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T.B. llImenesa
Mopesanb pe4eBoro ;kaHpa

[Tonsitue peueBoro >kanpa (nmanee — PXK) mpuoOperaeT momysisipHOCTh Ha
HaIIUX IJ1a3aX: ellle HeJJaBHO MPUXOANIOCH CETOBATh HA HEMPOUYUTAHHOCTH pabOThI
M.M. BaxtuHa o mnpoOjemMax peueBbIX KAHPOB, CErOJHA O HHUX MUIIYT BCE
GOJIBIIE, TEPMHUH BXOJUT B (rtoaorundeckuii 060por. CnocoGCTBYET 3TOMY U TOT
dakTt, yTo UHTYUTHBHO P)XK — MOBOJBHO SICHOE TIOHSATHE: CTOUT IPHUBECTH JIBA-TPHU
npuMepa, Kak y Jo00ro 4YenoBeKa CKIIAJbIBAETCSl BIIEYATIIEHUE, YTO €My BCE
MOHATHO W OH MoXeT pabortath ¢ PX m pemarts kakue-to mpoOiaemMbl. ITO
BIICUATIICHUE TOJIKPEIUISETCS, BO-TICPBBIX, MMEIOIIUMCS TIOYTH y BCEX OMIBITOM
oOparieHusi ¢ KaHpaMH XYJI0)KECTBEHHOW pEeYH, TEOPETUYECKUA OCMBICICHHBIMHU
HamOoJiee TIIATEIbHO, YTO B MaJbIX J03aX NPEICTaBICHO JaXe B IIKOJbHOM
MPENoJIaBaHUH JTUTEPATYPHI, @ BO-BTOPBIX, PEUEBBIM CO3HAHUEM, TOM €ro YacThIO,
KOTOpyr0  MOXHO  oOo3Haunth kak HMHTYUTUBHASA  JKAHPOBAS
PE®JIEKCHAL.

B kauecTtBe CBHIIETEIBCTB €€ MPOSBICHUS MOXKHO IPUBECTH TMOMYTHHIE
3aMedaHusi 0 pa3HbiXx cropoHax kanpa BOCIIOMHWHAHUSA (MEMYAPA) tpex
pa3HBIX aBTOPOB KypHaa «3Hams» (Ne 7. 1996):

Ilomnio Kak... eécnomunaemcsi OOUH CAYYAU... KAK-MO pPda3... OOHANCObL... 00 Ue2o
HEeNnpusimmubsl, X04emcsi CKa3amv, YHUUMENbHbL MU CONPOBOOUMENbHbIE CI0GEUKU MEMYAPHO20
arcanpa. Pasee mak 2osopum uenosex cam ¢ coooui? Passe mak ecnomunarom? (A. Kyunep);

Hu oonomy memyapucmy ne dano becmpenemuo aucmams cmpanuywvl 6611020... OOHAKO
Muccuro cyobu mpyonee onpasoams, Hexceau muccuio npomoxoaucma (B. Kapnun);

Hanucanol onu [BOCTIOMUHAHUS], 6onpexu OaeHell MeMyapHOU mpaouyuu U HOBOU
JaumepamypHou mooe, be3 camonoboanus, nycme dOvl u npueayuiennozo (B. Kapaun);

Kemamu, eouncmeennvlii scanp, 6 Komopom (6Hympu Komopo20) 0036071€H0 YUMUPOBAMb
C80U COOCMBEHHble CIMUXU, IMO AHCAHP MeMyapHblll. B opyeux ciyyasx smo Ovlio Obl, HasepHoe,
He O4eHb CKPOMHO, HO 8 Memyapax oOwvieaem oOadxce Heobxooumo. OcobeHHO eciu CUNbHO
npudemcs k crogy! (H. MaTtBeeBa).

! Moustue PXK pommmock B MCClENOBAaHMM MOJTHYECKOTO A3bIKA KaK OJHA M3 TOYEK
oTcyera B TMOHMCKax ero cnenudukud— B padotax M.M. baxtuna, B.B. Bunorpanosa,
1O. TemsinoBa, b. Ditxenbayma, b. IlIkn0oBCKOro; MO3HEE OHO CTAIO UCIIOIB30BATHCS B paboTax
no ctuiuctuke — Ilanos M.B. O cTUISX NPOU3HOLICHHS (B CBA3M C OOLIMMH MpobiieMamMu
CTHWJIMCTUKH) // Pa3BUTHE COBPEMEHHOTO pycCKOro sizbika. M., 1963; @edociok M.FO. «Ctuiby
ccopel // Pycckas peub. 1993. Ne 5. C. 14-19, komnokBuanuctuke — 3emckas E.A. 1988 —
['oponckast ycTHas pedb U 3a1a4u ee u3ydeHus // Pa3HOBUIHOCTH TOPOICKON yCTHOM peuun. M.,
1988. C. 5-44; Kananaose JI.A. O xaHpax HeopuuuansHoi peun // Tam xke; B UCCIETOBAHUIX
npodeccuoHasibHOW ~ peun — [apbosckuti  HK. O  GyHKIHOHATEHO-CTHIIMCTHYECKOM
BapHaTUBHOCTH sA3bIKa // Bonpocsl cuctemHoil opranuzanuu peuu. M., 1987; I'apbosckuii H.K.
ConocraButenbHas CTHJIMCTHKAa MpodeccHoHalbHOM peun (Ha Marepuajie pyCcCKoro u
¢paniy3ckoro s3bikoB). M., 1988. XoTs MBI OrpaHHUMBaEMCs PACCMOTPEHHEM CHTyallud B
OTEYECTBEHHO!N JMHIBHCTHKE, CIIEAYeT yKa3aTh M TaKyl H3BecTHy paboty: Wierzbicka 4.
Genry mowy // Tekst i zdanie. Zbior studiow Wroctaw itd., 1983. S. 125-137.



Takoro poaa cBuaeTEILCTBA (MPUBECTH UX MOXHO OBIJIO ObI MHOTO OOJIBIIIE)
TOBOPAT O TOM, YTO B CO3HAaHMU NuInymux npucyrcrByer Heknii ObPA3 JKAHPA,
U OHU SKCIUIMIUPYIOT €ro OT/AEJIbHBbIE CTOPOHBI, Yallle BCEr0 C TEM, YTOOBI
BBIPA3UTh CBOE K HUM OTHOIICHHE. BooOIIe ToBops, Takue SKCIUTMKAIUNA TOYTH
BCETJa — CHUMITOMBI KpH3HCa KaHpa WM MPETIYBCTBUH €ro TpaHchopmaui,
MEPEOCMBICIICHUST B HOBBIX COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX YCIOBUSIX. OJHAKO ISl HAIIMX
paccyXJIeHUI BaXHO HE 3TO, a caMO HaJln4yhe oOpasa KaHpa, )KaHPOBOTO KaHOHA
HE TOJIKO B MPO(PECCUOHATBHOM (DUIIOIOTMYECKOM CO3HAHMH.

NutyntuBHas oueBUIHOCTh NOHATUSA PXK, kOHeuHO *ke, nuto3opHa. B aTom
yOexIaeTcs KaKIbli, KTO MPEANPUHUMAET MONBITKH H3YYEHHs] W ONUCAHUS
KOHKPETHBIX JKaHPOB WUJIM UX IpyMIl. TPyJIHOCTH TAaKOro poja MoO0yXIaloT K TOMY,
4yTOOBl KOHKpETHU3upoBaTh NoHUMaHue PXK, yTouHuB ero Hambojee CHOpHbIE
MOMEHTBI. YeMy U HOCBsIIEHa JaHHas paboTaZ,

Hauate cTtouT ¢ TOro, 4roOBl yKazaTh Ha pa3jiduue TpeX MNOAXOJO0B K
npobseme PXK, ocyiiecTBisieMbIX B COBPEMEHHON OTEYECTBEHHOM PYCHUCTHKE.

[lepBbliii U3 HUX MOKHO O003HAUYUTH KaK JJEKCUYECKUU: on MPEANOoIaraeT
oOpallleHre K UMEHaM aHPOB, TOJIKOBAHUIO WX ceMaHTHUkU. OH Hanboyiee TECHO
CBSI3aH C TEOpHEH pEYeBbIX AaKTOB, BO MHOIOM OCHOBAaHHOM Ha aHalu3e
yIOTpeOJICHUs TJIAroJ0B PEYM; OMBITHI TAKOrO0 pojia TOJKOBAaHUN WM3BECTHBHI U B
OTEUECTBEHHON pycHucTHKe®. VX IUIOZOTBOPHOCTh HE IOJJIEKHT COMHEHHIO, Ha
BOXHOCTh y4Ye€Ta JaHHBIX METacloBaps yKa3blBAIOCh IMPU  OOCYXKIECHUU
npobieMbl®, OJHAKO HA OCHOBE TAKOM JIEKCUKM HENb3s, KaK IIPEACTABISLETCH,
COCTaBUTh TOJIHOE U aJiekBaTHOE TpejactaBienre o PXK, xora Obl moromy, 4To
OJIHUM UMEHEM MOTYT 0003Ha4aThCsl HECKOJBKO KAaHPOB WJIM UX Pa3HOBUHOCTEH
Y, HAIIPOTHUB, OJIMH >KaHP MOXKET UMETh PsJl HAMMEHOBAHUH (TakK, CyIIECTBYET IO
KpaliHell Mepe TpH KamoObl°, ¢ APYroil CTOPOHBI, y MMEHHM J#canioba €CTh
CHHOHHMBI IAMEHMAYUsL, Uepemuaoaq).

Bropoit moaxon wmoxer ObiTh HazBan CTHUJIIMCTUYECKHUM, onH
corjlacyeTcs ¢ TPaaullMsIMU JINTEPATYPOBEACHUS U MpE/IoaracT aHaanu3 TEeKCTOB

2 OHa TIpOIOIKAET cepuro paboT aBTopa o PYK: Peuenoii xanp / Bo3MOKHOCTH omycaHus
U MCIIONIb30BaHMA B mpenogaBaHuu s3blka // Russistik. Pycuctuka. 1990 r., Ne 2; PeueBble
xaHpsbl // KynbTypa pycckoil peun: SHIUKIIONEeINYeCKHil cioBapb-cripaBouHuK [Ipocnekt / [lox
pen. A.Il. CkoBopomnukoBa. Kpacnospck, 1991. C. 89-91; PeueBoil »aHp Kak IepBUYHAs
XapaKTepUCTHKA BBICKa3bIBaHUs // BhICKa3piBaHHE KaK OOBEKT JTMHTBUCTHYECKON CEMaHTHKH H
Teopun kommyHuKkanuu, Y. I. Omck, 1992, C.25-26; [ToBcenHeBHAs peub KaK JTUHTBUCTHUECKUN
00beKT // Pycuctuka ceromnas. M., 1992. C. 12-13; PedeBoii xaHp: HECIIOKUBIIASACS TPAIUIIHS
oreyecTBeHHON ¢unonorun // @unonorus — XKypHamuctuka'94: HayuHbsle MaTepHabl.
Kpacuosipck, 1995. C. 50; PedeBoif >xaHp: ONBIT OOIIEHUTOTOTHIECKOTO OCMBICTICHUS //
Collegium Ne 1-2. 1995. C. 57-65.

8 Cwm. manp.: Inosunckas M.A. CeMaHTHKa TJarojiioB Pedd C TOYKH 3PEHHS TEOPHH
peueBbIX akToB // Pycckuil s3bIk B ero pyHKIHOHMpOoBaHUHU. KOMMYHHKaTHBHO-TIparMaTHYECKHi
acmniekT. M., 1993. C. 158-218; monemMuKy ¢ TakuM oaxoIoM cM: @Pedocrox M.FO. AHaIN3 UMeH
¥ IJ1aroJIoB PeYM U UCCIEI0BaHUE PEUYEBBIX KAHPOB (B IeYaTH).

4 IIImenesa T.B. TloBceHeBHast peus... C. 12-13.

® [lImeneea T.B. Peuenoii sxanp / Bosmoxuoctu... C. 27-28.



B aCIEKTe UX KaHPOBOM MPHUPO/IbI, BKIIOUYAs KOMITO3HIIUIO, OTOOp crienuduieckon
JIEKCUKH U T. 11.°

Tpetuit moAX0a, KOTOPBIA, KaK MPEACTABIAECTCS, B MAKCUMAJIBHOU CTENEHU
cooTBeTcTBYeT uaesiM M.M. baxtuna, ucxomut u3 toro, uro PX — 310 ocobas
MO/JIEJIb BBICKa3bIBAHMSA', U3 YETO CIIEAYET, 9YTO HEOOXOAUMO MCCIEIOBAHUE €TI0
B JIBYX HAIIPABJICHUSIX: UCUYUCICHHE MOJEJIEH M HM3YyYECHHE WX BOIUIOLICHUS B
pa3IMUHBIX PEUEBBIX CHUTyalusx. B pamkax Takoro mnojaxoja MOTYT ObITh
OCYILIECTBJIICHbI KakK MoOHoOTpaduueckue omnucaHus oOTAeabHbIX PX, Tak wu
nocTpoeHue ux oo6mied tunosoruu. OcHOBBIBasCh Ha wuaesx M.M. baxtuna,
YUYUTBIBasi pe3ybTaThl, MOJYUYCHHBIE B PAMKaX TECOPUHM PEUEBBIX aKTOB U TEOPUHU
JKaHPOB XYJ0KECTBEHHOW pE€YH, MaHHBIA MOAXOJ COOTHOCHUTCS CO CTpaTerueu
aKTUBHON rpamMMatuku B moHuManuu JI.B. IllepObl, «aBUrasce» ot aBTOpa, €ro
3aMBICJIOB W TIPEABAPUTEIBHBIX YCJIOBUH OOIIEHUS K CIOco0aM S3BIKOBOTO
BorutonieHus: P2K, B KoTopsIx JuIs ajpecaTa 3aKkoAupoBaHa BCsl HeoOXoauMmas st
yCIemHoro oOmieHust xaHpoBas wuHpopmanus. I[lockoiabky Takod MOIX0.
oka3biBaeTca oOpameHHbM K P)K kak ¢eHoMeHy peuu, ero JOru4HO 00O3HAYHTh
PEUEBEJUECKUMS,

Kak yxe s[CHO W3 XapakTepUCTHUKH IMOJXO0AAa, €r0 OCHOBOMOJIATAIOIINM
MOMEHTOM  SIBJSICTCS. TPU3HAHHWE CYIIECTBOBAHHMS B PEYEBOM CO3HAHHUU
«THUITIOBOI'O ITPOEKTA», KAHOHA, CXEMBI PX, 3agauya >xe ucciaemnoBaTess
COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI 3TO WHTYUTHBHOE TMPEJCTABICHUE JKCIUIUIUPOBATH B
dbopmyHpoBKax HaydHOU nedunuiiuu, o6o3nauus ero kak MOJIEJIb PXK.

B TteopertnueckoM IUIaHE CTOUT, BUAUMO, 3aMETUTh, YTO TOBOPUTH O
PEUEBOM MOJIEJIN cromb e IPABOMEPHO, KaKk M O S3bIKOBOM, B
CYyLIECTBOBAHUM TAaKOBBIX, KAXKETCs, YK€ HUKTO HE COMHeBaercs. Pasymeercs, 310
HY)XJIa€TCA B CEPbE3HOM TEOPETHUYECKOM OOOCHOBAHHH, YTO MOKHO CJEJaTh,
CKaX€M, B paMKax pa3BUTHUSl PEUYEBEICHUS, OJHAKO 3JE€Ch JOCTATOYHO MPUHSTH
TaKy10 MO3UIINIO, YTOOBI YOETUTHCS B TOM, YTO €€ MIPUMEHEHHE J1ae€T MO3UTHUBHbIC
pE3yJIbTATHI.

Nrak, ecnu ecTh pedyeBasi MOJICINb )KaHPA, TO B KAKUX MapaMeTpax OHa MOXKET
ObITh omucaHa? IHadye roBOpsi, KakoB KPyr >KaHPOOOpa3yroIUX MNPU3HAKOB,
HEOOXOJMMBIX M JIOCTATOYHBIX  JUIsI  ONO3HAHMS,  XapaKTEPUCTHKH,
KOHCTpyupoBanus PXK?

PeueBass Mojenb, HECOMHEHHO, Oojiee CIOXKHOE, MOXKHO JaXKe CKa3aTh,
IPOMO3JIKOE SBJIEHUE, YEM SI3BIKOBBIE MOJEIH (XOTA U MOCHEAHUE MPEACTABIISIOT

® Mameeesa T.B. K nunrBuctideckoii Teopun xanpa // Collegium Ne 1-2. 1995. C. 65-71;
Huxkonaee B.1., Huxonaesa JI.A. JKaHp Kak TEKCT, BBICKAa3bIBaHHE W CHCTEMa TEKCTOB (Ha
MaTepuase HOBEJUTUCTUKH) // SI3bIk u KynbTypa: 4-1 MmexayHap. koHd. Y. 3. Kues, 1996. C. §82-
90.

" Baxmun M.M. TIpo6rnema TekcTa B THHIBHCTHKE, (QDHIONOTHH U APYTHX TYMAHUTAPHBIX
Haykax. OnbIT punocodekoro ananuza // baxtun M.M. DcreTuka cioBecHOro TBopyectsa. M.,
1979. C. 307; ocHoBHble npencraBienuss M.M. baxtuna o PXK uznoxens! B pabote «IIpobiema
PEUEBBIX KAaHPOBY, OMYOIMKOBAaHHON TaM XKe.

8 IpencraBnenns o pedeBeNeHNH, BKIIOUAIOMEM M yUEHHE O JKAHPAX PEUH, H3JI0KEHBI
aBTOpOM B pabote: PeueBenenue. Teopernueckue u nmpukiaanbie acnekTs, Horopoa. 1996.



OoJbIINE CIOKHOCTH Ul UCCIENoBaTeNled B IJIaHE X MOMCKA, MPEICTABJICHUS,
xapakTepucTukun). Yro kacaerca moaenu P, To g ee XapaKTepUCTUKH BaKHbBI
10 KpallHEW Mepe CEMb KOHCTUTYTUBHBIX IIPU3HAKOB.

['maBHeWmmid w3  HUX  HauOoyiee  3HAYUMBIA  THUIOJOTUYECKH —
KOMMYHUKATHUBHAA LEJIb, on npoTrBonocTaBiisAeT yeTbipe Tuna PXK:

NHOOPMATHUBHBIE — 1nens KOTOPBIX — pa3iMYHbIE  OMNEpaluud ¢
uHbopMallueit: ee TMpeAbABICHHWE WM  3alpoc, TMOATBEPKACHUE WU
OIIPOBEP)KECHMUE;

NUMIIEPATUBHBIE — 1eab  KOTOpPBIX —  BBI3BaTh  OCYIIECTBIICHHE  /
HEOCYIIECTBIEHUE COOBITHM, HEOOXOAUMBIX, JKEJATENIbHbIX, ONACHBIX I KOT'O-TO
U3 yYaCTHUKOB OOLICHMS;

OTUKETHBIE — 1enp  KOTOPBIX — OCYIIECTBICGHHE OCOOOr0 COOBITHS,
IOCTYIKa B COLMAJIbHON cepe, MpeyCMOTPEHHOTO 3TUKETOM JaHHOTO COLIMyMa!
U3BUHEHUS, 0JIar0JIapHOCTH, MO3PABJICHHS, COOOJE3HOBAHUS, U T. J. BIUIOTH 0
OTpPEUYEHHUs OT MPECTONA;

OLHEHOYHDBIE — nenp KOTOPBIX — W3MEHUTH CaMOYYBCTBHE YYaCTHUKOB
OOLIEHUsI, COOTHOCS WX MOCTYIKH, KayecTBa M BCE Jpyrue MaHu(ecTtauuu C
INPUHATON B TaHHOM OOILECTBE KON [IEHHOCTEH.

AKTyalnbHOCTBh pa3inUYeHUs 3THX 4deTblpex TUnoB PI)K moareepxnaercsa tem,
YTO JJIi HEKOTOPBIX M3 HHUX S3BIKOM BbIpaOOTaHBI OCOOBIE TpaMMaTUYECKUE
¢opmbl, HampuMmep, uMepaths’, MHTOHAIMOHHBIE MOKa3aTeau. Eciu ydecTs u
pa3HoOOpa3Hble JIEKCMYECKHE II0Ka3aTead JKaHpPOB, a TaKXe CHCTEMY HX
HAaUMEHOBAHUMN, COCTABIISIOMIMX LEJIBbIA CIOBaph, TO OKAXETCS, YTO Ha CIyxkOy
A3bIKOBOMY BoIutonieHuio PJ)K mpuBieueH oOrpoMHbI MaccuB pa3HOOOpa3HBIX
A3BIKOBBIX CPEJICTB.

Ecniu ucxomuth U3 TOro, 4ro Hambojee BaXHOE€ B peud (UKCHUPYETCS B
rpaMMaTHhKe, TO HauOosee BaXXHbIMH MPUJIIETCA MpU3HATH uUmnepatuBHbie PIK,
pacnoJiararoue oco0oil cenuanu3upoBaHHOW (POpPMOil riarona U Hapsay ¢ Hel
WCITIOJIB3YIOIIME MACCy TPAaHCIIOHUPOBAHHBIX ()OPM M HEMMIEPATHUBHBIX MO CBOEH
IIPUPOJIE KOHCTPYKIMI. MOXHO CUNTATh, YTO JUHIBUCTHUECKOE BHUMAHHE IPSMO
MPONOPUMOHAIIBHO HMX PpPEYEBOM 3HAYMMOCTH M CJOXKHOCTH  SI3BIKOBOTO
BOTLTOIICHUS .

N3 undopmaruBubix PXK 0co00ro TMHTBUCTUUECKOTO BHUMAHUS YIAOCTOCHBI
BONPOCHL, Kiaccu(uKamuss KOTOPBIX YYMTHIBAET MHOXKECTBO TOHYANMIIMX
pas3IMuni, KOTOpBIE HYXIAIOTCS B OCMBICICHMM B pPaMKax TEOPUH DPEYEBOIO
xkanpa'l. Ciemyer OTMETHTB, YTO MH(POPMATUBHEIE KAHPBI COCTABJIAIOT OCHOBHYIO
0a3y JMHIBUCTHUYECKOIO aHalli3a, OJHAKO BOIPOCHI HX >KAaHPOBOH MPHUPOIBI

® Cwm., Hanp.: Xpakoeckuii B.C., Bonooun A.J1. CeMaHTUKA W THIIOJOTHS HMIIEpATHBA.
Pycckuit umneparus. JI., 1986.

10 Cwm.: UmmepatnB B pasHOCTPYKTYPHBIX si3blkax: Tes. mokin. koud. JI., 1988; Bupronun
JI.LA. Teopernyeckue aclekThl CEMaHTHKO-NPAarMaTH4eCKOro OINUCAaHHs HMMIIEPaTUBHBIX
BBICKA3bIBaHUI B PyCCKOM s3bIKe: ABTOped. Iuc... JOKT. puinon. Hayk. CII6, 1992 u np.

11 Pycckas rpammarumka. M, 1980. T.2. C. 386-394; Kowmpao JI. BompocutenbHbie
NpeJIoKEHNsT KaKk KOCBEHHbIe pedeBble akThl / HoBoe B 3apyOexHo#l nuHrBuctuke. Boim. 16.
M., 1985. C. 349-383.



dakTHuecku He O00CYXKIAlTcd, a >KaHpPOBOE OJHOOOpa3ue TIpaMMATHYECKH
UCCIENYEMOI0  Marepuana  «3aTYyIIEBBIBAET»  AKTYaJbHOCTb  JKaHPOBOM
npoOJieMaTUKU TIO  OTHOIICHHWI0O K  KJIACCHUYECKMM  IOBECTBOBATEIbHBIM
[PEIITIOKECHHSIM.

OTHKETHBIE >KaHPbl OKA3aJMCh B LEHTPE JMHIBUCTUYECKOIO BHUMAHHS C
OTKpEITHEM nepGOopMaTUBOB Kak o0co0Oro Kjacca pEYeBBIX akToBZ B
OTEYECTBEHHOW Tpaauiuu dSTukeTHele PJXK onuceBatorcss B nureparype,
TIOCBSAIICHHON peueBOMY STUKETY S,

Onenounsie P)K m3yueHbl B HauUMEHbIIEH CTENEHH, XOTS BEChbMa MOJAPOOHO
OMMCAHO MPOSBJIICHHE OLEHOYHOM CEMAHTHUKH B PA3HBIX THUIAX NPEIJIOKEHUN C
MTOMOIIIBIO PA3IMYHBIX S3BIKOBBIX cpenicTB (E.M. Boned, H.[[. ApyTioHoBa).

Uetplpe oxapakTepu3oBaHHbIX Tuma P)XK He uHcuepmbIBalOT  BCEX
KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX 3aJa4, OCYIIECTBISIEMBIX B pEYd, HANpPUMEpP, €CTh €Ile
(daTuyeckue 3aJayv; HO Ha3BaHHBIC THUIIbI LENEH OPraHu3ylOT OCHOBHBIE THIIBI
PXK, gBnsisice BaKHEWIIUM KaHPOOOpa3yromuM MomeHTOM. C Japyroil CTOpPOHBI,
CJIElyeT OTMETUTb, YTO HA3BAHHBIE YETHIPE THUIA L€ MOTYT OBITh IOCTUTHYTHI U
«B 00x01» cBona PXK, Hampumep C¢ MOMOIIbIO NAapaJIMHTBUCTHYECKUX CPEACTB
(LLIMPOKO MCHOJB3YIOTCS 3HAKH OTKa3a, COrjaacus, IpeloCTEPEKEHUs, OA00PEHUS U
T.I.) WIH 32 CUYET «MAaCKUPOBKW» >KaHPOB, KOTJa 3a/layd, CBOMCTBEHHbBIE OJHOMY
P2K, pemaroTcsi ¢ mOMOIIBIO JPYroro, Mpu 3TOM JOCTUTAIOTCS JOMOIHUTEIbHbBIE
peuesble > dexTor.

Urak, [JIaBHBIN AKAHPOOOPA3YIOIIHIA [IPU3HAK — 3TO
KOMMVYHUKATHUBHASA ILEJIb, oH mnpoTtuBonocTaBisieT 4eTbipe Tuna PXK,
KOKIBbIA M3 KOTOPBIX OOBEAMHSIET JOBOJIBHO OOJIBIIOE KOJIMYECTBO JKAHPOB,
pa3iMyaroluXcss BHYTPH Ha3BaHHBIX THUIOB M0 JAPYTUM KaHPOOOpa3yroIIUM
IIPU3HAKaM.

Hauatp ux nepeuncnenue cienyetr ¢ ObBPA3A ABTOPA — toit undgopmanuu
O HEM Kak 00 y4acTHHUKE OOUIEHMS, KOTOpas «3aJ0’KeHa» B THUMOBOW mpoekT PK,
obecrieunBasg eMy ycrnemHoe ocymecTsiaenne®. Mosxker ObITh, Hambomee
YyBCTBUTEJIbHBI K 3TOMYy mapamerpy wumneparuBHele PXK,  kortopsie
muddepeHuupyroTes npexe Bcero Ha 3ToM ocHoBaHuu: [IPUKA3 nmpennonaraer
apropa ¢ omnpeneneHHsiMu [IOJIHOMOUMAMMU, Bompoc aapecara «Kmo mul
maxou, 4mobvl MHe NpuUKa3vleams?» O3HAYAET HENPHU3HAHUE TaKUX MOJTHOMOYUH,

2. Ocmun Joe. JI. Cnoso xak neiictue // HoBoe B 3apyOesxHo# muaTBHCTHKE. M., 1986.
Bemm. 17. C.22-130; Cepavb Howc. P. Knaccuduxanus mwinokyTHBHbIX akToB // Tam xke. C. 170-194;
Anpecan 10.J]. TleppopmatuBel B rpammatuke u cioBape // 3. AH CCCP. Cep.mr. u 3.
1986. T.45. -3. C. 208-223.

¥ Axuwwuna A.A., @opmanoeckas H.HM. Pycckuit peueBoit »tmker. M., 1986;
Qopmanosckaa H.HU. Pyccknil pedeBOM ITUKET: JIMHTBUCTUYECKUH U METOJMOJOTMYECKUU ac-
nmexTel. M., 1982.

