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Abstract 

 
This thesis investigates the linguistic construction of ‘privacy’ in a variety of 
social contexts between two typologically distant languages.  Specifically, it 
posits privacy as a reality that is socially created and shaped through written 
discourse in English and Japanese (cf. Hasan, 1984). Drawing on Systemic 
Functional Linguistics (SFL) theory, a holistic approach to text in context (see 
Halliday, 1978; 1994), this study sets out to present a linguistic profile of 
privacy from the perspectives of context, semantics and lexicogrammar.  

First, it explores the contextual parameters of filed, tenor and mode 
that determine the linguistic choices in the respective socio-semiotic 
processes: ‘regulating’ in privacy policy, ‘arguing’ in expert opinion and 
‘reporting’ in news article. Second, it investigates the lexicogrammatical 
resources that are employed to create and shape privacy as a social reality 
under the systems of TRANSITIVITY, MOOD and MODALITY (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014; Teruya, 2007). Finally, it examines the rhetorical 
strategies deployed to organize the meaning of privacy in a logical and 
coherent whole in the form of discourse through the system of RHETORICAL 

RELATIONS (Matthiessen, 2015b; Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b). Cross-
linguistic variation between English and Japanese is identified and the 
findings are synthesized to present the language of privacy from a ‘trinocular’ 
view through the lens of Systemic Functional Linguistics.  

Results from the multi-stratal text analysis show that privacy is a 
social reality that is constantly constructed and deconstructed by discourse, 
shaping the way we present our social identity and the way we interact with 
people and institutions under various social settings. Privacy as a ‘thing’ in 
the form of personal data is commonly construed as a commodity in exchange 
for services, benefits and convenience. In privacy policy, the reality of 
privacy is shaped into a positive experience where the sharing of personal 
information is ‘justified’ by reasons and benefits and the users are 
‘empowered’ and given the ‘means’ to take full control of their personal data. 
In expert opinion, the social reality of privacy is often assigned a negative 
value with the general public construed as the ‘victim’ of privacy 
exploitation. In news report, multiple realities of privacy are re-created 
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through locutions and ideas that are cited from different participants in the 
events.  

Cross-linguistically, it is interesting to note that while divergence is 
mainly language-specific, it is the variation in language use in the different 
social contexts that motivate the selection of different linguistic resources in 
the given language communities. The findings also reveal that in general 
Japanese tends to favor the process of ‘being’ in the experiential domain, i.e. 
constructing events as processes of identifying, attributing or existing and is 
oriented toward Circumstance. In contrast, English tends to prefer the process 
of ‘doing’ and is Participant-oriented. Interpersonally, it is observed that the 
construction of modality in Japanese is more lexical and specific in meaning 
e.g. suru koto ga dekiru ‘that doing X is possible’, while modality in English 
is more grammatical and ambiguous in meaning e.g. the modals can and may 
could carry the meaning of probability, permission, etc. Logically, English 
tends to be more ‘congruent’ in the realization of logico-semantic relations 
through the use of conjunctions while Japanese shows a preference in 
employing nominal groups and embedded clauses, resulting in a more 
‘experiential’ construal of the logical organization of discourse. 

This study is significant in a number of ways. On the understanding 
of privacy as a social construct, it extends our knowledge of this abstract 
phenomenon by providing a linguistic dimension to it. In terms of register 
analysis, it provides a comprehensive description of three types of text (legal 
regulating, expert evaluation and news reporting) in two languages (English 
and Japanese). The result is a theory-based modeling of language use in 
context, which could be applied to the linguistic description and analysis of 
other social phenomena in different social contexts. Last but not least, 
findings from this study not only shed light on contrastive analysis, but also 
offer insights into translation studies and advanced language learning.   
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction  

Privacy is an elusive, multi-facet and context-dependent concept that evolves 
with technological development and social change. It has been widely 
discussed and researched in various disciplines most notably in legal where 
privacy is defined as an intrinsic ‘human right’ (Warren & Brandeis, 1890; 
Westin, 1967; 2013), in psychology as a ‘state of being’ (Bates, 1964; 
Jourard, 1966), in sociology as a ‘social behavior’ (Altman, 1975; Margulis, 
2003), in architecture as a ‘physical boundary’ that demarcates private from 
public (Madanipour, 2003; Georgiou, 2006), and in information technology 
as ‘private information and data’ (Bennett, 1992; Caudill & Murphy 2000; 
Gomez, Pinnick & Soltani, 2009). In addition to the diversified notion of 
privacy, its evolving nature further contributes to the difficulty in reaching a 
consensus on a unified meaning or definition across disciplines and across 
languages (cf. Margulis, 2003).  As defined in the Oxford Dictionary, privacy 
is “a state in which one is not observed or disturbed by other people”.  
Linguistically, the term “privacy” has its roots in privatus, a participle of the 
Latin word privare, meaning to withdraw from public life, to deprive and to 
free (Whitaker, 2010).  It is an example of an untranslatable lexeme and many 
languages do not have a specific word for privacy.  As a result, those 
languages either borrow the word from the English word “privacy” as in 

Japanese puraibasii ������ or they use a combination of meaning as 

in Chinese yin si�� meaning ‘concealed and private’.   

This study investigates how privacy, a complex and pervasive human 
experience, is constructed in different languages under different social 
contexts.  Specifically, it compares and contrasts the inter-linguistic features 
between Japanese and English to illuminate on the understanding of how 
privacy is experienced similarly and differently across languages and cultures 
in comparable contexts of situation. In this study, privacy is problematized as 
a social phenomenon that is created by language use in context, reflecting the 
social norms in different language communities that evolve with the rapidly 
changing technological development of global communication and e-
commerce. The linguistic exploration of privacy is backgrounded against 
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social contexts where privacy is most publicly discussed in the form of 
written discourse e.g. privacy policies, expert opinions and debates on privacy 
issues, and news stories on privacy. Rooted in Systemic Functional 
Linguistics (SFL) theory (Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014), 
this study aims to provide a holistic description on ‘the language of privacy’ 
by examining authentic texts about privacy from different social contexts in 
Japanese and English from a ‘trinocular’ vision that takes into consideration 
context, semantics and lexicogrammar (see Section 3.2 for a detailed account 
on SFL theory). The findings are expected to contribute to the study of 
language use in professional and media contexts in general, and contrastive 
analysis between Japanese and English written discourse in specific.  

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. In Section 1.2, I will 
present an overview of the evolution of ‘privacy’ in relation to the social 
world, highlighting theories of privacy from the socio-philosophical 
disciplines. In Section 1.3, I will discuss the relationship between language 
and privacy, specifying the role of language in the construction of privacy as 
a social reality in the 4-order system. Section 1.4 examines some of the 
pressing linguistic issues facing privacy in the contemporary digital world, 
presenting both challenges and opportunities that motivate the current study, 
which lead to Section 1.5, a discussion of the research questions that will be 
addressed in this thesis. In closing the chapter, I will present the organization 
of the remainder of the thesis in Section 1.6. 

 

1.2 The evolution of privacy 

The evolution of privacy has always been tied to the historical development 
of communication methods, especially during times of technological 
breakthrough. For example, privacy was first acknowledged as a legal right 
in the United States in late 1800s (Warren & Brandeis, 1890), shortly after 
the introduction of telegraph, telephone and the printing press. However, in 
Japan, it was not until 1964 with the utage no ato ‘after the banquet’ court 
case when privacy was first endorsed by the court in Japan. The birth of 
personal computer and the world-wide net in the 20th Century has not only 
revolutionized the way people communicate, but it has also increased the 
vulnerability of privacy invasion, which triggered a series of legal attempts to 
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establish privacy laws and policies in various parts of the world (e.g. Privacy 
Act in Australia 1988, System of Privacy Mark in Japan 1999, etc.) At the 
beginning of the 21st Century, rapid development of information technology 
and the rise of social media had made privacy one of the most controversial 
global issues of our time. Claims made by some of the world’s leading social 
network companies such as Facebook e.g. “privacy was no longer a social 
norm” (Johnson, 2010) and Google e.g. “privacy may actually be an 
anomaly” (Ferenstein, 2013) suggest that privacy and the general expectation 
of privacy has undergone some radical changes over the past decade.  
 

1.2.1 The socialist views of privacy 

On the socio-philosophical front, researchers and social theorists were trying 
to define privacy from various social perspectives. However, it was not until 
the late 1960s when a number of important scholastic research on the social 
construction of privacy emerged. Among those is the notable work of 
Westin’s “Privacy and Freedom” (1967) where he defines privacy as “the 
claim of an individual to determine what information about himself or herself 
should be known to others” (Westin, 1967:41). The disclosure of personal 
information is determined according to the four psychological conditions or 
states of individual privacy: solitude, intimacy, anonymity and reserve. 
Individuals are in constant search for balance between privacy and needs for 
disclosure based on life-cycle progress and situational events.   

The changing needs and shifting desire for self-revelation in the 
different states of privacy are what make privacy a complex condition, and a 
personal choice. Building on Westin’s original notion of privacy, Altman 
(1975) further extends the concept of privacy as an interpersonal boundary-

control process with an optimizing nature where social interaction is a 
continuing interplay between opposing forces: to be open and accessible to 
others and to be shut off or closed to others.  

Figure 1-1 is a graphical representation of the four states of individual 
privacy as proposed by Westin (1967) in relation to the concept of 
interpersonal boundary-control process (Altman, 1975). The vertical 
dimension represents the different contexts of situation at different times (T1 
– T4) and the horizontal dimension contains the cline between private and 
public. Depending on the different desired states of privacy (solitude, 
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intimate, etc.), the privacy boundary that controls different degrees of private 
information to be disclosed or concealed is adjusted along the cline by the 
individual to optimize his/her social life. 
 
 

 
Figure 1-1 Four states of individual privacy and interpersonal-boundary control 

information control (adapted from Westin, 1967; Altman, 1975) 

 
There is no doubt that privacy is inherently social, and the notion of 

privacy constitutes a central social concept that influences our way of 
experiencing the social world (Benn and Gaus, 1983). For as long as we live 
in a social community, we need to establish different identities for ourselves 
in different social contexts. At the individual level, we manage our daily lives 
by disclosing certain private information (e.g. name, address and credit card 
information to make a hotel booking) and concealing others (e.g. sexual 
orientation, medical history, etc.).  However, the boundary that demarcates 
what is private and what is public varies with individuals and contexts of 
situation. At the social level, privacy is tied to changes in the norms of society 
as to what kinds of personal conduct are regarded as beneficial, neutral, or 
harmful to the public good (Westin, 2003). 
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1.2.2 Socio-cultural perception of privacy in Japan  

While Westin’s notion of privacy is a common concept that can be applied to 
the world at large, cultural norms and influence on the perception of the self, 
and the notions of private and public spheres may have some connotation on 
the meaning and linguistic construct of privacy. For example, age may be 
considered as sensitive private information in some cultures but in Japan and 
Korea, it is natural to ask for someone’s age during the first encounter so as 
to enable the selection of appropriate linguistic forms to start the 
conversation. Being appropriate in the use of language to indicate social 
hierarchy and distance is more important than maintaining the privacy of age. 
The terminology puraibashi in Japanese is borrowed from the English word 
“privacy” and is still considered as an imported idea for most Japanese people 
(Murata & Orito, 2008). Studies about Japanese people’s worldview and 
conception of privacy shows that the Japanese society may have introduced 
one aspect of the concept of privacy as used in the West – but not the whole 
of it (Nakada & Tamura, 2005).    

There are different views regarding the perception of privacy in the 
Japanese tradition and culture. Some scholars believe that in general Japanese 
people are less interested in and less aware of individual privacy, arguing that 
the concept of the private self and individualism is less valued than the group 
or collectivism in Japan and therefore is negatively correlated to the concept 
of privacy (e.g. Nakada & Tamura, 2005; Murata & Orito, 2008).   On the 
contrary, other scholars claim that the notion of privacy as described by 
Westin is actually strongly rooted in the Japanese culture, especially when it 
comes to information privacy (Mizutani et al., 2004; Adams et al., 2009).   
Adams et al. (2009) also points out that the Japanese social use of terms uchi 
(in-group) and soto (out-group) clearly denotes places (inside and outside) to 
refer to social order (us and them), which signifies the connection between 
physical privacy and information privacy. Figure 1-2 illustrates the two 
dimensions of social orders that govern the use of language and boundary of 
privacy in the Japanese society in general. 
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Figure 1-2 Language and boundary of privacy in Japanese society (cf. Nakane 

1967, 1974; Adams et al., 2009) 

 
The horizontal dimension represents the social distance between 

watashi or the ‘self’ and others.  In theory, the shorter the distance, the higher 
the degree of privacy, both physical and informational, is experienced 
between the interactants. More private information is revealed among 
members within the sphere of uchi or in-group, which includes watashi or the 
self, miuchi or family and close friends, colleagues, etc. than those in soto 
such as business associates of other companies and general people (cf. Adams 
et al., 2009).  However, the boundaries between the different groups are 
permeable because social relationships may change, and so do the needs and 
desires to disclose private information about the self with people in the 
different spheres (cf. the notion of privacy by Westin, 1967). 

The vertical dimension denotes the social hierarchical relationship in 
Japanese society, which is defined by the language system of honorification 
that consists of the options of ‘humble’, ‘neutral’ and ‘honorific’.  The system 
of honorification intersects with the politeness system that defines horizontal 
relationship such as the social distance (cf. Teruya, 2004). The 
lexicogrammatical choices not only reflect the socially conceived superiority 
or inferiority among interactants, creating a social distance between them 
(Teruya, 2007:179), but also make explicit the level of intimacy or privacy as 
set by the self or speaker/writer, the owner of the private information.   
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Over the decades, the meaning of privacy in Japan has gradually 
changed to associate with data privacy as the sense for ‘crisis of privacy issue’ 
escalates due to increasing reportage on data security issues (Murata & Orito, 
2008) and (mis)use of private information in identity fraud (Ito, 2003).  
Nevertheless, the fact that privacy is viewed as a resource to optimize 
interpersonal relationship to achieve a desired state of social life (Nakada & 
Tamura, 2005) is in principle compatible with Westin’s model of privacy.  
Since privacy is a relevantly new concept in Japan, to the author’s knowledge, 
no research on the linguistic construction of privacy in Japanese written 
discourse is available. This study further attempts to fill the gap in cross-
linguistics study by providing a comparative analysis on privacy between 
Japanese and English, adding another dimension to the understanding of this 
diversified concept with the aim to uncover the commonalities and 
differences between language systems in the different social contexts. This 
study will be the first of its kind to describe the language of privacy in 
Japanese in comparison to English in a systemic-functional manner in the 
different situation types under the legal domain.  

The socialist views on privacy proposed by Westin (1967, 2003, 
2013) and Altman (1975) formed the base on which recent works on the social 
construction of privacy are grounded (e.g. Margulis, 2003). These important 
concepts of privacy also serve as the guiding principles on which the 
assumptions and focus of linguistic investigation of privacy in this study are 
based.  First, it is assumed that (1) at the individual level, privacy is a state 
chosen by individuals according to the needs and desires for self-revelation 
in a particular context of situation and (2) at the social level, privacy is viewed 
as a socially constructed reality that shapes the social behavior of individuals 
in the attempt to maintain the balance between concealment and disclosure of 
private information while complying to social norms, and (3) language plays 
a central role to construct privacy as both a state and process that brings about 
the change in state of privacy, and to enact interpersonal exchange in the 
construction of privacy as a social reality shared by interactants in the 
discourse. 
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1.3 Privacy in the 4-order systems 

To illustrate how privacy as a complex human experience is engaged in 
different phenomenal realms in which language is identified as a meaning-
making system, it will be helpful to locate the manifestation of privacy in the 
4-order systems that was originally proposed by Halliday (e.g. Halliday, 1996, 
2005; Halliday and Matthiessen, 1999; Matthiessen, 2007).  The 4-order 
systems depict an ordered typology of systems that are organized 
hierarchically in terms of complexity from the less complex physical and 
biological systems to the more complex social and semiotic systems.  The 
physical (1st order) and biological (2nd order) systems can be grouped together 
to form the material systems while the social (3rd order) and semiotic (4th 
order) systems can be grouped together under the immaterial systems. Figure 
1-3 is a diagrammatic representation of the manifestation of privacy in each 
of the 4-order systems. 
 

 
Figure 1-3 The manifestation of privacy in physical, biological, social and semiotic 

systems (adapted from Matthiessen, 2007) 

 
The idea of privacy as a physical property in clearly defined territories 

occupied by a certain group of people to separate private from public spheres 
has been one of the primary instinctive concerns of humankind (Riley, 1999; 
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Georgiou, 2006).  In the physical systems, privacy is manifested in physical 
space that provides security and enables withdrawal from the broader group.  
In the biological systems, privacy is experienced as bodily integrity and is 
protected by putting on clothing.  In the 3rd-order system where privacy is 
manifested under the social realm, it is assigned a common value that is 
constructed and validated by social groups or members of the society.  For 
instance, the degree of privacy is given value as a scale of intimacy measured 
by social distance (e.g. Mizutani et al., 2004; Adams et al., 2009).  Finally, in 
the 4th-order system, privacy is given meaning through language in different 
socio-semiotic activities, e.g. where privacy is explained and regulated in 
privacy laws and policy statements, or when the value of privacy is evaluated 
and reviewed in expert opinions and debates. It is the linguistic exploration 
of the meaning potential of privacy in the 4th-order system from which this 
study is derived. Specifically, it is concerned with the linguistic properties 
through which privacy is construed as knowledge and enacted as social 
exchanges in different types of written discourse that constitute the social 
reality shared by discourse/social communities. Moreover, it is also 
concerned with the commonalities and differences between Japanese and 
English in the construal of privacy as a shared reality in the given contexts of 
situation and contexts of culture. 

In this study, privacy is considered as a reality that is created and shared 
through exchanging meaning in discourse among members of the social 
community. The notion of shared reality constituted by language has been 
widely discussed by linguists since the 1970s. Halliday (1978) contends that 
“language, while it represents reality referentially, through its words and 
structures, also represents reality metaphorically through its own internal and 
external form”. To Halliday, reality is a social construct that can only be 
constructed through the exchange of meanings. SFL theory (cf. Halliday, 
1978, Halliday & Hasan, 1989; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004, 2014), which 
is a holistic approach to text in context, has been broadly adopted for 
discourse analysis, or what Lemke (1992:82) refers to as a “mode of semiotic 
study”. By investigating how specific semantic resources are co-deployed to 
fulfil the function of discourse or social practice, we gain an understanding 
of how texts are given meanings, and how texts are connected to the social 
systems in creating and shaping multiple social realties. Although it is 
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impossible to know all the reality that exists, we can expand our knowledge 
on different realities created in different languages. Whorf (1956) believes 
that by exposing ourselves to different languages, we gain different views 
about the world from different social groups since “each language performs 
this artificial chopping up of the continuous spread and flow of existence in a 
different way” 

 I will return to SFL theory with a detailed description of its theoretical 
framework in Section 3.2 and application to discourse analysis in general in 
Section 2.3.1 and contrastive analysis in specific in Section 2.4.1.3. However, 
I would like to highlight three important attributes of SFL theory that makes 
it the chosen framework underpinning the analyses of the present study.  First, 
under SFL, instances of text are examined from a ‘trinocular’ perspective. 
From above, the contextual parameters that determine the type of socio-
semiotic process in which the text operates are examined.  From around, the 
semantic patterns and structures of the text are identified. From below, the 
lexicogrammatical resources that realize the semantic patterns are analyzed. 
Second, systematized semantic categories are well-defined and aligned across 
strata in context, semantics and lexicogrammar as well as across rank scale in 
word, phrase, clause, clause-complex and text, making it possible to compare 
across text types systemic functionally. Linguistic features identified in all 
three strata can be synthesized to provide a comprehensive description of 
privacy as characterized in each socio-semiotic process in which privacy is 
construed.  Third, SFL has been applied to describe and analyze languages 
other than English in a variety of registers (e.g. Martin, 2004 for Tagalog; 
Patpong, 2006 for Thai; Teruya, 2007 for Japanese, and Lavid et al. 2010 for 
Spanish), just to name a few. 

 

 

1.4 Research motivation and rationale 

The recent ‘Facebook privacy scandal’ has triggered the introduction of a new 
bill that aimed at protecting consumers' online data privacy. The Social Media 
Privacy and Consumer Rights Act of 2018 will require terms of service 
agreements “to be written in plain language and would ensure consumers 
have the ability to see what data of theirs has been collected and shared” 
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(Locklear, 2018). While the linguistic issue of privacy policy is not new, the 
need for reviewing and updating privacy laws and policies to accommodate 
new demands on privacy protection has attracted research interests from 
disciplines such as legal (e.g. Allen, 2008; Rosen, 2011), business ethics (e.g. 
Pollach, 2005; 2011) and information management (e.g. Anton et al., 2003).  
However, most research studies on the language of privacy are focused on 
content analysis and assessing the readability of English privacy policies (e.g. 
Anton et al, 2003; Hochhauser, 2001; Jensen & Potts, 2004; Milne et al., 
2006) using popular measures such as Flesch-Kincaid reading ease formula 
(Flesch, 1949) and Dale-Chall reading index (Dale & Chall, 1948).  Results 
are consistent in that online privacy policies are too linguistically complex for 
the average lay reader to understand.  

Although these previous researches on privacy policies have illuminated 
our understanding on the linguistic issues of this specialized discourse, most 
analyses were conducted on the content or semantic level of English texts 
based on the use of keywords and vocabularies. Furthermore, as Milne et al. 
(2006) has pointed out, readability measures that mainly rely on word counts, 
syllables and sentence length does not equate to comprehension. Despite the 
fact that language plays a central role in the construction of privacy in the 
form of laws, guidelines, policies, reports, etc., there is no extensive research, 
to the author’s knowledge, on a systematic study of privacy from a linguistics 
perspective.  

In addition to the pressing linguistic issues on presenting the highly 
complex and technical explanation of privacy in legal terms and conditions, 
the fact that privacy has become a global issue under critical scrutiny by 
professionals and experts in the legal and IT fields, and the fact that privacy 
issues have frequently topped the headline news made it a timely topic with 
a wealth of data available in the public domain for linguistic research. ‘The 
language of privacy’ is chosen as the object of study for the following reasons. 

 First, language is the primary semiotic system that construes our 
experience of privacy by defining the boundaries between private and public, 
and assigning values to privacy in different types of discourse. However, 
despite heated scholastic debates and extensive research on the definition and 
regulation of privacy by legal professionals, sociologists and information 
security experts, there is no systematic investigation of privacy from a 
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linguistic perspective, an area of research that deserves full scholastic 
attention.  

Second, the unraveling of the complex meaning of privacy that is multi-
facet, context-dependent and evolving in nature makes it linguistically 
interesting in its own right. Even though we cannot know all the reality about 
privacy, at least we can obtain a snapshot of the shared reality of privacy by 
analyzing how privacy is coded in language.  

Third, since privacy has evolved into a global issue, inter-linguistic 
examination of the notion of privacy will give an additional dimension to the 
understanding of this complex human experience that is shared by people of 
different socio-cultural and language backgrounds.  

Finally, public complaints about the intelligibility and transparency of 
privacy documents such as terms of use and privacy policies that are meant 
to be read by lay readers were on the rise (e.g. Bold, 2014; Cellen-Jones, 
2014), pressing policy makers to revise not only the content, but also the 
language and mode of message dissemination, including multi-lingual 
provision of such documents to cater for the global audience. The current 
study intends to bring to light a comprehensive investigation on the language 
of privacy to uncover the language choices across language cultures that 
contribute not only to the construction of privacy as a social reality, but also 
to the overall meaning potential of privacy in Japanese and English. 
 
 

1.5 Objectives of the study 

1.5.1 Problematizing privacy as a social reality 

Against the background presented above, this study problematizes privacy as 
a socially constructed reality that is created, shaped and validated by means 
of language and sets about providing a linguistic description with 
lexicogrammatical evidence that characterizes the different situational 
meaning potential of privacy.  Since privacy is “a part of a historically 
conditioned, intricate normative matrix with interdependent practices; it is 
best understood when viewed contextually interacting with other practices in 
shaping behavior'' (Schoeman, 1992:137).  The broad context chosen for this 
study in which the meaning potential of privacy is examined is the legal 
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domain, a social context in which language has the power to construct social 
reality and regulate social behavior.  Specifically, written discourse in 
Japanese and English in social situation types where privacy right is 
regulated, and privacy issues reported and argued is analyzed and compared 
systemically to provide a comprehensive linguistic description of the multi-
facet notion of privacy. The types of socio-semiotic activities under which 
the notion of privacy will be examined include the ‘enabling’ type that 
regulates privacy (e.g. privacy policy), the ‘exploring’ type that argues about 
issues related to privacy (e.g. expert opinion in online debates and editorials), 
and the ‘reporting’ type that and recounts events on privacy (e.g. news stories 
reporting on privacy issues).  
 

1.5.2 Research questions 

Adopting a systemic-functional linguistics approach to text in context, this 
study seeks answers to the over-arching question of “How does language 
transform and shape the experience of privacy into meaning that constitutes 
the multiple social realities in Japanese and English written discourse in 
socio-semiotic processes of ‘regulating’, ‘arguing’ and ‘reporting’?”, which 
leads to three broad research questions that will be addressed in this thesis: 
 
1. What are the linguistic choices in constructing the social reality of 

privacy that are register-motivated?  
2. What are the language-specific constraints that underpin those choices?  
3. What are the implications on contrastive analysis and translation studies 

that can be drawn from the cross-linguistic variation between Japanese 
and English identified in the current study? 

 
 By attending to the above research questions, this study aims to sketch 
a linguistic profile of privacy that describes the salient features in 
characterizing the ‘language of privacy’ from cross-registerial and cross-
linguistic perspectives. 

This project is original and unique in the sense that it attempts to 
establish a comprehensive linguistics profile of privacy based on the variation 
in language use in different socio-semiotic activities, illustrating how each 
stratum on the content plane is realized from context to semantics to 
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lexicogrammar.  It is also the first of its kind in cross-register and cross-
linguistic analysis in Japanese and English written discourse.  The findings 
will contribute to the body of knowledge by adding a linguistic dimension to 
the already well-established privacy theories by teasing out 
lexicogrammatical features that characterize privacy as a phenomenon in 
different social contexts.  Furthermore, the detailed text analysis of different 
types of written discourse adds to the repertoire of an annotated corpus of 
multi-lingual texts that can be used as reference or base for further research.  
Finally, the provision of a theory-based text description of privacy manifested 
in Japanese and English written discourse will offer insights into studies in 
cross-linguistics analysis, translation studies and advanced language learning. 
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1.6 Organization of the thesis 

The rest of the thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 presents a 
comprehensive literature review on language use in context and cross-
linguistics analysis. Chapter 3 discusses the overall research design for the 
current study, detailing the theoretical framework underpinning the text 
analysis, and describes the methodology that leads toward the answer of the 
research questions posed in Chapter 1.  Chapter 4 discusses the experiential 
construal of privacy as a social reality through the system of TRANSITIVITY. 
Chapter 5 presents findings from the interpersonal analysis and discusses how 
language is used to negotiate and shape the reality of privacy through the 
systems of MOOD and MODALITY. Chapter 6 offers a ‘trinocular’ view of the 
language of privacy by first presenting the generic structure and global 
rhetorical organization of the three text types, followed by illustrative 
examples of local organization of representative text segments using the 
system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS. A detailed description of ‘the language 
of privacy’ is given in relation to the multiple realities that are created, shaped 
and validated by the linguistic features, which are registerially and cross-
culturally motivated. Finally, Chapter 7 presents some concluding remarks, 
which include the discussion of the significance and contributions of this 
thesis and suggestions for future research.  
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2 Literature review 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents an overview of relevant literature on the research of 
language use in context in general, and the linguistic exploration of privacy 
in particular. Specifically, it reviews cross-linguistic research of written texts 
with a focus on the contrastive analysis between Japanese and English. 
Section 2.2 provides a brief survey on previous works that have investigated 
the notion of privacy from a linguistic perspective. Section 2.3 gives an 
overview on significant research that illuminates on the understanding of 
language use in context (e.g. Halliday 1978, Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014, 
Matthiessen, 2015a on the notion of register, Martin, 1985 and Swales 1990, 
2004 on the different notions of genre). Different approaches to cross-
linguistic analysis are examined and discussed in Section 2.4, followed by a 
review of contrastive studies between Japanese and English, the two 
languages in which the cross-linguistic analysis of this study is based. Finally, 
Section 2.5 locates the current study in relation to the research areas presented 
in Sections 2.2 to 2.4, highlighting how it intends to bring a linguistic 
dimension to the understanding of ‘privacy’ as a social phenomenon, and at 
the same time bringing new insights into register analysis and cross-linguistic 
studies by adopting a systemic functional perspective on the socio-semiotic 
construction of ‘privacy’.   
 

2.2 Linguistic exploration of privacy 

The notion of privacy, especially in terms of information privacy, has gained 
considerable research interest from various disciplines such as sociology (e.g. 
Margulis, 2003; Nakada & Tamura, 2005), legal (e.g. Solove, 2002; 
Miyashita, 2011) and information technology (e.g. Gomez et al., 2009; 
Umesawa et al., 2001) in the past two decades. However, only a handful of 
research can be found on the study of the linguistic construction of privacy. 
Motivated by producing privacy policy wordings that are machine-readable, 
numerous initiatives have attempted to research toward the automatic 
generation of the language of privacy policy (cf. Barth et al., 2006; Ardagna 
et al., 2008; Ni et al., 2008).  However, these studies failed to address the 
inherently formal expressions and some amount of ambiguity as a feature of 
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legal register and sometimes business decision.  Using abstract parameters on 
the semantic level, Becker et al. (2010) proposed a generic privacy language 
based on design goals such as usability, readability, user preference, 
permissions and obligations, etc. The problem with this approach is the 
assumption of the feasibility of standardizing the language of privacy policy 
as advocated by other scholars such as Anton et al. (2003). However, in reality 
the information coverage in privacy policies vary across institutions and the 
demand is toward customization over standardization. A more practical 
motivation for studying the language of privacy is to evaluate the readability 
issues due to widespread public dissatisfaction of the lexical and grammatical 
complexity in privacy policies (Harris Interactive & Westin, A.  2001; Milne 
and Culnan 2004). However, most research studies on the readability of 
English privacy policies focus on measuring word counts, syllables and 
sentence length, which are not necessarily the reason for lack of intelligibility 
(e.g. Anton et al., 2003; Hochhauser, 2001; Jensen & Potts, 2004; Milne et 
al., 2006). In order to facilitate analysis of the privacy-design relationship, 
Boyle and Greensburg (2005) attempted to build a repository of vocabularies 
related to designing privacy-preserving video media spaces.  Although the 
findings provide a comprehensive account of the multifaceted nature of the 
meaning of privacy, the scope is limited to facilitating video media space 
design and not directly applicable to linguistics research.   
 Other scholars took a critical approach in examining the language of 
privacy and point out that privacy policies are usually drafted out of threat 
rather than commitment to fair data handling practices. With linguistic 
choices such as removing agents through nominalization for actions that 
suggest possible privacy infringements and hedging claims through the use 
of modal adjuncts such as may, might, can, just to name a few, privacy 
policies are accused to be drafted for strategic purposes that benefit the 
companies (Pollach, 2005; 2007; Schwaig, Kane & Storey 2005).  
 On the pragmatic front, some researchers explore the meaning of 
privacy by identifying and analyzing a set of related dimensions of privacy 
practices using the semantic network analysis.  Through the word association 
method, which maps the relationship among words by indexing pairs of 
concepts, Yuan et al. (2013) surveyed the meaning of “privacy” in semantic 
networks on Chinese social media. Based on frequency of word pairs and 
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cluster analysis, the study reveals that privacy concerns in contemporary 
Chinese society are reflected in three important groups of social interactants 
including citizen–government, employee–employer, and consumer–business, 
suggesting that “privacy is not found but constructed as social practices” 
(Yuan et al., 2013:1029), which also reflects the sociohistorical development 
of the society. Findings from the semantic network analysis of privacy have 
identified some important concepts and major participants in the construction 
of privacy and have demonstrated the value of a linguistic survey in revealing 
the meaning of a social phenomenon such as ‘privacy’. However, like most 
of the other linguistic research on the notion of privacy, the semantic network 
analysis is limited to providing results at the lexical level.  
 The current study aims to add to the linguistic exploration of privacy by 
extending the scope of previous research to include not only the lexical and 
content aspects of the meaning potential of privacy, but also the grammatical 
makeup and semantic strategies specific to social contexts to tease out 
linguistic features and patterns that construct privacy as a social practice. 
Furthermore, by comparing the linguistic properties of texts from multiple 
contexts of situation (legal policies, expert reviews and news reports) and in 
different languages (English and Japanese) at different levels of delicacy 
(semantics and lexicogrammar), this study aims to uncover the similarities 
and differences in perceiving and experiencing the social realities of the world 
across languages by scrutinizing the linguistic choices specific to each 
language community.    
 

2.3 Language use in context  

With a focus on the relationships between language and society, this study 
examines the language of privacy as it is constructed and shaped in discourse 
under different social contexts. For this reason, it seeks a linguistic theory and 
analytical framework that is concerned with language in use (e.g. register 
approach as in Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014) as opposed to 
theories that are primarily syntactic driven or those that consider language as 
a set of grammatical rules (e.g. Chomsky, 1965 and later developments of 
Generative Grammar). In what follows, I will give a brief overview of the 



 20 

main theoretical frameworks and approaches to the study of language use in 
context and highlight the pros and cons of each in relation to the current study. 
   

2.3.1 The register approach 

The concept of register or the study of language use in context began to be 
articulated in Europe during the 1960s, although the notion of studying 
language in relation to the ‘context of situation’ can be traced back to 
Malinowski (1923) and later Firth (1957) in his notion of restricted languages. 
According to Halliday (1978), it was Reid (1956) who first coined the term 
‘register’ in the sense of text variety. In early studies of register, descriptions 
are mainly based on a restricted range of registers. With the introduction of a 
systemic functional description of English text in the 1980s, linguists and text 
analysts were empowered to analyze a wider range of registers in a systematic 
way. Exploration of registerial variation includes texts in the institutions of 
education (e.g. Martin et al., 1987), workplace and business organization 
(Lavid, 1998; Eggins & Slade, 2005) and media (e.g. White, 1998), just to 
name a few.  

Following Halliday, Matthiessen further developed the notion of 
register in the overall theory of language in context in terms of the 
intersection of two semiotic dimensions of instantiation1 and stratification2 
(cf. Matthiessen, 2007). Under the notion of instantiation, a text is examined 
from both the system and text perspectives where an instance of text is 
examined and characterized against an underlying description of the language 
system. He continues to engage in a long-term project that involves 
quantitative and qualitative profiling of registers drawing on resources from 
systemic functional grammar (Matthiessen, 2009; 2015). Extending the 
dimensions of Ure’s (1989) text typology, Matthiessen and his team refined 
the range of registers based on the contextual parameter of field, presenting a 
registerial cartography3 (Figure 2-1) as a ‘sphere of meaning’ that categorizes 
the field of activities into eight broad types: ‘expounding’, ‘reporting’, 

                                                
1 See Section 3.2.1.2 f or a detailed description of the notion of instantiation under SFL. 
2 See Section 3.2.1.1 for a detailed description of the notion of stratification under SFL. 
3 See Section 3.2.1 for a detailed description of the registerial cartography and the eight 
broad types of socio-semiotic processes. 
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‘recreating’, ‘sharing’, ‘doing’, ‘recommending’, ‘enabling’ and ‘exploring’ 
that extend to further delicacy in their respective subtypes (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2004; Matthiessen, Teruya & Lam, 2010; Matthiessen, 2015a).  

 
Figure 2-1 Registerial cartography – range of registers based on the contextual 

parameter of field (Matthiessen, 2015a: 7) 

Registerial cartography addresses the inherent indeterminacy nature of 
language (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen, 1999:547) and is designed for the 
description of registerial hybridity in text types that contain overlaps or blends 
of socio-semiotic activities e.g. ‘reporting’ shading into ‘recommending’ in 
advertorials (see Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015a). While the registerial 
cartography approach is field-based, i.e. socio-semiotic process4  grouped 
according to the field parameter under the context of situation, the linguistic 
exploration is based on SFL theory, a holistic theory of language in context 
in which language is theorized as a semiotic system for making meaning.  

Under SFL, language is a resource for making meaning and is organized 
into four strata differentiated according to order of abstraction from context, 
semantics, lexicogrammar to phonology (stratification). These strata are 
related by means of realization.  At the top level is the context stratum that 
consists of contextual parameters of field, tenor and mode, which correspond 

                                                
4 Socio-semiotic process is a term coined by Matthiessen (2015a) referring to the field of 
activity under the registerial cartography that is either social or semiotic. 
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with the respective metafunctions5, or functionalities that are intrinsic to 
language. Field or what’s going on in the situation corresponds with 
ideational metafunction that construes human experience, tenor or who is 
taking part in the situation corresponds with interpersonal metafunction that 
enacts interpersonal relations, and mode or what role is being played by 
language in the situation corresponds with textual metafunction that 
facilitates text organization and creates cohesion in the text (Halliday & 
Hasan, 1989:13-14; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014).  In theory if the text is 
grounded in contextual considerations, semantic and lexicogrammatical 
considerations will align themselves with the contextual ones (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014:33). Figure 2-2 presents a graphical representation of 
registerial cartography in relation to the two semiotic dimensions of 
instantiation and stratification. 

                                                
5 See Section 3.2.1.3 for a detailed description of the notion of metafunction under SFL. 
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Figure 2-2 Registerial cartography in relation to the semiotic dimensions of instantiation and stratification (adapted from Matthiessen, 2015a) 
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The registerial cartography approach to text in context has been applied 
to areas such as advanced education (Matthiessen, 2006), multi-lingual 
studies (Matthiessen, Teruya & Wu, 2008; Teruya et al., 2008) and healthcare 
communication (Slade et al., 2008; Matthiessen, 2015a). Of particular 
relevance to the current study is the application of the registerial cartography 
approach in multilingual studies such as Matthiessen, Teruya & Wu, (2008) 
where the characterization of text type based on socio-semiotic activities such 
as ‘recommending’ in advertisement is made possible through deploying the 
interpersonal system of MOOD. The study shows how such an approach can 
produce results that can be shared across disciplines such as linguistic 
typology, cross-cultural pragmatics and translation studies.  

Other relevant studies on the characterization of texts based on semantic 
patterns and their lexicogrammatical realization that are register-specific 
include the study of ‘commands’ in workplace administration context 
(Iedema, 1997) based on generic structure and interpersonal grammar, and 
the characterization of the ‘language of advertising’ (Fries, 1993) through 
scrutinizing the thematic development and linguistic features of persuasion in 
advertisements. For example, in characterizing ‘the language of 
administration’ (Iedema, 1997), the linguistic construction of authority is 
explored through examining the different kinds of directives from generic 
structure to lexicogrammar, revealing the two main purposes of 
administrative texts, which are to organize human activity and institutional 
positioning as realized in the interpersonal grammar.  

In addition to the description of register variation, SFL theory has been 
employed to investigate human experience that is abstract and complex such 
as ‘pain’. The most notable work is the original research on the grammar of 
pain by Halliday (1998) where he explores the experiential construal of pain 
in both written and spoken registers. His work has inspired similar linguistic 
exploration of ‘pain’ as a human experience and social phenomenon in 
different languages including Hori (2006) on Japanese and Bacchinni (2012) 
on Italian. Following Halliday (1998), the current study aims to uncover the 
experience of ‘privacy’ in different social contexts through characterizing the 
language of privacy by semantic categories not only under the experiential 
domain, but also the interpersonal resources that enact interpersonal 
relationship in propositions and proposals where the meaning of privacy is 



 25 

exchanged and negotiated between interactants in the socio-semiotic 
processes under study.  

 

2.3.2 The genre approach 

Another framework that has been extensively applied to the analysis of text 
in context is the genre approach. The conventional conception of genre as a 
broad classification of texts can be traced back to Aristotle’s time when genre 
was used as the basis for classifying types of rhetorical discourse and literary 
works. Since the late 1970s, the concept of genre received considerable 
attention from rhetoricians who have taken a more contextual approach to it. 
For example, Simons (1978:42) defined rhetorical genre as “a distinctive and 
recurring pattern of similarly constrained rhetorical practices,” in which the 
constraint is based primarily on purpose and situation, while Miller (1984) 
identified genres as “typified rhetorical actions based in recurrent situations”. 
In the 1980s, genre begins to emerge as a notion compared to register. 
Couture (1986) attempts to distinguish ‘genre’, which he considers as 
“imposing constraints that operate at the level of discourse structure” from 
‘register’ that “imposes constraints at the linguistic levels of vocabulary and 
syntax.” Around the same time, Bakhtin (1986) started to work on speech 
genres and intertextuality, which had far-reaching influence on the studies of 
academic and professional discourse. While there are various traditions and 
approaches to genre, e.g. genre as chains (Swales, 2004; Fairclough, 2004), 
genre in the sense of colonies (Bhatia, 2002), genre as the staged purposeful 
social processes (Martin, 1985) and genre as repertoires (Orlikowski & Yates, 
1994; Devitt, 2004), in view of space limitation, this review will focus on the 
discussion of the Australian tradition of genre model developed by Martin 
(1985) and the British tradition represented by Swales (2004) and Bhatia 
(1993, 2004). 

The emergence of the genre approach in the analysis of written 
discourse in the 1980s marked the beginning of the development of a popular 
framework for the investigation of conventionalized or institutionalized texts.  
Interest in analyzing discourse as genre with a focus on discourse 
organization and social pragmatics arises, especially in the study of LSP 
(Language for Specific Purposes). Contrast to register approach, genre 
approach places emphasis on external factors that influence social practices 
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and norms in the professional communities (e.g. Bhatia, 2004). Among the 
various schools of genre studies are the British ESP (English for Specific 
Purposes) school represented in the works of Swales (1981, 1990) and Bhatia 
(1993), and the Sydney school of systemic-functional approach to genre 
developed by Martin and his team (Martin, 1985; Martin et al., 1987; Martin 
& Rose, 2003).  Genre approach continues to be the mainstream framework 
for professional discourse, especially in the legal and corporate domains 
(Llopis, 2009; Bhatia & Bremmer, 2014) with increasing emphasis on 
pragmatics of discourse and professional practice. 
 

2.3.2.1 Sydney school genre model   

In the 1980s, a genre model emerged under the ‘Sydney School’ of the 
systemic functional tradition when Martin and his students developed a 
stratified model of context (Martin, 1985; Martin et al., 1987; Martin & Rose, 
2003), suggesting that “context stratified as genre realized through register 
(with register used as a cover term for field, mode and tenor systems)” 
(Martin, 2016). Taking interest in the macrostructure of the text, Martin and 
his team describe genre as “the staged purposeful social processes through 
which a culture is realized in a language” (Martin & Rothery, 1986:243). 
Under the genre model, register and genre share complementarity 
perspectives and the term ‘macro-genre’ was used to refer to texts that 
combine elemental genres such as recount, report, explanation, exposition, 
etc., proposing particulate, prosodic and periodic as alternative staging 
generic structures (for details see Christie & Martin, 2005: 16-18). 

Martin also introduced what he called the discourse semantics that are 
organized metafunctionally in the proportions – ideation and conjunction are 
to ideational meaning, as negotiation and appraisal are to interpersonal 
meaning, identification and periodicity are to textual meaning (Figure 2-3).  
This discourse semantic system and structure has made room for the 
development of appraisal (cf. Martin & White, 2005), arguably the most 
widely applied model for language of evaluation (covering values, stance, 
hedging, intensity and the like).   
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Figure 2-3 Martin’s model of discourse semantic systems and implicated structures 

(Martin, 2016:12). 

The appraisal system, which is sub-categorized into ‘engagement’, 
‘affect’, ‘judgment’, ‘appreciation’ and ‘evaluation’ is notably the most 
commonly applied SFL genre framework not only to academic discourse but 
also to other genres such as political, media and critical discourse in which 
ideology positioning, power framing and evaluation are significant features 
(Hommerberg & Don, 2015; Hood, 2010; White, 2006). More recently, the 
application of the Sydney School’s genre model has been extended to the 
legal and commercial domain covering specialized legal discourse in the 
areas of forensic linguistics (Martin, 2012; Martin et al., 2013) and 
commercial arbitration (Breeze, 2012a). The appraisal system has also been 
deployed in computational linguistics as a preferred framework for sentiment 
analysis (e.g. trilingual analysis of movie review in Taboada et al., 2014). The 
current study considers the Sydney school genre approach as part of the SFL 
genre-&-register framework with a different focus e.g. staging in genre and 
appraisal system, and will refer to these concepts where appropriate, 
especially in analyzing evaluative language in the sample texts. However, the 
registerial cartography approach (Matthiessen, 2015a) is adopted as the 
primary theoretical framework of this study for its comprehensiveness in 
integrating context-semantics-lexicogrammar strata with socio-semiotic 
activities that enable a holistic linguistic description of the social construction 
of privacy.  
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2.3.2.2 British School genre approach   

In the 1990s, an increase in interest in the study of LSP and ESP has prompted 
many scholars to turn to a genre-based application to the analysis for English 
for Academic Purposes (EAP) and English for Professional Communication 
(EPC) classrooms. Notable for his work on genre approach to ESP and 
professional discourse, British scholar Swales (1990) characterizes genre as 
“a class of communicative events which share some set of communicative 
purposes.” He proposed a genre approach as opposed to register approach for 
analyzing English in academic and research setting, stressing the importance 
of identifying ‘discourse communities’ and ‘communicative events and 
purposes’ that would determine the genre in which a discourse belong. The 
emphasis of his genre analysis is on rhetorical goals, interest in generic 
structure and its rationale. He identified the three-move convention for 
research articles: Move 1 – Establish a territory, Move 2 – Establish a niche 
and Move 3 – Occupy the niche (Figure 2-4) which later becomes the guiding 
principles for teaching of research article composition.  
 

 
Figure 2-4 A CARS model for research article introductions (Swales, 1990:141) 

Swales argues that “a useful understanding of the role of genres in 
institutional and community affairs requires more sociocognitive input than 
the texts themselves provide” (Swales & Rogers, 1995:237). Swales’ genre 
approach has been favored in various types of LSP and ESP studies including 
research papers in Polish (Golebiowski, 1999) and Spanish (Martı́n, 2003), 
letter of application (Henry & Roseberry, 2001) and journal abstracts in 
language of science (Van Bonn & Swales, 2007). His work covers a wide 
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variety of scope and focus ranging from microscopic investigation of 
variation in citation practices in a corpus-based study of undergraduate 
students’ biology papers (Swales, 2014) to macro-analysis focusing on 
rhetoric organization of discourse e.g. the typification of corporate mission 
statements based on a case study of two comparable texts using contextual 
and intertextual analysis (Swales & Rogers, 1995). One of the issues with 
move analysis is deciding on the unit of analysis. While traditionally some 
studies have used grammatical units such as a paragraph or sentence (e.g. 
Crookes, 1986; Holmes, 1997; Peacock, 2002), Swales (2004) has 
emphasized the functionality instead of formality of the move unit. As a 
result, segmentation of texts into meaningful units based on a combination of 
lexico-grammatical signaling and cognitive interpretation of the 
communicative function of the move remains a manual or in some cases semi-
automatic (cf. Moreno & Swales, 2018) analytical procedure.  

Following Swales, Bhatia takes genre analysis from linguistic 
description to explanation with a focus on the different cognitive structuring 
of different genres (Bhatia, 1993). With the aim to find answers to the 
question of “Why do members of a specialist community write the way they 
do?” Bhatia (1993:1) adopts a pragmatic approach to professional discourse 
placing emphasis on the motive or ‘private intentions’ of the writer. He 
proposes the notion of ‘socio-pragmatic space’ (Bhatia, 2010) where he 
extends the scope of construction, interpretation and use of professional 
genres by focusing on the academic and professional ‘practices’ or the daily 
routine of the professional experts. According to Bhatia (2010), “text-external 
factors” that include discursive practices, discursive procedures and 
disciplinary cultures are important in analyzing discourse.  Within the concept 
of genre and professional practice, ‘private intentions’ (Bhatia, 1995) of the 
professional writers that are within the socially accepted communicative 
practices and shared generic norms contribute to the ‘hybridity’ feature of 
professional genres. He further argues that “a purely textual or discoursal 
study of lexico-grammatical, semantic-pragmatic, and rhetorical or discourse 
organization is unlikely to reveal the intricacies of the construction, 
interpretation, use and especially exploitation of these corporate genres in 
achieving their corporate objectives within the requirement of disclosure 



 30 

practices imposed by corporate governance bodies and rating agencies.” 
(Bhatia, 2010)  

In light of this, Bhatia (2002) proposed a genre analytical model that 
represents three perspectives on discourse: the textual perspective, the socio-
cognitive perspective (the world of private intentions, i.e., exploitations of 
discourse by individual players), and the socio-critical perspective (Figure 
2-5). In analyzing professional discourse, he employs a social framework that 
includes the investigation documentation that include primary interactional 
data, interaction with participants such as interviews, focus groups and 
discussions with colleagues of professional writers in informal settings, etc. 
(Bhatia, 2010). 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2-5 Perspectives on discourse - social practice – genre – text (Bhatia, 

2002:16) 

Bhatia’s genre approach to professional discourse continues to have 
significant influence in LSP (see Breeze, 2012b; Maat, 2007; 2008; Smart, 
2008; Trosborg, 2000; Kong, 2014) as he continues to push the research on 
legal discourse across culture and systems (Bhatia et al, 2008; Bhatia et al, 
2012; Bhatia & Allori, 2011).  In recent years, Bhatia (2012) proposes a 
‘critical’ approach to genre analysis with the aim to “explain, clarify and 
demystify professional practice” and to provide a multidimensional and 
multi-perspective view of analyzing genre. However, it is important to note 
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that the multidimensional and multi-perspective approach proposed by Bhatia 
is focused on text-external resources, which is different from the grammatical 
focus of the multi-dimensional approach developed by Biber (1988; 1995) as 
discussed in the next section (2.3.2.3).  
  

2.3.2.3 Multi-dimensional approach to register & genre  

Biber regards genre, register, and style as “different approaches or 
perspectives for analyzing text varieties, not as different kinds of texts or 
different varieties” (Biber & Conrad, 2009). In his studies on text variation, 
he uses register and genre as a cover term referring to the categorization of 
text based on external criteria such as author/speaker purpose and whether the 
text categories are readily distinguished by mature speakers of the language, 
for example, novel, newspaper articles, academic articles, and everyday 
conversations, etc. (Biber, 1988; 1995). To describe, characterize and 
compare registers, he uses a situational analysis framework that includes 
seven variables: participants, relations among participants, channel, 
production circumstances, setting, communicative purposes and topic (Biber, 
2009:40). Adopting a quantitative approach to address sociolinguistic and 
stylistic issues relating to the lexical and syntactic characteristics of texts and 
text varieties, Biber (1986, 1988) developed a "multi-dimensional" (MD) 
approach to linguistic variation. The MD approach is both corpus-based and 
computer-based and therefore has the capacity to exploit the research 
potential of automated computational analyses and large computer-based text 
corpora.  

Based on the assumption that different kinds of text differ linguistically 
and functionally, the research goal of the MD approach is the linguistic 
analysis of texts, genres, text types, styles and registers (Biber, 1992). In 
Biber (1988), five major dimensions of variation are identified for English. 
The dimensions are based on groups of linguistic features that co-occur 
frequently in texts. These features shared some underlying functions, 
including discourse tasks and associated situational or production 
circumstances (Biber, 1995:137). In the case of text variety in English, the 
dimensions represent the co-occurrence distributions of 67 linguistic features 
(e.g. passives, nominalizations, prepositional phrases) across 481 spoken and 
written texts of contemporary British English. The texts represent 23 major 
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genre categories (e.g. academic prose, press reportage, fiction, letters, 
conversations, interviews, radio broadcasts, public speeches) and are taken 
from the Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen Corpus (Johansson et al., 1978) and the 
London-Lund Corpus (Svartvik, 1990). The five dimensions have both 
linguistic and functional content and are interpreted in terms of the 
situational, social and cognitive functions most widely shared by the co-
occurring linguistic features (Biber, 1992). They are interpretively labelled as 
follows: I: Involved versus Informational Production; II: Narrative versus 
Non-narrative Concerns; III: Elaborated versus Situation-Dependent 
Reference; IV: Overt Expression of Persuasion; V: Abstract versus Non-
abstract Style. 

Although the analysis is quantitative with a focus on frequency counts 
of co-occurrence of linguistic features, functional interpretation is also 
important to Biber’s approach to register analysis. Once the situational and 
linguistic analyses are completed, the functional analysis involves mostly 
matching up characteristics of the two. As noted in Biber (2009), it is 
important not to expect a one-to-one correspondence between one linguistic 
feature and one situational characteristic as “several linguistic features will 
usually have a common functional interpretation and several different 
situational characteristics can be associated with a single linguistic 
characteristic”.  

Biber’s MD approach to register variation has been applied to 
diachronic study (Biber & Finegan, 1989, 1992) e.g. analysis of the historical 
development of English genres from the late 18th century to the present and 
cross-register comparison across languages e.g. variation among spoken and 
written genres in Korean (Kim & Biber, 1994) and multi-register comparative 
analysis between English, Tuvaluan, Somali, Korean (Biber, 1995). More 
relevant to the current study in terms of the analysis of legal register is the 
employment of Biber’s MD approach to the exploration of linguistic variation 
in American legal language (Gozdz-Roszkowski, 2011) where texts from 
several selected legal genres are surveyed for distinctive linguistic 
characteristics using keywords, lexical bundles and lexico-syntactic co-
occurrence patterns with findings interpreted in functional terms. The result 
is a detailed linguistic description of register variation within the legal 
domain.  
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While Biber’s MD approach to analyzing text variation provides 
relatively comprehensive results compared to other methods as it relates the 
findings from the more concrete lexicogrammatical features to the more 
abstract functions, it fails to consider some important criteria that are essential 
for a systematic analysis of register variation. As pointed out by Teich (2003), 
the level of abstraction of the functional dimensions, whether it is semantics, 
discourse or pragmatics, is not clear and the relation between ‘function’ and 
‘form’ has no explicit distinction. More importantly, with the MD approach, 
register variation is only analyzed for frequencies of occurrence of particular 
grammatical features at the text level while the underlying description of the 
language system, a notion that is critical for cross-linguistic analysis, is 
missing.  

All three approaches to the study of text in context discussed in this 
section have their strengths and limitations. The genre approach enables the 
analysis of the moves or stages with corresponding lexicogrammatical 
resources that typify the given genre type. However, much attention has been 
placed on social pragmatic factors external to language e.g. professional 
practice and private intentions of the institution (cf. Bhatia 2012). Although 
the MD approach to registerial analysis (Biber, 1988) is comprehensive and 
statistically reliable, computational analysis of lexicogrammatical features 
without explicit relation to functional category at the semantic level is 
insufficient to address the research questions set out for this study. Moreover, 
the need for a theory of language that provides the underlying description of 
the language system from which linguistic resources are chosen to deploy in 
instances of text lead to the adoption of the registerial cartography approach 
grounded in SFL theory. The SFL approach to the study of text in context is 
chosen as the underpinning theoretical framework for the current study as it 
provides state-of-the-art text analytical tools that cover the full spectrum of 
linguistic resources required to describe the language of privacy in different 
socio-semiotic processes. Furthermore, it is designed for and has been 
attested in multilingual studies in a variety of domains and social contexts 
(see Section 2.4.1.3). 
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2.4 Cross-linguistics study in written discourse 

In general, multilingual studies can be categorized into linguistic typology 
that typically focuses on parts of linguistic systems in many languages (e.g. 
Hawkins 1986; Croft, 1990) and translation studies that is concerned with 
comparing instances of text pairs covering small number of languages (e.g. 
Nida 1964; Snell-Hornby, 1995). The current study is concerned with 
contrastive analysis, a form of linguistic comparison in between translation 
studies and linguistic typology (e.g. Teich, 2003), which focuses on the 
variation among systems in different languages based on the analysis of texts 
within one or a small set of registers (Teruya & Matthiessen, 2015:428-429). 
Originally developed as a method to support SL/FL learning (Lado, 1957), 
contrastive linguistics has expanded from the early works of contrastive 
rhetoric in the late 60s (Kaplan, 1966) that focused on the analysis of 
paragraph organization in ESL student essay writing to an interdisciplinary 
area of applied linguistics in other genres such as business reports, journal 
articles, editorials, etc. (Connor, 2002). In this section, I will review three 
main approaches to contrastive analysis, starting with pragmatic approach to 
contrastive studies (e.g. House, 1997, 2006), followed by Biber’s multi-
dimensional approach to register and genre (Biber, 1994; Kim & Biber, 1995) 
and its application to cross-linguistic analysis, and finally SFL approach to 
contrastive analysis (e.g. Teich, 2003) and discuss the reason why SFL is 
chosen to be the underpinning theoretical framework for the current study. 
 
 

2.4.1 Different approaches to cross-linguistic study 

Since the 1960s, contrastive analysts have been seeking ways to compare 
linguistic features of different languages for the purpose of language typology 
and pedagogy development.  One approach is to compare and contrast 
comparable texts from ‘top-down’, for example, analyzing text organizational 
patterns of academic writing as in contrastive rhetoric (cf. Kaplan, 1966). The 
aim is to identify differences between L2 and L1 language learners in terms 
of writing process and style based on their thinking patterns that are presumed 
to be culturally conditioned. However, although contrastive rhetoric may be 
a resourceful method for classroom teaching, it soon became target of 
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criticism due to its lack of theoretical foundation and multiple perspectives in 
explaining rhetorical differences between languages and cultures (Connor, 
2002).  

