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One important controversy currently engaging scholars and teachers of writ- 
ing involves the role of audience in composition theory and pedagogy. How 
can we best define the audience of a written discourse? What does it mean to 
address an audience? To what degree should teachers stress audience in their 
assignments and discussions? What is the best way to help students recognize 
the significance of this critical element in any rhetorical situation? 

Teachers of writing may find recent efforts to answer these questions more 
confusing than illuminating. Should they agree with Ruth Mitchell and Mary 
Taylor, who so emphasize the significance of the audience that they argue for 
abandoning conventional composition courses and instituting a "cooperative 
effort by writing and subject instructors in adjunct courses. The cooperation 
and courses take two main forms. Either writing instructors can be attached 
to subject courses where writing is required, an organization which disperses 
the instructors throughout the departments participating; or the composition 
courses can teach students how to write the papers assigned in other concur- 
rent courses, thus centralizing instruction but diversifying topics."'l Or should 
teachers side with Russell Long, who asserts that those advocating greater 
attention to audience overemphasize the role of "observable physical or oc- 
cupational characteristics" while ignoring the fact that most writers actually 
create their audiences. Long argues against the usefulness of such methods as 
developing hypothetical rhetorical situations as writing assignments, urging 
instead a more traditional emphasis on "the analysis of texts in the classroom 
with a very detailed examination given to the signals provided by the writer 
for his audience."2 

To many teachers, the choice seems limited to a single option-to be for 
or against an emphasis on audience in composition courses. In the following 
essay, we wish to expand our understanding of the role audience plays in 
composition theory and pedagogy by demonstrating that the arguments ad- 
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vocated by each side of the current debate oversimplify the act of making 
meaning through written discourse. Each side, we will argue, has failed 
adequately to recognize 1) the fluid, dynamic character of rhetorical situa- 
tions; and 2) the integrated, interdependent nature of reading and writing. 
After discussing the strengths and weaknesses of the two central perspectives 
on audience in composition-which we group under the rubrics of audience 
addressed and audience invoked3-we will propose an alternative formulation, 
one which we believe more accurately reflects the richness of "audience" as a 
concept.* 

Audience Addressed 

Those who envision audience as addressed emphasize the concrete reality of 
the writer's audience; they also share the assumption that knowledge of this 
audience's attitudes, beliefs, and expectations is not only possible (via obser- 
vation and analysis) but essential. Questions concerning the degree to which 
this audience is "real" or imagined, and the ways it differs from the speaker's 
audience, are generally either ignored or subordinated to a sense of the audi- 
ence's powerfulness. In their discussion of "A Heuristic Model for Creating a 
Writer's Audience," for example, Fred Pfister and Joanne Petrik attempt to 
recognize the ontological complexity of the writer-audience relationship by 
noting that "students, like all writers, must fictionalize their audience."4 Even 
so, by encouraging students to "construct in their imagination an audience 
that is as nearly a replica as is possible of those many readers who actually exist 
in the world of reality," Pfister and Petrik implicitly privilege the concept of 
audience as addressed.5 

Many of those who envision audience as addressed have been influenced 
by the strong tradition of audience analysis in speech communication and by 
current research in cognitive psychology on the composing process.6 They 
often see themselves as reacting against the current-traditional paradigm of 
composition, with its a-rhetorical, product-oriented emphasis.7 And they also 
frequently encourage what is called "real-world" writing.8 

Our purpose here is not to draw up a list of those who share this view of 
audience but to suggest the general outline of what most readers will recog- 
nize as a central tendency in the teaching of writing today. We would, how- 
ever, like to focus on one particularly ambitious attempt to formulate a 
theory and pedagogy for composition based on the concept of audience as 
addressed: Ruth Mitchell and Mary Taylor's "The Integrating Perspective: 

*A number of terms might be used to characterize the two approaches to audience which 
dominate current theory and practice. Such pairs as identified/envisaged, "real"/fictional, or 
analyzed/created all point to the same general distinction as do our terms. We chose "addressed/ 
invoked" because these terms most precisely represent our intended meaning. Our discussion 
will, we hope, clarify their significance; for the present, the following definitions must serve. The 
"addressed" audience refers to those actual or real-life people who read a discourse, while the 
"invoked" audience refers to the audience called up or imagined by the writer. 
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An Audience-Response Model for Writing." We choose Mitchell and 
Taylor's work because of its theoretical richness and practical specificity. De- 
spite these strengths, we wish to note several potentially significant lim- 
itations in their approach, limitations which obtain to varying degrees in 
much of the current work of those who envision audience as addressed. 