1% Cepnw [oe. Kocennble peuesbie akThl / HoBoe B 3apyOeskHOil TUHTBUCTHKE. Boim. 17.
M., 1986.

1> Ocmpicnuts sToT Mapamerp PXK momoraer obpamenue kx uaee B.B. Bunorpagosa o6
o0Opase aBTOpa Kak OpraHU3YIOIIEM MOMEHTE XYJA0KECTBEHHOTO TeKCTa — CM.: Bunoepados B.B.
N36pannbie Tpyabl. O s3bIKke XyT0KeCTBEHHOM mpo3bl. M., 1980. C. 203-210.



4TO PaBHOCHUJIBHO poOBAILY KaHpa; ITPOCBBA npearnoaaraet
3AUHTEPECOBAHHOCTD aBTOpa B HCHOJHEHHH OOCYXIaeMOTO JIEHCTBUS;
[TIOYUYEHUE — CTAPHIMHCTBO aBTopa mo OTHOIIEHHIO K ajpecaTy HIH €ro
MpPEeBOCX0ACTBO B JipyroM otHouieHuu; JKAJIOBA BkitodaeTr B CBOM THUIIOBOM
npoekT oopa3 aBropa [IOCTPAJABIIEI'O. Crout nog4epkHyTh, uTO AJs oOpas3a
aBTopa PXX enBa i1 HE Ha MEPBOM MECTE CTOSIT €0 OTHOIIEHUS C aJIpeEcaToM, 3TO,
TaK CKa3aTh, «IOPTPET HA PoHEY.

VYxke ModTOMY TPEThUM >KaHPOOOpa3yIolUM IPU3HAKOM CJEAyeT Ha3BaThb
OBPA3 AJIPECATA?'®. Cpenu umneparuBHbix PXK 0CHOBHYIO Maccy COCTABISIOT
xanpel ¢ agpecatoM MCIIOJIHUTEJIEM, To BBIHYKIECHHBIM MPUHUMATh TaKylO
poub (ITPUKA3), To npunumarommm ee B cBoux uHTepecax (COBET); JKAJIOBA,
KaKk Y€  MNpPUBOJAWIOCH  MHCaTh,  MPEICTAaBI€HAa  Pa3HOBUIAHOCTIMHU,
paznuyaromuMuca o0pa3oM ajapecata — KOHPUACHTa WU YIOJHOMOYEHHOIO
«IpUHUMATH Mepbl». [Ipy HECOBNIaEHNN MPENCTABICHUN aapecaTa O CBOEH POJIU
B JTAaHHOM 31307 OOLIEHUs1 ¢ 00pa3oM ajpecaTa MPEeabABISIEMOr0 €My >KaHpa
NOSIBJISIOTCS PEIUIUKU Tumna «f mebe ne mom-mo, 4mobbl MHE YKa3vleamv /
KOMAHO08amu / co8emoamu u m.n.»

CrnenyromyuMi MOXKHO Ha3BaTh JIBA CHMMETPUYHBIX MPU3HAKA, CBSI3AHHBIX C
MectoM kaxaoro PK B miernu peueBoro oOuIeHUsI, KOTOpOE MPEACTaBIISIET COOOM He
XA0TUYECKUM TIOTOK CJIOBECHBIX HW3BEPKEHUM, a Pa3bIlPhIBACTCS 110 BIOJHE
OTIPEJICTICHHOMY CIieHapHio. Mcronb3ys TOT K€ «TEePMHHOARJIEMEHT» 00pa3, uX
MOxkHO o0003HaunTh kKak OBPA3 I[IPOIIJIOIO u OBPA3 BYAVIIEIO,
yTBEpXkKIass TeM cambiM, 4To mia PJXK cylnecTBeHHBI NpEeANIECTBYIOMUNA U
HOCIIEAYIOMI SIH30/6I 00ImEeHus .

O6pa3 nponutoro paznmuuaer PXK mHunMansHble, HaYMHAIOMKUE OOIEHUE, U
TaKue, KOTOPbIE MOTYT MHOSIBUTHCSI TOJBKO TOcCie ornpeneneHHbX PXK — TakoBbl
OTBET, OTKA3, COI'JTACHUE, OITPOBEPXEHMUE u psa npyrux, mis KOTOPbIX
Ipeaiaraioch HAaMMEHOBAaHUE «PEAKTHUBHBIE»: BCE OHU SIBJIAIOTCS PEAKIUSMU Ha
JIpyTHE KaHPHI.

OO6pa3 Oyayiiero mpejanosiaraeT JajibHEHIIee pa3BUTUE PEUYEBBIX COOBITHIA,
BOILIOLIArOIIEeCs B mosiBiieHMU aApyrux PXK. WMmmocTpauuio AEHCTBUS 3TOrO
npu3Haka PXK moxxHo yBuaets B pacckaze @. Mckannepa «Uuk 4TuT 00BIYaN»:

— Yux, — cxkazana mama HYuxy neped mem, kaxk omnpasumv e20 6 Hecem, — mul yice He
Mmanenvkuil. /lepesnss — asmo He 20pod. B Oepesne, ecnu npuenawaiom Kk cmoiy, Heab3s Cpaszy
coenawamoca. Haoo cuauana cxazamo: «A ne xouy. A coim. A yoce eny. A nomom, kozoa onu
HeCKOIbKO pa3 NOBMOpPSm npuiiauienue, MO}CHO CaOUumvCs 3a CmMoJl U eCib.

16 Briepple BHMMaHME K DTOMY acleKTy peud TpHMBJIEUEHO B cTaThe: Apymionoséa H.]I.
®aktop aapecara / UzB. AH CCCP Cep. mut u s13. 1981, T 40. Bem. 4. C. 356-367. B mo-
clieZlHee BpeMs MOSBIWIIMCH PabOThI, B KOTOPBIX HCCIIEAyeTCs MposBIeHHE (akTopa ajapecara B
ra3eTHbIX, Hay4HbIX U Jp. Tekcrax (JI. lyckaea, JI. KpacuiabHukoBa). Ota HOBasg MH(pOpMaus
TpeOyeT ocmbiciieHuss ¢ mnosunuii Teopun PXK. O BO3MOXHOCTAX MpOsIBICHUS ajapecata B
PYCCKOM BBICKa3biBaHUU CM.: [llmenesa T.B. Imanormanocts moxyca // Bectauk MI'Y. Cep.
«Dunonorus» Ne 5. 1995.

1706 »Tnx mpmsHakax kxak o QaxTope mpomuoro u (akTope OYAYIIEro cM. B paboTe
aBTopa «PeueBoii xanp (Bozmoxxnocru...)». C. 29.



— A ecnu oHu e noemopam npuenauienue? — cnpocun Yux.

— B 0epeene makozco ne bvigaem, — ckazana mama. — Imo 6 20pooe MO2ym He NOSMOPUMb
npuenauieHue. A 6 depesne nosmopsAwm npueiauienue 00 mex nop, NoKa 20Cmv He csioem 3a
cmon. Ho eocmb O0ondcen noisomamvcs, OONHCEH CHAYANA OMKA3bI6AMbCA, A UHA4e NOMOM
0yoym nacmewnuuyamo. Tol yowce ne manenvkull, mebe ogenaoyamo jgem. Tbl 00diCeH umumo
obvluau.

— A cKonbko paz Ha0o omKazvl8amvCs, YmMoObl NOMOM cecmb 3d CMOoN? — 0el08UMOo
cnpocun Hux.

— Jlo mpex pa3z Haoo omkazvleamuvcs, — NOOYMA8, OMEemula Mamd, — a NOMOM Yice
MOMHCHO cadumuvcs 3a cmod. Tol yoice He ManenbKull, Mol Q0AHCEH YMUmMy 00b14auU.

[IpuBenenusii PparMeHT pacckaza yoOexmaer, 4To 00pa3 Oyaymiero PXK
[MPUTJTAIIEHME K CTOJIY npeanosiaraéT MHOTOKPAaTHOE ITOBTOPEHUE
OTKAS3A, a 3aTeM NO3UTHBHOMN pEaKUU Ha MpPUTJAlIEHUE. XapaKTepHO, YTO MPH
ATOM Ba)XKEH BO3PACT ajpecaTa U MECTO OOIICHUSI.

Takum oOpa3oM, Bce pacCMOTPEHHBIEC KaHPOOOpa3yrollue MPU3HaAKU UMEIOT
COOCTBEHHO pEYEBYIO MPHUPOJY: OHU OOpalieHbl K YCJIOBUSIM M Y4YaCTHUKAM
OOIIECHHUS.

Crnenyromuii Npu3HAK, HAa MEPBbIA B3IJIAM, JEKUT B MHOM IUIOCKOCTH: OH
oOpallleH K BHEPEUEBOM JACHCTBUTEIBHOCTH M MOXKET OBbITh Ha3BaH THI
JIMKTYMHOT'O (COBBITUMHOI'O) COJEPXKAHUS. C omHOH CTOPOHBI
MPUHATO TMOKa3bIBaTh, YTO OJHO M TO € JUKTYMHOE COJIEPKAHUE MOXKET OBbITh
MPEJCTAaBICHO B pPEYUM B PaA3IMUYHONM <OKAHPOBOM oOMpaBe»: B pe3yibTare
UMIIEPATUBHOTO kaHpa «llo30pasb 6aOywKy ¢ OHem podxcoenus!» NOMKEH ObITH
OCYILIECTBJICH dTUKETHBIN KaHp «/Jopocas babywxa! Ilo30pasnsaio meobs...», 4TOObI
MOTOM JaTh TOBOJA JUIsl TOSIBIIEHUS WH(GOPMATHUBHOTO >KaHpa «f no3opasun
0abywKy», KOTOPbIA, B CBOIO OYepellb, MOXKET BbI3BaTh K >KU3HU OIICHOYHBIM
«Xopouwto, umo mul ycnen nozopasumev 6adywxy. Monooey!» — Bce 3TH KaHPBI
MMEIOT OJIHO M TO K€ JUKTYMHOE€ COAEp’KaHUE — MPONO3ULIMi0 no3apasieHusd. C
JIPYyroll CTOPOHBI, HENIb3sd HE 3amMeTuTh, 4To PXX oTHIOO HE Oe3pasziInuHbl K
XapakTepy JUKTyMa; BBISBIACTCS Iieflasg Cepusi MPU3HAKOB HE COOCTBEHHO
JTUKTYMHOW TPHUPOJBI, HO BAXKHBIX I OTOOpa MUKTYMHON WH(OpMaIuu IMpu
dbopmupoBanuu Toro uian uaoro PXK. Baxen xapaktep AKTAHTOB auktymHOro
coObITHs, Tak, cpean umnepatuBHbiX PXK Beiaensercs IIOXKEJIAHUE, nockonbky
MPEABSIBIIEMOE B HEM COOBITUE MOXKET OBITh OCYIIECTBICHO C TOMOIIBIO PA3HBIX
WCMOJIHUTENENH — BIUIOTh JO BBICHIUX CHUJI, OCTalibHbie uMnepatuBHbie PK
MPEANoIaraloT, YTO HCIOJHUTEIb MPECKPUIITUBHOTO COOBITHS — uenoBek. He
menee Baxuel OTHOIIEHUWA AKTAHTOB U VYYACTHUKOB PEYU:
KAJIOBA otmuyaercs ot CETOBAHWMSA Tem, 4yTto mepBas mpeamnosaraet
BKJIFOYCHHOCTh COOBITHSI B TUYHYIO cpepy aBTOpa, a BTOpasl TAKOTO yCIIOBUS HE
conepxut. Becbma cymectBenHa BPEMEHHAS TIEPCIIEKTHMBA nukrtyma,
pasnuyaromias cpenu napopmatuBabx HappaTtuBHbIX PXK BOCITOMMHAHUE u
[TPOT'HO3 xak >xaHpwl ¢ niepheKTHOW U (PyTypanibHONW MEPCHEKTUBON AUKTyMa.
Ho, noxainyii, Hanbonee CUIIbHBIM CEJICKTUBHBIM neticTBreM obmamnaer OLIEHKA
JUKTYMHOTO cOObITHS, poTuBonoctasisitonias umneparuBusie PXK ITPOCBHBbI u
[NPEOJOCTEPEXEHNSA, PA3PEIIEHUA wu 3AIIPETA; otpunarensHas



OILIEHOYHOCTh coObITHd oOs3arenpHa it P)XK  JKAJIOBBI, VIIPEKA,
CETOBAHMUA u MmHOTUX IpYyTUX.

[Tocneqnum HaswiBato mapamerp A3BIKOBOI'O BOIUJIOIIEHUA PX — B
COOTBETCTBHM C YCIIOBHEM JBUTAThCS OT 3aMbICia K BOIUIOUIEHUIO, TO €CTh C
MO3UIIMI aBTOpa; C MO3UIMHI K€ aapecaTa S3bIKOBOE BOIUIOLIEHUE JOJKHO OBLIO
Obl HauMHaTh XapakrepucTuky PXK: 3To mepBoe, 4To «IomxyyaeT» aapecar, U3 4ero
OH BBIYUTHIBAET MHGOpPMAINIO 00 aBTOpE, €r0 KOMMYHUKATHBHBIX HAMEPEHUSX,
MPOIIJIOM U IJIAHUPYEMOM OYTyIlIeM >KaHpa.

Hnsa monenu PXK ero a3pikoBoe BoruiomieHue BaxxHO yBuAeTh kKak CIIEKTP
BO3MOXXHOCTEM, nexcuueckux M rpaMMaTHUECKHX PecCypcoB XkaHpa. B stom
CIIEKTpE MOXXHO 00O03HAUUTh HEKOTOPHIC IMOJIOCHL  KJIMITUPOBAHHOCTH [
WHUBUy AIBHOCTh, MUHUMAJIBHOCTh / MAKCUMAJIBHOCTh CIIOBECHOTO BBIPAXKEHUSI.
B nepBoM OTHOILIEHUHM pa3nyaroTcs crepeoTunHbie Bortomenus: PXK, nampumep
CTEPEOTHUIIBI TOPOACKOI0 OOIIEHUS UM TOKYMEHTHI AenoBoit chepbl. Bo BTopom
acriekte PXK oOmamaer menoil mikamodl SKCIUIMIUTHOCTA — OT HMMIUIMIIUTHOTO
MpOSIBIICHUsI (COrjlacue = KHBOK) JIO0 CJIOBECHOI'O BBIPAKEHHUS BCEX MOMEHTOB,
BKJIIOYAs MPECYNMNO3UTUBHBIC, Cp.: [Ipucnacume k menegorny Anopes v Ilockonvky
menegon 8 coceOnem ¢ 8amu KabuHeme He pabomaem, a MHe KpaiHe HeobdXooumo
no2080pumsb € GawuM Kolneou AnOpeem, npowty 6ac: npueiacume e20 K
mesnepony, noxicaryucma, eciiu 9mo 8am He 0YeHb mpyoHo, 6yobme maxk 00Opbl.

Jns xapakTepUCTHKU A3bIKOBOro Boruiomenuss PJK BaxHo ydactue B
opopmiennu METAKOMIIOHEHTA c o6o3nauenuem xanpa: cp. [lozopasnsto ¢
Pooicoecmeom n C Poocoecmeom!;, [lpeonaearo éam evinums uaio n Iloocanyiicma,
yaiuky, B omeem Ha eaws 3anpoc coobwjaem, 4mo HYHCHbLIMU 8AM OAHHBLIMU He
pacnonazaem 1 HysxcHvlMu 6am 0aHHbIMU He pACNONA2aeM.

Pazymeercsi, MHOr0OOpa3rue BO3MOKHOCTEHN S3bIKOBOTO BOILIOIICHUS OJTHOTO
M TOro K€ >KaHpa Helb3sl OTHECTH K M3JIUIIECTBAM: OTO CPEJCTBO
mupdepenunannn npeabssieHus PXX «B mHTepecax» Lenoro psjaa napameTpoB
oOllleHMs, BKJIIOYas OTHOUIEHUS YYaCTHUKOB, MX pEUEBbIE U  S3BIKOBBIC
BO3MOXXHOCTH, BKYChl. EcCiau TOBOpUTH 00 wueEpapXuu KaHPOOOPA3yIOIIUX
napameTpoB PXK, To Hajo cka3aTh, UTO JTMHTBUCTUYECKH HanboJiee BaXKEH UMEHHO
napaMeTp SI3bIKOBOTO BOIUIOIICHUSI, BCE OCTaJbHbIE HYXXHBl HaM HAaCTOJBKO,
HACKOJIbKO OHHM BIHUAIOT Ha Hero. Co3gaTh MOAPOOHOE OMUCAHUE S3BIKOBOTO
BoromeHuss PX — wu  ecrp mnpeacraBute ero IIOPTPET, »stor xanp
JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO OINMCAHUS 3asgBisieT O cebe Bce pemutenbHee. M B 3TOM
cMmbicie Moaenb PJK MOXKHO paccMmaTpuBaTh Kak MHCTPYMEHT CO3[IaHUSI TAKOTO
MOpTpeTA.

[Ipu 5TOM aHaIOTMYHO TOMY KaK B CHHTaKCHCE HapsiAy C MOHATHUEM MOJIECIU
NPENIOKEHHS CYLIECTBYeT MOHATHE €ro peryiaspHod peamusammu’®, mo
oTHomeHuto K monaenu PXK MoxkeT ObITh MPEIoKeHO MOHSITHE PEI'VJISIPHOM
PEAJIM3ALINN PXK, xotopsie OynyT paznuuathes npexae Bcero no COEPAM

18 [Ilgeooea H.FO. O MOHATHM «pPeTyIspHAs Pealu3als CTPYKTYyPHOH CXeMbl IPOCTOTO
npeiokeHus» // MBICTH 0 COBpEMEHHOM pycCcKoM si3bike. M., 1969; Pycckas rpammarnka. T. 2.

C. 119-123.



OBLIEHUA. Cormacno wuaesm M.M. baxtuna, Ha ocHOBe mepBUYHbIX PXK
MOBCEIHEBHOIN cdepbl 00IeHns (OPMUPYIOTCS CHCTEMbl BTOPUYHBIX KAHPOB,
cocTaB M crneuuduka S36IKOBOTO OPOPMIICHHS KOTOPBIX  ONPEAETSAETCS
xapaktepoMm chepsl. HccrnenoBanne PK B acniexTe ux peryisipHbIX pead3aluii B
pa3HbIX cdepax OOLICHHs BBISIBUT CBOCOOpa3HbIe peyeBbIC MapaJurMbl KaHPOB;
Hanpumep, PX mnoBcenneBnoit cdepsr [IPOCBBA B nenoBoit  cdepe
tpanchopmupyetcs B 3SAABJIEHUE (remapom Bce Hamym 3asBiIeHUAS HAYMHAIOTCS
C «npoutyy, a HE «3asa614i0»), a B penurnozHo B MOJIUTBY; uto kacaercs
ACTETUYECKON cdepbl, To OHa MOXKET B CBOEH MepepaboTKe BOCIOJIb30BATHCS
100011 M3 PEryJSIpHBIX peaiu3aldid *KaHpa: JIUPUYECKOE CTUXOTBOPEHUE MOMKET
OBITh MOCTPOCHO C OPUEHTAIIMEN Ha IPOCKOY — KaK « A He 1t068u meoet npouty...»
A. AXMaTOBO — WM MOJIUTBBI, KaK XOPOILIO U3BECTHBIE MOJenu M. JIepMOHTOBa,
b. OxymxaBbl U APYrux aBTOPOB.

Urak, momens PXX Bxirowaer ceMp napameTpoB, IMEPBOE MECTO CpEaU
KOTOPBIX OTBOJMM KOMMYHUKATHUBHOHN LieNH, TU(PPEepeHIpYIOEel YeThIpe TUIla
PK, namee Ha3piBaeM J[Be Mapbl CUMMETPUYHBIX IPU3HAKOB, COOTHOCHUMBIX C
aBTOPOM U aJpecaToM, MPEALIECTBYIOIINM U MOCAEAYIOIIMM 3MH304aMH OOLIEHUS,
kotopblie auddepenupyror PXK ¢ ogHOro TtHhma KOMMYHHUKaTUBHOHM IIEJbIO;
napameTp IUKTYMHOIO COJAEPKaHHsI BHOCUT OTpaHUYEHHS B OTOOP MH(OpMauu 0
MUpe U BHOCUT aAud¢depeHuuanuu Oo0jiee YACTHOIO XapakTepa, BIUIOTh [0
pasnmnuenuss KoHKpeTHbIXx PJXK. Bce 3T mecte mapaMeTrpoB OTHOCATCS K
pPEAbHOCTSIM JIEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH M OOUIEHMsI, TOTJa KaK MapaMeTp S3bIKOBOTO
BOIUIOLIEHUSI NpPsAMO BBIBOAUT P)K B IPOCTPaHCTBO S3bIKA C €ro CIOKHEWIIEH
muddepeHnranren I3pIKOBBIX CPEJCTB M0 TPEOOBAHUSM PEUH.

[Ipenmaraemoe tosnkoBanue PJK ¢ omopol Ha MOHSATHE MOJENIH PEATBHO
MCIIOJIb30BAJIOCh B NIPAKTUKE YHHBEPCHTETCKOIO MNPENOAABAHUS JHHTBUCTUKU®,
s onmcanus PXK B cnosape «Kynbrypa pycckoii peum»?. Jlymaercs, ecThb

19 PesympraTom 5Toif paGOTHI MOKHO CUMTATh 3AIIMIICHHBIE B KpacHOAPCKOM yHH-
BEpPCUTETE JUIUIOMHBIE palbOTHI TOJ PYKOBOACTBOM aBTOpa: Onetinukos B. PedeBbie xaHpPBHI
nenoBoro odbuenus (1986); Tapacenko T. PeueBble xaHpbl. @parMeHT OOBIEHHONW PUTOPUKH
(1986); Iypuna IO. lllyTtka kak pedeBoit xaup (1989); Yaban T. PeueBoii xaHp «IOyYCHUE»
(1992); 3ybapesa E. Yrpo3za, mpeaylpexICHUE, 3alpeT: OMbIT OMUCAHUS PEYEBBIX >KAHPOB
(1992); a Taxke mybnukanuu: [loobepeskuna J1.3. PeueBble jxaHpbl B KOPIIOPATUBHOM SI3BIKE
(s13b1K cTONMOMCTOB) // BBIcKa3biBaHUE Kak 00beKT... U. 2. C. 59-69; Iloobepeskuna JI.3. Peuenbie
KaHphl B KOPHOpPATMBHOM oOOIIeHMH (Merojnonoruueckuit acmekr) // Dumnonorus —
Kypnamuctuka'94: 52-53, [loobepeskuna J1.3. KopnopaTuBHBIA  SI3BIK.  [IpUHITHITEI
UCCIIEIOBaHMUS M ONMHUCaHMs (Ha Marepuane si3blka cToJOMCTOB): ABTOped. nucc... K.p.H. M,
1995. C. 14-18; Kucenesa JI.A. PedeBbie xaHpBl B TOPOACKOM TpaHCcIopTe: (hakTop aapecara //
Ounonorust — XKXypuanuctuka'94: 53-54, Mananuyx U.I'. O COOTHOIIEHUH PEUEBOTO KaHpa U
peueBoro akta // Tam xe. C. 50-51; Tapacenxo T.B. Ilepnokyumst u peueBoit xanp // Tam xe.
C. 51-52.

20 ABTOpoM I croBaps MOATOTOBIEHBI CTAaThH: BTOpHYHBIE pedeBhle KaHpHI, WH-
¢dopmaTuBHBIE peueBble KaHpbl, OIEHOUHBIE peueBbI€ YKAHPBI; DTHKETHbIE pPEUEBbIC >KAHPHI;
Kanpsl nenosoit peun; XKaupsl HayuHoil peun; JKanpbl ObiToBOM peun; AHHOTanwms; [loxman;
XKanoba; Uzsemenue; Mcnosens; Koncnekr; Koncynbranus; Jlekuus, Jlozynr; OObsBieHue;
[Tpusnanne; Pedepar; Comoxnan; Coobmenue; Tesucwl, llytka (B coaBt. ¢ IO. lllypunoit).
Bcero ams cnoBapst moAroToByieHo 60siee MOIYCOTHU OMUCAHUHN JKaHPOB.



OCHOBAHUS TMOJIaraTh, YTO ATOT OIBIT U OOpaIlleHHE K U3JI0’)KEHHOMY IMOHHUMAaHUIO
pycucToB?!  CBUIETENBCTBYIOT O €ro TEOPETHYECKOM IPAaBOMEPHOCTH M
MIPaKTUYECKON 1enecooOpa3HocTu. He cTouT mymarh, 9TO H3JIO0XKEHHBIC 371€Ch
MapaMeTpbl MOAEIN UCUEPITBIBAIOT BCE BO3MOXKHbBIE CTOPOHBI onucanusa PXK, HO B
HUX 3aJIJaHbl OCHOBHBIE KaHPOOOPA3yIOIIHEe MOMEHTHI. VICIIonb3ys MpeaioKeHHYTO
Mozenb PXK, MOXHO TMOCTaBUTh BOIPOC HE TOJBKO O HAOMIOACHUAX Hal
OTJIEIBHBIMU KaHPAMH WJIH UX «IIy4KaMu», HO U 0 coznannu DHIMUKIIOITEAM
PEUEBBIX XAHPOB nns Bcex cdep oOImeHUs, 4TO cTajgo Obl 3HAYHUTEIbHBIM
1aroM B TOCTHXKEHUM PEAIMM PYCCKOM peyH, MOKa €II€ TOJbKO HAYMHAIOIIEH
MIPUOTKPBIBATH CBOU TAMHBI UCCIICIOBATEIISIM.
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An Introduction to Genre Theory

Daniel Chandler

1. The problem of definition

A number of perennial doubts plague genre the-
ory. Are genres really 'out there' in the world, or are
they merely the constructions of analysts? Is there a
finite taxonomy of genres or are they in principle
infinite? Are genres timeless Platonic essences or
ephemeral, time-bound entities? Are genres culture-
bound or transcultural?... Should genre analysis be
descriptive or proscriptive? (Stam 2000, 14)

The word genre comes from the French (and
originally Latin) word for 'kind' or 'class’. The term is
widely used in rhetoric, literary theory, media theory,
and more recently linguistics, to refer to a distinctive
type of 'text'*. Robert Allen notes that 'for most of its
2,000 years, genre study has been primarily nomi-
nological and typological in function. That is to say,
it has taken as its principal task the division of the
world of literature into types and the naming of
those types - much as the botanist divides the realm
of flora into varieties of plants' (Allen 1989, 44). As
will be seen, however, the analogy with biological
classification into genus and species misleadingly sug-
gests a 'scientific' process.

Since classical times literary works have been
classified as belonging to general types which were
variously defined. In literature the broadest division
is between poetry, prose and drama, within which
there are further divisions, such as tragedy and com-
edy within the category of drama. Shakespeare re-
ferred satirically to classifications such as 'tragedy,
comedy, history, pastoral, pastoral-comical, histori-
cal-pastoral, tragical-historical, tragical-comical-
historical-pastoral...” (Hamlet II ii). In The Anatomy of
Criticism the formalist literary theorist Northrop Frye
(1957) presented certain universal genres and modes
as the key to organizing the entire literary corpus.
Contemporary media genres tend to relate more to
specific forms than to the universals of tragedy and
comedy. Nowadays, films are routinely classified (e.g.
in television listings magazines) as 'thrillers’, 'west-
erns' and so on - genres with which every adult in
modern society is familiar. So too with television
genres such as 'game shows' and 'sitcoms’. While we
have names for countless genres in many media, some
theorists have argued that there are also many genres
(and sub-genres) for which we have no names
(Fowler 1989, 216; Wales 1989, 206). Carolyn Miller
suggests that 'the number of genres in any society...
depends on the complexity and diversity of society'
(Miller 1984, in Freedman & Medway 19944, 36).