Another approach adopts a ‘bottom-up’ perspective with a focus on 
grammatical features such as personal pronouns (Kim, 2009), verbs (Goddard 
& Wierzbicka, 2009) and ellipsis (Lee, 2006). However, findings from 
comparisons that are solely based on individual linguistic features such as 
personal pronouns can be problematic (e.g. Wawra, 2007) as many studies 
(e.g. Junge, 2011; Connor, 2002) revealed that attributing grammatical 
features directly to cultural factors without any connection or reference to 
semantics and functional context of the text under study may run into the risk 
of over-generalization and stereotyping.  

Over the past two decades, much attention on contrastive analysis has 
been paid to text types, style and register or genre. The main issue in 
analyzing multi-lingual texts is determining “what” and “how” to compare to 
bring out salient features that are meaningful and representative of the 
functional variation according to use. To address this issue, some researchers 
adopt a third approach to contrastive analysis by systematically combining 
both ‘bottom-up’ and ‘top-down’ perspectives to investigate cross-linguistic 
variation based on register/genre. For example, Biber (1995) applies a 
quantitative approach to investigate cross-linguistic variation based on “the 
co-occurrence patterns” that are represented in each language using statistical 
procedures to identify linguistic features from ‘bottom-up’ and group them 
under abstract dimensions to interpret the functional underpinnings from ‘top-
down’ (Biber, 1995: 25). For contrastive studies that require a comprehensive 
description of cross-linguistic variation, SFL approach offers a ‘trinocular’ 
view of text analysis, enabling systematic comparison across languages in all 
linguistic strata on the content plane including context, semantics and 
lexicogrammar. Moreover, SFL provides comprehensive description of 
different language systems (e.g. Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014 for English, 
Teruya, 2007 for Japanese, Caffarel, 2004 for French and Lavid et al., 2010 
for Spanish just to name a few), allowing comparison at the level of systems 
as well as texts (see Section 2.4.1.3 for details). 

More recently, a ‘new wave’ of contrastive linguistics has been 
identified by a group of scholars who propose a functional and corpus-based 
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approach to language comparison (Lavid et al., 2009, 2010, 2013a, 2013b; 
Lavid 2012; Lavid & Moratón 2018, Lavid et al. 2016, 2017; Taboada et al., 
2014). With the use of corpora, they compare both parallel and comparable 
texts, highlighting the commonalities and differences in the organization of 
discourse across languages, and identifying the lexicogrammatical features or 
constraints that lead to different discourse structures (e.g. Granger et al., 
2003). However, this approach has been criticized for “presenting 
interlanguage as an incomplete version of the target language and that the 
results are only applicable to second language learning” (Taboada et al., 
2014). Nevertheless, approaching contrastive analysis from both functional 
and corpus perspectives enable the interpretation of the data at the semantic 
and lexicogrammatical strata, thereby encouraging a more comprehensive 
view of languages in contrast in different contexts of situation. 
 
 

2.4.1.1 Pragmatic approach to contrastive analysis  

In recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the application of 
contrastive linguistics on the study of translations. Instead of taking a 
descriptive approach to translation studies (e.g. Toury, 2012; Munday, 2012, 
2014), a pragmatic approach to contrastive analysis is adopted. Originally 
developed by House (e.g. 1997; 2006; 2014) to investigate communicative 
contrasts between English and German on a variety of genres and their impact 
on translations, the pragmatic contrastive approach focuses on pragmatic and 
stylistic, rather than typological (i.e. systemic, structural) contrasts between 
two languages. The analysis of communicative contrasts between two 
languages is based on five main parameters, also known dimensions of 
communicative contrasts (cf. House, 2006:251-252), including directness vs 
indirectness, orientation towards persons vs content, orientation towards 
addressee vs self, implicitness vs explicitness and verbal routines (more 
interactional/involved) vs ad-hoc-formulation (more transactional/detached). 
However, as stressed by House (2006:252), it is important to note that these 
dimensions should be understood as continuous clines, “displaying 
tendencies” rather than “clear-cut dichotomies”. 

Pragmatic contrastive studies are usually corpus-driven, comparing 
the frequency occurrence of specific linguistic features such as modal verbs, 
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adjectives and lexical verbs between ST and TT within one register/genre or 
across registers/genres. For example, findings from Kranich (2016:92) reveal 
that English tends to be more addressee-oriented while German is more 
content-oriented in the context of letters to shareholders by analyzing 
frequency occurrence of evaluative lexical items. Other pragmatic approach 
to contrastive analysis employs corpus linguistics to generate frequency 
distribution of discourse markers or lexical items such as modal verbs as 
objects of comparison using both parallel and comparable corpora that 
contains texts from different registers (e.g. Szczyrbak, 2017 on modal adverbs 
of certainty between English and Polish in EU legal discourse, Lewis, 2017 
on coherence relations and information structure in English and French 
political speeches, and Lavid & Moratón, 2018 on discourse markers in 
English and Spanish newspaper texts).  While the pragmatic approach to 
contrastive analysis has been extensively applied to language pairs between 
English and European languages, very few pragmatic contrastive studies can 
be found on the comparison between English and Asian languages.  
 
 

2.4.1.2 Multi-dimensional approach to contrastive analysis  

With a focus on quantitative analysis, Biber’s MD approach is designed to 
cater for large corpus of texts compiled from different sources categorized 
under different registers, although the term ‘register’ is used in a broad sense 
(see Section 2.3.2.3 for a detailed description of the MD approach). The MD 
approach has been applied to contrastive analysis of four languages (English, 
Tuvaluan, Somali, Korean) across different registers including face-to-face 
conversation, public speeches, press reportage, academic prose and general 
fiction in Biber (1995). The MD approach to cross-linguistic variation focuses 
on “the co-occurrence patterns” that are identified in each language, reflecting 
the “communicative functions” that are represented in the “corresponding 
culture” (Biber, 1995:23). The co-occurrence patterns are then used to 
determine particular abstract dimensions (e.g. narrative style, abstract style, 
etc.) using quantitative statistical techniques such as frequency counts and 
factor analysis while the functional analysis is conducted through qualitative 
analyses of particular texts. The advantage of Biber’s MD approach to 
contrastive analysis is that it has added a layer of abstract functional 
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dimension associated with concrete linguistic features for comparison 
between languages. In other words, cross-linguistic variation can be observed 
from both the abstract functional perspective and the more concrete 
lexicogrammatical forms and structures. However, the MD approach is not 
without limitation. It disregards the semantic stratum and lacks an explicit 
distinction or relation between form and function with respect to the 
grammatical features (Teich, 2003:27). More importantly, it lacks “an 
underlying description of the whole language system”, a crucial criterion for 
conducting contrastive analysis. Scholars who advocate a more explicit 
linguistic approach to language comparison adopt the SFL approach (see 
Section 2.4.1.3) to contrastive analysis as it offers “a representational model 
explicitly defining notions such as system and text, function and form, 
different levels of abstraction in linguistic description (context, semantics, 
grammar), as well as registerial variation” (Teich, 2003:28).  
 
 

2.4.1.3 SFL approach to contrastive analysis  

Systemic functional linguistics (henceforth SFL) theory is a comprehensive 
theoretical framework for analyzing text in context.  It is designed in such a 
way that it is appliable to describe any language. Halliday himself has started 
applying SFL theory to the study of Mandarin Chinese in the 1950s (see 
Halliday, 1956; 1959). However, it was not until 1990s when a multitude of 
SFL research on different languages started to sprout, e.g. Tagalog (Martin, 
2004), German (Steiner & Teich, 2004), Thai (Patpong, 2006), French 
(Caffarel, 2004), Japanese (Teruya, 2007) and Spanish (Lavid et al., 2010). 
These important works on SFL description of different languages laid the 
foundation on which new ways of approaching contrastive linguistics and 
translation studies are based. SFL comparison is concerned with “comparison 
within the content plane of languages”, that is, it is not limited to 
lexicogrammar and it extends to include semantics, and to semantics 
embedded within context (Teruya & Matthiessen, 2015). The focus is on the 
variation among systems in different languages based on the analysis of texts 
within one or a small set of registers or genres. With a fully integrated 
platform that consists of analytical tools linking context to semantics and 
lexicogrammar, the SFL framework enables language comparison of different 
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scale and scope from linguistic typology (Matthiessen et al., 2008) to 
translation studies (Matthiessen, 2001; Steiner & Yallop, 2001; Steiner, 
2004).  

Focusing on units of meaning rather than on isolated syntactic forms, 
SFL approach to contrastive analysis takes a socio-semiotic orientation that 
aims at contributing to the overall linguistic research with application to areas 
such as translation studies and multi-lingual text production by providing 
tools that not only identify similarities and differences across languages based 
on registers, but also offer systemic functional explanation of why a text 
means what it does in different languages. The application of SFL to cross-
linguistic research has illuminated multi-lingual text production and 
translation studies in various contrastive studies between English and various 
European languages.  

Recent works on contrastive analysis using SFL approach that provide 
significant contribution to translation studies include a corpus-based study of 
different written genre including news reports, commentaries and descriptive 
essays using the textual metafunction (Lavid et al., 2013). With a focus on 
using SFL framework to model and evaluate translation, Steiner & Yallop 
(2001) discusses systematic ways to identify ‘equivalence’ in translation and 
multilingual text production. Teich (1995) explores the commonalities and 
differences between translation equivalents of English and German 
instruction texts and the results show that German has more delicate options 
to choose from when it comes to grammatical realization of instruction.  The 
variation is found to be motivated by register and communicative intention, 
in particular the interpersonal relationship between the writer and reader, or 
the Tenor relations in terms of contextual variables within the register (Teich 
1995:141).  

The SFL approach has also been deployed to contrastive analysis for 
the purpose of multi-lingual text production such as machine translation and 
natural language production (NLP) (cf. (Bateman & Zock, 2003; Bateman, 
1992; Steiner, 1992). More recently, NLP based on Martin & White’s (2005) 
Appraisal system, a lexical-based system for the analysis of evaluative and 
emotive texts has been explored (Taboada et al., 2014; Mora & Lavid, 2018), 
suggesting the appliability and complementarity of SFL in contrastive 
analysis across disciplines and genres. Since SFL text analysis usually 
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requires detail investigation of linguistic features across strata and rank scale, 
and in many cases can only be done manually, it is often criticized as being 
applicable only to research based on a small number of texts. However, this 
limitation can be remedied by using corpus linguistics as a complementary 
tool to verify findings from the small sample by generating supporting 
examples from a large corpus of the same register. 
 While SFL approach has been widely applied to contrastive studies of 
written text between English and other European languages such as German, 
Spanish and Italian in a variety of context, for example, academic (Lavid, 
2007; Williams, 2006), media (Lavid, et al., 2013; Marín Arrese, & Núñez 
Perucha, 2006), administration (Lavid, 2000) and commercial discourse 
(Pounds, 2010; Steiner, 2001), just to mention a few, contrastive analysis 
between English and Asian languages such as Korean and Japanese that 
draws on SFL framework remains under-researched.  
 The current study is concerned with the linguistic modelling of a 
social phenomenon by providing a comprehensive description of the 
linguistic properties that construct the social reality of ‘privacy’ in written 
discourse operating in different social contexts. SFL is chosen as the 
underpinning theory as it offers a comprehensive model of language with 
detailed description of the language systems (English and Japanese) under 
comparison. SFL also provides explicit relations between system and text, 
form and function, allowing systematic comparison across strata between the 
two languages.  
 
 

2.4.2 Contrastive studies in Japanese and English  

Early research on contrastive analysis between English and Asian languages 
such as Chinese and Japanese were mainly applied to second or foreign 
language learning. For example, Kaplan (1966) argued that there is a general 
tendency for writing by Chinese and other Asian students to be indirect (cf. 
Yuxin & Cheng, 2002). Hinds (1983; 1990) and other Asian scholars (e.g. 
Yuxin & Cheng, 2002) also claimed that in expository writing, both Japanese 
and Chinese natives prefer inductive reasoning as opposed to deductive 
reasoning favored in the Western culture. Of immediate relevance to this 
study are the various contrastive works on the analysis of different linguistic 
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aspects between Japanese and English.  They include extensive contrastive 
studies by Hinds (1983; 1990) who analyzed the rhetoric of Japanese and 
English expository writing and found their organizing principles to be 
dramatically different, referring to Japanese text as ‘reader-responsible’ as 
opposed to ‘writer-responsible’ in English.  Focusing on the different 
grammatical features between Japanese and English, Ikegami (1981; 1991) 
contends that Japanese is a ‘become-language’, which contrasts sharply with 
English as a ‘do-language’.  This contrastive view suggests that given the 
same event, Japanese tends to describe the world as a ‘change in state’ 
conceived as a whole, whereas English tends to describe the event as an action 
with someone doing something to someone else.  However, these claims soon 
became target for criticisms. For example, some research findings reveal that 
there are either little or no difference in the rhetorical organization of 
academic writing by Asian students and their Western counterparts (cf. Yang 
& Cahill, 2008). Other contrastive studies show that the explanation for the 
variation in the texts studied may not be in the structure of the text but in other 
contextual factors (e.g. Scollon & Scollon, 1997; Zhu, 2000) as “preferred 
patterns of writing are genre dependent” (Connor, 2002). As a result, many 
researchers start to turn to a more comprehensive and systematic approach 
such as SFL framework to investigate the similarities and differences between 
English and other Asian languages in written discourse. 

Among scholars who advocate the application of SFL framework to 
the contrastive analysis of English and Japanese written discourse, Teruya et 
al. (2008) has developed a comprehensive typological account of mood in six 
different languages including Thai and Japanese.  Thomson (2005; 2013), 
Thomson et al. (2008) and Sano (2008) show how the lexicogrammatical 
resources in Japanese are deployed differently as compared to English in 
Theme and Evaluation in a variety of genres including narrative, editorials 
and news reports. Shibata (2013) compares the logical organization between 
Japanese and English academic writing and finds that Japanese is more 
‘congruent’ in the lexicogrammatical realization whereas English is more 
‘metaphorical’. With a focus on the systems of MOOD and MODALITY, 

Mizusawa (2008) compared directives in Japanese and Australian workplace 
administrative discourse and found that Japanese is more interpersonally-
oriented while English is more ideationally-oriented in issuing administrative 
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commands. These important works have demonstrated the advantages of 
comparing texts of different languages using a ‘trinocular’ vision, to borrow 
Halliday’s term (Halliday, 1978, 1996; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004), and 
that it is essential to analyze the text from ‘above’, interpreting it from the 
perspective of semantics in context, and inferring from ‘below’ or the 
lexicogrammatical resources that are chosen to make similar meaning in 
different languages.  

However, when applying SFL framework to contrastive analysis 
between English and a typologically distant language such as Japanese, two 
main issues need to be addressed. First, there is a challenge in drawing 
boundaries for unit of analysis. For example, when analyzing Theme, it is 
sometimes necessary to go beyond the clause to include clause complex as 
unit of analysis in the case of a Communicative Unit (CU) as suggested by 
Tatsuki (2004) and Theme Unit (TU) as proposed by Thomson (2005, 2013). 
Second, there is a trade-off between breadth and depth of analysis. For 
example, a contrastive analysis based on all three metafunctions may give a 
brief overall account of the differences between English and Japanese. 
Whereas by moving the investigation further down the cline in delicacy, one 
can identify in detail the various kinds of lexico-grammatical realization of a 
single metafunction such as Theme, which may reveal some language-
specific and registerial characteristics of the languages in contrast. SFL 
framework may not be the easiest analytical tool for contrastive analysis. 
Nevertheless, it has the potential to provide a rich and comprehensive 
interpretation of the findings and is appliable across disciplines. 

2.5 Locating the current study  

This chapter has presented and discussed previous works on the linguistic 
exploration of privacy and different approaches to investigating text in 
context from both monolingual and multilingual perspectives. First, a brief 
survey of linguistic research on the notion of privacy has been presented, 
identifying the gap in which the current study aims to fill. Subsequently, 
notable works on register and genre analyses are reviewed and discussed in 
relation to the purpose of this research, followed by a discussion on the 
different approaches to cross-linguistic analysis. Finally, the choice of the 
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most appropriate approach as the underpinning theoretical framework for the 
current study is identified.  

This study has adopted SFL as the underpinning theoretical 
framework due to its comprehensiveness in the scope of linguistic analysis 
(covering all strata on the content plane) and proven appliability to various 
disciplines (e.g. linguistic typology studies, translation studies and 
contrastive analysis) in which this study aims to contribute. The registerial 
cartography approach based on SFL theory has the breadth and depth to 
accommodate a wide spectrum of research and analysis in different text types. 
Moreover, it has a host of comprehensive description of different language 
systems, which serve to provide a basis for cross-linguistic comparison from 
both the system and text perspectives.  

By adopting the SFL approach, this study aims to provide a holistic 
view of the language of privacy, describing the linguistic resources that 
constitute privacy in relation to the social contexts in which multiple realities 
are created and shaped through discourse across language communities in 
English and Japanese. In terms of research on privacy as a social 
phenomenon, this study intends to add a linguistic dimension to the body of 
knowledge from a ‘trinocular’ vision grounded in SFL theory. In the area of 
register/genre analysis, this study aims to contribute to the description of three 
distinct registers/text types (legal terms and policies, expert opinions and 
news articles) in the professional and media domains. Last but not least, the 
current study will add to the contrastive analysis between English and other 
Asian languages, Japanese in particular, to illuminate on the commonalities 
and divergences between the two languages from a SFL perspective. Findings 
will be presented as linguistic choices classified under the semantic categories 
of the respective metafunction under SFL and interpreted from bottom-up as 
lexicogrammatical features and top-down as rhetorical relations that realize 
the generic structure and semantic strategies of each text type under study. 
The results of the corpus-based study are therefore comprehensive enough to 
provide a rich description of privacy with grammatical evidence and yet 
general enough to draw inferences from pragmatics and socio-cultural 
parameters, bridging the gap between pragmatic and syntactic approaches to 
language use in context (Figure 2-6). In the next chapter (Chapter 3), I will 
present the research design of the current study, which is grounded on SFL 
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theory, and discuss how each step of the methodology leads toward the 
answers to the research questions set out in Chapter 1. 

 
 

 
Figure 2-6 Locating the different register-&-genre approaches between the cline of 

pragmatic and syntactic 
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3 Research design   

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the overall research design for the current study. First, 
I give an overview of the theoretical framework underpinning the linguistic 
analysis of privacy as a social reality constructed in written discourse that 
operates in three socio-semiotic processes (see Table 3-1 for a detailed 
description of the eight socio-semiotic processes defined under SFL). Next, I 
discuss the data, scope and limitations of the study. Finally, a summary of the 
research methodology is presented, highlighting how each stage of the 
analysis leads towards the answers to the three broad research questions 
presented in Section 1.3 of Chapter 1. 
 

1. What are the linguistic choices in constructing the social reality of 
privacy that are register-motivated?  

2. What are the language-specific constraints that underpin those 
choices?  

3. What are the implications on contrastive analysis and translation 

studies that can be drawn from the cross-linguistic variation 
between Japanese and English identified in the current study? 

  
 In this study, I posit privacy as a reality that is socially constructed by 
means of language in discourse where the meaning of privacy is collectively 
created, shaped and validated by members of the community. The notion of 
language as a resource shaping reality shared by members of the social 
community has been well documented in previous works (cf. Halliday, 1978, 
Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Lemke, 1992; Hasan, 1996; Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 1999). Underpinning the analytical framework of this project 
are two important principles derived from the literature.  
 First, the process of the linguistic construction of social reality is 
iterating by nature, that is, it is constantly creating, maintaining, changing 
and renewing itself (cf. Hasan, 1996:23). Second, the construction of social 
reality is an intersubjective process, whereby meaning is enacted through 
interaction between members of the community (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 
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1966; Hasan, 1996; Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). Following Hasan 
(1996:22-23)’s notion of a “shared reality”, which is shaped by language and 
is socially legitimated, I draw on SFL theory to investigate the linguistic 
resources selected for creating, shaping and validating privacy as a social 
reality in different socio-semiotic processes across languages (see Figure 
3-1). 
 

 
Figure 3-1 Socio-semiotic process and the linguistic construction of social reality 

 Figure 3-1 presents a diagrammatic representation of the iterative nature 
of the linguistic construction of reality. Here privacy as a social construct is 
created, shaped and validated by language use in context i.e. expert opinions, 
news reports and legal terms and policies. The reality of privacy is constantly 
evolving due to changes in social values, beliefs and practices that shape 
discourse and are in turn shaped by discourse in different socio-semiotic 
processes. To describe the language of privacy in terms of language use in 
context, I need a comprehensive linguistic theory that fulfills two main 
criteria: (1) it covers not only the grammatical aspects of discourse, but also 
the semantics in relation to the social contexts and (2) it offers a 
comprehensive description of the language systems in English and Japanese.  
SFL theory is selected as the principal theory for this study as it offers 
theoretical dimensions that enables a holistic approach to text in context, and 
it is appliable across languages and cultures. 
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3.2 Theoretical framework 

3.2.1 Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) 

SFL theory is a comprehensive linguistic theory in the sense that “it is 
concerned with language in its entirety” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 20).   
In other words, any one aspect of language is always interpreted with 
reference to the total picture and essentially plays a part that contributes to 
the whole.  This is particularly important to the current study because social 
reality that is constructed through language cannot be carried out based on 
syntactic features that are isolated from its social context. SFL theory 
provides a comprehensive framework that enables systematic analysis and 
description of language that is stratified into the hierarchy of stratification 
(see Section 3.2.1.1) consisting of context, semantics and lexicogrammar. It 
identifies the relationship between system and text, or instantiation (see 
3.2.1.2), and operates with the highly generalized functions of language 
called metafunction (see Section 3.2.1.3) that are simultaneously realized to 
construe, enact and organize different strands of meaning.  

As an integral part of SFL, ‘register’ or functional variation in language 
(Halliday, 1978) plays an important role in determining a set of values of 
context by which the choices of language are made for texts. In every 
situation, there is an associated register that is characterized by language 
adapted to a particular situation type (cf. Hasan, 2009: 172-173; Matthiessen, 
2015a).  Each situation type is defined by the three contextual parameters of 
field, tenor and mode. The field is concerned with what’s going on in 
context, the tenor the role relationships of the interactants taking part in a 
given context, and the mode the role played by language in the context in 
which it functions. 

Within the contextual parameter of the field, there are eight primary types 
of socio-semiotic processes that can be further grouped into three generalized 
types: semiotic processes where language constitutes the context, that is, 
‘expounding’, ‘reporting’, ‘recreating’, ‘sharing’ and ‘exploring’, semiotic 
processes that lead to social processes of ‘recommending’ and ‘enabling’ and 
social processes of ‘doing’ that is facilitated by language. Table 3-1 below 
presents a brief description of each type of socio-semiotic process under the 
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notion of ‘registerial cartography’ (see Matthiessen 2007; 2009; 2013; 2015 
for a full description of eight types of socio-semiotic processes).   

 
Primary type Secondary 

type 
Nature of activity 

expounding 

 

categorizing a semiotic process that expounds our 
experience of classes of phenomena 
according to a general theory which ranges 
from commonsense folk theories to 
uncommonsense scientific theories; it 
expounds either by categorizing them or by 
explaining them. 

explaining 

reporting 

 

chronicling on our experience of particular phenomena 
(instances of classes of phenomena), 
documenting them according to the 
principle of organization most salient to 
them (e.g. as a verbal time line, a verbal map 
or simply as a list) 

surveying 

inventorying 

recreating 

 

narrating our experience of the world imaginatively, 
that is, creating imaginary worlds having 
some direct or tenuous relation to the world 
of our daily lives — recreating the world 
imaginatively through narration and/or 
dramatization. 

dramatizing 

sharing 

 

sharing 
experiences 

our personal lives, prototypically in private, 
thereby establishing, maintaining and 
negotiation personal relationships in face-to-
face interaction but increasing also through 
social media channels (thus blurring the 
distinction between private and public) 
[sharing is a field of activity oriented towards 
tenor (relationships) so tenor distinctions 
play a significant role) — 
 

sharing 
values 

exploring reviewing our communal values and positions, 
prototypically in public (through media 
channels as in book reviews, expositions, 
editorials and debates) [exploring is a field of 
activity oriented towards tenor 
(relationships and values) so tenor 
distinctions play a significant role)] — 

arguing 

enabling instructing people to undertake some activity e.g. ‘how-
to’ manuals, recipes or legislation, contracts, 
etc., thus very likely foreshadowing a ‘doing’ 
context — 

regulating 
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recommending 

 

advising people to undertake some activity for the 
benefit of the addressee e.g. professional 
consultations or for the benefit of the 
speaker e.g. advertisements, thus very likely 
foreshadowing a ‘doing’ context — 

promoting 

doing 

 

collaborating social activities, prototypically engaging in 
interactive social behavior, thereby 
collectively achieving some task — directing 

Table 3-1 Description of the eight general types of socio-semiotic processes and 

their sub-types (adopted from Matthiessen, 2015a:6) 

The present study posits ‘privacy’ as a socio-semiotic construct 
represented and enacted through language that operates in three different 
contexts, i.e. ‘enabling’, ‘reporting’ and ‘exploring’.  Figure 3-2 below 
presents the location of the different types of texts in which privacy is socio-
semiotically constructed along the topologically represented eight socio-
semiotic processes.   

 

  
 
Figure 3-2 Locating the object of the current study against the eight primary socio-

semiotic activities and their subtypes (cf. Matthiessen, 2015a:7) 

Under SFL, registers pre-determine the selection of linguistic resources 
in discourse (Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Hasan, 1989). Depending on the 
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different contexts of situation, language functions differently such as 
explaining and regulating in legal terms and policies, reporting in news 
reports, and arguing in expert opinions such as legal online forums and 
debates.  Variation in language use, also known as registerial variation, is 
subject to the different contextual variables of field or “what’s going on” in 
context, tenor or the interpersonal relations and roles between interactants, 
and mode or the role of language in context (see Halliday & Hasan, 1989). 
The parameter of socio-semiotic processes presented in Table 3-1 and Figure 
3-2 are concerned with field of activity within field. Thus, it is assumed that 
language deployed in construing privacy in privacy policy in the ‘regulating’ 
context is different from that in legal expert debate in the ‘arguing’ context 
although they share the same mode in that both are written discourse 
published on the website. By analyzing texts about privacy in different 
contexts, this study attempts to describe the ‘language of privacy’ in terms of 
linguistic features that characterize the different context-based meaning 
potential of privacy, a phenomenon that is multi-faceted, abstract and context 
dependent in nature.   
   

3.2.1.1 Stratification 

In systemic functional modelling, language is seen as a resource for making 
meaning. It is organized into three strata differentiated according to different 
order of abstraction. These strata are related by means of realization.  The 
higher stratum (outside of language) is the stratum of context that consists of 
contextual parameters of field, tenor and mode as discussed in section 3.2.1. 
The situational context is realized by semantics where language is embedded 
in the content plane with text as language functioning in context. The 
contextual parameters collectively determine the different uses of language 
or different meanings that are “at risk” in a given type of situation.  Halliday 
(1978) suggests that a “resonance” can be displayed between contextual and 
linguistic features where the field is realized in ideational meanings, the tenor 
in interpersonal meanings and mode in textual meanings. This notion of 
resonating realization applies to both the semantic and lexicogrammatical 
strata.  Therefore, if the text is theoretically grounded in contextual 
considerations, semantic and lexicogrammatical considerations will align 
themselves with the contextual ones (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 33).  The 
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notion of stratification is also relevant to the investigation of the linguistic 
construction of privacy of the kind presented here as it sees privacy as a 
shared reality manifesting itself in different social contexts. The current 
investigation combines the findings into an integral whole by linking the 
strata of context, semantics and lexicogrammar. See Figure 3-3 for a 
diagrammatic representation of the stratification with reference to text in 
context. 

 
Figure 3-3 Stratification of text in context as “possible angles of approach in the 

creation of registerial maps representing register variation” (Matthiessen, 2014:29) 

 

3.2.1.2 Instantiation 

Another dimension of language that interacts with stratification is 
instantiation. It is defined by Halliday (2007: 248-250) as:  

“a cline modeling the shift in the standpoint of the observer: what we 
call the “system” is language seen from a distance, as semiotic 
potential, while what we call “text” is language seen from close up, as 
instances derived from that potential”. 
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According to the dimension of instantiation, system and text define the two 
poles of the cline of instantiation.  We can study a single text as an instance 
in terms of wordings and meanings.  A text type is seen as occupying the mid-
region of the cline and can be identified with reference to salient distinctive 
features of texts which are shared among a set of sample texts.  If texts are 
viewed from the instantial pole of the cline of instantiation, a register appears 
as a cluster of similar texts, or a text type, whereas if viewed from the 
systemic end, a register appears as a sub-system of the overall system at the 
semantics or lexicogrammatical strata.  

In this study, “register” and “text type” may be used interchangeably 
to refer to the different clusters of similar texts under study, for example, news 
report is seen both as a register (viewed from the system-end) and as a text 
type (viewed from the instance-end). Figure 3-4 below illustrates the 
interaction between the two intersecting dimensions of language – 
stratification and instantiation. 
 

Figure 3-4 Stratification-instantiation matrix, with register as a subsystem of the 

semantic system (Halliday, 1995 in J. Webster, 2005:254) 

In the present study, instances of text in which privacy is constructed as 
a social reality are examined as clusters of similar texts that share some 
linguistic features. For example, text instances of privacy policy are analyzed 
and generalized to characterize representative features of discourse of legal 
terms and policies as an emerging text type/register in the corporate legal 
domain.  
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By identifying systemic patterns of text instances which are drawn from 
the results of analytical profiling of text samples, this study aims to 
characterize the instance types or sub-systems selected to realize privacy as a 
social reality in relation to the register-specific choices made in the systems 
of Japanese and English.  
 

3.2.1.3 Metafunction 

In SFL theory, language has evolved into highly generalized functions that 
are identified as three metafunctions, the ideational, the interpersonal and the 
textual (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:30). Metafunctions are at work 
simultaneously in every meaning-making process that construe and enact 
social reality6. The ideational metafunction, also referred to as “a theory of 
human experience” (Halliday, 2008: 147) is further categorized into the 
experiential and logical metafunction. 

The experiential metafunction construes our experience of the world 
around us and inside us, creating social reality by categorizing and 
configuring our experience as a figure that consists of three types of semantic 
element – a process, participants taking part in the process and associated 
circumstances (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). These figures are construed 
into a small number of general types –doing, happening, sensing, saying and 
of being or having.  

The logical metafunction serially construes our experience of the 
world into sequences of figures related by logico-semantic relationships of 
expansion and projection. The interpersonal metafunction is a resource for 
enacting interpersonal roles and relations between speaker and addressee by 
adopting, assigning and negotiating speech roles and expressing our appraisal 
and attitudes. The textual metafunction is concerned with organizing 
ideational and interpersonal meaning into a flow of information in text 
unfolding in its context (Matthiessen et al, 2010: 220).   

In the subsequent sections, I will discuss the ideational and 
interpersonal metafunctions in detail as they are the foci of this study to 
unravel the processes of creating and shaping of privacy as a social reality. 

                                                
6 cf. the notion of presentational, orientational and organizational resources for constituting 
social reality in Lemke (1992). 
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For a detailed description of the textual metafunction, see Halliday & 
Matthiessen (2014: Chapter 3) for English and Teruya (2007: Chapter 4) for 
Japanese. 
 

3.2.1.3.1 Ideational metafunction 

Metafunctions are components of meaning and are interdependent of each 
other (Halliday, 2007: 252-253). The ideational metafunction construes a 
theory of human experience (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004: 40), and is 
distinguished into the components of the experiential and the logical. As 
already mentioned, the experiential metafunction construes our interpretation 
of the world around us and inside ourselves into different semantic types, 
doing & happening, sensing, saying, being & having. Grammatically, these 
semantic types are realized by the grammatical system of TRANSITIVITY. The 
logical metafunction construes relationships between processes and between 
figures of different semantic types. Grammatically, these relationships are 
realized by the system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATION.  

In this study, privacy is examined as a quantum of change in terms of 
the system of TRANSITIVITY where social reality is created and shared by the 
discourse/social community. The system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATION 
will be discussed in relation to the logical organization of the meaning of 
privacy, a logico-semantic resource for validating social reality in 
conjunction with the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS, which is detailed in 
Section 3.2.1.5. 

 
The system of TRANSITIVITY 

“The system of TRANSITIVITY provides the lexicogrammatical resources for 
construing a quantum of change in the flow of events as a figure – as a 
configuration of elements centred on a process” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 
2014:213). A basic fragment of experience that embodies one quantum of 
change is a figure.  Figures are configured as organic wholes with three 
functionally distinct elements – a process that represents the event of 
experience and is grammatically realized by verbal groups, participants that 
represent entities involved in the event and are realized by nominal groups, 
and optional circumstances that represent the circumstantial elements of the 
events such as time, cause, condition, and manner.  Circumstances are usually 
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realized by adverbial groups or prepositional phrases in English and nominal 
groups and postpositional phrases in Japanese. Figure 3-5 is a diagrammatic 
representation of the typical lexicogrammatical realization of the three 
elements within a figure. 
 

 
 

Figure 3-5 A semantic unit figure with three elements: process, participant and 

circumstance (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999: 49) 

 
Processes are construed into the most general system of PROCESS TYPES 

consisting of material process corresponds to the figure of ‘doing’ and 
‘happening’, mental process to the figure of ‘sensing’, relational process to 
the figure of ‘being’ and ‘having’, and verbal process to the figure of ‘saying’ 
(Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 215). Each participant is assigned functional 
roles that correspond to the types of process such as Actor in material process, 
Carrier in relational process, Senser in mental process and Sayer in verbal 
process. There is one nuclear process, which is the nucleus in each figure 
around which the participants and circumstantial elements are organized into 
meaningful patterns. Below are some examples of clauses with different 
process types extracted from the corpus.    
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Example 3-1 material process (figure of doing) 

Twitter receives your information through our various websites.   
Actor Process Goal Circumstance 

  (Text 40) 

Example 3-2 relational process (figure of being) 

Maintaining privacy on the Internet is nearly impossible 
Carrier Process Attribute 

   (Text 99) 

Example 3-3 mental process (figure of sensing) 

Tesco can know you’re pregnant  
Senser Process: mental Phenomenon 

    (Text 90) 

 
Example 3-4 verbal process – projection: reporting (figure of saying) 

In a blogpost,  Spotify  said its new terms were updated in the 
interests of transparency. 

Circumstance Sayer Process: 
verbal 

Projection: reporting 

(Text 120) 

 
Example 3-5 verbal process – projection: quoting (figure of saying) 

“It would be very difficult for the policy people 
and the lawyers within Twitter to make a business 
case for handicapping itself in the terms of 
service,” 

Cardozo said 

Projection: quoting Sayer Process: 
verbal 

(Text 123) 

 
As illustrated in the figure of doing in Example 3-1, participant Twitter 

is assigned the functional role of Actor who performs the material process 
receive, and your information Goal, another participant that is impacted by 
the Process. In this context, the process of ‘receiving information’ construes 
the change in the status of privacy, that is, ‘personal information’ is disclosed 
and transferred from the customer (addressee “you”) to the service provider 
(speaker “Twitter”).  
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In Example 3-2, the act of Maintaining privacy on the Internet is 
assigned the Carrier role that is ascribed the Attribute nearly impossible 
through the relational process is in a figure of being. Similarly, in a figure of 
sensing (Example 3-3), there are the Senser e.g. Tesco, a participant who is 
directly involved in a mental process of the cognition know and Phenomenon 
(that) you’re pregnant that enters into the Senser’s consciousness. 

Finally, frequently found in news report and sometimes expert opinions 
are figures of saying. They usually involve a quoted or reported speech. For 
example, in Example 3-4, the Sayer e.g. Spotify projects a locution its new 

terms were updated in the interests of transparency through a verbal process 
said. According to Halliday and Matthiessen (1999, 2014), two orders of 
reality can be created in projected quotes and projected reports. The first-
order reality is created by quoting or indirect speech, which brings the reader 
to the same reality plane where the event occurs, creating a first-hand 
experience through a here-and-now dialogue. The second-order reality is 
created by reporting or indirect speech whereby the reality is a semiotic reality 
described in terms of meaning (cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). 

Below is a summary of the process types that realize figures of doing, 
being, sensing, saying with their subtypes and relevant characteristic 
participants (see Table 3-2). 

 
Table 3-2 Process types, their meanings, and characteristic participants (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014:311) 
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In terms of the transitive model, figures are differentiated into different 
process types according to independent/particular variables as in, for 
example, the configuration of Actor + Process for the figure of doing, e.g. 
[Actor:] The boat [Process:] sailed. Complementary to the transitive model is 
the ergative model, which offers a more general perspective on participation 
with a focus on causation i.e. Agency. In the transitive model, the 
interpretation is linear with an emphasis on the distinction between 
participants, e.g. Actor, Goal and Circumstance, whereas in the ergative 
model, on the other hand, the interpretation is nuclear in the sense that the 
nucleus consists of Process + Medium where Medium is the entity through 
which the process comes into existence. The transitively analyzed earlier 
example would thus be e.g. [Medium:] The boat [Process:] sailed. Compare 
the following examples below. 

 
Example 3-6 complimentary transitive and ergative views of a figure 

(a) The boat sailed. 

transitive Actor Process 

ergative Medium Process 

 

(b) Mary sailed the boat. 

transitive Actor Process Goal 

ergative Agent Process Medium 

 
From the ergative perspective, the boat is the Medium through which the 

process of sailing comes into existence in both (a) and (b). Without the boat, 
the process of “sailing” will not be materialized. The difference between (a) 
and (b) is the presence of an external Agent Mary in (b). It is a participant 
who impacts on the Medium boat to get involved in the process of sailing.  

In this study, I will employ both transitive and ergative models in 
transitivity analysis. It provides a complementary perspective on the 
interpretation of how privacy is experientially construed.  The ergative model 
brings to light the causative relationship of participants while the transitive 
model enables the specification of the functional roles of the participants such 
as Actor, Carrier, Sayer and Senser. 
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The TRANSITIVITY system has been widely applied to unravel the 
linguistic construal of complex events and human experience such as 
persuasion in different languages (Butt, Lukin & Matthiessen, 2004 for 
English; Sano, 2006 for Japanese; Patpong, 2008 for Thai).  It is a powerful 
tool to unravel the construal of experience in the social world as illustrated in 
Butt, Lukin & Matthiessen (2004) where the transitivity analysis reveals 
unconscious patterns in the lexicogrammatical choices such as process types 
and participant roles that create ideologies through persuasion in political 
discourse.  More relevant to this study is the notable work of Halliday (1998) 
where he examines the expressions of pain from the standpoint of transitivity 
and categorized them into different experiential configurations: pain as thing, 
as quality and as process.    

In this study, the construal of privacy as a shared reality that is created 
experientially through discourse will be investigated using the system of 
TRANSITIVITY. It views the construal of experience from both the transitive 
system of PROCESS TYPE and the complementary ergative system of 
AGENCY. The transitive and ergative views are complementary in nature, 
which allow a richer and more accurate contrastive description when 
comparing experiential construction of the same or similar event in different 
languages.  

 
The system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATIONS 

In any pair of figures, one figure may expand on another through 
interdependent sequence of relations. The system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC 

RELATIONS concerns with these sequences that link a series of related figures 
into expansion and projection.  Within the general categories of expansion 
and projection, there are a small number of subtypes: three of expansion, and 
two of projection (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: Chapter 8). Expansion is 
categorized into elaborating (represented by notation [=]), extending [+] and 

enhancing [x] relations while projection is divided into the quoting or 

reporting of locution [“…”] and idea [‘…’].  Table 3-3 gives a brief definition 
of each category with examples drawn from the corpus. 
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 Logico-semantic 
relations by 
category 

Brief description Examples from the 
corpus  

expanding 

[=] elaborating: ‘i.e., 
e.g., viz.’ 
 
exemplifying 

one clause expands 
another by elaborating on 
it (or some portion of it): 
restating in other words, 
specifying in greater 
detail, commenting, or 
exemplifying. 

In some cases, you 
may be required to 
provide your phone 
number, [=] for 
example, to use 
Twitter via SMS, 

 
[+] extending: ‘and, 
or’ 
  
alternation 

one clause expands 
another by extending 
beyond it: adding some 
new element, giving an 
exception to it, or offering 
an alternative. 

[+] or to help us 
prevent spam, fraud, 
or abuse. 

 

[x] enhancing: ‘so, 
yet, then’ 
 
temporal 

one clause expands 
another by embellishing 
around it: qualifying it 
with some circumstantial 
feature of time, place, 
cause or condition. 

[x] When you give 
information to third 
parties connected to 
us we may receive 
that information too 

projecting 

Locution: ‘says’ 
 
[“…”] quote 
[‘…’] report 

one clause is projected 
through another, which 
presents it as a locution, a 
construction of wording. 

Facebook argues [‘] 
that photo-tagging is 
disclosed in its terms 
of service [’]   

Idea: ’thinks’ 
 
[‘…’] report 

one clause is projected 
through another, which 
presents it as an idea, a 
construction of meaning. 
 

The European Court 
of Justice wisely 
decided [‘] that 
commercial search 
firms should remove 
links to private 
information when 
asked. [’] 

Table 3-3 Logico-semantic relations through expanding and projecting by sub-

categories 

 Logico-semantic relations are used to signal the logical organization of 
discourse. The unit of analysis is clause complex. Since clause complexes are 
structured as series of related events with each relation representing a new 
development of the complex, the study of logico-semantic relations is 
particularly useful in identifying the logical construction of the flow of events 
in different registers or text types.  For example, procedural texts are 
characterized by temporal sequence realized in structural conjunctions such 
as and, before, until, and in narrative sequence of turn-taking of 
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conversations, the logico-semantic relations of projecting (e.g. she said, 
“….”, I said, “…”) and extending by adding a new event or offering an 
exception (and, and then, but) are frequently selected by the speaker (see 
Matthiessen, 2002).   
 In this study, the system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATIONS is deployed 
in conjunction with the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS to investigate 
semantic strategies employed for validating the social reality of privacy. In 
congruent situation, i.e. when ‘form’ is equivalent to ‘meaning’, logico-
semantic relations realize rhetorical relations in the form of structural 
conjunctions as they share the same logical organizing principles of 
‘expanding’ and ‘projecting’.  
 

3.2.1.3.2 Interpersonal metafunction 

Another dimension that contributes to the shaping of privacy into a shared 
reality between members of the discourse/social community is the 
interpersonal metafunction. Under the interpersonal metafunction, a clause is 
considered as a social exchange whereby the speaker negotiates meaning with 
the addressee through the semantic system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS (statement, 
question, offer and command). At the lexicogrammatical level, speech 
functions are realized by different types of mood (declarative, interrogative 
and imperative) and modality (modulation and modalization). In this study, I 
will focus on the deployment of propositions (giving and demanding 
information) and proposals (giving and demanding goods and services) that 
realize the speech functions and speech acts that shape the social reality of 
privacy (see Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:135).   
 

Speech functions and interaction strategies 

Under the semantic system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS (see Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014:135-139), when a speaker/writer initiates a move in a 
language event, s/he adopts a particular speech role of either giving or 
demanding commodity in the form of information or goods-&-services. In 
so doing, s/he assigns the addressee a complementary role that carries out the 
desired response to the four primary speech functions of offer (giving goods-
&-services), command (demanding goods-&-services), statement (giving 
information) and question (demanding information). The speech functions 
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are realized by the MOOD system. When congruent, statement is realized by 
declarative, question by interrogative and command by imperative moods. 
Offer does not have a dedicated grammatical system of realization and can be 
manifested in different mood types.  Table 3-4 presents the options within 
speech functions and the respective realizations and responses.  
 

 
Table 3-4 Speech functions and responses (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 137 

Table 4-2) 

Of particular interest in this study are the different speech roles enacted 
and assigned by the speaker through the realization of speech functions. 
Interaction strategies in terms of propositions, which is the giving or 
demanding information by means of language in the form of statement and 
question, and proposals, the giving and demanding goods-&-services by 
means of language in the form of offer and command, are investigated from 
a systemic contrastive perspective to identify cross-linguistic variation 
between Japanese and English in enacting the different tenor relations with 
the addressee in the three socio-semiotic processes under study. In what 
follows, I will discuss the systems of MOOD and MODALITY, which are the 
major interpersonal systems that realize speech functions, as well as the 
systems of HONORIFICATION and POLITENESS, which are salient 
interpersonal systems that enact social roles in the Japanese discourse 
community.  

 
The system of MOOD 

In English, the different mood types are distinguished by the Mood element 
that consists of Finite and Subject, which makes the clause ‘negotiable’.  In a 
declarative clause, Subject is followed by Finite (Example 3-7), whereas in a 
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clause of interrogative mood, Finite is followed by Subject (Example 3-8). 
That is, the order of Subject and Finite is different between the declarative 
and the interrogative. The interrogative has two sub-types: yes/no 
interrogative and wh-interrogative. Example 3-8 is a clause example of yes/no 
interrogative mood type. 
 
Example 3-7 declarative mood (English) 

The duke has given that teapot away 
Subject Finite 

Residue 
Mood 

 
 

Example 3-8 yes/no interrogative (English) 

Has the duke given that teapot away? 
Finite Subject 

Residue Mood 

 

Imperative is the mood for exchanging goods-&-services, it realizes 
commands by jussive imperative subtype or offers by oblative e.g. let me do 
it or by suggestive e.g. let’s do it. In an imperative clause, the speaker uses 
language as a means to either demand the addressee to get something done or 
get the addressee to accept an offer, in the case of “giving” goods-&-services. 
The Subject is therefore restricted to ‘addressee’ or ‘speaker’ or ‘speaker-
plus’, if we take the “second person”, ‘you’, as the base form. In an unmarked 
positive imperative, the clause typically consists of the Residue only with no 
Finite or Mood element, and the Subject ‘you’ is elided as demonstrated in 
Example 3-9.  In the unmarked negative imperative, the clause typically 
consists of a Finite such as Don’t followed by the Residue as in Example 
3-10.   
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Example 3-9 positive imperative (English) 

positive Walk! 
Residue 

 

Example 3-10 unmarked negative imperative (English) 

negative Don’t  run! 
Finite   

Residue Mood 
 

In its congruent form, a clause in declarative mood realizes a statement, 
interrogative mood realizes a question and imperative mood realizes a 
command. However, the speaker can also choose to represent the speech 
function of command incongruently or metaphorically, for example, using a 
declarative clause that is modulated for ‘obligation’ as in you should think 
carefully about what you are making public to issue the command in an 
indirect manner.  Figure 3-6 presents a network diagram of the English MOOD 
system. 
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Figure 3-6 A network diagram of the English MOOD system (adopted from Halliday 

& Matthiessen, 2014:185) 

Similar to English, the primary options of the MOOD system in Japanese 
(Figure 3-7) are indicative and non-indicative, where indicative is further 
categorized into explanative, declarative and interrogative, and non-
indicative includes options of imperative and optative. Moreover, compared 
to the English MOOD system, the Japanese MOOD system has more options 
for both the indicative and non-indicative subtypes. Under the indicative, 
there are two subtypes: explanative mood, which can be marked or unmarked, 
and declarative mood, which has two further options: conclusive or 
suppositive. The interrogative mood in Japanese is similar to English with 
two options: elemental and yes/no.  Under the imperative, there are four 
subtypes, i.e. jussive, suggestive, prohibitive, requestive and optative (see 
Teruya, 2007:161-195 for a detailed description of Japanese Mood type and 
examples).  
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Figure 3-7 A network diagram of the Japanese MOOD system (adopted from 

Teruya, 2007:171) 

 
However, unlike English, there is no distinct Finite element in the 

interpersonal structure of the clause in Japanese that can be tossed around to 
realize declarative and interrogative distinction. In Japanese, the Predicator 
plays a central role in the realization of interpersonal meanings such as mood, 
modality, polarity and honorification, and is positioned towards the end of the 
clause as exchange.  Example 3-11 below presents a clause in an unmarked 
declarative mood of the conclusive type.  Here, the mood is realized in the 
Predicator that is morphologically marked in the conclusive form. In Example 
3-12, by adding the conjectural daroo to the Predicator, the experience is 
assessed as a supposition in an imaginary world as opposed to the actual 
world in the conclusive subtype, adding a sense of ‘objective uncertainty’ 
(Teruya, 2007:168). In Example 3-13, the yes/no interrogative mood is 
realized by Predicator + Negotiator realized by a question marker ka.  
Example 3-14 is a command realized by direct imperative verbal mood of the 
jussive type.  
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Example 3-11 declarative: conclusive (Japanese) 

(Watashi-wa) hon o yonda 
(I WA) book O read-pst-inf 

Subject Complement Predicator: declarative: conclusive 

“I read the book” 

 

Example 3-12 declarative: suppositive (Japanese) 

(Watashi-wa) hon o yomu daroo 
(I WA) book O read-CONJ-inf 

Subject Complement Predicator: declarative: suppositive 

“I will read the book” 

 
Example 3-13 yes/no interrogative (Japanese) 

(Anata-wa) hon o yonda ka 
(You WA) book O read-pst-inf KA 

Subject Complement Predicator Negotiator 

“Did you read the book?” 

 
Example 3-14 imperative: jussive (Japanese) 

Yome 
Read-IMP 

Predicator: imperative: jussive 

“Read!” 

 

The system of MODALITY 

Another major grammatical resource employed to enact interpersonal 
meaning is the system of MODALITY. “Modality refers to the area of meaning 
that lies between yes and no – the intermediate ground between positive and 
negative polarity” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004: 618). It is the dimension 
of assessment: “modality construes a region of uncertainty where I can 
express, or ask you to express, an assessment of the validity of what is being 
said” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:144). Modality is further broken down 
into two sub-systems namely modalization, the semantic category of 
propositions with two options: usuality and probability; and modulation, 
which refers to the semantic category of proposals with two options: 
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obligation and readiness (the latter with further subtypes: inclination and 
ability).  Semantically, modulation refers to the goods-&-services of 
proposals, but all modalities are realized in propositions in the indicative 
mood. Proposition is something that can be argued about – “something that 
can be affirmed or denied, and also doubted, contradicted, insisted on, 
accepted with reservation, qualified, tempered, regretted, and so on.” 
(Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:138). With varying degrees of polarity, the 
different modality types together with different mood types construct 
commands that can be categorized under different values (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014:691-697). Figure 3-8 presents the relation between 
modality, polarity and mood.   
 

 
Figure 3-8 Relation between Modality, Polarity and Mood (Halliday & Matthiessen, 

2014: 691) 

 
As shown in Figure 3-8, the value of modality is associated with modal 

judgement of the speaker in relations to the cline of polarity. For instance, 
within the modality of obligation, the value of modality H=high (e.g. 
required), M=median (e.g. supposed) or L=low (e.g. allowed) shifts along the 
cline of polarity “do” and “don’t’.  Hence, ‘you must do it’ is a metaphorical 
expression of command with high value in obligation and ‘you can do it’ one 
with a low value of modality of readiness.  In English, modality is usually 
realized in modal verbs such as must, shall, will, may and can. Figure 3-9 
presents a system network of modality in English. The type of modality can 
be further classified based on distinct values within the domain of modality 
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as shown in Figure 3-9 below, that is with respect to ORIENTATION, VALUE 
and POLARITY. Modality can also be expressed subjectively or objectively, 
explicitly or implicitly under the semantic category of ‘orientation’.  For 
example, I think Mary knows is classified as subjective explicit whereas Mary 
probably knows is classified as objective implicit7.  

 
Figure 3-9 System network of Modality in English (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 

182) 

Similar to English, Japanese operates with the system of MODALITY 
(Teruya, 2007:205) where the speaker makes assessments about propositions 
with reference to ability, usuality, obligation, necessity and etc. (Teruya, 
2007:205).  The system of MODALITY in Japanese also consists of further 
options, for example, under modulation there are five options of necessity, 

                                                
7 For a detailed description and examples of different types of modality orientation, please 
see Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:692-697. 
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obligation, permission, expectation and inclination (Teruya, 2007:215). As in 
English, boundaries of ‘obligation’ and ‘necessity’ are sometimes less sharply 
defined and may be alternatively construed experientially as an indirect 
command in a relational clause e.g. pasuwaado settei ga hitsuyoo to narimasu 


���	��������� ‘the setting of password has become 

necessary’. It is worthy to note here that unlike in English where there are 
modal verbs and auxiliaries such as shall, can, may to realize modality, in 
Japanese, modality is usually realized in a morphologically complex verbal 
group e.g. [[suru]] koto ga dekiru “lit. that [[do…]] is able/possible”, which 
is downranked from a clause to serve as a modalized verbal group (cf. Teruya, 
2007:210).  

 
Figure 3-10 System network of Modality in Japanese (adopted from Teruya, 

2007:218) 

The systems of HONORIFICAITON and POLITENESS 

In Japanese, social hierarchy and social distance are grammaticalized through 
the systems of HONORIFICATION and POLITENESS and/or system of SPEECH 

LEVEL (cf. Matthiessen et al. 2008:175).  
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The Subject person in Japanese is ‘modally responsible’ for the 
Predicator (Teruya, 2004:198) through which various interpersonal meanings 
such as modality are realized. The interpersonal identity of subject-hood may 
be made explicit through the system of HONORIFICATION, which has three 
options including ‘humble’, ‘neutral’ and ‘honorific’. This system interacts 
with the Politeness system, which calibrates the social distance between the 
interactants. For example, Predicator realized by a verbal group mairimasu 
“go [humble: formal]” indicates that the Subject is the speaker and that it is 
in an inferior social status compared to the addressee according the socially-
conceived hierarchy. This also explains why the Subject may be made 
implicit when the clause in question is marked in honorification because the 
grammatically implicit Subject is in fact “semantically explicit” (Teruya: 
2004:200; see also “cohesion” in Halliday & Hasan, 1975).  

Contrary, social hierarchy is not grammatically explicit in English. 
However, politeness may be enacted through various expressions in spite of 
the absence of the grammaticalized politeness system as in Japanese. For 
example, modal adjunct please in imperatives indicate a polite request. 

 

3.2.1.4  Generic structure and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS 

The rhetorical structure and organization of discourse have been studied 
variously, for example, Swales’ ‘moves and steps’ approach (Swales, 1981; 
1990), Hasan’s Generic Structure Potential or GSP framework (Hasan, 
1984/1996), and Martin and White’s ‘staging’ approach (Martin & Rothery, 
1986, Martin & Rose, 2008). This study draws on Hasan’s GSP approach to 
identify the generic structure of the three types of discourse under study.  

The GSP is a highly abstract structural category or a composition of 
structures that is designed to highlight the variations in textual structure 
within a given register/genre. Theoretically, the GSP of a specific 
register/genre must specify all the obligatory and optional components, as 
well as the optional ordering of the relevant components including possible 
iteration of (ordered) components.  

The reason for choosing the GSP approach here is twofold. First, the GSP 
approach has been applied to a wide range of register/genre analysis and 
successfully tested its broad appliability to different registers, to name a few, 
for example, Paltridge (1993) on research articles, Iedema, Feez & White 
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(1994) on news report; Iedema (1997) on administrative discourse, and Sano 
(2008) on Japanese editorials. Second, given that the GSP is originally 
designed within the SFL framework, it can be deployed together with relevant 
semantic and /or grammatical systems including the system of RHETORICAL 

RELATIONS by which a holistic view of the rhetorical organization of 
discourse becomes discernable (see Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015, 
Matthiessen, 2015a).  

The system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS is a revised version of the 
classical Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST), a framework that describes and 
classifies rhetorical relations based on hierarchical structure and functional 
terms (Mann & Thompson, 1987, 1988, Mann, Matthiessen & Thompson, 
1989). Under the classical RST, texts are organized in pre-defined schemas 
that specify how component parts of text combine to form the whole text.  
The key elements of RST are relations and text segments.  The relation 
definitions identify particular relationships that can exist in between two text 
segments.  The most frequent structural pattern is nucleus-satellite relation 
where one nuclear segment has a more central motif to the writer and another 
satellite segment rhetorically expands the nucleus segment (see Figure 3-11).   

 

 

Figure 3-11 An example of a nucleus-satellite schema by RST (Mann & Thompson, 

1988:251) 
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In Figure 3-11, a nucleus-satellite relation is graphically represented with 
a vertical line that represents the nucleus and a curved line that links the 
supporting satellite to the nucleus.  Here clause [1] is the nucleus that 
represents the writer’s proposition The program as published for calendar 
year 1980 really works and the satellite that is realized in clauses [2]-[3] serve 
as ‘evidence’ in an enhancing rhetorical relation. This rhetorical relationship 
of ‘evidence’ increases the reader’s inclination to accept or have positive 
regard toward the nuclear proposition, i.e. “the program as published for 
calendar year 1980 really works”. 

Another type of rhetorical relation is the multinuclear relations in which 
two or more nuclear segments hold equal rhetorical weight or status in the 
discourse structure without having accompanying satellites (see Figure 3-12).   