In their article, Mitchell and Taylor analyze what they consider to be the 
two major existing composition models: one focusing on the writer and the 
other on the written product. Their evaluation of these two models seems 
essentially accurate. The "writer" model is limited because it defines writing 
as either self-expression or "fidelity to fact" (p. 255)-epistemologically naive 
assumptions which result in troubling pedagogical inconsistencies. And the 
"written product" model, which is characterized by an emphasis on "certain 
intrinsic features [such as a} lack of comma splices and fragments" (p. 258), is 
challenged by the continued inability of teachers of writing (not to mention 
those in other professions) to agree upon the precise intrinsic features which 
characterize "good" writing. 

Most interesting, however, is what Mitchell and Taylor omit in their crit- 
icism of these models. Neither the writer model nor the written product 
model pays serious attention to invention, the term used to describe those 
"methods designed to aid in retrieving information, forming concepts, analyz- 
ing complex events, and solving certain kinds of problems."9 Mitchell and 
Taylor's lapse in not noting this omission is understandable, however, for the 
same can be said of their own model. When these authors discuss the writing 
process, they stress that "our first priority for writing instruction at every 
level ought to be certain major tactics for structuring material because these 
structures are the most important in guiding the reader's comprehension and 
memory" (p. 271). They do not concern themselves with where "the mate- 
rial" comes from-its sophistication, complexity, accuracy, or rigor. 

Mitchell and Taylor also fail to note another omission, one which might be 
best described in reference to their own model (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Mitchell and Taylor's "general model of writing" (p. 250) 
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This model has four components. Mitchell and Taylor use two of these, 
"writer" and "written product," as labels for the models they condemn. The 
third and fourth components, "audience" and "response," provide the title 
for their own "audience-response model for writing" (p. 249). 

Mitchell and Taylor stress that the components in their model interact. 
Yet, despite their emphasis on interaction, it never seems to occur to them to 
note that the two other models may fail in large part because they overem- 
phasize and isolate one of the four elements-wrenching it too greatly from 
its context and thus inevitably distorting the composing process. Mitchell and 
Taylor do not consider this possibility, we suggest, because their own model 
has the same weakness. 

Mitchell and Taylor argue that a major limitation of the "writer" model is 
its emphasis on the self, the person writing, as the only potential judge of 
effective discourse. Ironically, however, their own emphasis on audience 
leads to a similar distortion. In their model, the audience has the sole power 
of evaluating writing, the success of which "will be judged by the audience's 
reaction: 'good' translates into 'effective,' 'bad' into 'ineffective."' Mitchell 
and Taylor go on to note that "the audience not only judges writing; it also 
motivates it" (p. 250),10 thus suggesting that the writer has less control than 
the audience over both evaluation and motivation. 

Despite the fact that Mitchell and Taylor describe writing as "an interac- 
tion, a dynamic relationship" (p. 250), their model puts far more emphasis on 
the role of the audience than on that of the writer. One way to pinpoint the 
source of imbalance in Mitchell and Taylor's formulation is to note that they 
are right in emphasizing the creative role of readers who, they observe, "ac- 
tively contribute to the meaning of what they read and will respond accord- 
ing to a complex set of expectations, preconceptions, and provocations" (p. 
251), but wrong in failing to recognize the equally essential role writers play 
throughout the composing process not only as creators but also as readers of 
their own writing. 

As Susan Wall observes in "In the Writer's Eye: Learning to Teach the 
Rereading/Revising Process," when writers read their own writing, as they do 
continuously while they compose, "there are really not one but two contexts 
for rereading: there is the writer-as-reader's sense of what the established 
text is actually saying, as of this reading; and there is the reader-as-writer's 
judgment of what the text might say or should say. . ."n What is missing 
from Mitchell and Taylor's model, and from much work done from the 
perspective of audience as addressed, is a recognition of the crucial impor- 
tance of this internal dialogue, through which writers analyze inventional 
problems and conceptualize patterns of discourse. Also missing is an 
adequate awareness that, no matter how much feedback writers may receive 
after they have written something (or in breaks while they write), as they 
compose writers must rely in large part upon their own vision of the reader, 
which they create, as readers do their vision of writers, according to their 
own experiences and expectations. 
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Another major problem with Mitchell and Taylor's analysis is their appar- 
ent lack of concern for the ethics of language use. At one point, the authors 
ask the following important question: "Have we painted ourselves into a 
corner, so that the audience-response model must defend sociologese and its 
related styles?" (p. 265). Note first the ambiguity of their answer, which 
seems to us to say no and yes at the same time, and the way they try to 
deflect its impact: 

No. We defend only the right of audiences to set their own standards and 
we repudiate the ambitions of English departments to monopolize that 
standard-setting. If bureaucrats and scientists are happy with the way they 
write, then no one should interfere. 

