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Preface

‘Genre” is a fundamental concept for many disciplines today, and has
perhaps been nowhere so intensively discussed and analyzed as in
the discipline of folklore studies. The handling of this key concept and
attitudes toward it have been carried in different and sometimes inconsistent
directions by the winds of time for more than two thousand years. Debate
over its definition and use was ablaze from the 1960s into the 1980s; it formed
a beacon that was difficult to ignore and was so hot that many thought it best
to keep a distance from it. The heat of those discussions tempered critical
views and perspectives on the concept, and it has gradually moved into the
background of discourse as the flames of controversy died down. The embers
continue to glow, yet rather than being abandoned, genre maintains a central
position in many fields - implicitly if not explicitly. Questions of genre now
flare up occasionally in individual works which disturb the coals of these
earlier arguments, yet academic discussion has rather left it behind in the
wake of insights, strategies and approaches that have made tremendous
progress in other aspects of these fields across the last several decades. With
the coming of a new century, multidisciplinary influences have offered new
insights into “genre” as a concept and challenged earlier definitions. “Genre”
is such a core concept especially to research on traditions, and so implicit
in the ways that we, as researchers, think about those traditions, that it has
become necessary to return to this fundamental term and concept in order to
reassess it. This is vital within folklore studies, but also across the diverse and
intersecting disciplines to which “genre” is central. It is necessary to consider
the values and drawbacks of “genre” as a term and concept, as well as the
impacts which this has on research, on research history and how these sorts
of conditioning can be overcome. A multidisciplinary discussion on genre
has become crucial - a necessity that has given rise to the present volume.
Genre - Text — Interpretation: Multidisciplinary Perspectives on Folklore
and Beyond is the fruit of several years of labour. The concept for the volume
arose from a discussion between Kaarina Koski and Frog in the wake of
the seminar “Laji nykytutkimuksessa” [‘Genre in Current Research’]. The
seminar was organized in 2010 in Helsinki, Finland, by the Department of
Folklore Studies of the University of Helsinki. Kaarina Koski had been the
driving force behind this event, which had been motivated by the fact that

11



FroG, KaArRINA Koskl AND ULLA SAVOLAINEN

a number of Finnish scholars had been wrestling quite aggressively with the
concept of genre and how to theorize it in their research on an individual
basis: the seminar aimed to bring their approaches into discussion. Rather
than being oriented towards producing a publication, this event aimed to
bring forward the topic of genre in a variety of research, much of which
was ongoing, for the mutual benefit of participants. The result was a boom
of excited discussion that resonated long after the event. Not only did
this unveil the amount of work being done on the concept but also its
diversity. In addition to advancing the concept on the platform of debates
and perspectives within the discipline of folklore studies, researchers were
developing and reinforcing their perspectives by combining these with
perspectives and theoretical work done in a variety of other disciplines.
There was clearly a general need to reevaluate the concept of genre in a more
comprehensive and multidisciplinary way.

Theidea onwhich the present volumeisbased is both to offer reevaluations
of the concept of genre and also to offer a new platform for considering the
diversity of perspectives associated with it as well as to discuss and illustrate
their aspects and potential. Owing to the wide relevance to scholars globally,
the publication was planned to be in English rather than in Finnish. The
inter-connectedness of theorizing genre in folklore studies with theories and
perspectives being developed in other disciplines also led the volume to be
planned as multidisciplinary itself. Koski and Frog notified the participants
of the 2010 seminar about this plan and invited them to contribute, but they
also circulated a call for papers which invited scholars from various fields
of research to offer their insights on genre. As a result, the book you have
before you contains contributions primarily connected with folklore studies,
but also contributions from the perspectives of linguistic anthropology,
literature studies, philology, sociology, and so forth, as well as representing
a variety of national scholarships from around the world. The process of the
volume’s development has been extended and the amount of work involved
led to inviting Ulla Savolainen to join the editorial team in 2013. Individual
articles have in many cases evolved significantly as part of that process.
One or more of the editors has worked extensively with each contributor
to both strengthen the individual articles and also to help ensure that the
volume as a whole will be approachable for a multidisciplinary audience.
The editors also organized blind peer-review by two reviewers for each
contribution individually and the Finnish Literature Society subsequently
organized blind peer-review by two reviewers of the whole volume. As
articles developed, the editors also arranged for them to be seen by different
contributors on a case by case basis followed later by the circulation of
aversion of the full manuscript, which has enabled the diverse articles found
here to enter more directly into dialogue with one another through cross-
referencing. The result is gratifying, and we hope that the perspectives of
this volume will generate new discussions in the future.

The articles collected here offer theoretical views on different genre
systems and on genre as a concept. They vary in their emphasis on theory,
terminology and empirical data as they discuss several concerns related
to the concept of genre. As a consequence, the views they offer are very

12
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complementary as they address themes recurrent in this volume. These
themes include questions of how a “genre” should be defined, and how
different definitions hold to different kinds of texts, to different kinds
of communications and representations, or to different contents of those
communications and representations. Such themes also include how
relationships between genres should be approached, to what degree it is
possible to define a genre system, and how relationships between genres
impact or construct understandings of texts in analysis and for those who
use them. Most central, however, is how genre as an approach and research
tool can contribute to — and have consequences for - the study of oral and
written texts today.

