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Extending Rhetorical-Cultural Analysis: 
Transformations of Home HIV Testing 

J. Blake Scott 

n his 1992 Rhetoric Society of America keynote address titled "Rhetoric in 
the Vortex of Cultural Studies," Walter Beale proposed that rhetoric and 
cultural studies engage in a mutually beneficial dialectic. The point of such a 
dialectic, Beale clarified, would not be to absorb rhetoric into cultural stud- 

ies or vice versa, but to invent ways to fruitfully combine the two sets of approaches. 
A few years later, Thomas Rosteck similarly called on rhetoricians to "advance the 
project of rhetorical studies by bringing together the rhetorical tradition and con- 
temporary cultural studies" (297). 

With the rising stock of cultural studies in the disciplines of English and com- 
munication studies, rhetoricians have begun to take up these invitations, as Rosteck's 
collectionAt the Intersection: Cultural Studies and Rhetorical Studies attests. Some rheto- 
ricians, Rosteck explains, now consider texts as intertexual "not only in the tradi- 
tional sense that [they are] related to others generically or historically but also in the 
sense that the discourses of history, of economics, of production, or (even) of readers 
interact with texts, shaping them and influencing readings of them" (243). 

One area of rhetorical studies in which we can clearly see this emergent shift is 
the rhetoric of science. Early work in this relatively recent area seemed reluctant to 
embrace cultural studies (as does much current work). The Landmark Essays volume 
on the rhetoric of science, for instance, is composed of traditional rhetorical criti- 
cism and discourse analysis. The rhetoric of science collection Understanding Scien- 

tific Prose-whose intent is to "demonstrate and domesticate new methods of practical 
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criticism"-contains one essay dedicated to a cultural studies approach (Selzer 3; 
Herndl). In "Rhetoric of Science," a taxonomic overview of rhetoric of science and 
its relation to other science studies areas such as history of science, philosophy of 
science, and sociology of science, rhetorician Randy Allen Harris does not mention 
cultural studies. A few of the more recent rhetorical studies of science and technol- 

ogy, however, have begun to borrow from cultural studies. Charles Bazerman, in 

Shaping Written Knowledge, and Ann Blakeslee, for example, adopt more nuanced 
notions of intertext that account for interactions of scientists with their audiences 
and the disciplinary literature that scientific writers and readers use to situate and 

interpret their texts. One of the more striking examples, and one I will return to 
later, is Bazerman's The Languages of Edison s Light, which examines how representa- 
tions of light and power were shaped out of and in turn influenced a range of social 

systems, including legal, financial, corporate, technological, and civic ones. Bazerman 
also explores how material technology can itself be a rhetorical actor, though his 
definition of persuasion as a "desired influence on the action of relevant parties" is 

inherently a humanist one (3, 341). Rhetorician Celeste Condit, in her article "How 
Bad Science Stays That Way," takes up the critical stance toward science character- 
istic of feminist cultural critics such as Sandra Harding and Donna Haraway. A full 
rhetoric of science, Condit argues, "seeks to change errant practices by engaging in 

public and interdisciplinary discourse about those practices" (87). 
In this essay I seek to extend the work of Rosteck, Bazerman, Condit, and oth- 

ers by further elaborating what a hybrid rhetorical-cultural study might look like- 
the "texts" and practices it might look at, the questions it might pose, the stances it 

might take, and so on. Instead of a precise set of methods, I offer a general method- 

ological approach. A rhetorician of science, technology, and medicine by training, I 
arrived at this approach in the course of studying the rhetorics surrounding HIV 
and AIDS, from which my extended example of home HIV testing is taken. I focus 

my argument on the rhetoric of science and technology not only because of my 
familiarity with this work, but also because of its cross-disciplinary nature and its 
potential to contribute to high-stakes enterprises such as HIV testing. The hybrid 
approach I propose holds promise for other areas of English, too. Ecocompositionists, 
for example, who turn to ecology to theorize writing as part of larger systems and 
environments, might also consider a rhetorical-cultural rendering of the text/con- 
text/intertext relationship. Those studying visual rhetorics, from human-computer 
interfaces to public memorials, also face many of the questions that a rhetorical- 
cultural approach addresses: how to theorize the relationship between language and 

materiality, how to define and contextualize a rhetorical text, how to critique and 

reshape cultural practices. 
In what follows I first offer an overview of traditional rhetoric of science schol- 

arship, identifying possible limitations that a hybrid methodology would address. 
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Next I outline a rhetorical-cultural approach, which in its most basic form entails 
these general moves: accounting for science's broader conditions of possibility, map- 
ping the shifting intertext of science-in-action, evaluating science according to its 
effects, and targeting opportunities to intervene in harmfill effects. I then illustrate 
how a rhetorical-cultural approach differs from a traditional rhetorical one by ap- 
plying it to one of my case studies of HIV testing: the development and implemen- 
tation of home-collection testing. 

I am hardly the first rhetorician to employ the analytic moves I discuss. Because 
rhetorical-cultural work is relatively new, however, few of its practitioners have ar- 
ticulated their methods of analysis. Some may not even recognize their work as 

intersecting with cultural studies. The main aim of this essay, then, is to make a 
rhetorical-cultural approach more explicit and widely available. At stake is our very 
understanding of how rhetoric works. In addition, our analytic methods shape the 

types of rhetorical problems we uncover and the work we expect our criticism to 

perform. The hybrid approach I advocate entails civic action as well as analysis and 
assessment; indeed, its main thrust is to ethically transform whatever practices it 
examines. 