But evidence is accumulating that they are not happy. (p. 265) 

Here Mitchell and Taylor surely underestimate the relationship between 
style and substance. As those concerned with Doublespeak can attest, for 
example, the problem with sociologese is not simply its (to our ears) awk- 
ward, convoluted, highly nominalized style, but the way writers have in cer- 
tain instances used this style to make statements otherwise unacceptable to 
lay persons, to "gloss over" potentially controversial facts about programs 
and their consequences, and thus violate the ethics of language use. Hence, 
although we support Mitchell and Taylor when they insist that we must bet- 
ter understand and respect the linguistic traditions of other disciplines and 
professions, we object to their assumption that style is somehow value free. 

As we noted earlier, an analysis of Mitchell and Taylor's discussion clarifies 
weaknesses inherent in much of the theoretical and pedagogical research 
based on the concept of audience as addressed. One major weakness of this 
research lies in its narrow focus on helping students learn how to "continually 
modify their work with reference to their audience" (p. 251). Such a focus, 
which in its extreme form becomes pandering to the crowd, tends to un- 
dervalue the responsibility a writer has to a subject and to what Wayne 
Booth in Modern Dogma and the Rhetoric of Assent calls "the art of discovering 
good reasons."12 The resulting imbalance has clear ethical consequences, for 
rhetoric has traditionally been concerned not only with the effectiveness of a 
discourse, but with truthfulness as well. Much of our difficulty with the lan- 
guage of advertising, for example, arises out of the ad writer's powerful con- 
cept of audience as addressed divorced from a corollary ethical concept. The 
toothpaste ad that promises improved personality, for instance, knows too 
well how to address the audience. But such ads ignore ethical questions com- 
pletely. 

Another weakness in research done by those who envision audience as 
addressed suggests an oversimplified view of language. As Paul Kameen ob- 
serves in "Rewording the Rhetoric of Composition," "discourse is not 
grounded in forms or experience or audience; it engages all of these elements 
simultaneously."13 Ann Berthoff has persistently criticized our obsession 
with one or another of the elements of discourse, insisting that meaning 
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arises out of their synthesis. Writing is more, then, than "a means of acting 
upon a receiver" (Mitchell and Taylor, p. 250); it is a means of making mean- 
ing for writer and reader.14 Without such a unifying, balanced understanding 
of language use, it is easy to overemphasize one aspect of discourse, such as 
audience. It is also easy to forget, as Anthony Petrosky cautions us, that 
"reading, responding, and composing are aspects of understanding, and 
theories that attempt to account for them outside of their interaction with 
each other run the serious risk of building reductive models of human un- 
derstanding."15 

Audience Invoked 

Those who envision audience as invoked stress that the audience of a written 
discourse is a construction of the writer, a "created fiction" (Long, p. 225). 
They do not, of course, deny the physical reality of readers, but they argue 
that writers simply cannot know this reality in the way that speakers can. The 
central task of the writer, then, is not to analyze an audience and adapt dis- 
course to meet its needs. Rather, the writer uses the semantic and syntactic 
resources of language to provide cues for the reader-cues which help to 
define the role or roles the writer wishes the reader to adopt in responding 
to the text. Little scholarship in composition takes this perspective; only Rus- 
sell Long's article and Walter Ong's "The Writer's Audience Is Always a Fic- 
tion" focus centrally on this issue.16 If recent conferences are any indication, 
however, a growing number of teachers and scholars are becoming concerned 
with what they see as the possible distortions and oversimplifications of the 
approach typified by Mitchell and Taylor's model.17 

Russell Long's response to current efforts to teach students analysis of au- 
dience and adaptation of text to audience is typical: "I have become increas- 
ingly disturbed not only about the superficiality of the advice itself, but about 
the philosophy which seems to lie beneath it" (p. 221). Rather than detailing 
Long's argument, we wish to turn to Walter Ong's well-known study. Pub- 
lished in PMLA in 1975, "The Writer's Audience Is Always a Fiction" has 
had a significant impact on composition studies, despite the fact that its major 
emphasis is on fictional narrative rather than expository writing. An analysis 
of Ong's argument suggests that teachers of writing may err if they uncrit- 
ically accept Ong's statement that "what has been said about fictional narra- 
tive applies ceteris paribus to all writing" (p. 17). 

