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' : Noting that the formal $plit betgeen instruction in
written and oral modes of communicaticn is a reldtively recent one,
this rafper presents arguments against that split--at Lkcth tte .-
secondary school and the college lewvel--and arquments fcr instruction \
in communication. The paper offers a historically based definition of
communication, positing that the ccmmunicative act requires the
coxmunicator™dto: (1) categorize data relevant to a ccmmunication
situation, (2) conceptualize that data,.(3) symbolize it, (4
organize the symbols into some sort of order that will further the ¢
purposes and meanings of the communication-situation, and (£)
operationalize that data into a message. From this definition, the
paper concludes that writing and sgeaking are modes cf communication
and that instruction in the twc shculd be integrated. It then- '
descripes the rhetoric progran at the University of Iowa, which for
30 years has offered such an integrated curriculum. In-conclusion,
the paper discusses the problems often encountered in student writing
and explains. how an integrated speaking/writing program can counter
.. these problems. (FL) - :
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. *Abstract

. This paper presents an argumen{ against separate
courses in.writing and speakjng at’any educaxional ‘ .
level but especially at the .college and university .
Level. Based on an historically grounded ' . ’
definition of communications the example of the A
Iowa Rhetoric Programs and an analysis of the . .
functions of communication in contemporary,

- .societyy the authcr argues for integrated
"communication" instructions that ise for courses
combining instruction in both speaking and writing

. ¥n"the context of a focus on 1nstrumental symbolic .
interaction. ) .. ’
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NOTE: This paper i1s based on and contains verbatinm passages from
Nancy Le Harnﬁr. "Integrating - -Ingtruction .4n Speaking and Hriting'
in the *Basic Coursey*® Iowa Journal of Speech gcommunications 2
(Fall 1979)s "ppe 16=234y 1




»

Rhftoric at the University of Iowa

/ Combining the Oral and Hritten Hodes

. ' ‘

As+ the "back-.to basics™ movemént continues to dominate both
secondary and higher educat fons those of us who teach
communicadtion must be ready to justify our field and ‘methods and
to offer news but intellectually and educationally sounds
altgrnatives to present practice« In this-paper I argue that an
essefitialy or basice part of education at all Levels is \0

g instruction in communication (rhetoric) as opposed to training
drill in speakin; and/or wr itinge. )

= N ! -

The 1mmediate 1mpetus for th1s paper 1s the nation-wide

concern for- writing as a basic skill and the concurrent review
and reevaluation of general .education requirements _going. on ‘at
most American cotleges and universitiese In most of these
1nst1tut10nSg such as Wiscorsine Harvarde and Northwesterns one .
of the central concerns Has been with the freshman writing
coursee Though federal legislation deftnes speech as a "basics"

—Little ‘attention,has so far focused on oral communication. In
Iowas one of our state universities has apparently ignored
speechs but has reaffirmed its commitment to freshman composition
and dinstituted a writing corpetency test as a requirement for “
graduatione. Another university has been considering its dual
requirement of speaking and writing and discussing the
possibil ity of integrating these into a single 'communication,
skilts" requiremente The Uriversity of Iowa hasse for some thirty
‘yearss had an integrated "rhetoric" requirements a course
¢ombining instruction in speaking and writing skillse In a
recent -review of Iowa®s general education programs the question
that sparked heated debate®was not™"shatl we require freshman
writinge®™ but "shall we continue to require rhetoricse or shall we ,
separate instruction in writing and speaking and require courses

>

in one or in both?" ‘Y

;
. The quesions wase at Least temporarily, resolved in favor of
continuiqg the rhetoric procram®*s combineds communication-
orienteds writing and speak ing course. Howevers the program is
.st1(l being studied and debates though -less audibles continues.
» In ‘this paper 1 argue that collegesgcand unive?sitieS9 as well as
elementary and secondary schoolss should require instruction in
both writing and speaking and that, this instruction should be ‘
1ntegrated into courses 1in communication {or rhetoric)e My
argument is based on the history of communication and education
and on the research about and the practice of communication in !
the contemporary worlde More specificallys my argument grows out:
df an analysis of (1) the nature of communications (2) the nadure
of Iowa's rhetoric program. and ( the uses and functions of
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communicatione.

Ihe_Nature of Communication - o

Communication 1s a unitary arte Throughout the 2500 years -
of recorded theory and researchy this act has been explicitly or
implicitly recognized in the work of theorists Llike Platoys
" Aristotle, Ciceroy Sto. Augustine, John of Salisburys Erasmusy
Francis Bacons Rene Descartesy John. Lockey Joseph Priestleysy
Richard Whatelyy George Campbelly I A Richardse Kenneth Burkes .
Walter Ongs and ﬂarold Adams Inn1s.° . . .

