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Given the shared history of rhetoric and composition, the modern 
tendency of mining rhetoric’s rich Greco-Roman traditions for 
contemporary pedagogical strategies is understandable. The dual 
QDWXUH�RI�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�UKHWRULF�DQG�FRPSRVLWLRQ�LQYLWHV�VXFK�FURVVLQJ�
over and reaching back. However, scholars have dutifully noted 
how such modern appropriations run the risk of being reductive. 
For example, 21st Century composition textbooks often include 
reference to Aristotle’s three rhetorical appeals—ethos, pathos, and 
logos. Of the three, the concept of ethos is perhaps the most slippery. 
7KH�GLFXOW\� VXUURXQGLQJ� HWKRV� LV� FUHDWHG�� LQ�SDUW�� E\� UHGXFWLYH�
appropriations which stem from the fact that many contemporary 
rhetoric handbooks and composition textbooks reduce ethos into 
WLG\�RQH�ZRUG�GHÀQLWLRQV�OLNH�FUHGLELOLW\��)RU�H[DPSOH��D�UHYLHZ�RI�
two popular rhetoric handbooks edited or coauthored by seminal 
scholars in rhetoric and composition reveals relatively one-
dimensional conceptions of ethos. The Brief McGraw-Hill Handbook, 
FR�DXWKRUHG� E\�.DWKOHHQ�<DQFH\�� SDUHQWKHWLFDOO\� GHÀQHV� HWKRV� DV�
“character,” and further explains: “ethical appeals present authors 
as fair, reasonable, and trustworthy, backed with the testimony of 
experts” (Maimon, Peritz, and Yancey 122). The handbook later 
LQVWUXFWV� VWXGHQWV� WR� ´EXLOG� \RXU� HWKRVµ� E\� ´LQÁXHQFLQJ� UHDGHUV�
to trust your character” (128). Andrea Lunsford’s Everyday Writer 
KDQGERRN�VLPLODUO\�GHÀQHV�HWKLFDO�DSSHDOV�DV�´WKRVH�WKDW�VXSSRUW�
credibility, moral character, and goodwill of the writer” (72). 
$OWKRXJK� WKLV� WKUHH�SDUW� GHÀQLWLRQ� FHUWDLQO\� ÀWV� ZLWK� WUHQGV� LQ�
FRQFHSWXDOL]LQJ� HWKRV�� LW� LV� LPSRUWDQW� WR� QRWH� WKDW� /XQVIRUG� ÀUVW�
discusses ethical appeals in the fallacy section, which positions 
ethos as a something students must be aware of as a rhetorical 
strategy that might be used against them, or that they as a critical 
reading audience must be vigilant against fallacious ethical 
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appeals. In this way, ethos is something audience members must 
be involved in rather than a rhetorical tool available to student 
writers. When Lunsford turns to discuss a student writer’s own 
HWKRV��VKH�IRFXVHV�RQ�WKH�DXGLHQFH·V�UROH�LQ�UHÁHFWLQJ�DQ�DXWKRU·V�
HWKRV�� ´7R�PDNH� \RXU� DUJXPHQW� FRQYLQFLQJ�� \RX�PXVW� ÀUVW� JDLQ�
the respect and trust of your readers, or establish your credibility 
with them” (82). Lunsford lists four ways students can establish 
ethos: demonstrating knowledge, establishing common ground, 
demonstrating fairness, and using visuals (82). Again, Lunsford 
does an impressive job of giving a quick overview of ethos, but both 
her handbook and Yancey’s seem to simplify ethos into a static and 
individualized concept; ethos becomes something a writer either 
has or does not have, and writers construct ethos independent of 
audience and prior to the actual speech event. Audiences, then, 
PHUHO\�UHÁHFW�WKDW�LQWHUQDO�HWKRV�

:KLOH� WH[WERRNV� KDYH� IDYRUHG� VXFK� DQ� RYHUVLPSOLÀFDWLRQ��
rhetoricians (classical and contemporary) have honored ethos’s 
conceptual depth. For example, re-reading major milestones in the 
rhetorical conception of ethos illuminates how ethos is a complex 
social exchange between humans. Some contemporary scholars, 
such as Nedra Reynolds, use the less common translation of ethos 
as “dwelling place” to unite conceptions of ethos as something 
rooted in the individual and ethos as a social action. 

