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We are wedded in language, have our being in words. 
Language is also a place of struggle. 

-bell hooks (Yearning 146) 

I n his February 1994 CCC editor's column, 
Joseph Harris provides a brief overview of 
the kinds of work he hopes to publish in the 

journal, noting, among other things, that he is "especially interested in 
pieces that take a critical or revisionary look at work in composition stud- 
ies" (7). Given the contemporary turn to self-conscious disciplinary cri- 
tique, Harris' call is hardly surprising. In its relatively brief disciplinary 
history, in fact, composition studies has engaged in a great deal of revision- 
ary looking back, as can be seen in the several paradigm shifts or theoreti- 
cal revolutions the field has experienced during the span of the last three 
decades. This disciplinary critique has for the most part, however, been 
carried out in the agonistic manner characteristic of traditional academic 
discussion, with each wave of criticism, each revisionary look establishing 
its own efficacy by demonstrating the flaws of prior conceptions.t 

The notion of disciplinary progress-or success-enacted by these dis- 
courses has in many ways served our field well. For though composition 
studies could hardly be described as an established or mainstream academic 
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discipline, it has succeeded to a considerable extent in legitimizing and pro- 
fessionalizing its position in the academy. And the critical discourses of such 
theorists as Janet Emig, James Berlin, and Susan Miller have, we believe, 
contributed substantially to our understanding of how very much is at 
stake when scholars in composition studies profess the teaching of writing. 

We are grateful for this tradition of critical discourse. Indeed we wish to 
respond to Harris' call to participate in a "critical or revisionary" look at 
work in composition studies by building on this tradition-albeit with one 
significant exception. We attempt here to resist traditional oppositional 
critique, with its tendency to focus (usually in a negative way) on the 
work of others. Instead, we propose here to attempt a self-critique by re- 
visiting an essay of our own, "Audience Addressed/Audience Invoked: The 
Role of Audience in Composition Theory and Pedagogy" (AA/AI, hereaf- 
ter), the essay that (if citations, analyses, and reprintings are any indica- 
tion) of all our coauthored work might be said to have been judged most 
"successful" by others in our field. 

We've put "successful" in quotation marks for a reason. The conven- 
tional western understanding of success emphasizes the role that individu- 
al agency plays in achievement. In this view, particularly as played out 
most often in American mythologies, success comes to those individuals 
who work hard for it, and who thus deserve it. Business persons who 
work hard, who fight the good fight, are successful. Writers who write 
well, who use the resources of language to persuade others, similarly merit 
whatever recognition and achievement come their way. As conventionally 
understood, success in the academy is measured by "objective" and largely 
individualist criteria, such as publications and reprintings, citations, and 
the degree of response the writing engenders. 

That such a view of success-and of language-has been challenged on 
a number of fronts goes without saying. We may write language, but lan- 
guage also writes us. We may desire to express our ideas, but the ideas we 
express may reveal more than we have intended. Rather than emphasiz- 
ing individual agency, this poststructuralist view of discourse calls atten- 
tion to the role that shared assumptions and ideologies play in enabling or 
hindering communication. It reminds us as well of the locatedness and sit- 
uatedness of all texts-and of the need to inquire into what Gesa E. Kirsch 
and Joy S. Ritchie in a recent CCC essay refer to as a "politics of location" 
(7). Such an effort challenges researchers, Kirsch and Ritchie argue, to 
"theorize their locations by examining their experiences as reflections of 
ideology and culture, by reinterpreting their own experiences through the 
eyes of others, and by recognizing their own split selves, their multiple and 
often unknowable identifies" (8). It is in the spirit of Kirsch and Ritchie's 
call that we turn to our earlier essay. 
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In attempting such a self-critique, we wish to be as clear about our goals 
as possible. In this essay, we intend to subject our earlier work to critical 
inquiry in an effort to foreground the rhetoricity of this work and to ex- 
plore and learn from the cultural, disciplinary, and institutional forces at 
play in it. In so doing, we attempt to illuminate both the absences and 
presences in AA/AI, but to do so in a way that resists the lure of totalizing, 
oppositionalizing readings. We do not, in other words, wish to construct a 
bad-old-Ede-and-Lunsford, which we-in traditional agonistic fashion- 
will strike down in the service of representing an all-new-and-improved- 
Lunsford-and-Ede on audience. In revisiting our essay, then, we wish nei- 
ther to reject nor defend AA/AI but rather to embrace multiple under- 
standings of it, and to acknowledge the extent to which any discursive 
moment contains diverse, heterodox, and even contradictory realities- 
confirming (once again) the acuity of I(enneth Burke's observation that "if 
any given terminology is a reflection of reality, by its very nature as a termi- 
nology it must also be a selection of reality; and to this extent it must func- 
tion also as a deflection of reality" (45). As a result of such multiple 
understandings, we hope to raise heuristic questions not only about our 
own work but also about conventional narratives (and genres) of disci- 
plinary progress and about the relationship between "success" and tradi- 
tional academic critique. 

