
 

Live Wel-fare less: Critical Discourse, Hypermodality, and visual grammar 

analysis of the representation of farm-animal welfare on a Sainsbury’s web site.  

 

 

 

“The well-being and flourishing of human and non-human Life on Earth have value in 

themselves”. -Arne Naess and George Sessions, 1984. 

 

Introduction 

 

Supermarket image and public relations shape the context in which consumers make decisions about 

shopping practices. Dixon (2007) exemplifies the degree to which supermarkets advise customers on, 

“how to live the good life,” and Sainsbury’s slogan is indeed Live Well for Less. By dispensing this advice, 

supermarkets shape lifestyle and consumer cultures. Retailers promote particular conventions and 

expectations to apply to everyday life: meal patterns, meal types, and others. Therefore, retailers shape 

the regulatory framework of food production and standards with their cultural economic power in the 

agri-food system. In this paper it will be argued that supermarkets have aggregated political and financial 

power, and public trust that enables them, as institutions, to disseminate their ideologies and propagate a 

certain version of reality (Jaworska and Krishnamurthy, 2012).  

 

Sainsbury’s acknowledge (Sainsbury’s, no date) that animal welfare has become ‘a major talking point’. 

Alison Moore (2014:60) signals that as farm animal welfare in agriculture and food production industries is 

being brought to the fore, debates become more mainstream, which in turn raise questions about the 

“extent to which the practices involve cruelty to animals”. In the international context, Moore cites the 

2011 reporting of cruelty to cows in live exports in Indonesia, while in the UK context, pressure from 
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public and lobby groups has brought  the government to re-evaluate legislation and regulations pertaining 

to farm animals and animal welfare. For example, an EU ban on battery cages came into effect on 1 

January 2012 giving rise to the phasing out of cage eggs which was largely supported  by British 

supermarkets. (Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, 2011).  

  

However, with subsequent changes to political and economic systems, supermarkets have transitioned 

from single enterprise corporations to multinational conglomerates. Rollins (2014:91) supports this view 

and adds that small farmers are “superseded by large corporate aggregates”. This leads to an 

unbalanced agricultural system which results in an unsustainability that poses a threat to all living beings. 

 

This small-scale study seeks to add to the field of ecolinguistics by examining how Sainsbury’s, a leading 

supermarket retailer in the UK, discursively constructs and represents animal welfare on their website, 

using the following research questions: 

1) How is animal welfare discourse structured via images, concepts, lexis, grammar and themes? 

Specifically, the link between animals, their derived products and animal welfare. 

2) How is animal welfare discourse facilitated by affordances of hypermodality (Lemke, 2002)  and 

how does language socially construct animals? 

3) How are animals, processes and actions named and referred to linguistically and how are 

reader-author relationships constructed? 

Despite the rise in criticism of factory farming and cruelty in animal agriculture, little critical sociolinguistic 

research has sought to explore the multimodal representations of animal welfare in supermarkets’ 

websites.  In light of this, this project adopts a critical socio and ecolinguistic approach and will build on 

the work of ongoing linguistic research (Stibbe, 2014, Moore, 2014). Croney (2010:101) urges that the 

analysis of animal welfare discourse “affords the opportunity to more effectively engage with the public on 

animal welfare issues and to develop a compelling narrative of the role animals play in […] society”. 
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Therefore, this analysis will endeavour to expose opaque ideologies and will be considered from the 

perspective of a reader who is not familiar with animal welfare. (Fairclough, 1985:747, in ibid) 

 

Background and context 

 

According to Dixon, (2007:29) supermarkets position themselves as much more than food traders. They 

accrue their powerful institutional, dominant position from their “transformation from a commercial 

company to an authority in lifestyle and food”. Retailers Sainsbury’s and Tesco are the two largest in the 

UK, with Tesco dominating 30 per cent of the market share followed by Sainsbury’s with about 16 per 

cent (Butler, 2016), and ASDA, owned by Walmart - the biggest company in the world, with an annual 

revenue of $482bn (Yeomans, 2016). These conglomerates no longer solely provide food. They “own and 

manage farms and logistic centres, produce food items, manage food laboratories and serve as quality 

assurance agencies” (Delforce et al. 2005 in Dixon, 2007:29).  

 

Dixon identifies four bases on which supermarket authority is established: traditional, bureaucratic, 

charismatic and local. Due to the narrow scope of the project I will expand on the most relevant of these. 

The first is Charismatic Authority in which supermarkets project personality through the use of symbols, 

celebrity chefs and public communications that are bright and colourful. Sainsbury’s and Tesco 

disseminate educational content through their own brand’s cookbooks and magazines, and the Tesco 

2014 Eat Happy Project’s first initiative From Farm to Fork, looks to educate primary school children on 

food production.(Farming Online, 2014) Another example is Sainsbury’s 11 year partnership with chef 

Jamie Oliver during which Oliver spearheading Sainsbury’s “our goal to offer our customers fresh and 

tasty food, whilst maintaining strong ethical standards." (Bowers, 2011). At times, however, this 

partnership forced Oliver to endorse products he did not condone but nevertheless promoted (Pearlman, 

2016). The second of the bases is the Bureaucratic Authority in which these large institutions with Codes 
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of Practice, advise and police food production and implement regulations. Dixon argues that “community 

concerns for a food system that respects animal welfare offers considerable commercial potential”. She 

provides a pertinent example that echoes Bourdieu’s commercial capital theory (1987 in ibid:20) of Tesco 

UK who banned the sale of kangaroo meat after the company ceded to pressure from animal welfare 

groups who claimed slaughter practices were cruel. Tesco used the ban to align itself at the forefront of 

animal welfare and food safety.  

 

In the Australian context where supermarkets appropriate a status of health authorities by partnering with 

the Dietitian Association of Australia, Dixon notes that “the market control and cultural influence of 

supermarkets is related to the concentrated nature of the industry.” (2007:3). Supermarkets forge trust 

between seller and buyer using relationship marketing through socio-cultural benefits, which could be 

questioned as providing a feel-good factor. Supermarkets declare high animal welfare standards albeit 

with little evidence, enough to quieten any consumer concerns. This essay endeavours to illustrate that 

this feel-good factor is a moral or ethical band-aid provided by Sainsbury’s to ease consumers’ 

conscience when buying animal products.  

 

Frameworks 

 

Following Bax’s (2010:98) heuristic for discourse analysis, this project will consider the linguistic function 

of the text in terms of the texts’ goals and the way they are achieved through linguistic and non-linguistic 

factors, and broader social and ideological positioning of the texts. Additionally, the relationship authors 

construct with the readers will be examined in the broader context of how the authors reinforce larger 

systems of belief in society, i.e. that consumption of animal products is beneficial. (Jones, 2012:11). 

Appropriate for language analysis of ideology, the Ecolinguistic approach (Stibbe, 2014) extends the 

traditional Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). CDA will be used to examine relations between language 

and power. In this project, animal welfare discourse is analysed through two ecolinguistic foci:  
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(a) discourses that have a significant impact not only on human relations but also on life sustaining 

larger ecological systems.  

(b) The discourses are analysed by showing how clusters of linguistic features combine to create 

certain worldviews or ‘cultural codes’. A cultural code is a compact package of shared values, 

norms, ethos and social beliefs[…]which constructs and reflects the community’s “common 

sense”. (Gavriely-Nuri 2012:80 in Stibbe, 2014). 

 

CDA is primarily concerned with social change by raising awareness of oppression and inequality as 

Fairclough claims: “If one becomes aware that a particular aspect of common sense is sustaining power 

inequalities at one’s own expense, it ceases to be common sense and may cease to have the capacity to 

sustain power inequalities.” (2001:71 in Stibbe, 2014). Discourse in this paper follows James Paul Gee’s 

view of Discourses (Jones, 2012:15). For Gee, Discourses are used by people to advance their version of 

the reality and relations of power. Central to Gee’s approach is that discourse is always ideological in the 

sense that it serves certain people (or nonhuman animals) over others. 

 

Although genre analysis is not the focus of this paper, it is important to consider it here as a baseline for 

the following CDA analysis. A text’s texture or structure, and the expectations readers have when they 

first approach it, contributes to the text’s function. (Jones, 2012) The genre of the Sainsbury’s Animal 

Welfare website page is a hybrid that achieves simultaneously two communicative purposes (ibid:9): it 

informs the reader of Sainsbury’s commitment to upholding legislation, while acting as an advertisement, 

persuading the reader that all efforts to provide responsible animal-derived products have been made. It 

can be recognised as an advertisement because it follows common advertising conventions such as the 

Sainsbury’s logo:  
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The mode in which the information is presented would be considered within Lemke’s (2002) proposed 

hypermodality framework. This is particularly useful for this project as we are concerned with an online 

webpage which offers multiple trajectories and pathway loops. This framework considers hypermodality 

as a combination of multimodality and hypertextuality. Lemke proposes three levels of interconnected 

strata, following Halliday’s Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) view that grammar is a system of 

resources for making meaning shaped by the function of the language.  

 

Since one of the major affordances of a website is conveying meaning visually and non-linguistically, 

Gunther Kress and van Leeuwen’s Visual SFL (1996) will be followed, examining the images across the 

three metafunctions adapted from Halliday: ideational, interpersonal and textual . While Kress and van 

Leeuwen suggest that images can be meaningful without the accompanying text, (Jones, 2012:30) the 

images will also be analysed taking into account Roland Barthes’ concept of anchorage, the notion that a 

text pins down the meaning in the image (Cameron and Panovic, 2014:97,99). Taking a multimodal 

approach to this data offers an expansion on previous linguistic research on animal welfare 

representation which tended to focus solely on linguistic semiotics. 

 

To complement the visual analysis with a linguistic one, I will use SFL which is well suited for analysing 

the experiential metafunction in which I analyse clauses types, participants, processes and 

circumstances, the linguistic components that encode representations of the world. Additionally, within 

textual metafunction, cohesion and lexical chains analysis will demonstrate the fragmentational nature of 

the agri-food industry represented on Sainsbury’s website.(Pachirat, 2011) 

 

Review of the Literature  
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In considering the representation of animal welfare on a Sainsbury’s website, I draw on work in the 

emerging ecolinguistics as well as in interdisciplinary fields where CDA has been used extensively to 

analyse animal welfare related discourse. Stibbe (2014) points out that ‘critical language awareness is 

most effective when it raises awareness of the destructive impact of discourses among those working 

directly in the areas responsible for them’. He goes on to demonstrate how CDA of animal welfare in 

industries such as poultry science helped this industry to reconsider perspectives of animal production in 

relation to ideology and practice.  