RHETORICAL STUDIES OF SCIENCE 

Most rhetorical studies of science might be divided into three groups based on their 

objects and methods of study. The first two groups focus on what we might call 
"internal" rhetorics of science, that is, discourse written by scientists within or across 
scientific communities. As Alan Gross explains in The Rhetoric of Science, this schol- 

arship approaches science as a "distinctive cultural practice with a distinctive way of 

approaching texts" (xvii). Rhetoricians eager to demonstrate rhetoric's epistemic role 
in science, in particular, have focused on internal scientific texts and practices as the 
most challenging and therefore most convincing cases. 

Studies in the first group of internal studies tend to look like traditional rhe- 
torical and literary criticism in their close readings of a text's rhetorical features and 
author's rhetorical moves, only they take as their primary objects influential texts 
written by such scientific "giants" as Darwin, Newton, Watson and Crick, and Rob- 
ert Gallo. Although this type of study is mostly text- and agent-centered, it typically 
interprets the text in light of its immediate context, accounting for such factors as 
the writer's motives, the audience's values, and any rhetorical constraints imposed 
by the situation. Additionally, this scholarship sometimes situates the text in a larger 
intertextual conversation. Leah Ceccarelli, for example, advocates an approach that 
she calls "close textual-intertextual analysis," which supplements and "tests" a close 

reading with a reading of "contemporary responses, such as book reviews, speeches, 
editorials, articles, or letters that make direct reference to the primary work under 
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examination" (8). Often, however, context and intertext are reduced to "influences" 
that help explain the success or failure of the text's rhetoric. As Dilip Gaonkar ex- 

plains, the rhetor and his or her discourse is still positioned as the "generating cen- 
ter of discourse and its 'constitutive' power" ("Idea" 275). Such studies can lapse 
into a rhetorical determinism that perhaps attributes too much agency to rhetoric 
and not enough to extrarhetorical forces. As Ceccarelli admits, "The influence of a 
text on the world (and the influence of the world on a text) is often more compli- 
cated than the close textual critic imagines when closely scrutinizing the inner pat- 
terns of the text" (7). 

Indebted to the sociology of science and the social turn in composition, the 
second type of "internal" rhetoric of science scholarship focuses less on the rhetori- 
cal features of individual texts than on dynamic, social, and intertextual knowledge- 
making practices. In its methods of discourse analysis and emphasis on social 

interactions, this work can be linked to some anthropological studies of scientific 
and medical practices, such as doctor-patient discourse. The discourse and genre 
analyses of rhetoricians Greg Myers, Carol Berkenkotter and Thomas Huckin, and 
others explain how all scientists socially (or sociocognitively) produce and negotiate 
scientific knowledge. In some cases this involves interaction with outside audiences 
such as scientists in other disciplines (Blakeslee). Although these scholars sometimes 
account for larger social and ideological influences (and in this way gesture toward 
cultural studies), they tend to limit their scope to the social practices of discrete 
scientific discourse communities.1 In addition, some discourse analyses seem to as- 
sume that scientific knowledge moves from scientific discourse communities out- 
ward as it gets popularized and applied. Finally, these studies tend to take an 

explanatory stance rather than an openly critical one (though Myers calls for teach- 
ers and students of science to be more critical readers); rhetorical theory is used less 
as a tool for ethically reshaping science than for better understanding it. It can be 

argued, however, that explanatory studies, especially those that clarify pedagogical 
applications, lay part of the groundwork for critique and intervention. 

The third group focuses on what we might call the "external" or "public" rhetoric 
of science and technology, the rhetorical controversies about science and technology 
that are played out in different public forums such as policymaking hearings or popular 
media publications. These forums are often read as sites where scientific knowledge 
is translated or, to use Jeanne Fahnestock's term, "accommodated." Although such 
studies seemingly expand science's domain and the rhetorician's scope, they also 
often reinforce rather than problematize boundaries between the scientific and tech- 
nical on the one hand and the social and cultural on the other. Thomas Farrell and 
Thomas Goodnight, for example, distinguish between "technical reason" and "so- 
cial reason," arguing that the dominance of the former produced a "rhetorical cri- 
sis" (273) around the Three Mile Island accident. Gross similarly frames the 
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recombinant DNA controversy as a "clash of two epistemologically incompatible 
perspectives," arguing that his study highlights the "failure of technical knowledge 
to resolve social, ethical, or political dilemmas" (191). 

Although these three versions of rhetoric of science scholarship have taught us 
a great deal about the rhetorical and social dimensions of science, they have left 
room for alternative approaches grounded in different views of the rhetoric- 
science-cultural relationship, approaches that Bazerman and others have already 
begun developing. 

TOWARD A RHETORICAL-CULTURAL ANALYSIS 

In many ways, cultural studies is a heterogeneous, contested, and changing enter- 

prise, and therefore its methods are difficult to categorize. Cultural studies cannot 
take just any form, however. As the editors of the Cultural Studies collection point 
out, these studies are evaluative as well as interpretive and posit that "all forms of 
cultural production need to be studied in relation to other cultural practices and to 
social and historical structures" (Grossberg, Nelson, and Treichler 4). In his fre- 

quently cited Configurations article on the "cultural studies of scientific knowledge," 
Joseph Rouse explains that this branch of cultural studies troubles demarcations 
between science and the rest of culture, dually emphasizes the discursive and the 
material elements of science, and takes an openly critical stance. 