Ong's thesis includes two central assertions: "What do we mean by saying 
the audience is a fiction? Two things at least. First, that the writer must con- 
struct in his imagination, clearly or vaguely, an audience cast in some sort of 
role.... Second, we mean that the audience must correspondingly fic- 
tionalize itself (p. 12). Ong emphasizes the creative power of the adept 
writer, who can both project and alter audiences, as well as the complexity of 
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the reader's role. Readers, Ong observes, must learn or "know how to play 
the game of being a member of an audience that 'really' does not exist" (p. 
12). 

On the most abstract and general level, Ong is accurate. For a writer, the 
audience is not there in the sense that the speaker's audience, whether a sin- 
gle person or a large group, is present. But Ong's representative situations- 
the orator addressing a mass audience versus a writer alone in a room- 
oversimplify the potential range and diversity of both oral and written com- 
munication situations. 

Ong's model of the paradigmatic act of speech communication derives 
from traditional rhetoric. In distinguishing the terms audience and reader, he 
notes that "the orator has before him an audience which is a true audience, a 
collectivity.... Readers do not form a collectivity, acting here and now on 
one another and on the speaker as members of an audience do" (p. 11). As 
this quotation indicates, Ong also stresses the potential for interaction among 
members of an audience, and between an audience and a speaker. 

But how many audiences are actually collectives, with ample opportunity 
for interaction? In Persuasion: Understanding, Practice, and Analysis, Herbert 
Simons establishes a continuum of audiences based on opportunities for in- 
teraction.18 Simons contrasts commercial mass media publics, which "have 
little or no contact with each other and certainly have no reciprocal aware- 
ness of each other as members of the same audience" with "face-to-face work 
groups that meet and interact continuously over an extended period of time." 
He goes on to note that: "Between these two extremes are such groups as 
the following: (1) the pedestrian audience, persons who happen to pass a soap 
box orator. . . ; (2) the passive, occasional audience, persons who come to hear 
a noted lecturer in a large auditorium . . . ; (3) the active, occasional audience, 
persons who meet only on specific occasions but actively interact when they 
do meet" (pp. 97-98). 

Simons' discussion, in effect, questions the rigidity of Ong's distinctions 
between a speaker's and a writer's audience. Indeed, when one surveys a 
broad range of situations inviting oral communication, Ong's paradigmatic 
situation, in which the speaker's audience constitutes a "collectivity, acting 
here and now on one another and on the speaker" (p. 11), seems somewhat 
atypical. It is certainly possible, at any rate, to think of a number of instances 
where speakers confront a problem very similar to that of writers: lacking 
intimate knowledge of their audience, which comprises not a collectivity but 
a disparate, and possibly even divided, group of individuals, speakers, like 
writers, must construct in their imaginations "an audience cast in some sort of 
role."'9 When President Carter announced to Americans during a speech 
broadcast on television, for instance, that his program against inflation was 
"the moral equivalent of warfare," he was doing more than merely charac- 
terizing his economic policies. He was providing an important cue to his 
audience concerning the role he wished them to adopt as listeners-that of a 
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people braced for a painful but necessary and justifiable battle. Were we to 
examine his speech in detail, we would find other more subtle, but equally 
important, semantic and syntactic signals to the audience. 

We do not wish here to collapse all distinctions between oral and written 
communication, but rather to emphasize that speaking and writing are, after 
all, both rhetorical acts. There are important differences between speech and 
writing. And the broad distinction between speech and writing that Ong 
makes is both commonsensical and particularly relevant to his subject, fic- 
tional narrative. As our illustration demonstrates, however, when one turns 
to precise, concrete situations, the relationship between speech and writing 
can become far more complex than even Ong represents. 

Just as Ong's distinction between speech and writing is accurate on a highly 
general level but breaks down (or at least becomes less clear-cut) when exam- 
ined closely, so too does his dictum about writers and their audiences. Every 
writer must indeed create a role for the reader, but the constraints on the 
writer and the potential sources of and possibilities for the reader's role are 
both more complex and diverse than Ong suggests. Ong stresses the impor- 
tance of literary tradition in the creation of audience: "If the writer succeeds 
in writing, it is generally because he can fictionalize in his imagination an 
audience he has learned to know not from daily life but from earlier writers 
who were fictionalizing in their imagination audiences they had learned to 
know in still earlier writers, and so on back to the dawn of written narrative" 
(p. 11). And he cites a particularly (for us) germane example, a student 
"asked to write on the subject to which schoolteachers, jaded by summer, 
return compulsively every autumn: 'How I Spent My Summer Vacation"' (p. 
11). In order to negotiate such an assignment successfully, the student must 
turn his real audience, the teacher, into someone else. He or she must, for 
instance, "make like Samuel Clemens and write for whomever Samuel Clem- 
ens was writing for" (p. 11). 

