
Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis
No 3434
Anglica Wratislaviensia L
Wrocław 2012

Tomasz Włodarski
University of Wrocław
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Abstract: The article raises the issue of correlation between various interconnected facets of dis-
course, such as language, text, register and genre. Though these notions are well entrenched within 
discourse studies, it is diffi cult to offer clear-cut defi nitions of them, because the phenomena to which 
they refer are extremely complex and multi-faceted. This article constitutes one of numerous endeav-
ours to clarify these notions and the correlations among them. At the outset, the article defi nes two of 
the most basic and, thus, indispensable notions for any discourse analysis, i.e. the notions of language 
and text, which are herein described in cognitive terms as symbolic assemblies (Evans and Green 
2006). Language and text differ from each other with respect to the nature of the semiotic plane they 
constitute: language is the plane of resources for verbal communication (see Martin 1992), whilst 
texts are the plane of the manifestation and realisation of such resources. Next, the article clarifi es 
that the realisation of language in particular texts is mediated by the semiotic planes of register 
and genre, the former concerning the situational variety of the language, and the latter concerning 
conventional patterns of whole texts (Biber and Conrad 2009). Both register and genre are herein 
regarded in terms of structures of knowledge concerning WHAT and HOW to communicate in given 
situational and contextual circumstances; hence, they are regarded as abstract semiotic planes through 
which language is manifested in particular texts/utterances. Thus, the article advocates the stance that 
the levels of register and genre constitute the plane of mediation, whilst the level of concrete texts/
utterances constitutes the plane of the manifestation and realisation of language in its registers and 
genres. The article refers not only to studies within the English language but also to relevant areas 
of Polish genre studies.1

1. Introduction 

This paper constitutes an attempt to account for correlations between the semiotic 
planes of discourse denoted by such terms as language, register, text and genre. 
These terms, although fundamental to the analysis and description of human com-
munication and consequently human interactions, have acquired various and in 

1 All Polish sources used were translated into English by the author of the article. The original 
Polish texts of the citations are provided in footnotes.
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some cases even contradictory defi nitions. This results partly from the complexity of 
the phenomena to which these terms refer and partly from different methodologic-
al paradigms that can be applied for discourse analysis. Thus, proper descriptions 
of the aforementioned semiotic planes of discourse require, fi rst of all, narrowing 
down the meaning of the terms that denote and characterise these different facets 
of discourse and then clarifying the reasons for accepting certain meanings at the 
expense of others. That is why this article can be regarded as a kind of revisiting of 
the issue of semiotic planes of discourse and, consequently, as a contribution to the 
endeavour to clarify the complex correlations among these planes. 

When defi ning the terms language, register, text and genre, it must be borne 
in mind that the phenomena covered by them are closely intertwined, which means 
that the way one of them is defi ned necessarily infl uences the defi nition of all the 
others. Two of these terms — language and text — appear to be of primary import-
ance for discourse analysis, because discourse itself, in its most general and basic 
defi nitions, tends to be described as “a form of language use” (van Dijk 1997: 2), 
which further implies that “discourse studies are about talk and text in context” 
(van Dijk, 3). Hence, the notions language and text, regarded as constitutive as-
pects of discourse, and the correlations between them will be accounted for before 
clarifying other semiotic levels of discourse. 