Among the many points that come forward through the present volume
is one that is not found in any single article but revealed through the
collection as a whole. This is that the embers of the heated discussion and
debates surrounding genre are far from cold. The Promethean fire of this
topic has not been extinguished but rather carried in hundreds of directions,
scattered among individual scholars who have wrestled with its flames in
dozens of contexts. Each of the contributions to this collection can be taken
individually on its own merits, but the true strength of the present volume
is in bringing together this rich diversity of insights and perspectives that
collectively underscore the fundamental significance of genre as a concept
and tool while simultaneously unveiling that the debates are far from
finished.

2nd February 2016
Frog, Kaarina Koski and Ulla Savolainen

13



Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the many individuals who have had a hand
in bringing this volume to fruition through their help and support.
We would like to thank the Research Community “Cultural Meanings and
Vernacular Genres (CMVG)” of Folklore Studies, University of Helsinki, for
its support which made the publication of this volume possible. We deeply
appreciate the time and energy that was contributed by the many anonymous
peer-reviewers, who helped to enhance the individual papers and in several
cases incited enriching dialogues with them. We would also like to thank
all of the writers of this volume for their willingness to develop their work
as a process and for the rich and inspiring international cross-disciplinary
discussions through which this collection has evolved.

14



Introduction






FroGg, KAARINA KOskl AND ULLA SAVOLAINEN

At the Intersection of Text and Interpretation

An Introduction to Genre

«

‘ enre” is a fundamental term in the analytical vocabulary of many

disciplines. Its use has varied considerably over time, by location and
by field of study. In addition to its function as an analytical tool, the term
genre is used in standard language to denote a style or category of art,
music, or literature (OED, s.v. “genre”). Academic debates about genre have
from time to time been heated among the researchers of texts, expressions
and meanings. Different approaches have been concerned with linguistic,
oral, literary, visual, musical, narrative, traditional and many other forms of
expression. They have focused on diverse characteristics of these forms, such
as their style, structure, function, purpose, context or distribution. Several
lines of development in research have a variety of opinions about how genres
as forms and categories should be understood and defined, and also about
the purpose, utility and potential hazards of defining them. Although "genre”
can be considered to belong to the core scientific vocabulary and concepts
of a variety of disciplines, the question of what makes a genre a genre is,
in practice, most often unasked. The concept and term are continuously
evolving in relation to new terms, concepts and understandings through
use as much or more than through scientific debate. Such processes of
evolution also lead to diversification and can easily result in confusion and
miscommunication when a common term is conceived in different ways. It
thus becomes necessary for such core terms and concepts to be periodically
revisited, critically reassessed with regard to their uses and utility in the
present.

Although the term “genre” may seem increasingly pervasive, its
progressive spread from language to language in analytical discussion is
relatively recent. As terms go, “genre” has actually had a rather short, if
adventurous life, gradually displacing equivalent words in various languages
as it has been built up as a specialist scientific term." This broad international
spread seems to trace back to English, where it first pops up in the late
eighteenth century, and then as an exotic foreign term — genre was actually
just a fancy French word meaning “kind, sort, style” - and gradually came to
be viewed as a native English word in the mid-nineteenth century. Even at its
most broad, the term “genre” now normally implies a technical distinction
of some sort and it is regarded as a term suitable as an analytical tool. The
technical associations that now reside in the term also seem to be the key
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factor that has led it to be borrowed into one language after another. Like the
corresponding use of its Latin ancestor genus, it describes “an assemblage of
objects which are related or belong together in consequence of a resemblance
in natural qualities” (Lewis & Short 1969: s.v. “genus”). However, the term
“genre” is not used for just any “assemblage of objects™ it is particularly
reserved for assemblages of texts that are products of human expression - if
“text” is approached in the broad sense of “any coherent complex of signs”
(Bakhtin 1986 [1976]: 103). This fancy French word started off in discussions
of high culture, but rapidly extended into discussions of folklore and other
cultural practices where it was used as a more formal term for “type”
and thus many categories that were already established became labelled
as “genres”. It has hopped from discipline to discipline in what became
a rocketing spread with the outcome that almost any category of human
expression could potentially be addressed as a “genre”. In parallel with this
spread, the fields where it has received the most concentrated theoretical
attention began questioning its utility and applicability. The volume Genre
- Text - Interpretation: Multidisciplinary Perspectives on Folklore and Beyond
has emerged in response to these tensions surrounding “genre” and its
relevance in research today.

Roots of Western Genre Theory

The concept of genre is by no means new. “Genres” are in essence categories,
and as long as people have distinguished expressions as belonging to one
type as opposed to another, there have been genres. However, when we start
talking about “genres” — whatever word we use to describe them - discussion
advances from distinguishing epic poetry from lyric song or a sonnet from
a novel to reflecting on the categories as categories. At its most basic, this is
the movement from thinking about any one of these as a genre to thinking
about what makes them categories at all, and how different categories relate
to one another.

