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I ntroduction

I will present this paper visually, using Macronedia Flash, thereby
denonstrating in presentation the concepts, and rul es-of-thunb discussed in
t he paper. The paper itself is a theoretical, discursive snapshot of
reflection injon theory injon visual practice. By the time you read this
preface, sone content will have shifted. Indeed, the process of

edi ting-by-design into Flash may i ntroduce new angles, alter discursive
continuity, and even, hopefully, inspire seductive refinements to the
conceptuality and structure of the argunment. It will, in short, constitute
an explicit rhetoric of visual performance. And denonstrate (or not!) the
ef ficacy of typo| graphicate designing as an herneneutic instrunment for
grasping witten, visual, designed, e|nediation

The rhetoric of e|nmediated, visual argumentation nmust be typo| graphicate,
and thus designed. Unfortunately conventional graphic design is shanel essly
commercial, stylistic, often pragnatically |low brow (rarely taken
"seriously', except by its practitioners), and by-and-large a wholly-owned
corporate subsidiary. It nmay thus be deenmed, in terns of hunmanities
research , say, little nore than a practical, not a design art (!). | hope
then, to provoke sone support for its vitiated potential by contextualising
the paper, with relevant material, within an e|nediated artefact in the
manner of a website or 'sightcd (sightsee disk). Thus the dom nant design
constraint for the presentation, per se, will be to effectively outline the
t heoretical salience of the abstract| paper while denonstrating the visual
artefact within which it is a significant conponent.

Event 1 Literate to visual

"Funny Signs' was an Acrobat 'visual lecture' for graphic design students,
conprising firstly, a 'paper’ on semotic [de]sign-as-ideology, witten and
desi gned as screen-statenments of 7-30 words (with occasional hidden
rollovers), in large white text on a black background (36 point size on the
original Quark XPress). The second part was a 'slideshow of about 80 of ny
phot ographs of signage and graffiti, arranged into categories of

"funni ness', such as '+ (by-hand del etions|additions to origina

signage), and 'juxtapositions' (odd, anusing 'found' signage). The event
was an entirely visual, non-perfornmance in silence (soundtrackless,
notw t hst andi ng the e| medi ated context). It was read, in absorbed silence,
by a participating audience: first, 'word-screens', reading in effect as



i magery; then photographic i nagery, representing the words of signage. It
was the typographic design which at once enabl ed, yet also challenged the
audi ence to focus attentively on each screen. It is this visual nexus of
typo| graphi c desi gn-as-i nage-as-screen|information desi gn which preoccupies
ne.

Event 2 Visual to literate

After the 'lecture' | attenpted to put the 'visual' paper' back onto paper
as a 'proper' paper. Since published in TypoG aphic 56 (Journal of the

I nternational Society of Typographic Designers) as 'Typography: the signs
of ideas', the argunment which had seened convincing in presentation
didn't read well as literate, linear text.The process of deconstructive
typo| graphi c designing by which a text is edited-by-design into concise,
sequential screen-views did not translate back directly into discursive
literacy, even though it had begun there originally. The compact,

j uxt aposi tional purposiveness of typo|graphicacy and the al nost tel evisua
di sjunctiveness of its sequential continuity, which had seened in
presentation to sustain nmeani ng-maki ng and seanl ess nenorability for viewer
interaction with the rhythns of argunent, were too short, too concise on

paper.

Event 3 A published [I]iteration

Furt hermore, | had two papers, not one. The second part, about
responsibilities of the intellectual professional, which had 'worked' in
the '"visual lecture', didn't follow on paper. In its published iteration

t he paper sketches the hegenonic privileging of reason with
written|typographic discourse, fromPlato to Kant and Peirce, pointing to
the parallel presence of an 'other', peripheral humanistic tradition: a
recasting of the Romantic| Enlightennent paradi gmshift (Tarnas 10) within a
design context (WIlson). It suggests that e|nedia may signal a
"paradigmatic shift fromthe stasis of typographic textuality to a 'w nged
(Mtchell) renediation", of 'imagic' typo|graphicality and argues that
graphi c design exenplifies the five arts of rhetoric so deplored by Pl ato.
It concludes with the sonewhat breathless hope that e|nediation mght
instantiate an on-line 'globalocality' of public space and dial ogic public
| anguage (Arendt, Bauman) to counter the dom nating dialectics of
technocratic corporatism Finally it reiterates Lanham s suggestion that

el medi a has facilitated a kind of secondary visual orality of email (and
now txt nesgng) in which dialogue returns to the centre of conmunication
What that paper does not do, is to query the intrinsic rhetoricality of
typo| graphi c design through application of rhetoric itself as an
"interpretive instrunent' (Gaonkar 50) to nmediate a prevailing culture of
overwhel ming rhetorical visuality in which graphic design is uncritically
accepted as a powerfully hegenonic nedi um of 'comrunication'. Nor does it
address the darker inplications of a globalised network of 'broadcaught
(Negroponte) nedia, in which, as Virilio has pithily put it, "interactivity
isis to real space what radioactivity is to the atnmosphere”.