Audience and the Subject(s) of Discourse 

At the time that it was written, AA/AI entered an ongoing debate on the 
nature and role of audience in discourse. Responding to a number of es- 
says on the concept of audience that appeared in the late 1970s and early 
1980s, AA/AI attempted to redirect current discussions of audience by ar- 
guing that previous commentators had generally taken a partial view of an 
unusually rich and complex concept. Some theorists, such as Ruth Mitch- 
ell and Mary Taylor, privileged what we called the audience addressed, "the 
concrete reality of the writer's audience... [and assumed] that knowledge 
of this audience's attitudes, beliefs, and expectations is not only possible 
(via observation and analysis) but essential" (AA/AI 156). Others, such as 
Walter Ong and Russell Long, emphasized the extent to which writers cre- 
ate or invoke audiences by using "the semantic and syntactic resources of 
language to create cues for the reader-cues which help to define the role 
or roles the writer wishes the reader to adopt" (160). Our own approach 
was to challenge the helpfulness of such dichotomous and polarizing 
views of audience as either wholly addressed or wholly invoked and to ar- 
gue for a syntheses of these perspectives, one that acknowledges the cre- 
ativity and interdependence of writers and readers, writing and reading, 
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and that recognizes the "fluid, dynamic character of rhetorical situations" 
(165). Audience can perhaps best be conceptualized, we argued, as a 
"complex series of obligations, needs, resources, and constraints" that both 
enable and constrain writers and readers (165). 

Ten years later, we still resist efforts to characterize audience as solely 
textual (invoked) or material (addressed), and we continue to affirm the 
importance of considering audience in the context of the rhetorical situa- 
tion. Rereading our essay, we note its refusal to generate pedagogical for- 
mulas or rules for teachers and students and its attempt to argue that the 
most complex understanding of audience is-theoretically and pedagogi- 
cally-the most useful. We also recognize, however, a number of absences 
in AA/AI-absences that reflect our personal and professional desire to 
turn away from the potential difficulties and costs entailed in successful 
communication. 

By insisting that the concept of audience involves textual and material 
constraints as well as opportunities, and that it must always be considered 
in the context of the larger rhetorical situation, AA/AI sets the scene-but 
then fails to explore-the ways in which audiences can not only enable 
but also silence writers and readers. In addition, although AA/AI recogniz- 
es the possibility of readers rejecting "the role or roles the writer wishes 
them to adopt in responding to a text" (166), our essay consistently down- 
plays the possibility of tension and contradiction, presenting the interplay 
of audience addressed and audience invoked as potential opportunities for 
the writer "catalyzed and guided by a strong sense of purpose, to reanalyze 
and reinvent solutions" (164). With good will and rhetorical sensitivity, 
AA/AI implicitly suggests, writers will be able to negotiate their ways into 
positions of discursive power, will achieve and maintain communicative 
success. 