Cultural critic Anne Balsamo similarly points out that cultural studies not only 
analyzes the sociorhetorical practices of science and technology, but also examines 
how those practices are part of broader cultural formations and ideologies (299). 
She goes on to explain that cultural studies shifts the terms of analysis from the 
social production and dissemination of knowledge to its cultural embeddedness and 
circulation (291).2 Balsamo's explanation invokes the notion of the cultural circuit 

developed by Richard Johnson in his landmark essay "What Is Cultural Studies 

Anyway?" The cultural circuit accounts for the circulation of cultural forms (for 
example, technologies and subject positions) from their production to their distri- 
bution as textual forms to their reception to their integration into lived culture, 
where they become part of the conditions enabling further production (thus the 
circular movement) (46). Johnson labels the parts of the circuit as predominantly 
public or private. My loose adaptation of his model rejects this distinction, as each 

process or transformation is made possible by the articulation of various cultural 
actors and conditions, both private and public. Johnson also suggests that the circuit's 

parts are interdependent but also somewhat distinct, which is why, he argues, most 
cultural studies scholarship takes the form of either a production-based study, text- 
based study, or study of lived culture.3 Although I discuss its moves one at a time, the 

approach I describe aims at accounting for the entire circuit (as Johnson himself 
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proposes) and views its parts as overlapping and recursive rather than separate and 

following a step-by-step progression. I now turn to the basic moves of a rhetorical- 
cultural approach, indebted to Johnson's model. 

The first part of a hybrid rhetorical-cultural approach is accounting for science's 
broader conditions of possibility. This move can be related to Bruno Latour's notion 

of"unblackboxing" in Science andAction. Latour uses the term "black box" to refer to 
the conception of technoscience as a coherent, discrete, and ready-made entity (2 5 8). 
As a black box, technoscience hides the processes and networks through which it is 
enacted. The critic's job, Latour argues, is to reopen the black box of science by 
treating it as a messy and dynamic enterprise and by tracking its networks of influ- 
ence wherever they extend. Often they extend across traditionally drawn boundaries 
of science, and often they involve nonhuman and extradiscursive "actors." 

Rhetorician Richard Doyle offers a useful metaphor-rhetorical software-for 

thinking about how rhetoric functions in relation to other scientific elements, in- 

cluding material ones. In On Beyond Living, Doyle defines rhetorical software as the 
rhetorical "freeze-framing" of scientific discourse that "literally makes some objects 
accessible and others invisible" (6). The emergence of scientific statements, Doyle 
further explains, is made possible through "relational and material interactions" of 
networks, in which humans and rhetoric play only partial roles (6-7). While rhetori- 
cal software is instrumental in the production of scientific knowledge, it cannot run 
on its own. As Doyle points out, "software is usable only within a network of hard- 
ware and-this is frequently overlooked-'wetware'" (7). We can think of hardware 
as the machines, institutional structures, environments, and other material elements 
on which software operates. The wetware, then, comprises the human actors that 
use the (rhetorical) software. The user running the software is never completely in 
control of it. Instead, the user must negotiate the interface of her or his own materi- 

ality, the software's program, and the material conditions at hand. The different 

parts of this interface mutually condition each other. For example, the technology of 
rhetorical software is shaped out of and fitted to hardwares and wetwares. At the 
same time, software mediates the other elements. 

As Doyle's metaphor illustrates, a rhetorical-cultural approach does not follow 
the humanist paradigm in reading science through the strategic rhetorical moves of 
scientists. Human beings are not sovereign over the interfaces we call science and 

technology. Even the effects of rhetorical software may not be solely attributable to 
the rhetors who "run" them. Replacing a humanist stance with a posthumanist one 
does not mean that we also abandon any notion of rhetorical agency, but that we 

temper and transform such a concept to recognize its contingency and interrelated 
sources. Science's conditions of possibility also cannot be located only in the imme- 
diate rhetorical contexts of scientific texts and practices. Instead of being "preoccu- 
pied [. . .] with the immediate pragmatics" of texts and their rhetorical situations, 
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Gaonkar suggests, we might account for the "constitutive presence of the larger 
historical/discursive formations within which a text [ . .] is embedded" ("Close" 
343). Further, we need not limit this accounting to the communities and practices 
that we traditionally label "scientific." 

Beyond accounting for the broader networks of discursive and material actors 
that condition science, Latour, Donna Haraway, and others have argued for redefin- 
ing science as a heterogeneous, dynamic web of cultural practices. Latour describes 
technoscience as "all the elements tied to the scientific contents no matter how dirty, 
unexpected, or foreign they seem" (174) and Haraway describes it as a heteroge- 
neous tissue made of "economic, technical, political, organic, historical, mythic, and 
textual threads" (Modest 66-68). This starting point enables the critic to make a range 
of connections not apparent from the viewpoint of science as a discrete enterprise. 

The second task of a rhetorical-cultural study, then, is to map the connections 
and power relations among science's heterogeneous actors. Cultural critic Vincent 
Leitch refers to this mapping of interrelationships as the "protocol of entangle- 
ment," a "methodological strategy that construes objects and phenomena always in 
relation to complex temporal and spatial contiguities and proximities" (74). Although 
Leitch's protocol invokes rhetorical notions of context and intertext, it also departs 
from the traditional subordination of these notions to the individual text. Rather 
than accounting for cultural entanglements as a way to situate and elucidate texts, a 
rhetorical-cultural mapping discusses specific texts as a way to elucidate cultural 
entanglements. In such an approach, the shifting intertext itself becomes the pri- 
mary object of study. 