 

One of the main discussions and research into animal welfare is that of cohesion. One of texture’s 

aspects is cohesion, a central component of discourse analysis that combines parts of a text and refers 

the reader backwards (anaphorically) and forwards (cataphorically) in the text. It will be argued that the 

hyperlinked images and texts of animals at the right side of the main Animal Welfare page assist in 

constructing meaning cohesively, particularly in activating a certain interpretation: “Cohesion occurs 

where the INTERPRETATION of some element in the discourse is dependent on that of 

another”.(Halliday and Hasan,1976, in Jones, 2012:143) . Cohesion is a central focus in Moore’s research 

using cohesive harmony analysis on identity and identification in discourses about food, meat and animal 

welfare. Moore analyses two texts from related registers: a recipe for pork, and a mock ‘ham’ recipe, 

designed as part of Animals Australia’s animal rights campaign. (Hasan, 1984 in Moore, 2014). Moore 

demonstrates the many ways in which patterns of language make meat consumption seem natural. For 

example, Moore found that the dominant discourse does not allow pigs social agency and identity: meat 

ingredients in the ‘real’ recipe are not presented as sentient beings. 

 

Cohesive chains reveal the opaque and prevailing dominant discourse used in the agricultural industry to 

refer to animals. Reference to animals is, as Moore found, always meronymic, meaning different parts of 

a whole, for example pork-bacon-ham (which can also be seen as hyponymy, different types of meat).  
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However, both Stibbe (2012:5) and Moore (2014:67) concede that the pervasiveness of ideologies such 

as sexism, racism or speciesism occurs at several linguistic levels, not simply and solely at the level of 

lexical choice. Mills (2008) demonstrates that in order to change perceptions about what constitutes 

sexism and indeed influence discourse and society towards equality, changing language at the word level 

is not sufficient without taking into account the sociocultural context: “...damage cannot accrue from one 

usage but will only happen in the light of the combined effect of links between discourses and the position 

of institutions in relation to those discourses.” (2008:36-37). Stibbe argues for a critical discourse analysis 

approach over a prescriptive one, (for example replacing passives that hide the killing, or the use of 

pronoun ‘it’ when referring to animals) as the former can be used to highlight combinations of linguistic 

features and bypasses the limitations of political correctness which risk being taken lightly.  

 

Candace Croney (2010) directs our attention to the implications of semantics and imagery in framing 

animal welfare in veterinary medicine. Particularly problematic is the misrepresentation of animal 

production practices and the portrayal of animals as inanimate objects. Similarly to scholars above, 

Croney notes the advantages of harnessing CDA’s capacity to reveal discourse of oppression to that of 

“the social construction and exploitation of animals”. (Ibid:101). Taking a CDA approach, Croney 

discusses how, with the increasing criticism of farm animals welfare and animal agricultural practices, 

discourses and framing of animals by stakeholders in the USA become valuable in informing and 

changing these practices. Contrary to Stibbe and Moore, Croney gives examples of the importance of 

lexical choices in the pursuit of change in discourse: using non-human animal and being which 

emphasises animals’ sentience in that they can suffer and feel pain. She goes on to give examples of 

sterile language that misrepresents practices as humane, for example  euthanasia is used to describe the 

killing of piglets by slamming their heads against the slaughterhouse’s walls (p.102).  

 

  

Method  
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Ecosophy and CDA criticism 

 

Due to space constraints, the various criticisms advanced towards CDA ( to name a few: the need for 

critical approach: Hammersley (1997: 237-248), methodological shortcomings: Widdowson, 1998, 2005) 

cannot be discussed here fully. However, it is important to mention the most relevant criticisms regarding 

selection and personal stance towards the chosen texts. One criticism concerns analysts choosing the 

texts that fit best with their aims of analysis and only focus on one framework, thus ignoring other 

perspectives of the text. Stibbe (2014) claims that all critical studies are based on an explicit or implicit 

philosophy which gives an ethical vision against which discourse is judged. As Tzeporah Berman (2001) 

in her work on ecofeminism states, “I do not believe in objectivity, even my own. As such I cannot/will not 

attempt to separate my emotions from my analysis”. The author’s ecological philosophy (Naess 1996:8 in 

Stibbe, 2014) and point of departure against which the discourse of animal welfare is judged is non 

speciesist and anti-human supremacist, based on deep ecology which recognises the intrinsic worth of all 

living forms beyond direct, short-term use for humans, as well as an ethical orientation to issues within the 

human world.  

 

CDA is criticised for highlighting sexist or racist discourses but without offering solutions and alternatives 

to these problems. However, as Bartlett signals, Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999:60 in Bartlett:138) use 

a methodological framework that “identifies possible ways past the obstacle”. Additionally, as mentioned 

above, Stibbe’s (2014) linguistic analysis has already informed the poultry industry journal of use of 

destructive discourse which led to not only change of language but changes in their practices. 

  

Data 
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Data consists of four texts and their images from Sainsbury’s website: the focus text titled Animal Welfare 

(FT) and the anchor (Lemke, 2002) texts that are directly hyperlinked from it: Sainsbury’s So Organic 

Anchor Text 1 (AT1), Woodland Trust Anchor Text 2 (AT2), and Meet our Egg Producer Anchor Text 3 

(AT3).  

 

The starting aim was to analyse all four major supermarkets in the UK in an effort to highlight the different 

representations of animal welfare. Indeed, from a cursory glance each supermarket reflected animal 

welfare markedly differently. For example, ASDA, a subsidiary of the American Walmart, had only one 

page with no hyperlinks, as opposed to Sainsbury’s. The final decision of the texts was arrived at due to 

the small scale of the project.  

 

 

 

Analysis and findings 

 

The Animal Welfare Conceptualisation 

 

The way animals are treated in society is reflected in the language, as Singer writes, “[the language] 

reflects the prejudices of its users.” (1990/1975 in Stibbe, 2012:22). For example, on a social level, 

animals are seen as an outgroup, a separate biological being to humans which excludes them from the 

definition of sentient beings. On a lexical level, slaughter takes on markedly different meanings: when 

humans are slaughtered there is a connotation of brutality and immorality, while animal slaughter carries 

the meaning of meat production but excludes violence, moral or ethical implications.(ibid) Further, the 

noun welfare carries parallel discrepancies when applied to humans and animals: while the 

human-connoted social welfare collocation seeks to support the emotional and physical needs of human 

beings, the animal welfare collocation presupposes that the meat industry itself is harmful to animals and 
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therefore the concept is needed to minimise suffering. Moreover, animal welfare as a concept shared by 

the agri-food industry accepts that animals have interests i.e. to be free (from harm), to live out their lives 

in safety with their families and friends. However, it chooses to disregard these interests to satisfy human 

desires supported by anthropocentricity. (PETA, no date)  

 

The social view of animals set forth by the agri-food industry advises that animals be treated with care 

and respect, while simultaneously conveying the notion that it is possible to care and respect animals 

while farming and killing them. Sainsbury’s prescribe to this view when the weak deontic modality is 

expressed in FT1:  

 

(1) Animals should be treated with care and respect 

 

A fundamental conceptual problem is in fact with the perception of animals, animal products and animal 

welfare. Melanie Joy’s (2010) concept of carnism illustrates the prevalent societal dichotomy in the way 

certain animals are treated as companions while others are seen as merely products. These perceptions 

are activated by schemas, psychological frameworks that organize information. (ibid:14) For example, in 

western societies, a dog is perceived as an inedible animal, while a cow is edible. Conversely, a Hindu 

may find the inverse. AT1 exemplifies speciesist discourse combines with conservation and Greenspeak 

discourse. Wildlife is represented as worth saving while farm animals are not: 

 

(8) Every time you buy a dozen [eggs] (9) we donate 1p to the Woodland Trust in support of 

Britain’s native woods and wildlife.  

 

With the agri-food industry’s reality on one hand, and the consumer’s growing criticism of these practices 

on the other, Sainsbury’s representation of animal welfare attempts to reinforce current perceptions and 

ideologies. Sainsbury’s recognises the need to reassure consumers by providing them with agency to 

influence animal welfare  and contribute to conservation by buying certain products for example, in AT1: 
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(3) so you can have peace of mind knowing (4) where your food comes from.  

(8) Every time you buy a dozen (9) we donate 1p to the Woodland Trust in support of Britain’s 

native woods and wildlife.  

 

Additionally, the conflation of the two societal conceptions of animals, is evident when Sainsbury’s 

presents Cruelty Free International's (CFI) Leaping Bunny symbol as part of their endeavours of assuring 

animal welfare (image 5. below) However, CFI is a single issue organisation focusing solely on animal 

testing and the Leaping Bunny certification criteria relate to animal testing alone. Therefore, while 

Sainsbury’s manufactures certain own-brand products with CFI logo, it offers other products that are not 

cruelty-free.  

 

 

 

Hypermodality and visual SFL 

 

Lemke suggests that is it useful to begin a multimodal analysis with the visual-organizational composition 

of the whole page (Arnheim 1956, in Lemke 2002:310). In order to locate the relevant page of Animal 

Welfare the reader has numerous trajectories, as there is not one direct link from the homepage. The 

shortest pathway is by scrolling to the bottom of the page, and under the heading Live well for less, 

scrolling down again to find under Our Values is a link titled Animal Welfare. This location suggests that 

Sainsbury’s presents itself as more than simply a retailer, but as an organisation that has values and 

social commitments to the community. Nevertheless, when reaching the Animal Welfare page, visual 

branding (ibid) is salient. The advertisement genre is echoed when the Values section is placed under 

Live well for less, the retailer’s slogan.  
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The main page consists of four images of animals and on the right side three images link to the three 

anchor pages. Although readers’ trajectories (Lemke, 2002:301) cannot be predicted, it is assumed the 

reader will scroll down in order to learn more information. No text is yet visible from the outset as image 1 

is the widest and largest on the page: 

Image 1. 

 

Here the notion of Barthe’s anchorage is particularly useful: the context in image 1 is given by the 

overlaying text that reads Animal Welfare without which the reader would not be able to infer that.  

