and particular behaviors are deemed more or
less appropriate.

ORGANIZATIONS AS PATTERNS

OF SYMBOLIC DISCOURSE

Analternative direction in organizational culture (but

¢ that is not necessarily incompatible with that

Ueseribed earlier) has focused upon symbol making

“d using within the organization. In this approach,

eanizations are conceived as patterns of sym-

E"“C discourse that can be interpreted to identify
‘Matic systems of meaning underlying activity )
Mircich, 19834, p. 350). The symbolic perspective

A
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assumes, as does the cognitive approach, that organi-
zational cultures are constituted by shared systems of
meaning and ways of knowing; its contribution lies in
emphasizing the symbolic means through which
knowledge and meaning are expressed. As with the
cognitive approach, an important goal of this re-
search is to specify the relationships between shared
interpretation and understanding and action under-
taken by organizational members. But here, symbol
creating and using are the activities bridging the gap
between meaning and action. The task of researchers
following this approach is to articulate “recurrent
themes that show how the symbols are linked into
meaningful relationships and how they are related to
the activities of the people in the setting” (Smircich,
1983b, p. 163).

Symbol systems in organizations may take many
forms. Most easily recognized are specialized termi-
nologies that may arise for objects, events, and be-
haviors that are particularly relevant to organiza-
tional life. These terminologies cue newcomers to
notice those elements of the organization and its en-
vironment to which the organization itself attends
and, after socialization, may continue to structure
perceptual and attentional processes. Evered (1983)
notes that the ability to understand and use the com-
plex jargon of the Navy is a sign of group member-
ship and an indication that one shares in the world-
view of that group.

Images and metaphors used by organizations por-
tray the character of organizational processes and ac-
tivities. Hirsch and Andrews (1983) show that the im-
ages used to describe corporate takeovers represent
frameworks (such as courtship, warfare, westerns)
for interpreting the roles of participants in the process
of acquisition and merger and for applying moral
evaluations to such activities. Corporate takeovers
are dramatic and relatively flamboyant organiza-
tional maneuvers, but such images can also reveal the
character of more mundane organizational activities.
Koch and Deetz (1981) have demonstrated that an
analysis of metaphor in organizational discourse
(both written and oral) reveals fundamental assump-
tions about the nature of the organization (e.g., as a
machine, an organism, or a team) that underlie the
ways its members typically interpret and make sense
of organizational activities.

P
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Ordinary language, such as that used in slogans,
stories, and sagas, may function as more complex
symbols when words are vested with specialized
meaning understood by participants within a particu-
lar organization, but somewhat mysterious to out-
siders. Peters (1978) and Deal and Kennedy (1982,
1983) have suggested that slogans such as “the
Hewlett-Packard way” or “Everybody at Northrop is
in marketing” capture and represent in a few words
dominant institutional values and beliefs that explain
the bases for organizational action. Similarly, organi-
zational stories and myths maintain “logic frame-
works” (Boje, Fedor, & Rowland, 1982) that justify
given organizational practices and control decision
making by revealing constraints upon the form and
substance of reasoning that can be employed by de-
cision makers (Wilkins, 1983). Clark (1972) has
shown that the educational beliefs and values incor-
porated in sagas at Reed, Antioch, and Swarthmore
acquired a self-fulfilling nature, perpetuated as they
were transmitted from generation to generation.

The argument so far developed has made the fol-
lowing points: Context in the New Rhetoric tran-
scends the boundaries of the rhetorical situation to
encompass the communities of thought that frame
and hence define the sitvation. The result has been re-
newed interest in examining the rhetorical nature of
discourse in academic fields traditionally considered
rhetorical. However, these revisions in the way we
think about context also argue for new interest in the
rhetorical dimensions of discourse in organizations.
As rhetorical contexts, organizations may influence
the production, comprehension, and evaluation of
discourse. This 1s because organizations are “culture-
like” phenomena constituted both by systems of
knowledge and by patterns of symbolic discourse
that are related to actions undertaken by organiza-
tional members. With this as a theoretical basis, we
can begin to design research that explores the rela-
tionship between aspects of culture and writing and
consider the implications of this position for the prac-
tice of writing.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH

Cognitive approaches to the study of writing are not
new; however, they rarely examine the influence of
social context upon cognitive processes that are im-

portant to writing (see Collins & Williamg
for an exception). This is so despite the fﬂcton' 19
nitive psychologists have themse]yeg N hat Cog.
contextual factors bear heavily ypop o Ued thy
form, and processes of cognition (see, for
Luria, 1976; Rogoff, 1984). For example esxar'np]e
(1984) has shown that industrial plant em ]'0 Cribney
specialized knowledge and problem_SOIvinyees Use
dures resulting in superior performance ovepmce.
members on two kinds of organizationg) laskr -
suggests that “on-the-job experience” . S. She
say, being a member of the organizatiop “makmnghl
different ways of solving problems o, ¢, o TIS for
other way, that the problem solving process is an-
structured by the knowledge and strategy repeno?-
available to the expert in comparison to the novi c;e
(p. 38). Cognitivg systems in organizationg may sip.
ilarly make for dlffer.e.nt methods for problem g}y
in organizational writing.

Two recommendations for research come imme.
diately to mind. The first is somewhat obvioys: Re.
search on writing in organizations should take seri.
ously into account the cognitive systems constituting
the culture of the organization in which the writing
occurs. We have seen that such cognitive systems are
organization specific and influence the performance
of organizational activities. A profitable direction for
writing research might be to examine systematically
the relationship between elements in organizationl
cognitive systems and the performance of writing in
context. The first task is to establish that there is in
fact a discernible relationship between organizatior
ally based cognition and rhetorical strategies in W
ing. Research procedures already exist for assessinz
knowledge within a content domain (see Bougo™
1983, and Ford & Hegarty, 1984, for discussions of
cognitive mapping; see Smircich, 1983b, and Van
Maanen, 1979, for discussions of organizationale :
nography). Once assessed, organizationally 0%
knowledge might become the foundation for d's“?:;
ering, analyzing, and criticizing rhetorical SU?fei‘in
revealed in organizational prose. Studies of Wn"": d
organizations could search for organizationall)’ b?arc
reasons for writing decisions as well as thos® ‘h‘: nd
based upon the writer, reader, and subject: M?":erin‘,-'
Selzer’s (1985) analysis of arguments in engli®™
reports chosen on the basis of institution?

ing

1, or 0rgd""
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nally pased, knowledge illustrates the feasibility
alio Jvantages of such an approach.
g dl :a Jdition to providing .the grou.nds. for rhetorical
Y, cognitive systems in organizations may also
cqulate the meaning and fprm of writing. That is,
m:y may contain information about how to write,
what writing rpeans, and the wnter.’s role that bears
jireetly or indlrgctly upon hqw writing gets accom-
plished ina spgcnﬁc orgamzatlop. S‘chall’s (1983) de-
sign for analyzing the commumcapon rules in an or-
ganization might be extended easily to the study of
lles that constitute and regulate the process of writ-
ing in organizations. Research toward this end might
he based initially in large writing-oriented organiza-
ions and begin by establishing the empirical exis-
ence of socially derived rules for the generation, pro-
duction, and evaluation of discourse within an
organization or a work group. Assuming the success
of this effort, it would then be important to demon-
strate a relationship between rules-following and the
specific rhetorical choices undertaken by writers in
context. One outcome of this research program may
be the creation of a theory that accounts for a great
deal of the variation in organizational writing.

