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· Abstract:

In this essay, Halloran makes a case for WAC in the science-engineering curriculum.  He begins with a review of classical Greek rhetoric; Quintilian and others, he argues, understood the need for rhetoric and eloquence in all pursuits, especially science.  He notes with regret that the modern science-engineering curriculum has separated rhetorical skill from scientific content, when instead it should be viewing rhetoric as “simply the refinement of a native human capacity.”  An assistant professor in the Department of Language, Literature, and Communication at Rensselaer, he is careful to note that his own experience with the engineering curriculum is limited.  He says that in particular, two features mark the engineering department’s approach to rhetoric: one, the process of writing and speaking is relegated to a “specialty” class, and two, that rhetoric is reduced to the realm of a specialized skill, even a “technology” that students can acquire.  Halloran then lays out his own vision of a revised science-curriculum that incorporates rhetoric into every step of the learning process; writing would no longer be taught as a separate skill in a separate class, but would be demanded in each course, along with speaking, so that students could develop rhetoric along with their learning of content.  
· Quotes:

“… in the scientific-engineering curriculum rhetorical art is treated as a set of technical skills practiced by specialists, and that this implicit rhetorical theory is unfortunate for two reasons: it encourages mystification of the public through the pretense of expertness, and second, it is at odds with  current thinking about both rhetoric and science.” (2)

“The most obvious and important feature of rhetoric in the scientific-engineering curriculum is that it is placed in the exclusive custody of one or two departments, and thus becomes a specialty …” (3)

“A second important aspect of rhetorical art as treated in the scientific-engineering curriculum is emphasis on technical skills.” (3)

“[in the scientific-engineering curriculum], rhetoric is no longer the common property of educated people; it has been placed in the domain of the specialist.” (4)

“The curriculum I envision would offer no identifiable course in writing or speaking, quite simply because all courses would be courses in writing and speaking.  … Students would write papers and make oral presentations in all, or at least the great majority of their courses.”  (6)
“… we could do worse than consult the Greeks, who are supposed to have invented rhetoric.  Their understanding of rhetorical art, I believe, makes more sense and is more in keeping with a contemporary view of science than is the understanding of rhetoric as technology.” (7)

* Questions:

1. Years ago, we used an essay by Edith Hamilton called “The Ever-Present Past” in first-year English.  In it, she called for a re-vamping of the 20th century education to include a return to study of the Greeks and Romans.  She believed that this return to rhetorical roots would serve students well in learning to become effective citizens.  Could the same hold true for our engineering students?  Do they need to absorb more of the history of rhetoric to communicate their ideas effectively?

2. If we take Halloran’s argument to its logical conclusion, most technical writing teachers would lose their jobs because engineering professors would be in charge of teaching rhetoric.  While Halloran is careful to qualify his argument – he doesn’t see this happening any time soon – he does believe that the natural source of rhetoric, even eloquence, should be the engineering faculty, not English teachers.  Is our goal with WAC to make ourselves disappear?

3. Writing as a technology – many of our students see education as a commodity to be bought and paid for.  How true is this in the students of technical writing?  Do they think of writing/rhetoric skills as “tools” to be used on the job, or as a broader new facet of their identities?  Do we “sell” the value of our classes as commodities, or as a more enlightened way of thinking about the disciplines?  Does this distinction matter?
