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'CHAPTER 6 |

Rhetoric of Risk

Robin E. Jensen

Introduction

Rhetoric of risk scholars consider how risks
emerge through discourse and are therefore dis-
cursive. Rather than assuming that risks exist
exclusively in the material world, rhetorical
explorations of risk are distinguished from other
perspectives for their conceptualization of risk as
something that comes into being (i.e., is consti-
tuted) at the moment of communication. This
chapter aims to demonstrate how and to what
ends scholarship in this area conceives of risk as
a discursive construction. After a brief introduc-
tion, I identify the current major lines of research
that have emerged from the study of rhetoric and
risk—highlighting points of agreement and
dissent—and provide an overview of the theo-
retical deliberations driving this mode of inquiry.
Finally, I reflect, briefly, on an important theo-
retical consideration for future research in this
area, and I delineate three promising research
directions.

Scholars of rhetoric have long claimed that risk
is both a topic and a topoi (i.e., a convention for
building arguments) naturally positioned within
the purview of their expertise (see, e.g., Danisch,
2011; Gross, 1994; Katz & Miller, 1996). In an
overarching sense, rhetorical scholarship tends to
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focus on exploring what Aristotle described as
“the available means of persuasion” in any given
situation (Aristotle, trans. 1941, Rhet. 1.2,
1355b26f). Rhetorical scholars decipher what
symbols might mean to specific audiences in par-
ticular contexts and how those symbols develop,
circulate, transform, influence, and motivate. No
matter the context, the persuasive/motivational
process is one that emerges from a sense of uncer-
tainty about past, present, and/or future happen-
ings, as well as from corresponding questions
about the most appropriate way to act in response
to (or in anticipation of) those happenings.
Danisch (2010, 2011) reasoned that the idea of
risk—which is only ever probable and always
necessarily uncertain—is a constant subject of
and source for persuasive endeavors. In this
respect, he argued that it makes sense that risk is
repeatedly at the center of rhetorical inquiry into
discursive interaction.

Indeed, over the past decade, scholars have
gone from recognizing that rhetoricians regularly
ground their work in topics related to risk fram-
ing and perception to delineating a subfield of
study specifically dedicated to the rhetoric of
risk. Ayotte, Bernard, and O’Hair (2009), for
instance, have recently defined the rhetoric of
risk as the study of discourses about risk and how



ey function to shape perceptions of human his-
ory. More specifically, they position this area of
as one dedicated to exploring “how partic-
risks come to be persuasive as facts of the
yorld rather than only why a particular rhetori-
9 framing of pregiven facts does or does not
ve public audiences” (p. 616). Ultimately, this
hasis on understanding how risks are consti-
d via rhetoric over time is one that pervades
olarship in this area. For instance, scholars
as Grabill and Simmons (1998) emphasized
e role that context and social factors play in
cursive accounts of risk. Similarly, Sauer
002) published a volume titled The Rhetoric of
isk and dedicated it to expanding traditional
otions of risk (i.e., the conceptualization of risk
as an elite truth delivered in strategic ways to the
~masses) to account for the role that lay individu-
als play—via writings, speeches, images, perfor-
mances, events, and even gestures—in the
‘communication of risk in specific situations and
torical moments.

Despite the diversity of their subject matter
(e.g., terrorist threats, regulatory communica-
tion in the workplace, and educational out-
- comes), these authors all aim to question the
~ notion of risk as something that can be discov-
- ered via mathematical equations or psychomet-
ric scales. Risk assessment equations and scales
~ generally attempt to calculate the likelihood of a
 specific threat or potential hazard in light of the
~ amount of effort or harm that might be incurred
- by attempts to allay the threat’s occurrence.
- Frequently employed by professionals such as
,. actuaries, governmental committee members,
- and organizational administrators, these equa-
 tions are often the factors that decide issues
- including a persons eligibility for life or health
~ insurance, an airport’s security protocol, the
grounding of new construction on a known
Superfund site, the age at which a woman is
encouraged by her doctor to get a mammogram,
or the proliferation of a nation’s supply of
nuclear weapons. The underlying goal in draw-
ing from these equations to make potentially
life-altering decisions is on transforming the
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unknowable and ephemeral future into some-
thing that resembles a predictable fact (see
Taylor, 2010). Yet as Schwartzman, Ross, and
Berube (2011) have noted, objective risk assess-
ment tools along these lines—as well as the risk
assessment plans or “fantasy documents” for
which they provide justification (Danisch, 2011;
Keranen, 2008, p. 233)—often do not account
adequately for human perceptions of and reac-
tions to risk discourse, mostly because, as
Grabill and Simmons (1998) have argued, lay
perceptions of risk rarely align with risk asses-
sors’ perceptions of risk.