Research analyzing symbols in organizations can
proceed in a direction similar to that of the cognitive
approach by interpreting themes revealed in patterns
of symbols and exploring their relationship to rhetor-
ical choice making in written organizational dis-
course. Another application of the symbolic perspec-
tive to organizational writing reverses the direction of
this relationship. In addition to investigating the in-
fluence of themes underlying organizational symbols
upon writing, it is desirable to consider the possibil-
ly that writing in organizations may be a social
process through which organizations are constructed.
Smircich (1983a, p. 351) notes that in the symbolic
perspective the “very concept of organization is
Poblematic.” Symbolic action is conceived as a
process through which organizations are created and
Maintained, This view is quite consistent with Far-
©ll's (1976) argument, discussed earlier, that rhetor-
@l action creates social communities. This conver-
fence between organizational and rhetorical theory
Uggests that writing in organizations is more than
MSUan activity for accomplishing organizational
fasks; it may additionally be seen as a discourse

process fundamental to the creation of organized ac-
ll\_lll)(. Doheny-Farina’s (1984) case study of writing
within a fledgling high-technology organization il-
lustrates this reasoning. He has shown that through
the collaborative writing of a business plan organiza-
tion members created and defined the structure of

the organization, the lines of authority, and product
responsibilities.

IMPLICATIONS FOR WRITING
IN ORGANIZATIONS

Writing in organizations differs from that done in
classrooms in that, as initially experienced by the
writer, the organizational context is unknown. The
rhetorical choices made by the writer must be based
upon knowledge about the nature and characteristics
of the organization itself that does not already exist
for the writer and must, in fact, be acquired. In an or-
ganization, the purposes of the text may be apparent
only with an appreciation of organizational activities,
motives, and goals. Audience members’ attitudes and
beliefs are likely to be well understood only as one
comes to appreciate what it means to be a member of
that particular organization. The information, argu-
ments, and justifications that will be considered rele-
vant and persuasive may not be logical or intuitive.
Finally, the style of organizational documents may be
idiosyncratic and may, in fact, be dictated by infor-
mal rules in the organization. What too frequently is
not known by writers is how one goes about acquir-
ing the organizational knowledge to use in analyzing
a specific organization. The foregoing analysis sug-
gests that it may be desirable to incorporate an “or-
ganizational analysis” into the writer’s repertoire of
analytic strategies.

When an organization is conceived as a culture, an
analysis of its cognitive system and symbolic patterns
can form the basis for acquiring knowledge about the
organization that can be useful in rhetorical choice
making. Consider the possibilities for audience
analysis. If organizations are constituted by special-
ized systems of meaning, then members of organiza-
tions are characterized by their participation in a
somewhat unique system of thought and expression.
An audience analysis that considers what it means to
be an organization member produces information
useful in writing directed at members because it can

,_._——-—
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identify commonalities and divergences in thought
and expression that can be integrated into the selec-
tion of arguments, language, and style ofa documeql.
However, such an analysis might also be useful in
writing directed at nonmembers because it could ex-
pose for writers those beliefs, values, and symbolic
systems that a nonmember audience may not share
precisely because they are not organization member§.

The knowledge yielded by an analysis of organi-
zational culture can provide a foundation for the
writer’s rhetorical analysis. This knowledge is espe-
cially important to writers who are novice organiza-
tional members and must therefore actively acquire
information about their cultural context to perform
appropriately and effectively in their organizations.
Over time, writers may come to acquire this knowl-
edge; being an organization member means being so-
cialized into an understanding, if not an endorse-
ment, of its worldview. But this knowledge may or
may not come eventually to play a role in the writer’s
rhetorical analysis. An explicit analysis of organiza-
tional context may provide the writer with familiar
ground to stand on in approaching and understanding
the unfamiliar world of the organizational environ-
ment. Writers who are already socialized organiza-
tional members may also profit from making explicit
the tacit assumptions that guide organizational be-
havior and may gain insight regarding how these as-
sumptions may be used to improve the effectiveness
of their documents.

For both experienced and inexperienced writers,
the analysis of organizational culture creates some ca-
pacity for examining social life within an organiza-
tion as if it were a text. It was argued earlier that sym-
bols can be analyzed for their informative value in
rhetorical choice making. But it is also worth noting
that when organizational symbols are seen as consti-
tuting a social document, methods of literary criticism
may be valuable to the writer in explicating and eval-
uating the conscious and unconscious patterns of
meaning that shape organizational life. It is interest-
ing that organizational theorists are now beginning
to realize the value of literary criticism to the social
scientific study of organizations (Morgan, Frost, &
Pondy, 1983).

CONCLUSION

It is too early to tell how productive Writing
in organizations will be. However, thjg pres:sea.rc
has sketched a theoretical rationale incOrp:)‘:alpn
both rhetorical and organizational theory thy ara“"g
strongly for some exploratory efforts, Although l&:es
focuses and goals differ, rhetorical and organiz 05;
theorists agree that discourse processes are empeyg »
in social contexts. For both sets of theorists, the rela
tionship between discourse and context is Mutuglly
influential. Discourse is social interaction tha Creafe
communities of thought and expression. At the same
time, these communities render discourse compre.
hensible and persuasive. If this theoretical Position
has validity, then we should be able to see these inter-
relationships at work in organizational writing,
The ultimate advantage of analyzing organiz,
tional culture as an approach to context is thy
should reinforce for the writer the fact of immepg
variability in the constructed realities of organiz.
tions and other forms of social community. To take
seriously the notion of context is to build in students
an appreciation for the idiosyncratic nature of termi-
nologies, semantic systems, beliefs and values, and
reasoning processes that characterize any interde-
pendent social grouping. It is this kind of apprecia-
tion that allows writers both to participate within and
to stand outside the prevailing systems and structures
for assigning meaning within a given context. Such
an ability is not only important for technical writers
who must regularly traverse the boundaries of orga-
nizational cultures, academic disciplines, and the
culture at large; it is also important for other writers
in organizations—those advocating proposals, thost
making decisions, and those evaluating policy. Outof
arecognition of what is and what is not, what culture
maintains and what it precludes, what is possible and
what is impossible is born the potential for creative
rhetorical activity in organizations that critiques tactt
assumptions, recasts dysfunctional worldviews, and
constructs new knowledge. These are activities that
we traditionally associate with the “ideal rhetor” ﬂf‘d
that are founded upon an appreciation for the 0%
boundedness of context.
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TAKING A POLITICAL TURN

The Critical Perspective and Research in
Professional Communication

NANCY ROUNDY BLYLER

This article is one of a series I wrote because I wanted to bring my personal politics and my ac-
ademic life closer together. For quite a long time, I had been bothered by a disjunction I sensed
between my left-wing political views and the kind of researching and writing I was doing, In
this series of articles, then, I was attempting to describe an alternate research perspective for my-
self and for others in professional communication—a perspective focused on empowerment,
emancipation, and social change. Hence my interest in critical research.

