Michel Foucault’s Theory of
Rhetoric as Epistemic .
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_.: this essny, Michel Fouenalt’s notion of the discuraive formation is used a8 a starting
point for formulation of a middle-level theory that explains the process by which rhetoric
I« epistemic. Five theoretical units derived from Foucault’s work —discursive practices
rules, roles, power, and knowledge - are discussed, along with the relationships w:.a:m.
:5:.. Foucault's theory then is illustrated in an analysis of Disneyland, a system of discur-
sive acts that result in clearly specified knowledge or truth of a particular kind. Finally,

__.:, contributions Foucault's theory makes to the debate on rhetoric as epistemic are
dizcussed.,

O.ﬁux THE PAST FIFTEEN YEARS, beginning with Robert Scott’s essay
\/1n 1967," scholars in speech communication have debated the rela-
tionship between rhetoric and knowledge. Although the debate was
presaged by the Greek sophists and Plato, * and Douglas Ehninger cor-
rectly located its modern roots in such scholars as Susanne Langer, Ken.
neth w.:ln.m. Chaim Perelman, Henry Johnstone, dJr., and Michael
Polanyi,? viewing rhetoric ns epistemic is a radical departure from the
modern tradition of rhetoric.*

.J.::..ﬁ.. article is prolegomenous at two levels of scholarly concern.
At its most, fi undamental, metatheoretical level, the rhetoric-as-epistemic
._ix;w involves ontological questions that, at times, are masked by tax-
onomic disputes. For example, Barry Brummett argues that humans
Apprehend sense data by symbolic processes; hence, “reality” is con-
structed by humans, in concert, as they transform sense data into sym-
holic, intelligible experience. “T'ruth” becomes, for Brummett, a product
:.m consensus.® Richard Cherwitz, and coauthors James Hikins and Ear]
A.i..:m:E? respond that reality exists independently of human ex-
perience and is accessible to humans. Truth is correspondence to real-
Uy." Celeste Condit (Railsback) altempts to bridge the two views by con.
frasting an objective reality with a humanly created truth arrived at
hy perceived correspondence to such reality.”

-.hco:. the term “knowledge” causes dispute. The Cherwitz camp
defines it as “justified true belief ™ Brummett seems to agree; however,
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his notions of both truth and justification are anchored in human agree-
ment. rather than in a noumenal, apprehensible sphere.® Thomas Far-
rell and Walter Carleton debate types of knowledge,' and Richard
Crable posits knowledge as the status of argument claims." As impor-
tant as such taxonomic debates are, our concern here is with another

level of the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate.

This second level of discussion in the debate has emerged in response
to Michael Leff's call for middle-lwel theory in this aren. e asserts
that studies concerned with rhetoric as epistemic tend o be either meta-
rhetorical essays that focus on theoretical issues but lack concrete points
of reference'? or historical/textual essays that address the particular to
such an extent that the understanding of their theoretical significance
is difficult.”” He calls for studies that address the “middle level issues
that form the content of a[n epistemic rhetorical] theory” to address the
“void in the conceptual space between the specificity of the historical/tex-
tual studies and the grand abstractions of the meta-rhetorical essays.”t

Among those who formulate middle-level theory of the kind for which
Leff calls is Richard Gregg, who traces human symbolizing to its origina-
tion in the mind-brain, deriving principles of “symbolic inducement” from
neuropsychological studies of perception.!* Cherwitz and Hikins focus
instead on the relationship of the self to the known. They distinguish
knowledge from perception by the former’s “inherently linguistic”
nature, arguing that humans come to justified true belief by the “dif-
ferentiative,” “associative,” “preservative,” “evaluative,” and “perspec-
tival” constituents of rhetoric.'® Using similar perspectives, Crable and
dohn Lyne both discuss the nature of “justification,”” and Condit
(Railsback) deals with language networks as materially bounded by the
physical stimuli that exert “semi-universal forces” upon linguistic
structures.'®