 

 

Figure 3-12 An example of a multinuclear schema by RST (Mann, Thompson & 

Matthiessen, 1989:56) 

In terms of graphical representation, the multinuclear relation is 
expressed, as shown in Figure 3-12, by a sequence of adjacent nuclei 
organized in multiple straight lines that descend from one node. This figure 
depicts a rhetorical organization of a recipe. It illustrates the multinuclear 
relations of sequence that combine clauses [1] to [3]. Each clause is a nucleus 
of equal weight organized in a temporal sequence without involving a satellite 
text segment. That is, [1] Peel oranges and slice crosswise precedes [2] 
Arrange in a bowl and sprinkle with rum and coconut. followed by and [3] 
Chill until ready to serve.  
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This study adopts the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS developed 
by Matthiessen (1995, 2002, 2015b; Matthiessen & Teruya, 2016), a modified 
version of the classical RST as it takes into account the spectrum of ideational, 
interpersonal and textual metafunctions of SFL.  In terms of its locus within 
the stratified system of language, the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS is 
located in the semantics stratum that corresponds to the contextual parameter 
of field.  The nature of the field of activity is reflected in the choice of the 
rhetorical relations employed to develop the text in terms of its overall 
organization.   

For example, if the field of activity is one of ‘categorizing’ a class of 
a phenomenon, then the global development of the text produced in pursuit 
of this activity is likely to involve the rhetorical relation of ‘elaboration’: the 
writer or speaker elaborates one text segment by another, introducing for 
example characteristic properties of the phenomenon and detailing parts or 
subclasses (see Figure 3-14).  In terms of metafunction, it is within the logical 
mode of the ideational metafunction, realized directly by clause complexes 
within the systems of TAXIS and RHETORICAL (LOGICO-SEMANTIC) 

RELATIONS (henceforth, LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATIONS). Table 3-5 presents 
a summary of the logico-semantic type and the rhetorical relations and their 
realizational relationships. 

 
LOGICO-SEMANTIC TYPE NUCLEARITY 
primary 
delicacy 

secondary tertiary nucleus-satellite multinuclear 

projecting   nucleus satellite 
projection 

multinuclear 
projection 

expanding elaborating  elaboration  
expository restatement  
summative summary  

extending adversative  contrast 
additive  addition 

(joint) 
replacive antithesis  
alternative  disjunction 

enhancing conditional condition; 
otherwise 

 

concessive concession  
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purposive purpose; 
solutionhood 

 

causal evidence, 
motivation, justify; 
cause: result 

 

temporal circumstance  
means enablement, 

background; 
means 

 

Table 3-5 Logico-semantic type and nuclearity in rhetorical relations (adopted from 

Matthiessen, 2015b: Chapter 3) 

Within the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS, there are three primary 
systems, TAXIS, ORIENTATION and LOGICO-SEMANTIC TYPE that are at work 
simultaneously to organize text.  The TAXIS represents degree of 
interdependency between two combined relational structure of text segments. 
In the environment of texts, taxis is referred to as nuclearity and presents the 
choice between ‘nucleus- satellite’ relations where one segment of text has 
more weight than the other, and ‘multi-nuclear’ ones where all segments of 
text are equally weighted.   

The system of LOGICO-SEMANTIC TYPE presents the choice between two 
primary types of logical and semantic relationships, ‘projection’ and 
‘expansion’. This system corresponds to the one at lexicogrammatical level. 
The ‘expansion’ has three subtypes: extending, elaborating and enhancing; 
and the projection quoting and reporting.  

The rhetorical relations can also be analyzed interpersonally through the 
system of ORIENTATION, which is the choice between ‘external’ and ‘internal’ 
relations.  External relations such as ‘projection’, ‘elaboration’, ‘restatement’, 
‘cause’, ‘condition’, ‘purpose’, ‘circumstance’ and ‘means’ link text 
segments representing aspects of some domain of experience and is ideational 
in nature, while internal relations such as ‘antithesis’, ‘concession’, 
‘evidence’, ‘motivation’, ‘justify’ and ‘enablement’ link propositions or 
proposals as exchanges of meaning between speaker and addressee. The 
mixture of ‘internal’ and ‘external’ relations in a given text reflects the nature 
of the register that it instantiates.    Figure 3-13 presents a diagrammatical 
representation of the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS. 
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Figure 3-13 The System of Rhetorical Relations (Matthiessen & Teruya, 
2015b:240) 

Texts vary registerially in whether the most global rhetorical nexuses are 
multi-nuclear or nucleus-satellite nexuses (Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b). 
For instance, ‘expounding’ text with the construal of knowledge as the main 
function is typically organized in a taxonomic report that classifies or 
categorize elements that make up the subject matter by employing a part-to-
whole approach to text organization. Example of this kind such as 
encyclopedic entries as shown in Figure 3-14, which is globally organized in 
a nucleus-satellite schema where The General Statement is realized by the 
global nucleus of the text plus local elaborating segments, and the Description 
is realized locally by a satellite segment providing information about the 
nucleus.  The remainder of the report then develops the nucleus through an 
elaborating satellite consisting of an ‘additive’ series of text segments.  
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Figure 3-14 An example of expounding text (taxonomic report) and its rhetorical 

development (Matthiessen, 2015b: Chapter 6) 

In the sample text “Fuels of the body”, the General Statement presents 
the subject matter The fuels of the body are carbohydrates, fats and proteins.  
The rest of the text is then elaborated by the Description through multi-
nuclear relationship of ‘additive’ type. It provides detail information on each 
of the three elements carbohydrates, fat and proteins introduced in the 
General Statement. 

In contrast, texts that belong to the ‘enabling’ type such as recipes tend 
to employ a multi-nuclear global organization as they offer instructions that 
involve step-by-step temporal ‘sequence’.   For example, in Figure 3-15, 
clauses [1] - [4] are temporally organized in multi-nuclear schema, and thus 
[2] cannot be placed before [1] as they are temporally-dependent. 
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Figure 3-15 An example of enabling text (recipe) and its rhetorical development 

(Matthiessen, 2015b: Chapter 1) 

In theory, all texts except very short ones, will contain some combination 
of multi-nuclear and nucleus-satellite relations, and these may occur 
throughout the text, ranging from the global organization to the local 
organization (Matthiessen, 2015a).   
 

3.3 Methodology 

Adopting a ‘trinocular’ perspective for analyzing text in context, I draw on 
SFL theory to model privacy as a social reality that is linguistically created, 
shaped and validated by written discourse in English and Japanese. The 
approach is contrastive in nature, highlighting the similarities and 
divergences in the choices of linguistic resources in constructing the social 
reality of privacy in a range of different socio-semiotic processes under 
different contexts of culture.  In what follows, I will present the data used for 
this study, assumptions, scope and limitations of the study and the analytical 
framework that underpins the analyses and interpretation of results. 
 

3.3.1 Data  

Since there is no existing corpus on discourse of privacy, a specialized corpus 
has been created by collecting data from different kinds of written discourse 
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that discuss about privacy in the public domain. Specifically, I selected texts 
in which privacy is most widely talked about and are publicly available on 
the internet, for example, privacy policy written by institutions and expert 
opinion written by professionals. Texts of this kind are representative of what 
Halliday & Martin (1993) referred to as “weighted language” and has direct 
contribution to the shaping of privacy as a social reality. Privacy policy is 
selected as the focus of my investigation for the following three reasons: (1) 
its pervasiveness as a common touchpoint for the general public to understand 
privacy as a legal right in the contemporary digital age, (2) its 
representativeness of legal terms and policies within an emerging genre under 
legal discourse, and (3) its availability in multiple languages and applicability 
in multilingual text typology and translation studies in LSP.  

The data used for this study is drawn from a corpus that contains 
English and Japanese written texts collected from three socio-semiotic 
processes. The corpus is further categorized into three sub-corpora namely, 
the corpus of ‘enabling’ texts, the corpus of ‘exploring’ texts, and the corpus 
of ‘reporting’ texts.  The corpus of ‘enabling’ text is the focus of the study as 
it contains both comparable texts that contain only source texts (ST) i.e. 
privacy policies written in source languages in Japanese and English8 and 
parallel texts that contain Japanese ST, English ST and their corresponding 
TT (see Table A-2 and Table A-3 in Appendix 1 on pages 300-301). A total 
of seventy-three privacy policies (thirty-five English and thirty-eight 
Japanese) are extracted from social media websites and corporate websites of 
top multinational companies and Japanese corporations (Interbrand, 2014; 
Interbrand Japan, 2014), containing 276,258 words (93,780 words in English 
and 182,478 words in Japanese).  

The second and third sub-corpora consist of a small sample data of 
expert opinions and news reports and are used to provide complementary and 
contrastive perspectives on the social reality of privacy that are linguistically 
constructed in different social contexts.   

                                                
8 English ST refers to English privacy policies extracted from the official websites of the World’s top 
30 global brands English websites (Interbrand, 2014). The underlying assumption is that global English 
is used for the English-speaking communities across the globe and will be treated as source text 
although some companies such as IKEA, H&M, ZARA and TOYOTA have origins in other countries 
that are not English based.  
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The second sub-corpus is the corpus of ‘exploring’ texts that comprises 
thirty-two written expert opinions (sixteen Japanese and sixteen English) 
collected from professional expert blogs, online debates and forums, and 
editorials from major news media websites (see Table A-4 and Table A-5 in 
Appendix 1 on pages 302-303 for details). The articles are written by 
professionals from the fields of legal, internet technology and academia, 
whose expert opinions on privacy issues carry social significance as they help 
shape privacy as a shared reality in the society. This corpus of expert opinion 
contains 57,135 words with 40,955 words in Japanese and 16,180 words in 
English.  

The third sub-corpus, which is the corpus of ‘reporting’ texts, contains 
twenty news reports, ten in Japanese (14,331 words) and ten in English (7,339 
words) that are collected from major online news websites (see Table A-6 and 
Table A-7 in Appendix I on page 304 for details).  News reports are chosen 
as they contribute to the constitution of ‘multiple realities’ by shaping and 
defining news events as socially constructed phenomena (Tuchman, 1978). It 
is assumed that the difference in the size of the sample data between the three 
corpora will not affect the results of the study as both expert opinions and 
news reports are well-established genres/registers. 

Data collected from the three corpora contains public written discourse 
published on the Internet between 2014 and 2016. I will use them for 
computer-assisted text analyses to generate word frequency list and 
collocation list, and selected texts in each language will be used for detailed 
manual analysis according to the SFL framework. In addition to the 
contribution of the shaping of multiple social realities of privacy, it is 
expected that data collected from the three different social contexts will 
provide complementary and contrasting views on this globally shared social 
phenomenon, illuminating on the meaning of privacy in the contemporary 
digital world.  
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3.3.2 Scope, limitations and assumptions 

In this study, I investigate the language of privacy from a systemic functional 
perspective by comparing authentic texts that are representative of three text 
types (enabling, exploring and reporting) in two languages (Japanese and 
English). To achieve the level of details in analysis demanded for unravelling 
the meaning of privacy that is multi-faceted and context-dependent, manual 
analysis with in-depth interpretation in different degrees of delicacy from 
multiple perspectives is inevitable. However, just like other research that 
relies on manual analysis, this study is subject to inherent limitations such as 
potential human errors and bias through subjective interpretation.  

To tackle this limitation, computational tools are deployed to conduct 
quantitative analysis on the full corpus (125 texts in approximately 350,000 
words) for providing indications for research focus, verifying instantial 
findings and facilitating further explorations, while a subset of the full corpus 
is used for manual text analysis. By incorporating both quantitative and 
qualitative approach to text analysis, the research is designed in such a way 
that would minimize over-generalization and under-representation of the 
results. Having said that, findings are intended to be illustrative rather than 
exhaustive. In other words, further research would be needed to make the 
exhaustive use of the data in both quantitative and qualitative analyses for the 
purpose of the derived results to be used in practical application such as 
translation studies, and SL/FL learning. However, that is out of the scope of 
my study here.  
 In modeling privacy as a socially constructed reality in and through 
language, the study is informed and guided by notable privacy theories that 
have influenced and help shape the way privacy is incrementally defined in 
the digital world today (see Section 1.2.1). Here, two assumptions regarding 
the meaning of privacy is posited: (1) privacy is defined as a right, or “the 
claim of an individual to determine what information about himself or herself 
should be known to others” (Westin, 1967:41); (2) privacy is a process of 
collective boundary control of the concealment and disclosure of private 
information that is co-owned between individuals and others, including 
government and institutions (Altman, 1975 and Petronio, 2002).   
 In terms of methodology and text analysis, the following underlying 
assumptions are made. 
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1. Written discourse selected from the three socio-semiotic processes 
under study are representative and can provide a fair view of the social 
reality of privacy in the contemporary digital age; 

2. The discourse/social community discussed in this study includes the 
individual whose privacy is at risk and also other members of the 
community that contribute to the construction of social reality of 
privacy through producing discourse (e.g. institution in producing 
privacy policy and legal experts in writing expert opinions); 

3. The results from the text analysis are intended to be illustrative rather 
than exhaustive. Nevertheless, they are expected to be representative of 
the features that characterize the given text type/register based on the 
criteria of interpretation of the semantic and grammatical categories 
under SFL.; 

4. In written discourse, social reality is not validated by the addressee’s 
response as described in Hasan (1989) but instead by the linguistic 
features that realize the rhetorical strategies, which are employed to 
increase the addressee’s inclination to accept the shared reality.  

  

3.3.3 The analytical framework  

A linguistic modeling of the construction of social reality is derived from SFL 
theory, which allows for a holistic description and interpretation of privacy 
that is created and shaped by different types of text. With the comprehensive 
underlying descriptions of the language systems in both English (cf. 
Functional grammar in English by Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014) and 
Japanese (cf. Functional grammar in Japanese by Teruya, 2007), the SFL 
theoretical framework enables linguistic comparison both from the views of 
the instance (text) and from that of potential (system). By taking into 
consideration of the different strata of language, i.e. context, semantics and 
lexicogrammar, this framework offers a comprehensive set of tools for a 
systematic description of language use in context. This is particularly 
powerful for and relevant to the present study in terms of extrapolating 
similarities and divergences in the linguistic choice for constructing privacy 
as a social reality in different social contexts between Japanese and English. 
Using a combination of qualitative and quantitative analysis, the analytical 
model derived for this study explores the construction of social reality of 
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privacy in terms of variation in linguistic choices that construe meaning and 
enact interpersonal relations in different socio-semiotic processes in Japanese 
and English. The focus of the investigation, however, lies on the semantic 
choices and their lexicogrammatical realization that enable the addressee 
toward accepting the propositions and proposals put forward by the speaker, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of validating the shared reality among the 
members of the social community. In what follows, I present the step-by-step 
methodology employed to carry out the linguistic analysis of privacy as a 
social reality from a contrastive perspective, both across socio-semiotic 
processes and across languages.  
 

3.3.3.1 Tools and resources for linguistic analysis 

In this study, linguistic analysis is primarily conducted manually, although 
several computational tools are used to obtain some general statistics about 
the texts in the corpus. For example, to explore the lexical characteristics of 
privacy in each type of text, AntConc 3.4.1 (Anthony, 2014) is used to 
generate word frequency lists and collocations that serve as pointers for focus 
of analysis or to facilitate further manual analysis. This tool is chosen as it is 
one of the few computational linguistic tools that can handle lexical items in 
both English and Japanese texts.  

For linguistic interpretation and verification of the results, I use a 
combination of computational and manual approaches. To obtain a general 
understanding of the ‘aboutness’ of the texts in question, all the texts in the 
English and Japanese corpora of the three text types are analyzed using 
AntConc 3.4.1 (Anthony, 2014) by generating word frequency lists while 
collocation analysis is conducted on selected corpora.  

Sample texts from each of the three corpora are then coded manually 
since the features that are of interest in the present study are the abstract, 
functional-grammatical and semantic features (e.g. process type, participant 
role, modality type, rhetorical relations, etc.) that span across the content 
strata of semantics and lexicogrammar and the rank scale of clause, both of 
which require detailed manual annotation. Moreover, the computational tools 
used in this study are meant to serve some of the more peripheral purposes 
such as to generate recurrent lexical patterns for further investigation to 
identify their linguistic environments and to draw on relevant examples from 
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the entire corpus so as to verify and support findings from the manual analysis 
of selected texts. Here investigation of the statistical significance of a specific 
feature is out of the scope of this study.  

For the manual annotation, I follow Halliday & Matthiessen (2014) for 
the analysis and interpretation of English texts and Teruya (2007) for 
Japanese. The primary unit of analysis is the ranking clause, a fundamental 
grammatical unit in the SFL modelling. Each clause consists of one nuclear 
process and can be free in a primary clause or else bound as in a dependent 
clause (see Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:20 for the locus of clause within 
the dimensions in language and their ordering principles). Each text selected 
for manual analysis is annotated clause by clause based on the different 
semantic and grammatical experiential and interpersonal systems (for a 
detailed description of the semantic categories please see Section 3.2.1.3.1 
for experiential grammar and Section 3.2.1.3.2 for interpersonal grammar). 

While automatic quantitative analysis of the sample data is done using 
AntConc 3.4.1 (Anthony, 2014) at the lexical level, probabilistic analysis in 
terms of frequency distribution of the semantic categories under functional 
grammar is done manually, complementing the qualitative analysis of 
detailed configurations of salient patterns that are identified in the English 
and Japanese comparison. To verify the features identified through the 
manual analysis, concordance queries are run in AntConc 3.4.1. Examples 
derived from the concordances are sorted to prepare and refine the semantic 
categories that will describe the features of privacy as a social reality. By 
shunting along computational analysis and manual coding and their 
interpretation, I make use of both qualitative and quantitative means to arrive 
at a rich and comprehensive description of the language of privacy that is 
based on contextual, semantic and grammatical categories. 
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3.3.3.2 Modeling the linguistic construction of privacy  

The linguistic construction of privacy is investigated under a multi-
dimensional semiotic space represented in terms of stratification, instantiation 
and metafunction as discussed in Section 3.2.1, where instances of text are 
examined from a ‘trinocular’ perspective. The analysis is carried out by 
shunting along strata of the content plane where language is embedded ‘rom 
above’ at the level of context, ‘from below’ at the level of lexicogrammar, 
and ‘from roundabout’ at the level of semantics. The research methodology 
comprises five stages of analysis. Stages one to four are designed to address 
the first research question “What are the linguistic choices in constructing the 
social reality of privacy that are register-motivated?” by seeking answers to 
the three specific questions below: 
 

i. What are the contextual parameters that define the environment in 
which the meaning of privacy is construed and exchanged through the 
socio-semiotic processes of ‘regulating’, ‘arguing’ and ‘reporting’ 
in written discourse? (Stage one) 

ii. What are the lexicogrammatical resources selected to create, shape 
and validate the meaning of privacy in the given social contexts? 
(Stage two and Stage three) 

iii. What are the rhetorical relations deployed to organize the meaning 
of privacy? (Stage four) 

 
Findings from the text analysis in Stage one to Stage four will reveal 

answers to the following second research question “What are the language-
specific constraints that underpin those choices?”. This in turn will address 
the final research question “What are the implications on contrastive analysis 
and translation studies that can be drawn from the cross-linguistic variation 
between Japanese and English identified in the current study?”.  

Finally, Stage five is a synthetization of all the findings into a 
systematized profile of “the language of privacy” from a ‘trinocular’ vision. 
Figure 3-16 below is a diagrammatic representation of the analytical 
framework employed for the present study. It puts into perspective the five 
stages of analysis in relation to the stratification of language, the three socio-
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semiotic processes under study and semantic resources available by 
metafunction in the linguistic construction of privacy as a social reality.  

In Stage one (1), the contextual parameters that define the environment 
in which the specific text type operates are identified in terms of field (what’s 
going on), tenor (who is involved) and mode (how is the text put together), 
giving a general sense of the different uses of language in creating, shaping 
and validating privacy in the selected socio-semiotic processes.  

Next, in Stage two (2), the investigation moves down to the 
lexicogrammatical stratum to explore the experiential meaning, which is the 
main linguistic resource employed to create and shape social reality (cf. 
presentational reality in Lemke, 1992; Halliday, 2008). At this stage in the 
analysis, the meaning of privacy is explored both quantitatively and 
qualitatively. At the level of word, the lexical characteristics of privacy in the 
text types under study are explored through word frequency and collocations 
using a corpus linguistic tool AntConc 3.4.1 (Anthony, 2014). The results are 
integrated into the manual text analysis under the system of TRANSITIVITY 
that specifies the agency, types of process and participant roles in events 
where knowledge of privacy is construed in the different social contexts.  

In Stage three (3), the texts are analyzed from the perspective of 
interpersonal meaning, with a focus on the systems of MOOD and MODALITY 
in relation to the speech functions that enact interpersonal relations in the 
process of negotiating and shaping the social reality of privacy. At this 
stage, the systems of HONORIFICATION and POLARITY will also be explored 
to tease out grammatical features that enact social roles and hierarchical 
relations among interactants where appropriate, especially in Japanese written 
discourse under the commercial context where social hierarchy and social 
distance are key determinants for linguistic selection. 

Stage four (4) is concerned with the rhetorical construction of the reality 
of privacy through discourse. The investigation proceeds to the semantic level 
to explore the generic structure of the discourse and the rhetorical 
organization through the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS. Here the 
analysis will focus on the lexicogrammatical realization of the logical 
organization of discourse that increases the addressee’s acceptance of the 
propositions and proposals put forth by the speaker.  
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Finally, in Stage five (5), the findings are synthesized across text types 
between Japanese and English to postulate a linguistic profile of privacy 
presented in a system network that is mapped against the socio-philosophical 
representation of privacy (Westin, 1967; Altman, 1975). The language of 
privacy is modeled as a linguistic construction of privacy, a social reality 
shared by the members of the discourse/social community through socio-
semiotic processes of ‘regulating’, ‘arguing’ and ‘reporting’ in written 
discourse. Similarities and differences in language use across socio-semiotic 
processes as well as between English and Japanese are analyzed and results 
are interpreted with reference to systemic and registerial constraints across 
cultures.  
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Figure 3-16 Modeling the linguistic construction of privacy – a Systemic Functional approach  
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4 Construing privacy as experiential patterns in 

written discourse 

 

4.1 Introduction   

This chapter presents the linguistic analyses and salient findings that 

characterize ‘the language of privacy’ by scrutinizing the lexicogrammatical 

resources that construe privacy as a social reality in the ideational domain. 

Specifically, it discusses the variation in linguistic choices between Japanese 

and English in construing the experience of privacy as meaning in three types 

of written discourse: legal terms and policies, expert opinion and news report.  

As discussed in Section 3.3.3.2 of Chapter 3, within the iterative process of 

the linguistic construction of social reality, the system of TRANSITIVITY is 

deployed to model the semantic categories under which knowledge about 

privacy is construed in events unfolding through time. Each event is 

represented as an experiential configuration that consists of processes, 

participants directly involved in the processes and optional circumstances 

such as time, manner and cause. Here I posit the social reality of privacy as a 

human experience that is construed in written discourse through explaining 
the rights to use, collect, share and manage personal information in legal 

terms and policies, aligning social values and arguing issues on privacy 

rights in legal debates and editorials, and reporting news on privacy in news 

reports.  

In what follows, I will first present the contextual environment of the 

three types of written discourse in which privacy is construed as a social 

reality by systematically analyzing the contextual variables of field, tenor and 

mode. Next, I will examine the linguistic resources that construe the 

ideational meaning of privacy, the semantic category that resonates with the 

field variable. Under the ideational domain, each clause is represented as an 

experiential configuration and is analyzed from both a general ergative 

perspective that focuses on cause-effect relationship between participants, 

and a particularized transitive perspective that focuses on process types9. 

                                                
9 See Section 3.2.1.3.1 of Chapter 3 for a detailed description of ergative and transitive 
models under the system of TRANSITIVITY. 
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Finally, I will investigate the cross-linguistic variation between Japanese and 

English in the experiential construal of privacy as a social reality in relation 

to the different contexts of situation. I will highlight the potential systemic 

and registerial constraints that motivate the variation and discuss implications 

of the findings on contrastive analysis and translation studies. 

 

4.2 Contextual analysis   

The context of situation, which operates under the broader context of culture, 

determines the choice of linguistic resources that shape the reality collectively 

shared by the social community. Following Halliday & Hasan (1989), I 

examine the three contextual variables of field, tenor and mode that 

collectively define the environment in which language operates. In this 

section, I will present a summary of the contextual environment of each type 

of text under study to set the parameters on which the selection of semantics 

and lexicogrammar are based.  

 

4.2.1 Legal terms and policies – regulating privacy right  

The field of activities in legal terms and policies are primarily ‘regulating’ 

social behavior, supported by ‘explaining’ rules and procedures pertaining to 

the use, collection and sharing of personal information. ‘Regulating’ in the 

sense that both speaker and addressee are obliged to abide by the rules and 

regulations as stated in the privacy policy, and ‘explaining’ in the sense that 

the scope and boundary of the right to privacy is described and supported by 

reasons, purposes, conditions under which privacy is handled. In terms of 

tenor, it is characterized by different roles between speaker and addressee 

including institutional roles (service provider and customer), status roles 

(expert and layperson) and speech roles (regulator and regulated), etc. In the 

Japanese context, social hierarchy also plays an important role in determining 

the language use in this type of corporate discourse as the hierarchical roles 

between company (inferior) and customer (superior) in a commercial 

situation is explicitly represented in the interpersonal grammar (cf. Teruya, 

2007, Chapter 4). While privacy policy is a formal written monologic text 

distributed through the digital channel with language playing the central role 

in constituting the situation, it also facilitates actions through direct and 
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indirect commands that lead to subsequent actions performed by the 

addressee.  

 

4.2.2 Expert opinion – arguing about privacy issues  

Instead of ‘explaining’ and ‘regulating’, the field or the nature of the socio-

semiotic process in expert opinion is one of ‘exploring’, more specifically 

‘arguing’ about privacy issues to align the public values and ideas on privacy 

with the addressee. The field variable therefore determines the selection of 

semantics that function to present arguments and claims about issues and 

problems pertaining to privacy, and to establish positions toward certain 

public and social values. However, tenor relations play an important role in 

expert opinions as the speaker, who assumes the socio-semiotic role of the 

expert with professional knowledge on privacy issues and problems, has the 

power over the addressee, who is the general public assuming the role of the 

novice. The speaker also assumes the speech role of the ‘claim maker’ while 

the addressee is assigned the complementary role of the ‘believer of the 

claim’. The goal of the speaker is to change the relationship with the 

addressee by bringing the addressee closer to the speaker’s position through 

identifying with and appealing to the addressee, thereby increasing the 

addressee’s willingness to share and accept the social reality of privacy as 

created and proposed by the speaker. In terms of mode, although also 

monologic as in legal terms and policies, the writing style is less formal when 

compared to a legal text. In expert opinion, language assumes the role of 

constituting the situation. The information flow is organized rhetorically and 

cohesively to present the claims in a persuasive and convincing manner. 
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4.2.3 News report – reporting news on privacy 

In news report, the main field of activity is ‘reporting’, usually on facts and 

events or updates and issues relating to privacy laws and matters. The 

journalist recounts the event through chronicling and presents opinions and 

ideas through quoting and reporting speeches and thoughts of relevant parties. 

The tenor relations are less complicated than those of legal terms and policies 

with the speaker assuming the journalist’s role, who has the power of 

knowledge over the addressee, in this case the general public. In terms of 

speech roles, the speaker is the information giver while the addressee is the 

information receiver. The role of language in news report is mainly 

constitutive and the writing style is formal and monologic, except for 

dialogues that are be embedded in quotations. Table 4-1 summarizes the 

contextual variables of field, tenor and mode in legal terms and policies, 

expert opinions, and news reports. 

 

Contextual 
variables 

enabling: 
regulating (legal 
terms and policies) 

exploring: 
arguing (expert 
opinions) 

reporting: 
chronicling (news 
reports) 

Field nature of 
social 
process 

semiotic process 
leading to social 
activities: 
explaining and 
regulating the 
collection, use and 
sharing of personal 
information; 
leading addressee 
to make informed 
decision on future 
actions regarding 
his / her own 
privacy  

socio-semiotic 
process: arguing 
about issues and 
problems 
pertaining to 
privacy, 
attempting to 
align public 
values and 
positions on 
privacy 

socio-semiotic 
process: 
reporting on facts 
and events 
relating to privacy 
issues 

domain of 
experience 

construe 
knowledge about 
issues and rights on 
privacy; propose 
actions to be taken; 
enable addressee 
to control and 
manage personal 
information 

presents 
arguments in 
favor to speaker’s 
proposition about 
values and ideas 
on privacy 

construe 
knowledge on the 
latest updates 
and happenings 
on privacy laws 
and matters for 
the general 
public. 

Tenor institutional 
roles 

service provider 
and customer 

expert and 
general public 

reporter and 
general public 
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status roles unequal power: 
service provider is 
the expert while 
customer is novice 
in handling privacy 
issues in the 
context of privacy 
policy 

unequal power: 
speaker is the 
expert with 
professional 
knowledge on 
privacy issues 
while addressee 
is novice 

unequal power: 
speaker is the 
expert with 
insider 
knowledge on 
privacy issues 
while addressee 
is novice 

socio-
semiotic 
roles 

speaker appeals to 
the addressee as 
law-abiding 
institution that 
strives to provide 
the best service 
while protecting 
the interest of the 
customers 

speaker appeals 
to the addressee 
as professional 
experts in the 
field that identify 
with the 
addressee’s 
concern over 
privacy issues. 

speaker appeals 
to the addressee 
as reporting 
agent with 
trusted source of 
information on 
privacy news 

contact 
relationship 

socially distant 
with minimal 
contact 

socially distant 
with minimal 
contact 

socially distant 
with minimal 
contact 

speech role information giver – 
information 
receiver 
command giver 
(regulator) – 
command receiver 
(regulated) 

information giver 
– information 
receiver 
claimer-maker 
(persuader)–  
believer of the 
claim (persuaded) 
 

information giver 
– information 
receiver 
 

Mode medium 
and channel 

written, legal article 
format, distributed 
digitally through 
the internet 
(websites and 
mobile apps)  

written, formal, 
distributed 
digitally through 
the internet 
(media websites 
and professional 
blogs and forums) 

written, formal, 
distributed 
digitally through 
the internet 
(news websites) 

turn-taking monologue  monologue monologue 
role of 
language 

language as the 
primary resource in 
constituting the 
situation and 
facilitating actions 
performed by the 
addressee 

language as the 
primary resource 
in constituting 
the situation 

language as the 
primary resource 
in constituting 
the situation 

rhetorical 
mode 

orientation of text 
is explanatory and 
instructional 

orientation of the 
text is persuasive 
and 
argumentative 

orientation of the 
text is 
informative 

Table 4-1 Contextual variables of privacy policy, expert opinion and news report 

(adopted from Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 33-34) 
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 The combination of these three contextual variables determines the 

different uses of language or register, for example, language used in 

‘explaining’ and ‘regulating’ privacy in legal terms and policies, ‘arguing’ 

and ‘persuading’ in expert opinions, and ‘reporting’ and ‘chronicling’ in news 

reports. The contextual variables resonate with semantic system in the first 

instance, they also penetrate into lexicogrammar (Halliday & Matthiessen, 

2014:34-35). In the next section, I start my investigation on privacy as a social 

reality constructed by means of language from the ideational domain, which 

corresponds to the field variable in the context of situation. In particular, I 

examine the similarities and differences between Japanese and English in the 

selection of lexicogrammatical resources from the experiential system of 

TRANSITIVITY for interpreting and representing ‘reality’ across languages in 

legal terms and policies, expert opinions and news reports.  

 

4.3 Construing the experience of privacy in written discourse  

To investigate how the experience of privacy is construed as meaning in 

written discourse that is shared by members of the social community, I 

approached the text from the level of word using a combination of computer 

assisted and manual text analysis.  First, I examine the lexical characteristics 

of the three corpora that contain legal terms and policies, expert opinions and 

news reports by compiling word frequency lists using AntConc 4.3.1 

(Anthony, 2014). Next, I explore the construal of privacy at the level of clause 

by analyzing the composition of the domains of experience in terms of 

processes of doing, being, sensing and saying in relation to the nature of 

interaction among participants. Finally, I discuss the salient patterns and 

features that characterize the language of privacy in each socio-semiotic 

process from a contrastive perspective with a focus on identifying the 

variation in linguistic choices that are motivated by use in context between 

Japanese and English.   
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4.3.1 Lexical analysis   

Under the ideational metafunction, which is referred to as the resource for 

‘reality-construing’, any phenomenon of human experience could be 

construed lexically as “specific and open-ended” or “grammatically as 

generalized and closed” (Halliday, 2008:3). To investigate the lexical 

characteristics of ‘privacy’ in the different socio-semiotic processes under 

study, frequent word lists are compiled from the full corpora of legal terms 

and policies (75 texts), expert opinion (32 texts) and news report (20 texts) 

using AntConc 4.3.1 (Anthony, 2014). The word lists contain the top ten 

content words of each corpus, excluding grammar words such as prepositions 

on, at, in and relators to, and, modal verbs may, can, etc. from the English 

corpora. Similarly, postpositions such as no, ni, wa, ga, and empty lexical 

words such as koto, mono or referents such as kono ‘this’, sono ‘that’, etc. are 

excluded from the Japanese corpora. The aim is to obtain a quick ideational 

profile of the three corpora based on lexical words. The top ten frequent 

content words in each corpus reveal the most frequent elements including 

participants and processes in each text type, providing an indication of 

‘what’s going on in the field of activity’ at the word level under the respective 

context of situation.  
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Table 4-2 Top ten most frequent words in English privacy policy, expert opinion and news report 

Top 10 most frequent words

Ranking Lexical word Frequency Lexical word Frequency Lexical word Frequency
1 information 2725 privacy 152 privacy 83
2 use 876 google 91 data 64
3 personal 868 information 85 said 63
4 services 751 data 63 google 44
5 privacy 724 right 54 companies* 63
6 data 432 people 49 information 36
7 provide 424 search 47 users 25
8 collect 407 surveillance 47 consumer# 39
9 policy 377 government 46 people 19
10 cookies 374 internet 44 voice 19

English privacy policy English expert opinion English news report
Word Types: 3623 Word Types: 3225  Word Types: 1969
Word Tokens: 92116 Word Tokens: 15961 Word Tokens: 7341
*including company – 27 counts. # including consumers – 19 counts

English privacy policy English expert opinion English news report
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Table 4-3 Top ten most frequent words in Japanese privacy policy, expert opinion and news report 

Top 10 most frequent words

Frequency Frequency Frequency

Ranking
Japanese English 

meaning
Japanese English 

meaning
Japanese English meaning

1 �	�	 joohoo 'information' 3961 �	�	 joohoo 'information' 195 �	�	 joohoo 'information' 68

2 ���� kojin 'personal' 3175 ���� kojin 'personal' 135 ���� kojin 'personal' 36

3 ���� riyoo  'use' 1821
 

mainanbaa 'my number' 98 apuri  'apps' 27

4 �� toosha
 'our 

compay' 1265 ����  mondai 'problem' 88 saabisu 'service' 26

5 ���� teikyoo  'provide' 1058
 

purabashii 'privacy' 78 ���� riyoo  'use' 24

6

�
� 

kyakusama 'customer' 1029 ���� seido 'system' 74 ����* beikoku 'USA' 46

7 saabisu 'service' 855 ���� kanshi  'surveillance' 71
 

purabashii 'privacy' 20

8
���� 

mokuteki 'purpose' 821
����   

hitsuyoo 'necessary' 69 facebook facebook 19

9 ���� kaisha 'company' 709 ���� riyoo  'use' 60 ���� taisaku 'countermeasure' 18

10 ���� kaiji disclose ' 638 ����  kenri 'right' 59 dejitaru 'digital' 16

Japanese prviacy policy Japanese expert opinion Japanese news report
Word Types: 5877 Word Types: 3185 Word Types: 1382

Word Tokens: 20637 Word Tokens: 5589

*including � bei  or contracted form of �� beikoku  ‘USA’– 22 counts

Word Tokens: 135676

Lexical word Lexical word Lexical word
Japanese privacy policy Japanese expert opinion Japanese news report
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Word frequency is a good indicator for words that represent important 
concepts (cf. Barzilay & Elhadad, 1999; Cheng, 2007; Greaves & Warren, 
2007) that are main contributors to the ‘aboutness’ of the text. From the top 
frequent word lists in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3, it is observed that the frequent 
words that are common across the three types of discourse include privacy, 
information, data, personal and use, reflecting the core issues or topics of 
discussion that are central to the construction of privacy as a social reality in 
the socio-semiotic processes of ‘regulating’, ‘arguing’ and ‘reporting’. These 
words are also common across languages in the Japanese and English 
corpora. Apart from the word “privacy” itself, the most frequent words that 
represent privacy are “personal information” and “data”, which represent a 
variety of entity such as name, address, photo, etc.  

Other lexical words that are calling for attention include the verbal 
projection word said in English news report, which reflects the registerial 
characteristic of reporting text. Moreover, words with negative connotation 

such as kanshi 	 ‘surveillance’, which is common across English and 

Japanese expert opinions, and mondai ‘problem’ that tops the frequent 

word lists in Japanese expert opinions reveal a different social reality of 
privacy compared to that created in legal terms and policies. While limited 
interpretation can be drawn from these lexical words, the notion of “being 
observed”, which is the core concern of privacy invasion and the frequent 

mention of “problems” reflect the evaluative nature of the arguing text.  

Although word frequency is criticized for its limitation in identifying 
the correlation between lexical items (Barzilay & Elhadad, 1999), it 
nevertheless provides a lexical characterization of the “goings-on” in the 
fields of activity in the three different socio-semiotic processes where privacy 
is discussed. It also sets the scene for the preceding transitivity analysis (see 
Section 4.3.2) through which the lexical words are further contextualized 
under functional semantic categories.  

In what follows, I will first present the experiential profile of legal 
terms and policies, expert opinions and news reports in terms of frequency 
distribution of PROCESS TYPE and AGENCY to identify some broad patterns 
and observations that are context specific as well as general preferences 
across languages in construing experiences of privacy as meaning in Japanese 
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and English in comparable contexts of situation. The findings will also serve 
as pointers to areas that warrant more detailed investigation on the 
experiential construction of privacy as a social reality. Next, I will focus my 
discussion on the participants and processes in the construal of privacy as a 
shared reality in the three socio-semiotic processes, comparing the participant 
roles represented by the interactants (speaker and addressee) and non-
interactants (e.g. personal information, law, government, etc.) that co-create 
the social reality of privacy. Finally, I will discuss the cross-linguistic 
variation within the experiential meaning and infer from the contextual 
variables some of the possible systemic and registerial motivational factors 
for the variation. 

 

4.3.2 Transitivity analysis 

In this section, I will present some salient findings from the transitivity 
analysis of the sample texts at the level of clause. Each clause is analyzed as 
an event or configuration of three functionally distinct elements - process, 
participants involved in it and optional circumstances (cf. Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 1999, 2014). Under SFL, experiential meaning is realized by the 
grammatical system of TRANSITIVITY that represents our perception and 
experience of the world around and inside us (Halliday, 1994). Experience is 
classified into general semantic categories of process type or what Halliday 
refers to the ‘goings on’, such as ‘happening and doing’ that corresponds to 
material processes, ‘sensing’ to mental processes, ‘saying’ to verbal 
processes, ‘being’ to relational processes and two secondary processes 
‘behavioral’ that appear between material and mental and ‘existential’ that 
border the relational and material (cf. Matthiessen, Teruya & Lam, 2010). 
Transitivity is important in discourse analysis and is particularly relevant to 
this study as the clause patterns identified can represent different ways of 
viewing the world or constructing reality (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). 

Although it is impossible to know everything about the reality of 
privacy, it is possible, however, to theorize it from different angles through 
complementarity in grammar (cf. Halliday, 2008:35). Under the experiential 
grammar, we can examine each clause from complementary perspectives 
under the ergative and transitive models. The transitive view focuses on 
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process types and the nature of the interactants whether they are Actor, 
Carrier, Senser or Sayer, whereas the ergative view concerns with whether an 
Agent is present in a more general configuration that consists of Process and 
Medium. Adopting these complementary views allows us to have a rich and 
in-depth interpretation of the representation of experience of privacy in 
different text types and different languages such as Japanese and English in 
this case (cf. Halliday, 2008:36).  

Here I will investigate the choices in the experiential grammar in 
construing privacy as a social reality by examining the frequency 
distribution 10  of both the PROCESS TYPE (transitive view) and AGENCY 
(ergative view). The probabilistic profile will reveal some broad patterns or 
observations of the types of process that characterize each socio-semiotic 
activity as well as any cross-linguistic variation between Japanese and 
English in the construal of privacy in comparable contexts of situation. The 
frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE gives an overview of ‘what is going 
on in the field of activities’ and the relative frequency of AGENCY gives an 
indication of whether there are general trends to involve an external Agent in 
construing privacy as a social reality in one socio-semiotic process as 
compared to another, and whether there are differences in ergative 
representation between Japanese and English written discourse in the given 
contexts of situation.  

From a general ergative perspective, experience is categorized into 
effective and middle. A clause is categorized as ‘middle’ when it is self-
engendered as in [Medium:] the boat [Process:] sailed, that is, the process is 
actualized by the Medium without any external Agent. By contrast, a clause 
is ‘effective’ when the actualization of the process is caused by an Agent as 
in [Agent:] Mary [Process:] sailed [Medium:] the boat. Figure 4-1 presents 
the relative frequency of AGENCY across all three socio-semiotic processes 
between Japanese and English. 

                                                
10 Selected sample texts are taken from each sub-corpus for manual analysis of the 
semantic categories of experiential grammar. Frequency distribution here refers to the count 
of number of clauses categorized under the system of AGENCY and PROCESS TYPE and 
is specific to the sample data. The results provide an indication of the possible trends of the 
distribution of experiential elements across text types and between English and Japanese, 
which can be verified through a larger set of data with statistical analysis in future research.  
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Figure 4-1 Frequency distribution of AGENCY by text type in English and 

Japanese 

The relative frequency of AGENCY shows that legal terms and policies 
tend to be more ‘effective’ in terms of experiential construction (64% English 
and 57% Japanese), suggesting that most of the events are configured in a 
clause with an external Agent that brings about change to the Medium.  This 
contrast sharply with expert opinion and news report, which are both 
dominated by middle clauses (over 60% across text types and languages). 
Although, this general overview of probabilistic profile in terms of AGENCY 
does not show significant differences between Japanese and English within 
the same text type, it does reveal some general cross-linguistic variation 
across text types. To obtain a complementary view of the experiential profile, 
it will be helpful to examine the relative frequency of PROCESS TYPE from a 
more particularistic view under the transitive model where processes of 
‘doing’ is further categorized into material, processes of ‘sensing’ into mental 
/ ‘saying’ into verbal, and processes of ‘being’ into relational, with additional 
secondary process types behavioral and existential. Frequency distribution of 
process type in both English and Japanese of the sample data is graphically 
presented in Figure 4-2. 
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Figure 4-2 Frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE by text type in English and 

Japanese 

Compared to the ergative view (Figure 4-1), the transitive view 
provides a more detailed picture of the ‘division of labor’ between the 
different process types that make up the different discourse types as the 
experiential profile of the sample data is explored from an increased level of 
delicacy. Here, variation between text types and across languages can be 
observed. For instance, legal terms and policies are dominated by material 
clause in both Japanese (63%) and English (78%) corpora, which explains the 
domination of effective clauses under the ergative model. Cross-linguistic 
variation that did not come into view under the ergative model also emerged 
in the transitive view. It is observed that Japanese has a higher percentage of 
relational clause than English across all text types (25% vs 10 % in legal terms 
and policies, 34% vs 25% in expert opinion and 22% vs 14% in news report). 
Moreover, some patterns that are possibly attributed to registerial differences 
are observed. For instance, news reports have more verbal processes (24% 
Japanese/22% English) than expert opinions (5% Japanese and 6% English), 
which reflects the registerial feature of reporting. Furthermore, expert 
opinions have relatively more relational and mental processes than legal 
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terms and policies and news report, which could reflect the registerial features 
of attributing and identifying social values and mental projection of expert’s 
opinions (see Section 4.5.1). 
 The probabilistic account of the experiential profile of privacy based on 
process type and agency not only reveals some general characteristics of the 
nature of the experience construed in the different socio-semiotic processes 
across languages, it also provides pointers into areas that demand further 
analysis and exploration. In the following sections (4.4 to 4.6), I will present 
some salient findings from the detailed analyses of the experiential 
configuration of privacy in each context of situation. In privacy policy, I will 
focus my discussion on the dominating material processes to investigate how 
privacy as personal information is impacted through events activated by the 
different participants (e.g. service provider and user) and some of the 
potential motivating factors behind the different choices of linguistic 
resources across languages. For expert opinion, the focus of discussion will 
be on relational and mental processes that construe the social value of privacy 
and the personal stance of the speaker (professional expert). Finally, in news 
report, I will concentrate on the discussion of how verbal processes construe 
the first-order and second-order realities of privacy11 through the acts of 
reporting and quoting. 
 

4.4 Experiencing privacy in legal terms and policies  

Privacy policy, a representative text type under legal terms and policies, is a 
written document that operates in a social exchange between the service 
provider (speaker) and the individual customer/user (addressee). The main 
purposes of the privacy policy are to construe knowledge about privacy and 
to regulate social behavior pertaining to the right to privacy under the 
context in which personal information is given in exchange for products and 
services. During the exchange, three main participants are involved: (i) 
‘privacy’ in the form of personal information realized in noun group such as 
‘personal information’, ‘contact information’, ‘email address’, etc., (ii) 
‘service provider’ or the speaker realized by the pronoun ‘we’ or the name of 

                                                
11 See Section 3.2.1.3.1 in Chapter 3 for explanations of first and second order reality from 
the perspective of verbal projection. 
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the institution, and (iii) ‘user’ or the addressee realized by the pronoun ‘you’ 
or proper noun ‘user/customer’ realized in a noun group. Privacy is frequently 
construed as a simple thing that is abstract, usually in the form of personal 
information and data assuming the nuclear participant role of Medium from 
an ergative perspective, or the role of Goal that is being impacted by the 
Process performed by the Actor from a transitive view as in [Agent/Actor:] 
We [Process: material] collect [Medium/Goal:] your personal information. In 
terms of process type, the experiential construal of privacy is dominated by 
processes of doing (see Figure 4-2) such as use, collect, share, provide, etc. 
Figure 4-3 presents complementary ergative and transitive views of a typical 
experiential configuration of privacy in privacy policy. 
 
 

              
Figure 4-3 Experiential configuration of privacy in privacy policy - complementary 

ergative and transitive perspectives  

 
By presenting the experiential configuration in both ergative and 

transitive views, we can capture both views of participation simultaneously, 
allowing a richer interpretation that covers both the type of process and 
participant role involved (transitive view) in relation to agency or cause-&-
effect relationship (ergative view). For example, in explaining the act of 
disclosing personal information, the speaker can choose to construe the event 
highlighting the presence of an external agent (1) [Agent/Actor:] We 
[Process:] may disclose [Medium/Goal:] your personal information 
[Circumstance:] to third party operator, or as self-engendering (2) 
[Medium/Carrier:] The disclosure of your personal information 
[Circumstance:] to third party operator [Attribute:] may become necessary.  
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Of interest is the participant that takes on the Agent role to bring about 
change to the Medium (personal information) and the processes associated 
with each participant. To further investigate the “goings-on” in terms of 
participant roles and processes, I examine lexical verbs that co-occur with the 
two main participants ‘we’ (speaker/service provider) and ‘you’ 
(addressee/user) that are directly involved in the social exchange in privacy 
policy through a collocation analysis. Collocation is the co-occurrence of two 
lexical items, or the co-occurrence of a lexical item with a grammatical 
feature (cf. Halliday, 1966; Greaves and Warren, 2007). Using AntConc 4.3.1 
(Anthony, 2014), I generate collocation lists that contain the two main 
participants in the nuclear configuration of a clause, ‘we’ (speaker) or ‘you’ 
(addressee) and verbs of the ‘doing’ type (see Table 4-4). The aim is to 
identify the kinds of ‘doing’ process that frequently collocate with the 
Agent/Actor (service provider/speaker and the user/addressee) that may cause 
the change of the Medium or bring about some impact on the Goal (in most 
cases the Goal is realized by some kind of personal information such as 
contact information, name, address, or personal data in general). 

 

 
Table 4-4 Top ten collocation word lists: we+ verb of ‘doing’ and you + verb of 

‘doing’  

 
 The top ten most frequent collocation word lists (Table 4-4) suggest 
that the speaker (we/service provider) is frequently associated with verbs that 
have the potential to move personal information from the private to the public 
realm e.g. use, collect, share, disclose, transfer, etc. whereas the addressee 

Collocation of we + verb of 'doing' Collocation of you + verb of 'doing'
Ranking Frequency lexical verb Ranking Frequency lexical verb

1 413 use 1 312 provide
2 354 collect 2 246 use
3 102 provide 3 120 receive
4 126 share 4 119 choose
5 75 disclose 5 111 contact
6 53 receive 6 89 access
7 45 obtain 7 85 share
8 42 make 8 79 visit
9 36 protect 9 59 opt

10 35 transfer 10 54 make

#Total No. of Collocate Types: 1651 #Total No. of Collocate Types: 1838
#Total No. of Collocate Tokens: 18398 #Total No. of Collocate Tokens: 25228
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(you/individual user), although also frequently associated with material 
processes that induce change in personal information such as provide and 
share, is frequently associated with verbs that are related to the managing and 
control of personal information such as access, visit and opt out. 
 As postulated in Section 1.2.1 of Chapter 1, privacy is “an 
interpersonal boundary-control process with an optimizing nature where 
social interaction is a continuing interplay between opposing forces: to be 
open and accessible to others and to be shut off or closed to others” (Altman, 
1975). Graphically, we can represent the two opposing forces along the cline 
of private and public spheres where the various material processes control the 
boundary of privacy by disclosing (open), concealing (close) or 
maintaining/controlling personal information (neutral). If we map the 
frequent verbs of ‘doing’ from Table 4-4 and Agents/Actors (we and you) 
against the cline between private and public spheres, we arrive at a visual 
representation of the social reality of privacy as a dynamic movement 
between disclosure and concealment of personal information brought about 
by external Agents/Actors (see Figure 4-4). 
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Figure 4-4 A visual representation of the social reality of privacy as a dynamic movement between disclosure and concealment of personal information
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It is observed that in privacy policy, privacy in the form of personal 
information frequently assumes the participant role of Medium/Goal, that 
experiences change or is impacted through material processes activated by 
either the service provider (speaker) or the user (addressee). As a result, the 
boundary of privacy is moved along the cline between private and public 
spheres according to the different processes that conceal, control and disclose 
personal information. This experiential configuration that contains [Agent] 
speaker or addressee + [Medium] personal information + [Process] dominates 
the majority of the events in both Japanese and English privacy policies in the 
corpora. In the following sections (4.4.1 and 4.4.2), I will illustrate with 
examples the experiential configuration of the most common kinds of event 
that construe the reality of privacy through explaining the rights to use, 
collect, share and manage personal information in privacy policy. I will also 
discuss the experiential resources employed by the speaker to legitimize the 
explanation of the propositions about privacy as a reality to be shared with 
the addressee.  

 
 

4.4.1 Explaining events and facts  

Examples 4-1 to 4-10 below exhibit the linguistic representation of the 
construction of privacy as a movement of personal information along the cline 
of private and public spheres, highlighting commonalities and differences 
between Japanese and English in the construal of the experience of privacy in 
privacy policies. All examples are given in pairs and are extracted from 
parallel and comparable corpora where appropriate to verify the 
representativeness of linguistic features in the findings. It is observed that 
most events that move the ownership of personal information from private to 
public are activated by the speaker as Agent/Actor involved in a process of 
doing (see Example 4-1 for English and Example 4-2 for Japanese extracted 
from comparable corpora).  
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Example 4-1 English ST – effective: process of doing with speaker as Agent/Actor  

 We share your Payment 

Information 
with payment services 

providers 

ergative Agent Process Medium  

transitive Actor Process Goal Circumstance - 

accompany 

We share your Payment Information with payment services providers (Text 40) 

 
Example 4-2 Japanese ST - effective: process of doing with speaker as 

Agent/Actor  

  toosha 
wa 
 

our 

company 

WA 

shutokushita 
kojinjoohoo o 
 

personal 

information 

collected O 

ika no mokuteki 
de 
 

the purposes 

below DE 

riyoo 
itashimasu. 
 

use-fml.p 

(humble) 

ergative Agent  Medium  Process 

transitive Actor Goal Cir: purpose Process 

e T 8 4

 ‘Our company will use personal information that is collected based on the 

following purposes.’ (Text 01)  

 
Here the reality about the addressee’s personal information being used 

or shared is represented in an active material clause. The speaker (service 
provider) in both the English and Japanese examples assumes the 
Agent/Actor role who directly performs action that changes the personal 
information or Medium/Goal, resulting in a transfer of the addressee’s 
(user’s) personal information from the private to public sphere. Similar 
experiential configurations are identified with processes such as disclose, 
transfer, give and sell for privacy disclosure and unsubscribe, delete, opt-out 
for privacy concealment (see Figure 4-4).  In the English corpus, apart from 
the speaker, the addressee is also frequently represented as the Agent/Actor 
in material processes such as provide, share, give, etc. By so doing, the 
addressee (user) is directly involved in co-constructing the social reality of 
privacy, and at the same time assuming direct responsibility for the actions of 
providing, controlling, sharing and disclosing personal information. 
However, data from the Japanese corpus reveals that there is a tendency 
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towards constructing the social reality of privacy from the speaker’s 
perspective, even for events that are performed by the addressee. This is made 

possible by selecting the verb of receiving itadaku 8 , the honorific 

form of morau ] 9 “receive”.  While the selection is interpersonally 

motivated, the frequent employment of the itadaku type of material process 
creates a receiving orientation in the experiential configuration, construing 
the social reality from the speaker’s perspective. While there are different 
applications of the verb itadaku “receive” that construct slightly varied 
meanings (see Example 4-4 and Example 4-7), it allows the speaker to 
construct events activated by the addressee without having to represent the 
addressee explicitly as the Actor/Subject while enacting tenor relations 
through the Process/Predicator. In the Japanese corpus of privacy policy, it is 
observed that the verb itadaku can be used as auxiliary that indicates (1) the 
addressee as the performer of the action, (2) the inferior social status of the 
speaker (interpersonal meaning through the system of HONORIFICATION) 

and (3) a receiving orientation of the experience construed from the speaker’s 

perspective.  
 Example 4-3 and Example 4-4 are extracted from a pair of parallel 
texts to illustrate the differences between English and Japanese in 
representing experiential meaning where the addressee is involved in events 
that have an impact on privacy in terms of ownership of personal information. 
 
Example 4-3 English ST - effective: process of doing with addressee as 

Agent/Actor  

 You provide some personal information, such as 

your name, username, password, and 

email address. 

ergative Agent Process Medium 

transitive Actor Process Goal 

You provide some personal information, such as your name, username, password, 

and email address.  (Text 40) 

 
 Although providing personal information by the addressee is a 
common act in both English and Japanese privacy policies, a different 
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experiential configuration is observed in the Japanese translated version, 
which is interpersonally motivated (see Example 4-4). 
Example 4-4 Japanese TT - effective: process of doing with speaker as 

Agent/Actor (receiving orientation) 

 (Twitter 

wa) 
 

(User ni/ kara) shimei, yuuzaa-mei, 
pasuwaado, 
meeruadoresu nado 
no kojin joohoo o 
 

 go teikyoo 
itadakimasu 

 (Twitter 

WA)  

(User NI/ 

KARA) 

some personal 

information such as 

name, username, 

password, and email 

address O  

provide: fml.p 

(honorific: 

humble) 

ergative  (Agent)  Medium  Process 

transitive (Actor) 
(Circumstance: 

Source) 
Goal Process 

3 3 w3 w T e

8 4 (Text 06) 

‘(Twitter) receives (from the user) the provision of some personal information, 
such as name, username, password, and email address.’ 
 
 In Example 4-4, the verbal group goteikyoo itadakimasu 8

“provide” consists of the honorific prefix  go (respect) + teikyoo 

‘provide’ + itadakimasu 8 ‘receive (humble)’ that 

indicates the superior-inferior interpersonal relationship between the speaker 
and the addressee, while at the same time signifies the speaker’s intention for 
the addressee’s action. Interpersonally, it shades into the area of a mild 

command as in shibaraku omachi-itadakimasu 8

, literally translated as “(I) receive (humble) (you) wait (respect) for a 

moment” or similar to the English construction “I’ll have you wait for a 
moment” to make explicit the speaker’s intention for the addressee’s 
performance. However, in Example 4-4, the social hierarchical status is 
grammaticalized and realized through the verb.  By selecting the verb of 
“receiving” itadaku  (marau in its honorific form), the event is construed from 
the speaker’s perspective in a receiving orientation, positioning the 
speaker as socially inferior to the addressee. The selection is register-
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motivated to mark the social standing and distance according to the tenor 
relations between service provider (lower social status: inferior) and customer 
(higher social status: superior). It is observed in Japanese texts in both the 
parallel and comparable corpora, events activated by the addressee as Actor 
are frequently employed together with the HONORIFICATION and POLITENESS 
systems in the interpersonal grammar, a feature that characterizes the written 
business register in Japanese (Jenkins & Hinds, 1987). Apart from the most 

frequent verb teikyoo suru  ‘provide’ that is constructed in the 

receiving orientation as in go teikyoo itadaku where itadaku realizes the 

honorification system indicating ‘humble’ status of the speaker, other verbs 
commonly employed together with HONORIFICATION using itadaku are 
mainly related to verbs that are operational in normal exchange for goods and 

services such as tooroku suru  ‘register’, shiharau 9 ‘pay’ and 

koonyuu suru  ‘purchase’.  

 In addition to construing events performed by the addressee from the 

speaker’s perspective through employing the ‘itadaku’ construction, there is 

a tendency for the speaker to turn events in where the addressee plays the 
Actor role into nominal groups. In so doing, events are turned into things that 
can be further expanded as Circumstance (Example 4-6), contrasting the 
experiential construction where the addressee is directly assigned the 
responsibility as the Agent/Actor in an explicit causation relation as in the 
English counterpart (Example 4-5). 
 