 

 

 

 

Representation of living conditions and decontextualisation 
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This essay takes the position of Lemke (2002) and Kress and van Leeuwen (1996) that all semiosis is 

multimodal and meaning is constructed both from linguistic and visual representations. Starting with a 

visual analysis, as Kress and van Leeuwen note, interactive participants, i.e. the authors and creators of 

the images are those who to some degree ”regulate what may be ‘said’ with images, how it should be 

said and how the images should be interpreted”. (ibid:362) Decontextualized images such as images 1-4, 

allow the images to act as an exemplification of animal welfare and present a false, fragmented and 

incomplete reality that, as said above, consumers can reject albeit for most, it is the conscience-quieting 

they require. For example, Images 1-4 (see appendix) do not provide information on the animals’ 

“housing”, slaughter procedure or medical care while at the same time present healthy animals.  

 

 

Representation of animal products and production 

 

The presentational meanings are those which present some state of affairs, whether figural or abstract. 

(Kress and van Leeuwen, 1996). The animal welfare multimodal page employs 9 out of 11 realistic 

images solely depicting animals, suggesting that animals’ interests are represented. However, none of 

these images are associated with the production and end-products, save for image 5 (discussed below). 

Therefore, it could be argued that the images do not represent the true reality of animal production. For 

example, Sainsbury’s displays images of happy hens (16) (AT1), for example image 4 and 2 (see 

appendix), devoid of any visible information of the loci where animal welfare is upheld and where 

processes take place, i.e. slaughterhouses. Following Stibbe’s (2017) term ‘erasure’,  the unique nature 

and complexity of the beings represented is erased from the reader’s mind. Nothing about the word ‘hens’ 

conveys their colours, smell, feather textures or the intricacy of their personalities. Representations, as 

Stibbe reminds us, can be anywhere on a scale of “the reflection of a profound reality” to “no relation to 

any reality whatsoever” (Baudrillard 1994:10). Erasure does not just mean an absence of animals and 
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plants in a text. Instead erasure claims that animals and plants are present in a text but in a distant and 

diminished form, remaining only as traces. 

 

In terms of the way the animals are represented, Kress and Leeuwen suggest that offer and demand 

choices can signal different relations with different ‘others’, to make viewers engage with some and 

remain detached from others. The perception of mammals is that of relative closeness to humans 

compared with fish and birds. This is clearly represented in the visual semiotics: The fish in image 3 (see 

appendix 3) are homogenised: individual entities are represented as mass. Conversely, image 2 features 

the pigs in a group. However, the middle one is in demand position, making eye contact with the camera 

as though selling himself, arguably rendering it easier for consumers to perceive them as products. 

 

 

Image 6. 

 

Under the related articles (ATs 1-3) featured on the side of the main Animal Welfare page, is image 6., an 

emotive, realistic image of a sow with her piglets, and a farm worker, shot from a side angle. The reader 

is situated in front of the sow at the same height. She kisses one of her babies and does not seem 

nervous that one of her piglets is looking at the farmer who is onlooking with a pleased, happy smile. The 

piglet is with his or her back to the viewer and to the person taking the photo which may suggest trust on 

the part of the sow. The farm worker does not seem to be representing Sainsbury’s: his work clothes do 
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not bear the Sainsbury’s orange brand colour and the logo on his shirt is not legible. It could be said that 

Sainsbury’s is distancing itself from animal welfare and meat production. The stance taken by the farm 

worker could be interpreted, perhaps cynically, as though the industry helps pigs to thrive and enjoy their 

families. The human involvement in meat production, according to the visual presentation, is 

non-invasive, kind and benefacting.  

 

Human involvement is revisited in image 7. In AT3. The image is titled: Meet our egg producer featuring a 

man and a woman positioned slightly behind him, with hens visible in the background: 

 

Image 7.  

 

It could be said that the credit for laying eggs is awarded to the farmer in this visual representation. The 

hierarchy of power could be claimed to be that in which human males are foremost, human females are 

secondary and (female) animals are reduced to blurry brown spots in the background. This dominance is 

exacerbated when the reader scrolls down the page to reveal a fuller, more contextualised version of 

image 8: 
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.  

Image 8. 

 

The farmer is holding a hen tightly between his hands at a distance with no body contact, the hen’s wings 

held to her body, unable to free herself. She has one leg outstretched in the direction of her gaze, as 

though wanting to escape in that direction. As Kress and van Leeuwen (1996) note, each feature in an 

image is a syntagmatic choice and the image above is one way of presenting the the worldview that 

farming holds for farm animals. An alternative view is offered in the visual semiotics from Woodstock 

Farm Sanctuary. On the left, the rescue rooster, Rod, is held under his wing, his feet limp, not indicating 

he wishes to run away. Similarly, the image of Woodstock Sanctuary founder, Jenny Brown (no date), 

holding a rescue hen, slightly supporting her foot, giving her wings ample room.  
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Although not the scope of the essay, it is important to mention the link to female, both animal and human, 

oppression, evident in the images. Egg laying is a natural female process turned by this industry into a 

product. Similarly, the sow in image 6, is having piglets not as a female but similarly turned machine. 
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           Image 5. 

 

Image 5 is a JPEG image in which Sainsbury’s summarise the ways and institutions through which animal 

welfare is upheld. The fact that the image does not have hyperlinks to the main organisations Sainsbury’s 

proclaim to be acting as crucial in their animal welfare scheme could be said to further misrepresent 

reality. Two of the symbols are of official organisation logos: CFI’s Leaping Bunny, and RSPCA Assured 

logo, while the other two, the 300 Lines and Chicken & Egg are mere visual representations, juxtaposed 

next to official and authority-carrying logos. Sainsbury’s designs could be taken to draw authority and 

meaning simply from this layout. On closer examination of Sainsbury’s produced logos it can be seen that 

the number 300 is made of drawn, cartoon linked sausages, a ‘generalized’ (Kress and van Leeuwen, 

1996) product and the only product visible in the entirety of the page. Its design could be said to create 

distance and obscure the connection between the animal and product. The chicken & egg logo is in fact 

of a rooster silhouette, constituting a misrepresentation of where animal products comes from (hens). 

Similarly to the sausages, the egg is rather a suggestive shape of an egg rather than a realistic one. 

Interestingly, in AT2, while Woodland Trust is concerned primarily with egg production, there are no 

images of the product.  

 

Although this claim cannot be generalised to other supermarkets or the industry at large, Sainsbury’s 

webpages misrepresent practices of animal-derived products and its associated animal welfare practices 

by not providing information on them and, as Croney suggests, citing Glenn (2004), can be often seen in 

animal products advertising where “happy cows” are “selling themselves” to consumers.  

 

Animal welfare representation at the micro level 

 

Animal Welfare seems in the first instance to be given central focus via images and visual semiotics. 

However, when the text is examined without images, it appears as though the focus is on animals as 
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products, rather than their living conditions as represented in the images. This claim can be illustrated by 

participant analysis which identified 10 instances of animals as participants compared with 37 

occurrences of animals as products instances. Additionally, this dichotomy can be observed in process 

types. 55 per cent of the verbs are material processes, a feature expected in a domain that discusses 

procedures that ensure animal welfare in the production of animal products. However, none of the verbs 

relate to meat or milk production. 

 

Cohesive chains  

 

Focusing on the trajectories, “meanings are made through extended cohesion chains” (Halliday and 

Hasan, 1976, in Lemke 2002:306). Lemke further notes that cohesion chains work well in hypertexts, 

which are rich in interconnections. However, there are no links to the main organisations Sainsbury’s hold 

as partners in welfare. On the FT, three pages are linked as suggested related articles (image (a)): 

Sainsbury’s SO Organic, Woodland Trust, and Meet our egg producer.  
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Image (a): Animal Welfare page on Sainsbury’s website 

 

The lexical chains identified in the FT are: Animals (a), Animal-derived products (b), Animal welfare (c), 

Sainsbury’s(d) and customer (e).Starting with the title, it prepares the reader to gain information on animal 
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welfare practices. The lexical chain for animal welfare contains four occurrences of co-hyponymy of types 

of welfare standards: 

   

image b, from FT 

“Lexical cohesion creates the context within which other words become more likely to occur than others.“ 

This co-occurrence is experienced by readers as expectancy (Eggins, 2004:50 : there is an expectancy 

for the text to follow with further information as to what RSPCA welfare standards are. For example noun 

participants, e.g. slaughterhouse, interacting with processes, e.g. slaughter. However, the lexical chains 

identified in this section are governed by patterns of synonymy, repetition and co-hyponymy, which do not 

propel the text forward and do not add new information. As a result, consumers are not informed of true 

practices. The most extensive chain realized is of eggs. Eggs are referred to interchangeably as 

Woodland eggs (FT 4.1), Free-range eggs (4.2), Eggs (5.1). These terms are left undefined or explained 

with the hopes that, together with the idyllic photos, they will paint a certain image in consumers’ mind. 

However, the legal definition of free-range allows for the following practices to take place: debeaking, 

grinding male chicks alive, and poor living conditions. (Newkey-Burden, 2017).  

 

In anchor texts, recontextualising animals as products rather than focusing on animal welfare can be seen 

via the introduction of another chain: farmers and producers (e), which serves to distance Sainsbury’s 

from the position of producer, even though Sainsbury’s is a producer of their own brand products. We can 

see that the interactions of farms, consumers, and Sainsbury’s conflate, suggesting they work towards an 
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ethical ecology that the customer can support. In AT2 and AT3 the final aim for the consumer to buy eggs 

is to protect wildlife and enjoy nature, and interestingly, these are the last words in the AT2 texts. This 

discourse of speciesism in which one protects some animals, for example wildlife, but not others, i.e. 

chickens is apparent. The pronoun ‘you’ (9) in the FT and the implied imperative in AT3 is pointing outside 

the text, prompting the reader to locate their consumer identity as a conscientious, environmental activist. 

(Moore, 2014) The reader is positioned as responsible for conservation, reinforced by the repetition of 

‘you’ (chains (f) ) together with the process chain with the verb ‘buy’ and ‘donate’(AT2,3). Additionally, this 

conflation elevates the customer’s role from a passive consumer to an active citizen who, together with 

Sainsbury’s, help the community and wildlife. This culminates in AT2: (27) where we can relax and enjoy 

nature. This is the only 3rd person plural that is ambiguous and could be said to include both the 

customer, the farmers, and Sainsbury’s thus serving to align the consumer with the supermarket. 