1.1. Language and text

Although the terms language and text are diffi cult to describe neatly in clear-cut 
defi nitions, they may be assumed to constitute two facets of discourse that differ 
from each other in terms of their ontological status. This differentiation, how-
ever, does not have an absolute character, for there appears to be no clear line 
of demarcation between the phenomena of language and text. Language might 
be conceived of as a system of interpersonal communication — a system which 
provides structural and semantic resources and thus makes it possible to choose, 
express and understand given meanings. Hence, language may be regarded as 
a resource for meaning (see Martin 1992),whereas text might be defi ned as the 
plane of natural expression for the linguistic system. Language regarded in terms 
of resources for verbal communication covers not only linguistic signs, which in 
cognitive linguistics are specifi ed as symbolic units, i.e. “form-meaning pairings 
termed symbolic assemblies” (Evans and Green 2006: 21), but also rich conceptual 
systems — chunks of knowledge resulting from and somehow shaping diverse hu-
man experiences, e.g. physical, psychological, spiritual and cultural experiences. 
Such cognitive domains are r e f l e c t e d  in certain linguistic entities that encom-
pass, as Evans and Green (2006) clarify, both open-class symbolic units and closed-
class symbolic units. The former include content-rich linguistic entities constituting 
the lexicon, i.e. words and constructions such as idioms, proverbs, sayings, etc.; the 
latter include grammatical structures that provide schematic meaning, and thus 
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fulfi l a structuring function for content-rich elements (Evans and Green 2006). The 
observation that grammar structures (bound morphemes, auxiliary verbs, syntactic 
constructions, etc.) are not deprived of meaning makes it clear that they also offer 
a kind of insight into domains of experience available to the human perceptual 
and conceptual system. For instance, certain bound morphemes, such as -s/-es in 
English, can specify a number of referents with respect to the conceptual domain 
of NUMBER. Other grammatical units (such as the bound morphemes -ing and -ed 
or the auxiliary verbs will, have or be) can be applied to refl ect temporal relations, 
for example the progressive aspect or the tenses of verbs, and consequently evoke 
the conceptual domain TIME. Still other structures can indicate spatial relations 
between referents, such as the English demonstrative pronouns this/that and these/
those.

These observations make it clear that in terms of cognitive linguistics, lan-
guage tends to be regarded as a conceptual system that strongly correlates with 
human cognitive faculties — a system where both lexicon and grammar constitute 
the lexicon-grammar continuum, in which both content-rich linguistic entities and 
grammatical structures function as meaningful symbolic units, though they differ 
from each other with regard to the level of specifi city/generality of their meanings 
(Evans and Green, 478). While lexical items — words and fi xed phrases such as 
idioms, proverbs and sayings — provide access to rich and concrete meanings, 
grammatical constructions refl ect general schematic ideas of various aspects of 
processes, relations and things, such as tenses (as noted above), the imperfective/
perfective aspect of verbs, the singular/plural aspect of nouns, etc. All of these 
points also make it clear that both open-class and closed-class symbolic assemblies, 
considered as meaningful structures of language, function as means of transmit-
ting information — of encoding, structuring and decoding information. Encoding, 
however, should never be regarded as a kind of “packing” of meanings in linguistic 
forms, be they content words or grammatical function words or other grammatical 
schematic structures. As symbolic assemblies these forms constitute only “‘points 
of access’ to vast repositories of knowledge concerning a particular lexical con-
cept” (Evans and Green, 173) and also, it must be stressed, concerning grammatical 
concepts, some of which have been mentioned above. 

Nonetheless, the linguistic system itself, i.e. the lexicon-grammar continuum 
of symbolic assemblies (Evans and Green 2006), never suffi ces for language users 
to communicate successfully with one another — to express, get across and under-
stand given ideas. Symbolic units of a language, when used in the act of commu-
nication, do not appear in isolation, but rather constitute segments of whole utter-
ances and texts in which they correlate with one another, both formally, by means of 
c o h e s i v e  t i e s , and semantically, on the level of c o h e r e n c e  (see Beaugrande 
and Dressler 2002). This correlation also consists in the mutual impact of linguistic 
entities on one another’s form and meaning: the impact of co-text on any given 
entity’s form and meaning. Moreover, some ideas constitute conceptualisations too 
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complex to be communicated in a given language by linguistic entities up to the 
syntactic level. Such complex ideas require whole texts/utterances whose global 
meanings do not simply result from the sum of the meanings of their constituent 
lexical and grammatical structures, but are also co-shaped by the situational and 
socio-cultural context in which these texts are immersed (see Chruszczewski 2011: 
215–228). That means texts constitute not only more or less cohesive and coherent 
complex linguistic constructs, but they also constitute functional units, i.e. verbal 
entities of different complexity by means of which language users fulfi l particular 
functions: providing information, instructing, warning, forbidding, advertising, etc. 