Western scientific theorizing about genre can be traced especially back
to the works of the Classical philosophers Plato and Aristotle in the fourth
century BC. These philosophers’ works became icons of such thinking in
the Middle Ages and the Renaissance and can be considered the soil in
which Western theories of genre took root. Plato took familiar types of
poetry and performance for granted without interest in analysing them as
categories (lon, Republic), although he condemned “mingling lamentations
with hymns, and peeans with dithyrambs, and imitat[ing] with harp music
the music of the hautboy (flute)” (Laws IIL.xv) - i.e. mixing genres which
he conceived as each governed by particular “laws” He was primarily
concerned with representation and aesthetics or reception. This interest led
him to theorize broader categories according to how art affects the soul of
the individual according to whether verses represent (a) the speech of the
poet, as in dithyrambic and similar poetry, or (b) the speech of a character,
as in dramas, with a third category in which (c) these two were mixed, as in
epic (Republic, Book III).? (See also e.g. Frow 2006: 55-56; Juntunen 2012:
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530.) In contrast, Aristotle was concerned with problems of determining
and delineating categories according to perceivable distinctions - in this
case of texts. He abstracted three types of criteria according to which genres
are distinguished: (a) the formal mode or medium of representation, such
as verse or prose, the music of a type of instrument, a combination of verse
and enactment of a role in drama, etc.; (b) what is being represented or the
content of a particular work; and (c) the manner of representation in the
sense of the three categories described by Plato (Poetics L.i-iii). These three
basic criteria could then be subdivided according to different types, which
resulted in a remarkably sophisticated model to formally describe individual
genres. (See also Frow 2006: 56-57; Juntunen 2012: 529-530.) Aristotle’s
great innovation was to think about genres in terms of constellations of
features that, individually, might be found across several genres, and to parse
these with sometimes quite subtle analytical distinctions as criteria for genre
classification. The categories might be described as ideal abstractions derived
from an exemplar work or group of works seen as belonging together that
reciprocally defined what the relevant texts were or should be. Thus, Plato
pioneered theorizing categories that were relevant across genres but did
not theorize genres per se. Aristotle built on this by developing a complex
model for the descriptive classification of different genres that provided the
foundation of Western genre theory.

The Aristotelian model proved profoundly influential, although Aristotle’s
works were lost to the West during the Middle Ages until the Renaissance.
His Poetics became extremely influential in literature and literary theory
through the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries via Classicism
and Neoclassicism,’ with normative formulations of poetics also manifesting
an idea of genres organized into hierarchical classes (see e.g. Farrell 2003;
Lyytikdinen 2006: 167-169). Generally, the principle remained to view
genres in terms of “normative rules with universal validity” (Frow 2006: 57).
However, these were also the centuries of a rising historical consciousness
that led to the recognition of historical affinity between languages from India
to Rome and the British Isles and differences between them as outcomes of
their distinct histories (e.g. Jones 1799 [1786]), the proposition that culture
itself underwent historical processes of development (e.g. Comte 2009
[1830-1842]) and then iconically to Charles Darwin’s (1964 [1859]) theory
of biological evolution. The historical comparativism of philology then
sought to reverse-engineer the histories not only of words and languages
but also of gods, heroes and stories that were believed to have evolved from
a common heritage, acknowledging historical change not only in text, but
in genres and the historical movement of stories as texts from one genre to
another (e.g. Grimm 1953 [1854]). In the closely related study of literature,
scholars developed corresponding models of the historical evolution of
literary genres (e.g. Brunetiére 1890), a conception of change over time that
has become a basic premise of understandings of literary genres today (Frow
2006: 3; Lyytikdinen 2006; Juntunen 2012: 530). The idea that a genre’s
“normative rules” had “universal validity” was breaking down.
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Genre and Text

Romanticism brought certain fundamental changes into the discussion,
but an acknowledgement that the particular rules of a genre could vary by
culture and historical period did not overthrow the idealization and validity
of such categories which were easily conflated with natural kinds in the
objective world (see Kokkonen & Koskinen, this volume). Nonetheless,
individual talent could be given precedence over concern for genre models
in the works of authors and artists, once-idealized categories were challenged
as fluid or commingling and “[t]he literary movement [...] attacked rules
of all sorts” (Croce 1995 [1902]: 447; see also Behler 1993; Lyytikdinen
2006: 170-176). In contrast, contributions of the individual were rendered
“invisible” (Lotman 1990: 58) in considerations of folklore, which, building
on the philosophy of G. W. F. Hegel (1967 [1807]: 731-749), became viewed
as more generally an expression of das Volk [‘the people/peasantry’].
Folklore became conceived in terms of text that could be collected from its
imperfect custodians — das Volk - to be reduced to a single, pure form of
heritage (linked to nationalism) before it was lost entirely (Anttonen 2005;
Frog 2013). Although Plato seems to have conceptualized genres of verbal
art in terms of performative behaviour alongside music (Laws IILxv; see
Aristotle, Poetics), research in the nineteenth century had a positivistic base
that worked on the basis of evidence, and evidence of human expression
was studied through written and visual “texts”. A text-centered paradigm
became almost inevitable.

