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With the current tendency to treat discourse phenomena as pragmatic rather than linguistic, the term “modes of
discourse” has become an important concept in studying the organization of monological written discourse. However,
there are some other linguistic terms which are closely related to, or sometimes even overlapping with, the concept of
discourse modes, and this may lead to a problem of confusion. For this reason, the paper first of all elucidates the
differences between discourse and text, register and genre, so that to point out the distinction between approaches to
dealing with texts of various types. Next, it investigates diverse classifications of text types developed over the years by
different authors (J. Kinneavy, E. Werlich, R. Longacre, D. Biber, J.-M. Adam, T. Virtanen, James R. Martin, M.
Fludernik, C. Smith), indicating the key principles of categorization, such as correlation with cognitive strategies,
speech acts, linguistic features, and so on. Finally, one arrives at the conclusion that modes of discourse, which could be
used synonymously with text types, concern the pragmatic properties of the text, and reveal rhetorical patterns used to
achieve certain communicative goals in a coherent discourse. It is thus the goal of further research in the field of
discourse studies to come up with the typology of modes of discourse applicable for particular types of discourse.
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Introduction. In terms of linguistics textual surface structures display a wide spectrum of
forms and there have been a great number of concepts developed to account for this variety.
However, there is still no general consensus on the principles of classification, to say nothing of
terminology used to distinguish between different texts. Text types, genres, registers, modes of
discourse are all measures of diversity of communication, which differs in speaker’s purposes to be
achieved, rhetorical strategies applied, media of interaction, and linguistic resources in use.

The objective of the present paper is to give an overview of the relevant foreign linguistic
studies and make it clear how such terms as text, discourse, register, genre, text type and mode of
discourse differ in meaning as well as to consider the challenges of classifying discourse modes,
which are regarded as strategies of choosing specific language items to accomplish the
communicative tasks.

Discourse vs. text, register vs. genre. It is practicable to start with the fact that both terms
“text” and “discourse”, being closely related, have been often used interchangeably, or, on the
contrary, to denote quite opposite things (e.g. written language and spoken language). In effect,
these two represent complimentary perspectives on language, so that a text is viewed as the product
of a discourse, while the latter refers to a dynamic process which involves all aspects of
communication, including the message with particular grammatical and lexical choices, the
addresser, who is the person originating the message, the addressee, or the person the message is
addressed to, and the immediate context of situation [8, p. 4; 9, p. 113-115].

The classes of discourses characterized by sharing the same primary social function,
communicative goals, and intended audience are called genres. Genres have been well-known since
classical times of Aristotle’s “Poetics”. The broadest and commonest division into poetry, prose and
drama was subsequently developed into a more complicated system of genres, which are readily
distinguished by speakers of a language as texts used in a particular situation for a specific
communicative purpose (e.g. guidebook, poem, business letter, newspaper article, advertisement,
etc.). Thus, although being formerly used as a distinctive type of literary composition, the term
“genre” is now recognized as a system for accomplishing social purposes by verbal means, and
refers to a definite type of discourse, with or without literary aspirations. There is, however, a
difficulty in distinguishing it from the term “register”, which some linguists still apply to designate
functional varieties of language typical of some non-literary situations, or occupational fields, such
as the language of religion, politics, sports, the language of newspaper reporting, advertising,
medical language, legal language, technical language, telephone talks, interviews, etc.

Having been in use in stylistics and sociolinguistics since the 1950s, the term “register” now
suggests a scale of differences in the degrees of formality appropriate to different social uses of
language. Speakers of a language are expected to have the communicative competence allowing
them to constantly switch between usages of certain features of sound, grammar, and lexis,
depending upon which social part they play in various situations of everyday life (cf. a lecture, an
online chat, a business letter, a telephone conversation, etc.). In general, there are three main
variables that are considered significant for the choice of situational linguistic features:
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“field”, or subject matter;
—  “medium”, or channel of communication (e.g. speech or writing);
“tenor”, or the relations between participants of social interaction.