Ong's example is, for his purposes, well-chosen. For such an assignment 
does indeed require the successful student to "fictionalize" his or her audi- 
ence. But why is the student's decision to turn to a literary model in this 
instance particularly appropriate? Could one reason be that the student 
knows (consciously or unconsciously) that his English teacher, who is still the 
literal audience of his essay, appreciates literature and hence would be enter- 
tained (and here the student may intuit the assignment's actual aim as well) 
by such a strategy? In Ong's example the audience-the "jaded" school- 
teacher-is not only willing to accept another role but, perhaps, actually 
yearns for it. How else to escape the tedium of reading 25, 50, 75 student 
papers on the same topic? As Walter Minot notes, however, not all readers 
are so malleable: 

In reading a work of fiction or poetry, a reader is far more willing to 
suspend his beliefs and values than in a rhetorical work dealing with some 
current social, moral, or economic issue. The effectiveness of the created 
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audience in a rhetorical situation is likely to depend on such constraints as 
the actual identity of the reader, the subject of the discourse, the identity 
and purpose of the writer, and many other factors in the real world.20 

An example might help make Minot's point concrete. 
Imagine another composition student faced, like Ong's, with an assign- 

ment. This student, who has been given considerably more latitude in her 
choice of a topic, has decided to write on an issue of concern to her at the 
moment, the possibility that a home for mentally-retarded adults will be built 
in her neighborhood. She is alarmed by the strongly negative, highly emo- 
tional reaction of most of her neighbors and wishes in her essay to persuade 
them that such a residence might not be the disaster they anticipate. 

This student faces a different task from that described by Ong. If she is to 
succeed, she must think seriously about her actual readers, the neighbors to 
whom she wishes to send her letter. She knows the obvious demographic 
factors-age, race, class-so well that she probably hardly needs to consider 
them consciously. But other issues are more complex. How much do her 
neighbors know about mental retardation, intellectually or experientially? 
What is their image of a retarded adult? What fears does this project raise in 
them? What civic and religious values do they most respect? Based on this 
analysis---and the process may be much less sequential than we describe 
here-she must, of course, define a role for her audience, one congruent 
with her persona, arguments, the facts as she knows them, etc. She must, as 
Minot argues, both analyze and invent an audience.21 In this instance, after 
detailed analysis of her audience and her arguments, the student decided to 
begin her essay by emphasizing what she felt to be the genuinely admirable 
qualities of her neighbors, particularly their kindness, understanding, and 
concern for others. In so doing, she invited her audience to see themselves as 
she saw them: as thoughtful, intelligent people who, if they were adequately 
informed, would certainly not act in a harsh manner to those less fortunate 
than they. In accepting this role, her readers did not have to "play the game 
of being a member of an audience that 'really' does not exist" (Ong, "The 
Writer's Audience," p. 12). But they did have to recognize in themselves the 
strengths the student described and to accept her implicit linking of these 
strengths to what she hoped would be their response to the proposed 
"home." 

When this student enters her history class to write an examination she 
faces a different set of constraints. Unlike the historian who does indeed 
have a broad range of options in establishing the reader's role, our student 
has much less freedom. This is because her reader's role has already been 
established and formalized in a series of related academic conventions. If she 
is a successful student, she has so effectively internalized these conventions 
that she can subordinate a concern for her complex and multiple audiences to 
focus on the material on which she is being tested and on the single audience, 
the teacher, who will respond to her performance on the test.22 
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We could multiply examples. In each instance the student writing-to 
friend, employer, neighbor, teacher, fellow readers of her daily news- 
paper-would need, as one of the many conscious and unconscious decisions 
required in composing, to envision and define a role for the reader. But how 
she defines that role-whether she relies mainly upon academic or technical 
writing conventions, literary models, intimate knowledge of friends or 
neighbors, analysis of a particular group, or some combination thereof-will 
vary tremendously. At times the reader may establish a role for the reader 
which indeed does not "coincideTs] with his role in the rest of actual life" 
(Ong, p. 12). At other times, however, one of the writer's primary tasks may 
be that of analyzing the "real life" audience and adapting the discourse to it. 
One of the factors that makes writing so difficult, as we know, is that we have 
no recipes: each rhetorical situation is unique and thus requires the writer, 
catalyzed and guided by a strong sense of purpose, to reanalyze and reinvent 
solutions. 