Regarding texts in both structural and functional terms appears consonant 
with a number of contemporary defi nitions of the term text (see Bartmiński 2008 
[1998]; Bucher 1990; Dobrzyńska 2004; Eggins 2004; Żydek-Bednarczuk 2005). 
The structural and functional aspects of the text as well as its complexity are par-
ticularly clearly expressed in the defi nition formulated by Żydek-Bednarczuk 
(2005: 56):

Considering the number of defi nitions of text and the inconsistency of these defi nitions, we as-
sume that on the one hand text is a linguistic unit characterised by a sequence of signs and 
bilateral unity of form and content (signifi é and signifi ant), and on the other hand a functional-
communicative unit that appears within the act of communication and meets the criteria of 
textuality.2

This defi nition clearly indicates the semiotic and functional nature of text, 
which is similarly defi ned by Bucher (1990: 14) as a “linguistic sign in communica-
tion … a macro-sign, itself composed of other signs.” By analogy to the symbolic 
units of the lexicon-grammar continuum, one may deduce that texts can also be 
regarded in cognitive terms as symbolic units consisting of more or less complex 
form (the graphic/phonological pole) and meaning (the semantic pole). 

However, though texts can be regarded as linguistic macro-signs — com-
municative units based on relations between global meaning and structure, and 
consequently analysed similarly to other linguistic entities, such as lexemes 
and clauses — in terms of symbolic assemblies, they do not seem to belong to the 
linguistic system itself but rather to its manifestations. This is clearly stated by 
Bucher (1990), who in footnotes to the chapter “The semiotic framework of text 
linguistics” points out that the fact “that TEXT is the naturally occurring manifesta-
tion of language is the basic assumption that underlies Beaugrande’s defi nition of 
TEXT and TEXTUALITY.” Moreover, Teobaldelli (1999) also writes that: “This 
semiotic object [i.e. text] is considered to be an element of the linguistic structure 
rather than a linguistic system.” That, in turn, implies that text constitutes a verbal 

2 “Wobec wielości i niekonsekwencji w defi niowaniu tekstu przyjmujemy, że tekst jest jed-
nostką językową charakteryzującą się następstwem znaków i bilateralną jednością między formą 
a treścią (signifi é i signifi ant) z jednej strony, z drugiej zaś, jest jednostką funkcjonalno-komuni-
kacyjną, występującą w akcie komunikacji i spełniającą kryteria tekstowości” (Żydek-Bednarczuk 
2005: 56).
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structure functioning as a semiotic space where language may be fully realised 
and, thus, manifested in a given communicative situation. Hence, language-in-use 
gives rise to text-in-use: discourse understood as a communicative event, based on 
verbal text fulfi lling particular goals in a particular situational and cultural context 
(see van Dijk 2007; Grzmil-Tylutki 2007, among others). 

The kind of differentiation between language and text outlined in the previ-
ous paragraph does not necessarily imply a return to structuralism with its strict 
dualism of l a n g u e  and p a ro l e , where the former referred to the abstract sys-
tem of language and the latter to its realisation in individual samples of speech/
text. Language and its manifestations necessarily correlate closely with each other, 
even more so given that knowledge of language consists in knowledge of how 
to use language (see Evans and Green 2006). Moreover, Grzmil-Tylutki points 
out that “contemporary approaches to discourse split the langue/parole dichotomy 
and situate [discourse] between these poles, addressing ‘language-in-use’ — not, 
however, individual use but social use, which imposes a systemic character upon 
such use and allows a typology to be created”3 (Grzmil-Tylutki 2007: 20). This 
systemic character of the social use of language means that between the level of 
linguistic system conceived of as a lexicon-grammar continuum, on the one hand, 
and its more or less creative realisation and manifestation in concrete texts on the 
other, there are also intermediate semiotic planes that impose particular frames 
on language-realisations in particular texts/utterances. These frames are provided 
by such phenomena as registers and speech genres, which are addressed below. 