For example, such register as TV sports commentary is characterized by special vocabulary
reflecting the subject, the audio-visual medium of information exchange, and fairly informal
relations between commentators and mass audience. It is obvious, however, that some registers may
overlap with each other in respect of “field” or “medium”, but it is the contextually determined
degree of formality that always makes two registers differ (e.g. sermon vs. prayer) [9, p. 337-338].

Thus, when one needs to maintain a distinction between genre and register it is advisable to
see registers as particular situational constraints at the linguistic level of vocabulary and syntax,
while genres had better be viewed as larger or “higher-level” structures, which operate at discourse
level and are defined on the basis of systematic non-linguistic criteria, being commonly recognized
as performing similar functions in the language community. One register may be realized through
various genres (e.g. contracts, wills, and lawyers communications of legal register), but a particular
genre may cut across a number of registers (e.g. a research paper in chemistry may look similar to
the one in sociology, fulfilling the same communicative purposes).

Typology of text types. The change in communicative goal requires different rhetoric
strategies, which constitute the mode of discourse realized through text types. The concept of text
type enables classifying texts in terms of communicative intentions serving an overall rhetorical
purpose. In contrast to genres, the number of which changes historically, text types represent only a
limited number of forms of both writing and speaking, defined through a closed set of categories.
There are, however, different approaches to choosing which category should underlie the typology.
As a result, it is worth making a historical overview of the text taxonomies.

James Kinneavy (1971, 1980) puts forward a classification of text types in terms of
cognitive categories, determining the manner in which reality is viewed. Applying the primary
distinction between static (looking at something at a particular time) and dynamic (looking at how it
changes over time), individual (looking at something in isolation) and collective (looking at parts of
a whole), he arrives at the four text types, namely narration, classification, description, and
evaluation. When focusing on individual characteristics in a static view, we describe; while
comparing or contrasting groups we classify. If we discuss changes from a dynamic view of reality,
we narrate trying to show causality and chronology of events; if we consider the potential for reality
to be different, we evaluate and “pronounce judgment”.

Eron Werlich's (1976, 1979) typology includes five basic classes of non-fictional text types,
namely descriptive, narrative, expository, argumentative, and instructive. The distinction between
them is based on cognitive properties of the text, including differentiation of perceptions of factual
phenomena in the spacial context (description) or that of factual and/or conceptual phenomena in
the temporal context (narration), comprehension of general concepts through differentiation by
analysis and/or synthesis (exposition), evaluation of relations between concepts of phenomena
through finding out similarities, contrasts, and transformations (argumentation), and planning of
future behaviour (instruction) [3, p. 23; 8, p. 15].

Robert Longacre (1982, 1983) outlines a typology of monologue discourse using the
combinations of binary oppositions, namely that of temporal succession and agent orientation. As a
result, there are four different ideal text types, which differ either in the presence of chronological
linkage, or unity of participant reference: narrative (both parameters are evident), procedural (there is
temporal succession, but no agent orientation), behavioural (it is the identity of the agent(s) that matters
rather than the chronology), and expository (it is neither temporally sequenced, nor agent oriented). All
of these may be further divided according to the parameters of projection (whether the event has already
taken place), and tension (whether there is a kind of struggle or polarization involved) [5].