Others have contributed to the development of middle-level theory
on rhetoric as epistemic, even though they do not specifically relate their
work to this theme. Much of rhetorical theory and criticism developed
in the field of speech communication since LefT’s article relates to the
notion of rhetoric as epistemic. For example, Walter Fisher’s develop-
ing notions of the “narrative paradigm” offer a theory about the crea-
tion of knowledge by means of mythos." Various authors have con-
tributed to the “ideological turn” in rhetorical criticism, wrestling with
questions of method, perspective, and, ultimately, what can be known.*®
Some argumentation studies, as well, have abandoned questions of valid-
ity rooted in positivism for discovery of socially created knowledge.**
Similarly, Lyne proposes “rhetorics of inquiry” to understand discourse
in various academic disciplines and to relate it to public-life discourse.?®
Leff himself suggests that metaphorical structure may function in the
same manner as topical invention, acting as “imaginative rationality.™
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Many of these scholars who indirectly contribute to middle-level
theory about rhetoric’s epistemic function avoid the “epistemological
mare’s nest”**—perhaps purposively—that characterizes the
metatheoretical level of the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate simply by not
dealing with ontological issues. As a result, middle-level theory by those
directly concerned with the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate has remained
relatively insular. Theory building in this arca could be enhanced by
consideration of the work of these and other scholars who are concerned
with similar issues but who do not respond directly to the debate.

One scholar whose work has influenced a number of speech com-
munication scholars outside the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate is'Michel
Foucault. His elaboration of the notion of the discursive formation
specifies elements involved in the rhetorical creation of knowledge that
an serve as units for a well-developed epistemic rhetorical theory. In
an attempt at rapproachement between the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate
and modern theories of and approaches to rhetoric that as yet have had
little impact on the debate, we will review briefly Foucault’s notion of
the discursive formation as a starting point for formulation of a middle-
level theory of the process by which rhetoric is epistemic. This notion
suggests units of such a theory that focuses on rhetorical structures
rather than on such things as the workings of the individual mind-brain,
the self as the creator of discourse, or the criteria for true knowledge,
the current foci of rhetoric-as-epistemic theory builders. Finally, we will
demonstrate the applicability and utility of the theory derived from
Foucault’s work in an analysis of Disneyland. We hope that this discus-

sion will suggest the usefulness of incorporating into the rhetoric-as §

epistemic debate notions from those who do not directly enter that
debate.

THEORETICAL UNITS OF AN EPISTEMIC RHETORIC

Foucault defines an cpisteme as “the total set of relations that unite,
At a given period, the discursive practices that give rise to
epistemological figures, sciences, and possibly formalized systems. It

o

is the code of a culture that governs “its language, its schemas of percep-
Lion, its exchanges, its techniques, its values, the hierarchy of its prae--
tices.” An episteme, in other words, is a characteristic order that defines
the discourse for a period.

The episteme Foucault finds in the sixteenth century, the
Renaissance, for example, was based on the ordering principle of 4
resemblance or similitude.?” Plants were seen as resembling stars, the 4

intellect of the human being as reflecting the wisdom of God, and paint- §

ing as imitating space. Knowledge consisted of the finding of ]

resemblances, and language was not so much used by humans as er.
perienced as part of a natural order. In the Classical Age, the period:

of the seventeenth and cighteenth centuries, representation was the §
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principle of the episteme.* Language scrved as the signs of things that
made up reality, severing the natural connection between words and
things. In the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the period that
might be called the Modern Epoch, the theory of representation wag
replaced by an awareness of history so that elements, including
language, became intelligible in terms of their growth and evolution
Language thus became one object of knowledge o perceive among others
and no longer had privileged status over other things. In this age, human
beings have gained supremacy over language and have replaced it as
the organizing principle of knowledge.

With the publication of The Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault
began to use the term “discursive formation” rather than “episteme.”
The new term makes clear the central role Foucault sees for discourse
in the structure of knowledge. A framework for knowledge is constituted
by a shared body of discourse or given discursive practices.

From Foucault’s discussion of the discursive formation come five
primary units that form the basis of a middle-level epistemic theory:
discursive practices, rules, roles, power, and knowledge. These units or
toncepts serve to elaborate Foucault’s notion of the discursive forma-
tion by describing its specific processes in greater detail.