Such an understanding of writing assumes a negotiation of meaning 
among if not literal equals then among those with equal access to the re- 
sources of language. Such an understanding also necessitates, of course, a 
parallel series of assumptions about writers and readers, as well as about 
the genres they attempt to inhabit. We have already indicated that the 
subject of discourse invoked in AA/AI is a subject who feels both agency 
and authority-that subject is also implicitly stable, unified, and autono- 
mous. Although we recognize in AA/AI that students have less power 
than teachers and thus less freedom in some rhetorical situations than in 
others, we do not pursue the multiple ways in which the student writer's 
agency and identity may be shaped and constrained not only by immedi- 
ate audiences but also, and even more forcefully, by the ways in which 
both she and those audiences are positioned within larger institutional 
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and discursive frameworks. Nor do we consider the powerful effects of 
ideology working through genres, such as those inscribed in academic es- 
sayist literacy, to call forth and thus to control and constrain writers and 
audiences.2 That a student might find herself full of contradiction and con- 
flict, might find the choices available to her as a writer confusing and even 
crippling-might in fact find it difficult, even undesirable, to claim the 
identity of "writer"-did not occur to us.3 

That such ideas did not occur to us is a mark of the extent to which the 
students invoked in AA/AI were in important ways the students we had 
been-eager, compliant, willing to shape ourselves to rhetorical situations. 
Our desire to invoke such students and to (re)write experience in such a 
way as to highlight success not failure, consensus not conflict, progress not 
struggle, is, we have realized, deeply imbedded in our relationship to 
schooling as well as to discourse. In working on this essay, for instance, we 
have each recalled memories of struggle and failure, of negative educa- 
tional experiences that reminded us of the degree to which, as students, 
we molded ourselves as willing subjects of education. Andrea found her- 
self reflecting most often on her early grade school years, recalling, for in- 
stance, a moment when she perceived that a teacher simply did not like 
her-and noting the ways in which that perception led her not to chal- 
lenge the teacher's views or goals but to attempt to remake herself in the 
image of a dutifully schooled subject less likely to invoke a hostile teacher 
audience. Lisa found herself drawn to memories of graduate school expe- 
riences and to the ways in which she repressed her confusion and anger as 
different courses required her to become not only a different audience for 
each professor but a different subject as well. 

In reflecting on these memories, we have begun to explore the extent 
to which, very early in our educations, we identified with the goals and in- 
stitutions of schooling. Our home communities were ones in which school 
was generally defined as a place for positive change and advancement. But 
our identification with schooling involved more than mere acceptance of 
these attitudes. Academic good girls, we studied, even excelled, and in so 
doing we came to associate both schooling and the writing we did in 
school with a positive sense of self, a means of validation and "success," 
and of hailing appreciative audiences. So powerful was this identification, 
in fact, that we recast those painful memories of struggle that we could not 
repress, reinterpreting experiences that might have led to resistance and 
critique as evidence of individual problems that we could remedy if only 
we would work harder, do (and be) better. Such an approach is congruent, 
of course, with the individualism inherent throughout our culture, educa- 
tional institutions, and scholarly disciplines, an individualism that tradi- 
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tionally writes the kind of struggles we experienced as students as 
inevitable, even necessary and salutary, aspects of the western narrative of 
individual success that AA/AI implicitly endorses.4 

Does this critique suggest that we have now rejected our identification 
with schooling and its traditional individualist assumptions? It does not, or 
not monolithically at least, for it would be disingenuous indeed for us to 
ignore or devalue what we have gained both intellectually and materially 
as a result of our schooling. So while we recognize that schooling subjects 
and disciplines students, that writing is not necessarily and certainly not 
always a venue for power, we also recognize-and honor-the potential of 
both writing and schooling to enable students to enact subjectivities that 
they experience as positive and authorizing. Thus, like the audiences that 
it hails, schooling is both deeply situated and inherently paradoxical, full 
of contradictions and complexities-and opportunities. In this analysis of 
our earlier work, our goal is neither to embrace schooling unthinkingly (as 
we once did) nor to condemn schooling out of hand. Rather, we seek to 
recognize its multiple complexities and to understand as fully as possible 
our positioning among them as we strive not only to acknowledge but also 
to take responsibility for our own politics of location. 