*

From an extensive analysis’of this body of theory and

§

Lsewhere argued that any communication tor . °
ulires masterx'qf at least five generic skills
wouldrbe communicator must categorizes that
29 and classify data relevant to the s1tuat10n
o times purposes his or her abilities and "
positions and"the potential receivers® capabilitiesy needss and

desires)e Throughaut *he history of communication and rhetorical "j
theoryes categorizatifon nas rost often been discussed in terms of

selective percenptions selective attentions, and selective

retentions Not odl& do peorle tend to see what they expect to

seey but they attend to what-%s relevant to them and remember
“what seems useful ¢t ‘theme For communicators this imposes a dual

prdblems We must sﬂruggle to see what is "there™ in spite of our

own selectivity, andi we must also try to see what is "there" in

terms-of the selectibity of -our potential receivers <<25>. '

researchye -l have
rhetorical) act re
<<1>>e Firsty the
' isy perceivey stor
(the subjects plac

‘Secondey after the data hrave been observeds they must be
transformed into informatiorsy conceptualizede The question at _
this stage 1sy given the situations which of these data will best /
further the communica%ts' purposes? Datas-by themselveso are e
.meaninglesses They must be interpreted through some analytic
‘processe InN cLassicéﬁ rhetordical theorys the analytic process
was discussed in terMS of the sources of argument common to all
situations (such as ¥ 1t dis ppssible to do the more difficult "
. things it 1¢ possible xo do the easier™)y the generic modes of

. proof ﬁEthos, Logoss- anid pathos)s and the topics special to-

particular sftuations n subjects ({{1eeey deliberatives forensicy

and epﬁag;fﬁic). We cantinue to use these basic notionso but 1in <

' more modern communicd@f¥én theory we tend to discuss conceptuald-
-, zation in terms of evidence.'and the interpretation of evidgnce
through arguments based on common é@perience, analogy to simibkar

e situationse the testdmony o'f witnesses and ‘expertss and *~

statistdcal probability. Vhatever our terminologys howevers

conceptualjzation cl»arly has ta do with making data relevant an

meaningful to people/ bolved in arriving at more or-lLess complex’
¢ decisions about what' 'is trues what 1is righty and what 1s the best

course of action <<3>>.

I <
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“to elicit the meanings he or she "has in minde™
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-Once 1nformat10n has been acquired and interpretedy it must
be sx_bolized.‘ We communicate not tnrough thingss but through -
symboLic representations of things. One of the more obvious.
problems any communicator fzces 1s the selection of appropriate
‘wordse gestures, tonesy Literdry formsy graphsy plicturess etc.,

Y

t
-

Nexty the ‘communicator must orgapnize these symbols into some.
order which will further the purposes and meanings. Something
must come-first, 6ometh1ng-must“6€ emphasizedes Everything .
cannot be given equal weight or flacemente Social .expectations, -
sftuational factorse>place Llimits on organizational decisionse -
As with symbolizatione the options are extensive andy research
indicatesy the choices.are cften cruciale For ‘instancey
receivers tend to expect a statement of a problem prior to “the g
argument for a solutione. Receivers expect that the conclusion of '
.a message will contain a stztement of, or reiteration ofs the
source®s central concerne ‘Wbhen the source does not conform to
thése.expectationss receivers are lLikely. to reject the message
tbecause the source is seen as having negative ethos (that iss as
incompetent or insincerey or as a trickster)y or to impute an
order based on.®hedir own ° categorizatﬂon processes (to "distort"
. the message) <<45>.

v -

-

® Finallys the pessage must be ‘operationalized 1t must be f
embodied in some physical fcrm for delivery to otherse '
Historicallys the focus in theory and instruction has been on two

—modes of operationalizations writing and speakinge In the . .

contemporary worldy of coursey we must add electronic modesy
telegraphy televisiony radios computersy etces but these forms '
rely on written and use oral modess Communication literature is -
rich in analyses of the dif ferences and similaritfes between
written and oral modese One of the most common distinctions is
the immediacy and therefore the superior persuasive power of oral
communication as opposed to the reviewability and therefore - S-
superior long term effects cf written communication <<5>>.