Example 4-5 English ST – direct involvement of addressee in events as Senser 

and Actor  

×β If [Senser] you [Process:] prefer,  

 

α   α [Actor] you [Process:] can turn off [Goal] tailored ads [Circumstance] 

in your privacy settings 

×β so that [Goal] your account [Process:] is not matched [Circumstance] 

to information [[shared by ad partners for tailoring ads]]. 

 
As suggested by the collocation analysis (Table 4-4), events where the 

addressee assumes the Agent/Actor role are frequently associated with verbs 
such as delete and opt out, etc. that move personal information from the public 
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sphere to the private sphere. It is important and also strategic for the service 
provider (speaker) to include events that enable the user (addressee) to 
manage, control and delete personal information to increase the addressee’s 
inclination to accept the propositions presented in the privacy policy. 
However, it is interesting to note how English and Japanese construct this part 
of the social reality of privacy similarly and differently in the ideational 
domain. For example, in English, it is common to construe the experience 
from the addressee’s perspective by assigning the role of Agent/Actor to the 
addressee to create an impression that the addressee has the autonomy and 
control “you can turn off” based on his/her inclination “if you prefer” as in 
Example 4-5. In English privacy policy, the process of sensing, particularly 
in the desiderative subtype such as want, prefer, wish, etc. is selected to 
construe the addressee as the Intender or Desirer of events with outcomes that 
are desirable or beneficial as discussed in Section 4.4.2. However, similar 
selection is not observed in Japanese privacy policy. This could be attributed 
to the language-specific constraint that in Japanese, direct expression of 
‘desire’ or ‘urge’ to do something through the optative mood for desideration 
can only be constructed from the speaker’s perspective (cf. Teruya, 2007: 
192). In my Japanese corpus, the preferred experiential construction is this 
case is by distancing the addressee from directly experiencing the mental 
desiderative processes of ‘wishing’ and ‘preferring’ through nominalization 
and Circumstantiation (see Example 4-6). 
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Example 4-6 Japanese TT – distant addressee’s involvement in events 

(nominalization of events as Circumstance)  

×β [Circumstance] Go kiboo no ba’ai ni wa, [Actor] [[yuuzaa no akaunto to 
kookoku paatonaa ga kasutamaizu kookoku no tame ni kyooyuu shite iru 
joohoo ga]] [Process:] matchi shinai yoo ni, 
  

T 3 [[ T i

r T 8 ]] t 8 9

3

 

‘In case of your preference (wish), in the manner that the user's account 

is not matched to information shared by the advertising partners for 

customized ads,

 α [Goal] korera no kasutamaizu kookoku kinoo o [Circumstance] 

puraibashii settei de [Process:] ofu ni suru koto ga dekimasu 
 

T r e  

4 

 

The turning off of these customized ads functions in the privacy settings 

is able/possible.’ 

  
 

As illustrated in the translated version in Example 4-6, the mental 

process kiboosuru  ‘wish’ of the addressee is represented as a 

Circumstance of time in a noun group. The addressee’s inclination is turned 
into a Circumstantial Theme marked by ni wa that consists of a postpositional 

particle ni and the Thematic marker wa as in go’ kiboo no ba’ai ni wa 

T , ‘in the case of your preference (wish)’, foregrounding the 

Circumstance instead of the participant role of Senser. It is worthy to note 
that causation relation in the Japanese TT is also less explicit by using the 

structural conjunction yoo ni 9 ‘in the manner that’ as compared to the 

English counterpart where the causal relation is realized explicitly in a 
structural conjunction so that. Moreover, the enablement of the addressee to 
“turn off the tailored ads” is nominalized through the lexical nominalizer koto 

as in ofu ni suru koto ga dekimasu  ‘the (act of) 

turning off is able/possible’ creating a distant realization of the 
ability/potentiality of the addressee. With a combination of nominalization, 
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circumstantiation, indirect causal relation and nominalized modal 
construction, the reality construed in the Japanese TT is objectified and the 
addressee is distant from direct involvement in the event.  
 

4.4.2 Legitimizing events and actions 

In addition to construing knowledge about privacy as dynamic events 
activated by the speaker and addressee that move private information along 
the cline between private and public spheres, legitimizing actions relating to 
the use, collection, sharing and disclosure of personal information is also a 
key strategy for motivating the addressee to validate the social reality of 
privacy in privacy policy. Through selecting specific experiential 
configuration, the addressee is assigned specific participant role such as the 
agreeing party of the contract who is bound to accept the terms and policies 
proposed by the speaker as reality. Alternatively, events that otherwise will 
be perceived as threats to privacy are legitimized and justified, giving the 
speaker (service provider) the power and authority to impose the intended 
reality on the reader (addressee).  
 One experiential strategy to legitimize the propositions in privacy 
policies is the construal of an ‘automatic contract’ by assigning the addressee 
the participant role of the ‘accepting party’ of a contractual agreement 
through mental processes of the desiderative type such as agree, consent, 

acknowledge, etc. e.g. By using or participating in any Service … , you 

consent to the collection, disclosure, transfer, storage and processing of your 

information … (Samsung). These verbs suggest obligation of promise and are 

typically employed as regulative strategies with commissive intention in legal 
contracts (c.f Trosborg, 1997b: 69). In Japanese privacy policies, the 
addressee’s consent is usually realized in a nominal group to serve as Goal 

and is construed from the speaker’s perspective such as dooi o eru e

‘acquire consent (from the customer/user)’. Consider the following 

examples from a pair of parallel texts, this time the Japanese is the original 
(Example 4-7) and the English is the translated version (Example 4-8). 
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Example 4-7 Japanese ST - effective: ‘act of agreeing’ realized as thing  

Okyaku-sama kojin ni kansuru joohoo (ika `kojin joohoo') o shuushuu suru ba’ai 
wa, arakajime sono mokuteki riyoo naiyoo o oshirase shi, [Circumstance] okyaku-
sama no ishi de [Goal] dooi/tooroku o [Process] itadaite orimasu. 

5 6 e 37

T e 3 T e

8 8 �(Text 27- Muji Japanese) 

 
‘When collecting information about individual customers (hereinafter referred to 

as "personal information"), (we) inform in advance the purpose and usage details, 

and at the customers’ own will, (we) receive (honorific-humble) their consent or 

registration.’ (Back translation of Text 27) 

 

Example 4-8 English TT – middle: ‘act of agreeing’ realized as process   

By using and submitting information to our Site, [Medium/Senser] you [Process] 
are agreeing [Phenomenon] that [[we may collect, use and disclose the 
information we collect in accordance with the purposes and uses identified in this 
policy]]. (Muji English – official website) 

 

 Two implications are derived from the contrastive analysis of the pair 
of parallel texts above. First, the preference for constructing social reality 
from the speaker’s perspective using the “itadaku” construction in Japanese 
privacy policies is consistent regardless whether the Japanese text is the ST 
or TT. Although the “itadaku” construction in Example 4-7 (as a nuclear verb 
“receive”) functions differently from that in Example 4-4 (as an auxiliary 
functioning as honorifics), it enacts the same interpersonal meaning to 
indicate social hierarchical status and distance between the interlocutors and 
creates a receiving orientation from the speaker’s perspective. In Example 
4-7, the ‘act of agreeing’, which is performed by the addressee is nominalized 
as ‘thing’ to function as Goal in a material clause where the speaker assumes 
the Agent role through the process of receiving using the verb itadaite 

orimasu 8 8 ‘receive’ (honorific-humble). Moreover, it is 

observed that nominalization is commonly employed in Japanese privacy 
policies to create objectivity and distance in the experiential construction of 
reality, especially when the Actor or Senser is the addressee (see also 
Example 4-6).    
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 Second, it is clear that explicit representation of Agency in events 
performed by the addressee is preferred in English privacy policies. As 
illustrated in Example 4-8, which is the official English translation of 
Example 4-7, the addressee is assigned the Senser role to assume the direct 
responsibility of ‘agreeing’, thereby construing the addressee as the 
‘accepting party’ of the ‘automatic contract’. This aligns with other examples 
(e.g. Example 4-3) where English is the source text, confirming the preference 
for English privacy policies in assigning the addressee direct responsibility of 
bringing the event into existence. By assigning the addressee the Actor/Senser 
role as in you provide some information in (English ST in Example 4-3) and 
you are agreeing that we may collect, use and disclose the information in 
(English TT in Example 4-8), the addressee directly participates in the event, 
co-constructing the social reality of privacy in English privacy policies.  
 Another strategy to legitimize the propositions in privacy policies is 
through the justification of the events perceived as posing threats to privacy 
by associating the ‘act’ of using or sharing personal information with events 
that are either necessary or beneficial to the addressee. In the English corpus, 
legitimization is accomplished through appointing Agency to participants 
that would normally be the Medium e.g. personal information, in conjunction 
with desired outcomes that are positioned as necessary and beneficial. For 
example, events that increase the risk of privacy intrusion, e.g. sharing and 
disclosing personal information, are legitimized through appointing an 
additional Agent as Initiator in a material clause in English (see Example 4-9). 
Grammatically, this is made possible by appointing an additional Agent role 
using the three-participant causative experiential configuration (cf. Halliday 
& Matthiessen, 2014: Chapter 8). In a three-participant causative 
configuration, a second-order Agent from ergative perspective that 
corresponds to the Initiator from transitive perspective is present, extending 
the causation to the Actor/first-order Agent through a causative verbal 
complex such as ‘help…to do’, ‘enable…to do’, ‘allow…to do’, etc. Table 
4-5 presents common examples of how the three-participant causative 
experiential configuration is employed as a semantic strategy to legitimize or 
justify events that open the boundary of privacy by assigning the Initiator 
(additional Agent) role to personal information or the ‘act of using, collecting 
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and sharing personal information to bring about positive or desirable 
consequences such as ‘improve’ services and ‘prevent’ spam.  

 
Table 4-5 Initiator, Process, impact on privacy boundary and justification   

Example 4-9 English ST - effective: three-participant causative material  

 this allows us to display  ads about things you may 

have already shown 

interest in. 

transitive Initiator Pro- Actor   -cess Goal 

ergative Agent2  Agent1  Medium 

         (Text 40) 

 Example 4-9 shows the three-participant causative configuration in a 
material clause in English ST, which juxtaposes the relational clause in the 
Japanese TT in Example 4-10, with contrasting AGENCY between effective 
in English ST and middle in Japanese TT.  
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Example 4-10 Japanese TT - middle: relational: inceptive  

 kore ni 
yori, 

tsuittaa 
wa 

yuuzaa ga kanshin 
o shimeshita 
kotogara ni kansuru 
kookoku o hyooji 
suru koto ga 
 

kanoo ni narimasu. 

 this NI 

YORI 

Twitter 

WA 

display ads that the 

user has shown 

interest in NOM GA 

 

possible 

NI 

become-

fml 

transitive Cir: 

means 

Carrier 

domain 

Carrier Attribute Process: 

inceptive 

ergative   Medium Range Process 

 

2 11 0 e e

4

‘Through this, the act of Twitter displaying ads about things the user has shown 

interest in will become possible’ (Text 06)           
 

 In Example 4-9, the demonstrative pronoun this (user’s personal 
information) is assigned the Initiator role that brings about the action 
performed by the Actor (speaker) to perform an event display ads about 

things you may have already shown interest in that is presented as beneficial 
to the addressee.  The aim is to increase the addressee’s positive regard 
towards the idea of ‘providing’ personal information. The Initiator plays a 
“causing or agentive role” (Martin et al. 2010:108-110) that activates a 
causative verbal group complex such as help + verb in material process. This 
experiential configuration is a salient feature in English privacy policies as it 
serves to legitimize or justify actions of disclosing, sharing and providing 
personal information. Verbs that are frequently co-selected to form the verbal 
complex such as help + verb include provide, improve, prevent, ensure, 
customize, manage, etc.   

 By contrast, the demonstrative pronoun kore ‘this’ in Japanese 

TT (Example 4-10) is construed as a Circumstance of means marked by 
particle ni yori through which the nominalized act of ‘displaying ads’ 
(Carrier/Medium) will become ‘possible’ (Attribute/Range). In this case, the 
PROCESS TYPE is changed from material in English to relational in Japanese, 
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resulting in a shift in AGENCY from effective to middle. In the Japanese TT, 
instead of representing the quantum of change being brought about by an 
additional external Agent in an effective clause, the preference is to construe 
change in a middle clause through attributing some quality over time in a 

relational process. The event [[…]] kookoku o hyooji suru e  

‘display ads that …’ is nominalized through the nominalizer koto, or what is 
referred to as ‘a rank-shifted nominal clause marker’ in Japanese (see Teruya, 
2004:215) to become ‘thing’ that assumes the Carrier/Medium role. 

Semantically, the Attribute kanoo  �possible� realizes the modality of 

potentiality, representing the speaker’s modal assessment of the event. 
 

4.4.3 Summary of discussion 

In this section, I have presented some observations on the experiential 
resources selected to construe the reality of privacy in the socio-semiotic 
process of ‘regulating’, which is instantiated in privacy policies. In privacy 
policies, privacy is construed as an abstract thing in the form of personal 
information and data that assumes the role of the Medium undergoing 
processes of change caused by an external Agent (see Example 4-1 for 
English and Example 4-2 for Japanese). During the exchange, the boundary 
of privacy is moved along the cline between private and public spheres as the 
Agent (speaker or addressee) performs actions that have an impact on the 
Medium (personal information) as illustrated in Figure 4-4. From an ergative 
perspective, privacy policy is dominated by effective clauses in both English 
and Japanese corpora, which aligns with the frequent material clauses if 
viewed from the transitive model. Common processes involved in events that 
have an impact on privacy include use, collect, share, disclose, control, 
protect, delete, opt out, etc.  Since most of the processes that move personal 
information away from the private sphere carries negative connotation, the 
speaker (service provider) employs experiential configurations that co-select 
participant roles with specific process types to create a social reality that 
increase the addressee’s likelihood to accept and share the proposed reality. 
For example, events that carry the risk of privacy invasion such as ‘collecting 
and sharing personal information’ are legitimized through the assignment of 
an additional Agent role (Initiator) to ‘personal information’ in an effective 
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clause that brings about necessary and beneficial outcome e.g. ‘to provide and 
improve our services’ to justify the action as necessary and beneficial to the 
addressee in the English corpus (see Example 4-9). 
 Some interesting cross-linguistic variations are observed in the 
contrastive analysis of Japanese and English privacy policies. For example, 
Japanese prefers to construct the social reality of privacy in privacy policy 
from the speaker’s perspective while English favors a co-construction of 
social reality with both the speaker and addressee sharing the Agent role in 
assuming direct responsibility in bringing about change in events that have an 
impact on the addressee’s privacy. Strategies that are employed to construe 
events performed by the addressee from an objective and distant view in 
Japanese privacy policies include (1) using the “itadaku” construction to 
construe experience from the speaker perspective while enacting social roles 
and distance between the interlocutors (Example 4-4), (2) nominalizing the 
action performed by the addressee (changing process to noun – see Examples 
4-7) to play the role of Goal while shifting the Actor/Agent role to the speaker 
in a receiving orientation and (3) nominalizing actions performed by the 
addressee as modifier of Circumstance (see Example 4-6). Both strategies (2) 
and (3) involve nominalization that distant the addressee from participating 
in events that change the reality of privacy in Japanese privacy policies. 
Motivation for distancing the addressee from direct involvement in 
experiencing the events as Agent/Actor can be attributed to the inherent 
language features of Japanese e.g. the general preference of viewing the world 
from process of ‘being’ compared to ‘doing’ as preferred by English (cf. 
Ikegami, 1981; Maynard, 1996). Moreover, the registerial constraints of 
business communication pre-select the material process from a receiving 
orientation and systems of HONORIFICATION and POLITENESS to mark the 
tenor relations between the speaker (service provider) and the addressee 
(customer) as discussed in Example 4-4 and Example 4-7. In terms of 
legitimizing events and acts that have potential threats to personal privacy, 
Japanese tends to downplay the agency of the inanimate participant ‘personal 
information’ and construe the event in a relational process by nominalizing 
the Carrier and the Attribute (see Example 4-10).  
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4.5 Experiencing privacy in expert opinion  

While the reality of privacy in privacy policy is construed from the 
perspective of the service provider (speaker) through explaining and 
legitimizing events that have an impact on the addressee’s personal 
information, in expert opinion, the reality of privacy is construed through 
aligning social values and presenting arguments from the view of the 
professional expert (speaker). Expert opinion, an exposition discourse that is 
written by professionals (in this study from the legal, academia and IT fields), 
is a written text that operates in the socio-semiotic process where social values 
and issues are discussed and argued publicly on the internet. As suggested by 
the frequent word list (see Table 4-2), expert opinion is similar to privacy 
policy in the sense that it is concerned about privacy issues that involve the 
‘use’ of ‘personal information’, but the range of participants that are involved 
in events that construct the social reality of privacy is wider when compared 
to those in the privacy policy. Participants who engage in processes that may 
have an impact on privacy extend from ‘individual’ and ‘companies’, to 
include ‘government’, ‘system’ (bureaucratic and legal), and ‘people in 
general’. Moreover, instead of discussing about the right to privacy as a given 
fact or rule in legal terms and policies, expert opinions focus on discussing 
the problems related to privacy, questioning and debating over the right to 
privacy and arguing what is necessary in order to protect the right to privacy.  

Unlike privacy policy where the speaker (service provider), assuming 
the role of the Agent, is directly involved in events that move the boundary 
of privacy between private and public spheres by using and sharing personal 
information, the speaker in expert opinion takes positions, assuming multiple 
experiential roles. For example, in addition to playing the role of expert who 
evaluates and argues about privacy rights, the speaker sometimes takes on the 
role as one of the affected individuals whose privacy has been invaded. The 
construal of knowledge about privacy in expert opinion serves to persuade 
the addressee to accept the speaker’s proposition by aligning social values, 
building arguments and establishing positions. Advice and suggestions are 
sometimes given both to the addressee and the government or law maker in a 
broader sense, to propose ways to improve the system or situation (see 
Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5). The main participants in the construction of 
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privacy as a social reality in expert opinions are (1) the individuals, who are 
the primary owner of the right to individual privacy, (2) the service provider 
or institution who co-owns or shares certain personal information in the social 
exchange of providing goods and services, (3) government who collects and 
uses personal information, and who is also responsible for setting up adequate 
measures and systems to protect individual’s privacy, and (4) privacy as an 
abstract thing manifested in all kinds of personal information and data. Expert 
opinions constitute the social reality of privacy from a broader and sometimes 
contrasting perspective compared to the reality constituted in privacy policy. 
While privacy policy presents the social reality of privacy as a given set of 
rules imposing on the addressee, the expert opinion creates an alternative or 
complementary reality that questions and challenges the one created in 
privacy policy through arguing and persuading.  
 Experientially, privacy in expert opinion is construed as an abstract 
thing, as in privacy policy, in the form of personal information and data, 
assuming the nuclear participant role of Medium that undergoes change 
from an ergative perspective, or the role of Goal that is being impacted by the 
material processes performed by the Actor from a transitive perspective.  
 
 

 
Figure 4-5 Frequency distribution of AGENCY in expert opinion 

 
 It is interesting to note that both English and Japanese expert opinions 
in the corpora are dominated by middle clauses (65% English and 67% 
Japanese), which contrast sharply with privacy policy that is predominantly 
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effective clauses (64% in English and 57% in Japanese). The large proportion 
of middle clause in expert opinion attributes to the higher proportion of 
relational, mental and verbal clauses combined. Figure 4-6 presents a 
breakdown of the process types in expert opinion by language in English and 
Japanese.  
 

 
Figure 4-6 Frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE in expert opinion  

  
Although the frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE is similar 

between English and Japanese, there are two areas which warrant further 
investigation. First, similar to the findings from privacy policy, Japanese 
tends to select relational process (34%) more frequently compared to English 
(25%). Second, since the majority of the events are middle or non-agentive, 
it may be worth exploring further by investigating the distribution of figures 
of being, sensing and doing within the middle clauses (see Table 4-6). 
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Table 4-6 Frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE within middle clauses in 

expert opinion 

As expected, most of the middle clauses are figures of being 
(averaging 52% in Japanese and 43% in English), and the rest are roughly 
distributed evenly between figures of sensing and doing.  Of interest is the 
choice in participant roles and the corresponding process types in the 
experiential grammar that functions to construe the reality of privacy in expert 
opinion, particularly the middle clauses that align social values through 
relational processes, and those that build arguments and establish position 
through mental and verbal processes. The discussion of transitivity analysis 
will therefore be focused on the different participant roles and the associating 
processes in construing the experience of privacy in English expert opinions, 
and the corresponding experiential configuration in its Japanese counterparts 
in the comparable corpus.  

 

4.5.1 Aligning social values  

In expert opinion, it is a common strategy to align social values with the 
addressee/reader to reduce the social distance and create solidarity. The 
speaker/writer is referred to as ‘I’ or ‘we’ in the English corpus and watashi 

�  ‘I’ or watashitachi �	
  ‘we’ in the Japanese corpus. Unlike the 

authoritative ‘we’ in English privacy policy, which represents the speaker 
(service provider and regulator), the ‘we’ in expert opinion represents speaker 
(professional expert) plus addressee (general public). The deployment of the 
collective “we” constructs the addressee together with the speaker as 
participants directly involved in a shared experience or shared reality, thereby 
creating a sense of solidarity and equality e.g. the ‘same victim’ as in Example 
4-11 (cf. Johnson, 1994). Moreover, the collective “we” sets up opposition 
and power conflicts with those that are excluded from the ‘we’, in this case, 

Middle clauses
Figure Process Japanese (67%) English (65%)
 type Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 1 Text 2 Text 3
being existential 0% 3% 2% 8% 9% 10%

relational 41% 52% 58% 47% 31% 25%
sensing verbal 14% 3% 8% 9% 14% 8%

mental 21% 15% 18% 19% 23% 18%
doing behavioral 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0%

material 24% 26% 13% 9% 23% 40%
n= 29 61 60 77 35 40
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the service providers and the government, sometimes referred to as the 
contrastive ‘they’ or the outsider ‘it’ (cf. Johnson, 1994). By employing the 
collective “we”, both speaker and addressee are construed as the same group 
of participants who carries the same value and performs the same action (see 
Example 4-11).  
 
Example 4-11 English - middle: relational: possessive – aligning through collective 

“we” 

 We consumers have no choice  in the matter. 

ergative Medium Process Range  

transitive Carrier / Possessor 

 

Process: 

possession 

Attribute Circumstance 

We consumers have no choice in the matter. (Text 15)   

 
In Example 4-11, the speaker shares the participant role of Carrier 

with the addressee as collective “we”, who are assigned a negative attribute 
“have no choice” in a relational clause. It is observed that the collective “we” 
in the English corpus is commonly assigned negative attributes such as 
“we’ve got no hope”, “we’re done”, etc.  

Similarly, in the Japanese corpus, watashitachi �	
  “we” is 

mainly employed to create solidarity through sharing the same concern about 
privacy issues, by portraying the speaker plus addressee as being the common 
possessor of personal information that is at risk of being exploited. For 
example, the speaker and addressee share the common inner voice that 
questions and doubts the government and law in the adequacy of setting up 
systems and procedures to protect the citizen’s privacy (see Example 4-12).  
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Example 4-12 Japanese - middle: relational: possessive – aligning through 

collective “we” 

 watashitachi no kojin joohoo 
puraibashii wa  

our personal information and 

privacy WA 

daijoobu nano deshoo ka. 
 

fml:exp:CONJ:INT 

ergative Medium  Process / Range 

transitive Carrier Process: Attribute 

�	
��������������������� 

 ‘Is our personal information and privacy okay?’  

 
 

In addition to assigning social values and attributes to the collective 
“we”, relational clauses in expert opinions are also employed to create 
knowledge on abstract phenomenon about privacy issues through identifying 
problems and issues. The Identifier or Token is usually realized as a noun 
group while the Identified or Value is realized by an abstract phenomenon, 
which is usually a nominalized construction such as an embedded clause in 
English as in Example 4-13 or in the case of Japanese, a nominal group that 
consists of a lexical nominalizer no, mono or koto realizing the Carrier as in 
Example 4-14. 

 
Example 4-13 English - middle: relational: identifying – problems and issues  

 The problem with 

Spotify’s original 

stance 

is [[ it gave me minimal power to 

negotiate, refuse or modify 

who gets what from the 

aggregated data my use 

creates]]. 

ergative Medium Process Range 

transitive Identifier / Token    Process Identified / Value 
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Example 4-14 Japanese - middle: relational: attributing negative values to privacy 

issues  

 tada muzukashii no 
wa 

`shirukenri'`hyoogen'noji
yuu' to no baransu 

da 

 however difficult NO WA The balance between 

‘the right to know’ and 

‘the freedom of 

expression’ 

end 

/COPULA 

ergative  Medium Range Process 

transitive  Carrier  Attribute  Process 

8T 5 65 T 6 T 4

‘The only thing that is difficult is the balance between “the right to know” and 

“freedom of expression”. ‘ 

 
 Moreover, in general, the social image of privacy laws and policies 
tends to be negatively evaluated in expert opinion where the Carrier is usually 
assigned a negative Attribute that contributes to the negative social value 
associated with privacy in a relational process (see Example 4-15). 
 
Example 4-15 English-Japanese - middle: relational: attributive – negative 

evaluation   

(1) [Carrier] the struggle [Circumstance: matter] over network-produced data, 

and [[whether it should be commercialized, or be free for social utility,]] 

[Process] is [Attribute] a big question and a new one.  

(2) [Circumstance] sono mama dewa [Carrier] kaisei no mokuteki no hitotsu 
data ‘juubunsei nintei’ no shutoku wa [Attribute] konnan [Process] deshita 

1. T T T 5 6T  

 4 

2.  ‘If the current state remains the way it is, it would be difficult to obtain 

"adequacy certification", which was one of the purposes of the 

revision.’ 

 
For example, in (1) and (2) of Example 4-15, the Carrier, which is an 

abstract phenomenon ‘the struggle’ in (1) and juubunseininntei no shutoku 5

6T  ‘acquisition of sufficient certification’ in (2) is 

nominalized through an embedded clause. The Attribute is realized by an 
adjectival group carrying a negative value ‘a big question and a new one’ in 
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the English example in (1) and konnan deshita ‘was difficult’ in 

the Japanese example in (2).  
Similar to privacy policy, the addressee in expert opinion is 

sometimes addressed by the second person pronoun ‘you’ in the English 
corpus. However, unlike the ‘you’ in privacy policy, which refers to the 
addressee as the user or customer, the ‘you’ in expert opinion refers to the 
addressee in a more general sense, including the common ‘you’ referring to 
people in general e.g. Tesco can know you’re pregnant before you do (Text 

02). In the case of Japanese, while the second person pronoun anata 7

‘you’ is available in the system for selection in written discourse, it is highly 
restricted for use in specific registers such as textbook dialogues, pedagogical 
grammars, and other context-free metacommunications (cf. Takahara, 1992), 
and therefore is not selected in the expert opinion corpus.  

 

4.5.2 Building arguments and establishing position  

In expert opinion, the speaker builds arguments through presenting evidence, 
which contribute to the establishment of ideological positions. One of the 
common strategies is to introduce evidence as a reported locution or idea, 
either in the form of a direct quotation or indirect reported speech. Once the 
evidence is presented, the speaker follows up with a subjective comment or 
evaluation usually realized in a mental clause using the first-person pronoun 

as in I think in English or to omou 9 ‘I think’ in Japanese to establish 

a position.  Both verbal and mental projections can be introduced as evidence 
to support an argument put forth by the speaker. For example, in an excerpt 
of Text 04 in Example 4-16 below, the speaker quotes locutions of both the 
court and Google in successive reported speech to support the argument about 
the need for balance between “privacy” and “the right to know”. 
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Example 4-16 English - middle: verbal process as evidence to support an 

argument  

 (1) There needs to be a balance between the individual’s privacy and public’s 

right to know in making a decision to remove a link, the court ruled. (2) In a 

transparency report issued in October, Google said not all requests were 

granted. (3) The Internet giant said it had received a total of 146,357 removal 

requests involving 498,737 URLs. (4) Google said it had completed processing 

409,897 of those URLs, removing 171,183, or 41.8 percent, and retaining 

238,714 or 58.2 percent. (5) That shows, I think, that a sensible balance 

between privacy and the right to know can be found. 

  
First, the speaker establishes the ground on which the argument is based 

by quoting a reported speech from an authoritative Sayer, the court, through 
a verbal process in (1) the court ruled. Next, a series of reported speech by 
Google as the Sayer (2) – (4) is presented as evidence for the final argument, 
detailing the actions taken in response to the court’s rule, where the speaker 
plays the Senser role who projects the argument as an idea through a mental 
process of the cognitive type from the first-person view I think. Apart from 
using the cognitive process think to construe arguments, similar cognitive 
process such as believe is also used to establish a position through projecting 
a personal belief (see Example 4-17). 

 
Example 4-17 English - middle: mental projection – establish position  

[Senser] I [Process] do believe, however, [Projection: idea] that it deliberately 

tries to deceive us when [Sayer] it [Process] claims [Projection: locution] the 

new privacy policy seeks "to provide you with as much transparency and 

choice as possible."(Text 18) 

  
Here the interplay between the personal pronouns ‘I’, the expert who 

mentally projects a negative evaluation ‘it deliberately tries to deceive us’ 

towards the service provider and ‘it’, the service provider who verbally 
projects a claim, which the speaker considers as ‘untrue’, establishes a 
position for the speaker. Moreover, construing the collective ‘us’ as the 
victims in the act of ‘deception’ as suggested by the speaker further motivates 
the addressee to align the values and belief in the proposition.  
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In addition to the speaker’s own opinion, the speaker sometimes borrows 
the voice of the others to establish evidence to support his / her argument 
through ideas that are projected in mental cognitive processes of other 
members of the discourse community as exemplified below (Example 4-18). 
 
 Example 4-18 English -middle: mental process to establish evidence for the 

speaker’s argument  

(1) Americans apparently support the right to be forgotten.  

(2) A poll by Software Advice, Inc. in early September found that [[61 

percent of Americans "believe [[some version of the right to be forgotten 

is necessary]]." (3) Thirty-nine percent "want [[a European-style blanket 

right to be forgotten, without restrictions]]." (4) And 47 percent were 
"concerned [[that 'irrelevant' search results can harm a person’s 

reputation]]."]] 

 

In Example 4-18, the speaker uses a series of mental processes that is 
embedded as facts projected in a poll from an objective survey conducted by 
a third party ‘Software Advice’ as evidence to support his argument in (1) 
that ‘Americans apparently support the right to be forgotten’. By assigning 
the Senser role to Americans in general, the evidence is construed through 
mental projections of their belief and concerns realized in mental projecting 
verbs believe in (2) e.g. 61 percent of Americans believe and concern in (4) 
e.g. 47 were concerned that, as well as mental process of desiderative type 
want in (3) e.g. Thirty-nine percent want a European-style blanket right to be 

forgotten to denote the desire of the Americans. 
 In Japanese expert opinion, similar strategy is employed through an 
interplay between verbal and mental processes, creating tension and 
contrastive views to help build arguments and positions. The Sayer role is 
assigned to the service provider or government or the respective 
spokespersons, while the speaker (expert) plays the Senser role to construe 
the argument in a projected idea (see Example 4-19). 
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Example 4-19 Japanese - establishing a stance for the speaker - Text 12   

(1) [Senser] seifu mo [Phenomenon] [ [bangoo-sei ni ko no yoona kiken-sei no aru] ] 

koto o [Circumstance: Role] ippan-ron to shite wa [Process: mental cognition] 

mitomete imasu. (2) Soshite, [Projection: Locution] seido-men oyobi shisutemu-
men de juubun'na hogo sochi o koojite iru, [Process: verbal projecting] to setsumei 
shite imasu. (3) Sunawachi, [Projection: Locution] seido-mende wa, mainanbaa o 
fukumu kojin joohoo no shuushuu ya hokan, teikyoo wa bangoo-hoo ni kitei shite 
iru igai wa kinshi suru, daisansha kikandearu tokutei kojin joohoo hogo iinkai ga 
kanshi kantoku o okonau nado to [Process: mental projecting] shite imasu. (4) 

Shisutemu-mende wa, [Projection: locution] kojin joohoo wa ichigen kanri sezu ni 
bunsan kanri suru, joohoo renkei no sai ni wa mainanbaa o chokusetsu shiyoo sezu, 
kore to wa betsu no fugoo o tsukau koto ni suru, nado to[Process: mental 

projecting] shite imasu. (5) Shikashi, [Idea] kono yoona taisaku de puraibashii ga 
juubun ni hogo sareru to wa [Process: mental projecting] omoemasen. 
 

	 ] T 9 T7 e

8 4 	 3 e 8

3 8 4 	 3 3 e [

T 3 8 3

7 e 9 8

4 	 3 3

T e 3 T e 9

3 8 4 	 3 T 9

4

 

 (1) ‘As a general principle, the government also recognizes such a risk in the 

numbering system. (2) And then it explains that it takes sufficient protection 

measures on the institutional side and the system side. (3) In other words, on the 

institutional side, the collection, storage, and provision of personal information 

including ‘my number’ is prohibited except when stipulated in the numbering law, 

and that a specific personal information protection committee, which is a third-

party organization carries out the supervision. (4) On the system side, (the 

government) considers things such as managing personal information through 

distribution rather than in a centralized manner, and in the case of information 

linkage, they decide not to use ‘my number’ directly, but to use a different code. 

(5) However, I do not think that privacy can be sufficiently protected by such 

measures.’ 

 

In Example 4-19, the argument of the speaker is realized in a mental 

projection to omou 9 ‘I think’ in (5), and it carries projected ideas that 

are against preceding propositions by the government. The speaker first 
presents the government as the Senser who acknowledges the existence of the 
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issue bangosei ni kono yoo na kikensei no aru koto T 9

T7 ‘the fact that in the numbering system this kind of risk 

exists’ in a mental clause through a mental cognitive process mitometeimasu

8 “recognize”. The subsequent series of reported speech and 

idea projected by the government as Sayer/Senser through verbal and mental 

projections such as 8 to setsumeishiteimasu ‘explains’ 

and to shiteimasu 8 ‘considers’ construe the supporting facts 

that substantiate the government’s proposition about the adequacy of the 
numbering system in protecting the privacy of the citizens. However, the 
speaker expresses his/her opinion with a position statement in (5) by negating 
the proposition of the government through a negative mental projection to wa 

omoemasen ‘I cannot think (literally)’ or ‘I cannot agree’. 

The mental projection here not only enables the speaker to explicitly present 
a position, but it also serves as a lead-in to the subsequent arguments, which 
include a combination of evaluation and recommendation.  
 Apart from mental projection, it is observed that mental process of the 
cognitive and perceptive subtype is commonly employed by the speaker in 
English expert opinion to construe the service provider or institution as the 
intruder of personal privacy. As discussed in Section 1.1 of Chapter 1, privacy 
is “the state in which one is not being observed”, and by assigning the 
participant role of Senser to the institution that involves in mental processes 
such as knowing and seeing the addressee’s private information and action, 
the speaker creates a negative social reality of privacy where individuals are 
constantly being watched by institutions and government (see Example 4-20). 
 
Example 4-20 English – mental process – Senser as privacy invader 

(1) [Senser] Google knows too much about you (Text 15) 

(2) [Senser] Tesco can know you’re pregnant before you do (Text 02). 

(3) Like a jealous ex, [Senser] Spotify wants to see your photos and see who 

you’re talking to (Text 02) 

 
In the Japanese corpus, however, it is observed that the privacy intrusion 

in the form of “being watched” is usually constructed in a passive mental 
clause where the Senser is implicit as illustrated in Example 4-21. 
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Example 4-21 Japanese – process of sensing to invade privacy 

(1) Doko de kanshisareteiru no ka mo wakaranai naka de, kooshita 
jirikikyuusai ni wa genkai ga arimasu. 

8 T ] 8 3 9

7 4�Text_18� 

‘While (one) do not know where (one) is being watched, there is a limit to 

such self-help.’ 

 

(2) 24-jikan riarutaimu no eizoo o mirareru jootaida  

r T e 4(Text 24) 

‘It is a state where one can watch real-time video for 24 hours’ 

  
Unlike in English expert opinion where the Senser (institution or 

government) who perform the act of privacy invasion through processes of 
knowing and seeing is made explicit, in Japanese expert opinion, the reality 
of privacy invasion through the senses is construed from the passive voice, 
that is the Phenomenon being ‘sensed’. However, it is worthy to note that 
sometimes both the Senser and the Phenomenon are left implicit. For 
example, in (1) of Example 4-21, the process of “being watched” is construed 

in a mental receptive clause e.g. kanshisareru 8 ‘being 

watched’ and who is being watched and who is watching are not specified. In 
(2) the mental receptive clause is nominalized through clause-embedding to 

modify a head noun e.g. mirareru jootai ‘the state where 

(the video) can be watched’. By nominalizing the act of ‘watching’ as a state 
of being, the social reality is construed in a relational rather than mental 
process, foregrounding the phenomenon as a whole while backgrounding the 
individual participant and process.  

 

4.5.3 Summary of discussion  

It is clear from the transitivity analysis that expert opinions paint a very 
different picture of the reality of privacy as compared to legal terms and 
policies instantiated in privacy policy in Section 4.4. While privacy policy is 
dominated by effective material clauses (around 60% in both English and 
Japanese corpora), expert opinions display a contrastive pattern with a 
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domination of middle clauses (around 60% in both English and Japanese 
corpora) that contain a combination of relational, mental and verbal clauses. 
The private intention of the service provider who creates a one-sided reality 
of privacy in privacy policy is revealed and criticized, and the proposed 
reality challenged, mauled and rejected.  
 Knowledge of privacy in expert opinions is construed through 
different participants in an expanded discourse/social community to include 
not only the individuals and the institutions, but also the government, general 
public and the speaker who is the expert in privacy issues. In English, the 
interplay between personal pronouns “we”, “I”, “you” to represent the 
different participants align social values through creating solidarity (see 
Example 4-11), and comparable strategies are adopted in Japanese (see 
Example 4-12) to achieve similar functions. The speaker uses “we” to include 
the addressee as a collective unit in the proposition, creating solidarity. The 
collective “we” is construed as the common ‘victim’ and the service provider 
/ government as the common ‘enemy’. Contrasting privacy policy, which 
tends to foreground the benefits of using and sharing personal information in 
material clauses, expert opinion tends to focus on identifying problems 
related to privacy issues in relational clauses (see Example 4-13 and Example 
4-14). Since expert opinions are evaluative in nature, the speaker builds up 
his or her argument and position through assigning negative attributes to the 
collective “we” and the privacy intruder to persuade the addressee that they 
both share the same reality with common problems and concerns.  
 In addition to sharing personal values and experiences with the 
intention to align social values and reduce distance with the addressee, the 
first-person pronoun “I” is also deployed to build arguments and establish 
positions in an explicit subjective manner through mental process such as ‘I 
think’, ‘I believe’ in English and to omou ‘I think’ in Japanese. It is observed 
that verbal and mental processes are frequently selected to build arguments 
and establish position for the speaker. While the Sayer role is mainly played 
by service provider, government and experts in the fields to provide 
arguments and evidence in the form of projected locution and idea, the Senser 
role is usually played by the speaker to project his/her subjective ideas as 
arguments or lead-in to arguments or sometimes played by others to project 
objective ideas to serve as evidence. It is interesting to note that there is an 
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intertextual relationship between ‘what the service providers propose or say 
in privacy policies’ and ‘what hidden agendas and private intentions are 
revealed in expert opinions’, creating tension and contrastive views on the 
social realities of privacy within the social/discourse community. In terms of 
cross-linguistic variation between Japanese and English, it is observed that 
there are more commonalities than divergences in the experiential construal 
of privacy in expert opinions. However, the general tendency for Japanese to 
foreground the Phenomenon as a whole by presenting events as participant in 
a relational clause instead of construing the experience as individual 
participants and processes seems to be consistent across text types. 
 
 

4.6 Experiencing privacy in news report  

As the world increasingly turned towards social media and digital means for 
daily communications and e-commerce, issues of privacy, particularly data 
privacy, have been frequenting the headlines of news report over the past 
decade. Although similar to expert opinion, participants in events construed 
in news report include individuals, institutions, government, general public, 
and countries such as USA and Japan, the major interactants in news report 
are the speaker/writer who is the journalist or reporter and the 
addressee/reader who is the general public (see Section 4.2.3). Unlike privacy 
policy and expert opinion where the social reality of privacy is created and 
shaped through regulating and arguing, which are motivated by the 
speaker’s private intentions such as to change the social behavior of the 
addressee (privacy policy) or to persuade the addressee to align social values 
with the speaker (expert opinion), the social reality constructed in news report 
is created from an objective perspective through reporting facts and 
happenings.  
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Experientially, news report is similar to expert opinion in terms of 
frequency distribution of AGENCY with middle clauses dominating both the 
English (60%) and Japanese (64%) corpora (see Figure 4-7), and unlike 
privacy policy, which favors effective clauses in both languages (64% in 
English and 57% in Japanese – see Figure 4-1).  
 

 
Figure 4-7 Frequency distribution of AGENCY in news report 

 

 
Figure 4-8 Frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE in news report  

  
However, when viewed from the transitive model, the difference in 

frequency distribution of PROCESS TYPE between expert opinion and news 
report becomes clear (see Figure 4-8). While on average about half of the 
process types belong to the material type in both expert opinion and news 
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report, news report has significantly more verbal processes (English 22% and 
Japanese 24%) than expert opinion (English 5% and Japanese 6% - see Figure 
4-6), which is not surprising, as quoting and reporting are registerial features 
in news report (Bell, 1991; Fairclough, 1995). The frequent selection of 
verbal processes also aligns with the locution-projecting verb said that topped 
the frequent word list in the English corpus (see Table 4-2). In the next 
section, I will discuss in detail how the speaker of news report (the journalist 
or reporter) creates the social reality of privacy by deploying verbal processes 
that involve various Sayers in English and Japanese.  
 

4.6.1 Reporting through direct and indirect speech  

In news reporting, the experience of privacy is mainly construed through 
direct quoting or indirect reporting of speeches in processes of saying. The 
reporter attributes information to sources such as government officials, 
judges, service providers and users through verbal clauses. In the English 
corpus, major participants that play the role of Sayer include online service 
providers such as Google and Facebook, lawyers, government officials, the 
court, general users as well as other newspaper media. While news reports in 
the Japanese corpus also contain similar participants playing the Sayer role, 
there are instances when the locution is embedded in a nominal group (see 
Example 4-24) or projected by an implicit Sayer through the verbal process 
of to iu ‘hearsay’, which functions as evidentiality under the interpersonal 
system (see Example 4-26). In the English corpus, the reporter employs a 
combination of quoted and reported locutions drawing from different sources 
to construct a story with news value, shaping the social reality from multiple 
perspectives. 
 For example, in a news article titled “Facebook to face privacy lawsuit 
over photo tagging” (Text 07), out of the nine instances of verbal projection, 
only three are direct quotations, the rest are indirect reported speeches. The 
news story is construed around events that are represented through quoting 
and reporting speeches from the main participants: Facebook, plaintiffs, the 
judge, attorneys of the plaintiffs and privacy advocates. The main flow of 
events is constructed through a series of dialogue that contain comments, 
opinions and arguments about the court case, which are realized through 
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indirect reporting. Example 4-22 presents examples of indirect reported 
speeches projected by the plaintiffs, Facebook and privacy advocates playing 
Sayer role.  
 

Example 4-22 English - indirect reported speech in news report  

(1) In the case against Facebook, [Sayer:] the plaintiffs [Process:] say 

[Projection: reporting] they never gave permission for Facebook to use 

their faces as biometric identifiers. 

(2) [Sayer:] Facebook [Process:] argues [Projection: reporting] that photo-

tagging is disclosed in its terms of service and that users can opt out of it at 

any time.  

(3) [Sayer:] Facebook [Process:] says [Projection: reporting] this helps users.  

(4) [Sayer:] Privacy advocates [Process;] say [Projection: reporting] the 

software should only be used with explicit consent.  

 
 In Example 4-22, the verbs say as selected in (1), (3) and (4) and argue 
in (2), are examples of verbs commonly selected for quoting and reporting in 
news reports. (1) and (2) present arguments made by the plaintiffs and 
Facebook over a court case, while (3) and (4) contrast the opposing views 
between Facebook and privacy advocates. Through the reported speech, the 
reader gains knowledge about the events presented in a second-ordered 
reality, which Halliday and Matthiessen (1999:108) referred to as semiotic 
reality construed as meaning. There are only three quotations in the sample 
news report (Text 07), two of which are projected through ‘saying in writing’ 
in a statement of ruling by US District Judge James Donato and the third one 
is by the attorney of the plaintiffs. Example 4-23 below contains an excerpt 
of two of the quotations.  
 
Example 4-23 English - presenting contrasting views through quotation  

(1) [Projection: quoting] "The Court accepts as true plaintiffs’ allegations [[that 

Facebook’s face recognition technology involves a scan of face geometry [[that was 

done without plaintiffs’ consent]]," [Sayer:] Donato [Process:] wrote 

[Circumstance] in Thursday's ruling. (2) [Projection: quoting] "We are pleased with 

the court’s well-reasoned decision," [Process:] said [Sayer:] Shawn Williams, a 

partner at Robbins Geller Rudman and Dowd, one of the attorneys representing the 

plaintiffs. 
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By quoting directly from the judge’s statement of ruling, the reader is 
being brought to the same plane of first-order reality to witness the decision 
first hand. Note that in (1), the content of the ruling, which is a direct 
quotation from the Judge, contains an embedded locution in a ‘that’ clause, 
rank-shifting the projection from a clause to a head or thing allegation, a noun 
of projection which is a nominal variant of the verb allege (c.f Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014: 534-535). Furthermore, the direct quotation of the 

positive comment highlighting the positive emotive verb ‘we are pleased’ and 

the positively evaluated decision ‘well-reasoned decision’ by the plaintiffs’ 
attorney furnish a complete close of the case, which resonates to readers who 
are privacy advocates.  
 In addition to quoting through saying in writing, Sayer in English can 
be realized by “anything that puts out a signal” including inanimate e.g. the 

letter said, the report said, etc.  (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 304). "We 

want to be as open and transparent as possible when it comes to how we 

describe our business, how we work with advertisers, what information we 

collect, and what we do with it," the post said (Text 05). However, in 
Japanese, only a conscious being can serve the function of Sayer, e.g. my 

watch said 10pm in English will be represented as T watashi no 

tokei dewa, juuji desu in Japanese where the watch is realized in a 
circumstance of means ‘by my watch, it is 10pm’ (Teruya, 2007:231). 
 
 

4.6.2  Reporting through embedded quotation, circumstantiation and 

hearsay  

In the Japanese corpus, two observations are made in relation to the construal 
of knowledge in news report. First, there is a tendency toward experiential 

projection of locution and idea through circumstance of matter ni tsuite 

8  ‘about’ or angle ni yoru  ‘according to’ (Example 4-25). Second, 

the locution of the Sayer is sometimes projected as an embedded proposition 
or proposal, which serves as a Modifier of a Head noun functioning as a 
Circumstance or a Participant as illustrated in Example 4-24 below. 
 In Example 4-24, the deployment of verbal process in the construal of 
knowledge about the judgement made by the Tokyo Supreme Court regarding 
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the balance between “protection of privacy” and “freedom of expression” is 
exemplified in an excerpt from a Japanese news report (Text07). This excerpt 
consists of a clause simplex organized in a simple experiential configuration: 
Circumstance ^ Senser ^ Phenomenon ^ Process. However, the 
lexicogrammatical realization of the elements both Circumstance in (1) and 
Phenomenon (2) contains verbal projections realized in intricate layers of 
nominalization and clause-embedding.  
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Example 4-24  Japanese - embedded projection as Modifier of Circumstance  

(1) [[kako ni 
taiho-reki 
no aru]] 
dansei ga, 
 

A man who 

has the 

record of 

being 

arrested in 

the past GA 

[[[[intaanetto 
kensaku saito 
`guuguru' no 
kensaku kekka 
kara 
 
search result 

of internet 

search site 

‘google’ KARA 

jishin no 
taiho ni 
kansuru 
kiji o 
 
articles 

about 

his 

arrest O 

sakujo 
suru 
yoo]] 
 
 
delete

- IMP 

PROJ.R 

Amerika 
guuguru 
ni 
 
 
Google 

of 

America 

NI 

motomet
a]] 
 
 
 
 
request-

pst-inf 

karishobun 
moshitate no 
kyoka 
kookoku-shin 
de 
 
an 

authorized 

appeal trial 

of 

provisional 

disposition 

allegations 

DE 

Sayer b“:projection: imperating: 

‘reporting’ 

Receiver a: 

Process: 

verbal 

 

    Modifier  [[embedded clause]]  Cir: place 

 

(2) 

saikoosa
i dai 3 
ko 
hootei 
(okabe 
kiyoko 
saiban-
choo) 
wa  

  

 

The 

third 

small 

court of  

Suprem

e court 

WA 

[[[[kensaku 
jigyoo-sha 
no 
hyoogen'no
jiyuu to 
hikaku 
shite,  
 
 

 

compare 

with the 

freedom of 

expression 

of search 

business 

entities  

puraibashii 
ga yuuetsu 
suru]] koto 
ga 
akirakana 
baai ni wa 
 

 

in the 

event that 

privacy 

takes 

precedence  

WA 

[[kensaku 
kekka no 
sakujo o 
motomer
u]] koto 
ga 
dekiru ]] 
 

request 

the 

removal 

of search 

results 

KOTO GA 

-able  

to no 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJ: 

NO 

hatsu 
handan o  

 

 

 

 

 

the first 

judge-

ment O 

shime-shita. 
 
 

 

 

 

indicate-pst-

inf 

 
Projection: embedded 

proposition/Modifier 

Relator Head   

Senser Phenomenon Process: 

Mental 

	 T7 3 r t 5 6

T T e 93

T 3 	

5 T T 3
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6 3 T e

T e 4

(1) ‘At an authorized appeal trial of provisional disposition allegations [[where a 

man who has a past record of being arrested requested Google of America to 

delete articles about his arrest from search results of the internet search site 

Google]], (2)the Supreme Court third small court (presiding judge Okabe Kiyoko) 

indicated the first judgement [[that it is possible to ask for the deletion of the 

search results if it is clear that "privacy” is superior to “freedom of expression” of 

search business entities"]].’   

 
A detailed analysis of the experiential configuration reveals that both 

the Circumstance in (1) and Phenomenon in (2) contain embedded clauses 
that function as Modifier for the Head noun. In (1), an imperating reported 

proposal [[…]] kiji o sakujo suru yoo e 9 ‘(request) to 

delete the articles’ is down-ranked to an embedded clause to modify the 

Circumstance: place kyoka kookoku-shin de [[ ]] “at the 

authorized appeal trail”. In (2), the Phenomenon contains a Head noun

hatsu handan ‘first judgement’ that is modified by an embedded clause, 

which is linked by the relator to no T that consists of a projection marker 

to , and a postpositional possessive marker noT forming a construction of 

Modifier: [[clause]] to no <-Head. (cf. agnate construction of Modifier: 
[[clause]] to iu <-Head as described in Teruya, 2007:451). From an 

interpersonal perspective, the Negotiatory marker to  assigns a status of 

projected speech or idea to the embedded clause, whether it is a proposition 
or a proposal. In this case, the projected speech contains a proposition made 
by the judge: ‘under condition X, it is possible to request the deletion of search 

results’. The proposition is projected by a projecting noun hatsu handan 

‘first judgement’, which corresponds to the mental desiderative process 

handan suru  ‘to judge’. It is observed that this construction of 

Modifier: [[clause]] to no <-Head where the Head noun is of mental or verbal 
projection kind is common in Japanese news reporting e.g. kojin joohoo no 

hogo taisei o kyooka subeki' to no koe ga agatte iru 5 T

e 6 T 8 ‘voices <<about the protection 

system of personal information should be strengthened>> are raised’ (Text 
02). Other frequent projecting nouns linked by the embedded projection 
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relator to no include to no shiteki T “indication that” and to no chuu’i 

T ‘warning that’ and to no gi nen T ‘suspicion that’. As 

explained in Teruya (2007:452), “the noun realizing the Head ‘restates in 
other words’ the meaning represented in the embedded clause realizing the 
Modifier…the noun functioning as a Head is the element that projects the 
embedded clause.”  
 News articles that report on court ruling as in Example 4-25 construe 
knowledge about privacy that has a high impact on the shared social reality. 
In the meaning-making process, the judge or the court as Sayer plays a 
significant role in creating and shaping the social reality of privacy, as the 
decision or judgement made in court means a change in the social value of 
privacy. For example, in text 08, what was considered as ‘private’ and 
protected by the law of “freedom to be forgotten” by the local supreme court 
in Saitama prefecture was re-valued and re-defined as ‘public’ by the Tokyo 
high court. The argument was that when the content is of public interest, 
“freedom of expression” by business search entities takes precedence over 
“freedom to be forgotten”. The knowledge about privacy construed in this 
news report created a new social reality of privacy that over-rides the previous 
one as shared by the members of the social community, which also affects the 
way that privacy will be handled in successive cases. It can be observed from 
the news report that the social reality of privacy is subject to on-going shaping 
and modifying through social exchanges among its members in the discourse 
community, especially discourses that have legal-binding power. A new law 
may pass, and the plaintiff may appeal, which may result in an approval or 
rejection of the appeal, leading to a different reality to be shared by the 
community. 
 Apart from projecting locutions through verbal processes, it is 
observed that quoting sources through circumstance of angle (Example 4-25) 
is also common in the Japanese corpus.  
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Example 4-25  Japanese - projecting through circumstance (angle) 

[Circumstance: angle]2016-nenban joohoo tsuushin hakusho ni yoru to, 
[Projection: fact] 15 nenmatsu no intaanetto riyoo-ritsu wa 13 ~ 59-sai de 90% 
choo. 60 ~ 64-sai de 82%, 70-dai demo 54% ni noboru. 

  

3 T r t

4 ) 3( ] T 4

 

‘According to the information communication white paper of 2016, the Internet 

usage rate at the end of 2003 is 13 to 59 years old, which is over 90%. 82% at the 

age of 60 to 64 years, 54% at the age of 70s.’  

 
Finally, the reporter sometimes quotes and reports by means of interpersonal 
resources to project a locution as a ‘hearsay’ e.g. to iu “it is said that” (see 
Example 4-26 whereby the projection is ‘impersonal’ as in it seems/it is 

rumored that (cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:539) where the source of the 
quotation is left implicit without a Sayer / Senser.  
 
Example 4-26 Japanese - quoting unidentified source to iu (evidentiality) 

Yuuryoo-ban o tsukau to anzen-sei ga takamaru to iu  
e 9 89�(Text 05) 

‘It is said that if one uses a paid version, safety will increase.’  

 
 In Example 4-26, the source of the information is unknown, and the 
social reality created here is based on some unidentified general sayings. The 

function of the impersonal projection to iu 89 here carries a semantic 

function of ‘hearsay’, a subtype of evidentiality, which is part of the 
interpersonal meaning and will be discussed in detail together with other 
interpersonal resources for realizing modality and evidentiality in Japanese in 
Section 5.4.2 of Chapter 5. 
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4.6.3 Summary of discussion  

In news report, knowledge about privacy is commonly construed through 
quoting and reporting speeches and thoughts of the participants, creating first 
and second order realities of privacy that can be shared by the members of the 
community. In terms of privacy as a social reality, the core values and issues 
created in news report are similar to those in expert opinion in that events and 
happenings, especially rulings in court cases resonate with the general 
concerns about the social value and the protection of privacy. Similar to 
expert opinion, participants that are assigned the role of Sayer in news report 
include institutions, government, users, and the judge, whose locutions and 
ideas are often cited as evidence or examples of propositions put forth by the 
speaker (reporter). However, unlike the speaker in expert opinion 
(professional expert) who tends to explicitly project a position through a 
mental process using the first-person pronoun as in I think, the speaker 
(reporter) in news report usually projects the ‘reporter’s voice, if any, through 
quoting proposals and propositions from other sources.  
 In the English corpus, quoting and reporting are sometimes employed 
to contrast reported speech as background of the event from quoted speech as 
the focus of the report, e.g. legitimate words from the judge or comments that 
contain appraisals and evaluations from different sources to make the news 
article more compelling.  In the Japanese corpus, it is observed that the 
embedding of proposals and propositions as Modifier of the Head noun, 
usually a Circumstance or Participant (see Example 4-24) is frequently 
employed, creating a sense of objectivity and distance in reporting the news 
story. In addition to the preference for embedding quoted or reported speech 
as Modifier of Head noun that functions as Circumstance or Participant, the 
fact that only conscious being can project a locution in Japanese (cf. Teruya, 
2007:230-231) also constrains some of the otherwise potential inanimate 
candidates such as letter, report, post, etc. from being assigned Sayer role. For 
example, in English, the report said, is usually constructed as Circumstance 

in Japanese as in ripooto de wa  ‘by (means of) the report’ or 

ripooto ni yoru to  ‘according to the report’. Moreover, 

Japanese also tends to employ impersonal projection using evidential such as 
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to iu 89 ‘it is said that’ and soo da 9 ‘it seems that’ to quote 

without a specified source. 
 Although the focus and linguistic resources employed to create 
knowledge in privacy in news report may be different between Japanese and 
English, the essence of ‘reporting’ in news story is similar. The socio-
semiotic process of reporting instantiated in news report not only contributes 
to the creation of the social reality of privacy, but also to the ongoing shaping 
of the shared reality in the discourse/ social community. It is the news articles 
that report on the constant changing social practices through which the 
meaning of privacy is defined and re-defined by the interactants of the social 
community that makes news report a valuable and powerful resource in 
constructing the shared reality of privacy.  
 This concludes the discussion of the major findings in the experiential 
construal of privacy as a social reality in written discourse as instantiated in 
legal terms and policies, expert opinions and news reports (see Table 4-7 for 
a summary of the experiential resources selected to construe privacy as an 
experience in the respective social contexts). In the next section (4.7), I will 
discuss the cross-linguistic variation in creating privacy as a social reality 
across the three socio-semiotic processes in Japanese and English. I will 
discuss features and issues identified in relation to the implications on 
contrastive analysis and translation studies. 
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Context of 
situation 

Socio-
semiotic 
process 

Experiential Example  
 

Social reality of privacy 
construed in the ideational 
domain 

Process Participant 

Legal terms 
& policies 
(privacy 
policy) 

Explaining  

 

 

 

  

material:  
use, collect, 
share, sell, 
disclose, store, 
keep, receive 

Actor: service provider 
(we) 
Goal: payment 
information, personal 
information, data 

We share your Payment 
Information with payment 
services providers. 