Discursive Practices

. Of primary importance in Foucault’s theory on rhetoric as epistemic
i3 discursive practices. By “discursive practices,” Foucault does not mean -
the speech acts of our daily lives. Rather, he is concerned with discourse
that, because it follows particular rules or has passed the appropriate
tests, is understood to be true in a culture. For example, “It is going
lo rain” is a common speech act of the kind that does not concern

e Foucault. This statement becomes part of the discourse in which
48 Foucault is interested, however, when it is spoken by a meteorologist
¥ for the National Weather Service and is deemed true in the culture

_because of its grounding in meteorological theory.

Foucault’s use of the term, “discursive practices,” is not limited to
written and spoken discourse but includes non-discursive acts as well.
He includes as discursive practices in his own writings such phenomena
& architectural forms, use of space, institutional practices, and social
‘relations.®® In The History of Sexuality, for example, he discusses “the
polarity established between the parents’ bedroom and that of the
 children”*! and sees such elements as the “space for classes, the shape
jof the tables, the planning of the recreation lessons, the distribution of
fthe dormitories” as referring to “the sexuality of children.”** Another
example of the broad scope Foucault envisions for discursive practices
ean be found in Discipline and Punish, where Foucault discusses the
e of the architectural figure of the panopticon to induce particular
dllects on inmates.* Foucault’s notion of discursive practices seems
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generally synonymous with many contemporary definitions of rhetoric
as symbolicity in all of its forms—both discursive and non-discursive.

Rules

A second theoretical unit, of a discursive formation is rules. Rules,
for Foucault, are principles or procedures that govern a discursive for-
mation; a discursive formation assumes its particular character because
of these rules. Generated themselves through discursive practices, these
rules determine that one statement rather than another comes to be
uttered in a discursive formation. The rules are not likely to be con-
scious and often cannot be articulated without great difficulty, but they
determine the possibilitios for the content and form of discourse.

Foucault suggests a number of rules that govern various aspects of
the discursive formation. Some rules, for example, control the fact that
certain things are able to be talked about; these rules are necessary for
the appearance of objects of discourse.® Foucault uses as an example
the lack of a concept of children’s sexuality in the Victorian Age.
Children’s sexuality was not discussed and was not known as a concept.
In other words, it simply was not an object of discourse.*

Other categories of rules concern who is allowed to speak and write
in a discursive formation. Such rules dictate that we listen to certain
people and reject as null and void the discourse of others. The discourse
of students, children, the insane, and prisoners, for example, generally
is not “heard” in our discursive formation.® Still other rules impose con-
ditions on the individuals who speak so that only those deemed qualified
by satisfying these conditions may engage in discourse on a specific topic.
Lawyers, for example, must pass the bar examination in order Lo prac-
tice law. Rules also define the gestures, behaviors, and circumstances
that must accompany speakers as they talk. Religious discourse, for in-
stance, must be accompanied, in many cases, by the wearing of particular
clothing if it is to be viewed as legitimate for that role.

Another group of rules concerns the form that concepts and theories
must assume Lo be accepted as knowledge in the discourse.™ In other
words, they specify the kind of discourse in which knowledge resides.
Such rules govern the arrangement of statements, style, and terminology
used in discourse. In our discursive formation, for example, non-linear
perspectives and ways of writing and speaking generally are not
recognized as valid or appropriate; truth or knowledge does not reside
in statements produced from such approaches.

Roles

A third unit of Foucault’s theory of how rhetoric operates
epistemologically is the notion of roles played by rhetors in a discursive
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formation. His notion of roles suggests that discourse, rather than the
rhetor, serves as the organizing principle of discourse and thus of
knowledge.

While human beings currently constitute the organizing principle
of knowledge or are viewed as the origin of knowledge in the discursive
formation, Foucault sees this view as changing. We are on the brink
of a new discursive formation, Foucault believes, in which the concep-
tion of the human rhetor as the organizer and creator of knowledge will
disappear. In this new formation, the ordering principle of knowledge
will not be the knowing subject but rather discourse as a set of formal
relationships, structures, and practices.?® Specific individuals will not
be seen as organizing discourse and knowledge; rather, discourse as a
set of formal relationships long antedating our personal identities will
constitute the organizing principle for those who use the.discourse. Im-
personal, authorless discourse will be the primary source of knowledge.