The classification and hierarchical taxonomy of
genres is not a neutral and 'objective’ procedure.
There are no undisputed ‘maps’ of the system of gen-
res within any medium (though literature may per-
haps lay some claim to a loose consensus). Further-
more, there is often considerable theoretical dis-
agreement about the definition of specific genres. 'A
genre is ultimately an abstract conception rather
than something that exists empirically in the world,’
notes Jane Feuer (1992, 144). One theorist's genre may
be another's sub-genre or even super-genre (and indeed
what is technique, style, mode, formula or thematic grouping
to one may be treated as a genre by another). Themes,
at least, seem inadequate as a basis for defining gen-
res since, as David Bordwell notes, 'any theme may
appear in any genre' (Bordwell 1989, 147). He asks:
‘Are animation and documentary films genres or
modes? Is the filmed play or comedy performance a
genre? If tragedy and comedy are genres, perhaps
then domestic tragedy or slapstick is a formula'. In
passing, he offers a useful inventory of categories
used in film criticism, many of which have been ac-
corded the status of genres by various commentators:

Grouping by period or country (American
films of the 1930s), by director or star or pro-
ducer or writer or studio, by technical process
(Cinemascope films), by cycle (the 'fallen
women' films), by series (the 007 movies), by
style (German Expressionism), by structure
(narrative), by ideology (Reaganite cinema), by
venue ('drive-in movies'), by putpose (home
movies), by audience (‘teenpix'), by subject or
theme (family film, paranoid-politics movies).
(Bordwell 1989, 148)

Another film theorist, Robert Stam, also refers to
common ways of categorizing films:

While some genres are based on story content
(the war film), other are borrowed from litera-
ture (comedy, melodrama) or from other me-
dia (the musical). Some are performer-based
(the Astaire-Rogers films) or budget-based
(blockbusters), while others are based on artis-
tic status (the art film), racial identity (Black
cinema), locat[ion| (the Western) or sexual
orientation (Queer cinema). (Stam 2000, 14).

Bordwell concludes that 'one could... argue that
no set of necessary and sufficient conditions can
mark off genres from other sorts of groupings in ways
that all experts or ordinary film-goers would find



acceptable’ (Bordwell 1989, 147). Practitioners and
the general public make use of their own genre labels
(de facto genres) quite apart from those of academic
theorists. We might therefore ask ourselves "'Whose
genre is it anyway?' Still further problems with defi-
nitional approaches will become apparent in due
course.

Defining genres may not initially seem particu-
larly problematic but it should already be apparent
that it is a theoretical minefield. Robert Stam identi-
fies four key problems with generic labels (in relation
to film): extension (the breadth or narrowness of la-
bels); normativism (having preconceived ideas of crite-
ria for genre membership); monolithic definitions (as if
an item belonged to only one genre); biologism (a kind
of essentialism in which genres are seen as evolving
through a standardized life cycle) (Stam 2000, 128-
129).

Conventional definitions of genres tend to be
based on the notion that they constitute particular
conventions of content (such as themes or settings)
and/or form (including structure and style) which
are shared by the texts which are regarded as belong-
ing to them. Alternative characterizations will be
discussed in due course. The attempt to define par-
ticular genres in terms of necessary and sufficient
textual properties is sometimes seen as theoretically
attractive but it poses many difficulties. For instance,
in the case of films, some seem to be aligned with one
genre in content and another genre in form. The film
theorist Robert Stam argues that 'subject matter is
the weakest criterion for generic grouping because it
fails to take into account how the subject is treated'
(Stam 2000, 14). Outlining a fundamental problem of
genre identification in relation to films, Andrew Tu-
dor notes the 'empiricist dilemma:

To take a genre such as the 'western', analyze
it, and list its principal characteristics, is to beg
the question that we must first isolate the
body of films which are 'westerns'. But they
can only be isolated on the basis of the 'prin-
cipal characteristics' which can only be dis-
covered from the films themselves after they
have been isolated. (Cited in Gledhill 1985,
59)

It is seldom hard to find texts which are excep-
tions to any given definition of a particular genre.
There are no 'rigid rules of inclusion and exclusion'
(Gledhill 1985, 60). 'Genres... are not discrete sys-
tems, consisting of a fixed number of listable items'
(ibid., 64). It is difficult to make clear-cut distinctions
between one genre and another: genres overlap, and
there are ‘mixed genres' (such as comedy-thrillers).
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Specific genres tend to be easy to recognize intui-
tively but difficult (if not impossible) to define. Par-
ticular features which are characteristic of a genre
are not normally unique to it; it is their relative
prominence, combination and functions which are
distinctive (Neale 1980, 22-3). It is easy to underplay
the differences within a genre. Steve Neale declares
that 'genres are instances of repetition and difference’
(Neale 1980, 48). He adds that 'difference is abso-
lutely essential to the economy of genre' (ibid, 50):
mere repetition would not attract an audience. Tzve-
tan Todorov argued that 'any instance of a genre will
be necessarily different' (cited in Gledhill 1985, 60).
John Hartley notes that 'the addition of just one film
to the Western genre... changes that genre as a whole
- even though the Western in question may display
few of the recognized conventions, styles or subject
matters traditionally associated with its genre'
(O'Sullivan et al. 1994). The issue of difference also
highlights the fact that some genres are 'looser' -
more open-ended in their conventions or more per-
meable in their boundaries - than others. Texts often
exhibit the conventions of more than one genre. John
Hartley notes that 'the same text can belong to dif-
ferent genres in different countries or times'
(O'Sullivan et al. 1994, 129). Hybrid genres abound (at
least outside theoretical frameworks). Van Leeuwen
suggests that the multiple purposes of journalism
often lead to generically heterogeneous texts (cited
in Fairclough 1995, 88). Norman Fairclough suggests
that mixed-genre texts are far from uncommon in the
mass media (Fairclough 1995, 89). Some media may
encourage more generic diversity: Nicholas Aber-
crombie notes that since 'television comes at the au-
dience as a flow of programmes, all with different
generic conventions, means that it is more difficult to
sustain the purity of the genre in the viewing experi-
ence' (Abercrombie 1996, 45; his emphasis). Further-
more, in any medium the generic classification of
certain texts may be uncertain or subject to dispute.

Contemporary theorists tend to describe genres
in terms of 'family resemblances' among texts (a no-
tion derived from the philosopher Wittgenstein)
rather than definitionally (Swales 1990, 49). An indi-
vidual text within a genre rarely if ever has all of the
characteristic features of the genre (Fowler 1989,
215). The family resemblance approaches involves the
theorist illustrating similarities between some of the
texts within a genre. However, the family resem-
blance approach has been criticized on the basis that
mo choice of a text for illustrative purposes is inno-
cent' (David Lodge, cited in Swales 1990, 50), and
that such theories can make any text seem to resem-
ble any other one (Swales 1990, 51). In addition to the
definitional and family resemblance approach, there is



another approach to describing genres which is
based on the psycholinguistic concept of prototypical-
ity. According to this approach, some texts would be
widely regarded as being more typical members of a
genre than others. According to this approach certain
features would 'identify the extent to which an ex-
emplar is prototypical of a particular genre' (Swales
1990, 52). Genres can therefore be seen as 'fuzzy’
categories which cannot be defined by necessary and
sufficient conditions.

How we define a genre depends on our purposes;
the adequacy of our definition in terms of social sci-
ence at least must surely be related to the light that
the exploration sheds on the phenomenon. For in-
stance (and this is a key concern of mine), if we are
studying the way in which genre frames the reader's
interpretation of a text then we would do well to
focus on how readers identify genres rather than on
theoretical distinctions. Defining genres may be
problematic, but even if theorists were to abandon
the concept, in everyday life people would continue
to categorize texts. John Swales does note that 'a
discourse community's nomenclature for genres is an
important source of insight' (Swales 1990, 54),
though like many academic theorists he later adds
that such genre names 'typically need further valida-
tion' (ibid., 58). Some genre names would be likely to
be more widely-used than others: it would be inter-
esting to investigate the areas of popular consensus
and dissensus in relation to the everyday labeling of
mass media genres. For Robert Hodge and Gunther
Kress, 'genres only exist in so far as a social group
declares and enforces the rules that constitute them'
(Hodge & Kress 1988, 7), though it is debatable to
what extent most of us would be able to formulate
explicit ‘rules' for the textual genres we use rou-
tinely: much of our genre knowledge is likely to be
tacit. In relation to film, Andrew Tudor argued that
genre is ‘what we collectively believe it to be'
(though this begs the question about who 'we' are).
Robert Allen comments wryly that ‘Tudor even hints
that in order to establish what audiences expect a
western to be like we might have to ask them' (Allen
1989, 47). Swales also alludes to people having 'reper-
toires of genres' (Swales 1990, 58), which I would
argue would also be likely to repay investigation.
However, as David Buckingham notes, 'there has
hardly been any empirical research on the ways in
which real audiences might understand genre, or use
this understanding in making sense of specific texts'
(Buckingham 1993, 137).

Steve Neale stresses that 'genres are not systems:
they are processes of systematization' (Neale 1980, 51; my
emphasis; ¢f. Neale 1995, 463). Traditionally, genres
(particularly literary genres) tended to be regarded
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as fixed forms, but contemporary theory emphasizes
that both their forms and functions are dynamic.
David Buckingham argues that 'genre is not... simply
"given’ by the culture: rather, it is in a constant proc-
ess of negotiation and change' (Buckingham 1993,
137). Nicholas Abercrombie suggests that 'the
boundaries between genres are shifting and becom-
ing more permeable’ (Abercrombie 1996, 45); Aber-
crombie is concerned with modern television, which
he suggests seems to be engaged in 'a steady disman-
tling of genre' (ibid.) which can be attributed in part
to econormic pressures to pursue new audiences. One
may acknowledge the dynamic fluidity of genres
without positing the final demise of genre as an in-
terpretive framework. As the generic corpus cease-
lessly expands, genres (and the relationships be-
tween them) change over time; the conventions of
each genre shift, new genres and sub-genres emerge
and others are 'discontinued’ (though note that cer-
tain genres seem particularly long-lasting). Tzvetan
Todorov argued that 'a new genre is always the
transformation of one or several old genres' (cited in
Swales 1990, 36). Each new work within a genre has
the potential to influence changes within the genre
or perhaps the emergence of new sub-genres (which
may later blossom into fully-fledged genres). How-
ever, such a perspective tends to highlight the role of
authorial experimentation in changing genres and
their conventions, whereas it is important to recog-
nize not only the social nature of text production but
especially the role of economic and technological
factors as well as changing audience preferences.

The interaction between genres and media can be seen
as one of the forces which contributes to changing
genres. Some genres are more powerful than others:
they differ in the status which is attributed to them
by those who produce texts within them and by their
audiences. As Tony Thwaites et al. put it, 'in the in-
teraction and conflicts among genres we can see the
connections between textuality and power'
(Thwaites et al. 1994, 104). The key genres in institu-
tions which are 'primary definers' (such as news re-
ports in the mass media) help to establish the
frameworks within which issues are defined. But
genre hierarchies also shift over time, with individual
genres constantly gaining and losing different groups
of users and relative status.

Idealist theoretical approaches to genre which
seek to categorize 'ideal types' in terms of essential
textual characteristics are ahistorical. As a result of
their dynamic nature as processes, Neale argues that
definitions of genre ‘are always historically relative,
and therefore historically specific' (Neale 1995, 464).
Similarly, Boris Tomashevsky insists that ‘no firm
logical classification of genres is possible. Their de-



marcation is always historical, that is to say, it is cor-
rect only for a specific moment of history' (cited in
Bordwell 1989, 147). Some genres are defined only
retrospectively, being unrecognized as such by the
original producers and audiences. Genres need to be
studied as historical phenomena; a popular focus in
film studies, for instance, has been the evolution of
conventions within a genre. Current genres go
through phases or cycles of popularity (such as the
cycle of disaster films in the 1970s), sometimes be-
coming ‘dormant’ for a period rather than disappear-
ing. On-going genres and their conventions them-
selves change over time. Reviewing 'evolutionary
change' in some popular film genres, Andrew Tudor
concludes that it has three main characteristics:

First, in that innovations are added to an exis-
tent corpus rather than replacing redundant
elements, it is cumulative. Second, in that
these innovations must be basically consistent
with what is already present, it is 'conserva-
tive'. Third, in that these processes lead to the
crystallization of specialist sub-genres, it in-
volves differentiation. (Tudor 1974, 225-06)

Tudor himself is cautious about adopting the bio-
logical analogy of evolution, with its implication that
only those genres which are well-adapted to their
functions survive. Christine Gledhill also notes the
danger of essentialism in selecting definitive 'classic’
examples towards which earlier examples ‘evolve'
and after which others 'decline’ (Gledhill 1985, 59).
The cycles and transformations of genres can never-
theless be seen as a response to political, social and
economic conditions.

Referring to film, Andrew Tudor notes that 'a
genre... defines a moral and social world' (Tudor
1974,180). Indeed, a genre in any medium can be seen
as embodying certain values and ideological assump-
tions. Again in the context of the cinema Susan
Hayward argues that genre conventions change 'ac-
cording to the ideological climate of the time', con-
trasting John Wayne westerns with Clint Eastwood
as the problematic hero or anti-hero (Hayward 1996,
50). Leo Baudry (cited in Hayward 1996, 162) sees
film genres as a barometer of the social and cultural
concerns of cinema audiences; Robert Lichter et al.
(1991) illustrate how televisual genres reflect the val-
ues of the programme-makers. Some commentators
see mass media genres from a particular era as reflect-
ing values which were dominant at the time. Ira
Konigsberg, for instance, suggests that texts within
genres embody the moral values of a culture
(Konigsberg 1987, 144-5). And John Fiske asserts that
generic conventions 'embody the crucial ideological
concerns of the time in which they are popular'
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(Fiske 1987, 110). However, Steve Neale stresses that
genres may also help to shape such values (Neale 1980,
16). Thwaites et al. see the relationship as reciprocal:
'a genre develops according to social conditions;
transformations in genre and texts can influence and
reinforce social conditions' (Thwaites et al. 1994, 100).

Some Marxist commentators see genre as an in-
strument of social control which reproduces the
dominant ideology. Within this perspective, the
genre 'positions’ the audience in order to naturalize
the ideologies which are embedded in the text (Feuer
1992, 145). Bernadette Casey comments that Te-
cently, structuralists and feminist theorists, among
others, have focused on the way in which generically
defined structures may operate to construct particu-
lar ideologies and values, and to encourage reassuring
and conservative interpretations of a given text' (Ca-
sey 193, 312). However, reader-oriented commenta-
tors have stressed that people are capable of reading
against the grain'. Thomas and Vivian Sobchack note
that in the past popular film-makers, 'intent on tell-
ing a story, were not always aware of 'the covert
psychological and social... subtext' of their own films,
but add that modern film-makers and their audiences
are now ‘more keenly aware of the myth-making ac-
complished by film genres' (Sobchack & Sobchack
1980, 245). Genre can reflect a function which in re-
lation to television Horace Newcombe and Paul
Hirsch referred to as a 'cultural forum', in which in-
dustry and audience negotiate shared beliefs and
values, helping to maintain the social order and as-
sisting it in adapting to change (Feuer 1992, 145).
Certainly, genres are far from being ideologically neu-
tral. Sonia Livingstone argues, indeed, that 'different
genres are concerned to establish different world
views' (Livingstone 1990, 155).

Related to the ideological dimension of genres is
one modern redefinition in terms of purposes. In rela-
tion to writing, Carolyn Miller argues that ‘a rhetori-
cally sound definition of genre must be centered not
on the substance or form of discourse but on the ac-
tion it is used to accomplish' (Carolyn Miller 1984, in
Freedman & Medway 1994a, 24). Following this
lead, John Swales declares that 'the principal criterial
feature that turns a collection of communicative
events into a genre is some shared set of communica-
tive purposes’ (Swales 1990, 46). In relation to the
mass media it can be fruitful to consider in relation to
genre the purposes not only of the producers of texts
but also of those who interpret them (which need
not be assumed always to match). A consensus about
the primary purposes of some genres (such as news
bulletins) - and of their readers - is probably easier to
establish than in relation to others (such as west-
erns), where the very term 'purpose’ sounds too in-



strumental. However, ‘uses and gratifications' re-
searchers have already conducted investigations into
the various functions that the mass media seem to
serve for people, and ethnographic studies have of-
fered fruitful insights into this dimension. Miller
argues that both in writing and reading within gen-
res we learn purposes appropriate to the genre; in
relation to the mass media it could be argued that
particular genres develop, frame and legitimate par-
ticular concerns, questions and pleasures.

Related redefinitions of genre focus more broadly
on the relationship between the makers and audiences
of texts (a rhetorical dimension). To varying extents,
the formal features of genres establish the relation-
ship between producers and interpreters. Indeed, in
relation to mass media texts Andrew Tolson rede-
fines genre as 'a category which mediates between
industry and audience' (Tolson 1996, 92). Note that
such approaches undermine the definition of genres
as purely textual types, which excludes any reference
even to intended audiences. A basic model underly-
ing contemporary media theory is a triangular rela-
tionship between the text, its producers and its in-
terpreters. From the perspective of many recent
commentators, genres first and foremost provide
frameworks within which texts are produced and
interpreted. Semiotically, a genre can be seen as a
shared code between the producers and interpreters
of texts included within it. Alastair Fowler goes so
far as to suggest that ‘communication is impossible
without the agreed codes of genre' (Fowler 1989,
216). Within genres, texts embody authorial at-
tempts to 'position’ readers using particular ‘modes
of address'. Gunther Kress observes that:

Every genre positions those who participate in
a text of that kind: as interviewer or inter-
viewee, as listener or storyteller, as a reader or
a writer, as a person interested in political
matters, as someone to be instructed or as
someone who instructs; each of these posi-
tionings implies different possibilities for re-
sponse and for action. Each written text pro-
vides a 'reading position' for readers, a posi-
ton constructed by the writer for the 'ideal
reader’ of the text. (IKress 1988, 107)

Thus, embedded within texts are assumptions
about the 'ideal reader’, including their attitudes to-
wards the subject matter and often their class, age,
gender and ethnicity.

Gunther Kress defines a genre as 'a kind of text
that derives its form from the structure of a (fre-
quently repeated) social occasion, with its character-
istic participants and their purposes' (Kress 1988,
183). An interpretative emphasis on genre as opposed
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to individual texts can help to remind us of the social
nature of the production and interpretation of texts.
In relation to film, many modern commentators refer
to the commercial and industrial significance of gen-
res. Denis McQuail argues that:

The genre may be considered as a practical
device for helping any mass medium to pro-
duce consistently and efficiently and to relate
its production to the expectations of its cus-
tomers. Since it is also a practical device for
enabling individual media users to plan their
choices, it can be considered as a2 mechanism
for ordering the relations between the two
main parties to mass communication.

(McQuail 1987, 200)

Steve Neale observes that ‘genres... exist within
the context of a set of economic relations and prac-
tices', though he adds that 'genres are not the prod-
uct of economic factors as such. The conditions pro-
vided by the capitalist economy account neither for
the existence of the particular genres that have hith-
erto been produced, nor for the existence of the con-
ventions that constitute them' (Neale 1980, 51-2).
Economic factors may account for the perpetuation
of a profitable genre. Nicholas Abercrombie notes
that 'television producers set out to exploit genre
conventions... It... makes sound economic sense. Sets,
properties and costumes can be used over and over
again. Teams of stars, writers, directors and techni-
cians can be built up, giving economies of scale'
(Abercrombie 1996, 43). He adds that 'genres permit
the creation and maintenance of a loyal audience
which becomes used to seeing programmes within a
genre' (ibid.). Genres can be seen as 'a means of con-
trolling demand' (Neale 1980, 55). The relative stabil-
ity of genres enables producers to predict audience
expectations. Christine Gledhill notes that 'differ-
ences between genres meant different audiences
could be identified and catered to... This made it eas-
ier to standardize and stabilise production’ (Gledhill
1985, 58). In relation to the mass media, genre is part
of the process of targeting different market sectors.

Traditionally, literary and film critics in particu-
lar have regarded 'generic' texts (by which they mean
‘formulaic' texts) as inferior to those which they con-
tend are produced outside a generic framework. In-
deed, film theorists frequently refer to popular films
as 'genre films' in contrast to 'mon-formula films'.
Elitist critics reject the 'generic fiction' of the mass
media because they are commercial products of
popular culture rather than 'high art’. Many harbour
the Romantic ideology of the primacy of authorial
‘originality’ and 'vision', emphasizing individual style
and artistic 'self-expression’. In this tradition the



artist (in any medium) is seen as breaking the mould
of convention. For the Italian aesthetician Benedetto
Croce (1866-1952), an artistic work was always
unique and there could be no artistic genres. More
recently, some literary and film theorists have ac-
corded more importance to genre, counteracting the
ideology of authorial primacy (or ‘auteurism), as it is
known in relation to the emphasis on the director in

film).

Contemporary theorists tend to emphasize the
importance of the semiotic notion of intertextuality:
of seeing individual texts in relation to others. Katie
Wales notes that 'genre is... an intertextual concept’
(Wales 1989, 259). John Hartley suggests that 'we
need to understand genre as a property of the rela-
tions between texts' (O'Sullivan et al. 1994, 128). And
as Tony Thwaites et al. put it, 'each text is influenced
by the generic rules in the way it is put together; the
generic rules are reinforced by each text' (Thwaites et
al. 1994, 100).

Roland Barthes (1975) argued that it is in relation
to other texts within a genre rather than in relation
to lived experience that we make sense of certain
events within a text. There are analogies here with
schema theory in psychology, which proposes that
we have mental 'scripts’ which help us to interpret

Note
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familiar events in everyday life. John Fiske offers this
striking example:

A representation of a car chase only makes
sense in relation to all the others we have seen
- after all, we are unlikely to have experienced
one in reality, and if we did, we would, ac-
cording to this model, make sense of it by
turning it into another text, which we would
also understand intertextually, in terms of
what we have seen so often on our screens.
There is then a cultural knowledge of the con-
cept 'car chase' that any one text is a prospec-
tus for, and that it used by the viewer to de-
code it, and by the producer to encode it.
(Fiske 1987, 115)

In contrast to those of a traditionalist literary
bent who tend to present 'artistic' texts as non-
generic, it could be argued that it is impossible to
produce texts which bear no relationship whatsoever
to established genres. Indeed, Jacques Derrida pro-
posed that 'a text cannot belong to no genre, it can-
not be without... a genre. Every text participates in
one or several genres, there is no genre-less text'
(Derrida 1981, 61).

*In these notes, words such as Zext, reader and writer are sometimes used as general terms relating to 'texts' (and so on) in whatever
medium is being discussed: no privileging of the written word (graphocentrism) is intended. While it is hard to find an alternative for the
word zexts, terms such as makers and interpreters are sometimes used here as terms non-specific to particular media instead of the terms

writers and readers.

2. Working within genres

John Hartley argues that 'genres are agents of
ideological closure - they limit the meaning-potential
of a given text' (O'Sullivan et al. 1994, 128). Robert
Hodge and Gunther Kress define genres as 'typical
forms of texts which link kinds of producer, con-
sumer, topic, medium, manner and occasion’, adding
that they 'control the behavior of producers of such
texts, and the expectations of potential consumers'
(Hodge & Kress 1988, 7). Genres can be seen as con-
stituting a kind of tacit contract between authors
and readers.

From the traditional Romantic perspective, gen-
res are seen as constraining and inhibiting authorial
creativity. However, contemporary theorists, even
within literary studies, typically reject this view (e.g.
Fowler 1982: 31). Gledhill notes that one perspective
on this issue is that some of those who write within a

genre work in creative 'tension’ with the conven-
tions, attempting a personal inflection of them
(Gledhill 1985: 63). From the point of view of the
producers of texts within a genre, an advantage of
genres is that they can rely on readers already having
knowledge and expectations about works within a
genre. Fowler comments that ‘the system of generic
expectations amounts to a code, by the use of which
(or by departure from which) composition becomes
more economical' (Fowler 1989: 215). Genres can
thus be seen as a kind of shorthand serving to in-
crease the ‘efficiency’ of communication. They may
even function as a means of preventing a text from
dissolving into ‘individualism and incomprehensibil-
ity' (Gledhill 1985: 63). And while writing within a
genre involves making use of certain 'given' conven-
tions, every work within a genre also involves the
invention of some new elements.



As for reading within genres, some argue that
knowledge of genre conventions leads to passive
consumption of generic texts; others argue that mak-
ing sense of texts within genres is an active process
of constructing meaning (Knight 1994). Genre pro-
vides an important frame of reference which helps
readers to identify, select and interpret texts. Indeed,
in relation to advertisements, Varda Langholz Ley-
more argues that the sense which viewers make of
any single text depends on how it relates to the genre
as a whole (Langholz Leymore 1975, ix). Key psycho-
logical functions of genre are likely to include those
shared by categorization generally - such as reducing
complexity. Generic frameworks may function to
make form (the conventions of the genre) more
‘transparent’ to those familiar with the genre, fore-
grounding the distinctive content of individual texts.
Genre theorists might find much in common with
schema theorists in psychology: much as a genre is a
framework within which to make sense of related
texts, a schema is a kind of mental template within
which to make sense of related experiences in every-
day life. From the point of view of schema theory,
genres are textual schemata.

Any text requires what is sometimes called 'cul-
tural capital' on the part of its audience to make
sense of it. Generic knowledge is one of the compe-
tencies required (Allen 1989: 52, following Charlotte
Brunsdon). Like most of our everyday knowledge,
genre knowledge is typically tacit and would be dif-
ficult for most readers to articulate as any kind of
detailed and coherent framework. Clearly one needs
to encounter sufficient examples of a genre in order
to recognize shared features as being characteristic of
it. Alastair Fowler suggests that 'readers learn genres
gradually, usually through unconscious familiariza-
tion' (Fowler 1989: 215). There are few examples of
empirical investigation of how people acquire and
use genres as interpretative frameworks in everyday
life. However, a few of these studies have been con-
ducted with children in relation to television genres.

In an intensive longitudinal study of twelve chil-
dren from 2- to 5-years-old, Leona Jaglom and How-
ard Gardner (1981a, 1981b) noted the development of
genre distinctions. 2-year-olds did not recognize the
beginnings and endings of programmes (Jaglom &
Gardner, 1981b). The researchers found that for the
2-year-olds the disappearance of characters was a
source of consternation: ‘children become very upset
and sometimes even cry when their favourite televi-
sion personalities leave the screen' (Jaglom & Gard-
ner, 1981a: 42): they suggested that this feature might
assist their eventual identification of the advertise-
ment genre. The researchers report the order of ac-
quisition of the principal genre distinctions: adver-
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tisements (3.0-3.6); cartoons (3.7-3.11, early in inter-
val); Sesame Street (3.7-3.11, late in interval); news (4.0-
4.6); children's shows (4.0-4.6, late in interval); adult
shows (4.0-4.6) (ibid.: 41). They argue that 'in the
first few years of attempting to sort out the confusing
elements of the television world, children are concen-
trating on making distinctions between shows' (ibid.:
42).

David Buckingham has undertaken some empiri-
cal investigation of older children's understanding of
television genres in the UK (Buckingham 1993: 135-
55). In general discussions of television with children
aged from 8- to 12-years-old, Buckingham found
‘considerable evidence of children using notions of
genre, both explicitly and implicitly":

The older children were more likely to identify
their likes and dislikes by referring to a generic
category, before offering a specific example.
They also appeared to have a broader repet-
toire of terms here, or at least to use these
more regularly. However, there was some evi-
dence even in the youngest age group that
genre was being used as an unspoken rationale
for moving from one topic to the next. Thus,
discussion of one comedy program was more
likely to be followed by discussion of another
comedy program, rather than of news or soap
opera. (Buckingham 1993: 139)

Buckingham then gave the children, in small
groups, the task of sorting into groups about 30 cards
bearing the titles of television programmes which
had already been mentioned in discussions, with
minimal prompting as to the basis on which they
were to be sorted. The children showed an awareness
that the programmes could be categorized in several
ways. Genre was one of the principles which all of
the groups (barring one of the youngest) used in this
task. The children's repertoire of genre labels in-
creased with age. However, Buckingham emphasizes
that the data did not simply reflect steady incre-
mental growth and that cognitive development alone
does not offer an adequate model (Buckingham 1993:
149). He also cautions that 'it would be a mistake to
regard the data as a demonstration of a children's
pre-existing "cognitive understandings" (ibid.: 154)
since he stresses that categorization is a social proc-
ess as well as a cognitive one. Nevertheless, his find-
ings do offer some evidence 'that children progres-
sively acquire (or at least come to use) a discourse of
genre as they mature - that is, a set of terms which
facilitate the process of categorization, or at least
make certain kinds of categorization possible. As
their repertoire of terms expands, this enables them
to identify finer distinctions between programmes,



and to compare them in a greater variety of ways'

(ibid.: 154).

