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Abstract

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a well-known form of discourse aisalyhich is
built around the examination of the ideological, social, historical and cultural components
of discourse. The field has become well-established since the early 1980s-aiad has
result—been the target of criticism from linguists as well as schotarsdther fields.
Much of this criticism has come about as a result of a tendency among CRAchess to
study ‘cherry picked’ data (Mautner, 2009) and to draw conclusions which areyheavil
influenced by personal ideologies (Poole, 2010).

The research presented here provides an alternative to ‘traditional’ fo@iAof
research. Using elements of Methodological Synergy (Baker et al., 2008) aadtiem
Prosody (Morley & Partington, 2009; Louw, 2008), a research methodology was designed
and used to study English and Spanish newspaper discourse regarding ‘drug-related
violence’ in the United States and Mexico. Through the use of Methodological Synergy
and Semantic Prosody, it is hoped that both selective data collection and ideologically
tinted analysis can begin to disappear from CDA research, resulting in ahoanegh and
objective form of linguistic research.

Abstracto

El Andlisis Critico del Discurso (CDA, por sus signos en inglés) es una forma comun
de investigacion linguistica que esta enfocada en el analisis de discursdd@nauenta
factores ideoldgicos, sociales, historicos y culturales dentro del misnuostis®esde sus
inicios en los afios 80, el campo ha evolucionado y ha sido utilizado con mas y mas
frecuencia con el paso de los afilos. Como resultado, CDA también ha sido blanco de
criticos por parte de linguistas y también por investigadores de otras Baaasyoria de
estas criticas han sido en contra de la tendencia de muchos investigadob»s del C
utilizar datos seleccionados sin tomar en cuenta la necesidad de mantenedaibje
(Mautner, 2009) y de llegar a conclusiones que estan basadas en las ideolagias de |
mismos investigadores (Poole, 2010).

La investigacion presentada aqui tiene como propdsito proveer una alternativasa forma
‘tradicionales’ de realizar investigaciones en CDA. Usando elemendsttedological
Synergy(Baker et al., 2008) $emantic Prosodf{Morley & Partington, 2009; Louw,

2008), una metodologia fue disefiada y después utilizada para estudiar discursaomediat
en los periddicos de México y de los Estados Unidos que trataron de la ‘narco Vielencia
ambos paises. Por medio del usd/dghodological Synergy Semantic Prosodse espera
enfrentar los problemas que proceden de formas tradicionales de la récotkcdatos (en

el CDA) y el analisis basado en ideologias para con ella tener una visiabjetas y
completa de realizar investigaciones del CDA.
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1. Introduction

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a branch of Discourse Anala#)* which
focuses on the connections and interactions between language use, ideology, power,
discourse and sociocultural change (Fairclough, 1995). As a method of andigziag t
issues CDA has existed and been prominently used for long enough to establis @&self a
recognized and generally respected branch of Applied LinguisticarcbseCDA has not
only helped to expand the broader linguistic field of DA, but has given rise to a few-widel
used DA approaches such as Ruth WodBksgourse Historical Analysi@OHA) (see
Wodak, 2007 for discussion) as well as a variety of CDA approaches which exasue® is
such as racism and discrimination (see, e.g., van Dijk, 1988) and issues of ideology and
power (see, e.g., Fairclough, 1995). Nonetheless, due to CDA’s patent connectioal to soci
and political issues—both at the level of commencing research and at the levejiofjca
it out (see Fairclough, 1995; Carvalho, 2008)—CDA research often spawns its own
discourse, featuring the same sorts of underlying critical linguistiacteaistics that it sets
out to analyze (see Poole, 2010). Despite the fact that CDA is presented a® drvay t
underlying ideological currents in discourse to light, it often harbors a dsscotiits own
in the form of its analysis and conclusions. The fact that CDA research isl carriand
written by an individual with ideological leanings and that it is approached petific
ideological goals in mind results in a text with its own ideologically madistburse—
often similar in discursive features to the text(s) being analyzed. Beoftlss, linguistic
claims put forth by CDA researchers are often diluted by the social andadolit

commentary present on the part of the researchers themselves (Prentice, 2010)

! For the sake of economy within the text, ‘CDA’ @B\’ will be used throughout the present text when
referring to these field<fitical Discourse AnalysiandDiscourse Analysjgespectively).
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The current study is intended as a means through which to propose a new approach to
traditional CDA-style research. This approach is intended to allow for abalzeced,
more objective, and less ideologically influenced manner of conducting CD&chse
The methodology being proposed and described here is effectively a combination of the
Methodological Synerggpproach (Baker et al., 2008) and some elemer8smfantic
Prosody(SP) analysis (see Zhang, 2010; Morley & Partington, 2009; Louw, 2008 for
general discussion). This research, whose theoretical and methodologicalnmdgspi
are discussed in more detail below, is focused on the analysis of Mexican and America
newspaper texts reporting on issues related to the drug trade and resuléngevimdtween
the two countries. Specifically, the current investigation looks at print mestiaatse
related to the violence spawned by the drug trade. For the sake of consisisriopjcal

focus will henceforth be referred to as ‘drug-related violence.’

The analysis of ‘drug-related violence’ in newspaper reporting was ajechay
embracing the possibility that carrying out CDA research which is not ideallyg
influenced or overtly subjective is viable through the use of a methodological approach
which eliminates many of the ideologically tinged elements of traditiob& C
investigations. Through the use of corpus linguistics tools, the statisticgsiarallexical
features, and SP analysis, media discourse was compared and contrastadthetwee
United States and Mexico. Through the use of this ‘Methodological Fusion,” a
representation of each country’s print media environment with regard to curkey ‘dr
related violence,” will be analyzed and the methodological approach presered|hiee

found to be either be a viable approach to future CDA-style studies, or not.



Discourse Across Borders 3

Using the current research project as a starting point, it is proposed that sildeptns
critically analyze the use of language in textual discourses from aagh@etive
perspective than has been utilized in past CDA studies. This can be accomplished by
employing a positivist approach to traditional CDA research. Through the use of a
combined methodology based on corpus linguistic analysis and semantic prosgslg.anal
it will be possible to focus on underlying discourse characteristics acros®tpora. This
will additionally permit research to move away from the subjective polaicdlideological
commentary which characterizes much of traditional CDA research and hdsanade
CDA such a hotly debated issue in many academic circles (see, e.qugdele, 2001,

Stubbs, 2001a; Widdowson, 2001a; Widdowson, 2001b).

Many of the approaches to and conceptualizations of CDA and its place in modern
applied linguistics research informed the present study. These approaches tes€ér&h
are criticized in the present work because in many respects they aszngégtige of highly
subjective understandings of DA. Despite the fact that a critical readmgabf of the
past few decades’ worth of CDA research served as the motivation for seatpre
investigation, it should be made clear from the beginning that some readings p§@iHA
as Fairclough’s (1992) ‘assessment’ of discursive and social change oreBiai(@D06)
examination of discursive power relationships, in which, “utterances [arecjeendive
their value (and their sense) only in their relation to a market, charactényza particular
law of price formation,” (p. 481), are not overtly misguided. Nonetheless, the importance
necessarily placed on the author’s subjective interpretation in these studiesWoda
(2000) calls being ‘self-reflective’—detracts from the analysis whichesoas a result of

the research itself. As a response to this preponderance of subjective, idéplogssal
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analysis within the field, the present study presents a combination of methotdhasiithe
final goal of establishing an alternate approach to traditional CDA stadhidsvhich is as

near to being wholly objective as possible.

The application of some of the approaches which will be used in this study is not new,
per se For example, some authors (most notably van Dijk, 1988) have prominently applied
semantic theory to areas of CDA in the past. More recently, there has baerearsad
interest in the use of corpus linguistics in CDA research. While resedrzimgtihis
approach initially lacked methodological cohesion (see Orpin, 2005), the use of ¢orpora
CDA research has become much more consolidated with the introduction of the
Methodological Synergy approach proposed by Baker et al. (2008) and subsequently
employed by Salama (2011) and Freake, Gentil and Sheyholislami (2011). Howeseer, the
types of approaches to traditional CDA research are not very common andbigevita
employ many of the same subjective discourses in their analyses as do othstu@ies.

For the purposes of the present study, this discourse ‘circularity’ (Stubbs, 19%f) &sse

the result of the two basest tools used in carrying out a CDA-based study: e sam
selection and the analysis itself. Because ideological factors nélgessarm both of

these methodological steps, it becomes difficult to respond to weaknesses inseBrhie
without addressing both of them, something that has yet to be fully embraced éidhe fi

(for a simple discussion of ideology’s role in CDA research, see Wodak & M23@9)).

While some authors have chosen to more heavily focus on sampling issues (Freake et al
2011) and others have placed more weight on issues of analysis (Prentice, 2010), few have
attempted to address both of these issues in a single methodology. Although a more

balanced answer to traditional CDA has been proposed and implemented by some authors
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(Salama, 2011; Baker et al., 2008), it has yet to be applied to discourse in the same way a
has been traditional CDA. That is, while many studies have focused on placing more or
less weight on both of these points, they have either fallen short of giving exjght

both, or have resulted in impractical methodologies—thus conflicting with one of the
principal goals of CDA. These extremes in methodologies can be seen withlparti

clarity in many of Fairclough’s studies, which have focused heavily on sa®leletion at

the cost of a balanced, objective analysis (see Poole, 2010; Fairclough, 1993) and in studies
based on corpus assisted discourse studies (CADS) (see Freake et al., 2061, ; 20414,

Baker et al., 2008) which have sacrificed practicality in the name of balanaksgia.

Even though each of these varied focuses on CDA research has taken greabstride
make their findings more objective, they have each only addressed part of thraisstie
when examining general subjectivity in CDA research. In van Dijk’'s (19§8peation of
the application of DA, for instance, van Dijk uses semantic theory in order to impeve
meaning analysis which is present in many CDA studies. However, in doing soahe dat
collection component of the research remains the same. Similarly, in theddimgical
Synergy approach (Baker et al., 2008—discussed in more detail below) thehesearc
address the subjectivity traditionally present in data collection, but ignore tleetsidj
pitfalls present in the data analysis. In response to this seeming methodalagicah,
the current project intends to piece together existing concepts within @DAIsC
linguistics, and semantic theory, with the end goal of establishing a mpnecaity

sound form of CDA than has heretofore been utilized in the field.
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1.1. Background/Description of Methods Used

In the interest of effectively establishing the precedents which infotineecurrent
research, it is first necessary to discuss and describe the theoreticalthodatogical
foundations which will make this research possible. As has already been noted,ahie curr
project was based on a fusion of multiple approaches to DA that have already loeen use
within linguistics. The areas (CDA, Corpus Linguistics and Semantic Proaozly)
presented below and their theoretical and methodological backgrounds age briefl

discussed.

1.1.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

CDA is a form of DA which came to prominence in the late 1980s and early 1990s
(Wodak & Meyer, 2009; Blommaert and Bulcaen, 2000; Fairclough, 1995). The approach
has since gained considerable popularity and is championed by authors such as Norman
Fairclough, Teun van Dijk, and Ruth Wodak, among others. Generally, the approach
analyzes written or spoken discourse by viewing and interpreting it throughaf lens
political culpability and social justice. As opposed to traditional forms of DA, @BAS
discourses as reflections of the society in which they are created. Wwathi€DA
endeavors to bring to light underlying discourses within greater linguistidgr This
approach, and the goals that inherently come with it, make CDA a sort of tool wain whi
researchers may ‘uncover’ discourses which affect the public in their evémemywhat
Fairclough (1995, p. 1) calls, “...a resource for people who are struggling against
domination and oppression in its linguistic forms.” Indeed, the examination of

‘domination’ presented through discourse is one of the pillars of CDA research. This
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‘domination’ is often seen as being connected to different groups within a sobi@fyutv

forth and participate in discourses. Wodak and Meyer (2009), for instance, view this
connection as being predominantly caused by power—in their view an extrempeigtant
facet of CDA. In this sense, those in power are seen to be responsible fomsogiality,

and CDA investigators are seen to be, “...interested in the way discourse (re)produce
social domination, that is, the power abuse of one group over others, and how dominated

groups may discursively resist such abuse,” (p. 9).

Because CDA studies offer findings so closely tied to interpretations ofgolical
matters (i.e. ‘power,’ history, race issues, politics, etc.), they aresagdgsharacterized
by interdisciplinary research and, thus, informed by a wide range of appreaches
methodologies. All of this is done while viewing language use and its presencgeiy S
through a critical lens. As Wodak points outitical does not mean detecting only the
negative sides of social interaction and processes and painting a black andatdmiéegbi
societies. Quite to the contra@ritical means distinguishing complexity and denying easy,
dichotomous explanations. It means making contradictions transparent,” (2000, p. 186,
emphasis in original). Indeed, proponents of CDA hold that its position as a tool to fight
the oppression and contradictions present in everyday discourses, allows it to serve as
way to see through the layers of discourse which shape the world we inhabit and, as a
result, our perceptions of it (van Dijk, 2006; Fairclough, 1992). Yet others in the field see
this use of CDA as a potential weak point due to its heavy reliance on interdisgiplina
research methods (Jones, 2004) and the circular analysis which informs many CDA

interpretations (Stubbs, 1997).
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It is here that defining CDA becomes rather difficult. In examining Cbcally, it
can be seen as simultaneously existing inside and outside of linguistics. Olsdys t
that—as in Wodak’s discussion of what is meant by ‘critical’ (above)—therearg m
ways to conceptualize CDA and to put it into practice. While CDA has alternagaly be
seen as a theory, approach, methodology and tool (discussed below) it is most often
understood as being linguistic in nature. Nonetheless, for the same reason thaethere
need for Wodak to clarify the meaning of the term ‘critical,’ there is lgewhow CDA
research has been understood by researchers and how it has been carried anthin rese
To understand the sheer amplitude of the area itself as well as the waykdkdieen
employed in research over the years, it is first important to understand thiyingder

characteristics of CDA and how these tie into its methodological strengthsemknesses.

1.1.1.1. Approach/Characteristics

Although CDA is often thought of and referred to as a ‘theory’ by many in theegreat
academic community, CDA researchers are quick to point out that CDA can beldefine
more accurately as a methodology, comprised of a set of interdisciplinaramabols
approaches which are combined to analyze discourses through varied and shifting
methodological strategies (see Weiss & Wodak, 2003; Wodak, 2000). Indeed, this is how
it has principally been used in research despite any individual labels whichd&ve
placed on it. Regardless of the novel ways that CDA has been used (e.g. Ruth Wodak’s
DHA (2007)), it is—in essence—a way of using varied linguistics-based apgotx
expose underlying discourses as they pertain to and are derived from politicatiahd s
issues. As Fairclough (1992) points out, although CDA and other linguistic research

methods focus on some similar themes, CDA additionally focuses on social theory
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applications and examines macro-features in language use. Becausetabthesyi
closely tied to ideological concerns. This is one of the most vital parts of GleArod,
however, it is also what has generated disaccord in regard to how CDA should be carried

out and what its place is within linguistics.

In fact, in looking at some of the criticisms which have been presented over the year
with regard to CDA it becomes clear that many of them have been based on ClaGereli
on the researcher’s personal criteria. This is especially truees wdere the researcher’s
involvement in ideological components of CDA research have been called into question
(Poole, 2010; Collins & Jones, 2006). Unfortunately for CDA researchers, though, it is
quite difficult to separate ideology from methodological concerns due to the verg ohtu
looking at discourse critically. As Fairclough (2003) points out, this separatfficult
because looking at discourses with critical eyes necessitates skaqgeef ideology,
which Fairclough defines as, “...representations of aspects of the world whible ca
shown to contribute to establishing, maintaining and changing social relations af powe
domination and exploitation,” (p. 9). In utilizing this definition, the use of ideology as a
lens through which to view research becomes problematic because it is not onlyembnnec
to CDA methodology, but is a pillar of CDA research. Because of this it provesildiféic
address ideological components of CDA research without having to address the whole of

CDA.

What is noteworthy in looking at CDA research based on the connection between
ideology and methodology is that, although there would appear to be little agreethant wi
the field in many respects, there is a general consensus among rEssduatthe inclusion

of ideological concerns is vital in effectively carrying out CDA reseaFalr.instance, van



Discourse Across Borders 10

Dijk (1997) portrays discourse in general as being inexorably tied to cognition and

cognitive processes saying that, “...although it is sometimes useful tochlistna the

mental nature of grammars, rules, norms, knowledge or opinions in an account of discourse
and communication, it is obvious that a fully fledged theory of discourse would be

seriously incomplete without a mental (cognitive or emotional) component,” (p. 17)e Whi
this is a legitimate point concerning language—especially when iasiaed within

ideologically charged arenas—it is important to note that this sort of dependence on
ideology as a component of CDA research is precisely what has been hatsidediby

outside researchers. In general, these criticisms have not come about due to the
acknowledgement of ideology’s place within the discourses being studied, butuser
ideology’s presence in the studies themselves as well as in resgargiegpretations of

results (Poole, 2010; Haig, 2001). However, while these criticisms have been leveled
against the stances of the very researchers working in the area, otherstlwazed the

method as a whole (Jones & Collins, 2006; Jones, 2004). This is because CDA is seen to
borrow so liberally from other fields that on one hand it can be seen to lose itself in
methodological approaches, while on the other hand it can be seen to benefit from not being
seen as wholly linguistic in nature (de Beaugrande, 1997). That is, CDA can be seen as
very applicable since it is involved in so many areas, but very credible sinceeséniad

as part of one area (linguistics). It is precisely because of thesesfthat a new approach

is being discussed, tested, and proposed in the present study.

The interdisciplinary approach taken in CDA research is wholly necessaeyGDA
research scrutinizes social and political problems while viewing them agtavieffect

on discourse in society (Carvalho, 2008). Since CDA examines power and ideology as



Discourse Across Borders 11

manifested in social and political contexts (Fairclough, 1995), it is of vital tapeoe that
authors confront the underlying social and cultural factors that affect not only the
construction of discourses, but their interpretation by and effect on the greatsy.
Additionally, its interdisciplinary bent allows CDA to be applied to virtually @enue in
which language is prominently used, making it not only applicable, but adaptable

(Carvalho, 2008).

Since, as the above discussion suggests, CDA is a more or less linguistisally
approach which can be applied to virtually any practical issue within the purview of
linguistics or social sciences, it is a very important tool in research iit taat form a sort
of theoretical bridge between palpable, everyday instances of discoursedplalitguage,
for example) and linguistic theory. This is especially true when looking a¢$earch
carried out by authors such as Fairclough (1992) and Carvalho (2008). Both of whom have
proposed a sort of cyclical interaction between discourse and what Carvatho call
‘Mediated Discourse.” This refers to the connection between the greatgakoc
discourse’s connection to ‘reality’ (in Faircloughian CDA) and society&rjmetation and
perception of discourse as related to ‘reality’ (in the case of Carvalho)t bdtheof these
authors have in common (at least in the investigations which were included hdgus a
on the end result of their research. While it could easily be argued thatalictess
focused on achieving an end result, what marks these studies as unique is thatrthey see
focus on the enormous influence which discourse has in society and not as much on the

linguistic features within the discourse itself.