Part of this positioning, of course, involves our experiences and identi- 
ties not only with schooling in general but with the field of composition in 
particular. When we reflect upon the disciplinary moment in which we 
wrote AA/AI, we find ourselves with multiple understandings and re- 
sponses. From our current perspective, one informed by recent research in 
feminism, poststructuralism, rhetorical theory, and critical pedagogy, it is 
easy to look back at research in composition in the mid-1980s-with its 
emphasis on the writing process and cognitive models of that process- 
and note the field's generally uncritical identification with and appropria- 
tion of the goals of schooling. Paradoxes of institutional placement that 
now seem obvious-such as the tension inherent in our field's asserted de- 
sire to empower students and its curricular positioning as gatekeeper and 
certifier-were repressed in much of the work of the time, including our 
own. We want now to acknowledge and understand the implications of 
such repression, as well as to relinquish at least some of the dreams of dis- 
ciplinary progress, of moving inexorably toward a time when we can 
"know" audiences, much less teach students to use such knowledge in 
straightforward ways to achieve "success" in writing. Yet we would not 
want to give up our field's commitment to teaching. Thus when we return 
to such efforts as Mina Shaughnessy's Errors and Expectations, or to early 
writing process studies, we find much to celebrate in their commitment to 
teaching, to opening up spaces in the academy for traditionally excluded 
students, and to the importance of striving for social and political change. 
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We want now, at this disciplinary moment, to reaffirm these commitments, 
while acknowledging the importance of inquiring into the nature of both 
teacher and student subjectivities, and of recognizing the implications of 
our cultural, political, economic, and institutional embeddedness. Teach- 
ers and students are-we understand better now than in the past-not 
free individual agents writing their own destinies but rather constructed 
subjects embedded in multiple discourses, and the classroom is not a magic 
circle free of ideological and institutional influence. Such understandings 
have been and continue to be chastening to us; they encourage humility 
and modesty in teaching and research and an increased attentiveness to 
the motivated and situated-that is to say deeply rhetorical-nature of our 
assumptions and practices. 

Audience, Ideology, and the Rhetorical Tradition 

As we have tried to suggest, the writers and teachers speaking through 
AA/AI are, in many important ways, the writers and teachers we wanted 
and still want to be: negotiators of rhetorical situations who can gain a 
place for ourselves, our students, and our field at the academic and social 
conversational table. But we can also now see repressed in our essay- 
metaphorically smoothed or ironed out-traces of difficulties, of pain, fail- 
ure, misunderstanding, and conflict. Such repressions were both encour- 
aged and made possible not only by our personal identification with 
schooling and with the emergent field of composition studies, but also by 
our deep-and ongoing-commitment to the discipline of rhetoric. 

In AA/AI, this commitment to traditional views of rhetoric, and partic- 
ularly to the heuristic potential of the concept of the rhetorical situation, 
offered us a powerful framework for analyzing and enriching understand- 
ings of audience, a framework we still find useful. But this commitment 
also almost certainly insured that we would not notice the tradition's insis- 
tent impulse toward successful communication on the one hand and ex- 
clusion on the other. Indeed, the rhetorical tradition's focus on success in 
communicating with and persuading others is longstanding and enduring, 
discernible in the western emphasis on efficiency, "getting the job done," 
and clarity, as well as in traditional theories and definitions of rhetoric. 
Think, for instance, of Aristotle's definition of rhetoric as "the faculty of 
discovering in the particular case what are the available means of persua- 
sion" (7) or of Richards' view of it as "the study of misunderstanding and 
its remedies" (3). 

This focus on successful communicative negotiation inevitably, albeit si- 
lently, casts misunderstanding, miscommunication, disagreement, resis- 
tance, and dissent as failure and, as such, as that which is to be avoided or 
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"cured." Today it seems to us that this emphasis on "success" has exacted a 
high hidden price. For how better to avoid misunderstanding and failure 
(and to make "successful" communication more likely) than to exclude, to 
disenfranchise those who by their very presence in the arena of discourse 
raise increased possibilities for communicative failures. The student writ- 
ers invoked in AA/AI, for instance, are always already within and compli- 
ant to academic discourse, and thus willing and able to "adapt their 
discourse to meet the needs and expectations of an addressed audience" 
(166). While we still hope to help students meet such needs and expecta- 
tions, we would also hope to bring into relief the exclusions that will al- 
most certainly be necessary to do so, as well as the choices students must 
consider in deciding to inhabit academic discourse in this way. 