1.2. Language, register and genre

The three notions language, register and genre may be considered abstract socially 
and culturally shared semiotic resources of discourse, which means they constitute 
structures of knowledge concerning means of verbal communication, as well as 
conventions shaping and adjusting this communication to given situations and 
goals. The notions text and utterance, in turn, refer to concrete natural manifesta-
tions of the semiotic resources of discourse, such as the linguistic system, register 
(a situational functional variety of this system — see Halliday 1978; Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2004), and genre (a culture-bound, socially shared, conventional goal-
oriented pattern of utterances — see Duff 2000; Martin 1992; Grochowski 2004; 
Ostaszewska and Cudak 2008; Swales 1990; Witosz 2005; Wojtak 2004a; 2004b; 
Żarski 2008).

Viewing language, register and genre as abstract systems of knowledge, and 
text and utterance as the manifestation plane of these systems, seems to recontex-
tualise as well as impose different meaning upon the term expression form as used 

3 “Dzisiejsze spojrzenie na dyskurs rozdziela dychotomię langue/parole i sytuuje go między 
tymi biegunami; bierze pod uwagę ‘język w użyciu’, nie indywidualnym jednak a społecznym, 
co nadaje użyciu charakter systemowy i pozwala dokonywać typologii” (Grzmil-Tylutki 2007: 20).
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by Martin (1992: 495) when he refers to language as an expression form of register, 
and to register as an expression form of genre. Within the perspective presented 
in this paper, the terms expression form and expression plane are limited to given 
texts/utterances, i.e. textual, concrete, empirical manifestations of language, regis-
ters and genres. That means the t e x t / u t t e r a n c e  constitutes an expression form 
of all three of these semiotic planes appearing in texts simultaneously. In other 
words, a text may be said to refl ect all these semiotic planes, and consequently it 
can be analysed from the perspective of each of these planes. Biber and Conrad 
(2009: 15) expressed this as follows:

… we regard genre, register and style as different approaches or perspectives for analysing 
text varieties, not as different kinds of texts or different varieties. In fact t h e  s a m e  t e x t s 
c a n  b e  a n a l y z e d  f r o m  r e g i s t e r ,  g e n r e  a n d  s t y l e  p e r s p e c t i v e s .  [emphasis 
— T.W.]

It should also be noted that the term expression form implies a manifestation 
and, consequently, a concrete empirical realisation of a given more or less abstract 
entity or entities — here language, register and genre. 

If it is assumed that the main difference between phenomena such as lan-
guage, register and genre on the one hand and concrete texts on the other consists 
in their different ontological status — the former constituting the cognitive plane 
of discourse, while the texts in which they are realised constitute its plane of con-
crete expression — the question of relations among language, register and genre 
themselves still remains. Since the perspective taken here does not treat them as 
expression planes for each other — language is not regarded as the expression 
plane for register, and register is not viewed as the expression plane for genre — 
their relations must be described in different terms, as set forth below. 

1.2.1. Language and register

Given that language constitutes a body of knowledge encompassing the (broadly 
understood) inventory of means and possibilities of verbal communication — an 
inventory which might be described as m e n t a l  (existing in the human mind), 
as well as s o c i a l  a n d  c u l t u r a l  (shared by members of a given speech com-
munity and refl ecting cultural norms of interaction with the world) — register as 
a situational functional variety of a language (see Halliday 1978; Biber and Conrad 
2009) may be regarded as a situationally-conditioned subset of this inventory. In 
other words, register can be characterised as s i t u a t i o n - b o u n d  l a n g u a g e , 
i.e. language associated with and shaped by a given situation, which can be clearly 
seen when comparing the language of an informal chat among friends, full of jokes 
and gossip, with the formal language of a job interview. This assumption leads 
to the conclusion that register, understood as a functional variety of language, 
seems to belong to the same semiotic plane as language does, and the relation 
between language and register can be characterised in terms of t h e  w h o l e - p a r t 
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o p p o s i t i o n : language is the whole dynamic system of verbal communication, 
whilst register is a part of that system, and is specifi c to particular situational re-
quirements. 