Scholarship on the rhetoric of risk, then, is
designed to offer a counterpoint to (or at least
an opportunity for refining) these more tech-
nocratic approaches by accounting for risk as
the result of communication—and therefore as
symbolic and contextual—rather than as defin-
itive. The major argument uniting rhetoric of
risk scholars is that all notions of risk are at
least partly discursively constructed and that to
communicate about risk is also to create risk.
Thus, their work as a whole involves the study
of discourse designed to communicate about
risk, a task that generally includes close analysis
of the symbols employed therein and the impli-
cations for framing risk in one way rather than
another. Yet, as the following section lays out,
there exists within rhetorical scholarship on
risk a range of interpretations about the claim
that risk is constitutive, as well as a number of
different uses to which this claim has been
enlisted.

Major Research Areas

Three major areas of research make up the bulk
of current scholarship on the rhetoric of risk.
These areas emphasize risk as discursively con-
structed, as the product of deliberation, and as
the focus of rhetorical analysis. Although the
scholarship within each individual category
tends to cluster together under common con-
cerns and assumptions, the categories themselves
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are not mutually exclusive and so occasionally
overlap in terms of findings and points of
application.

Risk as Discursively Constructed

While some rhetoric of risk scholars use the
constructed nature of risk as a point of departure
for analyzing a range of diverse risk-related topics,
others have focused more exclusively on theoriz-
ing about risk as discursively constructed. The
latter tend to begin their theoretical analyses by
deconstructing the idea that risk can be empiri-
cally identified in the world. In some cases, these
authors point to specific analyses of risk commu-
nication that they believe are grounded in the idea
that risk is primarily a material reality, and they
argue why and how this theoretical foundation is
faulty. For example, Ayotte et al. (2009) held that
Farrell and Goodnights (1981) research on the
1979 Three Mile Island nuclear plant disaster was
grounded in the idea that effective discourse com-
municates risk as it actually exists in the world.
From this perspective, communicative problems
are primarily the result of a communicator’s inac-
curate, unclear, and/or misleading reports. Ayotte
et al. (2009) argued that, although such work “can
provide useful insights about the ways in which
certain rhetorical styles can affect an audience’s
reception of message,” the assumptions on which
such work is grounded limit scholars’ ability to
trace the emergence of social understandings of
risk because the possibility that risk is discursively
created is negated (p. 615).

At the extreme end of research following in this
tradition are scholars who have portrayed them-
selves as largely reluctant to conceive of risk in a
material sense (see, e.g., Danisch, 2010, 2011).
These researchers stand in contrast to more mod-
erate risk constructivists who have explicitly rec-
ognized a material/physical component of risk.
Preda (2005), for example, maintained that risk is
real in the sense that some impending, projected
dangers do come to pass, the consequences of
which are often experienced on a physical, material

level that can be seen, measured, and even pre-
dicted to some extent. Yet Preda qualified this -
claim by noting that risk’s “order of reality is not
constituted according to a clear-cut distinction
between soft and hard worlds that never mingle”
(p. 16). Risk, according to Preda, is discursive just
as much as it is material, and he held that it is all
but impossible to distinguish between the two
because they are inherently intertwined. For
example, in a discussion about risks associated
with HIV/AIDS, Preda posited that the rhetorical
nature of risk (e.g., how HIV/AIDS is communi-
cated as threatening) is in constant communica-
tion with the material realities of risks realized
(e.g., the raw physical pain that can accompany
infection). Scientific research findings, mass
media portrayals, and the lived experience of dan-
ger and crisis come together to constitute risk in
the public sphere. In this respect, Preda’s work
demonstrates that scholars of the rhetoric of risk
need not necessarily argue from the position that
risk exists only because it is discussed. Instead,
Preda’s conclusions imply that scholars offer
increasingly valid and applicable theories of risk
when they conceptualize risk as something that is
both the product of and the catalyst for discourse.
In addition, his conceptualization allows for, and
perhaps even invites, the development of intra-
and interdisciplinary collaboration efforts—efforts
that ultimately serve as academic currency for
grants, fellowships, publications, and the like.
Current attempts at theorizing risk as a con-
glomeration of material and discursive conditions
seek to explore not only overarching ideas of risk
but also the constitution of specific risk categories
and groups. The process of forecasting or assessing
risk tends to involve the identification of certain
behaviors, attributes, or characteristics as particu-
larly perilous. Those who are discursively con-
structed via risk assessments as members of a
high-risk group or as at-risk for experiencing a
negative outcome often find themselves simulta-
neous Other-ed and thereby positioned as abnor-
mal (Douglas, 1992; Lupton, 1999; see also Bell,
2006). Although, as Predas (2005) work makes
clear, there is often an empirical reason that