Beyond synchronically mapping the cultural networks of science, a rhetorical- 
cultural study tracks the transformations and functions of these networks, some- 
thing Latour emphasizes in his imperative to study science in action or 
"science-in-the-making." Critics should not look for the intrinsic qualities of scien- 
tific texts and practices, Latour implores, but should look at "all the transformations 
they undergo later in the hands of others" (2 58). With its emphasis on the dynamism 
and larger trajectory of science, a rhetorical-cultural mapping might get some of its 
theoretical grounding from the cultural studies concept of articulation, which Stuart 
Hall describes as something like the production of coherent forms through the link- 
ing of disparate fragments (in Grossberg, "On Postmodernism" 141-42). Grossberg 
adds that articulation is the ongoing construction of one set of relations out of an- 
other, the continuous process through which practices are linked and delinked to 
produce identities, structures, and other effects (We Gotta 54-55). Informed by this 
notion of articulation, a rhetorical-cultural analysis would read all texts as changing 
ensembles of relations that produce a range of effects, including subjects. 

Although a rhetorical-cultural mapping should not be predetermined, neither 
should it be neutral. The rhetorician-critic is interested in the practices she maps, 
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and not just because she wants to better explain them. In order to account for this 
interestedness, the rhetorician-critic must include herself in the map, sketching her 
own ideological and material positions in relation to the practices being studied. On 
this point I am indebted to feminist science critics Harding and Haraway, who have 
emphasized the locatedness and partial perspective of critics (and scientists) while 

arguing that some perspectives are more promising than others. Haraway adeptly 
describes the critic's interested stance when she states, "Location is also partial in 
the sense of beingfor some worlds and not others" (Modest 37). 

In addition to explaining scientific practices, a rhetorical-cultural study is con- 
cerned with evaluating and critiquing them. Coinciding with an emphasis on how 
science functions, this evaluation is based on what scientific practices produce, what 
they enable, what they construct. As Johnson explains, we can only evaluate cultural 
practices after we have followed them through the cultural circuit to determine their 
effects (73). As with science's conditions of possibility, these effects can be both rhe- 
torical and material; the rhetorical-material practices of science shape additional 
rhetorics, material circumstances, and exercises of power. 

In evaluating science based on its effects, many cultural critics draw on Foucault's 
reconceptualization of power as productive rather than repressive. According to 
Foucault, power is a productive network that "induces pleasure, forms knowledge 
[and] produces discourse" (Power/Knowledge 119). Abandoning a model of repressive 
power, however, does not require abandoning the notion that power can be oppres- 
sive in its effects, a distinction we should not overlook. Rhetorician-critics must still 
assess the effects of power as beneficial or harmful, desirable or undesirable, ethical 
or unethical. Further, this assessment must be situated, requiring us to ask, "Benefi- 
cial or harmful to whom? Desirable or undesirable for whom? Ethical or unethical 
by whose criteria and in what ways?" 

Evaluating effects is quite different from evaluating the intentions of rhetors or 
the intrinsic qualities of a text. In addition, although a focus on effects can be likened 
to the rhetorical focus on a text's reception, it also encompasses more than this. 
Rhetoricians such as Ceccarelli and Davida Charney have based their evaluations of 
scientific rhetoric on the responses of its audiences. Such evaluations tend to focus 
on the rhetorical success or failure of science rather than on its larger trajectory of 
effects, however unpredictable, as it gets appropriated and reappropriated over time. 

Finally, in line with the longer traditions of both rhetoric and cultural studies, a 
hybrid approach entails civic intervention. As Condit argues, the rhetorician must 
also be a rhetor, in the fully civic sense of that word. This means more than promot- 
ing the usefulness of rhetoric in explaining how science is discursively constructed. 
As Haraway argues, the cultural critic must responsibly engage technoscience rather 
than simply demonize it; the critic must also be a transformer, working to "diffract 
the rays of technoscience so that we get more promising interference patterns on 
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the recording films of our lives and bodies" (Modest 16; see also "Cyborg" 181). The 
main reason for troubling the boundaries of science, Haraway and others argue, is 
to rebuild those boundaries in more ethical ways. The main reason for analyzing the 
transformation of scientific networks is to ethically contribute to future transforma- 
tions. Once again, this requires the rhetorician-critic to "be in the action, be finite 
and dirty," as Haraway puts it, and to account for her positionality (Modest 36). The 
critic must pinpoint which civic practices he is already embedded in, which practices 
he already has some expertise about, and which practices are most amenable to her 
rhetorical intervention. 

I now turn to an extended illustration of how this rhetorical-cultural approach 
can frame and direct a specific study. One of the cases in my larger study of HIV 

testing discourses and practices in the United States focuses on the development of 
an individual testing technology-the home-collection HIV test. These home tests 
are designed so that the user collects a blood sample, sends it in to be tested, and 
then calls for the result. After ten years of contested development, Confide, the first 
such test, was approved by the FDA in 1996. Soon thereafter a second test, Home 
Access, was approved. Although Confide is no longer on the market, its rival is more 

widely available than ever. The following discussion differentiates the moves of a 
traditional rhetorical analysis from those of my own hybrid analysis. As my full analysis 
is beyond the scope of this article, I only gesture toward specific findings. 

THE EXAMPLE OF THE HOME HIV TESTING 

A more traditional rhetorical analysis of the home HIV testing controversy might 
take as its primary object of study the public policy discourse of the FDA and Con- 

gressional hearings, the discursive sites where the development and approval of the 
new technology was rhetorically negotiated, and the sites where scientific and tech- 

nological discourse was "translated" for a more heterogeneous audience of public 
health officials and advocates. A rhetorical study might look, more specifically, for 
rhetorical turning points in this discourse, guided by the premise that rhetoric was a 
crucial factor in the shift from opposition to and skepticism toward the tests to sup- 
port for their approval. 