At least three salient observations emerge from this
definitional paradigme Onesy wrtting and speaking are modes _of
communfcagion. They are not essentialy different, unrelated or
even tangentially related activitiess Instruction which proposes"
to teach writing d\ffers from idstruction which proposes to teach ' .
speaking in only one of the five generic areas. And even therey .
the difference is slighte Certain general principlesy eegey
intelligibititys--audience adaptations €thos buildingy_etces apply
.to’ both modes £46>>e¢ ' Seconce the choice of whether to
operationalize a message in writing or in speech should be made
consciously and can be made more effectively in terms .of.an
Junderstanding ‘of the relative constraints of .the two modes.
Through studying the two tocether students learn bhow to make that

» .
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B choice.
. The third observation ray. well be the most important.
"e Communication is an inherently intersctive process. Ihe central
T problem with all of ‘the bad writing I have encountered in my
teaching 1s that students forgets ignores or don®t know this
basdc truth, They ‘Look at writing as an impersonalsy solitary .
activity. They-"forget® the simple fact that writing 1s a i
communicative ptrocesss that someone is. at "the other ends" that
‘they have an“~audience with special needs. Their papers are
written "to whom it may concern"” rather than to a person or -
people with’ particular characteristics and expectations. In. an
oral situatisons to-whom- 1t-nay-concern\messages are immediately
recognizable. The speaker cannot "{gnore his or her aGdiencé's
fa4lure to respond. In ‘spezking exercises the student cannot
fail to lLearn the 1nteract1ve nature of communication. In
1ntegrated coursess the probability of transferring 1.ﬂs Learning
. to writing 1s stgnificantly higher than 1t would be 1n separate -
< speech and writing coursese.

The _Nature_of_the lowa Rhetoric Program . ’,
“The University of Iowa 30 years ago made a commitment to
earLy 1nstruct10n An communication (rhetoric)s that iss.to
substantive rather than "stylistic" education.’ .As. I undérstand »
ity the purpose of the rhetoric program is to 1mprove students?
abilities in discoverings formulatings representings orderings
and delivering their {ideas to others. The name of the programs
*rhetorice®™ explicitly ties 1t to the traditional five-part
defirdtion explained above <<7>>. I believe that thfs decisdon
to root the program 1in the traditional *humanistic or Liberal arts
- approach to communication was an extremely wise one. With few
exceptionss students who core to the lowa colleges and 't
. un1vers1t1es have lLearned to write and speak. They may not do 1t
* - #yelly" -but- they. -have Ledrned to do-ite -More-classrodom” -
instruction is untikety to be effective -with those who have
Learned not to Learn are unlikely to be harmed by more of the-:
same instructione but are also unltikely to appreciate or benefit
’ greatly from 1t. What both need texceptings of courses extreme
‘cases of students who come from disadvantaged.circumstances and
require remedial work) 1s instruction in using the tools of
writing and speaking for tThe purposes of communicatings Once a
student knows how to use a hammers whether or not he or she uses
1t expertlys the central question is_where and uhgn and why to
use ite. . »

~
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e
As we agll knows students. do not become expert writers or
speakers as a result of ene courses or even as a result of four
or five courses. Communication skills develop throughout our

e

¢ lives as_we practice_theme Having made this observation, -
o howevers elementary and secondary instituions continue to focus
on skils training rather than on communication educatione. <

University faculties continue to recommend:requiring a writing
ands less oftens a speaking course for all freshmene. In other
wordse the recommendations are for more of the samee 1 submit
that what students need thrcughout their schooling and perhaps
s : especlially at the freshman levely 1s Less of the same and more of

something newe They need courses in how to use skills for

~’ purposes rather than "skill tratininge®™ The Iowa program in ° \-
) .rhetoricy as I understand ity provides this focus on use of

skillse Mechanics are not 1ignored but_are improved thrbugh
. ' mnotivated practices 1In courses 1 have experienced which focus on
either speech or writing (and I have taken and taught both) the
tendency 1is to focus on the methody the skillsy rather than the .
substance or. the usee Espectially at the college Levely th{is
technical focus- tends to interact with students® natural
resistance to required courses and results in the much despised
*bonehead Englishe®™ More twportantlys 1t results in courses
which at Least slighty and often ignorey four of the five basic
proctesses of communications and whatever else writing may be (a
‘mechanical skilly a grammat fcat skilly etce) it is obviously and
ubtimately a mode of commun icatione o

Uses and _Functions of Communication

»

Like most of my colleaguesy 1 strongly agree with the
increased emphasis on written communication in university ‘
curriculae I am very disturbeds however, at the extent to which
many institutions have over looked oral communication. As a
number of scholars have obséﬂhedo Western civilfzation (if not -
"atl civilization) in the twentieth century ‘is increasingly oral
¢€8>>, Businessy. educations and entertainment (the processes of -
negotiating and problem=solvings of lecturing and discussings of
Listening to music and watching televisiony etce) all rely =
bheavily on oral communicaticn. More generally, I believe that 1t

is important to remember thaty as one eighteenth cenfury o
communication theorist put ity ‘mspeech makes Kistorys writing
simply records $1t."<<9>>, . N

