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Rhetoric as Professional Development
and Vice Versa

Richard A. Cherwitz and Sharan L. Daniel

Criticism frominside and outside the academy suggests that in a number
of ways doctoral education has failed to keep pace with the changing
demands of society. Much of this criticism centers on overproduction of
PhDs for overly specific jobs—mnamely, the relatively rare, tenure-track
faculty positions at research institutions.! In English studies this dual
problem is acute for PhDs in literature, half of whom can expéct to find
tenure-track jobs, with only a third of such jobs located at PhD-granting
institutions (MLA Committee; Stygall).? While responses to these issues
in graduate education generally tend to emphasize fixing what is per-
ceived to be wrong with the doctoral instruction-and-employment system
through various top-down strategies and auxiliary, extra-disciplinary
programs, we suggest building on what is right with the system through
a thetorical, grass-roots approach. Qur response to exigencies facing
graduate students now and in their future careers is to offer a rhetorical
education that works with and enhances students discipline-specific
training, which we see as the chief strength of the current doctoral system.
This rhetorical education further enables graduates to adapt and apply
their expertise to an infinite array of contingencies. What we suggest, in
effect, is a rhetorical writing-across-the-curriculum (WAC) program for
graduate students.?

This approach is reflected in the Intellectual Entrepreneurship (IE)
program at the University of Texas at Austin, initiated and directed by
Richard Cherwitz, Associate Dean of Graduate Studies. While Cherwitz
is a rhetorician, he did not set out to implement a graduate-level cross-
disciplinary rhetoric program. Instead, working over the last half-decade
to create the still-evolving program, he and colleagues have discovered
that IE is in fact such a curriculum.* As confirmed by the program that
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constitutes our response to exigencies of graduate education, rhetoric
may be construed as the art of using the countless, flexible processes of
inquiry and discourse by which people address conumunal concerns.
Creators of the program have arrived inductively at connected arguments
familiar to rhetoricians: The arts of inquiry and discourse that we teach
are central to the undertakings of academics and professionals; they are
central as well to public life outside the academy; and indeed, they are
central to any social endeavor in which people interact to address issues
of common concern. We submit that IE lends new support to these
familiar claims for rhetoric, providing perhaps the strongest type of case
for rhetoric’s value to the shared enterprises of academic and nonaca-
demic life—a case that arises from felt needs rather than from the
motivation of an academic discipline to enlarge its presence on campus.
Our experience also supports the extension of rhetorically oriented WAC
programs to graduate-level education, a domain that has been largely
overlooked in these programs.

This essay is divided into three parts. First, we examine the inception
and evolution of Intellectual Entrepreneurship, delineating the chal-
lenges and motivations that gave birth to it as well as the outcomes of the
program’s implementation. Second, we discuss the inductive and unin-
tended process by which this programhelped us to rediscover rhetoric and
its vital role in human inquiry and public action. In the conclusion we
speculate about the implications of IE for rhetoric’s ability to embody the
ideal of a discipline of academic-public engagement.

Motivations, Challenges, and Outcomes

One way to understand the development of the IE program is to consider
a question that has occupied our thinking for at least the last five years:
What will it take to be a successful and resilient academic professional in
the twenty-first century? That is, what skills and knowledge will PhDs
need in order to effectively discharge their many responsibilities and to
adapt to the multiple and varied audiences they will confront? Compared
to thirty years ago, for instance, what unique challenges confront the
newly-minted PhD? In the 1960s and 1970s, the formula for success
seemed relatively simple: meet minimal standards of teaching effective-
ness but, above all else, publish, publish, publish. Today, the challenges
are more complex and the audiences more varied—and frequently in
competition. A brief discussion of these challenges, following a
description of the program, uncovers the motives anchoring develop-
ment of TE.
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The IE program, run directly out of the graduate schoolrather than an
academic department, offers courses, workshops, internships, and certifi-
cate programs open to all graduate students at the university. Beginning
in 1996-1997, a pilot project consisted of three cross-diseiplinary ¢lasses
offered exclusively in the summer. The IE program has evolved into a
curriculumof four workshops, seventeen for-credit graduate courses (see
appendix), eight interdisciplinary doctoral and master’s portfolio pro-
grams delivered throughout the entire academic year, a campus-wide
consulting service, and a Synergy Group initiative that links graduate
students with community members to address issues extending outside
the campus, With a budget approaching $400,000, a full-time faculty and
staff, and a faculty advisory board, IE—which is a partnership between
the Graduate School and the Provost’s Office—already has enrolled more
than 2,500 students in nearly ninety different graduate disciplines. The
program responds to at least five distinct challenges facing graduate
education,