Service provider is construed as 

the Agent who has the right and 

is responsible for relaxing the 

privacy boundary towards the 

public 

material: 
provide, give, 
share   

Actor: user (you) 
Goal: personal 
information, contact 
information, data 

You provide some personal 
information, such as your name, 
username, password, and email 
address. 
 

User is construed as the Agent 

who is responsible for relaxing 

the privacy boundary towards the 

public 

Legitimizing 

(authorial) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(reasoning) 

 

mental:  
desiderative: 
consent 
agree 

Senser: user (you) 
Phenomenon:  

the collection, disclosure, 
transfer, storage and 
processing of your 
information 

By using or participating in any 
Service … , you consent to the 
collection, disclosure, transfer, 
storage and processing of your 
information … 

User is assigned the participant 

role as the ‘agreeing party’ of the 

“automatic contract” in sharing 

the right to privacy with the 

service provider 

material: 
help/allow + 
provide, improve, 
prevent, ensure, 
customize 

Initiator (Agent 2): 
personal information 

(this) 

Actor (Agent 1): us 
(service provider) 
Goal:  
services, information, 
spam, fraud 

This information helps us improve 
the services 
 
This helps us prevent spam, fraud 
or abuse 

Sharing and disclosing personal 

information is legitimized 

through necessity and benefits   
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Enabling: 

 

Empowering 

 

 

material 
opt-out, delete, 
unsubscribe, turn 
off 

Actor: user (you) 
Goal: receiving emails,   
personal account 

You may opt-out of receiving 
promotional emails from us by 
following the instructions in those 
emails.  

User is construed as the Actor 

that directly controls and 

manages personal information 

(privacy) 

Expert 
opinion 

Aligning  relational: 
have 

are 

 
 

Carrier:  

Collective “we” 
(professional expert + 
general reader -  
speaker plus) 
 

Attribute: no choice in 
the matter, no hope, 
done 

We consumers have no choice in 
the matter. 
 
We are done. 
 
 

“We” (professional expert + 

general reader) are construed as 

victims in the event of personal 

information collection and 

disclosure by institutions 

Arguing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mental: 
believe 
think 
 

Senser: I (professional 
expert) 
 

Phenomenon: that it 
deliberately tries to 
deceive us 

I do believe, however, that it 
deliberately tries to deceive us 
when it claims the new privacy 
policy seeks "to provide you with 
as much transparency and choice 
as possible." 

The speaker (professional expert) 

construes negative experiences 

of privacy by negatively 

evaluating the behaviors of the 

institutions 

mental: 
know  
see 

Senser: Google 

Phenomenon: 
about you, your photos, 
who you’re talking to 

Google knows too much about 
you 
Spotify wants to see your photos 
and see who you’re talking to 

The institution (non-interactant) 

is construed as “Invader” of 

personal privacy 

News report Reporting  verbal 
write 
say 
 

Sayer:  

Donato (the judge) 
Projected locution: The 
Court accepts as true… 

"The Court accepts as true 
plaintiffs’ allegations…”  
Donato wrote in Thursday's 
ruling. 

First-order reality projected 

through quotes by different 

Sayers 
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verbal 
say 
argue 
write 

Sayer: the plaintiffs 

 

Projected locution: they 
never gave permission 
for Facebook… 

 

Sayer: Facebook 
Projected locution: that 
photo-tagging is 
disclosed in its terms of 
service… 

In the case against Facebook, the 
plaintiffs say  
they never gave permission for 
Facebook to use their faces as 
biometric identifiers. 
 
 
 
Facebook argues  
that photo-tagging is disclosed in 
its terms of service… 

Second-order reality projected 

through reports by different 

Sayers  

Table 4-7 A summary of experiential resources selected to construe privacy as an experience in three social contexts12 

                                                
12  Examples in Table 4-7 are illustrative of the representative features from the semantic categories in each social context and is given in English only. Japanese 
examples are presented and discussed from a contrastive perspective with reference to English in the respective sections within Chapter 4.  
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4.7 Cross-linguistic variation in construing privacy as a social 

reality  

 
The experiential analysis of the sample data in the bilingual corpora reveals 
that multiple social realities of privacy are created through written discourse 
that operate in different social semiotic processes. Depending on the fields of 
activity, the choice of experiential resources to construe a similar event may 
vary across languages. The contrastive analysis of the experiential construal 
of privacy as a social reality in the three socio-semiotic processes under study 
reveal three general trends in cross-linguistic variation between Japanese and 
English in the process of creating privacy as a social reality. First, it is 
observed that Japanese tends to create events more frequently in processes of 
‘being’ as compared to English, which has a general preference towards 
processes of ‘doing’ across text types. Second, there is a tendency for 
Japanese to foreground Circumstance as compared to the preference to 
foreground Participant in English, particularly in privacy policies. Finally, for 
register/genre in Japanese that involves direct interaction between 
interactants with distinct social hierarchical roles, the tenor relations pre-
determined the selection of specific grammatical construction to construe 
events from the speaker’s perspective to mark the social roles and distance. 
This contrasts sharply with English where no grammatical interference to 
indicate social relations between interactants is observed in the experiential 
construction of reality in the same text type. In the following sections (4.7.1 
to 4.7.3), I will discuss in details the possible motivations behind the cross-
linguistic variation identified in privacy policies, expert opinions and news 
reports and implications on contrastive studies and translations studies. 
 

4.7.1 Variation in process types  

In terms of process types, although there is no significant difference between 
Japanese and English within the same register/text type, that is, both Japanese 
and English have more material process than relational in privacy policies and 
more verbal than relational in news report, etc., it is observed that in general, 
Japanese has a higher percentage of relational process across all text types as 
compared to English (see Figure 4-2). Moreover, the complementary ergative 
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view also confirms that English is in general more agency driven, that is, 
events are construed as having external Agents while Japanese tends to 
downplay agency in most cases.  For example, in Japanese privacy 
policies, it is observed that relational clause is selected over material when 
the speaker wants to downplay the agency or the causation relation in the 
event, especially when the Agent/Medium is the addressee or inanimate 
Participant such as “personal information” or “the act of disclosing personal 
information”. This is made possible by nominalizing the ‘action’ as ‘thing’ to 
modify Circumstance under which the event is turned into a relational process 
of the attributing type (Example 4-6) in a relational clause. Moreover, unlike 
modality in English, which is generally realized in modal verbs can, may or 
should, modality in Japanese is generally realized in a relational construction.  
 
 

4.7.2 Variation in orientation towards Circumstance vs Participant  

The tendency for Japanese to nominalize processes and events as ‘things’ also 
contributes to the preference for events to be oriented towards Circumstance, 
as compared to Participant in English. This feature is prominent in parallel 
texts where English is the original and Japanese is the translated version. The 
motivation to foreground Circumstance in Japanese is both language-specific 
and registerial. Systemically, Circumstance is inherently placed in the initial 
position of a declarative clause in an unmarked case in Japanese (Teruya, 
2007: Chapter 3). It is therefore textually encouraging for the speaker to take 
advantage of the thematic position of the circumstantial element and pack 
events into things to modify the Circumstance when there is a need to send 
the Agent to the background. However, it is observed that the selection of 
Circumstantial Theme in my Japanese corpora is also registerially driven. In 
Japanese privacy policies, turning the act of the addressee into a nominal 
group to modify the Circumstance is a common strategy to avoid assigning 
the addressee as the Agent/Actor of the event. Since the tenor relations restrict 
the social distance between speaker (service provider) and addressee 
(customer) to be kept at a maximum, a combination of specific linguistic 
resources such as nominalization, honorification and relational construction 
is preselected a to construe the addressee’s actions (cf. Section 4.7.1). Instead 
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of foregrounding the addressee as the Agent/Actor, the Circumstance is 
foregrounded. For example, in the English ST, the dependent clause: If 
[Actor] you [Process] follow [Circumstance]the instructions here is translated 
into a postpositional phrase that realizes the Circumstance in which the clause 
is nominalized through the nominalizer koto: [[kono peeji no tejun ni 

shitagau]] koto de [Circumstance: means]

‘by means of the act [[(you) follow the instructions of this page]]’. The aim 
is to objectify and distant the experience by the addressee from “If you do X, 
you can do Y” in English to “Under Circumstance [[ you do X]], [[you do Y]] 
is possible” in Japanese where [[ you do X]] and [[you do Y]] are nominalized 
as noun group or noun phrase (cf. Maynard, 1997). 

Another interesting finding that reaffirms Japanese’s tendency towards 
foregrounding Circumstance over Participant is observed in the Japanese 
translation of events in where inanimate participant such as personal 
information plays the Agent role in English privacy policies (see Table 4-5 
and Example 4-9). Unlike in English privacy policies where speaker, 
addressee and inanimate participants such as “personal information” and “the 
act of using or sharing personal information” receive equal opportunity to be 
assigned the Agent/Actor role, in Japanese privacy policies, inanimate 
participants are often construed as Circumstance. Instead of “[Agent/Actor] 
your privacy settings [Process] control [Goal] X” in English ST, the preferred 
experiential construction in Japanese as shown in the Japanese TT is 

[Circumstance: place] puraibashii settei peeji de

[Process] seigen dekimasu 	 ‘In the privacy setting page 

(you) can control X’. As suggested by Kondo (1986), the use of inanimate 
entities in English as subjects to processes that indicate intentional acts is an 
important divergence in linguistic feature, especially from the perspective of 
a Japanese speaker. The repeated selection of Circumstance in Japanese TT 
to correspond to inanimate Participant in ST has also been well-researched 
and verified in previous literature (see Uchiyama, 1991).  

Finally, commonly observed in technical and professional writings such 
as legal documents and scientific discourse (cf. Halliday, 2008:110-111), the 
packing of processes and events into nominal groups is observed to be a 
strategy in written discourse in which the speaker can construe a series of 
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events as a chain of argument into one single event without specifying the 
causation or temporal relations of the events. For example, in Japanese news 
report, as exemplified in Example 4-24, projected speeches are sometimes 
nominalized to modify both the Circumstance and Participant to present the 
judge’s ruling in a grammatically intricate but structurally simple experiential 
construction: [[Projected clause]] [Circumstance: place] DE, [Senser:] 
[[Projected clause]] TO NO [Phenomenon:] [Process:]. This is another 
example of how the selection of linguistic features that are systemic in 
Japanese to apply in specific register. 
 

4.7.3 Variation in orientation towards speaker vs addressee  

In socio-semiotic process such as privacy policy where the institution and 
social roles are key in determining the selection of linguistic resources in 
realizing interaction with the addressee, Japanese tends to construe the 
experience from the speaker’s perspective. The tenor relation predetermines 
the selection of the lexicogrammatical features to enact the appropriate 
interpersonal relationship, for example, between service provider and 
customer in the Japanese culture as instantiated in the case of privacy policies, 
construing the experience of ‘providing’ and ‘sharing’ of privacy (see 
Example 4-4) or legitimizing the ‘act’ of agreeing to the privacy terms (see 
Example 4-7) from the speaker’s perspective in a receiving orientation. This 
contrasts sharply with the English construal of a similar experience from an 
addressee orientation (see Example 4-3 and Example 4-8). In English privacy 
policy, the strategy is to involve the addressee to directly participate in events 
that have an impact on privacy matters, making the addressee directly 
responsible for the action while co-creating the social reality of privacy. 
 However, it is interesting to note that the degree of addressee’s 
involvement in co-creating the social reality of privacy in the experiential 
domain varies across socio-semiotic processes and across languages. In 
privacy policy, the involvement or participation of the addressee in events 
that have an impact on privacy is high in English and low in Japanese, while 
in expert opinion, the addressee (general reader) in both English and Japanese 
texts is construed as the common “consumer” or “citizen” sharing the same 
social identity as the speaker (professional expert) and is assigned the 
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participant role of Actor/Carrier to directly participate in events together with 

the speaker (expert) as the collective “we” in English and watashitachi 

“collective we” in Japanese. Finally, since the addressee (reader) is a non-

interactant in news report, there is no involvement of the addressee as direct 
participant in the events construed in the news article. 
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4.8 Conclusion  

In this chapter, I have presented multiple social realities created and shaped 
through experiential meaning in written discourses that regulate, argue about 
and report on privacy rights and issues from a contrastive perspective. As 
suggested in the frequent word lists and findings from the transitivity 
analyses, privacy is collectively construed by members of the discourse/social 
community experientially as events that have an impact on the change of 
personal information between private and public spheres, specifically in 
processes such as collecting, using and sharing. It is interesting to note that 
the core members of the discourse/social community e.g. individuals, 
institutions and government are assigned different participant roles with 
associated processes depending on the different social contexts in which the 
texts operate. Moreover, it is observed that the different socio-semiotic 
processes play an important role in determining the experiential construction 
of the events, reflecting the beliefs and intentions of the speakers, who may 
or may not be participants in the events construed in the discourse. The 
varying perspectives of the same event give rise to multiple social realities 
that are often conflicting in nature. Table 4-8 presents a summary of some of 
the major participant roles played by different members of the 
discourse/social community under the three socio-semiotic processes of 
‘regulating’, ‘exploring’ and ‘reporting’.  
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Table 4-8 Participant roles played by members of the discourse/social community in three socio-semiotic processes 
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If we take a vertical view of Table 4-8, we can see that members of the 
discourse/social community are selected to assume different participant roles 
in the construal of privacy as meaning in all three text types.  In legal terms 
and policies, which is dominated by material process, both we (the 
institution/speaker) and you (individual user/addressee) are frequently 
assigned the Actor role and are directly responsible for activating processes 
of doing such as share and provide that impact on privacy (personal 
information plays the role of Goal), creating a sense of equality in co-creating 
the social reality of privacy. The individual (addressee) is also assigned the 

role of Senser who plays the agreeing party of the “automatic contract” as 
imposed by the institution (speaker).  

However, in expert opinions, although the individual and institution 
also participate in construing the experience of privacy, they play very 
different participant roles from those in the privacy policies. The institution 
in expert opinion is portrayed as the intruder of privacy and is assigned the 
participant role of Senser who invades the individual’s privacy through 
activating the process of sensing e.g. Google knows too much about you. To 
create solidarity with the reader, the speaker (professional expert) includes 
the reader (individual) as Participant under the “collective we” (me and you) 
who are portrayed as the common victim of privacy exploitation by the 
institution e.g. we consumers have no choice, assigning negative attributes to 
the Carrier we. Sometimes the speaker in expert opinions also assume the 
Senser role to explicitly express personal assessment of the events e.g. I 
believe it deliberately tries to deceive us.     

 Unlike legal terms and policies and expert opinions, news reports 
present events in the form of quoted or reported speeches, citing from 
different sources. Both the individual and institution in news reports are 

commonly assigned the Sayer role, defending their positions and expressing 
their thoughts. While government authority such as the laws, the court, etc. 
also plays the participant role in all three socio-semiotic processes, when they 
are assigned the Sayer role, their locutions are socially-weighted and may 
have a direct impact on social behavior. For example, a court’s ruling may 
influence the definition of privacy or may create a new criterion for 
determining the boundary of privacy, such as whether some personal 
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information or data should be treated as private or public e.g. “the right to be 
forgotten”.  

If viewed horizontally, Table 4-8 reveals some interesting patterns on 
the relationship between participant roles of the different members of the 
discourse/social community and the multiple realities created under the three 
socio-semiotic processes. It is observed that the same member of the 
discourse/social community assumes different participant roles in events that 
create tension or conflict between the three social contexts. For example, the 
individual or owner of personal information is construed as the Actor directly 

responsible for giving away privacy right e.g. you provide some personal 
information… in legal terms and policies, while in expert opinions, the 
individual is construed as the Carrier of negative attribute e.g. we have no 
choice in the matter. Furthermore, in news report, the individual is construed 
as Sayer who projects a second-order reality e.g. the plaintiffs say they never 
gave permission (to the institution) … In other words, multiple realities are 
construed from different texts that operate in different social contexts, 
reflecting the intertextual relationship between them.  

Similarly, the institution is also assigned different participant roles in 
conflicting realities construed in the three social contexts, from the ‘friendly 
and trustworthy’ service provider who takes on the Actor role to collect or 
share personal information only to fulfill necessary operation needs and 
provide benefits to the addressee in legal terms and conditions to the ‘privacy 
intruder’ who is assigned the Senser role to see, know and listen to the private 
matters of the individual in expert opinions. In the context of news reporting, 
the institution is also construed as Sayer to project locutions to defend itself 
from accusations e.g. Facebook argues that photo-tagging is described in its 
terms of service… through the act of quoting and reporting. The advantage of 

investigating the experiential construction of privacy in different socio-
semiotic processes is that it provides multiple perspectives of the same 
phenomenon or event, thereby expanding the meaning potential of privacy as 
a social construct.  

 In summary, privacy as a social reality is created through different 
choices of experiential configurations that reflect the ideational goals of the 
discourse, which are context dependent. However, privacy as ‘a commodity 
in exchange for goods and services’ can arguably be the underlying reality 
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shared amongst members of the discourse/social community across all three 
contexts of use in this study.  

In legal terms and policies, language is employed to legitimize and 
enable the exchange of personal information for goods and services through 
processes of ‘doing’, with both the speaker and addressee construed as 
participants directly involved in the events in co-creating the reality. Events 
that have an impact on individual privacy are realized in processes such as 
use, collect and share that relax the privacy boundary or delete and opt-out 
that tighten the privacy control of access to personal information.  

In expert opinions, language is employed to evaluate the ‘act’ of 
exchanging personal information for goods and services, attributing values 
through processes of ‘being’ from a one-sided argument by the speaker. 
Ideationally, the collection and use of personal information is negatively 
evaluated as ‘exploitation’ and ‘deception’ and the readers are warned of their 
privacy being ‘out of control’ and ‘needs regulation’.  

In news report, events and happenings on the exchange of personal 
information for goods and services are reported through processes of ‘saying’ 
in quoting and reporting, offering different views on the reality of the 
exchange of personal information for goods and services.  

In essence, privacy is represented as a quantum of change where 
private information is shunt along the cline between private and public 
spheres. Different types of discourse created in different social contexts by 
various members of the community co-create the social reality of privacy 
through intertextuality. Members of the discourse/social community 
participate in the co-creation of the reality by either involving as participants 
who are interactants of the discourse e.g. we (institution/speaker) and you 
(customer/addressee) as in privacy policies and I (professional 

expert/speaker) and we (speaker plus addressee or the general reader) in 
expert opinions, or in the case of the media, by re-creating first and second 
order realities through reporting events where participants are represented as 
non-interactant (third person) in news reports. Figure 4-9 presents a visual 
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representation of the co-construction of privacy as a social reality by members 
of the discourse/social community13.

                                                
13 Discourse/social community consists of individuals, groups and institutions representing 
different degrees of intimacy and familiarity in relation to the individual who is the primary 
owner of the personal privacy in question. It is assumed that different members of the 
discourse/social community participate in the co-construction of the reality of privacy in 
one way or the other either by producing discourse that has an effect on privacy (as 
speaker), or as Participant who participates in events that construe the experience of privacy 
as meaning.  
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Figure 4-9 Co-construction of privacy as a shared reality through discourse
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5 Enacting privacy as interpersonal exchanges in 

written discourse  

5.1 Introduction  

In Chapter 4, I have examined how privacy as a social reality is created and 
shaped as Participants, Processes and Circumstances under the system of 
TRANSITIVITY in the ideational domain. In this chapter, I investigate the 
choices of interpersonal resources in enacting social relationships between 
speaker and addressee during the exchange of information and goods-&-
services under different socio-semiotic processes. Specifically, I will discuss 
how the different speech functions of statement, question, offer and 
command are deployed to realize the proposals (the giving and demanding 
of goods-&-services) and propositions (the giving or demanding of 
information) similarly and differently between Japanese and English. Taking 
into consideration the different social and speech roles enacted between 
speaker and addressee that are pre-defined by the tenor relationship in each 
of the three social contexts under study, I will extract examples from the three 
corpora (see Appendix 1) to illustrate how the speaker selects linguistic 
resources from the interpersonal grammar such as mood and modality to 
negotiate the social reality of privacy in the respective contexts of situation 
and of culture.   
 

5.2 Legitimizing and commanding in legal terms and policies  

In legal terms and policies where the ideational functions are to regulate and 
enable social behavior of the addressee, multiple speech roles and social roles 
are enacted during the social exchange in the written discourse. From a legal 
perspective, the speaker is the regulator who has the power to set rules and 
policies to be abided by the addressee, who is the regulated. The speaker as 
an expert in privacy laws and regulations also has power over the addressee, 
who is a novice. However, from a commercial perspective, the speaker is the 
service provider, who is inclined to maintain good will with the addressee, 
the customer. It is therefore interesting to investigate how similarly and 
differently the linguistic resources are selected in Japanese and English to 
shape privacy as a shared social reality within a legal context where 
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maintaining business-to-customer relationship is a priority in the environment 
of corporate communication. 
 Findings from the parallel and comparable corpora of privacy policy 
show that a combination of mood, modality and polarity are deployed to 
legitimize events and actions in propositions and to facilitate actions to be 
undertaken in proposals. Table 5-1 summarizes the selections of interpersonal 
resources that realize the speech acts in relation to the ideational functions in 
privacy policies.    

Speech Acts Interpersonal 
realization 

Ideational 
function 

Examples 

Legitimizing proclaiming modality: 
permission 
usuality 

Declaring to 
proclaim the right 
to use, collect 
and share 
personal 
information 

Examples 
5-1 & 5-2 

disclaiming polarity 
(negative) 
modality: 
ability/ 
obligation 

Declaring to 
disclaim liability 
for use, collect 
and share 
personal 
information 

Examples 
5-3 & 5-4 
Example 
5-5 

promising14  modality: 
obligation 
(promise) 

Declaring to 
impose obligation 
on the user to 
accept terms and 
policies in the 
form of an 
“automatic 
contract” 

Example 
5-6  

Commanding instructional 
command 
(direct) 

mood: 
imperative 

Instructing the 
user to obtain 
more information 
about the privacy 
policy 

Section 
5.2.2 

                                                
14 Promise is a type of ‘regulative act’ in legal discourse (cf. Trosborg, 1997b:69). In privacy 
policy, promises are usually deployed through the use of the modal will when the Subject is 
‘we’ the speaker to signal promise made to the addressee or through the verb of promise e.g. 
consent, agree when the Subject is ‘you’ the addressee to impose an automatic contract on 
the addressee. 
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instructional 
command 
(indirect) 

modality: 
readiness: 
ability  

Empowering the 
user to control 
and manage 
his/her personal 
information 

Examples 
5-8 & 5-9 

deontic 
command 

modality: 
obligation 
(necessity) 
 

Obliging the user 
to provide 
personal 
information 

Example 
5-10 

Cautioning 
and 
suggesting 

warning 
(threat-
based) 

mood: 
imperative 
(negative 
polarity) 

Issuing 
commands to 
negate actions 
that may bring 
undesirable 
consequence 
relating to the 
user’s privacy 

Section 
5.2.3 

modality: 
obligation 

Suggesting 
actions that may 
prevent negative 
consequences 
relating to the 
user’s privacy 

Section 
5.2.3 

advising 
(benefit-
based) 

modality: 
probability 
experiential: 
verb of 
recommending 

Suggesting 
actions that may 
bring desirable 
outcome to the 
user’s privacy   

Section 
5.2.3 
Example 
5-12 
 

Table 5-1 Interpersonal realization of speech acts in privacy policy 

5.2.1 Declaring to legitimize propositions 

In privacy policy, as in most legal statements, propositions are legitimized as 
truth or fact through declaring e.g. we may transfer your information to the 
new owner. In a declaration, the regulating force is realized through a 
declarative statement that “defines a bounded area within which a person is 
free to do something if he wishes” (cf. facultative clauses described in 
Bowers, 1989:31). In the case of privacy policy, the speaker declares the 
rights and obligations of collecting and sharing personal information from an 
authorial position, assuming the role of the regulator/policymaker who has 
the right to make declarations. It is observed in privacy policies that one of 
the primary functions of declaration is to make explicit the boundaries 
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between the speaker (the regulator) and the addressee (the regulated) 
according to which they come to freely operate their rights over the 
addressee’s personal information and be bounded by the obligations as 
stipulated in the declarative statements. Declarations can be made by 
proclaiming (pronouncing a proposition as true), disclaiming (denying or 
rejecting a proposition) and promising (offering a promise to the addressee 
or imposing a promise on the addressee. 

In proclaiming, a statement is pronounced with authorial emphases or 
explicit authorial interventions that serve to legitimize the proposition as truth 
or fact (cf. Martin & White, 2005:127-133). It is observed that 
pronouncements in privacy policy are mainly employed to declare rights and 
obligations of both speaker and addressee. In English legal discourse such as 
statutes and contracts, the modal shall is frequently employed in enacting 
obligation and declaring stipulated rules (cf. Trosborg, 1997b:45). However, 
only 19 counts of the modal shall are identified in the English corpus of 
privacy policy. By contrast, the modal verb may is more frequently selected 
with 503 counts that co-occur with “we” (service provider) as the Subject (see 
Figure 5-1: an extract of the concordance lines of collocations “we” + “may”).  

 
Figure 5-1 Concordance lines of “we” + “may” collocation in English privacy 

policies  

While the shall statements in privacy policy explicitly declare a 
stipulation or definitive rule, the “may” statements are not so clear in terms 
of the kind of modal assessment that they carry. It is observed that in privacy 
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policy, although most of the propositions modalized by the modal verb may 
with “we” as the Subject denote probability or usuality, sometimes they may 
be ambiguous. For example, in We may use the name you provide for your 
Google Profile across all of the services we offer that require a Google 
Account (Text 41), the modal verb may could have two alternative 
interpretations: (1) as an enactment of obligation or permission as in being 
permitted to/have the right to or (2) as an indication of probability or usuality 
as in probably/usually. The latter type of pronouncement, which is less 
authorial, proclaims the right of the speaker (regulator) in terms of the 
probability/usuality of enacting a performative, and is usually associated with 
the act of using, collecting and sharing personal information (see Example 
5-1 below).  

 
Example 5-1 English – proclaiming: modality: usuality 

We may use this 
information 

to customize the content 
we show you, including 
ads. 

Subject Predicator: decl: 
modality: usuality 

Complement Adjunct 

α ×β 
        (Text 44) 

Experientially, this type of ‘we may + verbs of doing’ statement is 
realized in a primary clause in an enhancing hypotactic purpose relation with 
to as in Example 5-1. Interpersonally, it enacts pronouncements that 
legitimize and justify the acts of using, collecting, sharing and disclosing the 
user’s personal information. In Japanese privacy policy, on the other hand, 
pronouncements on the rights and obligations of the speaker (regulator) are 
usually realized using the legalese suru mono to suru ‘it is considered that’ or 
commonly translated as shall in English legal discourse (see Example 5-2). 
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Example 5-2 Japanese – proclaiming – modality: obligation 

Tsuittaa 
wa, 
 

saabisu ni kansuru 
joohoo o sooshin 
suru baai ya saabisu 
no go shookai o suru 
baai ni, 

gorenraku saki 
joohoo o  

shiyoo suru mono 
to shimasu. 

Twitter WA when sending 
information about a 
service or 
introducing a service 

contact information: 
p. honorific 
(respect/superior) O 

it is considered to 
use 

Subject Adjunct Complement  Predicator: decl: 
modality: 
obligation 

Twitter

‘As for Twitter, it is considered to use your contact information when sending 
information about a service or introducing a service.15’ (Text 06) 

 
Out of the three Japanese corpora, the “suru mono to suru” 

construction/phrase is only observed in the corpus of Japanese privacy 
policies in where the deployment of the legalese is considered to be 
registerially motivated. In Japanese privacy policy, the “suru mono to suru” 
construction is frequently employed to legitimize actions and events that may 

pose a threat to privacy and frequently occur with verbs such as hozonsuru

�‘store’, shuushuusuru  ‘collect’ and shiyoosuru

‘use’. That is, these expressions proclaim the right of the speaker as having 
the authority to store and use the personal information of the addressee.  

Disclaimers, by contrast, are usually realized by negating statements 
associated with verbs such as use, collect, share and disclose to protect the 
speaker from liability or risk of being perceived as engaging in acts that 
contain unlawful invasion of the addressee’s privacy. Similar observations 
are found in Japanese privacy policies. 

 
Example 5-3 English - disclaiming: negative statements 

                                                
15 Alternative interpretation: following the convention of legal translation, suru mono to suru 
is translated as English modal shall in legal discourse: “Twitter shall use your contact 
information when sending information about a service or introducing a service.” 
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We do not disclose your private 
information  

except in the limited 
circumstances described 
here. 

Subject Predicator: decl: 
polarity: neg 

Complement Adjunct 

    (Text 40) 
Example 5-4 Japanese –disclaiming: negative statements 

Toosha wa kurejittokaado joohoo o hoyuu itashimasen 
Our company 
WA 

credit card information O  keep-fml: neg 

Subject Complement Predicator: decl: polarity: neg: 
p.honorific (inferior/humble) 

[ )

‘We do not keep credit card information.’ (Text 01) 
  
 Both Example 5-3 and Example 5-4 present a disclaimer that assigns 
limited liability to the speaker regarding the disclosure and storing of personal 
information. In Japanese, the Predicator is further marked for the social 
hierarchical status between speaker and addressee. For example, when 
constructing disclaimer in negative statements (Example 5-4), Japanese tends 
to select the humble form of the honorifics such as ~itashimasen ‘do not do 
[humble]’ and suru koto wa gozaimasen ‘it never happens [humble] that’ 
because the Subject, the service provider, who is socially conceived as 
inferior is addressing the customer who is in turn socially conceived superior 
in the commercial situation.  
 Moreover, disclaimers are observed to be modally realized in different 
degrees of positive and negative polarity (see Example 5-5). 
 
Example 5-5 English - disclaiming: modulated negative statements 

(1) We have no control over, and shall not be responsible for, the use of 
information collected through a third-party site (Text 61) 

(2) we will not provide any of your Personal Information to any third parties 
without your specific consent (Text 54).  

(3) we cannot and do not guarantee that a third party will not breach its 
contractual obligation and use your Personal Information in a way 
contrary to this online privacy statement. (Text 56) 

In legal discourse, promises are either enacted experientially by 
performative verbs such as promise, undertake, commit, acknowledge, agree 
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and consent or through the modal will as an implicit performative. 
Performative verbs suggest obligation of promise and are typically employed 
as regulative acts with commissive intention in legal contracts (c.f Trosborg, 
1997b: 69). In privacy policy, performative verbs such as agree and consent 
are employed to exchange an “automatic contract”, imposing obligation on 
the addressee in the form of a promise. 
 
Example 5-6 English – promising: automatic contract (verb of agreeing) 

By using the Sites 
and providing your 
mobile phone 
number, 

you hereby consent to receive 
autodialed and/or 
pre-recorded 
telemarketing 
calls 

Adjunct Subject Adjunct Predicator: 
declarative 

Complement 

                 (Text 59) 

In Example 5-6, the promise is enacted experientially by assigning the 
participant role of the Senser to the addressee through the verbal group 
consent to receive modified by the legalese hereby. The obligation of 
‘agreeing to give away the right to privacy’ is being imposed on the addressee, 
who is legally bound by the automatic contract put forward. In Japanese 
privacy policy, consent imposed on the addressee is sometimes construed 
experientially as a lexical noun of agreement realizing the participant role of 

Goal as a commodity being exchange, e.g. dooi o  ‘consent’ in a 

material benefactive, e.g. morau  ‘receive’ or itadaiteorimasu )

) �‘receive (humble)’ (see Example 4-7 in Chapter 4, page 114). 

In this case, the speaker (service provider) assumes the role of the 
Actor/Receiver or beneficiary and the addressee (user) who is the benefit 
giver, although implicit, is given the complementary role of the Circumstance 
of source. 

Another type of promise proposition identified in English privacy 
policy is enacted through the modal verb will, which “functions as an implicit 
performative expressing the addresser’s obligation to carry out the act 
described in the proposition” (Trosborg, 1997b: 71). In privacy policy, the 
modal verb will that frequently collocates with “we”, the service provider, 
and with verbs such as abide, delete, respond, protect, endeavor to improve, 
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etc. also function as modality of obligation denoting promises. These 
modalized propositions put forward by the speaker (service provider) realize 
promises that help create a positive and trustworthy image of a professional 
and customer-caring service provider. See excerpts of promises by the 
speaker from the English corpus in Example 5-7 below. 

 
Example 5-7 English – promising – modality: obligation 

(1) The Company will abide by laws and regulations applicable to the personal 
information held by this website (Text 72) 

(2) we will keep your information only as long as necessary to fulfill those purposes 
(Text 44) 

(3) We will process your unsubscribe as soon as possible (Text 59) 
  

5.2.2 Instructional and deontic commands   

To facilitate actions to be undertaken by the addressee (user), the speaker 
(service provider) issues commands of different kinds under the socio-
semiotic process of enabling. Following Matthiessen et al. (2008:192), 
commands in privacy policy are associated with two socio-semiotic subtypes 
of ‘enabling’: ‘empowering’ and ‘regulating’. While imperatives are 
generally absent in English legal texts (cf. Trosborg, 1997b: 52), they are 
prominent features in privacy policy. Instructional commands that are 
realized directly by imperative mood in English, e.g. Learn more here, or by 

polite requestive mood in Japanese e.g. toosha ni tsuuchi shite kudasai

)�‘please notify our company’ are issued as directives 

or instructions to empower the addressee to perform proposed actions. 
However, it is observed that most of the instructional commands in privacy 
policies are realized by modulated statements of readiness: ability type where 
“the addressee is assumed to be willing to undertake a course of action but 
not able to do so and therefore in need of empowerment through instruction” 
(Matthiessen et al., 2008:192). By selecting declarative mood and modulation 
of readiness: ability in English and modalization of ability/potentiality in 
Japanese, the addressee is empowered with the ability to carry out 
performatives that are desirable to him/her.  

In a modulated statement, the instruction is offered indirectly by 
highlighting the potentiality/readiness/ability of the addressee in performing 
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those actions instead of an imperative clause directing the addressee to 
undertake an activity, e.g. Turn off the ad. Compare the English construction 
(Example 5-8) and its Japanese translation (Example 5-9) below. 
 
Example 5-8 English ST – empowering: modulation of readiness: ability 

You can turn off tailored ads in your privacy 
settings. 

Subject Predicator: decl: 
modality: ability 

Complement Adjunct 

                (Text 40) 
In Example 5-8, the addressee, who is the Subject, is empowered to 

perform the act of “turning off the tailored ads” through the modulation of 
readiness: ability realized in the modal verb can as in can turn off. However, 
in the Japanese translated version (Example 5-9), the addressee, who is the 
implicit Subject, is empowered to carry out the action through the modality 
of modalization: ability/potentiality ~[suru] koto ga dekiru “able to [do]”. 
 
 
Example 5-9 Japanese TT – empowering: modalization of ability/potentiality  

(Yuuzaa 
wa) 

[[korera no 
kasutamaizu 
kookoku kinoo o 

puraibashii 
settei de 

ofu ni 
suru]] koto 
ga  

dekimasu. 
 

(the user) these functions 
for customized 
advertisement O 

privacy 
setting DE 

turn off 
NOM GA 

is able/ 
possible 

 [[The action (what is doable)]] is possible 
Subject Complement Adjunct Predicator: modalization: 

ability 
Carrier Attribute Process 

 
( ) [

 
 
‘(For the user), the turning off these customized advertisement function in the 
privacy setting is able/possible’ (Text 6) 
  
 

Unlike in English where there are modal verbs and auxiliaries such as 
can, may to realize the modality of ability, in Japanese, modality of ability is 
usually realized by a phrase [[an action: ... suru]] koto ga dekiru “lit. that [[an 
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action: do…]] is able/possible” in which a possible action is embedded.  
Experientially, the clause in question can be analyzed as an attributive 
relational clause where “the action of turning off…” [[…ofu ni suru]] koto ga 
is serving as an Attribute with the process dekimasu “able/possible”. 
Interpersonally, the Subject (user), although typically implicit, is modally 
responsibility for having the ability to carry out the action presented and 
therefore considered to be empowered by the given instruction.  

Two important implications are observed. First, the inherent makeup 
of modality of ability pre-determines the selection of relational process, 
contributing to the frequent selection of relational process in Japanese legal 
texts as compared to material process in English privacy policy. Second, the 
common construction of modality in Japanese, which favors nominalization 
and relational process, contributes to an objective and distant orientation of 
the speaker’s modal assessment as compared to English’s preference for 
subjective and direct orientation. In other words, rhetorical mode of 
instruction is different between Japanese and English privacy policies. In 
Japanese, the service providers intend to distance themselves from the users, 
something which reflects their social hierarchy that is generally observed in 
the given tenor relationship, while in English they intend to establish affinities 
with the users. 

 In privacy policy, regulating is mainly realized by modulated 
statements of obligation expressing “necessity” and “requirement”. The 
addressee is obliged by these modulated statements to carry out an action, 
which are mainly realized by lexes of obligation such as need and require.  
(see Example 5-10 below). 
 
Example 5-10 English – regulating through modulated statements of obligation 

(1) you will need to provide your email address and a password and/or PIN code 
(Text 44) 

(2) you may be required to provide your phone number (Text 42)  
(3) we also need to ask for your cooperation regarding the following (Text 44) 

 
 
However, in Japanese, the same strategy to oblige the addressee to 

undertake certain proposed actions that are necessary is often realized in an 
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attributive relational clause with the necessity serving as an Attribute e.g. 

[Carrier:] pasuwaado settei ga [Attribute:] hitsuyoo to narimasu. 

 ‘The setting of password becomes/is necessary’ 

(Text 1).  Moreover, the modality of necessity is frequently realized lexically 

as a modifier/qualifier within a nominal group e.g. hitsuyou na joohoo 

�‘necessary information’, hitsuyoo na han’i �‘necessary 

scope’. 
It is interesting to note here that the choice of modality type reveals 

some significant differences between privacy policy and other typical legal 
discourse such as privacy law in regulating social behavior. In the Online 
Privacy Protection Act of 2003, regulative acts in English are mainly realized 
in high value modals such as shall (27 counts), must (9), require (19) and may 
that signify permission (11), while the modality of ability is almost non- 
existent (only 1 count of modal can is observed). This contrast sharply with 
the English Twitter privacy policy where the most frequent modal verbs are 
may (44 counts), mainly indicating usuality and can (12 counts), with zero 
instance of shall and must, suggesting a divergence from a more forceful and 
obligation-driven strategy of regulating social behavior to a milder strategy 
that focuses on usuality and ability.  

Similar contrastive findings are observed in Japanese privacy policies 
and the Privacy Law of Japan (2003) where high value modals such as 

shinakerebanaranai ) ‘must’ (62 counts) and beki  

‘ought to’ (16) and hitsuyou ’necessary’ (64) are observed in Privacy 

Law of Japan, forming a sharp contrast with zero instance of 

shinakerebanaranai ) ‘must’ and beki  ‘ought to’, 

with only one instance of hitsuyou  ’necessary’ in Japanese Twitter 

privacy policy. However, the legalese suru mono to suru ‘it 

is considered that’, which denotes modality of obligation (equivalent to modal 
shall in English legal discourse) is a prominent feature in both Privacy Law 
of Japan (21 counts) and Twitter Japanese privacy policy (16 counts), 
indicating the registerial convention of legal discourse still prevail in 
Japanese legal terms and conditions instantiated in privacy policies. However, 

modality that expresses usuality such as suru koto ga aru (  
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‘it sometimes happens that’ is only observed in Twitter Japanese privacy 
policy (21 counts) and not in Privacy Law of Japan, while modalization of 

potentiality/ability surukoto ga dekiru is observed in both 

text types.  
 

5.2.3 Cautioning and suggesting 

In privacy policy, the speaker (service provider) assumes the speech role of 
the advisor who has the knowledge on the operating system and procedures 
for managing and controlling personal information and in turn assigns the 
complementary role of the one being advised to the addressee. In general, 
suggestions are given for the addressee’s benefits, either to caution the 
addressee in the form of warning where the addressee is made aware of 
actions that could bring about negative consequences on his/her privacy or as 
an advice that may bring about desired outcomes and benefits.  

Linguistic resources selected to realize warning in English privacy 
policy are diverse, ranging from a direct command realized in imperative 
mood such as Please do not share your password with others (Text 44) to 
indirect or mild command realized in modulated statements such as You 
should be aware that the content you post on any such social computing 
platforms may be made broadly available to others inside and outside IBM 
(Text 45). It is observed that the modal should is selected frequently together 
with you the addressee to offer suggestion or advice (c.f Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2014: 707). Although the modal should generally denotes 
modality of obligation, it serves as a warning in privacy policies e.g. Mild 
implicit command of this kind falls somewhere on “the borderline between 
enabling of the regulating kind and recommending of the warning kind” (c.f 
Matthiessen et al., 2008:192). In other words, it recommends the addressee to 
undertake certain actions to prevent undesirable consequences, especially 
those that might lead to invasion of privacy.  

Alternatively, warning is sometimes issued explicitly through 
employing lexical verbs such as urge and encourage as in We urge you to be 
very careful when deciding to disclose your Personal Information (Text 61).  
Finally, warnings can be realized through modulated statements that highlight 
the in-ability of the addressee to carry out certain action due to a negative 
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consequence of certain action if undertaken by the addressee e.g. if you block 
or otherwise reject our cookies, you will not be able to add items to your 
Shopping Cart (Text 66). In the Japanese version, by contrast, the potentiality 
of the action that would bring about negative consequences in the case of the 
English version is construed as its potentiality in the sense that it may or may 
not happen, e.g. shoppingu kaato ni shoohin o tsuika dekinai kanoosei ga 

arimasu ][ ) ( �

“there is a possibility of not being able to add items to your shopping cart.” 
Moreover, warning is sometimes enacted metaphorically in the form of a 
motivated command (cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:439) realized in 

requestive mood shite kudasai )�(see Example 5-11). 

 
Example 5-11 Japanese – warning – requestive mood 

Sono joohoo wa hoka no riyoosha ni yotte shuushuu sa re shiyoo sa reru o sore ga 
aru koto ni go ryuui kudasai.  
 

(

)

 
‘Please be aware that that information may be collected and used by other 
users’.  

 
Experientially, this type of motivated command is usually realized in 

mental process ryuui suru  ‘pay attention’, chuui suru �‘be 

aware’, kakunin suru  ‘confirm’ and functions more like an ‘advice’ 

or ‘encouragement’ especially “when the clause represents processes of 
sensing where the commodity of exchange is the abstract state of the mind of 
the addressee” (cf. Teruya, 2007: 189).  
 While warning serves to recommend certain actions for the addressee 
in view of the potential risk or undesirable consequence, advising serves to 
suggest actions that bring benefits or desired outcomes to the addressee. Most 
cases of the advising type of command relate to the ‘willingness’ subtype of 
the modality of readiness where the addressee is, as in consultation contexts, 
assumed to be willing to undertake some course of action and the 
recommendation is thus for the addressee’s benefit (c.f Matthiessen et al., 
2008). Advice is typically/generally given explicitly from the perspective of 
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the speaker “we” realizing the Subject/Sayer in a verbal clause with verbs 
such as suggest, recommend and encourage e.g. we suggest that you read 

these rules carefully, or susumeru �‘recommend’ in Japanese e.g.�

webu saito nado nite teikitekini go kakunin itadaku koto o osusume 

itashimasu  ��� )

) � ‘[lit.] (we) recommend your regular confirming 

at/checking of the website’.  
Alternatively, advice is sometimes given implicitly as suggestion in 

privacy policy. For example, it is a common strategy to suggest the addressee 
to take up some courses of action to ‘share’ or ‘disclose’ personal 
information. In such cases, it highlights the benefits such as ‘convenience’ 
obtained by making use of/in using certain features provided by the service 
provider (speaker) (c.f Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014:587). This is usually 
realized in a clause complex where the dependent clause realizes the 
condition in which a desirable outcome is made possible by the action 
potentially carried out by the addressee.  By construing this way, the 
command becomes contingent upon the addressee’s undertaking the 
command (Example 5-12). 

 
Example 5-12 English– advice: modality of probability (implicit) 

 
TAXIS logico-semantic 

relations 

If you wish to add nearby LINE user(s),  ×β     conditional 

you may want to use the “Shake It!” feature    α  
         (Text 44) 

 
In Example 5-12 the advice is realized by a verbal group consisting of 

modality of probability e.g. may + want to use in a primary clause (c.f 
Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 587).  The recommendation is motivated by a 
conditional dependent clause that also contains a verbal group e.g. wish to 
add. It is observed that the use of mental process of the desiderative type such 
as wish, prefer, want is a feature in English privacy policies to enact 
recommendation or advice. In Japanese, however, this type of 
recommendation that appeals to the desire of the addressee is realized 
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differently. It is usually realized indirectly and objectively by a modalized 

statement of potentiality/ability suru koto ga dekimasu 

�‘that [[do…]] is possible/able’, suggesting that the outcome desired by the 

addressee is possible without resorting to the expressions of personal desire 
such as wish, preference or want as in the case with English (see Example 4-5 
in Chapter 4).  

Similar to the English counterpart, subjective explicit realization of 

advising is also observed in Japanese e.g. koto o osusume shimasu [[…]] 

[[…]] ‘we recommend [[…]]’ where the action 

recommended for the addressee is usually nominalized by the nominalizer 
koto. Actions frequently associated with this kind of subjective explicit advice 

include kakunin suru koto ������� ‘to confirm/check’, rikaisaereru 

koto
������‘to understand (honorific)’, ) go 

teikyoo itadaku koto ‘to offer/give (honorific)’, etc. Moreover, there is a 
tendency in Japanese privacy policy for advice to be realized in requestive 

imperative mood shite kudasai ) , similar to the warnings 

discussed in the previous section (see Example 5-11). 
 
 

5.2.4 Summary of discussion  

In this section, I have discussed how the shared reality of privacy is created 
and shaped through enactments of different tenor relationships in the context 
of privacy policies. As the regulator and policy maker, the speaker declares 
events and actions as rules and policies through proclaiming, disclaiming and 
promising so as to legitimize the propositions. To regulate the addressee’s 
behavior, the speaker employed modulated statements that express necessity 
to oblige the addressee to abide by the command. Assuming the social role of 
the service provider, the speaker enables the addressee (the user) to undertake 
proposed actions by issuing instructional commands through imperatives and 
modulated statements for readiness/ability, empowering the addressee with 
the ability to act accordingly. Finally, as the expert in the legal terms and 
operating procedures of the handling of the addressee’s personal information, 
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the speaker offers the addressee recommendations to take appropriate 
actions by means of warning and advising.  

It is observed that apart from a small number of instructional 
commands that are realized congruently by imperative in English and 
requestive imperative mood in Japanese, most of the interpersonal 
interactions entail mild commands that are realized indirectly through 
modulated statements of obligation and inclination of readiness by modal 
auxiliaries, may, can, and should in the case of English. Contrary, Japanese 
prefers modulated statements over direct commands realized by rank-shifted 
nominal groups and lexical words that realize obligation and ability, etc. in 
the environment of relational process. Moreover, instructional commands and 
warnings in Japanese are usually realized in the requestive imperative mood 
unlike English where they are realized by imperative mood and/or modality 
of obligation.  

In general, Japanese privacy policies adopt a distant and objective 
yet explicit orientation in shaping the social reality of privacy through a 
combination of elliptical Subject, nominalization, honorification and 
relational process in realizing the recommendation for and enablement of 
addressee’s behavior. Whereas in English privacy policies, the social reality 
of privacy is mainly shaped in a subjective, yet implicit orientation realized 
in explicit Subject and implicit modal assessment realized by modal verbs.  

 
 

5.3 Persuading and arguing in expert opinion  

As discussed in Section 4.5 in Chapter 4, the main ideational function of 
expert opinion is to argue about social values and positions on privacy in 
public. The speaker-addressee social role relationship in expert opinion is 
similar to that in privacy policy in terms of expert-to-novice relationship 
where the speaker is an expert and the addressee is a novice. However, unlike 
in privacy policy where the speaker (the policy maker) has the power to 
regulate the social behavior of the addressee through a legal statement, in the 
expert opinion, the speaker who is a professional expert in the areas of privacy 
law and IT, tries to negotiate alignment and rapport with the addressee 
while establishing a position in an argument in the context of online debate 
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and opinion column of editorials. Linguistically, the speaker selects different 
interpersonal resources to align social values, build arguments and propose 
solutions. Table 5-2 summarizes the interpersonal resources that realize the 
speech acts in relation to the ideational functions creating and shaping of the 
social reality of privacy in expert opinions. 
 

Speech Acts Interpersonal 
realization 

Ideational 
functions 

Example 

Inducing stimulating 
 

mood: 
interrogative 
 
 
 
imperative 
 

Stimulating 
interest to align 
public values on 
privacy 
 

Examples 
5-13 & 5-14  
 
 
 
Examples 
5-15 & 5-16 

inviting mood: 
imperative 
(speaker plus) 

Inviting 
participation in 
developing 
argument on 
privacy issues 

Example 
5-16 

Persuading 
and arguing 

evaluating negative 
appraisal: 
judgement 

Presenting 
negative 
evaluation on 
service provider 
and government 
to support the 
argument 

Examples 
5-18 & 5-19 

predicting modality: 
probability 
negative 
polarity 

Predicting 
negative 
outcome as 
threats to 
privacy 

Examples 
5-20 & 5-21 

Proposing 
solutions and 
positions 

advising 
 

modality: 
obligation 

Advising how 
things ought to 
be with privacy 
rights in the 
given situation 

Examples 
5-22 &  
5-23 

Table 5-2 Interpersonal realization of speech acts in expert opinion 
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5.3.1 Stimulating interest and awareness 

In expert opinion, the speaker (professional expert) employs various mood 
types to induce the addressee (general reader) to consider the argument puts 
forth by the speaker as important and to align social beliefs and values on 
privacy. For example, interrogative and imperative mood types are deployed 
to stimulate addressee’s interest in the topic or thesis presented by the 
speaker. Commonly found in the headlines of online debates and editorials, 
whether it is elemental or yes-no questions, interrogative mood enacts 
rhetorical questions that lead the addressee towards certain ideological 
position (see Example 5-13 and Example 5-14), while imperative mood that 
realizes commands tend to arouse attention of the urgency of the proposed 
problem or issue (see Example 5-15 below). 
 
Example 5-13 English – interrogative to stimulate interest and awareness 

(1) The Spotify privacy backlash: what is my personal data really worth? (Text 90) 

(2) Should there be ‘a right to be forgotten’ on the internet? (Texts 91-94) 

 

Example 5-14 Japanese – interrogative to stimulate interest and awareness 

(1)  Kojin joohoo hogo-hoo no kaisei de puraibashii o mamoreru ka 
 

‘Can privacy be protected by amendment of the Personal Information 
Protection Act?’ (Text 75) 
 

(2) Shiriizu" mainanbaa" puraibashii hogo wa juubun ka 
 " "  

‘Is series "My number" privacy protection sufficient?’ (Text 79) 
 

For example, in (1) of Example 5-13, the elemental question “what is 
my personal data really worth?” is represented as a direct quotation and is 
asked from the first-person perspective, representing both the speaker 
(professional expert) and the internal voice of the addressee (general reader). 
Rather than expecting a direct answer from the addressee, the speaker uses 
the question to raise a common concern, which is “the worth of personal data”, 
arousing interest in the addressee and at the same time setting the scene for 
an explanation to follow. Whereas in (2), the headline of an online debate, the 
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Yes-No question “Should there be ‘a right to be forgotten’ on the internet?” 
provokes a positioning from the speaker, whose arguments are presented in 
the body of the text. 

Similarly, in the Japanese example, questions are also observed to be 
employed as headlines of expert opinions. However, as illustrated  

Example 5-14, the questions asked in the Japanese headlines are usually 
realized by Yes-No interrogative that are used to question the government or 
the legal system, directing the addressee towards an ideological position that 
is implied in (1) the amendment of the Personal Information Act cannot 

protect privacy and that in (2) the protection of privacy is not sufficient. 
In addition to questions, it is observed that sometimes commands are 

also used in the headline to call for attention, especially in raising awareness 
of the urgency of the proposed problem (see Example 5-15) 

 
Example 5-15 imperative to stimulate awareness  

(1) Don't let drones invade our privacy (Text 101); 

(2) Wasurerareru kenri/sakujoo no ruuruzukuri o isoge   

‘Hurry up to make rules for the right to be forgotten/deletion’ (Text  74).  

 
The command realized in imperative mood here represents the 

speaker’s ideological positioning in relation to the existing privacy practice 
in the society, that is, rejecting the operation of drones in (1) and urging the 
need to set up rules for the right to be forgotten and deletion in (2). It serves 
to draw attention by arousing awareness on the urgency of the matter by 
addressing the reader directly.  

As discussed in Section 4.5.1 of Chapter 4, the speaker in expert 
opinion tends to employ the speaker plus “we” to involve the addressee as an 
interactant participating in events to create a shared experience. 
Interpersonally, the speaker sometimes uses imperative mood to “invite” the 
addressee to participate in the discussion by making use of the first-person 
plural imperative “let us + verb” in English. The speaker plus imperative 
mood enacts an invitation to act together. In Japanese, the invitation is 
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realized in suggestive imperative mood which is represented in volitional 
form meaning “let’s” as in yomoo “let’s read” (see Example 5-16). 

 
Example 5-16 imperative (speaker plus) to invite the addressee to participate in the 

discussion 

(1) Let’s imagine all 75 million people who use Spotify agree to sign up (Text 90) 
(2) Gutairei de kangaete mimashoo 

 (Text 77) 
 ‘Let's consider it in a concrete example.’  

 
It is observed that in both Japanese and English expert opinions, this 

“inviting” type is mainly realized by mental process verbs such as consider 

and imagine in English, and ��� kangaeru “consider”, 	��� kentoo 

suru “examine” in Japanese. As discussed in Swales (1998: 107), the use of 
first-person plural imperatives ‘you and me’ in persuasive discourse, in 
particular those associated with mental process such as let’s consider, let’s 
suppose, etc. are less imposing as imperatives in true commands of doing kind 
as in the privacy policy where the imperatives function as instructional 
commands. Rather, in the context of expert opinion, they function as a direct 
address to the reader for an ‘invitation’ to guide the reader through the 
argument. In this way, the addressee plays a role in developing the argument. 
In other words, the speaker and the addressee thus come to co-create the 
reality through aligning and sharing the speaker’s idea and social positioning 
in relation to the values and beliefs in privacy.   

In addition to employing first person plural imperatives to invite the 
addressee to participate in the discussion, it is common in Japanese expert 
opinion to employ the explanative mood modalized for probability to align 
the speaker’s thinking and positioning with the addressee (see Example 5-17). 
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Example 5-17 Japanese – aligning values and beliefs with the addressee through 

explanative mood  

Hatashite sooshita shikumi o totonoeru koto ga, watashitachi no motomeru 
joohookashakaidatta [explanative] no [suppositive] deshoo [negotiator] ka.  
 

 
 ‘Was it really the case that a mechanism really the kind of information society 
that we wanted?’ (Text 75) 
 

In Example 5-17 the proposition is presented as the expert’s explanation 
to align values and beliefs of privacy with the addressee by using 
watashitachi the collective “we” when referring to the desired information 
society. The proposition is realized in explanative mood marked by 
explanative particle no, modalized for probability through the interrogative 
suppositive mood. While it structurally resembles the primary interrogative 
mood realized by question particle ka, it is a rhetorical question which 
functions to “direct the reader’s attention to the problem presented and 
marked by it” (Okuda 1996:13 in Teruya, 2007:172) as often found in 
newspaper editorials. Moreover, in my corpus of Japanese expert opinion, it 
is observed that this interrogative suppositive type presents the speaker’s 
position in the form of a question, guiding the addressee towards the desired 
response demanded by the speaker, one that negates the proposition in 
question i.e. “No, this is not the kind of information society that we wanted” 
(cf. negative focus as a persuasion strategy in Guerini et al., 2008). In English, 
although the proposition is more assertive, the speaker (professional expert) 
also employs the collective “we” in negative declarative statement as in we 
have no hope (cf. Example 4-14 in Chapter 4) to engage with the addressee 
(general reader) to create solidarity and to align different social values.  
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5.3.2 Evaluating and predicting propositions  

To support the argument in expert opinion, the speaker (professional expert) 
tries to persuade the addressee (general reader) to align with his/her 
ideological position by evaluating a given situation, subjectively assessing 
people, institutions, objects and/or phenomenon that are involved in the issue 
under discussion. Moreover, the speaker sometimes tries to persuade the 
addressee to believe in the seriousness and urgency of the situation by 
presenting propositions that predict outcomes that are undesirable or threats 
to the addressee.  