In the case of Carvalho (2008), for example, CDA is seen as an interconnecting group

of approaches which can be used to view discourse’s role within society. This can be seen
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temporally, as in the cases of Wodak’s DHA and Fairclough’s Intertéyt(sg¢e Carvalho,
2008 for discussion) or by examining what Carvalho calls the ‘life’ of media
representations in which, “understanding the evolution of matters such as waisrteor
climate change, and the ways they are interdependent in relation to theimsgian as]

one of the most important contributions to be made by social researchers,” (p. 164). What
Is important to note in these different approaches to CDA, is that whilelthvegvathe

same sorts of features within a given discourse, they focus primarily oratne features

of said discourse (i.e. ideological concerns, effects on society, sociahirdhjestc.) while

the explicitly linguistic (micro) features principally serve asags in justifying findings.

In this sense, van Dijk (2006) goes a step further in inferring that—based on his
research regarding the presence of racism in discourses—in general,sgissomiributes
to the formation and persistence of certain ideologies. Due to this proposed intimate
connection between general societal discourses and society itself, CBgsarly
employs a broad-based multi-disciplinary approach which permits rasesato draw
conclusions based on as many linguistic and non-linguistic factors as possitfleas@D
whole—in this respect—is essentially based on the connection and interaction between
discourse, society, and cognition at both individual and collective levels. It is anptot
note here that this basis for the field almost entirely excludes linguistiosts
methodological approaches, findings, and conclusions. This is discussed in gredter det

below.

Although CDA is a wide reaching methodology insofar as it employs technigdes a
approaches from a variety of areas, at its heart it has fairly sobjaetives. In its most

basic form, CDA is comparable to standard DA. However, due to its interdisgyplinar
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approach as well as its critical slant, CDA deals with the same micneeie of discourse

as does DA while focusing more prominently on social phenomena in a bid to make
‘hidden’ discourse strategies transparent (Wodak & Meyer, 2009). While this acanunts f
what makes CDA functional as a stand-alone approach to linguistic resealsd, it a
represents CDA’s greatest weakness; as a linguistics-based &pipiedw@rd for authors

to effectively make arguments in other areas, such as historical re¢sseclones &

Collins, 2006; Jones, 2004) while as a multidisciplinary approach it is hard to make sound
linguistic arguments (see Poole, 2010). Further, the fact that no one ‘owns’ CDA—-that is
that it serves as more of a tool than a theory, or at the very least a set of parcettiaes

each based in a separate theoretical foundation (see Wodak & Meyer, 2009)—has
complicated the interpretation of its place in linguistics in that many thiags been done
under the guise of CDA, while there has been little in the way of establisinogete
procedures for carrying out CDA research; while this has led to an enormousygofantit
studies carried out under the banner of CDA, it has yet to result in a concretechppaba

can be used in a variety of situations to obtain comparable results.

1.1.1.2. Background And Shortcomings

The current project is centered on a perceived lack of empiricism and obyaettiin
CDA research as well as a traditionally poor application to linguistEareh (according to
many authors in the general research community). While it can be effgeatigaed that
CDA research is not explicitly ‘linguistic’ research, it is applied tmleage issues with
such frequency that it becomes difficult to separate the two. Thus, for the purpdees of t
current project, CDA is viewed as a means of conducting linguistic reéseBecause of

this, the problems addressed here arise as a result of situations in which dii2atig
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applied to linguistic issues. There are, indeed, a number of problems in the CDA approach
to linguistic investigation. Principal among these are the methodologicaieomtical
approaches taken by CDA researchers in selecting and analyzing textg.aMhors
attribute this ‘weakness’ in CDA approaches to the very interdisciplinargatieaistics

that typify CDA as a methodology (Poole, 2010; Prentice, 2010). Oftentimes these
criticisms are based on the underlying approaches and themes within a givestiudipA

For example, CDA has been roundly criticized because of perceived weaknatses i
conceptualization and understanding of the application of historical methodology (see
Collins & Jones, 2006; Jones, 2004). Additionally, the approach has come under attack
because of its conceptualization of discourse’s place in text interpretatioes(& Collins,
2006) and because of the underlying ideologies which inform the CDA researclsproces
(Poole, 2010), as well as for a wide variety of other reasons related to thecajgoroa

methods and conclusions (see Haig, 2001, for discussion).

A common argument that all of these critiques of traditional CDA researahishihat
the aims of the field have become lost in the very multidisciplinary inclusiorhwhic
characterizes it. However, as Prentice (2010) indicates, the shortcom@ips oesearch
are also related to what they characterize as ‘arbitrary textisel¢ paired with the
approach’s characteristic subjectivity (see Poole, 2010; Prentice, 2010; Qallames,
2006; Jones & Collins, 2006; Jones, 2004) and theoretical and methodological weaknesses
(see, e.g., Stubbs, 1997). Regardless of the varied perspectives found in ticesasriti
they share the common idea that CDA is based on subjective, political motives.thMghile
is more true of certain CDA investigations than others, it can be seen in the verysdiscour

of CDA research such as Fairclough’s (1995) assertion that the approackassatmfight
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oppression, Poole’s assertion (2010—in critiquing Faircloughian CDA) that the ideology of
a text has a greater impact on findings than does the method itself, or de Beaagrande’
(1997) characterization of those whose discourses are analyzed by CDA a®A’s|[C
opponents, the snobbish guardians and glib homeworkers,” (p. 45). Not only have these
ideological characteristics within CDA characterized it and its developrnet they have

informed nearly all criticisms of the methodology to the present day.

The present research intends to address these issues by utilizing a montéyalqib-
driven approach to research and an approach to DA grounded in theory. In order to
accomplish this, a methodology founded in corpus linguistics will be used to colleetl tex
data; and data will be analyzed using an approach based on semantic theory. These
approaches, their connections, and their places within the current project argediscus

below.

1.1.2. Corpus Linguistics

One of the newest approaches to conducting linguistic research and, indeed, one of the
most frequently used methods in conducting modern CDA research is Corpus Linguistics
(CL). CL is a widely applicable approach to linguistics research whichaegtitomputer
programs to amass and analyze enormous collections of texts. Due to CL’s current
popularity in linguistics research, it is assumed that the reader is famitlethe field in
general as well as both its theoretical and practical underpinnings. Feutifasiliar
with CL, Biber, Conrad, and Reppen (1998) and Kennedy (1998) offer simple and
comprehensive introductions to the field, its applications, and its utility in conducting

linguistics research.
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One of the principle advantages of corpus linguistics is that it can be tailored to
practically any experimental situation. The corpora to be studied in a givestigatien
can either be chosen by the researcher (from pre-compiled corpora) or canthetszhs
according to the type of language use being studied. Following text seleulion @orpus
construction, corpus programs are capable of singling out specific languagedeethin
texts, and allowing them to be easily searched, categorized, viewed ancdrslyz

researchers.

Corpora are comprised of texts which are chosen according to certaimcriteaily
the smallest set possible (Sinclair, 1991), in order to form a representatpie sdm
language use within a certain area. A representative corpus, in thig,rdspsmot only
have to be representative of language use in a particular area, but must betsmesd
language use with regard to a specific topic. Because representsgiveaevell-
constructed corpus applies to these two areas of general discourse, the comstfacti
representative corpus affords the researcher two principal advantagésanyidata
gleaned from the corpus (assuming that it was well-constructed) willhptéseresearcher
with a statistically representative glimpse of language use withartecular area; and
second, data analyzed from the corpus will be representative of the languagdygener
employed in discourses regarding a specific topic. This thematic andstingui
representativeness allows corpus research to focus on language userg@dtasaiea

measured and practical manner while discussing conclusions pertaining to it

In the current research, for example, the corpora were representativespbpew
writing published online (linguistic arena) and language surrounding the ‘daigee

violence’ in Mexico and the United States (topic). Because of the cdgs@issed in
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Chapter 3, p. 52) established for corpora construction, these corpora can be seen to be
representative of newspaper stories, published online, reporting on ‘drug-rela¢ed&iol

in Mexico and the United StafesWhen paired with the use of semantic theory, these
corpora can be effectively analyzed on a more objective level than has been done

previously.
1.1.3. Semantics

Semantics is a branch of theoretical linguistics (along with syntax and misprétich
examines the meanings of words and the individual lexical features that make ufeeind af
language. Every lexical item can be seen as a set of features whiattethze it and, as
such, semantic theory can be used to determine the basest (prototypical) maeargivgn
word as well as how lexical items (LIs) contribute to overall linguiseanmng whether
within a word, a phrase or a discourse. The first publication the discussion that would
eventually become semantic theory was Katz-Fodor’s discussion of senraiés,
which was a response to Chomsky’s proposition that syntax was the foundation of
language. The analysis of semantic-based linguistic thought offeredbpikhFodor
served as an answer to Chomskian generative grammar in that the authors proposed tha
“...in no sense of meaning does the structural description which the grammar assigns t
sentence specify either the meaning of the sentence or the meaning $ jt{pal 73).

That is to say that the meaning present in natural language is a product of thegpoese

absence of the individual LIs which make it up. In this sense, semantic theory is

2 ‘Drug-related violence’ is used throughout theseret study to refer to a myriad of inter-connedssdes
related to the violence which has come as a re$altercations between the Mexican and US govermsne
and drug-traffickers in Mexico since 2006. Althbugpme texts included in the corpora report orliaivi
matters, all of them were connected to the violenaeently occurring in parts of Mexico and the US,
resultant of the drug trade in both countries Geetion 3.1.1.2, p. 64).
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complimentary to many aspects of CDA in that it allows for a focus on the vinder|

meaning of a text through the use of verifiable linguistic theory.

As de Swart (1998) describes it, semantics looks at the linking @irtineand the
contentof natural language. This conceptualization of semantics allows for thteédac
competent speakers can both communicate ideas and understand language—as opposed to
only one or the other. The difficulty in accurately delimiting the reach of sigtheory,
as well as the dual importance of both ‘communication’ and ‘understanding,’ is made
abundantly clear in viewing something as simple and common as paraphrasing, in which
two distinct linguistic representations carry the same meaning based omtrgiseises
which each features despite any surface syntactic differencesbal&imce between form
and content described by de Swart is often seen as a split between semanytiorthiee
one hand, which posits that in saying anything there is an implicit meaning; anthficag
theory on the other hand, which posits that the implicit meaning of a word can and is
changed regularly according to a variety of linguistic, social, and comaldzactors. An
important factor in clarifying any confusion in this respect is thattioéceof words may
indeed hold a message, but that the words themselves are built upon a consistent and
analyzable meaning which can in turn affect other parts of a given utteranbeasin the

example of paraphrasing).

SP is, in many ways, an approach which responds to this understanding of semantics’
place in language by allowing for semantic analysis while still@itggunderlying
meaning and intended meanings of LIs used, manipulated, and avoided on the part of the
author. In the case of semantic prosody, this is accomplished through the analysis of

connotation. This is possible because the semantic meaning of a lexical esrvisrley
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and Partington (2009) put it, part of a word’s “DNA.” Set against pragmatics-rwhic
holds a similar understanding of intended meaning’s place in language—semasbidy

puts forth the idea that engrained connotations in LIs account for the shared undegstandi
of utterances among humans. That is, where pragmatics relies on interpretation to
understand a given utterance, SP proposes that underlying meanings are paidksrasspe
grammar (for a complete discussion of this distinction and related issudé4odey &

Partington, 2009; Partington, 2007; Partington, 2004).

1.1.3.1. Semantic Prosody

The use of a semantic prosody-based approach in the current project will albow for
focus on individual words within discourse and their connections to surrounding words,
individual texts, and the corpora as wholes. As a part of the Methodological Fusion upon
which the current project is based, semantic prosody will allow for broader and more
objective conclusions than have other, similar approaches such as that takeerst Bak
(2008). In fact, the use of semantic prosody in the current project combined with the
corpora being used effectively utilizes the strengths found in the Bakesetdy as well
as Salama’s (2011) study. That is, the present investigation uses a baoaglerfer
analysis (as in Baker et al.) while using semantic analysis techniquem@rmprove

analysis (as in Salama).

This added objectivity comes from two features in the analysis. Firstyesadhors
have pointed out, semantics is a theoretical part of linguistics which equatestéicc
approach to understanding meaning and its interaction with syntax and other knguisti

areas (see, e.g., Palmer, 1976; Leech, 1981); and second, the use of corpusailadygsis
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it possible to apply the understanding of semantic meaning to a broader artaabdf te
discourse. This is made more effective in that corpus linguistics and seprasbdy

analysis are inextricably linked through their necessary methodolotgpal s

In fact, semantic prosody has its roots in corpus linguistic studies carrieg dutitp
Sinclair in the late 1980s. It was Sinclair who first put forth the idea thatrcetta
occurred together time after time across many corpora and that thesalhaidibcations
were analyzable. This consistent lexical behavior has been found in many ikkrapéiat
over the years including in collocation, which led Sinclair to the investigatiocthehsata
(Zhang, 2010) something that has since been expanded and altered to include what Louw
(1993, as cited in Whitsitt, 2005) dubbed ‘Semantic Prosody.” This initial foray into what
would become semantic prosody was carried out through the semantic examination of
irony. Although irony is still occasionally examined through SP (e.g. Partington,, 26087)
field has expanded to include many other applications in more practical realmassuc
studies of lexicographic applications (Ping-Fang & Jing-Chun, 2009) and the study of
metaphor and idiom use in texts (Oster, 2010; Fillmore, Kay, & O’Connor, 1988).
Nonetheless, despite promising applications, SP has been predominantly discussed in
highly theoretical terms. That is, very few studies have been carried out s it
prominent component of their methodologies. The majority of SP investigations have
focused on showing SP characteristics in specific examples (occasmmatyall as one
word) looked at throughout mega corpora. Although this has brought forth interesting
findings and could one day lead to a more complete understanding of semantics, in many

ways SP has been underutilized in terms of practical applications. The method being
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proposed here would utilize basic forms of SP analysis as part of a sepaletéatogty

with the end goal of improving upon existing approaches to CDA research.

1.2. New Method

The following section analyzes various approaches to CDA research that have been
taken in the past. Additionally, it features a discussion of related methodologiaseaad
such as media studies and frame studies. Based on the discussion of these diliedse m
an argument will be made for the necessity of a new approach which synthesinessf

from many other CDA-based methodologies.

A modified approach to CDA research is an important first step in addressiygoman
the criticisms which have been directed at traditional CDA since its inceptt is not
claimed that the new approach presented here will completely resglet due existing
problems immediately, nor is it claimed that a new approach will be withouasimil
theoretical, ideological or methodological weak points. However, an approach which
makes use of methods chosen with the plain intention of achieving methodological
objectivity and applied with the same intention, could serve to move the field forward. For
these same reasons, the print media (in this case, newspapers) can bauyadedzsd
as a basis for investigation. This is the case because of the genezelesfstics with
which print media is—in theory—endowed. An objective approach to studying media
discourses could effectively single out instances of ‘non-charactenstidia discourse
(i.e. instances of bias or ideological posturing). This is particularly pertiméimat the

news media is founded on the principle of being non-biased and that the CDA approach is
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often focused on finding and highlighting bias or underlying discourse patterns whirch pus

a point of view.

Aside from the fact that the news media is ideally objective, it is also a mMedi@im
in which to carry out discourse research for other reasons, not least of which is its
connection with and availability to the public, something that is immensely iamant
CDA research due to CDA’s being traditionally seen as a sort of tool for imigtime
masses. Not only does the mass media represent the main outlet through which #he gener
public gets its information about the world; but, as many CDA researcherpdiated out
(Gutiérrez Vidrio, 2010; van Hout and MacGilchrist, 2010; Carvalho, 2008), media and
policy have a cyclical relationship in which policies are reported in the metlieencing
people’s opinions of them and, in turn, affecting future policy-making by way of public

opinion.

Because of this cyclical interaction with peoples’ lived realities, thearteat a
tremendous effect not just on people’s lives and their perceptions of the world, but on the
very world which they perceive and in which the media exists. Due to this connection
between social and political issues and discourse, a traditional CDA studihes neertly
nor intentionally subjective; however, the fact that subjective, ideologicaldbas
interpretation on the part of the researcher comprises one of the most importgsis anal
techniques in CDA research often results in a strong ideological discoursenbeliagted
in CDA studies. Jones (2004), for example—making particular reference to Norman
Fairclough’s place in CDA research—criticizes CDA’s ‘explicitifpchl agenda,’ claiming
that the discipline and its corresponding goals are obscured by its inhes¢atdgstain

political ideologies and approaches to research.
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Despite these well-documented short-comings, many CDA findings drpnesénted
and, by all outward appearances, reliable in their conclusions. Because eéthisgs
credibility within traditional CDA investigations, a more positivist-bagggreach to CDA
guestions (in this case, using a combination of corpus linguistics and semantic theory)
would beat leastas methodologically and theoretically sound as traditional approaches.
What this means is that the approach being proposed here has the potential to offer an
innovative way to carry out CDA-related research while simultaneousigiaganany of
the problems which have been identified in past applications of CDA; however, even if the
current project finds nothing new with respect to the effectiveness of Cl#odwogies,
it will still provide a more linguistically centered and methodologically ctibje approach

which can be utilized in future investigations.

1.2.1. Current Study

As a result of the criticisms which have been raised against CDA regbaedfly
outlined above), the present research was designed to respond in the simplest and most
effective way possible. This was accomplished by creating a methodologyltinassed
the most common individual criticisms of CDA in a single methodology. In order to
accomplish this, the current project was designed to be a combination of CorptesdAssis
Discourse Analysis (CADS) (Freake et al., 2011) and SP. This methodological
combination was intended to be applicable as a methodological tool for carrying out CDA
based studies. Essentially, the study is based on SP approaches and Methodological

Synergy (Baker et al., 2008).
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Methodological Synergy is an approach to CDA which was first proposed by Baker et
al. (2008). The proposed methodological fusion is broadly based on the combination of
CDA and Corpus Linguistics. Since Baker et al.’s initial experimentatiapplying
Methodological Synergy other authors have begun to embrace the approach as a way to
draw more prominent, empirically provable and applicable findings from thg st @DA
issues (see Freake et al., 2011; Salama, 2011). Nonetheless, the Methodologiggl Syner
approach still lacks in key areas. As Baker et al. (2008) point out, CDA never was
necessarily a method in and of itself; in fact, CDA researchers utilyzeatihod available
to them so long as it proves complimentary to the study being undertaken. Further, CDA
has traditionally relied heavily on qualitative data. Because of this, the felbhae
under attack for being weak in relation to linguistics (Orpin, 2005). Authors who have
criticized CDA in this respect have principally done so in relation to CDA'gyhediance
on the ideologically based interpretation of findings. Despite the fact tha thisrong
argument against CDA, it is primarily true of research which reketusivelyon CDA
methodology. In the Orpin study (cited above), for example, CDA was only eedpioy
examining the ideological components of the findings. With this sort of methodological
balance in mind, many authors have tailored their approaches to account fomsittis
CDA. One of the most obvious attempts at addressing these shortcomings is
Methodological Synergy (Baker et al., 2008); however, although Baker etpdrsagh
serves to place more importance on empiricism within CDA research, much tibblel s

done to make the approach more objective as well as more tangibly based indinguisti

® Throughout this study the terms CADS and Methogickl Synergy are used in reference to the
combination of CDA-related methodologies and codmguistics. The current study is essentially a
combination of both (CADS is a broader methodolabapproach and Methodological Synergy utilizes a
mega corpus—something not present here). Howevarge portion of the research currently available
the area is based on Methodological Synergy ang, the term is used to refer to the CDA-based
methodology used here.
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theory. These methodological problems are not solely relegated to the Baker e

approach to ‘Methodological Synergy,’ though. One of the only papers published to date
which prominently features the use of Methodological Synergy has been Sal2@id’s (

study of the contrasting use of ‘Wahhabi’ and ‘Wahhab’ in two texts. This stsdikbby

come closer than any other to combining semantics with Methodological Synergy
Nonetheless, this study could still be improved upon and made more practical and objective

in relation to its methodological design (discussed in Chapter 2, p. 29).