From this perspective, the main turning point in the debate occurred in 1994, 
when the FDA held a third, widely publicized meeting on home testing that brought 
over sixty speakers. This was the first forum in which the proponents of home HIV 

testing dominated the opponents and skeptics. In this pivotal meeting, the network 
of home-testing supporters appeared to shift the terms of the approval debate from 
the rhetorical stasis of evaluation to questions of procedure; that is, the questions at 
issue shifted from ones about the safety and efficacy of the new tests to ones about 
how best to monitor them once they entered the marketplace. At the end of this 
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meeting, the FDA advisory committee concluded for the first time that the benefits 
of home collection testing outweighed the risks and consequently recommended 
that the first home test be approved. This pivotal meeting, then, might form the 
central text in a rhetorical analysis, which would reconstruct the meeting's rhetori- 
cal situation, dissect the primary arguments by the meeting's most persuasive rhetors, 
and explain how these arguments persuaded the FDA advisory committee to turn 
the tide toward home HIV testing. 

Although a rhetorical study would likely analyze the interaction of the "scien- 
tific" and "nonscientific" arguments for, against, and ambivalent about home HIV 

testing, it might pay particular attention to the ways scientific experts advocating 
home testing successfully adapted their appeals to a more public forum and hetero- 

geneous audience. By the 1994 meeting, Johnson and Johnson, the parent company 
of the first home test under dispute, had recruited an impressive group of scientific 

experts as advocates. These included former U.S. Surgeon General C. Everett Koop 
and renowned epidemiologist Donald Francis. Koop and fellow advocates argued, 
among other points, that home collection testing was needed to control an epidemic 
out of control, particularly among poor, underserved minority groups. Approving 
home testing, they suggested, would connect these groups to testing, prevention 
measures, and urgently needed medical care. A traditional rhetorical study might 
take apart such arguments-including their frames, lines, appeals, and assumptions- 
in order to explain their success or failure. Some rhetorical analyses might even 
move beyond explanation to critique problematic notions or assumptions support- 
ing rhetors' arguments; for example, the coalition of home-testing supporters at the 
1994 FDA meeting relied on exaggerated notions of biomedicine as an inevitably 
advancing enterprise and testing technology as a timely, lifesaving intervention. 

Another major aspect of the meeting's rhetorical situation is the audience, and 
so a traditional rhetorical study might gauge the effectiveness of the participants' 
arguments according to their audiences' responses. After the FDA advisory com- 
mittee recommended approval at the end of the meeting, FDA officials significantly 
expedited the approval process, granting final approval within two years. In addition 
to addressing the meeting's immediate rhetorical context, a rhetorical analysis might 
also relate it to its immediate intertext-the ensuing barrage of popular media re- 

ports and scientific editorials touting the new technology as the best weapon in the 
war against AIDS and suggesting that approval was imminent. After considering the 

responses to the meeting by FDA officials and the press, one could argue that this 

meeting initiated a snowballing movement toward approval. 
Even this brief overview points to some ways a rhetorical approach could gen- 

erate useful insights about the argumentative moves of the controversy. First, a close 
rhetorical analysis of the 1994 FDA meeting and its aftermath would show how the 
turn in the controversy manifested itself rhetorically, how the masterful rhetors com- 
missioned byJohnson and Johnson tipped the scales toward approval in arguing that 
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the new testing technology would curb the epidemic in certain communities and 
connect individuals to lifesaving information and medical treatment. In the process, 
this analysis would uncover the reductive, problematic notions of biomedicine and 

testing technology underlying home-testing arguments. A rhetorical analysis would 
also begin to explain how the home-collection HIV tests were at least partially rhe- 

torically constructed, how rhetoric helped shape the development and future uses of 
an emergent technology. 

At the same time, however, a traditional rhetorical analysis might overestimate 
and oversimplify rhetoric's role in shaping the controversy and overlook the myriad 
ways home testing was transformed after it was initially produced. Such an analysis 
would limit its explanatory power by failing to account for the extrarhetorical forces 
at work in the controversy and by reading the immediate context and intertext in- 
stead of tracking the broader circulation and transformations of home testing. 

In determining the conditions that enabled the approval of home HIV testing, 
my rhetorical-cultural analysis looked beyond key rhetors, their arguments, and the 

surrounding rhetorical situations. First I reopened the processes and networks that 
contributed to the development of home HIV testing, approaching the home HIV 
test kit not as a discrete, ready-made technology but as an assemblage developed out 
of and dependent on a number of cultural forces. 

If one were to read the controversy through the rhetorical moves of the partici- 
pants, one might be tempted to attribute the shifts in the FDA's position to the 

powerful arguments of home-testing advocates. But such a conclusion would fail to 
account for some of the other forces that made approval possible. For example, 
before it reversed its earlier decision not to consider applications of home-collec- 
tion tests, the FDA faced a lawsuit from a test developer. After pharmaceutical giant 
Johnson and Johnson acquired Confide, the first proposed home test, it began a 

deep-pocketed public relations and lobbying campaign involving a fifty-plus-mem- 
ber "community advisory committee." This committee, which formed the back- 
bone of an extensive network of home-testing supporters, included renowned AIDS 
scientists and biomedical experts, politicians, AIDS activists and educators, public 
policy experts, public relations experts, and leaders of minority health organiza- 
tions. That these groups represented a range of interests underscored Johnson and 

Johnson's ability to mobilize allies. Toward the end of the approval process, Newt 

Gingrich joined Johnson and Johnson's campaign, pressuring the White House and 
FDA head to look into the status of Confide. I should note here that Johnson and 