One of the main strategies in persuading the addressee is to present 
expert evaluation. Evaluative expert opinions are usually negative where the 
expert either gives personal assessment in the form of judgement that 
conveys moral evaluations of behavior of the institution or government, or 
through assigning negative attribute to the proposition. Experts such as 
lawyers, academics specialized in privacy issues and IT professionals openly 
evaluate and criticize specific cases on current privacy laws, government and 
institutions’ practices on privacy management (see Example 5-18). 
 
Example 5-18 English – negative evaluation of the proposition 

(1) Allowing domestic drones to act as spies for the government is a complete 
violation of our basic right to personal privacy. (Text 101) 
 

(2) Maintaining privacy on the Internet is nearly impossible (Text 99) 
 

(3) Companies like Google that repeatedly claim to care about users’ privacy 
should be ashamed that they are not treating people on both sides of the 
Atlantic the same way. (Text 91) 
 

(4) I do believe, however, that it deliberately tries to deceive us when it claims 
the new privacy policy seeks "to provide you with as much transparency and 
choice as possible."(Text 102) 
 

As shown in Example 5-18, evaluation in English expert opinion is 

usually enacted in a negative statement. In (1), the act of “allowing domestic 

drones to act as spies for the government” is negatively assessed as “a 

complete violation”, whereas in (2), the act of “maintaining privacy on the 

Internet” is attributed a negative value as “nearly impossible”. Note here that 
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these evaluative statements are realized in relational clause of the attributive 

type where the Attribute is marked with assessment of different degrees of 

intensity of qualities and processes (cf. Martin & White, 2005:141). For 

example, in (1), the Attribute is intensified by the adjective complete, a 

‘maximiser’ that is at the upper-most end of the scale of intensification as in 

“complete violation” (cf. Martin & White, 2005:142) and in (2) by a pre-

modifier nearly to up-scale the quality of Attribute as in “nearly impossible”. 

In (3), “Companies like Google” is evaluated in the modulated statement 

realized by the modal verb should + a negative adjective be ashamed, that 

expresses a subjective moral judgement of the speaker towards Google. 

Finally, in (4), the speaker uses a mental projection I do believe to express 

explicitly his/ her subjective evaluation on the proposition, accusing the 

institution “it” of the moral misconduct of “deliberately tries to deceive us”, 

aligning the addressee into a position of opposition to the institution’s claim 

(cf. Martin & White, 2005: 119). 

Similarly, in Japanese expert opinion, evaluation on institutions, 
government and the legal system is usually negatively realized. It is observed 
that most instances of evaluation in Japanese expert opinion are focused on 
assigning negative attributes to the actions or conducts of the institution or 
government, instead of making judgements on the moral behavior as in 
English expert opinion (see Example 5-19). 

 
Example 5-19 Japanese – negative evaluation of the proposition 

(1) Doko ni, dare ga, do no yoona kamera o secchi deki, kiroku shita deeta wa doo 
atsukawareru nodeshoo ka. jitsuwa, kiwamete aimaidesu. 
 

[

() ) (Text 83) 
 
 ‘Where, who, what type of camera can be installed, and how is the recorded 
data being handled? I wonder. As a matter of fact, it is extremely ambiguous.’  
 

(2) Kokunai-hoo o ikura kyooka shite mo, kaigai no `meibo-ya' no torishimari wa 
kon'nandesu. 
 

)

(Text 75) 
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 ‘Regardless of how much domestic law is strengthened, it is difficult to 
control overseas "personal information database".’  
 

(3) Kono yoona taisaku de puraibashii ga juubun ni hogo sareru towa 
omoemasen. 
 

(Text 79) 
 
‘I do not think that privacy is adequately protected by such measures.’  
 

In (1) of Example 5-19, the surveillance setup is assessed by a negative 
Attribute realized by an adjectival group consisting of a negative adjective  

aimai () )�“ambiguous” modified by an Epithet with the highest degree 

of intensification kiwamete “extremely”. It establishes the speaker’s 

positioning by criticizing the ways of handling the personal data as 
“extremely ambiguous”.  Similarly in (2), a negatively charged Attribute 

kon’nan  “difficult” is ascribed to the handling of the personal database, 

“control of overseas personal information database”. Finally, mental 

projection such as �to wa) omoemasen 	 �“I do not/cannot 

think (that)” in (3) is used to construe a subjective judgement by negating the 
proposition, i.e. the adequacy of the protection of privacy, juubun ni 

hogosareru  “adequately protected” (see Example 4-22 

for full excerpt).  
Another persuasion strategy observed in expert opinion about privacy 

issues is to create fear or concern through predicting usually an undesired 
future or outcome (Dillard & Anderson, 2004). Using linguistic resources 
such as the modality of probability and usuality, the speaker creates a 
potential reality that is undesirable for the addressee, motivating the 
addressee to accept the recommendation of possible solutions put forward by 
the speaker (see Example 5-20). 
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Example 5-20 English – predicting undesirable outcome through modality of 

probability 

(1) Spotify might easily work out who you’re falling in love with. (Text 90) 
 

(2) We are likely to see more and more automated requests. (Text 94) 
 

As demonstrated in Example 5-20, predictions in English expert 
opinions are mainly realized in modality of probability using modal verbs 
such as might as in (1) and modal adverbs such as likely as in (2).  
 Similarly, in Japanese expert opinions, negative predictions are also 
employed to facilitate acceptance of the proposed solution to support the 
speaker-expert’s argument (see Example 5-21).  
 
Example 5-21 Japanese – predicting undesirable outcome through modality of 

potentiality 

(1) Kojin joohoo ni fusei ni akusesu sareru kanoosei ga arimasu. 
( (Text 79) 

‘There is a possibility that personal information will be illegally assessed. ‘ 
 
(2) Kojin o tokutei dekiteshimau osore ga arimasu. 

( (Text 75) 
‘There is a fear (possibility) that (it) can identify individual. ‘ 
  

In both (1) and (2), undesirable outcomes e.g. ‘personal information 
being illegally assessed’ and ‘(it) can identify individual’ in the propositions 
are modalized for potentiality using the modal expression kanoosei ga 
arimasu ‘there is a possibility’ and osore ga arimasu ‘there is a fear’ where 
the interpersonal meaning of ‘probability’ is lexicalized as kanoosei 
‘possibility’ and osore ‘fear’,  assuming the Existent role in a relational 
clause. As discussed in Section 4.7.1, this is the preferred way of realizing 
modality of ability/potentiality in Japanese, which explains the frequent 
selection of relational clause as compared to material clause in its English 
counterpart.  
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5.3.3 Proposing solutions and positions 

Unlike in privacy policy where advices are generally directed towards the 
addressee (user of the service) to undertake a proposed action that brings 
about desired benefits such as improved services or increased convenience, 
advices in expert opinion are suggestions that the speaker (legal and IT 
expert) considers as solutions to the privacy issues presented in the argument 
or recommended positions to be undertaken. They represent the speaker’s 
personal view on how things ought to be in the world at large: actions that 
non-interactants such as government, service providers and other members of 
the social community ought to undertake in order to improve the situation 
discussed in the discourse (see Example 5-22). 
 
Example 5-22 English – proposing a solution – modality of obligation  

(1) The police force should have the power to collect intelligence; however, I 
believe they must go through a judge and request a warrant to do so.�Text 
101� 

 
(2) The solution is simple: Google should remove all links to private information 

when requested to do so. (Text 93) 
 

In (1) and (2), the modal responsibility of obligation is assigned to the 
non-interactants “the police force” in (1) and “Google” in (2). For example, 
in (2), the speaker offers a solution to the debate about “the right to be 
forgotten” by advising an action to be undertaken by the service provider 
Google, who is assigned the modal responsibility of obligation e.g. Google 
should remove all links… To highlight his/her subjective opinion, the speaker 
sometimes uses mental projection such as I believe in (1) to project a 
modulated statement of obligation e.g. I believe they must go through a judge 
and request a warrant to do so. 

It is observed in addition to giving advices on “what ought to be done” 
as general “solutions” to specific privacy issues, the advice is sometimes 
directed to the collective “we” to recommend a position towards the given 
issue or problem. The speaker employs the speaker plus (I and you) as Subject 
person in a statement modulated for obligation by using modals such as need 
in (1) and should in (2) of Example 5-23 to highlight the position that 
everyone (including the speaker and addressee) is obliged to take. Instead of 
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recommending what ought to be done in a material process, the proposition 
tends to be realized in a mental process of the cognitive type as in (1) or in 
the form of a negative advice as in (2).  
 
Example 5-23 English – proposing a position – modality of obligation 

��� We need to focus on what this sea change means to society and how to deal 

with it (Text 91).   

��� We should not have our rights infringed upon by unwarranted police-state 
tactics. (Text 101) 
 

Other mental processes that are commonly selected to propose a 
position to be undertaken includes we need to know, we need to realize, etc., 
which function to call for attention of what is important to the collective “we” 
instead of a suggestion of a concrete action to be performed by the addressee. 
In (2), the position that the speaker recommends is presented in the form of a 

negative advice. The proposition is realized in modality of obligation in a 

negative proposition “We should not have our rights infringed upon by 

unwarranted police-state tactics”, reflecting the speaker’s position against 

unwarranted police-state tactics.  

In Japanese expert opinions, the speaker (professional expert) also 
assigns modality of obligation to propositions that suggest positions to be 
adopted by the community at large and solutions to the argument as 
exemplified in Example 5-24. 

 
Example 5-24 Japanese – proposing a position: modality of obligation 

��� Watashitachi no puraibashii ga naigashiro ni sareru koto ga atte wa 
narimasen 

) (

 (Text 79) 
‘Our privacy must not be treated as non-existing.’  
 

��� Habahiroi kanten kara ruuru-tsukuri o kentoo subekida. 
) � (Text 74) 

‘(The government/law maker) should consider making rules from a broad 
perspective. ’ 
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��� Kojin ni kansuru joohoo no ryuutsuu o hon'nin ga kontorooru dekiru 
kankyoo o seibi suru hitsuyoo ga arimasu. 
 

( �(Text 79) 
 
‘There is a need to put in order an environment in which the individual 
can control the distribution of information on individuals. ’ 

 
In (1), the speaker (professional expert) proposes a position to be 

taken by watashitachi the collective “we” through a modalized statement 

using the high value modality of obligation atte wa narimasen(

 ‘must not exist’. The Subject is a nominal group that is rankshifted 

by the nominalizer koto, assigning the modal responsibility to the 
‘phenomenon’ or ‘thing’, indicating the speaker’s strong opinion on how the 
world ought to be. While in (2), concrete action to be undertaken by the 
government is proposed as the solution to the current situation regarding 
privacy laws. The proposed solution is realized in high value modality verb 

suru beki  “should” and modals of median value such as necessity, 

suru hitsuyou ga aru ( there is a need to…’ as in (3).  

Unlike in English expert opinion where the Subject is made explicit 
in proposed solutions such as Google should, the police force should, etc., in 
Japanese expert opinion, the Subject is left implicit as in (1) and (2) of 
Example 5-24 which is recoverable from the co-text. It is observed that the 
advice in Japanese expert opinion is also directed towards the government, 
law maker and society in general. For example, the Subject for ruuruzukuri o 

kentoo subeki  ‘should consider making the rule’ 

is the government or law maker whereas in (2), the Subject for [[…]] kankyoo 

o seibi suru [[…]] �‘to put in order an environment that…’ 

can be recovered as the government.  
Another distinctive variation in Japanese realization of advice when 

compared to English is the additional layer of objective uncertainty in the 
modulated statement of obligation (see Example 5-25). 
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Example 5-25 Japanese – proposing a solution: modality of obligation + probability 

(1) Sooshita naka de, kanshi suru koto ni wa sekinin ga tomonau koto o jikaku 
shite, kanshi kamera o soogo kanshi dekiru shisutemu o tsukutte iku hitsuyoo 
ga aru deshoo. 

[

) (

�Text 83� 

 ‘Under such circumstances, I supposed it will be necessary for us to recognize 
that responsibility is involved in monitoring, and create a system that can 
monitor surveillance cameras mutually.’ 

(2) Shikashinagara, soreha riyoosha ga `sooiu joohoo o teikyoo sa retai' to omou 
baai nomi riyoo sarerubeki monodeshoo. 
 

) )

��Text 75� 
 
‘However, it should be used only when the user thinks "I want to provide such 
information.’ 
 

According to Teruya (2007:168), the use of declarative suppositive 
mood enacts experience that is being “projected in the potential, non-actual 
world”, in the world of imagination, presenting ‘certainty’ as objective rather 
than subjective. However, in the sample data of my Japanese corpus, 
propositions that are realized in suppositive mood usually co-occurs with 

modulation of obligation suru beki ‘should’ as in (2) and 

modulation of necessity (  suru hitsuyou ga aru ‘there is a 

need to /it is necessary to’ as in (1) of Example 5-25, expressing the speaker’s 
recommendation from an objectively derived probability.  
 

5.3.4 Summary of discussion  

In this section, I have explored the choice of linguistic resources from the 
systems of MOOD and MODALITY that functions to align social values and 
build arguments in expert opinions. The findings reveal that although the core 
events and happenings may be similar to those in privacy policies, the 
selection of Subject, mood and modality to enact the tenor relations, in this 
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case between the professional expert and general reader, is very different 
from those that enact the tenor relations between service provider and user.  

In privacy policies, the social reality of privacy is shaped through 
declaring propositions that legitimize the act of using, collecting and sharing 
personal information while enabling and recommending the addressee 
(customer) who has a legal-binding commercial relationship with the speaker 
(service provider) to undertake proposals that help the addressee manage 
his/her privacy in the given social context. However, in expert opinion, the 
same act of using, collecting and sharing personal information is assigned a 
social value, often negative, through evaluation (negative judgement) and 
prediction (modality of probability) of what could go wrong in the given 
situation. Recommendations that are realized in modality of obligation in 
“should” statements represent the speaker’s (legal or IT expert) view of how 
things ought to be in relation to privacy in the given situation. In terms of 
mood type, imperatives and interrogatives are selected to induce the 
addressee, stimulating interest and inviting the addressee to align with the 
social values of privacy proposed by the speaker. As a general observation, 
expert opinion tends to foreground problems and issues with privacy, 
employing evaluative and negative resources to shape the social reality of 
privacy towards the negative cline, contrasting sharply with privacy policy 
that tends to foreground the positive aspect of the reality of privacy by 
highlighting the legitimacy (necessity and benefits) of the propositions and 
the ability of the addressee (user) to take control of his/her privacy (modality 
of ability).  

Cross-linguistically, more similarities than differences are observed 
between Japanese and English in terms of the selection of mood and modality 
types in enacting the tenor relationship between professional expert and the 
general reader. However, inherent language differences in terms of rhetoric 
mode of modality between Japanese and English that has been identified in 
privacy policy is also observed in expert opinion.  
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5.4 Reporting propositions and proposals in news report  

In principle, the main ideational function of news report is to construct a 
social reality through creating knowledge by reporting events and happenings 
in a neutral, objective and impersonal manner (cf. White, 2000). Therefore, it 
is expected that the speaker (reporter) in news report does not interact with 
the addressee directly and that the reporter’s attitude and interpersonal 
assessment of the propositions is not made explicit in the news article. 
However, as pointed out by previous studies on media discourse (e.g. Martin 
& White, 2005; Thomson & White, 2008; Sano, 2008; Bednarek, 2006), the 
reporter makes use of different experiential and interpersonal resources to 
create different “voices” to shape the news stories that influence beliefs, value 
judgements and expectations (cf. White, 2000).  

In this section, I will focus my discussion on how the shared reality of 
privacy is created and shaped through propositions and proposals that are 
reported and quoted in news reports. I will also explore the choice of 
lexicogrammatical resources that realize the construction of the first and 
second-order reality (cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999) in Japanese and 
English.  

 

5.4.1 Quoting and reporting assessments in different “voices”  

Of the three socio-semiotic processes under study, news reporting provides 
the broadest coverage in terms of the range of participants in events that co-
create the social reality of privacy as the reporter makes use of external 
sources to shape the different orders of reality through quoting and reporting 
speeches. In privacy policy, the social reality of privacy is constructed from 
the service provider’s perspective, created and shaped from an authorial 
position with a positive focus by legitimizing propositions and encouraging 
the addressee to undertake proposals put forth by the speaker. In expert 
opinion, the social reality of privacy is construed as a social reality shared 
between speaker (professional expert) and addressee (general reader) as the 
collective “we”, but often with a negative focus where the speaker openly 
criticizes and argues against the service provider and the government. 
However, in news report, the social reality of privacy is created and shaped 
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by the locutions and ideas of different participants in the events such as judges, 
companies, government and plaintiffs through a combination of narrative and 
projected speeches. Moreover, in a quotation, the addressee (general reader) 
is presented with the first-order reality through the linguistic re-construction 
of the event in direct speech, which allowed for the reproduction of the mood 
and modality as enacted in the locution. 
 It is observed that sometimes the speaker (reporter) carefully selects 
quotes and reports to shape the reality in a certain way to direct the addressee 
(general reader) towards a specific ideological position. Example 5-26 
presents excerpts from Text 120 that illustrate how the interplay between 
projection, mood and modality construct contrasting views that shape the 
social reality of privacy reported as a social phenomenon with a negative 
evaluation towards the service provider, Spotify. 
 
Example 5-26 English – contrasting views of social reality of privacy from different 

participants through projected assessment (Text 120) 

Participant Process Example 

Spotify 
[Sayer] 
 

Verbal 
reporting + 
quoting  
proposition 
 

(1) Spotify had said in response that the 
changes to its privacy policy would help it 
"tailor improved user experience". 
(2) "We will always ask for individual 
permission or clearly inform you of the ability 
to opt out from sharing location, photos, voice 
and contacts." 

There 
[Existent] 

Existential (3) There had been some angry reaction to the 
changes. 

Wired 
magazine 
[Sayer] 

Verbal 
quoting  
proposition 

(4)"Like a jealous ex, Spotify wants to see (and 
collect) your photos and see who you're talking 
to," wrote Wired magazine. 

Forbes 
reporter 
Thomas Fox-
Brewster  
[Sayer] 

Verbal 
quoting 
proposition 
 

(5)"I'm now considering whether the £10 I pay 
for a premium membership is worth it, given 
the amount of privacy I'd be giving away by 
consenting," wrote Forbes reporter Thomas 
Fox-Brewster. 

Markus 
Persson 
[Sayer]  

Verbal 
behavior + 
quoting 
proposition 
proposal 

(6) Markus Persson tweeted the company 
directly. "As a consumer, I've always loved 
your service. You're the reason I stopped 
pirating music. Please consider not being evil," 
he wrote. 
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In Example 5-26, the speaker (reporter) shapes the events into a 
negative reality using negatively charged words such as angry reaction, like 
a jealous ex and evil citing from different sources. The news development is 
built on a series of reported and quoted speeches contrasting the views 
between Spotify in (1) and (2) and different sources from various media 
representatives in (4) to (6). Spotify’s argument for the changes made to its 
privacy policy is projected through a combination of reported and quoted 
speeches in (1) and (2) where it proclaims the benefits of the change as “to 
tailor improved user experience” in (1). The quotation in (2) allows the reader 
to experience the first-order reality of the “excuses” and “promises” made by 
Spotify in projected proposition modalized for obligation using modals will 
and may.  

The general public’s response to the change in Spotify’s privacy policy 
is first presented as a general statement in an existential clause (3), using the 
referent “There” as the Subject with the negative emotional response of the 
general public “some angry reactions to the changes” as the Existent. 
Supporting evidence of the “angry reaction” is elaborated by a list of 
projected speeches in (4) to (6) quoted from different trusted sources (e.g. 
representatives of the media and celebrities) to present a series of negative 
evaluation that support and exemplify the angry reaction as stated in the 
general statement in (3). The reporter uses a combination of moral judgement 
e.g. like a jealous ex and being evil and negative evaluation e.g. I’m now 
considering whether the £10 I pay for a premium membership is worth it to 
enhance the negativity of the news article. Moreover, imperative mood is 
observed in the quoted speech of a celebrity in (6), who is positioned as a 
representative of the long-standing customer of the company to urge Spotify 
to stop exploiting customer’s personal information through a command 
Please consider not being evil written in his personal tweet. By attributing 
the supporting evidence to different information sources, the writer shapes 
the news report into a collective social reality co-created and shared by 
different ‘voices’ in the discourse community. 
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5.4.2 Presenting different views through evidentiality  

In Japanese news reports, the reporter presents different views of the events 
not only by quoting and reporting locutions of different participants, but also 
by citing evidence from unidentified source using resources from the system 
of EVIDENTIALITY e.g. to iu hearsay or soo da appearance. Example 5-27 
presents an excerpt from Text 108, a news report on different views about the 
collection of personal information as a tool for fighting against terrorism.  
 
Example 5-27 Japanese – propositions and proposals in projection and 
evidentiality (Text 108) 

Participant Process Example 

Ichibu ribatarian 
(jiyuu shijoo 
shugi)-kei no giin 
ga 

 
some libertarian 
(free-supremacy) 
members 

Material 
doing  

(1) Bei gikai dewa, ichibu ribatarian (jiyuu 
shijoo shugi)-kei no giin ga seiken e no 
koogeki o kokoromite iru. 
 

)

 
‘In the US Congress, some libertarian 
(free-supremacy) members are trying to 
attack the regime.’ 

Beinaa kain 
gichoo (Kyoowa) 
mo fukume ooku 
no giin wa 
 

 
 
Many members 
of the House of 
Representatives 

Verbal 
reporting 
proposition 
(obligation: 
necessity) 

(2)  Daga, beinaa kain gichoo (Kyoowa) 
mo fukume ooku no giin wa, NSA no 
shisutemu ga tero taisaku to shite 
hitsuyoona monodearu to komento shite 
iru. 
 

(

)

 
‘However, many members of the House of 
Representatives including the 
Representative of the House of 
Representatives (Kyowa) comment that 
the NSA's system is necessary as a counter 
plan against terrorism.’ 
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Unidentified 
source of 
evidence 

Evidentiality 
appearance + 
potentiality 

(3) Konkai no kudan ga minshu kyoowatoo-
kan no ookina seisoo no gu to shite riyoo sa 
reru kanoosei wa hiku-sooda 
 

 
‘It appears that the possibility that this 
case will be used as a tool of great 
political fight between Democratic and 
Republican parties is low.’ 

 
In Example 5-27, the speaker (reporter) employs a combination of 

verbal projection and evidentiality to present the different views of the 
members of the US Congress to create a second-order reality for the reader. 
In (1), the statement about the libertarian members trying to attack the regime 
is constructed in a material clause, setting the scene for the succeeding 
proposition in (2). The proposition, which is projected as a comment by the 
Sayer (many members of the House of Representatives) through the 

projecting verb komento suru  ‘to comment’ is modulated for 

obligation: necessity, which is realized as a thing in hitsuyoo na 

mono ‘necessary thing’ in a relational attributive clause. “NSA’s system as a 
counter plan against terrorism” is presented as the Carrier that is assigned the 
Attribute of a thing modulated for necessity. In doing so, the modal 
assessment is metaphorized and the proposition becomes non-negotiable. 

Finally, the assessment of the possibility for the case being used as a 
tool for political fight in (3) is realized in modality of potentiality in a 
relational attributive clause where the proposition is modalized for 

potentiality in a nominal group kanoosei �“the possibility” attributed 

a value of hikui ) “low” through the evidentiality soo da � ‘it 

appears that’. It is observed that the reporter in Japanese news report 
sometimes uses evidentiality as another option to present evidence for 
argument or suggestion. By making use of different types of evidentiality 

such as hearsay such as to iu )  ‘it is said that’ and appearance soo da 
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it appears that’, the reporter can attribute information and ideology 

to unidentified source. 
 

5.4.3 Summary of discussion  

While in news report, events are expected to be presented in a neutral, factual 
and objective manner, the social reality is created and shaped by different 
‘voices’ that represent different views or ideological positions of the members 
of the community. Through quoted speech, the reader is brought to the level 
of the first-order reality to experience the event where the propositions and 
proposals are preserved in original make-up of interpersonal meaning realized 
in mood and modality. Propositions and proposals projected through quotes 
and reports in news report contribute to the shaping of the collective reality 
through the lens of the reporter, where a seemingly ‘objective’ reality is 
manifested in a written discourse that reflects the ‘neutrality’ of the 
description and a ‘balance’ of views quoted from ‘reliable’ sources (cf. White, 
2000). Cross-linguistically, it is observed that both English and Japanese 
news reports are characterized by verbal projections with an interplay 
between narration of the reporter and the quoted and reported speeches of the 
Participants in the events to organize different views of the Sayers. However, 
Japanese also employs resources from the system of EVIDENTIALITY to 
attribute propositions to unidentified source or general observations.  

 This concludes the discussion of analyses on interpersonal resources 
selected to create and shape privacy into different social realities in legal 
terms and policies, expert opinions and news reports. Table 5-3 presents a 
summary of the speech acts such as legitimizing and commanding in privacy 
policies, persuading and arguing in expert opinions, and evaluating/predicting 
and commanding through reports and quotes in news reports.  Illustrative 
examples are provided with corresponding interpersonal realizations that are 
mapped against common scenarios in the experiential domain to exhibit some 
of the most representative cases in which privacy is represented and enacted 
linguistically in different contexts of situation.
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Context 
of 
situation 

Speech Acts Example Interpersonal  Experiential 

Polarity  Mood Modality Subject Participant Process  

Privacy 

policy 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Legitimizing – 

permitting 

We may use this information  
to customize the content we 
show you, including ads. 

 declarative permission / 

usuality 
 

may 

service 

provider 
Actor: service 

provider  
 

Goal: personal 
information 

 

material - 
use, collect, 
share, disclose, 
sell, keep 
 

Legitimizing – 

disclaiming 

We do not sell your 
information to third parties. 
 

negating  

 
do not 
will not 
never 

declarative 

 

obligation 

ability 
 

shall not 
cannot 
 

service 

provider 
Actor: service 

provider  
 

Goal: personal 
information 

 

material - 
use, collect, 
share, disclose, 
sell, 
responsible, 
guarantee 

Legitimizing –  

promising16 
When using any of our 
Services,  
you consent to the collection, 
transfer, manipulation, 
storage, disclosure and other 
uses of your information as 
described in this Privacy 
Policy. 

 declarative obligation 

(promise) 
 

consent 
agree 
 

user  Senser: user 

    
Phenomenon: 

the collection, 
transfer, 
manipulation, 
storage, 
disclosure and 
other uses of your 
information as 
described in this 
Privacy Policy. 

mental 
desiderative – 
consent, agree, 
authorize 
 

 

                                                

16 Promise is a type of ‘regulative act’ in legal discourse (cf. Trosborg, 1997b:69). In privacy policy, promises are usually deployed through the use of the modal will when 

the Subject is ‘we’ the speaker to signal promise made to the addressee or through the verb of promise e.g. consent, agree when the Subject is ‘you’ the addressee to impose 

an automatic contract on the addressee. 
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Privacy 

policy 
(cont’d) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Commanding – 

instructional 
(direct) 

If you have any questions… 
Please contact us 
by writing to the address 
below 

 imperative  user Actor: user 

Circumstance: us, 
the address 
below, here 
 

material - 
contact, write, 
click, learn 

Commanding – 
instructional 

(indirect) 

You can turn off tailored ads 
in your privacy settings. 
 

 declarative readiness: 
ability  

 
may 
can 

user Actor: user 
Goal: tailored 
ads, receiving 
emails, your 
profile, your 
setting 

material - 
turn-off 
opt-out  
delete 
unsubscribe, 
change, control 

Commanding - 
deontic 

If you wish to enable the 
Multiple Devices Login or to 
transfer your LINE account to 
a different device,  
you will need to provide your 
email address and a 
password and/or PIN code, 

  
declarative 

obligation 
(necessity) 

 
need 
are required 
 

user Actor: user 
 
Goal: your 
personal 
information 

material 
provide 
sign in 
share 
disclose 

Cautioning  

 

Please do not share your 
password with others 
(politeness) 

negative 

command-  
do not 
share 

imperative 

 

 user Actor: user 

 

material 
share 
post 

Cautioning  

 

We urge you to be very 
careful when deciding to 
disclose your Personal 
Information  

negative  

impact on 
privacy 

boundary 
disclose 

declarative  service 

provider 

Sayer: service 

provider 
 

Senser: user 

verbal  
urge 
encourage 
material 
learn, review, 
check, visit 
relational 
be careful 
be aware 



 

202 

 

Suggesting If you wish to add nearby 
LINE users,  
you may want to use the 
“Shake It!” feature 

 declarative probability  

 

user Senser: user 

 
Phenomenon: 

To use the “Shake 
It!” feature, to 
add nearby LINE 
users,  
opt out of 
receiving 
promotional ads 

mental: 
desiderative  
want, wish, 
prefer 

Suggesting we suggest that you read 
these rules carefully 

 declarative  service 

provider 
Sayer: service 

provider 
verbal 
projection 
suggest, 
recommend, 
encourage 

 

Context 
of 
situation 

Speech Acts Example Interpersonal Experiential 

polarity  mood modality Subject participant process  

Expert 

opinion 

Stimulating Should there be ‘a right to be 

forgotten’ on the internet? 

 interrogative obligation 

 
should 

There Existent: ‘a right 

to be forgotten’ 
on the internet 

existential –  
be 
 

Inviting Let’s imagine all 75 million 
people who use Spotify agree 
to sign up 

 imperative 

(speaker plus) 

 professional 

expert + 
general 

reader 
 

Senser: 
professional 
expert + general 

reader  
 

mental –
imagine 
consider 
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Persuading and 

arguing 
(evaluating) 

I do believe,  
however, that it deliberately 
tries to deceive us  
 

negative 

appraisal: 
judgement 

 
deceive 
 

declarative  professional 

expert 
(speaker) 

Senser: 

professional 
expert (speaker) 

 
Phenomenon: 

that it 
deliberately tries 
to deceive us, 
 

mental - 
believe, think 
 

 Maintaining privacy on the 
Internet is nearly impossible 

 
 

 
 
Google should be ashamed 

negative 
evaluation 

impossible 
 

 
 

negative 
appraisal: 

judgement 
ashamed 

  
 

 
 

 
 

obligation: 
should 

Maintaining 
privacy on 
the Internet 
 
 
 
Google 

Carrier: 
Maintaining 
privacy on the 
Internet 
Attribute: 
impossible 
 
Carrier: Attribute: 
ashamed 

relational – 
is 
be 

Persuading and 
arguing 

 (predicting) 

Spotify might easily work out 
who you’re falling in love 
with.  

negative 
appraisal 

 
 

declarative 
 

 

probability 
 

might 
likely 
could 
 

 

service 
provider 

 
 

Senser: service 
provider 

 
Phenomenon: 

who you’re falling 
in love with. 

mental 
work out  
 

Proposing 

solution or 
position 

Google should remove all 
links to private information 
when requested to do so. 
 

 declarative obligation 

should 
must 

service 

provider 
government 

law maker 
 

Actor:  

service provider 
government 

law maker 
Goal: all links 

material 
remove 
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Context 
of 
situation 

Speech Acts Example Interpersonal Experiential 

polarity  mood modality Subject participant process  

News 

report 

Reporting 

proposition 

Spotify had said in response 

that the changes to its privacy 
policy would help it "tailor 

improved user experience". 
 

proposition: 

projecting: 
reporting + 

quoting 

projected 

mood:  
declarative 

probability 

 
would 

service 

provider  
 

Sayer: service 

provider  
 
Projection: 
proposition 

verbal 
projection 
had said, argue 
claim 
 

Quoting 
proposal 

“Please consider not being 
evil," he wrote. 

proposal: 
projecting: 

quoting 

projected 
mood: 

imperative 

 negative 
polarity 

evaluation 
 

not being evil 

user Sayer: user 
 
Projection: 
proposal 

verbal 
projection 
wrote 
said 

Table 5-3 Summary of speech acts and their corresponding interpersonal and experiential realization in creating and shaping privacy as a social reality17 

                                                

17 Examples in Table 5-3 are illustrative of the representative features from the semantic categories in each social context and is given in English only. Japanese examples are 

presented and discussed from a contrastive perspective with reference to English in the respective section within Chapter 5. 
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5.5 Cross-linguistic variation in enacting the social reality of 

privacy  

 

Findings from the interpersonal analysis reveal that while systemic 

differences in the respective language system contribute to the inherent 

variation in grammatical features of interpersonal resources, the selection of 

different lexicogrammatical realization of the speech acts to fulfill the 

ideational function is registerially motivated. In privacy policies and expert 

opinions, the social reality of privacy is created and shaped by the speaker’s 

assessment on the validity of the proposition and the speaker’s requirement 

for the addressee’s obligation to comply with the proposals (in privacy policy) 

or the speaker’s assessment on how things in the world ought to be in expert 

opinion. However, in news reports, propositions are usually presented as 

unmediated statements with minimal modal assessment 18  by the speaker 

(reporter) and no proposals are directly issued to the addressee (general 

reader). Modal assessment in news reports, if any, is mainly quoted or 

reported from locutions projected by participants involved in the events being 

reported. Figure 5-2 and Figure 5-3 present the modality distribution by text 

type in English and Japanese respectively. 

 

 

                                                
18 Modal assessment refers to the speaker’s assessment of the validity of the proposition and 
the obligation that is required of the responder to undertake a command and is realized by 
different types of interpersonal resources such as mood, modality, polarity, etc. (cf. Halliday, 
2014:Chapter 10) 
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Figure 5-2 Modality distribution by text type (English) 

 
Figure 5-3 Modality distribution by text type (Japanese) 

  

Some significant differences are observed between the Japanese and 

English corpora. Although both Japanese and English legal terms and policies 

are dominated by modality of ability/readiness (41% for Japanese and 30% 

for English), modality of usuality (47%) is preferred in the Japanese corpus 

while probability (31%) is favored by the English corpus. Surprisingly, 

modality of obligation, which is an expected feature in regulating text only 

represents a small percentage (12%) in the Japanese corpus. In expert opinion, 

both Japanese and English corpora exhibit preference for modality of 

ability/readiness (39% for Japanese and 46% for English), followed by 
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obligation (42% for Japanese and 26% for English). As expected, modality is 

not a significant feature of news report and is reflected in the low occurrence 

in both Japanese and English corpora.  

To further scrutinize the functions of each modality type in relation to 

the propositions and proposals in each text type, the frequency distribution of 

modality type is reorganized and displayed on a ‘modality matrix’ that shows 

the varying degrees of probability and usuality on one side and the varying 

degrees of obligation and inclination/readiness on the other. The result is a 

visual representation of the distribution of modality type by situation type and 

by language (see Figure 5-4 for English modality distribution and Figure 5-5 

for Japanese). 
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Figure 5-4 Modal assessment distribution in English written discourse  

 
Figure 5-5 Modal assessment distribution in Japanese written discourse  



 

 209 

Under the modality matrix, different types of modality are distributed 

along the vertical axis, a cline between positive and negative polarities with 

modalization (probability and usuality) on the left and modulation (obligation 

and inclination/readiness) on the right. Along the cline between ‘it is’ and ‘it 

isn’t’ under the ‘indicative type’ lies the different degrees of probability from 

‘certain’, ‘probable’ to ‘possible’ and usuality from ‘always’, ‘usually’ to 

‘sometimes’. Whereas along the cline of meaning between “do” and “don’t” 

under the ‘imperative type’ are the different degrees of obligation ranging 

from ‘required’, ‘supposed’ to ‘allowed’ and inclination/readiness from 

‘determined’, ‘keen’ to ‘willing/able to’19. The value of modal judgement is 

classified as ‘H-high’, ‘M-median’ and ‘L-low’ that runs vertically from top 

to bottom in the modal matrix. Depending on the contexts of situation, 

propositions that are modalized for probability and usuality and proposals that 

are modulated for obligation and inclination are employed to realize different 

speech acts such as legitimizing, commanding, suggesting, persuading, 

proposing solutions and positions, etc. 

In first glance, some clear divergences are observed in the distribution 

of modality type between Japanese (in solid circles) and English (in lined 

circles). In the Japanese modality matrix, selections are clustered around the 

upper right quadrant of high value modality of obligation and the lower left 

quadrant of low to median value modality of probability. Modality of high 

value obligation is realized by modal expressions such as surumono to suru 

‘shall’ in the legal context for regulating social behavior, surubeki 

‘must/ought to’ in expert opinion to furnish subjective advice, and 

shinakereba naranai “must” in warnings offered by professional expert. 

Whereas in the lower left quadrant, low modal value modality of 

ability/potentiality e.g. surukoto ga dekiru ‘able/possible’ is employed for 

both predicting possible outcomes in expert opinions and empowering the 

addressee to undertake actions to control access to personal information in 

privacy policies, and modality of usuality e.g. surukoto ga aru ‘there are times 

                                                
19 In Halliday & Matthiessen (2014:697), modality of ability is described as “at the fringe of the modality system” 

that carries the meaning of ‘potentiality’ under the modality of inclination/readiness. In Japanese, modality of ability 
is classified under modalization as ‘ability/potentiality’, carrying the meaning of ‘potentiality / possibility’ (Teruya, 
2007:210). In this study, ‘ability/potentiality’ in Japanese is classified under modalization along the cline of 
probability. 
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that’ and sukunaku nai ‘it is not infrequent’ is mainly used to present the 

speaker’s assessment of the usuality of the proposition.  

However, in the English modality matrix, modal assessments are 

distributed across three quadrants. In addition to the upper right and low left 

quadrants as in the Japanese modality matrix, clustering of low value 

modality of obligation that is explicitly realized through lexical items e.g. 

allow, permit for regulating behavior and low value modality of 

readiness/ability e.g. may, can for predicting possible actions of institutions 

and government in expert opinions and empowering the addressee to 

undertake desired actions in privacy policies are observed in the lower right 

quadrant. The absence of the selection of modality in the lower right quadrant 

in the Japanese modality matrix can be attributed to the systemic makeup of 

the modality of ability/potentiality in Japanese, which is semantically closer 

to the meaning of possibility and is realized under modalization as a subtype 

of probability (possibility/potentiality see Teruya, 2007:210). As pointed out 

by Halliday & Matthiessen (2014:697), modality of ability is at the fringe of 

the modality system and has subtle differences in terms of orientation e.g. 

subjective orientation in can/can’t and objective orientation in it is able…, it 

is possible (for…). The variation in modality distribution here has revealed 

the difference in orientation between Japanese and English, with Japanese 

being objective in expressing modality of ability in suru koto ga dekiru ‘doing 

X is possible/able’ and English subjective in you can do X.  

However, the modality matrix can only show a partial picture of the 

divergence in modal assessment employed to create and shape the social 

reality of privacy in the given contexts of situation in Japanese and English. 

In addition to modality, it is observed that resources from other types of modal 

assessment such as the systems of MOOD, and HONORIFICATION (in the case 

of Japanese), as well as lexical items or phrases that are evaluative in nature 

(cf. Martin & White, 2005) are selected to contribute to the speech acts that 

are specific to each text type. Moreover, since the semantic domain of modal 

assessment extends across more than one grammatical environment (Halliday 

& Matthiessen, 2014:686), it is therefore important to consider other 

resources that are cross-metafunctional (for example experiential meaning 

realized in nominal groups and evaluative lexical items and phrases) in 
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different rank scales that may serve to realize the specific speech acts (see 

Table 5-3).  

Some general observations can be made on the variation in systemic 

and register-specific features between English and Japanese. In terms of 

mood type, declarative dominates both English and Japanese corpora, 

reflecting the preference for incongruent realization of commands in the form 

of propositions that are modulated for obligation and readiness/ability. 

Imperatives of the jussive type e.g. Click here in English and requestive type 

e.g. go kakunin kudasai “please confirm” in Japanese are only observed in 

instructional commands that empower the addressee to undertake actions that 

are desirable and in warnings e.g. Please be aware… that are issued directly 

to the addressee in privacy policy. Interrogatives are mainly employed to 

serve as rhetorical questions in expert opinion to induce the reader through 

stimulating interest and concern in the propositions and imperatives of the 

suggestive type with speaker plus as Subject e.g. Let’s imagine are used to 

invite the reader to align with the writer’s position.  

In terms of register variation, it is observed that expert opinions 

employ a variety of mood types to engage the addressee such as interrogative 

for stimulating interest awareness and imperative of the speaker plus type for 

inviting the addressee to explore the issues together. Cross-linguistically, 

Japanese tends to select a combination of a variety of mood types e.g.  

…no[explanative] deshoo [suppositive] ka [negotiator – question marker] to 

explain arguments and to add a sense of objective uncertainty to the 

proposition when trying to align with the addressee or to recommend a 

solution or stance. 

In terms of the realization of modality, English is more grammatical 

compared to Japanese, which is more lexical (cf. Matthiessen et al., 2008). 

The motivation is systemic as modality in English is generally realized in 

modal verbs such as can, may and should while in Japanese, modality is 

mainly realized in an embedded clause/phrase that is nominalized through the 

lexical item KOTO (commonly referred to as complementizer in traditional 

Japanese linguistics) e.g. suru koto ga dekiru ‘doing X is possible’ or 

equivalent to the English modal verb can in realizing modulation of 

ability/potentiality or suru koto ga aru ‘it sometimes happens that’ in 

realizing modalization of usuality. Registerially, Japanese tends to select the 
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legalese suru mono to suru which is semantically equivalent to the English 

shall in legal discourse to realize modality of obligation in declaration of the 

proclaiming subtype. However, in English the modal shall is almost non-

existent except for a few instances in the parallel corpora where Japanese is 

the original and English is the translation version, which could be explained 

by the influence of the Plain Language movement that encouraged the 

abandonment of legalese and technical terms in English legal discourse. 

It is worthy to note that modality in English is more ambiguous in 

terms of meaning as the modal verb may can be associated to degrees of 

probability/usuality as in ‘possibly’, ‘usually’ and to degrees of obligation as 

in ‘is permitted to’. For example, we may collect and use your information 

can be interpreted as we will ‘probably/usually’ collect and use your 

information or we ‘have the right’ to collect and use your information. 

Whereas, the common construction of modality in Japanese preselects set 

phrases in rank-shifted nominal groups that contain lexical items embedded 

with meaning of modality e.g. the verb of ability dekiru ‘able to do’ in suru 

koto ga dekiru, ‘doing X is able’ noun of ability kanoo ‘possible’ in suru 

koto ga kanoo ni naru ‘doing X is possible’ and noun of necessity hitsuyoo 

‘necessary’ in hitsuyoo ni naru ‘it is necessary that’, resulting in a relational 

construction in the experiential domain.  

 

5.6 Conclusion  

This section concludes my investigation on the creating and shaping of 

privacy as a social reality from the perspective of interpersonal metafunction. 

During the exchange of information and goods-&-services, the speaker 

negotiates the reality of privacy with the addressee by employing different 

types of mood and modality to legitimize and enable propositions and 

proposals in privacy policies, persuade the addressee to align social values 

and positions with the speaker in expert opinions, and to report and quote 

propositions and proposals in news report. Cross-linguistic variation between 

Japanese and English in enacting tenor relationships while shaping the social 

reality of privacy is identified at the level of lexicogrammar, which is mainly 

systemic-based and registerially motivated. In the next chapter, I will discuss 

the linguistic construction of privacy at the level of discourse, I will elucidate 
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how text spans are logically organized into rhetorical complexes to increase 

the success of the propositions and proposals in the shared reality of privacy 

under different contexts of situation. 
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6 Modeling privacy as rhetorical patterns in written 

discourse 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I explore the rhetorical organization of written discourse in 

privacy policy, expert opinion and news report. Using the system of 

RHETORICAL RELATIONS (see Section 3.2.1.4 of Chapter 3), I examine how 

the social reality of privacy is organized as a logical and coherent whole at 

the level of discourse. My investigation starts from the global organization 

of text with reference to the generic structure and rhetorical relations that 

organize the major components20 (cf. ‘moves’ in Swales, 1990, and ‘stages’ 

in Christie & Martin 2005), followed by a close examination of the local 

organization of text segments within a given component with reference to 

the corresponding socio-semiotic process. I will demonstrate how the social 

reality of privacy is created, shaped and validated linguistically at different 

strata of the content plane by focusing on the discussion of the rhetorical 

relations that logically organize the discourse into rhetorical complexes21 (cf. 

Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b:235). Through a systematic mapping of 

context, semantics and lexicogrammar into an organic whole, results from the 

rhetorical analysis will bring to light ‘the language of privacy’ from multiple 

perspectives in different social contexts across languages and cultures in 

Japanese and English. 

 

6.2 Generic structure and rhetorical relations  

As discussed in Section 3.2.1.4 of Chapter 3, under the system of 

RHETORICAL RELATIONS, segments of text are functionally related to each 

other and are logically organized through relations such as ‘elaboration’, 

‘addition’, ‘reason’ and ‘condition’ (for a full list of relations, please refer to 

                                                
20 Here the term ‘component’ is used instead of ‘element’ in the original GSP (Hasan, 
1984/1996) to avoid confusion with the ‘element’ used in experiential figure (Halliday 
&Matthiessen, 1999). Where appropriate, I will also use ‘component’ interchangeably with 
‘stage’ as a unit of generic text segments under the global rhetorical organization. 
21 The term ‘rhetorical complexes’ refers to the semantic organization of texts formed out of 
logico-semantic relations such as ‘exemplification’, ‘addition’, ‘alternation’, ‘reason’, 
‘concession’, and ‘condition’ under a modified RST model within an overall systemic 
functional model of language (Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b:235). 
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Table 3.5 in Chapter 3). The general assumption underlying the selection of 

rhetorical relations is that segments of text are linked together by functional 

relations to increase the success of the propositions and proposals put forward 

by the speaker. Together these rhetorical relations organize the text logically 

to realize the ideational functions that are genre/register motivated (cf. 

Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b). Under the systemicized ‘non-classical’ 

version of RST (see Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b, Matthiessen, 2015a), 

rhetorical relations are specified by three simultaneous systems namely 

nuclearity (the choice between nucleus-satellite and multi-nuclear relations), 

orientation (the choice between ‘external’ relations that link events and 

‘internal’ relations that link propositions and proposals) and logico-semantic 

type (the choice between logical relations of projection and expansion). 

Drawing on these three parameters, I will illustrate how rhetorical relations 

orchestrate components of text into a logical and organic whole that 

contribute to the construction of social reality in different social contexts.   

 

6.2.1 Generic structure and rhetorical organization of privacy policy 

6.2.1.1 Global rhetorical organization of privacy policy 

Drawing on Hasan’s Generic Structure Potential, or GSP (1984/1996), a 

general text structure of privacy policy is identified. It is observed that the 

most common generic organising pattern of privacy policies is characterized 

by a generic structure of Background ^ General Statement ^ Description. 

However, although the GSP is typical in most English privacy policies, there 

are five instances that do not have Background, and three instances that only 

have the Description component. As a result, the GSP of privacy policy is 

further revised to [Background] ^ [General Statement] ^ Description, where 

both [Background] and [General Statement] become optional.  Moreover, 

under the Description component of the GSP, four most common spans of 

text that are concerned with the using, collecting, sharing and managing 

personal information are identified and will be discussed in detail in Section 

6.2.1.2 below. 
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In terms of global rhetorical organization, the most common generic 

organizing pattern of privacy policy resembles that of an expounding 

taxonomic text, which is specified by a generic structure of General Statement 

^ Description organized by nucleus-satellite rhetorical relations (Mann & 

Thompson, 1988; Matthiessen, 2015b: Chapter 6). Figure 6-1 presents an 

illustration of the global organization of a representative example of English 

privacy policy (Text 40) complementarily in terms of GSP and the system of 

RHETORICAL RELATIONS. 

 

 

Figure 6-1 Global organization of a privacy policy based on GSP and the system of 

RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 40)22 

Here the GSP of Background ^ General Statement ^ Description is 

identified with a corresponding nucleus-satellite rhetorical structure. It first 

introduces the Background by which the scene is set for the following General 

Statement that serves as the nucleus for the whole text. Then the General 

Statement, This Privacy Policy describes how and when Twitter collects, uses 

and shares your information when you use our Services, introduces the 

subject matter of the privacy policy as the global nucleus that is rhetorically 

elaborated by the following Description. The Description is then expanded 

                                                
22 An enlarged version of Figure 6-1 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 307) 
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through a series of multi-nuclear ‘additive’ series of text segments. The sub-

components listed under the Description is categorized under nominal 

headings in noun phrases e.g. Information collection and use, Information 

sharing and disclosure, etc. all of which are nominalization of process verbs 

of the General Statement.  

It is not surprising that the GSP of [Background] ^ [General 

Statement] ^ Description is consistent across languages, for example, 

between English and Japanese as privacy policy is becoming standardized as 

a global legal document under which conventions are to be observed across 

countries and cultures (cf. Bhatia et al., 2003).  

 

6.2.1.2 Local rhetorical organization of privacy policy 

To increase the addressee’s acceptance of the proposition and proposal in 

privacy policy, the speaker (service provider) employs rhetorical relations 

such as ‘justify’, ‘circumstance’, ‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ to link the 

supporting satellites to increase the success of the nucleus. It is observed that 

text segments that are linked by these rhetorical relations are organized in 

clusters of lexicogrammatical features within the corresponding socio-

semiotic processes of ‘explaining’, ‘enabling’ and ‘recommending’ while 

enacting the different tenor relations as depicted by the contextual 

environment in which privacy policy operates. Table 6-1 presents a summary 

of the rhetorical relations that are commonly employed in the four major 

spans of text under the Description component of privacy policy.  

 

Major spans of text 
under the Description 
component of privacy 
policy23 

Common rhetorical 
organization 

Corresponding 
socio-semiotic 
process Nuclearity 

 
Rhetorical 
Relation 

Use and Collection 
 
 

nucleus-
satellite 

Justify 
  

explaining: 
legitimizing  
- through 
reasoning: 
necessary / 
beneficial 

                                                
23 The four major spans of text are categorized according to the most frequent topics or 
subject matters under the Description component in privacy policy. 
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Sharing and Disclosure nucleus-
satellite 
 
 
 
 
 
 
nucleus-
satellite 

Antithesis 
        
Circumstance 
Condition 
 
 
 
Motivation 
Enablement 
 

explaining: 
legitimizing  
- through 
declaring: 
disclaimer with 
condition  
 
recommending 
- through advising  
(benefit appeal)  
 

Managing and Control nucleus-
satellite 

Motivation  
Enablement 

enabling 
- through 
empowering   

Contact us 
 

nucleus-
satellite 

Motivation  
Enablement 

enabling 
- through 
instructing 
 

Table 6-1 Summary of rhetorical relations in the four generic sections under 

Description in privacy policy 

The common rhetorical organizational patterns presented in Table 6-1 

are representative of the most frequent and common features observed in the 

four major spans of text under the Description component of privacy policies. 

The rhetorical relations are dispersed throughout the text and are not 

necessarily on a one-to-one relationship with the individual span listed on 

Table 6-1. For example, a nucleus-satellite span of text that is linked by 

‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ relations may also appear in the Use and 

Collection span to empower the addressee to control access to the personal 

information. Similarly, the employment of benefit appeal to support a 

recommendation by linking the Satellite to the Nucleus through ‘motivation’ 

is not limited to the Sharing and Disclosure span. However, it is noteworthy 

that in general, the rhetorical strategies that are deployed to increase the 

addressee’s acceptance for the proposition and readiness/ability to comply 

with the proposal put forward by the speaker are similar between Japanese 

and English. As suggested in previous findings on cross-linguistic analysis 

(e.g. Teich, 2003), divergence emerges further down in delicacy at the level 

of lexicogrammar in which the rhetorical strategies are realized. In what 

follows, I will discuss some major findings through listing representative 
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examples under the Description component of privacy policies to illustrate 

how the selection of rhetorical relations and the corresponding 

lexicogrammatical realizations serve to increase the addressee’s acceptance 

of the proposition and proposal.  

 One of the main socio-semiotic processes of privacy policy is to 

explain what, how and why the service provider collects and uses addressee’s 

personal information. To increase the addressee’s inclination to accept the 

proposition, the common strategy is to legitimize the act of using and 

collecting personal information by justifying the act as necessary or 

beneficial through logical reasoning, which is mainly realized in the logical 

semantic relation of ‘purpose’. Explaining and legitimizing are frequently 

employed under the Use & Collection and Sharing & Disclosure spans. 

Consider a pair of parallel texts in Figure 6-2 and Figure 6-3 below. 

 

 
Figure 6-2 English ST: legitimizing through ‘justify’ relation (congruent realization) 
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(1) ‘As for Twitter, for the purpose of service provision and future service evaluation 
and improvement, (2) (we) collect (3) and use the user information below24. ‘ (Text 
04) 

Figure 6-3 Japanese TT: legitimizing through ‘justify’ relation (incongruent - 

experiential realization) 

 At the semantic level, both English ST (Figure 6-2) and Japanese TT 

(Figure 6-3) select the ‘justify’ rhetorical relation to legitimize the act of 

collecting and using the personal information of the addressee. The logico-

semantic relation of ‘purpose’ is realized congruently in a structural 

conjunction to in the English ST (Figure 6-2), whereas in the Japanese TT, 

the ‘purpose’ relation is experientially realized in a noun of purpose mokuteki 

“purpose” in a Circumstance mokuteki to shite “as a 

purpose” and the actions of justification are nominalized e.g. saabisu no 

teikyoo “provision of service” to denote necessity and 

beneficial outcome kongo no saabisu hyooka to koojoo

future evaluation and improvement of service” to signal the 

rhetorical relation of ‘justify’ (Figure 6-3). It is observed that at the 

                                                
24 For the purpose of comparing the rhetorical structure between English and Japanese, only 
Japanese script is included in the RST diagrams due to space limitation. English translation 
of Japanese script is provided at the bottom of the RST diagrams. 
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lexicogrammatical level, logical reasoning realized in the logico-semantic 

relation of ‘purpose’, ‘conditional’ and ‘temporal’ dominates both English 

and Japanese privacy policies in legitimizing propositions related to the use, 

collection and sharing of personal information.  Moreover, the justification 

presented in the satellite usually contains lexical items such as improve 

service, prevent spam, provide relevant content, etc. that denote necessity or 

benefit.  

Another strategy to legitimize events that may pose a threat to privacy 

invasion is to issue declarations, more specifically pronouncements and 

disclaimers. Declarations, which are frequently found in Use & Collection 

and Sharing & Disclosure sections, function to limit the liability of the 

speaker and to establish a positive image as a professional and trustworthy 

law-abiding service provider and policy-maker, thereby increasing the 

addressee’s acceptance of the proposition (see Figure 6-4 and Figure 6-5). 

 
Figure 6-4 English ST - legitimizing through ‘antithesis’ and ‘circumstance’ relations 

in declaring – disclaimer (Text 59) 

In Figure 6-4, the speaker declares the proposition as a truth or rule 

through a disclaimer. Disclaimers are usually made in statements from the 
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negative polarity, denying any possibility of actions that are undesirable to 

the addressee, in this case “selling of customer information to third parties”, 

which has been a controversial issue in recent privacy debates. However, like 

a typical legal text that tends to include conditions and exceptions in every 

clause to make sure that the proposition is all inclusive (cf. Danet, 1980; 

Trosborg, 1997b), the disclaimer in privacy policy is also subject to 

conditions that contain circumstances under which exceptions may occur. 

These conditions are usually presented in the form of supporting satellites 

linked to the disclaimer through an “antithesis” relation. 

In the English ST (Figure 6-4), the ‘antithesis’ relation is textually 

realized by a cohesive conjunction however and the ‘circumstance’ relation 

is signaled by a satellite that contains a paratactic pair of conditional logical 

semantic relations realized in a structural conjunction when, presenting 

conditions that are either necessary as in when necessary to fulfill a 

transaction…  and legitimate e.g. when required by law. 

However, in the Japanese TT (Figure 6-5), the ‘antithesis’ relation is 

not explicitly signaled by a cohesive conjunction, but is realized textually 

through lexical cohesion and thematic progression. The ‘antithesis’ relation 

is inferred by contrasting the two propositions of opposing polarity in the 

nucleus (negative) and satellite (positive). One the one hand, the nucleus in 

(1) “We do not transfer, sell or exchange the customer’s information to third 

parties…” negates the action of providing customer’s information to third 

party such as transfer (jooto ), sell (hanbai ) and exchange (kookan

) through negation ~shimasen “do not do”. On the other hand, the 

satellite in (2) “As for information provided to third parties,…” & (3) “it will 

be used” confirms the condition under which customer information provided 

to third party is used, creating an ‘antithesis’ to the nucleus. 
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‘1) We do not transfer, sell or exchange the customer’s information to third parties 
outside the H & M Group beyond the scope of our marketing objectives. (2) As for 
information provided to third parties, only when fulfilling our responsibilities to our 
customers and companies such as a delivery company that handles the delivery of 
goods, (3) it will be used ‘ (Text 37) 

 

Figure 6-5 Japanese TT - legitimizing through ‘antithesis’ and ‘circumstance’ 

relations in declaring – disclaimer (Text 37) 

In addition to legitimizing events and actions as necessary and 

beneficial, enabling the addressee to undertake proposed actions is also one 

of the main fields of activity in privacy policies. Rhetorical relations that are 

employed to increase the addressee’s readiness to accept the proposals 

include ‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’. ‘Motivation’ and ‘enablement’ 

relations that are commonly found in the Managing and Control span link 

segments that empower the addressee to undertake actions that are desirable 

or beneficial. They assign both the ability and responsibility to the addressee 

to act. For example, in Figure 6-6, the addressee’s readiness to accept the 

proposal presented in the nucleus “You may opt out of receiving promotional 
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emails from us” is increased by employing a combination of (1) the rhetorical 

relations of ‘enablement’ signaled by logical semantic relations of 

‘circumstance: means’ realized by a structural conjunction by, and (2) the 

empowering of the addressee to undertake the command through the 

modulation of ‘ability’ through the modal verb may. 