In the years since this article was published, I have become even more convinced of the
power of ideology to structure what we experience, thus enabling certain favored practices over
others. In such an atmosphere, the potential for domination and control—for remaking people’s
lives according to another’s image of what they should be—seems very real indeed.

Further, I have come to understand as never before the slippery nature of terms such as em-
powerment and emancipation, terms central to the critical perspective. Who, I ask, has the priv-
ilege of determining what empowerment and emancipation mean in a given situation, and who
has the power to decide the nature and direction of social change? These, of course, are issues
crucial to the critical perspective—ones I wrestled with as I wrote this article, and ones critical
researchers cannot ignore. They are also issues confronting our times, when the rhetoric of em-
powerment seems far too easily co-opted, turned by the powerful to any number of favored ends.

I remain, then, more convinced than ever that the people themselves, as full participants in
research, must be intimately involved in decision making—defining questions that matter to
them, gathering necessary information, using any knowledge generated, and owning any results.
Only in this way can social change that betters people’s lives—from their vantage point and no
one else’s—be achieved.

Nancy Roundy Blyler

From Technical Communication Quarterly 7,1 (1998): 33-52. Reprinted by permission
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| to the now-famous “interpretive turn” in
(Rabinow and Sullivan), I claim in

a Malle
ocial sciences ) )
icle that research in professional communica-

(his Joht to take an increasingly political turn. In

fjon © o our research would follow in the footsteps
doing $ ’dagO oy, which for some time has examined
Of,qu;][l); what we teach in professional communica-
;E:Cand why, explf)ring thg implications of more po-
jically inforq]ed instruction. '

Basic O this critical, polm.cally informed—or, to
15e Paulo Freire’s term, “radical” (see also Herndl,
Teaching” 349)—pefiagogy has be_en a belief that
struction n professional communication ought to
Jo more than enable students to acquire a “set of
ills” useful to them in the workplace (Sullivan
384)—a form of instruction that Thomas Miller calls
weaching writing as a technique of information pro-
«essing” (70). Such skills-oriented instruction, schol-
ars in professional communication claim, ignores the
political dimension—ignores, in other words, the
roles students play as citizens and “responsible polit-
ical agents” (Sullivan 380-81)—and reduces stu-
dents’ abilities to engage in social action (C. Miller
21; T. Miller 70; Sullivan 384). Without instruction
that centers on social action, Susan Wells asserts,
“the aim of the discipline is to become a more re-
sponsive tool” (247), and, Dale Sullivan claims,
professional communication becomes “rhetoric ap-
propriate for slaves—those barred from making deci-
sions about the ends” (380).

Rather than encouraging instruction of this kind,
politically oriented scholars believe that professional
tommunication pedagogy ought to enable students to
leam about the “network of social relations on the
100" (Wells 262), thus giving students the means to
Merpret the shared assumptions and values of a
profe.ssional community and apply them to solve its
Mactical problems in ways that serve public needs”
g‘m’:lef 71).In doir’lg 50, this pedagogy should aim
5 dcnlisas; studepts awareness, enabllng them to
"icalionyal (;3 relatnons of power that block™ commu-
il disc0un tO work wnfhm thg structures of techni-
e iy lh;SC $o that—in their academlg lives and
S‘mctures'] dworkplace—-—they can ‘“negotiate .[th‘cse
Ul s %rpfmds but al§o be aware of theihmxted

. [udenl[ ility of moving beyond them (W‘.:HS
§ may then be empowered, acquiring

__-_-A

“cultural self-consciousness in which they neither ac-
commodate nor merely oppose the social order—
both positions being still circumscribed by the struc-
Fure—but can actively reposition themselves within
it” (Herndl, “Teaching™ 351; see also “Tactics” 456).

. This political orientation in professional commu-
nication pedagogy has been useful in suggesting new
directions for classroom instruction. Unlike peda-
gogy, however, research in professional communica-
tion has been slow to take a political turn. Rather,
Carl Herndl claims, our research has been “‘domi-
nated by a research strategy that is descriptive and ex-
planatory, rarely critical” (“Teaching” 349; see also
Blyler, “Research” 289-93 and *“Narrative” 343—45;
Herndl, *Tactics” 455; and C. Miller 16-17 for a dis-
cussion of research directed primarily toward de-
scription). Hence, Herndl asserts, our research “lends
itself to a mode of reporting that reproduces the dom-
inant discourse of the research site and spends rela-
tively little energy analyzing the modes and possibil-
ities for dissent, resistance, and revision—the very
issues that lie at the heart of radical pedagogy”
(Herndl, “Teaching” 349).

Of course, a number of factors may motivate this
avoidance of politically oriented research—research
that addresses, in a critical way, the possibilities
Herndl mentions for dissent, resistance, and revision.
From the tradition of the social sciences, for exam-
ple, researchers in professional communication have
inherited deeply ingrained notions of the appropriate
means and ends of research (Herndl, “Teaching”
349)—notions that could be severely challenged by a
more political orientation. In “Research as Ideology
in Professional Communication,” for example, I
claim that work in professional communication has
been heavily influenced by a functionalist ideology,
where the goals are the investigation, prediction, and
control of a reality seen as existing external to the self
(289-93). When such an ideology directs research,
description and explanation are the logical results.

In addition, undertaking politically oriented work
might make fulfilling such professional and personal
needs as those for research access and funding con-
siderably more difficult. Regarding access, for exam-
ple, the current interest in ethnographic research
(Debs 239; Doheny-Farina 253; Herndl, “Writing”
320) makes more urgent the demand for sites where




4

- ETHODS
270 |[RESEARCH M

ethnographic observations can be conducted. Gain-
ing access to these sites, however, can be hard even
when researchers’ only purposes are to describe, and
thus better understand and explain, the settings they
study (Cross 44; Rogers 42). Access becomes that
much more difficult when the goal of the research in-
volves critique (Herndl, “Tactics™ 468) that can cre-
ate the potential for social action and fundamental
change.

Regarding funding, monetary support for research
has frequently been tied to “sponsors™ from organi-
zational settings who underwrite the work in order to
get “timely solutions” to their problems (Suchan
476). When solving what sponsors perceive to be
their most pressing problems is no longer the focus
of research, obtaining funding—Ilike obtaining ac-
cess—becomes a harder task (Blyler, “Research”
309).