That the rhetorical tradition is one of persistent exclusion goes without 
saying. But seeing the desire for successful communication as deeply im- 
plicated in the tendency to exclude those (like women and slaves in the 
ancient world) who might tend to disrupt or stand in the way of that suc- 
cess seems to us particularly noteworthy. For the dual moves toward ex- 
clusion and successful persuasion tend to hide from view any value that 
misunderstanding, resistance, or similar "failures" might have in comple- 
menting and enriching our notion of "success" by opening up spaces for 
additional voices, ways of understanding, conversations, and avenues of 
communication. It's interesting to consider, in this regard, the ways in 
which the exclusionary tendencies of the rhetorical tradition are tied to a 
view of the human subject as coherent, autonomous, and unified. Such a 
view assumes that writers and readers have no options but to be either 
in-or out of-a particular rhetorical situation. 

Suppressed by the double impulse toward exclusion and success are the 
ways in which lived experiences can cause people to create internalized 
audiences that can lead not only to successful communication but also to 
disabling silences or to attempts at manipulative control, or the ways in 
which the materiality of people's lives can have the same effects, can result 
in communicative failure, in audiences ignored, rejected, excluded, or de- 
nied. Most deeply suppressed in the persistent gesture toward success, 
with its accompanying silent embrace of sameness, is a concomitant inat- 
tention to issues of difference. Thus while traditional Western conceptions 
of rhetoric as a system do, we still wish to argue, leave a space for differ- 
ence in the concepts of rhetorical situation and of audience, that space has 
been, in practice, more often apparent than real. But not always. For as 
bell hooks and many others traditionally excluded from the dominant dis- 
course continue to demonstrate, the "place of struggle" that rhetoric en- 
compasses can be broadened (albeit with difficulty) to enact differences. In 
terms of verbal communication, this rhetorical space is what we have to 
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work with and in. And in order to do so in a way that makes that space as 
open and inclusive as possible, we must work hard to understand the 
complex choices, multiple responsibilities, and competing representations 
that communication always entails. Only thus can we open up more spac- 
es for dialogue with others; only thus can we understand, with hooks, 
that: 

Spaces can be real and imagined. Spaces can tell stories and unfold histories. 
Spaces can be interrupted, appropriated, and transformed through artistic 
and literary practice. (Yearning 152) 

Re-Presenting Audience 

As we hope this discussion has suggested, situating AA/AI in a web of per- 
sonal, professional, and disciplinary contexts draws attention to those mul- 
tiple and sometimes conflicting desires that speak through our effort to 
communicate with others, to both address and invoke audiences. As we 
noted early on in this essay, however, this attempt at a rereading of our 
work has aimed not to dismiss or discredit the work we have discussed, and 
in this sense not to engage in the agonistic activities so characteristic of the 
academy and the rhetorical tradition. Rather, we have attempted to dem- 
onstrate here the value of reading one's own research with the same kind 
of rhetorical care often reserved for the work of others and to suggest that 
this kind of reading-which calls attention to absences as well as presences, 
to multiplicity, tension, and competing motives in discourse-can enrich 
our understanding in ways that oppositional or totalizing readings do not. 

Reading AA/AI against the backdrop of our own commitment to and 
identification with schooling, for instance, helped us to understand that al- 
though we intended AA/AI both to invoke and address a broad range of 
audiences, it speaks most strongly to those whose identifications and expe- 
riences mirror our own, while turning away from the potential difficulties 
and costs often inherent in the effort to achieve the kind of academic "suc- 
cess" that our essay takes for granted as well as from those who would 
wish to subvert such "success." Similarly, reading AA/AI in the context of 
research in the field emphasizes the degree to which our text fails to ex- 
amine common-sense understandings of the nature, purposes, and im- 
pacts of education. In addition, a single-minded focus on students' success, 
without an interrogation of the definitions and foundations of such suc- 
cess, effectively prevents us from fully recognizing the contradictions and 
conflicts inherent in our own (and students') positionings. Finally, seeing 
these desires for success and suppression of conflict as implicated in the 
larger project of the western rhetorical tradition helps us to understand 
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not only how implicated we are in that tradition but also the exclusions 
that that tradition necessarily entails. 

