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Abstract 

This paper reviewed three international genre schools in the area od EAP (English for Academic Purposes) research. They are the 

so-called British tradition of ESP (English for Specific Purposes) / EAP, the American New Rhetoric (NR) or Sociorhetoric and 

the Sydney Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) school. The similarities and differences among the three schools are also 

compared and generalized. However, although big differences exist among the three schools, the hybrid model is one of the trend 

in genre study. For example, the deny of effectiveness on explicit instruction in NR has been changed, ethnographically based 

analyses and discourse-oriented ethnographies became more popular as the decade progressed in ESP and JEAP journals and 

ESP scholars like Ken Hyland, based on the notions of stance and engagement in interpersonal function of SFL, invented the new 

notion of hedges and boosters in ESP school. Thus, the boundaries and rules among the leading three schools in genre study are 

not absolutely clear and it is the trend in genre study to make the best of each school. 
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1. Introduction 

Looking at the dynamic development of genre theory, 

originated from the ancient Greek literature and the concept 

Aristotle's Rhetoric, the concept regained popularity 

beginning in the late 90's and early 2000's. In the past 30 years, 

the concept of genre has been the focus of a wave of studies in 

a number of fields concerned with LI and L2 teaching. 

Traditionally a literary construct, genre has become a popular 

framework for analyzing the form and function of nonliterary 

discourse, such as the research article, as well as a tool for 

developing educational practices in fields such as rhetoric, 

composition studies, professional writing, linguistics and ESP. 

To understand all of the currents in this new area of study 

requires a close examination of the various approaches to 

genre, particularly in three research traditions where genre 

scholarship has been most fully developed and where its 

theory and pedagogical applications have taken significantly 

different paths. These three research schools are mainly: the 

so-called British tradition of ESP (English for Specific 

Purposes) /EAP (English for Academic Purposes), heralded 

mostly by Swales and Bhatia; the American New Rhetoric or 

Sociorhetoric, as proposed by Miller and Bazerman; the 

Sydney Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) school, 

predominantly developed by Martin 

2. Three Genre Schools 

2.1. SFL Approach 

SFL approaches to genre have contributed richly to how genre 

is understood and applied in textual analysis and language 

teaching over the last twenty-five years. Influenced in large 

part by the work of Michael Halliday’s model of context of 

situation and applied to genre particularly in the work of J. R. 

Martin, Frances Christie, Bill Cope and Mary Kalantzis, 

Gunther Kress, Brian Paltridge, Joan Rothery, Eija Ventola, 
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and others, SFL operates from the premise that language 

structure is integrally related to social function and context. 

Language is organized the way it is within a culture because 

such an organization serves a social purpose within that 

culture. 

2.1.1. Context of Situation-Halliday 

A great deal of the work in SFL can be traced to Halliday’s 

Language as Social Semiotic, in which Halliday describes 

how “the network of meanings” that constitute any culture, 

what he calls the social semiotic is to a large extent encoded in 

and maintained by its discourse-semantic system, which 

represents a culture’s meaning potential.[15] This is why, as 

Halliday argues, language is a form of socialization, playing a 

role in how individuals become socialized and perform 

meaningful actions within what he calls “contexts of 

situation.” 

What happens at the level of context of situation in terms of 

field, tenor, and mode corresponds to what happens at the 

linguistic level in terms of what Halliday refers to as the three 

language metafunctions: ideational, interpersonal, and textual. 

“Ideational” refers to the linguistic representation of action 

(who is doing what, to whom, when, and where). As such, the 

ideational metafunction corresponds with field. “Interpersonal” 

describes interactions between participants (such as asking 

questions, making statements, or giving commands) at the 

linguistic level. The interpersonal corresponds with tenor. 

“Textual” describes the flow of information within and 

between texts, including how texts are organized, what is 

made explicit and what is assumed as background knowledge, 

how the known and the new are related, and how coherence 

and cohesion are achieved. The textual metafunction thus 

corresponds to mode. 

2.1.2. Genre Theory –Martin 

Reflecting Halliday's concern for linking form, function, and 

social context, Martin and his systemic colleagues have 

defined genres as staged, goal-oriented social processes, 

structural forms that cultures use in certain contexts to achieve 

various purposes. [14] However, Martin and Rose argues that 

each genre involved a particular configuration of tenor, field 

and mode variables. [25] For example, procedures, protocols, 

descriptions, reports and narratives could be about almost any 

field, they could be spoken or written (mode), and their 

producers can audience could be close or distant (tenor). Thus, 

clearly, genre and register could vary independently. 