Despite these very real complications, however,
calls have gone out for an increasingly political focus
to research in professional communication (Herndl,
“Tactics” and “Teaching”; Blyler, “Research” and
“Narrative”). HerndI’s voice has been the strongest,
calling for a mode of research that studies “the rela-
tion of discourse . . . to ideological and cultural
production” and “the social, political, and economic
sources of power which authorize” the production of
meaning (“Teaching” 350, 351). Labeling research
that does not include these dimensions “dangerously
incomplete” (“Teaching” 351), Herndl recommends
“new research to investigate the ideological work and
the struggles that occur within professional dis-
course” (“Teaching™ 361): what he terms the “ideo-
logically coercive effects of institutional and profes-
sional discourse” (“Tactics™ 455).

Although Herndl has been the strongest advocate
for a political turn in our research, he has not been
alone. In particular, several scholars have focused on
the political implications of the research methods we
use and the claims we make about what we can dis-
cover. Patricia Sullivan and James Porter, for exam-
ple, assert that

if you see the study of nonacademic writing as the
activity of going “out there” and bringing back to
the curriculum, you run the risk of accepting un-
critically the methodologies associated with the

social sciences. . . . Research ip this s,
simply “information collection.” (23¢) Mo

In the same vein, Mary Beth Debs .
guided by “self-conscious reflection Cous 10 b
“the consequences’ of our “research choice f‘c‘rning
[ing] to understand the tensions [our meth(;d Seek.
ate” (252). And finally, Stephen Dohe“Y-Fari S] ere.
gests that, because “a methodology is ]arna SUp.
rhetorical enterprise,” we ought to “eXpose thgel
ments that guide our research actiong” (263)argu.
more we expose these arguments, he Claims'pe
more ethical our research can be” (254), » “the

Given these calls for reorienting our reg
include a political dimension, I believe the time |,
come to consider alternatives to our traditiong) das
scriptive, explanatory approach. In this article, ther::
fore, I suggest that a perspective found iy other
workplace- and education-oriented disciplines\[he
critical perspective—presents us with a vigp]e and
useful alternative.

Carch 1

THE CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE

As an outgrowth of the interpretive turn (Mumby,
“Critical” 18-19), the critical perspective is con-
cerned not with describing and explaining a given as-
pect of reality, but rather with discovering what that
aspect of reality means to social actors (Putnam 32)
and how—through discursive acts—it came to be
(Deetz and Kersten 154, 161; Mumby, “Critical” I8).
Like all interpretive research, then, critical research
is “meaning-centered” (Putnam 32). .
Critical research, however, differs from othef in-
terpretive approaches (for example, the naturall.sllc
(Putnam 47]) in a number of ways—most partict
larly, for my purposes, in its focus on social action
(Deetz and Kersten 148; see Grossberg 88—9_7 fora
discussion of other important aspects of critical 1
search—notably, its self-conscious recognition of le
“close, even necessary relationship between‘}‘now:
edge and politics” and hence its rejection of ’he[’i:
nocence and neutrality of knowledge” [88)- ’Ihf: icai
in addition to “explicat[ing]” social reality, ! "
research aims to “[examine] the way the Pr esen! cur‘
ditions came about and are maintained for eging
pose of understanding, critiquing, and che!
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» (Deetz and Kersten 154;' see also Putnam 32),
fhem al research, therefore, aims at empowerment

g 95-96) and emancipation: By “intro-
| [ing] radical doubt into sedimented modes of
duCu n.” critical research “fosters] the kind of self-
‘hgeftion that enables us to recognize how it is that
“; qmon Sense understandings of the world arise”
(CMumbY» “Critical” 24; see also Putnam 48). In doing
¢, critical research attempts to “contribute to the es-
blishment of freej and open communication situa-
jons in which societal, organizational, and individ-
yal interests can be mutually accomplished” (Deetz
ind Kersten 148).

In order to foster empowerment and emancipa-
iion, critical researchers redefine a number of aspects
of the research process, including—again, for my
purposes—the relationship between researcher and
participants and the goal of research.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
RESEARCHER AND PARTICIPANTS

In a descriptive, explanatory approach, researchers
take “a standpoint outside—looking at, objectifying,
or, somewhat closer, ‘reading’ a given reality” (Clif-
ford 11). By maintaining this standpoint outside—
this separation—from participants, researchers try to
affect the process as little as possible and thereby
maintain objectivity. Dennis Mumby describes this
objectifying relationship:

ldeally, the researcher plays the role of passive ob-
server, serving only to manipulate the appropriate
variables, and to describe the effects of such ma-
nipulations as dispassionately as possible, using a
neutral observation language. If the researcher is
deemed to have influenced his or her object of
Study in any way other than via the research in-
Strument used, then any data collected are consid-
tred to be contaminated. (Communication 143)

 Critical researchers, however, point to the poten-
“ for control and domination in this objective
i‘a"Ce and the separation it engenders, asserting that
Most research takes place ‘behind the backs’ of the
“ial actors whose worlds we provide accounts of "

Umby, “Critical” 20). Hence, this stance—which

4

Srgamzational researcher William Whyte calls the

Profgssional expert model” (8)—has been viewed in
negative terms as “the universal calculus of puta-
tlvgly disinterested objective analysis” (McLaren,
“Field” 158 and “Collision” 284).

.Cn"tical researchers, therefore, wish to recast this
objective relationship, “[rejecting] the privileged
status of the analyst” (Grossberg 94) and attempting
to “break down the bifurcation” (Mumby, “Critical”
20) between researcher and participants: “If,” says
Mumby, “critical research wishes to remain true to its
emancipatory impulse, we must find ways to over-
come the continued marginalization of those whom
we study” (“Critical” 21).

One of these ways is to view research, not as a
process involving objectivity on the part of the re-
searcher, but instead as a collaboration—as what
Peter McLaren calls “a hermeneutical journey of
self-discovery” (“Field” 158). In this journey, “the
researcher is constantly challenged by events and by
ideas, information, and arguments posed by the proj-
ect participants” (Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes 42),
because researcher and participants are at once “part-
ners” (McLaren, “Collision” 285) and co-learners
engaged in their common research process (“Field”
158 and “Collision” 293).

In such a conception, the researcher is no longer
dominant and in control—no longer the “sole arbiter
of what counts as knowledge” (Mumby, “Critical”
20). Instead, knowledge is “‘generated via a dialectic”
between researcher and participants (Mumby, Com-
munication 146), where the participants—not the re-
searcher—arrive at research questions that matter to
them and search for the answers they require: “The
other,” McLaren asserts,

has a hermeneutical privilege in naming the issues
before it and in developing an analysis of its situ-
ation appropriate to its context. . . . The mar-
ginalized have the first right to name reality, to ar-
ticulate how social reality functions, and to decide
how the issues are to be organized and defined.

(“Field” 161)
Given this hermeneutical privilege accorded to

participants, critical researchers believe that the way
“research subjects name experience and place labels

y
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on their sense of reality should be the primary ele-
ments” shaping the work (McLaren and Lankshear
406), as critical research is done “with and not on a
group” (McLaren, “Field” 154; see also Anderson
and Irvine 89: McLaren and Lankshear 406).