With these approaches, studies, criticisms, and findings in mind, the current project
aims to examine textual discourse while avoiding many of the pit-falls encediie
traditional CDA research and while building on the foundation that was laid by Baék
(2008) with their Methodological Synergy approach. This was accomplished on two fronts
First, the present study was carried out on a stratified random sample of new$mape
two countries (the United States and Mexico). This has not been done extensively in the
field to date. Most of the studies published in the area have focused on the use of mega
corpora (or at the very least have employed them in order to draw comparisons) and have
principally looked at English. Second, SP was utilized when analyzing the addihks
corpus analysis. In this way, statistically salient LIs and theiocaiés (in both English
and in Spanish) were looked at in order to examine contrasting, parallel or gisbsmdic
features (elaborated in Chapter 3, p. 52). This contrasting analysis was intesitheget
out any underlying discourse tendencies which may have been present in the esrpora
well as to indicate how the general discourse was different or simitesatwo corpora of

texts based around the same issues.
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The analysis which was carried out here was undertaken with the intention of exploring
the hypothesis that it is possible to carry out CDA research using a methoalologic
approach which eliminates the necessity for predominately subjectiwesiarafl and
commentary on the texts analyzed. In order to test this hypothesis, the currenitvpasje

designed around the following four fundamental assumptions:

a) Semantic prosody can be used as a research tool in examining corpora written in
different languages (in this case, Spanish and English).

b) Semantic prosody can be applied to the analysis of texts from distinct fiaguis
communities (Mexico and the United States) in order to examine similauittes
differences in the predominant media discourses of each country.

c) Semantic prosody theory can be applied to corpus driven CDA (specifically to
Baker et al.’s (2008) Methodological Synergy approach).

d) Semantic prosody and corpus linguistics can prove to be effective tools imgarry
out CDA research and can be applied to future CDA research projects; thus

eliminating a large portion of subjective guess-work in the area.

Together, these points served as the impetus for proposing, designing and cautrieg
present study. While the overall goal of the study was to put forth a more comajeté
addressing methodological weaknesses in CDA research, importanceovais@ds on
determining whether or not the use of SP was a feasible way to accomplistathis g
Obviously, if it were impossible to apply any or all of the approaches listed aboueld
not be feasible to attempt the current project. Nonetheless, there have been enough

applications of the individual approaches as well as various combinations of them (see
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Chapter 2, p. 29) that the use of SP as a complement to CDA-research was seen as a

feasible next step in carrying out this sort of research.

While the above expectations informed the underlying processes utilized in dgsignin
and applying the methodology used here, the research process itself vadasrbtmse
following three research questions. These questions were created for the phtpeiag
able to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the current project and iaysttaew
results of the current project could be applied to future research within theThedd.

research questions are presented below and discussed thereafter.

a) Is an analysis based on the combination of aspects of Methodological Synergy
(Baker et al., 2008) and Semantic Prosody capable of analyzing discourses present
in two separate languages?

b) Can the combination of certain aspects of Methodological Synergy and Semantic
Prosody result in a more comprehensive and less subjective approach to the goals of
traditional CDA research?

c) Are the methodological steps utilized here applicable to future studies in CDA?

These research questions formed the pillars of the present study becausettieejose

for what the rest of the research process would address. In the most gamsratre

present research was focused on determining the feasibility of utilizimglaired

methodology for approaching CDA research. However, within this it was alsotanpor

that the framework used here be relevant to the traditional goals of CDA. ;Tthat is
methodology used here was intended to be a complementary approach to traditional CDA

and not an entirely separate methodology. With this in mind, it was also vital that the
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current project be applicable to future studies, thus moving the field forward. iriehest
of laying out the need for the current project as well as the reasoning bshdedign, the
following chapter presents the concepts and methodologies which informed the design,

proposal and execution of the present research.
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2. Literature Review

In order to carry out traditional CDA research from a novel perspective, while
additionally proposing and testing a new method through which to carry out future CDA-
based investigations, it is first important to discuss the field itself. Asul, ke
following section highlights the history of CDA, its development, and some of its
applications within the literature. Further, this section discusses the praokleamshave
been found in the traditional CDA approach to linguistics research as well as thstiking
research methods which were used in the current study as potential solutionsxistprg-

methodological weaknesses.

With the intention of laying the groundwork for the investigation which was undertaken
here, this section reviews past and present research in all of the fields included in t
present methodology. This is important not only in clarifying the logical stemh have
influenced the current research but in presenting the methodologies being comtened he
terms of how they can serve to solve some common problems found in traditional CDA
research. As such, all of the research methods discussed below are looked bagighma
their connections (both explicit and implicit) to CDA research as well d®inHistorical

presence and achievements in various fields of linguistics research.

2.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

CDA—as was discussed in the introduction (see page 1)— is an approach to linguistics
research which differs from classical DA, “...in not just describing discupsiaetices, but
also showing how discourse is shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the

constructive effects discourse has upon social identities, social relationgstrdssof
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knowledge and belief, neither of which is normally apparent to discourse parsgipant
(Fairclough, 1992, p. 12). Although CDA has been applied to a great number of issues
within linguistics research, all while using many different methodolbgigproaches, it is
safe to say that Fairclough’s description encapsulates the basest cisticactenich set
CDA apart from other areas of linguistics (most notably DA) and also whathasda:

there to be such debate in the field over what CDA is, where it is going and whpthgs

a legitimate role in advancing linguistics research as a whole.

One of the most difficult aspects of discussing CDA is actually pinning &aedawn
in concrete terms. The area, or methodology, or theory (depending on the author
consulted) can have a number of uses, from political speeches, to racism, to advertising;
and not surprisingly, the history of CDA is similarly murky and dependent on the
perspective of each author. What is generally agreed upon in the field is thaa@ieA c
about sometime between the mid-1970s and early 1980s as a response to both DA, which
came to prominence in the 1960s (van Dijk, 1997), and critical linguistics (Wodak &

Meyer, 2009; Fairclough, 1995).

In its simplest form, CDA research can be conceptualized as a pyramadaeiing the
multi-directional interaction between discourse, cognition, and society (van Dijk,. 1897)
this model, discourse is seen to be a socially and ideologically based bgckeideologies
are seen as, “...representations of aspects of the world which can be shown to edotribut
establishing, maintaining and changing social relations of power, domination and

exploitation,” (Fairclough, 2003, p. 9). Due to this perceived connection between

“In this work, CDA is referred to as aneaor field (in reference to the body of work of authors wogkin
CDA) as well as either aapproachor amethodologyreferring to CDA’s use in carrying out a givendy or
set of studies).
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discourse, ‘power,” ‘domination’ and ‘exploitation,” researchers’ ideolddgamings and
understanding of modern and historical events become important in interpreting éiscours
as well as in selecting data for studies. For example, in looking at pdliscalurses one

must account for political knowledge, underlying political strategies andogieal stances

of the originator of the discourse being examined, as well as numerous soci@ondica
cultural factors in order to render a suitable analysis which addressasrsis@ognition,

and society (van Dijk, 1997). In order to effectively address these parts of the sksdour

is necessary to utilize a methodology which is focused on looking at language ugh throu
the lens of ideological and social factors, and, indeed, this is what has been done in much of
the published CDA literature to date. Despite differences of opinion in the area, the
presence of ‘discourse, cognition and society’ can be seen in most studies. In Wodak and
Weiss’ (2003) four-level approach, for instance, CDA research is seenagsta w

‘triangulate’ discourses in context using four steps. First, the languaeet @s looked at
descriptively. This is followed by an examination of the relationships between the
‘utterances, texts, genres and discourses’ found therein. Finally mganialtic (socially

based) variables are examined and these (as well as the discoursarédetiked at in

terms of ‘sociopolitcal and historical contexts.” The presence of thenpgtras also found

in other, less well-known approaches and forms the basis for nearly all CDAchesea

It is because of the near-universality of the two underlying chardatgpsesent in the
models mentioned above (ideology and social factors) that there is a prevalence of
interdisciplinary methodologies within most studies in the area. Consequently, these
characteristics also contribute to many of the criticisms leveledsigaDA, primarily that

studies fall prey to ‘circularity’ and that they are often not based on ‘iinguilstic
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evidence’ (Stubbs, 1997). If discourse is seen to affect not only individuals but also
society and—as a consequence—future discourses, then understanding discourse and
effectively utilizing CDA methods necessarily requires the use ofd/diszourse arenas.
This is true methodologically speaking in that authors may borrow from otlur fwile
conducting research; however, it also signifies that CDA is—for good or ill—otte of
most flexible areas of linguistics research in terms of applicabiligcaBse ‘discourse’ is
present in so many areas of human existence and is, as a result, difficulf thefipd (see
van Dijk, 1997), CDA can be carried out in many different linguistic areas. $snce i
inception, CDA has focused on a number of issues, while, “gender issues, issuesnf racis
media discourses, political discourses, organizational discourses or dimensiomsityf ide
research have become very prominent. The methodologies differ greatlyhiesallstudies
on account of the aims of the research and also the methodologies applied: snativguali
case studies can be found as well as large data corpora, drawn from fieldwork and
ethnographic research,” (Weiss & Wodak, 2003, p. 12). While there is a great deal of
diversity in the applications that have been realized by CDA researcheagsbef its
reliance on ideology and social matters, much of the area’s attention has va&ted t®
examining political and media discourses. The current study picks up where Dany C
examinations of the media have left off by addressing methodological weekiaess

focusing on the media’s presence in modern society.

2.2.CDA Studies of Media

In order to carry out the current research it is first important to examider€earch
as it is tied to studies of the mass media. This is the case in that the cujesttipan

examination of media discourse using CDA as a starting point. Further, altheugh t
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have been media-centered studies using CDA in the past (see below) much of thedpublishe
research on media language use has existed as a fundamentally septrdterer@DA.

With this in mind, the first step in approaching a CDA-centric media investigagas to

highlight the shared characteristics and complimentary methods betwéere§&arch and

general media studies.

Although the media is an enormous and prominent source of socially significant
discourse and language use, the linguistic study of media is relatively lopkelze Much
of what is today thought of as Media Studies was initiated by the Glasgow exlip
under the direction of Greg Philo in the mid-1970s (Glasgow Media Group, 2010; Fursich,
2009). Following initial forays into the study of the media’s presence in sotiety, t
discipline began to grow, finally expanding to form a large, extremely intelinscy
branch of DA. Eventually, with the introduction of research components relateti¢alCr
Linguistics in the late 1980s, Media Studies began to have a presence in CDA-based
research as well. In this respect, CDA came to be used as a means totbgggnabiotic
relationship between media and discourse construction. This understanding of discourse
place in the media relies on the idea that a society or culture’s day-tealay influences
what is presented in the media which, in turn, influences the same society or<dkiyre
to-day reality (Gutiérrez Vidrio, 2010). This is encapsulated quite well valer's

(2008) concept of Mediated Discourse.

The combination of Media Studies and CDA came about as a natural progression due to
CDA'’s simultaneous embrace of aspects of sociology and political scierneell as
syntax and semantics. Due to CDA'’s focus on the discursive presence of divisie socia

events in modern society and the news media’s reporting on such events, the combination
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of CDA and Media Studies provides a doubly-representative view of modern critical
linguistic issues. While CDA highlights the presence of discourse in medialzagnd

the potential consequences, Media Studies serves as a window into the prevalecice of s
language use in practical areas. Indeed, for these same reasons, numehousle/ort
studies have come out of critical analyses of media. Many of the studiesl catr

involving CDA as applied to Media Studies have focused on ‘framing’ (TUfez & Guyevar
2009, for example) and similar instances of what authors have called ‘imagihg’ a
‘portrayal’ (see, e.g., Berger, 2009). These studies are important examiples of
successful pairing of Media Studies and CDA because they show not only the underlying

discourses present in language but common occurrences of such discourses.

When viewing the use of combined CDA and Media Studies methodologies, ‘framing’
studies would seem to be some of the most common approaches. These studies are based

on the concept of discursive frames, which according to Lewis and Reese (2009) are,

a central facet of political communication, frames define the terms of ¢lshafee
public opinion through the persuasive use of symbols; and, when most effective,
lead to public policy change. They serve as the primary vehicle through which
public officials, the news media, and other elites exercise political infuever

one another and the public at large. (p. 85)

According to this conceptualization, frames carry out many of the samenstttat CDA
Is charged with studying in relation to discourse; this is primarily trtfe negard to the
idea that frames can affect ‘change’ in the public and private sectors. Beddlis,

framing studies represent one of the most common approaches within the discipline.
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Because frame research in media language is so conceptually sinieifdiodamental
principles of CDA, the topics in which framing is examined are usually tieocially
important, controversial, or political themes. Lewis and Reese (2009), fopkxatudied
framing in the media following the events of Septembé&Yifithe United States. The
research team viewed the phrase ‘War on Terror’ as a frame which, to thenyszhat
“...socially shared organizing principle...” (p. 86). Their study examinedéehis’s use
and rise to prominence within journalistic texts. In order to gain a perspectiweuse ias
well as journalists’ relation to the framing of ‘War on Terror,” Lewis Regse carried out
interviews with journalists in order to delineate journalism’s role in aaimiay to that
used in Carvalho’s (2008) Mediated Discourse. That is, a cycle in which jourpalists
forth a term (through publication) with a certain perspective—influenced bydéueito-
day realities. The cycle which Carvalho proposes—and which influenced the current
proposal of Methodological Fusion—involves a given term being taken up by the press
(usually after first being emitted by another entity) with a agetantext/perspective in
mind; and finally the term is disseminated to the public who gleans a certain miamning
it. This meaning then goes on to influence further media coverage involving the term
Carvalho posits that this is true in that the connection between discourse andrseaiety
that, “each discursive event is dialectically tied to society insofaragh constitutes and
is constituted by social phenomena,” (p. 162). Versions of this sort of cycle artpnes
many areas of the published literature, and indeed form the very foundation tadrieddi
CDA research. Oster (2010) (citing Kévecses, 1990) stresses that evehilsgas
complex as emotion can be described through lexical analysis in that it istpnese
language use through the use of metaphor and collocations (both of which are obviously

tied to ‘social phenomena’ as well).
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In one of the most transparent examples of Carvalho’s (2008) process, the plaase ‘W
on Terror’ was first put forth by politicians before being spread and givemcyrtierough
its presence in news media where it has since become a very commonplace coocgpt a
the public (Lewis & Reese, 2009). In Carvalho’s model, after a term gairecy
through media permeation, the public’s perspective progresses to the point featst af
policy at which point (in one way or another) the cycle begins anew. This can be seen in
the same example of ‘War on Terror’ where the term went from politiciasitoglists to
the public before becoming a divisive ideological stance in American politich\whi

since entered the common lexicon and influenced numerous public and private policies.

Many other authors have used similar strategies to identify and undérstamt in
media discourse. Some of these studies have taken a more straightforward apgreach t
field, whereas others have viewed framing from a more abstract p&rsghan in studies
like that carried out by Lewis and Reese (2009). Many of the studies whiattdate
more theoretically concrete end of the spectrum have addressed ‘imaging’ dray/gdor
in the media. Berger (2009), for instance, examined the palpable effects offraemiey
on a population in relation to disaster coverage in the media. By analyzing whet Be
identified as the juxtaposition between the ‘mediated representation’ ano/éukrgiality’
of New Orleans following hurricane Katrina, the author examined the, “...merger of
journalistic crisis and state breakdown [which] involved, among other things, mutually
reinforcing notions of a crime-and-punishment spectacle that demonized much of New
Orleans’ population that weathered the storm,” (p. 491). Thus, the Berger study gives
credence to Carvalho’s (2008) concept of Mediated Discourse by showing two sides of i

Berger’'s conceptualization of a ‘representation’ and a ‘reality’ withimsneoverage
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corresponds with Carvalho’s cycle in which the media portrays reality threpgiting
which is presented as unbiased and representative; this, in turn, influences pubptqerc
and policy.

In a similar vein, Davis and French (2008) looked at the connection between news and
day-to-day life among New Orleans citizens following HurricaneiKat Focusing
particularly on media characterizations of New Orleans citizens, Dagisr@nch
concluded that, “Post-Katrina news depictions were found to rely on specific raktoric
devices and semantic strategies, as well as seemingly value-inggolegy (e.g., victim
and survivor) to publicly discuss certain citizens involved in the event. However, such
discursive construction had the rhetorical result of shifting blame onto thosasijtigp.

244). The difference between this study and the Berger (2009) investigation nstiad i
of viewing coverage as a means of portraying a different lived reafitBé¢rger did), Davis
and French viewed framing in news coverage following Hurricane Katrinaedigeetion of
pre-existing frames regarding New Orleans. This is similar to the conciletdidted
Discourse (Carvalho, 2008) in that discourse’s influence on society and life ighasvee
sort of cycle in which pre-existing discourses are important in shaping msdidies,
which in turn influence lived reality and the perception of it. In the case of Davis and
French’s study, the frames examined essentially consisted of cularesdtgpes based
around what the authors termed New Orleans’ reputation as a city tha¢iw/Heeling’
and ‘easy going.’

While the above studies focused on concrete examples of rather isolated uses of
discourse in the media, other prominent investigations have focused on the more nebulous,
philosophical side of media discourse studies by looking at individual fragments of news

media language use as they relate to framing. These studies have iecaich@tations of



Discourse Across Borders 38

media characteristics such as framing in leads (the opening sentencespaper articles)

in internet news articles (Zillmann, Chen, Knobloch, and Callison, 2004) and the historical

development of individual lexical items (LIs) within the media (see Pefatanclzeras,

2010) according to what Berger (2009) calls ‘lived reality.” Despite tttetat

investigation of historical discourse transformation is quite common (seeaRdaar

Contreras, 2010; Wodak, 2007; Térronen, 2004) when analyzing the formulation and

propagation of frames a less ample gamut of research approaches is priseliterature.
Nonetheless, researchers have looked at both the construction of frames and the

development of news media reports. This has been done on both macro and micro levels.

Tafez Guevara (2009), for example, looked at the presentation of one story through the

print news media of four different locations (Mexico, Portugal, Spain, and Galitag

approach allowed for the examination of contrasts between Mediated Discaccseding

to the media environment in which they were present. What was most noteworthy in this

study was the way in which it was approached. By comparing media disaacseding

to country of publication—while controlling for topic—TUfiez Guevara was able to single

out differences and see them as something more significant than just theipeiaiept

discourse characteristics. That is, while a difference within a singlgnry could be

indicative of differing opinions or perspectives, international difference$ (@& the same

token, similarities) could be seen as indicators of differences in presardat

interpretation. This sort of control over the analysis of media discourse isnfdrated

the methodological approach designed for the current study. If variables canrbbecbnt

well enough, and if the language present in the texts examined is ‘neutral’ enough, then—in

theory—discourse characteristics will ‘rise to the top’ based on their pnesence in the

texts analyzed.
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This same sort of methodologically controlled analysis has also been catried a
micro level, Van Hout and MacGilchrist (2010) ‘followed’ a news story through the
publication process in order to observe and analyze, “...how discursive transformations
shed light on journalists’ writing practices... [they also] argue that the notifsaroing
should be decoupled from the intent to mislead; [because] every news story, as indeed
every type of linguistic expression, mp&r sebe ‘framed,” (p. 170). What this means is
that Carvalho’s (2008) concept of Mediated Discourse has such an effect on discourse
formation and presentation that it becomes impossible to encounter media discausse tha
not influenced by social and political factors in some way. This outlook on media
discourse has been supported through other examinations of media language use based on
Wodak’s DHA (see Pefaranda Contreras, 2010; Torronen, 2004).