This article aims to continue the recent practice of recuperating 
ancient rhetorical concepts for modern composition classrooms 
E\� LQYHVWLJDWLQJ� KRZ� DQFLHQW� FRQFHSWLRQV� RI� HWKRV³GHÀQHG� DV�
GZHOOLQJ�SODFH³PD\�EH�PRUH�KHOSIXO�IRU�WKH�VSHFLÀF�SHGDJRJLFDO�
VWUXJJOHV� VXUURXQGLQJ� WHDFKLQJ� UHVHDUFKHG� DUJXPHQWV�ZLWK� ÀUVW�
year writing students. I that posit some of the common challenges of 
teaching argumentation and academic research might be assuaged 
with a classical orientation to ethos in addition to more modern 
social-constructivist notions of ethos that rely most exclusively on 
audience response to a speaker/text as the gauge which measures 
a rhetor’s ethos. For example, although several seminal studies 
have reframed ethos as a social process of negotiation between 
VSHDNHU�DQG�DXGLHQFH��H�J��&KHUU\���VXFK�D�SRVWPRGHUQ�GHÀQLWLRQ�
RI�HWKRV�DV�ÁXLG�DQG�QHJRWLDWHG�VHHPV�LOO�ÀWWLQJ�LQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�WKH�
composition classroom where students are often asked to write to 
imaginary professional or public audiences with whom they never 
actually interact. Popular conceptions of ethos as a social process 
of negotiation fall short in the actual writing situations of most 
ÀUVW�\HDU�FRPSRVLWLRQ�VWXGHQWV��5HWXUQLQJ�WR�D�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�
as dwelling place, however, might be more suitable for teaching 
ÀUVW�\HDU� DUJXPHQWDWLYH� UHVHDUFK� ZULWLQJ�� IRU� KRZ� FDQ� HWKRV�
be negotiated with an imaginary audience? I propose that such 
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negotiations are realistically done between students and their peers 
and instructor as members of an academic discourse community. 
Furthermore, understanding ethos as a habit of mind would bolster 
more common understandings of ethos as a negotiated social 
quality of character.

To be clear, the approach I am recommending acknowledges that 
certain social elements of writing are elided if ethos is entirely 
reframed as an element quarantined internally within the writer. 
Social negotiation is an important component of writing instruction 
(e.g. writers must be aware of the needs of their audience, writers 
can learn a tremendous amount from peer response). I am not 
advocating a composition classroom that becomes entirely text-
centered rather than student-centered; I am arguing for strategic 
XVH�RI�RQH�DQFLHQW�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�DV�´GZHOOLQJ�SODFHµ�WR�EROVWHU�
some of postmodern social constructive trends within composition 
pedagogy. Recuperating this particular ancient notion of ethos 
as not solely tied to the social relationship between rhetor and 
audience, is a pedagogical strategy both available to composition 
LQVWUXFWRUV�DQG�SHUKDSV�PRUH�VXLWDEOH�DQG�HͿHFWLYH�LQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�
RI�ÀUVW�\HDU�ZULWLQJ�

Aristotelian Ethos
Ethos as a negotiated construct of a speaker’s outward expression of 
FUHGLELOLW\�LV�WLHG�WR�YHU\�DQFLHQW�GHÀQLWLRQV�RI�UKHWRULF��$FFRUGLQJ�
to Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg, Aristotle claims that ethos 
“depends on the personal character of the speaker” (181). Looking 
back from a contemporary perspective, it is natural to think of ethos 
signifying the arguably stable mental, spiritual, and moral qualities 
that make an individual unique. However, ethos is simultaneously 
a social act because, according to Aristotle, it is constructed through 
the audience’s reception of the speaker’s words. Aristotle explains 
“There are three things we trust other than logical demonstration: 
These are practical wisdom [phronesis] and virtue [arête] and good 
will [eunoia]” (112). In order to be successful, speakers must “exhibit” 
at least one and preferably all three of these things (Aristotle 112). 
$ULVWRWOH�UHDUPV�WKDW�́ D�SHUVRQ�VHHPLQJ�WR�KDYH�DOO�WKHVH�TXDOLWLHV�
is necessarily persuasive to the hearers” (113). Aristotelian ethos, 
then, can be understood as an embodied performance.

