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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a combination of three loosely connected projects: First it 

discusses the disciplinary history of genre traced back to literary, linguistic, and rhetorical 

studies to argue that this diverse body of knowledge contains valuable elements of 

articulating knowledge about writing. This portion of the dissertation postulates that 

genre is both a metaphorical and a rhetorical concept, which implies that all genre 

concepts whether they are defined as classifications, strategies, or descriptions can only 

partially grasp the nature of discourse. Nevertheless, all genre concepts provide useful 

guidance for writers and readers about texts in so far as they are applied for a valuable 

purpose to highlight and articulate rhetorical, linguistic, or discursive features. Second, 

two chapters discuss the relationship between genres and disciplinary knowledge, arguing 

that this diffuse connection provides valuable insight into the nature of writing and 

knowledge making that can help writers better grasp the nature of relevant discourse m 

their disciplinary areas. Finally, the dissertation illustrates the potential of genre analysis 

as a combination of linguistic, literary, and rhetorical analysis to highlight the discursive 

and epistemological preferences of disciplinary texts by analyzing two significant articles 

from the discipline of rhetoric and composition. The pedagogical implications of these 

explorations are stated in the first and last chapters of this work implying that the 

complex analysis of texts as socially embedded patterns of knowledge making can be an 

important component of writmg instruction both on elementary and on advanced levels, 

and need not be seen as an outmoded alternative or a purely theoretical supplement to the 

currently dominant process model of composition pedagogy. 
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INTRODUCTION 

"Clearly, a concept that has found its time." 

Christopher N. Candlin, Macquarie University 

The epigraph above is taken from Professor Candlin's introduction to Vijay 

K.Bhatia's Analysing Genre: Language Use in Professional Settings. The book was 

published in 1993, at a time when, according to Professor Candlin, genre was on its way 

to become a household term in applied linguistics circles. The currency and popularity of 

terms in any discipline are hard to predict. At the time Bhatia's book was published, 

discourse analysis was high on the zenith of its popularity, and genre was just catching 

up. At that time, I also regarded myself as a person with interest in discourse analysis, and 

genre looked like a concept that could beneficially frame my diverse interests in almost all 

kinds of textual studies while at the same time successfully land me on the disciplinary 

territory of applied linguistics, I must admit that a large part of my attraction to genre as a 

disciplinary terra was in its potential to "bring together under one terminological roof 

literary scholars, rhetoricians, sociologists, cognitive scientists, machine translators, 

computational linguists and discourse analysts, ESP specialists and language teachers" 

(Candlin k). 

When I first started working with the concept of genre, I regarded myself as 

related to all of these fields to some extent: As an English major undergraduate of the 

Eotvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary, I was immersed into a heavy load of 

literary and linguistic studies wWle as a teacher, I was teaching English as a foreign 
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language with increasing emphasis on teaching English writing, and with brief but 

recurrent digressions to ESP, English for Specific Purposes, teaching English to students 

of economics and social science. I also had a considerable amount of experience in 

translation and crosscultural work. The latter involved teaching in diverse educational 

settings, including the Freshman Composition program of the University of Arizona and 

Pima Community College in Tucson, Arizona, and the equivalent but different academic 

skills courses offered by the School of English and American Studies, Department of 

English Applied Linguistics in Budapest, Hungary. I also taught English writing in a 

school in Sz6kesfehervar, Hvmgary, which, at least at the time of its establishment, looked 

like a community college. 

However, my euphoria of finding a field for research that was so encompassing 

and also current was soon deflated by what Professor Candlin terms as a "sting in the tail" 

of popular disciplinary terms. Namely, when it comes to the definition of these terms, 

confusion often prevails. As John Swales, who has written one of the first books on genre 

after the concept's revival in applied linguistics, remarked, genre can describe texts on 

different levels of generality; some scholars aspire to grasp a larger context of social 

processes by genre, but they lose sight of the actual linguistic patterns emerging; others, 

on the other hand, give a meticulous account of linguistic patterns but ignore the factors 

influencing their generation and interpretation. But as Charles A. Ferguson, a 

sociolinguist, observed, "conceptual conftision may sometimes signal the emergence of 

new and usefiil ways of thinking" (15). After years of studying and moving between 

countries and disciplinary fields, I decided to take a closer look at the conceptual 
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confusion, which I see as partly arising from the multiplicity of disciplinary viewpoints and 

positions about genre. 

One outcome of my inquiries is that instead of searching for a unified and solid 

genre concept, it is perhaps more fiiiitful to accept and embrace the variety both in 

definitions, applications, and generality. In fact, in accordance with my current 

understanding of what rhetoric is, such an approach is a rhetorical approach to theory and 

research in the sense of asking not what definition of genre is the most accurate or 

appropriate, but asking what definition is accurate and useful for what purpose. Therefore, 

my explorations in this dissertation have taken two main directions: First, I tried to 

organize the trajectory of genre as it moved from various domains of text studies and 

detect some changes in the ways the concept was employed. Second, I tried to illustrate, 

focusing on disciplinary writing mainly, how the various concepts of genre can give 

different but valuable insight in the nature of discourse. 

As part of the first enterprise, I utilized the metaphorical or analogous power of 

genre as a technical and disciplinary term, and gave examples of how each genre concept 

reveals certain aspects of texts. For example, genre as a biological analogy can reveal the 

slow evolution of textual changes; as an institutional metaphor, it can draw our attention 

to the constraints and limitations of text types, etc. In addition, if we add the generality 

dimension to genres, it becomes a concept that allows for talking about such huge 

domains of discourse as "science," and "nonscience," or about "narratives" and 

"expository" representing two major forms of knowing experienced in human 

development. 
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Genre is also a labeling category, and as such, it allows us to read texts as 

something. Although genre has been criticized for its rigidity and formulaic nature as a 

classificatory term, it often is forgotten that genre terms are equally creative and inventive. 

In fact, as David A. Jolliffs definition of genre in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and 

Composition stresses, genre terms are lively and prolific categories of language. To 

illustrate this power of genre discourse, I created a genre term "interdisciplinary claim" 

and argued that reading Maxine Hairston's and Janet Emig's texts as interdisciplinary 

claims reveals important aspects of the textual, epistemological, and disciplinary conflicts 

of rhetoric and composition. 

Overview of Chapters and Inquiries 

In Chapter One, I examine and compare a few paths in the divergent history of 

genre as it crosses disciplinary boundaries between the study of literary and nonliterary 

texts. This part of my dissertation is a combination of literary review, historical overview, 

and theoretical account. The reason for mixing these genres is that the literature on genre 

is immensely extensive and multidisciplinary. In addition, the history of genre as a concept 

reflects significant changes in conceptualization. Therefore, it seemed easier to merge the 

three areas of analysis (history, theory, and review of literature) instead of squarely 

separating them. For example, Alastair Fowler's, Tzvetan Todorov's, and Gerard 

Genette's work helped me understand how genre developed and lost its popularity in the 

field of literary studies before it gained more attention in discourse-oriented linguistic 

studies. The review of their work can be regarded as some kind of a historical review, but 
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it is equally important to notice how the changing popularity of the concept of genre 

reflected changing theoretical approaches to texts, writing, and writers. David Fishelov 

provided me with a loose but convenient theoretical framework of reflecting on the 

various genre concepts as metaphors that yield and constrain our insight into the nature of 

texts. This part of Chapter One focuses on the various theoretical interpretations of genres 

and recognizes Fishelov's metaphors in genre theories that were developed by nonliterary 

scholarship as well. I believe that Bakhtin played a key role in the transfer of genre from 

literary to nonliterary texts, and he is one key theorist whose work both literary and 

discourse analysts rely on. John Swales' genre analysis is an attempt at combining the 

values of genre work from different fields and define genre as the product and producer of 

discourse communities. Again, the summary of his work is important as a phase of history, 

but also as a theoretical change marking the emergence of a concept that does not sharply 

distinguish literary and nonliterary discourse and does not exclude the possibility of similar 

analysis on both, I did not explore this area in my work, only pointed out how literary 

theory and criticism and linguistic studies take turns in valuing or neglecting genre studies. 

My interest in finding some conclusions that can be useful in composition 

pedagogy led me to trace genre back to rhetoric, which is again, a dijfferent line of study, 

providing a diSerent history and a different conceptualization of genre briefly covered in 

Chapter One. This line of disciplinary history was necessary to get some insight into why 

genre did not have more significant influence on US composition pedagogy. WhUe most 

linguistic and Uterary studies direct the reader to Aristotle's Poetics as the ancient source 

of genre studies, it is also possible to trace another trajectory, which would start from the 
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three main modes of persuasion and develop into the study and pedagogy of modes, or 

rhetorical strategies. The link between the Aristotelian modes and the recent concepts of 

genres has been pointed out by Kathleen Jamieson, Carolyn Miller, and others. However, 

the outcome has not been very productive. As Frank D'Angelo's or Robert Connors' 

work illustrates, the link between modes and genres has not been elaborated beyond 

mention; moreover, the modes have recently lost their popularity in rhetorical studies due 

to their association with formulaic pedagogy and methodological inaccuracy. Genre 

studies are, nevertheless, reemerging in rhetoric and in the pedagogy of writing instruction 

in the works of those who wish to emphasize the socially constructed nature of textual 

preferences, or who simply connect rhetorical preferences with social practices 

(Bazerman; Huckin; Huckin and Berkenkotter; C. Miller; Prior; RusseU). 

One major problem-besides the disciplinary diversity-that I faced in the 

theoretical review of genre is that theories discuss genre on different levels of 

generalization, which makes their comparison unfair or unproductive. For example, James 

Kinneavy's genres seem to be more like valued rhetorical functions defined by some 

general purposes while John Swales works with genres as textual conventions. Carolyn R. 

Miller's much-cited definition of genre works on a high level of generalization claiming 

that a soimd definition of genre amounts to a "rhetorically sound definition of discourse" 

("Genre as Social Action" 77). Similarly, the studies in Aviva Freedman and Peter 

Medway's collection also mostly work on relating genre in new rhetoric to other linguistic 

studies (relying on Austin's and Searle's concepts of performative utterances or speech act 

theory, which serve as foundations for establishing genres and language use in general as 
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forms of social action). The exceptions to using genre in text and rhetorical analysis 

include work by Berkenkotter, and Huckin and Berkenkotter on academic writing, 

Bazerman on the history of patent, or on the diversity of genres in Edison's extensive 

technical explorations, or Randall Popken's history of resume writing in the US as 

reflected in the resume writing guidebooks. Most of these studies, however, did not have 

much influence on the pedagogy of writing. What is more, in spite of the significant body 

of research available on academic or disciplinary genres, to my best knowledge, no 

graduate program utilizes genre as an approach to reading and writing disciplinary texts. 

There is also a growing body of scholarship on genre that defines genres in more 

general terms, not even attempting to address actual issues of composing texts, or 

analyzing discourse in terms of linguistic characteristics. The complications of working 

with genre on different levels of generalization are discussed in Chapter One and in 

Chapter Two. In both chapters I argue that general theories of discourse and actual text 

analysis are equally valid ways of approaching genres and can have pedagogical as well as 

theoretical benefits. 

One attempt at revisiting genre in rhetoric and conqjosition studies is Wendy 

Bishop and Hans Ostrom's collectioa But as the discussions in this book demonstrate, the 

practical significance of a new genre concept is far firom being generally acknowledged in 

the field of rhetoric and composition studies in the US. As Ruth M. Mirtz admits, 

composition still tends to regard student writing not as an unexplored, but as a contested 

territory, and process pedagogy has had difficulty defining student writing as a legitimate 

genre. There is a peculiar competition between genre and process: As a resuh, writing 
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teachers are ready to remove traces of mode-generated course design, but they are 

reluctant to replace it with genre-oriented instruction (Mirtz 190-91). In a recently 

published summative collection of papers on the disciplinary history of composition 

studies. Amy Devitt, however, claims that genre as a redefined concept marks a 

significant milestone in the history of composition studies because it developed fi-om 

"composition's current understandings of writing rather than fi-om its current 

imderstanding of another discipline" ("The Developing Discipline of Composition" 181). 

In addition to the disciplinary and conceptual diversity, genre studies have a strong 

geographic component, too. In Australia genre analysis has become a central pedagogical 

tool in teaching at all levels. In the US genre is only slowly coming back after it had been 

discredited as formulaic, pedagogically useless, or associated with a behaviorist idea of 

rhetoric according to which genres are responses to situations (D'Angelo; Connors; 

Bitzer, Consigny). These conflicts between pedagogical condemnation and disciplinary 

hope deserve, I believe, the attention I devote to them in Chapter One. 

One area where genre studies did gain some ground in composition and rhetoric is 

the studies on disciplinary writing. Disciplines, however, have not been clearly and 

definitely associated with genres. In Chapter Two I attempt to clarify some of these issues, 

relying on Lyotard and Foucault, who helped me support the "disciplines are genres" 

claim; Hayden White's work also reveals important links between genres and 

epistemological values and assumptions, while Derrida focuses on the social and 

institutional constraints that genres impose on discourse. CliEford Geertz's work was 
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instrumental in my articulation of a claim that disciplinary identities influence and reflect 

discursive styles. 

In Chapter Three I particularly focus on interdisciplinarity as a disciplinary claim 

that significantly shapes disciplinary genres. I outline a general framework to map the 

relationship between blurred, merged, or strip-mined genres and interdisciplinary claims. 

Chapter Four and Five are both offshoots of Chapter Three. After setting up a general 

framework for interdisciplinary claims and genres, I examine how this framework helps us 

understand the short but spectacular disciplinary history of rhetoric and composition in the 

US. These chapters are not disciplinary histories in the truest sense; instead, they examine 

how pedagogical, epistemological, and disciplinary orientations shape disciplinary 

discourse and the genres valued by disciplinary communities. 

Finally, after four chapters exploring disciplines as genres, in Chapter Six I analyze 

two cases of implied interdisciplinary claims as represented in two classical papers written 

by Maxine Hairston and Janet Emig from the history of composition studies. The outcome 

of this analysis is that in spite of the two writers' expressed ambition to incorporate a large 

body of knowledge from various disciplines, their discourse does not show a marked shift 

toward following more (social) scientific conventions of discourse. 

The analysis in Chapter Six is also an attempt to demonstrate what I would term as 

genre analysis. Such an analysis allows for a flexible emphasis on various aspects of texts, 

including their reception as well as their citation strategies and some salient linguistic 

characteristics. Genre analysis, in a sense, combines the benefits of close reading and 
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interpretation jfrom literary studies, the attention to purpose, audience and context from 

rhetoric, and the study of fimctional linguistic patterns from discourse linguistics. 

My conclusions scattered at various strategic points of Chapter One and Six 

include a response to Ruth R. Mirtz's essay, which is one of the early works in US 

rhetoric and composition raising the question: What are the benefits and costs of regarduig 

(student) writing as a genre? As the overall purpose of my project is to show how genre 

has engaged a variety of language and text-related fields and is indeed a concept that can 

froiitfully broaden our view of texts as complex entities of linguistic structure and social 

action, I believe that genre analysis and knowledge about genre need to be represented in 

some form in composition pedagogy, too. Therefore, some of my general conclusions in 

Chapter One include a set of five basic principles that genre research has come up with so 

far and that have the potential of influencing composition pedagogy. I also hope that my 

analysis of the two individual texts in Chapter Six as genres demonstrates how such 

analysis can help writers to understand both textual, contextual, and intertextual features 

of written discourse. Such an approach may give a new meaning to "process" in 

composition studies: If written texts are indeed outcomes of several complex processes of 

meaning making in a context of other texts and practices rather than simply the products 

of solitary creative minds, my work intends to show that the study of genres can expand 

the study of process and place it into a context of institutional traditions and textual 

conventions. 

To offer another possible area of practical implications of my work, my analysis of 

disciplinary history and writing is meant to argue for the importance of genre-oriented 
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analysis of reading and writing in graduate schools. These implications are expressed at 

the end of Chapter One and Six. Due to the rapid and spectacular disciplinary emergence 

of rhetoric and composition studies in the US, the large number of professional journals 

has led to a proliferation of genres, conventions, traditions, and research or theory 

paradigms in the field. A genre-oriented reading and interpretation of these works can 

provide helpful insight for students who wish to publish in these journals. My analysis of 

two texts from the 1980s illustrates the complexity of the traditions that shape these texts. 

It also illustrates how rapid and difiiise are the changes that shape disciplines. In my view, 

all these findings warrant an examination of our own disciplinary writing as governed by 

various and dynamic theoretical, epistemological, or pedagogical conventions. 

In general, the overall conclusion of my dissertation is that seeing texts as 

embodiments of negotiated expectations, communally shaped conventions, and knowledge 

is a fruitful way of seeing the products of any writing process. Genre studies provide 

theoretical and analytical instruments to read texts as models of other texts, while in 

pedagogy, talking about texts as genres is a powerful way of articulating our knowledge 

of both text conventions and writing processes. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION TO GENRE: A TRAJECTORY OF METAPHORS THROUGH 

LITERARY, LINGUISTIC, AND RHETORICAL STUDIES 

Even the traditional language of natural sciences cannot claim to be totally 

literal, although its key terms are often not recognized to be metaphors 

until, in the course of time, the general adoption of a new analogy yields 

perspective into the nature of the old. (M. H. Abrams, The Mirror and the 

Lamp:  Romant ic  Theory  and the  Cri t ical  Tradi t ion 31)  

Genres and (Disciplinary) Metaphors 

The purpose of this chapter is to review some important stages in the disciplinary 

history of genre, a descriptive, classificatory, and generative concept that has been used to 

articulate knowledge about how texts and discourse in general are constructed for various 

interpretative purposes. Instead of giving a detailed and exhaustive review of the genre 

literature, I chose to highlight some significant trends that led to the five principles listed 

at the end of this chapter and are acknowledged as a basis of conccptual consensus among 

most recent genre researchers. My main reason for providing a selective review of genre 

inquiries in this chapter is that the trajectory of genre encompasses at least three major 

disciplinary areas (literary studies, linguistics, and rhetoric and composition), each with a 

long and diverse history. Instead of retrieving this history, which would have been almost 

impossible within the fi-amework of a dissertation, I wiU focus on the implications of a 

general trend of what Aviva Freedman and Peter Medway call "disciplinary move" fi^om 

literary to rhetorical studies {Learning and Teaching Genre). One of the more significant 
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implications of this trend is that genres today are more often examined from a descriptive 

(scientific or interpretational) perspective rather than from a prescriptive (didactic or 

pedagogical) one. 

I wish to demonstrate, however, that these two perspectives should not be 

exclusive, and composition pedagogy, and in fact all theorizing about writing that intends 

to inform writers should find the knowledge about genres beneficial and useful. I will more 

specifically focus on some salient stages of theoretical development and practical 

applications of genre knowledge in rhetoric, and in rhetoric and composition studies, 

which is an interdisciplinary and pedagogically oriented field today; therefore, it is a 

domain most likely to benefit from incorporating recent work on genre both in its 

theoretical foundations and teaching practice. I will also describe the trends in the 

conceptualization of genre that resulted in the unfavorable reputation of genre-based 

pedagogy in the early history of rhetoric and composition studies in the US. 

As a supplementary approach, I will discuss the metaphorical usage of genre as a 

theoretical concept. The metaphorical or analogy-based nature of all technical/scientific 

language has a large literature that I do not intend to bring into this discussion. I think it is 

suflBcient to refer to at least two literary theorists, Adena Rosemarin and David Fishelov, 

who treat genre concepts as metaphors or analogies. For example, Rosemarin states: 

For genre, like metaphor, is powerfully persuasive not only because it leads 

us to perceive similarity, but because it leads us to perceive that similarity 

in the midst of and in spite of difference. Like all metaphors, it is a way of 

talking "about things in terms of what they are not." (45) 
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Both Rosemarin and Fishelov stress the pragmatic nature of genre theories and literary 

criticism that works with genre. Genre approaches are pragmatic in the sense that their 

success depends on their usefulness or persuasiveness in interpreting texts. (I would like to 

add here that interpretation of texts is a primary goal of literary studies, but it is also 

essential as a &st step in pedagogical work where knowledge gained from text 

interpretation is applied for the purpose of generating other lexis). These ideas-lhe 

metaphorical nature of genre terminology, the theoretical and critical usefulness of genre 

concepts depending on their persuasiveness or insightfulness— relate literary theory to 

rhetoric and composition, a connection I am more than willing to utilize. Therefore, in 

order to organize, label, and interpret disciplinary and theoretical developments in some 

useful framework, I will adopt and expand David Fishelov's work on genre as a 

theoretical metaphor. 

I will also discuss the problem of genre used as a term to refer to discourse at 

different levels of generalization, including the analysis of single texts as well as larger 

entities of valued discourse. Thus, this chapter will have three main foci including 

explorations of the disciplinary history of genre, the diverse theoretical interpretations of 

genre as a natural outcome of the metaphorical or analogical nature of language, and the 

dififerences in the levels of generalization in which genres are discussed. These 

explorations will be followed by a summary of five general principles of genre that most 

genre research seems to accept in some form. These general principles constitute the basis 

of my argument that working with texts as representatives of genres has significant 

pedagogical advantages both when writing instructors work with college students and 
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when writers consider publishing for already established disciplinary communities and 

professional journals. One major advantage of genre studies is that it provides a form of 

articulating knowledge about texts and writing. In other words, the discourse of genre 

allows us to express accumulated insight about how texts work, and what conventions and 

assunptions are valued both in terms of linguistic form and content. Talking about writing 

in terms of genre implies an interdisciplinary approach to texts that utilizes both literary 

and linguistic orientations. Finally, insofar as genre discourse is metaphorical, it allows us 

to point out or en:q)hasize various aspects of discourse depending on the pedagogical 

purpose. Namely, texts can be viewed as conventionalized constraints on what and how 

can be said, as a negotiation between these conventions and innovations, as impersonal 

processes or outlets for creativity and change, etc. 

Although a large body of recent genre research is done by linguists, and rhetoric 

and composition studies have undergone a phase in their history when genuine efforts 

were made to separate themselves from literary studies, I believe that literary scholarship 

has insightful theories about genres. David Fishelov's work with genre m literary studies is 

one example. Fishelov maintains that literary theory is not purely scientific; therefore, it 

always works with more than one paradigm at the same time. Consequently, his work 

supports the idea that there are several equally valid ways of working with genre, too, 

both in literary theory and criticism, and each has diflferent advantages or disadvantages. 

Moreover, each genre concept can work well with certain literary works, but not so well 

with others. The four kinds of genre terms Fishelov introduces are all based on different 

analogies or metaphors: Genres are sometimes regarded as rules, sometimes as biological 
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species, social institutions, or families. These metaphors or analogies are not always 

explicitly expressed, but each genre theory can be seen as a case, a permutation, or a 

combination of them. I want to claim that this recognition can be transferred to other 

disciplines that adopted genre. Discourse analysis, or for that matter composition 

pedagogy, also has to define genre using a metaphor or analogy that best suits its given 

purpose. Similarly, the rejection of certain uses of genre as a classificatory or prescriptive 

term only reflects a need for a different conceptualization or definition of genre. My 

survey of some of the available theoretical options is intended to highlight the relationship 

between the potential and the limitations of these options in view of what purposes they 

may or may not work for. 

Genres as species—the biological analogy 

A genre theory based on the biology analogy emphasizes the evolution of genres, 

and it can be usefully applied to examine historical connections among changing and 

preserved conventions. Tzvetan Todorov in literary theory and Kathleen Jamieson in 

rhetoric both rely on biological analogies: Todorov says botany and zoology are the best 

analogy for genre theory, while Jamieson states that "one should approach the study of 

genres with a Darwinian rather than a Platonic perspective" (168). The appeal of the 

Darwinian perspective of genres is that it regards genres as changing and evolving species 

of discourse. In addition, it also implies interaction with or sometimes response to the 

challenges of the (interpretative) environment. The platonic analogy of genres, on the 

other hand, would be abstract and inflexible, a set of rules, standards, and ideals that 

actual texts strive to meet but may never attain. However, biological analogies of genre 
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also have their limitations. Terry Eagleton points out that "[a]ny belief that the study of 

literature is the study of a stable, weU defineable entity, as entimology is the study of 

insects, can be abandoned as a chimera" (11).' In addition to the instability and difficulty 

of defining literary works as genres, another problem with the zoological analogy is that 

the definition of living species is not typically associated with value judgments, while 

literary criticism is. As Aviva Freedman and Peter Medway state, "ecological metaphors 

applied to social institutions may support tendencies that are not only conservationist but 

conservative in a reactionary sense" {Learning and Teaching Genre 14). Therefore, in 

accordance with the most recent view of genres as socially constructed patterns of 

(discursive) action, a critical approach to what genres are valued, especially in education, 

is appropriate.^ The purpose of criticism might be different in the case of zoological 

classifications as compared to the classification of written works, but there are some 

similarities, too. Criticism in every case needs to be justified and motivated by providing a 

more insightfiil description, or a way of seeing things that yields some small (or large) 

benefit. 

Genres are texts with a family resemblance 

The family analogy of genre, which Fishelov also discusses in detail, points to 

some sociopsychological implications, and is useful for examining the role of imitation and 

innovation on the analogy of parent-child relationships in a fmnily. Genre theories that 

consider intertextuality as central to their conceptualization would qualify as working with 

the femily analogy. If texts imitate, appropriate, and change each other in the process of 

intertextuality, it is very much like members of families displaying and altering 
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characteristics of each other in the process of upbringing or enculturation. Elaine P. 

Maimon makes this cormection clear when she states: "When the poet writes his own lyric, 

he creates something that never existed before but that bears a family resemblance to other 

lyric poems" (111). Alastair Fowler, who, according to John Swales, is the author of the 

most exhaustive contemporary literary study of genres, also advocates the Wittgensteinian 

femily resemblance metaphor for genre. Fowler's response to challenges that the family 

metaphor lacks the power of definition or classification is as follows: 

In any case, it is a mistake to think of family resemblance as an inferior 

substitute for a class. True, the urge to define is nearly irresistible. 

Everyone writing about a group of works seems to feel that "he must 

commit himself to some kind of formal definition of the genre." The 

language of family resemblance, with its terms like "often" and 

"sometimes" and "typical," seems less rigorous, less capable of 

demonstration. But to describe a genre in such terms is not to prepare for 

its definition as a class, but to treat it as a different sort of grouping, not 

reducible to a class. (41-42) 

In short, the genre theory that relies on Wittgeinstein's family resemblance concept, has 

been adopted by many genre scholars whose ambition was to find, in Fishelov's words, "a 

happy medium between the Scylla of closed, uncompromising concepts of [.. .]genres, 

and the Charybdis of denying all generalizations" (54). 

Genres as social institutions 

The institutional analogy, on the other hand, stresses the rule and norm-setting 
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function of genre. Conventions and deviations from conventions are central to this kind of 

a genre theory. Jacques Derrida's "The Law of Genre" is one example, I believe, of using 

genre as an institutional metaphor. I will discuss this metaphor in more detail later because 

this metaphor also marks a significant turning point in the history of genre studies. The 

institutional metaphor played a central role in the decline of genre studies in literary 

studies, and it is also part of a postmodern crisis of text interpretation. One argument that 

1 will discuss later is that the most recent developments in literary work are so diverse and 

unconventional that describing them in terms of genres may seem to be impossible or 

meaningless. Another argument, which I believe Derrida's work represents, too, is based 

on the idea that discourse has an overwhelming impersonal power over life that no one can 

escape. As a complementary extreme of the "every piece of writing is so different that it is 

not possible to subsume them under any set of shared criteria" position, this deterministic 

view assumes that it is not possible to create any discourse that would not set limitations. I 

believe that both of these arguments represent recent historical developments that I vdll 

discuss in a section that places them into a historical perspective. 

Speech acts and genres 

The speech act analogy allows for describing genres as complex, written 

counterparts and imitations or representations of speech. One example from composition 

studies is Sxmimer Smith's analysis of teachers' end conmients on student papers as genres 

derived from speech acts. Smith works with Bakhtin's theory that written genres are 

secondary, and they are derived from primary spoken genres. This analogy may not work 

with genres whose connection with spoken language is less direct, but in Smith's essay the 
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acts of praise, evaluation, justification of grade, and directions for revision are helpful 

categories for teachers to understand the fiinction of their conmients. The awareness of 

these genres as derived from speech acts aUows teachers to clarify and focus what 

otherwise would often be mixed and overwhelming responses to drafts. 

Miscellaneous analogies 

Following Fishelov's trail, I woxild add that there are probably many more 

analogies implied in genre theories, especially in the ones that were developed outside, or 

at least ferther away from, literary studies. The strategic analogy is one that is detectable 

in the modes, which I regard as remote conceptual relatives of genres. The way modes 

have been defined in rhetoric and writing pedagogy is analogous with strategies, or action 

tools that can be applied to serve various purposes. For example, narratives can be used to 

report historical events, or illustrate legal cases. The classificatory analogy, which has been 

the target of much antigenre criticism, is most typically adopted to describe texts by 

focusing on a group of their salient (both content- and form-oriented) features. In 

contrast, the mapping analogy focuses on the metalinguistic nature of genre discourse, and 

regards the description of genres as an issue of representation. The way we conceptualize 

genres represents our knowledge of discourse and texts. As such, all genre theories are 

always partial and reflect local knowledge, just as the &mous map of the world on the 

cover of New Yorker reflects the global perspective of the typical Manhattan resident: 

Manhattan has a detailed street map, slightly to the left of which we can find Chicago, then 

San Francisco and Japan (Maimon 110). Elaine Maimon, who uses this map analogy, 

points out that literary scholars have a distorted map reflecting intimate knowledge of 
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poetry, drama and fiction, but a less-than-adequate knowledge of nonfiction prose. As 

even the word nonfiction suggests, these genres are defined in terms of what they are not, 

and not what they are, representing some kind of terra incognita in the discursive map of 

the literary scholars' genre knowledge. Insofer as genre is used for pedagogical purposes, 

it is always about finding some ways of talking about assignments, or, as Bill Cope and 

Mary Kalantzis put it, "A genre approach to literacy teaching involves being explicit about 

the way language works to make meaning" (1). In that sense, genre theories are maps, or 

verbalized and articulated representations of what we know about and expect fi-om texts. 

Finally, megagenres or metagenres can also be regarded as another metaphoric use 

of the concept. Megagenres are, as the name suggests, concepts that classify discourse 

into a few overarching classes, as opposed to the more empirical oriented definitions of 

genres that focus on locally developed text conventions. It is equally sensible to divide all 

texts as scientific/descriptive and narrative/productive, or to analyze the lab report genre 

developed by a certain group of cell biologists. Especially firom a pedagogical perspective, 

both approaches can give some insight in the nature of texts and language even if the 

insight is different and does not work equally well for all (pedagogical) purposes. In 

Chapter Two I will cover another aspect of megagenres, which is related to larger 

disciplinary entities of knowledge-making. For example, when we talk about scientific 

discourse, or popular science discourse, we apply these terms as megagenres referring to a 

set of values and assumptions rather than the formal linguistic characteristics of individual 

texts. 

One advantage of vievwng genre concepts as metaphors or analogies is that it 



29 

allows for discussing the benefits and limitations of each genre theory. Obviously, one 

cannot properly judge advantages and disadvantages without considering some goal. 

Instead of choosing a preferred genre concept from the wide range of genre studies, my 

goal is to point out how they can support work on writing in a teaching situation. Because 

in the United States, composition pedagogy is not genre oriented, but especially recently, 

there has been an increased interest in genre studies, my review of genre terms in 

disciplinary framework will serve the purpose of offering some suggestions for teachers to 

exploit the insight of these conceptualizations instead of offering a comprehensive and 

extensive genre pedagogy that, for example, characterizes the Australian genre projects. 

These suggestions will focus on the insight different genre concepts and definitions offer 

about the production and interpretation of texts. 

From the Arts of Language to the Genres of Discourse Communities 

This section is not a detailed review of the history of the term genre. Instead, it 

offers a review of some important trends and shifts that reflect the disciplinary 

diversification of textual studies as well as changing concepts of writers, texts, and 

writing. One major historical trend in genre theories has been marked by transferring the 

concept of genre from the field of literary studies to the field of linguistic studies. The 

transfer took place and makes sense only in terms of modem disciplinary classification of 

knowledge. Thus Aristotle's first attempts at defining types of discourse and describing 

their work in his Rhetoric, Poetics, and the Organon constituted a somewhat unified 

system, and as Edward P. J. Corbett's introduction to the Roberts and Bywater edition 
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states, the implied or expressed crossreferences to the other two in each of these works 

confirm the perceived "interrelationship of these arts of language" (v). Corbett also adds 

that distinctions between poetics and rhetoric "have been especially liable to being 

confused" and in the long period before modernization and disciplinary demarkation, "it 

was frequently difBcuh to tell whether a particular creative writer or literary critic was 

operating in the realm of rhetoric or in the realm of poetics" (v). 

Gerard Genette also traces back genre studies to classical rhetoric that he regards 

as an early structuralist enterprise of formalizing "the totality of literary field" into the 

theory of genres (Figures of Literary Discourse 19). The classical genre theory 

classifying the totality of the system of language, claims Genette, served its function well 

over the centuries, but it did not incorporate the idea of change. As soon as new genres 

emerged, and texts evolved and changed rapidly, genre theories of the classical type 

became inadequate and were replaced by histories of individual works and authors in the 

nineteenth century. Genette cites Ferdinand Brunetier, who attempted a synthesis between 

Darwin and Boileau, and came up with an (evolutionary) genre theory of pure organicism, 

"each genre being bom, developing, and dying like a solitary species, without concern for 

its neighbor" {Figures of Literary Discourse 19) In this process genre gradually became 

a concept applied to privileged, literary texts only, and its history in rhetoric-a discipline 

falling to decline at the same time literary studies became specialized—developed 

separately, giving rise to a new concept of modes. 

Genre was also missing from linguistic studies as linguistics gained its scientific 

status by focusing on the structure of language instead of its use, and by privileging the 
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well-formed sentence as a subject of its analysis instead of the text. When larger than 

sentence-size units of linguistic analysis began to be the subject of discourse/text 

linguistics, linguists had to retrieve genre studies from folklore and literary studies. And as 

John Swales points out, these two areas worked with two different genre concepts; 

Folklorists were interested in the imderlying permanence of forms in myths, legends, or 

tales, where stable form fecilitated effective storage and retrieval of the collective wisdom 

encapsulated in these predominantly oral genres. This looks like a genre concept inspired 

by the femily analogy. Namely, folkloric studies were interested in how genres are 

maintained, even in spite of minor modifications, as repositories of shared values and 

conventions. In addition, folklore studies focused on the form and classification aspect of 

genre and did significant work on describing salient formal elements of oral traditions as 

well as describing various types of discourse. Folklore studies, however, have also 

emphasized the collective and communal nature of genres. Literary studies, on the other 

hand, points out Swales, were more interested in the constant destabilization of forms and 

focused on how individual authors violate and recreate conventions. 

Disciplinary work applying genre in linguistics has changed the focus on texts, too. 

While folklorists study oral tradition, literary scholars work with whatever is defined as 

creative literature, discourse analysts did a large amount of their initial work with genre on 

scientific disciplinary texts. Scientific discourse is a privileged discourse in the modem 

age, and its social influence is probably just as, if not more, significant today than that of 

novels was in the nineteenth century. In addition, the recent social-constructionist 

extension of the definition of genre makes it possible to include all kinds of texts, oral or 
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written, technical or commercial, as subjects of genre studies. While genre studies have 

not completely settled the similarly age-old dispute about the status of spoken and written 

language, there were some significant boundary crossings. For example, Austin's and 

Searle's speech act theory, which was primarily based on how spoken language is used to 

accomplish acts of meaning making, has been transferred to the domain of genre studies 

(Miller), and speech acts or moves became categories used in the description of written 

texts (Swales) often even without maintaining Bakhtin's hierarchy in which spoken genres 

are primary and function as sources of secondary, or written, genres. 

Genres as Laws: Derrida and the Postmodern Crisis of Genre 

Jacques Derrida's essay, the "Law of Genre" defines genre as a way of talking 

about genre, and as such, as a way of setting limits, drawing boundaries, dealing with 

prohibitions and limitations. In this sense, Derrida's genre is an institutional metaphor, one 

that stresses the impersonal presence of constraints, boundaries, and prohibitions as 

inseparable fi-om language use. As Derrida puts it in a son^what divine and prophetic 

tone, 

As soon as the word 'genre' is sounded, as soon as it is heard, as 

soon as one attempts to conceive it, a limit is drawn. And when a 

limit is established, norms and interdictions are not far behind.... 

Thus, as soon as genre announces itself, one must respect a norm, 

one must not cross a line of demarcation, one must not risk 

impurity, anomaly, or monstrosity. (56-57) 
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But then Derrida's laws enforce themselves in a chaotic and dynamic process of de

marcation or de-marking and re-marking what he calls the "traits" of every genre. The 

laws of genre operate by the paradox of creating new laws by transgressing old ones. 

Texts in order to be identifiable as individuals must belong to an already existing genre, or 

must participate in creating the laws of a new one: 

A text cannot belong to no genre, it cannot be without or less a genre. 

Every text participates in one or several genres. There is no genreless text; 

there is always a genre and genres, yet such participation never amounts to 

belonging. And not because of an abundant overflowing or a firee, anarchic, 

and unclassifiable productivity, but because of the trait of participation 

itself, because of the effect of the generic code and of the generic mark. 

Making genre its mark, a text demarcates itself (Derrida 65) 

Thus Derrida's theory matches the criteria of Fishelov's institutional genre analogy. 

Derrida's genres are like powerful and impersonal institutions creating laws and setting up 

rules that are beyond their control. This lack of control is expressed in Derrida's terms as 

participation (in setting the rules of genre) without belonging. Fishelov criticizes 

Derrida's deconstructionist genre approach for not being very useful for describing how 

genres actually do their work; moreover, he also points out that Derrida's definition 

fosters some kind of a Romantic mysticism, as if there was something about genres that is 

larger than human and that eludes examination and analysis. 

Derrida's deconstructionist definition was probably motivated by what many 

literary theorists term as a postmodern crisis of genres. Maqorie Perloff notes that the 
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underlying notion of the classical genre in literary studies is that rational demarcation and 

classification of literary texts is possible. Classical genre theories, relying mainly on 

classifying texts, focus on purity and stability. Modernist genre theories minimize 

classification and emphasize interpretation and clarification instead. Postmodern theories, 

believes Perlofif, reflect some Romantic desire to escape firom an increasingly technological 

world, but the more radically they dissolve the traditional generic boundaries, the more 

important these boundaries become (4). Similarly, Fowler notes that ignoring genres is a 

recurrent historical trend among readers and writers, but it is almost invariably 

concomitant with unconsciously engaging with "generic transactions." As Fowler adds, "in 

feet, ignoring genre often meant passively accepting the conventions prescribed by custom 

or fashion" (18). 

Roland Barthes, for example, in response to the unprecedented prolific emergence 

of technical and commercial discourse, and to the experimental expansion of traditional 

genres, claimed that genres do not make sense anymore. Instead of sonnets, or novels, 

what we have now is the book or the text. Perlofif, and also Adena Rosemarin, argue, 

however, that the postmodern explosion of unconventional or hard to identify texts does 

not mean the end of genres. Rosemarin relies on Gombrich's gestalt psychology-informed 

theory of schenoa in perception and claims that even the most unconventional texts are 

read with some expectation. Similarly, Perlofif maintains that "it is virtually impossible to 

read a given 'text' without bringing it to a particular set of generic expectations" (Perlofif 

4). Rosemarin also stresses that genres are real and pragmatic entities in our 

consciousness; and because of the long history of genre studies, genre is an exceptionally 
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powerful analytical tool available to the literary critic. Emphasi2ing the articulated 

knowledge that genre-based discourse contains, Rosemarin concludes that "It is our most 

reasoned way of talking about and valuing literary text" (39). 

Another outcome of the postmodern approach to genres apart from recognizing 

their impersonal power is the shift of emphasis in their study. As Rosemarin sums it up, 

the modem project had an overall purpose of studying discursive behavior motivated by 

the desire to manipulate behavior. The postmodern project, however, is aimed at studying 

the processes of manipulation. This shift is marked by Derrida's attention to the "genre of 

genre" and the recognition that the discourse of genre is also a genre and it affects, 

inevitably, the way genres are perceived. This insight directs attention to the disciplinary 

traditions and the implied value statements and selectiveness the study of genres entails. 