Johnson had been a contributor to Gingrich's Progress and Freedom Foundation. 
In addition, the FDA had already been facing continuous pressure from AIDS activ- 
ist groups to accelerate its process for approving new HIV/AIDS drugs. Thus, the 

approval of Confide was enabled by an extended network of scientific and nonscien- 
tific actors and by such extrarhetorical exigencies as a lawsuit, public and media 

pressure, political influence, and the economic power of Johnson and Johnson. 
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The home HIV testing debate was also enabled by larger cultural arguments 
and movements. For one, the approval of home testing was fueled by an ongoing 
public health emphasis on testing as the primary tool for preventing and controlling 
the epidemic, especially among "high-risk" populations. Since the emergence of the 
HIV antibody test in the mid-1980s, testing efforts have become the cornerstone of 
HIV prevention and containment efforts and have, in practice, targeted certain groups 
as risky to the public health. This targeting has been grounded in the epidemiology 
of the epidemic, to be sure, but has also been shaped by cultural notions of risk that 

stigmatize certain identities and communities (rather than actions) as risky and devi- 
ant. More recently, developments in HIV treatment and testing technology have 

helped fuel exaggerated notions of testing's power to intervene in the epidemic and 
save lives. 

I also read the approval of home HIV testing as part of the Gingrich-backed 
movement toward privatized, market-driven health care and a growing cultural 

emphasis on personal health care and responsibility. One of the main appeals of 
home testing was its lack of dependence on government funding, and another was 
its potential to empower more consumers to learn their HIV status. The commer- 
cialization of personal health has manifested a range of new home-testing technolo- 

gies (for example, drug-testing kits) and arguments urging consumers to take charge 
of their health. 

Overestimating rhetoric as the primary force behind the approval of home test- 

ing also limits the interventions rhetoricians might make. The story of home testing 
suggests that any intervention, rhetorical or otherwise, must be built out of a more 
nuanced analysis of various rhetorical actors (scientific and nonscientific), power 
relationships (among scientific, economic, political, and other forms of power), and 
the interaction of historically specific cultural movements (for example, the 

privatization and commercialization of health care, the public-health approach to 

testing as a magic bullet, fear of an expanding HIV epidemic). 
Instead of building its analysis around the arguments of a specific text or the 

discourse of the FDAs approval process, my hybrid study foregrounded the shifting 
interrelationships among the material-discursive practices of home testing, includ- 

ing the response by popular media reports and biomedical articles, the public rela- 
tions campaign byJohnson and Johnson, the marketing of the new home-collection 
tests after they were finally approved, and even the written and oral discourse ac- 

companying the new tests themselves. The advertisements for the new home tests 
are related to other HIV risk-assessment and prevention messages that the tests' 
users may have encountered, and so these messages must also be included in the 

map. The intertext I examined was therefore much broader than the texts directly 
leading to and responding to the approval of home testing. As it stretches across 
various cultural domains and includes various cultural texts and actors, this intertext 

vividly illustrates the heterogeneity of scientific-technological practices. 
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In addition to mapping the larger web of home testing's rhetorical-material 

practices, my study focused on the transformations this web underwent along the 

trajectory of the cultural circuit. One set of transformations was made possible after 

Johnson and Johnson took over Confide, launched a massive public relations cam- 

paign, and gained the FDA's good graces. The cultural negotiation of Confide's ap- 
proval and development affected its physical form, of course, including the 

instructions, educational booklet, and packaging, all of which, in turn, affect how 
the test is interpreted and used. Another important transformation occurred after 

approval. While the preapproval arguments invoked poor, underserved bodies of 
color as the beneficiaries of home HIV tests, the advertisements for the newly ap- 
proved test kits (both Confide and Home Access) hailed mostly white, middle-class 
consumers who might be worried about HIV but who viewed themselves as at rela- 

tively low-risk. This discrepancy is important, though probably not surprising, be- 
cause it suggests that communities of poor, underserved people of color were not 
the ultimate targets of this "lifesaving" technology after all. Although we can't, of 

course, equate the ads' constructions of users with actual users, the ads and their 
distribution do help shape who has access to and identifies with the products. In 
addition to interpellating a different set of users, the advertisements presented a 

noticeably different set of reasons for using the tests. The consumers in the Confide 

ads, for example, emphasized the privacy and convenience of the new tests and the 

peace of mind they could provide. Instead of providing desperately needed informa- 
tion and access to health care, home testing was now described as a convenient tool 
for reassurance. Thus, the advertisements for the new home tests transformed them, 
facilitating certain interpretations and uses of the tests and disabling others. 

Perhaps the most important transformation of home tests occurs when they 
reach consumers, which leads us to a consideration of the tests' final forms as well as 
their distribution, interpretation, and uses. My rhetorical-cultural study did not stop 
with their approval or even their marketing, but considered how the tests were sold 
(over the Internet or the telephone or in select pharmacies), how much they cost 

(around forty dollars), what they included and what they didn't include, and how 
users interacted with them (by reading the materials, taking the blood collection, 
sending it in, calling to get their results, making decisions based on these results). 
Asking how home testing reaches users and whom, in particular, it reaches is one 

way to account for the power relations of testing. Many of the users rhetorically 
targeted for home testing, for example, clearly did not have access to the pricey test 
kits. It is one thing to understand the rhetorical transformations of home testing, 
but another to explore how these transformations worked with other cultural fac- 
tors to affect the tests' forms and uses. 

A traditional rhetorical study might seek to explain the rhetorical moves of the 

approval controversy; the main objectives of this hybrid study were to evaluate the 
rhetorical-material practices of home testing and to develop strategies for interven- 
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ing in the problematic ones. Just as my study more broadly defined home testing's 
conditions of possibility, it also more broadly defined its effects, looking beyond the 
immediate reception of pro-testing arguments to consider the larger trajectory of 
their impact. 