Up through the first half of the twentieth century, the discussion of
genres seems to have precipitated out of diverse discussions of different
types of products of human expression. These diverse discussions were
not necessarily in dialogue with one another and only gradually merged
into discussions of genre per se. The formalization of such categories not
infrequently led to general, prototypical descriptions of the grouped items
within the Aristotelian paradigm. However, it was easy to overlook the
intuitive and practical motivations that initially produced many of these
categories of texts, perhaps based on a single feature such as its form (sonnet),
content (myth) or context (wedding song). Discussions of genres as text-type
categories in literature, music and the arts were concerned with addressing
sets of unique works, even if these works might have slightly variant texts
according to different published editions or performances. Some types
of text were potentially one-of-a-kind works within a culture, such as an
“anthem” or national “epic”. These types of texts were categorized according
to their social perception or even governmental status and were assembled
with corresponding works in other cultures into a genre category. A step
was added in the typologizing of folklore: individual documented texts of
performance or dictation had first to be categorized as either versions of
a single, ideal or prototypical text (a particular narrative, song, etc., equivalent
to a work; see Jason 2000) or unique outcomes of a more variable tradition
(e.g. laments). These ideal types were then organized into larger categories,
which by the twentieth century had become in part a practical necessity of
organizing archives in order to find research materials. However, the criteria
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for their typologies were mainly inherited through research discourse on the
one hand and shaped in relation to current research emphases and priorities
on the other. Across disciplines, such categories were formed in order to talk
about sets of texts, often differentiating them from other categories, whether
distinguishing “memoir”, “biography” and “novel” or “legend”, “folktale”
and “myth”. These were accepted as genres without critical concern for what
qualified a category as a genre. The philosopher Benedetto Croce (1995
[1902]: ch. 19) went so far as to reject scientific typologization in literature
altogether. The outcome was that categories now described as “genres” have
not been determined according to consistent criteria. (See also Frog, this
volume.) The closest thing to a unifying feature of “genres” was that they
were (mostly) categories of “texts”.

The acknowledgement that genres could change also did not expel
thinking about genres as ideal categories within their particular cultural-
historical contexts. Indeed, categories such as “novel’, “legend’, “eulogy”
and “myth” continued to be projected as genres that transcended times and
cultures even if they might only come into being under certain historical
conditions and were not necessarily present in all cultures. Genres continued
to be seen as objectively existing as taxonomic frames of reference for
thinking about individual texts. The recombination and hybridization of
genres or their features could be acknowledged in individual products,
but they were deviations or violations of genre norms. This was especially
evident in folklore taxonomies where the documented text was only
a reflection of an ideal formal text and thus such variations were viewed
in terms of “corruption” and “contamination” within the framework of the
Classic Historical-Geographic Method (esp. Krohn 1926). The priority
of the formal text in such categories becomes more evident because even
alternative approaches that sought to focus on variation and processes of
transmission remained within a text-based frame of thought, such as Carl W.
von Sydow’s (1948) approach to the adaptation of tales to their local cultural
environment or the Russian folklorist Vladimir Propps (1958 [1928])
rejection of formal typologies of tales altogether to argue that the folktale
genre was characterized by what today might be described as a generative
grammar of narration, with a limited number of structural units that will
occur in a predictable organization (see also Apo 1986; Frog 2013). Genre
categories, however, remained intact, ideal, and approached through texts
which - as texts — were isolated from the people who used and received them.

The discussion of genre theory was rather heated among the formalists
in the Soviet Russia during the 1920s (see e.g. Pesonen & Suni 2001), which
also gave rise to the innovations of Mikhail M. Bakhtin and the so-called
Bakhtin Circle (Medvedev/Bakhtin 1978 [1928]; Volosinov 1930 [1929];
Bakhtin 1981; 1986; see also Tihanov 1998; Renfrew 2006; Steinby 2009;
Juntunen 2012: 530-532). They criticized Saussurean linguistics and
Formalist literary theory for an overly mechanical view that disregarded the
social and historical dimensions of language. Instead they viewed language
as fundamentally interactive and social, thus unable to exist as a synchronic
system apart from its historical and social context. (E.g. Medvedev/Bakhtin
1978 [1928]; Volosinov 1973 [1929]: 65-68; see also Tihanov 1998.) Their
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reaction produced an early turn toward meanings carried by expression,
reorienting from construing genres in terms of formal features to emphasis
on ideology: literary genres became viewed as socially constructed modes
of knowing and understanding, an approach that soon Bakhtin developed
into his theory of “chronotope” (1981: 84-258), describing the customarily
representation of a particular time-space environment in a genre of literature
that “defines genre and generic distinctions” (1981: 85; see also Isomaa 2005;
Ingemark, this volume). This approach was also applied to language more
generally: more or less any distinguishable category of utterance was seen
as receiving meaningfulness through its association with all preceding
utterances of that type or of that “speech genre” placing these genres in
relation to genres of literature (Volosinov 1930 [1928]; later Bakhtin 1986:
60-102). Literary ideas of Romanticism about genres being able to mix
and interpenetrate were reconceptualized in terms of “dialogism” - the
idea that utterances within a complex text of one genre could be bounded
instantiations of other genres, which thus became subsumed to the rhetoric
and pragmatics of that larger text. “Monologic” literary genres were closed
to other forms of discourse in contrast to “dialogic” genres that were flexibly
able to embed utterances of other (monologic) genres. In his later work,
Bakhtin redefined these categories in terms of “primary” or “simple” genres
in contrast to “secondary” or “complex” genres that “absorb and digest
various primary (simple) genres” (1986: 62). The theories of the Bakhtin
Circle and Bakhtin’s later work produced a distinctive new way to look at
the dynamics of meanings and had profound influence when they were
finally introduced to the West in the wake of Post-Modernism, and they are
readily reinterpreted through current theories and methodologies as viable
tools in research today (Lindfors, this volume; Savolainen, this volume).
Nevertheless, these theories were not formulated with today’s frameworks
and analytical vocabulary, even if Bakhtin's own thinking continued to
evolve over a period of decades: the “sociological poetics” of the Bakhtin
Circle highlighted that genres are constructed socially and that this is
essential to understanding meanings, but they were nevertheless bound
up in the thinking of the text-oriented paradigm that they sought to move
beyond. The innovations of a dialogic approach were centrally concerned
with the discursive construction of meanings in the rhetoric and dialogicality
of “complex” genres like the novel. However, the majority of literary genres
- not to mention folklore — remained conceived largely as in text-centered
paradigms as “more or less fixed pre-existing forms into which one may
then pour artistic experience” (Bakhtin 1981: 3) that were “by convention
suspended from any mutual interaction with alien discourse” (Bakhtin
1981: 285). When these ideas were carried into the West, they were also
interpreted according to the current text-centered paradigm: dialogicality
was conceived as conferring meaning in relation to other texts and genres
in a textual universe irrespective of the knowledge and understandings of
people who produced and received them. The hold of the text-oriented
paradigm was profound.
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From Text to Interpretation