These sorts of studies are not as common in the literature as are frametndiesd s
Nonetheless, in the same way that studies like Van Hout and MacGilchrist (2&0)
examined the micro-development of frames, authors such as Pefiaranda Contrejas (2010
and Torronen (2004) have analyzed the macro-presence of discourse constructehs as w
as the changes that these constructions incurred over time; in the case Gataade
Contreras study, the research centered on the changing use of lexicahfoens i
reporting during the 1960s and 1970s. The study was carried out using Colombian
newspapers from two decades which were analyzed for the way in which thegoréde
those involved in the drug trade. The study found that over time, due to changes in day-to-
day life in the country as well as a general shift in Colombia’s livedygeaéwspapers
shifted their use from the term ‘marihuaneros’ (loosely translated byitheraasdrug
fiends—employing American colloquial speech, one could even go so far as to Sugfgest

head$ to ‘mafiosos’ (translated by the authordasg lordg. Similarly, Térronen (2004)
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analyzed articles about drugs and drug use viewing the rhetoric emploseid theough
the political context in which it occurred. Torrénen found similar changes accoodimg t
overall public and political opinion of the issue at a given time. In both of these studies, the
most important binding characteristic is their focus on discourse and MediatedBes
(Carvalho, 2008). Although both studies utilized methodologies similar to those present in
some of the preceding discussion, the brunt of their arguments seems to be thatediscours
can be seen in a society’s day-to-day ‘reality’ and that a society'®eddgy ‘reality’ can
similarly be seen in discourse use.

The one negative characteristic which these studies share (at least inftdtvfen€DA
weaknesses addressed in the present work), is a basis in the liberal sel¢etitsanfd
parts of text for analysis. This methodological characteristic isitigrteot relegated to
the Peflaranda Contreras (2010) and Torronen (2004) studies, either. Indeed, it is one of the
most prevalent ‘weaknesses’ in the whole of CDA research. This characterist
problematic in the field because it presents what Koller and Mautner (2004, p. 218das cit
in Baker et al., 2008) call a *hidden danger’ because, “...the reason why the texdshednc
[in a given analysis] are singled out for analysis in the first place id#nagtre not typical,
but in fact quite unusual instances which have aroused the analyst’s attentiontiseBefca
its prevalence in the published research as well as the glut of critiquedimggarthe
‘liberal’ selection of texts is one of the first aspects of CDA researbhve been
effectively addressed by means of an alternate methodological approach.

2.3.Corpora and CDA

One factor which all of the studies mentioned above have in common is their basis in
traditional CDA. That is, they look at different aspects of public discourse, bhbed s

very specific methodological characteristics both in their gathering ofdagt their
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analysis of those texts. Despite the fact that all CDA analysesmadected using a corpus
in the traditional sense (that is, a principled collection of texts), until rgdbetie have
been very few which have made use of electronic corpus analysis progréeis in t
research. As was discussed above, the use of electronic corpus tools is more phavalent t
ever. This is not only because of the sampling ease which these programs thvide
researcher, but because electronic corpora provide a statistically bagehlecand—
above all—consistent and objective research tool to investigators. Despite thiagesa
of using electronic corpus tools, the use of such programs has only recently become
commonplace in CDA research.

In fact, the first prominent large-scale instance of pairing of CDA armals linguistics
in a study was the Methodological Synergy approach, introduced by Baker et al. (2008)
Although there have been other studies in the past which paved the way for the
Methodological Synergy approach (see Baker et al., for discussion), this @ppas
unique in that it proposed the use of electronic corpus analysis programs as a means of
combining corpus linguistics and CDA with the finality of demonstrating that the tw
approaches (CDA and Critical Linguistics) could be complimentary toalarrying out
research. Because this was one of the first attempts at marrying thetins) the Baker
et al. study—Iike the current study—was exploratory in nature. The study focudesl on t
discourse present in printed news in England. The study was conducted using a 140
million-word corpus of news reports about British refugees and asylum se&ang as
the study focused more on exploring a new approach than on the analysis itselinthe ma
offering of the Baker et al. research was the conclusion that such studess#rke and

can potentially aid in the expansion of the field. The study did just that. As such, the most
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important feature in the Baker et al. study was an overview of how such a metlyodolog
could be employed and how the results could be measured and analyzed by researchers
Following the publication of the Baker et al. (2008) paper, one other author appears in
the literature as having utilized their recommendations (at least undantleebanner).
Salama (2011) used the Methodological Synergy approach to analyze and interpret
collocations in texts dealing witWahhabi-Saudi Islam. Salama selected key words from
two books regarding the subject and conducted a CDA-based collocation analysis in orde
to examine frequent (positive and negative) lexical uses within two corpora. a%alam
research examined these concordances and used them to draw statistigsiocenabout
the uses of ‘Wahhabi/Wahhab’ within the texts examined. Based on the co-occurrence
between selected node words and their collocates within the corpus, Salamawas abl
draw conclusions about LIS’ use and significance within the texts; thus sheddingnlight

underlying ideological motives within the corpora.

In Salama’s (2011) study, the main focus of analysis was on the use of collocates in
relation to paradigms. That is, the examination of frequent lexical occurrasntiesy
relate/contribute to overriding views within a society. The study was carriediogttwo
books regarding Wahhabi-Saudi Islam and was based on the analysis of the coaufati
statistically prominent node words using Key Word in Context (KWIC) analysespi
these methodological measures, the research was still based on idealbgipettation in
that both texts which were examined were selected due to their portrayaki@ia tygpe of
ideology (they were chosen due to the presence of antagonism in both texts). Vénile Sal
does compare language use in the corpora to a general corpus of Americam (Ereglis

Corpus of Contemporary American Eng)igh solution to many methodological problems
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in CDA, proposed by Stubbs in 1997), the analysis is based on the antagonistic language
used within the two books examined. As a result of this, the research findings highlight the
very linguistic antagonism in both books which was acknowledged from the start of the
research. In this respect, the Salama study serves as an exploratiorsefdth&R in

corpus assisted CDA research. Also, the SP-based methodological tools Sakosedoe
are deployed in similar ways to many past studies. That is, node words wetedsaiel

were then searched with the intention of delineating their overall prosody #i¢hin

corpora. Because of this, Salama’s results—though immensely helpful in informing the
methodology used in the present study—must be viewed critically in that thechesea
effectively highlighted the antagonistic language which was alreambgnized in one way

or another in beginning the research, and which was deemed a notable feature in the
corpora from the beginning. Nonetheless, the Salama study is one of the mosidigal st
published to date in regard to the current project. While it can be criticized foinfgpcuns
antagonistic language within antagonistic corpora, it is one of the only promitielesa

(at least at the time of this writing) which has taken the extra step—being) tadithe

present study—of combining semantic theory (namely semantic prosody) toghs-cor

based methodology set forth by Baker et al. (2008) with Methodological Synergy.

Regardless of the ‘weaknesses’ highlighted in the discussion of the above twe studi
(Salama, 2011; Baker et al., 2008), they represent two very important steps vimgchie
more even-handed and objective methodology for conducting CDA research. Théiresearc
carried out by Baker et al. serves to lay the groundwork for the methodologingecha
employed here by showing that CDA can effectively be complemented fyscor

linguistics tools; while Salama (2011) took this methodological pairing a stéeifiny
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adding the use of collocations to the analysis process, thus—in theory—making the
analysis more objective. However, where both studies seem to come up short t®m rela
to the selection of the data used. Even after beginning to integrate corpuditsguis

CDA studies, the data analysis has remained largely subjective and idalbjogic
influenced. That is, although data collection approaches have begun to change, the dat
interpretation has not. Additionally, while Salama’s research is more metigaciily
even-handed than Baker et al., it relies on the discourse found in one very spegitit ar
language use (the books analyzed); at the same time, Baker et al. lookedaatea
language area but examined the collocates of very specific, pre-detdrins. Although
different researchers have looked at these characteristics ofithia figfferent ways, some
of the most promising advances have come as a result of the use of semantic theory.
Indeed, while both studies offer very important ideas for carrying out moreiebjémims

of CDA research, they each have certain methodological weaknesses (eventibguagh t
small). However, in the current study the strengths of each approach are ugesliton
approaches based in semantic theory in order to propose a better way to carry aut simil

analyses.

2.4. Application of a Semantic Approach

As can be seen in the preceding discussion, CDA has traditionally focused on ¢éanguag
from an overtly subjective perspective. This is true both from the perspective of data
selection and from that of data analysis. While studies which have utilized corpus
technology have served as a response to this ‘problem,’ the issue of analg#is f@m
important one in being able to establish a truly objective form of carryingadt C

research. This being so, despite the fact that it has not been very frequehtty use
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research, there is little evidence to say that semantic theory cannot bd &ppli@DA-
influenced methodology, as has been shown by Freake, Gentil & Sheyholislami (2011),
Salama (2011), Baker et al. (2008) and Orpin (2005). Using these studies as a basis, the
present research intends to pair SP (the advantages of which are discussed tielow) wi
elements of Methodological Synergy (Baker et al., 2008). The combination otwese
approaches will allow for CDA-style research to be carried out with malnimput from the

researcher—thus responding to one of the principal weaknesses in CDA methodologies.

One of the most prominent instances of a fusion between Methodological Synergy and
theoretical linguistics was a 2010 study by Prentice which looked at Scotishatiat
discourses using semantic tagging. This study looked at the language usedibly Scott
nationalist sources in portraying Scottish independence movements. Although normally
this sort of study would be carried out with a simple textual analysis, Pratitized an
electronic corpus to semantically tag certain linguistic featurésrvihe texts. This
allowed Prentice to focus not on the interpretation of a few scattered instéocest
nationalist language, but on the general use of certain features (theScss fufr instance)
throughout an enormous array of texts, while simultaneously examining howedhasges
were presented in order to ‘construct’ a certain perspective or frame agproach was
taken by Prentice, “...on the grounds of [CDA researchers’] subjectivecappii of a
coding system that has been created to fit the data under investigation,” (p. 408%e Prent

goes on to suggest that,

this criticism is only partially addressed by applying one’s categfioiz system to
a large volume of textual data, as there still exists a degree of subjentthe

analyst’s application of the categorization systAotomated semantic tagging,
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which offers us one possible way around this problem, and would allow relatively
straightforward replication, involves the application of a computerized semantic

coding system. (p. 408)

Semantic theory is one of the pillars of theoretical linguistics. Since Sertteatry posits
that LIs carry inherent meaning in any language, it follows that Liseaponsible for the
communication of linguistic messages and, by proxy, the sorts of underlying descours
which are looked at in most CDA studies. Since semantics is generally sesmmdasyst
apart from context-based interpretations of language, semantic méeatragsparently
present; its presence, then, dictates the underlying meaning present in a gigen us
language (either written or oral). To date, semantics has not been utilieadiealy in
studies dealing with CDA issues. Notwithstanding, there is a great deal ofgddtarits

application in such areas. This is particularly true with regard to crossdliigstudies.

Indeed, the present study is designed to experiment with and test this vergtegplic
of semantic theory. Through the fusion of the approaches discussed in the preceding
sections, it is proposed that a coherent, consistent, practical methodology caatdzk cre

through which media discourse can be examined critically, but objectively.

One of the most obvious applications of semantic theory to CDA is through the use of
semantic prosody. Generally speaking, semantic prosody in itself is wbas32007)
calls, “...a relationship of habitual co-occurrence,” (p. 1) or what Morley anch&art
(2009) have described as ‘evaluative harmony.” This is to say that—sinceisemant
prosody is based on the analysis of collocations—it is predominantly focused on the idea

that individual LIs have certain, consistent connotations (whether they be ‘good,’ fbad’ o
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‘neutral’). Further, these LIs and their respective collocates angs®®th have an effect

on and be affected by the linguistic environment in which they occur (Zhang, 2010; Morley
& Partington, 2007; Stubbs, 2001b). Although the general understanding of so-called
evaluative harmony is somewhat divided insofar as scope (Hunston, 2007), thereak gene
agreement in the field that LIs and their respective collocates both hatfecme and are
affected by the linguistic environment in which they occur (Zhang, 2010; M&rley
Partington, 2007; Stubbs, 2001b). In this respect, semantic prosody is well-suited to CDA
research—especially in relation to the cyclical relation between dszand reality which

is discussed above (Carvalho, 2008) and in identifying frames.

Despite this potential for application, the studies which have been carried out using a
semantic prosody-based methodology have been relatively limited. Sincechmed the
term ‘semantic prosody’ in 1993, the vast majority of studies which have beerdaarti
using a methodology featuring semantic prosody have been dedicated to the ahalysis o
single words or single phrases. While this is not the case in every instagreantic
prosody research (see, e.g., Ping-fang & Jing-chun, 2009; Zhang, 2009; Partington, 2007;
Xiao & McEnery, 2006), there are relatively few studies which do not focus on semanti
prosody according to use and semantic environment (Yusuf, 2010; Stubbs, 2005) or
metaphor (Fillmore et al., 1988; Oster, 2010). Despite the fact that—at least at fi
glance—these types of semantic prosody studies are unrelated to the iapdieisty
proposed here, they serve an important purpose in that they lay out the potentia¢strategi
approaches, and forms of analysis that can be used in carrying out a study whahautil

semantic prosody as a methodological tool.
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At its most basic level, SP is the analysis of collocations, what Fillmote(&088)—
in reference to idioms—call, “familiar pieces familiarly arrangd@d,”510). That is, groups
of words which consistently occur in groups within a given language. John Sinclair
(1991)—one of the founding fathers of corpus and collocation research refers to two
principles in collocation interpretation: the open-choice principle and the idiompbeinc
Both of these principles acknowledge that co-occurrence is a vital and uhigatsee of
language; however, whereas the open-choice principle views languagetad slots’
waiting to be filled, the idiom principle conceptualizes is as a system in e4itzhin
combinations do not appear randomly (thus accounting for the idea of familiayearamt

put forth by Fillmore et al.).

To date, the most common usage of semantic prosody has been the analysis of
idiomatic expressions and metaphors. While there have occasionally been innovative
applications (Salama, 2011—in terms of the study’s use of SP as a complement o CDA)
analyzing the prosody of individual words within large corpora to determinentiost
general prosodies remains the most accepted application. However,satheranalysis of
metaphoric language focuses on seemingly unchangeable units of language, the
examination of the collocates of individual words searches for more ‘flepiieerns
within language. The analysis of single words as they occur throughout hundreds of
contexts is one of the most frequently used forms of semantic prosody investigation.
Indeed, it is this type of study which gave birth to ‘Semantic Prosody’ as atitenag
actually Sinclair’s realization in 1987 that LIs suchhappenandset inalmost always co-
occurred with ‘negative’ events when looking at the Cobuild corpus which sparked the idea

that semantic prosody might not only exist, but be systematically preshimt lahguage
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(see Zhang, 2010; Partington, 2004 for discussion). This, in turn led to Louw’s famous
1993 study examining a few different LIs as well as coining the term fgenpaosody’ in
reference to Firth’s (1957) use of prosody to describe phonological charaxtenisich

carried across words and sentences in speech giving the approach, “...itdifitsbmea
‘consistent aura of meaning with which a form is imbued by its collocatestivil.1993 as
cited in Zhang, 2010, p. 190). While Louw’s study focused on the presence of irony in
texts the field has since expanded to focus more prominently on questions of positive and

negative connotations regarding habitual use of certain words in language.

These studies have confronted many uses of language, from looking at word uses as
varied as the semantic prosody (SP) of the spoken uebaif(Yusuf, 2010) to things as
simple as the use of the lexical itéear as a collocation used to portray emotions (Oster,
2010). However, regardless of the fact that there would seem to be a new crop atsemant
prosody-related studies being published, the majority of readily availabl¢igatens
continue to focus on broad, descriptive aims on the one hand (Stubbs, 2005; Partington,
2004) and research which shows more explicitly the presence of SP in language by using
analyses focusing on irony (Partington, 2007) and cross-linguistic companigba other

(Zhang, 2009; Xiao & McEnery, 2006).

Despite the fact that the field may seem broad in its approaches, it isyagtuta|
limited in that the majority of studies simply focus on looking at semantic pyesutl
describing it within a given corpus. That is, there have been few practicalatippls
using semantic prosody. Part of this is because the field is so young; howeveack uf
application is also due to the sheer enormity of what can be looked at using SP.

Nonetheless, some practical investigations have been carried out and these-stiatig
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with descriptive accounts of semantic prosody—serve to lay a solid foundation on which to
base practical applications of semantic prosody. This is principally due to thieaftac

there has not been a solid proposal made regarding how to go about undertaking a semantic
prosody study. This has, as a result, led to a general lack of methodologicakoagsist

within published studies.

Stubbs (2005), for example, carried out a study of Joseph Conrad’$lbadkof
Darknessusing methodology very similar to what is alluded to in much of the published
literature regarding semantic prosody. While Stubbs’ research focusedhmsthery
similar to those found in discussions of semantic prosody, the term itself does not appea
once in the article. In fact, it does not even appear when discussing the contributams whi
John Sinclair made to the field. Nonetheless, the article is a fine exampleotehéal
for application which semantic prosody possesses. Stubbs uses corpus linguistsesto dis
the language use employed by Conrad, eventually culminating in a linglydbiaséd
discussion of the literary style employedHeart of Darkness Although the study does
not explicitly address semantic prosody, many of the findings are reminis@arhahtic

prosody-based research (i.e. Conrad’s use of antonymous pairs and lexieatcont

Although the Stubbs study (2005) is likely one of the most practical studies on semanti
prosody-related themes, there are other semantic prosody-specifis sthdib feature
interesting applications of the approach. Yusuf (2010), for example set out to find the
prosody of the node wombot. Using corpus analysis tools, Yusuf found that in the vast
majority of cases in whictobotis found in spoken language it possesses positive prosody
characteristics stemming from the fact that robots are used to aid humaasiktiatef

work. While there obviously are not a great many studies which specificallg bn



Discourse Across Borders 51

semantic prosody as a practical methodology for linguistics researdtyties which
have been published do serve to establish a base on which to construct a new

methodological approach to CDA using SP methodologies.

With this in mind, the present study combines some of the methodological tools
discussed here (in relation to SP) and above (in relation to CDA and corpus linguistics
Through this synthesis, the study is able to focus on relatively small,isttaahdom
corpora from a specific language area and carry out a CDA study ofalgagsae within
these corpora using SP in a novel way. The methodology which was used here and the

justification for it are discussed below.
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3. Methodology

The following section presents an overview of the research steps which were taken in
order to design, propose and test the new approach to CDA research which is discussed
here. Generally speaking, this approach was made up of four hierarchically érrange
interconnecting parts. The steps which were undertaken were the product of afserie
brief pilot studies (see Section 3.1.1, p. 58) and were designed to offer the researcher
authentic data while simultaneously limiting the role that they would haveainiag and

analyzing it.