Preapproval arguments about saving "needy" bodies and populations through 
access to home testing reinforced the stigmatization of certain groups as risky and 
the exaggeration of testing's power. These types of arguments, in turn, contributed 
to the paternalistic public-health impulse to target and contain certain groups. Such 

exaggerations of testing's benefits also contributed to the public-health 
overdependence on testing as a prevention tool and its rush to implement new forms 
of testing before their full implications were explored. Some of the same arguments 
deployed in the home-collection testing debate have since been marshaled to sup- 
port the approval of additional testing technologies as well as shortsighted, less- 

than-responsive testing policies. 
Although the "needy" bodies of underserved, "high-risk" groups were rhetori- 

cally useful in creating a sense of exigency for home testing, they were not the types 
of users ultimately targeted as consumers. As it turns out, the limited studies of the 
tests' actual users have revealed that these users have been predominantly middle- 

class, white, non-drug-injecting heterosexual men, although a substantial minority 
were homosexual men (see Branson). The disparity between the actual users of the 
home tests and the users invoked in pro-testing arguments attests to the importance 
of focusing on effects rather than intentions. It appears that home testing has given 
certain users another, more convenient option for HIV testing-clearly a beneficial 
effect. This increased access to testing for some, however, might be accompanied by 
less access for others, as the shift toward home collection testing, however modest, 

may affect funding for public testing and counseling programs, which dispropor- 
tionately serve poor people and people of color. Thus, as part of the larger move- 
ment toward privatized health care, home collection testing could ultimately draw 
resources away from some of the very people its proponents argued it would "save." 

Home testing may also be harmful to its actual users in several ways. First, 
advertisements touting home testing as a device for reassuring the "worried well" 
that they are still healthy may ultimately serve to block users' identification with 
risk. This, in turn, can lead to dangerous uses of the tests such as reading a negative 
result as a confirmation of poor risk-assessment techniques or as a green light for 

engaging in unsafe sex. Some advertisements for home testing promoted testing as a 

way to "clear" one's health or the health of a partner before negotiating a sexual 

relationship. Other ads, for the Home Access tests, went so far as to sell their prod- 
uct as a seduction tool, a way to lure a partner into bed and possibly have unpro- 
tected sex. In some cases, then, home testing may do more to facilitate than to thwart 
transmission of HIV. 
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Second, the actual education and counseling offered by the home-collection 
tests is inadequate and uncontextualized. In place of client-centered pretest coun- 

seling, as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) recommends, 
users get a generic booklet; users who test positive have access to telephone counsel- 

ing and referral, but those who test negative get only a recorded message. Home- 

testing users, many of whom have been misled by dangerous cultural messages about 
how to assess and avoid risk, are left to interpret their results with little guidance. 
This form of testing misses a kairotic opportunity to educate testees about preven- 
tion in a contextualized way. 

Third, by turning more of the testing process over to the user, home HIV 

testing also enables new forms of surveillance and discrimination by partners, em- 

ployers, and insurance companies. What is to stop employers and insurance compa- 
nies--notorious for denying, limiting, and canceling coverage to people with HIV/ 
AIDS-from using the new home tests to bypass explicit written consent? What is 
to stop a person from coercing his lover or spouse into being tested at home? What is 
to stop people from obtaining the code numbers of others and calling in to get their 
results? Home testing opens up a new set of contexts for potential public and private 
misuses and abuses. Some of these effects would not be recognized or predicted from a 
close reading of the debate's arguments or an analysis of their rhetorical situations. 

Beyond critiquing a set of practices, a rhetorician-critic would also be involved 
in these practices. Foucault argues that if we are to do analytic work that has "politi- 
cal meaning, utility, and effectiveness," then we must have "some kind of involve- 
ment with the struggles taking place in the area in question" (Power/Knowledge 64). 
In my study of home HIV testing, I looked to intervene in my roles as a rhetorician 
of public health and a community HIV/AIDS worker. When the CDC made its 
latest draft of new recommendations for HIV counseling, testing, and referral avail- 
able for public comment, I sent a letter explaining problems with the new home 
tests and the rhetoric surrounding them. I am also attempting to make my critique 
of home testing and testing more generally available to other public health 

policymakers. The FDA's process for approving new testing technologies has usu- 

ally included public hearings and other opportunities for nonscientists like me to 
share their expertise. My nonacademic roles as an HIV educator and test counselor 

pointed to additional interventions. I helped other educators and clients understand 

problems with popular depictions of home testing, for instance, and contributed to 
new educational discourse and counseling protocols that discuss this technology. 
Such protocols, now being developed for newly approved rapid HIV tests, can have 
enormous power in shaping the ways tests are given, interpreted, and acted upon. 
The ultimate goal of my study was not a more sophisticated understanding or aca- 
demic critique of the home-testing controversy, but the creation of more widely 
beneficial testing rhetorics and practices. 
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Although the example I've been discussing is about the external rhetoric of 
science and technology, the same basic analytic moves could be useful for other 

types of projects that analyze persuasive discourse, especially in relation to material- 

ity. Two other areas of science studies-literature and science and the sociology of 
science-share some of rhetoric's limitations, such as a narrow view of context and 

intertext, a fixation on the linguistic moves of specific texts, and a primarily explana- 
tory stance. Other areas of rhetorical and English studies are in the midst of grap- 
pling with how to define the text/context/intertext relationship, with how to relate 
rhetoric to materiality (including material bodies, technologies, and environments), 
and with how to measure rhetoric's success. To return to an earlier example, 
ecocompositionists theorizing writing as a component of dynamic ecological sys- 
tems could use a rhetorical-cultural approach to theorize the parts and shifting rela- 