certain individuals are flagged as at-risk for experi-
encing specific hardships, rhetoric of risk scholars
have chronicled the vast discursive repercussions
~ that tend to follow the emergence of such designa-
~ tions. For instance, Treichler (1999) noted that
.~ early risk categories for HIV/AIDS not only desig-
nated as at-risk those individuals who were not
empirically at higher risk for infection than were
others (e.g., Haitians) but also failed to include or
account for individuals who were empirically at
risk for infection (e.g., woman and infants). These
discursive choices had costly material implications
in terms of unwarranted stigmatization, failed
opportunities to encourage preventive behaviors
and adherence to treatment, and an escalation in
the spread of infection. Fassett and Warren (2005)
offered a corresponding example in light of stu-
dents deemed at-risk for educational failure. They
posited that labeling a student at-risk because of
variables related to individual demographics or
interests was to fail to attend to the context of indi-
viduals’ opportunities and experiences within the
educational system, experiences that may include a
lack of educational access or support, a school sys-
tem driven by student tracking, and/or sociocul-
tural expectations related to variables such as
gender, race, religion, and class. Fassett and
Warren’s analysis of an at-risk student’s discussion
of her educational experiences and perceived pros-
pects highlights the discursive double bind that the
creation of risk categories calls into being. Their
conclusion is not that the designation of at-risk
groups is entirely negative or somehow avoidable.
Instead, they called for scholars and educators to
remain ever dedicated to the task of recognizing
structural factors that play a role in positioning
individuals in this way—factors that often seem to
function prophetically when in combination with
the discursive creation of risk categories.

Risk as the Product of Deliberation

Several key rhetoric of risk scholars have
focused on extending the idea that risk is discur-
sively constructed to encompass the broader
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value claim that risk is best delineated when it is
the product of deliberative (i.e., interactive) deci-
sion making. This position is grounded in a cri-
tique of risk as defined via unilateral, top-down
communication, or what Gross (1994) described
as the “deficit model of public understanding” in
which experts transfer technical knowledge to
passive, uninformed lay publics. More recently,
Grabill and Simmons (1998) further categorized
top-down risk delineation as either technocratic
(e.g., “a one-way flow of technical information
from the ‘experts’ to the public”; p. 421; see also
Rowan, 1991) or negotiated (e.g., an interactive
collaboration in which anyone who is or might
be affected by a risk may participate, regardless of
rank, knowledge level, or background). They
maintained that even the latter model, which
draws theoretically from diverse perspectives via
broad participation a la Habermas (1983), offers
an essentially top-down explication of risk. Their
critique lies in the negotiated model’s overarch-
ing failure to account for participants’ power
differences and what Noelle-Neumann (1984)
deemed the “spiral of silence” that often results
from such differences. Although any individual
may participate in deliberations about risk in this
framework, many individuals realistically will
not participate in light of social pressures to
remain silent or to agree with those in power.
Such silence, according to Grabill and Simmons,
positions those who are neither experts nor lead-
ers within a community without a true say in the
process of negotiated knowledge production
concerning risk, thereby facilitating the “oppres-
sion’ of (typically citizen) audiences” (p. 423).

In response to the failures of technocratic and
negotiated risk models, several scholars have
offered corrective philosophies of deliberated risk.
Grabill and Simmons (1998), for instance, expli-
cated a theory of critical rhetoric for risk commu-
nication with the goal of minimizing the widespread
acceptance of elitist constructions of risk and
maximizing the role that lay publics play in con-
ceptualizing risks both specific and overarching.
Their work is based on an ideal of participatory
democracy in which risk is contextualized and
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recognized as something that emerges in the pro-
cess of deliberation among truly diverse parties. In
this conceptualization, lay individuals are not just
able or allowed to participate in deliberations, 4 la
the negotiation model, but they are encouraged
and even expected to participate because their
unique voices and experiences work to legitimize
the process and outcome of risk delineation.
Although the authors are a bit vague about what
this method might look like in practice (as well as
what the implications might be of expected par-
ticipation), their argument that individuals them-
selves are “the best judge of their own interests”
paves the way for continued theorizing about how
deliberations concerning risk might be configured
to highlight and encourage the discursive contri-
butions of individual stakeholders (p. 429).

