Running head: RHETORIC and Semiotic

RHETORIC and Semiotic 	8









CSR Communication from a Rhetorical and Semiotic Perspective

Andrea Catellani, UCLouvain, Belgium
ORCID: 0000-0002-2362-6423

Øyvind Ihlen, University of Oslo, Norway
ORCID: 0000-0002-5001-3796

[bookmark: _Toc409783205]Abstract
This chapter presents the rhetorical and semiotic approach to CSR. The first part of the chapter asks what this “thing” called rhetoric and semiotic is. We introduce some references and notions that are useful to understand relevant aspects of the theoretical foundations and toolbox of these theoretical approaches. The second section asks how this toolbox has been applied to analysis of CSR communication. We present some contributions and results, with a specific focus on the environmental aspects of CSR as a specific sub-field. The third and last section asks where we would like this research field to go, pointing to potential paths for future developments. The main goal is not to conduct a complete review of the literature, but to contextualize and highlight some interesting contributions, and to pinpoint some needs for the future.
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CSR Communication from a Rhetorical and Semiotic Perspective
[bookmark: _Toc409783207]This chapter presents the contribution of rhetorical and semiotic approaches (RSA) to the analysis of CSR communication. Persuasive discourse and communication are always inextricably linked to human and natural life and issues. Sustainability issues like climate crisis, plastic pollution and biodiversity loss are no exception. For instance, climate change has “moved from being a predominantly physical phenomenon to being simultaneously a political, social, and cultural phenomenon – and thus, a communication challenge” (Fløttum, 2018, p. 21). The most recent IPCC report makes no doubt concerning the critical situation of climate, and the urgency of policies of both mitigation and adaptation to climate change (IPCC, 2021 and 2022). From a communication point of view, it is easy to identify “the inescapable role of media and communication in the mediation [...] of more sustainable everyday cultures and practices designed to mitigate the effects of a warming planet” (Goodman et al., 2020, p. 2). 
RSA to sustainable communication and CSR communication are called to deepen the understanding of how different actors, and in particular businesses, use symbols, images, and discourses to participate in the public debate on these issues, and how such actors try to support specific agendas and interests. We focus here on two specific (and interconnected) traditions concerning the analysis of CSR discourses, rhetoric analysis and semiotics, that can contribute to this effort. 
As Ihlen and Heath stated (2018, p. 4), “Rhetoric helps us to understand how knowledge is generated and socially constructed through communication”, based here on an ancient tradition starting with Greek philosophers and rhetoricians like Aristotle (2007). Concerning corporate discourses, “by accepting communication as the constitutive element of organizations and CSR, scholars are recognizing (albeit often tacitly) the central role held by rhetoric in our understanding of the corporate form in society” (O’Connor & Ihlen 2018, p. 401). Also, discourse is the place where what it means to be socially responsible is negotiated between corporations and stakeholders as a give and take-process based on shared as well as unique experiences and expectations (Ihlen et al., 2011b). 
Semiotics, for its part, has developed since the end of the Nineteenth Century as a project focused on the analysis of different types of signs (verbal, visual, gestural, etc.) and of meaning structuration, production, and circulation. Ferdinand de Saussure expressed this project as the “analysis of the life of signs in the frame of the social life” (1959 [1916 for the first edition], p. 16). 
Combining these two traditions offers a rich toolbox for “multimodal analysis” (combining verbal language and other modes of communication, like images and videos) of CSR communication which is arguably a significant aspect of today’s communication landscape. As W. J. T. Mitchell (2005) has stated, all media are mixed media, and multimodal RSA can contribute to the intelligibility of contemporary signs and persuasive discourse production on vital issues like climate change and biodiversity loss. 
This chapter is divided into three parts focusing on three questions: The first part asks what this “thing” called RSA is. We introduce some references and notions useful to understand certain aspects of the theoretical foundations and toolbox of contributions from semiotic and rhetoric. The second section asks how this toolbox has been applied to CSR communication analysis. We present some contributions and results, with a focus on the environmental aspects of CSR as a specific sub-field. The third and last section asks where we would like this research field to go, showing potential paths for future developments. The main goal is not to make a complete review of the literature, but to contextualize and highlight interesting contributions, and to pinpoint some needs for the future.
1. Rhetoric and semiotics defined