 

There is no meronymic interaction in the chains that consider the pig as a family. Image 6 represents the 

sow and her piglets as such, illustrating Sainsbury’s constraints with representing animals as sentient (in 

photos) while at the same time destined for slaughter (and absent in the text).  

 

 

Thematization 

 

Particularly pertinent for hypertext analysis are themes which contribute to cohesion, the organization of 

the communicative events and the manner in which the text relates to its context. Meanings prioritized in 

the text are made apparent through theme analysis. For example, in the FT experiential themes referring 

to Sainsbury’s via the pronoun we are repeated 7 times. (Eggins, 2004:324)  The other thematized 

participant is eggs (4.3, 4.4), thematized 5 times and the only product in thematic position. The most 

prominent feature in the FT is the frequency of dependent clauses with 8 instances of relative pronoun 

which and that used in micro thematic position, referring to hens. Note that who, used to refer to humans 
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was not used with hens, relegating them to an inferior status. Additionally, this pattern achieves an 

abstraction, rendering the participants more opaque. Animals, not as products, are only themed once 

demonstrating that they are not the concern of animal welfare, as expected. Instead, the focus is on 

Sainsbury’s. 

 

In the anchor texts thematization broadens to include the consumer and farmers in chains (e) and (f), 

while animals (a)  are not thematized at all, and animals as products(b) are only thematized once in AT 1: 

 

12 so  all of our Sainsbury’s SO organic 

chicken, beef, eggs, milk and lamb 

  

 

Additionally, in AT1, there is a thematic shift to the consumer. There is a low occurrence of marked 

themes of circumstances. It could be argued this is because of the focus shift, the text no longer 

discusses where, what and how animal welfare is upheld. The majority of themes are participants: ‘we’ 

relating to Sainsbury’s 7 times, ‘you’ as the consumer occurs 6 times. This reinforces the argument this 

research attempts to elucidate, namely that hypermodality affordances of hyperlinks from the FT are used 

not to provide pathways that elaborate on animal welfare but marginalise the role that animals’ lives and 

agency have in the agricultural business and society as a whole. 

 

AT1 has a higher occurrence of textual themes. There is choice involved when the author introduces 

interpersonal or textual themes. (Eggins, 2004:321). The FT features the lowest textual theme with no 

interpersonal themes at all, perhaps to make it appear more factual. By contrast, the thematic structure of 

AT1 contains obligatory interpersonal themes:  

16  Have ( ellipted You (ellipted experiential theme Interpersonal and 
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interpersonal 

theme 

(got) 

 

experiential  

17  Are (ellipted 

interpersonal 

theme) 

You (ellipted experiential theme 

(thinking) 

Interpersonal and 

unmarked 

experiential  

 

This thematization is one way in which AT1 creates its approachable, advertising style.This is reinforced 

by frequent use of intensifying adverbs and evaluative language which is highly attitudinal: best, fair(1), 

tempting (13). The conjunctions employed are frequently used in conversational register: plus (2), so (12). 

 

AT2 and AT3 moves from a broad thematic connection between customers, Sainsbury’s and farmers to a 

personalised theme of a particular farmer: the idea (AT2),  his idea( AT3). This, it could be argued, serves 

to distance Sainsbury’s and frame the company simply as a facilitator and reinforce the idyllic small farm 

notion.  

 

Further differences in experiential/topical and textual themes between the FT and AT3 include one 

occurrence of a hypotactic linking device so (2) while in  AT3 there are 6 both hypotactic so (8), and (13), 

and paratactic conjunctions: clauses 1-3.  

 

Finally, taking genre into account, which influences the register, it could be argued that AT1-3 and FT as 

a hybrid genre of advertising and authoritative information, need to have the accessibility of a 

conversational interaction while remaining written. The low occurrence of nominalisation and types of 

conjunctions  throughout all four texts could be said to support this claim. (Eggins, 2004:.232).  
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Conclusion 

 

This paper set out to exemplify the way in which Sainsbury’s accrues power and wealth and is able to set 

their commercial agenda and propagate an ideology that supports their economic goals.  

 

Cohesion analysis demonstrated how animal welfare is managed in textual consistency. Analysing 

cohesion in Sainsbury’s Animal Welfare page attempted to show the fragmentation and gloss over the 

grim reality of oppression and exploitation of animal-derived products and how, finally this is used to 

exclude animals as sentient beings in discourse of food. 

 

 It is hoped this paper has been successful in demonstrating, although on a small-scale, that Sainsbury’s 

institutional status uses compartmentalisation via visual SFL to further distance the public from the 

political visibility of suffering. Additionally, Foucault believes that power can be gained from knowledge. 

Hillside Farm Animal Sanctuary carries private investigations of animal cruelty in all sectors of the 

agri-food industry. From December 2015 to January 2016 another RSPCA Freedom Food (now RSPCA 

Assured) farm was failing to provide hens with adequate living conditions. The hens were found balding, 

with ammonia levels discovered to be exceeding the legal amount. (Craig, 2016). Hypermodality’s 

affordances could have provided a fully encompassing information for customers who have little 

knowledge of modern animal farming. Animal farming is mostly invisible to the public which distances us 

from animal suffering. (Freeman, 2015 in Cole, Almiron, and Freeman, 2015:169)  

 

In his account of industrialized slaughter, Every Twelve Seconds, Pachirat (2011) discusses the concept 

of what he terms the politics of sight, demonstrating the extent to which the segregation between the 

different sections of the slaughterhouse contribute to the distancing between slaughter and society at 
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large and ultimately allow for the practice to continue. He gives examples of this linguistic, social and 

physical compartmentalisation, starting with an excessive use of acronyms, nominalisations: 

pre-operational inspections, lactic-acid concentrations, sterile-carcass swabs etc. (p.239) the long list of 

employee tools exemplifying the complexity of the killing operation (p.235). These physical divisions then 

could be said to be operating almost as a metaphor, translated into a mental division in the public’s 

perception of meat. As Stibbe articulately concludes: “if we are to overcome the erasure of animals we will 

have to transcend the symbolic and look at them directly.”  

 

 

 

 

 

Word count: 6600 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

27 



 

 

References: 

 

Adams, C.J. (1990) The sexual politics of meat: A feminist-vegetarian critical theory. 10th edn. Oxford, 

Eng.: Polity Press. 

 

Bartlett, T. (2010) ‘Towards intervention in Positive Discourse Analysis’, in Coffin, C., Lillis, T., and 

O’Halloran, K. (eds.)Applied Linguistics Methods: A Reader. Routledge, p. pp. 133 – 147. 

 

Bax, S. (2010) Discourse and genre: Analysing language in context. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Berman, T. (2001) ‘The Rape of Mother Nature? Women in the Language of Environmental Discourse’, in 

Fill, A. (ed.)The ecolinguistics reader language, ecology, and environment. London: Continuum, pp. 

258–267. 

 

Bowers, S. (2011) Jamie Oliver’s partnership with Sainsbury’s ends. Available at: 

https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2011/jul/12/jamie-oliver-sainsburys (Accessed: 19 December 

2016). 

 

Breeze, R. (2011) ‘Critical discourse analysis and its critics’, Pragmatics Quarterly Publication of the 

International Pragmatics Association (IPrA), 21(4), pp. 493–525. doi: 10.1075/prag.21.4.01bre. 

 

Butler, S. (2016) UK’s major supermarkets decline for first time this year. Available at: 

https://www.theguardian.com/business/2016/jun/28/aldi-lidl-asda-supermarket-sector (Accessed: 3 

November 2016). 

 

28 



 

Cameron, D. and Panovic, I. (2014) Working with Written Discourse, London, Sage. 

 

Cole, M., Almiron, N. and Freeman, C.P. (eds.) (2015) Critical animal and media studies: Communication 

for Nonhuman animal advocacy. Abingdon, United Kingdom: Routledge. 

 

Craig, O. (2016) Pictured: 16, 000 ‘free range’ hens crammed into a shed. Available at: 

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3489317/And-call-free-range-s-disturbing-images-16-000-free-ran

ge-hens-crammed-shed-fact-conditions-approved-RSPCA.html (Accessed: 23 January 2017). 

 

Croney, C. (2010) ‘Words Matter: Implications of Semantics and Imagery in Framing Animal-Welfare 

Issues’, Journal of veterinary medical education, 37(1), pp. 101–106. 

 

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (2011) UK unites to stamp out battery cages. Available 

at: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-unites-to-stamp-out-battery-cages (Accessed: 19 December 

2016). 

 

Dixon, J. (2007), 'Supermarkets as new food authorities', in David Burch and Geoffrey Lawrence 

(ed.),Supermarkets and agri-food supply chains : transformations in the production and consumption of 

foods, Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, England, pp. 29-50. 

 

Eggins, S. (2004) Introduction to systemic functional linguistics: 2nd edition. 2nd edn. New York: 

Continuum International Publishing Group. 

 

Farming Online, Ltd (2014) Farming news - Tesco to educate every child about food and where it comes 

from. Available at: http://www.farming.co.uk/news/article/9453 (Accessed: 29 December 2016). 

 

29 



 

Jaworska, S. and Krishnamurthy, R. (2009), On the F word: A corpus-based analysis of the media 

representation of feminism in British and German Press discourse, 1990 - 2009, in Discourse & Society, 

23(4) 401-431 

 

Jones, R.H. (2012) Discourse Analysis: A Resource Book for Students. Abingdon: Routledge. 

 

Joy, M. (2010) Why we love dogs, eat pigs, and wear cows: An introduction to carnism: The belief system 

that enables us to eat some animals and not others. San Francisco, CA: Conari Press,U.S. 

 

Kress, G. and van Leeuwen, (1996) Chapter 26: Visual Interaction in Reading Images: The Grammar of 

Visual Design, London: Routledge pp. 362-384. 

 

Lemke, J.L. (2002) ‘Travels in hypermodality’, Visual Communication, 1(3), pp. 299–325. doi: 

10.1177/147035720200100303. 