David Morley (1980) notes in relation to televi-
sion differential social access to the discourses of a
genre. Buckingham found some limited evidence of
social class as a factor, with young working-class
children employing a particularly consistent concept
of soap opera (ibid: 149) and with a recognition
amongst older middle-class children of the limita-
tions of genre discourse 'such as its tendency to em-
phasize similarity at the expense of difference’ (ibid.:
154). The data could not, however, be explained 'in
terms of social class simply determining their access
to discourses' (ibid.: 149).

Genres are not simply features of texts, but are
mediating frameworks between texts, makers and
interpreters. Fowler argues that 'genre makes possi-
ble the communication of content' (Fowler 1989:
215). Certainly the assignment of a text to a genre
influences how the text is read. Genre constrains the
possible ways in which a text is interpreted, guiding
readers of a text towards a preferred reading (which is
normally in accordance with the dominant ideology)
- though this is not to suggest that readers are pre-
vented from 'reading against the grain' (Fiske 1987:
114, 117; Feuer 1992: 144; Buckingham 1993: 136).
David Buckingham notes that:

We might well choose to read Neighbours [an
Australian television soap opera], for instance,
as a situation comedy - a reading which might
focus less on empathizing with the psycho-
logical dilemmas of individual characters, and
much more on elements of performance
which distupt its generally 'naturalistic' tone.
A more oppositional strategy would involve
directly subverting the generic reading invited
by the text - for example, to read the News as
fiction, or even as soap opera (cf. Fiske 1987).
(Buckingham 1993: 136)

As David Bordwell puts it, 'making referential
sense of a film requires several acts of "framing’ it: as
a fiction, as a Hollywood movie, as a comedy, as a
Steve Martin movie, as a 'summer movie" and so on'
(Bordwell 1989: 146). Genres offer an important way
of framing texts which assists comprehension. Genre
knowledge orientates competent readers of the genre
towards appropriate attitudes, assumptions and ex-
pectations about a text which are useful in making
sense of it. Indeed, one way of defining genres is as 'a
set of expectations' (Neale 1980: 51). John Corner
notes that 'genre is a principal factor in the directing
of audience choice and of audience expectations...
and in the organizing of the subsets of cultural com-
petences and dispositions appropriate for watching,
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listening to and reading different kinds of thing'
(Corner 1991: 276). Recognition of a text as belonging
to a particular genre can help, for instance, to enable
judgements to be made about the reality status' of
the text (most fundmentally whether it is fictional or
non-fictional). Assigning a text to a genre sets up
initial expectations. Some of these may be challenged
within individual texts (e.g. a detective film in which
the murderer is revealed at the outset). Competent
readers of a genre are not generally confused when
some of their initial expectations are not met - the
framework of the genre can be seen as offering 'de-
fault’ expectations which act as a starting point for
interpretation rather than a straitjacket. However,
challenging too many conventional expectations for
the genre could threaten the integrity of the text.
Familiarity with a genre enables readers to generate
feasible predictions about events in a narrative.
Drawing on their knowledge of other texts within
the same genre helps readers to sort salient from non-
salient narrative information in an individual text.

Sonia Livingstone argues that:

Different genres specify different 'contracts'
to be negotiated between the text and the
reader... which set up expectations on each
side for the form of the communication..., its
functions..., its epistemology..., and the com-
municative frame (e.g. the participants, the
power of the viewer, the openness of the text,
and the role of the reader). (Livingstone 1994:
252-3)

She adds that: 'if different genres result in differ
ent modes of text-reader interaction, these latter may
result in different types of involvement...: critical or
accepting, resisting or validating, casual or concen-
trated, apathetic or motivated' (Livingstone 1994
253).

The identification of a text as part of a genre
(such as in a television listings magazine or a video
rental shop's section titles) enables potential readers
to decide whether it is likely to appeal to them. Peo-
ple seem to derive a variety of pleasures from reading
texts within genres which are orientated towards
entertainment. 'Uses and gratifications' research has
identified many of these in relation to the mass me-
dia. Such potential pleasures vary according to genre,
but they include the following.

One pleasure may simply be the recognition of
the features of a particular genre because of our fa-
miliarity with it. Recognition of what is likely to be
important (and what is not), derived from our
knowledge of the genre, is necessary in order to fol-
low a plot.



Genres may offer various emotional pleasures
such as empathy and escapism - a feature which
some theoretical commentaries seem to lose sight of.
Aristotle, of course, acknowledged the special emo-
tional responses which were linked to different gen-
res. Deborah Knight notes that 'satisfaction is guar-
anteed with genre; the deferral of the inevitable pro-
vides the additional pleasure of prolonged anticipa-
tion' (Knight 1994).

'Cognitive' satisfactions may be derived from
problem-solving, testing hypotheses, making infer-
ences (e.g. about the motivations and goals of charac-
ters) and making predictions about events. In rela-
tion to television, Nicholas Abercrombie suggests
that 'part of the pleasure is knowing what the genre
rules are, knowing that the programme has to solve
problems in the genre framework, and wondering
how it is going to do so' (Abercrombie 1996: 43). He
adds that audiences derive pleasure from the way in
which their expectations are finally realized (ibid.).
There may be satisfactions both in finding our infer-
ences and predictions to be correct and in being sur-
prised when they are not (Knight 1994). The predic-
tion of what will happen next is, of course, more cen-
tral in some genres than others.

3. Constructing the audience
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Steve Neale argues that pleasure is derived from
Tepetition and difference’ (Neale 1980: 48); there
would be no pleasure without difference. René
Wellek and Austin Warren comment that 'the to-
tally familiar and repetitive pattern is boring; the
totally novel form will be unintelligible - is indeed
unthinkable' (Wellek & Warren 1963: 235). We may
derive pleasure from observing how the conventions
of the genre are manipulated (Abercrombie 1996: 45).
We may also enjoy the stretching of a genre in new
directions and the consequent shifting of our expec-
tations.

Making moral and emotional judgements on the
actions of characters may also offer a particular
pleasure (though Knight (1994) argues that 'generic
fictions' themselves embody such judgements).

Other pleasures can be derived from sharing our
experience of a genre with others within an ‘interpre-
tive community' which can be characterized by its
familiarity with certain genres (see also Feuer 1992,
144).

Ira Konigsberg suggests that enduring gen-
res reflect 'universal dilemmas' and 'moral conflicts’
and appeal to deep psychological needs (Konigsberg
1987,144-5).

Genres can be seen as involved in the construc-
tion of their readers. John Fiske sees genre as 'a
means of constructing both the audience and the
reading subject’ (Fiske 1987, 114). Christine Gledhill
argues that different genres ‘produce different posi-
tionings of the subject.. Genre specification can
therefore be traced in the different functions of sub-
jectivity each produces, and in their different modes
of addressing the spectator' (Gledhill 1985, 64). And
Steve Neale argues in relation to cinema that genre
contributes to the regulation of desire, memory and
expectation (Neale 1980, 55).

Tony Thwaites and his colleagues note that in
many television crime dramas in the tradition of The
Saint, Hart to Hart, and Murder, She Wrote,

Genteel or well-to-do private investigators
work for the wealthy, solving crimes commit-
ted by characters whose social traits and be-
haviour patterns often type them as members
of a 'criminal class'... The villains receive their
just rewards not so much because they break

the law, but because they are entirely distinct
from the law-abiding bourgeoisie. This TV
genre thus reproduces a hegemonic ideology
about the individual in a class society.
(Thwaites ef al. 1994, 158).

Mass media genres play a part in the con-
struction of difference and identity, notably with
regard to sexual difference and identity (Neale 1980,
56-62). Some film and television genres have tradi-
tionally been aimed primarily at, and stereotypically
favoured by, either a male or a female audience. For
instance, war films and westerns tend to be regarded
as 'masculine’ genres, while soap operas and musi-
cals tend to be regarded as 'feminine’ (which is not,
of course, to say that audiences are homogeneous).
However, few contemporary theorists would accept
the extreme media determinism of the stance that
audiences passively accept the preferred readings
which may be built into texts for readers: most
would stress that reading a text may also involve
‘negotiation’, opposition or even outright rejection.



4. Advantages of generic analysis
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Tony Thwaites and his colleagues note that
'genre foregrounds the influence of surrounding texts
and ways of reading on our response to any one text.
More specifically, it confirms textuality and reading
as functions rather than things' (Thwaites et al. 1994,
92). Genre analysis situates texts within textual and
social contexts, underlining the social nature of the
production and reading of texts.

In addition to counteracting any tendency to
treat individual texts in isolation from others, an
emphasis on genre can also help to counteract the
homogenization of the medium which is widespread
in relation to the mass media, where it is common,
for instance, to find assertions about 'the effects of

5. D.LY. Generic analysis

television' regardless of such important considera-
tions as genre.

As well as locating texts within specific cultural
contexts, genre analysis also serves to situate them in
a historical perspective. It can help to counter the
Romantic ideology of authorial 'originality' and crea-
tive individualism.

In relation to news media, Norman Fairclough
notes that genre analysis 'is good at showing the rou-
tine and formulaic nature of much media output, and
alerting us, for instance, to the way in which the im-
mense diversity of events in the world is reduced to
the often rigid formats of news' (Fairclough 1995,
86).

The following questions are offered as basic
guidelines for my own students in analysing an indi-
vidual text in relation to genre. Note that an analysis
of a text which is framed exclusively in terms of genre
may be of limited usefulness. Generic analysis can

General

1. Why did you choose the text you are analysing?

2. In what context did you encounter it?

3. What influence do you think this context might
have had on your interpretation of the text?

4. Towhat genre did you initially assign the text?

5. What is your experience of this genre?

6. What subject matter and basic themes is the
text concerned with?

7. How typical of the genre is this text in terms of
content?

8. What expectations do you have about texts in
this genre?

9. Have you found any formal generic labels for this
particular text (where)?

10. What generic labels have others given the same
text?

11.  Which conventions of the genre do you recog-
nize in the text?

12. To what extent does this text stretch the con-
ventions of its genre?

13. Where and why does the text depart from the
conventions of the genre?

14. Which conventions seem more like those of a
different genre (and which genre(s))?

15. What familiar motifs or images are used?

also, of course, involve studying the genre more
broadly: in examining the genre one may fruitfully
consider such issues as how the conventions of the
genre have changed over time.

16. Which of the formal/stylistic techniques em-
ployed are typical/untypical of the genre?

17. What institutional constraints are reflected in
the form of the text?

18. What relationship to 'reality’ does the text lay
claim to?

19. Whose realities does it reflect?

20. What purposes does the genre serve?

21. In what ways are these purposes embodied in
the text?

22. To what extent did your purposes match these
when you engaged with the text?

23. What ideological assumptions and values seem
to be embedded in the text?

24. What pleasures does this genre offer to you per-
sonally?

25. What pleasures does the text appeal to (and
how typical of the genre is this)?

26. Did you feel ‘critical or accepting, resisting or
validating, casual or concentrated, apathetic or
motivated' (and why)?

27. Which elements of the text seemed salient be-
cause of your knowledge of the genre?



28. What predictions about events did your generic
identification of the text lead to (and to what
extent did these prove accurate)?

29. What inferences about people and their motiva-
tions did your genre identification give rise to
(and how far were these confirmed)?

30. How and why did your interpretation of the text
differ from the interpretation of the same text by
other people?

Mode of address

1. What sort of audience did you feel that the text
was aimed at (and how typical was this of the
genre)?

2. How does the text address you?

What sort of person does it assume you are?

4. 'What assumptions seem to be made about your
class, age, gender and ethnicity?

5. What interests does it assume you have?

6. What relevance does the text actually have for
you?

7. What knowledge does it take for granted?

8. To what extent do you resemble the ‘ideal
reader’ that the text seeks to position you as?

9. Are there any notable shifts in the text's mode of
address (and if so, what do they involve)?

N
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10. 'What responses does the text seem to expect
from you?

11. How open to negotiation is your response (are
you invited, instructed or coerced to respond in
particular ways)?

12. Is there any penalty for not responding in the
expected ways?

13. To what extent do you find yourself 'reading
against the grain' of the text and the genre?

14. Which attempts to position you in this text do
you accept, reject or seek to negotiate (and
why)?

15. How closely aligned is the way in which the text
addresses you with the way in which the genre
positions you (Kress 1988, 107)?

Relationship to other texts

1. What intertextual references are there in the
text you are analyzing (and to what other
texts)?

2. Generically, which other texts does the text you
are analyzing resemble most closely?

3. What key features are shared by these texts?

4. 'What major differences do you notice between
them?

The limitations of genre taxonomies have been al-
luded to. However, this is not to suggest that they are
worthless. T have noted already that the broadest
division in literature is between poetry, prose and
drama. I will not dwell here on literary genres and
sub-genres. Despite acknowledging the limitations of
taxonomies, Fowler (1982) offers the most useful and
scholarly taxonomy of literary genres of which I am
aware. Mass media genres do not correspond to es-
tablished literary genres (Feuer 1992, 140). After a
brief consideration of the most fundamental genre
frameworks I will offer here a single illustrative tax-
onomy of fictional films.

Traditional rhetoric distinguishes between four
kinds of discourse: exposition, argument, description and
narration (Brooks & Woarren 1972, 44). These four
forms, which relate to primary purposes, are often
referred to as different genres (Fairclough 1995, 88).
However, it may be misleading to treat them as gen-
res partly because texts may involve any combination
of these forms. It may be more useful to classify them
as 'modes'. In particular, narrative is such a fundamen-
tal and ubiquitous form that it may be especially
problematic to treat it as a genre. Tony Thwaites and
his colleagues dismiss narrative as a genre:

Because narratives are used in many different
kinds of texts and social contexts, they cannot prop-
erly be labelled a genre. Narration is just as much a
feature of non-fictional genres... as it is of fictional
genres... It is also used in different kinds of media...
We can think of it as a textual mode rather than a
genre. (Thwaites et al. 1994,112)

In relation to television, and following John Cor-
ner, Nicholas Abercrombie suggests that 'the most
important genre distinction is.. between fictional
and non-fictional programming’ (Abercrombie 1996,
42). This distinction is fundamental across the mass
media (for its importance to children see Bucking-
ham 1993, 149-50 and Chandler 1997). It relates to the
purpose of the genre (e.g. information or entertain-
ment). John Corner notes that ‘the characteristic
properties of text-viewer relations in most non-
fiction television are primarily to do with kinds of
knowledge... even if the program is designed as enter-
tainment. The characteristic properties of text-
viewer relations in fictional television are primarily
to do with imaginative pleasure’ (Corner 1991, 276).

Despite the importance of the distinction be-
tween fictional and non-fictional genres, it is impor-
tant also to note the existence of various hybrid



forms (such as docudrama, 'faction' and so on). Even
within genres acknowledged as factual (such as
news reports and documentaries) 'stories’ are told -
the purposes of factual genres in the mass media in-
clude entertaining as well as informing.

In relation to film, Thomas and Vivian Sobchack
offer a useful taxonomy of film genres (Sobchack &
Sobchack 1980, 203-40). They make a basic distinc-
tion, on a level below that of fiction and non-fiction,
between comedy and melodrama (adding that tragedy
tends to appear in non-formula’ films).

The Sobchacks list the main genres of comedy as:

=  slapstick comedy;
romantic comedy, including 'screwball com-
edy' and musical comedy;

musical biography; and
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They list the main genres of melodrama as:

adventure films, including 'the swashbuckler'
and 'survival films' (the war movie, the safari
film, and disaster movies);

the western;

'fantastic genres', including fantasy, horror and
science fiction; and

'antisocial genres', including the crime film
(the gangster film, the G-man film, the private
eye or detective film, the filw noir, the caper
film) and so-called 'weepies' (ot 'women's
films").

While the Sobchacks offer an extremely useful
outline of the textual features of films within these
genres, part of the value of such taxonomies may be
the way in which they tend to provoke immediate
disagreement from readers!
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Appendix 2: Generic textual features of film and television

While, as already noted, some recent redefini-
tions of genre have downplayed or displaced a con-
cern with the textual features of genres, there is a
danger of throwing out the baby with the bathwater.
Hence, this section briefly notes some of the key tex-
tual features of genres in the context of film and tele-
vision narrative.

The distinctive textual properties of a genre typi-
cally listed by film and television theorists include:

narrative - similar (sometimes formulaic) plots
and structures, predictable situations, sequences,
episodes, obstacles, conflicts and resolutions;

characterization - similar types of characters
(sometimes stereotypes), roles, personal qualities,
motivations, goals, behavior;

basic themes, topics, subject matter (social, cul-
tural, psychological, professional, political, sexual,
moral), values and what Stanley Solomon refers to as
recurrent ‘patterns of meaning' (Solomon 1995: 456);

setting - geographical and historical;

iconography (echoing the narrative, characteriza-
tion, themes and setting) - a familiar stock of images
or motifs, the connotations of which have become
fixed; primarily but not necessarily visual, including
décor, costume and objects, certain 'typecast’ per-
formers (some of whom may have become ‘icons'),
familiar patterns of dialogue, characteristic music
and sounds, and appropriate physical topography;
and

filmic techniques - stylistic or formal conventions
of camerawork, lighting, sound-recording, use of
color, editing etc. (viewers are often less conscious of
such conventions than of those relating to content).

Less easy to place in one of the traditional catego-
ries are mood and tone (which are key features of the
film noir). In addition, there is a particularly impor-
tant feature which tends not to figure in traditional
accounts and which is often assigned to text-reader
relationships rather than to textual features in con-
temporary accounts. This is mode of address, which
involves inbuilt assumptions about the audience,
such as that the 'ideal’ viewer is male (the usual cate-
gories here are class, age, gender and ethnicity); as
Sonia Livingstone puts it, 'texts attempt to position
readers as particular kinds of subjects through par-
ticular modes of address' (Livingstone 1994, 249).

Some film genres tend to defined primarily by
their subject matter (e.g. detective films), some by their
setting (e.g. the Western) and others by their narrative
form (e.g. the musical). An excellent discussion of the
textual features of 'genre films' can be found in Chap-
ter 4 of Thomas and Vivian Sobchack's Introduction to
Film (1980).

As already noted, in addition to textual features,
different genres also involve different purposes,
pleasures, audiences, modes of involvement, styles of
interpretation and text-reader relationships.
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1. Categories, Genre Theory, and Genre Criticism

To read Gravity’s Rainbow in the light of the theory of categories is hazard-
ous, as the book satirizes both theories and categories as forms of paranoia
and celebrates their undoing. Antihero Tyrone Slothrop has a mysterious
sexual connection with the German rockets falling on London during late
1944, and a group of political-military-scientific officials want to under-
stand and use him. Behaviorist Edward Pointsman treats Slothrop as an
experiment, exposing him to stimuli related to the rocket and to Slothrop’s
personality and past in the hopes of triggering a response that will reveal
the nature of the sexual connection. Pointsman declares Slothrop “a mon-
ster” (Pynchon 1973: 144) and insists, “We must never lose control,” dreading
what might happen if Slothrop became “lost in the world of men” (ibid.).
By the end of chapter 2, Slothrop does escape Pointsman’s machinations
to chase for himself the secrets of the rocket, his past, and the official inter-
ests in both. He encounters anarchists who celebrate the war’s dissolution
of borders and laws, eager to take the opportunity to let a new decentral-
ized and open society grow (ibid.: 264-65). The escape causes bureaucratic
frenzy. We must consider, the narrator reminds us, Murphy’s Law: that
“when everything has been taken care of, when nothing can go wrong, or even surprise
us . . . something will . . .. When laws of heredity are laid down, mutants
will be born” (ibid.: 275). This (counter) law refers to several unpredict-
able and chaos-inducing events of “a control that is out of control” (ibid.:
277): Slothrop’s escape, Hitler’s political rise after 1931 (the year of Godel’s
theorem, which Murphy’s Law restates), Pointsman hallucinating voices
that advise him on his schemes, and the determinist technology of the new
A4 rocket spontancously generating “plots.” Most major characters and
their groups are involved in constructing or searching for a legendary A4
Rocket 00ooo. Early in the next chapter, as Slothrop explores the Mittel-
werke rocket factory, the narrator tells us that even the ghosts here “answer
to the new Uncertainty. . . . here in the Zone categories have been blurred
badly” and the status of names “has grown ambiguous and remote . . .
some still live, some have died, but many, many have forgotten which they
are” (ibid.: 303). The book and its world are also monsters, mutants of
blurred categories and genres: a plot rooted in the grim historical events
of modern war and genocide shades into nightmare and dream, and both
borrow forms from spy thriller, romantic opera, Hollywood movie musi-
cal, comic book, and more. Characters break into song, slip on banana
peels, and walk into other people’s outrageous fantasies, and some become
superheroes: Slothrop, on various costumed quests, mutates into Rocket-
man, Plasticman, Pig-hero, and others.
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Also consider the array of genres that have been discovered or invented
for Thomas Pynchon’s books: comic epic (Safer 1988), romantic epic
(Henkle 1978), “American picaresque” (Plimpton 1963), parable (Dug-
dale 1990), allegory (Madsen 1991), satire (Seidel 1978), Menippean satire
(Kharpertian 1985, 1990), jeremiad (Smith and Télslyan 1981), historio-
graphic metafiction (Collado-Rodriguez 1993, 2003; Berressem 1994), and
many varieties of novel: comic, Gothic (Fowler 1980, according to Cowart
1981: 24-25), apocalyptic (R. W. B. Lewis, quoted in Henkle 1978), “black
humour” (Sklar 1978: 89), self-conscious (Stonehill 1988), and historical
(Seidel 1978: 204). One critic says the book can be read as poetry (Fowler
1980, according to Booker 1987: 61, 67n7).! The book starts to sound as
versatile as the actors in Hamlet, who are expert in “tragedy, comedy, his-
tory, pastoral, pastorical-comical, historical-pastoral, tragical-historical,
tragical-comical-historical-pastoral” and so on (2.2.398-401). Some critics
turn to the most comprehensive or noncommittal terms they can find, such
as “encyclopedic narrative” (Mendelson 1976a, 1976b) or just “fiction” or
“narrative” (I use “book” and “text”).

And it’s not just Pynchon. Confusion over deformed and blurred cate-
gories greets many books that play with genres in ambitious and complex
ways, including the Pynchon precursors Ulysses and Moby-Dick.* Indeed,
monstrosity seems endemic to whole genres. Mikhail Bakhtin (1981: g9) calls
the novel “plasticity itself.” Northrop Frye (1971 [1957]: 313) notes that satir-
ists, often “accused of disorderly conduct,” are called “monstrous,” “demo-
gorgon,” and “behemoth.”® Stranger still, there are contentions that all

1. David Cowart (1981: 23) paraphrases Douglas Fowler: Gravity’s Rainbow “is in effect a vast,
intricate poem whose departures from novelistic decorum are calculated.” Another critic
(Leverenz 1976: 229) refers to “the anti-identity novel, the multinational novel, the novel of
post-industrial plots and systems.” Google “Pynchon and genre,” and you will also find refer-
ences to magical realism, hysterical realism, hypertext fiction, cyberpunk, steampunk, and
slipstream. There are also further proposals in the Modern Language Association (MLA) Interna-
tional Bibliography. Some of the terms listed seem to name styles or schools rather than genres
as such (they seem to be modifiers of novel); some (the last four, anyway) seem anachronistic.
2. In fact, many books have been subjected to such barrages of labels—complex works
seem especially to attract them. For example, Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment
has been seen as a detective novel, religious epic, polemic against radical youth, study in
criminal psychopathology, prophecy, social indictment, and philosophical analysis (McDuff
1991: 28).

3. Michael Seidel (1978: 198) writes that “the generic laws of literary inheritance assume
healthy births, sound transmissions; but satiric forms produce the monstrous—hence satire’s
penchant for generic deformation.” He discusses the interplay of satire with other narra-
tive genres/modes: romance-epic quest (ibid.: 195-96), novel (of manners) (ibid.: 202, 204,
207, 210-12), tragedy (ibid.: 202-3). He also compares Gravity’s Rainbow with Tristram Shandy
(ibid.: 199-200).



468 Poetics Today 31:3

genres may be blurry. Samuel Johnson complained of the futility of efforts
to contain them:

Definitions have been no less difficult or uncertain in criticism than in law.
Imagination, a licentious and vagrant faculty, unsusceptible of limitations, and
impatient of restraint, has always endeavoured to baflle the logician, to perplex
the confines of distinction, and burst the inclosures of regularity. There is there-
fore scarcely any species of writing, of which we can tell what is its essence, and
what are its constituents; every new genius produces some innovation, which,
when invented and approved, subverts the rules which the practice of foregoing
authors had established. (quoted in Fowler 1982: 42)

“Definitions of genre,” Alastair Fowler says, “can hardly be stated, before
they are falsified” (ibid.).

But, as in Pynchon’s novel, there is an opportunity here: when an older
order collapses, new forms of order may arise. The traditional view (on
which more below) is that categories are definition-like, constituted by nec-
essary and sufficient conditions of membership. This view is, it turns out,
completely defunct in cognitive science. Genres are central to interpreta-
tion, to literary history, and to the sociology of culture, and new models of
categorization can help us rethink them. Moving to a cognitive approach
radically changes the kinds of questions we ask and the kinds of answers we
seek. We move from thinking about genres to thinking about how we think
about and use genres—which clarifies genres themselves because they are
partly constituted by the way we think. We turn the spotlight away from
definitions and toward the multiple interrelated dimensions of categorial
thought that cognitive science explores.

I will illustrate some ways cognitive category theory and genre theory
can illuminate each other’s major topics—how genre theory can get past
its love-hate relationship with categories by learning about the workings of
nondefinitional types of category representations and how category theory
can learn something about how those types of representations relate to
one another in complex real-world category use. In particular, I will look
closely at forms of the relation of text to category that Jacques Derrida
(1981: 55, 59, 61) calls “participation without belonging.” Such relations
include genre mixtures, which have been debated for millennia, and mul-
tiple genres—that is, multiple valid genre classifications of texts. In this
cognitive reconsideration of genre, a parade of contradictory genre fram-
ings can become informative: all of the genre terms listed above follow a
logic of some kind, and we can bring those various genre logics to light by
looking at just why and how those terms are used. Thus I will be less inter-
ested in the correctness of genre classifications than in what they reveal
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about how people think in and with genres. Nonetheless, I believe a study
of this kind can contribute to cognitive literary studies, genre theory, and
Pynchon criticism all at once.

To embark on this study, we need a sense of the current landscape of
thinking about genre and categories. In that landscape, the two topics are
only beginning to meet. Working against their interrelation is a familiar
gulf between theory and practice—between how experts theorize genre
and how others bring their work to bear on practical problems of textual
study. The latter tend to make a selective use of theories that are already
known or established in the field rather than delving into current specialist
theoretical debates. So given a theoretical landscape that is by and large
post-structuralist, Derrida’s essay “The Law of Genre” (1981), which out-
lines his approach to genre in relation to categories, remains influential in
practical criticism. This despite the fact that genre specialists are skeptical
about the value of post-structuralist skeptical paradoxes.