Text types in Douglas Biber’s typology (1989) share frequent use of the same set of co-
occurring syntactic and lexical features (e.g. passives, nominalizations, prepositional phrases), the
co-occurrence patterns being identified quantitatively (by an in-depth corpus analysis of 481 texts
across 23 genres) rather than on an a priori functional basis. As a result, there are five dimensions
proposed to label texts of certain communicative function(s) underlying each co-occurrence pattern
of formal linguistic features:

1) informational versus involved production, or high informational density (nouns,
prepositions and attributive adjectives) versus affective, interactional, and generalized content
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(contractions, present tense verbs, first and second person pronouns, demonstrative pronouns,
hedges, amplifiers, possibility modals);

2) narrative (past tense verbs, third person pronouns, perfect aspect verbs) versus
non-narrative concerns;

3) elaborated, or highly explicit, context-independent reference (wh-relative clauses,
nominalizations), versus non-specific situation-dependent reference (time and place adverbials);

4) high or low degree of overt expression of persuasion (infinitives, prediction and necessity
modal verbs, conditional subordination);

5) abstract, technical formal style (conjuncts, passives, adverbial subordinators) versus
non-abstract style (that-clauses, demonstratives) [2, p. 3-43; 3, p. 31-32].

Jean-Michel Adam (1992) expands Werlich's classification to propose eight text types,
focusing on global, deep-structure qualities of texts. Trying to correlate speech acts, discourse
functions and cognitive parameters, he distinguishes between narrative, descriptive, and explicative
text types aligned with assertive speech acts, and those that conjoin different speech acts, namely
argumentative (convince), injunctive (direct), predictive (prophesy), conversational (question,
excuse, promise), and rhetorical (reflect) text types [3, p. 24; 4, p. 278]

Also re-considering Werlich’s scheme, in addition to subordinate level of text types Tuija
Virtanen (1992) proposes to construct a higher level which relates to the functions of discourse, so
that there are narrative, description, instruction, exposition, and argument. The idea here is that
there must be a difference between cognitive process or intention, and the resulting type of
discourse. For instance, argumentation can be found in such types of discourse as narration,
description or evaluation, and narrative text-type can be used in any discourse type. In this manner,
there is one prototypical text type for each discourse type, although such correlation between
discourse types and empirical texts may not be observed in practice [3, p. 24-25].

Over the years James R. Martin and others (1985, 1991, 2008) have elaborated a schemata
of “genres”, which are used to denote configurations of meaning in a culture, reflecting socio-
cultural categories and processes. Although the authors use the term “genres”, it is obvious that this
approach touches upon the classification of text types, which possess prototypical functional,
structural and linguistic features. Considering similarities and differences in social functions and
their linguistic realization between “genres”, a few large “families of genres” have been identified
and these are widely used for educational purposes at present. In practice, all texts are broadly
divided into academic and non-academic, the latter being represented by poems, informal letters,
and songs. With respect to the general purpose achieved, on the other hand, academic texts can
present personal experience (narrative, recount), factual information (procedure, report), and
analyzing and debating (discussion, explanation, exposition).

Having the purpose to entertain, narratives introduce characters in some setting and tell a
story, unfolding a series of events, eventually bringing about some resolution. Narratives are
generally imaginative, or can be based on real facts, and are found in story books and literary texts
of many kinds, containing a variety of process verbs and verb tenses, clauses, nominal groups,
adverbs of time and manner, etc.

Recounts reconstruct experience in temporal sequence and tell what and when occurred,
with the aim to inform. These can be found, for example, in newspaper and television or history
reports, autobiographies, diaries, etc. There are usually proper nouns, personal pronouns,
descriptive words, additive and temporal conjunctions, process clauses and past tenses in use.

Procedures direct one’s behaviour in undertaking activities, and can be found in games,
itineraries, instructions, recipes, manuals and science experiments. The use of present tense,
impersonal pronouns and imperatives are typical and there might be even diagrams or schemes for
illustrating what to do in order to achieve the goal.

Reports classify some phenomena and describe characteristics. They are often used in the
social and the natural sciences (e.g. formal scientific report, book review, newspaper article), and
organize all the facts clearly by making use of technical language, the third person, action verbs,
and doing without any evaluative words.

Explanations identify some phenomenon or historical event and explain how or why it
occurs, or what its consequences are. They also tend to use technical language, specific-subject
vocabulary and words that show the cause and effect relationship.