Like Grabill and Simmons (1998), Sauer
(2002) has also aimed to work from an idea of
risk that emerges from the tenets of participatory
democracy. In analyzing discourse about mine
safety and risk assessment, she echoed Grabill
and Simmons’s claims about the important role
that lay publics (i.e., mine employees) can play in
even the very first stages of risk identification
and decision making, particularly if risk-related
policies are to be created that truly protect and
benefit them as stakeholders (see also Simmons,
2007). Yet Sauer resisted attempts to designate an
overarching framework for participatory risk
delineation for fear that such a model would
inadequately accommodate the contextual diver-
sity at play in specific scenarios. Instead, through
her own scholarship, she modeled a more flexible
understanding of stakeholder contributions and
argued that although lay participation in risk
deliberations is generally appropriate and neces-
sary, it can, in some cases, be counterproductive.
For instance, one might conceive of an unprece-
dented viral plague spreading rapidly through a
community, a plague that can be avoided only via
strict adherence to unfamiliar preventative
behaviors. Attempts to foster participatory risk
identification and assessment in the midst of
such a time sensitive, technical scenario would,
no doubt, be both unpractical and irresponsible.

Although participatory deliberative practices
may be an ideal from which to begin theorizing
about risk, scenarios like this one demonstrate
that it is not always the best course of action,
Ultimately, Sauer concluded that risk specialists
(e.g., technical experts such as public health
advocates, government officials, and regulatory
agency administrators) must decide if a specific
situation warrants a top-down delineation of risk
in which they, as experts, “represent information
that will achieve the desired outcome” (p. 14). In
this respect, Sauer’s conceptualization of partici-
patory risk delineation accounts for the contin-
gent nature of applied risk communication, while
still emphasizing the value in open negotiations
about risk. At the same time, however, it could be
argued that her approach still positions those
with technical (but not necessarily experiential)
expertise as solely responsible for the conceptual-
ization and circulation of risk. Despite her
emphasis on broad participation and input, Sauer
ultimately positioned elites as the ones to deter-
mine whether or not lay individuals should be
allowed to participate in deliberations about risk
delineation in any given case.

In spite of this potential criticism, several
scholars have recently echoed and even extended
Sauer’s (2002) claim, arguing that the ideal of
widespread participation in risk communication
may sometimes facilitate manipulation or mis-
communication on the part of technical experts.
For instance, Heiss (2011) demonstrated that,
particularly in the realm of marketing and pro-
motion, companies and associations may foster
the perception that their ideas about risk are the
result of inclusive deliberation, even though the
deliberations in question have been strategically
orchestrated to communicate a specific risk-
oriented outcome. Stratman, Boykin, Holmes,
Laufer, and Breen (1995) offered a less egregious
example of the potential for miscommunication
in participatory deliberation about risk by focus-
ing on the contradictions inherent in attempts to
balance organizational expectations with public
contributions to and understandings of risk com-
munication. More specifically, they delineated




Environmental Protection Agency’s
failed attempts to convince Aspen,
do, residents of the extreme health risks
jated with exposure to local mine waste. In
‘ %'situation, the EPA’s protocol for risk assess-
nt and communication required that regula-
agency employees be the ones to interpret
dence and ultimately lay out steps for risk
duction via public communication efforts. The
] loyees’ call to regulate risk and reduce harm
y citizens was ultimately viewed by many
spen residents as at-odds with their own contri-
ions to public deliberations about what con-
fituted risk. Although the agency’s records
couraged agents to conceive of the public as a
artner in the risk-assessment process and to
vide opportunities for public participation in
sk delineation, the organization’s broader goals
"“;, d standards (which required that EPA employ-
ees define and set the terms of a given risk) did
allow for meaningful public input. The
uthors concluded that the EPA’s answer to this
passe “seems to be to let people be heard, but
highly formalized, highly controlled ways that
- will not interfere with either EPA’s control of pro-
jtocol or EPAs ownership of risk determination
expertise” (p. 13). Such attempts to create a
acade of public participation ultimately do more
- harm than good, according to Stratman and col-
- leagues, because organizational leaders are not
positioned to make use of the information lay
publics provide them. Therefore, regulatory
- agencies often do not understand public perspec-
: tives, even though by all accounts they should,
~ and publics continue encountering risk messages
that are not informed by their pro-offered per-
~ spectives or beliefs. In the end, publics’ unique
concerns are not addressed and preventative
measures are rarely taken.