Martin’s solution to this dilemma was to model genre at the 

stratum of culture, beyond register, where could function as 

pattern of field, tenor and mode patterns. In this step, language 

in social context is remodeled as a social semiotic 

strata-register and genre. Stratifying register and genre in this 

way allow researchers to develop an integrated 

multi-functional perspective on genre, cutting across register 

variables. Field, tenor and mode worked as recourses for 

generalizing across genres from the different perspectives of 

ideational, interpersonal and textual meaning. This made it 

easier to model relations among genres without being stuck in 

any one tenor, field or mode. This was particularly important 

for school work, both in terms of mapping curriculum and 

building learner pathway. It also made it easier to explore the 

range of field, tenor and mode configurations a culture enacts. 

It seems that tenor, field and mode choices in context 

combined nowhere near as freely as interpersonal, ideational 

and textual meanings did in grammar. That is to say, cultures 

seem to involve a large but potentially definable set of genres, 

that are recognizable to members of a culture, rather than an 

unpredictable jungle of social situations. 

Martin builds on Halliday’s work by locating genre in relation 

to register so that genre and register relate to and realize one 

another in important ways. While register functions on the 

level of context of situation, genre functions on the level of 

context of culture. The relationship can be diagrammed as 

follows: 

 

Figure 1. The intersection of stratification and metafunction in SFL. 

In such a model, genre connects culture to situation, and 

register connects situation to language. [24] Martin’s 

formulation enriches our understanding of genre by showing 

how social purposes/motives are linked to text structures, and 

how these are realized as situated social and linguistic actions 

within register. Indeed, this has been the most common 

trajectory in SFL genre analysis: Moving from the 

identification of social purpose as represented in generic 

structural elements to the analysis of a text’s register as 

represented in field, tenor, and mode; to language 

metafunctions; to more micro analyses of semantic, 

lexico-grammatic, and phonological/graphological features. 

As a linguistic theory, the emphasis is on understanding the 
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potential of the language system and the way in which it is 

deployed through text to make meaning. The focus is on the 

detail develop and structure texts and to construe meanings 

which a) build field, b) create a dialogue between writers and 

readers and c) form cohesive and coherent texts. 

In summary, Within the Sydney School, Martin has used 

genre as recurrent and staged meaning configurations to 

realize social practices to argue for school writing pedagogy 

as a concrete exploration of, and a form of, action in social 

reality. Within Australian genre pedagogy, Martin’s view of 

genre has also been used as part of the influential LERN 

(Literacy and Education Research Network) project. The 

project set out to identify what genres were the most important 

within school literacy (and has since been expanded to include 

adult migrant ESL settings and workplace set- tings), and to 

develop pedagogy to teach those genres most critically and 

effectively. 

2.1.3. SFL and Academic Literacies 

Using the constructs of genre and register, much SFL research 

has focused on describing and accounting for how language 

works in academic contexts. In this body of research, genre is 

used to categorize academic texts according to overarching 

purposes (such as explaining, reporting or arguing). Register 

is used to map the relationship between the context and the 

lexico-grammatical choices. In SFL, three key dimensions of 

context are seen as shaping and being shaped by language: 

field (the topic), tenor (the roles and relationships of the 

interlocutors) and mode (how written or spoken a text is). 

Genre and register research has built understanding of 

different aspects of disciplinary meaning making – in 

particular sub- disciplines and courses and at particular points 

in undergraduate or postgraduate study. To date there has been 

research at undergraduate level on Social Sciences, on 

Geography, Film Studies, History, Science, Management and 

Education. At postgraduate level there has been research into 

postgraduate teacher education and applied linguistics. 

A major area of interest in SFL academic writing research is 

the interpersonal dimension of academic discourse, included 

in this body of work is Thompson’s investigations of the 

reader writer relationship Thompson and Lee’s study of how 

students manage to balance respect and authority when 

writing for lecturers, Coffin’s (2010) analysis of the 

intertextual resources and linguistic strategies of students 

persuading and arguing, [29] [22] and Coffin and Hewings’ 

and Hood’s exploration of the (often) implicit nature of 

evaluative meaning. [16] [17]  

Recent SFL research into disciplinary meaning making has 

begun to draw on theories and methods from sociology of 

knowledge in order to explore what is at stake in (inter) 

disciplinary knowledge making and the related teaching and 

learning processes. Christie and Maton, for example, have 

explored and challenged claims that traditional disciplines 

with their delimited objects of study and specialized 

procedures are a form of intellectual straitjacket with elite 

forms of thought and education that exclude the experiences 

of many groups in society.  [10] 

The expanding number of SFL descriptions of academic 

discourse and disciplinary meaning making provide an 

empirical basis for influencing curriculum design and 

teaching and learning materials and resources. To date, the 

main focus for research in this area has been on trialling 

different ways of supporting students’ development of 

meaning making as valued within the disciplines. The 

contexts for this research range from one to one consultations 

to academic writing support embedded in degree programs. In 

particular, research has focused on the role of dialogue and the 

teacher/tutor as expert guide and the role of reading in 

supporting writing development. 