 

Mills, S. (2008) ‘Chapter 2: Overt Sexism’, in Language and Sexism. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

 

Moore, A.R. (2014) ‘That could be me: Identity and identification in discourses about food, meat, and 

animal welfare’,Linguistics and the Human Sciences, 9(1). doi: 10.1558/lhs.v9i1.59. 

 

Newkey-Burden, C. (2017) Free range is a con. There’s no such thing as an ethical egg. Available at: 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/jan/30/free-range-eggs-con-ethical?CMP=share_btn_f

b (Accessed: 12 February 2017). 

 

Pachirat, T. (2011) Chapter 9: A Politics of Sight in Every Twelve Seconds, London, Yale University 

Press, pp. 233-256. 

30 



 

Pearlman, J. (2016) Oliver and Sainsbury’s pressed to apologise over Scottish salmon ads. Available 

at:http://www.campaignlive.co.uk/article/467090/oliver-sainsburys-pressed-apologise-scottish-salmon-ads 

(Accessed: 19 December 2016). 

 

PETA (no date) What is the difference between ‘animal rights’ and ‘animal welfare’?  Available at: 

http://www.peta.org/about-peta/faq/what-is-the-difference-between-animal-rights-and-animal-welfare/ 

(Accessed: 11 January 2017). 

 

Rollin, B. E. (2014) This ain’t agriculture, Routledge Handbook of Human-Animal Studies, 
Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 84-96 
 

Sainsbury’s (no date) What is your policy on animal welfare? Available at: 

http://help.sainsburys.co.uk/help/company-values/animal-welfare-policy (Accessed: 11 January 2017). 

 

Stibbe, A. (2012) Animals erased. ; discourse, ecology, and Reconnection with the natural world. 

Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press. 

 

Stibbe, A. (2014) ‘AN ECOLINGUISTIC APPROACH TO CRITICAL DISCOURSE STUDIES’, Critical 

Discourse Studies, 11(1), pp. 117–128. doi: 10.1080/17405904.2013.845789. 

 

Stibbe, A. (2015) Ecolinguistics: Language, ecology and the stories we live by. London, United Kingdom: 

Routledge. 

 

Stibbe, A. (2017) Ecolinguistics: The Story We Live By [Lecture, Bath Spa University, 12 April 2017 

 

Yeomans, J. (2016) Revealed: The biggest companies in the world in 2016. Available at: 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/business/2016/07/20/revealed-the-biggest-companies-in-the-world-in-2016/ 
(Accessed: 16 February 2017). 
 

31 



 

 

Photos: 

 

Jenny Brown, co-founder of Woodstock Farm Animal Sanctuary with rescued hen. (no date) Available at: 

https://s-media-cache-ak0.pinimg.com/236x/c8/90/a0/c890a076cb8a0d874f197767836814dd.jpg 

(Accessed: 23 January 2017). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

32 



 

 

 

Appendices Table of Contents: 

 

Appendix 1: Original FT and AT 1-3 ………………………………………………..p.36-42 

Appendix 2: Clausal analysis of FT and AT1-3…………………………………….p. 43-52 

Appendix 3: Visual SFL analysis……………………………………………………..p. 53-62 

Appendix 4: Synoptic overview of lexicogrammatical analysis FT………………..p. 63-65 

Appendix 5: Focus Text SFL analysis……………………………………………….p. 66-68 

Appendix 6: Lexical Chains analysis…………………………………………………p. 69-74 

Appendix 7: Theme analysis………………………………………………………….p. 75-81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

33 



 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1: Original FT and AT 1-3  

 

Focus Text- Animal Welfare 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/animal-welfare/ 

Publication year: 2016 

Word count: 222 

Animals should be treated with care and respect, so we’re constantly working to raise welfare standards. 

From giving pigs happier lives through improved farming methods, to ensuring that our own-label 

cosmetics meet the Humane Cosmetics Standard (HCS), and increasing our range of RSPCA Assured 

products, which meet strict RSPCA welfare guidelines. 

Shopping with animal welfare in mind 

We offer the widest range of higher welfare foods and cosmetics of any UK retailer. These include: 

● Woodland eggs and chickens, which have the freedom to roam in a natural woodland 

environment 

● Free-range eggs. None of the eggs we sell ever come from birds in cages. 

● Our expanding RSPCA Assured range which meets strict RSPCA welfare standards and 

monitoring, includes: 

● Chicken 

● Turkey 
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● Pork 

● Sausages 

● Veal 

● Eggs 

● Salmon 

All Sainsbury’s cosmetics and toiletries are free from animal testing. That goes for both the products 

themselves and their ingredients. 

12 Free Range Woodland Eggs 

Our Woodland eggs are laid by hens which are free to roam. Every time you buy a dozen we donate 1p to 

the Woodland Trust in support of Britain’s native woods and wildlife. 

We’re really proud to be the UK’s biggest seller of RSPCA Assured products – over 368 food lines that 

meet welfare standards designed by the RSPCA. 

 Here’s how we’re doing it… 

 

Discover more about our values 

 

Category: Our values 
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Anchor Text 1 (AT1): Sainsbury’s SO organic 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/sainsburys-so-organic/ 

Publication year: 2016 

Word count: 300 

 

We work closely with the best organic farms and producers to bring you over 250 Sainsbury’s SO organic 

products at a fair price all year. Plus, we support British farmers by sourcing all of our organic chicken, 

pork, eggs, milk, beef and more from right here in the UK, so you can have peace of mind knowing where 

your food comes from and what’s in it. 

Food you can trust 

All our Sainsbury’s SO organic farms and producers adhere to strict standards which give you peace of 

mind, including: 

● Annual inspections by top organic bodies like the Soil Association 

● All of our organic ingredients can be traced back to the farm where they were grown 

● No chemical fertilisers 

● Pesticide use is severely restricted 

● Additives are severely restricted and controversial additives are banned 

● No artificial colourings or sweeteners 

● No hydrogenated fats 

● High animal welfare 
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Best of British 

We know buying British is important to you, so all of our Sainsbury’s SO organic chicken, beef, eggs, milk 

and lamb comes from British farms. We also have a tempting selection of organic British cheeses, like our 

handmade Sainsbury’s SO organic Cheddar, made by the Alvis brothers on their farm just seven miles 

from the village of Cheddar, Somerset. We source as much of our Sainsbury’s SO organic fruit and veg 

as possible from right here in the UK because we know you don’t want to buy lots of organic food from the 

other side of the world. 

 Organic FAQs 

Got a question about organic food? Thinking about adding more organic food to your family’s diet but not 

sure which products to start with? Wondering how organic farming supports wildlife? 

Check out our organic FAQs section for answers to all your most frequently asked questions about 

organic farming and our Sainsbury’s SO organic range. 

Category: Organic food, Our values 
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Anchor Text 2 (AT2): Woodland Trust 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/woodland-trust/ 

Publication year:2016 

Word count:182 

 

We’ve been working closely with the Woodland Trust since 2004 – and you’ve been a part of this 

relationship, too. Every time you buy Woodland eggs, chicken or turkey we make a donation to the 

Woodland Trust to help plant more native trees. 

We work closely with all our UK farmers  in our Egg Development Group: 

● Ensuring trees planted close to the house to encourage the hens outside to range. 

● Ensuring RSPCA Freedom Food standard are approved. 

● Farms are planted with trees which cover at least 20% of the range area where the birds are free 

to roam outdoors. 

● Farms are planted with a mixture of fast growing and slower native trees which are indigenous to 

the local area. 
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Sainsbury’s free-range eggs 

Hens that lay our free-range eggs roam free with lots of tree cover. The idea came from John Widdowson, 

a Devon farmer who noticed that his hens preferred spending their time under trees. Now, every time you 

buy a dozen free-range eggs, we make a donation to the Woodland Trust. 

Read more about John’s happy hens 

Track your organic egg 

More about our values 
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Anchor Text 3 (AT3): Meet our egg producer 

Specific location:https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/meet-our-egg-producer/ 

Publication year:2016 

Word count: 265 

Planting trees in the areas our hens roam was the idea of one farmer and this has grown into a huge 

success, thanks to your support. Every time you by eggs, chicken or turkey carrying the Woodland Trust 

logo from Sainsbury’s, we make a donation to the Woodland Trust to help plant more native trees for 

chickens to happily forage beneath. 

Happier hens 

The idea 

‘Hens instinctively seek cover from predators, like buzzards, beneath trees where they like to dust bathe 

and forage, so planting more trees for them was the obvious answer,’ says John. His ideas were 

recognised by the Woodland Trust and in 2004 the range of higher-welfare eggs, chicken and turkey was 

launched – exclusive to Sainsbury’s. 

1.3 million happy hens 

Now over 180 farms produce our eggs and, with donations from the products you buy going to the 

Woodland Trust, you have helped to plant over 2.5 million native trees and to improve the lives of 1.3 

million free-range chickens. 

One happy farmer 
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So how does John feel when he sees the eggs instore? ‘Absolutely chuffed,’ he says. ‘I’m so proud of 

how big the brand has grown. It goes to show simple ideas are often the best.’ 

Track your eggs 

Our egg tracker helps you find the farm where your eggs are from. Find the unique number on your carton 

of eggs and enter it into the egg tracker. 

Track your egg 

There are dozens of dishes you can make using eggs, from the ultimate smoked salmon and scrambled 

eggs to easy frittatas, airy cakes and muffins. 

Category: Our values 
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Appendix 2 -Clausal analysis of FT and AT1-3 

Focus Text - Animal Welfare 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/animal-welfare/ 

Publication year: 2016 

Word count: 222 

 

Themes are underlined Processes: Material Mental  Verbal   Relational    existential  

II = clause boundary  << >> = Interrupting Clause  [[ ]] = Embedded clause (...) = clause number 

̂ = ellipsis 

(1) Animals should be treated with care and respect, (2) so we’re constantly working [to raise welfare 

standards]. (2.1)* (NF) From giving pigs happier lives [through improved farming methods],  [[to ensuring 

[[[that our own-label cosmetics meet the Humane Cosmetics Standard (HCS)]]], [and increasing our range 

of RSPCA Assured products, [[which meet strict RSPCA welfare guidelines]]. 

 Shopping with animal welfare in mind 

(3) We offer the widest range of higher welfare foods and cosmetics of any UK retailer. (4) These include:  

●  Woodland eggs and chickens, (4.1) [which have the freedom to roam in a natural woodland 

environment] 

● (4.2) Free-range eggs. (4.3) None of the eggs [we sell] ever come from birds in cages. 