Stratman and colleagues’ (1995) analysis cer-
tainly calls into question the practicality of delib-
erative risk delineation, particularly in the
contexts of governmental or regulatory oversight;
and other recent scholarship has taken this cri-
tique a step further by questioning the overall
applicability and generalizability of such a model.
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Ding (2009), for instance, complicated basic
understandings of risk identification as the prod-
uct of participatory democracy by considering
non-Western contexts and focusing specifically
on scenarios in which official discourses of risk
are censored and therefore limited or nonexis-
tent. In these situations, the process of fostering
public engagement is one that could very well
endanger the safety of risk communication advo-
cates themselves, as well as individual members
of lay publics who decide to speak up. Ding
argued that to participate or invite participation
under these conditions “is not a straightforward
decision” because information is not widely
available, opportunities for participation must be
covert to ensure the protection of contributors,
and occasions for collaboration are few as gov-
ernmental and/or regulatory organizations, alter-
native media outlets, and members of lay publics
are generally positioned in adversarial relation-
ships (p. 345). This research highlights not only
the current lack of scholarship exploring dis-
courses of risk in international contexts but also
the continued need for theorizing about the value
(and ethical implications) of public participation
when access to official information about poten-
tial dangers is unavailable. Ding’s work, as well as
that of Sauer (2002) and Stratman and colleagues
(1995), serves as a reminder that understandings
of participatory risk delineation are only ever
useful to scholars and practitioners as a context-
specific process that resists standardization.

Risk as the Focus of
Rhetorical Analysis

Beyond constitutive and participatory conver-
sations about risk, the third major category of
ongoing scholarship within the rhetoric of risk
subfield involves the identification and delinea-
tion of rhetorical strategies for analyzing and
managing risk rhetoric. Although some scholars
such as Ayotte et al. (2009) have depicted this line
of inquiry as limited in terms of what it can offer
to broader conceptualizations of symbolic risk
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construction over time, questions about which
rhetorical strategies have been (or might be) used
in specific situations and to what end remain
relevant to understandings of risk as a discursive
creation and persuasive endeavor. On the whole,
research in this area generally focuses on rhetori-
cal prescription and application and/or on rhe-
torical deconstruction, both of which tend to
draw heavily from the tomes of classical rhetori-
cal theory.

Hoffman and Fords (2010) scholarship on
organizational rhetoric offers a clear example of
prescriptive research in this area as it outlines a
number of inductively selected rhetorical strate-
gies that may be used “to manage risk-related sit-
uations” (p. 174). Drawing from Bitzer’s (1968)
foundational work on the “rhetorical situation,”
Hoffman and Ford conceptualized risks as exi-
gencies (i.e., “imperfection[s] marked by
urgency”) that rhetors (i.e., communicators) seek
to alleviate via symbolic interaction (Bitzer, 1968,
pp. 1, 6). Their prescription for diminishing spe-
cific risk-oriented exigencies through discourse is
grounded heavily in Aristotelian theories of rhe-
torical invention, style, and delivery. Readers are
encouraged, for instance, to attend to the ways
that potential risk-oriented messages present
their ethos or credibility, as well as the ways in
which their messages establish arguments based
in appropriate and consistent logos or evidence.
Although the authors follow up their suggestions
with compelling case studies and specific illustra-
tions, the limitation of prescriptive scholarship
along these lines is that inductive advice speaks to
so broad an audience and so nebulous a context
that direct application of these strategies generally
proves to be impractical. To be fair, Hoffman and
Ford’s work as a whole spans a number of differ-

ent trajectories, commenting not only on practi--

cal application and construction of risk messages
but also on the deconstruction of rhetoric about
risk and—harkening back to the conceptualiza-
tion of risk as a product of deliberation—the
value in “community participation in controver-
sies over risk” (p. 177). Nevertheless, their con-
ception of risk as a rhetorical exigency is

representative of other prescriptive scholarship
on rhetoric and risk (see Boyd, 2003; Heath,
2009), scholarship that highlights the need for
continued theorizing about risk as an external or
constructed exigency and follows existing cri-
tiques of the rhetorical situation as a whole (see,
e.g., Biesecker, 1989; Edbauer, 2005; Vatz, 1973).