Derrida’s essay describes two paradoxically intertwined “laws” of genre
purity and impurity, proscribing and prescribing transgression (reminis-
cent of Pynchon’s account of Murphy’s Law and Godel’s theorem). In a
historical survey of genre theory, David Duff (2000a: 15) views this decon-
struction of genre as a reaction against theories that advocate genre pre-
scriptivism and puritanism under the guise of describing reader knowledge
(e.g., Hans Robert Jauss’s reception theory, Jonathan Culler’s account of
literary competence, and E. D. Hirsch’s study of validity in interpretation).
The deconstructive reaction newly enacts “the Romantic revolt against the
Neoclassical conception of genre . . . rendered necessary by what Derrida
plainly saw as the totalising claims of modern structuralist thought,” and
Duff suggests that this “moment of need has probably now passed” (ibid.).
But Duff’s sense of the moment may be a bit off. The essays in the recent
PMLA issue “Remapping Genre” (Dimock 2007b) frequently rely on post-
structuralist ideas about genre and categories. Still, while those essays offer
interesting practical criticism on how genres span spaces and times even
while changing, they are short on theorizing about genre. An exception
does not prove but rather states the rule: John Frow’s (2007: 1627) “Genre
Theory Today” waxes elegiac in lamenting genre’s “decline as a vital issue
in contemporary literary theory,” which “nevertheless goes hand in hand
with its ubiquity as a point of reference.” He attributes this decline to the
“continuing prevalence of a neoclassical understanding of genre as pre-
scriptive taxonomy and as a constraint on textual energy,” which continues
to spark a “familiar post-Romantic resistance to genre” (ibid.). Frow takes
Derrida’s essay as exemplifying these attitudes—an assessment that closely
echoes Duff’s.
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Frow, though, goes deeper into the nature of that “neoclassical under-
standing.” He presents Derrida’s argument thus: “As soon as the word genre
is sounded, says Derrida, ‘a limit is drawn. And when a limit is established,
norms and interdictions are not far behind: “Do,” “Do not™’” (ibid.). “Yet
to put the matter this way,” Frow (ibid.) writes, “is to suppose that genre
is, in the first place—and however much it is undermined from the begin-
ning—a matter of Law.” As Frow (2006: 26) points out elsewhere, “The
initial decision to view genre as a principle of taxonomic purity” assumes
a naive folk theory of categorization, namely, “that things come in well-
defined kinds, that the kinds are characterized by shared properties, and
that there is one right taxonomy of the kinds,” as George Lakoff puts it
(quoted in ibid.: 13).

Two further points, I would add, reinforce this association of genres
with legalistic purity. First, Derrida actually treats genre categories as even
more restrictive and rigid than that folk theory does. When he contrasts “the
limitless field of general textuality” with textual categories, he defines the
latter as follows:

The trait common to these classes of classes [i.e., types, genres modes, forms,
etc.] is precisely the identifiable recurrence of a common trait by which one rec-
ognizes, or should recognize, a membership in a class. There should be a trait
upon which one could rely in order to decide that a given textual event, a given
“work,” corresponds to a given class . . . . And there should be a code enabling
one to decide questions of class-membership on the basis of this trait. (Der-
rida 1981: 59)

Accordingly, there is just one trait that defines each class, the trait is known
(or knowable), and there is some clear procedure for determining member-
ship. In Lakoff’s version of the folk theory instead, classes have “shared
properties” (so there need not be a single trait common to all members),
and there need be no procedure for determining membership.* Second,
when we try to understand and discuss a topic without delving into theo-
ries and their histories, we are liable to get our ideas from metaphors, and
the genre metaphors that critics fall back on today often reflect Derrida’s
repudiation of the folk theory of categories. Categories are seen as con-
tainers, and categorizing is pigeonholing, legislation, command, policing
(specifically border patrol). This sharpens the distaste for genre theory,
making it somehow both boring and sinister.”

4. Thus Derrida’s remarks may reflect what Gregory L. Murphy (2004: 127-28) calls the
“unidimensional strategy,” the tendency to sort items based on one feature or dimension.
Regarding classes “outside of literature or art,” Derrida (1981: 60) speaks of “a set of identi-
fiable and codifiable traits” but soon turns back to the singular “distinctive trait gua mark.”

5. Many articles in the “Remapping Genre” issue of PMLA are disappointing in their traffic
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Even if the profundity and novelty of Derrida’s take on genre are exag-
gerated, he did recognize issues that Duff and Frow identify as central
in recent genre theory. Genre multiplicity, mixture, and transformation—
phenomena one might summarize as fluidity—emerge clearly over the
course of Duft’s collection of key essays in modern genre theory and are
highlighted in his introduction. These phenomena recur in recent special
issues of New Literary History on genre theory (Cohen 2003b, 2003c) and
are identified and thematized in the introductions and commentary by
Ralph Cohen (20032a) and Hayden White (2003; see also Colie 1973; Fowler
1982). Similarly, in Wai Chee Dimock’s (2007a: 1380) endorsement of an
“intergeneric” model, all genres experience “a continuous stream of input
from other genres. Receiving and compounding are crucial to both, as are
osmosis and sedimentation,” and genre histories form kinship networks.
New questions arise: “What does it mean to think of [genres] as afloat in
the same pool, with generic particles released by cross-currents, filtering
into one another and coalescing in different ways? What research projects
stem from such a model?” (ibid.: 1381).°

in these clichés. Defining or describing genres is an activity “remarkably close to legislation
or border control” (Owen 2007: 1389). Wendy Knepper (2007: 1443) contrasts intermix-
ing, creolization, transgressions, hybridizing, and “illicit blendings” with “the mania of rea-
son and violence that underpins the desire to impose a generic reading.” Ed Folsom (2007:
1571) professes to dread genre as related to the “generic” supermarket products of the 1980s:
“Category had prevailed; the borders were secured,” he declares. “Rigidity is a quality of our
categorical systems, not of the writers or usually the works we put into those systems.” He
contrasts Walt Whitman’s discomfort with “the feudal mind-set that [genre] encouraged” —
“peculiarity to person, period, or place always leads to division and discrimination, always
moves away from and against universality” (ibid.: 1572) —with Wai Chee Dimock’s “univer-
sal sense of genre” as “world system” that connects rather than contains by way of family
resemblance, kinship networks, rhizomes, fractals (ibid.: 1572-73). Bruce Robbins (2007:
1646) takes from Frow (or, arguably, gives to him) little more than the idea that genre is “a
mode of social domination,” a “conservative regime” that “limit[s] literature’s possibilities.”
6. Dimock’s (2007a: 1379) metaphors of “fluidity” and “wateriness” do capture recent
themes of genre studies, and when their theoretical implications are developed, they do
serve well for some aspects of generic change and mixture and hence of literary history. As
noted, Dimock goes beyond the clichés mentioned in note 5, but we should always consider
the limits of metaphors. The “fluid” metaphor fails to suggest any basis for the (limited)
stability and coherence of genres, nor does it go far enough in recognizing genre relativity,
because it still retains certain essentialist assumptions, as if categories were a kind of sub-
stance. For example, we tend to assume that fluid mixtures have a certain proportion of each
fluid, but texts can have all the features of, and thus fully belong to, multiple genres. We
see this most simply in the fact that genres can be defined at different levels of specificity:
every subgenre (e.g., sonnet) is also a genre (e.g., poem). But texts can also belong to mul-
tiple genres because of the fact that genres can be defined according to different noncon-
flicting kinds of features (a bildungsroman might also be a Gothic science fiction romance)
or according to different models of category membership (e.g., Paul Hernadi’s [1972] poly-
centric model of writer-based or expressive models, work and world-based or structural and
mimetic models, and reader-based or pragmatic models).
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Frow’s article and book stress analogous themes and questions, but he
turns to disciplines other than literary studies for “emergent problemat-
ics” that are “at once a challenge to literary genre theory and a potential
source of its renewal” (2007: 1629). One of those emergent problematics
is “cognitive poetics” —for Frow (ibid.: 1631), “a general term for any kind
of work in or influenced by the various domains of cognitive science that
is relevant to genre theory.” In these domains, he focuses on “schematic
representations of the world that project genre-specific worlds” (ibid.). Yet
Frow (ibid.: 1632) still sees “little direct theorization of genre in cognitive
poetics” and feels that it is “caught up in a taxonomic conception of genre
that belongs to an older and largely superseded problematic.”” That is, it
treats genre as “a matter of the categorization of texts” instead of dealing
with “the textual categorization and mobilization of information about the
world” (ibid.: 1632-33). Frow (ibid.: 1633) urges us to ask: “What kind of
world is brought into being here —what thematic topoi, with what modal
inflection, from what situation of address, and structured by what formal
categories? Who represents this world to whom, under what circumstances
and to what ends?” Such questions flow from a view of genres as analogous
to what Michel Foucault calls “discourses™ “performative structures that
shape the world in the very process of putting it into speech” (ibid.).

Frow’s discussions are admirable in challenging the clichés about genre
categories in mainstream criticism, but they underestimate cognitive
poetics in general and certainly shortchange the potential of a cognitive
approach to genre. They therefore provide a fine occasion to kill two birds
with one stone: to confront a reductive account of cognitive poetics by
showing how the subfield can offer effective alternatives to mainstream
misconceptions about genre. To this end, I will use cognitive category
research to develop Frow’s (ibid.) point that “any text may be read through
more than one generic frame; many texts participate in multiple genres.”
To put it more broadly, it is time to torch a few straw men. The reconcep-
tualization of categories in cognitive science is revolutionary enough to
allow us to turn to them once again. Categorization is thinking, and very
often it is creative. Most thought, even most imaginative thought, uses
categories, which are far from airtight boxes or guarded boundaries; they
are rich and diverse and flexible. Nor is using categories limited to pigeon-
holing; we regularly extend and modify categories, apply them to new or
odd things, combine and blend them. I am unashamed to say I like cate-
gories: I use them every day, all the time; they enable me to make sense of

7. Compare the section “Story or Narrative? Generic Typology and Teleology” in Stern-
berg 2003: 330-52.
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things; they keep me sane, and they are essential to the “madness” of cre-
ativity; they are part of who I am. I do not know what I would do without
them. Sometimes I even like them to be clear and well-defined.

Bringing together category theory and genre theory in this way leads
me to ask certain specific questions, and the effort to develop answers
to these questions will guide my discussion. Regarding category theory,
how do people combine multiple factors of categorization —especially in
real-life contexts and with rich categories? A recent survey of the state of
the art sees this as a key problem. Experiments often use categorization
tasks which probably miss real-life complications, because those tasks are
constructed for easy experimental control and as a result are artificially
simple and one-dimensional (Murphy 2004: 135-41).* Regarding genre
theory: how do factors interact in our use of genre categories to decide, for
example, the genre of a complex text? Or to create a complex text?

I proceed in three steps. First, I review the demise of the classical-
definitional view of categories and sketch three of the main theories that
arose to replace it: exemplar, prototype, and knowledge theories, each of
which postulates a different kind of mental representation of categories.
Second, I review three important conflicting discussions of “the genre” of
Gravity’s Ruinbow in order to discover how critics use genre categories. This
includes the critics’ recourse to patterns of argument that support (or dis-
pute) particular categorizations of the text; the patterns of interplay among
exemplars, prototypes, and knowledge in such reader response; and how
patterns of interplay among those factors affect the critic’s sense of the art-
ist’s creative mixing of genres. The genre discussions reviewed are Edward
Mendelson’s (1976a, 1976b) argument that Gravity’s Rainbow is not a novel
but an encyclopedic narrative, Theodore D. Kharpertian’s (1990) argu-
ment that it is not a novel but a Menippean satire, and M. Keith Booker’s
(1987) argument that it is in fact a novel after all. These studies are not
recent; I use them because they represent ways of looking at Pynchon’s
books that continue to be influential; because not much has been written
lately on Pynchon and genre; and because they assume a definitional view
of genres, which is useful for the study of how “folk classification” and
“categorization” work in specific contexts. The recent dearth of research

8. Murphy (2004: 141) notes that the stimuli in experiments, such as “geometric shapes,
alphanumeric strings, patches of color, dot patterns, and schematic faces,” are “as divorced
as possible from outside knowledge.” They are very simple, and subjects use them only once,
unlike “real objects, which are extremely rich and highly structured entities, about which it
is almost always possible to learn more than one knows now” (ibid.: 135), and people often
do learn more about many categories through repeated close exposure to them. “In short,
category use could be an important variable in how concepts are represented” (ibid.).
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on genre in Pynchon may be attributed to the fact that such large-scale
framing tends to be done early in the critical response to a text, clearing
the way for finer-grained interpretation.’

Third, I detail how this information could inform category and genre
research by clarifying how critics match complex texts with complex
genres, how the historical sequence of exemplars plays a special role in
genre categories, and the different ways genres mixed in Gravity’s Rainbow
are represented in Pynchon’s mind and in his text.

2. Cognitive Category Research

Being fundamental to perception, thought, language, and action, cate-
gories are naturally a major focus of cognitive research. To convey some
sense of this, it will be easiest to begin with the debunking of the classi-
cal view by cognitive scientists over the past half century. The classical
view is: “First, concepts are mentally represented as definitions. A defi-
nition provides characteristics that are a) necessary and b) jointly suffi-
cient for membership in the category. Second . . . every object is either in
or not in the category, with no in-between cases. . . . Third, [there is no]
distinction between category members. Anything that meets the defini-
tion is just as good a category member as anything else” (Murphy 2004:
15). Stephen Laurence and Eric Margolis (1999: 8) also note that “most
theories of concepts can be seen as reactions to, or developments of,” the
classical view. According to that view, the concept of “bachelor” (to take
one of the most common examples) is “a complex mental representation”
made up of representations like “IS NOT MARRIED, IS MALE, and IS
AN ADULT.” Each component “specifies a condition that something must
meet in order to be a bachelor, and anything that satisfies them all thereby
counts as a bachelor” (ibid.: g). Laurence and Margolis (ibid.: 10) add that
“it would be difficult to overstate the historical predominance of the Clas-
sical Theory,” which dates back to antiquity. The first serious challenges
to it “weren’t until the 1950s in philosophy, and the 1970s in psychology.”
We can see this theory at work when Aristotle seeks to define the various
species of poetry. In order to discuss tragedy, for example, he must “gather
up the definition resulting from what has been said” about its nature, ori-
gin, and development (Aristotle 1947: 631). A tragedy is “the imitation of
an action that is serious and also, as having magnitude, complete in itself;

9. Other possible reasons for the lack of interest in genre in Pynchon: the decline of
genre theory that Frow observes, following from the assumptions and priorities of post-
structuralism, and Pynchon’s remarks on categories, which may also discourage the
enterprise.



Sinding - Genres, Cognitive Category Theory, and Gravity's Rainbow 475

in language with pleasurable accessories, each kind brought in separately
in the parts of the work; in a dramatic, not in a narrative form; with inci-
dents arousing pity and fear, wherewith to accomplish its catharsis of such
emotions” (ibid.). A thing must meet these conditions in order to be a
tragedy, and anything that does so must be a tragedy. Duff (2000a: g) notes
that the Aristotelian division of genres was “the cornerstone of Renais-
sance and Neoclassical poetics” and was first called into question by the
Romantics." In this tradition, M. H. Abrams (1981: 70) adds, “The recog-
nized genres . . . were widely thought to be fixed literary types, some-
what like species in the biological order of nature; many neoclassic critics
insisted that each kind must remain ‘pure’ (there must, for example, be no
‘mixing’ of tragedy and comedy), and also proposed rules which specified
the subject matter, structure, style, and emotional effect proper to each
kind.”

But things do not seem to work in the classical way. It is extremely diffi-
cult to construct viable definitions of any concepts, whether simple or com-
plex, natural or artificial (Murphy 2004: 17-19; Laurence and Margolis
1999: 14-16). More pointedly, psychological research in the 1970s on how
people judge category membership contradicts the classical implication
that category membership is all-or-nothing—that membership is clearly
determinable and all items are equally either “in” or “out.” Instead, cate-
gory membership is graded. First, categories often have no clear boundaries:
“tall people” are a matter of degree. Second, in studies that have become
classic, Eleanor Rosch and her colleagues found patterns in category judg-
ments, known as “prototype effects” (or “typicality effects”), which show
that categories have “better and worse examples.”" For example, people

10. Duff (2000a: 3) discusses Gérard Genette’s demonstration that the “familiar tripartite
division” of poetry into epic, lyric, and drama that is “normally traced back to Aristotle” is
a conflation of Plato’s distinction among three “modes of literary representation: narrative,
dramatic and mixed” and Aristotle’s distinctions according to mode and object of represen-
tation. Genette (1992 [1979]: 49) observes that many Romantic theories also “constituted so
many all-embracing, hierarchical systems, like Aristotle’s in that the various poetic genres
without exception were distributed among the three basic categories like so many subclasses.
Under the epical went epic, novel, novella, etc.; under the dramatic went tragedy, comedy,
bourgeois drama, etc.; under the lyrical went ode, hymn, epigram, etc.”

11. For key articles, see Rosch 1975, 1999 [1978]; Rosch and Mervis 1975; Rosch, Simpson,
et al. 1976; and Rosch, Mervis, et al. 1976. Murphy (2004: 31-38) reviews Rosch and C. B.
Mervis’s (1975) study of typicality and family resemblance and Lawrence W. Barsalou’s addi-
tions to it. Barsalou (1987) discusses causes of instability in graded structure. Laurence and
Margolis (1999: 24-26) also review and discuss Rosch’s results. According to Murphy (2004:
31), “Typicality is a graded phenomenon, in which items can be extremely typical (close to
the prototype), moderately typical (fairly close), atypical (not close), and finally borderline
category members (things that are about equally distant from two different prototypes).”
Note that all of the new theories of categorization discussed below have had to address the
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agree that robins and sparrows are better examples of “bird” than are chick-
ens and vultures. These facts affect cognition. Prototypicality correlates
with many other psychological variables. Items that are more prototypi-
cal of their categories can be learned earlier (in childhood development)
to be category members and learned more quickly. Also when people are
asked to list members of categories, prototypical members are more likely
to be produced, and the most prototypical items are produced earliest and
most frequently (Rosch 1999 [1978]: 198-99). In general, “one can say that
whenever a task requires someone to relate an item to a category, the item’s
typicality influences performance” (Murphy 2004: 24). Typical items are
also likely to serve as “cognitive reference points”: people will say that a
penguin, but not a robin, is “technically” a bird, because a robin is “a real
bird, a bird par excellence” (Rosch 1999 [1978]: 199). Similarly, people are
more likely to say off-red is “virtually” the same as pure red than to say
the reverse and that “101 is virtually 100 rather than 100 is virtually 101”
(Murphy 2004: 24). Lakoff (1987a: 96) stresses that such reference points
are used in reasoning, not just in identifying members. People use various
kinds of category prototypes for “making inferences, doing calculations,
making approximations, planning, comparing, making judgments, and so
on—as well as in defining categories, extending them, and characterizing
relations among subcategories” (ibid.).

In the literary field, the history of debate over any genre would amply
confirm the point about the difficulty of constructing viable definitions.
Further, many genres exhibit boundary gradience (“short stories” obvi-
ously but also novels lack clear boundaries), and most if not all exhibit
prototype effects (e.g., Pride and Prejudice is a more typical novel than
Gravity’s Rainbow). Various specific and general prototypes are used to
judge the pros and cons of other members and to think about the category
as a whole. Pynchon’s books have often been criticized for lacking typical
“good novel” qualities, and those qualities might be derived from novels by
Jane Austen, Charles Dickens, or Henry James.

Further, when plausible category definitions are available, they often
do not quite fit the world. Lakoff (1987a: 65-66, citing Charles Fillmore
1982) points out that even “bachelor,” a standard example of a definitional
concept, with “clear boundaries and necessary-and-sufficient conditions,”
suits some unmarried adult males much less well than it does others. We
are disinclined to use the term for homosexuals, or the pope, or Tarzan,
or Muslims with only three of four possible wives. According to Fillmore

findings of Rosch and her colleagues about prototype effects. Those findings do not belong
to any particular theory, although the prototype view has been attributed to Rosch.
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and LakofT, this is due to a mismatch between the idealized circumstances
in relation to which concepts are defined and the actual circumstances
in which concepts are applied. The definition of “bachelor” assumes “the
context of a human society in which certain expectations about marriage
and marriageable age obtain” (Lakoft 1987a: 66). Similarly, literary genres
with clear prosodic conventions are often defined by those conventions,
but a sonnet or limerick or haiku written in, say, Morse code would be
a poor example of such genres. Prototype effects have also been found
for rigorously definable technical categories, such as mathematical con-
cepts of natural numbers, odd or even numbers, and prime numbers. For
most people, single-digit numbers (in the base ten naming system) are
better examples of these categories than are larger numbers (ibid.: 79-8o0,
97-99). These discoveries about the nonclassical properties of categories
have brought in their wake extensive efforts to construct new theories of
categories, as we will see.

Many of the problems with the classical approach to categories have
been discussed in genre studies. From the Romantic period onward, genres
have been seen as “convenient but rather arbitrary ways to classify litera-
ture” (Abrams 1981: 71). The twentieth century saw occasional attempts
to revive the classical definitional view but generally tried to specify its
shortcomings further and to move beyond it. On the first page of the first
issue of the journal Genre, for example, John F. Reichert (1968: 1) rejects
Ronald S. Crane and Elder Olson’s 1950s development of the Aristotelian
strategy that started “with the most general classes . . . [and] zeroed in on
a work by locating it in increasingly specific sub-classes.” Later in that first
issue of Genre, Leonard Feinberg (1968: 31) endorses a “reluctant conclu-
sion that no completely satisfactory definition of satire is possible.” He goes
on to stress, in weary tones, common themes of twentieth-century genre
theory: a focus on canons of texts informed by and informing a loose intu-
itive sense of similarity: “All we can do . . . is familiarize ourselves with the
literature traditionally called ‘satire’; when a new work comes along which
exhibits a reasonable number of similarities to accepted satires, we are
justified in calling [it] a satire. But we have no right to demand complete
conformity to a particular variety of satire, and we should be willing to
accept numerous deviations from customary procedure” (ibid.). Likewise,
the essays in Duff’s collection of seminal twentieth-century genre theory
often see genres as historical entities not susceptible of strict definition.
Yury Tynyanov (2000 [1924]: 30), for example, says that “mathematics is
built on definitions, whereas in theory of literature definitions are not the
foundation, but only an after-affect which is, moreover, constantly being
altered by the evolving literary fact.” For Jauss (2000 [1970]: 131), genres
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are not “genera (classes) in the logical senses, but rather . . . groups or hustori-
cal families. As such, they cannot be deduced or defined, but only histori-
cally determined, delimited, and described.”

There have been efforts to develop richer principles for the catego-
rial basis of genre theory. Paul Hernadi (1972: 153) signaled the need for
a “polycentric” genre theory: “It is not a particular doctrine of three (or
four or fourteen) genres that the discerning critic should reject. The fal-
lacy lies in the monistic principle of classification usually underlying such
doctrines. We seem to need several systems of coordinates . . . lest we lose
our way in the more-than-three-dimensional universe of verbal art. There
are many respects in which literary works can be similar, and distinctions
based on different types of similarity need not be mutually exclusive.” A
decade later, Alastair Fowler offered a sustained effort to treat genres in
terms of the Wittgensteinian idea of “family resemblances” rather than
definitions. He sees genre features as grouped into “repertoires,” “the
whole range of potential points of resemblance that a genre may exhibit”
(Fowler 1982: 54). But this is too loose to reflect genre membership. Fowler
(ibid.: 42-43) finds another categorial principle by following the “family”
metaphor to a “basis of resemblance” in “literary tradition . . . a sequence
of influence and imitation and inherited codes” while insisting that “the
direct line of descent is not so dominant that genre theory can be identified
with source criticism.” Around the same time, Claudio Guillén (1986: 82),
also rejecting “the conception of genre as descriptive taxonomy,” briefly
but presciently urged us to think of a genre

as a conceptual model belonging to the ideal spaces of poetics, and of the poem
as an activity taking into consideration that model, but in practice not coincid-
ing with it fully, or only in some degree, and not without reference to other
paradigms, through either acceptance or rejection. A piece of writing can be a
hybrid; and to the question of its generic definition the answer need not be, as in
a law court, either yes or no. A poem can be more or less of [its genre].

Hernadi, Alastair Fowler, and Guillén offer valuable revisions to definition-
based assumptions about genre, yet none provides sufficiently detailed
accounts of what categories are, how different types of similarity work,
how multiple systems of coordinates interlock, how models and texts relate
to one another. Thus despite some ingenious theorizing, few alternatives to
definitions have been proposed, and none has caught on. Working defini-
tions continue to be very widely needed and used in criticism and indeed
theory, so the classical view (and its doppelginger, general category skep-
ticism) keeps coming back.

There is no single agreed-upon theory of categories to replace the old
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view.” There are three main contenders, each of which tries to explain
the above findings about categories with varying kinds and degrees of suc-
cess. These are known as the exemplar, prototype, and knowledge theories

12. I have consulted overviews of research on concepts and categories by Laurence and
Margolis (1999), James A. Hampton (2001), Douglas L. Medin and Cynthia Aguilar (2001),
and Murphy (2004). The prototype view is associated most commonly with Hampton 1979,
1982, 1988; and Smith and Medin 1981 (excerpted in Margolis and Laurence 1999). The
exemplar view is associated with Medin and Schaffer 1978; Medin and Shoben 1988; and
Nosofsky 1984, 1988a, 1988b, 1992. The knowledge view is associated with Murphy and
Medin 1985 (reprinted in Margolis and Laurence 1999); Carey 1985 (reprinted in Margolis
and Laurence 1999); Medin 1989; Rips 1989; and Keil 1989. Lakoff’s work (1987a, 1987b)
is closer to the knowledge view than to the other views. Prominent critiques of the proto-
type view include Osherson and Smith 1981 (reprinted in Margolis and Laurence 1999) and
Armstrong et al. 1983 (reprinted in Margolis and Laurence 1999). Murphy (2004) generally
reviews and discusses in considerable detail a wide range of empirical studies and mathe-
matical models in category research.

It is worth observing that there appears to be some tension between psychologists and
philosophers in the evaluation of the field, especially as regards the classical view. Philoso-
phers are more sympathetic to this view’s strengths and to efforts to revise and revive it. By
contrast, Murphy (2004: 16), like a psychologist, says that Rosch’s work “essentially killed
the classical view, so that it is not now the theory of an actual researcher in this area (though
we will see that a few theorists cling to it still).” He briefly discusses revisions of the classical
view (ibid.: 24-28, 38—40) but generally pays it little attention, repeating that it has “simply
ceased to be a serious contender in the psychology of concepts” (ibid.: 38) and explaining its
appeal in terms of philosophers’ professional and historical interests. Laurence and Margo-
lis (1999) also consider in detail the prototype view and the knowledge view (which they call
“Theory-Theory”). Strangely, they mention the exemplar view only in a footnote (ibid.: 71,
n88), but there they say it is a major theory that they have not discussed and refer the reader
to an excerpt from Smith and Medin 1981 included in their volume. Laurence and Margolis
are more sympathetic to philosophers. They go with the strengths of the classical view as
well as its weaknesses (Laurence and Margolis 1999: 8-27) and devote significant parts of
their collection to it, to philosophical skepticism about it, to criticism of the prototype view,
and also, in “Part II: Current Theories and Research,” to “Neoclassical Theories” and “Con-
ceptual Atomism.” The philosopher Jerry A. Fodor (e.g., 1998) is among the driving forces
behind the latter theory, which argues that concepts have no internal structure: rather, their
contents are determined by their causal relation to things in the world. James A. Hampton
(2001) divides concept research into three main traditions: the cognitive-developmental tra-
dition, a tradition derived from behaviorist psychology, and a tradition of applying psycho-
logical methods to lexical semantics. The first tradition sees concepts as schemata. In the
second, concepts involve a classifying ability, and he explores several models of learning
and use: rule-based, prototype, exemplar, and neural-network models. In the lexical seman-
tics tradition, there are five broad classes of model: classical, prototype, exemplar, theory
based, and psychological essentialism. Thus only the lexical semantic tradition exhibits a
classical branch of theory, including the recent revisionary efforts. Hampton does not seem
optimistic about it. Psychological essentialism seeks to account in psychological terms for
the intuition that concepts are classical. Medin and Aguilar’s account of categorization
does not discuss definitions but notes problems with the related idea that categorization
is based on similarity, understood “in terms of shared properties.” This appears to be “too
unconstrained to be useful as an explanatory principle” (Medin and Aguilar 2001: 104), and
later work suggests that conceptual coherence relies on theories or some revised account of
similarity.
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(Murphy 2004, with an overview in chapter g). They all propose different
“conceptual representations and . . . processes of learning and categori-
zation” (ibid.: 95). The exemplar view says that people categorize by learn-
ing and using specific remembered examples. Encountering a new bird (or, lit-
erary critics might say, a new novel), we categorize it by accessing many
or all of our memories of specific birds (or novels) and comparing them
with the new item for similarity (ibid.: 80)." The prototype view says that we
learn a summary representation of the whole category and classify by compar-
ing new items to the prototype (ibid.: 95). A major question for the proto-
type view is the nature of the representation. A prototype is no longer
regarded as a single “best example,” but the entire category has to be “rep-
resented by a unified representation rather than separate representations
for each member or for different classes of members” (ibid.: 42). The most
important proposal regarding this question concerns the schema, namely,
“a structured representation that divides up the properties of an item into
dimensions (usually called slots) and values on those dimensions ( fillers of
the slots)” (ibid.: 47-48). Daniel Chandler (1997) notes that values can be
compulsory, default, or optional. For example, a certain dog is an animal
(compulsory), has four legs (default), and is black in color (optional). In our
bird example, necessary values would include its being a kind of animal;
default values would include that birds have two wings and can fly; and
optional values would specify color, size, shape, and so forth.