First, academic professionals must be able to teach in the broadest
sense of that term, having the skills and versatility to address large lecture
classes, small seminars and virtual classrooms. They mustalso be capable
of adapting to the challenges of a variety of institutions with unique
missions and distinctive student populations. In addition, the changing
demographics of the student bedy at institutions of higher learnin gmeans
that faculty must possess the pedagogical insights to teach classes
composed of more ethnically and racially diverse students—students
whose varied life experiences ereate a dynamic learning environment

- requiring adaptable approaches. And effective learning and instruction

today require a keen understanding of and willingness to utilize the latest
developments in technology for the delivery of Icnow}edge.

Second, scholars must be able to conduct and publish the results of
original research not just in narrowly focused, peer-reviewed journals
whose audiences are the so-called experts. Now faculty in many disci-
plines are required to publish scholarly books and monographs, which
speak to a larger interdisciplinary academic audience, a community
extending beyond the handful of experts in one’s immediate area of study.
To publish iri these outlets requires authors to market their work. They
must convince publishing houses that their books will be purchased by
enough people and libraries to defray publication costs. In short, authors
must begin to think and write in less specialized ways while, at the same
time, meeting the technical standards set by the handful of experts who
are best able to adjudicate issues of academic quality.
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Third, academic professionals must be able to secure funding from
external sources and granting agencies to supportresearch. The time has
long since passed when faculty, particularly at state schools (nowreferred
toas state assisted rather than state supported institutions), canrely solely
on local money to support their salary, research, and graduate student
stipends. Grants, therefore, have become the lifeblood of modern univer-
sities; this is the case not just in the sciences, but in the humanities and
social sciences as well. Deans and department chairs routinely declare: 1
want to hire faculty who will bring in their own money, scholars who can
support their own research and that of their students, Fortunately or
unfortunately, granting agencies are entities whose sole purpose may not
be to promote pure research: they are driven as much by political agendas
and the desire to meet the external needs of various constituents, To be
funded, scholars mustunderstand how research relates to the politics and
thetoric of the times, and how they must adapt their own projects and
proposals to these more pedestrian concerns, o

Fourth, twenty-first-century scholars must be able to explain knowl-
edge to a host of non-academic constituents: legislators, media, ahumni,
donors, potential students and their parents, and people who have become
increasingly cynical about what goes on within the walls of colleges and
universities-—people who control, at least fiscally, the future of higher
education. More than ever before, doctoral recipients mustbe prepared to
engage in public intellectual activity on behalf of the academy. They
must be willing to provide the Time version of their research and able
to demonstrate forcefully and eloquently the value of research to
society at large.

Finally, academic professionals must be able to apply knowledge to
personal and public policy, especially given the rapidly changing nature
of knowledge in the information age. For example, consider two of the
most important areas of research in the twenty-first century: health and
technology. Ordinary citizens, businesses and those in the public sector
are clamoring for interdisciplinary and integrated knowledge that ig
useful, practical and will help promoteresponsible policies in these areas,
Expertise is of paramount importance, butnot just in the sense of esoteric
knowledge. To be effective, scholars must possess exoteric knowledge,
thus necessarily introducing a consultative dimension to the concept of
expertise.

All ofthese and other challenges confronting PhDs in the twenty-first
century underscore the necessity for academic professionals to combine
disciplinary knowledge with the wherewithal to adapt to multiple audi-
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ences. While many of us may have acquired an ability to meet these
challenges the hard way, by trial and error, very few of us emerged from
graduate school prepared to deal with them and, sadly, very few of our
students are prepared to meet these challenges. N

In short, although we at UT-Austin may not have beeln able exphmtlly

to articulate it at the time the IE program was developed in 1996-1997, m
retrospect the motivation for our initiative seems obvious: Graduate
institutions are producing smart, discipline-sophlsuca‘.ned scholjars who
are rhetorically challenged, often unable to utilize their expertise t-O.ltS
fullest capacity. The development of IE, then, grew out of a recognition
that academic professionals of the new century mgst be more tban
scholars. They must be citizen-scholars, equipped with 'th‘e rhetorical
resources to adapt to a variety of audiences and apprecmtm'g that the
perhaps once clear lines between teaching/research, academic/nonaca-
demic, and content/forni are now fuzzy at best, .