Foucault’s conception of roles further suggests the ::mavo;m:dnm of
individual rhetors in a discursive formation. Who, m:.ﬁwwﬂnc_mw, is n._o.
ing the speaking and writing in a discursive formation is of little in-
terest to Foucault. Instead, he sees rhetors simply as playing roles and
filling vacant spaces in a discursive formation that could be m:m& by
many different individuals. Foucault does not mma% nrmﬁ. %mno:nmm
originates with human beings and that the production of .Q_moo:wmm is
uniquely human. His focus is simply on nrw roles human UmS.mm. assume
in a discursive formation—roles that receive power m:& position .?oB
discursive practices rather than individual qualities of individual
rhetors.

The notion of role, then, allows Foucault to view the rhetor as a m:.v.
ject knowable only through the discursive practices of the ?.::m:c: in
which that rhetor "speaks.” This role is created and constrained by 2.5
discursive formation, allowing rhetors in certain ::e.w. to _x.. heard in
that formation, while others are not. Foucault, then, is :.w_‘ _:eclwx.PE_
in the individual gifts that enable a specific n_:np.cﬁ to practice medicine
but rather in the rules that must be followed in oaﬁu for the E._c of
doctor to be held.” The collective activity of a Q_mnE.m_.ﬁw .momeSo:.l
operationalized as rhetorical E_cmlwm. A.;, greater significance, in
Foucault’s theory, than the specific individuals who fill those roles.

Power

Another unit in Foucault’s theory of rhetorical epistemology is voiww.
He defines power as the overall system, process, or jmnﬁw«r of force rela-
tions spread through the entire discursive .moi.dmfcs. Foucault uses
the term “disciplinary power” to describe this view of tcimﬁlwnmnm::m
through conformity to norms or standards mo~,. correct vwrmﬁow. It wx.
erts control that is continuous, subtle, m:SBmSP mm:mwm_ﬁma..emrms or
granted, and present in all aspects of the discursive formation.
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Foucault’s notion of power also includes the view that power is not
only negative or repressive; it is productive and creative as well.
Foucault explaing why this must be so:

If power were never anything bul repressive, if it never did anything but to say no, do
you really think one would be brought to obey it? What makes power hold good, what
makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says
no, but that it traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, pro-
duces discourse.*!

In a prison, for example, power may produce an individual subjected
Lo habits, rules, order, and authority; delinquency, recidivism; and
destitution in the inmate’s family .+

For Foucault, then, power as conformity to norms is omnipresent,
diffused, and thus generally hidden to the participants of the discur-
sive formation because it is contained in all relationships in that for-
mation. What we tend to think of as mechanisms of power—overt con-
trols over individuals or rules exerted by one group over another-are,
in Foucault’s view, simply the terminal forms that power takes.*

Knowledge

The final theoretical unit Foucault suggests is knowledge. Knowledge
is whatever is considered to be truth in a discursive formation. Whatever
can bhe talked about or is an object of discourse constitutes knowledge.
This knowledge is discourse that comes from individuals’ occupation of
certain roles, that follows specified rules, and that involves certain power
relationships of the discursive formation. Knowledge is a function of
the interaction of the other units and, in turn, affects them.

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THEORETICAL UNITS

The interactions among the theoretical units—discursive practices,
rules, roles, power, and knowledge —found in Foucault’s works constitute
a middle-level epistemic rhetorical theory. The focal point of the theory
concerns the relationship between discursive practices and knowledge:
discursive practices are equal to knowledge. In turn, knowledge has an
impact on the form and content of the discursive practices. The other
units of the theory are dynamically interrelated; descriptions of the ma-
jor interactions among them detail the manner in which discursive prac-
tices come to equal knowledge.