The knowledge view says that we learn and use concepts as “part of our
overall understanding of the world around us”; this relation works both
ways: concepts are influenced by what we already know, but new concepts
can alter our general knowledge (Murphy 2004: 60)."* As already indicated
with respect to commonplace ideas about categories, that understanding
of the world seems to consist in idealized folk theories. I will use the expres-
sion “folk theory” to refer to the representations postulated by the knowl-
edge view to avoid confusion with other uses of “knowledge” and “theory.”
As Murphy (2004: 143) puts it, we can explain why people “think of birds
as being feathered, two-legged creatures with wings, which fly, lay eggs in
nests, and live in trees” —or “why this particular configuration of proper-
ties exists” —by appeal to “simple, mundane knowledge™:

In order to fly, the bird needs to support its weight on wings. The feathers are
important as a very lightweight body covering that also helps to create an aero-

13. Researchers infer that there is “implicit memory” for categories: unconscious, long-
lasting, and detailed, often resulting from interactions with the thing (Murphy 2004: 86).
14. Murphy (2004: 60) points out that “the prototype and exemplar models arose from the
ashes of the classical view . . . . The knowledge approach in contrast arose as a reaction to the
two other approaches, and it is in some sense built upon them.”
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dynamic form. Thus, wings and feathers enable flying. By virtue of flying, the
bird can live in nests that are in trees, because it can easily fly into and out of
the trees. This is a useful thing to do, because many predators are unable to
reach the nests there. The bird needs a nest for brooding, and for babies to live
in until they are able to fly. Thus flying can be partly explained by these desir-
able consequences.

Murphy discusses proposals for an integrated theory. As he notes,
people do in fact use all of these kinds of representation, and they must
interact somehow. For this reason, I will call them category factors from
here on rather than discussing them as if they belong to mutually exclu-
sive theories. Categories differ in many ways, and some factors are favored
by certain types of category and in certain situations. For example, exem-
plars seem useful “when category structure is weak (no prototype can be
formed), with few exemplars,” when they are “distinctive and interesting,”
and when they are fresh in memory (ibid.: 491)." Murphy (ibid.: 488-94)
suggests that schemata could link prototypes and knowledge, but he is
unsure how exemplars will fit into the picture.

Let us turn, then, to a case study that will, I hope, contribute to the
ongoing efforts to use cognitive category theory to put genre studies (theory
and criticism) on a new footing by addressing the questions raised above.'

15. Categories may vary, for example, in number of members (relatively few epics in the
world, compared with birds), range of subcategories (many kinds of birds, not so many kinds
of sonnets), degree of similarity of members (all seagulls tend to look alike to us, but distinc-
tiveness is a value in literature) (Murphy 2004: 84-85, 93). Moreover, early in the learning
process a few individual exemplars may have a major role in category formation and use,
and this reliance on exemplars may hold more generally for categories that have few mem-
bers or are rare in a certain environment (e.g., zebras, llamas) (ibid.: 51, 76).

16. Most cognitive studies of artistic genres concern prototypes and schemata or models
rather than exemplars. Currie 1997; Hogan 2003a, 2003b; Mancing 2000; Sinding 2002;
Steen 1999; Stockwell 2002; and Turner 1991 discuss prototype issues. Chandler 1997; Fishe-
lov 1993; Hart 2004; Hirsch 1967; Hogan 2003a, 2003b; Mancing 2000; Sinding 2002; Steen
2002; Stockwell 2002; and Turner 1991 discuss the concept of the schema. Schauber and
Spolsky 1986 and Spolsky 1993 treat genre in terms of Ray Jackendoff”’s notion of “prefer-
ence rules.” Hart 2004 follows Ellen Spolsky’s (1993) mixture of evolutionary, cognitive, and
post-structuralist thought, treating genre structure and function as shaped by cognitive prin-
ciples but embedded in culture and history. Gibbs (2003) describes revised understandings of
what prototypes are (i.e., constructed during reading, embodied, and context sensitive), with
some reference to genre. Fludernik 1996 and Herman 2002 develop cognitive approaches to
narrative (mainly using schemata, frames, and scripts), in which genre is significant but not
central. Patrick Colm Hogan (2003b) analyzes literary concepts in terms of schemata, proto-
types, and exemplars. Unusually, Hogan (ibid.: 57-65, 84-89) offers a detailed and valuable
discussion of the sometimes confused relations among these three structures; also unusually,
he discusses the importance of exempla in literary response. In relation to genre, however,
he stresses the role of prototypes (for emotions, plots, characters, scenes, etc.), which he
seems to regard as concrete examples of a typical case. Hogan 2003a: 44—47 also discusses
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3. Prevailing Views of the Genre of Gravity's Rainbow

Against this background, I turn to three influential generic framings of
Gravity’s Rainbow. Three because no single genre framing is adequate to
the text and because my goal of comparing the category thinking in mul-
tiple valid genre classifications requires a manageable multiple of studies.
I have chosen these three because each is quite plausible, has been influen-
tial, and focuses on highly distinctive features of the text. The most obvi-
ous category for Gravity’s Rainbow is “novel.” Yet unlike most novels, it has
epic ambitions and qualities. Yet unlike most epics in turn, it has strong
intellectual, grotesque, and satirical qualities. Further, the three framings
to be discussed differ along several dimensions of categorization, revealing
various ways critics can adapt genre concepts for a specific difficult case.
With “encyclopedic narrative,” Mendelson essentially creates a new genre;
with “Menippean satire,” Kharpertian joins in the recovery of a subgenre
known mainly to specialists; with “novel,” Booker expands a well-known
and very general (superordinate) genre. The search for the One True Genre
is a bit like Slothrop’s “grail quest” for the secret device of Rocket ooooo:
the harder you look, the more it recedes, and the quest reveals more than
the goal.

3.1. Mendelson: “Encyclopedic Narrative”

Mendelson (1976a: 1267) stresses “the degree to which cultures and indi-
vidual readers provide external order for literary experience” by bring-
ing interpretive expectations to texts. His essay on Gravity’s Rainbow begins
with an indication of the value of genre criticism for interpretation by con-
trasting Pynchon’s book with a novel prototype: “To refer to it as a novel
is convenient, but to read it as a novel —as a narrative of individuals and
their social and psychological relations—is to misconstrue it” (Mendelson
1976b: 161). He then names his new genre and links Pynchon’s book with
its other exemplars. Although “the most important single genre in West-
ern literature of the Renaissance and after, it has never previously been
identified. Gravity’s Rainbow is an encyclopedic narrative, and its companions
in this most exclusive of literary categories are Dante’s Commedia, Rabe-
lais’s five books of Gargantua and Pantagruel, Cervantes’s Don Quixote,
Goethe’s Faust, Melville’s Moby-Dick, and Joyce’s Ulysses” (ibid.)."” He pro-

these structures but does not go into detail about genre. Swales 1990 and Paltridge 1997 dis-
cuss prototypes and schemata in relation to nonliterary genres.

17. Mendelson’s claim to have discovered this new genre is doubtless exaggerated. First
of all, he does not mention Frye’s account of “encyclopaedic forms,” to which his essay on
Gravity’s Rainbow seems to owe much. In a related article on genre, Mendelson (1976a: 1268
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vides a genre prototype —that is, a summary representation of its content
and function: encyclopedic narratives “attempt to render the full range of
knowledge and beliefs of a national culture” along with the ideological
interpretations of that knowledge and belief (ibid.: 162). Mendelson then
constructs a more elaborate folk theory (or “model”) for it, going beyond
the summary representation to describe features and their functions, histo-
ries, and interrelations. Interestingly, for example, some features of ency-
clopedic narrative build on or modify those of contrasting genres, such as
novel, epic, and encyclopedia; and Mendelson also describes what features
the genre lacks. It evolves out of epic and may use an epic skeleton, but it
sticks closer to the contemporary world and is set in the recent past, not
in the distant one of epic. Thus texts in this genre have a “double func-
tion of prophecy and satire”: they both “predict” future events and mock
their readers’ lives (ibid.: 163). Pynchon sets his book at what he sees as
“the originating instant of contemporary history,” the end of World War II
(ibid.).

The prophetic quality or “openness in time” correlates with an “indeter-

69n1) downplays Frye’s influence, saying that Frye refers to “anatomies and Menippean
satires, not narratives,” and that his “cyclical and universal schemata” prevent him from
recognizing Mendelson’s genre, which is tied to the history of cultures. This seems to me
disingenuous and wrong in several ways. Some of Frye’s (1971 [1957]: 311-13, 322) discussions
of encyclopedism relate to anatomies (the term he substitutes for “Menippean satire”) but
not all (cf. ibid.: 55-61, 315-26). Also, anatomies are usually narratives, though the genre
is intellectual and often essayistic. Moreover, Mendelson’s genre is similar in many ways to
Frye’s. Frye does indeed connect encyclopedic forms with cultural and historical factors,
but for Frye these factors are social, religious, and international, whereas for Mendelson
they are national. For Frye (ibid.: 55), an encyclopedic tendency develops when a writer
communicates as a professional with a social function, and this leads to “a conception of
a total body of vision that poets as a whole class are entrusted with.” That body of vision
tends to take on “a single encyclopaedic form, which can be attempted by one poet if he is
sufficiently learned or inspired, or by a poetic school or tradition if the culture is sufficiently
homogeneous” (ibid.). He later discusses specific encyclopedic forms. Every age tends to
have a “central encyclopaedic form™: a “scripture or sacred book” in earlier times and in
later times some “analogy of revelation” (ibid.: 315), mainly epics of various kinds. Here
Frye also mentions several of Mendelson’s authors. Goethe’s Faust is an example from the
“low mimetic” period (ibid.: g21), and comic and ironic forms of encyclopedism are found
in Frangois Rabelais, Laurence Sterne, and James Joyce (ibid.: g21~23). However, regardless
of the source of the concept, “encyclopedic narrative” is indeed new in relation to the body
of commonly recognized literary genres. That is, Mendelson and Frye create new categories
for purposes of understanding groups of texts. Of course, what counts as commonplace
genre knowledge is relative to people, places, and times, but we may make some general-
izations. Most people who read today (and probably most readers since about 1800) know
the genre “novel,” but relatively few specialists (i.e., only scholars) know the genre “Menip-
pean satire,” and fewer still know “encyclopedic narrative.” In fact, the latter is what Tzvetan
Todorov (1990 [1978]: 17) calls a “theoretical” rather than a “historical” genre. The term has
never been in common use and was not used at all before Frye or Mendelson invented it.
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minacy of form,” as these books incorporate many narrative genres and
are defined by a set of qualities rather than by a plot or structure (ibid.).
Their gigantic scale and ambition informs their narrative design: they lack
romantic resolutions, as they seeck a broader synthesis by straining “out-
wards from the brief moment of personal love towards the wider expanses
of national and mythical history, and towards the history of [their] own
medium” of language (ibid.: 166). In Gravity’s Rainbow, two of the main
characters lose their romantic interests due to cultural-political causes.
Roger Mexico loses his girlfriend Jessica when the war ends, and “Slothrop,
for all his sexual exuberance, disintegrates lovelessly” in the Zone (ibid.:
165). The genre’s expansiveness also leads to encyclopedism of styles and
languages, mixing high and low. Pynchon thus mixes proverbs, a primitive
and anonymous form (the Proverbs for Paranoids), with the most esoteric
high styles (presumably those of science, scholarship, and modernist lit-
erature), and he uses many languages: “French, German, Italian, Span-
ish, Middle Dutch, Latin, Japanese, Kirghiz, Herero, various English and
American dialects” (ibid.: 166).

Mendelson links Pynchon’s linguistic cosmopolitanism with the “accounts
of statecraft” in other encyclopedic texts (ibid.: 171), focusing on the epi-
sode “that follows [Russian officer| Tchitcherine to the Kirghiz . . . and
is a history not of style but of the political use of language” (ibid.: 167).
This episode exemplifies the recurring Weberian “political process” of “the
transformation of charismatic energy into the controlled and rationalized
routine of a bureaucracy” (ibid.: 168), as it concerns both Tchitcherine’s
spiritual journey to a vision of the Kirghiz Light and his role in “the Soviet
introduction of a Latin alphabet into illiterate Kazakhstan” (ibid.: 167).
Mendelson’s (ibid.: 167-68) focus here interestingly reveals how a decision
about genre can determine the relative importance of narrative episodes:
“Read as if it were one element among the conventional structure of a
novel, the Kirghiz episode seems disproportionate and anomalous. . . . Yet
once the encyclopedic nature of the book is recognized, the Kirghiz inter-
lude moves from its apparent place at the book’s periphery to its ideologi-
cal and thematic center.” The Kirghiz people have been using a language
of speech and gesture rather than writing, and as Tchitcherine helps intro-
duce the New Turkic Alphabet, he also introduces complex new systems of
authority. Mendelson (ibid.: 169) sees in this a “tragic realization . . . at the
ideological center as well as on the stylistic surface of the book™: like the
Kirghiz shamans, whose magic becomes political with the introduction of
the new alphabet, Pynchon “must use language that is, unavoidably, a sys-
tem shaped by the very powers and orders that it hopes to reveal.”
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The genre’s encyclopedic ambitions motivate its features in other ways
as well. Gravity’s Rainbow offers extensive accounts not only of social orga-
nization but also of science and art: it delves into “ballistics, chemistry, and
mathematics” and film and opera (ibid.: 164). These books also “metas-
tasize the monstrousness of their own scale by including giants or gigan-
tism,” as with Pynchon’s “titans under the earth” and the angel towering
over Liibeck (ibid.).

Mendelson also relates genre functions to conditions of production and
reception. Encyclopedic writers begin from an outsider position (ibid.:
172), and their narratives originate “in moments of . . . cultural distress”
(ibid.: 174) but later define national identity and even redefine what it
means to be human (ibid.: 178). If earlier encyclopedic narratives court or
achieve illegality because of their (initially) outsider view of their cultures,
the West’s wide toleration makes this unlikely now (ibid.: 172-73). But Pyn-
chon expresses cultural dissent by his “elusive near-anonymity,” so “alien
to our literary culture,” and Gravity’s Rainbow drastically violates what
remains of literary and social decorum with “stomach-churning pages”
of Slothrop’s trip-down-the-toilet nightmare, Brigadier Pudding’s copro-
philia, Mexico and Bodine’s “disruption of officialdom at the dinner table”
with revolting jokes, and Mexico’s “urinary dissolution” of a meeting of
the powerful (ibid.: 173). Mendelson uses Bakhtin’s ideas to argue that
these violations are re-creative as well as destructive. Pynchon’s focus on
the “postwar proliferation of new systems and structures,” made possible
by “the collapse of social structures that have grown obsolete,” achieves,
unlike earlier encyclopedists, a scope implying “a new international cul-
ture, created by the technologies of instant communication and the econ-
omy of world markets” (ibid.: 165). Gravity’s Rainbow also moves beyond the
representation of human identity by the last major encyclopedist, James
Joyce. The book “provides an encyclopedic presentation of the world from
a perspective that permits inclusion of fields of data and realms of experi-
ence that Joyce’s perspective excludes” (ibid.: 179). Pynchon’s characters
do not live in their interior worlds, as Joyce’s do, but “in their work and in
their relations to large social and economic systems” (ibid.: 179). Yet the
book “insists that we are not determined, as the inanimate rocket is deter-
mined, unless, paradoxically, we choose to be” (ibid.: 185). Roger Mexico
and the Counterforce learn something of the world processes shaping their
lives but in the end are “unable or unwilling to do very much about it”
(ibid.: 189), and Slothrop loses all relation to the world (ibid.: 191), but the
reader gains some of the knowledge needed to “act freely outside the world
of writing” (ibid.: 192).
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3.2. Kharpertian: “Menippean Satire”

Kharpertian (1985: 3), like Mendelson, notes the value of categoriza-
tion for interpretation: “The problem of genre is . . . more than trivial,”
because “it is . . . one thing to read Pynchon’s fictions as ‘novels’ . . . it is
quite another to read them as ‘satires.”” Critics “have largely avoided or
mistaken” Pynchon’s genre, “and without a sound generic premise, the
resultant interpretive and analytical commentary can be judged only as
problematic” (Kharpertian 1990: 20). Kharpertian (1985: 3) concedes that
“Pynchon has created such polymorphous fictions that a unitary generic
identification would seem to be an exercise in Procrustean folly.” Yet he
goes on to describe Pynchon’s fictions as Menippean satires and Pynchon
as, first and foremost, a satirist. His study “serves to construct the generic
model that informs Pynchon’s fiction and employs that model as the orga-
nizing principle of its textual readings” (Kharpertian 19g9o: 13). Thus the
model aims to reflect both the writer’s creative processes and the reader’s
interpretive ones.

This aim leads Kharpertian (ibid.: 14-15, 22-24) to attend more closely
to Pynchon criticism than does Mendelson, focusing on genre studies
(including Mendelson’s). Menippean satire differs functionally from the
novel, even when sharing its form. Here, fantasy “does not signify a literal,
referential, or existential ‘fact’” but releases “satire’s aggressive impulses
as well as providing a form for its realization” (ibid.: 109-10). Other genre
categorizations fail to take adequate account of Pynchon’s varieties of par-
ody (ibid.: 22-23). Unlike Mendelson, Kharpertian is dealing with a well-
known genre (satire) and a subgenre (Menippean satire) moderately well
known among experts—though unfamiliar to ordinary readers. He there-
fore proceeds to review some critical analyses of these categories (ibid.:
24-42), critiquing, boiling down, and synthesizing material to develop a
folk theory (“model”) of Menippean satire, which he then applies to Pyn-
chon’s texts as a basis for his detailed reading.

Kharpertian begins with a partial prototype of Menippean satire (that
is, again, a summary representation of form and function) and a list of
its (authorial) exemplars: “Its structure is loose, mixing seriocomic prose
and verse, and its principal emphasis is on the forms of variety” (ibid.) In
European literature, the major practitioners are “its originator Menippus,
Varro, Seneca, Petronius, Lucian, Apuleius, Boethius, Erasmus, Rabelais,
Burton, Walton, Swift, Voltaire, Sterne, Landor, Peacock, and Carroll; in
American literature, Melville, West, Gaddis, Vonnegut, and Barth use the
form in differing degrees” (ibid.: 13). This list helps characterize the sub-
genre, but Kharpertian does not examine any authors other than Pynchon.

His further discussion of the subject begins with a somewhat more
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specific prototype for the original exemplars: “Originated by the Cynic
Menippus . . . these satires were written primarily in prose with verse
interludes and were used to ridicule philosophical opponents. . . . Varro
introduced Menippean satire into Latin and wrote ‘narratives of fantastic
adventure told in the first person’ (ibid.: 29). The main features ascribed
to the genre by scholars of classical literature are “seriocomic . . . prose and
verse, extensive parodies, popular proverbs and speech, encyclopedism,
fantastic narratives, and epideictic variety” (ibid.). Eugene Kirk’s (1980)
description of (classical and Renaissance) Menippean satire’s “style, struc-
ture, elements, and theme” is also in part a feature list but has aspects of
prototype and theory representations. For Kirk, the “chief mark” of the
genre’s style was “unconventional diction,” and in “outward structure”
it was “a medley,” usually of “alternating prose and verse, sometimes a
jumble of flagrantly digressive narrative.” Its “topical elements included
outlandish fictions . . . and extreme distortions of argument,” and its theme
bore on “right learning or right belief” (Kharpertian 1990: 29).

Kharpertian then turns to his main concern, namely, folk-theoretical
aspects of the genre category, involving the formal and functional relations
among the parts. He focuses on the relationship between satire and Menip-
pean satire and how to define them. As all definitions of satire “center irre-
ducibly” on form, function, or some mixture of the two, he concludes that
“an inclusive formal and functional method is desirable” (ibid.: §2). By an
“egregious error,” many definitions “limit satire to some form of attack
while downplaying or ignoring” the genre’s “carnivalesque variety” (ibid.:
33). Attack is evident in short forms (e.g., invective, epigram, lampoon),
but even early verse satire displays variety, and “the Menippean-Varronian
form expands that variety,” thus suggesting an inversion of historical hier-
archy. For the purpose of model construction, that is, one may regard “the
Menippean form as central and prototypical and ‘satire,” in its more lim-
ited, conventional sense of verse attack, as marginal and derivative” (ibid.).
For us, this reordering of the priority of features usual in definitions of
satire—so as to place variety above attack—is the most interesting aspect
of Kharpertian’s approach.’

18. Kharpertian made this point first in his article on Pynchon’s V. He explained the text’s
lack of the satirist’s typical angry tone (a main feature of satire) by emphasizing other fea-
tures of the “common definition” of satire (Kharpertian 1985: 11). He argued that the term
satire also refers to form and that, in the “Menippean” subgenre, the priority of features is
reversed: parodic forms are “the genre’s signature,” and the attacking tone is “relegated to
a secondary role and function” (ibid.: 12). In his book, he discusses the relation of anger to
attack, satire, and Menippean satire (Kharpertian 1990: 39), and he considers the anger-
attack-satire-Menippean-satire nexus in relation to Pynchon’s V. (ibid.: 42, 58-59) and
Gravity’s Rainbow (ibid.: 42, 109, 156n17).
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From his survey of satire theory, Kharpertian (ibid.: 13) derives four
essential conventions: “two formal conventions, attack and variety, and
two functional conventions, fertility and delight.” They operate together
in Menippean satire:

The attack, rhetorically presented explicitly or implicitly in narration and dia-
logue, challenges norms as sterile; the variety of parody, comedy, and fantasy
not only relieves the potentially oppressive negativism of the attack but also fur-
ther destabilizes norms by its diffusion of the attack throughout its forms; fer-
tility or the renewal of perception is achieved by the reader’s recognition of the
text’s form as metaphor; and the reader’s . . . delight is a function of the variety
of forms intrinsic to the genre. (Ibid.: 41-42)

The “text’s form as metaphor” means that the genre opposes to common-
sense reductions of experience its multiplicity of parodic, comic, and fan-
tastic visions: this difference “constitutes a metaphor” (ibid.: 40).

For Kharpertian (ibid.: 108-9), Gravity’s Rainbow extends Menippean
satire: “The critical exposure of official cultural institutions and demystifi-
cation of power; the focus on the ugly, the painful, and the ridiculous; the
attention to carnality, scatology, and consumption; the caricatures’ para-
noid obsessions . . . the seriocomic prose and verse; the popular diction,
proverbs, and culture; the multiple parodies; and, finally, the epideictic
variety of the comic and the fantastic represent an encyclopedic extension
of the genre’s possibilities.” Kharpertian’s theory of the genre links aspects
of form and of function or theme in Gravity’s Rainbow. Broadly speaking,
the book satirically attacks “Western man’s futile attempt to master death
by rationalization,” as manifested in various official institutions: philoso-
phy, science, art, history, politics, economics, psychology, and sociology,
all fall under the “mock erudition of . . . parodistic encyclopedism” (ibid.:
117, 109). On the other hand, the book “endorses the possibility of redemp-
tion in the here and now, and . . . counters man’s labyrinthine rationaliza-
tions with radical and fantastic alternatives” (ibid.: 139).

Kharpertian analyzes point by point how the genre’s conventions mani-
fest themselves in Gravity’s Rainbow. For example, the “formal convention
of carnivalesque variety appears as comedy and fantasy juxtaposed with
extensive parody,” and the comic appears in “paronomasia and farce”
(ibid.: 134). Like the paronomasia so common in the punning names, “epi-

sodes of farce . . . serve both to entertain and to provide textual signifi-
cance” (ibid.: 135). The fantastic takes the form of “the supernatural and
the grotesque”—“Spiritualism, witchcraft, animism, heresies, and fanta-

sies”—and such irrationalisms, created in part by the Counterforce, make
“an alternative to systems of rationalized thought” (ibid.: 136). Rational-
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ization “produces the satire’s vision of the grotesque” in many examples:
“Pointsman’s obsession with Slothrop, Tchitcherine’s obsession with find-
ing and killing his black half brother Enzian, Brigadier Pudding’s scato-
phagy, Weissmann’s sadism and pederasty, Gottfried’s masochism, Major
Marvy’s racism, and, of course, circumambient rocket fetishism” (ibid.).
In one of the dominant structural parodies, the “failure of Slothrop’s quest
is the irresolution of a parodied quest romance,” and the “dissipation of
both protagonist and plot” parodies “conventional conclusiveness and . . .
determinate significance” more generally (ibid.: 137). Yet besides the domi-
nant attacks on the sterile, Gravity’s Rainbow contains affirmations of the
fertile, including Tantivy as Slothrop’s friend, Mexico’s affair with Jessica,
and Slothrop’s belief in his young lover Bianca Erdmann (ibid.: 129).

3.3. Booker: “Novel”

Booker (1987: 61) is not sanguine, like the others, about the value of genre
criticism, reducing it to “the comfort to be found in categorization.” He
does say that genre categorization makes a difference: relaxing “the expec-
tations associated with the novel as a genre . . . would result in a weak-
ening of the effect of the book” (ibid.: 66). Though widely regarded as an
inadequate term, “novel” is the name used most often and naturally for
Pynchon’s books, and Booker backs it up. He draws on major novel theo-
rists, Georg Lukacs and Bakhtin, to argue that “GR adheres in an exem-
plary way to the truly fundamental characteristics that make a work a
novel, and . . . its deviations from less fundamental conventions . . . only
serve to make it all the more effective as an example of the novel form”
(ibid.: 62).

Booker connects Gravity’s Rainbow with other exemplars of texts
regarded as generically indeterminate or mixed by T. S. Eliot (“The Waste
Land”), Melville (Moby-Dick), Joyce, Samuel Beckett, and Alain Robbe-
Grillet (ibid.: 61). For example, much of the reaction to Moby-Dick included
“puzzled attempts to classify it”—one reviewer was “at a loss to determine
in what category of works of amusement to place it” though certain it was
“neither a novel nor a romance” (ibid.). For this reader, the genre is inde-
terminate. Other reviewers were “content to announce it as the beginning
of a new genre all its own” and offered labels like ““Whaliad,” and a ‘prose
epic’” (ibid.). These names suggest a mixed genre. For Booker, comparable
efforts to improve on the awkwardly fitting designation of Gravity’s Rainbow
as “novel” (including Menippean satire and encyclopedic narrative) are
“insightful, useful, and accurate” but in no way rule it out of the “novel”
category. Rather, such work “simply helps to define exactly what kind of
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a novel GR might be and therefore to inform the reading of the book in
useful (but not totalizing) ways” (ibid.: 64).

Booker derives from Lukacs a prototype for the novel that combines
plot and theme: the novel presents the “*
the questing hero in an alien world,” “the story of the soul that . . . seeks
adventures in order to . . . find its own essence” (quoted in ibid.: 62). A
key exemplar is Don Quixote. Booker tells us that Pynchon’s books are full
of such seekers (though he does not name them) (ibid.). He then adapts
Bakhtin’s theory of the novel as a folk theory for the category. Bakhtin

transcendental homelessness’ of

defines the novel by “its contemporaneity, . . . contact with everyday life,
close connection with extraliterary genres,” and its “heteroglossia,” which
juxtaposes the languages and worldviews of many social groups (ibid.: 63).
Against a “single-voiced” realistic tradition, Bakhtin defines a contrasting
second “stylistic line of development,” which “strives for ‘generic, encyclo-
pedic comprehensiveness’” (ibid.).** Booker cites Don Quixote and Tristram
Shandy as exemplars of this second kind of novel (ibid.).* Pynchon’s novels
fit Bakhtin’s theory even better than they do Lukacs’s (ibid.: 62-64).