1.1. Roots in the ancient rhetoric
Ihlen and Heath stated (2018, p. 3), quoting Oesterreich (2009), that human beings can be called homo rhetoricus, because they “use words to co‐create meaning, share ideas, and motivate actions, the building blocks of self‐governance”. More generally, human beings are homo or animal symbolicum, according to the philosopher Ernst Cassirer (1974, p. 26), because they build their life and culture through symbolic forms – and persuasion, as the essence of what rhetoric studies, is a central dimension of symbolic forms. 
Writing about rhetoric necessitates a reference to the ancient Western tradition from Greece (i.e., Aristotle, trans. 2007; see Herrick 2011), even if much could be said also concerning non-Western approaches (e.g., Kennedy, 1998; Lloyd, 2020). The sophists and rhetoricians of the ancient Greek started developing suggestions and models for producing effective speeches around 500 years BC. They developed the five stages of the preparation of a speech (invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery), and became the target of criticism by the philosopher Plato, who accused them of relying on the mere appearance of truth to fulfill their own interests (or the ones of their clients), in opposition to philosophical dialectic that is research of truth. 
Aristotle (2007) was a student of Plato but tried to create an original vision of reality and discourse, and developed a very influent rhetorical theory, with the famous distinction of logos (argumentation as the logical content of discourse), ethos (ethical appeal of the speaker, modified and built through the discourse) and pathos (emotional appeal developed through the discourse), and his focus on “probable truth” as an alternative to the opposition between absolute truth of dialectics and equal truth (so, the absence of truth) of sophists. He defined rhetoric as “an ability, in each [particular] case, to see the available means of persuasion” (Aristotle, 2007, 1.2.1). Thanks to Aristotle, rhetoric appeared as the useful tool to deal with the uncertain, the contingent and probable (doxa, in opposition to the certain), and the device to make certainty appear. Aristotle systematized the study of “topoi” (common topics or loci communes, like definition, comparison, causal relationship, circumstance, or testimony, and specific topics, internal to each subject) and rhetorical figures as common tools of persuasive discourse, still useful today. Other important authors, like Isocrates, Cicero, and Quintilian, contributed to the building of a long-standing tradition.
1.2. The new rhetoric
Some authors of the Twentieth Century have revived and developed the study of rhetoric, and many have talked about a “rhetorical turn” that underlines the central place of rhetoric as the normal way of language use and the source of our knowledge of reality (Ihlen & Heath, 2018, p. 5). By some this have been dubbed new rhetoric (e.g., Burke, 1945/1969, 1950/1969; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969/1971). Burke (1969b) defined rhetoric as symbolic action to accomplish “identification” among people and parts of reality, and this is done by working on symbols and words. 
Another influential notion is the one of “the rhetorical situation”, proposed by Bitzer (1968) as “a complex of persons, events, objects, and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be completely or partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human decision or action as to bring about the significant modification of the exigence” (p. 6). This notion has been widely discussed but keeps its usefulness for example in the analysis of corporate discourses on environmental issues (Ihlen, 2011b).
Later developments in the field direct attention to, for instance, feminism (Lunsford, 1995; Ryan, Myers, & Jones, 2016), race and postcolonialism (e.g., Flores, 2016; Shome, 1996), as well as the role of the visual and materialism (e.g., Graham, 2020; Gries, 2015). In addition, rhetorical scholars have also taken to explore new methods, for instance, conducting in situ rhetorical studies (Middleton, Senda-Cook, & Endres, 2011), as well as reception studies (Kjeldsen, 2017). 
1.3. Semiotics and its plurality
Semiotics, for its part, has had two different origins: one with the American philosopher Charles S. Peirce (1839–1914), and the other one with the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913). The first developed a global thinking of “signs” as the constituting elements of interpretation and meaning constructions by human beings (and also animals); his dynamic and triadic model of sign (made of a signifier or “representamen”, an object and an “interpretant”) is part of a long tradition of reflection on signs and language, starting (as for the Western world) with the ancient Greek philosophers, in particular Aristotle and the Stoics, and continuing with authors like St. Augustin of Hippo, the medieval scholastics, and John Locke. The writings of Peirce (the Collected papers, 1931–1958) have been influential in integrating the analysis of different sign systems, preparing the analysis of cognitive aspects of interpretation and meaning production in cognitive and inferential semiotics (Lakoff & Johnson, 2003), in connection with linguistic pragmatics (see the works of Ludwig Wittgenstein, John Austin and John Searle). 