A reciprocal relationship exists between, for example, the units of
power and discursive practices. Power is generated through particular
kinds of symbol use, while at the same time the power spread throughout
a discursive formation has an impact on the nature of the discursive
practices in a discursive formation. The power involved in the penal
system, for example, allows the existence of a discourse of criminology
that, among other functions, defines a criminal population.** Con-
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versely, that discourse of criminology provides the power to define a
population of criminals. Similarly, the power involved in the educational
system produces particular discursive practices to embody and carry out
that power. These discourses, in turn, give power to that system in
various ways—to define certain individuals as gifted and others as learn-
ing disabled, for example.

The relationship between discursive practices and rules in Foucault’s
theory also is a reciprocal one. The discursive practices of a discursive
formation produce certain rules that govern that formation. At the same
time, those rules have an impact on the nature of the discursive prac-
tices that result. Rules that control what can be talked about, for exam-
ple, produce discursive practices that dictate what concepts receive sup-
port in the discourse. At the same time, the discursive practices that
contain some objects of discourse and repress others constitute rules or
guidelines by which future discourse will be guided.

The rules that govern and are produced by discursive practices are
viewed as producing particular kinds of roles for rhetors in a discursive
formation. The rules determine who is allowed to be heard, the condi-
tions that individuals in these roles must meet in order to assume the
roles, and behaviors that must accompany assumption of the role. The
reverse relationship exists as well. Particular roles produce, sustain,

and legitimize particular rules of the discursive practices.

The relationship between roles and knowledge is a dynamic one as
well. In Foucault’s view, rhetors speak the knowledge of a discursive
formation by assuming particular roles. When rhetors engage in symbol-
icity ensconced in roles that are deemed powerful, what they speak is
the knowledge of the discursive formation. The discursive practices of
those in powerful roles, in other words, follow the rules specified so that
their discourse is correct, appropriate, and thus true. Reciprocity exists
between the units of roles and knowledge, too, in that the roles not only
produce knowledge, but the knowledge continues to create and main-
tain those roles and the perception of them as legitimate.

RHETORIC AS EPISTEMIC AT DISNEYLAND: ILLUSTRATION
OF FOUCAULT'S THEORY

To leave Foucault’s theory at this point does not fully respond to Leff's
plea for middle-level theory concerning the epistemological function of
rhetoric. Identification and illustration of the units of his theory and
their interactions place it largely in the “grand abstractions of the meta-
rthetorical essays.”* For Foucault’s theory to meet the demands specified
by Leff for middle-level theory, it must deal with practical issues that
are affected by our meta-theories. As he explains:

In fact, then, our meta-rhetorical speculation is autotelic. It does not have an outlet for
application, and as a result, our theoretical literature stutters at the level of pure
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abstraction. Ironically, however, Lhis same literature keeps insisting that rhetoric is a

practical discipline, that it operntes mainly in the context of concrete problems, and that
it ealls for decisions leading to action.*®

If Foucault’s theory is to be viewed as a middle-level theory that deals
both with abstraction and with concrete problems in the practical realm,
it must have relevance and implications for the rhetor who wants to
make his or her communication more effective. Foucault’s theory func-
tions at this level in that it serves as a critical tool that allows rhetors
Lo analyze and understand the framework, context, or system in which
discourse is produced and functions. It helps us understand the effects
of discourse-created knowledge on us and how those effects were
achieved. It does this by alerting us to the many instances of discursive
production that are functioning in a rhetorical framework to produce
certain kinds of knowledge and enables us to analyze the rules that in-
fluence that process. Further, Foucault’s theory enables rhetors to ex-
amine the various roles held by and available to rhetors in the discur-
sive formation and, finally, to understand the operation of power in that
formation.

To demonstrate how Foucault’s work can be used as middle-level
theory by which to explain the rhetorical processes that create
knowledge, we have chosen as a case study Disneyland, an amusement
park conceived by Walt Disney and located in Anaheim, California, as
well as in a section of Disney World in Orlando, Florida. * Disneyland
was selected to illustrate Foucault’s theory because it constitutes a fully
developed system of discursive acts that result in clearly specified
knowledge or truth of a particular kind. Yet, it is a system that is con-
fined by the boundaries of the park so that its knowledge clearly can
he distinguished from other knowledges outside of and apart from it.