Event 4 Literate to typo|graphicate

In presenting this paper | will attenpt to denonstrate the efficacy of
typo| graphicate visuality as a rhetorical instrunent of public discourse.
What you are reading now is visibly, typographically literate, but not
visual |y typo| graphicate . The typography of discursive codex-text (Lanham
nmust be seen to be read, but it does not exenplify the graphicacy of what
we are familiar with as 'graphic design' in consunerist society. | will not
argue that grasping 'graphics' is as different fromreading witing, as
'readi ng' books is different from'viewing' television (a fanmliar



argunent: see Paglia| Postnan), but rather, reiterate that the rhetoricality

inmplicit in that difference can be particularly significant in e|nediation

online screen is a uniquely responsive (interactive?)

vi sual medi ation of otherness, yet one which has evolved within a culture
attuned to televisuality (el nedia and tel evision share the sane
screen-format as | discuss below). On television typographic textuality

di sappears. As Bolter puts it "the text is absorbed into the video inmge"
In the e| medium however, graphic design is back on screen not only to
enabl e wayfinding and to distinguish it from and organi se,
content-display, but to also devise strategi es by which the additiona

di mensi on of herneneutic rhetoricality enconpassed by hypertextuality m ght
be visually rationalised . All material is theoretically available, but
such compl exity demands careful design

Expressly, as an ideol ogical nedium of persuasion in corporatist society,
graphic design is conplicit in the consunerism of over-expansi oni st
producti vi sm

Yet paradoxically graphic design visually exenplifies the five arts of the
rhetorical padaeia by which the participatory dial ogue of the denocratic
public sphere was perforned. Wt is derived fromthe invention of
unexpected and origi nal conceptual | visual juxtapositions. Argunent may well
be sustained through copywitten textuality, but noreso through the overal
coherence of the visual conposition, the design of the three constitutive
el ements: text, display text, and imagery. It is this '"imgic' coherence
whi ch constitutes the true rhetorical heart of the visual 'performance' . (I
have coined 'imagic' to describe the peculiar union of image-as-inmgery

wi th i mage- as-percei ved-public-reputation, the central principle driving
the contenporary rhetoricality of visual 'comunication'.) Styling, in the
typo| graphi c fashion or 'l ook' of the nmonent, can be so significant a
concern as to either dom nate user-perception as the 'true' nessage (bad
"design'), or to be exploited by poor designers as a substitute for

i nvention and argunent (even worse 'design'). And finally the artefact is
delivered through a highly finished technical granmar and technol ogy of
reproducti on.

Constrai nts of e|nediated typo|graphi cacy

Print and 'onscreen' discursive visualities are different 'conduits

t hrough whi ch the visible abstraction of |anguage may be 'delivered (Reddy
284) as designed visual 'conmmunication'. Print and onscreen e|nediation are
privately accessed while presentations (whether e|nmediated or not) are
publicly (group)read, and often enploy conventions such as bull et-point
phrases which are rarely intended for contiguous reading, |ike codex-text,
or to be conprehensively coherent as standal one docunents. Yet a
presentation is onscreen e|nediation wit large, requiring only the
addi ti on of way-finding conventions for direct user-access and control. But
in designing appropriately for e|nediated graphicacy , there are other

vi sual consi derations too.

The e| nedi um has inherited the | andscape-format used universally in
traditional image-centred nmedia (caneras, television, cinema). Thus

"l andscape' is associated with imgery. Even static, juxtapositiona

typo| graphic design seens to nake nore visual sense as 'landscape'. The
availability of unlinited free colour reinforces this bias towards imagery
(just like television) provoking inplicitly '"imagic' expectations in the
screen-viewer. For, like print periodicals, screens are both 'viewed and
'"read'. But not only are screens wide they are snmall in size relative to
their resolution. A typical 17" screen is A4 on its side, yet its

equi valent legible resolution is extrenely coarse by conparison with

paper . Screen-w de, single-colums of small, print-size html text, then

The



wi || be even nore unreadabl e than on paper. Because visual 'real estate' is
limted onscreen, instincts are to pack every visible pixel with as nuch
"information' as possible, thereby ignoring the dual nmediumspecific
virtues of either unlinted virtual screen-size, and|or virtually-unlinited
screen availability. Worse it denies any need for design-sense. As Edward
Tufte has noted, the problemin dealing with information overload is not
its conplexity, but rather the quality of its designed organisation. As
such, '"authoring' e|media is as nuch about designing as witing, and

i nterrogates conventi onal perceptions of what either witing or

typo| graphi c designing entails.

Rhet ori cal typo| graphicate visuality

Witing itself is a design-nediated act, a design art. For the
witer|rhetor, inventing a rigorous, seenmngly rational, 'well-arranged
argunent is construed as the primary objective. Yet in any design art the
objective is a crafted seanl essness between intention and artefact; an

i ntegration of formand content in which neither can be inagi ned w thout
the other. So too the arts of visual rhetoric exenplify the inventive
anbiguity of human art-nmaking in which inventive synthesis and the
rule-follow ng of practical craftship are integrated. And, as the seans
between intention and artefact in discursive rhetoric seemparticularly
transparent (Kaufer) so are they in typo|graphic designing: after all
peopl e have been reading type for five hundred years.