The audience’s interpretation of the intentions of the speaker also 
weighs heavily here. In chapters 12-17 of Book 2, Aristotle discusses 
WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�PDQ\�GLͿHUHQW�NLQGV�RI�SHRSOH��ROG��PLGGOH�DJHG��
young, rich, powerful, those coming from good birth). What is 
important to note about this discussion of character is that Aristotle 
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frames it as a discussion of potential types of audiences. In this way, 
he is speaking to rhetors about how to tailor a speech act to meet 
the expectations of certain audiences based on stereotypes related 
WR� GHPRJUDSKLFV�� $ULVWRWOH� LPSOLHV� WKDW� DQ� DXGLHQFH·V� DͿHFWLYH�
sense of an orator (how they feel about the character and intentions 
RI� WKH�RUDWRU��VWURQJO\� LQÁXHQFHV�WKH�SURFHVV�QHJRWLDWLRQ�EHFDXVH�
LW� LQFOXGHV� SHUFHSWLRQ� RI� WKH� VSHDNHU·V� FKDUDFWHU� �GHÀQHG� DV� WKH�
person’s credibility, the ethics of the actual argument, and the 
speaker’s intentions behind the speech act). In this way, the actual 
speech plays a role in the performance of ethos. Kennedy argues 
“the predominant meaning of ethos in Aristotle is ‘moral character’ 
DV� UHÁHFWHG� LQ�GHOLEHUDWH�FKRLFH�RI�DFWLRQV�DQG�DV�GHYHORSHG� LQWR�
a habit of mind” (148). In Book 1, while discussing the ends of 
UKHWRULF��$ULVWRWOH� H[SODLQV� ´UKHWRULFDO� SHUVXDVLRQ� LV� HͿHFWHG� QRW�
only by demonstrative but by ethical argument; it helps a speaker 
to convince us, if we believe that he has certain qualities himself, 
namely goodness, or goodwill towards us, or both together” (197). 
As a result, in addition to ethos being related to innate qualities 
comprising the character of a person or internal trustworthiness of 
a speech, ethos as goodwill adds another dimension, which more 
social in nature. Ethos as an embodied performance is more closely 
linked to postmodern conceptions of ethos than one might expect.

Ethos in the Aristotelian sense can just as likely refer to the 
trustworthiness of the speech, but for Aristotle ethos “should be 
achieved by what the speaker says, not by what people think of 
this character before he begins to speak” (Bizzell and Herzberg 
182). Shifting focus to “what the speaker says” as opposed to 
the character of the speaker marks ethos as something which 
emerges from the embodied performance of the orator (i.e. level 
RI�FRQÀGHQFH�LQ�VSHDNHU���\HW�$ULVWRWOH�VHHPV�WR�ÀUPO\�URRW�HWKRV�
into the actual words and rhetoric the orators employs (i.e. the 
logical argument), which signals an imbrication of ethos and logos 
(Bizzell and Herzberger 182). As such, perception of the speaker 
cannot be totally separated from reception of the speech; the two 
are intertwined, providing at least two distinct dimensions through 
which ethos can be sensed and analyzed: internal and external. 
Ethos, as Aristotle explains it, is about the audience’s reception of 
the speaker’s words and embodied performance. 

Such inclusion of character analysis falls beyond the scope of 
Aristotle’s discussion of ethos as one part of the tripartite artistic 
pisteis. However, there is an easily understandable relationship 
between artistic and inartistic means of persuasion, and rhetoricians 
should not attempt to pigeonhole ethos into one category of pistei; 
ethos can easily occupy a position in each category. Aristotle 
certainly does not strictly categorize it as an exclusively artistic 
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proof. In fact, he demonstrates how ethos is so multifaceted it can 
easily morph from an artistic pistis to an inartistic pistis. In this 
way, a positive ethos can function as both an artistic and inartistic 
pistis. 