Put another way, reading AA/AI in terms of its place in the field of com- 
position studies as well as in the rhetorical tradition, as we have just done, 
requires us to acknowledge the extent to which our essay both inhabits 
and expresses what Lynn Worsham terms our field's modernist commit- 
ment "to the Enlightenment dreams of communication and consensus, 
emancipation and empowerment" (100). That we now question some as- 
pects of these dreams is evident in our desire to interrogate AA/AI in order 
to reveal at least some of its exclusions and repressions. These exclusions 
and repressions need to be acknowledged, we believe, if (as both writers 
and teachers) we are to work effectively to further those goals that we re- 
main unwilling to relinquish. For with Stanley Aronowitz and Henry Gir- 
oux we believe that "those ideals of the project of modernity that link 
memory, agency, and reason to the construction of a democratic public 
sphere need to be defended" (59). 

Our understanding of what it means to work to further the goals of 
democratic education has changed, however, since we wrote AA/AI. We 
have learned to be suspicious, for instance, of claims to empower or do 
something "for" others, especially when that claim entails representations 
that may essentialize those on whose behalf these claims are made. (Cur- 
rent arguments about basic writing programs turn at least in part on this 
issue.) We have also learned to reassess what it means to be "successful" as 
both writers and teachers, and we have become aware of the ways in 
which "success" disciplines and shapes what we are allowed-generically, 
theoretically, pedagogically-to do. Perhaps most importantly, we now 
know in our bones that there is no pure or separate space from which we 
may write or teach. Representation, of ourselves as well as of those audi- 
ences that we both invoke and address, can never be innocent-whether 
that representation involves writing an essay (such as the one you are 
now reading) or teaching a class. Nevertheless, without representation we 
cannot engage in discourse, nor can we create spaces that, potentially at 
least, enable others-as well as ourselves-to speak. And without repre- 
sentation, we cannot teach writing or reading, for those acts depend abso- 
lutely on a willingness to represent and be represented. 

Coda 

In this rereading of AA/AI, we have attempted to engage in a series of re- 
flections about what it means to represent audience, and, in doing so, to 
raise some questions about "successful" discourse, disciplinary critique, 
and progress. We have looked at AA/AI as an example of "successful" dis- 
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course and attempted to examine the nature of that success. In so doing, 
we have tried to indicate that "success" is-in every case-more charged 
with tensions, competing motives, and trade offs than we had imagined, 
tensions that, we have been at pains to suggest, can and should inform our 
teacherly and writerly practices. 

In writing this essay we have also attempted to resist the impulse to en- 
gage in traditional academic critique by overturning our previous work. 
We have done so primarily because we have come to feel that such critical 
maneuvers, while necessary and helpful in many ways, make it particular- 
ly easy for us to forget how multiple, heterodox, and situated both teach- 
ing and writing are. They also contribute to a rhetoric of disciplinary 
progress that tends to exempt those effecting critique from inquiry into 
their own ethical responsibilities and choices. No critical reading can in- 
sure or guarantee that our field will effect positive pedagogical change, 
and we have no doubt that our analysis has failed to illuminate some of 
the ethical responsibilities and choices implicit in our earlier work. Nor do 
we doubt that the essay presented here could be effectively subjected to 
the same kind of positioning and exploration and critique. (Indeed, some 
of our reviewers have provided us with the beginnings of such a critique.) 

What seems finally most important to us, however, is not the particular 
product of a particular critique of the intensely self-reflective kind at- 
tempted here, but the process, the intellectual habit of mind, necessary to 
doing so. In the long run, we have written (not to mention re-written and 
re-written) this essay over a period of some two years now because we are 
trying to enact a practice that can inform our teaching as well as our schol- 
arship. What, after all, do we have to offer our students if we cannot pass 
out universal laws of correctness, absolute textual meanings, and guaran- 
tees of communicative success along with our syllabi? What we have to of- 
fer, we believe, is a way of being in language and a way of both inhabiting 
and shaping knowledge structures, ways that strive to be critically self-re- 
flective, multi-perspectival, and complex. 