Genre in Rhetoric and Composition 

While the history of genre in literary studies is a history of recurrent rejections and 

neglect, in rhetoric and composition genre seems to be a new theoretical concept whose 

history is hard to reconstruct through the significant transformations. In spite of this 

diflBculty, Kathleen Jamieson claims that genre in rhetorical studies is "a trusted friend 

whose identity is known, whose function is clear, and whose utility is established " 

(Jamieson 162). One way of approaching the history of genres in rhetoric is to trace them 

back to Aristotle's classification of speech as deliberative, forensic, or epideictic. This 

connection has been pointed out in several works on genre in rhetoric (Foss; Jamieson; 

Miller). The Aristotelian system, far from being simply formulaic and classificatory, is 
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based on the social fimction of discourse and also implies an epistemological element. 

According to Aristotle, any discourse that is outside the realm of certainty relies on 

probability and requires persuasion. The legal and political domain of Aristotle's society 

provided the social institutions that defined these (large and general) genres in terms of 

their purpose and fimction. As Carolyn R. Miller states, Aristotle's system is "a situation-

based fiision of form and substance" ("Genre as Social Action" 153). 

One common contemporary criticism against regarding Aristotle's rhetoric as a 

source of a (rhetorical) genre theory is that, as more complex social institutions and new 

genres emerged, the Aristotelian taxonomy became imsuitable as a classification scheme. 

In fact, this is not such a new argument because even Hugh Blair noticed as early as in the 

1780s that the political and legal institutions have changed since Aristotle's time. In 

general, Blair's observations reflect the ideology of Enlightenment: He claims that in the 

Assembly, argxmient and reason become more important than "affecting the passions" 

(Vol.II.223); at the Bar, lawyers are "reduced to arguing fi-om strict law, statute or 

precedent; by which means knowledge, much more than Oratory, is become the principal 

requisite" (Vol.11. 225-26). The only social institution where eloquence still mattered was 

the Pulpit, where "The end of all preaching is, to persuade men to become good" 

(Vol.II.229). In other words, Blair's work reflects a shift in the role and scope of 

persuasion as perceived in the practices of eighteenth-century legal and political 

institutions. It is equally remarkable though that in Blair's system, literary and nonliterary 

texts are still not hierarchically separated as more (or less) valued genres. Blair discusses 

pastoral poetry, sermons, Addison's essays, or the Scottish lawyer. Sir George 
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M'Kenzie's work on the same plane. Although Blair's approach focuses on diction and 

style, not genre, his treatment of these texts as comparable demonstrates the unity of the 

literary and the nonliterary. There is also some awareness of genres, and of change in the 

social role, fimction, and epistemology of the legal and political institutions that affects the 

character of these genres in Blair's work. Finally, another aspect of Blair's genre 

awareness is the emergence of nationalism; He criticizes both the French parliament and 

the French legal system for being less rational than the British. This bias is perceived by 

Blair as a difference in the qualities of genres that speakers in these institutions developed. 

The change of social institutions, however, does not necessarily mean that earlier 

definitions and descriptions of genre need to be completely abandoned. Carolyn Miller 

approaches genres as cultural artifacts and accounts for change in these terms: "It is 

probably also the case that a genre that seems to occur in two rather distant times and 

places wiU not be the same in an important sense" ("Rhetorical Community: The Cultural 

Basis of Genre" 68). The judicial genres of today, says Miller, cannot be the same as the 

deliberative, forensic, or epideictic speeches of the ancient Athens. The laws, the legal 

decision-making procedures, the size and role of juries, the role of judges or the definition 

of crimes all changed in the modem legal systems that also have significant differences 

across national cultures; however, courtroom discourse as a form of life still has many 

similarities that make at least some of Aristotle's observations valid even today. 

In the modem history of rhetoric, genres were disfavored not only because 

sermons, or even more recently, brainwashing, or body rhetoric became hard to grasp in 

Aristotelian terms (Jamieson 162). Another discouraging inadequacy of genre derives 
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from genres being associated with naming, labeling, classification, and taxonomy. 

Although, as Sonja K. Foss stresses, "[a] genre is not formulaic; there is always another 

strategy that a rhetor can use to meet the requirements of the situation" (Foss 231), the 

responsive, flexible and adaptable nature of genres has often been outweighed by their 

prescriptive, normative, and formulaic force. Carolyn Miller's modem definitions of genres 

as forms of action, and in her later study, as ethno-categories rather than classifications 

relate genres to socially embedded processes similar to Anthony Gidden's structuration. 

This metaphor is adopted by Bazerman, too. Genres as processes relate genre theories to 

action theories and to the analysis of social institutions, but ultimately this kind of 

approach still has to focus on language, style, and register, supplemented by attention to 

change, negotiation of rules and standards and other complex processes that Paul Prior 

terms as "generificition." This complex redefinition of genre is not recognized and applied 

consistently in every field of study. 

Composition theories, especially in US scholarship, are just beginning to 

reintroduce genre, and the reservations about rigid classifications and formulas associated 

with genre still are present in the rhetoric and composition literature. Amy J. Devitt 

expresses the composition expert's concern about genre in these words: 

The common understanding of genre among too many composition 

scholars and teachers today is that genre is a relatively trivial concept, a 

classification system deriving from literary criticism that names types of 

texts according to their forms. ("Generalizing about Genre" 574) 
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There are two discussions in the history of rhetoric and composition that are relevant in 

the history of genre in this discipline: one is the concept of rhetorical situation; the other is 

the modes debate. 

The rhetorical situation 

One concept that has dominated the history of genre in the field of rhetorical 

studies is the definition of genres as somewhat predetermined responses to what Lloyd 

Bitzer called rhetorical situations: 

From day to day, year to year, comparable situations occur, prompting 

comparable responses; hence rhetorical forms are bom and a special 

vocabulary, grammar, and style are established. (15) 

This concept could be regarded as one variety of a biological genre metaphor, a strictly 

Darwinian one, according to which living organism constantly respond to challenges of 

their environment, and similar environments/challenges result in morphologically similar 

creatures. One problem with this idea-just as with this kind of interpretation of the theory 

of evolution-is that it presumes a one-way relationship between organism and 

environment, or, in the rhetorical context, a relationship in which, in Richard E. Vatz's 

words, "the situation controls the rhetorical response" (465). As Vatz points out, "No 

situation can have a nature independent of the perception of its interpreter or independent 

of the rhetoric with which he chooses to characterize it" (461). Vatz challenges Bitzer's 

classical rhetorical genre definition because of its "academic and moral consequences for 

rhetorical study" (464). Bitzer's definition, claims Vatz, is based on a definition of 

meaning "as intrinsic to situations," and if meaning is in the situation, the role of rhetoric 
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becomes "parasitic to philosophy, political science, and whatever other discipline can 

inform us as to what the 'real' situation is" (464). According to Vatz, political crises, for 

example, are not found, but created by the rhetorical act of responding to an ambiguous 

and amorphous event as a political crisis. His examples of political speeches illustrate the 

point that sometimes very similar situations are not responded to as a "crisis," which 

supports his ciaim that situations require interpretation, not just response. Vatz's criticism 

of a simplified, one-way relationship between rhetorical situations and responses 

concludes in his claim that the study of rhetorical acts (rhetoric) is at the top of the 

disciplinary hierarchy, not at the bottom. 

Vatz's claim is supported by some recent linguistic definitions of the context. In 

linguistic theory communication is seen as a response to various aspects of the context 

(the setting, the role of participants, or the topic). Some conversation and discourse 

analysts, like Gumperz, or Duranti, offer definitions of context that 1 would term as 

interactive definitions, assuming an active role for speakers in defining what the context is 

instead of simply regarding the context as given and requiring adequate response. 

Similarly, Goflfinan's concept of fi-aming in conversation is based on the idea that in speech 

acts, the participants negotiate and often shift the context. In other words, context is not 

given but is created in the process of meaning-making. 

Finally, I believe that Scott Consigny's contribution to the Bitzer-Vatz 

conversation about the rhetorical situation is a synthesis that matches the interactive 

concept of context shared by many discourse linguists. In Consigny's account, "The 

rhetorical situation is an indeterminate context marked by troublesome disorder which the 
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rhetor must structure so as to disclose and formulate problems;... But the rhetorical 

situation is not created solely and through the imagination and disclosure of the rhetor" 

(4). According to Consigny, finding the right topic in complex, changing, and 

heterogeneous situations is an art that requires perceptiveness and integrity from the 

rhetor. 

Other scholars from rhetoric and composition emphasize different aspects of the 

rhetorical situation, most typically pointing out the influence of other texts or discourses 

(intertextuality), the constraints guided by values and assumptions associated with certain 

responses (ideology), or the need for perceiving novel situations as something (Gestalt, or 

schema). 1 beUeve that all these concepts are relevant for genres as conventionalized or 

patterned responses. For example, Amy J. Devitt also challenges Bitzer's rhetorical 

situation concept adding that genres are not only rhetorically fitting and effective 

responses, but they are also "appropriate behavior in social contexts and therefore socially 

effective" ("Genre as Social Standard" 51). Devitt uses the etiquette metaphor of genre, 

and claims that genres not only respond to rhetorical situations, but respond in a way that 

is regarded appropriate according to the current conventions. This is another way of 

stressing that genres are intertextual, that is they are shaped by what has been said before 

in similar, and also in different situations that might be appropriately adopted to a new 

one. Devitt's metaphor also stresses the role of social standards, values, and assumptions 

that govern genres as well as linguistic standards. I would label these as evidence of what 

Anil M. Johns refers to as "the ideologically driven" nature of genres. 
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Kathleen Jamieson works with Bitzer's definition but questions the primacy of 

situation on the grounds that rhetors can produce proper rhetorical response in 

unprecedented sitiiations, too. What makes this possible, says Jamieson, is that the 

rhetorical response "grows not merely from the situation but also from antecedent 

rhetorical forms" (163). The effect of these antecedent rhetorical forms is an important 

element in the definition of genres. Some of the examples Jamieson provides draw 

attention to the role intertextuality, or the influence of textual traditions on the shaping of 

genres. These textual traditions often are borrowed from across genres. For example, 

when speakers include moralizing discourse in an inauguration speech, they merge two 

discursive traditions (or, in Geertz's terms, blur genres). However, what matters is 

whether this act violates the audience's expectations or not. In Jamieson's definition, 

genres are related to both the readers'/listeners' and the writers'/speakers' expectations. 

Just as literary theorists rely on a perceptual schema or gestalt theory as a natural human 

phenomenon, Jamieson postulates expectations as inseparable from rhetorical acts: 

The human need for a frame of reference lures the mind to generic 

classification. Ideally, a critic would suspend classification of work until he 

has seen it for what it is. In fact, such detachment from critical objects is 

himianly unlikely. If the situation, the billing of the event, and the rhetor's 

past rhetoric do not crystallize a generic classification before one has 

experienced the work, the work itself will solicit and obtain generic 

classification. (168) 
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Jamieson also assumes that genres are not static but evolving, and social institutions play 

an important role in maintaining genres as well as sanctioning or incorporating violations. 

The violation of expectations always provokes a response. Jamieson uses an example from 

literature, Samuel Beckett's Waiting for Godot as a case of frustrating the audience's 

expectations of a comedy. The audience's first reaction was frustration and rejection, but 

over time, these reactions may lead to redefinitions of the (comedy) genre. 

Redefinitions often start with coming up with new labels (or in Jamieson's words 

"billing") of texts. Genre terms are extremely productive, as Jolliffe has also pointed out. 

In literary criticism, there has already been an argument about the literary critic's unlimited 

power of creating genre terms to serve theoretical purposes. In rhetoric Sonja Foss's 

chapter of genre analysis illustrates this phenomenon. Based on mixed constitutive 

elements in Moonlighting, the rhetorical analyst of this television series created the term 

dramedy to describe the hybrid nature of this piece as a mix of both drama and comedy. 

Such acts are usefiil and productive when justified by the fiision of several formal and 

content elements in the piece analyzed. I will utilize this productive aspect of genre terms 

in Chapter Six, where I label two disciplinary essays from rhetoric and composition as 

representatives of the "interdisciplinary claim" genre. In disciplinary discourse, mixing or 

blurring genres and borrowing from other disciplines' textual conventions are usually 

associated with paradigm shifts, but they also reflect aspirations to acquire the disciplinary 

prestige and status. I will discuss this phenomenon in more detail in Chapter Three. 

The modes debate 
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The modes are only remote relatives of genres, and they certainly classify and 

describe texts on a different level of generalization than genres do. Nevertheless, in the US 

history of rhetoric and composition, modes represent a significant tradition as pedagogical 

tools, and ia some form they still are present in many textbooks and syllabi. The 

composition teachers' approach to genres is characterized by three main featvires: First, 

instead of genres, up till the most recent changes in textbooks, composition pedagogy 

relied on modes', second, with the professionalization of rhetoric and composition studies, 

and its accompanying criticism of what was perceived as merely pedagogical, practical, 

and not theory or research based, modes-based teaching was also strongly rejected. The 

emergence of the process paradigm, which was informed by valued research, discredited 

modes-based pedagogy as unsound. While the exact relationship between modes and 

genres is still only vaguely defined, modes have clearly become associated with current 

traditionalism, that is, form, product, and correctness oriented teaching, and as such, they 

have become the target of ardent criticism fi*om Robert Connors, Frank D'Angelo, or 

Sharon Crowley. 

Kinneavy, on the other hand, took the modes more seriously and intended to 

publish a whole volume of "fairly thorough historical and theoretical treatment, several 

hundred pages [...] devoted to the modes in a detailed presentation" (36). Kinneavy 

traces back the history of modes to Alexander Bain's English Composition and Rhetoric, 

which he regards as the first solid classification of discourse as narration, exposition, 

argumentation, and description (EDNA). He also assumes that over time, there were 

several shifts of emphasis in the practical applications of modes in composition ped^ogy. 
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First, Kirmeavy claims, the modes were predominantly literature based with narration 

being the main focus. Later the modes were related to scientific discourse where narration 

becomes history, description becomes analysis and description, evaluation becomes 

criticism, and classification becomes theory (36-37). Finally, persuasion and argument are 

acknowledged by Kinneavy as relatively new modes of emphasis. 

From another approach, Kinneavy classifies discourse following Aristotle along a 

scale of probability: "Discourse which refers to certainties is scientific; discourse used in 

exploring for the probable is dialectical; discourse aimed at persuading others to accept 

the seemingly probable is rhetorical; discourse aimed at pleasing through internal and 

fictional probabilities is poetic''' (56). Another aspect of Kinneavy's approach is the 

distinction between aims and modes. Both of these terms classify discourse in generic 

terms, but the modes are more strategic in nature, while aims relate to the purpose of 

discourse. 

A few years after Kinneavy's attempt to work on the evolution of modes, genre 

was reintroduced in rhetoric and composition as a social constructionist concept 

(Bazerman), and research in applied linguistics informed further work in this area that only 

slowly began to reach the teaching commimity (Swales; Berkenkotter and Huckin; Johns). 

While modes were associated with the classificatory or zoological metaphor of genres, and 

were blamed for their rigidity and for lack of connection with audience and purpose, 

genre emerged as the antidote of formulaic, or not real, contexualized, audience and 

purpose oriented teaching. 
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Two rhetoric and composition theorists, Frank D'Angelo and Robert Connors, 

published critical analysis of the modes in the early 1980s, and both rejected them as 

outdated, theoretically unfounded, and pedagogically useless. According to Connors, the 

heyday of modes pedagogy in US composition was between 1890 and 1930, when the 

field lacked theoretical innovation. Connors traces back modes to earlier nineteenth- and 

eighteenth-century Scottish rhetoricians' theory of what D'Angelo terms as "an outworn 

faculty and associationist psychology" (36). Modes classify written discourse based on 

some general principles of classifying written discourse, but in pedagogy modes were 

applied as strategies to generate writing. This duality also became a target of criticism. 

The main tenets of the criticism of modes are complex and inevitably include some 

epistemological bias. The bias is more clearly expressed in Connors' essay, which 

associates modes-based teaching with theoretical inertia in the teaching professioiL In 

addition, modes are rhetorically unfounded because they ignore purpose and intention. 

Sharon Crowley's response to Connor's article adds that purpose and intention are 

problematic categories, but the reader/audience, also missing firom modes pedagogy, are 

more tangible and their omission is what makes the modes vacuously general. 

D'Angelo also points out that the traditional EDNA (exposition, description, 

narration, and argument) classification of text types contains a categorical mistake. 

According to D'Angelo, these four modes are not of equal status: Since description and 

narration can be modes or strategies of developing a subject in different kinds of writing 

and for different purposes, these modes, and their derivatives such as analysis, 

classification or comparison, are strategies that writers can use to accomplish a variety of 
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rhetorical purposes. On the other hand, exposition, argumentation, and persuasion, claims 

D'Angelo, are static forms. What D'Angelo implies here is that narration and description 

can serve different purposes -including, maybe persuasion, too—but exposition or 

argument already imply a purpose. Although D'Angelo is more carefiil about denigrating 

teachers and textbooks, he perceives these inconsistencies in assumptions upon which the 

modes rest as problematic (35). His assumptions about the argument as being a more 

complete genre, however, are based on a shift in the hierarchy of genres toward valuing 

argument and exposition more than narration, which is probably an outcome of the 

dominance of scientific discourse in modem history. 

I believe that the modes are cases of genres on a more general level, and as such 

they are similar to fimctions in the sense functional linguists, and Jacobson, or Kinneavy 

worked with functions. They are definitely useful ways of describing discourse. I will 

discuss this aspect of modes in more detail in the macrogenres section. 

Process and genre 

Another aspect of the disciplinary status of genre as a descriptive and analytical 

concept in rhetoric and composition theories is related to the process paradigm shift. In 

the US history of composition studies, writing is studied as a process, but genres were not 

regarded as processes until most recent theoretical developments. In Australian writing 

instruction, the theoretical firamework was just the opposite: In the 1980s genre became 

more central as a theoretical concept and process was critically challenged. As Courtney 

Cazden in his Foreword to Cole and Kalantzis's volume of genre studies of writing states, 

"Unfortunately, in the United States one set of ideas about teaching writing, often called 
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'process writing,' has become so dominant —if not in classrooms, at least in professional 

journals and conference—that it is hard even to conceive of alternatives" (ix). In Australian 

studies and pedagogies of writing, genres were defined as socially constructed forms of 

meaning-making, and became the dominant elements of the writing curriculum. Although 

the Australian scholars' deiSnition of genre contains several conflicting elements, the 

genre-based approach to literacy has been regarded as a progressive pedagogical 

alternative to traditional instruction or to recurrent political attempts to revive "back to 

basics" grammar, correctness, and canonical-texts-oriented teaching of English. 

In the US, composition teaching is still process oriented, and genre only slowly and 

gradually influences writing instruction although there is a significant body of research on 

genre. Recent redefinitions of genre by Carolyn Miller, Swales, Bazerman, Prior and 

Russell, just like the Australian research on genre, are promising, but edso contain 

differences that make genre a less attractive unifying concept compared to the established 

paradigm of process. One problem is that the recent redefinitions of genre, especially the 

ones related to discourse as a form of social action, seem to drift away fi-om language and 

text-oriented genre descriptions, and as such, they seem to be less usefiil for practical 

teaching purposes. Amy J. Devitt, for example, regards genre as a concept that has the 

potential of overcoming the dichotomies that, as she puts it, "threaten to undermine our 

holistic understanding of writing" ("Generalizing about Genre" 573). She believes that the 

new genre notions are holistic because they get rid of the form/content dichotomy and 

define genres as "dynamic patterning of human experience" (573). While these new 

developments offer exciting theoretical prospects of looking at texts in their whole 
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complexity, John Swales is concerned that such definitions move too fer away from the 

text, therefore, are not particularly helpful for writers. They also tend to emphasize the 

generative and constructive aspect of genres while ignoring what Amy Devitt in another 

paper calls constraints and limits of possibilities for writers ("Genre as Language 

Standard"), Devitt's most recent approach seems to be a variety of genres as 

(constraining) social institutions metaphor although she chooses her own metaphor and 

says "GenreSjtoo, are linguistic etiquette, exhibiting the 'proper' (that is appropriate) 

behavior at the proper occasion" ("Genre as Language Standard" 51). 

Macrogenres^ 

One shift of conceptualizing genres in history and in different analogical terms gives 

genres a different dimension by generalizing genres at a level that does not include 

individual texts but very general modes of discourse, or values and assumptions underlying 

discourse. In short, macrogenres are genres defined on a high level of generality. I would 

relate them to the modes in the sense that the modes are also defined in terms of general 

values, assumptions, flmctions, or structural constituents rather than in terms of more 

specific formal elements. It would be tempting to say that theorists and scholars who work 

with macrogenres emphasize content in the form/content debate, which is a long thread in 

the history of genre, especially in literary studies and criticism. However, content does not 

properly describe the target of macrogenre theories because these theories often do not 

even consider individual texts, but operate on the level of larger cultural entities. 

Macrogenres are also often associated with philosophy, theories of discourse, or a 

history-of-ideas-oriented conceptualization of discourse. I would say, for example, that 
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Lyotard works with macrogenres, which I will discuss in more detail in Chapter Two, as 

he discusses the social and ideological aspects of the increasing dominance of scientific 

discourse in society. Lyotard's macrogenres are applied to classify and separate two major 

ways of knowledge-makii^ in modem societies, and he also demonstrates the increasing 

dominance of one (scientific) genre over another (nonscientific). Similarly, Foucault's 

discursive statements or epistemes can also be regarded as genres or domains of 

knowledge-making more specifically related to disciplinary areas or institutionalized 

knowledge-making. John Bender and David E. Wellbery's observations on the shifts of 

rhetoricality in the classical and modem era can also be seen as descriptions of valued 

discursive practices on a general level; therefore, they can be regarded as macrogenres, or 

more precisely, metagenres, or systems of knowledge about discourse that determine 

discursive preferences on lower levels. These theories of genre all have some relevance for 

composition pedagogy, but the connections are indirect and not practical or pedagogical in 

nature. 

Another way of discussing genres at a high level of generality derives fi-om holistic, 

humanist hope of finding some less antagonistic connection between theory and practice, 

the personal and the institutional than what characterizes discourse today. One example of 

this kind of discourse about genres is Louise Wetherbee Phelps' claim that 'Theory is 

autobiography. Exposition is narrative" (Composition as a Human Science vii). Phelps' 

theoretical basis fijr seeing these seemingly divergent genres as each being a case of the 

other is that she regards all writing, including theory, as "a way to make sense of life" 

(viii). On a less general level, Phelps describes composition studies disciplinary writing as 
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a genre specified by a set of assumptions, values, and aspirations. Her analysis does not 

include formal or linguistic aspects of discourse, which is a disadvantage of most mega- or 

macrogenre theories. In other words, Phelps provides an insightful list of features that 

define composition as a discipline (and rhetoric and composition as a genre of disciplinary 

discourse), but she does not demonstrate how these features are manifested in writing. 

A more recent conceptualization of macrogenres comes from William Grabe, who 

defines them as "ways of talking about and constructing texts" (249). Grabe's definition 

includes both components of mega/macrogenres (i.e., high level of generalization and 

foundation in theories that are not related to linguistics), but it also shows characteristics 

of metagenres (i.e., a way of talking about writing). Grabe's two genres cover large 

domains of discourse, and their main fimction is not so much classificatory but 

epistemological. When we talk about macrogenres, we are engaging in a discourse about 

genres on a high level of generality. While macrogenres are clearly not directly helpfiil 

ways of talking about individual texts, they nevertheless provide important venues for 

highlighting how discourse works, 

Grabe argues for the theoretical usefiilness of a two-genre model representing two 

major ways of constructing knowledge and claims that "the distinction between expository 

and narrative macrogenres provides a productive means for understanding different 

purposes for texts" (252). He also borrows support for the macrogenre approach fi-om 

Bruner's cultural developmental psychology and several other disciplinary fields each 

emphasizing a dichotomous model for learning, knowledge-making, and discourse. 

Bruner's work also stresses the developmental primacy of narrative knowledge-making. 
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which explains not only why many students tend to read everything as "stories," but also 

the novice writer's relative inability to recognize and reproduce expository text 

organization. Grabe's descriptions of the narrative and expository genres contain many 

elements that other theorists working with meta- and megagenres have also emphasized: 

Narratives deal with human action, potential, and intentionality. Expository writing, on the 

other hand, reflects interaction with the world and is oriented toward solving problems. 

Exposition is consistent, systematic, noncontradictory, and engaged in transcending 

particularity. Narration is characterized by agentivity, sequential order, sensitivity to what 

is canonical and to the narrator's perspective (voice) (Grabe 253). 

Grabe's proposal that macrogenres should be incorporated in composition 

pedagogy invited some resistance by Carol Berkenkotter who perceives a danger of 

returning to formulaic teaching and oversimplification (Berkenkotter response is printed 

in Ann M. Johns's book). Grabe, however, stresses that the two macrogenres are not 

meant to name or label texts. Instead, they are meant to raise some metalinguistic 

awareness, and in that sense I definitely regard these descriptions helpful in approaching 

the process of writing. 

As far as the dichotomous classification is concerned, Bhatia offers an approach 

that I read as an invitation for working with genres both on macro- and micro-levels. 

Bhatia points out that genres fiinction on various levels of generality. The highest level is 

defined in terms of communicative purpose and rhetorical values, and at this level we can 

speak about narration, description, evaluation, or explanation. This approach seems to 

retrieve the modes, but it recognizes that they only function on a general level. Also, in 
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Bahtia's system, narration refers to rhetorical values and communicative fimctions or 

purposes, but not actual texts, or as he calls thena, products. Nevertheless, these 

rhetorical/generic values are important because they give shapes to the product of genre, 

which is texts. One level on which texts appear is called the level of genre colonies by 

Bhatia. This level is still general and includes terms like promotional genres. Genre 

colonies are "loosely contextualized in terms of socially recognizable situations" ("Applied 

Genre Analysis: Analytical Advances and Pedagogical Procedures" 283). On the lowest 

level of generalization, Bhatia defines individual texts as instances of a genre. In this 

system, for example, we can discuss persuasion as a general communicative fonction and 

rhetorical value that is manifested significantly in the colony of promotional genres, which 

include book blurbs, book reviews, sales letters, job applications, etc. 

Another way of utilizing Bhaktia's three-level system of genre analysis is to point 

out that some genre terms can function on all three levels. For example, narration is a 

rhetorical process and its values include what Grabe has described in his macrogenre 

study. The term narrative can also refer to a genre colony and can label an individual text, 

too. In other words, genre terms are not consistently and systematically arranged along the 

levels of analysis. One more important aspect of the multilevel analysis that Bhatia points 

out is that generic values, such as preferences for impersonal presentation or 

acknowledgement of alternative views, can be realized through a set of lexico-grammatical 

features, which I read to mean that there is no one-to-one relationship between form and 

content/value. In other words, while sequential organization is an important and valued 

feature of narratives, as Grabe also points out, writers have an almost infinite variety of 
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ways in which they can express time sequence in their narratives, including linear, or 

nonlinear timelines, or even more complex and seemingly random sequencing, like for 

example, in Don DeLillo's Underworld. 

My argument is that macrogenres are useful, as long as we are aware of their 

different discursive power, are valuable ways of talking about texts and writing, and 1 

would see them as supplementing text oriented approaches rather than exclusive 

alternatives. Awareness of genres as representing different levels of metadiscourse, or 

discourse about the discourse should be a component of composition pedagogy: Students 

should understand both the divide between scientific and nonscientific discourse, and the 

relationship between valued processes of knowledge-making and conventionalized forms 

of documentation. 

Searching for the Right Metaphor: the Future of Genres in Composition 

Now that 1 have shown how genres are defined across some disciplines, 

controversies, by a range of powerful metaphors and on different levels of generality, 1 

would like to focus more on the pedagogical potential of genres. Although 1 was arguing 

that each and every conceptualization of genre is useful for certain pvirposes, I also believe 

that composition pedagogy provides a fi-amework and a purpose in view of which it is 

possible to come up with a list of salient and shared principles drawn fi-om several genre 

theories and research. 

The most recent definitions of genres rely more heavily on linguistic than on 

literary or rhetorical studies, and genre is more commonly used in theory and research than 

in pedagogy (with the exception of the Australian writing curriculum). But as Ann M. 
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Johns claims, in spite of the diversity and dynamism of genre scholarship, there are some 

principles of genre that most theorists and practitioners would £^ee on. These principles, 

says Johns, are likely to frame our understanding of the new directions in both theory and 

practice. In addition, these principles move away from the earlier classificatory and 

prescriptive paradigms and include several social and interactional elements. The main 

focus of genre analysis is not so much on proper labeling but on achieving a complexity of 

analysis that is consistent with our current understanding of how discourse as a form of 

social action works. As Carolyn Miller puts it, "genre study is valuable not because it 

might permit the creation of some kind of taxonomy, but because it emphasizes some 

social and historical aspects of rhetoric that other perspectives do not" ("Genre as Social 

Action" 151). Miller also reclaims genre study for rhetoric and states that the rhetorical 

genre should not only be a "stable classifying concept," but it should also be "rhetorically 

sound." Rhetorical soundness implies that the classification of discourse "contributes to 

an understanding of how discourse works" (152). 

As a second component of these principles, their metadiscoursive nature needs to 

be pointed out. As Derrida also stresses, there is a genre of genre, which in my 

interpretation implies that the way we discuss genre reflects our knowledge of individual 

types of texts, including linguistic conventions, cognitive, and social processes as well as 

our knowledge of how discourse and language work in general. In this sense, genres are 

important pedagogical tools that facilitate and govern discussion of texts and writing in the 

classroom. 
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The &st complex set of genre principles was presented by Berkenkotter and 

Huckin, and Swales. Berkenkotter and Huckin call their approach to genre a 

"sociocognitive perspective" because it focuses on how knowledge is produced in a social 

context through discourse. These principles may not be applied to literary texts unless 

what Berkenkotter and Huckin refer to as "knowledge production" is extended to mean 

that literature is a form of producing knowledge. Berkenkotter and Huckin's general 

discourse theory relies on Bakhtin's concepts of unifying ("centripetal") and stratifying 

("centrifugal") forces in society, and genres are sites of tension that pervade all forms of 

verbal communication (Berkenkotter and Huckin 476). In outlining the future of genre in 

rhetoric and composition studies, I rely on Berkenkotter and Huckin's original definitions, 

which I supplemented with a most recent list of principles taken fi-om Ann M. Johns' 

volume, and also with some principles firom John Swales' work, which presented slightly 

different basic principles of genre almost at the same time as Berkenkotter and Huckin. 

Berkenkotter and Huckin stress genre as a form of knowledge-making, and their work is 

discourse analysis oriented, mostly relying on disciplinary discourse. Johns supplements 

these principles with considerations that emphasize pedagogy and teaching. 

One common problem with both of these orientations is that they do not seem to 

rely on literary theories, and as I have already pointed out, in spite of the long history of 

genre in literary studies, recent genre theories developed within the disciplines of 

linguistics and discourse studies are better applicable to disciplinary or public discourse 

than to literary texts. Nevertheless, genre studies also contain a hope that the historically 

developed divide between scientific and artistic, fiction and nonfiction can be overcome by 
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a theoretical approach that embraces form, content, process, interpretation, production, 

and function. Elaine Maimon pointed out that literary genres can function like maps that 

need revision and extension to include the unchartered territories of scientific and 

disciplinary discourse. Similarly, advances in the genre analysis of scientific discourse may 

influence literary genre analysis. One example is speech act theory, which influenced both 

literary studies and discourse linguistics. Fishelov's approach to genre as a metaphorical 

concept with the power of emphasizing different aspects of discourse is one option to 

incorporate theoretical work fi-om literary studies in linguistics-based genre studies. 

Awareness of the multiple meanings of genre as a general descriptive term of texts is 

helpful in writing pedagogy. Namely, genres can be discussed in terms of their context 

dependent evolution (biological metaphor), in terms of similarities and differences between 

texts serving the same fimction and addressing similar audiences (family metaphor), in 

terms of rules, conventions, and constraints (institutional metaphor), etc. In addition, these 

metaphors are not exclusive; they can be used together or selectively depending on how 

they best serve the purpose of text analysis. 

In the following section of this chapter, I will summarize five principles emerging 

fi^om genre studies, and add some comments on their significance or usefuhiess for 

composition pedagogy. These principles are as follows: 

(1) Genres are "situated." They derive fi-om "participation in activities of daily 

and professional life" ( Berkenkotter and Huckin 478). Therefore, taxonomic 

generalizations about genre, even in terms of form, substance and context, do not say 

anything about how genres are embedded in communicative activities (Berkenkotter and 
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Huckin 476).Tliis is a strong claim that probably requires some modification especially in a 

pedagogical context. In Ann M. Johns' wording of this principle "Some genres, like some 

language registers, are valued more than others within a community.This is a reality that 

can be accepted, or critiqued, by teachers, researchers, theorists and students" (12). What 

Johns adds to the situatedness principle is the idea that form is a reality of genres, and the 

analysis of such formal elements does say something about genres, but their study is only 

part of the whole picture. I particularly value Johns' comment on how these formal 

elements require discussion, and that such discussions should include all relevant 

participants' genre knowledge. In a teaching situation, students' genre knowledge or their 

interpretation of the formal elements can be informed by an experienced writer's 

comments on how these elements are situated. For example, documentation conventions 

can be discussed in terms of their historical development and their epistemological 

assumptions about texts, knowledge, etc. Issues of plagiarism especially are good 

examples of such discussions. Novice writers need to know that the rules of in-text 

documentation were developed over time and for a purpose, and they reflect certain 

ideologies of attributing knowledge to individuals, or respecting the work of others, etc. It 

could be equally worthwhile to discuss changes brought about, for example, by electronic 

literacy. 

(2) Genres involve both form and content. The duality principle also implies that 

users of genres both constitute and simuhaneously reproduce social structures. This 

principle can also be interpreted as encouragement to examine what is or what is not said 

along with what is often termed as a formulaic component of geme discourse, i.e.. 
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discussing how texts need to be shaped to meet linguistic (style, register, format etc.) 

expectations. As Johns puts it, "What is present, and absent, in texts, such as content and 

argumentation is often regulated by a community or the particular context in which the 

text is operating" (12). For example, several composition programs restrict the range of 

topics students can choose for pro and con or persuasive essays. The omission of abortion, 

the legalization of marihuana, and other popular topics that many composition teachers 

would like to ban from their classrooms reflect the teachers' idea of fostering original 

research or forcing the students to explore new territories. At the same time, such 

restrictions deny the students' previous experience with writing on these topics. Another 

trend that shows composition pedagogy's struggle with content is the writing across the 

curriculum programs, which try to encourage students to select topics for their writing 

from fields relevant to their academic and career goals. In conclusion, the form and 

content duality cannot be ignored in composition pedagogy because all writing 

incorporates both expectations about what can be written about and expectations about 

how it can be best accomplished in accordance with conventions. 

(3) Genres are communally owned, which means that "[gjenre conventions 

signal a discourse community's norms, epistemology, ideology, and social ontology." This 

principle was also developed by John Swales, who introduced the concept of discourse 

community in genre discussion. The communal aspect of literacy, however, has been 

pointed out in different forms and approaches. Carolyn Miller's ethnographic approach to 

genre is based on the concept of "rhetorical communities," and if reading is regarded as an 

important component of the maintenance of genres, Stanley Fish's "interpretative 
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coiranunities" could also be regarded as a factor in shaping genres. The idea that texts are 

produced by communities raises a few important issues that composition teachers should 

consider. I will demonstrate these issues by exploring Swales' concept of discourse 

community, but I believe any other 'community' definition would probably lead to similar 

issues and questions. 

Swales defines discourse community as a community with "a broadly agreed set of 

common public goals"; it has certain "mechanisms of intercommunication among its 

members" and uses them "primarily to provide information and feedback"; the discourse 

community "utilizes and hence possesses one or more genres in the communicative 

furtherance of its aims"; moreover, "in addition to owning genres, a discourse community 

has acquired some specific lexis" (24-27). Two important components of Swales' 

definition are that these communities can be virtual, that is, their members may not have 

any other contact with each other than what is shared through the production and use of 

texts. This principle implies that it is possible to become a member of a discourse 

community without assuming all characteristics of membership, or membership requiring 

major identity changes. Swales developed this principle while working on teaching 

materials for foreign students, and assumed that most of these students want to become 

successfijl members of their relevant English-language academic communities without 

giving up their national identity. Discourse community membership is more controversial 

in other contexts, for example in the discussions on how minority and oppressed groups of 

society can produce discourse that is based on the values of majority and dominant social 

groups without being silenced or disvalued. I believe that Swales offers a peacefiil solution 
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by suggesting that the acquisition of genre conventions of any community adds to the 

individual's discourse repertoire. However, in some cases members of underrepresented 

social groups can also subvert or disrupt dominant discourse conventions. 

Another important element of Swales' discussion of discourse communities is that 

he assumes that discourse communities have some threshold level for membership, and the 

novice has to attain "a suitable degree of relevant content and discoursal expertise" (27). 

A slightly different idea is expressed by Berkenkotter and Huckin who believe that 

genreness is a matter of degree rather than a "threshold" concept. In other words, no 

discourse can be so localized that it does not reach the "threshold" of some already 

recognizable genre; "[n]o act of communication springs out of nothing" (492). Individual 

texts or discourses more typically contain a "heterogeneous mixture of elements, some of 

which are recognizably more generic than others" (492). 

(4) The communal ownership of genres blends into another principle, which 

stresses the dynamic and changing character of genres. While this seems obvious, it is 

harder to define how and where changes take place. The dynamism principle can assume 

both peaceful and subversive or disruptive changes. Bakhtin's idea of heterogeneous 

discourse implies some centralized structure in which what is standard or mainstream 

enjoys a privileged status even if there is a multiplicity of alternative discourses. Geertz, on 

the other hand, stresses "local knowledge," which implies that knowledge and discourse 

are shaped by smaller communities. The US composition programs represent an 

interesting mix: They are institutionalized across the country, but the programs show a 
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wide range of local variety incorporating a unique mix of traditions, preferences, and 

standards. 

Another interpretation of the dynamism and change principle stresses that genres 

"develop from responses to recurrent situations and serve to stabilize experience and give 

it coherence and meaning," but they also change in time "in response to their users' 

sociocognitive needs" (Berkenkotter and Huckin 479). Berkenkotter and Huckin reject a 

realist, or material interpretation of Bitzer's "recurrent situation." This is in accordance 

with Carolyne Miller's principle that "[r]ecurrence is an intersubjective phenomenon, a 

social occurrence, and cannot be understood on materialist terms" (156). However, the 

"primal element" in the change of genres, according to Berkenkotter and Huckin is the 

genre users' sociocognitive needs. This, again, stresses ( socially constructed) knowledge 

as a general component of genres, which may not work once we deal with genres that are 

not related to knowledge production unless we make the claim that knowledge in some 

sense is inherent in all human activity. 

(5) Genres are ideologically driven. This is one of Ann M. Johns' principles, who 

stresses that "no texts are free from the values and purposes of those involved in 

producing and processing them" (13). Elsewhere, Johns also comments that school writing 

is a genre in itself, an idea that I believe has not been stressed enough although from time 

to time there are recurrent discussions on how well composition classes prepare students 

for real writing. In my view, it is important to acknowledge that even the idea that 

composition classes should prepare students for real writing is ideologically driven. It is 

rooted in the belief that schools can capture the complexity of writing outside their own 
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institutional framework, and it often ignores the students' awareness of wanting to 

succeed in the local context of their classes by meeting the expectations of their instructor, 

class, and program. 

My dissertation has the word explorations in its title. I believe that the word 

implies that I am not making grand discoveries or far-reaching conclusions in these 

chapters. 1 am examining some relationship between knowledge-making and genres by 

reviewing some theories that conceptualize this relationship. After some general 

groundwork, I move on to examine the development of rhetoric and composition both as a 

discipline and as a disciplinary discourse through its joiunals, epistemological reflections, 

and graduate course assumptions about disciplinary writing. Finally, in the last chapter, I 

analyze two early pieces from rhetoric and composition scholarship as representatives of 

the interdisciplinary claim genre. In accordance with the above principles, I wish to 

demonstrate not only the complexity and socially, ideologically, and institutionally 

embedded nature of disciplinary discourse but also the assumption that genre analysis 

allows us to focus on these various aspects of writing. 