Deconstructive scholarship in this area is
essentially the inverse of prescriptive research in
that scholars work deductively from risk dis-
course itself to understand how risk has been
constructed and to what symbolic ends. In her
scholarship on occupational risk among miners,
Sauer (2002) argued that her goal in analyzing
risk-oriented documents and the texts of inter-
views with miners about risk was to “investigate
the full range of genres and communication
practices that arose in response to particular
problems of work, risk, authority, uncertainty,
and disaster” (p. 6). She sought to identify and
assess the range of rhetorical strategies that mine
workers used to negotiate risk in the workplace.
Although there are moments in her work when
she draws from her findings to justify the pre-
scription of future discourse, her emphasis
remains largely on understanding how rhetoric
about risk functions and what that means in
terms of occupational health and safety.

In his work on the “risky rhetoric” surround-
ing the surveillance and prevention of HIV/
AIDS, Scott (2003) also employed a deconstruc-
tive approach to assess the symbolic function of
discourse about HIV-testing practices. He
focused extensively on exploring how such rhet-
oric may encourage individuals to identify them-
selves as at-risk or safe, and what those
identifications might mean in terms of discursive
and lived health experiences. Like Hoffman and
Ford (2010), Scott justified several of his key ana-
Iytical findings by drawing from Aristotelian
constructs, often emphasizing—for example—
the role that appeals to kairos (i.e., appropriate
timing) play in advertisements and risk-assess-
ment documents (see also Scott, 2006). His con-
clusions (which highlight how risk rhetoric can
encourage those who are not empirically at-risk



to spend resources on risk prevention, while cor-

~ respondingly overlooking those who are most in

. need of preventative information and services)
" jterate the value in using rhetorical analytic
methods to deconstruct ongoing risk-related
- discourse.

Reflections for Theory
- and Research

Ultimately, the most important theoretical task
for those studying risk from a rhetorical perspec-
tive in the years to come will involve not the
creation of a standardized model outlining a
single process of risk constitution but, rather, the
outlining of multiple ways in which “risk” is, and
has been, upheld. Continued and vigilant atten-
tion to the criteria used to establish what (and
who) is categorized as risky will work to ensure
that risk is understood—always—as a product of
discursive choices, choices that can and should
be changed if they no longer serve the ends to
which they were intended.

Related arguments have been made to encour-
age those studying the so-called rhetorical can-
non not only to reassess what sorts of texts and
speakers should be included therein but also to
reconsider and retheorize the underlying princi-
ples or discursive conditions upholding canonical
membership in the first place (Biesecker, 1992).
To include women’s rhetoric, for instance, in a list
of canonical texts without considering why
women have largely been excluded up until that
point does little to ensure that the future of the
cannon will be less exclusionary or that the can-
non’s content will be substantively different.
Similarly, adding or subtracting things to the list
of recognized risks has few long-term implica-
tions if such moves are not preceded by an inves-
tigation into both the stated and unstated rules
that go into identifying risk. For instance, attempts
to adjust the age at which women are encouraged
to get a yearly mammogram (and to thereby alter
when they are said to be either at a substantial
risk for breast cancer and/or at a point at which
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mammography offers more benefit than it does
risk) likely has more to do with ongoing criteria
for establishing medical risk—criteria related to
issues such as the cost of false positives—than it
has to do with the specific age selected. Scholarly
work grounded in an ongoing theoretical dedica-
tion to exploring (and constantly reconsidering
and readjusting) what factors go into defining
risk will uphold a risk-communication process in
which little is taken for granted and risk’ status is
upheld as provisional and oriented, above all else,
toward the service of individual and community
well-being.

Recommendations for Practice

Although this chapter has already been peppered
with several suggestions about the need for spe-
cific types of research on the rhetoric of risk,
I nevertheless dedicate this section to outlining
three broader trajectories that offer compelling
opportunities for future scholarly and practical
inquiry. These trajectories concentrate on the
study of risk and metaphorical communication,
the role of the body in the construction of risk,
and the conceptualization of risk through the
lens of argument sphere theory.

Risk and Metaphorical
Communication

The study of metaphorical discourse has a
long history in the rhetorical tradition, offering
definitions both extended (see, e.g., Rorty, 1989)
and succinct (e.g., “giving the thing a name that
belongs to something else”; Aristotle, trans.
1941), as well as treatises on usage, function, and
pervasiveness (Booth, 1978; Ivie, 1987; Osborn &
Ehninger, 1962; Richards, 1936). Despite this
extensive body of work, recent scholarship has
discussed the continued need for identification
of different types of metaphors and their sym-
bolic functions (Jensen, Doss, & Ivic, 2011).
Correspondingly, the discursive construction of
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