F. de Saussure, with his course on linguistics (1959 [1916]), founded a very influential tradition of structural analysis of language and other sign systems, that included authors like Roland Barthes and Algirdas J. Greimas. This last one, founder of the “Paris school” of semiotics (Greimas & Courtes 1982), proposed in his books a structured toolbox for the analysis of “texts” (complex signs of all types, from books to supermarkets and recipes to works of art), articulating in a “generative path” different layers of structures, from the most superficial and sensible (discourse, enunciative, and sensible and emotional) to the “deepest” and most general (narrative and axiological, concerning basic values). Different scholars have discussed and developed this toolbox, like Eric Landowski (1989), Jacques Fontanille (2006, 2008) and Jean-Marie Floch (2000). 
Another branch of semiotics, called “social semiotics”, has developed on the basis of the works of the linguist Michael Halliday, focusing on the analysis of “semiotic resources” that are available for meaning production (Van Leeuwen, 2005), and developing tools for multimodal analysis (Kress, 2010). 
From a formal point of view, semiotics should include rhetoric as a branch, because it is the study of all types of meaning production through signs and symbols, including strategic persuasive ones. But the two areas of research have mainly developed in parallel, with important contributions to many different fields of humanities and social sciences, and some forms of interpenetration, like in the case of the “rhetoric of images” of Roland Barthes (1977), for example, or the contributions on rhetoric and visual rhetoric of the Groupe µ (1981, 1993). The analysis of multimodal texts is a place for meeting between different authors and research tendencies coming from semiotics and rhetoric. In the following pages we do not conduct a complete literature review. Instead, we present some examples of explicit application to CSR communication of rhetoric and semiotic categories and tools.
2. Rhetoric, semiotics, and CSR: Strands of Research 
Rhetorical approaches: trends and examples
Research on CSR communication is a branch of the larger field of the analysis of corporate discourse and communication, including public relations. As Ihlen and Heath observed (2018), rhetorical scholarship on corporate discourse is dispersed in different disciplines (public relations, organizational communication, marketing, advertising, organizational theory, management studies), in which the heritage of old and new rhetoric is exploited. A quite important distinction to operate is the one between a “classical” and a critical rhetorical approach to corporate discourse and public relations. The classical approach is based on a positive vision of public relations as “the good organization communicating well” (Heath, 2001, p. 39), in which rhetoric is an interactive dialogical and symmetrical process able to build good for all through discussion in the “free marketplace of ideas” (Ihlen, 2002). This vision is criticized by tenants of a critical approach, focused on issues of power, domination, and resources imbalance, with a link to traditions like the Frankfurt school, the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu and the philosophy of Jürgen Habermas (Ihlen, 2015). This opposition should not be seen as absolute, as forms of mediation and connection exist.
A handful of scholars have explicitly been talking about CSR – mainly verbal – rhetoric, often with a critical approach (e.g., Castelló & Lozano, 2011; Ihlen, 2009b; Ihlen, 2011; Iivonen & Moisander, 2014; Marais, 2012; O’Connor & Ihlen, 2018; Winkler, Etter, & Castelló, 2019). To this group, we can also add a slate of studies in the discourse analysis field that have focused on CSR-related issues like climate change without necessarily using the CSR-term or, for that matter, not using rhetorical theory as such (e.g., Hoffmann, 2018, and his focus on paradoxes; O’Connor & Shumate, 2010; O’Connor & Gronewold, 2013). We will focus here on some recent crucial contributions that have explicitly referred to rhetoric analysis. 
Castelló and Lozano (2011) propose a distinction of three categories of CSR rhetoric: the strategic, the institutional and the dialectic one. Strategic CSR rhetoric is present when firms show an instrumental vision of CSR as a tool to maximize shareholders value (Ibidem, p. 17). Institutional CSR rhetoric is focused on proving the worthiness and legitimacy of the firm by evoking widespread constructs and formula (like CSR itself or “sustainability”). Finally, dialectic CSR rhetoric appears when there is a “rhetoric appeals to a political re-conceptualization of the role of firms” (p. 20). This means an opening to an improved relation to stakeholders, and a signal of the seeking of corporate legitimacy in society via the reference to notions like the common good and global standards (like GRI, ISAE 8000, etc.). 