The pedagogical implications are twofold: First I believe that reading texts as 

genres implies reading them as models to imitate, challenge, or (re)invent for writers. 

Second, I believe that genre talk is a powerftil way of talking about writing in every 

domain and level of writing instruction, including levels where formal instruction of 

writing is not typically done. More specifically, I believe that graduate students of every 

discipline, including rhetoric and composition, could benefit from working on their 

assigned readings as genres. Examining texts for not only what is said but how, in what 
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framework, context, or at what historical moment can develop and awareness of writing 

that everyone willing or required to publish needs to develop. The genre approach to 

writing is also particularly beneficial in a social context in which multiplicity and variety 

are valued and respected, and in which texts are not viewed as embodiments of some 

universally accepted standards or values, but are, instead looked upon as dynamic forms of 

changing and diverse expectations, values, and conventions. 

Notes 

' The irony is that a closer look at what entimology does would probably have the same result as literary 
analysis: It is not much easier to tell what when and by whom gets defined as an insect as it is to say what 
when and why is defined as a novel. There is no reason to believe that insects display less variety and 
idiosyncrasy than texts. In both cases, what this means is simply that the classification systems need to be 
constantly revised and reconsidered. 

^ Aviva and Freedman's example to illustrate the value-free nature of zoological categories is that one 
does not criticize the Galapagos turtle. It is true, but zoological categories are also human constructions, 
and in that sense, it maybe appropriate to criticize a system that classifies the Galapagos turtle as a turtle, 
if this implies disregard of important differences in this animal's morphology or interaction with its 
habitat compared to other turtles. Similarly, one does not criticize the sentimental novel, but the 
sociohistorical significance and cultural value of this genre is revisited and reconsidered in literary 
criticism from time to time. 

^ In Chapter Two I discuss this category under the label of megagenre and metagenre. I believe that these 
names basically refer to the same idea: They stand for genre concepts that classify and analyze discourse 
at a higher level of generality and include huge colonies of individual genres. For example, narratives in 
Lyotard's or White's work represent a high level of generality. Metagenre, on the other hand, is a term 
that refers to a discourse about genres that focuses on the nature of discourse rather than on the actual 
structure and production of texts. See more about this in Chapter Two. For this chapter, I chose the term 
macrogenre simply to follow Grabe's usage, whose article I review in this section in some detail. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

APPROACHES TO THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENRES AND DISCIPLINES 

There is physics, then there is chemistry, which is a kind of physics, 

then there is stampcoUecting. (Rutherford, British physicist cited by 

Genette) 

. . .  e v e r y  f o r m  o f  k n o w l e d g e  i s  i n d e e d  s i t u a t e d  s o m e w h e r e  b e t w e e n  

the two poles symbolized by rigorous mechanics and that blend of 

empiricism represented by philately ... 

(Genette, Narrative Discourse Revisited 8) 

In this chapter I intend to outline a few approaches to theorizing about the 

relationship between disciplines, or institutionalized conventions of knowledge-making, 

and genres, which I regard as conventions of discourse. As broad and complex this 

relationship may seem to be, the actual options of conceptualizing are few and simple. My 

purpose here is to highlight the insight these conceptualizations offer in terms of 

imderstanding how written discourse in particular shapes and reflects the rapidly changing 

practices in knowledge-making, including the legitimation of these practices, too. Genres 

are the products and significant shapers of the (re)production of these practices. 

As a general approach to the relationship between genres and disciplines, I 

postulate that they are not exactly the same. It is a popular view these days that everything 

is discourse, but it does not need to mean that there is no difference between talking about 

biology and the papers or books published by biologists. Similarly, I share Clifford 

Geertz's views that just like ethnographers who interview informants, observe rituals. 
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elicit kin terms, trace property lines, or census households before and during writing their 

journals, representatives of all knowledge-making disciplines do other things as well, 

besides producing discourse (The Interpretation of Cultures 10). However, it is not 

completely implausible to argue that genres and disciplines are in a reciprocal relationship, 

which means that new genres can change disciplines, while disciplinary changes generate 

new genres. I would also like to argue for a chaotic, dijSuse, yet constrained relationship 

between genre and disciplines. Although, as some of my examples will demonstrate, both 

genres and disciplines are more clearly defined in what we call the domain of science today 

than in the humanities, this is an historical development that does not overall undermine 

the chaotic and dynamic nature of changes in discourse and knowledge-making. Another 

general statement that can be drawn fi'om the recognition of historical dynamics is that 

both genres and disciplines are more solid and less blurred at certain times, but these 

phases emerge parallel with the emergence of what Maureen D. Goggin calls "institutional 

space" for knowledge-making, including journals, departments, programs, and 

professional organiaations {Authoring a Discipline). 

The now generally assumed strong social status of scientific knowledge was 

anything but granted in the early eighteenth century, when science was still struggling to 

achieve that status. This also means that both disciplinary boundaries and genre constraints 

were more fluid than in some periods of scientism in the nineteenth or twentieth century. 

According to David Shumway and Ellen Messer-Davidow, however, the seventeenth- and 

eighteenth-century emergence of science and learned societies cannot be regarded as 

forerunners of disciplinarity in the modem sense. These early societies, unlike their 
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twentieth-century offshoots, still combined diverse and diSuse intellectual interests, and 

what is even more important, they communicated with a much broader audience. 

Disciplinary science, in contrast, is highly specialized, and members of disciplinary 

communities predominantly communicate with each other. As Peter Medgyes and Robert 

B. Kaplan note, summarizing others' work in applied linguistics on disciplinary discourse, 

"[wjhile in principle it is possible (perhaps desirable) tor scientists to communicate across 

disciplines, in fact they tend to write for discipline-specific audiences (that is, chemists 

write for other chemists, not for astronomers or economists)" (67). These well-bounded 

disciplines represent one ideal of unified knowledge-making and discourse. However, in 

the latter half of the twentieth century, the postmodem era marks the beginning of new 

difiusion, merging, and blurring among both genres and disciplines. But this process is 

more like one of redrawing the boundaries rather than defining and establishing them. The 

first phenomenon, difiusion, merging and blurring, is known as interdisciplinarity, which I 

will discuss in more detail in Chapter Three. The (re)definition of boundaries I would call, 

using Maureen Daly Goggin's term, discipliniography, or writing the discipline, shaping 

its paradigms, body of knowledge, discourse, etc., through complex processes of 

submitting, revising, responding to, and resubmitting texts that are published in a field's 

relevant professional journals, books, or course books. 

One approach conceptualizes both genres and disciplines on a general, 

philosophical, and epistemic level. This may involve examining the relationship between 

scientific and nonscientific knowledge-making, or the general principles that govern the 

power of discourse in these domains. Lyotard and Foucault are two prominent examples. 
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In their approach genres are reduced to binary discourse types (Lyotard), and more 

attention is paid to the general nature of discourse or to the social legitimation of 

knowledge than to the actual work of texts and knowledge-making as "local" practices. 

Another approach is offered by examining the analogy of discourse about genres 
> 

and disciplines, which amounts to pointing out how we tend to speak about both in a 

similar and often overlapping manner. This approach is inspired by Derrida's work on 

genre, which stresses that the way we talk about genres also follows certain conventions 

of discourse; there are genres of talking about genre. As I already discussed it in Chapter 

One, talking about genres is always metaphorical or analogy-based, just like talking about 

knowledge-making. 

This general framework of discussing certain approaches to the relationship 

between genres and disciplines in this chapter will conclude that both careful 

ethnographic,'or quasi-ethnographic study of individual cases, texts, and historical genres 

and "grand" theories are useful in diagnosing social, epistemological, and discursive 

conflicts. Furthermore, although I recognize trends of unification as opposed to 

diversification or fragmentation both in knowledge-making and in genres, I tend to avoid 

assuming that either one is an ideal condition. Instead, I agree with Peter Novick that 

some disunity, fragmentation, or incoherence are desirable in a disciplinary culture because 

"the goal of coherence facilitates a divisive process that not only fails to produce 

coherence but runs the very real risk of creating an atmosphere in which differences in 

point of view are not tolerated." To universalize a perspective is to ask that "reality-under-

a-certain-description be viewed as accommodating all possible descriptions of reality" 
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(315). In a similar vein, Bazerman's chapter concludes that when a certain disciplinary 

genre becomes highly codified, "[t]here is not much room for thinking or venturing ..., 

but much for behaving and adhering to prescriptions" ("Codifying the Social Scientific 

Style" 140). 

Blurred Genres, Blurred Disciplines, and Impersonal Forces of Discourse 

The discussion of the relationship between disciplines and genres technically offers 

only a few options: First, we can assume that new genres bring about new disciplines, 

cause paradigm shifts, or at least lead to interdisciplinary formations. This is a proposition 

that Clifford Geertz's "Blurred Genres" essay seems to support: Geertz assumes that the 

appearance of a few hard-to-define genres marks epistemological shifts in various fields of 

social science. Such texts, to use the Geertzian version of the ubiquitous map-metaphor of 

genres, are "not just another redrawing of the cultural map" but "an alteration of the 

principles of mapping" (166). Second, we can assume just the opposite: Paradigm shifts, 

new disciplines, or interdisciplinary formations result in new genres. In fact, Geertz's essay 

supports this assumption equally well since he does not claim any order or hierarchy 

between the appearance of texts and the acknowledgement of disciplinary changes. He 

simply states that whenever we have difficulty with labeling authors ("What is Foucault— 

historian, philosopher, political theorist?") or with classifying works ("What is George 

Steiner's After Ba6e/~linguistics, criticism, culture history?'), "something is happening to 

the way we think about the way we think" (166). In terms of paradigm shifts, Geertz 

reckons that social scientists during the last two decades of the twentieth century were 
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turning away from "a laws-and-instances ideal of explanation toward a cases-and-

interpretations one" (165). In even more specific terms, Geertz discusses the ramifications 

of thinking about society as a collection of games, as a staged performance, or as a text, 

without going into detail concerning the precise nature of writing (genre) that accrues to 

such theories. 

Finally, Geertz identifies a third dimension of change in social science when he 

points out that recently this field became more interested in the "anatomization of 

thought" than in the "manipulation of behavior"(178). But again, he does not go into 

detail concerning the different nature of a social activist type of disciplinary discourse as 

opposed to one that is more concerned with the dissection of social phenomena. In 

conclusion, the question whether discursive changes signal, constitute, or follow 

disciplinary changes is not easy to answer compared to the facility of stating that genres 

and disciplines are related. 

Yet Geertz's approach offers a few paths that might be pursued when individual 

case studies are examined. First, it is worth examining how new genres reflect new 

disciplinary paradigms, or if it is possible to claim new paradigms of knowledge-making 

without changing genre conventions. Second, Geertz identifies certain epistemological 

stances that are represented in changing discourse patters. Some of these, like the 

analogies of social action as games, staged performances, or instances of laws mark 

important shifts in conceptualization within the domain of social studies, and more 

particularly in sociology or anthropology. Some of them have more general analytical and 

discursive implications, like the explanatory versus practical power of disciplinary 
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knowledge and the discourse that represents this knowledge. This latter example raises the 

question of whether disciplinary knowledge only describes phenomena, or it can also be 

regarded as a form of action or source of social activism. In terms of genre, it raises the 

issue of texts that are read as sources of knowledge and understanding as opposed to texts 

that are important agents of social action. 

In a recent presentation, Geertz defined writing as "patterning alter the tact" 

("Ninth Annual Sabbal Lecture"). This definition stresses the importance of empirical 

experience as a basis of discourse, but at the same time it also emphasizes the 

epistemological power of discourse. However, in Geertz's approach, discourse is never 

impersonal and the power of discursive patterns never obliterates the power of the writer 

to make choices that may change these patterns radically. At this point, Geertz contests 

Barthes' and Foucault's views that attribute all power or agency to the text and discourse, 

and turn writers into authors whose discursive significance obliterates the agency of the 

individual. {Works and Lives). In their sense, genres, which are discursive patterns, have 

more power of shaping our knowledge than individual writers or researchers. However, 

this kind of conceptualization of discourse as impersonal cannot account for changes in 

any other way than assuming random shifts and raptures. I will discuss this account of 

disciplinary discourse as an approach to genres in more detail later. For the present 

discussion, it is sufficient to note that Geertz's criticism of Foucault's and Barthes' 

position is based on his conviction that changes in epistemology, paradigm, or discourse 

are the result of the researchers examining and experiencing facts and correcting their 

earlier pattemings in writing. It seems to me that Geertz's work mainly focuses on what 
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Thomas Kuhn called paradigm shifts within disciplines, although many of Geertz's 

examples also mark shifts between disciplines, or represent interdisciplinary work, which I 

will discuss in more detail in Chapter Three. What Geertz's work does not discuss, 

however, is the question of what causes these changes. Neither does he define genres in 

linguistic or discursive terms. Instead, he discusses knowledge-making and its discourses 

as process of "ways of seeing." 

Apart from Geertz's accoimt, other approaches to the relationship between genres 

and disciplines claim that disciplinary knowledge is a history of unpredictable changes, 

shifts, or ruptures in discourse instead of representing a neat and linear interdependence 

between knowledge-making and discourse. There are plenty of examples of such violent 

and random changes ui discourse and in disciplines in Michael Foucault's work: The 

discourse of botany once included the symbolic values and virtues associated with plants, 

but all of a sudden it changed into a system of classification of similarities and differences, 

then into a description of visible properties or the behavior of fluids. Then at a certain 

moment in history, the classification of plants was extended to include animals, etc. 

Foucault's work also stresses the arbitrary and overpowering nature of these discursive 

raptures, and in his interpretation seemingly radical changes in discourse and disciplines 

that result in surprising continuity prove the impersonal power of discourse. This 

impersonal power ensures that in spite of paradigm shifts and scientific revolutions, 

disciplines retain their control over the distribution and circulation of knowledge. To use a 

recent example, cultural studies, queer studies, or women's studies may appear to be 

unconventional domains of knowledge-making, creating texts that are hard to read with 
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conventional social-science expectations, yet the production of anthologies, the 

organi2ation of conferences, the establishment of programs, departments, and journals 

turn these formations into garden varieties of the grand genre of "academic discourse." 

Both Foucault's and Lyotard's discussions, I believe, support the interpretation of the 

relationship between discourse and disciplines as chaotic yet institutionalized and 

constrained. Foucault and Lyotard also are examples of what 1 call grand theories of 

genre, and that I will discuss later as mega- and or metagenres. 

Another variety of approaching disciplinary and genre history as a dynamic 

process of often unpredictable turns of rapture and continuity is to follow these changes in 

the history of individual disciplines and their relationship to other disciplines. What such 

studies reveal is that in some fields, and in some historical periods, both genres and 

disciplines are more safely defined, while in others blurring seems to be the rule rather than 

the exception. For a general principle of genre and disciplinary instability, Thomas Kuhn's 

much-cited work can be invoked. Kuhn uses the term paradigm shift for "non-

cumulative"or "revolutionary" "breaks in style, taste, and institutional structure " (208). 

As Patricia Bizzell also notes, Kuhn borrowed the concept fi-om the humanistic disciplines, 

where, he assumed, such changes have always been regarded as a norm ("Kuhn, 

Scientism, and English Studies" 43). The novelty of Kuhn's idea was merely the claim that 

science-contrary to what it is generally believed to do, that is, accumulate knowledge— 

also develops in impredictable bounds and leaps. 

The belief that science and scientific discourse foUow a clear path of linear 

progress instead of being blurred or distracted is based on the assumption that 
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representatives of scientific communities have a superior ability to agree on what 

constitutes knowledge at any point compared to representatives of literary criticism, 

discourse analysis, or sociology (Myers x). Science communities also seem to have a 

greater agreement among their members concerning their publishable genres. This is 

evidenced by the larger percentage of accepted publications submitted to scientific 

journals as compared to journals in the humanities (Myers 16). As Myers points out, this 

evidence proves that in science there is a stronger consensus on norms of discourse, 

methods, and knowledge-making; therefore, science writers do not waste their time 

submitting work that is not within these norms and will not be rewarded. What this 

evidence does not prove, however, is that it has always been the case, or that the less solid 

domains of disciplines are less valuable. Again, as Bazerman's study on the spread of APA 

style in psychology concluded, such strong consensus can easily become a fector that 

stifles original ideas, productive disagreement, and fiiiitful conflicts. 

One example of a less-stable discipline fi-om the social science domain is 

anthropology. Clyde Kluckhohn, one of the classical authors of anthropology describes the 

tentative nature of his disciplinary work as follows: "by the use of such words as, 'some 

authorities say,' 'perhaps,' 'probably,' and 'maybe,' I have indicated my tentative choice 

between controversial findings or interpretations" ("Prefece"). Geertz describes his 

troubled discipline in these words: "there is indeed a lack of firm edge and defined target 

to what we [anthropologists] do" ("Disciplines" 97). He also defines anthropology as one 

of the more self-questioning disciplines, constantly groping for its own epistemological 

foundations. Speaking for his disciplinary community, Geertz admits that "we lack the 
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language to articulate what takes place when we are at work. There seems to be a genre 

missing" (120). Renato Rosaldo, another anthropologist, confirms that anthropology as a 

discipline has not "discovered" any laws of culture, and its greatest achievements are 

"classic ethnographies, reaUy telling descriptions of other cultures" (87). Anthropology's 

infamous lack of solid disciplinary foimdations was deplored by Kluckhohn, who is cited 

by Geertz to have called anthropology not even a discipline but "an intellectual poaching 

license" ("Blurred Genres" 167). The interface between the epistemological and geru-e 

challenge is best expressed as related to anthropology, where scientific texts (disciplinary 

genres) are produced firom autobiographical experiences (personal knowledge) and where 

writers experience as much diflSculty with putting themselves into the text (issues of 

representation in discourse) as with getting themselves into a culture (issues of 

observation as a source of knowledge) (Geertz, Works and Lives 14-17). 

As far as the historical instability of disciplines and genres is concerned, Steven 

Shapin's work that both Greg Myers and John Swales rely on in their studies of 

disciplines, discourse, and genres cites many examples firom the history of Royal Society 

to stress that the relatively high consensus of norms in what we call scientific discourse 

today is, indeed, the outcome of labored negotiations and contested assumptions. In other 

words, fi-om an historical perspective, neither disciplines nor genres are only stable or only 

blurred because of the fluctuation of more- and less-stable periods. Lyotard, for example, 

notes that one of the symptoms of the postmodern condition is "an erosion inside the 

speculative game" and a "loosening of the weave of encyclopedic net" that held disciplines 

firmly in place: "The classical dividing lines between the various fields of science are thus 
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called into question—disciplines disappear, overlappings occur at the borders between 

sciences, and from these new territories are bom" (39). 

Indeed, social science itself is such a new disciplinary territory that altered the 

traditional dichotomy between natural sciences and humanities. As Charles Bazerman 

points out, experimental psychology was the first human science that established its status 

as scientific, distinguished firom its tradition of being part of philosophy. The development, 

authorization, and codification of a discourse style were instrumental in this process and 

are documented in the subsequent increasingly voluminous editions of the APA manual, 

which has become the model of aU the disciplines that aspired the reputed status of natural 

sciences ("Codifying the Social Scientific Style"). The APA manual has also codified the 

guidelines of social science genres by allowing social-science journals to develop their own 

local variety of the general model of a social-science article outlined by the APA. In fact, 

as Bazerman's article argues, the APA model historically contributed to the development 

of a reductionist behaviorist paradigm, and also to that of a genre that eliminates the 

"chaos of individual differences" and supports the popular belief that science is about the 

accumulation of bits of knowledge to the encyclopedia. In more specific terms of genre, 

the subsequent editions of the APA manual provide detailed and specific descriptions of 

the "experimental report." The reason for privileging the experimental report as a model 

for all psychology paper genres is that the editors of the manual assume—and state in their 

relevant section—that the majority of psychology articles published in journals are "reports 

of empirical studies." The precise descriptions of format, organization, and mechanics in 

the manual, comments Bazerman, "covey the impression that writing is primarily a matter 
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of applying established rules" (126). In the genres the APA science writing model 

supports, "the format is not designed for the close consideration of competing ideas and 

subtle formulations"; moreover, the chaos and insecurity that characterizes the self-

examination of anthropologists is largely eliminated when individual members of a 

disciplinary community "accumulate bits, follow rules, check each other out, and add their 

bits to an encyclopaedia of human behavior of subjects without subjectivity" (Bazerman 

140). Bazerman's dismal conclusion suggests that the codification of writing styles in this 

case had serious negative epistemological consequences, although his analysis of the 

historical development of the APA style also demonstrates constant struggle and 

negotiation of both research methods and writing styles in psychology. 

Peter Novick, mostly focusing on the twentieth-century history of objectivity in the 

field of social sciences examines the fluctuations of this epistemological ideal in a 

geopolitical and sociocultural context. In this approach, Novick can reveal the conflict 

between epistemological paradigms and broader political and ideological concerns. As he 

points out, after World War 1, there was a long period when relativism was associated 

with nihilism and cynicism, and in general was looked upon as a pernicious thought 

"weakening the American [social] fiber in its struggles with the totalitarians" (283). The 

search for objective, autonomous, empirical, universal, and disinterested truths was valued 

as opposed to the distorted, ideologically tendentious science that in this time period was 

associated with totalitarian societies (Germany and the Soviet Union), in which science 

and inquiry were believed to be subordinated to the state. 

After the launching of the first Soviet space satellite in 1957, the "proposition that 
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totalitarian science was technically inferior to free science became harder to sustain" 

(Novick 295). It is this ideological crisis that fueled various efforts of redefining science as 

being free from external influences, following its own rules, being disinterested and 

disciplined, objective, and universal. However, as Bazerman points out, these very same 

values could result in a totalitarian disciplinary discourse that stifles dissenting ideas and 

creative inquiry and supports highly codified genres that disallow breakthroughs and 

radical changes. 

Genres Are Like Disciplines, Disciplines Are Like Genres 

Another way of examining the relationship between genres and disciplines is to 

regard both as analogous concepts. Indeed, as more examples will show later, we tend to 

talk about genres the same ways we talk about disciplines. Sometimes genres are 

conceptualized in evolutionary terms, as if they were ecological formations, the textual 

equivalents of living creatures developed in a slow, evolutionary manner, through the 

interaction between readers, writers, and other institutional components of the textual 

habitat. To some extent, Mikhail Bakhtin's genre theory fits into this mold, while both 

Tzvetan Todorov and Kathleen E. Jamieson use the zoological metaphor in their 

description of genres with more emphasis on classification than on change and evolution. 

Elaine P. Maimon's map metaphor for genres—that is used by other authors as well-

suggests that genres are patterns of representing reality, and it is also an evolutionary idea 

since maps are constantly changed and corrected. Alastair Fowler, who examines genres 

from multiple perspectives, includes another metaphor when he treats genres as not only 
i 
I 
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classifications but also "families subject to change" (Preface). To illuminate the nature of 

this change. Fowler distinguishes two kinds of "generic mutability": One is described as a 

process of individual changes that ultimately alter the character of a genre, the other one 

as a change in the relations of a genre to other genres (11). Similarly, Stephen Toulmin 

describes the history of disciplines in evolutionary terms. Although evolution is not always 

a story with a happy ending, somehow both genres and disciplines maintain some 

continuity in this approach in spite of their relative waywardness and contingency. 

Anotheranalogous way of talking about genres and disciplines is by emphasizing 

the importance of revolutions, eruptions, and volcanic changes in their history. This is the 

way Kuhn theorizes about disciplines. Explosion, subversion, and eruption are not 

unfamiliar terms in genre theories either, especially in the ones that literary scholars 

Thomas O. Beebee or Maijorie Perlofif present. In fact, in literary texts every act of 

writing is an act of redefining a genre, which only means that for literary scholars the 

stability of genre is a concept that is harder to grasp while in science change is more 

mysterious. As I already mentioned earlier, and as Bizzell also noticed, Thomas Kuhn's 

theory of paradigm shifts was indeed inspired by the imminent processes of change in the 

artistic styles and genres of art and literature. 

Finally, since both genres and disciplines are institutional forms of rules, 

constraints, and reproduction, they often become targets of critical theories. For example, 

feminist theory equally vehemently challenges the rule of disciplines and the rule of genres. 

Evelyn Fox Keller and Helen E. Logino in their Introduction to a book on feminism and 

science challenge the imprecedented twentieth-century authority of disciplines by 
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implicating disciplines and the technologies developed from science-based knowledge "in 

the continuing subordination of women and in the degradation of the environment" (1). 

Anne Opie, a British feminist sociologist draws attention to the problematic relationship 

between researcher and participant in the established convention of social-science writing. 

She terms this relationship as "appropriative," which is a synonym she uses for colonizing 

and argues that only by changing "the way of working with texts produced by reasearch" 

can researchers mitigate these problems. The new textual practice Opie recommends 

includes multivocal writing, or writing that represents the voice of the participants as well 

as the researcher, and, in addition, acknowledges the inherent instability and multiplicity of 

data at every point of research. In other words, Opie recommends new genres that are 

associated with new forms of knowledge-making. Feminist scholars in many sites of 

research struggle with genres and the epistemologies that support these genres. It seems 

that changing genres is just as hard as changing disciplines. 

Metagenres and Megadisciplines 

One major difficulty about discussing the relationship between genres and 

disciplines is that it has been formulated by different theoreticians at different levels of 

generality. Starting from a high level of abstraction, Fran9ois Lyotard states that "scientific 

knowledge is a kind of discourse" (3), but then he uses a more specific term, language 

games? The term languag games suggests a multiplicity of genres, each with their own 

rules: "if there are no rules, there is no game" (10). The rules, however, "do not carry their 

own legitimation" and "are object to a contract, explicit or not, between players" (10). 



81 

While language games suggests that knowledge-making is as prolific and multiple as 

genres, in Lyotard's system there are, in fact, only two megagenres^: scientific and 

narrative, which correspond to the two main forms of knowledge-making, scientific and 

nonscientific. 

Narrative knowledge-making lends itself to a variety of language games, including 

denotative, prescriptive, and evaluative utterances. Scientific knowledge-making, on the 

other hand, "requires that one language game, denotation, be retained and all others be 

excluded" (Lyotard 25). In Lyotard's system scientific and narrative knowledge are not 

only different, but they are also incompatible. Some of the incompatible qualities relate to 

the different processes of validation and legitimation: In science, verification and 

falsification are the only forms of validation, whereas narratives gain their validity through 

the act of narration, by the coUaboration between narrators and listeners, and based on the 

consensus within the community. 

Scientific knowledge, on the other hand, needs a "metanarrative" that ensures its 

legitimation, especially because challenges through falsification and verification by anyone 

who has a better proof make scientific knowledge extremely vulnerable. Lyotard outlines 

several metanarratives whose function is to legitimate science in society; One of them is 

the narrative of Enlightenment, or the belief that the dissemination of knowledge will 

benefit humanity. Scientists often use narratives when they present themselves to the 

public. In fact, Lyotard believes that popular science is the only case when scientists "play 

the narrative game" and validate their knowledge by trying to establish consensus with the 

public. In scientific discourse the conditions of truth, or the rules of the scientific game, 
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are immanent and "can only be established within the bonds of a debate that is already 

scientific in nature, and ... there is no other proof that the rules are good than the 

consensus extended to them by the experts" (29). 

A problematic aspect of discrepancy between science and narrative in Lyotard's 

system is that science always questions the validity of narrative statements, and since 

narrative statements can never be subject to argumentation or proof, the scientist will 

always classify narratives as "savage," "primitive," "underdeveloped," "backward," 

"alienated," "composed of opinions," "customs," "prejudice," "ignorance," "ideology" 

(27). The generic relatives of narratives are "fables," "myths," "legends," and their 

producers and consumers are "women and children." Yet, even in this dichotomous 

system of knowledge and discourse, there is a constant intermingling of the narrative and 

the nonnarrative. As Lyotard states, the narrative returns in the normarrative in one form 

or other and "should not be thought of as having been superseded once and for all" (27). 

For example, history claims to have scientific knowledge, yet this knowledge is presented 

as a narrative; and metanarratives that legitimate science vary in time and space, especially 

in the institutions of education that play an important role in the transmission and 

legitimation of scientific knowledge; The German university was foimded on the 

metanarrative of "Science for its own sake;" the French primary and secondary 

educational system during the French Third Republic was established by the narrative of 

"spreading philosophy among the people," while the US educational system is legitimated 

by the belief that a democratic society and a market economy need well-informed citizens 

and consumers, etc. These metanarratives function as important legitimating discourses of 
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disciplinary work or education. However, what does not seem to me so evident in 

Lyotard's work is the fact that the metanarratives are also fluid and changeable. For 

example, according to Lawrence Veysey, just in the relatively short history of universities 

in the US, at least three metanarratives or competing conceptions of academia emerged, 

including the research ideal, the liberal cultural, and the utility ideal. These ideals, to some 

extent, must have influenced disciplinary discourse, too, apart from generating their own 

genres in public, academic, or educational discussions. Finally, the metanarratives not only 

change, but they can also fall apart. As analysts and historians of the university and 

disciplinary culture believe, after the end of the Cold War period, the reduction of state 

funding and the intrusion of private resources will drastically reshape the US academic 

culture, undermining its autonomy and relative isolation from the rest of society (Delanty). 

One of the predictions is that the conmiunication and interaction between the academia 

and society will change, which, in turn, will generate new genres of popular science as 

well as discourses of contextualized, situated knowledge-making."* 

All in all, Lyotard uses genre in a way that encompasses a whole theory about two 

conflicting modes of knowledge-making in society, but he also alludes that these 

megagenres can be broken down into more localized language games. I believe Lyotard 

suggests, however, that all language games perform the function of one of the two grand 

genres: They belong either to science, or narrative/metanarrative-or any combination of 

the two-in a never-ending struggle for legitimation and social acceptance. 

No wonder that narratives lend themselves to abstractions and generalizations 

about discourse. As Roland Barthes pointed out, a narrative is "simply there like life 
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itself'; it is international, transhistorical, and transcultural (79). Hayden White, who also 

approaches narrativity as a megagenre, or rather as a general pattern of discourse 

production often in conflict with what is termed scientific discourse, takes a slightly 

different approach than Lyotard. White examines the ftmction and evolution of narrativity 

within the discourse of history writing, and his main focus is the contradition in the 

rejection of narrativity as a nonscientific tbrm of representing reality. According to White, 

the "objectivity" valued by modem scientific discourse is based on an illusion about how 

facts, or reality can be represented. Reality does not tell itself, argues White; therefore, the 

distinction between what is real and fictional does not make sense; it is only a desire that 

governs the choice of those historians who prefer and value a certain genre of representing 

real events. For example, the historians of the Amales circle rejected the kind of history 

that gives an accoimt of events as such, and they practiced and advocated a kind of 

discourse that grasps history in terms of social, economic, or geographical processes. But 

as White argues, the point is not that one of these discourses is more truthfiil to what is 

real, but that these are two different approaches to history, both "fictional" in a way, but 

both based on certain values and assumptions that can be subject to discussion. 

Another point White makes is that the vehement rejection of narratives in history--

which characterizes various schools of historians, and most recently and typically those 

who wish to align history with the social sciences—is only possible because narrativity is 

not only a form of representing events, but it is a discourse pattem that is imbued with 

values, moral statements, and meaning. White supports this idea by presenting three 

genres of representing real events in Medieval texts known as the annals, the chronicle, 
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and history proper (4). Annalists represented events organized in chronological sequence, 

and they did not display them in the form of a story. But this form of representation, 

argues White, is like a plot without a story; It does not show how the events were 

selected, what their significance was, or what meaning the events have. Chronicles, on the 

other hand, are like stories without an ending because they lack evaluation; their authors 

tail to relate the events to competing or conflicting systems of law and morality. Real 

narratives, argues White, are suitable for retelling history for the very reason they are 

rejected by those who believe in untainted, objective, or scientific history: "The events that 

are actually recorded in the narrative appear to be real precisely insofar as they belong to 

an order of moral existence, just as they derive their meaning fi-om their placement in this 

order" (23). Objective, or social scientific history writing, then, only represents and 

derives its meaning firom another "order of moral existence," say, an order that assumes 

that human actions are shaped by impersonal social or economic processes rather than by 

the deliberate actions of persons who are situated within these impersonal conditions. 

Since real life events have no meaning outside the discourses that represent them, history 

writing, argues White is a hermeneutical enterprise, and the "truth" of historical narratives 

"can display itself only indirectly... by means of allegoresis " (46). This way White 

argues not only that history is more like a form of literary than scientific discourse, but he 

also maintains that this is an equally valid form of representing reality. In other words, by 

the example of history as a human discipline, White problematizes the dychotomy between 

narrative and non-narrative genres, and also challenges the idea that narrative history, just 

because it is a different mode of discourse, is less valuable. 
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Another example of theorizing the relationship between disciplinary knowledge-

making and discourse on a general level is Michael Foucault's theory of discourse. 

Foucault would also argue that disciplines are discourses, but he would also classify them 

at different levels of complexity rather than by sociologically more specific local 

formations. The descriptive categories Foucault employs, like the episteme, the discursive 

statement {enounce), the discourse, or the archive, could each be regarded as equivalents 

or constituents of genres in some difiuse sense. Although with some archival work it is 

possible to distinguish these categories through definitions and examples (as Sara Mills 

did), in the Foucauldian system of genre/disciplines, it is more important to imderstand 

how these structures work than to understand how they are different. 

One reason why Foucault would reject genre is that along with the study of the 

history of concepts or branches of philosophy, he regards the study of genres as part of a 

structuralist project. It does not mean, however, that Foucault completely ignores genres. 

One of the few scattered remarks he makes about genre is that genres "assume a relatively 

weak secondary position in relation to the fimdamental role of an author and his [sic] 

works" ("What is an Author?" 178). In other words, the discursive power or genres, says 

Foucault, is insignificant compared to that of the author, at least in the domain of 

literature. In science, however, it is just the opposite: Disciplines validate propositions or 

texts, authors don't.^ Although Foucault does not relate genres to disciplines, his 

persistence in describing disciplines in discursive terms suggests that he could have used 

"genre" if he had not been so keen on distancing his work from disciplines and theories 

that did use genre. 
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Foucault's archival approach to discourse reveals one insightfiil idea about 

disciplines and genres. Namely, he claims that changes in both are apparently random and 

unpredictable. For example, Foucault points out that before the seventeenth century, the 

author was "the index of truthfulness" in science while literary texts were circulated 

"relatively anonymously" throughout the Middle Ages. From the seventeenth century on, 

the roles were reversed: In literary texts it is the author who "implants" coherence, unity, 

and links with reality "into the troublesome language of fiction." Authors matter relatively 

little in scientific discourse, because disciplines 

are defined by groups of objects, methods, their corpus of propositions 

considered to be true, the interplay of rules and definitions, of techniques 

and tools: all these constitute a sort of anonymous system, freely available 

to whomever wishes, or whoever is able to make use of them, without 

there being any question of their meaning or their validity being derived 

from whoever happened to invent them. ("The Discourse on Language" 

222-23) 

I believe that the discursive structures, or "discursive regularities" Foucault 

describes in "The Archeology of Knowledge," define disciplines as genres and, in fact, his 

project gives genres a new dimension moving the concept away from being a classificatory 

term of texts toward becoming a descriptive term of actions, processes, and practices. 

What Foucault stresses is that discursive structures, including academic disciplines, have a 

regulatory function. As he puts it: "for a proposition to belong to botany or pathology, it 

must fulfill certain conditions, in a stricter and more complex sense than that of pure and 
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simple truth... a proposition is obliged to utilize conceptual instruments and techniques 

of a well-defined type... in order to belong to a discipline, a proposition must fit into a 

certain type of theoretical field" ("The Discourse on Language" 223). Disciplines, stresses 

Foucault, are not only depositories of true propositions, but they also contain errors, and 

new disciplinary propositions always present themselves as "prowling monsters" (224). 

Therefore, although in Foucauh's system it is possible for anyone "to speak the truth in a 

void," for any proposition to be regarded true or false, it has to be uttered dam le vrai 

(within the true): and "one would only be in the true, however, if one obeyed the rules of 

some discursive 'policy' which would have to be reactivated every time one spoke" (The 

Discourse on Language" 224). 

James Boyd White, speaking firom the position of more hope than Foucault, also 

points out the regulatory force of genres/disciplines when he suggests that certain forms of 

expression—be that in poetry, music, or science—can be so unconventional that the 

disciplinary community will question and ultimately deny their belonging: 

In the professions, too, the ultimate sanction is exclusion from the 

discourse and the community of power: acupuncture is "not medicine," this 

scholar's study of the way people live with each other and with nature is 

"not economics," and appeal to intuition is "not a legal argimient,"... 

("Dickinson's poetry: Transforming the Authority of Language" 225) 

Although White does not use the term genre or discipline, he assumes that all human 

beings must "engage in a struggle with language," including various forms of expectations 

and conventions. 
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Genres, as I defined the term at the beginning of this chapter, are discursive 

expectations while disciplines are conventions of knowledge-making, which include 

various practices of presenting and claiming knowledge and a demonstrated proficiency in 

performing various oral and written genres (such as presentations, proposals, arguments, 

or doctoral exams). Another important point in White's account is that he also 

demonstrates the fluid division line between "discipline" and "genre": "[TJhis is not 

economics" sounds like a disciplinary boundary violated by discourse, but "this is not a 

legal argument" sounds more like a discursive transgression threatening disciplinary 

standards. 

Genres and Disciplines in Ethnographic Case Studies 

Once we move away fi-om general principles and grand theories, the relationship between 

genres and disciplines becomes more tangible if less systematic. The studies I will refer to 

in this section are not ethnographic in the sense of claiming to use ethnographic methods, 

yet I believe that their focus on local practices of text- and knowledge-production 

distinguishes them firom what I cited as grand theories in the previous section. While grand 

theories are helpful in highlighting such common trends as legitimation, or constraining 

power in knowledge-making and discourse, smaller-scale investigations of disciplines and 

genres reveal diversity. 

One of the early studies of the ethnographic kind was published by Tony Becher, 

who defined disciplines as "cultural phenomena." This means that disciplines are 

"embodied in collections of like-minded people, each with their own codes of conduct, 
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sets of values and distinctive intellectual tasks" (109). Becher selected his disciplines from 

three different groups of disciplines: history and physics representing disciplines with a 

long tradition, biology and sociology characterized by multiple subdivisions and recent 

changes, while mechanical engineering and law are different from all the others along 

another dimension representing vocational disciplines. Among the many differences and 

similarities listed by Becher one that is most relevant tor the genre aspect of these 

disciplines is the variation of what counts as valued text. Physicists, for example, most 

typically publish their work in one- or two-page letters; biologists write journal articles 

and monographies. Historians value books more than articles, while among sociologists 

the opposite is true. Finally, in law, case notes and student texts coimt as heavily for 

promotion as journal articles or scholarly books (Becher 112). Becher's study is full of 

exciting discoveries about how terms like biased, sound, or anecdotal express different 

value judgments about scholarship in each discipline. As for the commonalities, what 

Becher calls the "foot-and-note disease" is common in all six disciplines' writing, while 

mathematicians, philosophers, and anthropologist use footnotes relatively sparsely. 

While Becher's study is a valuable collection of shared disciplinary preferences that 

shape written genres produced by those disciplines, Bruno Latour's work is concerned 

with more general social and political implications of the recognition that science is a 

culturally embedded activity collectively pursued by humans. First, Latour calls his own 

work on this field "science studies," a term that, like women's studies, gender studies, or 

postcolonial studies suggests a strong critical stance and a new approach to disciplinary 

science. According to Latour, disciplines are not simply the domains of conflicting 
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epistemologies, but in fact, they are complex frameworks of collective efforts to translate 

and articulate our world into meaningfiil representations. Genre would explain an explore 

differences and similarities in the translations and representation, or disciplinary discourse. 

Bazerman believes that there is "no single absolute mode of scientific writing"; 

therefore, scientific writing is "not a single undifferentiated genre." He also stresses that 

the variety of genres in scientific discourse developed in response to difterent rhetorical 

situations in history and reflects "choices determined by tradition, stereotype and 

ideology" ("Codifying the Social Scientific Style" 125). 