2.1.4. The Political and Ideological 

Orientation of SFL Approach 

Influenced by Bernstein’s Code Theory, one of the concern 

and object in SFL’s genre research and teaching is to solve 

social injustice and inequalities in access to the privileged 

genres of modern institutional fields, thus to develop 

democratic pedagogies and realize education equality. 

The Australian concern for teaching the discourse conventions 

of school and workplace genres is often framed in ideological 

terms, with genre-based instruction described as a tool for 

empowering students with linguistic resources for social 

success. SFL takes the view that there are certain varieties of 

meaning – making (such as those relating to disciplinary 

discourses) which are not equally distributed in society. Some 

of the target populations that Australian researchers have 

attempted to reach with "powerful" school genres, such as 

report an exposition, have been those from minority and other 

nonmainstream groups who have had less exposure to such 

texts than mainstream students have Similarly, Christie 

proposes that teaching students about genres and language in 

general is an ideological matter of social justice, insisting that 

"as long as we leave matters of language use available to some 

and not to others, then we maintain a society which permits 

and perpetuates injustice of many kinds. [9] 

Members of culture groupings control over a wide ranges of 

genres as we mature, we learn to distinguish between various 

types of contexts, and to manage our interactions, apply our 

experiences, and organize our discourse effectively and 

appropriately within each context. Control over the genres of 

everyday life is accumulated through repeated experience, 

including more or less explicit instruction from others. As 
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young children, our experience of the culture is necessarily 

limited and the genres we can identify and realize are 

relatively undifferentiated, but as our social experience 

broadens, the system of genres we control complexifies. In 

Bernstein’s term our coding orientation becomes more 

elaborated, as we learn to recognize and realize a more diverse 

range of contexts. 

Even in everyday contexts within our local kin and peer 

groups, our relative power and control in a context may be 

conditioned by age, gender and other status markers. In 

post-colonial societies the range of genres in a culture is 

further differentiated by institutions such as science, industry, 

and administration, and control over these genres depends on 

specialized educational pathways, and access to these 

pathways depends largely on our position in relation to social 

economic power. In this kind of social complex, the scope of 

our control over genres of power in turn conditions our status 

ranking in social hierarchies, our claim to authority in 

institutional fields, and our prominence in public life. Within 

specific situations, there register variables translate into our 

options to dominate or defer, to assert or concede authority, 

and to command attention or pay attention to others. 

2.1.5. SFL Genre Teaching 

One of the most salient features of SFL approach in genre 

teaching is the “teaching-learning cycle”, which involves 

modeling, joint negotiation of text and independent 

construction of text. This explicit pedagogy helps teachers 

induct learners into the linguistic demands of genres which are 

important to participation in school learning and in the wider 

community. In a case study focuses on one teacher’s 

application of the “teaching-learning cycle” and her 

movement between teaching text and context and relating 

linguistic patterns to social, disciplinary patterns. Explicit 

approaches, such as SFL-based genre pedagogies, can provide 

students with meta-linguistic resources that assist them in 

producing genres while also developing long-term rhetorical 

competence that transfers to other writing situations. [23] 

While Macken-Horarik describes an SFL-oriented genre 

pedagogy that functions in Australian academic settings, 

Motta-Roth applies an SFL approach to Brazilian educational 

contexts, proposing a pedagogy that emphasizes the reciprocal 

relationship between text and context. [27] With this in mind, 

she argues that it is important to teach students selected SFL 

principles, such as discourse analysis, a model of training 

students that has also been proposed by Ann Johns (Text, Role, 

and Context) and Ian Bruce. In “The Role of Context in 

Academic Text Production and Writing Pedagogy,” 

Motta-Roth describes a pedagogical model she calls the 

academic writing cycle, which consists of three activities: 

context explotation, text exploration and text production. 