O’Connor and Ihlen (2018) apply the notion of the rhetorical situation (Bitzer, 1968, see also Ihlen, 2011b) to the practice of CSR communication. This imply that corporate rhetoricians try to solve a problem in a context of rhetorical, cultural, and physical constraints – that are also possibilities for action – by trying to satisfy changing demands of audiences concerning corporate responsibility. It is the case for the Norwegian petroleum industry in the context of climate change (Ihlen, 2011). Different communication strategies stem from these rhetorical efforts, and different researchers have tried to identify rhetorical forms based on – more or less – large corpuses of corporate discourses. For example, Ihlen (2009a) used among other tools the classical notion of topics (topoi, loci communes) to analyze corporate communication strategies concerning climate change communication. In another text, Ihlen (2009b) uses largely the category of ethos to understand the rhetorical strategies of some large corporations to build their image and prevent criticism, at the age of greenwashing and social activism. The author finds four main strategies or claims (framing messages) the three corporations use to affirm their citizenship: “The companies claim they improve the world, they state that they clean up their own act, they point to acclaim from others, and they try to pose as friendly and caring” (p. 12–13). In a more recent study, on the Norwegian oil industry, the same author identifies three rhetoric strategies: “a strategic definition of sustainability, discrediting alternatives, and choosing objects for comparison that make the rhetor look good” (Ihlen, 2011a, p. 466). In his paper of 2015, Ihlen describes some basic rhetorical features in 76 CSR reports by major corporations: the use of strategic vagueness concerning “sustainability”; the metaphor of equilibrium between different interests; a “corporate-centric” vision of sustainability and “ecomodernism”; the topic of having always been “sustainable”.
Iivonen & Moisander (2014) propose a critical approach of “narcissistic” and aggressive rhetorical strategies of businesses that try to defend their interests in conflict with the public good, based on the analysis of communication by the American Beverages Association in relation to the issue of obesity. CSR rhetoric in this case can be intense and defensive, in the sense of dismissing critics and their accounts – something like personal attacks to opinion leaders like Greta Thunberg or climatologists by climate skeptics – reframing issues and responsibility to forward own interests (implying logos) and bolstering and normalizing the industry and its accounts (again, focusing on ethos, their own one).
Marais (2012) analyses from a rhetorical point of view discourses on CSR by corporate CEOs and identified two main strategies: the use of values rhetoric is used to develop moral legitimacy, and instrumental rhetoric to strengthen pragmatic legitimacy. A crucial aspect of this analysis is the link between specific types of stakeholders’ pressure and rhetoric strategies by CEOs.
The interest of the work of Onkila (2016) is her analysis of employees’ view of the phenomenon of “corporate environmentalism”, and their use of rhetoric (logos and ethos elements) to construct different meanings concerning their business’ environmentalism. The analysis shows how employees articulate arguments to dissociate their employer from environmental issues, basing on logos (for example, a financial business would be not implied in environmental protection), or ethos and pathos (prior values of the sector would not be the environmental ones), or on the contrary to show the pertinence of them, also with logos and ethos-based arguments. The outcome of this research is  the “need for managing corporate environmentalism processes in a way in which the focus is on finding the diverse meanings [produced by employees in connection with their daily working experience] instead of on promoting a single organization-wide meaning for corporate environmentalism” (p. 158).
Aspirational talk on CSR is quite controversial among specialists concerning its effects on improving or hampering real sustainability. Winkler et al. (2019) treat this theme from a rhetorical point of view, and explore how rhetorical activity can lead to achievement or rejection of CSR. If vague but appealing discourses by leaders can attract interest and stimulate action, “adherence to this rhetoric, however, creates and perpetuates tensions that lead to a vicious circle of disengagement” (p. 98), while opening to a form of “agonistic rhetoric” (openining spaces in which dissent and plurality of voices can be expressed) can lead to a “virtous circle” that transcend tensions. These results are very similar to the ones of Onkila (2016), and in line with a large strand of normative research on how to propose the right forms of rhetoric in order to increase common good. 
As a conclusion on rhetorical contributions, “the studies of rhetorical CSR strategies have investigated the topics in play and the use of different appeal forms, all the while exploiting the possibilities of the rhetorical situation, while at the same time being constrained by the same situation. Caring and respect are two motives often brought up, although aggressive methods are also found” (O’Connor & Ihlen, 2018, p. 409).
 Semiotic approaches: trends and examples