Expositions put forward an argument, and try to persuade the audience, say, in essays,
advertisements, editorials, etc. They mostly rely upon generalization, classification, and
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categorization. Thus, reasoning is expressed through abstract nouns, markers of contrast, logical
sequence; there are a lot of emotive and qualifying words, modals of probability, and visuals.
Discussions involve exploring issues and arriving at opinions or recommendations on the
basis of evidence. While expositions take up one general position, and argue it at some length,
discussions are concerned with examination of different arguments for and against an issue. For this
reason, there are linking words used to show a comparison, and the language is normally rather
formal, whether it is a radio debate, or a newspaper article. A special type of discussion is
exploration, which aims to find out about something which is still debatable and in a theoretical
framework. To put it simply, the following table displays the “genres” by the purpose they are used
for, and sequencing of events (Table 1) [6, p. 563].
Table 1. Classification of factual genres, by James R. Martin.

unction to generalize | to generalize as | to explain and | to debate
sequence a document find resolution
actions are  not | narrative report exposition discussion
necessarily
structured
actions must be | recount procedure explanation exploration
structured

Discourse modes. As we can see, these are all the attempts to treat the nature of texts of
different genres by finding the relation between linguistic/structural features and functional criteria,
the latter referring to either a set of general textual functions, or diversity of speech acts. Actually,
the term “mode of discourse” is sometimes used as a synonym to “text type” to label strategies of
text organization, but modes of discourse should be restricted to the characterization of texts
according to pragmatic properties (e.g. the speaker’s purpose). In this connection it is worth
mentioning Monika Fludernik’s three-level model, in which text types are viewed as broad
communicative functions on the general level of macro-genre, traditional concept of genre being the
second level, and micro-genre is the level of discourse mode, where “internal”, or linguistic, aspects
of texts acquire specific functions, depending on the kind of genre involved and the choice of
discourse strategies. For example, description in narrative genres provides background information,
it serves as exposition in scientific prose, or is part of a directive sequence in a guide book. It
follows that the list of modes of discourse, which refer to passages of texts instead of entire texts, is
open as they may perform entirely different functions in various generic contexts [1, p. 863-865; 4, p. 280].

In the recent research conducted by Carlota S. Smith (2003) it is said that discourse should
be studied at the level of passage, which is a contiguous region of text, usually made up of one or
more paragraphs with particular discourse functions, because of its strong pragmatic basis. In this
respect, the discourse mode represents a level of local text structure. Five modes of discourse that
commonly appear in written texts are considered in detail; these are narrative, description, report,
informative, and commentary/argument. The modes are characterized by the type of situation
introduced into the discourse (event, state, generalizing stative, abstract entity), and the principle of
semantic progression. The interpretation of tense is demonstrated by three main patterns, namely
continuity, anaphora, and deixis [7].

Table 2. Modes of written discourse by Carlota S. Smith.

Type of situation Text advancement & tense interpretation
Narrative Events and states, temporally | Located in time; dynamic events advance in
related to each other narrative time; tense conveys continuity and
limited anaphora
Report Events and states, temporally | Dynamically located in time; time progresses
related to speech time forward and backward from the speech time;

tense is deictic.
Description | States and ongoing events, | Statically located in time; text progresses in
temporally related to each | spacial terms through the scene described,;