This cycle breaks down into specific tasks and exercises that 

involve analysis of a community and its genre system and sets; 

analysis of genre exemplars in the community and their 

linguistic and rhetorical patterns; and, finally, more focused 

analysis of the lexico-grammatical features of texts. Teaching 

novice academic writers how to become discourse analysts, 

according to Motta-Roth, increases their awareness of the 

social and discursive practices within communities they wish 

to join, which is the centerpiece of other text-based 

pedagogies, such as ESP approaches. 

2.2. ESP Approach 

This part provides an overview of genre study within ESP, a 

field that bridges linguistic and rhetorical traditions. 

Positioned within the overarching category of Language for 

Specific Purposes (LSP), ESP approach focuses on studying 

and teaching specialized varieties of English, most often to 

non-native speakers of English, in advanced academic and 

professional settings. ESP is often used as an umbrella term to 

include more specialized areas of study such as EAP and EOP. 

Although ESP has existed since the 1960s and although ESP 

researchers began to use genre analysis as a research and 

pedagogical tool in the 1980s, it was John Swales’ 

groundbreaking book Genre Analysis: English in Academic 

and Research Settings that most fully theorized and developed 

the methodology for bringing genre analysis into ESP research 

and teaching. It is largely due to Swales’ work and the 

research it has inspired over the last twenty years that ESP and 

genre analysis have become in many ways synonymous. 

Researchers in ESP have been interested in genre as a tool for 

analyzing and teaching the spoken and written language 

required of nonnative speakers in academic and professional 

settings. Scholars in this field have framed genres as oral and 

written text types defined by their formal properties as well as 

by their communicative purposes within social contexts. 

Swales, whose research has been seminal in shaping genre 

theory in ESP, describes genres as communicative events that 

are characterized both by their communicative purposes and 

by various patterns of structure, style, content and intended 

audience. [28] 

Swales begins Genre Analysis by identifying two key 

characteristics of ESP genre approaches, namely their focus 

on academic and research English (which would be expanded 

to include occupational English), and their use of genre 

analysis for applied ends. The applied nature of ESP has been 

a defining feature of the field from its inception. As Early 

work in ESP thus resembled research in corpus linguistics 

with its quantitative studies of the linguistic properties of 

language varieties, and to this day research in corpus 

linguistics continues to influence ESP genre research. [4] As 

Swales notes, however, ESP studies since the 1960s have 
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concomitantly become narrower and deeper than those early 

quantitative studies. They are narrower in the sense that the 

focus has shifted from broader register categories such as 

scientific or medical language to a narrower focus on actual 

genre varieties used within, say, scientific and medical 

disciplines. At the same time, ESP analyses have also become 

deeper in the sense that they not only describe linguistic 

features of language varieties but also their communicative 

purposes and effects. This “deeper or multi-layered textual 

account,” Swales explains, signaled an interest in assessing 

rhetorical purposes, in unpacking information structures and 

in accounting for syntactic and lexical choices. It is in their 

focus on describing and determining linguistic effects that 

ESP genre approaches help bridge linguistic and rhetorical 

studies of genre. 

Because it is communicative purpose that gives rise to and 

provides the rationale for a genre and shapes its internal 

structure, communicative purpose often serves as a starting 

point for ESP genre analyses. A typical ESP approach to genre 

analysis, for example, will begin by identifying a genre within 

a discourse community and defining the communicative 

purpose the genre is designed to achieve. From there, the 

analysis turns to an examination of the genre’s 

organization—its schematic structure—often characterized by 

the rhetorical “moves” it undertakes, and then to an 

examination of the textual and linguistic features (style, tone, 

voice, grammar, syntax) that realize the rhetorical moves. The 

trajectory of the analysis thus proceeds from a genre’s 

schematic structure to its lexico-grammatic features, all the 

while attending to the genre’s communicative purpose and the 

discourse community which defines it. 

To describe ESP genre (usually for teaching purposes), an 

important method, and one valuable for genre-based writing 

teaching, is move analysis. Moves are semantic and functional 

units of texts that have specific communicative purposes. 