In order to do research with, and not on, a group,
critical researchers feel they must in a self-conscious
way attempt to understand and to articulate the val-
ues and interests they as researchers bring to their
tasks: how, that is, they are positioned as investiga-
tors in a research process where personal and institu-
tional forces influence their work (McLaren and
Lankshear 383; see also McLaren, “Collision” 282)
and where they inhabit a “paradoxical situation—ex-
isting in the heart of the beast, so to speak, in one of
the most powerful and complex ideological institu-
tions™ (Grossberg 88). For example, McLaren—who
terms this need for self-understanding and self-
articulation the “politics of disclosure”—told the
teachers he worked with in one study that he had
been “ideologically shaped by discourses of critical
theory” and that he wanted to use this theory “in
order to build a more transformative agenda for
schools to adopt.” The teachers, thus, were “aware of
the politics of [McLaren’s] research” from the begin-
ning of the study, just as he was aware of his own “so-
cially determined position within the reality [he was]
attempting to describe” (“Field” 156-57).

Self-understanding and self-articulation, however,
are not the only initiatives critical researchers under-
take—Ileading as they may to a form of self-congrat-
ulatory “elitism” that ignores the “complex and con-
tradictory” connections between “knowledge and
social power” and therefore “expresses the power”
critical researchers “claim to oppose” (Grossberg
88). Critical researchers also believe that they must
be proactive in attempting to “[transform] the various
ways in which [their] subject formation” influences
the research (McLaren, “Field” 160 and “Collision”
286). Hence, says McLaren, researchers must “en-
gage in a form of theoretical decolonization, that is,
in a critical way of unlearning accepted ways of
thinking” (“Field” 152; see also “Collision” 276),
with the intent of “seek[ing] out that which, for what-
ever reasons, is being kept off the agenda” (Gross-
berg 89) and hence altering their own research prac-
tices. As such, this proactive stance relates directly to

the primary goal critical researchers have

work they do. for

RESEARCH GOAL

The primary goal of descriptive, explanag,
search is to better understand, in an objective fagy .
the phenomena being studied, using either quan:ion,
tive or qualitative means (Putnam 40-4; 53) o
primary goal of critical research, however, i em.an;
patory: to “free individuals from sources of domiy I
tion” (Putnam 47) and to effect social actjop (Dee?‘
and Kersten 148). In doing s-o, critical researcherg ar:
deeply concerned about issues of ideology 4, d
power.

Critical researchers define ideology as “outside
what is in one’s head . . . the organizing force for
theories, attitudes, values, and so forth” (Degy, and
Mumby 23). As “the medium through which soqy
reality, consciousness, and meaningfulness are .
ated” (Deetz and Kersten 162), ideology serves
structure our experience. Ideology is, then, “the ip.
terpretive frame within which each social actor js
able to make sense of the practices in which he or she
and others engage in the process of social interac-
tion” (Deetz and Mumby 43). “Through ideology”
say Stanley Deetz and Astrid Kersten, “we not only
come to see the world around us in a particular way,
we also become a part of that world and come to de-
fine ourselves in terms of it” (162): By “ordering [so-
cial] practices into a coherent lived-world,” Mumby
claims, “ideology constitutes subjectivity” (Commu-
nication 88).

This constituting of subjectivity, assert critical re-
searchers, does not occur in an innocent fashion.
Rather, it is related to power, which they define &
“the enablement of particular practices” (Grossberg
95). Power accrues to those who can “structure (hei
interests” into the routines of day-to-day social lit
(Mumby, Communication 89; see also Deetz i1d
Mumby 38). Hence, “power is embedded in the 1"
mal, taken-for-granted order” of things within ‘I
routine practice of everyday life,” exerting subll
form of control over our subjectivity and “Pf"‘w:
[ing] the taken-for-granted reality from critical ¢¥
amination” (Deetz and Kersten 164, 165; ¢ als0
McLaren and Lankshear 404-05).
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on the taken-for-granted is protected from ex-
o, hegemony occurs (Mumb'y, Communica-
ne «Dominant meaning formations” are reified
fion Ze ;;atu"al’ sensible order of things,” and “a view
“?Sréalit)’ which mai,r’nain's arj‘d supports. the interests
0 fominait groups” whn‘le suppress[ing] those of
abor dinate groups” is articulated (Mumby, Commu-
pication 7). .

Because critical r.esegrch'ers belleye that examin-
g ideo]ggical d'omllnatlon 1s essential if empower-
et and emang{patlgn are to occur, they focus on
g deolOgica] critique (Andersc-n'l and Irvine 91).
They study, therefore, megua}ntxes of power and
«forms Of closure apd domination” (Deetz and Ker-
den 167), both within the research process itself and
within other aspects of social reality—inequalities
nd forms of domination, then, that they as re-
searchers take for granted (McLaren, “Field” 150)
and that their participants take for granted as well
(Deetz and Kersten 167).

In doing so, critical researchers wish to “situate
and analyze” their own research practices “within
larger structures of power and privilege,” asking
“whose interests are being served by our research ef-
forts?” (McLaren, “Field” 150). Critical researchers
also wish to help participants “understand the literal-
ness of their reality, the context in which such a real-
ity is articulated, and how their experiences are im-
bricated in contradictory, complex, and changing
vectors of power” (McLaren and Lankshear 407). Put
another way, critical researchers help “identify” and
“nurture” the “ongoing struggles of concrete people
in concrete situations” (Grossberg 94). In doing so,
tritical researchers hope to foster empowerment and
emancipation—to foster, that is, the development of
“partial, contingent, but necessary historical truths
hat will enable the many public spheres that make up
our social and institutional life to be emancipated”
(McLaren and Lankshear 4 14).

To scholars in professional communication, criti-
“l research—with its redefinition of the relationship
:)’Elw@en researcher and participants and its emphasis

tMpowerment and emancipation—may appear to
scr:;:)i‘:adical a departure from our more t:amiliar de-
. ree, explanatory appranh. In other ﬂel_d.s, how-
Sear‘ch fSearchers have been interested in crmc.al re-

or some time. In the next section, I discuss

examples of work being done in other fields that fits
under the rubric of critical research.

EXAMPLES OF CRITICAL RESEARCH

I should note, first of all, that critical research cuts
across disciplines: Researchers in sociology, cultural
amhfopology, organizational and managerial com-
munication, and education, to name just a few fields,
are undertaking critical research. In addition, critical
research is informed by a number of different theo-
retical perspectives—for example, poststructuralist,
feminist, radical pedagogical, and neo-Marxist influ-
ences are clear. And finally, critical research encom-
passes a variety of methodologies, including both
qualitative—for example open-ended interviews,
surveys, and direct observations (Fals-Borda, “Some
Basic” 10)—and quantitative ones. It would be a mis-
take, then, to claim that critical researchers use only
qualitative methodologies or that they are inherently
biased against quantitative means for conducting re-
search. Indeed, concerning methodologies, Law-
rence Grossberg claims that

critical researchers can and should take advantage
of the full range of sophisticated methodological
tools available, rearticulating the practices of the
so-called empirical tradition into their own theo-
retical and political projects. (87)

Regardless, however, of differences in discipline,
theoretical perspective, or methodology, critical re-
searchers have in common their interests in redefin-
ing the relationship between researcher and partici-
pants and achieving an emancipatory goal.