Discursive Practices

[Hustration of Foucault’s theory is perhaps best begun with the cen-
tral unit of the theory and identification of the various discursive prac-
tices in Disneyland that follow rules or have passed appropriate tests
so that they are understood to constitute knowledge. Three basic types
of practices or mechanisms constitute the major discursive practices of

Disneyland - the design elements of the environment, the visitors’ role,
and the image of the employees.

Among the design elements of the environment that constitute discur-
sive practices are architectural and spatial mechanisms that regulate
the flow of people. One such element is “the hub,” referred to in
Disneyland’s literature as the “most unique crowd flow or ‘people system’
of all.™* Main Street of Disncyland is an entrance corridor that can ab-
sorb large masses of people in a short period of time. As visitors enter
the park and move down this corridor, they encounter a large hub from
which the various lands~FFantasyland, Frontierland, Adventureland,
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and Tomorrowland —radiate out like nrm%vor_mm Mm w M"w,ﬁ.em”ww“ﬂbh A
is easy to enter and exit because everything leads ; :
”:Mm%rmm spatial feature maintains traffic flow and oozsnso:mcm—&noaﬁm s
immmowm to a point from which they are encouraged to enter all o

“lands.” . .
Design elements of the shops on Main Street constitute EmodwEMMMM
i i . ile typical stores are separ
> at Disneyland as well. While pic
mwoﬂmmwﬂwmoceron emphasizing their competition for vmﬁo:mmo.emvﬂ.
passages connect stores to facilitate im:oa_.ﬂ:_oﬁwam:a WHMMMG Msm
ulti ion i hopkeepers are
ulting perception is that the s .
M“Moﬂ%?m mm:% that all will gain from any purchase made in any of

the shops. .

Scale is another such element used at U-mﬂmﬂ-ﬁﬂ% A vaMwMM %mm“._%m
“ ive” i in the park to make buildings a her
forced perspective” is used in N g o e
j taller or farther away than they ac y .
._mMMmHMMMM%MEdm are scaled progressively mEm:ﬂ. toward the noMnQOq aMW
Mm a scene, resulting in the illusion of a dramatically larger and deep
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scene than actually exists. . .

Other design elements used at Disneyland are <%~.~M=mnﬂ~.wnﬂnmw MMM.

i shorter than .
he flow of lines and make them appear than th
nﬂo:m.m_oﬂﬁhmﬂmwﬁ “attention to people comfort and crowd flow M. is A_wammﬂmMﬂ
in ¢ eue areas placed out of the mainstream of traffic an __ﬂ 5:5:.5
Mwwwww to end at a particular visible vmmsn but de.nnwmnhw mew_o_ tinue
insi i ib1 .
ight of passersby inside a ride or exhll .

e MM:mm_mﬂ”m %nm ﬂmmm to make those who must wait for long vMMMmM%mm
Bmwm comfortable. Drinking fountains are U_momm. :mwn to mnm 2@&:9..
MZE. is provided for such areas to E.oﬁmm nnonmoﬁo:rqoairc Ew:: ,
and occasional live entertainment 1s provided for those

i i t.
Music is another important part of the mesmv;m:a_ m:<”ﬂﬂﬁmﬂs
E afternoon, a band concert performs in the omss.m v»mn  oate the
oy and at _Mwwme once a day marching bands and oﬂ M c o
.mncmwmmwos of a Fourth-of-July celebration as they Bmmn ioihmsnmm
_mﬂﬁmww Music emanates from bushes, ?carm <m:m§ﬁow<ﬁ_ MM:. moﬁw_”
) ibi ic is the same—tr )
ides and exhibits. The music is ; e
MEQ. ?ﬁﬁoﬂsa not challenging, but lilting, Eo_mxrn. mda omwga&s:mmm be
' mums.._s,m a Small World, After All,” sung In various mamrwmm e of
Mo%:mw@m representing children of the world, ty pifies the musical sty
Disneyland.