When Intellectual Entrepreneurship was first COI]C\‘?I'VGd, its stated.
objective was to maximize the value of gTad}aate education for students
and society at Jarge, enabling students to decide for themselves how best
to contribute their expertise and in what particular venues. By supple-
menting and enriching knowledge obtained in fields of study, the IE
program aims to educate productive scholars and teachers as wei.l as
professionally astute citizens gualified to meet. the needs of society.
Comparing our efforts to those undertaken ip I}atlonal programs such as
Preparing Future Faculty, the Carnegie Initiative on ﬂ:l@ Doctorate, apd
the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation’s Responswe
PhD, we submit that the TE program is a more student-centered effort in
two ways. First, we aimto help students define thcl:l’ own valuerather than
redefining the PhD for them. Second, the rhetorical approach we offer
does not simply reinscribe disciplinary values but prowde§ st},ldents with
a means of critically understanding and applying the spemghzed knm‘)vl-
edge and practices they are learning. In short, we see IE as incorporating
the best of the Carnegie and Wilson efforts especially. »

Five themes epitomize the philosophy and mission of UT-Austin’s [E
program. As with the motivations underpinning the program, these
themes, abundantly clear in retrospect, probably could not have been
articulated five years ago. . . _

First, graduate professional development is not remedial education
nor entirely additive; like research methodoipgws and cognate areas of
study, professional development provides skills and knowledge that are
a vital and related (not separate) part of and therefore necessary to
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discharge one’s professional duties, vis-3-vis teaching, research and
service. What we have learned in the past five years is that profes-
sional developmentnot only yields versatility, but itactually strength-
ens, in contrast to what some may think, one’s ability to do those
things traditionally associated with scholarship: for example, framing
research questions and developing a coherent program of research,
procuring grant money, writing articles and books, critically apprais-
ing the epistemic status of academic claims, interpreting and integrat-
ing the results of research.

Second, professional development is not vocational education; it is
not primarily nor exclusively about employment or alternative careers, a
term we consciously avoid. Professional development programs, we
contend, would be needed even if academic jobs were more plentiful, The
IE program is, in a sense, a corrective to the value-laden, hierarchical
thinking that goes with the traditional language of academic institutions.
The programshuns the term alternative careers, for example, as language
that prejudices the case by implying something that one settles for (rather
than a valuable outlet for expertise) and something that is anti-intellec-
tual. Graduate professional development, as operationalized by UT’s
program, is concerned with helping each student to be an effective and
resilient academic professional, no matter the chosen arena.

Third, our experience with the pro gram makes evident that profes-
sional development goes beyond and is not limited to specific academic
disciplines; it involves a cross-disciplinary understanding of how we
come to know (epistemology) and an awareness of the limited nature of
individual perspectives. Professional development is a practical way into
what used to be accomplished by requiring students in all fields of study
to enroll in a philosophy of course. One of the unintended but critically
important consequences of the IE program is that students are able to
compare disciplinary perspectives, becoming aware of the frequently
unstated assumptions brought by academic fields of study to their
scholarly investigations. Student narratives poignantly document that,
when you bring scholars from different fields to gether to discuss topics
such as ethics, writing, communication, technology, consulting, for
example, an amazing thing happens. Students develop a greater philo-
sophical sense of their own disciplines, they begin to see how the
knowledge generated by different disciplines can be integrated to pro-
duce knowledge that is greater than the sum of the parts, and they acquire
intellectual tolerance and humility that are so necessary for universities
to build community and flourish.
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Fourth, graduate professional development offers one potentially
effective way to increase diversity in higher education. We discovered,
for example, that twenty percent of students enrolled in IE classes are
underrepresented minorities (African American and Hispanic), while
these same groups comprise only nine percent of UT-Austin’s graduate
student population. Minority graduate students report that IE courses
demystify graduate education and the academic professional world,
helping bright first-generation students learn the unspoken and taken for
granted rules of the game. Most of these students believe that they are
smart enough and have the intellectual resources to succeed—something
confirmed by the faculty, who voted to admit them. Nevertheless, many
minority students worry that not fully understanding the norms and
operating procedures of the academic culture might negatively impact
their likelihood of earning a graduate degree and being productive
scholars. Hence, professional development may be an important mecha-
nism for improving their odds for completing a degree, increasing their
chances for professional and academic achievement. If increasing diver-
sity in academic and professional worlds is a goal, then professional
development seems preferable to the Darwinian model of graduate
education under which many of us were trained—a model that does little
to guarantee that we get the maximum possible from the greatest number
of young intellectuals.