The discussion of “genre” seems to have come into bloom in the second half of
the twentieth century - it became a hot topic. This coincided with a number
of developments that are difficult to disentangle from one another. Categories
identified as genres had tended to be regarded as ideal and even universal
across the first half of the twentieth century. Advances in epistemological
reflections and analytical knowledge about conceptualization turned the
focus to the categorization process itself. Post-Modernism overthrew the
hegemonic modelling on which the earlier ideas were based. Presumptions
of an objective, uniform view were replaced by the acknowledgement of
diverse, intersecting perspectives, subjective interpretations and a multiplicity
of voices — which enabled a shift in attention to precisely that multivocality
and previously marginalized voices and views as uncharted territory for
research. This process had numerous ramifications for genre as a term and
concept and its use as a tool in research, penetrating into different disciplines
at different rates and in different ways.

Beginning in the late 1960s and especially in the 1970s, the Post-
Structuralist movement challenged ideal models and categories as templates
through which culture was projected, and turned attention to meaning-
generation. Bakhtinian dialogism entered the West through this conduit
and the emergence of discourse on so-called “intertextuality” became
particularly prominent. “Intertextuality” was Julia Kristeva’s (1980 [1969])
term to describe the meaningful interpenetration of texts and genres in her
introduction of Bakhtin’s dialogism to the west, and the concept was nurtured
especially in a circle of French literary scholars (see Allen 2000; Savolainen,
this volume). Kristeva’s approach remained very much entangled with the
text-centered paradigm, construing a universe of texts and genres with
areality of networked relations independent of people. Even Roland Barthes’
famous manifesto “The Death of the Author” (1977 [1968]) seeks centrally
to affirm the intertextual universe as a frame for the meaningfulness of
texts beyond the author, which the reader can then observe but with no
consideration of the subjectivity and limitations of experience of such
a reader. Nevertheless, this turn toward relational meanings changed the
way people looked at how images, motifs and different varieties of language
were meaningful in generic contexts: meaningfulness began to be viewed
through patterns of use, which simultaneously led people to attend to
such patterns. Perhaps more significantly, it turned attention to “genres” as
metasemiotic entities - i.e. genres were viewed as somehow recognizable
as such by authors and audiences. When the situated use of the language,
structures and expressive devices were recognized as associated with a genre,
this was perceived as meaningful and affected how the text was interpreted
- even when one set of generic markers were found embedded in another
genre. In linguistic anthropology, this was later described as a principle that
“No element can enter into the work purely on the basis of its form, without
importing its value coefficients with it” (Hanks 1987: 671), and it fed into
the interest and concern that “how something is said is part of what is said”
(Hymes 1986: 59).
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Although itis often appealing to attribute such developments to particular
individuals, this may perhaps be better regarded as offering expression to
changing interests and attention developing in many areas of research. In
folklore research, there was a gradual shift in attention to perspectives of
individuals in concrete situations. This turned attention from continuity of
“texts” in transmission to confer value on variation and folklore as a living
phenomenon in communities and social networks, effectively redefining the
discipline (Frog 2013). The shift of attention to living communities led to
the revaluation of earlier overly-ideal models of genre as well as to heated
debate regarding genres as analytical tools constructed by researchers as
opposed to vernacular categories in living communities (Ben Amos 1976;
Honko 1989; see also Hakamies, this volume; Kokkonen & Koskinen, this
volume). Changes in technologies also affected documentation: audio
and video recordings gradually superseded simple text transcription and
correspondingly also the data being correlated and analyzed. All of these
developments were connected to the movement toward performance-
oriented approaches to genre, most familiar through the work of Richard
Bauman (1975). The turn to performance fundamentally - if gradually
- broke down the text-centered paradigm. The phenomenon that had
previously been fossilized as “text” and resituated for analysis on a desk
in the researcher’s office now extended to a whole spectrum of aspects of
expression brought into consideration, such as voicing, gesture, facial
expressions, spatial relations and so on. More significantly, however, it
became reclassified as a situated event in a social setting that was considered
reciprocally essential for considering the resulting textual features of the
event. These changes in perspectives evolved into increasingly sophisticated
views of genres as generative frameworks for the production and reception
of texts.