Each move has its own purpose and contributes to the overall 

purposes of the text. Move length varies from less than a 

sentence to much longer stretches. [7] Moves are identified 

both rhetorically (by attending to the move's purpose) and 

linguistically (by attending, for example, to use of sentence 

connectors, tense, mood etc.). Each move can be realized by 

one or more steps, the alternative ways of achieving the 

move's purpose. In Analysing Genre: Language in 

Professional Settings, Bhatia outlines seven steps to analyzing 

genres. But not all ESP genre researchers will follow all these 

steps, and not always in the order Bhatia outlines, but together 

these steps provide insight into the range of ways ESP genre 

researchers go about conducting genre analyses in academic 

and professional contexts. [6] Swales’ well- known and 

influential analysis of the research article in Genre Analysis 

generally exemplifies different levels of linguistic, textual, 

and structural analyses. For example, in analyzing research 

article (RA) introductions, he defined a “move” as a “bounded 

communicative act that is designed to achieve one main 

communicative objective (35): from “establishing a territory” 

(move 1) to “establishing a niche” (move 2) to “occupying the 

niche” (move 3) (141). Within each of these moves, Swales 

identifies a range of possible “steps” RA authors can take, 

such as “claiming centrality” and “reviewing items of 

previous research” in move 1 and “counter-claiming” or 

“indicating a gap” in move 2. From there, Swales examines 

steps more specifically by analyzing text-patterning and 

lexico-grammatical features within different steps. 

This general approach to genre analysis within ESP—from 

identifying purpose to analyzing a genre’s rhetorical moves 

and how these moves are carried out textually and 

linguistically—and the research that has emerged from it has 

contributed greatly to our knowledge of discipline-specific 

genres, notably research articles as well as what Swales has 

called “occluded genres” that operate behind the scenes of 

research articles (genres such as abstracts, submission letters, 

review letters, etc.). Such knowledge has enabled 

graduate-level non-native speakers of English to gain access 

to and participate in academic and professional discourse 

communities. 

2.3. ESP VS SFL 

ESP’s expanded interest from descriptive analyses of 

linguistic features to analyses of genres and their 

communicative functions not only helps distinguish ESP 

research from corpus linguistics, but also reveals similarities 

and distinctions between ESP genre analyses and SFL genre 

analyses. There are several ways in which SFL and ESP genre 

approaches compare to and differ from one another. They both 

share the fundamental view that linguistic features are 

connected to social context and function. And they are both 

driven by the pedagogical imperative to make visible to 

disadvantaged students the connections between language and 

social function that genres embody. Such a visible pedagogy, 

according to Hyland, seeks to offer writers an explicit 

understanding of how target texts are structured and why they 

are written the way they are, thereby making clear what is to 

be learned rather than relying on hit-or-miss inductive 

methods. [18] Both ESP and SFL genre approaches are also 

committed to the idea that this kind of explicit teaching of 

relevant genres provides access to disadvantaged learners. 

While SFL and ESP genre approaches share analytical 

strategies and pedagogical commitments, they differ in subtle 

but important ways. Most obviously, they differ in their 

applied target audience, with SFL genre approaches generally 

targeting economically and culturally disadvantaged 

school-age children in Australia, and ESP genre approaches 
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generally targeting more advanced, often graduate-level, 

international students in British and U.S. universities, who, as 

non-native speakers of English, are linguistically 

disadvantaged. This difference in target audience has 

important implications for how SFL and ESP approaches 

perceive and analyze target genres. Because both approaches 

teach explicitly genres often assumed to be tacitly acquired via 

the normal progression of academic acculturation but denied 

disadvantaged students: the question of which genres to teach 

becomes crucial. Primary and secondary school students are 

not often, if ever, asked to write in what would be considered 

disciplinary or professional genres. As a result, SFL scholars 

and teachers have tended to focus their attention on what Ann 

Johns, following Swales, calls ‘pre-genres’ such as 

explanations, recounts, or description. [21] For ESP scholars 

and teachers working with advanced students whose academic 

disciplines and professional/occupational settings are more 

bounded and where the genres used within those contexts are 

more identifiable, the analytical and pedagogical focus has 

been on actual, community identified genres used within those 

disciplinary settings—genres such as research articles, 

literature reviews, conference abstracts, research presentations, 

grant proposals, job application letters, academic lectures, 

various medical texts, legislative documents, and so on. 

Their differences on target audience also reveals the 

differences of each research area. Because ESP school is 

mainly target on graduate students, their genre research is 

mainly on academic discourse in different disciplines and 

professional discourse in different workplace. While SFL 

school’s target audience also includes primary and middle 

school students, their research covers a wider range of genre, 

aside from academic and professional discourse, SFL’s genre 

also contains stories, everyday life discourse, textbooks in 

different subjects, etc. 