Greg Myers' study on writing biology is based on the principle that literary and 

nonliterary texts are not essentially different, but the practices of science are not like the 

practices of other discourses. The scientific genres of writing are shaped by the practices 

of refereed publications in specialized journals published for a specialized audience. Myers 

calls this kind of discourse "the discourse of science" while popular science is termed as 

"the discourse of nature." Although these categories suggest that Myers has a grand genre 

theory or that he also works with megagenres, his work, in fact, demonstrates that science 

writers need to master many genres, which belong to at least three major areas: grant 

applications, specialized professional publications, and popular science. Myers also claims 

that scientific discourse is always contextualized, audience sensitive, and conflict- ridden, 

which I read as a challenge to the idea that scientific discourse predominantly operates in 

the genre of denotation and is legitimated by a metanarrative that is never questioned 

within its own domain. According to Myers, there is no legitimating metanarrative in 

science discourse (although he does not directly address Lyotard's views), and science 
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writing is basically "a narrative of science" in which discourse follows or negotiates 

conventions of methods, arguments, support of claims as defined within the discipline. It is 

only popular science, stresses Myers, that presents itself as a "narrative of nature," or a 

narrative whose subject is a natural phenomenon, not science itself (Myersl41-42). 

Two major projects of studying disciplinary writing support Myers' observation 

that the myth of objective science is promoted more by the nonscientific public than by 

scientists themselves. Cheryl Geiser's book demonstrates that members of expert academic 

communities are always aware of their audience and read texts contextually. Geisler 

blames school culture for promoting the myth of autonomous and independent texts that 

require only logic, content knowledge, and facility with language (26). To illustrate the 

bifiircation between school-promoted discourse and the "rhetorical world of authorial 

conversation" among experts, Geisler cites textbook discourse, using such phrases as 

"Paternalism is..." Such statements, points out Geisler, contribute to the belief that 

science-writing simply amounts to the statement of accumulative facts. In contrast, experts 

would more typically use such audience-oriented and contextualized phrases as 

"According to P. paternalism is ...," or "I thought paternalism was ..." (212). Geisler 

also assumes a great divide between academic and conversational discourse, but in her 

interpretation, the division is caused by the abstract and specialized nature of academic 

discourse, not by its context fi-ee representation of facts. In addition, academic discourse is 

oriented more toward the context of specialized communities of experts than toward the 

general audience. In fact, Geisler also believes that academic literacy "can be best 

conceived as the ability to negotiate three distinct worlds of discourse: the domain content 
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world of logically related truth, the narrated version of everyday experience, and the 

rhetorical world of abstract authorial conversation" (240), 

The shifts between these worlds are clearly reflected in the genres of written 

discourse. Geisler's study of the philosophical essay genre as practiced by William James 

illustrates the historical shift between the outlined worlds of discourse. According to 

Geisler, James was the last philosopher who widely published in journals addressing the 

general audience and whose work is "not scientific but ethical" in its orientation. Another 

important point Geisler makes is that the Great Divide between academic literacy and 

everyday experience can be eliminated only by reforming academic literacy and making 

academic discourse more pluralistic. I read this statement to mean that academic discourse 

cannot be significantly reformed and, to use Geisler's worlds, "reconnected to the arena of 

civic action" unless scientists and experts broaden their repertoir of genres including 

genres that address a broader public. 

Paul Prior's study is another example of representing academic or disciplinary 

genres as context dependent. In Prior's work the main emphasis is on the negotiable and 

interpersonally constructed nature of academic discourse. Constructed knowledge-making 

through discourse is a process to the extent that Prior does not even talk about genres, but 

"genrification" (Writing Disciplinarity 70). In this process, writers have to learn to "align 

their words to others, who will receive it as a genre, as a recognizable but flawed attempt 

at a genre, or not a genre at all" (Writing Disciplinarity 69). Borrowing the term family 

resemblance from Wittgenstein, Prior defines genres as "open families of utterances with 

fiizzy boundaries" and describes the central element of genrification as "making or 
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avoiding resemblances" ( Writing Disciplinarity 70). Prior's work is based on the general 

principles of how discourse works, and his studies focus on how novice writers in 

academia experience this process that seems to be a universal quality of all discourse. This 

model of discourse is fluid, multiple, interpersonal, intertextual, and negotiable. Prior relies 

on various discourse and social theories to turn all static, structuralist concepts of 

discourse into processes; Just as genres are turned into genrification, context is turned into 

contextualization, a process in which individuals negotiate context rather than simply 

respond to it. Similarly, Prior discusses "disciplinary enculturation" as a process of 

learning to become mature members of disciplinary speech communities." Following Dell 

Hymes, Prior defines speech commimity "tautologically but radically," as "a community 

sharing knowledge of rules for the conduct of interpretation of speech. Such sharing 

comprises knowledge of at least one form of speech, and knowledge also of its patterns of 

use" {Writing Disciplinarity 11). 

Another central concept in Prior's work is what he calls "patterns of participation." 

In school-based disciplinary enculturation, "passing" is a pattern that all novices strive for, 

while in more mature forms of procedural display of disciplinarity. Prior distinguishes full, 

centripetal, and deep participation. This distinction explains how the same person might be 

both mature and novice as moving fi-om one speech community or disciplinary domain to 

another. Greg Myers' study of writing in biology illustrates this phenomenon. His subject 

was a mature member of the cell biology discipline, but as he tried to publish his work in 

molecular genetics, he became a novice and had to struggle to align his discourse so that it 

resemble, and be accepted in, its genre. 

j 
I 
I 
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What the discussions in this chapter are meant to illustrate is that the relationship 

between genres and disciplines, even if it can technically be described in a few ways only, 

resists such simplifications. There are some general theories that emphasize the discursive 

nature of all forms of knowledge-making, including disciplines. These theories, like 

Foucault's and Lyotard's, reveal larger-scale cultural and historical conflicts such as the 

discrepancy between science and other forms of knowledge-making. In addition, they 

extensively discuss legitimation and validation of disciplinary knowledge, which 

predominantly take place in a nonscientific discourse. In Foucault's work genres are 

discursive formations that do not have much discursive power these days as compared to 

the historical period before "authors" became powerfiil in literature, arts, and humanities. 

In science, however, the disciplinary discourse formations-which I believe to be a concept 

close to genres—have overwhelming and impersonal power. 

However, the studies that work on a lower level of theoretical generalization, and 

which I call ethnographic studies of the disciplines and genres, seem to present different 

conflicts. On a micro level, disciplinary discourse is embedded in a wide array of 

institutionalized discourse practices that are fluid, multiple, changeable, and negotiable. 

Geertz's work illustrates that blurred genres are typical especially in the social sciences 

where disciplines are not always strictly defined, and where "abnormal discourse" reflects 

shifts of conceptualization, changing analogies, or a change in attitudes toward the role 

social science should play in the transformation of society. Bazerman demonstrates how 

psychology, first in history, moved from humanities to become a social science, which led 

to a dangerous limitation of its knowledge-making practices. More importantly, Bazerman 
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suggests that the codification of genres and discursive practices played a crucial role in 

this process. I read Geisler, Prior, and Myers as different examples of showing how the 

myth of decontextualized, objective, and accumulative scientific knowledge-making is 

promoted by the popular discourse of science, and by the school culture, while the actual 

practices of scientific discourse are communal, contextualized, variable, multimodal, 

interpersonal, and negotiable. 

In Chapter Three I will continue these explorations on the relationship between 

genres and disciplines by focusing on more specific instances of disciplinary discourse 

represented by interdisciplinary claims. Chapter Four and Five will focus on the genre-

discipline relationship within rhetoric and composition, with special emphasis on 

interdisciplinary claims as shaping the disciplinarity of this field, while Chapter Six will 

demonstrate genre analysis on two significant (inter)disciplinary claims fi*om rhetoric and 

composition. 

Notes 

' By the terms ethtiographic or quasi-ethnographic approach I simply refer to work that approaches 
disciplines and knowledge-making by observing its practices or examining its texts, often focusing on the 
initiation of novice members into the disciplinary community (Myers, Bazerman, Geisler, Latour, Prior, 
Huckin and Berkenkotter). These studies may not qualiiy as ethnographic studies in the purest 
methodological sense, but compared to Lyotard's or Foucault's grand theories or megagenres, they 
definitely represent a different approach that I think can be conveniently labeled by the term 
ethnographic. As I stress in this chapter, I do not intend to imply that this approach is more useful or 
provides more insight into the work of genres or knowledge-making. Instead, I intend to propose that both 
metatheories and microscale empirical studies are helpful because they allow us to see genres and 
knowledge-making from different perspectives. 

^ I regard "language games" as one of the synonyms of "genres," an assumption supported by Carolyn 
Miller and others, who pointed out conceptual connections between Austin's speech acts, Wittgenstein's 
"language games" and genres. 
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^ I call these megagenres to suggest their generality or size rather than their legitimating function, which 
is suggested by the term metagenre. 

Bruno Latour describes the future with optimism hoping that the battle between science and nonscience 
will completely end. He suggests that instead of science, which has been idealized as completely 
disconnected from the collective, we should believe in research. Research, says Latour, 'Ms best seen as a 
collective experimentation about what humans and nonhumans together are able to swallow or to 
withstand" (20). In terms of discourse, Latour's key terms are translation and articulation, two concepts 
that I believe are possible to relate to genres. 

Gerard Delanty in a recent article discusses the future of university as an institution closely 
related to the Enlightenment idea of autonomous and detached knowledge. Delanty interprets current 
crises of the university to mean that knowledge "has ceased to be something standing outside society, a 
goal to be pursued by a community of scholars dedicated to the truth but is shaped by many social actors 
under the conditions of the essential contestability of truth" (6). Although Delanty does not mention 
discourse or genres, his idea of a larger range of epistemological communities—a term sociologists of 
knowledge like to use— participating in socially constructed forms of knowledge making suggests to me a 
larger range of published sources of knowledge than what has traditionally been covered by professional 
journals. In fact, the Internet is already a sign of these changes, producing a huge amount of information 
and knowledge whose validity and authority do not derive from traditionally established (and mostly 
university-based) sources. Those who challenge Delanty's prospect of the "end of knowledge" era argue 
that these outside communities of knowledge-production exist as parasites of the established discourses 
and institutions of universities. To me, these discussions also suggest that genre analysis might be a useful 
way to reveal both the social and the discursive complexities of these emerging phenomena. 

^ This is one of the many insightful observations by Foucault that probably would not stand the test of 
more detailed empirical examination. In some general sense, it is true that Shakespeare carries more 
discursive weight than Watson and Crick, but then there is also Marx and Freud, authors whom Foucault 
himself used as examples of the authorial discursive power. In fact, I would say that disciplinary writing 
uses this authorial discursive power rhetorically. As John Swales also notes, academic citation techniques 
turn writers into discursive functions in the text, especially in those citation conventions that delete first 
names and add years of publications to the names as a marker of their relevance. See more on this in 
Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

WRITING DISCIPLINES IN INTERDISCIPLINARITY 

Scholars worry about how their work will be seen in professional career 

contexts. [...] As writers, many scholars inclined to interdisciplinary work 

are happy bricoleaurs, trawling other disciplines for useful theories, 

methods, and information. They are pleased to enrich their own work by 

using those practices in their own bricolage, picking the bits and pieces as 

needed. Generally, they have a reasonable degree of trust in their own 

ability to use tools and practices for good purposes. Far fiom being sloppy, 

that's seen as doing the extra work that creative scholarship requires. It 

would, after all, be much easier to stick to well-known disciplinary 

procedures. (Ken Wissoker: "Negotiating a Passage Between Disciplinary 

Borders." The Chronicle of Higher Education 44.32 (2000): B4) 

This chapter is an attempt to demonstrate that interdisciplinarity can be interpreted 

as a rhetorical claim serving a variety of disciplinary, professional, educational, and social 

purposes. It is also noteworthy that interdisciplinarity in some fields is more openly 

expressed while in others borrowings and transgressions are implied or assumed instead. 

For example, women's studies as a discipline regularly defines itself as interdisciplinary, 

while English literature does not, even if it has a long tradition of working with various 

linguistic or psychological theories, not to mention history.' Since I am interested in the 

relationship between genres and disciplines, I regard interdisciplinarity a terrain of 

changing, shifting, or merging styles that eventually result in new, modified, or hybrid 
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genres. As stated in Chapter Two, the relationship between genres and disciplines does not 

lend itself easily for simple conceptualization. Similarly, interdisciplinarity and its textual 

consequences follow a variety of principles that can be best conceptualized as nodes along 

a continuum. What I see as two distinct poles of this continuum are, on one hand, 

interdisciplinary claims that in fact result in the establishment of a new disciplinary domain 

and, on the other hand, claims that result in holistic or critical shifts to challenge or 

undermine a discipline, or disciplinarity itself. In this sense, disciplinary discourse follows 

the general pattern of dynamics in language that Bakhtin described in these words: 

"Alongside the centripetal forces, the centrifiigal forces of language carry on their 

uninterrupted work; alongside verbal-ideological centralization and unification, the 

uninterrupted processes of decentralization and disunification go forward" {The Dialogic 

Imagination 272). 

The Bakhtinian dynamics of unification and disunification has some more specific 

aspects in disciplinary discourse following the changing patterns of values and assumptions 

that constitute disciplinary discourse communities. Disciplinary communities, as Tony 

Becher pointed out, are cultural phenomena. Thomas Huckin defines culture as a factor in 

the "real life deployment of genres" (68) constituting "customs and beliefs, social forms 

and material traits of an identifiable group" (69). Using Anthony Giddens' terms, 

disciplines as cultural phenomena are social structures following a system of rules and 

practices. These rules, assumptions, and beliefs, including the genres that disciplinary 

communities promote, are "both the medium and the outcome of practices that constitute 

those systems" (Giddens 69). Thomas Bender's article surveys some of the prevalent 
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assumptions, conflicts, and beliefs that were shaping the American university between 

1945 and 1995, and this survey provides some important aspects to consider in outlining 

the various forms and roles interdisciplinary claims took and fulfilled. 

One such area is related to internationalization or processes that lead to 

international universalization of science (a centripetal force) or to the development of local 

varieties of knowledge-making (a centrifugal force). An example of the process is how 

American universities developed their own special characteristics including a imique 

combination of innovation and incorporation of new disciplines and fields as distinct fi-om 

those in other parts of the world. This process contributed to higher specialization 

compared to the more traditional disciplinary divisions of international, or mainly 

European universities, where specialization, the emergence of new or merged disciplines 

took place at a much slower pace or resulted in different disciplinary divisions. At the 

same time, due to its unparalleled expansion both in terms of funding (pubUc and private) 

and enrollment, the American university system became an academic superpower. As 

Bender puts it, "the advent of global academic communication has been both advanced 

and dominated by American research and scholarship" (3). The dominance of the English 

language in disciplinary publication is another factor that, in spite of the significant 

differences between the US and other nation's disciplinary communities, contributes to 

unification. Peter Medgyes and Robert B. Kaplan cite statistics fi-om the International 

Federation of Documentation, according to which 80 percent of aU scientific and technical 

infonnation in the world is written or abstracted in English and conclude that—compared 

to the amount of control over information~the OPEC's control of energy resources seems 



101 

trivial. All the more so, argue Medgyes and Kaplan because "while energy diminishes with 

use, information expands in direct proportion to its use" (68). 

The international component adds another dimension to disciplinary cultures by 

bringing a slightly different definition of culture into the picture. Although as Sandra 

Harding points out, most sciences work imder the assumption that scientific knowledge 

making is universally valid and transcends cultures (344), the actual disciplinarity 

communities that fvinction in the microcontext of institutions within a given country 

display significant diversity. In other words, some disciplines seem to be limited to 

particular national cultures. In addition, as Becher notes, academic disciplines also display 

"systematic differences arising fi-om national temperament," from differences in the 

structure of higher education, from the consequences of different tenure and promotion 

systems, and from the different dynamics of internal division, rivalries, and competing 

ideologies (116). All these differences can be expected to be reflected in the variety in 

discourse practices. In the more specific context of the American university, Bender 

mentions several waves of cosmopolitanism and isolationism, trends that were influenced 

by political considerations. For example, during the war years and the Cold War era, the 

perceived threat of totalitarian ideologies to scientific autonomy and research fostered 

epistemologies that were defined in objective and value-free terms and that created a 

strong sense of unity and purity. The influx of immigrant scholars in many disciplinary 

areas, on the other hand, brought about changes in paradigms and knowledge-making 

practices that were more international and less unified. Challenges to the Western or 

European tradition in many disciplinary fields contributed to critical re-examination of 
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paradigms along cultural lines in the global sense. There are several recent examples of 

how such changes involved interdisciplinarity. For example, French feminism was used as 

a strong critical interdisciplinary foundation in the disciplinary development of feminism or 

women's studies; postcolonial theories were developed as part of cultural studies; the 

discourse of medicine was changed, or at least challenged, by attempts to include 

alternative systems of medical knowledge (e.g., acupuncture or herbal therapy). These 

phenomena sometimes fall into the category of what I call "critical interdisciplinary," but 

sometimes they contributed to the establishment of new disciplinary speciali2ations (like 

the establishment of post-colonial studies programs, journals, conferences etc.) that 

provide an institutional space for new disciplinary genres. 

One example of this complex incorporation of the crosscultiiral or global element 

into the disciplinary system is rhetoric and composition, where it still causes conflicts. 

Rhetoric and composition, at first sight, seems to be a purely American disciplinary field. 

First, because of its strong connection with the tradition of college level writing 

instruction, which, as Muchiri, Mulamba, Myers and Ndoloi claim, is a unique 

phenomenon that does not exist anywhere else in the world outside the US Canadian 

college system. Second, the rhetorical tradition that significantly shaped both the 

pedagogical practice of composition teaching and the disciplinary evolution of rhetoric and 

composition is ethnocentric and heavily relies on rhetoric as a Western tradition (Silva, 

Leki, and Carson). Moreover, according to Kaplan, composition teachers in the US tend 

to assume that they are addressing a monocultural and monolingual population, which 

includes "native speakers of Standard American Schooled English (SASE)" (Kaplan, 
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"Foreword: What in the World is Contrastive Rhetoric?" vii). These exchanges between 

rhetoric and composition and contrastive rhetoric are examples of an interdisciplinary turf 

war; Representatives of contrastive rhetoric believe that the exchange between their field 

and composition has always been one way (contrastive rhetoric and second language 

writing experts borrowing firom composition theory, but not the other way round). For the 

purpose of my discussion here, however, I would like to use this example as a case of how 

bringing the ethnic/national cultural element into disciplinary discourse can foster critical 

interdisciplinary re-examination of a discipline while at the same time contributing to more 

disciplinary division and specialization.^ 

Paradigm shifts constitute another set of cultural changes within disciplines that 

can lead to interdisciplinary claims. In fact, paradigms, as Thomas Kuhn^ defined them, 

resemble genres in many ways; If paradigms are conceptual, epistemological and 

theoretical structures that make up disciplines, genres are their discursive coimterparts. 

One very obvious genre implication is the change that shifts in terminology, 

conceptualization, or theoretical fi-aming entail. For example. Bender points out that in the 

social sciences and humanities, such shift resulted in Freud replacing Marx as a theoretical 

firame, and social theories shifted to use "stratification" instead of "class" in describing 

social structures. This, believes Bender, was motivated by general attempts to make 

academics and intellectuals less vulnerable to McCarthyist intolerance. Similarly, Clifford 

Geertz describes paradigm changes in social sciences reflected in the metaphors or 

analogies used to depict social behavior. The three analogies Geertz analyzes in detail are 

the game, the play, and the text metaphors. These powerfiil metaphors, or 
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conceptualizations, radically change our views of society, representation, or agency: If 

human beings are actors in a play, they are assumed to change roles, while they may not 

necessarily write the script; if they are elements of a text, they are written already and 

caimot be assumed to use strategies, but rather just embody or display strategies that are 

already given, etc. While Geertz analyzes these changes as epistemological phenomena 

and points out that each one of them has advantages and disadvantages, it is equally 

plausible to believe that each paradigm creates a set of genres, or texts that are shaped and 

read differently. 

The civic role of knowledge-making is another area that not only shapes 

disciplines but also forces them to cooperate or examine their own work critically. Since 

the latter often involves borrowing (critical) theories from other disciplines, it is an 

interdisciplinary act. Moreover, it also changes the patterns of discourse and leads to new, 

and often contested disciplinary genres. 

Peter Burke makes the admittedly exaggerated claim that the intellectual 

revolutions of modem Europe (the Renaissance, the Scientific Revolution, and the 

Enlightenment) were "no more than surfacing into visibility (and more especially into 

print), of certain kinds of popular and practical knowledge and their legitimation by 

academic establishments" (14-15). While this claim suggests some organic and 

harmonious relationship within the plurality of knowledge systems that fimction in human 

societies, their history is fraught with conflicts and competition for legitimation between 

various privileged and unprivileged forms of knowledge. Burke also believes that today 

we experience the "'rehabilitation' of local and everyday knowledge" in many fields. Most 
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prominently we can observe this phenomenon in medicine, where alternative knowledge 

and systems of healing are being reconsidered and incorporated or appropriated by the 

privileged systems of academic and scientific knowledge. 

The relationship among universities, the academia, and other privileged institutions 

of knowledge-making and the general public demonstrates another aspect of the conflict 

between civic and academic domains and discourses. Thomas Bender describes this 

conflict in terms of "nervousness about the politics of mass democracy" in academia, 

which is often expressed in some kind of elitist claims that expertise precludes "excessive 

participation by the thoughtless masses" countered by often unrealistic expectations about 

combining high professional standards with social commitment and sensibility (15,22). In 

his conclusion Bender states that "[rjestoring a place for academic knowledge in the public 

culture and a role for public discussion in academic culture ought to be a high priority of 

both academic and public leaders" (31). In terms of genres, it is obvious that the highly 

specialized and, for outsiders impenetrable, nature of disciplinary discourse is one of the 

obstacles in this process. Although Bender points out that dreaming of "a seamless web of 

discourse uniting the language of daily life with that of the academy" is unrealistic, the 

combination or generation of genres through which academics can communicate their 

knowledge with the broader public and allow the public to be participants, or at least 

critical consumers of privileged knowledge seem to be crucial. 

After outlining these crosscuting areas of interdisciplinary claims and phenomena, I 

will present a range of interdisciplinary claims that I find useful to consider as components 

of the accruing genres of interdisciplinarity. 
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Disciplinarity and the Interdisciplinary Claim 

Clifford Geertz looked up seven definitions for discipline in his "not the most 

capacious but extensive enough" dictionary and found all of them stressing the systematic, 

controlled, rule governed, and prohibitive nature of disciplines. As Geertz remarks, no 

wonder that Foucault built "a rhetorical tower" fi-om the "ironies" and "cross-actions" of 

these senses of discipline, yet he adds that his experience with anthropology as a discipline 

is very different. Anthropology, says Geertz, has always lived on "borrowed theory" and 

earned its "blurred" disciplinary image by lacking a "firm edge and defined target of what 

we do" {After the Fact 96-97). Indeed, as I have already discussed in Chapter Two, other 

anthropologists, like Clyde Kluckhohn, or Renato Rosaldo also expressed views that 

anthropology as a discipline cannot be simply measured against the strict standards of 

being "controlled, rule governed, and prohibitive." Yet their discussions also suggest that 

anthropology represents a distinct exception fi-om the rules that at least on a very general 

level define disciplines, rather than representing a rule of blurred boundaries as 

characterizing all disciplines. 

Julie Thompson Klein brings up another set of metaphors associated with 

disciplines, and her extensive study of interdisciplinarity demonstrates that anthropology is 

not the only field "living on borrowed theory." The dominant image of disciplinary 

discourse, Klein says, is that of "geopolitics"^: 

The major activity is dispute over territory, not only in education and 

research but also on health-care teams, where a patient becomes the "turf' 
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of specialists. In the logic of the geopolitical metaphor, a discipline is 

"private property," and "island fortress" staked off by its own "patrolled 

boundaries," and "no trespassing notices." A discipline is the "mother 

lode." A field is an "empire" and "oligarchy," a graduate division a 

"territory" and each separate scientific domain a "mandarin culture" a 

"balkanized region of research principalities." These "domains" are 

"feudalized" into separate "fiefdoms" occupied by "great hives of faculty 

specialists." Locked in their "bastions of medieval autonomy," these 

specialists nurture "academic nationalism," keeping departmental turf 

"jealously protected" and "domain assumptions" intact. The dominant 

policy is that of "protectionism," the governing philosophy a "tariff 

mentality," and the local mission a "territorial imperative." Disciplinary 

jargon is "the shibboleth of adequate professional training by the ingroup." 

(77) 

Klein, who examines the rhetoric of interdisciplinarity through the analysis of its 

metaphors, covers a wide range of sources studying or critically examining disciplines. The 

geopolitical metaphors, just like the definitions Geertz found in the dictionary, and which 

seem to associate discipline and knowledge with law enforcement rather than territoriality, 

all call our attention to laws, boundaries, rigor, and prohibitions. Similarly, genres have 

often been defined as normative or prescriptive sets of rules controlling the production of 

discourses. Yet as Klein pointed out, the discourse of knowledge-making is not only a 

discourse of law and order; there is also unrest and transgression reflected in the following 
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metaphors: "third party challenge," "breaching of boundaries," "cross-cultural 

explorations," "floundering expeditions," "excursions to the frontiers of knowledge," 

"invasion of interdisciplinary interlopers," "pilferage of intellectual scavengers" (78). 

Klein's examples from history demonstrate that interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary, 

or cross disciplinary clsums have for a long time been present in knowledge-making. For 

the purpose of this chapter, I will treat these three terms as interchangeable and 

replaceable, which is why I only use one of them unless 1 cite a source that uses another 

term. Whenever distinctions beyond preference for word usage are defined, I will include 

those in my discussion. 

As Klein observed, disciplinary specialization in itself does not necessarily lead to 

specialization and fragmentation of knowledge. Quite contrarily, the deeper the inquiry, 

the more likely it is that the researcher reaches the boundaries of his or her field and is 

forced to cross a discipline. But once this has happened, the outcome is a new, hyphenated 

disciplme (e.g., psycholinguistics, biochemistry etc.), with new boundaries rather than a 

new, more holistic science. 

At the opposite end of the interdisciplinary axis is some kind of a holistic hope that 

human knowledge can escape specialization, and it is possible to find some overarching 

principle, theory, practice, or belief that can reunite fragmented domains of knowledge. 

These holistic interdisciplinary claims are often related to various forms of critical stances 

about science as it is practiced in its current specialized and institutionalized form. 

According to Thomas Bender, by the end of the nineteenth century, the US academic 

culture became thoroughly secular; however, through this process it lost a unifying 
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authority to sustain academic culture, which earlier was provided by reUgion. As a result, 

the US academic culture became an aggregate of autonomous disciplines, and as such, it 

soon was drawn to ideologies, theories, and methodologies that questioned or 

deconstructed the rigidity of disciplinary terrains, or the status of the object of research 

(21). The era of what Bender terms as cultural, linguistic, and historical turns is also called 

"postdisciplinary academy." However, while these trends are critical and sometimes even 

hostile to the notion of disciplines, they also led to more factionalism, subdisciplines, and 

subpolitics (Bender 31). In addition, what this means is that critical or holistic approaches 

to disciplines cannot solve the problem of a growing gap between academic and public 

discourse. In fact, the conflict and lack of communication between academic and non-

academic forms of knowledge-making plague social science and humanities in particular, 

because these domains of knowledge-making lack the equivalent discourse of popular 

science; therefore, their socially relevant criticism remains restricted to the academia 

addressing an even more restricted and specific audience. As Bender states, "The 

university is still struggling to accommodate the tensions produced by the continuing 

coexistence of the rigid categories embraced in the 1950s and the expansive commitments 

and sensibilities associated with the 1960s" (22). 

Klein's survey of interdisciplinary history stresses the importance of discourse, but 

she does not analyze interdisciplinary texts as examples of specific genres, or genre 

transgressions. Instead, she clearly demonstrates that interdisciplinarity is used as a 

rhetorical strategy in a variety of ways including, for example, such diverse purposes as 

establishing a field that has no disciplinary tradition, borrowing firom other disciplines, or 
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shaping a critical discourse that targets the limitations of disciplines. The recognition that 

interdisciplinarity is often a claim that has a complex rhetorical fimction in disciplines led 

me to search for examples of such claims more specifically as represented in texts. Chapter 

Six will be devoted to such micro analysis. 

However, before turning to texts and their more specific disciplinary context, 1 will 

offer a general overview of "interdisciplinary turns" fi-om the history of science and 

humanities, and I will classify these phenomena in some rudimentary way that will allow 

me to point out similarities and differences. Table 1 was generated for this purpose. In 

Chapter Four and Five, I will examine interdisciplinary claims and some related 

disciplinary genres within one discipline, rhetoric and composition before I turn to a closer 

examination of texts as disciplinary genres in Chapter Six. 

Hyphenation, hierarchy, sublimation, and translation 

First, interdisciplinary claims can serve to establish a new, hyphenated discipline, 

like biochemistry designated to the study of "interstitial phenomena" (Geertz, Local 

Knowledge 169). Sometimes theories or models are borrowed, like general systems theory 

was borrowed by archeology to establish cultural ecology (Klein 91-92). However, such 

"borrowings" not only are not critical or holistic, but they often reinforce the hierarchical 

and competitive model of knowledge-making. In fact, they often are manifestations of 

tense geopolitical situations and fierce turf wars. Geertz describes this approach as based 

on the following principle:"[W]e raid you, you raid us, and let the gain lie where it fells" 

(Local Knowledge 170). Furthermore, another problem with borrowing is that due to the 

unprecedented power and authority of science as Richard Rorty or Robert Connors 
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disciplinary discourse 

Disciplinary 
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Emergence of interstatial 

phenomena (Geertz) 

All hyphenated (Klein) or 
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assumptions" (Myers) Disciplinary 
rearrangement 

Deploying standard notions to 

nonstandard domains (Geertz) 

astrophysics 

"The literature of a scientific 

field reproduces itself even in 
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Co-operation (Klein) 
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anthropology of law 

Oklahoma, 1941). 

attempts to involve civil discourse 

popular texts, self-help genres 

Metadisciplinary, 
holistic, or critical 
approach to 
knowledge-making 

Integrated study of an area Area studies (Asian studies) 

Oklahoma, 1941). 

attempts to involve civil discourse 

popular texts, self-help genres 

Metadisciplinary, 
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approach to 
knowledge-making 

Problem-centered team work projects on alcoholism 
socio-bio-medical health care 

Oklahoma, 1941). 
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approach to 
knowledge-making 

Criticism of disciplinary 

boundaries. 

Critical alignment of knowledge and 
action (Klein) 

Black Studies 

Women Studies 

public discursive archeological 

style of scholarship (Klein) 

strong theoretical basis creates 
specialized discourse 

translation to public discourse is 
difficult or non-existent 
terminology and theoretical 

framework adapted to various 
problems and fields, style of 
argumentation changes, 
discourse may threaten to 
undermine traditional scholarship 

Metadisciplinary, 
holistic, or critical 
approach to 
knowledge-making 

Metatheory Marxism, Freud, Kuhn 

public discursive archeological 

style of scholarship (Klein) 

strong theoretical basis creates 
specialized discourse 

translation to public discourse is 
difficult or non-existent 
terminology and theoretical 
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problems and fields, style of 
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undermine traditional scholarship 

Metadisciplinary, 
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approach to 
knowledge-making 

Metadiscipline Philosophy, Semiology, Rhetoric 
(?) 
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disciplinary discourse 
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approach to 
knowledge-making 

Boundary violation 
Critique of conventional knowledge-
making 

"Broad gauge scholarship" (Klein) 

Hermeneutical approach to 

problems, processes, phenomena 

Disciplines appropriating the 
same text 

Blurred genres (Geertz) 

Edward Said: Orientalism 
Robert Bellah et at.: 
Habits of the Heart. 

Metadisciplinary, 
holistic, or critical 
approach to 
knowledge-making 

Boundary violation 
Critique of conventional knowledge-
making 

"Broad gauge scholarship" (Klein) 
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problems, processes, phenomena 

Disciplines appropriating the 
same text 

James Bovd White:Acts of Hooe. 

Foucault 
Translation of ideas without 
adopting genres 
One text-genres 

Table 1. From new (specialized) disciplinary arrangements to holistic, metadisciplinary, and critical approaches to knowledge-
making: The range of disciplinary claims and their discourse (genre) implications. 
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discuss it, disciplines tend to borrow from more structured and "scientific" disciplines. As 

Rorty concluded, "any academic discipline which wants a place at the trough, but is unable 

to offer the predictions and the technology provided by the natural sciences, must either 

pretend to imitate science or find some way of obtaining 'cognitive status' [.. .]"("Science 

as Solidarity" 38). In Steven Ward's words, "in general, fields have responded to the 

growing symbolic and social power of science by either adopting its ideology, language, 

and symbolism or by becoming more hermeneutically entrenched and resistant" (par.3). 

When motivated by assumptions of hierarchy in knowledge-making, the interdisciplinary 

relationship is often asymmetrical. In fact. Ward makes an even stronger claim that can be 

applied to the case of interdisciplinary borrowings from well established or high prestige 

disciplinary discourses. Ward's argument is that such moves are 

[ . . . ]  fa r  more  than  quandar ies  over  what  approach  cor responds  to  rea l i ty  

or what method is more conducive with certain ontological presuppositions 

or subject matters. They are critical elements in the internal social 

organization of fields and the creation of symbolic boimdaries between 

fields, and in the political and moral battle for the control of knowledge 

production in academia, and to some extent, society-at-large. (par. 6) 

Similarly, but focusing more on the genre perspective, Debra Joumet, who 

examined interdisciplinary claims in two composition experts' work, pointed out that 

through borrowing, writers often express hierarchizing between different approaches or 

sublimate differences by translation ("Boundary Rhetoric and Disciplinary Genres: 
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Redrawii^ the Maps in Interdisciplinary Writing" 62). "But because translating primarily 

involves staying at home while exporting one's discipline's generic assumptions and 

terminology to another," concludes Joumet, borrowings are often boundary manifestations 

rather than true integrations of different perspectives that create new genres (63). 

Klein also states that the mere fact of borrowing "invites speculation about the 

metaphorical nature of interdisciplinarity" (93), which means that borrowing is "a 

hermeneutic motion" or act of translation, as George Steiner would say. In this process 

the concepts, methods, and approaches of one (usually more established) field of 

knowledge-making are transferred or translated into another area. Although they tend to 

be unidirectional or motivated by the assumed higher prestige of the translated discipline 

or paradigm, translations or "hermeneutic motions" can mark the more positively 

cooperative, critical, or holistic appropriations of knowledge on the broad spectrum of 

interdisciplinary claims. Geertz in Local Knowledge writes about "hermeneutic tacking 

between two fields" (170) and concludes that every time such contact takes place, the 

result is not merely a "centaur" or hyphenated science, but in fact, a body of work that is 

hard to identify in conventional disciplinary terms. One of his examples is Llewellyn and 

Hoebel's The Cheyenne Way, a book that can be read as legal anthropology, or as 

anthropology of law. As such, it does not necessarily establish a new discipline, but it 

creates a significant text that allows its readers, in this case experts of case law, to view 

thek discipline as "a world of working tools measured against a body of stated objectives 

and problems not posed by it, but given to it for solution" (Llewellyn and Hoebel 42). This 

text can be examined from various perspectives as a representative of a genre, including its 
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citation techniques, its conceptualizations, and, as Bazerman suggests, its use by various 

discourse communities. Ultimately, such explorations can lead to conclusions that 

determine the disciplinary character of this text through its discursive functions and 

features. For example, it can be pointed out that the comparison between case law and the 

Cheyenne ways of jurisprudence not only leads to significantly new reconceptualizations 

of law, but it also allows the writers of this text to include passages of strong social 

criticism, which normally do not belong to case law descriptions; therefore, these 

discussions flmction as alien elements in the genre of case law, while at the same time they 

constitute essential features of a new genre, i.e., legal anthropology, or anthropology of 

law. In this instance, the scholars notice not only that the law in "primitive cultures" has 

not achieved the "official and doctrinal unity allegedly foimd in the modem state," but they 

also notice what is missing from the unified legal systems: "[...] that unity is achieved and 

achievable even in doctrinal theory only by excluding fi-om consideration all the law-stuff 

of the culture except that most formally centered in court and statute" (60). 

Area studies 

Several interdisciplinary claims emerge related to the study of fields that require 

cooperation of disciplines. Such projects may result in new programs, university 

departments, and ultimately new disciplines with journals, degrees, and authority. 

Examples of this kind of interdisciplinary work are what Klein calls area studies (Soviet 

Studies, Asian Studies, American Studies, etc.) However, the way these cooperative 

studies are structured is, again, determined by a variety of external and internal 

contradictions, and by the conflicting historical traditions and ideologies that shape. 
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support, or undermine the field. For example, both Klein and Prior analyze the 

interdisciplinary history of American Studies, which represents one of the first efforts of 

this kind in US humanities. The history of American Studies programs is similar to that of 

composition studies in one respect; They both were strengthened by government 

sponsorship in the post-World War II era, but unlike composition studies, American 

Studies also became international to some extent. The cooperation among English, 

history, political science, geography, etc. under the umbrella of American Studies was 

facilitated by the revival of nationalism and the belief that the global projection of 

American culture, history, and politics is a good idea. As Thomas Bender points out, the 

emergence of American Studies was also a response to the trend of internationalization of 

some academic areas (such as political sociology, musicology, political theory, or history 

of art), which was brought about by the influx of European emigre scholars during the 

1950s. Moreover, American Studies as an (inter)discipline became a generative genre, or 

"the staging ground and model for initiatives on behalf of African-American studies, 

women's studies, and ethnic studies" (Bender 17). 

The interdisciplinary celebration of American traits, however, was soon disrupted 

by the appearance of counterculture in the 1960s and 1970s, and postmodern diversity in 

the 1980s and 1990s, which transformed these American Studies programs into 

comparativist or cultural studies. The transformation, according to Paul Prior, was 

motivated by an interplay of heterogeneous trends: The critical element was provided by 

the rejection of nationalistic ideologies associated with American Studies, while the 

disciplinary conflict, particularly between English and history, worked against the 
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interdisciplinary cooperation of these fields and led to the fragmentation of interest groups 

at conferences (Prior, "Literate Activity and Disciplinarity: The Heterogeneous 

(Re)production of American Studies around a Graduate Seminar"). In short, some 

powerful centrifiigal forces rearranged the temporary interdisciplinary structure of 

American Studies into more traditionally separated disciplinary formations. In addition, the 

dissolution of American Studies was one of the sources of a powerful academic discourse 

that is dominant even to this day, and that Bender terms as "culture wars." In other words, 

American Studies was not only a model for other interdisciplinary efforts, but their 

nationalist and exceptionalist discourse led to programs that generated discourses of 

difference and diversity. 

Interdisciplinarity as a holistic and humanistic effort of knowledge-making 

Projects to solve dire social problems associated with industrial development, or 

urbanization, often lead to problem-centered team work inviting, for example, 

psychologists, sociologists, medical doctors, etc., to discuss how alcoholism can be 

efficiently tackled. Similar motivations underlie attempts to create a socio-bio-medical 

system of health care. These projects axe critical in the sense of pointing out that atomized, 

isolated treatment of the selected social/human problem is less effective than cooperative 

efforts. They might imply a more general epistemological stance, too, which Geertz 

expressed as follows: 

Human beings, gifted with language and living in history are, for better or 

worse, possessed of intentions, visions, memories, hopes, and moods as 

well as of passions, judgements, and these have more than a little to do 
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with what they do and why they do it. An attempt to understand their 

social and cultural life in terms of forces, mechanisms, and drives alone, 

objectivized variables set in systems of closed causality, seems unlikely of 

success. {After the Fact 127) 

What Geertz outlines here is the problem that social sciences, by emulating natural 

sciences, often try to explain kinship, religion, or initiation rituals the same way osmosis, 

gravity, or blood circulation are explained. Social phenomena, however, are harder to 

isolate from their overall context than some natural phenomena. The isolation and 

reduction of various aspects of himian behavior may lead to undesirable practices in 

domains of knowledge-making and application (such as social work, or nursing, which, at 

least institutionally, are only loosely linked with disciplines). In these fields critical stance 

is often supported by various political ideologies and grass-root movements including 

those that embrace environmental concerns, gender equity, alternative medicine, organic 

nutrition, or distrust for bureaucratic institutions, etc. These trends can produce discourses 

that imdermine established disciplinary knowledge and generate new genres that challenge 

rather than popularize science. 