● (4.4) Our expanding RSPCA Assured range (4.5) <<which meets strict RSPCA welfare standards 

and monitoring>>,(4.5.1)[[ includes: Chicken, Turkey, Pork, Sausages, Veal, Eggs, Salmon.]] 

(5) All Sainsbury’s cosmetics and toiletries are free from animal testing. (6) That goes for both the 

products themselves and their ingredients. 
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12 Free Range Woodland Eggs 

(7) Our Woodland eggs are laid by hens (7.1)[which are free [to roam]]. (8) Every time you buy a dozen 

(9) [we donate 1p [to the Woodland Trust [in support [of Britain’s native woods and wildlife]. 

(10) We’re really proud to be the UK’s biggest seller of RSPCA Assured products – over 368 food lines 

(10.1)[that meet welfare standards [designed by the RSPCA]. 

(11) Here’s(11.1)[ how we’re doing it…] 

 

300 Lines -(12) We’re proud [to be the UK’s largest retailer of RSPCA Assured products, selling more 

than 300 lines (13)[[that meet the strict welfare standards (14).[[ ̂devised and monitored by the RSPCA.]]] 
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Cruelty Free International -(15) In March 2011, we made a commitment to Leaping Bunny certification for 

our own-brand personal care range - the international gold-standard for products, (16)[which are not 

tested on animals. 

50% - (17) we currently account for over 50% of UK sales of RSPCA Assured Food. 

Chicken & Egg- (18) We were the first major retailer [to stop selling shell eggs from caged hens]. (19) Our 

Woodland eggs are laid by hens (19.1) [which are free[[ to roam]]. 

 

*(2.1) - This has been analysed as a non-finite dependent clause of the main clause  (2) with 

embedded particles  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Anchor Text 1: Sainsbury’s SO organic 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/sainsburys-so-organic/ 

Publication year: 2016 
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Word count: 300 

(1) We work closely with the best organic farms and producers [to bring you] over 250 Sainsbury’s SO 

organic products at a fair price all year. (2) Plus, we support British farmers by sourcing all of our organic 

chicken, pork, eggs, milk, beef and more from right here in the UK, (3) so you can have peace of mind 

[knowing (4)[[where your food comes from (4.1)and what’s in it]] 

Food [you can trust] 

(5) All our Sainsbury’s SO organic farms and producers adhere to strict standards (6) [which give you 

peace of mind], including: 

● Annual inspections by top organic bodies like the Soil Association 

● (7) All of our organic ingredients can be traced back to the farm [where they were grown] 

● No chemical fertilisers 

● (8) Pesticide use is severely restricted 

● (9) Additives are severely restricted (10) and controversial additives are banned 

● No artificial colourings or sweeteners 

● No hydrogenated fats 

● High animal welfare 

Best of British 

(11) We know [buying British is important to you], (12) so all of our Sainsbury’s SO organic chicken, beef, 

eggs, milk and lamb comes from British farms. (13) We also have a tempting selection of organic British 

cheeses, like our handmade Sainsbury’s SO organic Cheddar, made by the Alvis brothers [on their farm 

[just seven miles from the village of Cheddar, Somerset. (14) We source as much of our Sainsbury’s SO 

organic fruit and veg as possible from right here in the UK (15) because we know [you don’t want [to buy] 

lots of organic food from the other side of the world]]. 
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Organic FAQs 

(16) ̂ Got a question about organic food? (17)  ̂Thinking about adding more organic food [to your family’s 

diet] (18) but (ellipsis) not sure which products to start with? (19) Wondering [how organic farming 

supports wildlife]? 

(imp)(20) Check out our organic FAQs section for answers [to all your most frequently asked questions 

about organic farming and our Sainsbury’s SO organic range. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Anchor Text 2: Woodland Trust 

Specific location: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/woodland-trust/ 

Publication year:2016 

Word count:182 
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(1) We’ve been working closely with the Woodland Trust  since 2004 –  (2) and you’ve been a part of this 

relationship, too. (3) Every time you buy Woodland eggs, chicken or turkey (4) we make a donation to the 

Woodland Trust [to help plant more native trees]. 

(5) We work closely with all our UK farmers  in our Egg Development Group: 

●  Ensuring (6) trees (are  is ellipted) planted close to the house[ to encourage the hens outside[[ to 

range]]]. 

● Ensuring (7) RSPCA Freedom Food standard are approved. 

● (8) Farms are planted with trees [which cover at least 20% of the range area (9)[where the birds 

are free [ to roam outdoors]]]. 

● (10) Farms are planted with a mixture of fast growing and slower native trees (11)[ which are 

indigenous to the local area]. 
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Sainsbury’s free-range eggs 

(12) Hens that lay our free-range eggs roam free with lots of tree cover. (13)The idea came from John 

Widdowson, a Devon farmer <<who noticed>> [that his hens preferred spending their time under trees]. 

(14) Now, every time you buy a dozen free-range eggs, (15) we make a donation to the Woodland Trust. 

(16) Read more about John’s happy hens 

(17) Track your organic egg 

1p - (18) Every time you buy a dozen of our Woodland eggs, (19) we donate 1p to the Woodland Trust 

Woodland Trust - (20) Buying Woodland eggs isn’t the only way [you can help] - (21)  we also donate 2p 

from every free range Woodland chicken and 10p from every Woodland turkey sold.  

Trees image - (22) With your help, we’ve already planted more than 2,500,000 native trees since 2004. 

(23) That’s a lot of Woodland scrambled eggs, chicken sandwiches and turkey dinners! 

Footprint image - (24) By helping us to plant trees you can help to offset carbon emissions,(25) provide 

food and shelter for wildlife (26) and create more spaces (27) [where we can relax and enjoy nature].  
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Anchor Text 3: Meet our egg producer 

Specific location:https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/meet-our-egg-producer/ 

Publication year:2016 

Word count: 265 

(1) Planting trees in the areas our hens roam was the idea of one farmer (2) and this has grown into a 

huge success, (3) thanks to your support. (4) Every time you buy eggs, chicken or turkey carrying the 

Woodland Trust logo from Sainsbury’s, (5) we  make a donation to the Woodland Trust [to help plant more 

native trees for chickens [[to happily forage beneath]]]. 

Happier hens 

The idea 

(6)‘Hens instinctively seek cover from predators, like buzzards, beneath trees (7) [where they like to dust 

bathe and forage, (8) so planting more trees for them was the obvious answer,’ (9) says John. (10) His 
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ideas were recognised by the Woodland Trust (11)and in 2004 the range of higher-welfare eggs, chicken 

and turkey was launched – exclusive to Sainsbury’s. 

1.3 million happy hens 

(12) Now over 180 farms produce our eggs (13) and,[with donations from the products you buy going to 

the Woodland Trust], you have helped to plant over 2.5 million native trees and[ to improve the lives of 1.3 

million free-range chickens]]. 

One happy farmer 

(14) So how does John feel (15) [when he sees the eggs in store]? (16) ‘Absolutely chuffed,’ (17) he says. 

(18)‘I’m so proud of (19)[how big the brand has grown].  It goes to show (20)[simple ideas are often the 

best.’ 

(21)Track your eggs 

(22) Our egg tracker helps you find the farm (23) [where your eggs are from]. (24)Find the unique number 

on your carton of eggs (25) and enter it into the egg tracker. 

(26) Track your egg 

(27) There are dozens of dishes [you can make using eggs], from the ultimate smoked salmon and 

scrambled eggs to easy frittatas, airy cakes and muffins. 
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Appendix 3: Visual SFL Analysis 
 
Source: https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/animal-welfare/ 
 

Metafunctions  Example from texts 

Ideational 

 

 

 

Narrative (action, verbal, 

mental processes)actions or 

events 

In image 1, the represented 

participant (Kress and van 

Leeuwen) is captured in mid 

movement, thus exemplified 

free-range 

Conceptual (representation of 

social reality 

  - classified 

 

 

 

51 

https://livewellforless.sainsburys.co.uk/animal-welfare/


 

 - analysed 

 -symbolized (what a 

participant means or is, 

participants are carriers of 

symbolic attributes) 

      -suggestive (details are 

de-emphasised in favour of 

mood/atmosphere) 

 

 

 

Image 3, although the fish are 

captured in movement of 

swimming, the picture, 

through the strong blue 

colour and de-emphasis of 

detail, give the atmosphere of 

wild, free salmon(?) living in 

clean, blue water.  

Interpersonal 

The relationship between the 

sender, addressee and 

message 

Personal pronouns  

- demand (gaze, ‘you’) the 

viewer is a direct addressee 

whose attention is being 

demanded 

 

- offer (the subject doesn’t 

meet the viewer’s 

gaze=offers the represented 

participants to the viewer as 

items of information, 

impersonally as though they 

were specimens in a display 

As Kress and van Leeuwen 

note, involvement and 

detachment can interact with 

demand and offer in complex 

ways. In image 1 and 3, the 

body of the animals angled 

away from the viewer with a 

double message,  
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case) The fish as represented 

participant in image 3 are 

‘offer’: they do not make eye 

contact with the viewer and 

are photographed from the 

side (oblique?).  

Perspective and angle 

Vertical(from above) - power 

Close-up - intimacy, bring 

about an imaginary relation 

between the represented 

animal and the viewer. This 

also means that the image 

producer addresses the 

viewers in the voice of the 

animals, makes the animal 

the voice of animal 

welfare/advertisement.  

Long shot - distance 

Horizontal - involvement 

Frontal - personal 

connection: what you see 

here is part of our world, 

Image 4 is a long shot, and 

high modality. Some of the 

birds are sitting down, 

probably because of their 

weight. They are engineered 

to grow too fast and too 

heavy so that their body 

cannot support their weight.  

 

The fact that image 2 is a 

close up of the pigs suggests 

an invasion of their privacy. 

The fact that the pigs are 

photographed from below 

gives a false impression of 

power, as though the pigs are 

in control, and slightly 

53 



 

something we are involved 

with 

Oblique - detachment: what 

you see here is not part of 

our world, it is their world, 

something we are not 

involved with 

 

 

menacing because the pigs 

appear giant.  

 

The close up images 1, 2 

could be to portray the 

animals as friends. Most 

people nowadays do not 

have contact with farm 

animals and the close up 

serves to render them less of 

strangers.  