Finally, and perhaps most significant, professional development
underscores the rhetorical nature of the academic enterprise. Whether
teaching, doing research, procuring grant money, being a public intellec-
tual, or consulting, one must understand—as Aristotle did thousands of
years ago—the importance of discerning the available means of persua-
sion in any given case. Professional development is about learning to
adapt to audiences, learning firsthand the art of rhetoric as an academic
discourse of one’s discipline, and the public discourse that enables one tg
engage with audiences beyond that discipline.

Rediscovering Rhetoric

In suggesting the Intellectual Entrepreneurship program is basically a
thetorical curriculum, we should specify what kind of rhetorical tradition
it represents. Again, we are making an argument about after-the-fact
discovery, not original intent. Thus, in contemplating the program that
emerged from the process just described, we have come to see the IE
curriculum as concerned with thetorics of inquiry, broadly conceived as
integrated arts of academic inquiry and knowledge-construction and arts
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of public discourse, The program enables students to examine and yse the
thetorics that define disciplines as well ag others that cross disciplinary
boundaries and extend beyond the academy. In teaching rhetorics of
Inquiry, our curriculum is comparable to rhetorical WAC programs
(McLeod 3).

The term, rhetoric of inquiry, harkens back to the | 984 conference on
“The Rhetoric of the Human S ctences” atthe University of Towa, in which
scholars from various humanities and social sciences convened to discuss
ways in which rhetoric shapes or constitutes academic knowledge and
practice. The impetus for the conference (though certainly not a prereq-
uisite to theories of rhetorical inquiry) was, in a sense, post-modernism:

a widespread disintegration of beliefin objectivist traditions led scholars
inmany fields to turn to rhetorical traditions to seek insight into their own
methodologies. The conference provided encouragement for rhetori.
cians and non-rhetoricians alike to continue exploring rhetoric’s roleg
in academic work, or what some conferees called the rhetoric of
inquiry. This term, then, has come to signify a rhetorical understand-
ing of academic discourse, and it is largely a twentieth-century
innovation.

As Michael Leff pointed out during the Rhetoric of Human Sciences
conference, this rhetorical tum in human sciences represented a new
direction inrhetorical scholarship as well, since rhetoric had traditionally
been concerned not with academic discourse but with political or social
discourse more broadly construed {(Lyne 67). Paralle] thetoric-ofiscience
movements developed from the 19705 simultaneously in English and
communication disciplines, influenced by seminal critiques of scientific
objectivity, especially that of Thomas Kuhn (Mailloux 10-14)°5 In
rhetoric and composition, related research into composing processes
produced rich insights into how people leamn and use rhetorical practices
thatcharacterize disciplinary scholarship (for example, Bazerman, Shap-
ing; Blakeslee; Johns; Myers). Some of thig scholarship has influenced
the teaching of writing to undergraduates via WAC (see, for example,
Bazerman and Russell, Herrington and Moran, McLeod and Soven).
However, research on academic writing practices at graduate and profes-
sorial levels has had little impact on graduate writing instruction (Rose
and McClafferty 27). As Mike Rose and Karen McClafferty note, there
are exceptions; the writing course they deseribe in “A Call for the
Teaching of Writing in Graduate Education” is one, as is the work of

Howard Becker, which informs his writing textbook for social scientists
at and beyond the graduate level {(qtd. in Rose and McClafferty 32n.1).
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Like Rose and McClafferty, we would like to see more concentrated

efforts at helping graduate students become literate in the (‘iiscourses of
the professional and academic communities they are entering. -
At the same fime, we would like to see graduate-level rhetoric