1 betieve that more pecpléﬂgfail' in their chosen careers )
because of poor ofFal performance than because of poor writinge A -
busiess person who cannot talk effectively to his or her -
col leaguey employeesy and clients is atra far worse disadvantage
than one who cannot write gcod memoss Research overwhelmingly
1nd1cates that fower and in ftuence are directly correlated to

[y s
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oral communication skills <<10>>e For examples the "new* general
. education requirements at Harvard and el'sewhere reflect .the ideas
' of those individuals who were willing and able to speak
persuasively in faculty and committee meetingse Furthermores
speaking skill was indirectly a prerequisite for membership on
the committees that made the recommendations: 1t is through
their oral skills that individuals come to be recognized and
respected in complex organizations such as universities <<11>>.
In shorts I believe that curriculum and review committeés
that focus on operational skills lose sight of the most central
issues that 1sy communicaticn (rhetoric)e Experiences researchy
and theory all point to the conceptual and practical superiority
of a integrated”’ comnmunicat ion requirement rather than a speaking
and writing skills requiremente. .
I %also believe that high school and university teachers must
commit to placing increased emphasis upon gommunication (not{just
writing) in all coursese Oral performaces should be as much an »
object of eyéry teacher®*s attention as written performanceses For
instances students should give oral reportss discuss their owh
and others?® written worke participate in relatively formal panels
and symposige etcés dependirg upon the kinds of oral and written
per formaces most relevant to the particular coursees Such an
aproach 1s np less relevant tos and no more difficult to
implenment iny a math course than an English coursee

In making this argument for increased attention to oral
communication I da"ﬁdt intend to imply that writen communication
is of Lesser importance.” Hcwevers I do argue that both writing
and speaking need to be taucht 4in the context of a focus on
instrumental communfcation and that this instruction needs to be
reinforced throughout the student®s educational careere It is
not more concentrated writing instruction which will,lead to
better papers in advaced coursess but more rigorous attention to

'commuﬁication principles 1n both Lower and upper level coursese

It 1s always frustratirg to receive ' poorly written papers in

juniors senifors or even graduate coursese. But we all dos and it
"is easy to blame the elementary=or secondary schoolss or the
freshman course for fte«. When I think about 1t9 thoughe the poor
papers I have received’ probably resuted from one of the follouing
kinds of problemse Figpsty the assignment and/or my standards
4werg/pnclear to the student. As Wayne Booth pojnts outs not
knowing who the audience s or why the message 1s solicited
accounts for much 1f not most of the poor writing college
students do <<12>>. Seconds the student. does not know epough
about the subject and/or is not motivated by the subjecte Even
the *"best® writér canot put together a good paper when he or she
Vacks the necessary 1nfnrmat10n or desiree. " Thirds the student *

. . ;.-
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has never had any rigorous instruction in communication and needs

remedial worke

f4fth possibilitys though 1t seems very rarees may
student is incapablees
whom one cannot 1nstruct.‘(<13>>."

As Aristotle sayss "there are

Fourthe the student has not been required to
write a paper since the freshman year and is simply rustye.

be

A

hat the
ome people

My experience 1s that the
common and all can be remed ied
assignments by counselling the

reinforcing lessons .learned in.

first four causes are fairly . ‘e
by my actionss by clarifying the
student about reseach methods and
rhetoric (focusings organizings

and so on)e

I find- that with very rare exceotions students

jmprove their writing in subsequent ‘assignmentse.

Thuss in a

sensey more instruction solves the probleme

But that 4instruction

|

is recurring thro
of his or her "n

ed

out the student?®s career and in the context

to know" it is "communication"

instructions

not

*writing” instruction.