First, two corpora were constructed. These corpora were each made up old¢etdd se
to form representative samples of particular language communities’ @ganetnglish and
Mexican Spanish) print media discourse during a given month. In the present ati@stig
newspaper reporting was the only genre of print media examined. Secondtiaatati
analysis of lexical frequency was undertaken and a frequency limitstadsdished. This
was then followed by an examination of the collocates of frequently occursngade
words); these were selected using the frequency ‘ceiling’; and finadigetcollocations
which were found to be statistically salient were analyzed alone, as paxtoai |
groupings as well as both inter- and intra-linguistically. This was done thtoegise of a
variety of means including frequency analysis and semantic prosody amatigisand

across both corpora.

This multi-faceted approach was designed to analyze a stratified raadgsteof
language use from a specific language domain. The set of steps used in thestudyent

allowed for a methodology in which critical language was preseatie researcher
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through its mere presence in the corpus data instead of one in which the researcher
deliberately searchddr language which was deemed (by the researcher) to be ‘critical.’
This characteristic of the present investigation is not only a hallmark ofyitsiisearch,
but marks the most obvious deviation from the typical procedures utilized in manyysrevi

CDA-based studies (see, e.g., Orpin, 2005; Fairclough, 1995).

3.1. Overview of the Methodology Used

The current project utilized two principle methodological approaches (CADS and SP
analysis) in order to explore the potential of an approach to CDA in which texaual D
could be carried out as objectively as possible. Together, these approached fafow
testing and carrying out a new approach to CDA research. Due to the methodological
weaknesses which are laid out in the above sections with regard to both CDA-based studies
and—to a lesser extent—SP studies, the current research project combinedthe use
CADS (Freake et al., 2011) viewed from a critical standpoint (e.g. Bakér 2008;
Orpin, 2005) with semantic prosody analysis (Oster, 2010; Louw, 2008) in order to address
the themes usually examined by CDA researchers from a new and morevebjecti
perspective. This combination of approaches was seen as complimentary for a fumber o
reasons (discussed in detail in Chapter 2, p. 29) and was chosen in order to exploit the

strengths of both approaches rather than focusing on their weaknesses.

Semantic prosody, for one, has very seldom been used for anything except this analy
of single lexical manifestations across mega corpora. As such, its usenaftes,snore
practical level was seen as an important tool for effectively analyzenfindings gleaned

from corpus analyses—something missing or under-represented in previous exydarat
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CDA-corpus linguistics combinations (Salama, 2011; Baker et al., 2008). For example,
while researchers like Oster (2005) have looked at varied occurrences elalds tadear
or the concept atorruption (Orpin, 2005) using SP analysis, few, if any, have used SP as a

tool to aid in the practical analysis of language and discourse.

At the same time, the use of corpus assisted CDA (and SP) on a more focused scale
allows for a more complete analysis. This emphasis is something missingyimorks,
which tend to select a specific lexical grouping in a mega corpus (ofemnérexical item
or synonyms for expressing a concept—similar to SP analyses) and ahadyage many
contexts as possible with the end goal of laying out the underlying discounsassling
the unit analyzed (see, e.g., Salama, 2011; Baker et al., 2008). Although the analysis of
mega corpus can provide interesting findings, the data obtained from the corpassoll
be subjected to the researcher’s subjective interpretation and analysis. Athgitibese
sorts of studies lack the ability to effectively analyze particularegesnd environments on
a macro scale. This is partly due to features such as ‘seasonal coll(Bakes et al.,

2008) in which certain language uses, “...are very frequent in a small number of ¢gars,”
286). With these methodological weaknesses in mind, the use of corpora based on
stratified random samples from a specific area was complemented by thfeSkse that
both methodological tools were made more practical and the resulting stugyowaked

with a more complete theoretical foundation. Together, the two methods serve as a
potential solution to many of the problems found in traditional approaches to CDA

research.

Through the fusion of these two approaches, the present investigation looked to address

two oft-cited weak points in CDA research: text selection and analysisacries an
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answer to the arbitrary selection of texts pointed out by Prentice (2010),accoimmany
traditional CDA studies, texts were selected based on minimal topieddéxical
characteristics and were included in the final corpora only if they compiiactertain
criteria set forth at the beginning of the research process. Furthermorder to facilitate
the analysis of large quantities of text, AntConc 3.2.4 (Anthony, 2011), a corpus analysis
program was utilized in the examination of the final corpora of texts. As a respohee to t
types of textual analyses often employed in CDA research, an approach based on SP
analysis (particularly addressing the presence of collocations)heasrcin order to

analyze the overall discourse present in the corpora. This not only grounds the corpus
findings in theory but also highlights the general connotations of each corpus and, as a
result, the media discourse in each country regarding the topic shared by both corpora.
Moreover, steps were taken in order to make the approach to traditional CDA which is

presented here as balanced and objective as possible.

To facilitate the methodological fusion used in the present study, various idigryne
steps were taken in piloting, designing, assembling, collecting data from dymranthe
corpora. These steps, as they relate to different phases of the reseash, pieclaid out
briefly here and are discussed individually in more detail below. This study oslithe
use and analysis of two corpora. These two corpora were assembled using/topicall
parallel newspaper articles (focused on ‘drug-related violence’ in Mexiddhe United
States). All articles had been published during a single, randomly selectddduaongy
2011 in newspapers from the United States (published in English) and Mexico (published

in Spanish).
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After having been constructed, the corpora were analyzed for lexicaéfregu
collocations and the Mutual Information (MI) scores of the collocates ohsaliele
words. The use of Ml scores in corpus linguistics gives the researcher acalime
representation of the ‘strength’ of a collocation and has been used previouslyes studi
combining CDA and corpus linguistics as well as in semantic prosody stuekeSdlama,
2011; Oster, 2010 for discussion). Mutual Information (M) scores determine, “...whether
there is a higher-than-random probability of the two items [the node being examined and a
given collocate] occurring together,” (Mautner, 2009, p. 125). This was done for all

statistically salient LIs in both corpora.

After having created the final corpora, a raw frequency list was dréateach corpus
and was normalized to account for the different sizes of the two corpora. Upon esigblishi
raw counts of lexical frequency for each corpus, a frequency ‘ceiling’ stablshed. Due
to the fact that the corpus was only representative of a very spec#iofdenguage use
and that there were a large number of LIs which only appeared once, the data was not
evenly distributed. Thus, the frequency ‘ceiling’ was defined as a frequencguwience
greater than the mean frequency of lexical occurrence. This allowed fgsiana be
focused on only those LIs with a statistically salient presence in the dd&.hAving
established the frequency ‘ceiling’ for each corpus, a concordance analysiaries out
using LIs which were identified as ‘frequently occurring’ (this set ofdxisluded function

words).

Having defined what constituted a frequent occurrence in the corpora, as weiths w
LIs had particularly ‘strong’ collocates, salient LIs were aredyfor their semantic

prosody by observing their presence in the corpora based on their appearanceoés parts
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collocations and through the use of the concordance tool in the AntConc corpus analysis
program (Anthony, 2011). This was done using the selected collocates’ M| scadasy le
the research to a point at which a general analysis of the semantic popbsatignt
collocations could be undertaken. This analysis set the groundwork for the final daal of t
study: to examine both corpora inter- and intra-linguistically based on |lerit@dations

and semantic prosody.

What follows is a detailed account of the methodology used in the present study.
Because the current project is intended to be used as a starting point for kearelrethe
methodological description is not laid out in a ‘traditional’ format. That is, tips sthich
comprise the method which was used are laid out chronologically as procechsal&tes
was done for two principal reasons. First, the methodology which was used is bsleigica
of steps and to present it in a ‘standard’ format would prove quite confusing; when
presented as logical steps, however, the method as a whole (as well as thie rakimha
informed its creation) can be more easily understood by the reader. Seconthesince
methodology which was employed here is intended to lay the groundwork for similar
studies in the future, a step-by-step description of the methods employed not orgy allow
for simple, straightforward replication as well as further testing, but ti@naparent means
through which to see any flaws within the method proposed here; thus allowing for the

effective implementation of productive changes.

The experimental design which informed and was used in the present studgiggutes
here, chronologically, in its complete form. The initial piloting process ugsed as well
as its connection to the final research design. Following this, requiremetestfor

inclusion in the corpora are detailed and their presence in and importance to the current
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study is made clear. Additionally, the actual data collection and corpusumios is
discussed in detail, particular attention is paid to the collection of texts, theacorpor
construction and the general characteristics of the corpora analyzelly, Bidgscussion
of the statistical measures employed in analyzing the data is psenteell as a

description of the text analysis process.
3.1.1. Pilot Study

In order to be able to find and address the necessities for and methodological
shortcomings of the current project, the first step which was taken upon having proposed
research was to conduct a pilot study. Because searching for and selegiursgymaterials
was a vital step in establishing as much objectivity as possible, pilotingowsisiered
important as it provided an opportunity to experiment with different search methods while
simultaneously becoming acquainted with the construction and analysis arigxtac
Being as the current project placed great importance on a degree of diyj@sthin data
collection and analysis, it was of the utmost importance that the search tedm®{dhe
searchej returned representative and authentic data. This in turn allowed for the
construction of representative corpora with little or no interference on the phet of
researcher. The piloting period not only helped to gain experience at carryohagaut
collection, but also exposed many weaknesses in search methods which were later

addressed when constructing and carrying out the final research.

The piloting period took place from Octobet”‘z&rough November 18of 2011.
During this period, one data collection was carried out per week. Pilot corp@a wer

searched, constructed and analyzed four times during this period (Friday, @&3ber
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Friday, November % Friday, November 1 and Friday, November I8 Corpora on

these days were constructed from texts published on the day in question, and wex@ select
usingGoogle Newgdiscussed below) between 9 and 10 o’clock p.m. Texts included were
found using set search terms (which evolved during the course of piloting—see Table 1)
and had been published on the day of the search; they additionally were all written by
credited authors. Once a search was carried out, all articles founchelaged in the pilot
corpora. The corpora were then analyzed for raw frequency using theaFest8ous

analysis program (Huning, 2012) and the overall content of the corpora was examined. As
can be seen in Tables 1 and 2, the use of search terms changed for both corpora during the
piloting period. Initially, so-called ‘wild cards’ were used in order to halyeader set of
results; however, this was eliminated from the final methodology; additiotialyinal set

of search terms was selected after experimenting with differentersaahconducting

searches during the first and second pilot runs. Because of this, the seasolvdes

changed to those which were used for the remainder of the pilot study as imethea final

data gathering.

Table 1.Search terms used for English corpus piloting

Pilot Date Search Terms Used Corpus Size
Oct. 28 drug*/viol* (Advanced search) 2,646
Nov. 4 drug OR drugs AND violent OR violence 2,467
Nov. 11 drug OR drugs AND violent OR violence 4,228
Nov. 18 drug OR drugs AND violent OR violence 6,349

*The TextSTAT program was only used during the itpprocess as the most important area of piloting
examining raw frequencies. Upon initiating thedstitself, corpus analyses were carried out usingCaAnc
3.2.4 (Anthony, 2011). This program was selectechhbse it offered a wider range of features—most
notably, tools for statistical analysis such assEbbres; something not possible in TextSTAT.
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Table 1 shows the search terms utilized in carrying out the pilot data ayietdr the
English corpus. As can be seen in the table, the search terms evolved during thefcours
piloting and as they did so, the data analyzed was pulled from increasinglydgrgeac
Table 2 (below) presents the same information for the Spanish corpus piloting and

demonstrates similar patterns of change in the search terms used and insinepora

Table 2. Search terms used for Spanish corpus piloting

Pilot Date Search Terms Used Corpus Size
Oct. 28 droga*/violen* (Advanced search) 3,303
Nov. 4 droga OR drogas AND violente OR violencia 2,234
Nov. 11 droga OR drogas AND violente OR violencia 2,041
Nov. 18 droga OR drogas AND violente OR violencia 8,133

In addition, the use of the Advanced Search settifigoiogle Newsvas abandoned
beginning with the third pilot run. This was deemed necessary because it was found that
the use of a date range returned less reliable results (fewer reseltemlgand many of
them not from the date range being searched). Interestingly, this wdswumdyto be the
case in utilizing the Mexican version @bogle Newsthere was no difference in the search
terms when searching in English and so the Spanish terms were changed. Thedcombine
size of the pilot corpora used in the pilot study (texts from all data collectieg)deas
comparable to that of the final corpora which were used. The English pilot corpus was
made up of 15,590 words (an average of 3,897.5 words per data cofjeatidrihe
Spanish corpus consisted of 15,711 words (an average of 3,927.75 words per data

collection).

® Data collectionrefers to the set of data obtained from one seaftfat is, all the data compiled during each
piloting date.
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As is pointed out above, the main purpose of carrying out a pilot study for the current
project was to fine-tune the search method used so as to distance the reseandier fr
data collection process as much as possible and to minimize direct involvement in
changing, selecting, and assigning the data included in the final corporath®ess, it is
impossible to ever completely remove a researcher from the researcésprobat is to
say that a researcher still sets search terms, selects texdgsden a topic for study and

eliminates texts which are not representative of the discourse arenakamigped.

With this in mind, the pilot portion of the study additionally served to highlight a few of
the types of texts which were consistently found with the broad search teis tise
current study. So, although piloting helped to make the present study’s final methodology
more objective, it additionally highlighted certain points in data collection whazhdwv
need to be addressed manually after data had been collected and corpora had been built.
One of the most critical points highlighted through piloting was the need for individual
revision of the texts selected using the initial search. Because one of thepsiraagf
the present research is that, using the search terms established, gdrgditib be done in
order to select texts, once the search terms were entered, texts cethgetbpic were
found. However, through piloting it became apparent that, due to the minimal search terms
used—the very feature which allowed for a degree of objectivity in textiseleet was
necessary to manually double check to assure that the texts selected bhsexkbarch
were representative of the corpora being analyzed. This was done biglkisiglal set of

minimal characteristics for text inclusion during the pilot period.

In this sense, piloting was one of the most crucial parts of the entire reseaedsproc

While certain characteristics of the present project are reminiscantilarstudies (see,
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for example, Salama, 2011; Baker et al., 2008; Schrgder, 2007), both the care taken in order
to assure as much objectivity as possible in collecting and assembling texts and t

intention of being able to identify a discourse pattern in texts with no expectation of
underlying ideologies would appear to be fairly uncommon in many CDA-bas#idsst

As such, the pilot portion of data collection aided the present research by salitliigin

manner of searching for, criteria for inclusion of, and criteria for exatusi the texts

which formed the final corpora used in the research.

3.1.1.1. Texts

Because the present research was based entirely on the simultaneois @irigalgs
separate, topically parallel corpora, the corpora were built using two seiatahedia
texts (in this case, newspaper articles) which were topically similae corpora which
were analyzed were made up entirely of articles from major Mexican iauedican
newspapers. The newspaper articles included in the final corpora met a sgeafic
characteristics which were representative of a particular topi@-idiated violence’ in the
United States and Mexico. The characteristics which informed the selectexisoas well
as the lexical search terms (see Tables 1 and 2, pp. 59 & 60) served to eliminass any bi
that would result if the corpora were arbitrarily constructed based on the tapic bei
analyzed. The use of two linguistically distinct corpora covering parsflees allowed for
comparisons between the discourses used in each. This then permitted a comparison of
each country’s print media discourse (in the vein of Freake et al. (2011)); as ofmpased t
comparison between a specific discourse and language use in a mega corpus tfi&,, Sala

2011).
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The possibility of choosing texts based solely on topic was acknowledged from the
beginning of research as a potential strategy for corpus constructiondaverded as
much as possible. This was done due to the influence which researchers have been shown
to have on the outcome of a study of this sort if they exercise unilateral anrérdahe
texts chosen for analysis—especially when chosen based on topic (as shown in Poole,
2010). With this potential short-coming in mind—what Stubbs (1997) refers to as
‘circularity’—it was deemed important to design the current study in sucly asvi have
the search terms used in data collection be ‘responsible’ for the brunt of dettial
Thusly, search terms were selected which reflected the underlyingshénah informed
the greater media discourse being studied here (e.g. Orpin, 2005). In this casensari
on drug- and violence-related lexical units were used for searching for andicgltsta.
Although these search terms evolved during the course of the pilot study (se€elTaides
2, pp. 59 & 60), they were consistently centered on the presence of LIs related tandrugs
violence within print news articles, thus serving to almost completelyatetsie texts
which were collected to stories centered on the current ‘drug-related ableidexico
and the United States. While the steps which allowed for this text selectienaneeand
will continue to be imperfect, the initial piloting process was immensely itapobecause

it allowed for the design of the data collection process which was used in thesieatah.

During the course of piloting it became apparent that there would need to be a further
step employed in order to effectively limit the automatically colktd&a used in the final
corpora. This was done only in the final data collection and was done in order to assure
(based on findings from the pilot study) that the corpora were as repraseofdtie

language being studied as possible. Although some of the criteria for teiibselesre
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established beforehand (the use of only ‘hard news’ stories, for instance) otleers wer
established based on methodological issues which were found during the course of the pilot
study. The criteria used in compiling and constructing the final corporaidreuit in

detail below.

3.1.1.2. Text Selection Criteria

In order to analyze the most representative corpora possible for the disceubsengs
studied, it was first important to establish the criteria which would be used tnohete
whether or not individual texts would or would not be included in the final corpora. This
was done using categories which were established during the pilot study ahdwstec
applied after having first collected the data for the final corpora. That ise#neh terms
(established based on experimentation during the pilot study) were used ttedextpi
corpora; following this, the criteria for text inclusion were applied and tetxish fell
outside of these criteria were excluded from the final corpora. In the imékesing
redundant in selecting texts for the final analysis, the inclusion-exclusioesgra@as
carried out in three parts. Each of these parts was progressively less inmddveuaed

on more subjective criteria.
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Figure 1. Process for determining inclusion in or exclusion from final corpora

Selection of texts
for inclusion

Elimination for
generic criteria

Elimination of
'anomalies’

The first part of the text selection process was the text search. Tius s#dhe
process was the broadest and also the most objective part of the corpora buildingmprocess
that it was dependent only on established search terms enter€@boule Newsfurther,
all results which were brought up by this search were examined. Followingtbh se
portion of the research, texts were eliminated based on ‘macro’ criteria. ifEn&aevhich
were employed in this step of the research process were intended to corarehffi@ty of
genre- and sample-based aspects of the final corpora. This was done to asserre that
the two corpora were as similar—and thus, comparable—as possible. While this section
was more subjective than the previous step, since the criteria were based onetleiggnr
examined (English- and Spanish-language hard news articles) and eafdiplee
characteristics of the texts found in the first step, the researcher playadral role in
actually ‘deciding’ on any inclusions or exclusions. In this sense, this stepl ssraesort
of check list, articles were looked at individually and—based on the list of chastcseri
deemed necessary for corpus inclusion—were included or discarded based on whether or
not they possessed the genre characteristics necessary for corpusrir(skesiTable 3, p.