Thus, language and register as defi ned above do not constitute two separate 
semiotic planes (the former as the expression plane of the latter); rather, they may 
both be regarded as systems of verbal communication, where register constitutes 
integral part or subcategory of the language. This view draws on Halliday’s (1978) 
aforementioned defi nition of register as a situational functional type of language 
shaped by contextual variables such as fi eld, tenor and mode (see Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2004; Martin 1992), but is more specifi c with respect to the level 
of genre, text and language itself, which is explained below. It also differs from 
Martin’s (1992) view, which extends Halliday’s notion of register to cover part of 
the context itself:

Halliday uses the term simply to refer to language as context’s expression plane — the lin-
guistic meanings (entailing their expressions) at risk in a given situation type. English Text 
[Martin’s 1992 work on text analysis — T.W.] extends the notion to cover in addition part of 
context’s content plane; register is used … to refer to the semiotic system constituted by the 
contextual variables fi eld, tenor and mode. (Martin, 501–502)

This different perspective on register is also mentioned in Halliday and Mat-
thiessen (2004) in a footnote to the subchapter “Basic concepts for the study of 
language,” where the term register is clarifi ed as follows:

Here, the term ‘register’ thus refers to a functional variety of language. It has also been used in 
a related, but different way, to refer to the contextual values associated with such a functional 
variety. (Halliday and Matthiessen, 27)

In this subchapter Halliday and Matthiesen extend the notion of register to in-
clude genre by giving examples of genres, such as “recipes, weather forecasts, 
stock market reports, rental agreements, e-mail messages, inaugural speeches,” 
and referring to them as registers. However, in the present paper the term regis-
ter, though it is defi ned after Halliday (1978) as a functional variety of language, 
does not overlap with the category genre. Genre refers to patterns for whole texts, 
whereas register refers to a situational functional type of language manifested in 
various texts. 

The main issue addressed in this section is the relationship between language 
and register, which entails further explanation of the difference between the con-
cepts of language and register. From the perspective that views language and reg-
ister in terms of w h o l e - p a r t, the main difference between these two concepts 
lies in their scope: the concept of language embraces the whole system of verbal 
communication in all its varieties, whilst the concept of register encompasses one 
of these varieties: the situational variety. This is similar to the way dialect encom-
passes an ethnic variety of a language, whilst sociolect is a given social variety, 
such as the language of upper-middle classes and lower classes. 
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This makes it clear that language itself provides its situational varieties, i.e. 
registers, with the means of verbal communication appropriate in a given situation. 
This, however, does not mean that language as an abstract system underpinning 
verbal communication constitutes an expression plane of register, but rather what 
might be called its s e m i o t i c  f r a m e w o r k  the aforementioned inventory of 
linguistic resources upon which register draws. Language and its situational var-
ieties are then expressed in concrete utterances/texts, which means that it is the 
empirical text, be it spoken or written, that constitutes the expression plane both 
for language and for its registers. That is why, within the perspective outlined in 
the present paper, Martin’s (1992) statement regarding language as an expression 
plane of register might be accepted, though in a different, more specifi c sense: 
the language of a text may be viewed as an expression plane of register, but not 
language in the sense of whole system of knowledge.

To sum up this section, the perspective presented in this paper draws heavily 
on the defi nition of register proposed by Halliday (1978), but in a narrower, more 
specifi c sense. Language itself as an abstract and internally complex inventory of 
resources for verbal communication does not constitute an expression plane for 
register, but rather a plane of means for register to be expressed in given utter-
ances — which leads to the conclusion that utterances are the expression plane for 
language and its registers. That is to say, register seems to be manifested not in 
the linguistic system itself, considered as the abstract cognitive system of verbal 
communication, but rather in texts that can manifest this system in all its varieties 
and semiotic levels (lexical, syntactic, grammatical, etc.). 