Yet another design element of Disneyland that constitutes m“_ﬂw_yﬂ
 Ye ctice is the extensive signage of the park. ,E.—m_.m E%\ Emm o
M_Nw%mﬂzﬁimcm_ signs at Disneyland and Walt U_msm% rwq z,%rmmo
ing hand-lettered price cards to complex attention grap ﬂm.. (These
oo D.SE stant instructions for visitors, telling them such in o~..~
mﬂoh _MM %m.wnso:m to attractions or how to behave on the monorail.
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Finally, another predominant feature of the design of Disneyls

the synthetic and thus inauthentic nature of many elements in the em»

vironment. The jungle cruise promises a journey “through untamed
lands and waterways where elephants, hippos, tigers and snakes
threaten at every bend,”* but the animals are all s

substance nor motif. Copies of design details remain Jjust that—copies
rather than originals. In the Hall of Presidents, for example, the claim
is made for “absolute authenticity from the furniture on stage to the
wigs, jewelry and costumes worn by the presidential figures.” A source
of particular pride for the Disneyland corporation is that the chair in
which the figure of George Washington sits is an exact reproduction of
the chair he used during the 1787 Constitutional Convention.®® The

results are labeled “ultra-authenticity,” but again the items are fakes -
and not authentic at al}."

Lack of authenticity can be seen in what is omitted at Disneyland
as well. In Frontierland, for example, many elements of an authentic
frontier environment are missing. The streets are not dirt or mud,
restrooms are not outhouses, and heating and cooling are not provided
by fire and open windows. In the jungle of Adventureland, there are
no insects, and the horseless carriages on Main Street do not backfire
and throw out black smoke. Also omitted are any natural occurrences
that might inconvenience or offend guests. The streets are hosed down
every night, the dew is wiped off the benches every morning, chipped

paint is touched up daily, and fresh flowers replace old ones as soon as
they wilt

Various design aspects of the rides and exhibits that constitute discur-
sive practices also include animated figures and characters that are pro-
grammed to move in a repetitious and cyclical manner. These general-
ly are designed to be perceived by the viewer as cute and adorable. In
the Pirates of the Caribbean, for example, the basic premise of the story
portrayed is that of a disaster—pirates have captured, pillaged, and are
burning a town. The audience, however, tends not to perceive the scene
as one of a disaster because the buccaneers are portrayed as lovable,
blundering, fun loving, and cartoon-like. Even the figures to whom the
disaster is happening are not to be viewed with alarm, for they are por-
trayed as generally enjoying their plight.

The role visitors are assigned in the rides and exhibits also constitutes
a discursive practice at Disneyland. Visitors sit passively through the
rides or before the exhibits, engulfed in programmed stimulation;
nothing is required of them. While publicity material proclaims that
there “is no substitute for the excitement of actual physical involve-
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Xamsnc e
range of human senses
visitors is very limited.

ynthetic and pro-"
grammed. Brand-new creations—buildings and boats, for example—are .

aged through paint rather than the weather. Restaurants are housed |
in “authentically motifed facilities,” but they are authentic neither in
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. "8 and that visitors “ex-
| ing the real thing™" an :
Bent . ene orm:os.mmw% MM ME.ME as one of the cast vmom:mm the o:ﬂwmm
o e ot comes into play,”™ the actual involvemen
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and terminology that knowledge assumes. Disneyland specifies that
lilting, melodic music is the correct form for music, evidenced in itg
association with positive images such as patriotism and fun. Punk-rock

made against such music but because this form never appears—it is'not
an object of discourse. Plastic and other artificial imitations of life also
are forms that produce truth or knowledge—in part because they can
be made better than the real thing. Because natural

; 18 clearly specified and leads to
particular knowledge or truth about what fun is. To have fun at
Disneyland is defined in this formation as sitting in rides and watching
artificially created people and animals. It is not testing one’s individual
skills and abilities, nor is it making choices about what one thinks fun is,