 

Making eye contact with the 

animals and portraying them 

as individuals could serve the 

purpose of demonstrating 

that Sainsbury’s have a 

personal relationship and 

commitment to animals.  

Modality (truth or factuality of 

the message): 

- Colour; shades and 

tones 

E.g - photograph has higher 

modality than painting. 

Cartoon has lower modality 

as it lacks detail and depth. 

54 



 

- Representation (how 

abstract/concrete) 

- Contextualisation 

(how much 

background is 

included) 

- Depth (how much/little 

use is made of 

perspective) 

- Illumination (how 

much/little is made of 

light and shade) 

- cartoon/drawing: 

seeks first of all to be 

read as objective, 

factual information, 

perhaps aimed at 

children, setting in 

place a process of 

learning, something 

that we’ve said above 

that Sainsbury’s do.  

 

Image 1can be said to be 

abstract in its 

contextualisation.  

 

Image 4 is taken from high, 

rendering the birds a product, 

insignificant.  

Textual Placement of elements:  
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The overall coherence of an 

image  

- left/right - left side 

presents given 

information; right - 

new 

- top/bottom  - upper- 

the ideal information, 

information which is 

essential, general or 

abstract; lower  real 

specific and concrete 

information 

- Centre or margin - 

centre - informational 

nucleus, margins will 

depend on nucleus or 

be subordinate.  

 Salience - visual weight:  

-size 

- focus  

Highly salient elements are 

larger, sharper, 

foregrounded, near the top 

 

 Framing - marking of It is interesting to note that 
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boundaries within the image 

or between it and something 

else 

there are no visible 

boundaries within the image 

or around it. The interactive 

participants may have wanted 

to give the illusion of 

freedom.  

 

 
 
Image 1. 
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Image 2. 

 
Image 3. 
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Image 4. 
 

 
Image 5. 
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Image 6.  
 

 
Image 7.  

 
Image 8. 
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Appendix 4: Synoptic overview of lexicogrammatical analysis FT 

 

Lexicogrammatical Feature Focus Text - Animal Welfare 

Experiential metafunction n % 

Process types   

Material 16 (55) 

Out of which are Passives 4 (25) 

Mental 0 0 
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Relational 13 (44) 

Out of which are Passives 1 (8) 

Verbal 0  

Participants   

Humans/organisation  

 

            as actors 

 

             as goal 

 

             as token 

 

             as value 

 

 

8 [6 (we), 1(you), 1(RSPCA)] 

 

 

(53) 

0 (0) 

3 (we) (33) 

2 (proud) (11) 

Animals: as actors  

 

              as goals 

 

              as token 

 

              as value 

2 (hens) (13) 

1 (birds) (5) 

3 (1 Woodland eggs and chickens, 2 hens) (33) 

4 (1 animals, 1 woodland eggs and chickens, 2 free) (22) 

Non-human/product    
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                as actor 

 

                as goal 

  

  

 

               as token 

                as value 

5 (1 cosmetics, 1 eggs, 1 RSPCA range, 1 368 foods, 1 300 

lines) 

(33) 

17 (10 welfare standards, 2 woodland eggs, 1 eggs, 1 1p, 

1 a commitment, 1 products, 1 sales)  

(94) 

3 (1 RSPCA range, 1 Sainsbury’s cosmetics, 1 free) 

 

 

(33) 

12 (1 freedom, free-range eggs, 1 chicken, 1 turkey, 1 pork, 

1 sausages, 1 veal, 1 eggs, 1 salmon, 1 free, 1 products & 

ingredients, 1 retailer) 

(66) 

Interpersonal Metafunction 

Modality:    

● Epistemic 2 (are constantly working,)  

● Deontic 1 (should)  

Personalisation:   

● 1st and 2nd personal 

pronouns 

 10 (9 we, 1 you)  

● Colloquial/informal 

language 

Contractions (‘re (2), ‘s (11) only in 

conjunction with Sainsbury’s, Colloquial: 

really (10) The goes for (6) 
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● Evaluative language Strict (14), really (10),   

Textual Metafunction   

Theme types: 

Unmarked 

Marked (circumstance) 

Textual 

Interpersonal 

Experiential 

 

 

16 

3 

9 

0 

22 

 

(30) 

(10) 

(24) 

(0) 

(44) 

Total clauses 29  

 
 

 
 

 
Appendix 5: Focus Text SFL anaysis - metafunctional analysis (Thematic analysis 

separate) 

Cl Experiential Interpersonal  

 P1 Process P2 Personalisation Standing 
(evaluative, 
attribution) 

Modality 

1 Animals (value) Should (passive 
modal) Relational 

-   Deontic - volitive 

2 We 
(actor) 

Are working (to 
raise) (material, 
transitive) 

Welfare 
standards 
(goal) 

We constantly Strong, not through 
modal verbs but 
declaratives 
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2.1  our own-label 
cosmetics (actor) 

Meet 
(material, 
transitive) 

the Humane 
Cosmetics 
Standard (goal) 

our   

3 We 
(actor) 

Offer 
(material, 
transitive) 

the widest range 
of higher welfare 
foods and 
cosmetics (goal) 

we   

4 These 
(token) 

Include 
(relational) 

Woodland eggs 
and chickens 
(value) 

   

4.1 (Woodland eggs 
and chickens) 
dependent clause 

Have 
(relational) 

The freedom 
(value) 

   

4.2 (These = welfare 
standards) 
(token) )dependant 
clause 

(Include 
(relational) 

Free-range eggs 
(value) 

   

4.3 None of the eggs 
(actor) 

 Come from 
(analysed as 
prepositional verb 
to mean ‘sourced’) 
Material, transitive 

Birds 
(goal) 

 ever Strong epistemic 

4.4
-4.
5.1 

Our expanding 
RSPCA Assured 
range (token) 

Includes 
(relational) 

Chicken, Turkey, 
Pork, Sausages, 
Veal, Eggs, 
Salmon (value) 

our   

4.5 (Our expanding 
RSPCA Assured 
range (token)) 
depenent clause 

 

Meets 
(material) 

RSPCA welfare 
standards and 
monitoring (goal) 

 strict  

5 All Sainsbury’s 
cosmetics and 
toiletries (token) 

Are  
(relational) 

Free (from animal 
testing = 
circumstance) 
(value) 

   

6 That 
(token) 

Goes for  
(relational) 

 the products 
themselves and 
their ingredients 
(value) 

informal   
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7 Our Woodland 
eggs (goal) 

Are laid  
(passive, material) 

By hens (actor)    

7.2 (hens) which 
(relative pronoun - 
token) 

Are 
(relational) 

Free (to roam) 
 (value) 

   

8 You  
(actor) 

Buy 
(material, 
transitive) 

A dozen (eggs 
ellipted) 
(goal) 

you   

9 We 
(actor) 

Donate 
(material, 
transitive) 

1p 
(goal) 

we   

10 We 
(token) 

Are 
(relational) 

Proud 
(value) 

 really  

10.
1 

(over 368 food 
lines) that 

(dependent clause) 

Meet 
(material, 
transitive) 

welfare standards 
(goal) 

   

11 Here (analysed as 
demonstrative 
pronoun) (token) 

‘s 
(relational) 

 - 
(how is 

circumstance) 

Informal, 
contraction 

  

11.
1 

We 
(actor) 

‘re doing 
(material, 
transitive) 

It 
(goal) 

Informal, 
contraction, we 

  

12 We 
(token) 

‘re 
(relational) 
 

Proud 
(value) 

   

13 (300 lines) that 
(relative pronoun) 
(actor) 

Meet 
(material, 
transitive) 

the strict welfare 
standards (goal) 

   

14 the strict welfare 
standards       (goal)  

Devised and 
monitored (are is 
ellipted) Material, 
passive 

By the RSPCA 
(actor) 

 strict  

15 We 
(actor) 

Made 
(material, 
transitive) 

A commitment 
(goal) 

   

16 Which (products) 
(goal) 

Are not tested 
(passive, material, 
intransitive) 

-    
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17 We (actor) Account for  
(analysed as ‘sell’), 
material, transitive 

over 50% of UK 
sales (goal) 

   

18 We 
(token) 

Were 
(relational) 

the first major 
retailer (value) 

   

19 Our Woodland eggs 
(goal) 

Are laid 
(passive, material, 
transitive) 

By hens 
(actor) 

   

19.
1 

Which (hens) 
(relative pronoun) 
token 

Are  
(relational) 

Free (to roam) 
(value) 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 6: Lexical Chains analysis 

 
Focus Text - Animal Welfare (clause numbers are given in brackets) 
 
Relationships of co-reference: Hyponymy  co-hyponymy  Repetition   Synonymy  Meronymy 
 

(a) Animals  (b) Animal derived products (c) Animal welfare (d) Sainsbury’s (f) Customer 

Animals (1)  Welfare standards (2) We (2)  

Pigs (2.1)  Improved farming methods (2.1)   

  Humane Cosmetics Standards 
(2.1) 
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  RSPCA assured products(2.1)   

  RSPCA Welfare guidelines (2.1)   

 higher welfare foods and cosmetics (3) higher welfare foods and cosmetics 
(3) 

We (3)  

 These (4) These (4)   

(and chickens) (4) Woodland eggs )(4)    

 Free-range eggs (4.2)    

 None of the eggs    

Birds in cages(4.3)     

 Our expanding RSPCA Assured range 
(4.4) 

Our expanding RSPCA Assured 
range (4.4) 

  

  RSPCA welfare standards and 
monitoring (4.5) 

  

 Chicken, Turkey, Pork, Sausages, 
Veal, Eggs, Salmon 

   

  All Sainsbury’s cosmetics and toiletries 
(5) 

animal testing (5)   

 12 Free Range Woodland Eggs    

Hens (7) Our Woodland eggs (7)   You (8) 

 Wildlife (9)   We (9)  

   We  

 368 food lines (10)  welfare standards UK’s biggest seller 
of RSPCA Assured 
products(10) 

 

 
 
 
Anchor Text 1: Sainsbury’s SO organic 
 
Relationships of co-reference: Hyponymy  co-hyponymy  Repetition   Synonymy  Meronymy 
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(a) Animals  (b) Animal derived products (c) Animal welfare (d) Sainsbury’s (e) Farmers and 

producers 
(f) Customer 

 Sainsbury’s So organic 
products (1) 

 We (1) Best organic farms 
and producers (1) 

 

 our organic chicken, pork, 
eggs, milk, beef (2) 

 We (2) British farmers (2)  

 Your food (4) Peace of mind (3)   You (3) 

 It (4.1)     

  strict standards (5) All our 
Sainsbury’s SO 
organic farms 
and producers 
(5) 

 All our 
Sainsbury’s SO 
organic farms and 
producers (5) 

 

  Peace of mind (6)  Which (6) You (6) 

   top organic bodies (6)    

  The Soil Association (6)    

 All of our organic ingredients 
(7) 

  The farm (7)  

  High animal welfare We (11) British (11) You (11) 

 all of our Sainsbury’s SO 
organic chicken, beef, eggs, 
milk and lamb (12) 

The relationship between 
animal welfare and organic 
is unclear! 