Unfortunately, Booker fails to specify how either conception of the novel
matches Gravity’s Rainbow. Speaking of the “striking™ relevance of Bakh-
tin’s approach, especially the concept of the “carnivalesque,” to Gravity’s
Rainbow, Booker (ibid.: 63) writes, in parentheses, “just think of Plecha-
zunga.” Plechazunga is a legendary Pig-hero, and Slothrop suits up to play
Plechazunga in a folk festival, at which he also has further battles with
officialdom and amorous adventures. Booker (ibid.: 63-64) then quotes
Allon White on how “all of Pynchon’s novels ‘provide perfect examples of
Bakhtin’s thesis. The “high” languages of modern America—technology,
psychoanalysis, business, administration and military jargon—are “car-
nivalized” by a set of rampant irreverent, inebriate discourses from low
life —from the locker-room, the sewers (in V.), the jazz club and cabaret,
New York Yiddish, student fraternities and GI slang.””

19. Observing that Lukacs emphasizes “character and plot,” Booker (1987: 62) nonetheless
argues that the novel’s “essence” is in the above thematic description.

20. The reference to the second-line novel’s encyclopedic ambition shows that this genre
concept overlaps with both Mendelson’s and Kharpertian’s genre analyses. Evidently, ency-
clopedism is important in Menippean satire, in the novel, and in the literary theories of
both Frye and Bakhtin. Frye, Bakhtin, and Mendelson draw somewhat different conclusions
about the significance of encyclopedism.

21. Booker (1987: 66) closes by quoting Victor Shklovsky’s famous remark that “7ristram
Shandy is the most typical novel in world literature.” This is a nice way of putting an impor-
tant point, but I take it as paradoxical, not literal: that is, Tristram Shandy shows most clearly
the novel’s inherent potential to play with narrative conventions. But in fact, this makes it
less typical than the majority, which accepts the conventions.
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4. Implications for Category and Genre Research

These studies provide valuable information, which helps answer our ques-
tions about theories of categories and genres:

1. Information about patterns of argument for particular categoriza-
tions and against alternative ones. We find them in efforts to match a
complex text with a complex genre, that is, to identify “the” genre of
Gravity’s Rainbow.

2. Information about the role and interplay of factors (exemplars, proto-
types, and knowledge) in such reader response and in category struc-
ture itself. Critical discussions reveal in genre categories a special role
for particular exemplars and for their historical sequence.

3. Information about the role and interplay of category factors in genre
mixture. In Gravity’s Rainbow, such mixture depends on how the genre
categories involved were represented in the writer’s mind by the vari-
ous category factors.

4.1. Patterns in Categorial Thinking

The instances of categorial thinking in the above accounts of Pynchon’s
genres reveal several common features. They all assign functions to cate-
gorization. Mendelson and Kharpertian stress the role of decisions about
genre in interpretation. Booker, though doubtful about the value of genre
criticism, insists on its importance for textual effect.” Also, they all use
exemplars, prototypes, and knowledge factors and use them in analogous
ways.

To justify their respective genre classifications, the authors’ arguments
pursue two broad goals: arguing for the priority of their primary genre
and against that of competing genres. To achieve those goals, they make
several kinds of moves involving the three category factors. In arguing
for their genre, they make all factors converge on it: they generally begin
with a prototype, then flesh it out using exemplars and similarities among
exemplars, and then move toward an account of their genre that combines
history with folk theory. The genre folk theories they offer specify features,
how they manifest themselves, and how they function. The main business
of the essays is to identify those features in the text.

Yet more striking, there seem also to be patterns for dealing with cate-
gorization troubles—when the authors argue against competing categories

22. Kharpertian (1985: 3), like Mendelson, notes the value of categorization for interpreta-
tion: “It is . . . one thing to read Pynchon’s fictions as ‘novels’ . . . it is quite another to read
them as ‘satires.”” Unlike the others, however, Booker (1987: 61) is not sanguine about the
value of genre criticism, reducing it to “the comfort to be found in categorization.”



492 Poetics Today 31:3

and when something about their own categories does not fit the text. It is
fair to say that none of these essays seriously considers alternative genre
framings. They may ignore them, as Kharpertian (1985) essentially does.
They may treat them merely as prototypes to make it easy to reject them,
as Mendelson rejects the “novel” rubric on the basis of a too-simple notion
of the novel. Or they may absorb them as subtypes, as when Booker says
that other classifications just help show what kind of a novel Gravity’s Rain-
bow is. But only the critic’s preferred genre is treated in terms of theory and
history, as something with a complex inner structure and a rich tradition.

Given a complex framework to work with, if some property of the genre
does not fit the text, it is simple enough for the critic to restructure cate-
gories a little in order to smooth out rough patches. All category fac-
tors—exemplars, prototypes, and folk theories, including their features—
can be reorganized and revaluated for this purpose. The critic can admit
that other genres are involved yet insist that his or hers is first and fore-
most: Mendelson says encyclopedic narrative goes beyond epic; Kharper-
tian says Menippean satire shares satire’s two features (attack and variety)
but reverses their priority; Booker draws on Bakhtin’s revaluating of the
novel’s “two stylistic lines” of monologic realism and comic heteroglossia
in order to elevate the latter over the former.

One could examine other cases of disputed categorization to confirm
and expand these patterns of argument about categorization (argumenta-
tive goals and argumentative moves involving the three category factors).
A general lesson for genre theory and criticism is that every genre has all
three factors, and if we remember this commonality when using them, it
should deter us from trying to frame monsters too glibly and help us see
complex texts in terms of contributions from many genres.

4.2. Interplay of Factors: The Role of Exemplars and

Sequence in Category Structure

We can also glean from these essays, and find reflected in genre studies
more generally, something of what characterizes and distinguishes literary
genres as categories: they give a special role to exemplars. I see several spe-
cific aspects of this role. Genre exemplars tend to be distinct and memo-
rable and often have an element of originality. Some particular exemplars
(generally the most admired ones) tend to be taken as genre prototypes.
This is not the case in other kinds of categories: robins may be proto-
typical birds, but no particular (prototypical) robin is more prototypical
than any other. Those admired generic exemplars also have a strong influ-
ence in creating other exemplars. That causal influence creates a histori-
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cal sequence, which defines a range and a trajectory of structural varia-
tion. Finally, all of these facts can enter into genre folk theories and genre
prototypes. In short, genre exemplars add an unusual diachronic aspect to
the category structure, and the exemplars and their histories also affect the
category’s synchronic prototype and folk-theory structure. Let us consider
these aspects more closely.

It is common for genre categories to have a set of particular exemplars
that are recognized as having attained a certain standard of excellence
by various measures. These accordingly function as what Lakoft (1987a:
79) calls “paragons”: “individual members who represent either an ideal
or its opposite” and often inspire emulation in human action (in sciences,
sports, etc., as well as in the arts). Lakoft’s (ibid.) paragons (e.g., Babe
Ruth, Willie Mays, Sandy Koufax) are geared toward “institutions like the
ten-best and ten-worst lists, the Halls of Fame, Academy Awards, and the
Guinness Book of World Records.” Unlike these kinds of examples, genre
paragons are connected in a definite sequence by a certain order of influ-
ence and emulation, and this gives genre categories an essential historical
dimension. Because paragons can have a powerful influence on the cre-
ation of other exemplars, they help constitute genre categories and define
their structures. This influence is both local and global. Local when other
writers emulate the text directly; global when the text becomes part of the
genre’s “canon” and hence part of its overall history and its prototype. The
text then continues to be influential indefinitely through direct emulation
by later writers and through emulations of the genre prototype.

Thus even though the historical dimension of genres is continually
changing (by addition of new works and contestation over old ones), it has
a powerful and long-term stability. As an example, Don Quixote is a para-
gon for both Mendelson’s encyclopedic narrative and the novel according
to Booker (or both of his theorists, Lukacs and Bakhtin). It was a founding
text (emulated in various ways by Henry Fielding, Laurence Sterne, and
many others) for the novelistic genre and continues to be regarded as one
of the novel’s great achievements and, more specifically, as an influential
basis for metafiction and for adaptations in other media.

The set of genre paragons and exemplars that we encounter affects the
prototypes we develop (the synchronic structure of categories), because the
prototype will embody a range of specification and variation. Regarding
each category known to us, we have some detailed knowledge of exem-
plars and perhaps of their historical interrelation, but genre exemplars are,
more than most, variable, individually distinct, and memorable. So I sus-
pect that exemplars help us notice extensive but limited variation. This
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variation in turn allows us to perceive many kinds of similarity among
exemplars. Our sense of the range of exemplars also helps us notice pre-
ferred variations (against a vast range of possible variations).

Bakhtin’s distinction between two “stylistic lines” of the novel, cited by
Booker, is a good example of these categorical phenomena. The distinc-
tion is in some ways a crude one, since many exemplars have elements of
both lines (e.g., the novels of Dickens, Fyodor Dostoevsky, Gustave Flau-
bert, and Joyce). But it highlights two main preferred variations in the
genre, with the similarities and influences among the members of each
line. It is easy to sort many examples according to the distinction (in the
early novel, Daniel Defoe and Samuel Richardson in the first line vs. Cer-
vantes, Fielding, and Sterne in the second), so it may well be part of many
readers’ prototypes for the novel. Pynchon’s books are of course highly dis-
tinct, original, and memorable, but they are also clearly in the second line,
and in fact (as I will suggest below), some of their Menippean features can
be understood as primarily parodic of realistic conventions.

Exemplars are also crucial in defining the diachronic aspect of genre
categories. As we have seen, Alastair Fowler bases genre on a history of
influence. Cohen (1985: 269, 272) argues that genre identity is determined
more by exemplar relations than by folk theories or prototypes: “Any
instance of a genre is analyzable as pointing backward to its diachronic
ancestry, forward to its alteration of this inheritance,” and “more impor-
tant [than author’s or critic’s typologies], generic identification would
be determined by the works to which it is related.” There are complex
causal relations between earlier and later exemplars, and knowledge of
those relations is part of our knowledge of genre categories. The histori-
cal sequence of exemplars affects category structure, because it defines
not just the range but also the development of structural variation. This
adds to category coherence (later members can be related to earlier ones
by intermediate steps), while it also diversifies prototypes (the emulation
of paragons creates subgroups for which we can generate further summary
representations).

As to Gravity’s Rainbow, the aspects of Menippean satire visible there can
be historically linked to Sterne, Jonathan Swift, and Francois Rabelais,
and their precursors Erasmus and Lucian, via Joyce and Melville, because
we can be confident that Pynchon knew the latter two and that the latter
two knew the others, even if Pynchon did not. At the same time, Menip-
pean satire has subprototypes in its subcategories of period/region/sub-
genre. Kirk’s Menippean Satire: An Annotated Catalogue of Texts and Criticism
(1980) names various periods and types of Menippean satire, such as “The
Paradoxical Encomium in Antiquity” (chapter 3) and “Menippean satire in
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the Early Sixteenth Century” (chapter 6). For the former, Lucian is proto-
typical, and then imitators of Lucian, like Rabelais and Pietro Aretino,
become prototypical for the Renaissance version (Kirk 1980: xvii—xix). For
the latter, Erasmus was the principal reviver and promoter of the genre
for the use of humanists (ibid.: xxii—xxiii). In Ingrid A. R. de Smet’s 1996
study of neo-Latin Menippean satire in the Low Countries and France dur-
ing the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the works of Justus
Lipsius (especially his 1581 Somnium) are central in reviving the genre and
influencing local imitators. This period/place subtype also has different
exemplars and prototypes: Lipsius followed Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis and its
dream framework for narrative rather than the texts of Lucian and Petro-
nius (which tend to be prototypical Menippean satire for other authors and
critics). Similarly, Gravity’s Rainbow is now also often grouped with more
closely contemporary American Menippean texts. As Kharpertian (199o:
13) points out, “In American literature, Melville, West, Gaddis, Vonnegut,
and Barth use the form in differing degrees.”

Further, knowledge of the exemplar sequence also enables critics and
authors to perceive the nature of originality in relation to a genre cate-
gory. Critics can see exemplars as “realizing possibilities” in relation to the
existing history of a genre, and authors can see “unrealized possibilities”
that could be added to such a history. Recall Kharpertian’s (ibid.: 108-9)
claim that Pynchon’s Menippean satire achieved “an encyclopedic exten-
sion of the genre’s possibilities” and Mendelson’s (1976b: 179) claim that
Gravity’s Rainbow developed a new worldview which stresses the role played
in human identity by work and “relations to large social and economic
systems.”

We may try to specify the kinds of concepts to which this unusual role
for exemplars may apply. Such concepts should be strongly historical,
allow for expert knowledge, and be the foci of human interest and value.
Other categories in the domain of the arts seem to fit this description, but
so too, in some respects, do domains for other kinds of human artifacts, for
people, and for societies. (Of course, what kinds of exemplars hold inter-
est and value, and why, is to some degree relative to individuals, groups,
times, and places.) Many other kinds of human concepts seem to be cen-
tered on prototypes based on experience with commonplace local exem-
plars, for which it does not matter which particular exemplars we learn
and for which there is no historical sequence. Again, think of “bird” and
its subtypes. In fact, for many nonliterary genres, like phone bills or bill-
boards, particular exemplars and their histories are inconsequential for
most purposes.
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4.3. Category Factors in Genre Mixture

Framing means not only categorizing but also making, and I will conclude
by considering how writers combine genres to create texts. Genre mixture,
as a central aspect of what was referred to above as genre “fluidity” (and
a form of intertextuality), is a central issue in genre theory. Many of the
articles in the special issues of PMLA (Dimock 2007b) and New Literary His-
tory (Cohen 2003b, 2003c) address it, and this emphasis is anticipated by
Bakhtin (1981, 1986), Rosalie Colie (1973), Tzvetan Todorov (1990 [1978]),
Derrida (1981), and Fowler (1982), with a much longer history before that
(Colie describes the Renaissance debates on genre mixture, for example).
The phenomenon invites the lens of Conceptual Blending theory, which
is concerned with the variety of ways conceptual schemata connect and
interact and with many kinds of creative conceptual mixtures, includ-
ing complex metaphors; counterfactuals; compound words and phrases;
grammatical constructions; imagined figures, scenes, and narratives;
theory change; and artistic representations of all kinds (see Fauconnier and
Turner 2002; Turner 2009).

In conceptual blends, several “input spaces” project structure into a
“blend space,” where new conceptual structure emerges through the inter-
action of input-space structure. Projection and interaction of structure
operate according to specific processes and principles. For example, in the
expression “you’re digging your own grave,” the input spaces are the meta-
phor of failure as death, the scenario of grave digging, and the general idea
of self-defeating action. In the blend, someone who acts in such a way as to
defeat his or her own goals and actions is digging a grave for himself or her-
self. The blend connects the metaphor of failure as death with the scenario
of grave digging: the digger is preparing a grave for a dead person and
therefore preparing for the failure of someone’s action. But the blend also
connects this metaphoric scenario with the idea of self-defeating action, so
that the digger is digging the grave for himself or herself and thus caus-
ing his or her own failure. The blend develops emergent conceptual struc-
ture —structure available only in the blend, not in any of the input spaces,
which enables new inferences. For example, in the blend grave digging
causes death: once the grave is dug, the digger will die. Further, the depth
of the grave corresponds to the extent of the problem or defeat: the deeper
the grave, the worse the problem. Furthermore, blends can be connected
with more specific situations and can be elaborated in creative ways. We
can speak of digging one’s financial grave and even of digging oneself out
of a financial grave (Fauconnier and Turner 2002: 131-34). To offer a more
topical example, one related to a crisis in the economy, we could even
speak of bailing out a fleet of sinking corporate ships with one hand while
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digging ourselves out of the financial graves they have dug for us with the
other.

Analyses of examples of blending, then, typically involve specifying
the input spaces, the projection processes, and the emergent structure in
the blend. Such analysis therefore requires a proper characterization of
input spaces based on (what can be inferred about) what the blender knew
(whether consciously or not). So if we want to know how genres blend in a
text, we need to ask how they are represented in the mind of that creator,
such as Pynchon’s mind here. To answer this question, it helps to know our
three category factors (exemplars, prototypes, and knowledge) and their
interrelations. A genre may be known in any combination of factors, and a
given feature may be associated with several genres; but we can look at the
available evidence to clarify how genres seem to be represented and thus
understand better how they can be connected and blended.

To take just one example, consider again the role of Menippean satire
in Gravity’s Rainbow. The text does “fit” the genre well, and the term is
effective as a classification: it is more informative than “novel” in that it
can evoke rich information about features and how they fit together (as do
terms for subgenres of the novel). But there is a problem with this classifi-
cation. It is doubtful that Pynchon had any mental representation of this
genre by name or by theory, nor is it clear that Gravity’s Rainbow was influ-
enced by the Menippean texts that seem most similar to it. Pynchon never
uses the name “Menippean satire” or mentions Bakhtin or Frye, the best-
known analysts of the genre. He knew exemplars of the genre, some quite
central (Candide, Rasselas, Alice in Wonderland), some mixed (texts by Vladi-
mir Nabokov, Joyce, Melville, possibly William Gaddis, The Education of
Henry Adams).”® But was he influenced by Rabelais, Cervantes, and Sterne,
the writers who are recognized as bringing the tradition of Menippean
satire into the early comic novel (Frye 1971 [1957]: 312-14; Bakhtin 1981:
22-28, on Menippean satire in the novel, and 366-434, on the novel’s two
stylistic lines)? Oddly, although Frye links these writers to Melville and
Joyce and Melville and Joyce are often linked with Pynchon, it seems to
me that there is less similarity in the Melville-Joyce-Pynchon nexus than in
the Rabelais-Cervantes-Sterne-Pynchon nexus, given the overall sense of
extravagant comic fantasy in the latter group. I want to suggest that recog-

23. Charles Hollander (1995-96) notes that in a course with Abrams that Pynchon took
while at Cornell, Pynchon wrote a paper (which Abrams later quoted to students) compar-
ing Voltaire’s Candide with Johnson’s Rasselas. Both of those books are linked with Menippean
satire. As Abrams also reviewed Frye’s Anatomy around this time, it is possible that Pynchon
picked up the idea of the genre from that class (Hollander 2008). Hollander does not give the
year Pynchon took the course but says Pynchon graduated from Cornell in 1959.
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nizing how generic representation differs—among prototype, exemplar,
and theory forms—allows us to understand this apparent conflict between
Gravity’s Rainbow’s fit with the Menippean satire prototype and the seem-
ing lack of influence by those Menippean-satirical comic novel exemplars
most similar to it.

Our question about the role of Menippean satire in this text might focus
on the first few pages of Gravity’s Rainbow, in which we run into one of
the most noticeable Menippean features, often repeated throughout the
book: in the middle of an event that is at least quasi-realistic, we find char-
acters “breaking into song.” Clearly, we are not in the world of the typi-
cal novel. Mixing verse with prose, known as “prosimetrum,” is a long-
standing Menippean convention, going back to the genre’s earliest extant
exemplars, including Lucian and Petronius (see Relihan 1993: 13-19).**
This kind of prose-verse mixture also embodies the Menippean features of
seriocomedy, generic mixture, and comic fantasy: the sudden outbreak of
Hollywood musical-style song and dance is fantastic and comical against
the background of the serious novelistic scene from which it departs, yet
the song and dance seem to be part of the story world, not just imagined
by character or narrator. But we have no reason to think Pynchon knew
any exemplars in which prosimetrum is prominent except Lewis Carroll
(which is a partial match, because in Carroll’s books the technique is not
woven into a novelistic story). So this feature of Gravity’s Rainbow fits the
Menippean prototype but accidentally. Far more likely sources for this fea-
ture would be Pynchon’s prototypes of popular genres in other media:
musical theater, (mock-)opera, radio, television, Hollywood musical, and
cartoons—in such exemplars as William Gilbert and Arthur Sullivan,
Spike Jones, Groucho Marx, and others. We know Pynchon was influenced
by these sources, and he also mentions taking a course covering surrealist
art, which indicates related folk-theoretical knowledge about how artists
“combine inside the same frame elements not normally found together to
produce illogical and startling effects” (Pynchon 1984: xxx-xxxi).

So if we were to attempt a genre-blending analysis of the role of Menip-
pean satire in Gravity’s Rainbow as a whole, or in some part of it, our char-
acterization of the input spaces should reflect what we know of Pynchon’s
influences. That is, the Menippean satire input space would be represented
in this analysis not primarily as prototype or knowledge but as certain
exemplars (Candide, etc.). These exemplars contribute some Menippean

24. Note that Joel C. Relihan (1993: 18) insists that what is essential to Menippean satire is
not merely a mixture of prose and verse but that characters actually speak in verse and that
the narrative is advanced through verse passages.
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features to the text (such as intellectual quests and comic fantasy), but the
extempore songs are drawn from other genres and seem meant to par-
ody the prototypical novel: “breaking into song,” with its artificial stagi-
ness, at once breaks up two of the novel’s major markers, prose and real-
ism. Depending on what aspect of the text we were analyzing, we might
use other input spaces for genres such as the novel, musicals/mock-opera,
slapstick films, radio comedy, and surrealist art. For each, we could try to
specify exemplars, prototypes, and knowledge.

So considerations about how to develop a genre-blending analysis help
us understand something of how genres can overlap and contrast. In this
example, the relations of overlap and contrast among prototypes and
exemplars of different genres is rather complex. Pynchon produces a text
that embodies some features of one genre (Menippean satire) in virtue of
some exemplars of that genre known to the author rather than in virtue
of the author having knowledge of the genre by name, or by prototype, or
by folk theory. Gravity’s Rainbow embodies other features of this genre due
to its exploiting the prototype of a second genre (musical) to parody the
prototype of a third genre (novel). In order to analyze generically com-
plex texts—to frame monsters—we therefore have to look carefully at how
features, histories of influence, prototypes, and folk theories are intercon-
nected and not just assume genre membership based on the “fit” of some
limited set of features.

5. Conclusion

I have tried to sketch some ways category research can join with genre
studies. All of these connections might be developed in more detail, but I
hope I have conveyed some of the potential I see in reaching across disci-
plines to work out new approaches to shared questions. A cognitive per-
spective on genre affords a better view of those monsters that “burst the
inclosures of regularity” —partly by looking at how people build and use
those enclosures and partly by looking at how they make those monsters.
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Genre theory and family resemblance —
revisited *

David Fishelov

In the following discussion I will examine the application of Wittgenstein’s concept of family
resemblance to genre theory. Despite its popularity among literary theorists, there is sometimes a
discrepancy between the loose concept of family resemblance, at least in its negative-radical
version, and the practical assumptions made about genres. In order to overcome the inadequacies
of existing applications of the concept, I will propose two ways in which Wittgenstein’s concept
can be fruitfully applied to genre theory. First, by using certain working hypotheses in cognitive
psychology, based on the concept of family resemblance, I will argue that literary genres are
perceived as structured categories, with a ‘hard core’ consisting of prototypical members. These
prototypical members are characterized by the fact that they bear a relatively high degree of
resemblance to each other. Second, by focusing on the analogy between the internal structure of
literary genres and that of families one can establish a ‘genealogical’ line of literary genres, i.e., the
series of writers who have participated in shaping, reshaping and transmitting the textual heritage
established by the ‘founding father’ of the genre, including the dialectical relationship of parents’
and ‘children’ in genre history.

The dominant trend in modern critical theory in attempting to establish a
philosophical foundation for a flexible and dynamic approach to literary
genres, is to introduce Wittgenstein’s concept of family resemblance into genre
theory. According to this view:

‘Representations of a genre may then be regarded as making up a family whose septs and
individual members are related in various ways, without necessarily having any single feature
shared in common by all.” (Fowler 1982: 41)!

This notion seems, at least prima facie, to be a happy medium between the
Scylla of closed, rigid concepts of genre, and the Charybdis of denying any

* My thanks to Robert Alter, Chana Kronfeld, Thomas Rosenmeyer, and Yeshayahu Shen whose
perceptive comments on an earlier version of my paper were extremely helpful. I would like also
to thank Cees van Rees and the readers of Poetics for their useful suggestions.

Author’s address: D. Fishelov, Department of Comparative Literature, The Hebrew University
of Jerusalem, Mount Scopus 91905, Jerusalem, Israel.
! The ‘family resemblance’ approach, with different stresses and degrees of sophistication, is
advocated by Paul Alpers, Robert C. Elliot, Claudio Guillen, Graham Hough, Uri Margolin, John
Reichert (1978), Marie Laure Ryan (1981), and Morris Weitz (1956, 1964, 1977), among others.
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generalizations concerning literary genres (e.g., by Croce). Wittgenstein’s ap-
pealingly loose concept began permeating genre theory during the sixties, and
its popularity made Eliseo Vivas refer ironically to the new ‘handy’ solution to
the problem of literary class (Vivas 1968: 101).

I would like to raise the question of whether Wittgenstein’s concept, at least
according to one of its interpretations, has not become too fashionable, too
little scrutinized. Instead of being a last methodological resort, it has become
the first and immediate refuge in the wake of disappointment with some or
other rigid definition composed of a confined list of characteristics.

In the following discussion, I will, first, show that the very transfer of the
concept from Wittgenstein’s philosophical framework to genre theory involves
some shift that may call into question the outcome of the application. More
fundamentally, I will argue that there is sometimes a discrepancy between the
loose concept of family resemblance and the practical assumptions made
about genres, even by the very advocates of the concept. And finally, I will
propose two ways in which Wittgenstein’s concept can be, after all, fruitfully
applied to genre theory.

Instead of presenting a homogeneous description of language, centered
around its cognitive function, Wittgenstein proposes a highly pluralistic pic-
ture (Wittgenstein 1978: 11-12). In so doing he is opposing some of the logical
positivists of his time (Schlick, Carnap and others), as well as the author of the
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, namely himself, in an earlier phase of his
philosophical development.

In order to illuminate the radically heterogeneous character of language,
Wittgenstein introduces the games analogy. This analogy is meant to illustrate
the crucial statement that linguistic activities not only differ from each other
in various respects, but have, as a set, nothing in common:

‘Constder for example the proceedings that we call “games.” I mean board-games, card-games,
ball-games, Olympic games, and so on. What is common to them all? - Don’t say: “There
must be something common, or they would not be called ‘games™ - but look and see whether
there is anything common to all. - For if you look at them you will not see something that is
common to all, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series of them at that” (1978: 31)

And only then, after explaining and discussing the analogy of games for a
while, does Wittgenstein introduce the new analogy that interests us most, the
one concerning the family:

‘I can think of no better expression to characterize these similarities than *“family resemblance”;
for the various resemblances between members of a family: build, features, color of eyes, gait,
temperament, etc. etc. overlap and criss-cross in the same way. — And I shall say: “games”
form a family.” (1978: 32)

Thus the wish to illuminate the nature of language leads Wittgenstein to use
the analogy of games, and this, in turn, leads him to the analogy of family, in
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order to illustrate the idea of a network of similarities. > Different kinds of
language-use are compared to different kinds of games, which in turn are
compared to members of a family, who resemble each other only partially. In
all cases, the terms ‘language’, ‘game’, or ‘family’ cannot and should not be
defined via finite lists of necessary and sufficient conditions, simply because
the diverse kinds of phenomena they designate do not have any one feature in
common (which is stipulated by the concept of a necessary condition).

An attempt to apply this fundamental statement of Wittgenstein’s to the
literary field will most likely result in claiming that different kinds of literature
(i.e., genres) do not necessarily have anything in common. > In other words,
‘literature’, like ‘language’, and like ‘game’, may be a term that cannot be
defined by a finite list of conditions. Note that there is no claim here about the
internal structure (and hence the possibility or the impossibility of attaining a
definition) of specific language games, and consequently of genres. One may
even claim that the possibility of formulating a definition as far as specific
language games are concerned is implicitly assumed rather than denied.
Wittgenstein’s target is the all-embracing term ‘language’, not the specific
language uses that constitute it.

According to this line of argument, a feasible way to apply Wittgenstein’s
concepts to the literary field would be as follows: ‘language’ (denoting the
multiplicity of diverse language uses), which is analogous to ‘game’ (denoting
the variety of specific games), should be seen as analogous to ‘literature’
(referring to a complex of different genres). This, however, is not how literary
scholars have applied Wittgenstein’s concepts to the literary field. Instead,
they have isolated one element - the family — from his network of analogies
and, ignoring its function in the entire conceptual set, used it exclusively to
establish the analogy frequently found in genre theory: between a ‘family’
(designating some group of related individuals) and a ‘genre’ (designating the
various texts that are considered to be its members).