t

The formal split between instruction 1n uritten and oral
modes of communicating is a relatively recent ones It no doubt
came about due to the predorinance of the elocutionary approach
in the nineteenth century and the consequent divisionof the
discipline of rhetoric into English and speech tor -
communication)e When the mcst outspoken and visible teachers of
rhetorics such as Thomas Sheridans turned their attention to
delivery toral operationalization through the body and voicels
others rightly perceived this "new" rhetoric as inapplicable to
written communication.. The emphasis upon writing in isolation
from other modes ise¢ 1t seems to mey simply another manifestation
of the much denigrated elocutionary movement. I believe that it
is time for us to move forward by moving back ta the integrateds
hol'istic approach exemplified in the works of major teachers and
theorists throughout the history of our discipline. .
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Footnotes

o

<<1>> For a more detadiled history and analysis of this
five-part definitions see Nancy L. Harpery Human Commupicatiaon -
Theorys _The History of a Pzradigm (Rochelle Parks NeJei Hayden
Book Coes forthcoming September 1979). One of the first to make ,
explicit use of the full five-part paradigm as a definition was
Cicero in 55 BeCe: Qe Oratcres translated by 'He Rackham (Loeb
Classical Librarys Cambridge. Harvard University Presso 1949),

v Ie xVve 640 * - :

°

-

S/
<<2>> See George Campbelly Philosophy of Rhetorics edited by
Lloyd Fe Bitzer (Carbondale: Southern IllLinois University Pressys
1963)9 pe 95ff; Henry Homes Lord Kamesy Elemgntg_gf_gg_gjgigmv
- 3rd edition (Edinburgh: AAe Kincaid and Je Bells 1765)0
Ie Ps 142ff and David Oe. Seers and Jonathan L. Fréedmans
’ "Selective Exposure to Information: A Critical Reviewo Pubtic

Opin _gn Qgg_ g[Lx (Summer 19567)» pp. 194-213.

<<3> For the.classical approachy see Aristotles Rhetorice
transtated by We Rhys Roberts (New York: Modern Librarys 1954)
1356a-1360by 1392a6-1393a203 _ more recent approaches appear in .
textbooks such as Alan He Mcnroe and Douglas Ehninger, g;iggig_g§
and lypes of Speech o 6th ece\(Glenviews Illinois: Scott
Foresmans 1967) and Wil(iam L, Rivers, MWriting: Craft and Art

(Englewwood Cliff‘n N.J.. Prentice-Hall9,1975). -~
[

[y e

ot <<4>> See Joseph Priestleyy, A_Course of _Lectures on_0Orat 351
.and_Cri ;_g_gmo edited by Vincent Me Bevilacqua and Richad Murphy
(Carbondale: Southern ILLirois University Pressy 1965),

pPpe 34=2774 and E. Thompsons "An Experimental Investigation of °
the Relative Effectiveness of Organization Structure in Oral

Communicationss™ Southern S;gggﬁ?ggygngg (Fall 19608)9 ppe 59=69%

v -

. <<5>> See RiEhard Hhatelyo £Lg_g_g§_21‘1_ggg£1C9 edited by
Douglas Ehninger {Carbondal e: Souther Iltinois Univérsty PreSS9

1963)y ppe 368=3769 and Carroll Ce Arnolds "Oral Rhetorice
Rhetoric and Literatures™ Philosophy and Rhetorice I (1968),
ppe 191-210. Also, may of the oral/written distinctions have
become central concepts in diffusion research see Everett '

M. Rogers and Fe. Floyd Shoemakery, gommun;ggg1on_gi_1_gg1§11gn§
. (New Y8rk: .The Free Pressy 1971).
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’ <<6>> As Richard Whately remarks in his "Introduction® to
Elements _of Rhetorice pe 2+ "most of the rules aof speaking ares. -,
of courses equally appticable to writinge." :

v

v CC7>> For a detailed description of the rhetoric programe
see Cleo Martine "The Rhetoric Program at the University-of
Towas" QOptions in English: _Fresman Composition (Modern Language,
Associations 1978). ) . *

<

"

<<8>> 0One of the best known of these is Marshall McLuhane

Seey for 1nstance. The Guterberg Galaxy (Toronto: University of
Toronto Presse 1962). ’

4

<<9>> Hugh Blair, Lectgrég on_Rhetoric _and_Belles Lettress
edited by Harold Hatdings 3 volumes (New York Garland Pressy
. 1970)y Ile bppe 156 157 .

’

<<10>> The dervasiveness and impact of oral modes have been
well documented in the organizational communication Literature of
. the lasst thirty yearse Sees for instancey Gerald Me Goldhabers
et_alds "Organizational Comrunication: 1978+" Human_ I
Qgggggjgggigﬂf V (1978)s ppe 76-S6¢

. . (3% ‘C‘ - *

. gg_gtion (New York:d Basic Booksy 1977) . . r
¢ . . ,/f
) i [ -

X<1R2>> Haxn° Boothg "The Rhetorical Stanceo College_ .
Compos jtiog_g _to munjc ticn (October 1963). )
(213>> Rhgtorigo 13552 26.
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