'SRXIQTSVEV]�9RHIVWXERHMRKW�SJ�)XLSW
Despite his enormous contributions to the study of rhetoric, Aristotle 
only touches on some of the complexities that are embedded within 
ethos; contemporary rhetoricians have been much more explicit 
about the element of social construction within ethos and the 
process of negotiation between orator and agentive auditors. As 
such, audience members become agentive stakeholders in rhetorical 
exchanges. In his landmark essay on ethos and persona, Roger 
Cherry discusses self-representation as a crucial element of a text. 
$OWKRXJK�HWKRV�DQG�SHUVRQD�DUH�RIWHQ�FRQÁDWHG��&KHUU\�SDUVHV�RXW�
NH\�GLͿHUHQFHV�EHJLQQLQJ�ZLWK�KLVWRULFDO�GHÀQLWLRQV�RI�HDFK�WHUP��
+H�DUJXHV�WKDW�$ULVWRWOH·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�SRVLWLRQHG�LW�DV�RQH�RI�
the three pisteis—the methods of persuasion. In this context, ethos 
communicates the rhetor’s moral character, knowledge, and stance 
toward the audience. According to Cherry, these three elements 
synthesize to construct a sense of credibility of the speaker and the 
speech. Cherry’s characterization of Aristotetlian ethos corresponds 
with my explanation in the previous section. 

However, whereas rhetorical notions of ethos originate with 
$ULVWRWOH�� SHUVRQD� HPHUJHV� IURP� HQWLUHO\� GLͿHUHQW� GLVFLSOLQHV��
literary studies and theater. Cherry describes persona through 
metaphors such as masks that authors don or roles authors create 
for themselves. In this way, persona is akin to ethos since both are 
conscious manipulations of self-representation on the part of the 
writer or speaker. Cherry contends that the writer does not hold 
DOO� WKH�SRZHU��DXGLHQFHV�SOD\�D� VLJQLÀFDQW� UROH� LQ� WKH� VKDSLQJ�RI�
rhetorical situations. To help clarify this relationship between 
audience and speaker/writer, Cherry proposes an ethos-persona 
continuum. At one end, Cherry positions ethos as a strategy for 
presenting the speaker as credible and trustworthy. Persona occupies 
the other end of the continuum as the creation of a particular role in 
a discourse community. By placing the two terms on a continuum 
rather than in binary opposition to each other, Cherry acknowledges 
the fact that there are important rhetorical distinctions between the 
two concepts. These distinctions, however, are not so essential that 
the two terms become mutually incompatible. 

Cherry’s adroit distinction between these two concepts has 
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JUHDWO\� DͿHFWHG� VXEVHTXHQW�ZRUN� E\� ERWK� OLWHUDU\� DQG� UKHWRULFDO�
VFKRODUV�� +LV� IRXQGDWLRQDO� HWKRV�SHUVRQD� FRQWLQXXP� HͿHFWLYHO\�
brings issues of agency and power negotiation into discussions 
of self-representation. However, his perspective omits some very 
ancient notions of ethos; namely, ethos as dwelling place. Recent 
ZRUN�UHFXSHUDWLQJ�WKLV�ROGHU�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�PRUH�DGHTXDWHO\�
explains what I am characterizing as a writer-centric take on ethos.

7SGMEP�and -RHMZMHYEP��)XLSW�EW�±([IPPMRK�4PEGI²�
In the introduction of his edited collection, The Ethos of Rhetoric, 
Michael J. Hyde explains that the collection’s theme was 
intended to inspire work that reached back to an older and more 
´SULPRUGLDOµ� PHDQLQJ� RI� HWKRV� �[LLL��� 6SHFLÀFDOO\�� +\GH� DQG� WKH�
other contributors work with the translation of ethos as dwelling 
places where individuals come together to discuss and deliberate 
particular matters. While other historians and scholars mention 
WKLV�RWKHU�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV��H�J��.HQQHG\�LQ�Classical Rhetoric and 
Its Christian and Secular Traditions), most studies focus solely on the 
more commonplace understanding of ethos. Hyde, on the other 
hand, argues these places are intellectual habitats that shape an 
individual’s ethics and moral character. In this way, more common 
GHÀQLWLRQV� RI� HWKRV� �FUHGLELOLW\�� PRUDO� FKDUDFWHU�� DUH� DFWXDOO\�
derivative elements of the social and intellectual habits practiced 
LQ�VSHFLÀF� ORFDWLRQV��5HWXUQLQJ� WR� WKLV� IRXQGDWLRQDO�GHÀQLWLRQ��DV�
Hyde suggests, provides a new interpretive lens for examining 
ethos.