In short, what we have been trying to do here is consonant with what 
Don Bialostosky argues we must teach our students to do: to interrogate 
not only the discourses of schooling but personal, communal, and profes- 
sional discourses as well. For students, the cultivation of such habits of 
mind can lead, Bialostosky believes, to the development of "double- 
voiced" texts that are self-reflexive, aware of the situated nature of the 
words they write and speak (18). Such a pedagogy should, Bialostosky im- 
plies, not stop with students' awareness of their own situatedness but in- 
stead move toward a commitment to representing themselves as fully and 
ethically as possible-and toward an increased responsibility for their writ- 
ten and spoken words. 
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We should not, however, expect our students, as Bialostosky says, "to 
examine the words they arrive with" unless we ourselves are also engaged 
in just such an ongoing project (17). It is, we know from experience, much 
easier to call for scholarly and pedagogical changes than to enact such 
changes. In a footnote to "Beyond the Personal: Theorizing a Politics of Lo- 
cation in Composition Research," for instance, Kirsch and Ritchie ac- 
knowledge "the irony of the text... [they] have produced: a relatively 
univocal, coherent text that argues for experimental, multivocal writing" 
(27). And we can certainly find similar examples of such unintended dis- 
cursive irony in texts we have authored or coauthored and in much other 
"successful" work in our field. Part of the burden of this essay has been to 
question the grounds of such discursive "success," but to do so in ways 
that suggest the possibility of non-agonistic disciplinary critique, a critique 
that we believe necessarily entails self-critique and self-reflection. We are 
not, however, arguing for the imposition of some "new" singular norm of 
scholarly practice. Rather, we hope that others will join us in articulating 
the multiple ways in which scholars may productively "examine the 
words they arrive with" whenever they engage in the representation of 
self and audience. 

Acknowledgments: We are grateful to friends and colleagues who responded to sometimes wildly 
varying drafts of this essay: Sharon Crowley, Russell Durst, Tom Fox, Suzanne Clark, Vicki 
Collins, Cheryl Glenn, Anita Helle, and Gesa Kirsch. 

Notes 

1. In "Wearing a Pith Helmet at a Sly An- 
gle: or, Can Writing Researchers Do Ethnog- 
raphy in a Postmodern Era?," Ralph Cintron 
comments, for instance, on the extent to 
which "academic debates are to a significant 
degree performances. Differences-and they 
do exist-push themselves forward by creat- 
ing caricatures of each other. Although it 
may seem paradoxical, differences are deeply 
relational: To denounce the other's position is 
to announce one's own" (376). 

2. Many feminist scholars are working to 
challenge the generic constraints associated 
with the traditional academic essay and are 
claiming the essay, in fact, as a site of intense 
struggle and exploration. The student writer 
we invoke in AA/AI is involved in no such 
struggle, seeking instead to inhabit tradition- 
al genres "successfully." 

3. We have been particularly aided in rec- 
ognizing the potential conflicts and con- 

tradictions inherent in inhabiting various 
writerly identities by reading the many works 
of bell hooks-whose reflections on audience 
in particular (see, in this regard Talking Back: 
Thinking Feminist, Thinking Black) and literacy 
in general reflect her powerful understanding 
of how much is at stake in acts of reading and 
writing. We are aware of other projects that 
will help illuminate our understanding of 
these issues, such as Juanita Comfort's disser- 
tation, "Negotiating Identity in Academic 
Writing: Experiences of African American 
Women Doctoral Students." 

4. In "On Race and Voice: Challenges for 
Liberal Education in the 1990s," Chandra Tal- 
pade Mohanty makes a similar point when 
she observes that "if complex structural expe- 
riences of domination and resistance can be 
ideologically reformulated as individual be- 
haviors and attitudes, they can be managed 
while carrying on business as usual" (157). 
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