The explicit contribution of semiotics to the analysis of CSR communication appears globally as less developed than the rhetorical one, or at least less structured and visible, even if an increase can be seen in recent years. Semiotic tools contribute to the development of multimodal analysis of different CSR supports. Farache and Perks (2010), for instance, explore examples of CSR corporate advertisements with a set of semiotic tools coming from Barthes (1977), like the distinction between denotative and connotative meaning, and the one between relay and anchorage concerning relations between text and image. Catellani (2015) observes the chronological evolution of visual aspects of CSR reports of Total, a big French oil company, focusing on textual aspects (like the opposition between continuous and discontinuous text) and visual ones (iconic, plastic, and enunciative dimensions of images). One result of the analysis is a typology of images, including illustrations, “ethos images” and “knowledge images” (images that contribute to the understanding of specific process and notions, and sometimes to cleaner representations of controversial processes like hydraulic fracturing). Catellani and Errecart (2017) analyze CSR reports of three French corporations to identify specific forms of presence of external stakeholders inside corporate discourse, using – among other tools, of semiotic and discourse analysis origin – categories from the Greimas approach like the actantial model (subject, object, helper, opponent, sender, and receiver). 
Another recent and ambitious example of the application of Greimas’s approach to CSR communication is the analysis of Yekini, Omoteso and Adegbite (2021). The authors propose an analysis of quality and reliability of 224 CSR reports by UK companies, using the Canonical Narrative Schema and the Semiotic Square of Veridiction of Greimas; they also offer a CSR Report Quality Model to policy makers and firms. This paper is an example of opening a traditionally qualitative approach, semiotics, to more quantitative perspectives, also exploiting the normative possibilities of semiotics. Getting out of the “genre” of CSR report, Catellani (2019) proposes the observation of a “stakeholder meeting” organized by a CSR consultancy on behalf of a business. He analyses the interactive scene from the point of view of Greimas’s narrative model, and the model of “interaction regimes” proposed by Erik Landowski (2006). The results include the combination of manipulative behavior and “adjustment” (a more two-way symmetric model of interaction) that characterize the interactive attitudes of the consultant and other key participants to the meeting.
The analysis by Lang and Ivanonva-Gongne (2019) illustrates the contribution of semiotic tools to CSR communication analysis from the perspective of business management. The authors identify specific “codes” of CSR communication and propose a “CSR communication platform” aimed at helping managers in charge of CSR communication. 
Roland Barthes is a strong source of inspiration still today, as illustrated by the article of Greenwood, Jack, and Haylock (2018), in the field of organizational research. The writings of the French semiotician allow to create explicit bridges between rhetoric and semiotics. The authors of the article aim at offering “a methodology that organizational scholars can use to analyze, explain, and critically interpret the role of visual rhetoric in organizational communications” (p. 798). The methodology articulates three phases (categorical analysis, content analysis, rhetorical analysis based on Barthes) and is applied to “visual design of corporate reports”. Another example of crossing of different traditions is the article by Shao and Janssens (2021), which proposes a “critical semiotics multimodal analysis” to analyze CSR corporate videos. The results are the portrayal of the discursive constitution of the “responsible corporation” through verbal and visual modes of communication. The contribution proposes semiotic multimodal analysis as a way to discuss the contribution of multimodality to the masking of power and ideology reproduction, giving also guidelines for a renewed type of multimodal CSR communication.
These examples show that semiotics-inspired contributions to the analysis of CSR communication are still rather sparse and dispersed in different research fields, inspired by different traditions. Authors often justify the reference to semiotics for its ability to add an “in-depth” dimension to text analysis and multimodal analysis. These contributions can be both critical and more “functional” to organization and CSR management.
2. Future development 
This rapid overview of recent RSA contributions to CSR communication research allows us to indicate some paths for future development. Where would we like this research field to go? Rhetoric offers a well-established reservoir of ideas, categories, and analytical tools; semiotics has a shorter history as a discipline, but it offers a rich and varied toolbox too, given its articulation in different perspectives that are sometimes quite far from each other and even opposed (structuralist vs. interpretative and cognitivist, for example).