Despite their helpful corrective approach, then, theories which assert that 
the audience of a written discourse is a construction of the writer present 
their own dangers.23 One of these is the tendency to overemphasize the dis- 
tinction between speech and writing while undervaluing the insights of dis- 
course theorists, such as James Moffett and James Britton, who remind us of 
the importance of such additional factors as distance between speaker or 
writer and audience and levels of abstraction in the subject. In Teaching the 
Universe of Discourse, Moffett establishes the following spectrum of discourse: 
recording ("the drama of what is happening"), reporting ("the narrative of 
what happened"), generalizing ("the exposition of what happens") and 
theorizing ("the argumentation of what will, may happen").24 In an extended 
example, Moffett demonstrates the important points of connection between 
communication acts at any one level of the spectrum, whether oral or writ- 
ten: 

Suppose next that I tell the cafeteria experience to a friend some time 
later in conversation. . . . Of course, instead of recounting the cafeteria 
scene to my friend in person I could write it in a letter to an audience 
more removed in time and space. Informal writing is usually still rather 
spontaneous, directed at an audience known to the writer, and reflects 
the transient mood and circumstances in which the writing occurs. Feed- 
back and audience influence, however, are delayed and weakened.... 
Compare in turn now the changes that must occur all down the line when I 
write about this cafeteria experience in a discourse destined for publication and 
distribution to a mass, anonymous audience of present and perhaps unborn 
people. I cannot allude to things and ideas that only my friends know 
about. I must use a vocabulary, style, logic, and rhetoric that anybody in 
that mass audience can understand and respond to. I must name and or- 
ganize what happened during those moments in the cafeteria that day in 
such a way that this mythical average reader can relate what I say to some 
primary moments of experience of his own. (pp. 37-38; our emphasis) 
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Though Moffett does not say so, many of these same constraints would ob- 
tain if he decided to describe his experience in a speech to a mass 
audience-the viewers of a television show, for example, or the members of 
a graduating class. As Moffett's example illustrates, the distinction between 
speech and writing is important; it is, however, only one of several con- 
straints influencing any particular discourse. 

Another weakness of research based on the concept of audience as in- 
voked is that it distorts the processes of writing and reading by overem- 
phasizing the power of the writer and undervaluing that of the reader. Unlike 
Mitchell and Taylor, Ong recognizes the creative role the writer plays as 
reader of his or her own writing, the way the writer uses language to provide 
cues for the reader and tests the effectiveness of these cues during his or her 
own rereading of the text. But Ong fails adequately to recognize the con- 
straints placed on the writer, in certain situations, by the audience. He fails, 
in other words, to acknowledge that readers' own experiences, expectations, 
and beliefs do play a central role in their reading of a text, and that the writer 
who does not consider the needs and interests of his audience risks losing 
that audience. To argue that the audience is a "created fiction" (Long, p. 
225), to stress that the reader's role "seldom coincides with his role in the 
rest of actual life" (Ong, p. 12), is just as much an oversimplification, then, as 
to insist, as Mitchell and Taylor do, that "the audience not only judges writ- 
ing, it also motivates it" (p. 250). The former view overemphasizes the writ- 
er's independence and power; the latter, that of the reader. 

Rhetoric and Its Situations25 

If the perspectives we have described as audience addressed and audience 
invoked represent incomplete conceptions of the role of audience in written 
discourse, do we have an alternative? How can we most accurately conceive 
of this essential rhetorical element? In what follows we will sketch a tentative 
model and present several defining or constraining statements about this ap- 
parently slippery concept, "audience." The result will, we hope, move us 
closer to a full understanding of the role audience plays in written discourse. 