 British farms (12)  

 a tempting selection of organic 
British cheeses (13) 

 We (13)   

 our handmade Sainsbury’s SO 
organic Cheddar (13) 

  the Alvis brothers 
(13) 

 

    their farm (13) 
(also co-hyponym 
of organic farming) 

 

   We (14)   

   We (15)  You (16) 

 organic food (16)     
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 Organic food (17)    You (17) 
(ellipted) 

     your family’s diet 
(18) 

Wildlife (19)    organic farming 
(19) 

(you) (19) ellipted 

 
 
 
Anchor Text 2: Woodland Trust 
 
Relationships of co-reference: Hyponymy  co-hyponymy  Repetition   Synonymy  Meronymy 
 

(a) Animals  (b) Animal derived products (c) Animal welfare (d) 
Sainsbury’s 

(e) Farmers and 
producers 

(f) processes (e) Customer 

   We (1) Woodland Trust 
(1) 

  

      You (2) 

 Woodland eggs, chicken or 
turkey (3) 

    You (3) 

   We (4) Woodland trust 
(4) 

Make a 
donation (4) 

 

   We (5) All our UK 
farmers (5) 

  

   Our Egg 
development 
Group (5) 

Our Egg 
development 
Group (5) 

  

Hens (6)       

  RSPCA Freedom Food 
Standard (7) 

    

Birds (8)    Farms (8)   

Hens (12) Our free range eggs (12)      

His hens (13)    John 
Widdowson, a 
Devon farmer 
(13) 

  

 A dozen free-range eggs     You (14) 
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(14) 

   We (15) Woodland Trust 
(15) 

Make a 
donation (15) 

 

John’s happy 
hens (16) 

   John’s happy 
hens (16) 

  

 Organic egg (17)     Ellipted ‘you’ 
(17) 

 a dozen of our Woodland 
eggs (18) 

    You (18) 

   We (19) The Woodland 
Trust (19) 

Donate (19)  

 Buying woodland eggs (20)    can help (20) You (20) 

 free range Woodland 
chicken and turkey (21) 

 We (21)  Donate (21)  

 Woodland scrambled eggs, 
chicken sandwiches and 
turkey dinners! (23) 

 We (22)   Your help (22) 

Wildlife (26)     Can help (24) You (24) 

Nature (27)   We (27) 
ambiguous * 

We (27) 
ambiguous * 

Can relax and 
enjoy 

we(27) 
ambiguous * 

 
 
 
 
Anchor Text 3: Meet our egg producer 
 
Relationships of co-reference: Hyponymy  co-hyponymy  Repetition   Synonymy  Meronymy 
 

(a) Animals  (b) Animal derived products (c) Animal welfare (d) 
Sainsbury’s 

(e) Farmers and 
producers 

(f) processes (e) Customer 

Our Hens (1)    One farmer (1)   

      Your support 
(3) 

 Eggs, chicken or turkey (4)  Woodland 
Trust logo 
from 
Sainsbury’s 
(4) 

Woodland Trust 
logo from 
Sainsbury’s (4) 

 You (4) 

Chickens (5)   We (5) The Woodland Make a  
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Trust (5) donation (5) 

Happier hens       

Hens (6)       

Buzzards (6)       

They (7) (hens)       

Them (8)       

    John (9)   

    Woodland Trust 
(10) 

  

 the range of higher-welfare 
eggs, chicken and 
turkey(11) 

the range of 
higher-welfare eggs, 
chicken and turkey (11) 

Sainsbury’s 
(11) 

   

1.3 million 
happy hens 

Our eggs (12)   over 180 farms 
(12) 

  

 1.3 million free-range 
chickens 

   Have helped 
(13) 

You (13) 

 The eggs  (15)   John (15)   

 The big brand (19)   He (16)   

 Your eggs (21)     You (implied 
imperative) 
21) 

 Our egg tracker (22)     You (22) 

 Your eggs (23)      

 Your carton of eggs (24)     You (24) 

 using eggs], from the 
ultimate smoked salmon 
and scrambled eggs to 
easy frittatas, airy cakes 
and muffins (27) 

    You (implied 
imperative) 25 
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Appendix 7: Theme analysis 

Theme Analysis - synopsis: 
 

 Textual 
themes 

Interpersonal 
themes 

Experiential 
themes 

Marked 
themes 

Unmarked 
themes 

Focus Text  1 0 28 3 16 

Anchor text 1 6 3 22 2 15 

Anchor text 2 2 0 28 8 16 

Anchor text 3 6 0 27 9 16 

 
 
 

Focus Text  - Animal Welfare 
 

Clause Textual Interpersonal Experiential Marked/unmarked 

1   Animals  unmarked 

2 so  we Textual+exp 

3   we unmarked 
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4   These unmarked 

4.1   which structural/topical 

4.2   These (include free range eggs) unmarked 

4.3   None of the eggs unmarked 

4.4   These (include) unmarked 

4.5   which structural/topical  

4.5.1   Our expanding RSPCA Assured 
rang 

unmarked 

5    All Sainsbury’s cosmetics and 
toiletries 

unmarked 

6   That structural/topical  

7   Our Woodland eggs unmarked 

7.1   which structural/topical  

8   Everytime Circumstance as 
theme - marked 

9   we unmarked 

10   we unmarked 

11   Here (analysed like: this) Experiential unmarked 

11.1   How Marked- exp 
(circumstance)  

12   We unmarked 

13   that structural/topical  

14    that structural/topical  

15   In March 2011 Circumstanceas 
theme- marked 

16   which structural/topical  

17   we unmarked 
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18   we unmarked 

19   Our Woodland eggs unmarked 

19.1   which structural/topical  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anchor Text 1: Sainsbury’s SO organic 
 

Clause Textual Interpersonal Experiential Marked/unmarke
d 

1   we unmarked 

2 plus  we Textual+unmarked 
exp 

3 so  you Textual+unmarked 
exp 

4   where Circumstance as 
theme- marked 

4.1   what Circumstance as 
theme- marked 

5    All our Sainsbury’s SO organic 
farms and producers 

unmarked 

6   which structural/topical  

7   All of our organic ingredients unmarked 

8   Pesticide use Unmarked 
nominalisation 
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9   Additives unmarked 

10 and  Controversial additives textual+exp 

11   we unmarked 

12 so  all of our Sainsbury’s SO organic 
chicken, beef, eggs, milk and lamb 

textual+exp 

13   we unmarked 

14   we unmarked 

15 because  we textual+exp 

16  Have ( ellipted 
interpersonal 
theme 

You (ellipted experiential theme 
(got) 
 

Interpersonal and 
experiential  

17  Are (ellipted 
interpersonal 
theme) 

You (ellipted experiential theme 
(thinking) 

Interpersonal and 
unmarked 
experiential  

18 but  You (ellipted) Textual and 
ellipted 
experiential 
unmarked 

19  Are (ellipted 
interpersonal 
theme) 

You (wondering) Interpersonal and 
unmarked 
experiential  

20   Check out Imperative 
unmarked 

 
 
 
 
 
Anchor Text 2: Woodland Trust 
 

Claus
e 

Textual Interpersonal Experiential Marked/unmarked 

1   we unmarked 

2 and  you Textual and 
unmarked exp 
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3   Everytime Circumstance as 
marked theme  

4   we unmarked 

5   we unmarked 

6   trees unmarked 

7   RSPCA Freedom Food 
standard  

Unmarked  

8   farms unmarked 

9   where Circumstance as 
marked theme  

10   farms unmarked 

11   which Circumstance as 
marked theme  

12   Hens that lay our 
free-range eggs  

unmarked 

13   The idea unmarked 

14   Now Circumstance as 
marked theme  

15   we unmarked 

16   Read Imperative 
unmarked 

17   Track Imperative 
unmarked 

18   Every time Circumstance as 
marked theme 

19   we unmarked 

20   Buying Woodland eggs 
(analysed as subject 
participle) 

unmarked 
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21   we unmarked 

22   With (your help) Circumstance as 
marked theme 

23   That (analysed as 
reference to the trees as 
object of clause 22) 

structural/topical  

24   By helping us to plant 
trees 

Circumstance as 
marked theme 

25   provide marked 

26 and  create textual 

27   where circumstance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anchor Text 3: Meet our egg producer 
 
 

Clause Textual Interpersonal Experiential marked/unmarked 

1    Planting trees in the areas our hens 
roam 

unmarked 

2 And   this Textual and exp 

3   thanks to Circumstance - 
marked 
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4   Every time Circumstance- 
marked 

5   we unmarked 

6   hens unmarked 

7   where Circumstance - 
marked 

8 so  Planting more trees for them Textual and exp 

9   says Topical unmarked 

10   His ideas unmarked 

11 and  In 2004 Textual and 
circumstance 

12   now circumstance-marked 

13 and  with donations from the products 
you buy going to the Woodland 
Trust 

Textual and 
circumstance 

14 so  How  Textual and 
unmarked 
interrogative 

15   when circumstance-marked 

16   (I am) chuffed Ellipted topical 

17   he unmarked 

18   I unmarked 

19   How big Circumstance- 
marked 

20   Simple ideas unmarked 

21   Track Unmarked imperative 

22   Our egg tracker unmarked 

23   where Circumstance - 
marked 

24   Find  Unmarked imperative 

25 and  enter Textual and 
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imperartive exp 

26   Track Unmarked imperative 

27   There unmarked 
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