Similar to Hyde’s collection, Holiday uses the sense of ethos as a 
“gathering place” (388). Relying heavily on Reynolds’s work, she 
FODLPV�WKLV�GHÀQLWLRQ�DXWKRUL]HV�DQDO\VLV�RI�HWKRV�DV�D�VRFLDO�DFW�WKDW�
is simultaneously internal and external. To bolster her emphasis on 
HWKRV�DV�ORFDWLRQ��+ROLGD\�GHÀQHV�HWKRV�DV�D�VKLIWLQJ�VXEMHFW�UHODWLRQ�
drawn between certain elements. Holiday extends this discussion 
of ethos as dwelling places that appears in Hyde’s collection by 
examining the linkage between the study of invention and ethos, 
especially in regards to rhetorical teaching (389). Holiday includes 
an in-depth discussion of ways to understand the ethical nature of 
ethos. In short, she aims to examine the connection between ethics 
DQG�LQYHQWLRQ��ZKLFK�ÀOOV�D�JODULQJ�JDS�DPRQJ�WKH�SUHYLRXV�UHVHDUFK�
RQ�HWKRV��)RU�WKLV�UHDVRQ��+ROLGD\·V�DUJXPHQW�LV�RI�VLJQLÀFDQW�YDOXH�
to scholars interested in ethos because her take on ethos as a socially 
FRQVWUXFWHG�SHUFHSWLRQ�RI�UHDOLW\�ÀWV�ZLWKLQ�FRPPRQ�SRVWPRGHUQ�
views. Her metaphor of ethos as a “dwelling place” also implies 
social elements such as habititude and conversation. 
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Habititude and conversation also relate to Reynolds’s contention 
that speakers and writers name themselves. In her article, “Ethos 
as Location,” Reynolds examines discursive authority through a 
spatial metaphor of location. Her work on the role of location, place, 
and positionality is seminal in composition. One’s ethos, she claims, 
can be understood as “one’s place or perceived place in the world” 
(325). Once named, speakers and writers then position themselves 
LQWR� ORFDWLRQV� WKDW� DOLJQ� ZLWK� VSHFLÀF� VRFLDO� LGHQWLÀFDWLRQV�� ,Q�
this way, her work seems very Burkean in nature. According to 
Reynolds, “ethos, like postmodern subjectivity, shifts and changes 
over time, across texts, and around competing spaces” (336). As 
such, ethos becomes a reality that is negotiated between speaker/
ZULWHU� DQG� DXGLHQFH�� +HU� DUJXPHQW� KDV� VLJQLÀFDQW� LPSOLFDWLRQV�
for any rhetorical study involving issues of community and 
marginality. With this focus on marginality, Reynolds extends the 
metaphor of location to include other metaphorical special locations 
such as “betweens,” which is something previous conceptions of 
ethos would have elided (333). Holiday’s piece focuses on how 
contemporary rhetoricians have turned to ethos as a useful frame 
IRU� GLVFXVVLQJ� HWKLFV� LQ� VLWXDWLRQV� ZKHUH� ´FXOWXUDO� VWUDWLÀFDWLRQ�
and inequity underwrite the majority of human interaction” (389). 
In addition, Holiday’s arguments can also be used to consider 
marginality in terms of stance towards an issue or a group. For 
H[DPSOH��DVVXPLQJ�DQ�RXWVLGHU�RU�PDUJLQDO� VWDQFH�DOORZV�D�ÀUVW�
year student writer more leeway with skepticism than engaging 
in an imagined stance as a full legitimate member of a disciplinary 
discourse community.

9TWLSX�JSV�*MVWX�=IEV�'SQTSWMXMSR�
The upshot of examining the complexities of ethos is a more nuanced 
understanding of how form and content, character and credibility, 
DV�ZHOO�DV�LQWHJULW\�DQG�KRQHVW\�DͿHFW�KRZ�DXGLHQFHV�MXGJH�ZULWHUV��
For example, complicating ethos to include more than just credibility 
could potentially aid in unraveling the paradox of expertise within 
WKH� FRQWH[W� RI� WKH�ÀUVW�\HDU�ZULWLQJ��8QGHUJUDGXDWH� VWXGHQWV� DUH�
often uncomfortable trying to demonstrate ethos through claims 
of expertise. However, if instructors unwrap the neat packaging 
surrounding Aristotelian ethos, new opportunities arise to 
introduce students to ethos as the ethical and social creditability of 
both speaker and speech. 