other tense is anaphoric to an established time.
Informative | Mostly generalizing statives Atemporal; text progresses by a principle of
metaphorical motion; tense is deictic.
Commentary/ | Abstract entities and | Atemporal; text progresses by a principle of
Argument generalizing statives metaphorical motion; tense is deictic.
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Conclusions. The investigation of linguistic terms applied in foreign studies of text and
discourse is extremely beneficial for promoting the research of modern languages. In particular, it is
important to see the difference between genres, registers, text types and modes of discourse, so that to
use them adequately and thus avoid ambiguity and overlapping. Numerous genres, having evolved
historically, are realized in completed texts, specifying conditions for discourse structuring, and
reflecting socio-cultural categories and processes. They are placed at a higher level than registers,
which relate to the context of situation rather than to the context of culture, and are considered as
functional language variations. Text types, viewed as the conventional patterns occurring in particular
genres, emerge from statistical analysis, and are usually functionally labeled (e.g. the letter and its
many subclasses). The text type is designed to characterize the main structure of a particular text,
revealing its dominant properties. In a word, the definition of text types is based on text-internal data,
whereas definitions of genres are also formed on the basis of systematic non-linguistic criteria, like
external format and situations of use. The notion of mode of discourse, in its turn, accounts for the
variety of discourse strategies that one can find in texts. In practice, modes of discourse represent
certain linguistic characteristics of the text passage, depending upon pragmatic concerns.

Thus, modes of discourse are context-sensitive strategies of text organization, they tend to
interact and contribute to proceeding coherently in discourse. The study of interrelation of modes of
discourse, text types and genres within a certain discourse is a promising area for further research of
language communication.
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T. b. Macaosa. [Ipo6aema kaTeropusanii KOMNo3uIiiiHO-MOBJIEHHEBUX (IUCKYPCUBHHX) (hopM.

3 ormany Ha TEHICHIUIO PO3MIANATH AWCKYPCHBHI fBHINA 3 TOYKM 30py NPAarMaTHYHHUX, a HE JIMIIE
JIHTBICTUYHUX, OCOOJIMBOCTEH, «KOMIIO3MIIIHHO-MOBICHHEBA (IUCKypCHBHA) (OpMay € BAKIMBUM THOHATTSIM Yy
BUBYCHHI OpraHizailii MOHOJIOTIYHOrO MUCHMOBOrO TUCKYpCy. [IpoTe po3ymiHHS «IUCKYpCHBHOI (hopMu» MoOxe OyTH
yCKJIaJHeHe dYepe3 ICHYBaHHS JeKibKa IHIIMX CIIOPIHEHNX HAYKOBUX TEPMIHIB Ha TO3HA4YEeHHs pi3HUX (GopM
MOBJICHHs. BiAIoBiiHO, aHa CTATTs Ma€e Ha METI, MepIl 3a Bce, 3’ACYBAaTH YUM BiJPI3HSIIOTHCS TEPMIHH «JHCKYPC» 1
«TEKCT», «CTUIIbY 1 <OKaHPY», 3 METOK BCTAHOBUTH BIIIMIHHOCTI MIX TiJ{XOJJaM{ JIO BUBUYEHHS TEKCTIB Pi3HUX THUMIB. Y
CTaTTi TAaKOX JIOCII/PKYIOThCS Kiacugikallii TUIIB TEKCTiB, pO3po0IieH] MPOTIroM 0araTb0X POKIB HU3KOKO 3apyOiyKHHUX
aBTOpiB. 30KpeMa, 3a3HaYarOThCs OCHOBHI MPUHIMINH KiIacu]ikarii, Taki K KOpPENAlis 3 KOTHITHBHAMH CTpPaTETisIMHU,
MOBJICHHEBUMH aKTaMHU, JIIHIBICTHIHUMH OCOOIHMBOCTAMH ToImI0. HapemrTi, o0rpyHTOBaHO, IO TMOHSITTS «IUCKYPCHBHA
¢dbopmay, siKke iHOHI BHKOPHCTOBYETHCS SIK CHHOHIM TEPMIHY «THII TEKCTY», HACHPABII CTOCYETHCS MpParMaTHIHHUX
BJIACTUBOCTEH TEKCTY 1 BU3HAYAETHCA KOMYHIKATUBHO-PUTOPHYHUMH CTPATETiISAMH, IO OOMPArOThCS IS IOCSATHEHHS
MEBHUX KOMYHIKaTHBHHX IIiyieil. OTke, KaTeropmsamisi <«IUCKYpPCHBHUX (OpM» KOHKPETHHX THIIB IUCKYPCY €
aKTyaJTbHUM 3aBIAHHSAM MONATBIINX JTIHIBICTHIHUX PO3BiIOK.