We think researchers on CSR communication can continue to draw from these reservoirs, to improve in-depth strategies focusing specifically on discursive and multimodal analysis. In this regard, we single out specific paths for future improvement – two concerning methodology and two concerning themes. These paths are suggested by main aspects of CSR communication today, and by other external main evolutions, like the growing importance of digital platforms, data, and AI in our society and in science.
Multimodality, quantitative approaches, and AI
The first path is quite evident. Given the multimodal essence of CSR communication (e.g., CSR reports, CSR communication on digital social media and websites, CSR videos) as a crucial aspect of corporate communication (Kjeldsen 2018), multimodal analysis must have (and is having more and more, in our opinion) a central place. Semiotics and the heritage of visual rhetoric is indeed very well positioned to feed this approach, in different research areas (public relations, management, organizational studies, etc.). Non-linguistic and “material” aspects must be better integrated into analysis and evaluation. From this point of view, no theoretical element creates any obstacle to a deeper integration of rhetorical and semiotic contributions in the field of CSR communication analysis.
A second methodological path concerns the relation between RSA and quantitative approaches. In many cases, RSA develop in-depth analysis of small or very small corpus. Some examples (e.g., Yekini, Omoteso and Adegbite, 2021) show that RSA can also have a more quantitative dimension. More mixed methods research, integrating RSA, and other new forms of exploiting semiotic and rhetorical tools for analyzing large amounts of data and documents are welcome. Also, digital assistance and forms of AI support have still to be explored to improve RSA (other areas of research, like discourse analysis, appear as already more open to this kind of contribution). Far from giving in to the ideology of (big) data, based on the idea that informatic data mining is the complete solution to methodological problems of social sciences (van Dijck 2014), it is a question of perfecting research and making it more efficient.
 Platformization and stakeholders’ networks
A specific thematic path for improvement concerns the contribution of RSA to the analysis of the impact on CSR communication of the “platformization” of society and economy (Nieborg & Poell, 2018). RSA approaches can be useful to focus attention on the discursive and semiotic aspect of platformization as a new “rhetorical situation”, including ideologies and discourses on CSR circulating inside platforms and concerning CSR of platforms. It is interesting to analyze how different actors (platforms corporations, content and cultural producers, “prosumers”, activists, public institutions, etc.) interpret and articulate verbally and visually (in a multimodal way) CSR within this new environment, characterized by the centrality of platform economy and its influence on society, culture and everyday life. This means also that RSA must take more into account (multimodal) CSR discourses circulating on digital social media, and their interaction with other semiotic and textual forms.
A last, but crucial, path concerns RSA and stakeholders’ networks. We think that much more research must be dedicated to interdiscursivity and intertextuality concerning CSR. RSA must deal more with the intertextual nature of CSR discourses today, and the complex web of influences and interactions between different actors’ communication concerning sustainability and CSR in general. This implies also to develop the RSA potential for analysis of the interpretation and sense making of laypeople and “audiences”, the “reception” side of CSR communication – knowing that non-expert consumers and citizens are also crucial stakeholders and not simple passive receivers (see also Kjeldsen, 2017 for a call for more audience research in rhetoric in general). 
[bookmark: _Toc409783208]Conclusion
How can RSA contribute to improve CSR discourse and communication, in the era of new global and vital issues like climate change, plastic pollution, and loss of biodiversity (but also pandemics and conflicts)? The global and multidimensional nature of the issues at stake is a strong stimulus toward integration of different layers of analysis: textual, organizational, the one of networks of stakeholders, and the larger ones of the global cultural, political, and economic contexts – not forgetting the material and natural (non-human) environment. The notion of the rhetorical situation can adapt to this enlarged perspective. In this context, how can results of RSA analysis have an impact at the societal level? The question is destined to be an open one. The paths we indicated in this chapter can advance the contribution of RSA to the scientific and societal levels too. But the ancient heritage of rhetoric, as well as more recent development in both rhetoric and semiotics, are called to participate to put CSR itself into discussion. From a constitutive point of view, RSA are crucial perspectives to define what CSR is and should be, and not only analytical tools. 
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Table 1: synthetic presentation of rhetorical and semiotic approaches
	