tionships in these systems. Those studying basic writers could similarly focus on the 
institutional conditions in which student writers are embedded and which are re- 
lated to broader cultural practices, such as revivals of skills-based writing instruc- 
tion. Analysts of visual rhetorics are increasingly recognizing the interplay between 
these rhetorics and the wider zones of their negotiations. In their study of public 
memorials, Blair and Michel argue that the critic should not just study these memo- 
rials as distinct entities with concrete borders, but as parts of larger intertexts that 
their visitors are exposed to and must negotiate. Scholars working on computers and 

composition are studying, among other things, how human-computer interfaces are 
conditioned by and condition larger cultural rhetorics and power alignments. Al- 

though my example focuses on biotechnology, the hybrid approach I describe could 
lead to a richer analysis of the development, transformations, and effects of any 
"technology," be it networked writing environments or student writing. By neces- 

sity, almost all areas of English studies have begun to rethink the limited accessibil- 

ity and audiences of their work, and therefore questions about the role of the critic 
and criticism are perhaps more important than ever. 

CROSS-POLLINATION 

Lest I come across as presenting cultural studies as a panacea, I should emphasize 
that it, too, can benefit from a hybrid approach. Rhetoric has much to offer cultural 
studies, including its rich storehouse of theory for analyzing the production and 

reception of texts, its utility in unpacking the frames, lines, appeals, and ideological 
underpinnings of arguments, and its careful attention to language and deep engage- 
ment with specific texts. In widening their analytic lens to critique broader cultural 
formations, some cultural studies fail to offer precise, empirically grounded critiques 
and strategies for intervention (the ethnographic studies of Sarah Franklin and Emily 
Martin are notable exceptions). These cultural critiques might be richer and less 
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heavy-handed if they were developed out of the inductive, microscopic analysis that 
is more characteristic of rhetorical studies. Bazerman's Languages of Edison's Light 
brilliantly illustrates the contributions rhetoric can make; this "micro-empirical analy- 
sis" reveals the centrality of rhetoric and discursive networks to the cross-cultural 
formation of science and technology. Perhaps most important, the rhetorical tradi- 
tion may also serve as a useful corrective to cultural studies' tendencies to devalue 
the critic's civic engagement and remain a strictly academic pursuit. Rhetoricians 
such as Kathleen Hall Jamieson have done an exemplary job of making their analy- 
ses accessible and civically engaged. 

At the same time, rhetorical studies of science can be enriched by a method- 

ological intermingling with cultural studies in several ways. Incorporating cultural 
studies stances can generate a fuller recognition of rhetoric's relationship to mate- 

rial, extra-rhetorical practices, an expanded and more nuanced view of what consti- 
tutes science and technology, a renewed emphasis on critique, and ultimately an 
alternative version of rhetoric itself. The hybrid approach I seek to extend does not 
abdicate rhetoric but refocuses and broadens it. The traditional scope of the rhe- 
torical situation might be expanded by situating rhetoric in broader cultural inter- 
faces of conditioning elements. A rhetorical reading would primarily examine shifting 
ensembles of cultural practices rather than the rhetorical features of individual texts. 
This hybrid approach would assess rhetoric based on its functions and effects, in- 

cluding material effects for embodied subjects. 
A final tendency rhetoric might borrow from cultural studies is the refusal ever 

to be fixed or homogeneous. In contrast to Gross's call for a coherent approach to 
the rhetoric of science, I am calling for the development of new hybrid approaches 
that focus on different dimensions and functions of rhetoric. Although traditional 
rhetorical studies have enriched and will continue to enrich our understanding of 
science and other cultural enterprises, they have left space for other types of rhetori- 

cally oriented projects, especially posthumanist, materialist ones. If rhetoric, as the 

study of persuasive discourse, is to continue to be a productive area of English stud- 

ies, it must continue to develop alternative approaches that reflect the shifting con- 
cerns of the latter, concerns such as how discourse relates to materiality and the 

body and how criticism might perform extra-academic cultural work. Following the 
lead of cultural studies, rhetorical studies might embrace, rather than resist, alterna- 
tive methodologies as supplements to its already-established and valuable strands. 

NOTES 

1. Some feminist critics and rhetoricians, including Evelyn Fox Keller, have wavered between reaf- 

firming and troubling the notion of science as a distinct cultural enterprise. These critics have explored 
the role of gender ideologies in science through studying the gendered metaphors and other linguistic- 
conceptual structures that guide scientific practices (see especially Keller's Secrets). In doing so, they have 
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greatly contributed to our understanding of science as inherently ideological and influenced by cultural 
and psychosocial contexts. 

2. My space limitations keep me from describing the various traditions of cultural studies scholar- 

ship. For example, my account here, which admittedly privileges the Birmingham school and its U.S. 

appropriators, could pay more attention to empirical and historical strands of cultural studies. Some 
cultural critics of science, such as Sarah Franklin and Sharon Traweek, build their cultural analyses out of 
rich ethnographies of scientific practices. Neither Franklin nor Traweek is particularly concerned with 

waging a critique or proposing interventive practices; rather, their work, like much rhetorical work, takes 
a mostly explanatory stance. Franklin describes her approach as guided by the "openness of the ethno- 

graphic ear" (16). 
3. In addition to making problematic public-private distinctions, separating the parts of the circuit 

in a step-by-step progression, and overcodifying cultural studies work, Johnson's model has been cri- 

tiqued for failing to adequately emphasize the sociocultural differentiation of cultural practices. The 
authors of Doing Cultural Studies offer an alternative circuit that emphasizes connections among the 

processes of representation, identity formation, production, consumption, and regulation. Such connec- 
tions include the power relations between producers and consumers and the regulation of meaning mak- 

ing by social structures (Du Gay et al., 96, 105). 
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