 

 
Figure 6-6 English ST - empowering through ‘enablement’ (modality of ability + 

enhancing relations of means)  

 

By contrast, in the Japanese TT (Figure 6-7), although similar 

rhetorical choices are deployed, the ‘enablement’ relation is experientially 

realized by a circumstantial element of means (ni yori “through”) and the 

addressee is empowered to perform the proposed action through modalization 

of ability/potentiality (surukoto ga dekimasu “that [[do…]] is possible”). It is 

worthy to note that both the circumstance of means and modalization of 

ability are nominalized through the nominalizer KOTO. 
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‘The user can refuse to share such information by the act of informing our 

company through the inquiry form,’   (Text 04) 

 

Figure 6-7 Japanese TT - empowering through ‘enablement’ (circumstance:  

means + modality of ability/potentiality) 

 In addition to enabling the addressee through empowering, the 

speaker sometimes gives commands to direct or instruct the addressee to 

perform certain action in an imperative mood. Under the Contacting Us span, 

the typical rhetorical relation is “enablement”. As illustrated in Figure 6-8, 

contact information is provided in the form of telephone number, address or 

hyperlinks that will enable addressee to reach the speaker (service provider). 

Although it is expected that the “enablement” relation Contacting Us span 

appears in the end of the text, my data shows that it tends to be dispersed 

throughout the text to offer contact information for different purposes, some 

are more specific to a given query or function, others for the privacy policy 

in general. 
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Figure 6-8 English ST - enabling through ‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ (Text 44) 

The nucleus carries a proposal realized in an imperative clause 

“please contact us” that is politeness marked. Satellites that support the 

imperative nucleus usually come in pairs, linked by rhetorical relations of 

motivation and enablement. The motivation relation in this case is realized in 

an enhancing logico-semantic relation of ‘condition’ realized in structural 

conjunction if. The ‘enablement’ relation, on the other hand, is signaled by an 

alternative pair of means marked by a lexical via and a structural conjunction 

by, through which the addressee can reach the speaker for more information. 

In the Japanese version, the rhetorical strategy is similar to that of the 

English counterpart with the nucleus presenting the proposal in a command 

that is politeness marked through a requestive mood (see Section 5.2.2 in page 

171). The addressee’s readiness to comply with the proposal is increased 

through the satellite, which links the conditions that motivate the addressee 

to contact the speaker. Moreover, the addressee’s ability to comply with the 

proposal is further increased through the satellite, which presents the 

circumstance of means in an ‘enablement’ relation.  
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(1) ‘Regarding this privacy policy, in the case when you have any questions, complaints, 
consultation etc. related to the handling of personal information in this service, (3) please 
contact us (2) through this form’ (Text 01) 
 

Figure 6-9 Japanese TT - enabling through ‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ (Text 01) 

 In closing this section, I will present an illustrative example of how 

the choice of rhetorical relations organize propositions and proposals in a 

privacy policy as the text unfolds, a pair of parallel texts extracted from the 

Information Collection and Use span of the Description component of a 

sample privacy policy is provided below (see Example 6-1 for English source 

text and Example 6-2 for Japanese target text).  

 
Example 6-1 English source text (Text 40) 

Information Collection and Use 
 [1.1] We collect and use your information below [1.2] to provide our Services 
[1.3]and to measure and improve them over time. 
Basic Account Information: [2.1] When you create or reconfigure a Twitter 
account, [2.2] you provide some personal information, such as your name, 
username, password, and email address. [3.1] In some cases, you may be required 
to provide your phone number, [3.2] for example, to use Twitter via SMS [3.3] or to 
help us prevent spam, fraud, or abuse. [4] Your name and username are listed 
publicly on our Services, including on your profile page and in search results. [5] 
Some Services, such as search and public user profiles, do not require registration. 
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Additional Information: [6.1] You may provide us with profile information [6.2] to 
make public, such as a short biography, your location, your website, or a picture. 
[7.1] You may provide information [7.2] to customize your account, such as a cell 
phone number for the delivery of SMS messages. [8.1] We may use your contact 
information [8.2] to send you information about our Services [8.3] or to market to 
you. [9.1] You may use your account settings [9.2] to unsubscribe from 
notifications from Twitter. [10.1] You may also unsubscribe [10.2] by following the 
instructions contained within the notification or the instructions on our website. 
[11.1] We may use your contact information [11.1] to help others find your Twitter 
account, including through third-party services and client applications. [12] 
Your privacy settings control whether others can find you by your email address or 
cell phone number. [13.1] You may choose to upload your address book [13.2] so 
that we can help you find Twitter users you know [13.3] or help other Twitter users 
find you. [14] We may later make suggestions to you and other users on Twitter 
based on imported address book contacts. [15] You can delete your imported 
address book contacts from Twitter at any time. [16.1] If you email us, [16.2] we 
may keep your message, email address and contact information [16.3] to respond 
to your request. [17.1] If you connect your Twitter account to your account on 
another service [17.2] in order to cross-post between Twitter and that service, 
[17.3] the other service may send us your registration or profile information on that 
service and other information that you authorize. [18.1] This information enables 
cross-posting, [18.2] helps us improve the Services, [18.3] and is deleted from 
Twitter within a few weeks of your disconnecting from Twitter your account on the 
other service. [19] Learn more here.  
 

Example 6-2 Japanese target text (Text 06) 

Joohoo no shuushuu oyobi shiyoo [1.1] Tsuittaa wa saabisu no teikyoo oyobi kongo 
no saabisuhyooka to koojoo o mokuteki to shite, [1.2] Ika no yuuzaa joohoo o 
shuushuu shi, [1.3] Shiyoo shimasu. Kihon akaunto joohoo: [2] Tsuittaa akaunto o 
sakusei matawa sai settei suru baai, shimei, yuuzaa-mei, pasuwaado, 
meeruadoresu nado no kojin joohoo o go teikyoo itadakimasu. [3] Baainiyotte wa, 
SMS keiyu de no tsuittaa no shiyoo ya, Supamu, sagi, iyagarase no booshi nado no 
tame ni, tenwabangoo no go teikyoo o onegai suru koto mo arimasu. [4] Shimei ya 
yuuzaa-mei wa, go jishin no purofīrupeeji ya kensaku kekka nado no saabisu-joo de 
kookai sa remasu. [5] Kensaku, kookai sa rete iru yuuzaapurofīru nado ichibu no 
saabisuwa, tooroku fuyoode go riyoo itadakemasu. Tsuika joohoo: [6] Kantan'na 
jiko shookai ya, ichi joohoo, go jishin no u~ebusaito ya shashin nado, kookai suru 
purofīru joohoo o tsuittaa ni teikyoo shite itadaku baai ga arimasu. [7] SMS messeeji 
o jushin suru tame no geitaidenwa no bangoo nado, go jishin no akaunto o 
kasutamaizu suru tame no joohoo o go teikyoo itadaku baai mo arimasu. [8] 
Tsuittaa wa, saabisu ni kansuru joohoo o sooshin suru baai ya saabisu no go shookai 
o suru baai ni, go renrakusen joohoo o shiyoo suru mono to shimasu. [9] Yuuzaa wa 
go jishin no akaunto settei peeji de, tsuittaa kara no tsuuchi o kaijo dekimasu. [10.1] 
Mata, tsuuchi no kaijo wa, tsuittaa kara no tsuuchi matawa tsuittaa u~ebusaito ni 



 

 230 

shimesa rete iru tejun ni shitagatte [10. 2] Okonau koto mo dekimasu. [11] Tsuittaa 
wa, [[daisansha no saabisuya kuraiantoapurikeeshon keiyu nado, yuuzaa no 
tsuittaa akaunto o kensaku dekiru yoo ni suru]] mokuteki de, yuuzaa no go 
renrakusen joohoo o shiyoo suru mono to shimasu. [12] Meeruadoresu matawa 
keitai tenwabangoo o tsukatta ta no yuuzaa ni yoru kensaku wa, puraibashii settei 
peeji de seigen dekimasu. [13] Adoresu-choo o appuroodo suru koto mo dekimasu. 
[14.1] Adoresu-choo wa, shiriai no tsuittaa yuuzaa o mitsuke tari, hoka no tsuittaa 
yuuzaa ga anata o mitsuke tari suru sai ni [14.2] Yakudachimasu. [15] Tsuittaa wa, 
inpooto sa reta adoresu-choo no renrakusen ni motodzuki, foroo suru yuuzaa o 
osusume sa sete itadaku koto ga arimasu. [16] Inpooto sa reta adoresu-choo wa, 
itsu demo tsuittaa kara sakujo dekimasu. [17.1] Tsuittaa ni meeru o ookuri itadaku 
baai, o toiawase ni hentoo suru tame, [17.2] Ookuri itadaita messeeji, adoresu 
oyobi go renrakusen joohoo o tsuittaa ga hokan dekiru mono to shimasu. [18.1] 
Tsuittaa to betsu no saabisuni dooji kakikomi (daburu posuto) o okonau tame 
ni,[18.2] Yuuzaa ga betsu no saabisuno akaunto ni tsuittaa akaunto o setsuzoku 
shita baai, hoka no saabisuwa, toogai saabisu ni okeru yuuzaa no tooroku joohoo 
matawa purofīru joohoo oyobi [19.2] Yuuzaa ga ninshoo suru sonohoka no joohoo 
o tsuittaa ni sooshin dekimasu. [19.1] Kono joohoo ni yotte dooji kakikomi (daburu 
posuto) ga kanoo to nari, saabisuno koojoo ni mo yakudachimasu. [20] Nao, kono 
joohoo wa hoka no saabisude tsuittaa to setsuzoku shinaku natte kara suu-shuukan 
inai ni tsuittaa kara sakujo sa remasu. [21] Shoosai wa, kochira o goran kudasai.  
 

 
[1.1]Twitter

[1.2] [1.3] 0 
: [2]Twitter

0[3] SMS Twitter

6 0[4]
0[5]

0 
 

: [6] 
Twitter 6

0[7]  SMS
6

0[8] Twitter
0[9]

Twitter 0[10.1]
Twitter Twitter
 [10.2] 0[11]Twitter [[

Twitter
]]
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0[12]
0

[13] 0[14.1]
Twitter Twitter 6

 [14.2] 0[15] Twitter

6 0[16]
Twitter 0[17.1] Twitter

[17.2] 
Twitter 0[18.1] 

Twitter ] ( ) [18.2]
Twitter

[19.2] Twitter
0[19.1] ] ( ) 

0[20] 
Twitter Twitter 0

[21] 0 
 

The sample text pair shares a rhetorical structure that resembles the 

overall generic structure of General Statement ^ Description, expanding 

locally in terms of semantic patterns of elaboration, extension and 

enhancement (see Figure 6-10 and Figure 6-11).  
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Figure 6-10 Rhetorical structure of Example 1 – an extract of English source text 

(Text 40)25 

 
Figure 6-11 Rhetorical structure of Example 2 – an extract of Japanese target text 

(Text 6)26 

                                                
25 An enlarged version of Figure 6-10 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 308) 
26 An enlarged version of Figure 6-11 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 309) 
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Schematically, no significant difference is observed between English 

and Japanese of this sub-section in terms of rhetorical structure (see Figure 

6-10 and Figure 6-11). It is observed that the most common rhetorical 

relations such as ‘justify’, ‘enablement’ and ‘motivation’ identified in Table 

6-1 above are employed to realize socio-semiotic processes of ‘explaining’, 

‘enabling’ and ‘recommending’ in this sample text pair (see Table 6-2 and 

Table 6-3 for a mapping of the rhetorical relations with corresponding logico-

semantic relations, socio-semiotic processes and speech acts). Both the 

English source text and the Japanese target tend to use the rhetorical relations 

of ‘justify’ to link satellites that legitimize the nucleus proposition of 

collecting and using personal information through the speech act of declaring, 

either by providing external reasons such as necessity and benefits to act or 

authorial pronouncements of rights of the speaker to act.  To empower the 

addressee to undertake the proposed actions, ‘purpose’ and ‘enablement’ 

relations are selected to link satellites that provide reasoning to the addressee 

to perform the action or those that provide ‘means’ for the addressee to act. 

To increase the readiness of the address to undertake the advice offered by 

the speaker in the nucleus proposal, ‘motivation’ relation is employed to link 

satellites that present desired outcome.  

As discussed, cross-linguistic variation mainly emerges at lower 

levels of delicacy in the realization of experiential and interpersonal meanings 

(see Section 4.4 in Chapter 4 and Section 5.5 in Chapter 5). However, some 

variations are observed in terms of the signaling and realizing of rhetorical 

relations between English and Japanese. For example, English is more 

congruent in the sense that most of the rhetorical relations are signaled overtly 

by structural conjunctions such as to for ‘purpose’ and ‘justify’ relations, by 

for ‘means’ relations, etc. However, in the Japanese target text, the realization 

of rhetorical relations is more diversified. For instance, enhancing type of 

rhetorical relations such as purpose, conditional and circumstance can be 

realized as a Circumstantial element within nominal groups such as mokuteki 

de ��� ‘by the purpose of’ or  X no tame X���’for the purpose of X’.  
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Table 6-2 An illustrative example of local rhetorical structure of privacy policy 

(English Text 40) 
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Table 6-3 An illustrative example of local rhetorical structure of privacy policy 

(Japanese Text 6) 

Rhetorical 
relations

Nuclearity 
N=Nucleus  
S=Satellite

clause 
no. Twitter  privacy policy (Japanese - Text 6) TAXIS

logico-
semantic 
relations

socio-semiotic 
process speech act

Justify S 1.1
Twitter 7WE;��e�'!^��7W
E;¸f�{Z-������ 1+ purpose

explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

 1.2 a[�NW8W�~-tÍ�� additive
N 1.3 d��"�� 2

Circumstance S 2.1
Twitter.41VA-c�"� mµ��*
�x� β× temp: point explaining describing

N 2.2

�z�NW8Wz�D;UWB�MWR

.BS;���i]�~-�e���

	"�� α

Purpose S 3

�x�'�� �SMS¨���Twitter�d
�&�;DL�·����(��É��

���$�� (Cir: purpose)

N
Î¹�w��e-�Ð��*��%�

)"�� enabling regulating

N 4

�z&NW8Wz �¯½�HTF/

WRIW:&�¥©����7WE;Z

�kÆ�+"��

Elaboration S 5

�¥�kÆ�+��*NW8WHTF/

WR��XÄ�7WE; ��Å\±�

p�����"�� explaining describing

N 6

¤s�¯�§_&�b¬�~�¯½�

12G70A&n����kÆ�*HT

F/WR�~-Twitter��e�����

�x��)"�� explaining describing

N 7

[[SMSM@=W:-uh�*�$���Î
¹��w���¯½�.41VA-4

;>K0<�*]]�$��~-�e��
�
�x%�)"��

(purpose - 
nom)

explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

Circumstance S 8.1

Twitter �7WE;�È�*�~-Àh�
*�x&7WE;�§_-�*�x�

� β× temp: point

N 8.2 Âªj�~-d��*%���"�� α
explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

Enablement S 9
NW8W ¯½�.41VAµ�IW

:�� (Cir: means)
N Twitter�(�Á�-´Ë�	"��

Enablement S 10.1

"��Á��´Ë �Twitter�(�Á�"
� Twitter12G70A���+��*�
Ï���� β×

temp: 
progressive

N 10.2 °���%�	"�� α enabling empowering

Justify S 11

Twitter �[[¡Y�7WE;&5P0.
VA.HQ6W9OV¨����NW8

W�Twitter.41VA-�¥�	*'��
�*]]���� (Cir:purpose)

explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

N
NW8W�Âªj�~-d��*%�

��"��

explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

 N 12

MWR.BS;"� ��Î¹�w-d

��`�NW8W�'*�¥ �HP0

C9Wµ�IW:�qÊ�	"�� enabling empowering

N 13
.BS;�-.@HTWB�*��%�

	"�� enabling empowering

Motivation S 14.1

.BS;� ��)x��TwitterNW8W
-²���)�`�TwitterNW8W���
�-²���)�*Ì� β× temp: point

N 14.2 � �"�� α recommending advising

N 15

Twitter �0VJWA�+�.BS;��
Âªj�}�	�F3TW�*NW8W

-���$������
����)"

�� explaining describing

Enablement S 16
0VJWA�+�.BS;� ����

%Twitter�(rË�	"�� enabling empowering

S 17.1 Twitter�MWR-�À)���
�x� β× temp: point
Justify  17.2 �|�x,��¿¢�*�$� α purpose

N 17.3

�À)�����M@=W:�.BS;

�'!Âªj�~-Twitter�g£�	*
%���"��

explaining: 
legitimizing

declaring - 
pronounicng 

Justify S 18.1
Twitter�o�7WE;�y��	¾# 
(?GRJ;A) -°��$�� β× purpose

Condition  18.2
NW8W�o�7WE;�.41VA�T
witter.41VA-�«���x� temp:point

 N 18.3

`�7WE; ��º7WE;���*

NW8W��Å�~"� HTF/WR

�~�'!NW8W�¼¶�*��`�

�~-Twitter�Àh�	"�� α explaining describing

Enablement N 19.1
���~�'��y��	¾# 
(?GRJ;A) �v®��)� 1+ additive

Cause N 19.2 7WE;�{Z�%� �"�� 2 explaining describing

N 20

������~ `�7WE;�Twitter�
�«��
����(�ÃÇal�Twitter
�(rË�+"��

Enablement S 21 »¦ ���(-³
���� enabling instructing
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6.2.2 Generic structure and rhetorical organization of expert opinion 

6.2.2.1 Global rhetorical organization of expert opinion 

Unlike privacy policy, which is standardized in terms of generic structure, 

format and presentation, not all expert opinions in my corpus are 

systematically organized into components or stages with clear boundaries. 

This finding aligns with previous studies on the generic structure of 

expositions and persuasive texts (e.g. Eggins, Wignell & Martin, 1993). 

However, for expert opinions that are less ambiguous in their structural 

makeup, and those that display a clear logical organizational structure, they 

tend to follow a general pattern that organizes the text into generic stages 

contributing to the main ideational functions of the discourse, that is, to align 

social values of privacy and to persuade the reader to believe in arguments 

and claims presented by the speaker. It is observed that the expert opinion has 

a generic structure of Background ^ Thesis ^ Arguments (1-n) ^ 

Reinforcement of Thesis, which resembles that of an exposition e.g. Thesis 

^ Argument1 ^ Argument 2 ^ Reiteration of Thesis as exemplified by Martin 

& Rose (2008:109) or that of a text of the ‘exploring:arguing’ type 

[Background] ^ Thesis ^ Argument (1-n) ^ Reinforcement of Thesis as 

proposed by Matthiessen (2015b). Figure 6-12 presents a graphical 

representation of the generic structure of a representative expert opinion from 

my corpus. 
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Figure 6-12 Global organization of English expert opinion based on GSP and the 

system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 94)27 

The sample text (Text 94) presented in Figure 6-12 is representative 

of an ‘arguing’ text, a subtype under the socio-semiotic process of ‘exploring’ 

where the speaker tries to persuade the addressee to align public value by 

presenting arguments in favor of it (Matthiessen, 2015a). It is an expert 

opinion article extracted from an online debate forum where professional 

experts such as lawyers and academics argue about their positions over the 

topic: Should there be ‘a right to be forgotten’ on the Internet? The text is 

organized in a generic structure of Background ^ Thesis ^ Arguments (1-

3) ^ Reinforcement of Thesis. Rhetorically, the global organization is 

characterized by a nucleus-satellite structure. The global nucleus contains the 

Thesis: the court’s chosen implementation raises several big problems and is 

supported by the global satellite that expands into a series of arguments 

organized in a multi-nuclear structure. Each argument functions as an 

evidence for the Thesis and is organized in a ‘sequence’ relation realized by 

cohesive conjunctions First, Second and Finally, reflecting sequence in steps 

of arguments This reflects the interaction between speaker and addressee and 

                                                
27 An enlarged version of Figure 6-12 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 310) 
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are therefore internally oriented (Matthiessen & Teruya, 2015b:214). In 

closing, the satellite: the European Court of Justice has come up with a bad 

solution to a very real problem presents a ‘restatement’ of the Thesis through 

lexical repetition of words such as court and problem. 

While most of the sample expert opinions in the English corpus share 

a similar generic structure and global rhetorical organizing schema, not all of 

them are as systematically structured as the example presented in Figure 6-12. 

However, similar global organizational structure is observed in the Japanese 

corpus (see Figure 6-13), which suggests that the generic structure of 

Background ^ Thesis ^ Argument (1-n) ^ Reinforcement of Thesis can 

said to be representative across languages as a general structure of arguing 

text, which in my corpus is instantiated in English and Japanese expert 

opinions.  

 
Figure 6-13 Global organization of Japanese expert opinion based on GSP and the 

system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 79)28 

 Similar to the English text just observed, Figure 6-13 has the Thesis 

watashitachi no kojin joohoo puraibashiiwa daijoobu na no deshoo ka 

                                                
28 An enlarged version of Figure 6-13 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 311) 
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0“Is our personal 

information/privacy okay?” It presents the global nucleus of the text, stating 

the position of the writer in an interrogative mood. The Yes-No question 

asked in a suppositive mood represents the writer’s doubt about the “Series 

My Number system” in protecting privacy, invoking a negative evaluation of 

the current situation. Supporting arguments are presented in the global 

satellite, which is linked to the Thesis through an ‘evidence’ relation. Like 

the English expert opinion in Figure 6-12, the global satellite is further 

expanded into a series of supporting satellites, which are organized in a multi-

nuclear schema signaled by cohesive conjunctions  mazu  ‘first’, tsugi ni  

 ‘next’ and saigo ni  ‘finally’, representing the sequence in steps 

of argument intended by the writer. However, unlike the English example, 

the text span in the satellite of the Reinforcement of Thesis ima ichido 

kangaete miru hitsuyou ga aru no dewanai ka to omoimasu  

] 6 0‘I think it’s necessary to 

reconsider (the implementation policy) now’ is linked back to the nucleus of 

the Thesis through a ‘solutionhood’ relation, presenting the writer’s 

subjective advice on how things ought to be with regards to protection of 

privacy. It is observed that depending on the nature of the Thesis, which is 

usually stating a stance to highlight a problem or issue, the Reinforcement of 

the Thesis will be realized in the form of a restatement of the position, an 

evaluation or a proposed solution, and these variations are consistent across 

languages between English and Japanese in my corpus.  

 

6.2.2.2 Local rhetorical organization of expert opinion 

Having identified the global rhetorical organization of expert opinion, in this 

section, I will explore the local rhetorical organization by focusing my 

discussion on the Argument stage as it contains rhetorical strategies that 

persuade the reader to believe in the claim made in the Thesis, therefore 

increasing the reader’s inclination to accept and validate the proposed reality 

of privacy. It is observed that within the Argument (1-n) stage, each argument 

contains a pair of nucleus-satellite that is commonly organized in a ‘problem-

solution’ schema. Table 6-4 summarizes the major stages that correspond to 

the generic structure of Text 94 as identified in Figure 6-12. 
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Generic Structure of 
expert opinion  
(Text 94) 

Rhetorical organization Corresponding 
socio-semiotic 
process 

Stage  Nuclearity Rhetorical 
Relation 

Background  nucleus-
satellite  

Background  

Thesis  nucleus-
satellite  

Purpose aligning 

Argument 1 problem nucleus-
satellite 
expanded 
into 
multi-
nuclear 

Antithesis 
Concession 
Elaboration  
Addition 

arguing: 
evaluating 
 

solution nucleus-
satellite 
multi-
nuclear 

Purpose recommending: 
advising 

Argument 2 problem nucleus-
satellite 
 

Antithesis 
 
 

arguing: 
persuading  
evaluating 

solution nucleus-
satellite 
 

Purpose recommending: 
advising 

predict-tion nucleus-
satellite 
 

Elaboration arguing: 
predicting 

Argument 3 problem nucleus-
satellite 
 

Antithesis 
 
Elaboration 

arguing: 
evaluating 

solution nucleus-
satellite 
 

Purpose 
 

recommending: 
advising 

Reinforce-
ment of 
thesis 

 nucleus-
satellite 
 

Restatement  

 

Table 6-4 Generic structure with corresponding global rhetorical organization and 
realization type of a sample expert opinion (Text 94) 

In Text 94 (Table 6-4), each argument is further organized into a 

‘problem-solution’ pair linked by ‘solutionhood’ relation as shown in Figure 

6-14 below. The ‘problem’ span is organized in a nucleus-satellite schema 

through the expanding type of relations that are signaled by conjunctions such 

as moreover, rather, for example, because, etc. and extending type such as 

and, but, etc. Figure 6-14 is a graphical representation of Argument 1, 
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illustrating the rhetorical relations and the respective lexicogrammatical 

realization that organize the nucleus (the problems) and the satellite (the 

recommended solutions).  

 

 
Figure 6-14 Problem-solution pair of nucleus-satellite in the Argument stage of an 

English expert opinion (Text 94)29 

 In this problem-solution pair of nucleus-satellite schema, two 

problems are presented in the nucleus through an ‘addition’ relation: (1) 

“there is no parallel mechanism for … the affected website to appeal” and (2) 

“removal appears to be permanent”. Both problems are realized through 

negative evaluation “no parallel mechanism” in (1) and “permanent” in (2). 

The problems are enhanced through logical semantic relations of ‘antithesis’ 

and ‘concession’, which are signaled by structural conjunctions but and even 

though.  In problem (2), the ‘concession’ is further elaborated through a list 

of possible situations manifested in modality of probability using the modal 

verb might that exemplify the “changing circumstances”. The solutions are 

presented in a satellite containing two text segments linked by an ‘additive’ 

relation. Related to the nucleus through ‘solutionhood’, the ‘solution’ span in 

                                                
29 An enlarged version of Figure 6-14 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 312) 
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the satellite is signaled by a combination of modality of obligation and lexical 

cohesion e.g. “should have formal path to appeal” in response to problem (1) 

and “should be for a limited time” in response to problem (2). The argument 

is logically organized through the interplay between cohesive conjunctions 

First, Moreover, For example, Or and structural conjunctions but, even 

though, and is internally oriented with each clause modally assessed through 

probability and obligation. 

In Japanese expert opinions, similar local rhetorical organization 

structure is observed in the Argument stage. Given that there is a tendency in 

Japanese for the writer to select a variety of mood types to engage the reader, 

especially when giving advice (see Section 5.3.3.2 of Chapter 5), some 

variation in the lexicogrammatical realization of the problem-solution pair in 

the Argument stage is observed (see Figure 6-15). 

 

 

 

 

(1) Taiho chokugo kara media de X-san no shimei ya kore made no katsudoo rireki 
to tomoni hooji rare, hoodoo no yoosu wa tokumei keijiban nado ni tasuu kopii sa 
rete iru to iu baai wa doodeshou ka. (2.1) 10-Nen hodo keika shite iru to iu 
kotodeareba (2.2) imasara sono hoodoo o mushikaesu hitsuyoo wa gensokutoshite 



 

 243 

nai (2.3) to iemasu. (3.1) Sono koto wa, sonogo tsumiwookasu koto mo naku 
majime ni seikatsu o shite ita to iu kotodeareba, (3.2) yori tsuyoku iu koto ga 
dekimasu. (4) Mata, tsumi o okashita koto ni tsuite wa ichido daidaiteki ni hooji 
rare, sono yakume o oeta to iu koto mo dekiru kamo shiremasen. (5.1) Sonotame, 
kono yoona baai wa `wasure rare'te mo yoi (5.2) to ierudeshou. 
 
	

0 	 [ 6 X

	 	

0 	

6 X 	 0 	

1

0 ( 	

2 3 ( 	 0

(1) ‘How about the case where the media reports on the name of Mr. X with the 
name of the past and the history of his activities so far, and the state of the report 
is copied to anonymous bulletin boards and so on just after the arrest?(2.1) If it is 
said that about 10 years have passed (2.2) it is not necessary to steal the report 
now (2.3) in principle.(3.1) If that means that you lived seriously without sinning 
after that, you can say more strongly than (3.2).(4) In addition, it may be possible 
to say that once the crime was committed, it was reported extensively, and that 
function was finished. (5.1) Therefore, in such cases it can be said that it can be 
"forgotten" (5.2).’ 

Figure 6-15 Problem-solution pair of nucleus-satellite in the Argument stage of a 

Japanese expert opinion (Text 79)30 

 

Figure 6-15 is an excerpt from Text 79, which presents a problem-

solution pair that is realized in a ‘question-answer’ structure. The ‘problem’ 

in the nucleus to iu baai wa doo deshoo ka .,,

0“how about in the case of [[…]]”contains a rhetorical question 

realized in a suppositive mood marked by a negotiator ka. Here the rhetorical 

question creates a lead-in to a list of hypothetical situations that collectively 

support the proposed solution. The proposed solution, which is presented in 

the satellite, is signaled by a statement of suggestion realized in a verbal 

process in a suppositive mood “wasurare”temo yoi to ieru deshoo2

                                                
30 An enlarged version of Figure 6-15 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 313) 
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3  ’ ‘it’s probably fine to say “one can 

forget”’. It is interesting to note that experientially, all the supporting 

satellites in Figure 6-15 are realized in different kinds of process of saying. 

Moreover, all the propositions are modally assessed, either for ability, 

potentiality, probability, or necessity, e.g. to ieru, ‘(one) can say’, 

to iu koto ga dekiru ‘this kind of thing is possible’ 

and to iu koto mo dekiru kamoshiremasen  

‘it’s probable that this kind of thing is also possible’, creating a 

potential reality based on arguments that are modalized for a sense of 

objective uncertainty. In terms of logical organization, the problem-solution 

pair is dominated by ‘projection’ and ‘conditional’ relations, which serve as 

‘evidence’ to the solution span. 

 Similarly, the ‘question-answer’ structure is also observed in the 

Argument stage of English expert opinions as illustrate in Figure 6-16.  

 

 
Figure 6-16 ‘Question-answer’ structure realizing the problem-solution pair in the 

Argument stage of an English expert opinion (Text 100)31 

                                                
31 An enlarged version of Figure 6-16 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 314) 
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 Figure 6-16 is an excerpt from Text 100, presenting a problem-

solution pair in English that is realized in a ‘question-answer’ structure. The 

problem “So, how do we limit the damage?” is a lead-in for the writer’s 

proposed solutions. In this English example, instead of a one-to-one problem-

solution response as in the Japanese example (Figure 6-15), the writer offers 

three solutions to one problem. Although the recommended solutions are also 

mainly carry modality of obligation e.g. journalism will have to expand, 

Intelligent agency heads should be urged, etc., the mood is affirmative. 

Moreover, modality of probability reduces the sense of certainty in the advice 

e.g. the government may also want to and Perhaps in many cases… 

 In my corpus, it is observed that not all arguments are concerned with 

problems and solutions. Sometimes the writer presents problems or issues on 

privacy to raise awareness of the reader and try to persuade the reader to 

identify with and accept the proposed reality. However, in terms of rhetorical 

structure, the nucleus-satellite schema always applies. The nucleus is realized 

by a proposition that could be a problem or position. The satellite functions 

to elaborate on the nucleus by providing evidence to the problem or position, 

attributing information to external source through ‘projection’ relation or 

presenting different views through ‘exemplify’, ‘antithesis’ and ‘concession’ 

relations. Figure 6-17 presents a graphical illustration of a position-evidence 

pair dominated by ‘projection’ relations that link supporting information 

(both projection of ‘fact’ and ‘idea’) from external source (a poll by Software 

Advice Inc.) to establish the position of the writer: American apparently 

support the right to be forgotten through an ‘evidence’ relation.   
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Figure 6-17 Position-evidence pair in the Argument stage of an English expert 

opinion (Text 91)32 

 

6.2.3 Generic structure and rhetorical organization of news report 

6.2.3.1 Global rhetorical organization of news report 

As a well-researched register, news report is characterized by a distinct 

generic structure of ‘Headline ^ Lead ^ Lead Development’ (cf. Van Dijk, 

1985; Iedema, Feeze & White, 1994; White, 1998). While it is reasonable to 

assume that news report to be organized chronologically in sequential events 

and happenings, studies reveal that the structure of modern news reports tend 

to be organized by events presented from different views and different 

sources. For example, Iedema, Feeze & White (1994) identified the ‘orbital’ 

structure of news report where they considered the Lead as ‘nucleus’ and the 

rest of the news story as ‘satellites’ that develop around the Lead. Matthiessen 

& Teruya (2015b), on the other hand, suggested a nucleus-satellite structure 

of news report that is logically developed through ‘elaboration’ and 

‘restatement’ rhetorical relations.  

                                                
32 An enlarged version of Figure 6-17 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 315) 
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The findings from my corpus also confirm that a generic structure of 

‘Headline ^ Lead ^ Lead Development’ typifies both English and Japanese 

news reports. Moreover, the global rhetorical organization of news report 

shows a tendency towards a nucleus-satellite structure with satellites linking 

to the Lead through rhetorical relations of ‘elaboration’ and ‘restatement’ 

instead of ‘temporal’, and the Lead Development is expanded into segments 

that are related to each other through ‘additive’ relation in a multi-nuclear 

structure (see Figure 6-18 for English and Figure 6-19 for Japanese). 

 

 

Figure 6-18 Global organization of English news report based on GSP and the 

system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 122)33 

                                                
33 An enlarged version of Figure 6-18 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 316) 
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Figure 6-19 Global organization of Japanese news report based on GSP and the 

system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 113)34 

In Text 122, the Headline is realized in a phrase Facebook to face 

privacy lawsuit over photo tagging, which is related to the Lead through 

‘restatement’. The Lead, which serves as the global nucleus, reiterates the 

Headline with added details e.g. San Francisco, the place where the lawsuit 

is filed and definition of photo tagging as ‘feature that uses facial recognition 

technology’, etc. The Lead Development contains a list of events and quoted 

speeches that collectively serve to elaborate on the Lead through rhetorical 

relation of ‘elaboration’.  

Similarly, in the Japanese example (Text 113 Figure 6-19), the Lead is 

related to the Headline through ‘restatement’: ‘hyoogen nojiyuu’ yori 

‘puraibashii’ yuuetsu no baai wa sakujo kanoo, guuguru kensaku sakujo de 

Saikoosai ga hatsu handan  � 3 2 3

, ‘The Supreme 

                                                
34 An enlarged version of Figure 6-19 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 317) 
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Court judges for the first time in the case of Google search deletion: when 

"privacy" is superior to "freedom of expression" deletion is possible”.’ 

Realized in a grammatically intricate clause simplex, the Lead elaborates on 

the Headline by including both the proposal of the plaintiff “requested Google 

to delete articles about his arrest” and the proposition by the judge “that 

request the removal of search results is possible” in embedded locutions, 

giving details of the court’s ruling regarding the case of search deletion (see 

Example 4-28 for the full experiential configuration of the Headline). 

Moreover, the Lead Development is also organized in a multi-nuclear 

structure expanding into a list of events and propositions that further explain 

and elaborate on the ‘first judgement’ as stated in the Headline and restated 

in the Lead.  

 It is observed that the generic structure Headline ^ Lead ^ Lead 

Development and the global organization in a nucleus-satellite schema with 

the global satellite expanding through a multi-nuclear rhetorical structure is 

consistent across languages between English and Japanese news report.  

However, a close examination of the local rhetorical organization of the Lead 

Development reveals some interesting similarities and divergences between 

English and Japanese, reflecting the language-specific constraints and 

registerial preferences in the lexicogramamtical realization of the rhetorical 

strategies employed to increase the reader’s likelihood to validate the reality 

of privacy created and shaped in news report.  

 

6.2.3.2 Local rhetorical organization of news report 

The local organization of the Lead Development serves to elaborate on the 

Lead by presenting facts and quotations from external sources. Consistent 

between English and Japanese, the Lead Development component is 

characterized by a multi-nuclear structure expanded through an ‘additive’ 

relation that links a list of propositions and proposals realized in verbal, and 

sometimes mental projections (see Figure 6-20 for an English example and  

Figure 6-21 for a Japanese example).  
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Figure 6-20 Local rhetorical organization of Lead Development in English news 
report (extract from Text 120)35 

Figure 6-20 is a graphical representation of an extract from Text 120 

illustrating a typical organization of Lead development that contain different 

quoted speeches serving to provide supporting evidence or examples to 

elaborate on a preceding proposition within the Lead Development. The 

nucleus is realized by a proposition in a negatively evaluated existential 

clause There had been some angry reaction to the changes. The supporting 

satellite that is linked to the nucleus through an ‘elaboration’ relation presents 

three quoted speeches in a multi-nuclear structure that serve to clarify the 

‘angry reaction’. As discussed in 5.4.1, the reporter employs quoted speeches 

to serve three main functions. First, quoted speeches from reliable sources, in 

this case renowned media platforms and celebrities, serve as evidence for the 

proposition. Second, they increase the level of trust and objectivity of the 

proposition. Finally, they help the writer (reporter) to shape and validate the 

reality towards an ideological direction intended for the reader. 

Experientially, the proposition is realized in verbal processes, mainly of the 

projection type in the verb of ‘saying in writing’ e.g. wrote Wired Magazine, 

                                                
35 An enlarged version of Figure 6-20 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 318) 
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wrote Forbes and he wrote, with one verbal behavior ‘Markus Persson 

tweeted the company directly’. Rhetorically, each quotation is realized in a 

nucleus-satellite pair that is linked through the ‘projection’ relation, which is 

‘external’ in terms of orientation as the propositions and proposals are 

embedded in the locutions and ideas of the Sayer and Senser. However, the 

propositions are interpersonal assessed and contain negatively charged lexical 

items such as angry, jealous ex, evil, etc. although the negative evaluation is 

attributed to external sources. In so doing, the reporter is able to present 

ideological positioning from an objective perspective, while allowing the 

reader to experience the first-order reality through direct quotations.  

In the Japanese example (Figure 6-21), a similar local rhetorical 

structure is observed. However, it is interesting to note that a variety of 

lexicogrammatical resources such as ‘nominalization’ in (2), 

‘circumstantiation’ in (3.1), ‘projection’ in (3.3) and (5.2), ‘verbal behavior’ 

in (4) and ‘evidentiality’ in (6) are employed in realizing the different 

segments that represent the various views from different Sayers that are 

involved in the propositions.   

 

 

 

(1) Konkai no bakuro o megutte wa,-mai kokunai demo uketomekata ga 
samazamada. (2) Jinken yoogo dantaidearu `Amerika jiyujin-ken kyookai' wa, 
ookibona tsuuwa kanshi ga aikoku-sha-hoo de mitome rareta kengen o koete iru to 
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shite seifu o aitedotte soshoo o okoshite iru. (3.1) Ippoo de seronchoosa kikan no 
pyuu risaachi sentaa to “Washinton posuto” kami no goodoo seronchoosa ni 
yoreba,(3.2) Kaitoosha no 56-paasento ga tero soosa no shuhoo to shite `yoonin 
dekiru'(3.3) To kotae,(3.4) `Yoonin dekinai' no 41-paasento o uwamawatta. (4 ) 
Amerika gikaide wa, ichibu ribatarian (jiyuu shijoo shugi)-kei no giin ga seiken e no 
koogeki o kokoromite iru. (5.1) Daga, beinaa Kain gichoo (Kyoowa) mo fukume ooku 
no giin wa, NSA no shisutemu ga tero taisaku to shite hitsuyoona monodearu (5.2) 
To komento shite iru. (6) Konkai no kudan ga minshu kyoowatoo-kan no ookina 
seisoo no gu to shite riyoo sa reru kanoosei wa hiku-sooda. 

	 0 	

6 2 3
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(1) ‘There are various ways to catch up with this exposure in the United States. (2) 
The humanitarian advocacy group "US Freedom Association of Human Rights" suits 
the government against the government that large-scale call surveillance exceeds 
the authority granted by the Patriot Act. (3.1) On the other hand, according to the 
joint opinion poll of the public opinion research agency Pew Research Center and 
the "Washington Post" paper, 56% of respondents (3.2) are "acceptable" as a 
method of terror investigation (3.3) He answered, (3.4) above 41% of 
"unacceptable". (4) In the US Congress, some libertarian (free-supremacy) 
members are trying to attack the regime. (5.1) However, many members of the 
House of Representatives including the Representative of the House of 
Representatives (Kyowa) commented that NSA's system is necessary for countering 
terrorism (5.2). (6) It is unlikely that this case will be used as a tool of great political 
fight between democratic and Republican parties.’ 

Figure 6-21 Local rhetorical organization of Lead Development in Japanese 

(extract from Text 108)36 

In terms of nuclearity, the proposition is organized in a nucleus-satellite 

schema where the main proposition is realized in a nucleus and the supporting 

                                                
36 An enlarged version of Figure 6-21 is provided in Appendix 2 (p. 319) 
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segments in a satellite as in the English example. The nucleus konkai no 

bakuro o megutte wa, beikokunai demo uketomekata ga samazama da.  

0

‘Regarding the exposure of this time, reactions vary even within the US.’ is 

related to the satellite through ‘elaboration’ while the satellite further expands 

into a list of equally weighted segments linked through an ‘additive’ relation. 

The segments within the satellite are realized by events and quotes that 

elaborate on ‘the various reactions’ of the related parties such as 

beijiyuujinkenkyookai  ‘the US Free Human Rights 

Association’, yoronchoosa  ‘a public opinion poll research’, ichibu 

ribagariankei no gi’in  ‘some Libertarian 

members’, etc. whose views contribute to the ‘various reactions’ to ‘the 

exposure of this time’ as stated in the nucleus proposition.  

Apart from the logical realization of quotations through a clause-

complex using verbs of saying in verbal projections e.g. (3.3) to kotae 

‘[Sayer:] answered [Projection]’ and (5.2) to konmento shiteiru 

 ‘[Sayer:] commented [Projection]’, the writer also attributes 

information to inanimate source such as public research results through 

Circumstantiation of Angle e.g. (3.1) choosa ni yoreba X

‘according to the research’. Moreover, experiential realization of quotation is 

also common in Japanese news report e.g. the verbal process soshoo suru

‘to sue (someone)’ is nominalized in (2) as in ‘file a lawsuit of [[…]]   

[[…]] soshoo o okoshiteiru ’ where the lawsuit as a 

nominal group is modified by an embedded clause. Similar to the English 

example in Figure 6-20, interpersonal assessments are mainly observed in 

locutions realized in modality of ability as in (3.2) and (3.3) and modality of 

obligation as in (5.1) attributing personal opinions to Sayers of external 

source. However, it is observed that the reporter also uses a combination of 

modality of ability/potentiality and evidentiality riyoosareru kanoosei  wa 

hikusoo da ‘it appears that the possibility of 

being used is low’ to insert an objective evaluation of the incident, enacting 

the ‘reporter’s voice’ through evidentiality.  
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According to White (1998:243), news reports are grounded in speeches 

to “act primarily to represent, not activity sequences, but the points of view 

of various external sources”. Therefore, it is not surprising to find that the 

Lead Development in my corpus is dominated by ‘projection’ relations that 

link Sayers to the locutions or content of the speeches, attributing the 

projection of reality to external sources realized in quoted speeches. Although 

it is expected that news reports “should strive to remain objective and should 

use neutral language while presenting a diversity of opinions, voices, and 

perspectives of the event, incident, or issue under discussion” (White, 

1998:243), it is observed that sometimes the reporter’s voice is reflected in 

reporting verbs that contain subjective evaluation. In terms of cross-linguistic 

variation, while English tends to organize locutions logically through verbal 

projection in clause-complex, Japanese prefers more diversified ways in 

realizing quoted and reported speeches through nominalization and 

circumstantiation in the experiential domain.  

This concludes the rhetorical illustration of the three types of written 

discourse under study. In the next section, I will consolidate all the findings 

from previous text analyses conducted across strata (context, semantics and 

lexicogrammar) and across metafunctions (experiential, interpersonal and 

logical) in the form of a description of the linguistic profile of privacy.    
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6.3 The language of privacy across social contexts and cultures 

This section presents the ‘language of privacy’ as a functional variety of 

language use in three social contexts where the notion of privacy is publicly 

discussed in written discourse, creating and shaping a shared reality among 

members of the discourse/social community. It offers a linguistic description 

of privacy, presenting choices from the language systems of English and 

Japanese that characterize each social context under study from a ‘trinocular’ 

vision, viewing language from multi-stratal (context-semantics-

lexicogrammar) and cross-linguistic perspectives. Findings from the 

linguistic analyses conducted in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 are synthesized and 

organized in the form of a linguistic profile, containing features that 

correspond to the iterative process of the linguistic construction of social 

reality proposed in Figure 3-1 of Chapter 3 (p.46). Using the context of 

situation as the point of departure, I will first present a comparison of the 

generic structure and rhetorical organization of legal terms and policies, 

expert opinion and news report, highlighting the similarities and differences 

that contribute to the construction of the different social realities of privacy 

in the respective social contexts. Second, I will review the linguistic features 

that are at work simultaneously to create, shape and validate the reality of 

privacy in the corresponding socio-semiotic processes such as ‘explaining’, 

‘enabling’, ‘exploring’ and ‘reporting’. Third, I will discuss how these 

intertextually related written discourses construct different realities of privacy 

that are linguistically validated and shared among the members of the social 

community. Finally, I will summarize salient findings on cross-linguistic 

variation in the realization of rhetorical relations in Japanese and English 

written discourse as identified in the sample texts.  

 

6.3.1 A ‘trinocular’ view of the language of privacy  

Language choices in creating and shaping the reality of privacy vary 

according to the context of use, which can be described in terms of fields of 

activity e.g. ‘expounding’ and ‘enabling’ (privacy policy), ‘exploring’ (expert 

opinion) and ‘reporting’ (news report). The fields of activity are further 

categorized into primary and secondary sub-types as shown in Table 6-5.   
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Context of 
situation 

Field of activity Generic structure 
primary secondary 

Privacy policy expounding/ 
enabling 

explaining/ 
regulating 

Background^General 
Statement^Description 

Expert opinion exploring arguing Background^Thesis^ 
Argument(1-n)^ 
Reinforcement of Thesis 

News report reporting chronicling Headline^Lead^Lead 
Development 

Table 6-5 Varying generic structure according to fields of activity (adopted from 

Matthiessen, 2014:12) 

Each component or stage within the generic structure contains text 

spans that are rhetorically organized by rhetorical relations, reflecting the 

rhetorical organization that help to increase the success of the proposed reality 

to be accepted and validated by the addressee. If we map the generic structure 

of the three text types under study to their corresponding global rhetorical 

organization in the form of rhetorical structure and juxtapose them in a 

graphical representation (see Figure 6-22), we can observe some interesting 

similarities and differences between them.   
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Figure 6-22 Examples of generic structure and global rhetorical organization of 

privacy policy, expert opinion and news report37 

                                                
37 Examples are given in English only as the global RST in Japanese is similar in each text 
type. 
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It is observed that the most global rhetorical nexuses of all three text 

types are nucleus-satellite in nature, that is, the intended effect of the 

rhetorical relations is focused on the success of the global nucleus as a 

proposition or proposal. The global satellite is further expanded through 

multi-nuclear relations that organize text segments of equal weight. However, 

a closer examination of the type of rhetorical relations that hold between the 

global nucleus and global satellite reveals the different rhetorical relations 

that are employed to increase the addressee’s inclination to accept the 

propositions and proposals, thereby increasing the likelihood to validate the 

social reality created and shaped in discourse of the different social contexts.  

In privacy policy, the generic structure resembles that of a typical 

‘expounding’ text where a General Statement is realized in the global nucleus 

of which the success is dependent upon the supporting global satellite, an 

elaboration of the ‘parts’ A, B and C that make up the ‘whole’: this privacy 

policy describes A, B, C through lexical cohesion in the General Statement.  

The ‘parts’ are organized as components of equal status through an ‘addition’ 

relation in the global satellite. Privacy policy consists of socio-semiotic 

processes of ‘expounding’ and ‘enabling’, although it is a legal text which is 

inherently ‘regulating’. However, it is worthy to note that the global 

organization only reflects the ‘expounding’ field of activity, whereas the 

‘regulating’ activities are realized in the local rhetorical organization, which 

is interwoven into the different components under the generic structure.   

For expert opinion, although it seems to be characterized by a similar 

nucleus-satellite global rhetorical organization that expands into multi-

nuclear relations as in privacy policy and news report, the selection of 

rhetorical relations that organize the text segments are quite different from 

those in the other two text types. First of all, the global nucleus or Thesis 

(stage in the generic structure) in the expert opinion is linked to the supporting 

global satellite by an ‘evidence’ relation, reflecting the major fields of activity 

in the discourse, which are ‘arguing’ and ‘persuading’ that rely on evidential 

substantiation. Moreover, the multi-nuclear relation expanding from the 

global satellite links evidence through a ‘sequence’ relation as opposed to the 

‘addition’ relation in privacy policy and news report, revealing the speaker’s 

internal sequencing of the arguments. Unlike privacy policy and news report, 

which are characterized by a three-stage generic structure, expert opinion 
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contains a fourth stage that functions to reinforce the Thesis, which is realized 

in a supporting satellite linked through an ‘evidence’ relation. The 

Reinforcement of the Thesis usually contains a restatement of the Thesis or 

positioning and recommendation of the speaker (professional expert).  

At first glance, the global rhetorical organization of the news report is 

almost identical to that of the privacy policy in terms of nuclearity. However, 

two main differences are observed that can be attributed to the variation 

according to the context of use. First, instead of having a satellite that serves 

as Background to set the scene for the General Statement in the global nucleus 

as in the privacy policy, the Headline in the news report serves as a satellite 

that is linked to the Lead in the global nucleus through a ‘restatement’ 

relation. Second, although similar to the privacy policy in terms of having the 

global satellite expand through a series of equally weighted text segments in 

an ‘addition’ relation under a multi-nuclear structure, the local rhetorical 

organization of the global satellite of the news report is different. Instead of 

adding text segments that elaborate on the subject matter or topic of the global 

nucleus through lexical cohesion as in the privacy policy, text segments under 

the global satellite of the news report are typically organized in ‘projection’ 

relations that link quotes or reports to the nucleus. The projected locutions 

present different views of the reality from different sources, a feature that is 

typical in the reporting text type that is instantiated in news report in this 

study. 

Table 6-6 summarizes the generic structure and the corresponding 

rhetorical organization of discourse based on the three contexts of situation 

as illustrated in the sample texts. 
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 Legal terms & 
policies 

Expert opinion News report 

Generic 
structure 

[BK]^ [ GS] ^DS 
 
BK=Background 
GS=General 
statement 
DS=Description 

BK^TH^AG(1-n)^RTH 
 
BK=Background 
TH=Thesis 
AG=Argument 
RTH=Reinforcement of 
thesis 

HL^L^LD 
 
HL=Headline 
L=Lead 
LD=Lead 
development 
 

Nuclearity 
 
 

nucleus-satellite 
+ multi-nuclear 
 
 
characterized by: 
-justify 
-antithesis 
-circumstance 
-motivation 
-enablement 

nucleus-satellite 
+ multi-nuclear 
 
 
characterized by: 
-sequence (internal) 
-evidence 
-antithesis 
-solutionhood 
-projection 
-elaboration 

nucleus-
satellite + 
multi-nuclear 
 
characterized 
by: 
-projection 
-addition 
-elaboration 
 

Orientation 
 
 
 
 

internal 
 
legitimizing 
recommending 
enabling through 
modalized 
statements 
probability/ 
usuality / 
obligation/ ability 
 

internal 
 
arguing (internal 
sequence of steps of 
argument through 
cohesive conjunctions) 
aligning  
through ‘question-&-
answer” pair, suppositive 
mood (Japanese), 
modality of 
obligation/ability 

external 
 
quoting 
reporting 
logical 
organization 
through 
assigning 
information to 
external 
sources 

Logico-
semantic 
type 
 
 

Global:  
expanding 
 
 
Local: 
-purpose 
-condition 
-temporal 
-additive 

Global:  
expanding + projecting 
 
 
Local: 
-reason 
-concession 
-antithesis 
-additive 

Global:  
expanding + 
projecting 
 
Local: 
-projection 
-elaboration 
-additive 

Table 6-6 A summary of generic structure and the corresponding rhetorical 

organization of three text types based on nuclearity, orientation and logico-

semantic type  
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 In terms of nuclearity, all three text types display a combination of 

nucleus-satellite and multi-nuclear relations that link text segments in the 

discourse. The global satellite relates to the global nucleus through an 

‘elaboration’ relation of the ‘clarifying’ and ‘exemplifying’ subtypes as in 

legal terms and policies and news report, and ‘evidence’ and ‘solutionhood’ 

subtypes in expert opinions. Through a multi-nuclear schema, the global 

satellite further expands into a series of text segments organized by an 

‘addition’ or ‘sequence’ relation. In privacy policies, the multi-nuclear 

schema expands the Description component into a list of equally weighted 

sections that elaborate on the main topics mentioned in the General 

Statement. Whereas in expert opinion, the multi-nuclear schema represents 

the internal sequencing in steps of arguments intended by the writer. In news 

report, the Lead Development is commonly organized in a list of locutions by 

different Sayers that are either directly involved in the reported event e.g. the 

victim or plaintiff, or those that represent reliable information source or 

authoritative in the society e.g. the judge. 

 Closely related to the tenor relations between speaker and addressee 

is the orientation in which the discourse is organized. It is observed that both 

privacy policies and expert opinions are internal oriented with ‘justify’, 

‘antithesis’, ‘enablement’, ‘motivation’, ‘evidence’ and ‘solutionhood’ as 

major organizing rhetorical relations linking proposals and propositions in 

modulated statements. Moreover, expert opinions tend to organize the 

arguments internally as reflected in cohesive conjunctions such as First, 

Second and Finally. By contrast, the rhetorical organization of news report 

is external oriented as most of the interpersonal assessment of the 

propositions are embedded in locutions and cited as information attributed to 

external sources instead of the reporter’s subjective comments. 

 Finally, in terms of logico-semantic type, privacy policies are 

organized through expanding from one text segment to another, while both 

expert opinions and news reports are organized through expanding and 

projecting at the global level. Although ‘projection’ is a predominant feature 

in news report and is also observed in expert opinion to attribute evidence to 

external source to support the arguments of the writer, its absence is the 

characteristic of privacy policy. However, it is not surprising that ‘projection’ 

is not a characteristic of privacy policy as it is a regulating text where 
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propositions and proposals are not quoted or reported but are directly issued 

to the addressee by the speaker. Whereas both expert opinions and news 

reports rely on attributing information to external sources to exemplify, 

clarify and build evidence to support the arguments of the writer, ‘projecting’ 

is a key principle in organizing discourse. At the local level, the types of 

logico-semantic relations also vary across text types, reflecting the rhetorical 

strategies employed for the respective component/stage of the discourse in 

the given social context.  

For example, privacy policies are dominated by ‘purpose’, 

‘condition’, ‘additive’ and ‘temporal’ relations to realize the rhetorical 

relations of ‘justify’, ‘circumstance’, ‘antithesis’ and ‘elaboration’ in the 

Description component to legitimize propositions such as “the use and 

collection of personal information”, enable and recommend actions such as 

“sharing and posting personal information” for the addressee to comply with 

the proposals. In expert opinions, logico-semantic relations such as ‘reason’, 

‘concession’ and ‘antithesis’ are mainly found to realize rhetorical relations 

of ‘evidence’ and ‘solutionhood’ in the Argument stage to persuade the reader 

to align with the writer’s position. By contrast, in news reports, ‘projection’, 

‘elaboration’ and ‘additive’ logico-semantic relations dominate the local 

organization of discourse as they function to realize the ‘projection’ and 

‘elaboration’ rhetorical relations in the Lead Development component. 

In summary, by adopting the SFL framework and the system of 

RHETORICAL RELATIONS, I can describe the language of privacy from a 

‘trinocular’ perspective – ‘from above’ in terms of context, ‘from roundabout’ 

in terms of semantics and ‘from below’ in terms of lexicogrammar. Figure 

6-23 presents a graphical visualization of a snapshot of a fully-integrated 

linguistic profile of the language of privacy according to specific context of 

use.  
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Figure 6-23 An illustrative example of a fully-integrated linguistic modelling of the 

meaning of privacy from context to semantics to lexicogrammar instantiated in a 

privacy policy (an extract from Text 40) 

 The integrated linguistic modelling of privacy demonstrates that by 

implementing an analytical framework that is grounded in a holistic theory of 

language such as SFL, it is possible to view language from multiple 

perspectives across strata and at different levels of delicacy: from context to 

semantics and lexicogrammar. Linguistic features and patterns are interpreted 



 

 264 

by linking ‘form’ to ‘meaning’ through the study of ‘text’ in relation to 

‘system’ across languages and cultures.   