So that scholars in professional communication
can better appreciate both the diversity of work in-
formed by the critical perspective and its commonal-
ities, I discuss three examples here: feminist, radical
educational, and participatory action research. These
examples should be of interest because, individually,
they touch on initiatives (for example, feminism, rad-
ical pedagogy, and organizational and managerial
communication) already underway in our field.

FEMINIST RESEARCH

Though feminist researchers may not use the term
“critical” in connection with their work—and indeed,
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though they differ significantly in a variety of ways
(Harding, “Introduction” 7)—a number of feminist
researchers are clearly interested in what I would
term a critical research agenda. In particular, these
researchers wish to interrogate existing methods of
inquiry (Behar and Gordon, “Preface” xi; Duelli
Klein 90-93; Harding, “Introduction” and **Conclu-
sion”; Stanley and Wise 165-68), examining ques-
tions other than those studied in traditional social sci-
ence analyses—specifically, questions having to do
with women’s experiences (Du Bois 108; Duelli
Klein 89; Harding, “Introduction” 6-8; Smith 91;
Stanley and Wise 165)—and doing so in alternate
ways (Behar 5-8; Du Bois 110~11; Duelli Klein 89,
91-93; Harding, “Introduction” 8-10; Mies 120;
Smith). Indeed, Barbara Du Bois terms this feminist
approach, with its interest in alternate means of
study, “passionate scholarship™ (105).

As the term “passionate scholarship” suggests,
these feminist researchers are similar to other critical
researchers in rejecting the concept of “scientific
knowledge-seeking™ as *‘value-neutral, objective, dis-
passionate, disinterested, and so forth” (Harding,
“Conclusion™ 182; see also Du Bois 105-106; Duelli
Klein 94; Smith 88, 91), while also rejecting the rela-
tionship between researcher and participants that this
stance involves (Du Bois 111-12; Harding, “Conclu-
sion” 181). Says Sandra Harding, “We need to avoid
the ‘objectivist’ stance that attempts to make the re-
searcher’s cultural beliefs and practices invisible
while simultaneously skewering the research objects
[sic] beliefs and practices to the display board” (“In-
troduction” 9). We need, says Renate Duelli Klein, to
replace “the ‘value-free objectivity’ of traditional re-
search” with “conscious subjectivity,” where the re-
searcher’s and the participants’ experiences are both
viewed as valid within the research process (94; Mies
122 uses the term “conscious partiality” for this
view).

These feminist researchers, moreover, have an
emancipatory goal: They see feminism as “a move-
ment for social change” (Harding, “Conclusion”
182; see also Mies 124-27), where the participants,
rather than the researcher, identify the issues to be
addressed. Hence, “the feminist researcher is led
to design projects that . . . women want and need”
(Mascia-Lees, Sharpe, and Cohen 23; see also Hard-

ing, “Introduction™ 8). Harding su
emancipatory thrust: m

Arizeg i
The questions the oppresseq group r:
women] wants answered are rare]

so-called pure truth. Instead, the

about how to change its conditiong; 1., -
is shaped by forces beyond it; hoy, l’o v(:W i
feat, or neutralize those forceg arma In Over, de.
emancipation, growth, and deve]OPmc .againgl
forth. (“Introduction” 8) MG ang

Ethnographic wo.rk. 1nfo.rrped by feminigg e
one example of feminist critical research Cory |
ever, Stacey on the impossibility of g «f '" fe, how.
ethnography” [26], because of “diffy ¢
dictions between feminist principles gy, g
graphic method™ [22].) As part of a “profoundly s:;;
reflexive moment in anthropology” (7), femimS;
ethnographic research—Frances Mascia-Legs, Patri.
cia Sharpe, and Colleen Cohen claim—adgregg
questions of domination and power arising during the
ethnographic research process (11). Feminist e,
nographers, therefore, do not maintain a separation
from their participants, which would “deny and dif.
fuse their claims to subjecthood” (12) and ensure the
researcher’s domination over the participants’ experi-
ences. Rather, feminist ethnographers attempt to
counter domination and *““overcome these power rela-
tions by framing research questions according to the
desires of the oppressed group,” by remaining “sus-
picious of relationships with ‘others’ that do not in-
clude a close and honest scrutiny of the motivations
for research,” and “by choosing to do work th
‘others” want and need” (33). The goal of such \_Nofk
is emancipatory: to “merge our scholarship with a
clear politics to work against the forces of oppres
sion” (33).

As one instance of such feminist ethnogrﬂRhY'
Deborah Gordon describes critical literacy Work, '!‘l:
“community-based program of action reﬁearCh ”"m
ated by the Center for Puerto Rican Studics - - o
Hunter College” (377). Termed “the El }im:io idw
ect,” this program was begun in order (0 Son );Zican
cational patterns in a community [the puetf; of high
community of East Harlem] with a high rao artic
school dropouts” (377). The women w'ring skills
pated learned to read and write, thus 24!
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cnabled them both to “[chal‘lenge] power dy-
ot that structured family relations™ and to “con-
.amicfheir education without risking the isolation
"an often accompanies women'’s withdrawal from
:ﬂﬂnsg care of men apd chi_ldrenf’ (378). Claims Gor-
don, “In the El Barrio project, literacy work became
s lifestyle of resistance forged by the women partici-
ants, with researchers and tutors acting as guides
ad interpreters” (378).

Feminist sociological work is a second example of
feminist critical research. Laurel Richardson, to
same one such researcher, attempts to tell “the col-
lective story of the disempowered”—in her case,
ssingle women involved in long term relationships
with married men.” “By placing [these women’s]
lives within the context of larger social and historical
forces, and by directing energy towards changing
those social structures which perpetuate injustice,”
Richardson seeks to establish a “liberation narrative”
and to empower those whom she studies (204; see
also Mies 128-36 for another account of a feminist
sociological project informed by what I would call

critical principles).