: programs go beyond an academic literacy of decoding and encoding

technical discourse to provide a critical, rhetorical 'perspective thgt
enables students to move confidently between public and aca@emlc
arenas. In this aim, we combine two strands of thought about rhgtoncs Qf
inquiry that some scholars treat separately. For ‘eyfample, at the Rhet?}?i
of Human Sciences conference, Lyne, a rhetorician, took ’Fhe .we.w} tha
rhetorics of inquiry are the specialized d1scours§s of academic d1sc1p mesf
(Lyne 67). Charles Anderson, a pplitical scientist, saw r_hetorlgs of
inquiry as also involving the dialectic 'that OCCUTS be?ween the academy
and society at large (Lyne 73)—the view we takiwr[h IE. We see our
position as compatible with those of Bazerman (“From Culturarl Cl’l;fll-
cism”) and Thomas P. Miller, who argue for pedagogy tha.t exantines t e
rhetoric of professional discolrses with the encél pf enabhng students to
patticipate critically in the various communities they will enter as
itizens, ‘
educ&:: ?nizlkc this role with Cicero’s term, citizen-scholar, as we claim
the aim of professional development is to crelate not only scholars but
citizen-scholars. In this respect we have arrived at. an understami'lng1
similar to that of other rhetoricians who teach proﬁ?ssmnal gx}d technica
writing. Miller urges teachers of technical aqd busmess’ Wfrlt?ng to tal.(e e;
civic-humanist approach aimed at developing phroneszis, or Pracuca
wisdom, rather than focusing on presumably ne_utral techmc_al sk}lls (59).
If we teach technical discourse without attendlpg -to thetorical issues of
how knowledge is constructed and deployed Wﬂhm ?nd across commu-
nities, our students lose an important opPortumty todiscover thPT r_e]atlon(;
ships between their professional aspirations and our shared traditions an

public problems (Miller 70). Bazerman maintains that critical study of

disciplinary discourse, by rhetorical scholars or those in other dismpln;.es,
promotes academic-public interaction that benefits both the scholars
themselves and wider society. Because the acadegn.y is one of the great
levers for social change, Bazerman argues that public d1ls‘er¥gag”ement gn
the part of scholars is dangerous (“From Cultgral Crmgsn?. 6?1) y
providing students with a rhetorical understanldlng of their discip dmalz
knowledge and the means to participate as alctlTJe members of acakigu
and public communities, we can help the d1sc1p11n_e‘s c_io tEe best work they
were created for (Bazerman, “From Cultural Criticism” 64).
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This motivation is reflected in our IE courses on teaching methods,
consulting, ethics, and entrepreneurship; and it is at the heart of our
teaching, professional, and public internships, as well as our grant-
writing workshops. The concept of the citizen-scholar not only recog-
nizes the importance of academic knowledge to publics outside the
academy, but vice versa: Citizen-scholars arc aware of their scholarly
dependence on an understanding of public experiences, needs, desires,
values, and knowledge. This dependence is keenly felt in the classroom,
where undergraduate students primarily represent various publics out-
side those of our academic disciplines. They are academic novices, and
quite often they are non-majors in our subjects, people who do not seck
to be groomed as devotees to our disciplines but who are, nevertheless,
eager to know how they might make use of the knowledge they expect to
acquire from our courses. Rhetorically, they are somewhere between an
academic and popular audience, and probably closer to the latter. In these
respects, they resemble those members of publics to whom we appeal
regularly for grant monies or simply for routine operating funds, whether
we work in private or public institutions. Rhetorical ingi ghtinto thenature
of these publics, our positions within them, and our relationships to them
is essential to our work as scholars. In some cases, our survival—the
survival of our academic institutions—depends on such insight,