While this is a possible reading of Wittgenstein’s text, it is by no means the
most feasible, nor the most fruitful one. My essential objection to this
formulation of the analogy is that whereas rigid, Platonic or Neo-Classical,
concepts of genre are justifiably rejected, the alternative presented by the
radical version of the family resemblance seems to go too far in implying that
genres are totally open and undelineated categories.

If all that is shared by members of a class is a partial network of
similarities, how can we explain that we (as a community of speakers and
readers) decide to delineate the field of phenomena in the way that we do? In

? One may mention another analogy introduced by Wittgenstein in this context, that of the thread
made up of interwoven fibers ‘and the strength of the thread does not reside in the fact that some
one fibre runs through its whole length’ (p. 32).

3 Such a view is elaborated by John Reichert in his Making Sense of Literature (1977).
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other words, why is there a relatively high consensus about the boundary lines
between different kinds of language use. or different kinds of literature, if
what we have ‘objectively’ is merely a continuum of loose networks of
similarities?

If the concept of a definition consisting of a closed set of necessary and
sufficient conditions is inadequate because it is too closed, the extreme
alternative, based on a problematic application of Wittgenstein’s concept,
appears too open. The interesting point is that despite declarations concerning
the adoption of Wittgenstein’s concept of family resemblance in its radical
version, some of its advocates find themselves, in their practical criticism,
relying implicitly on ‘closed’ concepts, more closed than they would want to
admit.

Morris Weitz is perhaps the critic who has contributed in the most con-
sistent and elaborate manner to the application of Wittgenstein’s notion to
genre theory. * In a genre, according to Weitz, each work will share only some
characteristics with another, and it is virtually impossible to give genre a
definition satisfying necessary and sufficient conditions. Thus, whether a text
N is a novel is not a factual question

‘but a decision as to whether the work under examination is similar in certain respects to other
works, already called “novels,” and consequently warrants the extension of the concept to
cover the new case.” (Weitz 1956: 32)

This elusive situation where every new work re-shapes and re-shuffles the
entire defining system, and consequently blocks the establishment of a defini-
tion, derives from the innovative nature of art. In a later work, Weitz refers to
the impossibility of defining tragedy, because ’its use must allow for the ever
present possibility of new conditions. It is a simple historical fact that the
concept, as we know and use it, has continuously accommodated new cases of
tragedy and, more important, the new properties of these new cases’ (1977:
103).

Definitions, though, Weitz believes, are not totally impossible in genre
discussions. As long as we have ‘closed’ the domain to which we refer (one
specific period in one specific literature). definitions may be attempted, and a
definition of Greek tragedy, let us say, is conceivable. But a definition of
‘tragedy’? According to Weitz, never. At one point, however, he states:

‘they [ Hamlet’s representative critics] are unanimous on all the defining properties of a hero,
his suffering and calamity; dramatic conflict involving important values; and the tragic effect.
But there is little agreement on the cause of his suffering, and the particular response of the
ideal spectator.” (1956: 304)

* First in an article (1956) and later in two books (1964, 1977).
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From these formulations one can easily infer that a suffering hero and a
‘dramatic conflict involving important values’ are (even according to Weitz’s
reluctant presentation) necessary properties of tragedy set by all the diverse
theories that he surveys. Now, these conditions may sound self-evident or
trivial, but this is usually the fate of necessary conditions. It is only when one
tries to add more substantial conditions that a definition is found to be truly
enlightening and informative. °

Still, trivial or not, it seems that it is possible to find some necessary
conditions for defining a tragedy even according to Weitz’s own presentation.
And if this is the case, there is no reason to retreat to the much looser concept
of family resemblance.

The point that there are some necessary conditions for tragedy may become
clearer if we consider, from a different perspective, many disputes among
critics about the ‘true nature’ of tragedy. No critic, for instance, suggests that
the tragic hero is a buffoon; or that the tragic action consists of joyful and
cheerful events; or that readers (or spectators) can feel no similarity between
themselves and the tragic hero while experiencing the tragic effect. In other
words, disputes among critics about the ‘ true nature’ of tragedy, vehement and
radical as they may be, are ultimately confined to some distinguishable area of
human experience and artistic structure. And whereas there is serious debate
over the exact lines of demarcation, from a bird’s-eye-view these disputes are
diminished. In less metaphorical language, one may argue that by raising the
level of abstraction one finds that most readers and critics do share some basic
assumptions about tragedy. One might remind oneself in this context of the
very basis for conceptualization about genres, namely, that ‘the definition of a
genre works by a process of abstraction’ (Rosenmeyer 1969: 3). It is possible,
of course, to capitalize on existing disagreements and present them as a
conglomeration of incompatible, Babel-like critical approaches, as Weitz does,
but I do not think that this would be a very faithful picture of the way genres
are in practice written, read, and discussed.

The novel seems to offer, at least at face value, an excellent case for the
advocates of the concept of family resemblance. This move by some genre
theorists seems natural because the novel, a relative newcomer to the generic
repertoire, has always been characterized by its elusiveness and lack of strict
conventions.

Morris Weitz, for instance, immediately after introducing Wittgenstein’s
concept of family resemblance and its relevance to the theory of art, turns by
way of illustration to the example of the tradition of the novel. When facing
new, modernistic works such as Dos Passos’s U.S.4. or Woolf’s To the

* For a discussion of the criteria that guide the formulation of definitions, see Irving M. Copi
(1978), especially pp. 154-158, and Raziel Abelson (1967), especially pp. 322-323.
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Lighthouse, one may ask whether the term ‘novel’ can be applied to them.
Weitz argues that formulating the question in this form is misleading:

‘what is at stake is no factual analysis concerning necessary and sufficient properties but a
decision as to whether the work under examination is similar in certain respects to other
works, already called “novels,” and consequently warrants the extension of the concept to
cover the new case. The new work is narrative, fictional, contains character delineation and
dialogue but (say) it has no regular time-sequence in the plot or is interspersed with actual
newspaper reports.” (Weitz 1956: 31-32)

The main problem in Weitz’s argument here seems to be that instead of
demonstrating the point that genuine genre definitions face problems whenever
new, innovative, works are produced, it shows us only that wunrealistically
restrictive and rigid definitions may face many problems in trying to accom-
modate new works. After all, who would seriously stipulate a ‘regular time
sequence in the plot’ as part of a definition of the novel? Such a postulation
might automatically exclude the bulk of the genre. Weitz’s claims might have
gained much more credibility had he offered more realistic criteria, actually
used in genuine theories of the novel.

Robert Elliot follows the basic argument presented by Weitz and applies it
to satire, claiming that satire is too evasive a genre to be defined in the
traditional way, and that ‘there are no properties common to all the uses’
(1962: 22). Yet, after pronouncing this Wittgensteinian principle in such
unequivocal terms, Elliot adds one sentence that in my view undermines his
whole argument:

‘or, if I could find an essential property, it could be so general as to be useless for purposes of
definition: “All satire attacks something,” for example.” (p. 22)

This small addition, qualified and hesitant as it is, calls into question the
concept of family resemblance in its truly radical interpretation. Because what
is this condition that ‘all satire attacks something’ but a classical example of a
necessary condition in a definition? ©

Note that I can heartily agree with Elliot that it is virtually impossible to
supply a simple definition that will easily apply to all instances of satire. But
this conviction need not dictate an exuberant embrace of the family resem-
blance solution. There may be some viable position in between. Elliot himself,
by pointing to the invective nature of satire, indirectly indicates such an
alternative.

According to such an alternative view, one could speak of a necessary
condition that applies to all satire, plus an additional cluster of characteristics

® For another example of the explicit pronouncement of the family resemblance approach,
together with a tacit, almost unconscious, understanding that some necessary conditions (in the
form of ‘minimal constraints’) can be formulated after all, see: Uri Margolin (1973: 141).
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which is dynamic and variable. These additional traits may change (not all of
them at the same time) from one literary period to another, from one literature
to another, and from one writer to another — or, even more commonly, they
may switch their relative status in the hierarchy that defines the genre. This
one necessary condition, the one ‘fiber’ that runs throughout the whole thread
(to use Wittgenstein’s analogy, but in an opposite way), may also vary in its
relative standing and should not necessarily be conceived as most important or
central at all times (in satire, the invective may be sharp and central in
Juvenal, subtle and sometimes marginal in Horace). In addition to the exam-
ple of satire discussed above, Elliot takes a cue from Weitz in citing the novel
as a prime example for the application of the concept of family resemblance.
But before re-formulating Weitz’s argument concerning the novel, Elliot makes
a revealing remark:

‘Consider the novel for a moment (and consider the definition that E.M. Forster adopts, with
comic despair, from M. Abel Chevalley: the novel is “une fiction en prose d’une certaine
étendue.” Beyond this we cannot go, says Forster).” (Elliot 1962: 22)

Again, as in his discussion of satire (and Weitz’s discussion of tragedy), Elliot
is actually offering — in an implied and unconscious move — a necessary
condition for the definition of the novel, despite the fact that according to the
family resemblance concept there cannot be a necessary condition. The
formulation that Elliot is quoting, in fact, might even be recast into three
necessary conditions: (1) a novel has to be a work of fiction (as opposed, say,
to history or to philosophy); (2) it should be written in prose (as opposed to
verse); 7 (3) a novel should be of considerable length (as opposed to a short
story or a novella).

Stated in this way, Forster’s definition seems less a function of ‘comic
despair’ and more a cautious and flexible formulation of certain basic,
necessary features of the genre. It is also possible to add to these three
elements a fourth one: (4) A novel should be a narrative text (as opposed to
merely a description of a landscape, or a logical argument).

These conditions cannot be dismissed as mere truisms, because they do
have some informative value. To be sure, one should neither see in these four
conditions necessary and sufficient conditions for defining the novel (there
may be texts which fulfill the four requirements and still will not be consid-
ered novels), nor confuse these conditions with a comprehensive theory of the

7 There may be a few exceptions to this condition (e.g., the classical Eugene Onegin of Pushkin, or
contemporary Seth’s The Golden Gate). In the face of such counterexamples I can claim that, as
far as the overwhelming majority of novels is concerned, the condition still applies, and that the
novel in verse is a ‘marked’ case. It is also evident that the prorotypical members of the category of
novel are written in prose. For an elaboration of this concept of prototypical members of a
category see below.
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novel. Any serious theory of the novel should elaborate the exact meaning of
each of the terms used in the above formulation (how, for instance, to define
‘fiction’ or ‘narrative’). Furthermore, a theory of the novel would examine the
way the above four elements are related to one other and to other relevant
levels of the novelistic text (e.g., point of view, expositional modes). But the
crucial fact is that most such theories will accept the above four characteristics
as their point of departure. Thus even with the novel, apparently the most
elusive and protean of literary forms, the concept of family resemblance is
found to be too open.

Instead of once and for all solving the conceptual problems involved in
genre theory, advocates of the family resemblance approach tend to create new
problems and inconsistencies. These problems seem to stem from their radical,
reductive, interpretations of Wittgenstein’s concept. Instead of demonstrating
the rich network of relations that does exist between members of a ‘literary
family’, they have chosen to isolate the ‘negative’ aspect of the family
resemblance, namely, the statement that there is no single trait shared by all
members. This reductive-radical commitment has led them to unrealistic and
unconvincing claims about specific genres as well as to certain inconsistencies
in argumentation.

If we abandon this radical-negative emphasis and embrace a more ‘positive’
reading of Wittgenstein’s concept, some fruitful implications for genre theory
may arise. Weitz himself, in a comprehensive defense of the use of ‘open
concepts’ in various areas of the human experience, points to different models
of definition that are not based on a closed set of necessary and sufficient
conditions, but can still show different degrees of ‘openness’:

‘The investigation of the logical grammar of certain concepts may reveal concepts with no
necessary, no sufficient, and no disjunctive set of sufficient criteria; or concepts with a
necessary criterion but no necessary and sufficient set of criteria; or concepts with no
definitive set as well as no undebatable necessary criteria.” (1977: 34).

I do not think one has to embrace, in the field of genre theory, the most
negative-radical model according to which the concept of tragedy, for instance,
is open ‘in the precise sense that it has no necessary and sufficient conditions
but only a disjunctive set of nonnecessary, nonsufficient conditions’ and is
‘perennially flexible as well as perenially debatable’ (1977: 103). Even if we
grant that there is no necessary condition shared by all tragedies, I think
Weitz’s own description suggests that the open concept of a disjunctive set of
sufficient conditions may be applied to the history of tragedy, every historical
phase having its special characteristics. Further, when we think of the hetero-
geneous field of the literary genres ranging from genres mainly characterized
by formal structure (e.g., the sonnet), to more thematic-oriented genres (e.g.,
historical novel), there is no reason to assume that the family resemblance
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approach, especially not in its negative-radical version, is appropriate for all,
or for most of the literary genres. Admitting that a close, real, definition is not
available does not mean that we are left with a relativistic position. Even in
using loose concepts, there are some things that are not vague and loose, as
Max Black has argued: ‘In using a loose concept, I must know that there are
instances that are indisputably “clear” and must be able to recognize such
cases; and I must also be able to recognize “border line cases” ’ (Black 1970:
12). There are, in short, some more fruitful and positive methodological
positions, some of which are indicated in Weitz’s own formulations (or his
actual analyses), that also take into account the more stable aspect(s) of our
‘open’ and ‘loose’ concepts.

Such a positive model, based on the concept of family resemblance. has
been developed by Eleanor Rosch in the field of cognitive psychology for
studies in the internal structure of categories. ® Although Rosch’s research is
primarily concerned with common categories of natural language, I would like
to suggest that some of its principles are also applicable to the more complex
area of literary genres. Rosch’s research project offers a powerful model,
combining the concept of family resemblance with that of a prototype. Her
basic hypothesis is that

‘members of a category come to be viewed as prototypical of the category as a whole in
proportion to the extent to which they bear a family resemblance to (have attributes which
overlap those of) other members of the category. Conversely, items viewed as most prototypi-
cal of one category will be those with least family resemblance to or membership in other
categories.” (Rosch 1975: 575)

The intriguing implications of these principles to genre theory seem almost
inescapable. Rosch’s basic hypothesis seems valid and illuminating in the field
of literary genres as in the field of common natural language categories. One
major implication of these principles is that literary genres are perceived
neither as rigid and unified categories, nor as a conglomeration of literary
texts, randomly collected, sharing merely a loose network of similarities.
Rather, literary genres are perceived as structured categories, with a ‘hard
core’ consisting of prototypical members.® These prototypical members are
characterized by the fact that they bear a relatively high degree of resemblance
to each other. Marie Laure Ryan, in her highly illuminating presentation of
the goals and perspectives in genre theory, also emphasizes the important role
of ‘typical’ and ‘archetypical’ members of genres in constituting our notion of

8 See Eleanor Rosch and Carolyn B. Mervis (1975), and Eleanor Rosch (1978).

® Sometimes there may be only one prototypical member ‘par excellence’, but that should not
necessarily lead to E.D. Hirsch's claim that ‘a type can be entirely represented in a single instance’
(1967: 50). The emphasis, indicating my disagreement, is mine.
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a genre within the framework of the family resemblance approach:

“there would be highly typical and less typical members of every genre ... . This approach
invites us to think of genres as clubs imposing a certain number of conditions for membership,
but tolerating as quasi-members those individuals who can fulfill only some of the require-
ments, and who do not seem to fit into any other club.” (Ryan 1981: 118)

Thus, when we wish to describe tragedy, we should neither adopt the rigid
criterial approach, nor deny the existence of a structured ‘hard core’ in the
‘literary category’, i.e., the genre, of tragedy. Instead, in order to understand
the way ‘tragedy’ functions in the literary system, we should look for the
prototypical members of the genre, i.e., for those texts considered to be the
most representative tragedies. In trying to characterize ‘tragedy’, the most
fruitful approach is to focus on works such as Oedipus Rex, King Lear, and
Pheédre, because they are perceived as prototypical tragedies. And one of the
reasons why they are deemed typical is because they share many traits with
each other (e.g., a tragic hero with a hamartia, a structured plot that includes a
relatively distinct peripeteia and anagnorisis, etc.). The term ‘many’ is used in
this context, of course, in a relative manner: Oedipus Rex and King Lear have
more thematic and structural traits in common than either (or the two of
them) might share with works such as Chekhov’s The Cherry Orchard, al-
though it is possible to read the latter as a tragedy, as Stanislavsky did in his
interpretation of the play. '

By focusing on the prototypical cases of a literary genre, we should not, of
course, overlook or underestimate those texts that are not prototypical of that
particular generic tradition. The ‘marginality’ of these texts could, sometimes,
be hailed as the source of an aesthetic merit. What is perceived as a fault from
a classicist point of view may be described as an advantage when judged by
modernist standards. But my major concern is neither to condemn those
‘marginal’ cases nor to praise them. Rather, I simply wish to argue, in a purely
descriptive manner, that in our perception of generic categories the prototypi-
cal cases play a major role. Furthermore, the ‘prototypical-hypothesis’ enables
genre theory to break the conceptual deadlock implied by the approach
despairing of any generalizations on literary genres that permeates modern
criticism. This hypothesis opens up new empirical projects for examining the
actual ways in which the literary community perceives and uses generic
categories, or, as Marie Laure Ryan says: ‘to lay out the implicit knowledge of
the users of genres’ (Ryan 1981: 112). !' The implicit knowledge involved in

1 For an interesting analysis of the essential schema of tragedy that focuses on prototypical
tragedies but at the same time pays due attention to marginal and questionable cases, see
Dorothea Krook (1969).

"' For some fruitful empirical research on generic categories, see the special issue of Poetics on
‘media genres’ edited by Schmidt (1987), and the essay by Schuur and Seegers (1989) on the ways
of classification applied by library users in practice.



D. Fishelov / Genre theory and family resemblance 133

generic categories can be described also as having a coordinative epistemic and
social role, especially when we are dealing with popular and media genres, as
Schmidt, for instance, stresses in his research on media genres (1987). The
main point, however, is that generic categories, both literary and those of the
media, are part of a community’s shared linguistic and cultural knowledge.

If dictionaries represent a great part of the tacit linguistic knowledge of a
community, including its knowledge of concepts of literary genres, it is
instructive to see that many definitions of generic terms mention prototypical
examples, or the names of authors of prototypical works. When ‘satire’ (or
‘satirical’) is defined and illustrated in the Random House College Dictionary,
Swift’s name is adduced (p. 1171); Fowler’'s 4 Dictionary of Modern English
Usage gives Pope (p. 513); Petit Larousse refers to Horace, Juvenal, and
Boileau (p. 946). It is this combination of certain typical traits with prototypi-
cal members of the generic category that constitutes the core of our generic
concept. Dictionaries of common linguistic usage are, in that respect, a good
starting point for revealing the ‘implicit knowledge of users of genres’. Next,
we can move to dictionaries and glossaries of literary terms in which there is
more room for elaboration. Here the principle of combining a set of descrip-
tive traits with reference to prototypical works is even more central and
conspicuous. '? The list and variety of prototypical works cited will, of course,
increase, but without shaking the ‘hard core’ of the generic concept. Moving to
the area of dictionaries of literary terms brings us also closer to those who
participate more actively in shaping our concepts of literary genres, namely,
critics, writers, scholars, teachers, students of literature, and other active
members of the literary community (e.g., publishers, bookshops, etc.). I would
like to stress that the critic’s basic function in such dictionaries is mainly to
pronounce and make explicit the implicit knowledge of the community of
users of genres. He may sometimes also perform a more fundamental role by
trying to modify the ‘hard core’ of the generic concept, by adding to that core
a work not usually considered a prototypical member of the genre. These
attempts, however, are not very frequent, and not always successful. Critics
may perform an important constitutive role in assigning literary status to
verbal artifacts (Van Rees 1989), but within a given literary community of
genre users, their role in describing generic categortes is not so much constitu-
tive as it is explicatory. If, however, critics are not describing genres, but are
rather engaged in making value judgements, with or without reference to
generic terms (e.g., this is a superb detective novel), their activity can be best
described as regulative rather than constitutive (Van Rees 1989: 187-197).

In addition to the family-resemblance-prototype assumption, there may be
another fruitful application of the concept of family resemblance with regard

'2 See, for instance, the definition of ‘satire’ in Abrams’s Glossary and Shipley’s Dictionary of
World Literature.
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to literary genres. Wittgenstein’s concept was evoked by Paul Alpers in a very
interesting discussion of the literary tradition of the pastoral. The significant
point in Alpers’ article is his constant emphasis on a tacit ‘dialogue’ between
writers of pastoral throughout history. Representations of shepherds’ lives, and
the way they are made representative of human life in general, are constantly
modified. Thus every pastoral can be regarded as ‘an interpretation or
development or use of the representative anecdote of shepherds’ lives’ (Alpers
1982: 457). In other words, we have a constant and intimate intertextual
relationship between different phases of the genre. Some writers may take the
previous phase as an admired model, some as a challenge, but in all cases we
will have some kind of textual ‘ancestry’. This brings us back to Wittgenstein’s
concept of family resemblance. Maurice Mandelbaum, in a critical account of
Wittgenstein’s concept, points to the fact that in hailing the ‘openness’ of the
concept of family, Wittgenstein ignored one crucial ‘stable’ element, namely
that members of a family ‘are related through a common ancestry’ (1965: 221).

Thus the very vehicle supposed to be the emblem of extremely loose
relations between its members — the family — has a far stronger ‘glue’ that
binds its parts: common ancestry. This trait, unlike the visible physiognomic
features which create only an elusive network of similarities, is shared by all
members of the family. '* As with the common ancestral bond that ties
families, so with games; the common feature should not necessarily be sought
on the apparent, but rather on some underlying level: an enjoyable activity,
governed by constitutive rules, that has no material products. 4

In any event, it is possible to see the fruitful implications of the concept of
‘common ancestry’ for the theory of literary genres. Alpers’s remark about the
‘line of descent’ of the pastoral may be viewed as an implicit way of pointing
to a ‘common ancestor’ shared by all pastorals, despite the absence of any
apparent literary conventions shared by all pastoral works. The intertextual
relationships among diverse writers can be traced back to the ‘founding father’
of pastoral — Theocritus. Virgil, Theocritus® ‘heir’, represents the first signifi-
cant bifurcation of the genre into the idyllic and the more ‘realistic’ version of
pastoral, which then evolved and branched out further during the Renaissance

'3 Weitz, in an attempt to defend Wittgenstein's position, proposes a counterargument according
to which Mandelbaum does not succeed in showing that Wittgenstein’s doctrine of family
resemblance is incoherent (1970: 56-57). I think, however, that Mandelbaum’s argument is
intended to show that Wittgenstein’s doctrine is one-sided and incomplete, not that it is
necessarily incoherent.

' For defining games as activity governed by constitutive rules, see John Searle (1969). I add the
elements of enjoyment and of no material products to distinguish games from other institutional
activities governed by constitutive rules, but which are not necessarily enjoyable and which have
material products (e.g., economic institutions). For some important observations and distinctions
on the concepts of institutional fact, constitutive and regulative rules and their applicability to the
literary field, see Van Rees (1989: 190-193).
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and later through Romanticism. Every writer in this line carries on the textual
herirage of the genre, or participates in its ‘genetic pool’ (if one is using a
biological metaphor).

Further, generic ‘line of descent’ often tends to be structured around the
figures of either a ‘founding father’ or even more frequently two ‘parental’
figures, representing certain basic generic options and directions: Theocritus
and Virgil in pastoral, Homer and Virgil in epic poetry, Aristophanes and
Plautus in comedy; Horace and Juvenal in satire, Petrarch and Shakespeare in
the sonnet, etc. The ‘line of descent’ tends then to display further bifurcation,
but in most cases it is not too difficult to ‘trace’ later, even modern,
manifestations back to the primal figures.

Thus, focusing solely on the conspicuous textual features of a literary genre
may sometimes lead a theorist to despair of finding any common specific
features. This despair is unjustified for two reasons. First, as we have seen,
many genres, even the most elusive ones, usually share at least one fundamen-
tal trait. This trait may sometimes be general or vague, but it still may provide
us with vital information about the scope and possibilities of the genre. °
Second, in addition to these fundamental characteristics, every writer who
chooses to write in a generic framework (and most writers do work in some
generic framework, even if reluctantly) participates in the process of textual
heritage transmitted from the ‘founding father’, or the ‘parental’ figures
onward. In order to understand and to evaluate the writer’s work, we are
expected to take into account the generic background against which he
operates. It follows also that we can establish a ‘genealogical’ line, i.e., the
series of writers who have participated in shaping, reshaping and transmitting
the textual heritage established by the ‘founding father’ of the genre, including
the dialectical relationship of ‘parents’ and ‘children’ in genre history. ¢

What is proposed here is a picture of the ‘genre family’ consisting of
individual writers who have contributed to the generic tradition. And as a
family tree maps for us the diverse lines of descent of a family (to use Alpers’s
image), so does the ‘family tree’ of a genre.

The determination of whether an individual is or is not part of a given
family is a function of pedigree and of legal and cultural norms; similarly, the
decision as to whether the works of a particular writer do or do not belong to a
given genre is a function of direct influence and of the way that literary genres
are perceived and divided in a specific period and literature. Demonstrating
that a specific writer was influenced by a particular generic tradition is not
enough. One should also show that this generic tradition is recognized as such

'S Bakhtin and Medvedev refer to such fundamental characteristics when they say that ‘every
enre has its own orientation in life, with reference to its events, problems, etc.” (1985: 131).

® Some of these complex *parent—child’ relationships are explored, though from a different
perspective, in Harold Bloom (1973).
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by the reading public, as part of its ‘horizon of expectations’. This latter
aspect is concerned with the institutional nature of literature as a cultural
activity. In order to determine whether a given work is perceived against a
specific generic tradition by the reading public, one has to check various
‘clues’ such as the work’s title, the author’s other works and reputation. In
addition, there are some very important literary-institutional factors that are
involved in determining the generic ‘horizon of expectation’ of the literary
community: the work’s publisher, how it is referred to by critics, presented by
salespersons, and, when it becomes part of a curriculum, the way it is grouped
with other works. !’

Showing an ‘influence’ in and of itself is not enough. On the other hand,
trying to ‘force’ the works of a writer into a generic schema without being able
to demonstrate any specific line of influence (no matter how intricate) may
sometimes result in arbitrary groupings of texts. !® Being recognized as part of
a genre is thus a function of a dialectical relationship between individual
influence and reception by a literary community. This becomes especially
striking when a new genre tries to establish itself as part of the audience’s
‘generic worldview’. It took some time before the novel, for example, could be
recognized by readers as an autonomous literary genre rather than as Aristotle’s
camel, a creature that does not fit into the existing generic schemata (‘a comic
epic in prose’).

To conclude my discussion, I want to stress that in criticizing some hasty
uses of the family resemblance concept I do not want to deny that it has had a
positive role in modern genre theory. It has been a vital force of liberation
from certain rigid and inflexible concepts of genre. After granting this im-
portant liberating function, however, one should seek a more balanced ap-
proach to the issue of describing literary genres. Such a desired model will
neither confine itself to a closed set of necessary and sufficient conditions, nor
shun the attempt to formulate certain salient characteristics that can be easily
found in the prototypical members of a generic category.

Moreover, as we have seen, there may be other aspects of the analogy -
related to the idea of a generic heritage passing from ‘parents’ to ‘children” -

7 The term ‘horizon of expectation’ is borrowed, of course, from Jauss (1982). The important
institutional aspects of the literary activity, especially those performed by the critic, are discussed
in Van Rees (1989).

® The term ‘influence’ that I use in referring to generic transmission has been discredited in
literary theory, because it may lead to indiscriminate talk of ubiquitous ‘influences’ and to
focusing on the biography of the writer rather than on his work. For an astute criticism of the
wishy-washy use of this term in literary history. see the articles of B. Ejxenbaum, J. Tynjanov and
the shared articles of Tynjanov and Jakobson in Matejka and Pomorska (1978), especially pp. 59,
76, 79. 1 think, however, that this term conveys to us the intimate relationships that sometimes
exist between the works of two writers especially within a generic tradition, and, when used
carefully, should not be dismissed. For a persuasive defence of the concept of ‘literary influence’
see Guillen (1971: 62).
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that seem highly pertinent to genre theory. To explore various implications of
this dialectical relationship of ‘parents’ and ‘children’, however, goes beyond
the scope of the present discussion.
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