Using the privacy policy as an example to illustrate the ‘trinocular’ 

perspective of the linguistic construction of privacy as a social reality, the 

linguistic choices that characterize the language of privacy from ‘above’ 

include a generic structure that contains three stages: Background ^ General 

Statement ^ Description organized in a global rhetorical nucleus-satellite 

schema with the global satellite (Description) linking to the global nucleus 

(General Statement) through an ‘elaboration’ relation. The global satellite is 

further expanded into a list of text segments of equal weight i.e. no one 

segment of text is more important or nuclear than the other, in a multi-nuclear 

‘addition’ relation. Components under Description are related to the General 

Statement through lexical cohesion of a ‘part-whole’ relationship. For 

instance, in a nucleus General Statement: This Privacy Policy describes A, B, 

C…, the satellite Description is expanded into components A, B, C through 

local rhetorical organization of text segments that carry detailed explanation 

of each of the component.  

If viewed from ‘roundabout’ at the semantic level, the local rhetorical 

organization of privacy policy is characterized by a nucleus-satellite structure 

with the satellite supporting the nucleus proposition or proposal through 

relations of ‘justify’ and ‘antithesis’ to legitimize propositions and 

‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ to enact proposals through empowering, 

instructing, regulating and recommending.  

From ‘below’ at the lexicogrammatical level, linguistic choices from 

different metafunctions are at work simultaneously to make meaning that 

contribute to the construction of privacy as a social reality. In the example 

presented in Figure 6-23 a clause-complex in a hypotactic conditional relation 

is co-selected with modality of ability to enable the addressee to undertake an 

instructional command realized indirectly in a modulated statement. 

Rhetorically, the clause-complex realizes the nucleus-satellite that is linked 

by a relation of ‘enablement’. Functionally, it is a proposal of the enabling 

kind but lexicogrammatically, it is in the form of a proposition realized in an 

indicative mood. Figure 6-23 has illustrated an example of a holistic view of 

how different linguistic features collectively construct the reality of privacy 

in the given context of situation. For an illustrative example of a ‘trinocular’ 
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view of the representative discourse under the social contexts of expert 

opinions and news report, please see Figure 6-25 in Appendix 2 (p.320) and 

Figure 6-26 in Appendix 2 (p.321). 

 

6.3.2 A synoptic model of the linguistic construction of privacy 

To demonstrate how language is used in different social contexts to construct 

privacy as an evolving social reality, the key findings of this study are 

summarized in a diagrammatic representation that shows the relationship 

between discourse in terms of language use in context, the iterative process 

of creating, shaping and validating reality, and the impact on the reality of 

privacy within the discourse/social community (see Figure 6-24).  
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Figure 6-24 The language of privacy from a systemic functional perspective – a synoptic model 
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In Figure 6-24, ‘the language of privacy’ is presented as a synoptic 
model of the linguistic construction of privacy through the iterative process 
of creating, shaping and validating (A in Figure 6-24) by discourses that 
operate in different social contexts. It consists of semantic options selected 
from the ‘system’ to realize functional variation according to context of use 
that corresponds to the three text types under study: legal terms and policies, 
expert opinion and news report (B in Figure 6-24). The three text types are 
characterized by socio-semiotic processes of ‘enabling’, ‘exploring’ and 
‘reporting’ in terms of field of activity (C in Figure 6-24) under the registerial 
cartography (Matthiessen, 2015a). Moreover, they also represent different 
perspectives on the social reality of privacy from influential members of the 
discourse/social community (D in Figure 6-24): institution, legal/academic 
professionals and the media, who are also the creators and shapers of the 
different types of discourse. Although they are socially distant from the 
individual who is the primary owner of personal data privacy, they produce 
professional and media discourse that are ‘socially weighted’. Unlike 
everyday causal conversations, they carry the power to change the social 
construct of privacy in terms of social practices and shared beliefs.  

A snapshot of the rhetorical complex mapping generic structure of 
each context of situation to the rhetorical structure at the semantic level and 
the corresponding linguistic realization at the lexicogrammar level is 
exhibited in section E of Figure 6-24. Linguistic choices across strata 
(semantics and lexicogrammar) that function to increase the acceptance of the 
propositions and proposals in the selected socio-semiotic processes under 
each context of situation (F in Figure 6-24) are summarized with illustrating 
examples in Table 6-7. 

It is observed that all three types of discourse relate to each other 
intertextually with overlapping participants and events that shape the notion 
of privacy from different perspectives, creating multiple realities that are 
sometimes conflicting in nature (G in Figure 6-24). For example, privacy 
policies try to create a social reality where sharing and disclosing personal 
data is legitimized as necessary for business operation and is beneficial to the 
individual, whereas in expert opinions, the private intention of the institution 
in exploiting personal data is being evaluated and challenged. In news 
articles, current privacy issues and events are reported, shaping privacy in 
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different orders of reality through different ‘voices’ cited from individuals, 
law makers, government, institutions, etc.  
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Socio-
semiotic 
process 

Rhetorical 
Relations 

Example of rhetorical complex 
N - Nucleus 
S - Satellite 

Logical Experiential Interpersonal Creating, shaping 
and validating 
privacy as a social 
reality 
  

Logico-
semantic 
type 

Process Participant Subject Mood / 
Modality / 
Polarity 

Legal terms and policies (privacy policy) 

Explaining  
  

 
Justify 

N: We may use this information 
S: to customize the content we 
show you, including ads. 

 
enhancing: 
purpose (to) 

material 
use, collect, 
share, sell, 
disclose, 
store, keep 

Actor: service 
provider 
Goal: personal 
information 

service 
provider 
(we) 

modality: 
permission 
usuality  
 
may 

Legitimizing the 
use, collection 
and sharing of 
personal 
information 

 
 
 
Antithesis 
 
Circumstance 

N: We do not sell your 
information to third parties. 
 
S: We do, however, share data 
with third parties 
S: when necessary… 

 
 
 
enhancing: 
temporal 
(when) 

material: 
use, collect, 
share, sell, 
disclose, 
store, keep  

Actor: service 
provider (we)  
 
Goal: personal 
information 

service 
provider 
(we) 

polarity: 
negative 
 
do not 
shall not 
cannot 
 
do 
will 

Disclaiming 
liability from the 
use, collection 
and sharing of 
personal 
information 
 
Proclaiming the 
right to the use, 
collection and 
sharing of 
personal 
information 

Circumstance S: By using the Sites and 
providing your mobile phone 
number, 

enhancing: 
means (by) 
temporal 
(when) 

mental: 
desiderative 
consent 
agree 

Senser: user 
Phenomenon:  
to receive 
autodialed calls 

user (you) modality: 
obligation 
(promise) 
 

Imposing 
obligation on the 
user to accept 
terms and policies 
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N: you hereby consent to 
receive autodialed calls. 

consent 
agree 

in the form of an 
“automatic 
contract” 

Enabling: 
 
Empowering 
 
 
 
 
Instructing 
 
 
 
 
 
Regulating 
 

 
 
Enablement 

N: You may opt-out of receiving 
promotional emails from us,  
S: by following the instructions 
in those emails.  

enhancing: 
means 
(by) 

material 
opt-out  
delete 
unsubscribe 
 

Actor: user 
Goal: receiving 
emails   
personal 
account 

user (you) modality: 
permission 
ability 
 
may 
can 

Giving the user 
power to control 
and manage 
his/her personal 
information 

Motivation 
 
Enablement 

S: If you have any questions… 
N: Please contact us 
S: by writing to the address 
below 

enhancing: 
conditional 
(if) 
means (by) 

material 
contact, 
write 
learn, click 

Actor: user 
 

user (you) mood: 
imperative 
(politeness) 

Directing the user 
to obtain more 
information about 
the privacy policy 

Motivation S: If you wish to enable the 
Multiple Devices Login or to 
transfer your LINE account to a 
different device,  
N: you will need to provide your 
email address and a password 
and/or PIN code, 

enhancing: 
conditional 
(if) 
 

material 
need to 
provide 
 

Actor: user 
Goal: your LINE 
account, your 
email address 

user (you) modality: 
obligation 
(necessity) 
 
need 
required 
 

Obliging the user 
to provide 
personal 
information 

Recommendi
ng: 
 
 
 
 

Circumstance 
 

S: When you share information 
or content like photos, videos, 
and links via the Services, 
N: you should think carefully 
about [[what you are making 
public]]. 

enhancing: 
temporal 
(when) 

mental 
think 
be aware 
 
 

Senser: user 
Phenome- 
non: about 
what you are 
making public 

user (you) modality: 
obligation 
 
should 

Cautioning 
actions that may 
prevent negative 
consequences 
relating to the 
user’s privacy 
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 Motivation 
 

S: If you wish to add nearby 
LINE users,  
N: you may want to use the 
“Shake It!” feature 

enhancing: 
conditional 
(if) 

mental: 
desiderative  
want  
wish 
prefer 

Senser: user 
Phenome- 
non: to use the 
“Shake It!” 
feature 

user (you) modality: 
probability 
 
may 

Suggesting 
actions that may 
bring desirable 
outcome to the 
user’s privacy   

Expert opinion 
Aligning  Concession S: whether we like it or not,  

N: we're being tracked all the 
time 

enhancing: 
conditional 
 
(whether… 
or not) 

material 
are being 
tracked, 
are being 
exploited 
 
 

Actor/ 
Agent: 
(Institution) 
 
Goal:  
expert + general 
reader -  
(speaker plus) 
collective “we”  
 

expert + 
general 
reader -  
(speaker 
plus) 
collective 
“we”  
 

negative 
appraisal:  
Graduation 
being 
tracked all 
the time, 
 

Aligning values 
and beliefs on 
privacy with the 
general reader 
through solidarity 

Arguing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Projection 
 
Antithesis 

N: I do believe,  
S: however, that it deliberately 
tries to deceive us  
S: when it claims 
 the new privacy policy seeks "to 
provide you with as much 
transparency and choice as 
possible." 

projecting: 
idea 
 
 
enhancing: 
temporal 
(when) 

mental 
believe 
think 
 
 

Senser: I 
 
Phenome-non: 
that it 
deliberately 
tries to deceive 
us 

I 
(profession
al expert) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
negative 
appraisal: 
judgement 

Presenting 
negative 
evaluation on 
service provider 
and government to 
support argument 
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Evidence 
 
 
 
Addition 

S: because the takedowns 
themselves are currently 
unreported to all but an 
affected website –  
and even that notification is, in 
some quarters, being 
challenged by authorities–  
N: there will be no way to 
analyze how the new right is 
being invoked and granted. 

enhancing: 
reason 
(because) 
extending: 
additive 
(and) 
enhancing: 
concession 
(even) 

existential 
will be 
(future) 

Existent: 
no way to 
analyze how the 
new right is 
being invoked 
and granted. 
 

there negative 
polarity 
 
no way 
 

Predicting negative 
outcomes as 
threats to privacy 

 
 
Result 

N: We are likely to see more 
and more automated requests 
S: This could result in a large 
volume of requests untouched 
by human hands, including 
those of the requester – likely 
not an outcome contemplated 
by the European court. 

 mental 
see 
 

Senser:  
expert + general 
reader -  
(speaker plus) 
collective “we”  
 
 
Phenome-non: 
more and more 
automated 
requests 

expert + 
general 
reader -  
(speaker 
plus) 
collective 
“we”  
 

modality: 
probability 
 
negative 
polarity 

Predicting negative 
outcome as threats 
to privacy 

Recommendi
ng 

  
 
 
Result 

N: We should call for laws [[that 
require them to change their 
terms of service]]  
S: so users have the option of 
giving or denying permission to 
them on holding personal data 
in storage. 
 

 
 
 
enhancing:  
result 
(so) 

verbal 
call for 

Sayer: expert + 
general reader -  
(speaker plus) 
collective “we”  
 
Range:  
Laws [[that 
require them to 

expert + 
general 
reader -  
(speaker 
plus) 
collective 
“we”  
 

modality: 
obligation 
 
 
should 

Proposing 
positions regarding 
issues on privacy 
rights  
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change their 
terms of 
service]] 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Solutionhood 
 
 
Addition 
 

N: So how should we limit the 
damage? 
S(N1-N3) - multinuclear 

N1: Well, journalism 
will have to … 
N2 The government 
may also want to... 
N3: Intelligence agency 
heads should be urged 
to… 

 material 
limit 
 

Actor:  
expert + general 
reader -  
(speaker plus) 
collective “we”  
 
Goal: the 
damage 

expert + 
general 
reader -  
(speaker 
plus) 
collective 
“we”  
 

mood: 
interroga- 
tive 
 
negative 
appraisal 
damage 
 
 
modality: 
should, 
have to, 
may want 
to 
 
 

Proposing actions 
to be undertaken 
by different 
members of the 
community to 
remedy problems 
on privacy rights 

News report 
Reporting 
(propositions 
and 
proposals)  

Projection S: "The Court accepts as true 
plaintiffs’ allegations…”  
N: Donato wrote in Thursday's 
ruling. 

projecting: 
quoting  

verbal 
write 
 

Sayer:  
Donato (the 
judge) 
Projected 
locution: The 

Donato 
(the judge) 
 

 Quoting 
propositions as 
first-order reality 
of privacy  
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Court accepts as 
true… 
 
 

 
 
Projection 
 
 
 
 
Projection 

N: In the case against Facebook, 
the plaintiffs say  
S: they never gave permission 
for Facebook to use their faces 
as biometric identifiers. 
 
N: Facebook argues  
S: that photo-tagging is 
disclosed in its terms of 
service… 

projecting: 
reporting 

verbal 
say 
argue 
write 

Sayer: the 
plaintiffs 
 
Projected 
locution: they 
never gave 
permission for 
Facebook… 
 
Sayer: Facebook 
Projected 
locution: that 
photo-tagging is 
disclosed in its 
terms of service 
 

the 
plaintiffs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Facebook 

projected 
polarity: 
negative  
 
projected 
modality: 
obligation 
(permission) 
 
 

Reporting 
propositions as 
second-order 
reality of privacy 

 
Table 6-7 Linguistic choices in the construction of the social reality of privacy by socio-semiotic process (F in Figure 6.24)38 

                                                
38 Examples in Table 6-7 are only illustrative of the most representative linguistic choices from logical, experiential and interpersonal systems that create and shape the social 
reality of privacy in the three socio-semiotic processes. They are extracted from the findings in the preceding chapters. Japanese examples are given in Chapter 4 to 6 with 
detailed discussion from a contrastive perspective.  
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Linguistic resources selected to create the multiple realities in the 

various social contexts are identified in ‘clusters’ from different strata, 

metafunctions and rank scales. Together they realize the rhetorical strategies 

that are employed to increase the addressee’s likelihood to believe in 

propositions or readiness to undertake proposals that impact on the “collective” 

knowledge on the reality of privacy. As a result, values and beliefs, laws and 

regulations related to privacy are constantly negotiated and challenged 

through exchanges in discourse by members of the speech community, 

creating an impact on the ‘privacy boundary’ (H in Figure 6-24) or the 

boundary that segregates personal information or data from private to public. 

Through the iterative process of constructing the reality of privacy by means 

of discourse, the ‘privacy boundary’ is constantly moving between the cline 

of private and public spheres (I in Figure 6-24), setting new standards, values 

and laws about which part of the ‘individual’ in terms of personal information 

and data is considered ‘private’ and which part is ‘public’.  

Given the constant change in technological development and social 

practices, it will be difficult to delineate the meaning potential of privacy by 

describing it as something static, such as a list of words or some grammatical 

rules that are isolated from context. To obtain a holistic view of the linguistic 

construction of privacy, we need to describe it as a dynamic model in which 

privacy as an evolving social reality is constantly created and shaped by 

different languages through naturally occurring texts operating in a variety of 

social contexts in different language communities. For instance, in this study, 

the language of privacy has been described from a ‘trinocular’ vision in two 

languages (English and Japanese), revealing some commonalities and 

divergences in the construction of privacy across languages and cultures. 

Detailed findings from the cross-linguistic analysis between the two 

languages in terms of context, semantics and lexicogrammar have been 

documented with illustrative examples in Chapter 4 to Chapter 6. In the next 

section (Section 6.4), I will summarize some general observations on the 

contrastive variation between the two languages based on the synthesized 

findings from the integrated linguistic modelling of the language of privacy.  
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6.4 Cross-linguistic variation in the rhetorical organization of 

written discourse  

 

At the level of discourse, no significant cross-linguistic variation in terms of 

generic structure and global rhetorical organization is observed between 

English and Japanese. However, as suggested in previous studies (cf. Teich, 

2003, Matthiessen, 2001, etc.), divergence across languages emerge as the 

analysis moves into higher degree of delicacy. It is interesting to note that 

while the divergence is mainly language-specific in nature, it is the variation 

in language use in the different social contexts that motivate the selection of 

different linguistic resources in the given language communities. 

Furthermore, by examining the rhetorical relations and the corresponding 

lexicogrammatical realization, it is possible to tease out the patterns that can 

be generalized for predicting features of similar text types or rhetorical 

strategies that can be applied to multiple text types.  

 Three main types of cross-linguistic variation are identified in the 

lexicogrammatical realization of rhetorical organization of discourse. First, it 

is observed that rhetorical relations in English tend to be congruently 

realized by logical semantic relations signaled by structural conjunctions such 

as to, when, if, by, etc. For example, a ‘purpose’ relation that links two clauses 

in a clause complex is usually signaled by the structural conjunction to e.g. α 

we use your information ×β to improve our services. By contrast, the 

lexicogrammatical realization of rhetorical relations in Japanese is more 

diversified, favoring different types of nominalization. In some cases, the 

rhetorical relation is signaled experientially in a noun where the relation is 

embedded in the Circumstance e.g. hon saabisu no koojoo no mokuteki de, 

yuuzaa joohoo o shiyoo shimasu. �	������������
�

��������� “For the purpose of the improvement of our service, 

(we) use the user’s information”. The ‘purpose’ relation is explicitly signaled 

in the noun of purpose�� mokuteki “purpose” and is experientially realized 

as the Circumstance of means.  
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Second, in terms of logico-semantic type, variation across registers 

is distinct but is less clear across languages. While it is consistent between 

English and Japanese that news reports are characterized by ‘projection’ 

relations, privacy policies by ‘expansion’, and expert opinions by a 

combination of ‘expansion’ and ‘projection’, some subtle differences are 

detected between English and Japanese under each register. For example, in 

a sample pair of parallel texts in legal terms and policies (Text 40 for English 

ST and Text 06 for Japanese TT), it is observed that English favors the 

‘purpose’ and ‘addition’ relations while Japanese prefers ‘temporal’ and 

‘purpose’ relations. It is not surprising that the ‘purpose’ relation dominates 

the logical organization of privacy policies in both languages as it is employed 

to link segments through the rhetorical relations of ‘justify’ to legitimize the 

acts of using, collecting, sharing and disclosing personal information. 

However, a closer examination of the data reveals that some of the ‘purpose’ 

relations in the Japanese sample text is realized by the whole clause but 

signaled by a nominal group that functions as Circumstance or Head noun of 

a Participant (see Figure 6-3). Moreover, some of the ‘purpose’ relations are 

realized as ‘temporal’ relations in Japanese, presenting the relationship 

between the text segments as less intentional, but more objective and distant. 

Finally, the frequent employment of ‘addition’ relation in the English text 

reflects the logical structure of clause-complexing where information is 

chunked into a series of clauses linked by the relator ‘and’, creating an 

informal spoken style to reduce distance from the addressee.  

Similarly, in expert opinions, both English and Japanese texts are 

organized from an internal orientation by cohesive conjunctions that signal 

the sequence in steps of argument at the global level while the Argument stage 

at the local level is mainly organized by logical relations of ‘purpose’, 

‘condition’ and ‘projection’ that are externally oriented.  It is observed that 

English favors ‘purpose’ relations while Japanese prefers ‘condition’ 

relations in the Argument stage. Although both languages employ 

‘projection’ relation to organize locutions and ideas as evidence attributed to 

external sources, Japanese tends to use ‘projection’ relations more frequently. 

Moreover, ‘projection’ in Japanese expert opinions tend to be attributed to 

unidentified source through evidentiality and are sometimes modulated for 
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probability with a sense of objective uncertainty through the use of 

suppositive mood e.g. to ieru deshoo “it can be said that… (I supposed)”.  

Finally, divergence is observed in the signaling of rhetorical 
relations across languages. Findings from the current study show that 

rhetorical relations in English are mainly signaled explicitly through cohesive 

and structural conjunctions, while in Japanese, alternate signaling devices 

through experiential and textual means e.g. nouns, verbs, Theme, etc. are also 

commonly used. Sometimes rhetorical relations are implicitly signaled or not 

signaled at all, in which case they are inferred in the co-text. For example, in 

privacy policies, the most frequently employed signaling device for rhetorical 

relations of the expanding type is structural conjunction such as to, when and 

if in English. This could be attributed to the speaker’s intention to justify the 

proposition by presenting the logical reasoning of using and sharing personal 

information in an objective way. However, in Japanese, the signaling is 

sometimes made explicit through lexical items and nominalization. By 

contrast, in expert opinions, both Japanese and English writers tend to use a 

combination of cohesive and structural conjunctions to signal rhetorical 

relations that help to guide the readers to navigate through the internal 
sequence of steps of arguments and external evidence to support the thesis. 

In news reports, while it is common to signal the ‘projection’ relation through 

a clause-complex in English where the primary clause realizes the projecting 

clause that consists of the Sayer and the Process and a projected clause that 

contains the locution, in Japanese, the signaling of the ‘projection’ relation is 

less clear as sometimes the locution is embedded in a nominal phrase to 

modify a Head noun (see Example 4-24 of Chapter 4).  

In summary, cross-linguistic variation observed in the rhetorical 

organization of written discourse in this study provides an expanded view of 

how different language resources are deployed to create, shape and validate 

reality. Specifically, the divergence between English and Japanese in the 

lexicogrammatical realization of similar rhetorical relations reveals some of 

the prominent language-specific constraints and registerial preferences of the 

respective language community. By comparing cross-linguistic divergence 

‘from above’ at the level of discourse and simultaneously working through to 

the levels of semantics and lexicogrammar, this study has revealed some 
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important insights on the interpretation of rhetorical organization across 

languages and possible implications for cross-linguistic analysis and 

translation studies.  

For example, it is important to keep an open mind when identifying 

markers or signaling of rhetorical relations. Sometimes going beyond 

conventional “Discourse Markers” such as cohesive and structural 

conjunctions is necessary to accurately annotate the relation (cf. Matthiessen 

& Teruya, 2015b; Das & Taboada, 2017). Moreover, as suggested and argued 

in previous studies (e.g. Biber, 1995), lexicogrammatical features that 

characterize a register often ‘co-locate’ or appear in “bundles” or as “a 

syndrome of lexicogrammatical probabilities” (cf. Halliday, 1992:84). 

Expanding the scope for the exploration of the signaling of rhetorical relations 

beyond Discourse Markers implies that cross-disciplinary linguistic research 

utilizing a combination of holistic discourse analysis based on SFL and RST 

supported by computational linguistic analysis e.g. ngrams, phraseology, 

lexical bundles or lexical clusters may reap fruitful results in teasing out 

linguistic patterns and features that characterize registers/text types across 

languages. Finally, by applying a holistic framework for analyzing parallel 

and comparable texts in translation studies, it is possible to provide a 

systematic description of the lexicogrammatical features that characterize the 

different translation styles from multiple perspectives by mapping form to 

meaning across strata by register or text type.  

 

6.5 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have presented the generic structures and rhetorical 

organizations of the three types of written discourse under study, illustrating 

how privacy as a social reality is constructed through rhetorical strategies that 

function to increase the success of the propositions and proposals. Findings 

reveal that the organizing principles in terms of ‘nuclearity’ and ‘logico-

semantic type’ vary depending on the field of discourse, while ‘orientation’ 

reflects the variation in the tenor relations between speaker and addressee. 

Each type of discourse has a distinctive generic structure with corresponding 



  

 

 

280 

 

global rhetorical organization that is representative of the register/text type to 

which it belongs.  

This chapter has demonstrated that by investigating discourse ‘from 

above’ through the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS and by examining 

the lexicogrammatical evidence ‘from below’ based on SFL theory, we can 

identify the ‘division of labor’ across metafunction and rank scale at a glance. 

This is particularly useful when comparing linguistic properties across 

registers and across languages. Not only are we able to characterize the 

linguistic patterns and features that collectively create, shape and validate the 

shared reality within a discourse/social community, we can also learn about 

how different languages construct a linguistically validated reality that is 

shared by its member of the community from multiple perspectives.  More 

importantly, the combination of SFL and RST framework adopted for this 

study has enabled the uncovering of the linguistic resources that typically co-

occur to facilitate language use in socio-semiotic processes where privacy 

rights are regulated, privacy values are argued and evaluated, and privacy 

news are reported.   
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7. Conclusions and suggestions for future research 

This thesis set out to investigate the linguistic choices in transforming the 

experience of privacy into meaning while enacting social relationships in 

written discourses that operate in different socio-semiotic processes and in 

different language communities from a systemic functional perspective. In 

this final chapter, I will first present a brief summary of the thesis in Section 

7.1, followed by a summary of the key findings. Next, in Section 7.2, I will 

discuss some of the implications and potential contributions that are derived 

from the key findings, particularly in the areas of contrastive analysis and 

translation studies. Section 7.3 presents some limitations of the study in 

relation to the analytical framework as well as opportunities for possible 

directions of future research. Finally, in Section 7.4, I will present the 

concluding remarks for the thesis.  

 

7.1 Summary of the thesis 

Chapter 1 discussed the motivations and rationale that lead to the research 

questions and goals of this study. The primary aim of this research has been 

to provide a theory-based description of ‘the language of privacy’ in different 

contexts of situation in Japanese and English written discourse by presenting 

a systematic account of the linguistic features that create and shape the social 

reality of privacy.  

 Chapter 2 reviewed the relevant literature on previous works that 

investigate the linguistic exploration of privacy and language use in context, 

critically comparing and evaluating the register approach under the SFL 

tradition (e.g. Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Hasan, 1989; Matthiessen, 2009; 

2015), genre approach under the Sydney School of SFL (e.g. Martin, 1985; 

Martin & Rose, 2003),  British school (e.g. Swales, 1990, 2004 and Bhatia, 

1993; 1995; 2010) and the multi-dimensional approach that focuses on a 

quantitative interpretation of register-&-genre (e.g. Biber, 1988; 1992, Biber 

& Conrad, 2009). A brief review on cross-linguistic analysis was conducted 

with a focus on recent contrastive studies in Japanese and English under SFL 

(e.g. Thomson 2005; Sano, 2008, Shibata 2013). The critical literature review 

led to the selection of SFL theory as the underpinning theoretical framework 
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for this study as it offers a holistic theory of language that caters for the study 

of language use in context in different languages, in particular English and 

Japanese, providing comprehensive analytical tools for context, semantics 

and lexicogrammar. 

 In Chapter 3, the overall research design was presented by outlining the 

analytical framework for modelling the linguistic construction of social 

reality based on SFL theory. In the proposed model, social reality is 

ideationally construed through selecting linguistic resources from the system 

of TRANSITIVITY, shaped and enacted by interpersonal resources selected 

from the systems of MOOD and MODALITY, and logically organized through 

the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS. The process is iterative in nature, 

reflecting the ongoing evolution of privacy as a social reality that is created, 

shaped, deconstructed and renewed by discourse. To provide a background 

for the text analysis and interpretation of the results in Chapter 4 to Chapter 

6, a detailed description of the semantic categories (e.g. stratification, 

instantiation and metafunction) under SFL was given, followed by an 

overview of the GSP and system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS adopted for the 

generic structural analysis of discourse. A brief discussion of the data and 

scope of the study was presented with limitations acknowledged and 

underlying assumptions of the methodology reviewed. Finally, a step-by-step 

walkthrough of the five-stage analytical framework was given to illustrate 

how each step would lead to the answer of the research questions proposed in 

Chapter 1.      

 Chapter 4 to Chapter 6 presented summaries and discussions of findings 

from text analyses based on the SFL and RST frameworks. In Chapter 4, 

linguistic features selected to create and shape the social reality of privacy 

were scrutinized and analyzed under semantic categories of Transitivity with 

a focus on Agency and Process Type. The frequency distribution of process 

type revealed some broad registerial variation between the three text types: 

legal terms and policies is dominated by material process, expert opinion is 

characterized by mental and relational process, and news report is typified by 

verbal process. Cross-linguistically, a general preference for process of 
‘being’ in Japanese over ‘doing’ in English across all text types was 

observed, which could be attributed to the tendency for Japanese to 
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nominalize processes into events and phenomenon (see 4.3.2.1.1 and 

4.3.2.1.2), and the selection of set phrases that are relational in nature to 

realize modalization of probability /usuality /potentiality in written discourse. 

Moreover, divergence was observed in terms of orientation towards 
addressee particularly in English privacy policy e.g. you do X as compared 

to the speaker-orientation in its Japanese counterpart e.g. we 
[honorification-humble] receive [honorification-respect](your) doing X, 

which proved to be a significant feature in legal terms and policies where 

social hierarchy and social distance are explicitly coded in the 

lexicogrammar (see Examples 4.4 and 4.7 in Chapter 4). Another major 

experiential variation between Japanese and English was the tendency 

towards an Agency orientation in English compared to an orientation towards 

Medium and Circumstance in Japanese (see 4.4.2). 

 Chapter 5 discussed how the reality of privacy is shaped and negotiated 

through interpersonal resources selected in different social contexts. Findings 

revealed that linguistic choices determined by speech functions and speech 

acts were context-dependent in each language community. For instance, in 

legal terms and policies, the speaker (service provider) interacts with the 

addressee (user) through declaring propositions, instructing, empowering 

and obliging the addressee to comply with proposals, and cautioning and 

suggesting the addressee to undertake certain actions. In terms of modal 

assessment distribution, English favors modality of probability and 

ability/readiness while Japanese prefers modality of usuality and 

ability/potentiality.  While in expert opinions, the speaker (professional 

expert) tries to persuade the addressee (general reader) through evaluating, 

predicting and advising, cross-linguistic variation is observed in the diverse 

realization of modal assessment in Japanese (nominal groups, phrases, verbs, 

etc.) as compared to English (mainly modal verbs). Furthermore, it is 

observed that in Japanese, there is a sense of objective certainty in expressing 

personal opinion and giving advice using suppositive mood and negotiator 

marker.  

 Chapter 6 discussed the generic structure and rhetorical relations that 

organize discourse into stages to increase the success of validating the reality 

of privacy. Drawing on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS, 
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a generic structure was identified for each text type under study with a 

corresponding global rhetorical organization. Major rhetorical strategies 

deployed to increase the likelihood of the addressee to accept propositions 

and proposals were discussed with illustrating examples that specify the 

lexicogrammatical realization of the rhetorical relations. In terms of 

registerial characteristics, legal terms and policies are typified by rhetorical 

relations of ‘justify’, ‘antithesis’, ‘circumstance’ to realize rhetorical strategy 

of legitimizing and relations of ‘motivation’ and ‘enablement’ for socio-

semiotic processes of regulating and recommending. In expert opinions 

where arguing and aligning social values are the major ideational functions, 

rhetorical relations of ‘sequence’ (internal orientation), ‘evidence’, 

‘antithesis’ and ‘solutionhood’ are typical selections. Finally, in news report, 

apart from the most generalized ‘elaboration’ and ‘addition’ relations, 

‘projection’ relation is a salient feature that distinguished it from legal terms 

and policies and expert opinion. An overall linguistic profile of privacy was 

presented where findings from Chapter 4 to Chapter 6 were synthesized and 

organized in a diagrammatic presentation of the synoptic modeling of ‘the 

language of privacy’ (see Figure 6.24 and Table 6.6 of Chapter 6). While there 

is no significant difference in the choice of rhetorical relations between 

Japanese and English in comparable situations, variation is observed in the 

lexicogrammatical realization of the rhetorical relations (see Section 6.4 of 

Chapter 6). In the next section (Section 7.2), I will discuss the key findings 

from this study, their implications and potential contributions to the existing 

body of knowledge. 
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7.2 Key findings, implications and contributions 

 

This study has identified linguistic patterns and features that are salient in 

characterizing ‘the language of privacy’ in three socio-semiotic processes in 

Japanese and English. The findings are significant in the sense that when 

interpreted collectively as a whole, they offer a holistic description of how 

the controversial yet important global issue namely ‘privacy’ is constructed 

in discourse. However, when interpreted in parts, they may also be 

generalized to characterize the contrastive registers under study. During each 

stage of the analysis, cross-linguistic variation was identified and discussed 

under the experiential (Chapter 4), interpersonal (Chapter 5) and logical 

(Chapter 6) domains. Taken together, these results suggest that different 

languages have different preferences in construing meaning experientially, 

while enacting tenor relations differently under comparable social contexts. 

Table 7-1 summarizes the key findings, their implications and potential 

contributions to relevant disciplines and research areas. 
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General observations in cross-linguistic variation  

English   Japanese Implications and contributions 

Experiential   
Favors process of 'doing' 
(Agency focused) 

Favors process of 'being' 
(Medium focused) 

Confirmed previous findings on 
general contrastive divergence 
between Japanese and English 
(Ikegami, 1981; Maynard, 1997) with 
illustrative examples from specific 
contexts of use.  

Participant oriented Circumstance oriented   Implications on textual motivation (cf. 
Maynard, 1997) for circumstantiation 
in Japanese.  

Addressee involvement: 
direct + high 
involvement (privacy 
policy) 

Addressee involvement: 
indirect + low involvement 
(privacy policy) 

Different ways in the translation of 
addressee "you" from English to 
Japanese when interacting with the 
addressee in legal terms and policies. -nominalization  

-circumstantiation 
-relational clause 

Orientation: towards 
addressee (privacy 
policy) 

Orientation: towards 
speaker in a receiving 
orientation (honorification 
+ politeness) – privacy 
policy 

Shift in experiential orientation from 
addressee to speaker in Japanese - 
implications on translation studies. 

Logical     

Tends to be congruent in 
grammatical realization 
of logico-semantic 
relations – (clause 
complex)   

Tends to be experiential 
(nominalization) in 
grammatical realization of 
logico-semantic relations – 
(clause simplex or clause 
complex with layers of 
clause embedding)  

Implication on the signaling of 
rhetorical relations or coherence 
studies (cf. Das & Taboada, 2017) in 
different languages (contrastive 
analysis and translation studies) 

Interpersonal     
Tenor relations - social 
hierarchical status not 
explicitly coded or 
marked in the grammar 
(privacy policy) 

Tenor relations - social 
hierarchical status 
explicitly coded 
(honorification) in the 
grammar (privacy policy)  

Systemic choice in interpersonal 
resource has implication on 
experiential configuration – 
contribution to contrastive analysis. 

Subjective implicit in 
modal assessment e.g. 
you can do X  

Objective explicit in modal 
assessment e.g. that doing 
X is possible  

Implications on translating modulated 
propositions in evaluation, 
recommendation and mild commands. 

Inherent ambiguity in 
English modal verbs e.g. 
can/may 

Diverse realization of 
modality in Japanese - 
more lexical (verbs, nouns 
and phrases).  

Contributions to contrastive analysis of 
realization of speech functions and 
speech acts and implications on 
translation studies 

Table 7-1 Cross-linguistic variation between Japanese and English 
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One of the significant findings to emerge from the experiential analysis 

of this study is that overall, Japanese tends to favor the process of ‘being’, 
i.e. constructing events as processes of identifying, attributing or existing as 

compared to English, which tends to prefer the process of ‘doing’. 
Experientially, frequency distribution of relational process is comparatively 

higher in Japanese than in English across all text types (see Figure 4.2 of 

Chapter 4). It is observed that there is a tendency towards the nominalization 

of material process to represent an event as an Epithet of another Participant 

or Circumstance, sometimes resulting in the shift of process type from 

material to relational in the process of translation (see Example 4.6 in Chapter 

4). This contrast sharply with English where events are usually represented in 

an Actor-Process-Goal configuration with participants directly involved in a 

material process. It can be said that the overall preference for Participant 
orientation in English and Circumstance orientation in Japanese is 

attributed to the inherent tendency to construct events in process of ‘doing’ in 

English and ‘being’ in Japanese. The preference for the process of ‘being’ and 

the representation of events as Circumstance in nominal groups is most 

prominent in privacy policies where the addressee involvement is indirect 
and low in Japanese compared to English. The difference in the overall 

orientation towards ‘being’ vs ‘doing’ in the experiential configuration 

between Japanese and English sets the global background against which other 

finer grained divergences between the two languages can be explained. 

Interpersonally, the fact that modality in Japanese is usually expressed 

in set phrases, which are oriented towards relational process, also contributes 

to the sense of ‘being’ rather than ‘doing’ in propositions that are modally 

assessed, confirming the well-known claim about Japanese being a language 

of ‘becoming’ compared to English as a language of ‘doing’ (cf. Ikegami, 

1981; 1988). More importantly, this study provides concrete examples that 

are tied to specific semantic strategies, which in turn provide potential 

explanations of why relational process is selected over material in a given 

register. For instance, contrastive analysis of the interpersonal resources 

deployed in the different socio-semiotic processes showed that there is a clear 
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difference between Japanese and English in terms of ‘explicit-implicit39’ and 

‘objective-subjective40’ orientation in enacting speaker-addressee interaction 

through modality, especially in the socio-semiotic activities of ‘enabling’ and 

‘recommending’. However, the results indicated that the preference is register 

dependent and so are the contrastive differences between the two languages. 

It is interesting to note that while both languages prefer to employ modulated 

statements rather than imperative mood to regulate social behavior in privacy 

policies, Japanese has a clear preference for selecting expressions that are 

explicit and objective e.g. kookoku kinoo o ofu suru koto ga dekimasu “it is 

possible to turn off the ad function”. The opposite is true with its English 

counterpart e.g. you can turn off tailored ads, where subjective and implicit 
type of mild commands are preferred. The common grammatical construction 

of English modality in modal verbs that are inherently ambiguous such as 

can and may, which could carry the meaning of probability, permission, etc. 

also makes a contrastive difference from the diverse realization of modality 
in Japanese, which is more lexical and specific in meaning in general e.g. 

suru koto ga dekiru, “doing X is possible/able”, suru koto ga hitsuyou da 
“doing X is necessary”.   

In expert opinions, however, both Japanese and English tend to employ 

a more direct strategy when interacting with the addressee by using 

imperatives and interrogatives to engage the reader directly and including the 

reader in the collective “we” to create a sense of togetherness and solidarity. 

Moreover, both Japanese and English displayed subjectivity and explicitness 

in ‘evaluating’ and ‘recommending’, which is not surprising as expert opinion 

is a kind of evaluative texts where subjective expression of position and 

stance is one of the registerial characteristics. These findings implied that 

contrastive divergences across languages are registerially motivated 

                                                
39 The dimension of ‘explicit-implicit’ refers to the orientation of modality in terms of degree 
of explicitness in expressing the meaning of modality. (cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014: 
693)  
40 The ‘objective’ dimension is usually realized in modal adverb as mood adjunct e.g. Mary 
probably knows or a relational clause with modal complement/attribute e.g. it is likely that 
whereas a ‘subjective’ dimension is usually realized in mental projection indicating 
subjective assessment by the speaker from first person perspective e.g. I think. or modal finite 
as mood adjunct e.g. Paul should go  
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although the selection of linguistic resources may be systemically 
constrained, and it is important in the translation context for translators to be 

aware of the subtle differences such as orientation of modality to ensure 

accurate translation that sounds natural in the target language. 

Moreover, divergence in the interpersonal realization of tenor relations 

also have implications on the experiential configuration of comparable texts. 

In privacy policy where the social relationship between speaker (service 

provider) and user (addressee) is not explicitly coded in the grammar in 

English, the addressee is construed as the co-creator of the ideational reality 

as the Agent/Actor in material clause e.g. you provide personal information 

and Senser in mental clause e.g. you consent to the terms and conditions and 

the orientation is towards the addressee. By contrast, the social hierarchical 
relationship between speaker (service provider) and addressee (user) in 

Japanese is explicitly coded through the interpersonal system of 

HONORIFICATION and POLITENESS, changing the orientation from the 

addressee to the speaker in a receiving orientation e.g. we receive your 
personal information and we receive your consent.  

Logically, it is observed that English tends to be more congruent in the 

realization of logico-semantic relations where events in clause complexes 

linked are usually linked by structural conjunctions. By contrast, Japanese 

favors the experiential realization of logico-semantic relations, resulting in 

lengthy clause simplexes with intricate grammatical structure or clause 

complexes with layers of nominal groups and embedded clauses. 
As a by-product of the linguistic exploration of privacy, findings of this 

research have provided some important insights into the registerial 

characteristics of legal terms and policies, expert opinions and news reports 

from (See Table 7-2).  
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Key findings   Implications and 
contributions  Register variation - based on text type 

Legal terms and 

policies 

(instantiated in 

privacy policies) 

Displayed registerial features 

of corporate legal discourse - 

field of activity (expounding, 

enabling and recommending)                                       

Identified the registerial profile 

of an emerging digital genre in 

LSP covering (1) context (2) 

semantics and (3) 

lexicogrammar  GSP: Background^General 

Statement ^Description 

Expert opinions Displayed registerial features 

typified of an expository text  

Confirmed GSP and RST of 

exposition text type as 

proposed by previous studies 

(cf. Martin, 1985; Eggins, 

Wignell & Martin, 1993; 

Matthiessen, 2015b) 

GSP: Background^Thesis^ 

Argument(1-n)^ 

Reinforcement of Thesis 

News report Displayed registerial features 

typified of a news report 

GSP: Headline^Lead^Lead 

Development 

Confirmed GSP and RST of 

reporting text type as proposed 

by previous studies (cf. Van Dijk, 

1985; Iedema, Feeze & White, 

1994; White, 1998; 

Matthiessen, 2015b) 

Table 7-2 Variation in register/text type between legal terms and policies, expert 

opinions and news reports 

In this study, legal terms and policies (privacy policies) is identified 

as an emerging digital genre in the domain of corporate legal discourse, a sub-

type of LSP. A registerial profile that displayed linguistic features from 

context, semantics and lexicogrammar is postulated to characterize privacy 

policy, which could be applied to advanced language learning and translation 

studies of comparable text types under LSP.  Findings from this study have 

also identified the registerial features of expert opinion, which are aligned 

with the features that characterize arguing and expository texts as proposed 

in previous studies in terms of generic structures (cf. Martin, 1985; Eggins, 

Wignell & Martin, 1993) and rhetorical organization (cf. Matthiessen & 

Teruya, 2015; Matthiessen, 2015b). Moreover, generic structure and global 
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rhetorical organization identified in the news report in this study also 

supported similar findings in previous studies of the same register (cf. Van 

Dijk, 1985; Iedema, Feeze & White, 1994; White, 1998; Matthiessen, 2015b).  

In terms of contrastive analysis, this study adds to the existing work 

by providing a systematic description of each of the register/text type 

covering the generic structure (context) in relation to rhetorical relations 

(semantics) realized in lexicogrammatical features selected from the 

experiential, logical and interpersonal systems in Japanese and English. 

Holistic description as such provides complementary perspectives to 

traditional corpus-based contrastive studies that operate on the text level, 

particularly those that link syntactic features directly to the characterization 

of registers (e.g. MD approach proposed by Biber, 1995) and those that adopt 

a pragmatic corpus approach to link syntactic features  (e.g. personal pronoun 

as in Junge, 2011) and semantic patterns (e.g. speech act as in House, 2006, 

Kranich, 2016) to explain cross-cultural differences.  

Another salient finding that emerged from the contrastive register 

analysis was that there seems to be a stronger distinction between ‘written-
spoken’ and ‘formal-informal’ style in Japanese when compared to English, 

which is characterized by a weaker distinction between the two dimensions 

across all three text types under study. Grammatical evidence in Japanese 

written discourse from my corpus such as the tendency towards 

nominalization and grammatically intricate experiential construction of 

events and the preference for a more distant and impersonal representation 

suggested that Japanese is more ‘written’ and ‘formal’, especially in legal 

terms and policies and news reports. By contrast, linguistic choices in English 

written discourse suggested that there is a weak distinction between ‘written’ 

and ‘spoken’ style in English (cf. Steiner, 2015; 357). This is supported by 

the fact that even in professional and administration discourse such as English 

legal terms and policies, there is a clear preference for a more ‘spoken’ and 

‘informal’ style. This preference can be attributed to the ‘Plain Language 

Movement’ that started in the 1980s and has been has penetrated into most 

legal and administrative discourse in major English-speaking countries such 

as the United States, United Kingdom, Australia, etc. (Williams, 2004).  
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Possible implications on the divergence between the degree of 

‘written’ and ‘spoken’ style in professional discourse in Japanese and English 

include the suggestion of a different pace and undertaking in the 

reinforcement of ‘plain language movement’ in both language communities. 

In Japan, plain language movement advocated by Okawara (2009) was 

implemented in the court with a focus on replacing legalese with expressions 

that are closer to everyday language. However, as demonstrated in the 

findings, nominalization, lengthy sentences and legalese are still the 

characteristics of Japanese privacy policies, suggesting that Japanese is 

comparatively more rigid in adhering to the conventions of legal discourse. 

The divergence in degree of ‘spoken-written’ and ‘formal-informal’ 

dimensions has important implications for translation in both directions (cf.  

Steiner, 2015).  

The findings from the current study make several contributions to the 

current literature. First, it extends our knowledge on contrastive register 

analysis between Japanese and English, two typologically distant languages, 

by offering a holistic description of the linguistic properties of the three text 

types in both languages. By providing semantically and functionally richer 

interpretations of registers, this study offers systematic explanations between 

‘forms’ and ‘functions’ from both perspectives of ‘text’ and ‘system’, which 

could elucidate the choice of particular lexicogrammatical features that can 

be traced back to the language system (cf. Teich, 2003). Furthermore, by 

adopting the registerial cartography approach (e.g. Matthiessen, 2015a) to 

contrastive analysis, this study presents cross-linguistic variation in clusters 

of lexicogrammatical features that realize semantic patterns in relation to 

contextual elements41. Knowledge gained from this study can be used to 

predict linguistic patterns in similar registers/text types, which could be 

applied to SL/FL learning and translation studies. For example, the results of 

this study bring awareness to the more and less preferred patterns that 

distinguish the languages under contrast in general (preference for process of 

                                                
41 Contextual elements as defined under GSP are used interchangeable as generic stages in 

Sydney’s schools’ genre approach, (cf. Martin 1985 and moves/steps in Swalasian’s genre 
approach in Swales, 1990; 2004). 
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being in Japanese vs doing in English) and patterns that are register-specific 

(e.g. subjective/implicit in English vs objective/explicit in Japanese for 

interacting with addressee in online legal discourse targeting the lay reader). 

The awareness of registerial differences is useful for translation studies as 

well as SL/FL learning (cf. Steiner, 2015:360). 

 

7.3 Limitations and opportunities for future research 

This study has demonstrated that by conducting a comprehensive text analysis 

using the SFL approach, it is possible to obtain the breadth and depth of 

linguistic knowledge on a social phenomenon such as ‘privacy’ as presented 

in Chapter 4 to Chapter 6. The integrated findings from different strata and 

different metafunctions have also illustrated the importance of anchoring 

contrastive analysis on semantics, with functional options that link the 

abstract contextual parameters and the concrete lexicogrammatical features 

in a systemic functional way. However, given the qualitative nature of the 

analysis, this study is naturally limited in a number of respects. Firstly, as 

with most qualitative analyses, the size of the sample data is limited due to 

the nature of detailed manual analysis required for this study, which could 

affect the representativeness of the findings. Although a more comprehensive 

computer-assisted analysis will further improve the statistical significance of 

the results, it is out of the scope of the current study and will be one of the 

follow-up tasks in future research initiatives. Nevertheless, the use of 

computational tools to produce wordlists and concordances enable 

verification of the findings across parallel and comparable texts (in the case 

of legal terms and policies) and the generation of extra examples from the 

corpus to validate patterns and features identified in the selected sample texts. 

Moreover, frequency distributions of the functional categories under the 

major grammatical systems were analyzed, providing statistical support for 

the probabilities of recurring patterns and pointers for further analysis of 

potential features that may not be frequent but could be typical in a given 

register. After all, it is the detailed qualitative analysis that brings to light 

some of the salient features and divergences at lower levels of delicacy and 

across metafunctions and ranks between languages in contrast.  
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Secondly, during the analysis some areas are left unexplored due to the 

limitation in space. For example, only selected organizational structures 

relating to the rhetorical strategies that are typical of each text type were 

explored and described. A full analysis of the different stages of each text 

type will need to await a follow-up research, which will be one of the 

directions for future work. Moreover, findings from the current study only 

indicate general contrastive divergence between Japanese and English in 

written discourse within the given set of data. Whether these general 

tendencies such as Agency orientation in English as compared to 

Medium/Circumstance orientation in Japanese can be generalized is subject 

to further analysis and verification with texts from the spoken register and 

other types of text from the written register.  

Other areas that demand further research include contrastive analysis 

on the use of grammatical metaphor (GM) in LSP and the complementarity 

between textual and logical resources in the organization of written discourse. 

As pointed out in Yang (2018), whether the GM is ideational that “helps make 

expression condense and abstract” or interpersonal that “makes expression 

indirect and interactive”, it has some implications on the overall textual 

structure. Initial findings from the pilot study at the exploration stage of this 

project also show that GM or nominalization have an impact on the shift in 

thematic development of Japanese privacy policies when compared to 

English (Chik, 2015). As a follow-up research, it may be worthwhile to 

extend the exploration of contrastive analysis into the textual domain to add 

a complementary perspective to the investigation of text development. 

Following Taboada and Lavid (2003), a cross-linguistic analysis of Theme 

and RST in Japanese and English legal terms and policies may also provide 

an expanded view of the divergence in text development both from logical 

and textual perspectives. 

Another direction is to include data from the spoken register in the 

contrastive analysis, which will provide a complementary perspective on how 

lexicogrammatical resources may be used similarly and differently between 

spoken and written discourse (cf. Taboada, 2004). Contrastive analysis 

between spoken and written registers can also verify some of the cross-

cultural differences such as whether English has weaker distinction in the 
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‘spoken-written’ dimension and Japanese shows a stronger distinction 

between ‘written’ and ‘spoken’ style as identified in this study. Moreover, the 

findings can provide concrete examples to test whether there is any difference 

in the degree of ‘directness-indirectness’ and ‘explicitness-implicitness’ 

between spoken and written discourse in the two languages under 

investigation. 

Finally, it will be useful to further develop this research in the area of 

translation studies. The functional categorization of the salient features that 

characterize each register/genre may help expand the awareness of translators 

on the potential lexicogrammatical renderings based on semantic strategies 

employed for discourse of different registers/genres (cf. Hasegawa, 2012; 

Steiner, 2004). Possible directions for future research include the 

development of a specialized corpus that contains both parallel and 

comparable texts in different types of professional discourse with annotated 

data in both directions of ST and TT. This will be a valuable resource for both 

translation studies in LSP and advanced language learning in specialized 

discourse. Specifically, in the area of legal translation where the demand for 

legal documents for lay readership is on the rise, expanding the current 

parallel corpus to include other types of legal terms and conditions to provide 

a larger set of data with illustrating examples can contribute to the translation 

studies of Japanese/English legal translation. Furthermore, since the SFL 

framework for text analysis is designed in a way that it can be scaled up to 

explore language-specific features at the system level (cf. Matthiessen 2008 

n et al. for the system of MOOD across different languages) or it can be scaled 

down to focus on specific lexicogrammatical features of a single register or 

text type (e.g. Lavid et al., 2013 for Theme in news reports and commentaries 

in Spanish).   

This research has established a comprehensive framework for analyzing 

the linguistic construction of social phenomena and issues from the 

perspectives of multiple registers and multiple languages. The analytical 

framework can be applied to include other registers and other languages to 

expand on the understanding of both the social phenomenon and also the 

language variation across registers and across languages. On a more macro 

level, one of the possible directions for future research is to build a 
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multilingual registerial cartography with annotated data to be made available 

for SL/FL learning and translation studies. 

   

7.4 Concluding remarks 

This study has demonstrated that a holistic analysis of language use in context 

offers an expanded view of the object of research at hand, allowing richer and 

deeper understanding of how and why language functions the way it does in 

different contexts of situation. The synoptic model of the linguistic 

construction of privacy has provided a theory-based modeling of language 

use in context. Given the limitation of time and space in this thesis, I was only 

able to present a snapshot of the social reality of privacy that is created, 

shaped and validated by discourse in three different social contexts in the 

English and Japanese discourse community.  

The snapshot of privacy taken from the ‘trinocular’ lens in this study 

reveals that privacy is a social reality that is constantly constructed and 

deconstructed by discourse, shaping the way we present our social identity 

and the way we interact with people and institutions that are of different levels 

of intimacy and in different social relationships under various social settings 

in the contemporary digital world. Privacy as a ‘thing’ in the form of personal 

data (name, contact information, call history, trackable online transactions, 

images and videos of us in private or public with or without our knowledge, 

etc.) is commonly construed as a commodity in exchange for services, 

benefits and convenience. In privacy policy, the sharing of individual 

personal information is construed as an ‘imposed reality’ on users who are 

construed as the agreeing party of the ‘automatic contract’ to give away their 

privacy right in exchange for goods and services.  However, the reality is 

shaped into a positive experience where the sharing of personal information 

is ‘justified’ by reasons and benefits and the users are ‘empowered’ and given 

the ‘means’ to take full control of their personal data. In expert opinion, the 

social reality of privacy is often assigned a negative value with the general 

public construed as the ‘victim’ of privacy exploitation. The same act of 

using, collecting and sharing personal information as explained in the privacy 

policy is shaped into a negative reality by the professional expert’s evaluation 
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and judgment. Through the lens of the professional expert, a broader 

perspective of the reality of privacy is brought into view in discourse from 

heated debates about different aspects of the right to privacy, including the 

‘right to be forgotten’ by the individual, which conflicts with the ‘right to 

know’ by the public, to the ‘truth’ about the institutions’ private intentions 

behind collecting and sharing personal information. Finally, in news report, 

multiple realities of privacy are re-created through locutions and ideas that 

are cited from different participants in the events, which have an impact on 

the privacy law and privacy issues facing both the institutions and individuals. 

It is expected that the social reality of privacy will keep evolving with 

different kinds of discourse about privacy constructed in different social 

contexts every day. The synoptic model for the linguistic construction of 

privacy is therefore a work-in-progress and can be renewed and expanded 

with different text types and languages to produce a snap shot of the social 

reality of privacy in any given time frame to continuously renew our 

knowledge of privacy, thereby renewing our perception of the shared reality 

of privacy. 

This study was intended to contribute to the body of knowledge in the 

world of linguistics by providing a systematic account on the different views 

of the reality of ‘privacy’, which is a part of the intersubjective world that we 

share through exchanging discourses. Personally, I have gained an expanded 

awareness of the different ways in experiencing the world by understanding 

how different languages are deployed to construct social reality similarly and 

differently in comparable contexts of situation, and how discourse from 

different socio-semiotic processes collectively shape our values and beliefs in 

a social construct such as ‘privacy’. I hope this study has demonstrated the 

potential benefits and appliability of the holistic SFL approach to the study of 

language use in context, and that it will motivate further investigations of a 

similar kind, both for differing languages and for differing registers. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – The Corpus 

 

 
 

 
 

Table A-1 Summary of the corpus (by word counts) 

Japanese English
No. of 
texts word count word count

total word 
count

1 Corpus of 'enabling' texts - legal 
terms & policies 73 182,478       93,780        276,258   

2 Corpus of 'exploring' texts - 
expert opinion 32 40,955         16,180        57,135     

3 Corpus of 'reporting' texts - news 
report 20 14,331         7,339          21,670     

 Total 125 237,764       117,299      355,063   

Sub-corpus
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Table A-2 Sub-corpus 1 – Corpus of ‘enabling’ texts (Japanese)   
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Table A-3  Sub-corpus 1 – Corpus of ‘enabling’ texts (English) 
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Table A-4 Sub-corpus 2 – Corpus of ‘exploring’ texts (Japanese) 

 



  

 

 

303 

 

 
Table A-5 Sub-corpus 2 – Corpus of ‘exploring’ texts (English) 
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Table A-6 Sub-corpus 3 – Corpus of ‘reporting’ texts (Japanese) 

 

 
Table A-7 Sub-corpus 3 – Corpus of ‘reporting’ texts (English) 
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Appendix 2 – RST diagrams  

 
  



  

 

 

306 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

This page is intentionally left blank 

  



  

 
 

307 
 

 
 

Figure 6-1 Global organization of privacy policy based on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 40) 
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Figure 6-10 Rhetorical structure of Example 1 – an extract of English source text (Text 40)
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Figure 6-11 Rhetorical structure of Example 2 – an extract of Japanese target text (Text 6) 
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Figure 6-12 Global organization of English expert opinion based on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 94) 
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Figure 6-13 Global organization of Japanese expert opinion based on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 79) 
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Figure 6-14 Problem-solution pair of nucleus-satellite in the Argument stage of an English expert opinion (Text 94) 
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Figure 6-15 Problem-solution pair of nucleus-satellite in the Argument stage of a Japanese expert opinion (Text 79) 
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Figure 6-16 ‘Question-answer’ structure realizing the problem-solution pair in the Argument stage of an English expert opinion 
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Figure 6-17 Position-evidence pair in the Argument stage of an English expert opinion (Text 91) 
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Figure 6-18 Global organization of English news report based on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 122) 
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Figure 6-19 Global organization of Japanese news report based on GSP and the system of RHETORICAL RELATIONS (Text 113) 
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Figure 6-20 Local rhetorical organization of Lead Development in English news report (extract from Text 120) 
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Figure 6-21 Local rhetorical organization of Lead Development in Japanese (extract from Text 108) 
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Figure 6-25 An illustrative example of a fully-integrated linguistic modelling of 

privacy in expert opinion (an extract from Text 94) 
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Figure 6-26 An illustrative example of a fully-integrated linguistic modelling of 

privacy in news report (an extract from Text 122) 
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