RADICAL EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH

Radical educational research is influenced by Freirian
pedagogy (Anderson and Irvine 82, 89-90; McLaren
and Lankshear 380; McLaren and Leonard) and neo-
Marxist theoretical formulations (Anderson and
Irvine 85; McLaren, “Collision” 271 and ‘“Critical”
230). In their work, radical educational researchers
seek to confront issues of power and domination
(McLaren, “Field” 150, 152), asking questions such
asthe following: “Under what conditions and to what
enfis do we, as educational researchers, enter into re-
lations of cooperation, mutuality, and reciprocity with
‘2h7035)€ whom we research?” (McLaren, “Collision”

Rejecting the “epistemological closure of the so-
cal!ed objectivity and scienticity” of traditional edu-
Calional research (McLaren, “Collision” 282; see also
Anderson and Irvine 85), these researchers redefine
the relationship between researcher and participants
S one of collaboration (McLaren, “Collision” 293),
Where Participants “are always necessarily partners in
lhc‘research and not inert referents abstracted from
Social history and practice” (McLaren, “Collision”

o~

285). For example, calling the traditional research ap-
proach in education “vampirism” and “voyeurism"”
(“Collision” 287), McLaren calls on educational re-
Searc‘hers to “[refuse] to analyze in the mode of the
fiommator” (“Field” 152). These researchers should
instead understand how they are positioned, “de-
velop[ing] the will and the competence to reposition
their sites of enunciation and narrative authority and
to make choices outside the comfort and danger of an
apriori standard based on Western, monocultural, and
universal constructions of identity and difference”
(“Collision™ 291). The goal of radical—or critical—
educational research is thus liberatory and emancipa-
tory: Say McLaren and Lankshear, to define the “re-
search practices” that “must exist in order to restore
the marginalized and disenfranchised to history”
(401).

Ethnographic work in critical literacy is one ex-
ample of critical educational research. In this work,
“literacy practitioners and their students,” as well as
academic researchers, undertake research projects
that originate in “generative” themes having to do
with conflicts “in the lives of all project members”
(Anderson and Irvine 83, 92). By arriving at a prob-
lem all wish to study and by “investigat[ing] how the
problem is manifested locally” (Anderson and Irvine
92), these collaborators and co-learners seek “critical
literacy praxis” that will “challenge social inequal-
ity” (Anderson and Irvine 96, 97). In this way, par-
ticipants in critical literacy projects are empowered
to change the circumstances of their educational
lives.

One ethnographic project in critical literacy, for
example, involved West Indian Creole students at the
University of the Virgin Islands. Angered at being
placed in a noncredit remedial English class, these
students and their co-investigators researched how
this problem had arisen—in part, because of defi-
ciencies in the preparation in English available at
local high schools—and what, in terms of curricular
changes at the high school level, might be done (An-
derson and Irvine 92, 98).

PARTICIPATORY ACTION RESEARCH

As an applied social scientific approach used in orga-
nizational behavior research (Whyte) and in grass-
roots social action movements in developing coun-
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tries around the world (Fals-Borda and Rahman),
participatory action research (PAR) “is not exclu-
sively research oriented.” Instead, PAR combines ed-
ucation and sociopolitical action with research to
form “threc stages, or emphases” (Fals-Borda,
“Some Basic” 3) in a research methodology where
“research and action are closely linked” (Whyte 8).
As such, PAR focuses on experiences, projects, and
problems important to the participants in the research
(Fals-Borda, “Some Basic” 3-4) and is emancipa-
tory, “reach(ing] social action groups, grassroots an-
imators, intellectuals, and government officials with
a constructive message adapted to present needs for
social and economic change” (Fals-Borda and Rah-
man vii).

In work informed by PAR, researchers reject what

Orlando Fals-Borda terms “the asymmetry implicit in
the subject/object relationship that characterizes tra-
ditional academic research™ (“Some Basic” 4). PAR
researchers feel that this asymmetry “must be trans-
formed into subject/subject” (Fals-Borda, “Some
Basic” 5; see also Fals-Borda, “Remaking” 152), as
participants join “actively with the professional re-
searcher throughout the research process from the ini-
tial design to the final presentation of results and dis-
cussion of their action implications” (Whyte,
Greenwood, and Lazes 19; see also Fals-Borda,
“Some Basic” 6-7). The outcome is a “dialectical ten-
sion” occurring between researcher and partici-
pants—a tension that “can be resolved only through
practical commitment, that is, through a form of
praxis,” where “academic knowledge combined with
popular knowledge and wisdom may result in total
scientific knowledge of a revolutionary nature” (Fals-
Borda, “Some Basic” 4; see also Fals-Borda, “Re-
making” 146, 151) and where social action is the final
result (Fals-Borda, “Remaking” 151-52). In PAR,
therefore, both researcher and participants “recognize
that despite their otherness they seek the mutual goal
of advancing knowledge in search of greater justice”
(Fals-Borda, “Remaking” 152).

Although in PAR researcher and participants have
this mutual goal, PAR researchers stress that the par-
ticular strategies used in one situation should not be
replicated in others (Fals-Borda, “Remaking” 149),
because action situations differ one from another.
Hence, “freedom to explore and to recreate .

is . . . another essential CharaCteristicn
(Fals-Borda, “Remaking” 149), of Py

As an example of PAR, one such Proje
dertaken at Xerox Corporation, whep, Cll Wag .
management worked jointly with the e aboy g
solve their common problem: the neeq o
ings of $3.2 million in order to avoiq (|
partment, eliminating positions, anq g &
the department’s work. In this PAR PYOjecumng
researcher did not provide answers to (p, L ‘lh.e
pants’ problem. Rather, as a consultant gpg faal:l!C].
tor, he “proposed a process leading to diagno;m
problem solution. . . . The labor and manag: ang
teams did the research, digging out the fae an:‘;m
ures and organizing and writing the repg S Ay .
sult, PAR led to “a powerful process of °r8ani;:.
tional learning—a process whereby leaders of labQ.
and management learned from each other and fron:
the consultant/facilitator while he learpeq fion
them” (Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes 30), as 5.
gether researcher and participants more than
achieved their target goal of $3.2 million (28)

As the preceding discussion indicates, critica .
searchers in many fields have discovered that the crj.
ical perspective offers a viable and useful alternatiye
to a descriptive, explanatory research approach
There are, however, profound implications for schol
ars in professional communication, should they de-
cide to adopt this perspective.
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IMPLICATIONS OF ADOPTING THE
CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE

Adopting the critical perspective would require
scholars in professional communication recon§lq°f“
number of strongly held, disciplinary convicio®
about the research process. Primary among ‘l?ese' (.’f
course, are convictions that concern the relaﬂonsm;'
between researcher and participants and [.he goda:
research projects: No longer remaining object® i
dispassionate, the critical researcher enga® "
participants in that hermeneutical journey ©
ery, where the goal is emancipation- I cliof
however, scholars in professional commu®
would have to rethink their choices 0
tions and sites for research, their views ©
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carch results, and the types of funding they

o of €S e
ship © search initiatives.