	Rhetorical approach
	Semiotic approach

	Main authors
	Aristotle, Quintilian, K. Burke, C. Perelman, L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. F. Bitzer, Groupe µ
	Aristotle, St. Augustin, J. Locke, C. S. Peirce, F. de Saussure, R. Barthes, J. Morris, A. J. Greimas, E. Landowski, J. Fontanille, J. M. Floch


	Some main ideas and concepts
	Art and analysis of persuasive communication. Ability, in each case, to see the available means of persuasion. Focus on the uncertain. Study of topics and figures. 
Focus on verbal written and oral discourse, with recent opening to images and objects.






Logos, ethos, pathos. Topics (topoi) and rhetorical figures. Five stages of the preparation of a speech. “Rhetorical situation”.

	Analysis of different types of signs (verbal, visual) and of meaning production and circulation.

Focus on all type of signs: verbal written and oral languages, paintings, photos, videos, digital, gestures, buildings, objects, etc. Sign: relation of a “signifier” and a “signified” (Saussure); relation of a “representamen”, an object and an “interpretant” (Peirce).

Denotation and connotation, rhetoric of images (Barthes). Text as a combination of signs. “Generative path” of meaning (Greimas). Classes of signs (ex. icons, indexes, symbols: Peirce).


	Main research questions
	How does persuasive communication work? How is knowledge generated and socially constructed through communication? How can persuasive communication build a better society (classical rhetorical approach)? How has persuasive communication a role in power production and in domination and injustice (critical rhetorical approach)?

	How are signs organized in relation to specific meanings? How are meaning and texts related to each other? How are social and human relations and practices represented by and influenced by texts? How are texts interpreted by different publics?

	Some main schools and orientations
	Old (ancient) rhetoric and new (20th century) rhetoric. 
Classical and critical rhetorical approaches to public relations and communication.
	Interpretative and cognitive semiotics (origin: Peirce); structuralist and post-structuralist semiotics (origin: Saussure, Greimas); social semiotics (origin: M. Halliday)


	Exemplary studies on CSR
	Castelló and Lozano 2011. O’Connor and Ihlen 2018. Ihlen 2009a, 2009b, 2011a. Iivonen & Moisander 2014. Marais 2012. Onkila 2016. Winkler et al. 2019
	Farache and Perks 2010. Catellani 2015 and 2019. Catellani and Errecart 2017. Yekini, Omoteso and Adegbite 2021. Lang and Ivanonva-Gongne 2019. Greenwood, Jack, and Haylock 2018. Shao and Janssens 2021


	Directions for the future
	Focus on multimodal and material aspects of CSR communication
Integration of quantitative analysis. Integration of digital assistance and AI 
Focus on “platformization”
Focus on interdiscursivity and intertextuality on CSR








Reflection questions:
1. What is your idea of rhetoric? Try and explicit what is in your mind, and which opinion you have concerning the art and discipline of persuasive discourse.
2. After reading this chapter, find other resources on semiotics, and try to figure out which could be your theoretical position. Do you feel nearer to the interpretative and cognitive semiotics (derived from the thought of C. S. Peirce) or to the structuralist and post-structuralist tradition (derived from the “semiology” of F. de Saussure, and the work of A. J. Greimas)?
3. Think of examples of CSR discourses and communication supports on websites, digital social media and CSR reports. What do you think is the role of images? Which are their functions, their contribution to meaning construction?
4. Take an example of business communication or campaign concerning CSR. Basing on the chapter and its bibliographical references, try to analyze it. What kind of verbal rhetoric is used? How are signs other than verbal mobilized? You will certainly need to used other sources, given the introductory nature of this chapter. 
5. Take the same, or a different, example of CSR communication by a firm. Try to apply the categories of Castelló & Lozano, 2011. Is it an example of strategic, institutional or dialectic CSR rhetoric? Try to identifiy the main tendency and justify it.