Figure 2 represents our attempt to indicate the complex series of obliga- 
tions, resources, needs, and constraints embodied in the writer's concept of 
audience. (We emphasize that our goal here is not to depict the writing pro- 
cess as a whole-a much more complex task-but to focus on the writer's 
relation to audience.) As our model indicates, we do not see the two perspec- 
tives on audience described earlier as necessarily dichotomous or contradic- 
tory. Except for past and anomalous audiences, special cases which we de- 
scribe paragraphs hence, all of the audience roles we specify-self, friend, 
colleague, critic, mass audience, and future audience-may be invoked or 
addressed.26 It is the writer who, as writer and reader of his or her own text, 
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one guided by a sense of purpose and by the particularities of a specific 
rhetorical situation, establishes the range of potential roles an audience may 
play. (Readers may, of course, accept or reject the role or roles the writer 
wishes them to adopt in responding to a text.) 
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Figure 2: The Concept of Audience 

Writers who wish to be read must often adapt their discourse to meet the 
needs and expectations of an addressed audience. They may rely on past 
experience in addressing audiences to guide their writing, or they may en- 
gage a representative of that audience in the writing process. The latter oc- 
curs, for instance, when we ask a colleague to read an article intended for 
scholarly publication. Writers may also be required to respond to the inter- 
vention of others-a teacher's comments on an essay, a supervisor's sugges- 
tions for improving a report, or the insistent, catalyzing questions of an 
editor. Such intervention may in certain cases represent a powerful stimulus 
to the writer, but it is the writer who interprets the suggestions-or even 
commands-of others, choosing what to accept or reject. Even the conscious 
decision to accede to the expectations of a particular addressed audience may 
not always be carried out; unconscious psychological resistance, incomplete 
understanding, or inadequately developed ability may prevent the writer 
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from following through with the decision-a reality confirmed by composi- 
tion teachers with each new set of essays. 

The addressed audience, the actual or intended readers of a discourse, 
exists outside of the text. Writers may analyze these readers' needs, antici- 
pate their biases, even defer to their wishes. But it is only through the text, 
through language, that writers embody or give life to their conception of the 
reader. In so doing, they do not so much create a role for the reader-a 
phrase which implies that the writer somehow creates a mold to which the 
reader adapts-as invoke it. Rather than relying on incantations, however, 
writers conjure their vision-a vision which they hope readers will actively 
come to share as they read the text-by using all the resources of language 
available to them to establish a broad, and ideally coherent, range of cues for 
the reader. Technical writing conventions, for instance, quickly formalize any 
of several writer-reader relationships, such as colleague to colleague or ex- 
pert to lay reader. But even comparatively local semantic decisions may play 
an equally essential role. In "The Writer's Audience Is Always a Fiction," 
Ong demonstrates how Hemingway's use of definite articles in A Farewell to 
Arms subtly cues readers that their role is to be that of a "companion in arms 
... a confidant" (p. 13). 

Any of the roles of the addressed audience cited in our model may be 
invoked via the text. Writers may also invoke a past audience, as did, for 
instance, Ong's student writing to those Mark Twain would have been writ- 
ing for. And writers can also invoke anomalous audiences, such as a fictional 
character-Hercule Poirot perhaps. Our model, then, confirms Douglas 
Park's observation that the meanings of audience, though multiple and com- 
plex, "tend to diverge in two general directions: one toward actual people 
external to a text, the audience whom the writer must accommodate; the 
other toward the text itself and the audience implied there: a set of suggested 
or evoked attitudes, interests, reactions, conditions of knowledge which may 
or may not fit with the qualities of actual readers or listeners."27 The most 
complete understanding of audience thus involves a synthesis of the perspec- 
tives we have termed audience addressed, with its focus on the reader, and 
audience invoked, with its focus on the writer. 

One illustration of this constantly shifting complex of meanings for "audi- 
ence" lies in our own experiences writing this essay. One of us became in- 
terested in the concept of audience during an NEH Seminar, and her first 
audience was a small, close-knit seminar group to whom she addressed her 
work. The other came to contemplate a multiplicity of audiences while work- 
ing on a textbook; the first audience in this case was herself, as she debated 
the ideas she was struggling to present to a group of invoked students. Fol- 
lowing a lengthy series of conversations, our interests began to merge: we 
shared notes and discussed articles written by others on audience, and even- 
tually one of us began a draft. Our long distance telephone bills and the miles 
we travelled up and down 1-5 from Oregon to British Columbia attest most 
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concretely to the power of a co-author's expectations and criticisms and also 
illustrate that one person can take on the role of several different audiences: 
friend, colleague, and critic. 