1.2.2. Register and genre

The recognition of situational varieties of language manifested in concrete texts 
does not suffi ce to create coherent interpretations of the content of those texts. 
Texts can be interpreted only within the frames of speech genres, which function 
as patterns for whole texts/utterances — patterns that specify their goal or set of 
goals as well as their compositional, thematic and stylistic properties. It should be 
stressed that it is the communicative goal of the whole text, and the hierarchy of 
signifi cance of particular goals of the text, which determine its macro-structure and 
superstructure (see van Dijk 1997), as well as its stylistic properties. Van Dijk’s 
(1997) terms macro- and superstructure refer to the thematic and compositional 
framework as a kind of rhetorical scaffolding for the whole text. 

All these compositional, thematic and stylistic properties correlate with 
each other to fulfi l the goals of the text. Such a teleological view of genres seems 
to dominate contemporary genre studies, which emphasise the role of commu-
nicative intention in shaping given utterances: Swales (1990: 58), for example, 
explains that “a genre comprises a class of communicative events, the members of 
which share some set of communicative purposes”; similarly, Martin (1992: 505) 
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clarifi es that a genre can be defi ned “as a staged, goal-oriented social process re-
alised through register.”

However, as already mentioned in section 1.2.1., for Martin (1992) register 
constitutes more than just language resources for expressing meaning in a given 
situation; for him register also covers “part of context’s content plane,” i.e. fi eld, 
tenor and mode. Within the perspective presented in this paper, register is defi ned 
after Halliday (1978), in a narrower sense, as a functional and situation-bound va-
riety of language — language functioning as “context’s expression plane” (Martin, 
501). Nonetheless, it must be further specifi ed that in the perspective accepted 
for the purpose of this article, the natural expression plane for language, register 
and genre is the text itself, which means that the term context’s expression plane 
is restricted to language-in-text functioning as such an expression plane, and not 
language in general (the whole dynamic mental system of resources for verbal 
communication). 

This makes it clear that the present article draws on two levels of concep-
tualisation: the level of abstraction — the mental/conceptual level which refers 
to various knowledge structures, such as knowledge of a language, its registers and 
genres; and the level of realisation — the concrete, empirical level of instantiation: 
the level of representation of the aforementioned knowledge structures. Language, 
register and genre might be considered on both these levels: as resources for com-
munication — in other words, resources of conceptual nature, constituting part 
of our knowledge — and as resources refl ected in particular texts: l a n g u a g e -
i n - t e x t ,  r e g i s t e r - i n - t e x t ,  g e n r e - i n - t e x t  as opposed to l a n g u a g e - i n -
p o t e n t i a l ,  r e g i s t e r - i n - p o t e n t i a l ,  g e n r e - i n - p o t e n t i a l ,  where the 
term potential refers to conceptual structures forming the body of knowledge about 
what and how to communicate within given contextual settings. 

This distinction between the ideal and the empirical tends to predominate 
within genre studies: Witosz (2005: 115), for example, emphasises that genre con-
stitutes “a theoretical category and not an empirical one … a category regarded 
as a constituent of communicative competence”4; similarly, Wojtak (2004a: 30) 
maintains that “a genre is an abstract concept, a set of conventions which give 
members of a particular discourse community clues about how to shape concrete 
interactions.”5 Wojtak (2004a) of course gives a further, more specifi c defi nition 
of the notion of genre; but this general outline can be also applied to the notion of 
register understood as a system of possibilities provided by the language for shap-
ing communicative interactions in particular situations. The difference between 
register perspective and genre perspective lies in the point of reference: the former 

4 “… jest to [gatunek — T.W.] kategoria teoretyczna, a nie empiryczna … kategoria traktowa-
na jako składnik kompetencji komunikacyjnej” (Witosz 2005: 115).