At the same time, the rhetorics of inquiry used among academics,
within and across disciplines, literally constitute the knowledge that is
our chief contribution to public life, This aspect of rhetorical understand-
ing is no less essential to academic work than the ideal of the citizen-
scholar, and it, too, pervades our professional development curriculum.
Itis particularly apparent in our courses on ethics, academic cuiture, and
academic and professional communication; it is also apparent in the
workshops on dissertation-writing, the academic Job-market, and grant-
writing, and in the academic internships. In these aspects of the program,
we deal with rhetorics of inquiry in the sense that Lyne construed them,
and as research in academic writing has explored them (for example,
Bazerman, Shaping; Moyers). The rhetoric of biclo gy, forinstance, which
Greg Myers examines, is the set of conventions, including research
methodologies, that governs the construction of meaning among biolo-
gists. It tells biologists what counts as evidence in making certain claims,
how those claims must be ordered—in short, what is meaningful within
the discipline. While there are discipline-specific thetorics, there are also
thetorics that reach across disciplines (Langer 70-71). Scholars within
social sciences share some assumptions, values, and methodologies, as
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do those in humanities, for example. And, as the Rhetorie of Human
Sciences conference illustrated, humanists and social scientists may

" ghare rhetorics as well. As Langer notes, studies of disciph’naxjy commu-
 pication have borne out this point (70-71). Academic rhetorics—those

used within and across disciplines—are the stuff of academic Iifef and
thus, as in WAC courses, are the artifacts stuched. and Progiuced in IE
classes; they are the practices, products, and governing prmmples we use
to advance our collective knowledge, and about which students in IE seek
e krllf :: 'impossible to say that either the classical noltion‘of the citi.zer}-
scholar or the twentieth-century concept Qf rhetorical inquiry v&.rlth'm
disciplines takes precedence over the other. To determine a priority
would be to engage in a chicken-and-egg debate over what comes first:
academic or public life. I.ike Bazerman and Miller, we see academ}c and
public arenas as mutually informing, mutually dependen?, coezfustept,
inseparable. The IE program, as we see it, centers on thetorics o.f inquiry
that encompass both intra- and extramural aspects of scholershlp sn.nu}
taneously. Put simply, graduate professional development, like .the disci-
pline of thetoric itself, is the bridge between academic and public arenas.

Another dichotomy that the professional development program dees
not allow us to embrace is the placement of rhetorics-of—inqmey st_udles
either within rhetoric or outside it. Lyne addressed this question in the
aftermath of the Rhetoric of Human Sciences conference. He favored
housing such study within speech-communication departments, where
the rhetorical tradition has been nourished (Lyne 72). The alternative
would be to have scholars in different disciplines, like thoise Who
participated in the conference, continue the study of rhetorics of inquiry,
an alternative which he feared would serve to perpetuate a self—cenfxrm—
ing rhetoric in each field rather than to promote cross-disciplinary
understanding.

In our professional development program we have found the perspec-
tives of rhetoricians and non-rhetoricians both within and oelt51de the
academy to be essential in studying rhetorics of inquiry. In this way we
again support the WAC approach, which embreces the 'teachmg of
academic writing through a combination of discipline-specific and non-
discipline-specific courses and expertise (Langer; Peterson; Thaiss).
Students in the academic and professional writing course, for example,
learn as much from each other as they do fromthe communicatien scholar
who leads the course. The professor may be theexpert in rleetenc, but _th‘e
students are, or they become, the experts in their own discipline-specific
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writing practices, as they gather, examine, and report on articles from the
Journals in which they wish to publish. In our consulting course, too, the
professor is a communication scholar, but the students learn just as much
from each other and the people whom they would seek as clients. And in
internships with professors at other colleges and professionals in non-
profit organizations or government, students leamn from a variety of
experts, academic and nonacademic. :

Finally, the IE program itself is not housed within an academic
department. This point is important if the program is to remain dedicated
to the overall enhancement of graduate education rather than to the
parochial interests of'any one discipline—even that of rhetoric, by which
itis so pervasively informed. As much as we are dedicated to rhetoric, we
recognize that within and across disciplifies thetoric has value both as

techng, ot an infinitely flexible art, and as epistémé, or part of a distinct

body of knowledge. Here, we acknowledge the twentieth-century under-
standing of thetoric as epistemic, as a way of knowing, to which we have

already alluded. It is precisely this dual value that lends substance to .

thetoric, and by extension to the IE program. That is, this dual value
prevents thetoric and the IE program from being mistaken as all style, no
content, or methods of persuasion and expression rather than a fuller
understanding of how truths are created and shared- among people who
need to know or make decisions. The dual value of techné and epistémé—
art and science—also guards against the old accusation that thetoric and
rhetorical curricula like IE are exercises in relativism. We reco gnize that
fechné is situated; however, just because situations and the fitting technai
may not be universalized does not mean they cannot be studied and
applied in other situations. The substance of rhetoric and of IE is a
substance not of abstraction but of rich experience. The substance of
thetoric resides in the doing— or, in composition terms, in the process
rather than the product. Hence, when students in TE classes focus on the
experiences and discourses of their disciplines (fechnd), they are in
essence learning to enact their disciplines (epistémé).