As we began to write and re-write the essay, now for a particular scholarly 
journal, the change in purpose and medium (no longer a seminar paper or a 
textbook) led us to new audiences. For us, the major "invoked audience" 
during this period was Richard Larson, editor of this journal, whose ques- 
tions and criticisms we imagined and tried to anticipate. (Once this essay was 
accepted by CCC, Richard Larson became for us an addressed audience: he 
responded in writing with questions, criticisms, and suggestions, some of 
which we had, of course, failed to anticipate.) We also thought of the readers 
of CCC and those who attend the annual CCCC, most often picturing you as 
members of our own departments, a diverse group of individuals with widely 
varying degrees of interest in and knowledge of composition. Because of the 
generic constraints of academic writing, which limit the range of roles we 
may define for our readers, the audience represented by the readers of CCC 
seemed most vivid to us in two situations: 1) when we were concerned about 
the degree to which we needed to explain concepts or terms; and 2) when we 
considered central organizational decisions, such as the most effective way to 
introduce a discussion. Another, and for us extremely potent, audience was 
the authors-Mitchell and Taylor, Long, Ong, Park, and others-with whom 
we have seen ourselves in silent dialogue. As we read and reread their 
analyses and developed our responses to them, we felt a responsibility to try 
to understand their formulations as fully as possible, to play fair with their 
ideas, to make our own efforts continue to meet their high standards. 

Our experience provides just one example, and even it is far from com- 
plete. (Once we finished a rough draft, one particular colleague became a 
potent but demanding addressed audience, listening to revision upon revision 
and challenging us with harder and harder questions. And after this essay is 
published, we may revise our understanding of audiences we thought we 
knew or recognize the existence of an entirely new audience. The latter 
would happen, for instance, if teachers of speech communication for some 
reason found our discussion useful.) But even this single case demonstrates 
that the term audience refers not just to the intended, actual, or eventual 
readers of a discourse, but to all those whose image, ideas, or actions influ- 
ence a writer during the process of composition. One way to conceive of 
"audience," then, is as an overdetermined or unusually rich concept, one 
which may perhaps be best specified through the analysis of precise, concrete 
situations. 

We hope that this partial example of our own experience will illustrate 
how the elements represented in Figure 2 will shift and merge, depending on 
the particular rhetorical situation, the writer's aim, and the genre chosen. 
Such an understanding is critical: because of the complex reality to which the 
term audience refers and because of its fluid, shifting role in the composing 
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process, any discussion of audience which isolates it from the rest of the 
rhetorical situation or which radically overemphasizes or underemphasizes its 
function in relation to other rhetorical constraints is likely to oversimplify. 
Note the unilateral direction of Mitchell and Taylor's model (p. 5), which is 
unable to represent the diverse and complex role(s) audience(s) can play in 
the actual writing process-in the creation of meaning. In contrast, consider 
the model used by Edward P. J. Corbett in his Little Rhetoric and Handbook. 28 
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Figure 3: Corbett's model of "The Rhetorical Interrelationships" (p. 5) 

This representation, which allows for interaction among all the elements of 
rhetoric, may at first appear less elegant and predictive than Mitchell and 
Taylor's. But it is finally more useful since it accurately represents the diverse 
range of potential interrelationships in any written discourse. 

We hope that our model also suggests the integrated, interdependent na- 
ture of reading and writing. Two assertions emerge from this relationship. 
One involves the writer as reader of his or her own work. As Donald Murray 
notes in "Teaching the Other Self: The Writer's First Reader," this role is 
critical, for "the reading writer-the map-maker and map-reader-reads the 
word, the line, the sentence, the paragraph, the page, the entire text. This 
constant back-and-forth reading monitors the multiple complex relationships 
between all the elements in writing."29 To ignore or devalue such a central 
function is to risk distorting the writing process as a whole. But unless the 
writer is composing a diary or journal entry, intended only for the writer's 
own eyes, the writing process is not complete unless another person, some- 
one other than the writer, reads the text also. The second assertion thus 
emphasizes the creative, dynamic duality of the process of reading and writ- 
ing, whereby writers create readers and readers create writers. In the meeting 
of these two lies meaning, lies communication. 

A fully elaborated view of audience, then, must balance the creativity of 
the writer with the different, but equally important, creativity of the reader. 
It must account for a wide and shifting range of roles for both addressed and 
invoked audiences. And, finally, it must relate the matrix created by the in- 
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tricate relationship of writer and audience to all elements in the rhetorical 
situation. Such an enriched conception of audience can help us better un- 
derstand the complex act we call composing. 
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Wyoming Conference on Freshman and Sophomore English 

Principal consultants for the 1984 Wyoming Conference on Freshman and 
Sophomore English, to be held in Laramie 25-29 June, are Cleanth Brooks, 
Yale University; Richard Ohmann, Wesleyan University; and Walter Ong, St. 
Louis University. People wishing to attend the Conference should write to 
Michael Leonard, Conference Director, Department of English, University of 
Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming 82071. 
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