67). Finally, after having constructed corpora which were relatively rejegse of the
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generic and topical features being examined, a second round of eliminationsneasoca
before arriving at the final corpora (which were used for analysis). Tinsl rof

eliminations (discussed below) was the most subjective step in the texbsebeotess,
but—once again—principally relied on the characteristics of the individualliextg

looked at and not on the researcher’s own opinions (at least to the extent to which such a
thing is possible). Additionally, though more intrusive and subjective than previous steps
this step had the smallest impact on the overall makeup of the final corporalgrimari

because the majority of articles which could be eliminated already had been

3.1.2. Sample Selection and Corpus Construction

In order to keep the corpora used in the current study as unbiased as possible, the most
minimal criteria possible were utilized in establishing and building both corpdra.was
done so as to avoid the very problems—characteristic of similar studies—whiphojleist
intended to confront (see Poole, 2010; Prentice, 2010 for discussion). However, these
criteria were also established with care in order to ensure that the caapaiaed

representative of the topic being examined.

The articles which were examined were selected USoagle Newgsee Section 3.1.1,
p. 58). Through the use of a table of random numbers, a month in 2011 was chosen
(October) and all articles included in both corpora had been published during that month.
This was done because 2011 was the most recent full year. That is, all stagias wer
current as possible while still allowing for complete random selection inrtidés could

have been chosen from any month during 2011.



Discourse Across Borders 67

Upon having randomly selected October of 2011 as the sample month, articles were
searched for and compiled usi@gogle New®y employing a set of parallel criteria for
each corpus. Based on findings from the pilot stage, articles were seargwgdddy (that
is, articles were not searched using a date range). This was done becagstndymiot
period a day by day search was found to yield more accurate and completehasidts
search using a date range (i.e. an article search for publications betetebard' and
October 31). First, all articles which appeared on Geogle Newsite for a given day
were included in the initial sample. Following this, the list (all artipléslished in the
month) was pared down using a set of generic criteria established for cogtitod sample

size and representativeness of the corpora.

Table 3. Criteria for inclusion in or exclusion from English and Spanish corpora

For Inclusion For Exclusion
Published in Mexico or US Published outside of US and Mexico
Published in October 2011 Non-newspaper (magazine, blog post, etc.)
Contain violen* and/or drug* (English) Non-hard news (editorial, sports, humaagstjter
Contain violen* and/or droga* (Spanish) Translations of stories from anathetry
Have a credited author Published by wire service (AP, Reuters, ¢ciédgc

All stories which were included in the final corpora had to have been published online
between October®land 3% of 2011. All stories included in the final corpora additionally
had to have been written by credited writers. That is, no wire service staress st
reprinted from wire services, oedaccionesvere included. The only exceptions to this
stipulation were stories written by credited authors which were s@ohtdtwire services
and then distributed (i.e. a wire story with an author’'s name doytfiae). This was done

in order to keep the corpora as representative of the discourse being studied as was
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possible. Although wire stories obviously have writers, they go through a differe
editorial process and are written for a more general audience thaticdes avith credited
reporters. Another exception was made for articles written by *&tathis has begun to
be a common practice in northern Mexico to preserve reporter anonymity due neceiole

perpetrated against journalists.

The only articles which were included in the construction of the final corposa we
‘hard news’ stories. These are stories which are commonly referreti¢adigeor front
pagearticles. That is, no opinion, editorial, or human interest stories were included in the
construction of the final corpora. Additionally, magazine articles, presseslearticles
published by think-tanks, obituaries and stories published in countries outside of the United
States and Mexico were excluded from the final corpora. This was done for reiasitars

to those which informed the exclusion of wire stories from the current study.

Because the present research is being presented as a response to QDA relsea
important to focus on media discourse and the underlying social and political discourse
which inform its development in the public eye. While opinion and human interest writing
presents an accurate portrayal of current, popular discussions, they aredserngpive of
‘colloquial’ discussion to be included in the current research project. On the other hand,
‘hard news’ is—in theory, at least—a non-biased recounting of events. As such, these
stories are more representative of the sort of discourse which CDA usxeafhynes and,
in isolation, represent a genre of print media in which (ideally) no underlyinggieal
discourse should exist. This is the case because of this ‘representativengsh,aas

Carvalho’s (2008) assertion that journalistic discourse intersects with &gt of life
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and that underlying discourse found in ‘hard news’ stories is important in that bewill

taken at face value to be ‘objective truth’ by the audience being exposed to it.

In addition to these generic considerations, all articles used necessarlyecbwith
the following micro-level lexical limitations which, in addition to allowing &or accurate
and parallel method for searching and selecting articles, ensured thabgags was
comprised of articles reporting highly similar topics. This was done in ordentmtfor
the types of language and discourse topics being examined as much as possibtet The fi
step in applying criteria to article selection was establishing searols.t Following a
month-long period of weekly piloting (see Section 3.1.1, p. 58), during which time many
approaches were taken to utilizing search terms witlmiogle Newsthe following criteria

were established for collecting Mexican and American newspapdesutic

* Mexican articles were searched usidgpgas OR droga AND violente OR violencia

* American articles were searched usidigigs OR drug AND violent OR violence

The use of these particular search phrases was made necessary byhhé Gmdle does
not allow one to search through the use of ‘stemming.” That is, a seadrodawill
search every morphological variant of the lexical item @.@ga drogas anddrogadg.
However, there is no way to search for variantdrofawhen it occurs as the stem of a
given word. A search fafrogawill not yield results for a lexical item likendrogadafor
example. Additionally, during the course of piloting the search terms to be used, it
found that searchingroga—despite claims made by Google (2011)—Ilimited results far
more than if botldrogaanddrogaswere used. This was found to be the case when

searching foriolenteandviolenciag as well; this was the case when searching for
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newspaper stories in English as well. The search for published articles contaas@d. Is
formed the first part of the corpus construction process. The initial corpuslsari¢les
and headlines which appeared in a search—before delimiting them genericallyakde

3, p. 67) was 160 articles published in English and 160 articles published in Spanish.

Upon having selected articles from these initial corpora (based on the ceefsmton
steps laid out above), two separate corpora were constructed. The English cerpus wa
made up of 33 articles with a total of 24,351 LIs. The Spanish corpus was made up of 24

articles with a total of 12,181 Lls.

Figure 2. Number of articles per day included in English and Spanish corpora
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Figure 2 shows the number of articles used in the final corpora—according toelod dat

publication—before the elimination of ‘anomalies’ (discussed below). Théearteatured

in this phase of the corpus construction were those which had not been eliminated for

generic features. In total, approximately 80.4% of English corpus aréinkk 85% of
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Spanish articles were eliminated due to country of publication, genre, lack oftacredi

author, etc. (see Table 3, p. 67).

Based on the newspapers being searched as well as the search terms udeal| afmos
the texts encountered were related to current ‘drug-related violence’ icdvend the
United States. However, there were some ‘anomalies’ within the texastedliwhich
were eliminated prior to the construction of the final corpora. These ‘anonfielli@sto
two main categories which for the purposes of the current study werelealtsad and
topical anomalies. Although these would seem to be two separate categories of anomalies
(and in some cases they were), most of the articles which were elimiratethé final
corpora fell into both of these broad categories; lexical anomalies wietesawhich came
up in theGoogle Newsearch due to the presence of eithelen* or drug* within the text,
but not both. Though there were instances of lexical anomalies in which the article was
still included in the final corpora (due to being on-topic), all of the texts which were
eliminated for this reason were also topically anomalous (e.g. stboas @rescription
drugs, marijuana legalization or domestic violence). On the other hand, the texts which
were eliminated for being topically anomalous were often only eliminatadgar. For
example, two articles were eliminated from the final English corpus fogladiout a
police operation to arrest members of a motorcycle gang. In this exampbeigalthe
articles complied with the search terms established for inclusion in the cdoptira (
articles contained uses wblen* anddrug*), topically the texts were not related to the
media discourse being studied. As such, they were eliminated from the final coiiora

told, 11 articles (a total of 9,960 LIs) were eliminated from the final Bmglispus. No
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articles were eliminated from the Spanish corpus, indicating that the newedewbrch

featured one or both LIs had to do with the topic being studied.

Table 4. Lexical and topical elimination criteria for English and Spanish corpora

Lexical Topical
Occupy Wall Street
"Bath Salts"
Non-Mexican/American (same topic)
Afghanistan/Iraq Wars
US-specific drug/crime stories

drug*/droga* in non-illicit context

violen*/violen* in domestic abuse context

Table 4 shows the lexical and topical criteria for elimination from the forplus. These
were established during the pilot period based on the consistent appearan@rof cert
topics. Some of the topical ‘anomalies’ were very closely related to the(éogidJS-
specific stories), while others were found due to the lexical charaictens$the article(s)
(e.g. those reporting on drug issues in other places). In the case of the ledtéopioal
anomalies the topic being reported on was extremely similar to that beingdstoali was
eliminated (e.g. drug violence in Honduras). The first two topical anomalies, othdére
hand, represented a form of what Baker et al. (2008) called ‘seasonal colloThtdss,
topics which were briefly popular in the news media. In this case, both topical aasmali
were found in the US corpus and were topics which were heavily reported durinly the fa
months of 2011. Table 5 gives a brief overview of the actual articles eliminatedHe

final corpus due to being lexically or topically anomalous.
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Table 5. Articles eliminated from final corpora

Number of Texts Language Topic
1 English Soldier shooting
2 English  Arkansas drug arrests
2 English Honduras crimes
1 English Drug trial
2 English Motorcycle gangs
1 English Chinese boat traffic
1 English  Marijuana legalization
1 English Occupy Wall Street
2 English "Bath Salts"

Table 5 shows the articles eliminated from the final corpora according to ¢engtia
publication and topic. These articles were eliminated due to both lexical and topical
anomalies and included articles about the Occupy Wall Street movement, théBath of
Salts’ in the Northeastern United States, marijuana legalization and a €hiiiésry
operation to stop the use of boats in the methamphetamine trade, among others.
Interestingly, the American corpus was the only one which required alielkelgminated
for these reasons. Although there were both topically and lexically anomalcustie
Spanish corpus, they were all eliminated by the time this step was taken dua&b gene
criteria (see Table 3, p. 67) such as having been published outside of Mexico, or not having

been written by a credited author.

3.1.3. Statistical Analysis of Corpora

Due to the nature of the present study, one of the most vital steps in carrying out a
semantic prosody analysis of the text corpora was to first realizesticahtinalysis of
both corpora. This was deemed important to the current study in that a statibtsalil

analysis serves as a response to many of the weaknesses present ingastep CDA
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which have already been laid out and discussed. Beginning with the point of viewIput fort
by Carvalho (2008), that an open reading (with limited pre-conceived notions of potential
findings or goals of analysis) of texts “...allows for the identification ontlost

significant characteristics of the data...” (p. 166), it follows that a corpugsiarovides

the researcher with a way to carry out this type of ‘open’ approach to aralysikrge

scale. Further, the use of statistical analysis of corpora can pernasédsgaher to easily
focus on LIs which occur with a statistically high frequency, thus allowingesesarch to
more effectively examine the discourse present across texts by éstgblse-selection’
(Oster, 2010). In this way, a consistent manner of text analysis could béshsthblhich

was wholly dependent on lexical frequency and—by virtue—textual charéicgeri$hus

the researcher is able to study ‘normal’ occurrences within the text andhatothey may
have noticed or found interesting. This is an important step because it avoids the most
common pitfall present in most CDA and semantic prosody studies in which the mesearc
sets out to analyze a particular word from the beginning of the investigationiitiong

way or another, shaping the analysis itself) (see, e.g. Oster, 2010; Carvalho,&608; L

2008).

With these points in mind, the final corpora constructed for the present project were
statistically analyzed for frequency and statistically saliéhivere then analyzed using the
collocation search tool in the AntConc corpus analysis program (Anthony, 2011). This was
done in order to focus on only those lexical features which were prominently featured i
each corpus, thus avoiding the common CDA pitfall of “cherry-picking” whiclufeatto
analyze (Mautner, 2009). Each corpus was subjected to two distinct statjs¢ications

whose purpose was to bring lexical characteristics of each corpus to the.stitieceas
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done in order to permit pertinent data to ‘appear’ by virtue of its presence wighin t
corpora. Statistical ‘ceilings’ were used for the initial frequencyyamsaénd then for the
collocation analysis (see section 3.1.4). Together, these ‘ceilings’ rhaatti¢ data

examined could verifiably be seen as salient within the corpora.

3.1.4. Node and Collocation Selection

After having constructed both final text corpora, they were first anclyggethe raw
frequency of each corpora’s individual LIs. This was done using the AntConc corpus
analysis program’s ‘Word List’ feature (Anthony, 2011). Using AntCond¢cééxrequency
lists were obtained for each corpus using the ‘treat all data as lowesetts®] in order to
be as inclusive as possible in collecting data. In analyzing the corporau(jaakyiin
regard to the frequency lists), the data was looked at in terms of ‘type'sokends.” This
distinction, according to Kennedy (1998), is one primarily based on a word’s underlyi
function within a corpus; ‘types’ being individual items and ‘tokens’ being occursesfce
individual types. For example, two distinct morphological realizations of &dihge.qg.
drug anddrugg are seen to be two tokens of a single type. Nonetheless, for the purposes of
the current study tokens were almost exclusively used in analysis. Thibnabecause
the broad presence of LIs was what was deemed most important and not merely whether
they were present or not. For the analysis of American print media, the corpusagsed w

made up of 14,391 tokens. The Spanish language corpus was comprised of 11,982 tokens.

A frequency list was made first in that it allowed for the remainder of seareh
steps to be taken effectively. After the initial frequency list was miidsengle

occurrences were eliminated from it since a single occurrence could mpbfésl
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anything to a study of frequent occurrences. That is, while a LI which appeaeehigint
serve an important purpose within a discourse, without multiple occurrences tbare wa
way to extrapolate conclusions from its presence (for the purposes of the present
methodology). Specifically, an item with a frequency of one could be seen as a random
occurrence. Lls with a frequency of one were by far the most common feattimieshwoih
corpora. In the entire English corpus, 55.5% of LIs only occurred once; while in tlee entir

Spanish corpus single occurrences accounted for 59.8% of the total number of frequent

occurrences.

Table 6. Distribution of lexical items according to frequency in the English corpus

Freq. of Occurrence  Freq. per 1,000 words % of Total

1 through 3 .0695-0.2085 79.87%

4 through 6 0.2770-0.4169 9.70%

7 through 9 0.4864-0.6524 3.40%
10 through 14 0.6949-0.9728 2.69%
15 through 20 1.0423-1.3898 1.42%
21 through 50 1.4593-3.4744 1.75%
51 through 1,000 3.6134-63.9288 1.13%

Table 6 shows the distribution of LI frequencies in the English corpus. As caerhélse
vast majority of LIs occurred between one and three times in the entire cogils.7T

(below) shows the same information for the Spanish corpus.
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Table 7. Distribution of lexical items according to frequency in the Spanish corpus

Freq. of Occurrence  Freq. per 1,000 words % of Total

1 through 3 0.0835-0.2504 85.50%

4 through 6 0.3338-0.5008 7.88%

7 through 9 0.5842-0.7511 2.61%
10 through 14 0.8346-1.1684 1.64%
15 through 20 1.2519-1.6692 0.57%
21 through 50 1.7526-3.6722 0.78%
51 through 1,000 4.7571-78.701 1.77%

After having eliminated all single occurrences from the corpora, thergidexical
frequency of each corpus was determined in order to establish a frequelnoy.’c&his
was deemed to be the average frequency of lexical occurrence of theimgrtakens for
each corpus (9.25 for the English corpus and 8.53 for the Spanish corpus). As such, the LIs
included in the present study occurred with a frequency of ten or higher in thehEnglis
corpus and nine or higher in the Spanish corpus (with a minimum of 0.6524 occurrences
per 1,000 words in English, and 0.7511 in Spanish); having done this, the corpora used for

final analysis were considered to be representative of the most sflyistadient LIs in

each language.

After finding the most statistically salient LIs for each corpus (I&5n English and
71 in Spanish), all function words and single letter tokens were eliminated from both
corpora (Salama, 2011; Orpin, 2005), thus allowing for more focused analysis in $lkeat the
LIs were, by and large, the most frequently occurring in each corpus. Both of émese it
were eliminated for similar reasons, namely that they served a sgmagtiose in the
corpora but not a semantic one. The elimination of function words is standard practice in

CDA research because they are devoid of meaning and thus serve little purpeaaiirgm
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based analyses (Mautner, 2009). Similarly, the majority of single lettersokere

grammatical (i.e. plural and possessive markers or parts of contractions).

Additionally, the elimination of these features helped to make both corpora vastly mor
manageable for analysis. For instance, the athean the frequency list for the English
corpus, occurred nearly nine times as frequently (920 appearances) as didtthe m
frequently occurring content wordrug (108 times). Similar characteristics were found in
the Spanish corpus where the prepositienccurred more than ten times as frequently
(943 times) as did the most common non-function vidédtico (86 times). Due to the
nature of the study being discussed here, both of these steps were included in orker to ma
the total amount of data to be analyzed more manageable and also more lexically
transparent. That is, the data which was analyzed could be said to (a) be rajwresent
the most statistically common lexical uses in each corpus (through theaifegfiency
‘ceiling’) and (b) be representative of meaningful discourse (throughithmation of

function words).

The initial frequency lists for the English and Spanish corpora contained 3,081 and
2,981 Lls, respectively. After having eliminated both single token occurrendes a
function words, the English frequency list contained 115 salient LIs and the Spsinish li
contained 71. The lists which were obtained at this point served as the corpora from which
to draw salient nodes (see below) for the collocation and SP portion of the analysis. A li

of the node words used can be found in Appendix A (see p. 135).
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3.1.4.1. Sorting of Nodes and Collocations

Once the salient node words were selected from each corpus, the final phases of
analysis could begin. This process involved the use of the AntConc corpus analysis
program (Anthony, 2011) to search concordances for all node words, the establishment of a
‘ceiling’ for determining significance of collocate strength andatteial comparison and
analysis of the language used in both corpora. The following sections present the
methodological tools used as well as a discussion of their importance to and use in the

present study.

3.1.4.1.1. Node Words

In all studies which examine the use of certain LIs as part of a KWIChsgarch as
the present study) the basest unit used in the analysis is the ‘node word’ (Bdke20£18;
Xiao & McEnery, 2006; Sinclair, 1991), sometimes also called the ‘key word’ (s@e, Or
2005). The node word is a given LI which is studied alongside its collocates (Sinclai

1991).

Although there are multiple ways to refer to a LI within a corpus as we# as it
classification within said corpus, the most widely used distinction is that wéypehiates
‘types’ from ‘tokens’ (Kennedy, 1998). In the present study, the AntConc corpusprogra
(Anthony, 2011) was used to analyze the presence of both types (all lexiceddentthe
corpora) and tokens (those present in the frequency list). While this distincion is
important one in laying out the groundwork for a lexically based corpus an@ysisas in
Kennedy's case), for the purposes of the current project, the brunt of the methadologic

focus was placed on what Kennedy (p. 251) calls the, “...target item, node word or search
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item.” Although Kennedy and many other authors have alternately used the tevarkey
as a synonym (Prentice, 2010), the terms ‘node’ and ‘node word’ will be employed here a
they are most commonly used in studies which principally focus on concordancgsanaly

(see Salama, 2011; Oster, 2010; Louw, 2008).