Rhetori cal reasonability enconpasses nore than logic. A rational

wel | -desi gned argunent will also deploy all the subtleties of a fornmal
"styling' enmbedded in the personal 'know ng' of the rhetor, conbined with a
sense that the performer is knowingly 'delivering' the performance, is a
perform ng presence. Presumably these latter qualities were the intangible
audi ence-rhetor links excised by Peter Ranus from'serious'witing only a
hundred years after the invention of type (Ong, Lanham. By so doi ng not
only was that holistic integrity sundered by which rhetoric had been
performed as a design art, but the abstract myths of 'neutrality',
"authority' and 'rationality' becane elided with typographic literacy.
Because it was self-contained, self-referential and abstract, typographic
textuality aspired to an 'objectivity' which eschewed any taint of the
"subjectively' rhetorical. Not only did print beget the nyth of the
"original' author (Poster), but also the nyths that neither 'originality'
nor ‘'‘neutrality' nor 'objectivity' were not in thenmselves intrinsically
rhetorical conceits.

Vi si ble, typographic rhetoric has been flawed al nbst fromthe outset, with
a bias towards the nmechanistic nodel of human conmuni cation, and the

di stanci ng abstraction of a privileged authority. But reading and witing
are the social use of synmbols to produce cultural significance; indeed, to
produce reality. Conmunication produces experience because words give
meani ng to experience. In nmaking and finding neaning through interpretive
action "things are the signs of words" (Burke 359). Social reality is a
construct, a participative, aesthetic performance of making-action and
reality-production (Peters| Rothenbuhler). This is a different view of human
conmmuni cative action than the information-transm ssion of 'comunication
theory' in which the transm ssive ' nessage- package' seens sonehow
privileged over receptive-re-construction. And of course, the 'visua
conmuni cati ons' of mass-media are premised on this non-participative,

t op-down, producer-centred nodel. Consunerist graphic design is literally
and functionally rhetorical, yet its true rhetoricality is inplicit within
its visuality. As an ubiquitous and overtly persuasive formof cultura
production, its hegenonic power operates through the paradoxica
invisibility of its visuality. Graphic design is so critically unquestioned



and so popul arly accepted not just as normal as print, but as the defining
"image' of what print neans as a 'communication' medium that it is itself
t he nmessage; and the nmessage is the rhetorical visuality of the imagic.

Desi gni ng typo]| graphi cate ani nation

The 'dynanic rhetoric' (Bonsiepe 75) of anination introduces nore than an
addi ti onal disciplinary dinmension. Aninmated typographic 'figures of speech’
(Bonsiepe 72) facilitate a particularly explicit visual rhetoricality. For
exanple, in a very short animation 'What is 'creativity' in graphic
design?' (in nmy visual lecture 'The End of Graphic Design') animated
typography deconstructs and re-presents internally coherent textua
conplexity as subtle variations on the sane key concepts. E| nedi ated

ani mation al so enables text to oscillate as dense and static linearity,
typo| graphics, and a tinme-base, imagic fusion of formand content;

si mul t aneously subject to both televisual disjunctivity and the associative
di scontinuity of user-controlled hypertextual non-linearity.

Concl udi ng

Desi gning text to be both graphic|discursive, and static|dynam c opens
structural gaps by nmeans of content-derived visual juxtapositions which

i berate nmeaning, clarify associated concepts, reveal otherw se inchoate
i nks, and designate visual hierarchies of enphasis. As a simnultaneous
instantiation of meaningful formality, by design, typo|graphicacy can
nmedi at e the paradoxical 'fissure' at the heart of rhetoric: that "division
of the logos into formand content” (Harinan 227). It can enanci pate a

her meneuti ¢ understandi ng of the anal ytical processes and constraints to
which it is itself subject, thereby transcending the sleight of hand by
whi ch ' commercial' graphic design conceals its conmplicity in the hegenonic
di ssem nati on of top-down consunmerist nessage-naking.But only if it is
explicitly designed for this purpose. And it can expose the 'designing
consci ousness behind all literacy, the inplicit rhetoricality of al

conmuni cation. Then it serves a herneneutic of ethical comunications, a
kind of '"information design' which supports audi ence understandi ng,
reasoni ng and reflection, outside the hegenony of a nechanistic nedia
construct which excludes "context, history, expectations, goals,

val ues,priorities, feelings, preferences and differences of intelligence"
(Frascara). It is in the deceptive visual sinplicity of good graphic design
that the knowi ng, ironic oscillation of postnodern discourse is npst
convi nci ngly suasive, revealing what Thomas Frank and Judith WIlianson
identify as the true rhetorical agenda of visual 'communication': its
"hipness'; its capacity for engendering a shared know ngness of
transgression. In short, what makes it 'cool’
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