The differences in target audience and genre focus between 

SFL and ESP approaches highlight a related difference in 

understandings of context. Because SFL approaches generally 

focus on pre-genres, they have tended to define context at a 

fairly macro level. SFL genre approaches locate genre at the 

level of context of culture. ESP genre approaches, however, 

locate genres within more specifically defined contexts, where 

the genres’ communicative purposes are more specified and 

attributable. As we will discuss next, defining genre in relation 

to discourse community has had important implications for 

ESP genre approaches, allowing ESP scholars to focus on 

context and communicative/rhetorical purpose. At the same 

time, defining genre in relation to discourse community has to 

some degree also shifted the pedagogical purpose of ESP 

approaches away from the more overtly political, 

empowerment-motivated goals of SFL genre- based teaching 

to a more pragmatic, acculturation-motivated pedagogy aimed 

at helping advanced non-native English speaking students 

acquire “knowledge of relevant genres so they can act 

effectively in their target contexts. 

2.4. New Rhetorical 

Research emerging from what have come to be known as New 

Rhetorical studies reflects a different approach to 

conceptualizing and analyzing genre than that found in ESP. 

New Rhetoric research describes a body of North American 

scholarship from a variety of disciplines concerned with L1 

teaching, including rhetoric, composition studies, and 

professional writing. Genre scholars in these areas have 

differed from those in ESP as they have focused more on the 

situational contexts in which genres occur than on their forms 

and have placed special emphases on the social purposes, or 

actions, that these genres fulfill within these situations. 

Miller's article "Genre as Social Action" has been seminal in 

shaping New Rhetoric genre theory within L1 disciplines. In it, 

Miller argues, a rhetorically sound definition of genre must be 

centered not on the substance or the form of discourse but on 

the action it is used to accomplish. [26] 

The theoretical, historical, and ethnographic studies of genre 

that established the field of RGS developed an understanding 

of genre as rhetorically and socially dynamic, ideological, 

performative, intertextual, socio-cognitive, and responsive to 

and also constructive of situations. Such an understanding of 

genres suggests that they cannot be explicated, explained, or 

acquired only through textual or linguistic means; they also 

cannot be abstracted from the contexts of their use for 

pedagogical purposes. According to Bazerman, because 

learning genres is about learning to inhabit interactionally 

produced worlds and social relationships, to think and act and 

recognize situations in a particular way, and to orient oneself 

to particular goals, values, and assumptions, some RGS 

scholars questioned the value of explicit genre teaching. [2] 

Berkenkotter and Huckin take as their starting point the notion 

that genres dynamically embody a community’s ways of 

knowing, being, and acting. Genres are inherently dynamic 

rhetorical structures that can be manipulated according to the 

conditions of use and that genre knowledge is therefore best 

conceptualized as a form of situated cognition embedded in 

disciplinary activities. [5] For writers to make things happen, 

that is, to publish, to exert an influence on the field, to be cited, 

and so forth, they must know how to strategically use their 

understanding of genre. Several important genre claims 

emerge for RGS from this thesis. First is the notion that genres 

are dynamic rhetorical forms that develop from responses to 

recurrent situations and serve to stabilize experience and give 

it coherence and meaning. Within disciplinary contexts, for 

instance, genres normalize activities and practices, enabling 

community members to participate in these activities and 
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practices in fairly predictable, familiar ways in order to get 

things done. At the same time, though, genres are dynamic 

because as their conditions of use change—for example 

because of changes in material conditions, changes in 

community membership, changes in technology, changes in 

disciplinary purposes, values, and what Bazerman describes 

as systems of accountability —genres must change along with 

them or risk becoming obsolete. (For example, in his study of 

the evolution of the experimental article from 1665 to 1800, 

Bazerman describes how the genre changed [in terms of its 

structure and organization, presentation of results, stance, 

methods, etc.] in coordinated emergence with changes in 

where and how experiments were conducted, where and how 

they were made public, and how nature was viewed. [1] 

2.5. ESP VS New Rhetorical 

The important differences between ESP and RGS approaches 

are the sociological nature of genres and the extent to which 

genres can and should be taught explicitly. While both ESP 

and rhetorical genre scholars acknowledge the dynamic 

relationship between texts and contexts, and while both 

recognize genres as situated rhetorical and linguistic actions, 

RGS has tended to understand genres not only as situated 

within contexts such as discourse communities, but also as 

constitutive of contexts—as symbolic worlds readers and 

writers co-construct and inhabit. That is, for RGS, context 

provides more than valuable background knowledge 

regarding communicative purposes, discourse community 

members, genre nomenclature, or even genre chains and 

occluded genres—significant as these are. Generally speaking, 

then, while ESP genre scholars have tended to understand 

genres as communicative tools situated within social contexts, 

rhetorical genre scholars have tended to understand genres as 

sociological concepts embodying textual and social ways of 

knowing, being, and interacting in particular contexts. 