Roles

Foucault’s theory next suggests that the discursive practices in
Disneyland, which embody various rules, also produce particular roles
for rhetors to play in the discursive formation. Particular roles are
created and constrained by the discursive practices and their rules,
allowing rhetors only in certain roles to have their discourse heard in
that formation. At Disneyland, the discursive practices create a clear,
consistent voice or role for rhetors—one that is clean, sexless, polite,
passive, follows orders, and does not initiate action or assert individual-
ity. Employees exemplify these traits, the design elements of the park
frive voiee to these traits, and the visitor ig expected to express them
as well. The role that is established for the rhetor at Disneyland is pleas-
ant, sanitized, and passive, and only those who conform to this pattern
are welcomed or have their discourse accorded value.

Knowledge and Power

Finally, the specific knowledge or truth of Disneyland that is pro-
duced by discursive practices that follow rules and maintain particular
roles can be identified. The highest truth in the park resides in what
is clean, synthetic, good, and fun. When truth or knowledge is defined
in such a way and the discursive pbractices create these elements of the
definition, there is little room to question the knowledge of the body
of discourse that is Disneyland.

The discursive practices, rules, roles, and knowledge of Disneyland
all are infused with a normative power that comes to control in very
subtle ways the behavior of the visitor to the park. Numerous examples
of this control can be cited. The breaking up of long lines visually con-
trols the way visitors wait in line so that the frustration they normally
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Through an understanding of how discursive practices come to create
knowledge, in other words, we have an opportunity to free our knowledge
from the rules, roles, and powers that characterize the discursive prac-
tices that produced it and thus to know differently. Through such
understanding, we are able to speak discourse that had been condemned
to nonexistence and silence, with consequences described by Foucault:
“A person who holds forth in such language places himself Lo a certain

extent outside the reach of power; he upsets established law; he somehow
anticipates the coming frecdom.”

CONCLUSION

Through his formulation of the middle-level theoretical units by
which discourse creates knowledge, Foucault makes three contributions
to the debate on rhetoric as epistemic. First, he focuses the debate clearly
and firmly on the process by which rhetoric creates knowledge rather
than on metaphysical abstractions and first principles about the human
creation of discourse or the existence of objective reality apart from
discourse. By focusing on the specific processes by which rhetoric
becomes knowledge, he avoids the metaphysical conundrum in which
the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate is mired. He makes the object to be ex-
plained discourse itself, apart from metaphysical existences. As those
who believe that rhetoric makes truth prevail point out, discourse and
its analysis must proceed on the basis of some acknowledged existences.
I'rom Foucault's perspective, this existence is discourse. In such a view,

the study of rhetoric is the study of the constraints upon discourse and
of knowledge, which is discursive.

A second contribution FFoucault makes to the debate on rhetoric as
istemic through his middie-level theory lies in the pragmatic conse-
quences of his theory. He encourages us to question much of what we
have taken for granted in our study of rhetoric as a practical tool for
practical living. Generally, when theorists and critics discuss the im-
plications of their theories for the practical world of common rhetors,
they deal with various aspects of the rhetorical process such as speakers,
strategies, and effects, without examining or even paying attention to
the Targer framework in which these rhetorical processes occur.
Foucault's theory, in contrast, forces us to analyze the framework in
which rhetoric ts produced and the effects of it on the rhetoricai prac-
tices that occur within it.

Finally, Foucaull contributes to the rhetoric-as-epistemic debate by
settling questions, without acknowledging that he does so, about the
domain and significance of rhetoric. Rhetoric becomes clearly separated

‘om the study of lives and times (history), what is real and good
(philosophy), and how individuals think (psychology) because it focuses
on rhetoric not as the everyday discourse of our lives but as the global
creator of all other thought. As important as the disciplines of history,
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i and psychology might be, their discourse conforms; to the
wwm_a_gmm.mﬂwm%wm nrmvvwacoomw— of knowledge through 15819 Rhetoric,
then, constitutes the foundation, provides the boundaries, and generates
the knowledge of these other disciplines. The epistemic rhetorical o
derived from the work of Michel Foucault explains the processes by
which these foundations are constituted and r:oi-owu.o,,cm then is
generated.
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