Critical theory as interdisciplinary 

While some interdisciplinary claims or efforts are only moderately or indirectly 

critical, on the more overtly critical end, we find interdisciplinarity fiieled by metatheories, 

metadisciplines, or such newly emerging critical disciplines as Women's Studies, African-

American Studies, Postcolonial Studies, or Queer Theory. As far as metatheories are 

concerned, Marx, Freud, or Kuhn might be examples of theoretical work that has been 



118 

strategically applied to subvert, or at least critically confront knowledge-making traditions 

in many disciplinary fields. Although detailed discussion would be too complex for the 

purpose of this chapter, I would like to stress here that I do not intend to imply that all 

critical interdisciplinary theories are progressive. Actually, genres play an important 

complicating role in the social influence of disciplinary criticism. 

For example, as Myers also pointed out, what explains the powerful public effect 

of the sociobiology controversy is that Edward Wilson, the main proponent of 

sociobiology, wrote a very persuasive book in which he "stripped natural history of its 

conventional narrative elements and then reconstruct[ed] the fragments into a grand 

narrative of evolutionary adaptation" (Myers 194). Wilson's work is both holistic and 

reductionist; Basically it offers one theory to explain himian nature, but in the process it 

reduces all human behavior to a genetically evolved pattern. Furthermore, Wilson is 

interdisciplinary in a very aggressive sense, claiming that such fields as ethology and 

comparative psychology will be "cannibalized by neuropsychology, sensory psychology, 

sociobiology and behavioral ecology" (qtd. in Myers 213). Sociobiology, in spite of its 

controversial nature, gamers public attention from time to time because it taps into some 

popular beliefs, and because Wilson's book is written in an accessible style. However, 

their potentially disastrous sociopolitical consequences align such theories with shameful 

political practices of German fascism or American racism. 

On the other hand, radical social theories provide ample examples of 

interdisciplinary scholarship that has positive critical connotations, yet their social impact 

is limited because the writing many of its scholars cultivate are impossible to translate into 
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genres of popular science. Recently, Judith Butler, a prominent and significant theorist of 

feminist studies, who actually developed feminist studies into a new (inter)discipline of 

gender studies, rejected criticism of her work that was based on her inaccessible writing 

style and dense abstractions. She also defended another critical and newly emerging 

discipline, postcolonial studies, whose prominent representative, Gayatri Spivak was the 

target of similar criticism from Terry Eagleton. In feet, Eagleton challenges these 

progressive and critical theories for abandoning what he calls "conventional scholarship" 

("In the Gaudy Supermarket" par.3). The postcolonialist, post-Marxist, feminist, 

deconstructionist and postmodern genre of scholarship, according to Eagleton, is 

characterized by "overstuffed, excessively elliptical prose," "heavy-handed jargon," and 

also by daring leaps and bounds between concepts and theories. More specifically, 

Eagleton points out Spivak's standard practice of citing extensively in footnotes her own 

writings that have never been published. On the whole, Eagleton is concerned about the 

general assumption about audience implied in these works, which is "that you know what 

she means, or if you don't she does not much care" ("In the Gaudy Supermarket" para 3). 

Butler's response, however, points out that the qualities of writing Eagleton criticizes are 

the ones that distinguish Spivak from less-challenging genres of activist writing. "Indeed," 

says Butler, "the dif5culty of her [Spivak's] work is fresh air when read against truisms 

which now, fully commodified as 'radical theory,' pass as critical thinking" ("Exacting 

Solidarities" par. 1). 

As these exchanges show, radically critical epistemological positions can generate 

genres that are opaque and inaccessible, and as such, are counterproductive to these 
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scholars' intent of exerting social influence and initiating (subversive) social changes. 

Another contributor to this discussion, James Miller, professor of social studies, related 

this conflict to the idea of clarity as expressed in George Orwell's essay on the English 

language, and as rejected by Theodor Adomo, who is one of the key sources of radical 

critical theories. While Orwell associated opaque language and jargon with oppression and 

intended to make political writing into a form of art that the world would want to listen to, 

representatives of current radical disciplines often use jargon as "a convenient shorthand 

for conveying the results of inquiry in most academic disciplines," and "defend the writer's 

right to deploy a dense network of cultural references" (James Miller par. 55). In addition, 

as Butler's contribution to the debate demonstrates, many radical critical theorists 

associate clarity with "commodified mass production of truisms" (James Miller). The 

political and epistemological assumptions that are expressed in these genres would be 

worth more detailed examination. For the purpose of my argument, it is suflBcient to 

notice only that disciplinary transgressions and critical or even subversive approaches to 

knowledge-making do not necessarily produce discourse that equally radically oversteps 

the boundaries between academic and non-academic genres. 

Interdisciplinarity in new institutional spaces 

Some interdisciplinary claims, at least in the long run, result in the formation of 

new disciplines—critical or hyphenated-which means more than just changing discourse. It 

also implies an institutional background manifested in departments, degrees, professors, 

professional journals, conferences, etc., which, following Maureen D. Goggin, I refer to as 

institutional space. In more uncertain terms, Steven Ward argues that disciplinary and 
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epistemological debates are not so much about finding the type of knowledge that "best 

captures the way things really are, or, in the case of postmodernism, the way they really 

are not." Instead, these discussions simply serve "the rather mundane task of determining 

which group will be able to recruit the most allies, obtain the greatest level of funding, 

attract the most students, and, ultimately, gain organizational, moral, and ideological 

control of academia" (par. 7). 

Some interdisciplinary claims are embodied exclusively in writing that creates 

institutional space for a variety of disciplines to use these texts for a variety of often 

unrelated piuposes. The writers of such texts often represent "broad gauge scholarship" 

and their work is frequently described by more strictly disciplined critics as "brilliant but 

unsound" (Klein 187). Edward Said's Orientalism, for example, integrates history, 

philosophy, area studies, and is cited by cultural studies, history, and literary criticism 

while Geertz reads it as an "ideological argument" (Klein 186; Geertz 165). Foucault 

describes his own work as "archival descriptions," which is basically a discursive claim, 

overtly not disciplinary, distancing his work both from the grand theories of philosophy 

and from the closely bounded domains of specialized disciplines, such as psychology, 

sociology, or law enforcement. Nevertheless, Foucault's texts have been incorporated in 

the body of knowledge of a wide range of disciplines, including many that Foucault did 

not intend to contribute to. 

Foucault became a significant text in many US disciplines after his work was 

introduced by a huge interdisciplinary event hosted by the Johns Hopkins University and 

founded by the Ford Foundation. The title suggests a strong, critical interdisciplinary 
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stance: "The Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man [sic]." Indeed, the event 

involved more than a thousand humanists and a two-year series of seminars and colloquia 

which started in October 1966. From a disciplinary and genre perspective, Bender points 

out that both Foucault and Derrida were presented as representatives of French 

philosophy, yet they had almost no impact on American philosophy departments. Nor did 

Foucault affect economics or political science, except for political theory, which is 

described by Bender as a "marginal subjSeld much invigorated by its capacity to absorb 

theory and contemporary issues" (26). It seems that Foucault's blurred genres did not 

have much appeal to disciplines with weU-established knowledge-making and discourse 

conventions. Foucault's "main impact," says Bender, "was in less firmly bounded 

disciplines—literary study, anthropology, and, to a lesser extent, history" (26). 

The pervasive spread of Foucault's influence in these areas is surprising not only 

because of the disciplinary mismatch but also because of Foucault's unique and 

idiosyncratic style. Hayden White outlines at least three areas of Foucult's style that pose 

a challenge for readers, especially those who value a certain standard of clarity and 

accessibility of ideas: Foucault's prose is "designed to fi-ustrate summary, paraphrase, 

economical quotation for illustrative purposes, or translation into traditional critical 

terminology" (104). His rhetoric "reflects a rebellion of his generation against the clarte of 

their Cartesian heritage." Interminable sentences, parentheses, odd neologisms, mix and 

alternation of lyrical, analytical, and scientistic discourse make his texts impenetrable "to 

any critical technique based on ideological principles different firom his own" (White 104). 

But Foucault's ideological profile is not easier to describe than his discourse, especially if 
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we are looking for answers to the "What's the attraction?" question. Hayden White's 

essay depicts Foucault as an author who dislikes liberalism because of its connections with 

the status quo, detests conservativism for its reliance on tradition, does not share the faith 

in scientific methods with Marxists, and dismisses anarchism for its immature optimism 

and belief in human nature. Foucault's nihilism lacks the optimism of Nietzsche, and in 

general, his discourse was designed to convey "a chillingly clear perception of the 

transiency of all learning" centering around the idea that discourse, including his own, is 

everywhere, and it is the most effective "weapon power possesses to hide its own 

operations" (White 105). Yet, apparently several disciplines adopted Foucault's ideas to 

underpin their critical approach to discourse and to establish their ovm disciplinary status 

as rooted in serious theoretical work in critical analysis. This work often required serious 

work on translating Foucault into the discourse of less self-destructive academic genres 

than what Foucault himself created^ In terms of genre, Foucault's work is similar to the 

generic qualities of literary texts. Just as fiction writers set the rules of their own unique 

genres, Foucault,—and several other authors mentioned in Geertz's "Blurred Genres" 

essay-established a discipline of their own. In other words, their style does not fit the 

conventions of any disciplinary genres, and their work has been adopted and appropriated 

by many. In a sense, this phenomenon suggests that literary and scientific genres are not as 

different as they often seem to be: we can find unique, hard to classify yet influential work 

in science, and we can also find formulaic, mass produced, or convention following texts 

in the domain of artistic fiction (e.g., pulp romance, etc.). The xinique and unclassifiable 

text can best fit Derrida's genre definition, whose main principle "participation without 
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belonging" suggests that every text participates in generating a genre without becoming an 

individual defined by its genre. The challenges and limitations of this definition were 

discussed in more detail in Chapter One. For my current discussion, I would only like to 

use Derrida's definition as one that may better fit the case of unique texts or blurred 

genres than other definitions do. 1 definitely do not mean to imply that Derrida's definition 

is best to illiraiinate all genres, or even all genre shifts accompanying interdisciplinary 

claims, as discussed in this chapter. 

As this chapter was meant to illustrate, interdiscipUnarity is not only a multifaceted 

phenomenon, but it is also a form of knowledge-renegotiation that generates new gem*es 

in the process, or, if it fails to do so, reinforces the overall disciplinary structure. In 

Chapter Four, I will examine the role of interdisciplinarity in shaping one particular field, 

rhetoric and composition, while Chapter Five will offer an overview of genres in rhetoric 

and composition. Chapter Six will be devoted to a more detailed analysis involving two 

papers of the "interdisciplinary claim genre" from the rhetoric and composition field. 

Notes 

' More thorough examination would probably reveal that (English) literary studies also have their own 
issues of interdisciplinary claims. Richard Levin's essay, for example, strongly rejects interdisciplinary 
claims in literary studies that rely on critical metatheories, especially Marxism, Freudism, and feminist 
theories. He also claims that literary studies have always relied on, or borrowed from, other disciplines, 
but these scholars never before formed a group that would use interdisciplinarity as a synonym of 
overcoming narrow-minded formalism and failure to theorize. I believe that Levin's essay is an interesting 
example of juxtaposing the critical interdisciplinary claim with the borrowing from more established areas 
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idea. For Levin, the first one is clearly a destabilizing move while the latter, even if it can be used for a 
variety of purposes involving the discreditation of certain professional groups, does not threaten or 
undermine the discipline as a whole. 

^ Another complicating factor in this scenario is the fact that both contrastive rhetoric and rhetoric and 
composition are very young and fluid fields struggling not only for defining themselves, but for what 
Maureen D. Goggin calls institutional spaces. One source of conflict is that contrastive rhetoric moved out 
of the rhetoric and composition field and fiinctions mainly as a subfield of applied linguistics and TESOL. 
The Journal of Second Language Writing as a publication forum demonstrates the maturity of this field 
and is another symptom of specialization that makes disciplinary communication between these domains 
an almost interdisciplinary enterprise. Since interdisciplinary borrowings tend to take place in a 
hierarchizing manner, i.e., new and evolving disciplines borrowing from more established and higher 
prestige fields, 1 assume that the conflicts between contrastive rhetoric and composition partly derive from 
the fact that neither of them is a fully fledged and strong discipline yet. What gives contrastive rhetoric 
some advantage is that it is closer to a "social science" paradigm because its disciplinary discourse relies 
on linguistics, applied linguistics, sociolinguistics, and most of its publications follow the APA tradition 
in some version while composition studies is still closer to the "humanities" and an MLA-based citation 
practice. The competition between ESL writing as a field within TESOL and composition was also noticed 
and interpreted as a struggle for institutional space by Paul K. Matsuda. Matsuda's argument is that both 
the teaching of English and writing established themselves as disciplines against the popular assumption 
that anyone who can speak English can teach English, or anyone who can write can teach composition. As 
TESOL needed more prestige and professional space, composition experts were also happy to get rid of 
the foreign or ESL students as constant sources of problems in their classrooms. But Matsuda also argues 
that this division of labor does not benefit the student. For demographic reasons, the students whose first 
language is not English, or not the standard dialect will be present on every level and in every class where 
writing instruction matters. This would require stronger interdisciplinary cooperation between TESOL 
and composition than what exists today. 

Given the wide range of discourses related to multiculturalism in composition, the criticisms 
cited in my text seem a bit unfair to me. Composition studies is a field aware of diversity of writers, but 
this diversity is expressed more in cultural and contextual terms than in terms of discourse or linguistic 
analysis, which prevents more amicable interdisciplinary cooperation between these fields to some extent 
although there are several examples of scholars who successfully move across these disciplinary 
boundaries, like Alan C. Purves. 

As far as contrastive rhetoric is concerned, its disciplinary development is unique because it is so 
strongly related to one broad range scholar's work. Robert B. Kaplan is often called the father of 
contrastive rhetoric, which in this case is not just an epithet. Almost every scholar in contrastive rhetoric 
relies on Kaplan's work as a point of departure. Kaplan himself redefined his discipline at least three 
times, and in a way that successfully addresses critical responses. International scholarship is a natural 
component of contrastive rhetoric; however, because of the academic dominance of US institutional 
spaces, international scholars in contrastive rhetoric either publish in US journals only, or co-publish with 
US authors. On the other hand, rhetoric and composition is not an international discipline, not even in 
this limited sense. 

' This is not an attempt to render an accurate paraphrasing of Kuhn's definition of paradigms, which has 
the reputation of not only having been modified and rephrased by Kuhn copiously, but as his critics 
pointed out, it also underwent significant attenuations between its 1960s and 1970s reformulations. There 
will be more discussion of paradigms later in Chapter Six. 
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'' Although at first I found the geopolitical metaphors unpleasantly aggressive and controlling, after 
reading Peter Burke's book, I began to appreciate more the unconcealed idea of warfare that these terms 
convey. Namely, Peter Burke pointed out that disciplines and forms of knowledge after the sixteenth 
century were often represented as branches of a tree, connecting natural phenomena as roots with the 
foliage of domains of knowledge. As Burke argues, this metaphor is at the roots of not only the 
hierarchizing of knowledge suggested by the subordination of branches to trunks, twigs to branches, etc., 
but it also represents a major trend of naturalizing convention, and presenting culture as nature, or 
invention as discovery (86). Clearly, all metaphors have their own misgivings, but at this point the "turf 
war" idea of disciplines seems more appealing to me because it lacks the naturalizing component and is 
more honestly confrontational. 

' Hayden White's essay is reading Foucault rhetorically with the aim of characterizing the style of 
Foucault's discourse. The disciplinary appropriation of Foucault assumes some kind of a translation into 
definitions or propositions (see especially Sarah Mills) that display some clarity and consistency that is not 
the property of Foucault's text. As Hayden White points out, Foucault's style was designed to resist, or at 
least to make difficult, such appropriations. White also brings up the etymology of the word discourse 
(^ers=Indo-European equivalent of Latin i//s='different directions' + currere Lat.= 'to run') to support his 
contention that Foucault's style embodies the circularity and back and forth movement that in his theory is 
the essential feature of discourse. Although according to White, Foucault's writing style is an essential 
constituent of his message, it probably did not have much influence on the US academic writing that 
adopted Foucault's views mostly by attempting to translate it into statements that display some clarity and 
allow for argument. I woiild argue that there are probably several genres of Foucauldian writing, and that 
genre analysis would be a way of revealing how Foucault influenced academic discourse as a discourse. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RHETORIC AND COMPOSITION AS AN (INTER)DISCIPLINE 

Situated along the borders of literature, literary criticism, and 

rhetoric, composition studies remains one of the most contested 

territories in the topography of contemporary American academic 

culture (Donald McQuade: "Composition and Literary Studies" 

484) 

. . .  t h e  s h i f t  f r o m  i n s i g h t  t o  o r g a n i z e d  a n d  s y s t e m a t i c  s t u d y  i s  o f t e n  

a difBcult one which may take centuries to accomplish. (Peter 

Burke: A Social History of Knowledge 2) 

In Chapter Three I described interdisciplinary claims as ranging along a continuum 

of purposes including the establishment of a discipline by borrowing from a more 

prestigious or solid field at one end, and the critical revision of paradigms or disciplines as 

another extreme. I also pointed out some other dimensions of interdiscipiinarity, including 

internationalism, paradigm shifts, conflict or collaboration with nonacademic, civic 

discourse, and the struggle for institutional space. I suggested that all these phenomena 

play an important role in the maintenance, reproduction, or redefinition of genres that are 

generated in the process. In this chapter I will focus on one discipline, rhetoric and 

composition.' As it is a relatively new discipline within the US academy, it lends itself for 

a brief historical survey in which claims of interdiscipiinarity, or their lack, can be seen as 

an important factor in shaping the field's disciplinary and discursive identity. The latter will 

be discussed in more detail in Chapter Five. 
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The claim that rhetoric and composition is an interdisciplinary domain of 

knowledge-making in the particular context of US academic culture has several other, 

more specific dimensions, which I intend to discuss briefly in the following chapter. As far 

as genres are concerned, the permutable and indeterminable relationship between genres 

and disciplines sometimes is manifested in discussions that more clearly link disciplinary 

writing to certain epistemological or disciplinary ideals. The recently much discussed 

valorization of narratives and stories is a good example of this case firom the field of 

rhetoric and composition because it reflects the conflicting disciplinary assumptions that 

shaped rhetoric and composition as an (inter)disciplinary field. While this chapter discusses 

some aspects of interdisciplinarity in the disciplinary evolution of rhetoric and composition 

general. Chapter Five will illustrate how the shaping of disciplinary genres of discourse 

reveals, or sometimes contradicts, disciplinary and epistemic aspirations. 

Some (Inter)disciplinary Perspectives 

According to Robert J. Connors, at least in the field of composition studies, the 

most significant disciplinary changes took place within the twenty-year period of 1963 and 

1983 that he calls "the era of disciplinarity" ("Composition History and Disciplinarity" 4).^ 

Maureen D. Goggin's monograph follows the discursive development of the field by 

describing the scholarly journals and their changing and diversifying profiles during the 

same era {Authoring a Discipline). In a broader social perspective, these processes took 

place in a context that Thomas Bender describes as "'the golden age' of the American 

imiversity" (1). Universities in the post-World War II era gained significant financial 

support both firom public and private sources. Governmental expenditures on higher 
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education alone rose from $2.2 billion in 1950 to $31 billion in 1991 (Bender 1). As a 

result, there was a dramatic expansion and diversification both in the student body and 

faculty. Viewed from this general perspective, it is no wonder that the unique 

combination of quantitative and qualitative changes in US academia led to remarkable 

transformations m the disciplinary outlook. They also led to a proliferation of professional 

organizations and publications and, consequently, to a rapid expansion and diversification 

of disciplinary genres in many fields whose trajectory sometimes is strikingly different 

from, other times very similar to, the (inter)disciplinary evolution of rhetoric and 

composition. 

Outlining the subject of research as calling for multidisciplinarity 

(Re)defining the subject of research or study in every discipline plays an important 

role in shaping its methods, approaches, and discourses. Writing is a complex and 

multidimensional human activity which can be perceived as a social, psychological, and 

textual phenomenon. "Writing as a human activity," therefore, justifies an interdisciplinary 

approach in a discipline that defines its subject in these terms, while "problems of teaching 

the first year required composition class" may not even qualify as a worthy subject for 

serious disciplinary knowledge-making. In 1997 Romy Clark and Roz Ivanic, both 

affiliated with Lancaster University in England, state in their The Politics of Writing that 

in order to understand writing, one has to take "a journey through a wide variety of fields 

of study," including social theory, cultural studies, media studies, semiotics, discourse 

analysis, linguistics, applied linguistics, literacy studies, and composition studies (3). A 

slightly different list is offered by a North American scholar, John Trimbur, who does not 
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include media studies, semiotics, discourse analysis, applied linguistics or social theory 

from Clark and Ivanic's list, but adds rhetoric, cognitive psychology, philosophy, 

ethnography, and critical theory instead. It is probably arguable that what Trimbur calls 

"critical theory" might cover the same body of knowledge that Clark and Ivanic term 

"social theory." However, they all seem to agree that writing is too complex to be 

sufficiently explained by one discipline alone. In addition, they also acknowledge the 

existence of a vast body of knowledge that any discipline set out to explore writing needs 

to address or incorporate in its disciplinary discourse. 

One significant difiference between Inavic and Clark's and Trimbur's approach is 

that Trimbur looks upon interdisciplinarity as part of a larger, postmodern destabilizing 

strategy by which composition studies "situated itself at the margins of academic 

disciplines." This marginalized position of the field-Trimbur would not even use the word 

discipline— is shown by the one-sidedness of the claimed crossdisciplinary attractions. 

That is, says Trimbur, composition studies claims to have drawn from all the listed 

disciplines without the knowledge and participation of representatives from those other 

disciplines. In lack of such mutual exchanges, composition studies' interdisciplinarity 

evokes the same poaching and scavenging metaphors Geertz and Kluckhon used about 

anthropology. In Trimbur's words, interdisciplinarity amounts to "living off the land," 

"hunting and gathering in a nomadic existence without a sedentary center" (118). An 

opposing evaluation of interdisciplinary is expressed by Ivanic and Clark, and also Kirsch, 

who see it as a source of additional insight, an asset that forces composition scholars to 

develop heightened methodological awareness. 
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Clearly, the complexity of writing is not always seen as a rationale for 

interdisciplinary work whenever issues of disciplinary stability or professional unity are 

also addressed. Jaqueline Jones Royster's foreword to Composition Theory for the 

Postmodern Classroom (1992), for example, celebrates the "blossoming of scholarship" in 

rhetoric and composition, which she describes as a single disciplinary (or discourse) 

community that has developed a spectacular variety of professional journals and a network 

of professional organizations over the past thirty years. Instead of disciplinary diversity, 

Royster stresses the unity of theory, practice, scholarship and even pedagogy, an area that 

is often viewed as in conflict with disciplinary scholarly work in composition. In Royster's 

account pedagogy is one of the unifying forces that keep diverse research, scholarship, and 

practice together within the disparate institutional environment in which the fast-paced 

professional evolution of rhetoric and composition has taken place: "This flurry of 

activities suggests that our concerns are wide-ranging and fluid and that our most 

consistent imperative as educators is to bring to bear on contemporary academic 

challenges a collectivity of observations, discoveries, insights, and expertise in the interest 

of learning, achievement, and scholarly excellence" (xii). Discipline, or interdisciplinarity is 

not even mentioned in this impressive, expressly analytic and reflective collection of 

papers. 

Similarly, Stephen D. North's summative work on rhetoric and composition as a 

knowledge-making enterprise does not mention interdisciplinarity as one of the sources of 

diverse epistemological assumptions and methodologies in the field. North's approach, as 

Gesa Kirsch also pointed out, seems to be fundamentally methodological: He classifies 
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scholarship in composition according to their methods of studying writing without linking 

these methods to disciplinary branches, or revealing their disciplinary sources. North's six 

categories of knowledge-making can be read as genres classified on a hermeneutical basis, 

which means North primarily analyzes what these methods mean, but he does not analyze 

the kind of discourse that constitute the methods. Moreover, North's conclusion is that 

the coexistence of diverse methodological approaches in a field leads to fragmentation: 

"Composition as a knowledge making-society is gradually pulling itself apart" (365). 

Instead of interdisciplinary moves. North talks about "methodological sympathies," but 

ultimately he believes that composition will lose its autonomy in lack of a coherent and 

shared method because of the methodological/disciplinary differences: "Each of its 

[composition's] constituent communities will be absorbed by some other field with a 

compatible methodology. [...] Formalists concerned with the composing process would 

go into cognitive psychology, Experimentalists into experimental psychology or schools of 

education. Ethnographers into anthropology, and so on" (North 365). This account 

suggests not only that interdisciplinarity is not possible but also that methodological 

differences lead to irreversible divisions. The way North describes these methodological 

differences strongly suggests incompatible genres, too. 

Gesa Kirsch's article on methodological pluralism, like North's book, also 

classifies composition by its prominent epistemological assumptions and methodologies 

and does not mention disciplines. Although she admits the interdisciplinary nature of 

composition studies and rhetoric, what is more important in Kirsch's analysis than 

interdisciplinarity is the broad range of research traditions that "carry with them a set of 
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assumptions that have remained largely unexamined in composition studies" (247). Unlike 

North, Kirsch believes that methodological pluralism is an asset because it "obliges 

researchers to become critically aware of methodological issues and to change the way 

they design, conduct, and report research" (266). From a genre perspective, this 

interpretation of methodological pluralism implies not only the (peaceful) coexistence of 

different and often conflicting genres but also the emergence of a reflective element in the 

works of composition scholars, which may be unique compared to the genres in disciplines 

that work from shared and unified paradigms. 

These examples suggest that the complexity of writing as an assumption does not 

always imply that the study of writing is interdisciplinary. It seems likely that 

interdisciplinarity was more of an issue ki the early phases of rhetoric and composition's 

disciplinary development, and later, when rhetoric and composition already identified itself 

more confidently as a field, interdisciplinary claims were less frequently made. Moreover, 

while the early claims predominantly used interdisciplinarity in the sense of borrowing 

ideas, paradigms, approaches, or methods from more established, and more scientific 

domains of knowledge-making, these claims either disappeared over time or became 

focused more on methodological, epistemological, or theoretical diversity as if variety in 

these areas was either a natural phenomenon in a mature disciplinary field, or could be 

independent of the disciplinary context. 

This assumption is supported by Lynn Worsham's analysis, which regards the 

definition of disciplinary limits and boundaries as "a struggle over the legitimate terms of 

recognition and representation" (394). According to Worsham, theories and paradigms 
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function as Bourdieu's symbolic capital, constituting the currency on the marketplace of 

academia. But in Worhsam's account, disciplines and their scientific status do not seem to 

matter anymore as political factors. It is the influence of theories that shapes this process. 

These theories outline the subject of composition studies (a term Worsham uses), which is 

writing as a recursive process, writing as a cognitive process, writing as a collaborative 

process of negotiation, or writing as a product of social and political processes. She does 

not mention any of the established disciplines as sources of knowledge that shape these 

definitions. Instead, she aligns composition studies with critical theories, or 

metadisciplines, presenting a strong and recent claim that the disciplinary power of this 

field derives fi-om rhetoric simply replacing philosophy as the queen of human sciences 

(389). Composition is a "re-vivified modernist project" with a "gendered subtext" (399). 

As a result of these transformations, composition is seen by Worsham as an academic 

enterprise transforming itself from "hard remedial service labor" into a "locus for social 

change." But as such, composition studies now finds itself in a contradictory position: The 

very same theories that it used to empower itself also serve the function of establishing its 

strong position within the hierarchical disciplinary culture of the post-capitalist US 

academy. As Worham puts it: "Composition studies may be situated at a transdisciplinary, 

multidisciplinary threshold of intersecting discourses and interests, but this situation makes 

it potentionally more, rather than less, disciplined" (398). Worsham's account clearly 

signals a different approach to interdisciplinarity as compared to the discussions of the 

1980s: The concern about borrowing from or being compatible with disciplines that are 

more established is completely missing; disciplinary self-examination does not reflect 
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concerns about how solid is the knowledge made in the field. Instead, the focus is on the 

strategic use of theories that by their critical stance, offer a transdisciplinary power to 

composition, and generate a new need for examining how this power can be used to 

maintain a progressive self-criticism, or reflection about the meaning of disciplinary 

power. 

As an example of a different approach to interdisciplinarity, Lester Faigley's work 

represents an intersection between the borrowing and hierarchizing use of 

interdisciplinarity, and interdisciplinarity as a transdisciplinary, or critical stance. Faigley 

believes that rhetoric and composition scholarship was influenced by linguistics, mostly 

generative grammar and discourse analysis. He also provides an explanation of why this 

influence was not more lasting, but he does not discuss the nature of enormous differences 

between adopting generative linguistics or critical language theories. He simply 

acknowledges and demonstrates that the latter may provide a promising field for fiiture 

interdisciplinary cooperation without noticing the difference in discourse and strategic 

function that these borrowings or influences entail. 

Faigley's chapter, "Linguistic Agent as a Subject," is an example of how complex 

the incorporation of even one established disciplinary field is in an interdisciplinary project. 

Faigley discusses the influence of linguistics on rhetoric and composition. Linguistics is a 

discipline that both Ivanic and Clark, and Trimbur listed as a relevant knowledge-making 

enterprise for the study of writing. However, as Faigley's account reveals, this 

interdisciplinary contact, at least in the US, has been very uneven, to say least. First, some 

of the prominent reflections on rhetoric and composition's disciplmary development do 
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not even mention linguistics as a significant component (Bizzell or North). Faigley 

attributes this oversight to a "lack of dominant approach within linguistics that is 

applicable to the study of writing" (81). Nevertheless, there is a significant body of 

scholarly work published in rhetoric and composition that heavily relies on linguistics. 

Francis Christensen's, Mina Shaughnessy's, or Young and Becker's works demonstrate, 

that at least in the early stages of disciplinary formation, some scholars made significant 

efforts to translate linguistic theories into rhetoric and composition. Moreover, linguistics 

is a huge discipline with several competing or complementary paradigms and 

subdisciplines, some of which are more applicable to writing than others. For example, 

European text linguistics went beyond the level of sentence structure and identified 

marcostructures in both written and spoken texts (Teun van Dijk); sociolinguistics 

challenged the concept of language as an abstract system of mental structures and 

undermined the socially privileged status of standard dialect (Labov); linguistic 

anthropology defined language as a socially constructed system of meanings embedded in 

and organized by contexts (Malinowski, Firth, Halliday); while a group of British linguists 

(Roger Fowler, Hodge, Kress, Fairclough) established critical linguistics, a field of study 

that defines linguistic analysis as "a powerfiil tool for the study of ideological processes 

which mediate relationships of power and control" (Faigley 90). The latter interest of 

linguistics in the role of language in shaping and maintaining ideologies matches well the 

theoretical firamework borrowed fi-om cultural studies or ethnography; therefore, it adds 

critical linguistics as one more supporting component to the interdisciplinary mix. But it is 

not simply a matter of including or not including linguistics anymore, because critical 
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linguistics will shape this interdisciplinary discourse in radically different ways than, say, 

generative grammar did. 

When Faigley tries to explain why, in spite of this apparent richness of potential 

sources of inquiry, linguistics practically vanished from rhetoric and composition 

scholarship by the end of the 1980s, he lists several important factors. These include the 

lack of shared methodology, terms, or research methods, the abstract theoretical direction 

of North American universities' linguistic departments, and the lack of alternative 

language studies within (or outside) English departments. I would also like to add the 

problematic relationship between linguistics and pedagogy. Linguistics is still a discipline 

that resists pedagogical or practical applications and is equally wary of endorsing political 

implications.^ Linguistics is not a systematically incorporated element of rhetoric and 

composition expert training either. Many graduate programs include some requirement of 

linguistic studies, but their nature is randomly and locally defined, or may be completely 

missing. Internationalism, another factor in interdisciplinarity as I described it in Chapter 

Three, also plays a role here. Most of the more promising work in (applied) linguistics is 

done in European, British, or Australian centers of study. 

Finally, linguistics is even more isolated from popular science or civic discourse 

than rhetoric and composition. While postmodem or critical theories were promoted 

significantly by NCTE in a series of publications designed for teachers (Worsham 390), no 

similar efforts are seen to promote linguistic research. As a pedagogical enterprise, 

rhetoric and composition is stUl under the influence of a correctness and standard usage-

oriented approach to langiiage, which is reflected in the textbooks. There are several new 
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textbooks that focus on popular culture, gender issues, and critical reading, while 

"granimar" is still mostly taught on the sentence level, focusing on subject-verb 

agreement, punctuation, and other useful but limited and outdated concepts of language 

use. In addition, once the disciplinary positioning of rhetoric and composition has reached 

a relatively established stage, the disciplinary discourse shifted toward theoretical, critical, 

and sociocultural issues. In this scenario, cultural studies, women and gender studies are 

more appealing sources of interdisciplinary connections than linguistics, or for that matter, 

cognitive psychology that played an important role in the initial stages. 

Composition as practical and pedagogical 

One important factor that Trimbur introduces in the discussion of rhetoric and 

composition's interdisciplinary affiliations is that, at least m the US, composition studies as 

a disciplinary field is closely related to college-level writing instruction. This explains why 

Trimbur, instead of proposing a stable disciplinary model for composition, recommends 

resistance to the destabilizing temptations of postmodern de-disciplinary impulses and 

suggests focus on exploring how "students internalize, resist, and evade the relations of 

power in schooling as they learn to separate work from play, academic life from social life, 

reading for comprehension from reading for pleasure" (131). While Ivanic and Clark 

celebrate interdisciplinarity as an epistemological asset, Trimbur challenges it as a potential 

destabilizing force affecting the fragile political position of composition studies and 

pedagogy in the US academy. As a common disciplinary denominator, he calls for a 

critical and cultural study of how students acquire literacy in academia. 

A more pessimistic account of the disciplinary status of composition comes from 
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Richard Marius, who believes that composition as a pedagogical enterprise is in a woeful 

condition. The work of its overworked and imderplayed instructors is overwhelmingly 

textbook driven, based on assumptions that never have been supported by research. 

Therefore, claims Marius, research and scholarship are "merely ornamental" to the 

deplorable practices of &st year composition teaching (466). 

On a more general level, the presence of composition teaching as a component of 

composition studies' identity leads to a more complex and more general conflict between 

defining disciplinary knowledge as autonomous, objective, and abstract or isolated fi-om 

contamination as opposed to teaching, which is always situated, subjective, negotiable, 

and deeply embedded in a web of self-created constraints. As Jasper Neel puts it: 

And the answer to [the] question... (What is research in the teaching of 

writing?) goes like this: It depends on the situation. Even if one changes 

the label fi-om "teaching of writing" to "composition studies," the research 

can never be more than a situated undertaking. No object of study can 

appear on the horizon until someone accepts the responsibility of teaching 

someone else how to write: no research methodology can begin to reveal 

knowledge until a situation arises in which someone needs to know 

something before beginning to teach writing. (3) 

In fact, what Neels' account stresses is that not only teaching, but all human activity, 

including scientific knowledge-making, is situated, and insofar as scientific or professional 

discourse claims to be disembodied, or disinterested demonstration, is runs the risk of not 

only being in opposition with human discourse but also becoming a distorted human 
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discourse (Neel 90). While Neel seems to absolutize the contrast between human 

discourse as always contingent as opposed to the discourse of truth, which is always pure, 

the age-old debate resurfaces in many shapes and forms in the disciplinary history of 

rhetoric and composition. 

Institutional space in English Departments 

Betbre composition studies emerged as a disciplinary field in the US, it had a long 

institutional history as one not very prestigious component of the tripod comprising 

literature, linguistics, and composition and located institutionally in English departments. 

Consequently, the majority of its prominent scholars earned their degrees in literary 

studies, (a few in linguistics or rhetoric), and became compositionists through a process 

that Maureen D. Goggin calls "large scale retooling of scholars" through year-long and 

summer seminars ("Composing a Discipline" 325). Out of the 34 editors of the more 

prominent professional journals in rhetoric and composition, 19 (56%) completed doctoral 

work in literary studies. As another consequence of sharing institutional space with 

English departments, composition is still regarded as insignificant compared to literary 

studies. For example, in 1997 M. H. Abrams summarizes sixty years of disciplinary 

development in English studies, but in the thirty-page account he simply mentions 

composition once and as "an enterprise that English departments had acquired by 

historical accident" (105). 

This situation is the source of an interesting ambivalence within composition 

manifested both in aflSliation and drastic breaks with the disciplinary and discursive 

practices of "English studies" scholarship. It is a factor that shapes the character of 
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knowledge-making in composition as well as it shapes the disciplinary genres the field 

produces. 

From pedagogical rags to disciplinary riches 

According to Stephen D. North, composition studies was turned into Composition 

"almost by proclamation" at the historical moment when this least-prestigious service 

component of English was able to attract federal funding while literature was not. North 

convincingly analyzes this historical moment as a trickle-down effect of the Sputnik crisis. 

In the 1960s the general political sentiment was that the US needed to upgrade its 

education and scientific projects. Reading and analyzing literature was not among the 

high-priority goals because literature did not seem to be usefiil or scientific enough. 

Ironically, composition was not scientific enough either. Mainly because at that point it 

produced mostly "practitioner knowledge," a hodgepodge of ideas that teachers at various 

sites of education experimented with and found to be working. Nevertheless, "fi-om the 

outside," as Donald McQuade puts it, "composition has become—and increasingly so in 

the past two decade—at once the locus and the currency for the internal struggles in the 

humanities over human and institutional resources" (484). 

Robert J. Cormors, who has participated in the development of composition 

studies as a field, and, in fact, was the first one to use the term composition studies in his 

1983 article, "Composition Studies and Science," presents the disciplinary dilemmas of 

composition studies against the backdrop of an era in which science had unprecedented 

prestige, and all forms of knowledge-making were drawn to the scientific paradigm. As 

Connors states, science is "probably the most glittering, meaning-charged word in our 
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contemporary lexicon" (1). Therefore, it is not surprising that Connors also crosses "the 

invisible but potent line separating the humanities from the sciences" by naming the field of 

rhetoric and communication "composition studies." It is indeed a mysterious moment 

because Connors truly does not believe in 1983 that his field is scientific. His argument is 

based on composition studies being pedagogically committed and, says Connors, 

"Scientific research and the activity of teaching are simply not commensurable" although 

he adds that it might be contingent depending on how scientific research and the aims of 

teaching are defined at any given time period (7). 

Connors also argues that composition studies will not be scientific because most of 

the research that this field had produced in the previous ten years was published in the 

form of classroom techniques, rhetorical articles, nonexperimental research, and 

experimental and descriptive studies. These genres represent a rudimentary, pre-

paradigmatic state of knowledge-making and do not live up to the standards of codified 

disciplinary discourse. Nor does borrowing terms and methods from other disciplines 

qualify as sound disciplinary practice. In fact, Connors regards the introduction of such 

borrowed terms as a symptom of composition studies prescientific status. He also puts 

everything that had been published in the six composition and rhetoric studies journals and 

NCTE monograph series before 1983 to the test of five "gate criteria" of what it means to 

be scientific, and finds that none of them meets all these criteria. According to Connors 

strict criteria, which I believe were drawn from positivist epistemologies of his time, even 

cognitive psychology, or psychology for that matter, have not been able to maintain 

scientific status with the exception of a few neobehaviorists.) 
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For example, Connors's account suggests that assertions and analogies do not 

meet the fundamental criterion of scientific discourse, which he, following Kuhn and Karl 

Popper, defines as being refutable. Analogies, or claims that composition studies is "sort 

of like science," are not refutable. Apparently, Connors' definition implies that refutable 

statements need to meet the criteria of logically true or false statements and other 

narrowly defined criteria of truth value. He seems to imply that making sense, or 

presenting a problem as similar to another problem has no place in scientific discourse. 