The node words which were found through the previous methodological steps (Section
3.1.4, p. 75) were used as the basis for collocation analysis. That is, they served as the
nodes for the KWIC portion of the present study (see Tables 8 and 9). Tokens which are

being examined in their capacity as node words are included in all capital. lette

Table 8. Top ten most frequently occurring nodes in the English corpus

Node Word Raw Freq. Freq. per 1,000 words

DRUG 108 7.50
MEXICO 99 6.88
BORDER 66 4.59

MEXICAN 61 4.24
CARTEL 60 4.17
STATE 52 3.61
OFFICIALS 45 3.13
POLICE 44 3.06
ONE 40 2.78
VERACRUZ 39 2.71

Table 9. Top ten most frequently occurring nodes in the Spanish corpus

Node Word  Raw Freq. Freq. per 1,000 words

MEXICO 86 7.18

VIOLENCIA 59 4.92
DROGAS 57 4.76
ESTADOS 44 3.67
PAIS 39 3.25
UNIDOS 33 2.75
SECUESTRO 32 2.67
GRUPOS 28 2.34
ANOS 27 2.25

ESTADO 27 2.25
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Tables 8 and 9 show the ten most frequently occurring nodes in each corpus along with
the raw frequency and a normalized frequency of occurrence for each oftheades
included here (as discussed above) were content words which occurred at an alagee aver
rate of frequency in each corpus (see Section 3.1.4, p. 75). Upon having drawn up a list of
all the nodes to be used, the next step in the research process was a concordaicefanal

these.

3.1.4.1.2. Concordance Analysis

Having found pertinent node words for each corpus, these were then analyzed for
concordance features using the AntConc corpus analysis program (Anthony, 2011). This
was a necessary step in carrying out a SP analysis of the data contained indooth(see
Louw, 2008; Partington, 2004). As Partington points out, the cornerstone of SP theory
hinges on the idea that most words have inherent evaluative meanings (i.e. negative,
positive, or neutral connotations) and that these can and are used with specific ends
depending on the author or speaker’s intentions. Because of this, it is possible to examine
the consistent in-text behavior of certain LIs using corpus analysis tools inmadeserve
the prosodic characteristics of a given word. One of the most frequently usedfways
going about this is to examine the collocates of specific LIs to analyteernsain their use.

This has been done frequently by many authors (a thorough discussion of this can be found
in Partington (2004)). The present study employed a concordance analysis ueirig sali

node words—the selection of which is described above.
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Because semantic prosodies are formed based on the co-occurrence of certain LI
(Louw, 2008), it was first important to determine what some of the salient ca-@ccer
patterns were in the corpora used here. With this in mind, every node word in each corpus
(135 English LIs and 65 Spanish LIs) was searched usingdhecatestool featured in the
AntConc corpus analysis program (Anthony, 2011). This feature allowed for nodes to be
searched within a given corpus and presented the collocates of each. The tool also can be
adjusted to accommodate different spans of text around a node, and can show how
frequently the node and collocate occurred together and how often a given catutate
before or after the node; the tool also features a statistical tool which cardlie aralyze

different facets of a given search term’s co-occurrence patterns.

For the current research, the concordance analysis was comprised of two main
methodological processes. As with previous research steps, these two points focused on
separating the most salient data possible while simultaneously relyirggititeasubjective
input from the researcher as possible. The node words were searched accordimgaio som
the stipulations set forth by Salama (2011, citing Hunston, 2002). First of all, tedloca
were searched for within a five-word window on either side of the node words. For
example, in a search of the node MEXICO in the English corpus, the tokens which appear
on either side of the node in the sample KWIC analysis presented below (Figure 3)

represent the environment within which collocations were searched by the program.

Figure 3. Sample KWIC presentation from English corpus (MEXICO)

Beltran Leyva cartel, according toMEXICO City s Attorney General Miguel Angel
dividing the city from neighboring MEXICO state along a busy road by the Defense
yet to find the bodies. While MEXICO 's on-going drug war has made its way
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As can be seen in Figure 3, the corpus analysis program shows the node word in context.
Having done this it is then possible to examine the collocates which frequewnitgwo

with the node. In the case of Figure 3, one can easily see that the caity;dbe

example, co-occurs twice with the node in three contexts, suggesting acstiongtion.

Based on this type of analysis, once a search is entered, the AntConc progfamnyAnt
2011) produces a list of frequent collocates along with all pertinent informationtabout

their presence in the corpus, and how they co-occur with the node word being searched.

The present study was carried out using a list of statistically detetrmate words
from each corpus. These words were searched for one at a time using the Ant@asc cor
analysis program (Anthony, 2011). In order to search the node words effectisietya
parallel manner within each corpus, the following steps were taken and thgssett
employed are described. In the interest of including all possible tokensvehaype, Lis
were searched using the ‘treat all data as lowercase’ setting in An{@uthony, 2011).
This means that a search for the node CITY would generate results foistisd_hs part
of a name (as irvlexico City as well as a noun used to describe a populous grouping of
inhabitants bigger than a ‘town’ (both instances of this node’s use are presentiovbe a
KWIC—see Figure 3, p. 82). This insured that no use of a given LI would go unnoticed
when working with the corpora. Additionally, the data shown and consequently used in the
concordance analysis had to have been present two times or more within the cangora. T
decision was very similar to the choice to eliminate single frequenoiestire frequency
list and was used in the data collection portion of the research for the same.reasons
Namely that no matter how strong a given collocation is found to be, it becomedtdidfic

infer anything about its use should it only occur once in a corpus.
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In order to analyze the strength of the individual collocations found through these steps,
MI scores were used. MI scores are a form of ‘association measures’ (BQ08a The
use of Ml scores allows the researcher, “...to rank candidates extramted frorpus...”
(p- 58). Upon having selected the top ranking ‘candidates,’ these can be seen as co-
occurring significantly and can then be analyzed. The use of Ml scores hasdxten us
many similar corpus analysis projects (see Salama, 2011; Oster, 2010; Xiebr&M,
2006) and has been found to be quite effective in highlighting patterns of co-occurrence in
many differently sized corpora (Xiao & McEnery, 2006). The use of Ml scores provides
the researcher with a number corresponding to the ‘strength’ of a giveratiolhocin
cases of MI's use in similar studies (see Salama, 2011; Xiao & McEnery, h@0@)mber
considered representative of significant collocation has been three or higheatiingda
co-occurrence which can be said to have not occurred by chance). In the interest of
limiting the size of data output and being as methodologically rigorous as podsble
current study examined those collocates found to have an Ml score of four or higher. Thus,
all collocates analyzed here had both a Ml score of four or higher and coealcatitir
their corresponding node two or more times within the corpus. Upon having extracted only
these collocates from the full list of collocates for each node, the analgsis of each

corpus’ language use could begin.

3.1.5. Final Analysis of Corpora
After having constructed and statistically analyzed both corpora and haaraped
and sorted the collocates of all statistically salient node words found thaeefmal step
in conducting the analysis was to look at the data obtained from a SP perspectiwgasThis

done in two phases. First, data was looked at according to the raw frequencsioflLdsrt
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(analyzed as nodes); and second, any node words which occurred in both corpora were
examined side by side. Although when looked at as part of the entire analysssproce
(along with corpus construction, and both frequency and collocation analyses)liheesiP-
portion of the present study may seem to make up a small part of the methodology, it wa

the culmination of the preceding methodological steps.

In the present project, the goal was to locate instances of SP in the corpoebems
This was accomplished by examining the data collected in both corpora using@mmént
corpus analysis program (Anthony, 2011). The first part of the SP analysis invwdved t
examination of the most frequently occurring LIs and their collocates in bgibreor
Following this, the same analysis was carried out using any LIs whicmregLiavalent in
the other corpus (e.g. DRUG and DROGA or MEXICO and MEXICO). SP chasditt®ri
were determined for each item based on linguistic competence. That igresodic
characteristics are natural in all words, competent speakers are dbterimine these
features based on experience. While this has been debated in SP circles (s@e Huns
2007), there is a wealth of information to substantiate the existence anderanystSP’s

presence in language. SP can be seen in many simple examples of language use.

Obviously, a competent speaker of English will never say that a workddjagness
has negative connotations and, likewise, a competent Spanish speaker will notaay that
word like muertehas positive connotations unless speaking out of context or employing
humor. However, this can be seen even clearer in looking at the use of linguistic iFony. S
is particularly obvious in irony precisely because many uses of linguistig are
accomplished by invoking the opposite prosody in a word (e.g. sarcasm) (seddarting

(2007) for complete discussion).
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The analysis of the SP characteristics of node words and their collocateyg faashe
most novel part of the present study in that not only has SP not been extensively studied,
but it has rarely—if ever—been applied to CDA and corpora in the way that it was here.
Essentially, once a set of collocates was extrapolated for a given natleheyrwere
examined for their prosodic features, both on their own and in relation to the linguistic
environment in which they were found to be present in the corpora. As in other studies
utilizing SP as a methodological tool, prosodic characteristics were S@ant &f a given
word’s “DNA” (Morley & Partington, 2009) that is, there is no discussion as tohehet
word is positive or negative; it simply is. Being as there is no way—at |essstnily—for
a researcher to determine a LI's prosodic characteristics without ingdhlvemselves in
making a determination, that is precisely what was done here. As a compesdarof
both Spanish and English, the prosodic characteristics of individual LIs were idet by
the researcher. Words known to have a positive prosody were deemed as such and words
deemed to be ‘negative’ were treated likewise. Any words of which therelaudot were
treated as neutral (these were principally titles and geographital)teThis
methodological process, as well as the results which were obtained usimgsitussed in

more detail in the following chapter.
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4. Results

In the following section, the results of the present study are presented ars$elisc
The data analyzed came from two corpora constructed from the newspapersdisc
present in two countries regarding the same topic (‘drug-related violencieyy ctober
of 2011. Because the main ambition of the current study was to explore the feadibility
such research, the results presented here are only a selection of pentireys pulled

from all of the data gathered.

The results are divided into two sections. These sections approach the corpus data on
two levels. The first level of analysis focused on investigating the predomiseateidie in
both corpora, while the second concentrated on the linguistic similarities andrditfe
encountered in examining the shared concepts found in both corpora. The corpus data
were examined and presented in this way in hopes of effectively addresdaig ¢
weaknesses within CDA-based research. This direction was taken becausth@seas
very methodological weaknesses which served as the basis for designing and conducting

the present study.

The first section of the results discusses findings related to the Semastdy
analysis of the most frequently occurring node words in each corpus. This was done in
order to respond to the accusations which are quite commonly leveled against €DA (se
Poole, 2010; Mautner, 2009) that researchers are often liberal in selectingathe lwat
analyzed in CDA investigations. Through a focus on the most commonly used linguistic

types in the corpora, the predominant discourses in each corpus could be analyzed based
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only on salient lexical features and not on preselected search terms (SalamBaRket &t

al., 2008).

The second section discusses the prosodic characteristics found while exarodang
words which were present in both corpora (these were called, for the purposestfdiis
‘shared concepts’). This analysis was included in order to explore the giesland
differences in the presentation of certain types within both corpora. Additiomadly, t
approach helped to test not only the possibility of carrying out a study using the
methodology employed here, but also helped to determine the applicability of tlng sor

methodology in analyzing multi-lingual corpora.

Together, these two approaches to analysis provided a balanced perspexige thr
which to examine the general characteristics of each corpus as well agare@nd
contrast the discourse characteristics present in both. As a result opitoiad it was
possible to analyze the general print media discourses present in both cownntriggdr-
and intra-linguistic points of view. The findings obtained through these two appr@aehes

presented in the following two sections.

4.1. Frequent Node Words

The examination of the most frequent lexical items (LIS) in each corpus was thwee of
least labor-intensive portions of the data interpretation as a whole. Despiieviais also
one of the most important parts of the entire data analysis process. This i€ lteeaus
analysis of frequent node words not only showed the presence of salient LIs within the
discourse of each country’s print media, but also selected the nodes to be analgzed (a

response to claims of selective data analysis in CDA) (see Poole, 2010; Mautner, 2009)
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Because of this, the analysis here was expansive in its application of Smasysis #ool.

That is, broad discourse trends in the corpora were examined more than were minute
individual differences or similarities (see Section 4.2 for discussion of these,) p.Th0&

was done because the most frequent LIs in each corpus could be seen to be repeesentati
of each country’s print media discourse regarding ‘drug-related violeri8ecause of this,

an overview of the prosodic characteristics of the most common nodes gave adalanc

overall impression of the discourses found in each corpus.

For this section, the top ten most frequently occurring LIs for each corpuselerted
and their collocates were analyzed. Table 10 shows the top ten most frequenbhth for
corpora along with the actual lexical frequency and the normalized fregferesch

(normed frequency per 1,000 words according to corpus size).

Table 10.Top ten most frequent LIs in both corpora

Node Freq. Freq./1,000 words Node FreqFreq./1,000 words
DRUG 101 7.02 MEXICO 86 7.18
MEXICO 98 6.81 VIOLENCIA 58 4.84
@ MEXICAN 61 4.24 % DROGAS 55 4.59
S CARTEL 57 3.96 = PAIS 37 3.09
O  BORDER 55 3.82 © ESTADOS 33 2.75
&  STATE 48 3.34 2 UNIDOS 33 2.75
L%’ POLICE 43 2.99 (% SECUESTRO 29 2.42
OFFICIALS 42 2.92 GRUPOS 28 2.34
VERACRUZ 39 2.71 ANOS 27 2.25
VIOLENCE 38 2.64 MEXICANOS 25 2.09

As can be seen in Table 10, nearly all of the most frequent LIs from each corpus were
directly related to the topic of ‘drug-related violence.” Even those Lisionbusly related

to the topic (e.gafosor statg were found to be tied to the topic through the context in
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which they were found to be used in the corpora. This was seen as a demonstration that
the corpora constructed were in fact representative of the language-usexbeinied.

This can also clearly be seen in that some of the search terms which were udedtingol
data for the corpora were also found to be present in the top ten most frequent LIk for eac

corpus.

The first, most general, analysis of the data was carried out usingagpal’¢op ten
most frequently occurring node words. This portion of the study involved nothing more
than an overview of the connotative characteristics that each corpus had, based on the
understanding that individual words carry positive, negative or neutral connotations in thei
‘DNA’ (see Morley & Partington, 2009). In order to examine the prosodic clesistats
of each corpus, the prosodic characteristics of the most frequent LTEafge€l0, p. 89)
and their collocates were examined. In order to examine the broad prosoditecisaics:
of each collocate in relation to its node and the discourse itself, the 15 most frequently
occurring collocates were selected for each node (as in the node selectibon faocds
were not included in the analysis) and these collocates were analyzetiragto their
individual prosodic characteristics as well as their presence within theradusing
concordance analysis). This is discussed below.

As was expected, the most frequent LIs in both countries’ corpora were ttedipati
related to the topic of ‘drug-related violence.” However, it is important tothaten only
examining the raw frequency of overtly positive, negative or neutral connotatithes of
nodes presented here, both corpora appeared to give relatively equal repoesertiad
same nodes. Also, the corpora appeared to be balanced in terms of the use of certain

prosodic characteristics. The US corpus contained three negative nodes, DRUG,LCARTE
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and VIOLENCE. Similarly, the Mexican corpus contained VIOLENCIA, DROGA® a
SECUESTRO. Though any difference in this respect was slight, it is imegrésnote
that the only difference between both of these sets of prosodically negative rsdée w
US’s use of CARTEL and Mexico’s use of SECUESTRO.

As was pointed out above, the presence of VIOLENCE/VIOLENCIA and
DRUG/DROGAS is not in itself noteworthy in that these were search teedgas
compile the data used in the corpora. However, the difference in the other negative node i
each corpus is interesting since, in theory, both corpora are made up of textsagetpardi
same topics (VIOLENCE and DRUGS). These frequent LlIs function like a window int
the predominate discourse off each corpus (see above). Since both corpora share the
common theme of ‘drug-related violence’ it is not surprising that these concepislar
represented in looking at frequent nodes. As such, there would seem to be a split between
the overriding discourse of each country’s print media in that there is sedidteof
representation regarding these nodes. This was seen in other frequent nodesas well (
the discussion of BORDER/FRONTERA, p. 95). A few noteworthy examples of these
sorts of similarities and differences are discussed below, particthartollocation with
the tokersecurity(see p. 96).

In both corpora the most frequently occurring node words were, by and large, neutral
(many being place names). Nonetheless, most of these nodes frequently cedostthrr
negative collocates. MEXICO/MEXICO, for instance is a place name and, thusarcg
neither overtly positive nor negative connotations on the part of the author(s) who printed
it. Despite this, the nodes MEXICO/MEXICO were found to co-occur with a number of
negative collocates in both corpora. Table 11 shows the 15 most frequently occurring

collocates of the node MEXICO in the English corpus along with the Ml scores (see
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Section 3.1.4.1.2, p. 82) and the raw frequency and joint freqUotayach. Table 12

(below) shows the same information for the node MEXICO from the Spanish corpus.

Table 11.Collocates of MEXICO in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq.Joint Freq. Ml

MEXICO drug 108 14 4.24
city 37 13 5.67
violence 38 9 5.11
northern 11 7 6.53
cartel 60 7 4.08
violent 15 5 5.60
veracruz 39 5 4.22
two 34 5 4.42
states 35 5 4.38
texas 29 4 4.33
several 14 4 5.38
american 23 4 4.66
years 19 3 4.52
war 15 3 4.86
troops 10 3 5.45

" Raw frequencyndjoint frequencyrefer to the manner in which a given collocatprissent in relation to the
corpus as a whole as well as to the node with witicbllocates.Raw frequencyefers to the number of
times that a LI appears in the entire corpus, wbile frequency specifically refers to appearances as a
collocate of the node being examined.
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Table 12.Collocates of MEXICO in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Ml

MEXICO drogas 57 10 4.61
violencia 59 8 4.24
unidos 33 4 4.08
trafico 17 4 5.03
nuevo 10 4 5.80
grupos 28 4 4.31
mayor 14 3 4.90
lider 6 3 6.12
carteles 22 3 4.25
contra 21 3 4.31
ciudad 18 3 4.54
unido 2 2 7.12
texas 4 2 6.12
tema 10 2 4.80
sucede 2 2 7.12

As can be seen from looking at the collocates for each node, many of the LIs which co
occurred with MEXICO and MEXICO had negative connotations. In solely lookirayat r
frequencies, the American corpus featured a much higher number of negateatesl|
than did the Mexican corpus. Nevertheless, frequently occurring collocates did not
necessarily have high levels of joint occurrence. For example, a negalbgatobkuch as
violenciais, statistically, a collocate with the node word MEXICO; evervistenciaonly
occurs as a collocate (within five tokens on either side) of MEXICO eigbstiaspite
being present 59 times in the entire corpus.

In the interest of maintaining as balanced of an analysis as possibleaiisovas
important to view overtly positive items which co-occurred with the nodes beingreecam
In the case of the node word MEXICO, two of the collocates which featured highdévels

joint occurrence with the node word MEXICO also had positive prosodic characserist
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(lider andunido). Despite this, both occurred in negative syntactic contexts within the
Mexican corpus.