Even when more recent ESP genre research has acknowledged 

the sociological nature of genres, the emphasis of ESP genre 

analysis has remained on explicating genre conventions 

(schematic and lexicogrammatic) against the backdrop of the 

genre’s social context. So while both ESP and Rhetorical 

genre approaches recognize genres as relating texts and 

context, the point of emphasis and analytical/pedagogical 

trajectory of each approach has differed, so that, generally 

speaking, in ESP genre study, context has been used to 

understand texts and communicative purposes while in 

Rhetorical Genre Studies, texts have been used to study 

contexts and social actions—in particular, how texts mediate 

situated symbolic actions. 

The difference in emphasis between communicative purpose 

and social action not only reflects different analytical 

trajectories between ESP and rhetorical genre approaches; it 

also underscores different pedagogical philosophies and goals. 

Rhetorical genre researchers, for example, tend to question 

whether explicit teaching of genre is enough, arguing instead 

for a more immersion- and ethnographic-based pedagogy in 

which students encounter, analyze, and practice writing 

genres in the contexts of their use. Such an approach, RGS 

researchers argue, allows students to get at some of the inter- 

and extra-textual knowledge that exceeds knowledge of genre 

conventions and that genre users must possess in order to 

perform genres effectively. 

2.6. SFL VS New Rhetorical 

As mentioned above, New Rhetorical lacked explicit 

instruction. In Rhetoric fields, a number of researchers have 

expressed doubts whether classroom instruction about genres 

can actually help students become better writers and readers of 

texts. Berkenkotter and Huckin, for example, have argued that 

genre knowledge and its use in social contexts is not 

"explicitly taught" but is acquired through enculturation "as 

apprentices become socialized to the ways of speaking or 

writing in a particular disciplinary community. [5] 

So in contrast with the relatively few discussions of classroom 

methodology in New Rhetoric, the Australian systemic 

functional literature promoted several instructional 

frameworks for implementing genre- based pedagogy. For 

example, the LERN   project has worked with Sydney's 

Disadvantaged Schools Program to develop the most widely 

recognized Australian model for genre instruction. This model 

maps out a teaching-learning cycle... in the figure of a wheel. 

As the same as SFL approach in its application target, ESP 

approach also experimented various genre-based teaching 

project in raising learners’ genre awareness and genre ability. 

Because New Rhetorical is mainly based on ethnographic 

method and case-by-case basis, their participants are much 

less than those in SFL and ESP, thus can not be applied to a 

larger curriculum or broader situations. These orientations 

towards language use or language user on the one hand, and 

language system or language practices, on the other, 

distinguish SFL and RGS. In essence, RGS focuses on the 

socially constructed language-using individual and SFL on the 

socially constructed language system. 

Because of the application orientation, the stronger 

partnership between genre researchers and school and adult 

education instructors and long established relationship and 

corporation between SFL and education institutions, of the 

three schools discussed in this article, however, the 

educational impact of genre is most readily measured in SFL 

approach, where genre-based pedagogy has influenced entire 

educational systems. In New South Wales, for example, the 

four volumes were developed to support Writing K-12 
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syllabus of the New South Wales Department of Education. In 

addition, the efforts systemic functional scholars working with 

instructors to bring genre to their lesson plans and In-service 

teacher training have facilitated the implementation of genre 

in schools. 

3. Trend-The Hybrid Models 

3.1. The Combination of Implicit and Explicit 

Teaching 

As mentioned above, one of the most salient difference 

between SFL/ESL and RGS is the effectiveness on explicit 

teaching. However, the debate between explicit and more 

sociological approaches to genre teaching is not absolute, of 

course, and many genre scholars and teachers employ hybrid 

models that cross boundaries of the debate. For example, the 

work of a few LI scholars in New Rhetorical, has reflected a 

greater focus on applications. Freedman and Medway's 

Learning and Teaching Genre is the first collection of research 

to consider how New Rhetoric genre theory, with its emphasis 

on text context and function can inform L1 composition 

instruction. In this volume, Coe describes classroom 

procedures for raising university students' awareness of the 

social contexts that shape their writing. At the top of each 

assignment, he asks students to specify the features of the 

rhetorical situation, including the purpose of the text, the 

audience of the text, and the circumstances of the writing. [11] 

He then assesses the student's text based on how well it 

responds to this context. Also in the Freedman and Medway 

volume, Bialostosky describes how he focuses students' 

attention on everyday speech genres, such as apologies, in 

teaching poetry in undergraduate literature courses. [8] 

Beaufort and Williams in their study of teaching history 

writing, adapted an interactive model which includes both 

immersion in a context in which students discuss and analyze 

the knowledge, assumptions, and values of a disciplinary 

community as well as receiving practical, explicit instruction 

for writing that community’s genres. [3] 

3.2. The Hybrid Between ESP and SFL 

Recently, some notions borrowed from SFL have been widely 

used by ESP scholars. For example, Hyland analyzed the 

strategies that academic writers use in different academic 

communities to construct themselves and their readers. 