This concept is in contrast with what I would call softer definitions of knowledge, and 

which have always been present in the scientific/academic knowledge-making enterprise, 

too. For example, M. A. K. Halliday in Patterns of Language states that the descriptions 

of language which linguistics produces are not simply right or wrong. In fact, it is better to 

evaluate them as being more or less useful. This pragmatic approach to knowledge could 

have included pedagogy and other presentations of practical lore as part of the accepted 

discourse, but at the time Connors was thinking about these issues, only more stringent 

models of knowledge-making were seen as relevant. Moreover, Connors also regarded 

methodological and epistemological unity as a value; therefore, he noted that the lack of 

models, values, and techniques that are shared by the whole composition studies 

community is another shortcoming that makes the field less likely candidate for producing 

scientific disciplinary knowledge (9). 

Before composition studies as a discipline emerged, there was writing research, a 

term both Connors and Janet Emig preferred to use before and during the early the 1980s. 

"Writing research," however, did not have any sounder disciplinary reputation either. In 
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the 1960s, when federal funding became available through the National Council of 

Teachers of English (NCTE), an executive committee was appointed to investigate "the 

state of knowledge about composition." In 1963 Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer 

published their report which reinforces the dubious disciplinary status of composition by 

reviewing a large body of earlier published work. In addition, this publication also implies 

that to gain a stronger scientific status, composition experts should borrow knowledge 

from other, more firmly established disciplines. The report starts with a quote from an 

unidentified skeptic, who thought that composition is not even a suitable subject for 

controlled, elaborate study. The unnamed source of this citation seems to assume that only 

sentence-based linguistics has a potential for scientific research: 

I think .., that the further we get away from the particularities of 

the sentence, the less stable our 'research' becomes. I do not, for 

that reason think there should be no study and speculation about 

the conditions for teaching composition and about articulation, 

grading, and the like, but I do think that it is something close to a 

mockery to organize these structures as though we were 

conducting a controlled experiment. (Qtd. in Braddock, Lloyd-

Jones, and Schoer 5) 

Then, in addition to citing the skeptic, the report itself came to the conclusion that has 

often been quoted by those who challenge the scientific status of composition studies, or 

by those who, like North, would like to remind Composition of its modest origins. 

Namely, that in 1963 composition, or, for that matter, research on writing, was marked 
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very low on the scientific totem pole. "Today's research in composition, taken as a 

whole," write Braddock and his team, "may be compared to chemical research as it 

emerged fi-om the period of alchemy: some terms are being defined usefiiUy, a number of 

procedures are being redefined, but the field as a whole is laced with dreams, prejudices 

and makeshift operations" (5). 

Finally, as if this were already not bad enough, Braddock et al. -assuming that 

true knowledge is made by pure-hearted and selfless individuals who study previous 

research and procedures to explore and replicate others' work and validate their own 

research instnraients— accuse composition specialists doing research out of sheer 

ambition. As the Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer committee reported, in composition 

research "too many seem to be bent more on obtaining an advanced degree or another 

publication than on making genuine contribution to knowledge" (5). What I would like to 

stress here again, and before discussing discursive implications in more detail in the next 

chapter, is that the standards of what counts as disciplinary knowledge were strictly and 

rigidly defined at this time and by many of the scholars who significantly shaped the initial 

stages of composition studies. The standards of scientific knowledge were defined by a 

positivist epistemology that defines knowledge as basically a process of finding facts and 

discovering (natural) laws through experimental, statistical, and mathematical methods. 

This classical Braddock et al. study has been cited and criticized by many 

composition scholars; however, what may not have been stressed enough is that it clearly 

recommended a paradigm and direction for interdisciplinary borrowings that has a crucial 

influence on the professionalisation of composition studies. On one hand, this study gave 
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rise to what North describes as "paradigm hope," or the hope that composition studies will 

emerge from the lowly condition of being associated with pedagogy, abominable labor 

conditions, and unsoimd research to be transformed into a serious social science-based 

discipline. Although con^osition studies has always had a tradition relating it to 

humanities, or rhetoric, at this turning point in its history, these alternatives were less 

attractive. Within the humanities, composition studies could only have positioned itself 

either as "a peculiarly limited mode of literary instruction" (North, "The Death of 

Paradigm Hope" 201) or as "an institutional residue of disenfranchized rhetoric" 

(Connors, "Rhetoric in the Modem University" qtd. in North 201). As North points out, 

the Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer committee's proposition that composition studies 

be turned into a "genuine" disinterested and apolitical enterprise of inquiry after truth was 

an absurd requirement amounting to transforming composition studies into a 

nonparticipant in the disciplinary commimity. Participation in disciplinary discourse 

requires publication, and certification of claims by relevant authorities, including 

dissertation committees, and journal referees. Without these institutional prerequisites, no 

knowledge claim becomes known, valued, and recognized (North 200). However, 

Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer's call for "genuine contributions to knowledge" 

worked well as a strategy for gaining federal support for composition research, and as a 

strategy for shaping the disciplinary and discursive culture of composition. 

The years following the Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer study saw an 

unprecedented professional development for composition studies earmarked by the 

emergence of new publication forums, journals, and doctoral programs. The latter 
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provides especially dramatic evidence of growth and maturation: According to "A catalog 

of the profession" complied by Rhetoric Review in 1994, between 1969 and 1979, the 

number of doctoral programs in rhetoric and composition doubled, then it again doubled 

by 1984 and again between 1984 and 1993 (Brown, Meyer, and Enos 241). Although this 

spectacular growth seems to be slowing down according to the 1999 Survey of Rhetoric 

Review, these programs still produce graduates who find jobs, and the professional 

journals and book market reflect "vigor and dynamism of active scholarship and research" 

(Brown, Jackson, and Enos 241). 

Disciplinary positioning, however, is still not over. It is shown by the diverse and 

often contradictory definitions of graduate programs and the rapidly changing orientations 

of dissertation topics in the field. Yet, one trend that is clearly observable in the rhetoric 

and composition scholarship today is that the interdisciplinary claims have shifted in the 

direction of critical and holistic stances instead of serving the purpose of establishing firm 

disciplinary status for the field. In 1994, the Rhetoric Review surveys "doctoral programs 

in rhetoric," while the 1999 survey is titled as "arrival of rhetoric in the twenty-first 

century." In a footnote the authors comment that rhetoric and composition as a term 

covers an immense variety of program profiles. Obviously, these doctoral programs are 

very different in their orientation: Some emphasize technical and professional 

communication, some are still more closely related to literary studies. "Multimodality," 

"inclusiveness" and "interdisciplinarity," seem to be the most important descriptors of 

these programs in 2000, but just a cursory glimpse at the topic of the 707 dissertations 

produced between 1993 and 1999 shows an interesting shift in bias: More than half of 
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these dissertations were written on theory of rhetoric or composition, pedagogy, history, 

literary studies, or rhetorical criticism. None of them represents solid empirical research, 

or a strong social-science oriented paradigm. It seems that after the disciplinary status of 

rhetoric and composition was established, interdisciplinary is not used anymore as a claim 

that predominantly allies composition studies with more "scientific" disciplinary areas. 

Instead, interdisciplinary claims are more likely to justify the appropriation of critical or 

grand theories. Cultural studies or ethnography are having more influence on the field than 

cognitive psychology or theoretical linguistics. English, or hvmianities, a strong 

undercurrent of scholarly work in rhetoric and composition is still present and has not 

been completely rejected in fevor of a social science paradigm. Although this shift is not 

clearly felt in every area of scholarship, and the influence of social science on our field has 

always been more difiuse than simply demonstrable by the lack of declarations, it is 

possible to find several bits of evidence that indeed the discipline defines itself and its 

multidisciplinarity differently. Karen A. Schriver noted akeady in 1989, that "It seems 

reasonable to assert that empirical scholarship is currently in an unstable period" (286). 

She also added that the rhetoric of empirical scholarship needs to be more carefiilly 

articulated and reflectively approached. 

In addition, this shift, or rather, a series of cumulative shifts is not restricted to the 

field of rhetoric and composition only. In the early 80s, education was a disciplinary field 

governed by a strong empirical, experimental, psychometric and statistical paradigm of 

research. By the end of the 80s, education underwent a major paradigm shift that is well 

represented ui a volume of papers edited by Egon Guba. Guba and the group of education 
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scholars represented in this book announce the era of a new epistemology that they call 

postpositivism They describe these paradigms in terms of their ontological creed, 

epistemological stance, and methodological preferences. The positivist model, which I 

believe heavily influenced social sciences, and all those in rhetoric and composition who 

believed this paradigm to be indispensable for disciplinary status, was based on a naive 

realism concerning the nature of facts, on a dualist objectivism believing in the possibility 

of isolating the object and the subject of research, and preferred controllable, manipulated, 

experimental and statistical methods. The postpositivist paradigm is described by Guba as 

consisting of two main trends; critical theory and constructionism. Although these two 

trends are slightly different, they both advocate critical realism instead of a naive one, and 

they both assert that objectivism is either a matter of approximation or is relative because 

inquiry is always mediated by values. Their preferred research methods include 

observations in modified experimental or naturalistic settings, dialogic or dialectic ways, 

which incorporate the relationship between the subjects of inquiry and the inquirer. Critical 

theories also maintain that research should aim at transforming reality instead of describing 

it or discovering its rules. There is also a strong hermeneutical element in this research 

paradigm, which involves a focus on understanding and interpreting the meaning of 

phenomena instead of discovering the natural laws that govern them. In a nutshell, 

education studies, which at the beginning of rhetoric and composition's disciplinary 

trajectory played an important role in providing a strong model for social scientific 

disciplinary values and character, rejected that once powerful paradigm very soon. 

Although the dialogue between these paradigms is still not over, and, in fact, immediately 
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after the aimouncement of paradigm shift challenging voices were also heard, the changes 

very soon affected disciplinary work in both education and rhetoric and composition. In an 

even broader and more general framework, these processes are part of what Steven Ward 

calls the postmodem revenge of the humanities. Essentially, as Ward states, the humanities 

domains of linguistic, interpretative and rhetorical ways of knowing have been used as 

weapons against "scientific and social scientific realists" to challenge empirical and logical 

ways of knowing (para 35). This strategy, argues Ward, is also creating strong network of 

literary intellectuals. In other words, the discourse might change, but the outcome will 

always be the same, gaining disciplinary ground, prestige, and influence. 

In Chapter Five I will discuss how these shifts are traced in the disciplinary genres 

of rhetoric and composition, including an analysis of changing publication standards and 

profiles, a description of some apparent paradigm conflicts, an illustration of how these 

conflicts are reflected in graduate programs. Finally, I wiU also discuss the ramifications of 

the retrieval of narratives in rhetoric and composition studies scholarship. 

Notes 

' I use the term rhetoric and composition for convenience and for signaling my belief that the rhetorical 
tradition is an important component of this field even if its inclusion is often problematic, especially from 
a modem disciplinary perspective. The fluctuation of names in itself is a symptom of emerging 
disciplinarity and search for identity. These names, including composition studies, composition. 
Composition, or writing research, each mark important epistemological and disciplinary positions. 
Whenever I use one of these alternative terms, I will discuss its significance in the text, while I use 
rhetoric and composition in a generic sense, simply referring to everything that was emerging in the 
process of disciplinary evolution discussed in these chapters. 

^ I am aware that the historical perspective I selected here is only one of the many possible disciplinary 
histories. As Jasper Neel argues, there are good reasons for tracing this history back all the way to Plato 
and Aristotle, or to begin from eighteenth-century Scotland, the famous 1963 CCC Conference in Los 
Angeles, or from the Dartmouth Conference, etc. In other words, all historical perspectives have their own 
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rhetorical agenda, purpose, and arguable outcome. The reason I chose to discuss this most recent phase is 
that it seems to be the most relevant for my purpose, which is to outline conflicts that are related to 
conflicts of patterns in disciplinary development in the second half of twentieth-century US academy. 
Neels' approach reveals a more general, or more philosophical, aspect of these conflicts expressed in 
terms of a conflict between "professional discourse" and "human discourse" in general. I will briefly 
discuss this conflict as well as one of the underlying assumptions of knowledge and discourse reflected in 
Stephen D. North's and others' work. 

^ This situation is changing though, as the contributions of several renowned linguists to the ongoing 
public debates on official English or English Only movements or on the status of Ebonics demonstrate. 
However, the discourse of these scholars to support their argument is still not translated well into 
accessible political arguments, which is shown by the spectacular political success of English Only 
legislation in the US, in spite of the fact that many prestigious linguists have made more or less public 
statements against it (Marshall, Kaplan, Valdes, Wong Fillmore, Hakuta, Donahue). There is also an 
interesting new field of research within linguistics that focuses on the popular beliefs about language and 
tries to incorporate or at least confront them with the ideologies that underlie politically neutral linguistics 
(Virginia Cameron, Lynn Goldstein). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE GENRES OF RHETORIC AND COMPOSITION 

"Research," Roland Barthes writes, is the name we give to 

the "activity of writing:... whatever it searches for, it must 

not forget its nature as language—and it is this which 

renders finally inevitable an encounter with writing" (198). 

Barthes caUs attention to the nature of research as language 

to remind us that research is discourse, that whatever it 

searches for, it finally and inevitably entails an act of 

writing. (Gesa Kirsch and Patricia A. Sullivan: 

"Introduction" 1) 

Because of the diversity of disciplinary and theoretical connections, it is no wonder 

that the preferred and valued conventions of scholarly writing in rhetoric and composition 

studies are equally diverse and often contradictory. One place to look for disciplinary 

genres in rhetoric and composition is the professional journals. These journals were 

emerging together with the discipline of rhetoric and composition studies, and, in fact, 

they not only defined the discipline and its genres, but were signaling the disciplinary 

evolution of the field because before the journals were established, the field had been 

dispersed in bits and pieces of knowledge published in books and journals that had not 

even been identified as "rhetoric and composition." My cursory review of the history of 

rhetoric and composition journals will demonstrate variety and increasing specialization as 

well as internal struggles between research models and paradigms. As a result, now we 
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can state that rhetoric and composition has an impressive range of stable professional 

publications that represent a range of different genres. I also argue that the humanities 

versus social science paradigm conflict has been settled, which, among others, is 

demonstrated by the fact that each journal has selected (its own variety of) a publication 

style (APA or MLA) that best fits its aspirations. Nowadays the conflict is not so much 

between the two main publication genres as among the more intricate theoretical and 

research orientations. 

In addition to the published professional journals, the sites of professional training, 

i.e., the rhetoric and composition graduate programs are also representative of the genres 

of rhetoric and composition scholarship. These programs, among other equally important 

services including mentoring, orientation, and setting standards for professional 

performance, provide guidance for novice scholars in disciplinary writing. The study I 

refer to in this discussion claims that graduate students need to be prepared to be able to 

write in a range of genres. I believe that by the turn of the twenty-first century there is a 

vast diversity of genres in the publication domain of rhetoric and composition, and a 

genre- oriented approach would help graduate programs better prepare their students to 

turn their class papers into publishable drafts. 1 also believe that this approach to students' 

writing is not generally adopted for two main reasons. First, there is no standard pedagogy 

of genre teaching although genre as a theoretically valuable concept is gaining ground in 

the rhetoric and composition discipline. Second, the refined analysis of genres, styles, and 

orientations in the rhetoric and composition discipline is largely missing; therefore, it is not 

possible to incorporate such work into the practice of graduate training. 
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As a third source of the study of genres in rhetoric and composition, I will cover 

some of the reflective and/or historical work on the state and development of the 

discipline. Rhetoric and composition is highly reflective of its own disciplinary activities, 

and, to some extent, of its own discourse. As Louise Wetherbee Phelps states, 

contemporary disciplines are generally reflexive and examine their methods of inquiry and 

genres critically. In rhetoric and composition, this reflexivity derives from two main 

sources; 

First, writing is the usual medium for such reflective thought, and rhetoric 

is understood now as the general form of inquiry in any field. Second, fi-om 

its inception composition took the teaching of its subject matter (writing, 

rhetoric) as an object of inquiry. That is to say that composition studied 

critically its own professional activity.... (131) 

A third section of this chapter, consequently, will look at some of the reflective 

discussions in the field that are relevant for genres of disciplinary writing within rhetoric 

and composition. 

The trends 1 found remarkable in these three areas reflect several dimensions of 

theoretical, paradigmatic, or disciplinary conflicts. Rhetoric and composition is a discipline 

struggling with disciplinary and pedagogical concerns; it is also a domain of conflict 

between the tradition of humanities and social sciences, between various traditions of 

research, (quantitative vs. qualitative), between various definitions of its subject 

(composition class, writing, or literacy in general), and between various theoretical 

paradigms (cognitive, social-constructionist). These conflicts are perceived at times as 
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crises, but most of the time they simply are normal and everyday sources of negotiating 

and redefining the discipline's subject, role, fonction, preferences and status. Although 

rhetoric and composition has reached its maturity as a discipline, which is marked, among 

other factors, by the large number and by the diversification of its professional journals 

and graduate programs, these conflicts are often represented through competing genres, or 

in attempts to integrate conflicts through hybrid, or innovative genres. I will give examples 

of some of these in this chapter. In terms of genre debates, the most recent trends include 

attempts to incorporate several styles of research and writing, but there are some traces of 

rhetorically irreconcilable conflicts between genres that are accepted as scholarly (research 

or theory based), and those that earlier were termed as preparadigmatic writing 

(reflections of practice, or narratives). 

As I will elaborate later in this chapter, preparadigmatic writing often was labeled 

in the 1980s as anecdotal, narrative, or creative nonfiction. However, while these genres in 

the early years of disciplinary development were discredited as not yet disciplinary, at least 

not in the sense of meeting the requirements of social science writing, the same or similar 

genres more recently are valued as alternative or innovative expressions of the unique 

knowledge rhetoric and composition studies is constructing. In an attempt to settle the 

conflict among several diverse forms of knowledge and discourse in the field, some 

rhetoric and composition scholars express the idea that the discipline is pluralistic both 

methodologically and in terms of genre (Kirsch and Sullivan; Goggin; Bishop). A similar 

position is expressed by the argument that rhetoric and composition scholars need to be 

familiar with multiple genres representing both the humanist and the social science 
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tradition (Huckin and Berkenkotter). There is also some hope that the social science 

tradition will never completely control the field (Connors; North), while more recently, 

integrated methods of research and writing were proposed as an alternative to the binary 

definitions of research models, paradigms, and genres (Johanek; Joumet). 

Journals and Genres 

According to Maureen Daly Goggin, journals are "an important locus of 

disciplinary power," and the dynamic reciprocal relationship between journals and 

disciplines is worthy of anyone's attention interested in the "discursive forms" of a 

discipline ("Composing a Discipline" 325). Professional journals, however, are only one of 

the many media through which knowledge-producing activities are documented. As Tony 

Becher has also pointed out, disciplines vary according to how much they value the 

various fora, media, and educational venues for disciplinary discourse. Some professional 

disciplines, for example, value discourse that in other disciplines would qualify as 

predisciplinary (or preparadigmatic)': Law is one discipline where, according to Becher, 

"authorship of student texts counts heavily for promotion" and where "texts and case 

notes are as readily accepted as journal articles and scholarly books" (112). In history, 

books earn more prestige than journal articles; in sociology the opposite is true. 

Historically, the journal article was gaining more prestige as science and scientism 

were beginning to be valued more than himianities, where books are still regarded more 

highly than articles. The historically developed assumption that science is a domain of 

rapid accumulation of facts and life changing discoveries probably contributed to the 
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preference for journals as flexible and equally expedient disseminators of this kind of 

knowledge. Books, on the other hand, take years to produce and suit the purpose of 

expressing timeless concerns over values, or "developing and inculcating habits of'critical 

reflection,'" which, according to Richard Rorty, are terms that representatives of the 

humanities tend to choose to describe their work with ("Science as Solidarity" 38-39). 

John Swales' study of more than three hundred research articles and a large amount of 

research on the nature of research article as a megagenre also supports the idea that the 

preference for journal articles (instead of books) in any discipline is a symptom of 

professionalization and scientific status. The efficiency factor is supported by findings that 

prove the significant although uneven decrease in article length fi-om 7,000 words around 

1893 to 5,000 between 1900 and 1940 (Swales 114). The average number of references, 

on the other hand, seems to be growing as authors of research articles need to 

contextuaHze their work against a grov^g body of already available work. Swales 

examined the average number of references in TESOL Quarterly, a professional journal 

for a discipline whose rapid development and disciplinary trajectory shows several 

parallels with those of rhetoric and composition journals. He found that between 1968 and 

1986 the average number of citations per article grew firom four to thirty-fovu:. The use of 

subsections, fi-equency of coauthoring, and employment of statistical or visual supplements 

are also clear signs of the adoption of a science or social science (as opposed to 

humanities) paradigm, which Swales believes governed the professionalization of 

disciplines in this time period (Swales 116). 

In the case of rhetoric and composition studies, the dominance of journal articles 
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as valued forms of disciplinary publication only partly marks the field's aspirations of 

social scientific status. As an emerging disciplinary field, rhetoric and composition studies 

did not have publishers with a long tradition of publishing this kind of scholarship, and the 

scholarship, being closely related to practical and pedagogical work, was not even ready 

for book production. Therefore, the prominence of journal articles in the field was 

governed more by the necessity of providing smaller venues for publishing than by the 

rejection of the humanities' preference for books. As the field was gaining more ground, 

the prestige of the book was regained gradually and partly because of rhetoric and 

composition scholarship being still closely related to English departments and their 

institutional tradition of valuing books. 

The disciplinary development of rhetoric and composition contained several 

elements of fluctuating between the humanities and (social) scientific disciplinary 

paradigms; therefore, many of these conflicting values are reflected in the publication 

practices of its journals and in the genres these journals supported. If we look fiirther back 

in time and history, the demise of rhetoric as a classical component of humanities studies 

was clearly marked by what Goggin calls "lack of intellectual space," which means that 

rhetoric could not establish itself either as a science or as an art; consequently, it simply 

disappeared fi-om the newly emerging disciplinary map of the twentieth century. It also 

lacked material space (departments, journals, professional organizations). By 1910 all 

pedagogical articles were eliminated from the MLA journal, and the knowledge that 

teaching rhetoric or composition produces and maintains had to wait almost half a century 

to regain some of this lost institutional space. When the discipline regained its status in the 
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1960s, much of its scholarship was about reaching the "metagoal of rationally defining the 

discipline and legitimizing its intellectual work (and its practitioners) within the academy" 

(Phelps 125). Part of this process was creating strong links with the social science 

paradigm of education research. This brought a strong element of scientific writing into 

the field, which, however, soon began "to crack and fissure, or more accurately, reveal the 

fi-actures that had been there all along, by virtue of its three traditions [teaching, rhetoric, 

and new science] and its interdisciplinary eclecticism of ideas and methods" (Phelps 125). 

Eclecticism and the search for disciplinary unity and models are both represented in 

the first scholarly genres of rhetoric and composition journals. For example, the editorial 

policy of College Composition and Communication (CCC) right after it was first 

published in 1949 was "open to anything" that college composition teachers might use. At 

that time, as Goggin states, "there was little evidence of common theories, methods, or 

topics that marks a discipline," and all publications centered around problems related to 

teaching writing or to the administration of writing programs ("Composing a Discipline" 

325). While this seems to be a deficiency of rhetoric and composition, Goggin also 

stresses that these initial and tentative genres played an important role in foregrounding 

more structured scholarship in the field. 

In the next phase, roughly between 1965 and 1980, the disciplinary practices were 

extended and amplified; new journals appeared; research agendas began to move beyond 

the practical considerations of writing instruction, and a large-scale "retooling of [formerly 

literary studies trained] scholars" began (Goggin 325). By the early sixties, a growing 

group of scholars in rhetoric also began to demand professional and disciplinary status 
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equal to that of literary history or criticism, including Wayne Booth, who at the 1964 

MLA conference delivered a "powerM call for parity between rhetorical and literary 

studies within department of English" (Goggin 328). In 1967 NCTE authorized the 

journal Research in Written Composition, which started a strong trend of empirical and 

quantitative research paradigm, following the recommendation of the Braddock, Lloyd-

Jones, and Schoer monograph. 

In addition to the search for disciplinary identity and research paradigm, 

composition as a pedagogical enterprise also contributed to the shaping of disciplinary 

genres in rhetoric and composition scholarship. Pedagogy as such is a strange mix of 

disciplinary knowledge (education) and practical wisdom (teaching practice). Moreover, 

the transformation of practitioner knowledge, or "lore,"as North terms it, into disciplinary 

knowledge is a fascinating process in which writing and the development of acceptable 

disciplinary genres play an important role. Actually, a more detailed examination of 

changing guidelines, authors, editors, and principles reveals significant shifts of emphasis 

in each of the relevant journals of rhetoric and composition. One way of expressing these 

conflicts was a series of methodological wars between "educationalists" or advocates of 

empirical research and statistical methods, and those who, like Robert Connors, doubt that 

teaching can completely be subjected to scientific research. The process of appropriating 

and transforming the practitioner knowledge of those who were involved in teaching 

writing has many facets: First, there is a retooling component as Goggin terms it, and 

which means that English teachers had to develop a new disciplinary identity and writing 

style. Goggin notes that early composition publications were often "descriptive and 
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testimonial essays" {Authoring a Discipline 14), which she also classiJBes as 

preprofessional or predisciplinary genres simply because they do not reflect shared 

methods or theories, and they do not fit in any genres that more established disciplines 

cultivate. However, unlike Connors, who deplores these publications for their lack of strict 

scientific stance, or unlike North, who defiines them as diverse and unsystematic products 

of a special methodological community, Goggin regards this kind of discourse as a natural 

phase in the evolution of disciplinary writing. She points out that the first publications in 

the genre of what she calls testimonial or descriptive essays of the emerging rhetoric and 

composition field predominantly described local classroom practices, and one emerging 

shared assumption was that teaching composition is firaught with problems. The firequent 

use of the word problem in the titles of these early publications is a dominant feature of 

this genre {Authoring a Discipline 47). 

Such prescientific discourse, argues Goggin, is used by other, more established 

disciplines and the definition of a problem (or a set of problems) is an essential element of 

searching for a subject in any given disciplinary knowledge-making enterprise. She cites a 

study on the early publications about AIDS as an example that descriptive, lore-based 

discourse is acceptable as a first step before a discipline is prepared to address a 

phenomenon that does not lend itself to more systematic analysis, at least not with the 

available methods and approaches of a discipline. But Goggin also refers to Robert 

Merton's work in the sociology of science, in which establishing the phenomenon to be 

explained is an important phase of the emergence of any disciplinary knowledge, and she 

reads the publications demeaned or discredited by Connors or North as representatives of 
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this genre. 

In this early emerging phase of rhetoric and composition as a discipline, however, 

such publications were not only predominant, but they were looked upon as incompatible 

with strict standards of scientific discourse. Connors uses the term rhetorical articles to 

cover a large set of typical disciplinary subgenres fi-om composition and rhetoric. He also 

terms them as "nondescriptive and nonexperimental essays," or, more specifically, 

[. ..] hypotheses not followed by tests; political analyses of the discipline; 

language usage polemics; philosophical explanations of the meanings of 

different phenomena related to the teaching of writing; introduction to 

terms and methods fi-om other disciplines; essays calling for a certain sort 

of research; polemical essays claiming superiority for one method or 

perspective over others; critical analyses of rhetorical theories; surveys of 

opinion and 'what we know' about the discipline; prolegomena. 

("Composition Studies and Science" 7-8) 

North is equally skeptical about the value of this kind of scholarship when he describes 

these genres as serving merely a ritualistic, or catechetical fimction {The Making of 

Knowledge in Composition 30), The least scholarly methodological community of the 

profession that North terms as Practitioners^ basically are described as being best at oral 

communication, exchanging views on what works or what does not work but being forced 

to publish and accommodate to the formal, almost ritualized genre of conference 

presentations or the requirements of a few journals that accept such articles without 

expecting more rigorous forms of inquiry. North's argument implies not only that 
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pedagogical practice is resistant to systematic and sound inquiry, but that the eflforts to 

make the composition teachers' lore into science, or, for that matter, to translate their rich 

oral and written genres (corridor talk, syllabi, assignments, etc.) into academic 

publications are ludicrously pretentious. 

The translation of this amorphous knowledge into a discourse that fits both the 

valued knowledge-making paradigm ([social]scientific) and the various subparadigms 

developed firom the field's diverse tradition (including English, linguistics, rhetoric, or 

communication) was a complex process reflected not only in a multiplicity of genres but 

also in significant shifts of various publication practices. Interdisciplinarity featured in this 

process in many forms and ways, too. For example, one of the relevant professional 

journals, the Rhetoric Society Newsletter (RSN), was edited by a philosopher (Yoos) but 

claimed to include English and speech and communication as disciplines, simply because 

these disciplines were regarded as predecessors of rhetoric. In its first period, RSN 

predominantly published book reviews and bibliographies, two fairly well-established 

genres that do not seem to have much in common with what John Swales and others 

describe as "research article." Nevertheless, Yoos defined the typical RSN article as "a 

long enough book review" (Goggin, Authoring a Discipline 84). Another unique 

publication policy in RSN's practice was that it sought information on European materials 

on rhetoric. This international component has always been part of rhetoric scholarship, but 

it is rather rare in composition studies, which is closely linked to the uniquely US tradition 

of teaching writing in college. 

Among the several significant changes in the practices of all publications that mark 
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the disciplinary professionalization of the rhetoric and composition field as well as the 

emergence of a set of characteristic genres are the increasing volume and frequency of 

circulation, the gradual appearance of publication and submission guidelines, a continuous 

(re)definition of the audience, the emergence of disciplinary history and fiill citations in the 

articles. One example of audience definition is from College English, in which during the 

1960s, Cecil B. Williams asked contributors to use language "simple enough for strangers 

to understand" (Goggin 47). Williams' wording suggests that he expected writing that not 

only specialists or members of a limited professional community can imderstand. The lack 

or low percentage of formal citations in the early publications in many journals was, on 

one hand, the sign of relying on shared knowledge, an assumption that became gradually 

less tenable as the field developed and diversified. On the other hand, it also shows 

ambition to reach a broader, nonscholarly audience not willing to work their ways through 

a thick web of conventionalized references. Appeal to a broader audience is still present in 

the editorial policy of College English, but it is only one of the options for contributions. 

The description of contributions today contains the modernist scientific idea of "add[ing] 

new knowledge to what is already known," along with request for polemic, or 

argumentative genres in the form of asking for "challeng[ing] received opinion." The last 

item on the editorial policy list already admits a gap between scholarly writing and 

addressing a broader audience by requesting submissions that "simply inform a larger 

audience of the implications of scholarship and research that would otherwise be known 

only to specialists." (Editorial policy of College English 2001). As one of the NCTE-

sponsored journals. College English today is trying to find a niche between the most 
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specialized and theoretical, and what is relevant for the less scholarly oriented teaching 

community. It also claims to be a journal traditionally located in the field of English, not 

just rhetoric and composition. 

Another feature that marks the professional integration of the rhetoric and 

composition field is the growing practice of (blind) peer reviewing that after being 

introduced by a few pioneering independent journals was followed by most of the journals. 

This practice was made possible by the increasing number of submissions, which, in turn, 

also resulted in a decreasing ratio of acceptance. Rhetoric Review was the first 

independent (not NCTE-sponsored) journal establishing a double-blind review process, 

followed by other journals (NCTE-sponsored College English and CCQ. Refereeing of 

manuscripts became a powerfiil instrument in standardizing the authorization of academic 

work in rhetoric and composition the same way as it is normally practiced in science. It 

also introduced the element of selection and competition in publication. For example, the 

acceptance ratio of Research in the Teaching of English (RTE) went fi-om 50 percent to 

20 percent after the peer review system was introduced. This journal is also a good 

example to demonstrate the increasing influence of the (social)scientific paradigm: In 1974 

editor Alan Purves announced that RTE will no longer publish articles documented in the 

MLA style but switch to the APA style, which better suited the kind of research preferred 

by this journal. As part of the retooling process, RTE also gave detailed instructions in the 

Editor's Note on the APA style, which shows that APA was not generally known or used 

by those who intended to publish in this journal. Considering a significant hostility among 

English scholars toward the mostly quantitative and statistical research that dominated the 
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education discipline between in the 1950s and 1960s, these years at least clearly mark an 

increasing tolerance for such scholarship. The APA style also works better for scholars 

who need to briefly simimarize a large body of published knowledge instead of analyzing 

or incorporating a few sources. 

The selection of citation styles, however, is not simply a matter of accommodating 

to the different rationality of historically developed styles. Connors' two-part article on the 

rhetoric history of citation styles describes the historical process of conventionalization as 

a struggle between "competing epistemic values." While he describes both the APA and 

the MLA system as being "more rational in terms of providing immediate access to 

citation information," he also expresses some resistance and resentment toward the 

growing influence of science-based citation styles in the field of history and English. He 

calls for scholars in these fields to "make an informed and considered choice" of what sets 

of conventions they choose to use in their work instead of just being "willing to drift along 

with this tacitly approved convergence around a scientifically based style" ("The Rhetoric 

of Citation Systems" Part II, 243). By claiming that citation styles are not simply 

conventions set in stone, but historically developed systems closely related to 

epistemological preferences, Connors also argues that the most recent stylistic changes in 

MLA conventions signal a preference for conceptualizing rhetoric and composition 

scholarship as rational, efl5cient, and cumulative. Connors believes that rhetoric and 

composition as a discipline is not only about accumulating knowledge, but also about 

valuing prose style. In reality, the journals of every field demonstrate remarkable variety in 

each style, and these stylistic changes cannot simply be interpreted in the binary terms 
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Connors' work suggest with scientific genres being concerned solely with the 

accumulation of knowledge in writing on one hand, and with humanities preserving 

concern with elegance of expression and style on the other hand. This binary, to me, at 

least, seems arhetorical because it associates humanities with style and science with no 

style instead of describing each and every convention as an expression of a complex set 

and mix of purposes, values, assumptions, and epislemological aspirations. 

Since new disciplines typically do not have a large body of works to rely on, the 

debate over citation style preferences is a phenomenon that characterizes relatively well 

developed, institutionalized, and professionalized fields. John Heyda also pointed out 

scarcity of citations in the early issues of the CCC journal as a symptom of an emerging 

disciplinary field: "Without a literature of their own to draw on, early contributors had no 

body of work on which to build. Only rarely does an article offer any footnotes, let alone a 

list of works cited" (670). Another reason why citations did not play a crucial role in the 

early rhetoric and composition studies publications was the tradition of humanities-based 

English scholarship, which, I must agree with Cormors on this, did not rely on 

parenthetical citations and focused more on the in-text interpretation of sources, while 

including more detailed bibliographic information in footnotes. The presence of the 

humanities tradition in many rhetoric and composition journals is also shown by their 

continuing tradition of publishing literature related articles and even poetry (CCC, College 

English, Rhetoric Review). 

The paradigm shift fi-om humanities to social science has never been complete or 

irreversible. One more factor in this process is the interdisciplinary cooperation between 
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speech and communication and rhetoric and composition, which was also reflected in the 

major journals, especially in CCC and Rhetoric Society Quarterly. Since speech and 

communication as a knowledge-making and knowledge-disseminating enterprise had ties 

to several emerging disciplines, such as linguistics, psychology, and semantics, it was 

aligned with new academic interests "at odds with traditional disciplinary boundaries" 

(Heyda 666). However, according to many analysis, the fact that speech and 

communication virtually disappeared from rhetoric and composition scholarship over the 

years is a clear sign that "composition came back under English department control," and 

instead of encompassing a larger range of research related to writing, it reasserted its ties 

to first-year composition, and a more traditional, and less ambitious pedagogy and teacher 

training (Heyda 678). Diana George and John Trimbur, on the other hand, associate the 

speech and communication alliance with a cultural studies-type of scholarship because of 

its interest in media analysis and communication. In that sense, the conflict between speech 

and communication and rhetoric and composition is also a conflict between definitions of 

the subject of research, which shifted from classroom-related problems to more general 

issues of writing and literacy. 

The definition of the subject of research or inquiry is not only an important 

component of disciplinary identity, but it affects disciplinary writing as discipline and 

journal specific genre. As I mentioned before, the early publications in College English or 

in CCC frequently use the word problem in their titles and began to shape the discipline by 

defining its subject as the problems composition teachers face in the classroom. As a next 

stage, writing in general as a complex psychological, social, and linguistic phenomenon 
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became the subject of scholarship, which also involved partial departure from focus on 

practical, classroom-related issues. Composition as a (cognitive) process became an 

almost paradigmatic subject of scholarship with varying emphasis on its linguistic and 

psychological aspects. At a later phase, composition as a social process was incorporated 

or sometimes presented as an alternative paradigm. The speech and communication 

community had an even broader subject that can be defined as literacy, including all forms 

of literacy, linking writing to nonverbal, visual, or oral systems of meaning-making. 

Therefore, the decline of speech and communication scholarship, as George and Trimbur 

conclude, was a sign of "the growing hegemony of composition, and the emergence of 

composition studies as a discipline determined to establish its own clear boundaries" 

(691). 

As disciplinary consolidation began, so did the diversification of journals. In 1980 

Victor Vitanza founded PRE/TEXT, a journal that offered an open-ended space for 

speculative and exploratory writing. However, just as the rigid empirical research 

requirement set by some journals began to fade, Vitanza's "unorthodox" journal began to 

merge with "normal discourse for a normal audience for an (apparently) normal field" 

(Goggin, "Composing a Discipline" 335). 

While Research in Teaching English developed better collaboration between 

pedagogy and research. Written Communication was a journal founded with the purpose 

of providing a forum for research that has no direct applications to teaching. Although 

Written Communication is dedicated to crossdisciplinary, theoretical, historical, and 

empirical research, it also assures its writers that no worthy topic related to writing is 
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"beyond the scope of the journal" (Goggin "Composing a Discipline" 336). Written 

Communication also marks a departure from NCTE-dominated journals and a trend to 

establish independent professional publications. 

These various discourse trends and publication practices demonstrate that rhetoric 

and composition followed a standard path toward establishing its own diverse and 

dynamic disciplinary discourse. It started out some diffiise definition of its subject in terms 

of problems emerging in the daily practice of teaching composition. At this stage, the 

published genres of the field mostly consisted of reflections on practice, and theory or 

research only began to shape the field's publications afl;er its subject went through some 

transformations moving away from what's going on in a freshman composition classroom 

toward issues of writing as a cognitive and or social process. As a generic genre, 

disciplinary writing is often characterized by assuming a specialized audience (instead of 

writing for a broader audience of strangers) and developing certain standardized 

conventions through the process of refereed journal submissions (blind-reviewing has 

become a general practice in most journals of the field). Two other important features of 

the genre are the emergence of landmark publications (papers that are frequently cited and 

form a body of shared knowledge even if it is challenged) and the prevalence of elaborate 

argimientation in disciplinary publications. A third factor that has some relevance to the 

nature of genres and knowledge-making is specialization, which is reflected by the range 

of journals that focus on sub-areas within the field, such as second language writing, 

English in two-year colleges, assessment in writing, basic writing, or advanced writing. 

Each of these areas now have their own journals, and they often represent different 
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research methods or orientations. For example, Assessing Writing is an international, 

biannual and reviewed journal that includes articles relying more heavily on statistical 

methods and empirical research compared to the journal dedicated to advanced 

composition simply because issues of assessment have a disciplinary tradition related to 

educational measurement. The Journal of Advanced Composition, on the other hand, is a 

forum for theory-based scholarship, which was clearly expressed by changing the name of 

the journal in 1994 to Journal of Composition Theory. The change indicates that the 

journal's orientation is determined not so much by its subject (advanced writing), but by 

the theoretical interest of its audience and authors. Second language writing is an 

interdisciplinary area, and most of the publications in the Journal of Second Language 

Writing are written by ESL or applied linguistics specialists focusing on writing, and not 

by rhetoric and composition scholars interested in second language writers. 

It is probably safe to say that rhetoric and composition has become more 

diversified, and there is a wide range of genres now shaped and defined by the journals and 

by the writers whose work contributes to the body of knowledge that the discipline 

accumulates and values. In the following sections, I will examine two more components 

that shape disciplinary writing in any field. I will focus on how disciplinary genres are 

shaped and reflected by the training programs of rhetoric and composition scholars. I will 

also review some reflective discussions on genre and rhetoric and composition disciplinary 

discourse. The only available research on rhetoric and composition scholarship training 

that relates to disciplinary genres reflects on a special time period, and it is conceptualized 

in a binary (humanities/English versus social science/linguistics) fi-amework. The more 
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recent reflections on rhetoric and composition disciplinary genres and the nature of 

knowledge-making, on the other hand, represent a multiplicity of views and positions. 