In retrospect, the theorization of reception seems an inevitable outcome
of Post-Modern interest in the meaningfulness of texts, evolving in literary
theory and aesthetics alongside the turn toward performance in folklore
research. In a sense paralleling Bakhtin’s chronotopes as the conventions for
representing a particular time-space environment within literature, Hans
Robert Jauss (1970), for example, theorized historically changing “horizons
of expectations” that would be socially constructed in the particular
time-space environment where texts were produced and received. Just
as emic and etic categorizations were debated in discussions of folklore,
“[t]he theory of literary genres [was seen] at the point of seeking a path
between the Scylla of nominalist scepticism that allows for only aposteriori
classifications, and the Charybdis of regression into timeless typologies”
(Jauss 1982: 78). Discussion of literary genres as dynamic, flexible and
capable of change over time nevertheless continued to hold the riddle of
how one got from diverse individual texts to understandings of genres
and back to texts again. Here, what Ludwig Wittgenstein (1986 [1953]:
esp. §67) referred to as “family resemblance” was brought into service (see
Fishelov 1993). Family resemblance is basically the idea that things get
associated with categories in the same manner as members of a family who
all have many features in common although no single feature is necessarily
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shared by all of them. The category becomes understood in terms of the
constellations of features that form similarities among its members which
reciprocally allow the recognition of associations with the category through
appropriate constellations of features. This model for thinking about genre
became familiar especially through the work of Alastair Fowler, who
approaches genres as possessing a prototypical repertoire of formal and
thematic features that each work reflects differently (Fowler 1982: 41). The
boundaries of this repertoire are not strict or clear but more or less fuzzy
and open to interpretations. Jauss (1982) pointed out that the particular
genres or textological “families” will be both limited within particular socio-
historically situated horizons of expectation and also received within the
system of genres within that horizon (see also “tradition ecology” of e.g.
Honko 1981; 1985). Such theorizing of genre sought to avoid Aristotelian
taxonomies in which classifications define the works that they describe.
Instead, genres became considered as socially operating frameworks or
metasemiotic entities: they are learned, become recognizable and carry
meaningful associations; they also enable the creation and interpretation
of artistic works and communication through them that cannot be properly
understood without knowledge of the genre framework (Fowler 1982;
Juntunen 2012: 534).

In tandem with these processes, whole new fields of study were
emerging, and the term and concept of “genre” was adopted into their
disciplinary discourses. For example, as discourse analysis emerged as
an area of inquiry, Robert E. Longacre (1968: 1-50) presented “genre” as
a term to refer to “a class of discourse types when that class is defined by
certain common characteristics” defined according to function in discourse
such as “narrative, procedural, expository, and hortatory” (Longacre 1968:
1, emphasis original). These formally defined categories describe variations
on an expressive strategy with certain conditions that were so broad that
they might be seen as super-genres from the perspective of literature or
folklore studies. The term “genre” was also adapted to emerging discussions
in linguistics where the variety of genres that may be distinguished and
analyzed is significantly broader than in literature, folklore and the arts in
order to cover any text or utterance we meet in everyday life - at home or
at work, in education, bureaucracy or popular media (see also Bakhtinian
“speech genres”). The developments in linguistics and the associated
terminology evolved to some degree independently of those in literature,
folklore studies and media studies during the era of disciplinary separatism;
but since the 1990s there has been increasing dialogue between them, which
has also affected discussions surrounding “genre”.

Linguistic approaches to genre can be roughly divided into two groups:
those that focus on concrete texts and their structure, and those that
concentrate on the practice of the production and use of genres (Heikkinen
& Voutilainen 2012: 17, 24). Theorizing genres in linguistics was dependent
on a shift of attention from what Ferdinand de Saussure (1967 [1916])
called langue, or “language” as an abstract hegemonic system, to parole,
or “speech” and its situational variation in language practice. This shift in
linguistics participated in a much broader shift that affected many areas of
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the humanities, such as the turn to situated performance in folklore studies
mentioned above (Frog 2013). The historical icon of structural approaches
to language is of course Saussure’s own work, and structural approaches are
quite familiar in studies of both literature and folklore - whether in the form
of Vladimir Propp’s mechanical Morphology of the Folktale (1958) mentioned
above, the narrative grammars of Roland Barthes (1977 [1966]) or Algirdas
Julien Greimas (1977), narrative schemes proposed by William Labov (1972),
Teun van Dijk (1977) or Walter Kintsch (1977), or Claude Lévi-Strauss’
(1967 [1958]) approach to structural oppositions that are purportedly in
the background of myths, stories, and just about everything else. In a sense,
broadly structural approaches can be considered to have dominated much
of the history of Western theories of genre, whereas concentration on the
practice in production, use and interpretation belongs primarily to the last
half-century. It should nevertheless be stated explicitly that the different
approaches are not mutually exclusive but rather complementary, yet the
differences in focus, materials studied and research questions has also led to
developing concepts designated as “genre” differently.