Ki1040Bi ci10Ba: TeKCT, OUCKYpC, CTHIIb, )KaHP, THIT TEKCTY, KOMITO3UIiITHO-MOBJIEHHEBA popMa

T. b. Macjosa. [Ipo6jiema kaTeropusanuy KOMIO3MIHOHHO-PedYeBbIX (TUCKYPCUBHHX) (opMm.

VYuuTeIBasi TEHACHIMIO PacCMaTpUBaTh AWMCKYPCHBHBIE SBICHUS C TOYKH 3PEHHUS IPAarMaTHYeCKUX, a HE TOIBKO
JIMHTBUCTHYECKIX, OCOOCHHOCTEH, KOMITO3HUIIMOHHO-pedeBast (IMCKypcHBHAs) ¢opMma SBISETCS BaXKHBIM TIOHSATHEM B
W3y4eHUN OPTaHM3aIMH MOHOJIOIMYECKON MUCBMEHHOro AWcKypca. OIHAKO MOHMMAaHHME «IMCKYPCHUBHOHM (HOPMBDY MOXKET
OBITH 3aTPYJHEHO M3-32 CYIIECTBOBAHMS HEKOTOPBIX APYIMX MOXOKMX HAYYHBIX TEPMHHOB I 00O3HAYEHMS Pa3iIMIHBIX
¢opm peun. COOTBETCTBEHHO, 1€ JAHHOHM CTAThH — BBISICHUTB YEM OTIIMYAIOTCS TEPMUHBI «IIHCKYPC» U «TEKCT», «CTUIIb» U
<«OKaHpy», ¥ YCTAHOBHUTH PA3NIMUMS MEXKIY ITOJXONaMH K M3YUEHHIO TEKCTOB Pa3HBIX THIIOB. B cTaThe Takke MCCIemyroTcst
KJTacCH(HUKAIMK TUIIOB TEKCTOB, pa3pabOTaHHBIE B TEUEHHWE MHOTHX JIET PSIOM 3apyOeXHBIX aBTOpPoB. B wacTHOCTH,
YKa3bIBAIOTCSI OCHOBHBIE MPHHIMITBI KIACCU(DUKAIMH, TaKWe KaK KOPPEISINS C KOTHUTUBHBIMH CTPATETHAMH, PEUCBBIMH
aKTaM¥, JIMHIBUCTUYECKIMH OCOOEHHOCTSAMH M T.I.. B BeIBOmax OOOCHOBAaHHO, YTO IMOHATHE «IHUCKYpCHBHas (hopmay,
KOTOpOE HHOT/[A HCHONB3YeTCs KaK CHHOHMM TEPMHHA «THUII TEKCTa», HA CAMOM JIEJIe CBS3aHO C IParMaTHYecKUMHU
CBOWCTBAMH TEKCTa W OMNpPEIENIEeTCS KOMMYHHKATUBHO-DHTOPHYECKHMH CTPATETHsMH, KOTOPBIC HCIIONB3YIOTCS JUIS
JIOCTIDKCHHSI  OTIPE/Ie]IeHHBIX KOMMYHHKAaTHBHBIX Ieneid. Takum 00pasoM, KaTeropusamus «IUCKYPCHUBHBIX (HOpM»
KOHKPETHBIX THITOB JIUCKYpCA SBIISETCS aKTyaJIbHBIM 3aJaHHeM OYTyIIHX JIMTHT BUCTHUECKIX HCCIIEI0BAHNH.

KnroueBbie ¢10Ba: TEKCT, JUCKYPC, CTHIIB, KaHP, THIT TEKCTA, KOMIIO3HIIMOHHO-peueBast (hopma
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