Focusing on “stance” and “engagement,” which were 

proposed by SFL scholar Martin, Hyland examines how 

writers insert their personality into their texts through the use 

of hedges, boosters, and attitude markers, and how they 

construct their readers through the use of questions, reader 

pronouns, and directives. [19] Hyland’s research demonstrates 

that, within the conventions of disciplinary discourses, 

individual writers can manipulate the options available to 

them for creative and rhetorical purposes of their own. Those 

studies on stance and engagement by ESP scholars have been 

widely discussed and researched. 

Another thing should be noted is that as mentioned above, 

while both ESP and SFL approach are application oriented, 

SFL’s audience is mainly more narrowed down to primary and 

middle school children. However, recently, SFL has expanded 

their focus to more advanced graduate and undergraduate 

adults. 

3.3. The Hybrid Between ESP and RGS 

As mentioned above, ESP approach is mainly based on 

quantitative, corpus-based method. Their research is based on 

the assumption that genre is basically static rather than 

dynamic. Thus through the static analysis of discourse from 

different disciplines, the rhetorical and lexicon-grammatical 

features can be generalized. But recently, some scholars in 

ESP have moved to a more dynamic and ethnographic method 

which was a typical method in RGS approach Johns, for 

example, has promoted the idea of students as both genre 

researchers and genre theorists to help bridge the gap between 

what genre researchers know about genres (as complex, 

dynamic entities) and what student are often taught about 

genres (as static, fixed forms) in literacy classrooms. [20] 

Such ethnographic approaches in ESP genre teaching signal a 

recognition among ESP genre researchers of the deeply social 

nature of genres, not only in the sense that genres are embedded 

in social contexts such as discourse communities, but also in the 

sense that genres help shape social contexts. By comparing the 

methods adopted in research articles published between 2003 

and 2012 in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) and those in 

the Journal of English for Academic Purposes (JEAP) over the 

same timeframe, the study by Gollin-Kies found that 

ethnographically based analyses and discourse-oriented 

ethnographies became more popular as the decade progressed. 

In addition, there were studies described as ‘multi-method.’ 

These studies tended to use qualitative methods, such as 

observation, collection of textual artifacts, and interview, that 

are also associated with ethnography. ESP journals published 

35 articles using ethnographic methods or qualitative 

multi-method approaches; JEAP published 45. [13] 

4. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the most salient difference between linguistic 

traditions (ESP and SFL) and rhetorical and sociological 

traditions (RGS) is that ESP and SFL are more pedagogically 

imperative than RGS. ESP and SFL are mainly based on 

linguistic method, like corpus-based method or discourse 

analysis while RGS is mainly based on ethnographic method 
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through documentary data, interview, students’ and tutors’ 

textual data, observation including field notes and visual 

records, etc. Within the genre in linguistic traditions, the most 

salient difference between ESP and SFL is the different target 

audience. ESP is mainly targeted to graduate and 

undergraduate level adults, while SFL is mainly targeted to 

primary and middle school students and what should be noted 

is because of its audience divergence, SFL is more 

ideologically and politically charged. The differences and 

features exist among the three schools of genre research 

reveals the advantages and disadvantages of each school. 

However, as mentioned above, the hybrid model model is one 

of the trend in genre study. For example, the deny of 

effectiveness on explicit instruction in RGS has been changes, 

some scholars in RGS has tried to mix implicit immersion and 

explicit instruction of genre; Some scholars in ESP began to 

acknowledge the dynamic features of genre and 

ethnographically based analyses and discourse-oriented 

ethnographies became more popular as the decade progressed 

in ESP and JEAP journals; ESP scholars like Ken Hyland, 

based on the notions of stance and engagement in 

interpersonal function of SFL, invented the new notion of 

hedges and boosters in ESP school. Thus, the boundaries and 

rules among the leading three schools in genre study are not 

absolutely clear and it is the trend in genre study to make the 

best of each school. 
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