The best-known structural linguistic approach to situational language
use is what became called Systemic-Functional Linguistics, pioneered by
M. A. K. Halliday and advanced by his circle (e.g. Halliday 1973; Halliday
& Hasan 1985; see also Shore 2015). Systemic-Functional Linguistics
emerged through the analysis of contextual variation in language use.
A communicative context was defined by variables including e.g. the
social roles of participants, the situation and subject matter as well as the
communicative channel. According to this model, the instantiations of the
“language system” in recurrent situation types have a functional structure.
The types of linguistic variation were, in different stages of the development
of the theory, called either “genres” or “registers” (see Shore 2012: 150).
The situation became complicated when different representatives of this
school began to use both terms as complementary, although defining them
differently (see Shore 2015: 64, 66, 68-71). For example, Halliday’s student
J. R. Martin defined register in a hierarchical relation to genre as a “system of
staged goal-oriented social processes” (Martin 1997: 13) which can include
various registers. Martin's model posits that each stage fulfils a particular
function and thereby leads the text towards its goal (see also Eggins & Martin
1997; Eggins & Slade 1997: 236-237, 243). This model of genre is directly
comparable to Labov’s linear scheme of short narrative as consisting of
abstract, orientation, complication, evaluation, resolution and coda, van DijK’s
(1977: 16-18), which incorporates a hierarchy of structural elements, and
Kintsch’s (1977: 38-39), which also allows chains of several episodes in the
same narrative. Martin also distinguished “genre families” as sets of genres
sharing certain features but differing in others, as well as “macro-genres” or
genres such as school textbooks which may incorporate and organize other
genres corresponding to what Bakhtin described as “complex” genres like
the novel (Rose & Martin 2012; Shore 2015: 70). The approaches to genre
have become quite complex, but they are not uniform even within Systemic-
Functional Linguistics. Diversity in uses of the term genre increases as one
looks at other branches of sociolinguistics, ranging from the statistically
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oriented studies of corpus linguistics to those that move beyond structural
approaches to focus on practice (see e.g. Biber 1995: 7-10).

In the group of approaches to genre that are practice-based in linguistics,
such as in new rhetorics, genres are defined as rhetorical actions which
emerge in recurring situations: genres are seen as embedded in social
practice, and therefore culture-specific and constantly changing (Miller
1984: 159, 162-163). From this perspective, the development or spread of
new modes of communication and changes in cultural, social or political
life can produce changes in generic practices. At the same time, genres
also produce and shape social life. Such practice-based approaches in
linguistics parallel developments in folklore studies as genres have been
correspondingly reconceived in terms of situated performance rather than
in terms of objectified “texts” that are merely reproduced. Similarly, critical
discourse analysis focuses, for example, on the ways that political changes
shape governmental media strategies, involving new roles of media genres
and genre chains (Fairclough 2000; Solin 2012). From this point of view,
genres are studied as parts of communicative networks of genres, discourses
and styles that “mix” in different ways and socially structure difference and
variation in what Norman Fairclough (2010: 291) describes as “orders of
discourse” These approaches attend to the dynamics of the mixing and
hybridization of genres in social life that have been of increasing interest
and concern in genre studies (e.g. on this phenomenon in Kalevala-metric
poetry see Tarkka 2013 and this volume). Although each discipline may
focus on different primary materials, their changing interests in genre and
how genre is reconceived clearly resonates across them.

Conceptions of genre as a category and phenomenon were radically
revised across the second half of the twentieth century and within that
process these conceptions also were carried into a variety of newly emerging
fields. Many developments occurred across this time, but perhaps the most
fundamental was in the turn from treating language and texts as somehow
ideal and objective entities to viewing them and their meaningfulness in
terms of interaction between people and between the meaning-potential of
language and texts and the people who produce and receive them. The result
was that genres were no longer viewed as “more or less fixed pre-existing
forms into which one may then pour artistic experience” (Bakhtin 1981: 3)
and instead became frameworks for meaning-production and interpretation
in diverse forms of communication. The text-oriented paradigm had been
overcome.

Genre Theory Today and Tomorrow

The development of the term and concept of genre and its diversification
in use has also not been without challenges and controversies. Part of this
difficulty has perhaps inevitably been due to the fact that while some scholars
sought to renovate the concept, others continued to address it within the
frames of earlier uses and interpretations. If genre theory is seen as taking
form through the works of Aristotle, the history of theorizing genres can
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be seen as an arc of nearly two and a half millennia dominated by formal
description-qua-definition typology. Not long ago (relatively speaking)
began the increasing struggle with the realities of mixed and hybridized
forms, and, particularly across the last half-century, a return to Platos
antecedent concern with reception. A corresponding shift can similarly
be seen in conceptions of genres not so much in terms of typologized
products but as “laws” or conventions operating to structure expression and
interpretation in practice and communication (e.g. Derrida 1980; 1992).
However, the sorts of mixing and superimposition of genres that Plato
condemned are now valorized, which has correspondingly brought the
validity and value of genre as a concept into question (e.g. Derrida 1980;
see also Bendix & Hasan-Rokem 2012, A Companion to Folklore, in which
“genre” is scarcely addressed).