5 “… gatunek jest tworem abstrakcyjnym, zbiorem konwencji, które podpowiadają członkom 
określonej wspólnoty komunikatywnej, jaki kształt nadać konkretnym interakcjom” (Wojtak 
2004a: 30).
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concerns language resources, whilst the latter concerns whole texts (see Biber and 
Conrad 2009), i.e. not only language-in-text or register-in-text, but also rhetorical 
structure: the composition and thematic structure of the whole text, which also 
implies a set of goals to be realised by the text as a meaningful whole. 

In other words, in the perspective outlined in this paper, a given genre cannot 
be realised, or to put it in more metaphorical terms mirrored solely in the particu-
lar register or registers on which it may draw. A genre can be recognised only in 
whole texts, for it manifests itself in all aspects of texts, though to different extents 
in different categories of texts. For example, for certain genres it is the compos-
ition which constitutes one of their most noticeable features, e.g. the genres CV or 
application form; whereas for other genres thematic and stylistic categories play 
a decisive role in their identifi cation, such as the genre travelogue; for still others 
it is the goal or set of goals and given register that may indicate a given domain 
of discourse, for example prayer within the domain of spirituality. Hence, speech 
genres and the goals fulfi lled by them cannot be refl ected and realised just by ap-
plying a given inventory of linguistic means and rhetorical fi gures, for example 
metaphors. Patterns provided by genres for particular categories of texts/utterances 
also draw upon broader textual structures, such as the textual frame indicating the 
boundary of a text, the cohesion and coherence among paragraphs and/or other 
textual segments that function as thematic wholes. 

All such textual structures and the relations among them, though refl ected in 
a language of a particular text, exceed the scope of linguistic means and thus the 
scope of register as a situational functional variety of language (Halliday 1978; 
Biber and Conrad 2009). Hence, language and its functional variety register, as 
defi ned in the present paper, do not seem to constitute an expression plane of 
a whole genre, but rather they seem to function as inventories of linguistic means 
used to express certain meanings in a given textual realisation of the genre. It is 
thus the whole text that constitutes the expression plane of the genre and not just 
language used in that text.

2. Concluding remarks 

This article revisited the problem of the relations among language, text, register and 
genre, which might be regarded as various semiotic planes of discourse strongly inter-
twined with one another. Despite shortcomings that might result from the lim-
ited length of the paper and the complexity of the subject matter, the author at-
tempted to formulate his own view on the phenomena in question by referring to se-
lected English and Polish language sources and commenting on them. After Biber 
and Conrad (2009), the article makes it clear that register and genre concern two 
different perspectives of text analysis: the former refers to situationally-conditioned 
properties of language expressed in given texts, whilst the latter refers to whole 

anglica.indd   222anglica.indd   222 2012-09-27   11:36:512012-09-27   11:36:51

Anglica Wratislaviensia 50, 2012
© for this edition by CNS



223 Communicative Planes of Discourse Revisited: Language, Text, Register and Genre

texts, not only their linguistic/stylistic properties but also their composition and 
thematic framework, rhetorical goals, etc. The author also tried to emphasise that 
register constitutes an integral and indispensable part of speech genres. Both regis-
ters and genres are treated on the level of structures of knowledge concerning 
WHAT and HOW to communicate in given contextual circumstances, whilst texts/
utterances are regarded as expression planes of registers and genres. Within this 
perspective, register and genre ought to be treated as conceptual semiotic resources 
that constitute not so much a level of realisation for language, but rather a level of 
mediation between language and text: language seems to be realised and conse-
quently expressed not i n  register or genre but t h r o u g h  register and genre i n 
t h e  t e x t  i t s e l f .  Register and genre can be regarded in metaphorical terms as 
a kind of sieve that enables one to choose and apply proper linguistic choices in 
communication in a given situational and cultural context: the idea of functional 
and cognitive perspective, which seems to predominate in modern genre studies, 
as seen in some of the works referred to in this paper. 
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