SCek f()]' re

BESEAP‘CH QUESTIONS AND SITES

SmenliO“ed’ much research in professional com-
A pication focuses on generating objective, verifi-
mllle knowledge of interest to business and organi-
b[ional sponSOrs. Research questions, therefore, are

fienthose that sponsors want answered, and research

fe quenﬂ)’ takes place at sponsors’ organizations.
While critical researchers understand that their
rspective cannot. be applied to all research ques-

jjons and is not suited to all research sites (Mumby,

Communication 155; Whyte 8), these researchers
qonetheless argue that the preceding characterization
of research is far too narrow (McLaren 149-50;
Mumby, Communication 167). In particular, critical
rsearchers wish to address questions that, first and
foremost, their participants want to have answered—
he those participants women (Harding, “Introduc-
ion” 7), students and teachers (McLaren, “Field”
156-57), or members of organizations (Whyte,
Greenwood, and Lazes 40). Moreover, critical re-
search must be undertaken in settings where partici-
pants have the freedom and motivation to influence
the research and where critical research’s emancipa-
tory goal can be reached—where, says Mumby, “rad-
ical doubt” can be introduced into “sedimented
modes of thought,” thus fostering “the kind of self-
reflection that enables us to recognize how it is that
common sense understandings of the world arise”
(“Critical” 24).

Some organizations, of course, would be reluctant

o embrace this emancipatory thrust of critical re-
search: reluctant to recognize-—as Xerox was not—
that critical research can result in a situation where
Management and labor alike benefit. Given this re-
lu_clance, scholars in professional communication
mght follow the lead of feminist, radical educa-
lonal, and participatory action researchers in select-
"¢ questions and sites more amenable to the critical
Rrspective—those that involve marginalized groups
(for anmple. women, students, or grassroots com-
Munity workers) or questions and sites that concern
dClions—for example, labor and management—that
pr:‘3lCllosr¢n to collaborate in order to solve common

®ms. Alternatively, scholars in professional

a

Py -

communication might consider educating decision
_maker§ at the sites they wish to investigate concern-
mg crltical research and its potential for creating a

vym-wm“ situation, so that their critical approach
mfght be better understood. In doing so, scholars
might find that they experience less resistance to their
research than they expect—as was indeed the case
with Herndl’s research at a military base (*“Tactics”
469).

' By reflecting in these ways on the research ques-
tions they ask and the research sites they select,
scholars in professional communication and their
participants might, as Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes
claim, be able to “think in new ways about old and
new theoretical problems” (42), thus discovering
knowledge that incorporates critical research’s inter-
est in emancipation and that advances social action.

OWNERSHIP OF RESEARCH RESULTS

Currently, research results are viewed as the property
of research sponsors and researchers, who—in return
for funding or work—have the privilege of using
and/or publishing the results. Critical researchers,
however, believe that this concept of ownership must
change. As PAR researcher John Gaventa puts it,
“fundamental questions must be raised about what
knowledge is produced, by whom, for whose inter-
ests, and to what end” (131).

To critical researchers, therefore, research results
belong first and foremost to the participants who—
along with the researcher—shape the research ques-
tions and gather the knowledge needed to answer
them (Gaventa 123-26). As Fals-Borda claims, “there
is an obligation to return this knowledge systemati-
cally to the communities and workers’ organizations
because they continue to be its owners” (“Some
Basic” 9).

This differing view of the ownership of research
results also greatly affects scholars in professional
communication, who must please editors and review-
ers in order to publish and who must publish in order
to remain in academe. How, we might ask, can these
disciplinary and institutional mandates be satisfied if
scholars in professional communication relinquish
sole ownership of research results?

Again, however, feminist, radical educational, and
participatory action researchers provide insights,
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since these researchers have published—some in-
deed prolifically—and have advanced within aca-
demic structures, becoming known in their own and
other ficlds. McLaren, for example, is the author of
numerous books and articles, a full professor at Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles, and a well-
recognized scholar in critical pedagogy and cultural
studies.

I do not mean, of course, to minimize the difficul-
ties that may face academicians who attempt alter-
nate types of research. (See Gordon 431-32 for a
discussion of this complex issue in feminist ethnog-
raphy.) Nonetheless, at a time when there is sound ac-
ademic precedence for collaboration with research
participants and different, or experimental, ways of
writing research results (see Richardson 203), who
owns these results should not be an insurmountable
disciplinary problem or obstacle to professional ad-
vancement within academic institutions. (See, how-
ever, Gordon 431-32 for a discussion of the politics
of experimental writing in feminist ethnography.) In-
deed, as Beverly Sauer’s study of women'’s experien-
tial knowledge and technical documentation in the
mining industry perhaps unwittingly suggests, re-
turning knowledge systematically to its owners (in
Sauer’s case, the women) would seem to be a logical
step, even within existing professional communica-
tion research.

FUNDING FOR RESEARCH INITIATIVES

When researchers seek to generate objective knowl-
edge of interest to organizations, the sponsors of the
work often represent the primary sources of funding.
Adopting a critical perspective, however, may jeop-
ardize such funding sources, “result[ing] in a with-
drawal of funds and termination of the project—or
else implementation of another study using re-
searchers who are more sympathetic” (Mumby,
Communication 153).

If, therefore, scholars in professional communica-
tion undertake critical research, they should explore
sources of funding that are sympathetic to critical re-
search’s concept of participants as collaborators and
co-researchers and to its emancipatory goal. Primary
among these sources would be centers (Fals-Borda
mentions the Participatory Research Center at the

University of Massachusetts-Amherg [158

Gordon mentions the Center for Puert, g. ],
ies at Hunter); foundations, such g lhec N Styg.
Foundation or the Lilly Endowment, Which ; ellggg
issued a call for proposals designed to enhancecem.]y
and ethnic diversity at four-year independet;rac.al
leges in the Midwest—a topic clearly gyjieq tt col.
aims of critical research; the federal 8overnmey, t(') the
academic initiatives within specific institutions ;and
as programs in women’s studies or in ethpjc (fé)r"ch
ample, African-American, Native American ex.
Latino/Latina) studies. In considering sych fu’n di
sources, however, scholars in professiona] commyy;
cation should not neglect the possibility of ed"Cau'n.
organizations they might wish to study CO"Cerning
the potential of critical research for “"COVering
mutually beneficial solutions to commonly he
problems.

CONCLUSION

With far-reaching implications for research in pro-
fessional communication, the critical perspective
presents us with a significant challenge. Critical re-
search, however, also provides us with a number of
valuable opportunities—most notably, the opportu-
nity to broaden our research horizons by redefining
our relationship with research participants and
achieving a different goal than that fueling descrip-
tive, explanatory research. If we take up this chal
lenge and seize this opportunity, we will be able ©
profit from initiatives already underway in o
fields, thus increasing the range of research projeet
available to us, the scope of our understanding of
the world, and the impact of our research in terms of
social action. In addition, by bringing our researc!
more in line with the political impulses of our Peda&
gogy, we may hope with Gaventa that “the vister al;
view of the world that is produced by the many th
be more humane, rational and liberating th" d[by
dominating knowledge of today that is gener®
the few” (131). We may realize, that is, t
efits in our research that accrue to us from
cal turn in our pedagogy: the benefits of €MP
ment, emancipation, and social action.

he same D¢
ower
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