The changes in recording and communication technologies across the
twentieth century produced myriads of new genres from radio theater to
Hollywood cinema, and more recently to the still more rapid developments
of information technology and digital culture. Alongside the developments
and applications of genre as a term and concept in research in the humanities,
genre has been used to typologize webpages to improve the quality of results
with search engines (Rosso 2005) while, according to Alexis C. Madrigal
(2014), by the end of 2013, Netflix had 76,897 tags for typologizing video
material that enabled their service to recommend movies according to
“personalized genres” such as “Emotional Fight-the-System Documentaries’,
“Period Pieces about Royalty Based on Real Life” and “Foreign Satanic
Stories from the 1980s”, although today recommendations by these
personalized genres seem to be concealed behind the label "Because you
watched ...". At the same time, these new technologies have interacted with
ever-changing communicative needs and practices in societal life, constantly
producing new variations and adaptations of existing genres while also
producing new ones. It has never been clearer that generic practices are in
a constant flux, varying by situation, media, culture or network and over
time. Folk genres of parodic mocking of authorities readily illustrate the
impact of the historical change in the long and winding progression from
preindustrial mock sermons to photocopied joke versions of workplace
bureaucracy and, finally, to YouTube remixes of politicians’ speeches
that get shared through digital networks. In each case, the vernacular
parodist’s communicative role, the audience he reaches, the communication
technologies available to him, and consequently, the competence he needs
to accomplish his performance, are completely different. The multimediality
of forms carried by these technologies is in some ways as revolutionary as
the introduction of writing into pre-literate societies so much earlier.

As happened with the initial introduction of writing systems, these
more recent technologies have profoundly impacted language use in the
communicative contexts that they have enabled, and they therefore echo
back into other areas of social life. E-mail, SMS text messaging and “chat”
on the internet have made writing with acronyms and emoticons part of
everyday colloquial communication. Internet broadcasting platforms such as
YouTube have produced something of an explosion in the range of vernacular
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expression. The digitalization of mass media, starting in the late 1970s,
resulted in a convergence of technical and media industries: materials which
had been handled separately in film, audio tapes, photographs and print
could now be edited together with computers — soon with home computers
as well. Websites allowed a convergence of genres that now included video
clips, sound, images and text. (Fagerjord 2010: 188.) Henry Jenkins (2006: 2)
refers to this as “convergence culture”, which later turned towards divergence
through the industrial production of various combinations of technologies.
Anders Fagerjord suggests the result is “remix” - a “rip and create” culture
in which pieces of various technologies and performances are combined and
juxtaposed. He suggests that this is a genre movement which creates new
genres by remixing previous ones. Selected characteristics of older genres
can become relatively stable new media genres for special purposes, such as
playing with conventions for presenting fact and fiction as entertainment.
(Fagerjord 2010: 188-192.) YouTubers use pieces of home videos, popular
fiction, news releases, digital games and advertisements - just to name a few
sources — to create new performances which, in networked communities,
already form a myriad of genres recognized in the media circuits to which
they belong. The variety of genres and expressions in digital communication
channels is stunning. These new forms of expression may seem at first sight
to have a curiously liminal status between, on the one hand, the fixed and
unique status of artistic works familiar to research in literature and the arts,
and, on the other hand, the amorphous and ever-evolving social forms
familiar as folklore. With their multimediality that defies text-centered genre
definitions and their simultaneous fixity of forms in constant variation, they
challenge the ways scholars are most accustomed to conceptualizing genres
and thresholds between expressive forms and media.

However different the emergent genres linked to today’s technologies
may seem, they also conform to the basic patterns of socially shared
frameworks for the generation of multimedial texts — “text” understood in
the broad sense of a “coherent complex of signs” (Bakhtin 1986 [1976]: 103)
- that simultaneously play a fundamental role in the interpretation of those
texts. As John Miles Foley (2012) has highlighted, looking across the types
of expression found in different media and comparing how they operate
and vary interpersonally reciprocally illuminates the different traditions
compared. The operation of a phenomenon such as genre is clearly bound
up with the media technologies through which it is realized, whether it is
the verbal art of oral Homeric epics, the written texts of medieval Icelandic
sagas, ever-evolving as they were copied out by hand again and again,
a modern novel or movie in countless identical copies, endless variations
of Shakespeare’s Hamlet ever clothed anew in different actors, sets and
interpretations, or multimedial blogs about politics and food, internet
memes, Instagram gifs or YouTube remixes. Nevertheless, the insights
gained from how the phenomenon works in one type of media provides
a point of reference and frame of comparison for how it operates in others.
Such insights may be at an abstract level of theory and analogy, but looking
across such genres also brings into view fundamental dynamisms of culture
in practice, wherein diverse genres and their resources are in interaction. By
looking at different types of genres, new insights become possible.
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Although the value and relevance of the term and concept “genre” has
been questioned in fields central to its developmental history, the term
has spread rather pervasively through a wide range of disciplines in the
humanities, which attests to its utility. Amid all of the variation in how
the term may be used and understood in the different approaches and
disciplines involved, genre has been elevated to a central position. The
variation, debate and development across the history of its theorization has
above all highlighted that whether it is defined as an etic universal concept
applied to products of expression or as a category inductively explicated on
the basis of raw data, genre is invariably a tool that is defined by researchers
for discussing and analyzing phenomena in human expression. The term
has been used in a variety of ways that center around the typologizing of
entextualized products of expressions or the frameworks for generating and
interpreting such expres