Aristotle lays the foundation with his claims about ethos existing 
both in the writer and writing, and contemporary scholars such as 
Cherry, Hyde, Holiday, and Reynolds give an excellent description 
of how auditors are assumed to have agency—they are not just 
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passive listeners but active participants in speech acts. Due to 
HWKRV� EHLQJ� GHÀQHG� DV� D� SURFHVV� ZLWK� PXOWLSOH� SDUWLFLSDQWV��
VRFLDO� FRQVWUXFWLYLVW� SRVWPRGHUQ� GHÀQLWLRQV� RI� WKH� FRQFHSW� DUH�
often attuned to social situation of the speech act including the 
process of invention and drafting prior to delivery. Melding these 
two perspectives creates a layered understanding of ethos; ethos 
is at once something internal (emerging from within the speaker 
or speech) and external (constructed through a negotiated social 
process).

5HLÀHG�FRQFHSWLRQV�RI�HWKRV�DV�D�VRFLDO�SURFHVV�RI�QHJRWLDWLRQ�IDLO�WR�
PHHW�WKH�QHHGV�RI�ÀUVW�\HDU�ZULWLQJ�VWXGHQWV�EHFDXVH�PRVW�UKHWRULFDO�
situations students face will include an imagined audience. As I 
posited earlier, classical notions of ethos might be more suitable 
IRU�WHDFKLQJ�ÀUVW�\HDU�DUJXPHQWDWLYH�UHVHDUFK�ZULWLQJ��%\�FODVVLFDO�
QRWLRQV� ,� DP� UHIHUHQFLQJ� WKH� ROGHVW� GHÀQLWLRQ� RI� WKH� HWKRV� DV�
dwelling place explored by Reynolds and Hyde. The composition 
classroom is in many ways such a dwelling place. To consider the 
composition classroom a place where students not only do writing, 
but also talk about writing and practice writerly identities is to 
UHDUP�FRPSRVLWLRQ·V�JRDO�RI�KHOSLQJ�VWXGHQWV�HVWDEOLVK�ZULWHUO\�
habitudes. 

While social elements of writing are elided if ethos is reframed as 
an element quarantined within the writer, if it is seen as part of the 
individual in that it is a social interaction with other rhetors, those 
social elements are again highly prominent. Social negotiation is 
an important component of writing instruction, including both 
interaction between writer and audience as well as interaction 
between writers. I am arguing for a strategic use of ethos as dwelling 
place to help ethos remain relevant in contemporary rhetorical 
situations.

,Q�RUGHU�WR�H[SORUH�KRZ�WKLV�FODVVLFDO�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�PLJKW�VROYH�
some pedagogical issues, let us examine the rhetorical situation of 
the academic research paper. In my English 102 course, students 
are often reluctant to be assertive in their arguments because they 
are not experts on their self-chosen research topics. Undergraduate 
students are often uncomfortable with trying to demonstrate 
ethos through claims of expertise when their actual experience 
or knowledge is quite limited. However, if this more complex 
conception of ethos is employed, new pedagogical opportunities to 
introduce students to ethos as ethical and social creditability of both 
speaker and speech arise. Perhaps this is one way to answer John 
7ULPEXU·V�FDOO�́ WR�SUREOHPDWL]H�H[SHUWLVH��WR�ÀQG�ZD\V�WR�UHDUWLFXODWH�
it within the circulation of knowledge” (215). Expertise—by which 
I mean knowledge or practical skill originating inside the writer 
as opposed to the text—is as a source of ethos. The composition 
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classroom, then, can function as a rhetorical dwelling place where a 
PRUH�PXOWLIDFHWHG�FRQÀJXUDWLRQ�RI�HWKRV�LV�IRVWHUHG�

 Ethos is complex and as such is not easily quarantined into binaries 
as something internal or external, individual or social. Recapturing 
WKLV� DQFLHQW�� SHUKDSV� DQWHFHGHQW�� GHÀQLWLRQ� RI� HWKRV� DV� GZHOOLQJ�
or gathering place valorizes the formative process of intellectual 
social engagement with others, a prominent goal and modus 
operandi for not only writing instruction, but also education in 
general. Interaction is a formative force on the writer as well as the 
writing that emerges from pre- and post-writing social contexts. 
Audience agency is certainly still present, and an audience’s 
QDWXUDO�DͿHFWLYH�DQG�HYDOXDWLYH�UHDFWLRQV�WR�ZULWHUV�DQG�WH[WV�VWLOO�
warrant the need for audience awareness; however, I maintain that 
21st century composition pedagogy could learn valuable lessons by 
re-examining ethos as dwelling place. 
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