To this claim we add the following speculation: The inductive and
non-disciplinary manner in which the IE program rediscovered rhetoric
and its value as an academic and public art might provide more powerful
evidence about the significance of thetorics of inquiry than the innumer-
able disciplinary pronouncements by professional rhetoricians in the last
few decades. Disciplines, as Bazerman observes, if left to their own
insular devices, can become self-protecting domains of vested interest
and social power (“From Cultural Criticism” 64), whereas the cross-
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disciplinary experiences of IE students represent a conscious effort at

transcending such exclusionary, isolationist practices. By enabling our
students to discover therhetorics oftheir disciplines and to discover those
of other communities with whom they seck to interact, the IE courses
provide & rhetorical education that has often been lauded from ancient
times to the present——one based in inferdisciplinary, academic-public

" engagement.

Conclusion: Rhetorical Engagement

We shall conclude by suggesting that ntellectual Entrepreneurship
represents a rhetoric-of-inquiry curriculum, or a kind of rhetorical WAC
program, that embodies an ideal of the engaged discipline. The program
is designed to help graduate students examine, in ways they would not
encounter within their own disciplinary studies, the rhetorics that schol-
ars use in teaching, rescarch, and consulting inside and outside the
academy. In this cross-disciplinary program, students learn to engage
their students, their academic colleagues, and other professionals—
communities and individuals who will be vital to thejr work, whatever
careers they choose.

We wish {o suggest that this kind of rhetorical curriculum, which
crosses disciplinary boundaries and melds the public and academic issues
central to a scholar’s life, is the next step for rhetoric’s reinvention in the
academy. Over the course of the twentieth century, scholars have revived
classical notions of rhetoric, adapted them to contemporary use, and
reinstalled them first in undergraduate and then in graduate speech and
English curricula. Rhetoricians have long struggled for acceptance of
their subject as a legitimate field of study, and they have largely won that
acceptance, partly by adopting and then critiquing the discourses of
science (Mailloux). Yet, the struggle continues on many fronts. One of
those fronts is the age-old perception of a dichotomy between substance
and style, or science and art, which we have discussed. The IE program,
as we have implemented it, has consistently refused io recognize such a
dichotomy. Thereal power of thispro gram, we submit, is that it has grown
out of felt needs within the academy—and, more importantly, it has
grown in response to the needs of the graduate students it serves. The
program thus represents less a top-down effort to reinstall rthetoric as the
central subject of a citizen-scholar’s education or to reinvent the doctoral
system, than an effort to place within the reach of graduate students an
understanding of rhetoric as a tool by which they can invent, and
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3. McLeod describes a continuum of WAC approaches, ranging from the

expressive or cognitive, in which writing to learn is the focus, to the transactional
or rhetorical, in which learning to write as a member of an academic discourse
community is the goal (“Writing” 2--3). The IE program falls at the transactional-

shetorical end and is further oriented toward academic-public interaction.
Charles Bazerman presents a public-minded rationale for WAC curricula,
discussed below, that is similar to our aims (From Cultural Criticism 62-64).
4. We wish to acknowledge a larger “we” that include’s colleagues past and
present who helped author the IE program. They include Vice President and
Dean of Graduate Studies Teresa Sullivan, faculty members Lynda Cleveland,
Thomas Darwin, Wanda Griffith, David Hildebrand, Leslie Jarmon, Ghislaine
Kozuh, Susan Murphy, JoyLynn Reed, Jeff Stringer, and Marilia Svinicki; staff

members Gwendolyn Barton, Moises Salinas, and Rebecca Syrpis; graduate

assistants Courtney Dillard, Laura Grund, Stefanie Sanford, Julie Sievers,
Cynthia Duguette Smith, and Kim Upham; and more than 2,500 graduate
stndents who have participated in the program’s offerings and provided invalu-

able feedback,
5. See, for example, Bazerman, Shaping; Bizzell; Gross; Gross and Keith;

Harris; Simons.
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