The Novice Writer of Rhetoric and Composition 

One significant account of the genres of rhetoric and composition is presented in a 

study by Carol Berkenkotter, Thomas N. Huckin, and John Ackerman. Although the 

authors' main purpose is to present the process of a graduate student acquiring the literacy 

of his field, this work also contains important assumptions about the disciplinary genres of 

rhetoric and composition. First, it stresses that the graduate program examined in their 

study (Carnegie Mellon University) is interdisciplinary involving faculty from cognitive 

psychology, classical and contemporary rhetoric, linguistics, speech and communication, 

and computer science. Second, it presents the social-scientific paradigm including 

experimental research design, and statistics as essential components of the field's 

scholarship. However, Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman also present the product of 

this graduate program as an intellectual hybrid trained for communication in two major 

genres, which they relate to two distinct types of professional publications. Studies of 

historical and rhetorical theory prepare graduate students to publish for journals like 

College English or College Composition and Communication. Detailed discourse analysis 

of this kind of genres revealed lower average sentence length, lower number of 

connectives and discourse demonstratives, higher percentage of "I" and also significant 

diflferences in article usage or register as compared to the second kind of genre, which is 

oriented more toward social science than humanities. A rhetoric and composition scholar. 
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claim Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman, also needs to be "a competent researcher 

who can write social science expository prose for educational research publications such 

as Research in the Teaching of English or Written Communication" (13). Consequently, 

Nate, the subject of Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman's study, has to go through a 

retooling process during which he transforms his writing style picked up as an English and 

education undergraduate from the genre of "literary journalistic writing" into expository 

social-science writing. Some stylistic features of this genre include higher average sentence 

length, higher number of connectives and discourse demonstratives, a different pattern of 

article usage, a more specific and limited social science register, and a lower percentage of 

"I" used in the texts. 

While these two megagenres represent significantly different discourse patterns, 

Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman also imply that their subject, Nate, learned to write 

in several equally different subgenres mcluding critiques, follow-up memos, bibliographical 

essays and research papers that were each slightly different in character, depending on 

their subject and purpose. In their conclusion the three authors stress that rhetoric and 

composition scholars need to learn to work in a "multi-dimensional space" including both 

"the teaching and expressive writing communities he [Nate] had belonged to for many 

years and the more research-oriented community of rhetoricians and composition theorists 

he was trying to enter" (39). The graduate program prepared Nate to enter into a 

professional community beyond his immediate environment, a community that can be 

usefully characterized by these two general genres, but that probably includes more variety 

in conventions considering the large number (about 20) of relevant professional journals. 
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This study also stresses that the adoption of the linguistic characteristics of one 

professional community does not imply the rejection of another one, and learning the 

conventions includes learning to add one's voice to the conversation. 

Cindy Johanek, however, claims that the rhetoric and composition discipline has 

always been biased against quantitative and statistical methods, and she attributes this bias 

to these programs' historical rootedness in humanities-oriented English studies 

scholarship. She cites a ministudy of eight graduate programs in rhetoric and composition. 

Although these may not be representative of the whole discipline, the 186 scholars of 

rhetoric and composition trained in these programs altogether provide a significantly large 

number whose training, claims Johanek, is clearly incomplete and biased. Namely, aU of 

these programs indicated that they do not highly value research and research designs that 

rely on numerical evidence, and they regard the quantitative and analytical scores of their 

candidates' GREs less important than their verbal scores at admission (Johanek 200). 

In the following section, I will examine some binary approaches to disciplinary 

genres in rhetoric and composition scholarship that emerged in reflective discussions on 

what rhetoric and composition disciplinary writing entails. As these discussions also 

suggest, more recently the bias either for or against science seems to have waned, and the 

reflections about the nature of both rhetoric and composition scholarship and scholarly 

writing are not focused on defining the scientific status of the discipline. In addition, 

alternative genres, most prominently narratives, which in the emerging phases of 

scholarship were regarded as compromising the disciplinary status of the field, are 

becoming more valued in rhetoric and composition. 
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Reflective Genre Dialogues 

Although approaching rhetoric and composition scholarship as a conflict, or 

integration of two major paradigms and their representative genres is a usefiil frame of 

discussion, sometimes the differences between conventions represent deeper conflicts 

between research paradigms, theories, theory and practice, or strategies for disciplinary 

survival. 

The strict empirical, experimental research model that partly influenced the initial 

phases of professional evolution of composition studies as a discipline was reinforced by 

the social prestige of this paradigm in contemporary academia. While in composition 

studies the scholarship of teachers often seemed to be in conflict with more rigorous forms 

of disciplinary knowledge-making, in the discipline of education the tradition of rigorous 

experimental research was a strong paradigm, which is demonstrated by the positivist 

overtones of the 1963, Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer monograph. However, in the 

1980s this paradigm was assiduously challenged by a group of education scholars, whose 

discussion of their field's new epistemic paradigm was published in The Paradigm Dialog, 

edited by Egon G. Guba. The new paradigm advocated as postpositivism is characterized 

by preference for critical theory (theories that deny value-free research), constructivism 

(an assertion of the socially constructed nature of knowledge) and naturalistic inquiry 

(qualitative, ethnographic methods instead of quantitative and experimental research). In 

terms of changing the research paper genre of the education discipline, Yvonna S. Lincoln 

claims that the new paradigm will require new forms of writing: 
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[. ..] leaving behind a language that reflects an intended subject-object 

dualism, we could search for a language that displays connectedness.. 

Leaving behind a (meaningless) objectivity, we could aim for a language 

that reflects intense interaction and interactivity. Rather than an 

uncontested language of "fact," we could begin using a language and 

linguistic forms that reflect the dialectical and problematic nature of 

human existence, a language that shows power, persuasion, arenas of bias, 

values, conflict, construction, reconstruction. We could try to avoid the 

distancing of conventional science by adopting a language that 

demonstrates emotional and social commitment on the part of the inquirer. 

We could find a form for our work that avoids the dispassionate tone of 

traditional, conventional science in favor of the language of energy and 

passion. We could, in short, abandon the role of dispassionate observer in 

favor of the role of passionate participant. (86 italics in the original) 

Lincoln's passage is a passionate declaration of a need for changing the way of writing as 

part of changing the way of thinking and inquiry. 

Another example of radical epistemological change expressed in genre discussions 

has been recently surfaced on the pages of Research in the Teaching of English, a journal 

that has had a long tradition of preference for empirical research and statistical analysis. In 

1996 the Viewpoints section of the journal published a discussion about whether novels 

should count as dissertation in the field of education. During the debate, and in the 

subsequent rewordings of the editors' introductions, several voices express concern about 



177 

an opposite bias against quantitative research. In the 1996 October issue of the journal, the 

editors express their hope "not to exclude traditional empirical APA style research" (292). 

The editors also acknowledge a paradigm proliferation and claim to take a pluralistic 

approach to research that can be published in three major genres identified as conventional 

research reports, research reports in other genres, and review articles. The editors also 

include a long justification from reviewers explaining why they published an article that 

combines research report with a narrative. 

Apart from these changes in preferences in some of the model disciplines of 

rhetoric and composition, other reflective discussions about the relationship between 

disciplinary paradigms and genres also reflect moving away from the "research report" as 

a model of disciplinary writing. Debra Joumet's work is one example of such discussions. 

Joumet defines genre in an inclusive way as comprising and constituting disciplines: 

"Genres bring together not only discursive forms and vocabulary, but the common 

problems of representations of reality, the preferred methods and techniques, and the 

whole range of theoretical, methodological and epistemological commitments that 

constitute a discipline" ("Boundary Rhetoric" 56). Consequently, according to Joumet, 

there is no disciplinary innovation without generic innovation. Joumet's account also 

reflects a relatively recent phenomenon in the disciplinary history of composition studies. 

It is not about preparadigmatic and paradigmatic discourse anymore. Joumet believes that 

composition studies, just like psychology, is a relatively new field of disciplinary 

knowledge-making, and, as such, its interdisciplinary nature implies heavy reliance on 

borrowed knowledge. The downside of interdisciplinary work comprises "difiSculties 
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finding shared theoretical and methodological commitments (what and how much to 

assume), a common language (whose terminology to use) or even avenues for 

dissemination (where to publish)" ("Interdisciplinary Discourse and Boimdary Rhetoric" 

533). 

Joumet does not rely on the humanities versus social science fi-amework in her 

analysis. Instead, she presents composition studies as a discipline polarized between two 

paradigms, one cognitive and the other contextual. If the cognitive paradigm is replaced 

by the contextual paradigm, claims Joumet, "logico-scientific genres" will be replaced by 

"narrative genres" ("Boundary Rhetoric and Disciplinary Genres" 58). 

In another study Joumet examines disciplinary discourse in psychology and relates 

genres to epistemological models. These epistemological models represent nomothetic 

knowledge, "which emphasizes the general laws that govem the phenomena vmder study 

and reduces individuals to particular instances and examples of universal principles" and 

idiographic knowledge, which "emphasizes the particularities of phenomena and stresses 

the uniqueness of individual cases" ("Interdisciplinary Discourse and 'Boundary 

Rhetoric'" 518). In terms of discourse styles and genres, idiographic knowledge-making 

calls for narrative case reports or case histories that "not just describe those lives; they 

narrate them" and constmct a plot that explains events by arranging their episodes in a 

manner that suggest causal and chronological relations (519). Jouraet's example is Smith 

Ely JellLfife, whose interdisciplinary discourse combined psychoanalysis and neurology and 

"somehow reconciled epistemological and methodological assumptions, as well as the 

generic conventions underlying those assumptions" (520). I read Joumet's work not only 
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as a description of disciplinary paradigms and matching genres but also as a signilScant 

shift toward (re)evaluating narratives and blurring the boundaries between rigorous 

definitions of scholarship, paradigms, and scholarly discourse. 

These kinds of reflections on disciplinary discourse and interdisciplinarity are 

relatively new and strikingly different than the ones cited in Chapter Four, which 

contrasted narrative, testimonial, or polemic/ rhetorical (essay) writing with the research 

article (or its social scientific variant) (especiaUy Connors and North). In these earlier 

reflections, no hope for integration of genres and/or paradigms is expressed, and the 

underdeveloped model of the rhetoric and composition research article is evaluated as a 

shortcoming or a problem. 

One factor that contributed to this changing reflection on rhetoric and composition 

writing is the large number of rhetoric and composition publications (mostly books) that 

are often defined as experimental or alternative genres, many of which also represent the 

megagenre of narrative in some form. For example, Wendy Bishop notes that over the 

past few years of its professional history, composition studies has produced a host of 

innovative writing styles, including literacy autobiographies, imitations, various forms of 

dialogic writing, collaborative and alternate research, writings on how to innovate, and 

innovative textbooks ("Preaching What We Practice as Professionals in Writing" 6). 

Bishop's evaluation of these genres does not include concerns about the scientific or 

academic status of such discourse in the greater scheme of disciplinary discourse anymore. 

Instead, she resents that such innovative writing is not the subject of writing instruction, 

which is still mostly governed by limiting institutional constraints and required enrollment. 
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conditions under which no experimentation might thrive. 

Just a few years earlier, Lynn Z. Bloom presented a slightly different opinion in her 

paper "Writing What we Teach." Bloom does not use the term genre in her reflections, 

but the way she discusses discourse suggests that she works both with a megagenre (i.e., 

academic discourse or literary nonfiction), and some minor genre categories, including 

autobiographies, for example. But at closer look, Lynn's argument is similar to Bishop's 

insofar as she promotes explorative, belletristic, or autobiographic writing. In addition. 

Bloom opposes the idea of teaching "academic discourse," a position that Bishop may not 

explicitly endorse. Bloom's support is based on Peter Elbow's argument that academic 

discourse is so diverse that there is no way a composition teacher can teach it, simply 

because there is no it to teach. The genre Bloom promotes both for teaching and 

practicing purposes is what she calls "literary nonfiction," and which encompasses a 

belletristic essay tradition of creative exploration and personal expression. Such writing, 

claims Bloom, should be as unremarkable a component of a writing teacher's practice as 

meeting the class. Another important element in Bloom's discussion is her conviction that 

writing teachers must be writers, but their writing may not necessarily contribute to the 

disciplinary or scholarly publications. 

Both of these opinions reflect values of writing that are different fi-om the 

conventionalized and professionalized practice of professional journals outlined in the 

previous section. This contrast is also acknowledged by Stephen North, who expresses a 

strong view that composition studies, after a detour of encounters with academic writing, 

should return to its original path of creative and expressive prose. In outlining the future 
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of composition studies. North predicts that after giving up paradigm hopes and the illusion 

that rhetoric and composition can ever be turned into an empirical research-based science, 

composition experts will give up the kind of writing associated with such disciplines, too. 

According to North, this will result in a diversification of genres, and interestingly, a 

diversification that will be dominated by narratives, or even fiction. His examples are 

Shirley Brice Heath's Ways with Words, which is an ethnography; Mike Rose's Lives on 

the Boundary, which is an autobiography; and Joan Cutuly's Home of the Wildcats, which 

is a "teacher story.What North's discussion reveals is that in fact, the 

professionalization of rhetoric and composition is a controversial process that could never 

really fill in the gap between teaching practice and disciplinary practice. North's solution is 

to give up the disciplinary pretensions, including the constraining practice of publishing in 

professional journals and turn to alternative venues of publishing and a firee market of 

ideas instead. In addition. North implicates editors and referees with paradigmatic control 

and regards them as residues of the naive paradigm hope of composition studies becoming 

(social) scientific. 

In spite of the differences in these positions, one common element in them is the 

valorization of narrative genres as opposed to the scientific discourse of professionalized 

scholarship. A recent symposium on "the politics of the personal" collected a series of 

reflections by composition scholars that challenge the "narrative or scientific" genre 

binary, and discuss narratives in terms of personal and public discourse. As Anne 

Herrington states, what is public or what is personal is never self-evident, and it is always 

defined by social norms of values, which is referred to by some authors in the discussion 



182 

as "the politics of the personal." Deborah Brandt, who uses narratives and ethnographic 

research, envisages a genre in which she does not allow the stories and the personalities to 

dominate and claims that her work is about her, not the lives she uses in her research. She 

"pulverizes" and "objectifies" the personal, and her goal is not for her subjects to 

recognize themselves, but to recognize a different way of considering themselves as 

represented in academic writing. Ellen Cushman argues for reflective writing, and personal 

narratives being less about the individual and more about the relations between researchers 

and participants. Anne Ruggles Gere uses her religious personal experience to illustrate 

how the personal is always problematic in academic writing. Currently, says Gere, it is 

acceptable "to detail the trauma of rape or abuse," or to make one's sexual orientation 

public, but religious experience is militantly excluded from academic discourse. In other 

words, the inclusion of some areas of personal experience in academic discourse is never 

fully liberating, but it is an ongoing process always producing new exclusions as well. The 

link between feminism and religion, argues Gere, might be a way of turning the religious 

experience into public, and academic discourse. Victor Villanueva creates a new genre 

that he calls "critical autobiography" and argues for refigurations of binaries between 

public, private, autobiographical or critical. Authenticity should not be regarded as the 

exclusive property of personal writing, just as academic writing should not be regarded as 

a superior form of knowledge making. Richard Miller and Gesa Kirsch both emphasize the 

necessity of rethinking both public and personal genres, noticing changes and challenges, 

as well as accepting the tensions between them. Overall, the discussion suggests that there 

is a subtle move toward rethinking the public and the private in academia in terms of more 



183 

like what Gesa Kirsch calls "negotiating the personal, the private and the professional" 

than in hierarchical binary terms. 

Cindy Johanek's recent work presents the genre argument in a different 

perspective. Her account suggests that the pendulum has reached its fiUl swing in the 

opposite direction, and narrative and anecdotal genres have akeady become dominant in 

the rhetoric and composition discipline. Johanek believes that "'research' that shares only 

anecdotal evidence seems to have found a prominent place in our recent scholarship—and 

unfortunately so" (10). In fact, she adds that if it is possible for a discipline to start out 

preparadigmatic, as Connors and others noted, and then become '"more preparadigmatic' 

as time goes on," rhetoric and composition has reached this stage (22). 

Johanek's argument is complex and has many aspects: She claims that narratives 

are diSiise forms of academic discourse that stress isolated, individual work as opposed to 

more rigorous forms of research writing based on shared assumptions with a social 

network of scholars. Johanek also demonstrates that the narrative or personal element of 

research does not always implement significantly what quantitative research has already 

established. Moreover, she points out that many in rhetoric and composition endorse a 

limited and biased view of quantitative research as if it were nothing else but nimiber-

crunching. This bias is surprisingly arhetorical, points out Johanek, and does not 

acknowledge interpretation of data as being an essential and complex element of statistical 

methods. I would add here to support Johanek's argument that the opponents of scientific 

research and statistical methods often pursue an arhetorical argument and fail to see these 

methods as serving certain persuasive fimctions or meeting audience expectations. 
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Johanek's second argument to support her claim of genre-driven research bias is that 

rhetoric and composition has not yet published a thorough guide for applying statistical 

reasoning in research: The two books most frequently used by graduate programs ( M. 

Kamil, J. Langer, and T. Shanahan's Understanding Research in Reading and Writing. 

Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1985; and J. Lauer, and J. W. Asher's Composition Research: 

Empirical Designs. New York: Oxford UP, 1988) are consumer-oriented guides. They 

help the reader read research, but they do not walk the reader through the complex steps 

of statistical reasoning. Thus, in spite of Kirsch and Sullivan's contention that composition 

research is multidisciplinary and based on methodological pluralism, Johanek argues that 

"composition researchers trained in the himianities, either reject scientific inquiry or 

'consume' it indiscriminately" (34), The recent trend of valuing narrative or alternative 

genres, concludes Johanek, is simply a veil for the humanist's eternal puzzlement by 

statistical analysis and empirical research design. 

Johanek recommends an alternative paradigm, which she calls a contextualist 

paradigm. At closer look, it is more like a rhetorical paradigm because Johanek develops a 

matrix along a tertiary division of reader, writer, and text, which in this model are 

substituted for social/audience, personal/researcher and factual/evidence. This paradigm, 

claims Johanek, allows scholars "to decide on research methods for a particular project 

based not on politics or on personal preferences, but on the contexts in which [...] 

research questions arise" (111). In her own work, Johanek created a hybrid genre that 

included analysis of theory and research, and a mock study to demonstrate decision

making in research. As part of her article, she reprinted a research study and supplemented 
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it with interviews to illustrate the point that narratives do not always add to what is 

already revealed in empirical research. In addition, she conducted a pilot study to illustrate 

how research can be a valuable supplement to rather than the opposite of what is known 

as lore. Johanek's work reminds me of Robert Davis and Mark Shadle's recent survey of 

alternative approaches to what they call the modernist research paper. Davis and Shadle 

discuss four alternative genres: the research argument, the research essay, the personal 

research paper, and the multi-gem-e/media/disciplinary/cultural research project. Although 

at the beginning of this discussion, I cited Wendy Bishop stating that rhetoric and 

composition researchers write in alternative genres but teach traditional writing, Davis and 

Shadle's work suggests just the opposite: These two authors rely on their extensive 

teaching of research papers that represent a new, postmodern synthesis or pluralization of 

genres, incorporating diverse sources of knowledge (personal experience and after 

research based) as well as sources made available by technology (which often includes the 

combination of visual and verbal). Their experimentation with new genres marks a distinct 

departure from the era of modernist scientism and binary discourses about paradigms. Just 

as Davis and Shadle's new genres explore possibilities of incorporating several diverse 

sources of knowledge, Johanek's work represents a move in the same directioa The only 

difference I would like to point out is that Johanek's approach seems to regard context as 

an absolute rather than a multidimensional, fluid, and flexible parameter of research 

paradigms and genres. It is also remarkable that she would want to exclude personal and 

political preferences from contextualized research, as if considering the political camp 

wars behind epistemological wars was not a legitimate component of context in the 
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broadest socially constructed sense. 

Carol Berkenkotter, whose genre theory is articulated in a social-constructionist 

framework, expresses more caution about the innovative genres Johanek or Joumet 

presented as models for future rhetoric and composition scholarship. Berkenkotter 

believes that "imderstanding the relationship between a discipline's epistemology, its 

methodology, and its discursive practices is a difficult, complex task which requires both 

an historical perspective and the tools of rhetorical and linguistic analysis" ("A Rhetoric 

for 'Naturalistic Inquiry' and a Question of Genre" 295). The genres of scholarly writing 

reflect a sensitive relationship between conventions and epistemological assumptions and 

have developed a tremendous "gravitational force" out of a long history of empirical 

traditions. Even the critical examination of genres and conventions of both the natural and 

social sciences, claims Berkenkotter, is carried out by well-established researchers in well-

established genres. She also points out that the institutions of disciplinary knowledge, like 

all social institutions, do not change by leaps; therefore, the written genres in which 

paradigm shifts are discussed and through which knowledge is mediated "appear to be 

curiously impervious to the winds of reflexivity blowing across the academic landscape" 

(301). 

These reflections on disciplinary genres illustrate not only conflicting paradigms 

but different patterns of conceptualizing these conflicts in the history of a discipline. The 

paradigm shifts and genre changes that take place at a time when the discipline is already 

fairly consolidated do not simply revalue genres that earlier were rejected, but redefine 

them in different contexts. 



187 

Maureen D. Goggin, unlike North or Bloom, believes that rhetoric and 

composition has already shifted from a "marginalized, dispersed, and largely localized 

service-oriented enterprise" toward a professional and disciplinary one {Authoring a 

Discipline 186). Among other things, the more than 20 professional journals played a 

critical role in its professionalization. However, the discipline still struggles against 

marginalization because it is still closely connected to first-year composition teaching. 

According to Goggin, the low prestige of composition-teaching and the lower prestige of 

rhetoric and composition as a component of English departments are responsible for the 

unstable relations between composition as a pedagogical enterprise and rhetoric (or: 

rhetoric and composition) as a disciplinary endeavor. Therefore, Goggin's suggestion is to 

reconsider rhetoric and composition in the broader disciplinary perspective of rhetoric that 

includes a lot more than composition teaching. While Berkenkotter warrants that a 

discipline once established cannot escape its own constraints, Goggin seems to see a 

perspective for rhetoric and composition that would open some space for experimentation 

by aligning it with broader theories and issues of writing and communication. 

Another important suggestion by Goggin that has some discursive ramifications is 

that rhetoric and composition should market its disciplinary knowledge better. Indeed, as 

we can see, all prestigious disciplinary fields have their popular science genres whereas 

rhetoric and composition, because of its inseparable links with first-year composition 

teaching, does not have a popular image that would imply comparable disciplinary 

prestige. Because composition in public and political debates is narrowly defined as 

correctness-oriented teaching, the disciplinary expertise involved is reduced to a level that 
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anybody who can read or write could demonstrate. What Goggin's idea suggests in genre 

terms is that rhetoric and composition has already reached professionalized status in terms 

of producing a broad spectrum of knowledge in journals that are read, produced, and 

written by the members of the rhetoric and composition disciplinary community. The 

genres, however, that would relate this body of knowledge to the public are still missing 

or are written by outsiders. Clearly, according to current assumptions about disciplinarity, 

any discipline that has serious status should have its popular variety, and popular science is 

a prolific and heterogeneous genre. And vice versa, a field that has no popular science 

variety is not taken seriously as a discipline. But the genre of popular rhetoric and 

composition studies is yet waiting to be invented and defined. Some of the narrative 

scholarship, like Mike Rose's literacy autobiography, for example, can aheady be regarded 

as a genre with a potential for appealing to a broader audience. Goggin's concept of 

popular science, on the other hand, is based on the idea of translating scholarship into 

knowledge accessible for a broader audience and also utilized for the purpose of justifying 

and popularizing currently existing writing programs (both in colleges and high schools). 

What Goggin's conclusion also implies, however, especially when confronted with 

the findings of the Ackerman, Huckin and Berkenkotter study is that today the novice 

scholars of the field have more options and more complex publication scenarios to enter 

than before. It is probably not accurate to describe the field's genres in terms of binary 

epistemological paradigms anymore, and anyone who is preparing to publish in the 

discipline would need to study the range of genres that the wide range of journals support 

and (re)produce, including noticing changes and shifts in their orientations and 
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conventions. 

Notes 

' John M. Swales uses the term pregenres to label technically everything that cannot be more specifically 
labeled. He also strongly suggests that pre-genres are related to orality. This view seems to echo Bakhtin's 
view of primary (oral) and secondary (written and literary) genres. I will not discuss this issue in detail, 
but the separation of oral, and written genres is clearly a matter that genre research needs to address in 
some form. 

^ Although North's book gives a challenging insight into the knowledge-making practices of composition, 
his account is more polemic than descriptive, and he does not seem to be interested in disciplinarity at all. 
His categories are philosophical and hermeneutical in nature, and the lack of disciplinary dimension in his 
account leads to some odd misrepresentations. For example, he describes Mina Shaughnessy's Errors and 
Expectations as a prime example of the practitioner type of inquiry without discussing that in many ways 
this book contests most of the tenets of current traditionalism in the field. Most prominently, I believe that 
Shaughnessy, based on contemporary views in linguistics, seriously challenges conventional concepts of 
correctness, and very strongly suggests that linguistics is a discipline that composition studies should rely 
on. Also, while North often associates practitioners with supporters of various, politically motivated "back 
to basics" movements, he fails to point out that Shaughnessy's book has a very sound argument against 
regarding poor writing as an indicator of cognitive deficiency. 

' Needless to say, these narratives are very difTerent, which unfortunately was not mentioned in these 
discussions. For example, while Heath's ethnography might resemble a narrative, it, in fact, is a summary 
of meticulous field research, and it also relies on a large body of linguistics literature that Mike Rose's 
work, for example, does not utilize. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

TWO INTERDISCIPLINARY CLAIMS FROM THE DISCIPLINE OF RHETORIC 

AND COMPOSITION: GENRE ANALYSIS OF JANET EMIG'S "THE TACIT 

TRADITION: THE INEVITABILITY OF A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO 

WRITING RESEARCH" AND MAXINE HAIRSTON'S "WINDS OF CHANGE: 

THOMAS KUHN AND THE REVOLUTION IN THE TEACHING OF WRITING" 

Distinctions between genres and categories such as functional 

literature versus artistic literature are of little use. Beyond the 

subjective judgements involved, it takes little imagination to think 

up artistic uses of fiuictional literature or functional uses of artistic 

writing. (John F. Szwed: "The Ethnography of Literacy" 424) 

For the purposes of this chapter and following Paul Prior's work, I look upon both 

genres and disciplines as "activity systems." As such, they are characterized by 

contradictions and heterogeneity manifested by "multiple voices/perspectives of 

interactants," "layered presence of... ideologies from different historical periods," and a 

variety of ways in which discourse and discipline are structured by "specific institutional 

legacies," and "competing historical models of work" (Prior, "Literate Activity and 

Disciplinarity" 276). Consequently, the two interdisciplinary claims that I will analyze 

reflect many of the conflicts that the history of composition studies as a field developed in 

the US academy represents. These claims, instead of being clear-cut cases of any of the 

possible meanings of interdisciplinarity, express a combination of interdisciplinary hopes. 
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including a holistic hope to understand hmnan nature by understanding the nature of 

writing (Emig); the establishment of composition studies as a solid disciplinary field 

between the contested triad of humanities, social studies, and natural sciences (Emig and 

Hairston); the critical examination of the relationship between teaching practice and 

disciplinary knowledge-making (Hairston); and an implied extension of disciplinary work 

beyond the traditional institutional space of English departments (Hairston and Emig). In 

the discussions and genre analysis below, I will also include a reader-response element and 

suggest that these two articles, as dissimilar as they may seem, may not always be read the 

same way. While I will point out some differences in their influence on the rhetoric and 

composition discourse community, I will also demonstrate that in the future they both 

might be read as complementary rather than contrasting expressions of a multidisciplinary 

claim. 

(Rhetorical) Text Analysis 

Before I start the analysis of Emig's and Hairston's texts, I have to face the 

difficulty of finding an appropriate analytical tool. Text analysis has many forms and 

varieties, depending on what discipline embarks on the analysis (rhetoric, linguistics, 

discourse linguistics, literary studies, or composition). William Grabe has set up a scale 

(Table 2) along which methods of text analysis can be placed according to how 

transparent or opaque they are. As we move further down this chart, the analysis will 

cover less tangible structures and will become more opaque. Grabe's classification reveals 

the boundary between the linguistic and nonlinguistic domains, and he maintains a 
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distinction between deep and surface analysis, two terms that are familiar from generative 

linguistics but are used in a slightly modified sense. According to Vijay K. Bhatia, who 

works in the field of discourse linguistics, the surface and deep analysis can refer to at 

least two different approaches: First, Bhatia calls all formal analysis of linguistic structures 

"surface analysis," and functional or rhetorical analysis "deep analysis." Second, he adopts 

Geertz's thin and thick description of cultures as analogies and states that deep analysis of 

texts would be the equivalent of what Geertz refers to as thick description. Thin 

descriptions can provide a list of characteristics as observed in a text, like sentence length, 

frequency of pronouns, etc. Thick descriptions, on the other hand, would interpret these 

characteristics as components of a deliberate message addressed to a real (or imaginary) 

audience, in a given context, and followmg a set of social/discursive conventions (See 

Table 2). 



193 

Transparent analysis 

SURFACE DEEP 

grammatical ideational Syntax L semantics L reference 

features (sentential) I world 

level E N background 

G knowledge 

X U memory 

functional textual Cohesion coherence I emotion 

features (whole-text I s 

level) T perception 

c I 

c intention 

stylistic interpersonal Posture 0 stance logical 
arrangement 

features (reader-writer B 
rhetorical 

level) N O patterns 

u situation 

N motivation 
for form 

D 

A 

R 

Y 

Opaque analysis 

Source: William Grabe: "Written Discourse Analysis" Table 2. 
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While Bhatia's usage of deep analysis and Geertz's selection of thick description 

suggest a bias toward the interpretational component of analysis, Grabe's word us£^e 

suggests an opposite bias. It seems as if transparent analysis (which would be what Bhatia 

calls surface analysis) was more valuable or at least tangible and objective. However, 

Grabe also points out that text analysis with the ambition of going beyond the linguistic 

structure and examining the boundaries between language and nonlanguage can never be 

determined absolutely because such an analysis will inevitably refer to the iateraction 

between language and reality as constructed through the complex web of interpersonal 

and perceived relations. In this sense, text analysis can never be generative; it can never 

lead to a complete algorithm of how to generate a whole text, like generative grammar 

claims to provide an algorithm of generating grammatically correct and meaningful 

sentences. On the other hand, Grabe also claims that imlike generative grammar, text 

linguistics is not based on introspection or intuition, but mainly observation. As I see it, 

the practice of genre analysis as a form of text analysis somewhat challenges this 

contention simply because the act of naming genres or subsuming specimen of writing 

under genre labels cannot be done based on observed linguistic characteristics only. For 

example, when variation analysts, like Douglas Biber, examine the formal linguistic 

characteristics of genres, they select san^les as academic texts, journalism, etc., before 

they analyze their syntactic peculiarities, not the other way roimd. Similarly, genre 

analysts often analyze disciplinary writing in terms of "moves" following John Swales' 

work, which starts out from identifying larger-than-sentence-size elements in academic 

writing. The identification of speech events, or moves, however, as Dudley-Evans notes, is 
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always arbitrary to some extent, at least insofar as it contains a significant element of 

judgment, perception, and, I would also add interpretation on the reader's part (227). 

For the purpose of this chapter, I will combine transparent and opaque analysb. I 

believe that genre analysis—and all text analysis for that matter—can be looked upon as 

basically a rhetorical act, which means that I will need to justify every step I take, 

including, first, my decision to call Emig's and Hairston's texts "interdisciplinary claims." 

When I call these two papers "interdisciplinary claims," I am applying the generative 

principle of genre terms that has been pointed out, among others, by David A JoUifife's 

entry on genre in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition. JoUifife's definition of 

genre stresses that in everyday language genre terms are generated in large numbers 

instantiating a general human "classificatory urge" (279). John Gumperz, sociolinguist, 

uses genre for what he calls a pragmatic analysis that works at the ideological level. He 

says, "For me genre is not an analytical category, because, as I understand it, genre, at 

least in the Bakhtinian sense of the term, is better treated as an analyst's, or for that matter 

also a lay-person's, concept for referring to or labeling texts or speech exchanges" (8). 

What Gumperz stresses here is that whenever we use genre terms, we make ideologically 

charged metapragmatic assessment. I want to emphasize this use of genre terms as being 

rhetorical in the sense of requiring some explanation of what motivates the analyst's 

choice of a genre term, in my case, labeling Emig's and Hairston's articles as 

interdisciplinary claims. Genre terms are prolific, but not arbitrary, and most typically, like 

Alastair Fowler also states, are based either on characteristics of subject (content) or form 

(language). In this case, I want to argue not only that both Hairston and Emig claim in 
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their respective papers that writing research or con^sition studies are interdisciplinary 

but also that both writings are polemic and argumentative. Therefore, interdisciplinary 

claim is an appropriate label to describe their characters. On the other hand, both writings 

can also be classified as "essays," especially because that genre term is so broad. However, 

for my purpose of grasping certain disciplinary differences and orientations in these 

writings, the term essay does not yield anything usefiil other than the fact that both texts 

are nonfiction and draw on a unique mix of complex discursive traditions. 

Similarly, both texts could be classified as specimen of the "academic paper"genre 

even if they both violate the structure John Swales' work identified. For example. Swales' 

model of a research article includes discursive moves like establishing a territory, then a 

niche, finally occupying the niche. These moves are broken down into several steps, 

including claiming centrality, indicating a gap, continuing a tradition, outlining purposes, 

making claims and rejecting counterclaims. These steps are more recognizably marked and 

followed in the articles Swales used as samples than in either Emig's or Hairston's texts, 

yet it is possible to detect traces of such moves in both. For example, Hairston rejects the 

counterclaim that what she describes as current traditional pedagogy constitutes valid 

knowledge about writing; Emig's refutes the counterclaim that research methods should 

simply be adhered to because they are objective. However, these moves are expressed in 

ways that do not contain the linguistic markers Swales identified. In that sense, they do 

not follow the structured convention of the research-report-article-based academic 

writing. As Berkenkotter and Huckin stress, genres are always "sites of contention 

between stability and change" ("Rethinking genre firom a sociocognitive perspective" 
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481). This means that both Emig's and Hairston's texts reproduce some features of the 

research-report article, but in important ways they both shape their genres in response to 

what Berkenkotter and Huckin call their users' (or readers') perceived sociocognitive 

needs. I will demonstrate that Emig's perception of this sociocognitive need is holistic in 

the sense of making an attempt to synthesize knowledge from several general disciplinary 

areas, while Hairston's argument is more specifically firamed in a context of first-year 

composition teaching and composition as a discipline struggling for achieving a solid 

disciplinary status. Furthermore, Emig's resistance to adopting what she calls experimental 

or objectivist research methods is motivated not only by her epistemological stance but 

also by her perception that these methods are monolithic and exclusive, and are less likely 

to embrace a wide range of research methods or forms of enquiry. 

My main reason for labeling both pieces as interdisciplinary claims is that I wish to 

demonstrate two distinct cases of such claims. In Chapter Three I presented a 

classification of interdisciplinary claims, and my claim here is that Emig's piece is an 

interdisciplinary claim more of the holistic kind, while Hairston's more obviously aspires 

to align composition studies with such prestigious academic fields as linguistics, cognitive 

psychology, or sociolinguistics. In addition, Hairston also makes a category mistake': She 

contrasts current traditionalism, which is basically a mixed bag of various teaching 

practices and practical lore, with process-oriented approaches to writing, which is a 

paradigm of conceptualizing writing based on ideas borrowed from established theories in 

linguistics, cognitive and developmental psychology. The category mistake, however, 

works because Hairston's discussion takes place in a context of establishing disciplinary 
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status for composition studies as opposed to composition being related to pedagogical 

practices only. This framework makes her argument against recalcitrant teachmg methods 

and in support of ones that are grounded in prestigious theories and research appealing. 

Emig also incorporates a host of prestigious theories and research in her article, but she 

does not criticize teaching practices. Her paradigm shift is not so much about replacing an 

old (and inadequate) paradigm with a new one but about finding a broad and inclusive 

tradition of theory and research that offers her (disciplinary) discourse community a better 

insight into the complexities of writing as a human phenomenon. 

In my analysis I want to demonstrate that these differences are expressed not only 

in the actual claims these two writers make, but also in the formal characteristics of their 

writing, especially in their citation techniques. Moreover, I will also show that the two 

articles were received differently: While both of them claim that research on writing 

should involve a host of disciplines, Hairston's article created a more lasting response in 

the rhetoric and composition discourse community.^ 

Readers' discourse community and reception 

Starting at the opaque level, I would like to analyze these two texts in terms of 

their position as readings within their relevant discourse communities. As a &st step, I 

assume that historically at the time these two papers were published, rhetoric and 

composition, or composition studies, was still a field rather loosely defined, which explains 

the vagueness of both authors' reference terms of their disciplinary context: Emig uses the 

term writing research, and also writing and rhetoric research, which indicates the pre-

paradigmatic stage of the field; it is not a discipline yet, but a body of research. Hairston 
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uses the Xctm profession, but she also alternates between composition teaching and 

rhetoric or composition, which is another way of signaling fluid disciplinary identity. In 

addition, Hairston's usage suggests equal status of knowledge-making in teaching 

(practice) and disciplinary activity (research, theory) simply because she contrasts a 

predominantly pedagogical paradigm ("current traditionalism") with a research and 

theory-based paradigm ("writing as a process"). In contrast, while anthropology also 

struggles with definitions of what anthropologists do or write, none of the authors 

reflecting on their discourse and knowledge-makiag practices as cited in Chapter Two or 

Chapter Three hesitates to use the term anthropology. 

Another symptom of fluid disciplinary position is that Emig's paper was published 

in an anthology addressing a "rhetoric and writing" oriented audience, while Hairston's 

was published in an NCTE-sponsored journal targeting readers who are English or 

composition teachers engaging in scholarly activities to various degrees, mostly being 

consumers rather than producers of scholarly work. 

One important difference between the two writings in terms of audience and reader 

response is offered by their history of reception. Hairston's article soon after its 

publication became a canonical text in composition studies, frequently cited, anthologized, 

and included in scholarship training. As a graduate student, I was assigned her text three 

times during my studies in rhetoric and composition and work as a teaching assistant. 

Hairston's essay is also more frequently cited in books surveying the theoretical or 

disciplinary development of the field (Crowley, Bizzell, Connors, North^). The Writing 

Program Administrator's listserve, a semi-informal professional forum for the rhetoric and 
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composition discourse community, regularly contains requests for recommended readings 

for graduate classes. Hairston's piece often appears on these lists, even in 2000, eighteen 

years after it was published, and when paradigm shifts, or issues of what is scientific do 

not seem to be central in the scholarly reflections of the field. 

In one thread on the listserve, Clyde A. Moneyhun mentions assigning "Winds of 

Change" for teaching assistants as an introduction to the most significant paradigm shift in 

the field from product- to process-oriented approach to writing. Moneyhun also admits 

that after this major paradigm shift, several new trends began to dominate scholarly 

interest, including issues of race, gender, class, and computers (WPA-L 20-8-00). Bonnie 

Kyburz adds sexual orientation, disability, and "religious discourse" as prominent subjects 

of more recent research. These added trends definitely mark a shift from defining writing 

as text or (psycholinguistic) process toward interest in how various socio-economically 

and culturally defined groups experience, learn, or produce writing. However, the 

introduction of these new trends and approaches was more gradual and difluse, while 

Hairston's article marks a revolutionary turning point and concludes a time period when 

improved fijnding, open admission, and other radical changes swept through the 

backwaters of English departments and led to the disciplinary and institutional emergence 

of rhetoric and composition studies. 

Compared to Hairston's, Emig's piece is much less frequently cited and circulated. 

It is probably safe to say that Hairston's paper is perceived by the rhetoric and 

conposition readers' community as a strong and clear statement in the science, 

humanities, and pedagogy debate, while Emig's is not. For example. Leister Faigley in 
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Fragments of Rationality reads Hairston as making a strong statement on the side of what 

Bizzell calls "iimer-directed theories," or theories that attempt to explain writing as 

fundamental and universal processes discovered by the methods of disciplines (cognitive 

psychology) that look for universal and general rules rather than probabilistic or practical 

explanations. Faigley supports his reading by citing other, equally strong statements from 

Hairston in Avhich she, in her chairperson's address at the Conference on College 

Composition and Communication, urges the female partner (composition studies) to end 

an abusive marriage with literary critics dominating the English profession. The powerfiil 

metaphors of gender and marital troubles make Hairston's stance clear, explicit, and 

strong, and position her as a writer and scholar in the camp of those whom North believes 

foster a hope of composition studies having a unified and scientific paradigm. 

Emig's position in this group, however, is less stable, partly because some of her 

publications contradict her alleged scientist stance. For example, her 1982 article, "Inquiry 

Paradigms in Writing," clearly argues against a single paradigm based on empirical and 

positivist concepts of research, and her word choice of inquiry expresses her view that 

"many equally valid descriptions [of the knowable] are possible." She juxtaposes open-

mmded and inclusive inquiry with research that pursues to find an assumed "one-to-one 

correspondence" between a phenomenon and an interpretation and excludes multiple 

explanations (67). More notably, the ambiguity of Emig's position m the "paradigm 

revolution" is reflected in the contradicting responses to her work. North describes Emig's 

The Composing Process of Twelve Graders as "the single most influential piece of 

Researcher inquiry~and maybe any kind of inquiry- in Composition's short history" 
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(197). But in his analysis North also points out flaws that undennine the scientific status of 

Emig's work (over reliance on a single subject, intrusiveness of research method, and 

unwarranted generalizations fi'om singular cases). North's criticism, however, is also a 

criticism of scientism that he believes Emig represents and that he assumes is not 

attainable in composition research, or, in any research dealing with human phenomena, for 

tliat matter. 

Steven Schreiner's article—written thirty years after The Composing Process had 

been published—challenges Emig on arguing for the artistic nature of writing, relying too 

much on the Romantic creativity concept, ignoring the learned nature of writing, 

emphasizing the expressive function of composition at the expense of other functions, and 

valuing literary texts as superior writing. All in all, in Schreiner's account Emig is too 

much of a literary scholar, and her disciplinary bias makes her work less acceptable for the 

kind of rhetoric and composition scholarship that Schreiner attempts to construct as a field 

not influenced by the values and assumptions of literary studies. These contradictory 

responses demonstrate that Emig's scholarship is more holistic in nature, which partly 

explains why she gets praised or challenged by readers with more dichotomous views. As 

my genre analysis of "The Tacit Tradition" article will show, reading Emig as a holistic 

interdisciplinary claim may be helpM in understanding these contradictory reactions. What 

makes my interpretation opaque is that these responses only reflect temporary stances 

within the disciplinary history of rhetoric and composition, and as such, they are also 

subjected to change. 

The relatively more canonical position of Hairston's "Winds of Change" article-
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con^ared to "The Tacit Tradition"—in the rhetoric and composition discourse community 

does not mean that the paradigm shift she announced has not been questioned or 

undermined. The more recent responses to the "Winds of Change" have a general 

overtone of emphasizing the ideological function of this article: North refers to it as a 

paradigm-shift explanation of the revolution that took place within composition, and he 

also adds that Hairston's article basically matters more not for what it says, but what it 

does (321). James BeU in a 1995 article published in English in Texas refers to Hairston's 

article as "a seismic overstatement" and argues that the paradigm shift argument at best 

must be treated as "an enabling fiction through which members of the profession can 

speculate on better ways to teach students" (48). Louise Wetherbee Phelps compares the 

"Winds of Change" article to Berlin's introduction of social-epistemic rhetoric and notes 

that both (along with some other milestone works in the field at the time) were never 

seriously juxtaposed with the reality of composition studies around them but declared that 

the kind of disciplinary knowledge they promoted represents superior knowledge 

compared to the knowledge of classroom practitioners ("Paths not Taken: Recovering 

History as Alternate Future"). Patricia Bizzell accuses Hairston of using Kuhn's paradigm 

to lead English studies into scientism. In a somewhat contradictory manner, Bi2zell also 

criticizes Hairston for importing empirical evidence "to establish a paradigm above 

debate" instead of generating a critical change of discourse ("Thomas Kuhn, Scientism, 

and English Studies" 39-40). I read Bizzell's criticism as contradictory because in my 

reading, Hairston's text is powerfiil mainly because her discourse represents the rhetoric 

and composition discipline as one that has the potential of joining the discourse 
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community of disciplines relying on empirical evidence and not because she has empirical 

evidence, as Bizzell's critique seems to suggest. Among the more recent responses to 

Hairston, Jeffrey Walker calls Hairston's article a "theoretical wishful thinking," and 

continues with some reflections on the nature of "current traditionalism," which is an 

umbrella term for teaching techniques, methods, and course books that, in Hairston's 

words, "the research has largely discredited" (7). Walker's argument is that maybe it is 

never possible to bridge the gap between "habitual practices" (lore) and "applied theory," 

and Hairston's 1982 attack on current traditional teaching methods was guided by the 

naive belief that research and theory can radically and fimdamentally change practice. 

Walker sees the relationship between practice and theory (research) as less antagonistic, 

more dififiise, heterogeneous, and fluid than in Hairston's account, but he basically claims 

that the two areas will always be distinct (WPA-L, "Winds of change" Jeffrey Walker 30-

8-00). Walker's conclusion is that maybe accepting these differences is a better way of 

approaching the issue of what is paradigmatic in rhetoric and composition. 

Finally, Steven Lynn in 1987 similarly points out that some of the controversies of 

the reception of Hairston's process paradigm derive from unreasonable expectations from 

theory. On one hand, some readers expect a Theory of Everything (TOE), a theory that 

explains all the complexities of writing. However, in the field of rhetoric and composition, 

there is no such theory. Lynn points out that even Hairston's process paradigm is only one 

way of defining writing or, for that matter, the process of writing. It can be read as a 

generalization and simplification that describes writing well enough for the disciplinary 

community to be valuable. He quotes Hairston's reminder that the stages of the writing 
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process can be flexible and can vary greatly. For some readers the process, as long as it is 

a paradigm, is inevitably reductionist, monolithic, and unitary, which makes these readers 

want to retreat to mysticism and organicism, and claim that writing is a mystery; it cannot 

be explained, and novice writers can only be assisted, otherwise, writing instruction will be 

formalized and reduced (Lynn 908). Paradoxically, Hairston's article became so influential 

because it had the power to suggest a unified theory and because there was a perceived 

need for such theory to establish rhetoric and composition as a solid discipline. Her 

statement was read as an (interdisciplinary) theory hope that can unify and establish 

rhetoric and composition as a discipline deserving the same institutional space and status 

that other, more established disciplines enjoyed at the time. But as Lynn points out, 

Hairston's actual claim does not necessarily have to be read as a theory of everything 

(TOE). On one hand, the process theory, as Lynn and Bell read it, was one useful way of 

approaching writing and guiding pedagogical practice. On the other hand, the process 

theory represented the rhetoric and composition discourse community as being capable of 

theorizing its practice and of adopting powerfiil theories from other disciplines for its own 

disciplinary and practical purposes. 

A more recent reflective writing on Composition (borrowing North's capitalized 

term for the established discipline) already suggests that Composition may enter a new 

phase of its history when the discipline will define itself in less dichotomous and 

exclusionary terms. As Richard Ohmann points out, one important aspect of 

professionalization is that disciplinary discourse communities endorse a certain body of 

knowledge and discredit other products or practices of knowledge-making. ("Graduate 



206 

Students, Professionals, Intellectuals"). Sheryl Fontaine and Susan Hunter refer to this 

phenomenon as a "search for an exclusive disciplinary definition" or a "need for closure." 

In their rendering of the discourse of Composition, they include Emig's closing paragraph 

from "The Tacit Tradition," but they also list some generally accepted tenets of the 

process approach to writing as one of the essential elements of the field's current self-

definition, without actually citing Hairston's "Winds of Change." Fontaine and Hunter 

admit that self-definitions of any discipline have their own ideological limitations. Their 

self-definition, however, instead of focusing on dichotomies or binaries, is a "celebration 

of potential openness and incompleteness of the discipline" ("Rendering the 'Text' of 

Conq)osition"). This article suggests a new discursive disciplinary shift, in which earlier 

contrasted positions are reevaluated and reinterpreted. Fontaine and Hunter revisit Emig's 

"Tacit Tradition" as a prominent text in Composition's history that pulls the discipline in a 

direction less concerned about definition and closure, and more interested in an "endless 

interplay of voices" and "interactions with the [Burkean] conversations of the discipline" 

(397). If Ohmann's assumptions about disciplinary communities validating some and 

discrediting other forms of knowledge are valid; however, it may not be possible to 

perform such shifts in disciplinary self-definition without creating new omissions. Even if 

the discipline's paradigm is holistic, or as Kirsch and Sullivan claim, pluralistic, theories 

that stress unity maybe marginalized. 

Kuhn's paradigm: a metaphor of revolution or tacit tradition 

To grasp the genre differences and similarities between Emig's and Hairston's 

interdisciplinary claims, I will analyze in this section how they both use Thomas' Kuhn's 
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paradigm concept in a different sense. It has been pointed out by many commentators of 

Kuhn's work that his paradigm definition is &r from being a simple and imiJQed concept. It 

is more like a powerful metaphor that has been utilized by many disciplines (mostly by the 

humanities and social sciences because they tend to be more reflective of how knowledge 

is made) for many piuposes including undermining the high social status and prestige of 

science, or, as in this case, to establish such a status for a newly emergmg discipline. 

Hairston's article starts with a summary and explanation of her adoption of Kuhn's 

paradigm concept, in which she selects one interpretation of the term, which I will call the 

"revolutionary metaphor. In Hairston's restatement of Kuhn, "revolutions in science come 

about as the result of breakdowns in intellectual systems, breakdowns that occur when old 

methods won't solve new problems" (76). Hairston also admits that Kuhn's theory was 

developed considering only "the so-called hard sciences," but she justifies her adoption of 

Kuhn's idea by analogy. She claims that this analogy can "illuminate developments" taking 

place in the profession, and it is something "composition theorists and writing teachers" 

can learn firom. By this move Hairston puts writing teachers and composition theorists in 

the same group and creates a discourse community for her interdisciplinary claim. She also 

accepts the hard science/soft science dichotomy, and ignores one of Kuhn's comments, 

which, in fact, admits that paradigm shifts are only new in the area of sciences but not in 

the arts where disruptive changes in styles and trends have always been frequent, 

common—and accepted. 

Emig, on the other hand, does not interpret Kuhn's paradigm shift as a 

revolutionary metaphor. In her interpretation a paradigm is a "structure" and "an 
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explanatory matrix," "a way of thought shared by a group of scientific workers," "a 

complex of features that comprise a discipline" (11). Emig borrows ideas from Howard 

Gruber to challenge Kuhn's collectivist conceptualization of scientific work by 

emphasizing that "the individual is the imique host of a living network of enterprises," and 

she also relates it to Polanyi's "tacit tradition" concept. In this sense, for Emig, a paradigm 

shift is a shared change in the relations with the world, including scientists' "social 

moorings." She believes that writing research is in a pre-paradigmatic stage, searching for 

shared values and traditions, and her interdisciplinary claim is partly expressed as a list of 

allies whose scholarly work can shape this tradition. Since the tacit tradition concept 

implies that members of research communities are not always aware of what they share, 

Emig's work in this article is an act of revealing a host of candidates from various 

disciplinary fields who can be viewed as shapers of this tradition. Her use of "we" or 

phrases like "she is our ally," "my readers don't need explications for most of these," or 

"we are all scientists seeking prediction, predictive value in events and experiences," 

suggests that she as an individual is generating a community and a holistic sense of shared 

inquiry, beliefe, and traditions, best summed up in her last sentence "'Credo, credemus. 

And so we may continue together." This powerful rhetorical act of creating a holistic 

disciplinary community marks Emig's article as an interdisciplinary claim of a kind that 

represents a search for solid theoretical foundations, reaching out for the social 

science/science community without giving up affiliations with humanities. 

Linguistic analysis 
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For this, more transparent section of my analysis, I rely on Berkenkotter, Huckin, 

and Ackerman's 1988 study of a rhetoric and composition graduate student's acquisition 

of the disciplinary genre. In this study, which I cited in Chapter Five, the three authors 

conducted a text analysis to compare the stylistic features of composition theory texts with 

the novice writer's samples to conclude how his change of style approximates the style of 

disciplinary writing. My main reason tor selecting this study is that it includes Hairston's 

"Winds of Change" article as one of the samples regarded as representative of the genres 

and stylistic norms for the discipline. Furthermore, the study defined six linguistic features 

in terms of their different distribution in more (or less) scientific writing. The selected 

linguistic features, however, are based upon certain assumptions about the meaning and 

fimction of these features in disciplinary discourse. First, average sentence length is 

interpreted as an indicator of syntactic complexity, and it is assumed to characterize 

writing in science. Second, the number of connectives per 1,000 words was described in 

this study as an indicator of cohesive density, similarly to the number of discourse 

demonstratives {this, that, etc.), which link new topics or ideas to already-introduced ones 

in a text. The ratio of definite and mdefinite articles was described as another linguistic 

feature typically marking given and new information and "thematic continuity." The 

assumption underlying the selection of these linguistic structures is that scientific writing is 

condensed; it relates new information to old, shared, and established information without 

introducing or (re)defining what has already been established as knowledge. James L. 

Kinneavy distinguishes text-dependent as opposed to text-independent sentences, and he 

also maintains that text-dependent sentences (sentences relating to knowledge referred to 
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in the text or outside the text) more iBrequently occur in scientific, informative, and 

exploratory genres (85). Jay L. Lemke uses the term condensation, which he defines from 

the reader's perspective and not as a formal linguistic feature of what he calls technical 

discourse. Condensation means that only the initiated reader can recover complete 

meanings of texts. I believe that this idea supplements the assumptions associated with the 

linguistic features of such texts, such as the high percentage of definite articles and 

discovirse demonstratives, or the use of jargon and specialist terminology. I would also add 

references to or citations of other specialized texts. All these contribute to condensation of 

meaning. 

The number of 'T's (first-person pronouns) per 1,000 words, on the other hand, 

was expected to be relatively low in disciplinary texts, which shows that Berkenkotter, 

Huckin, and Ackerman assume disciplinary writing in composition to be less personal, 

more topic-, evidence-, or theory-oriented.'* Lemke, Bazerman, and Swales point out the 

high percentage of nominalizations and indirect actors in technical/scientific discourse 

where phrases like "I found," "I believe" are often substituted for "studies show," or 

"research proves." Although Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman stress that rhetoric and 

composition is an interdisciplinary field and an "intellectual hybrid," they also see it as a 

(social) science-oriented discipline, sharing many features of the scientific article genre. 

Four of the disciplinary articles they analyzed as models of composition disciplinary 

writing contained no "I" in the 1,000 words sampled, and the average number of first-

person pronouns in the ten articles is 2.5.' 
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Finally, they examined the percentage of "off register" words. Their examples of 

"off register" words demonstrate another general assumption: Disciplinary genres in 

rhetoric and composition do not contain colorful, colloquial, or expressive vocabulary. In 

addition, Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman point out that the novice disciplinary 

writer's "predilection" for first-person singulars, hyperboles, colloquialisms, and "inflated 

diction" is "a product of his expressive-writing background" gained in the field of English 

studies (35). These assumptions are in accordance v^ith Kinneavy's observations that 

informative, scientific, and exploratory texts are all "'reality'-domioated, rather than 

person- or signal-dominated." Kinneavy cites the Royal Academy's slogan: ''Res, non 

verba" (the thing, not the word) as a general descriptive idea for what he also calls 

referential style (180). It seems to me that Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman expect 

this style to be characteristic of at least some of the relevant rhetoric and composition 

genres. 

Since Hairston's "Winds of Change" article was already analyzed for these six 

stylistic features, I thought it would allow me to grasp some intragenre differences 

between the two interdisciplinary claims if I perform the same analysis on Emig's essay for 

comparison. (Table 3.) 

Sentence 
length 

Connectives Discourse 
demonstratives 

Up) Article 
ratio 

Register 
index 

Hairston* 29.4 17 10 3 3.9 0.4 
Emig** 22.6 28 7 13 1.3 0.8 

Table 3. Six linguistic features in Hairston's and Emig's articles 
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* Source: C. Berkenkotter, T.N. Huckin, and J. Ackennan. "Conventions, Conversations, 
and the Writer: Case Study of a Student in a Rhetoric Ph.D. Program." Research in the 
Teaching of English 22.1 (1988): 9-44. Page 35. 
** My data 

Two areas strike me as significantly different here; the firequency of first-person singular 

pronouns and "off register" vocabulary. In both cases the difference is great enough to 

warrant fiirther analysis: Emig uses more than four times as many "I"s and twice as many 

off-register words as Hairston does. Moreover, Hairston's "F's mostly serve the fimction 

of expressing postvure (or stance), which is defined by Grabe as the expression of the 

writer's attitude. Hairston's "I"s occur in expression like "I believe," "I think," "I 

disagree." However, the lack of "l"s can be just as powerfiil indicator of posture, for 

example, in phrases like "Those who cling to the old paradigm lose their influence in the 

field because the leaders in the profession simply ignore their work," Hairston's stance is 

seemingly impersonal; she does not say "I think," but she distances herself from those who 

stick to old paradigms by using third-person reference. Excluding herself from the 

described group is a personal statement. Finally, she often uses "I" in her metadiscoursive 

markers, phrases that signal what she is trying to accomplish in her writing: e.g., "I would 

make three other points about the traditional paradigm" (78). 

Some of Emig's "I"s are more reflective "I did consider two other titles: one 

seemed too flippant; the other too femiliar" (9). I would say that this is an unusual 

expression of the personal in disciplinary writing: Academic writers don't normally 

disclose their abandoned ideas. She also often mixes "we" with "I," implying a more 
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intricate and intimate community of her allies: "If we need a more recent example, I would 

cite almost any conversation any of us has with our colleagues in belle lettristic studies" 

(11); "My construct tells me that my readers don't need explications for most of these, 

only a description of the commonalities I find among them" (12). As Susan Peck 

MacDonald's analysis of sentence-level differences in academic discourse concludes, this 

generalized "we" in academic writing represents assumptions about a community of 

readers. Emig, but to some extent Hairston, too, construct a shared (virtual) community in 

their discourse, which is different from the strictly referential uses of pronouns or agency 

markers that actually refer to particular researchers or teams. 

As fer as "off register" is concerned, Hairston's low frequency on this count may 

be due to her generally more neutral expression. However, she often undermines or 

qualifies statements or concepts in ways that contradict the assumption about disciplinary 

discourse simply reporting and constructing evidence. Phrases like "the so-called hard 

sciences," for example, demonstrate how her word choice encapsulates a complex value 

statement and also expresses her stance. The phrase "someone who cares has to ask that 

question" [Why the traditional paradigm of teaching writing does not work] poses a 

problem not as a problem that evidently requires a solution but as one that is posed by 

those only who care (82). She also refers to the process paradigm using terms like 

admonition, or conventional wisdom, which suggest that the new paradigm Hairston is 

advocating may not be new and warranted by evidence only but has always been known 

until its proponents gained enough prestige to influence the recalcitrant group of current-

traditionalists within the writing profession. Finally, Hairston borrows a simile from Linda 
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Flower representing the study of the writing process as similar to "trying to trace the path 

of a dolphin by catching glimpses of it when it leaps out of water" (85). This simile can 

easily be read as expressing an organic, mystic (Steven Lynn) or "virtualist" (Richard 

Young) approach to writing, which claims that writing is a mysterious creative activity 

that can never be taught or understood. However, Hairston uses it to draw a more 

pragmatic conclusion: We are seeing only a tiny part of the writing process, but we can 

make reasonable inferences about what goes on under the surface. On the whole, 

Hairston's article contains several emotionally loaded adjectives~e.g.," benighted and 

patronizing view of the essential nature of composition courses" (79)~but her text is not 

dominated by "off-register" usage as much as Emig's writing is. 

Emig's off-register word usage includes frequent use of "of course," especially 

when she refers to her own work. Disciplinary writers represent their own past work in a 

variety of ways, including naming themselves in parenthetical citations, or using direct 

referential "I." Alastair Pennycook gives examples from applied linguist David Nunan's 

publications that show a mix of parenthetical and "I" citations from Nunan's earlier work 

(Pennycook 216). Nunan, however, more or less consistently foUows the APA citation 

format, while both Emig and Hairston follow a less systematically scientific citation style 

(see more about this in the next section). But Emig's language is often quite unusually 

colloquial by any scholarly standards, e.g., "oh, and, of course, I looked into my own mind 

about this matter" (10). She even uses a sentence fragment "My evidence?' as a 

metadiscoursive marker of her presentation of evidence, which gives her writing a 

conversational tone (11). It is probably safe to assume that this style does not conform to 
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the genres of disciplinary writing that Ackerman, Huckin, and Berkenkotter represent in 

their survey. "One more quotation from Gruber first" is another example of Emig's 

conversational register used as an introduction to a quote (11). She also uses many 

colorfixl, evaluative adjectives (e.g., "brilliantly lucid expansion,") or exaggerations ("John 

Dewy is everywhere in our work"), which violate the neutral discourse convention of 

scientific referencing others' work as evidence, or as leading up to certain conclusions 

(12). Just like Hairston, Emig also uses loaded adjectives to address the camp of her 

enemies: "The value of passionate commitment makes possible-really, makes necessary-

ecumenical approaches to writing research-instead of a slavish even fascistic adherence to 

the experimental method ostensibly because that method alone is objective" (12). The 

inclusion of metaphors from religious ("ecumenical") and political discourse ("fescistic") 

strongly express the ideological undertones of this article. 

Interdisciplinary citations, names dropping, and intertextuality 

In this final section of my genre analysis, I will discuss some salient features of 

Emig's and Hairston's referencing other scholars' work in their articles. This is a relevant 

aspect of analysis because citation conventions are fairly good indicators of disciplinary 

genres. Also, because I labeled both articles as interdisciplinary claims, reference to 

others' work from a broad range of disciplinary domains is expected to be crucial in 

supporting these claims. 

The history of citation conventions shows a split development and an increasing 

difference between scientific and interpretative scholarly discourse. As Connors' historical 

survey reveals, originally all referencing started from an interpretative fimction: Footnotes 
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were developed from glossaries and marginal comments made by readers who related 

texts to other texts, or simply atten^ted to explain what was vague, unreadable, or 

ambiguous. Scientific texts, however, as we see them today, are not open to 

interpretation. As Lemke, following George Markus's work puts it, there is no 

hermeneutics in natural science, and technical texts, in general, are not open to 

interpretation the same way pliilosopliical, literary or most other texts are (65). Therefore, 

at the scientific end of the development of citations, we find the parenthetical citation that 

turns texts into referential pieces of information labeled by the name of their author and by 

the year of publication. The MLA style preferred by literary scholars preserves some 

human(istic) element in its citation convention, such as providing M first names instead of 

initials on the Works Cited page and in the first mention of sources in text, as well as not 

including the year of publication in parenthetical citations. Moreover, interpretation, 

offered in the text, is still an important component of referencing others' work in the field 

of humanistic studies. All these conventions were developed over time, and, in fact, they 

represent a wide range of variety across disciplines and even journals. They are also 

associated with various values and assumptions concerning epistemology, or style, as 

Connors' adamant reactions to changes in citation styles attest. 

Bazerman discusses the emergence of APA citation style in the first human 

science, psychology, as part of a discursive process in which traditional philosophy was 

turned into a specialized discourse relying on description. As part of this process, 

psychology developed its own scientific citation style characterized by parenthetical 

citations used similarly as in science writing, basically serving the fimction of listing 
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previous research before presenting new evidence, in accordance with the epistemology of 

accumulative knowledge-making. But as Bazerman also points out, this convention took a 

loi^ time to become established, and local variation has always been a fector, especially 

with the growing number of disciplinary journals. Swales distinguishes two dominant 

forms of referencing in scientific writing. Integral citations show the name of the 

researcher "as a subject... a passive agent... as part of a possessive noun phrase" (148). 

Integral citations in scientific discourse are used referentially, to refer the reader to already 

established knowledge as published text. Swales illustrates these techniques by using a 

made up citation firom a fictional author. Brie: "Brie (1989) showed that the moon is made 

of cheese" (Swales 149). Non-integral citations in Swales' taxonomy refer to various 

forms of verbalized referencing, paraphrasing, or summarizing followed by parenthetical 

citations "Previous research has shown that the moon is made of cheese (Brie 1988)" 

(Swales 149). These conventions appear in some form in social science, and in humanities, 

too. At the time Emig's and Hairston's articles were published, the APA-style 

parenthetical citation was not a strongly established convention in rhetoric and 

composition, which explains why neither one of these articles adheres to it. 

For the purpose of this analysis, I would like to focus on some general ideas about 

scientific as opposed to humanities traditions of citations. The two articles I analyze 

actually show more similarities than differences in their citations and references of others 

works, which suggests that in spite of their difference in disciplinary leanings, they share a 

common discourse tradition. One commonality is that they represent a pre-paradigmatic 

phase in the history of rhetoric and composition when the name of the discipline was not 
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consistently used, as I pointed out at the beginning of my analysis. Another characteristic 

feature of this stage of development in scholarly genres is that citation conventions are not 

yet clearly established. 

I would say, agreeing with some of Connors' implications, that citation styles 

represent different approaches to texts and knowledge. One idea that I would call 

"interpretative approach to texts" is represented in citations that either include original 

texts, or provide detailed information (author, publication, page numbers) that send the 

reader to an actual text to confirm or seek alternative interpretations. Another form of 

referencing, and I would say this is the one more frequently adopted in science writing, is 

not meant to refer to texts, but to the knowledge contained in texts. This practice is 

consistent with the epistemology of accumulative and informative knowledge-making. It is 

also supported by differences in the status of canonical texts in science and in the 

humanities. As Lemke points out, "In history, in literature, even in most of the social 

sciences, you can learn firom reading original source texts. In the natural sciences, and all 

truly technical fields, the textbook has become essential" (65). In other words, humanities 

are text, sciences are information oriented, and I believe that this is reflected in some 

features of citation styles. These two approaches, are, of course, rarely manifested in pure 

or clear forms. Lemke already refers to social sciences as a mix. However, in general, it is 

evident that, for example, rhetoric and composition graduate students read landmark 

articles in their field, many of which are published in anthologies, or classical texts, like 

Plato, Aristotle, or Cicero, while medical students more typically study firom textbooks 

and review only the most recent research. 
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As another dimension of referencing others' work in disciplinary writing, it is 

worth making a few comments on the function of the writer's name, which in most 

conventions enjoys a privileged status. The author as an historical and cultural construct 

has been associated with the Romantic idea of individual and original text creation, and 

with the utilitarian concept of copyright and text as (intellectual) property (Scollon, 

Pennycook). But as Foucault points out, before the eighteenth century, scientific 

knowledge was more typically authored than literature. After the eighteenth century 

Uteraiy tradition became more author-oriented, and this set the tradition of names carrying 

a huge amount of discursive power in many other disciplinary areas, too. This tradition is 

more characteristic of the humanities than the field of science, where small increments of 

knowledge are simply labeled by names of researchers, or often, teams. Both Emig and 

Hairston, however, liberally use powerfiil names of scholars, whose work they do not 

interpret or analyze in detail, yet the name does its discursive work in the text, evoking 

knowledge that is highly valued. This use of names or "author functions" in text is part of 

a phenomenon that Lemke describes as "condensation." Lemke claims that technocratic 

discourse, including scientific discourse, is characterized by condensed use of terms that 

requires a "canonical intertextual expansion by a trained expert reader" (71). In other 

words, when Emig uses the term tacit tradition, she expects the informed reader to evoke 

Polanyi's work. Tacit Knowledge, and also an array of claims, assumptions, definitions, 

and knowledge associated with Polanyi's text. Janet Gilbrow and Michele Valiquette state 

that "genres regularly assert or support propositions on the basis of readers' background 

knowledge" (48). In fact, they also claim that knowing what the readers already know and 
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don't know is one of the difficulties novice writers struggle with in disciplinary writing. I 

would argue that citations often serve the same function in texts as condensed or technical 

terms do: They evoke texts and knowledge associated with the name of their author, and 

the amount of explanation, interpretation, or summary that explicitly follows the name, 

varies a lot depending on the discipline, the actual purpose of the text, and the function of 

the name/citation in the text. 

A quantitative eyeball examination of both Emig's and Hairston's articles reveals 

that they included an unusually long list of scholars' names, which already indicates that 

they do not simply refer to others' work as previous knowledge but also as an act of 

presenting prestigious allies and creating new meanings through interpretation. Hairston 

mentions twenty-seven scholars or researchers in her article but has only twelve footnotes 

in which only seven actual publications are identified. Emig refers to thirty-five scholars 

and researchers, and her citations include even more names (Freud, Ce2anne, James 

Joyce), while the three endnotes include only two complete citations. Both articles 

represent the stage in rhetoric and composition scholarly writing that I described in 

Chapter Five as characterized by the lack of a significant body of published work. This 

partly explains Emig's claim expressed in the second part of her title "The Inevitability of a 

Multi-Disciplinary Approach to Writing Research." Although Emig's point is that writing 

is such a complex human phenomenon that its understanding inevitably has to include 

knowledge generated in many fields, it is also true that at this point of the history of the 

discipline, its scholars inevitably need to rely on knowledge established in other disciplines. 
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A second consequence of predisciplinary status is that both writers have to do the 

work of actually showing how that knowledge is relevant to the field. In other words, they 

cannot conveniently follow the genre conventions of literature review, or present old 

knowledge as well-known before coming up with new research. In this process Emig 

extensively quotes from some authors, which is quite unusual in scientific writing. In my 

reading this is an act of actually presenting others' texts instead of simply relying on the 

intertextual effect of including some authors and a brief summary or paraphrasing. For 

example, Emig quotes from Howard Gruber's interpretation of Kuhn's paradigm concept, 

then, even more unusually, includes six blocked quotations from Louise Rosenblatt and 

Michael Polanyi. Moreover, she does not even separate or identify these quotes with her 

own words. The acknowledgement of the source of the last two long quotes takes place 

after their citation, in this imusual form: 

Another quotation from Dewey? No, despite the same emphasis in some 

of the same language concerning the interplay between the knower and the 

known. Some of you may recognize the passage as an excerpt from the 

preface of Personal Knowledge (1958) by the scientist-philosopher Michael 

Polanyi (13). 

Another remarkable formal feature of this citation is that in her text Emig refers to 

Polanyi's work as published in 1958, but at the end of her citations she quotes a 1963 

edition. Her citation is text and interpretation oriented and as such does not follow 

conventional patterns. Moreover, she heavily relies on intertextuality, or relating one text 

to another one, opening up a conversation between texts, suggesting that knowledge is 
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not new or accumulative, but gained through a web of connections between what is said 

and has been said in the process of constructing meaning. 

Hairston's most extensive quotation is from Mina Shaughnessy's Errors and 

Expectations. Her citation is also meaning oriented and interpretational. Hairston 

interprets Shaughnessy's concern about the new group of students admitted to colleges 

after open admission as an expression of a paradigm crisis. It is not simply a problem that 

needs a solution, but a problem that proves the inadequacy of an old (teaching) paradigm 

and caUs for a new one. 

Interpretation is clearly present in the way both writers refer to Chomsky's work in 

linguistics. Chomsky's name has an enormous discursive power. In this context his name 

signals a paradigm shift in another discipline, linguistics, with a long tradition aspiring for 

scientific status, a process in which Chomsky's work played a significant role. But just like 

Kuhn's theory, Chomsky's also needed to be interpreted to work in the rhetoric and 

composition context. Emig's citation is harder to grasp, but she seems to use Chomsky's 

idea of language as being part of what it means to be human. Language is an innate human 

capacity; humans are endowed with the unique ability to understand even without being 

able to speak or hear. Humans are meaning-makers through transaction with the world 

that connects knower with knowing. Here Emig incorporates research from neuroscience, 

linguistics, and biology and connects their findings in a way that supports her holistic claim 

about all disciplines in their own way working on understanding what it means to be 

human. Process is the term that connects all this knowledge and that clearly supports the 

idea of writing as a process of knowing. 
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Hairston's reference to Chomsky is less complex and more modest. She simply 

refers to the theory of transformational grammar as a theory of looking at the rules that 

govern the generation of language. Hairston's interpretation of Chomsky's work relies on 

analogy: Linguistic transformation is a process, and so is writing. 

Finally, both writers refer to colleagues in their text in a way that suggests personal 

connections, which is characteristic of small discourse communities. Hairston expresses 

her indebtedness to Stephen Witte for pointing out die analogy between Chomsky's 

transformational grammar and writing as a process; Emig thanks Janice Lauer for 

"keeping [her], with total tact, from making a major conceptual and political error" (9). 

These footnotes (especially Emig's) reveal intricate personal connections among members 

of the same disciplinary/discourse community, which usually remains hidden in more 

formal and conventional references or acknowledgements. The rhetoric and composition 

discourse community is still relatively small and definitely not as international as many 

large science communities. The lack of such personal acknowledgements in today's 

disciplinary genres, therefore, is due to the consolidation of conventions rather to the size 

of the commimity. 

Where is the Genre of Interdisciplinary Claims Now? 

In my analysis of two disciplinary texts as genres, I assumed that genres are structured and 

conventionalized form of socially embedded discursive action. The two papers I selected 

for analysis represent a genre that I labeled interdisciplinary claims. This naming is 

justified by the disciplinary political context of these two texts; They both were published 
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at a time when rhetoric and composition was still a relatively new field struggling for 

disciplinary power in an institutional context where scientific knowledge-making enjoyed 

high prestige. This context influenced the reception and reading of these two texts; 

Hairston became relatively more canonized because she connected emerging research 

paradigms with validated knowledge paradigms and gave some clear and pragmatic 

directions for the teaching community, too. Emig's holistic interdisciplinary claim 

connecting all knowledge scientific and humanistic, while also arguing for a pluralistic 

approach to knowledge-making was more complex and less clear in terms of its 

pedagogical implications, but it also set a tradition in the field. Critical theories of 

knowledge-making and preserving holistic approaches to inquiry are still significant 

components of rhetoric and composition scholarship. 

As genres, both texts represent similar features of following a humanistic tradition 

of interpretation, seeking connections through analogies and using the discursive power of 

authors rather than presenting knowledge as accumulative and referential. The tradition of 

valuing style in humanities is present in both texts. Personal stance, powerful adjectives, 

flippant or loaded expressions are found both in Emig's and Hairston's articles, which 

separates them fi-om other genres that show more femily resemblance with scientific 

writing and citations. 

Both articles, to use Ann M. Johns' phrase, are ideologically driven, that is, they 

imply value statements about pedagogical (Hairston) and research (Hairston and Emig) 

practices. This way, like all genres, they validate and include some trends and groups 

while excluding others fi-om the disciplinary discourse community. Finally, they both 
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illustrate changeability of genres. Paradigm shifts and the disciplinary status of writing 

research are not discussed in the same terms, and the science and hiimanities debate is less 

acute, or is discussed in different terms today than in the 1980s. While both texts have 

historical value, a graduate student of rhetoric and composition in the twenty-first century 

probably would not read either one of these articles as a genre model to follow. The genre 

scenario of the discipline is more diverse and complex today, and the large range of 

journals available for publication have developed their own conventions of citations, 

topics, constraints, and preferred research and writing style that anyone new in the field 

needs to become familiar with before considering submission. 

As some of the reflective writings cited in Chapter Five and in this chapter 

(Johanek; Fontaine and Hunter) suggest, the next paradigm shift in rhetoric and 

composition may be more holistic, or at least accepting of epistemological pluralism, 

which means that Emig's article might become more influential in the ftiture. However, the 

interdisciplinary interest in rhetoric and composition has also shifted: Today, cultural 

studies, women's studies, and various blurred genres of discourse theories are more often 

relied on than linguistics, psychology, or biology. Moreover, the status of prestigious 

theories once ftmctioning as the core of interdisciplinary claims has also been shattered. 

For example, Chomsky's universal transformational grammar has been challenged for 

years by discourse linguists, speech act theorists, and sociolinguistics. John R. Searle in a 

recent article states that the revolution Chomsky's theory was meant to bring about in 

linguistics has not succeeded; consequently, linguistics has not been transformed mto a 

"rigorous science": "Something else may have succeeded, or may eventually succeed, but 
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the goals of the original revolution have been altered and in a sense abandoned" (33). 

Searle also adds that Chomsky would probably disagree and "would say that this shows no 

Mure of the original project but a redefinition of its goals... and that such redefinitions 

are typical of ongoing scientific research projects" (33). 

It certainly is a question in every field whether we see research projects there as 

revolutions or redefinitions of ongoing projects. "Redefinition" sounds more peacefiil and 

less disruptive. Similarly, we can look at genres as blurred, evolving in an ecological 

approach to language, or as disruptive, constraining, and requiring constant critical 

examination. At any rate, the novice scholars who enter the field with the ambition of 

writing publishable work can benefit from studying published disciplinary writing as genres 

evolving through the history of institutional frameworks, paradigm shifts, scholarly 

conventions, pedagogical practices, and political aspirations. 

Notes 

' When I claim that Hairston's argument contains a major category mistake, I am not saying that 
pedagogical practices are inferior to theories. I simply want to argue that "current traditionalism" is not 
the same kind of paradigm as "writing as a process" is. As Charles Paine in The Resistant Writer pointed 
out, current traditionalism is an opprobrious label referring to everything that was bad in nineteenth 
century rhetoric and that led to its decline into composition. James Berlin traces it back to Whately's 
influential nineteenth century textbook, but does not name anyone whose work would openly claim to be 
current traditionalist. Following Richard Young's definition of paradigms, Berlin defines current-
traditional rhetoric as undergirded by a set of implicit assumptions. Clearly, in his approach current 
traditionalism is something that is underlying practice without being articulated. In this sense, it is 
somewhat unfair to criticize and confront such a vague and diffuse trend in composition pedagogy with 
the process paradigm, which was well supported by a host of prestigious theories, protocol studies, models 
from cognitive psychology, and useful analogies from other disciplinary fields. 

^ I use the term discourse community not in the sense of a unified and well-defined group, but in a sense 
that conveniently labels all those students, scholars, writing instructors, and program administrators who 
follow or study professional discussions, read Journals, take courses, attend conferences or workshops, etc. 
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^ North's bibliography lists Emig's article, but he does not discuss it in any detail in the entire book. 

'' My position is that the use or lack of first-person singular pronouns in disciplinary genres is much more 
complex than this analysis suggests. I follow John Simpson and Roz Ivanic's constructionist scholarship 
here, who state that readers and writers are always present in academic writing, even if the writer uses a 
depersonalized or objective style. Such depersonalized texts show the writer to be the sort of person who 
identifies himselfilierself with the idea of not showing presence in the text (4). In the cited study on 
rhetoric and composition scholarship, Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman associate the use of "I" with 
what they call expressive style, and they claim that this style characterizes English studies as opposed to 
the more science-research oriented composition studies. For more detailed analysis of how first person 
singular pronouns are used in different texts, I also rely on Roz Ivanic's work on self-representation and 
writer persona concepts. Ivanic, following GofKnan's general theory of self-representation, assumes that 
"I"s are used to represent different persona in texts. Another way of looking at "I"s is to recognize their 
function as components of performative utterances ("I argue") or metadiscoursive markers ("I will give 
three examples"), which I will utilize later in my analysis. 

^ These data obviously raise some questions about the method used in this study. For example, as 
surprising as it may seem that so many articles did not have first person singular pronouns in them, it 
should be remembered that the data only refer to samples of 1,000 words from these texts. I had the 
opposite problem with my sample taken from Emig's text: She extensively cited from others' works, and 
my count of "P's includes those, which are technically not representing Emig's own style. These problems 
only show that such semi-statistical analyses always are more meaningful when supplemented with 
analysis of how these linguistic features are used in texts. 
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