In the case dfider, the collocate co-occurred with the node MEXICO in reference to
either leaders of drug cartels or Mexico’s place as the global leadarg trafficking.
Similarly, the Llunido—despite a positive prosody—was only featured (in the entire
corpus) as part of the name of an organizatitéxico unido contra la delincuengia
showing that even as a positive term, within the corpus being examinedridods a
strong collocate of the negative di¢lincuencid. These collocates are important to the
analysis of both corpora because they exhibit some interesting behaviorsis What
remarkable about them is that they are present to begin with (the US catomedano
positive collocates for MEXICO—see Table 11, p. 92); but it also is notable that even
though they appear, they did not actually make the discourse surrounding the node
MEXICO any more positive (at least according to the analyses carrié¢u@)t

The frequency of individual nodes within each corpus was additionally important in that
(aside from SP analyses) their occurrences alone offered insight intengr@lgdiscourse
of each corpus. This can be clearly seen in the case of the node word BORDEREBORD
was one of the top ten most frequent nodes in the English corpus. However, this was not
the case for its Spanish equivalent FRONTERA. In fact, when looking at thelizedana
frequencies of each node word, BORDER occurred over four times more freghantly
did FRONTERA (4.6 and 1 occurrence per 1,000 words, respectively). While this is a key

indicator of how important the concept of the border between Mexico and the US was in

8 In some respectsnidocan be seen—in this example—as presenting positdaogic characteristics.
While debating this point is beyond the scope efdhrrent project, it bears pointing out that etrerugh
unidois representative of a generally positive conciiat fact that it co-occurs as a sort of oppositon
crime implies that it is negative within the datelyzed here.
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the print media discourse examined here, it is also interesting to note thetesllshach
were found to frequently co-occur with the nodes BORDER and FRONTERA. Table 13
shows the significant collocates of the node BORDER in the English corpus albrthavit

raw frequency, joint frequency and MI score for each.

Table 13.Collocates of BORDER in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate  Freq. Joint Freq. Mi
BORDER mexican 61 9 5.01
security 30 8 5.86
mexico 99 7 3.95
patrol 8 6 7.35
drug 108 5 3.34
agent 12 5 6.51
years 19 4 5.52
one 40 4 4.45
long 9 4 6.60
governor 8 4 6.77
threatening 4 3 7.35
texas 29 3 4.50
state 52 3 3.65
shelters 3 3 7.77
perry 33 3 4.31

Table 14 shows the significant collocates of the node FRONTERA in the Spanish corpus

along with the raw frequency, joint frequency and Ml score of each.

Table 14.Collocates of FRONTERA in the Spanish corpus

Node Word  Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Mi

FRONTERA  unidos 33 3 6.50419
norte 9 3 8.37866
estados 44 3 6.08915
méxico 86 2 453735
lado 7 2 8.15626

ambos 4 2 8.96362
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At first glance, the most conspicuous difference in the collocates found for eacisnod
that the Mexican corpus did not even have 15 frequent collocates. This is partlygthe ca
because BORDER was so much more common in American media discourse than it was in
Mexican media discourse. Still, it is important to note that the LIs which etdidavith
BORDER tended to be related to the discourse of ‘drug-related violence,” whereaxle
FRONTERA principally co-occurred with collocates that had neutral prespaiost of
which referred to the border’s geographic position in reference to the Unitesl &tdter
Mexico. The strongest difference in collocation that can be seen here issteceref
frames determined by the co-occurrence of collocations; for example,théiléS media
discourse featured BORDER as a sort of ‘concept’ (which collocated witicablits and
ones related to ‘drug-related violence’), FRONTERA was treated like sigathentity
within the Mexican corpus. Additionally, the US corpus’ use of the node BORDER
occurred with both positive and negative collocases|(rity sheltersdrug and
threatening in addition to neutral collocates (iMexicq years Texas etc.), while
FRONTERA only collocated with LIs with neutral prosodies.

As in the case of MEXICO, the collocates which occurred with BORDER/FREBMT
also had salient prosodic characteristics which bear mentioning. The @flecatity for
example, exhibited tendencies toward negative prosody when paired with BORBER
border security This was an intriguing example because the pairing of the two LIs cannot
be seen as overtly negative (Wbrder having neutral prosody ars@curityhaving
positive prosody); but, of the five occurrences of ‘border security’ in the Bragipus
three occurred in negative contexts. The first use was in reference tathedan
American rancher, the second while discussing so-called ‘spillover viglamckthe third

occurred as part of a quote implying that a lack of border security is predicavaak of
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national security in the United States. The concordances of ‘border seaaripyeaented

in Figure 4, below.

Figure 4. Concordances afecuritywith the node word BORDER in the English corpus

at the polls, spent $400 million on BORDERsecurity and strongly opposed amnesty to people who enter
treating the county as a bellwether of BORDERecurity . Indeed, when a Cochise rancher named Robert
immigration by citing his expertise in BORDERsecurity and spotlighting the potential threat of spillover
have national security until we have BORDERecurity ," Perry said. The governor also struck that theme

committed "unprecedented resources" to BORDERcurity , including a beefed-up Border Patrol and a record

As can be seen in Figure 4, only two occurrences of the collocation of BORDER and
securitydid not occur in negative prosodic contexts. Interestingly, both ‘non-negative’
occurrences still cannot be said to have occurred with overtly positive prosodic
characteristics. This was due to the fact that, in the American print meduie,
BORDERsecuritywould seem to be similar in its prosodic characteristicsido as a

collocate of MEXICO in the Spanish corpus (see Table 12 and discussion, p. 93). That is,
security—even when occurring with positive prosodic characteristics—occars as
opposition to something negative (i.e. the difference in the prosody between something like
security blankeaindsecurity guardl Because of these findingscurity(at least in the

context of the corpora examined here) can be seen to have a combined negative prosody

due to its co-occurrence with BORDER.

This sort of collocational behavior among seemingly neutral LIs was not only found in
the English corpus. In examining the fifth most frequent node in the Spanish corpus PAIS,
a similar pattern was found in which a node which was more frequently used in the overall

discourse had a markedly different prosody than did its counterpart in the other corpus.



Discourse Across Borders 98

Table 15.Collocates of PAIS in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Ml

PAIS vive 6 4 7.68
violento 5 4 7.94
violencia 59 4 4.38
méxico 86 4 3.84
asesinatos 20 4 5.94
homicidios 19 3 5.60
tasa 7 2 6.46
meses 6 2 6.68
grupos 28 2 4.46

Table 15 shows the significant collocates of the node PAIS in the Spanish corpus along
with the raw frequency, joint frequency and Ml score of each. Table 16 presents ¢he sam

information for the equivalent node COUNTRY in the English corpus.

Table 16.Collocates of COUNTRY in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Mi

COUNTRY using 7 2 8.68
uncomfortable 2 2 10.49

tools 5 2 9.17

officials 45 2 6.00

While almost half (4 out of 9) of the collocates for the node PAIS were overtly viegati
(violentg violencig asesinatoshomicidiog, the only overtly negative collocate of the node
COUNTRY in the English corpus wasmcomfortable Further, many of the apparently
positive or neutral collocates of PAIS carry negative connotations when viewed in the
context of their concordances with the node. The collogagefor example, exclusively
occurred in overtly negative contexts within the corpus, with all of its appearances co

occurring with the Lliolencia
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Figure 5. Concordances ofivewith the node PAIS in the Spanish corpus

na dura batalla, pero aun asi la violencia que sive en muchas partes del PAIS es enorme. Han salido a
legalizar drogas para erradicar la violencia quéve el PAIS EI PAN debe entrar a discutir temas noved
men organizado y la situacion de violencia quéve el PAIS, admiti6 Fernando Canales Clarion, ex gob
ijo que es necesario que ante la violencia quesee en el PAIS, es ineludible que el tema se discuta

Figure 5 shows the concordance of theviue within the Spanish corpus. As can be seen,
whenvivewas present as a collocate of PAIS, it exclusively occurred with thielehcia
always as a part of a phrase which roughly translates as ‘the violenceXvhich
experiences/is experiencing.’ This overarching negative semantic pressdyot only

found in the co-occurrence patternsyiie The other positive and neutral collocates of
PAIS asa mesesandgrupos)also acquired negative prosodic features fhmmicidios
asesinatognddrogas(there was also one occurrence in a context talking about ‘cartels’),

respectively (see Appendix B, p. 138).

In looking at the examples discussed here (all of which were drawn frowptient
most frequently-used nodes in at least one of the corpora), it becomes cldarthaias a
general ‘pattern’ present in both corpora and, by proxy, both countries’ print media
discourses. That is, in both corpora two general characteristics were seeh thropgrt
of the analysis. First, each corpus seemed to have a specific set of discoaste cizss
based on the frequently occurring nodes present. Second, these frequent nodes were found
to consistently take on negative prosodic features (oftentimes irraspetthe positive or
neutral prosody of the individual node or collocate being examined)—see Chapter 5 (p.

115) for further discussion.
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Although there were—obviously—instances in which this pattern of negative prosody
was not found, many prosodically positive or neutral nodes occurred in overwhelmingly
negative prosodic environments; at the same time, most prosodically negateelised
in negative syntactic environments. What was additionally interesting to not@nmneng
the top ten most frequent nodes in each corpus, was the perspective given by timese LlIs
relation to the overall discourse of each country’s media environment and albeetthe °
reality’ of each country (Berger, 2009). This can be seen very clearly in theoiothe
topic of drugs in the US corpus (as seen through the presence of the nodes DRUGS and
CARTEL) as well as the presence of BORDER. In the case of the Mecacpus there
was a more marked emphasis on violence and crime. This was not only seen based on the
presence of the nodes VIOLENCIA, DROGAS and SECUESTRO, but was also seen in
neutral nodes such as GRUPOS and PAIS which predominately co-occurred withenegati
prosodic features. As a response to this analysis, which focused mainly on theo8P of
corpora insofar as it related to overarching concepts within them, the folleeatign

focused more concretely on the shared concepts between both corpora.

In order to accurately analyze the similarities and differendegeka both corpora’s
media discourses regarding ‘drug-related violence,’ it was necessagutodn the
concepts which existed in both corpora. All equivalent concepts were identified in both
corpora and were analyzed for their individual prosodic features in much the sarag way
was done in the preceding section. This, in turn, focused less on the big picture and more
on the presentations of concepts which were utilized in both corpora in order to discuss the

same topic.
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4.2.'Shared Concept’ Nodes

The following section is focused on examining and comparing the use of certain nodes
which occurred in both corpora. Whereas the previous section aimed to provide an
overview of the discourse characteristics present in the corpora as a whplestra
analysis was focused on nodes which occurred as ‘shared coheptsth corpora.

Obviously many of the Lls found in one corpus appeared in the other corpus simply due to
the fact that both corpora were built around the shared theme of ‘drug-relatede/iolenc
Mexico and the United States. Nonetheless, this common discourse was by no means the
case in all instances of language use, even in instances where the languagemnsed i

corpus seemed logically related to the topic around which the common discourse tvas buil

All of the following analyses were carried out utilizing the most frequentri_both
corpora. Within the corpora (115 tokens in the English list and 71 in the Spanish) only
thirty tokens occurred as shared concepts across both corpora. This group of shared
concepts was analyzed for collocation patterns and general semantic/prosod
characteristics. This was done (as in the previous section) through the use ofbecAnt
corpus analysis program (Anthony, 2011). Because of the importance placed orgstudyin
concepts and not necessarily individual tokens, the node words were searched here using
wildcards (Salama, 2011). This was only done for shared concepts which had different
morphological realizations in each corpus. Thus in cases where it was possibbe] of
searching DRUG and DRUGS, DRUG* was used as the search term in AntConc and the

collocation results brought back were applicable to all appearances of both tokens. This

® The term ‘shared concept’ is used here to refaottes in one corpus which had equivalent nodésein
other corpus. ‘Shared concepts’ is used to desthibse nodes because in some cases a literahlsquiwas
not present and it was thus impossible to exantiemtas if they were translations of a single megnin
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was not the case in searching for many shared concepts (BORDER and FRONGERA, f
example). Due to the fact that the previous section focused on a similar approach, the

nodes included here have not already been discussed.

In order to carry out the analysis presented here, all nodes were first satddrito
assure that only those nodes which were present as concepts in both corpora were
examined. This was accomplished by seeking out literal translations wheossible,
but occasionally multiple LIs were included as the shared concept to a Llathtdre
corpus (this was only the case in the Mexican corpus). For instance, while the node word
DRUG had a literal Spanish equivalent in the Mexican corpus (DROGA), a node such as
KILLINGS did not have a literal equivalent in the Mexican corpus. In the case of
KILLINGS two conceptually equivalent Spanish nodes were found and used as conceptual
equivalents (ASESINATOS and HOMICIDIOS). This ‘flexibility’ in dagalection was
used because the analysis here was carried out on broad shared concepts andat was, as
result, important to focus on the underlying meanings of the nodes and not on surface
similarities (e.g. Saussure’s distinction between the signifier and thiéesiy. Being
flexible in this sense was very important in examples like that of ASESINAJI

HOMICIDIOS where they are rapidly seen to be two tokens of the same type.

In this way, this section was quite methodologically similar to the majorityPof S
studies which have been carried out to date. That is, a concept was chosen (here, concept
were ‘chosen’ based on their presence in both corpora) and the concept’s prosody was
examined according to its occurrences within the corpora. What sets thissaapdys
from many previous SP studies is that prosodies were compared acrossniguuti-|i

corpora; while many SP studies have focused on describing the behavior ofldsttain
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prosodies within corpora, the present study sought to describe certain Lis'drehdlie

corpus in comparison to another, parallel corpus.

As in the previous section, the first step taken was to look at the overall frequency of
positive, negative and neutral nodes present as shared concepts in both corpora. This
served to give an insight not only into the common discourse between both corpora but also
the ‘tone.” As in the previous section, the vast majority of these nodes were neutral.
However, in looking only at shared concepts there appeared to be a more varied mfesence
nodes with positive and negative prosodies than in the previous analysis (Section 4.1, p.

88). This was especially true of nodes with overtly positive prosodies.

The list of shared concepts (see Appendix C, p. 139) contained far more positive nodes
than did the list of the ten most frequent occurrences. Additionally, after exggllye
shared concepts it was found that nodes which were seen to be positive or netdtal at fi
glance were not necessarily so depending on the syntactic environment in whisletbe
found. These nodes (POLICE/POLICIA, AUTHORITIES/AUTORIDADES,
MILITARY/EJERCITO and NEW/NUEVO) were all deemed to be either pasibr
neutral. There was really nothing overtly positive or negative about them. Tianésof
them immediately suggested a positive prosody like HAPPY would, for example;
conversely, none appeared as obviously negative as a LI like WAR would have.
Nonetheless, these shared concepts were judged to be more open to carrying a fon-neutra
connotation (likely a positive one) than would a LI like NORTH, for instance. Withrthis i
mind, the following section will first discuss the analysis of these sharedpterfore

moving on to other nodes which appeared in both corpora.
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What was immediately interesting in examining these nodes and their teslocas
the steep drop in the number of collocates as compared to the nodes looked at previously.
The shared concepts, as a whole, occurred far less frequently than did the nodesdexami
in Section 4.1 (see p. 88) and, as a result, had a much smaller range of collocates to
examine. Despite this, there were many interesting differences to loebathein terms of
collocation and prosodic characteristics. Indeed, in some ways the limitety vdri

collocates allowed for a more concentrated look at the presence of prosodisfeatu

In the example of the shared node POLICE/POLICIA, for example, there was no
notable tendency towards either positive or negative prosodic charactensting the
collocates. This was obviously different than what was found in the previous section wi
the node MEXICO, in which there was a marked presence of negative collocations.
However, when comparing the node POLICE to the node POLICIA, it did become obvious
that there were more negative prosodic characteristics in the English compus tthea
Spanish corpus and that even neutral collocates occurred in negative contexts when

examined through concordance analysis.
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Table 17.Collocates of POLICE in the English corpus

Node Word  Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. MI
POLICE mexican 61 9 5.59
federal 33 8 6.31
officers 22 7 6.70
state 52 5 4.97
city 37 5 5.47
two 34 4 5.27
municipal 4 4 8.35
mexico 99 4 3.72
detained 7 4 7.55
chief 6 4 7.77
thursday 13 3 6.24
luis 10 3 6.62
local 18 3 5.77
corruption 4 3 7.94
allegedly 8 3 6.94

Table 17 shows the most frequently occurring collocates of the node POLICE in the
English corpus along with the MI scores and rates of raw and joint frequeresctor
Table 18 (below) shows the same information for the node POLICIA from the Spanish

corpus.

Table 18.Collocates of POLICIA in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Ml
POLICIA ministerial 3 3 9.96
transito 3 2 9.38

san 4 2 8.96

presentar 2 2 9.96

nicolas 4 2 8.96

municipal 4 2 8.96

federal 9 2 7.79

division 2 2 9.96
camioneta 3 2 9.38

calle 7 2 8.16

ayer 6 2 8.38

antidrogas 5 2 8.64
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As can be seen in Tables 17 and 18, the node POLICE occurs with one overtly negative
collocate in the English corpusafruptior), whereas the Spanish node POLICIA has none.
Aside from this, both collocate lists are fairly neutral with both nodes geneodithgating
with LIs used to differentiate types of police as well as describen&woement-related
activities. Despite these similarities, when looking at the individual coédieca each list

using a concordance analysis tool many differences come to light.

In the case of the node POLICE, the collocates with the highest levels of joint
occurrencedfficers municipal detained chiefandallegedly predominately were found in
negative prosodic environments despite being (at first glance) LIs witivpas neutral
prosodies (see Appendix D, p. 140). For instance, in the case of the callficats—a
seemingly common LI to co-occur with the node POLICE—all but one of the examples
found in the text were found to have negative prosodies. Of those, only one was dependent
on the greater syntactic context in which it occurred. That is to say that, ouéonfcse
occurrences with POLICE in the English corpus, theffitersoccurred once as a
collocate with positive or neutral prosody, once as a potentially neutral celleithin an
extremely negative linguistic environment (talking about police officers who Had fa
background checks) and five times in blatantly negative prosodic environmentsn@llow

violence, being caught with cocaine, committing crimes, etc.).
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Figure 6. Concordances dadfficerswith the node POLICE in the English corpus

for the Zetas, Domene said. Four POLICEfficers
jail Monterrey, Mexico Several POLICEofficers

to San Luis to pay for city POLICE officers

third of 63,436 low-ranking Mexican POLICEofficers
percent of midlevel POLICE commanders anafficers
Luis Potosi detained two local POLICEofficers

who allegedly gave orders to the POLICBfficers

in northern Mexico allowed a violent drug gang to
from Juarez, a suburb of the city of Monterrey,

to provide traffic control during periods of long
tested so far have failed background and security

. On Thursday, the Defense Department said soldier
from the city of Cardenas with 39 doses of cocaine

to commit illegal acts; documents linking them

Figure 6 shows the concordance®fficerswith the node POLICE in the English

corpus. Although the context of many of these occurrences can be seen in thegaieye fi

a more expansive set of concordancepbice officerscan be seen in Appendix D (see p.

140).

This pattern of consistent negative prosody was additionally found when examining the

collocatemunicipal(in which the only positive or neutral prosody came about when

referencing the killing of siefficerg, detained(in which, out of four uses in the corpus,

three refer to thpolice officershemselves being detainedhjief* (in which the only non-

negative environment in which the collocate was found was in a story saying thata polic

chief would not lose his job despite having failed a background thecidallegedly

(which only referred to POLICE being accused of wrongdoing once out of three

occurrences in the corpus).

191t should be noted here that this particular exenspinteresting in that it still shows negativegodic
characteristics (albeit not overtly). That is, mtieough thechiefdid not lose their job they still failed the

background check.
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As can be seen, the majority of the collocates of POLICE had negative prosodic
characteristics in relation to the node. It is worth noting that the collochtels did not
exhibit this behavior as strongly were descriptors of the nodai€ipalandchief). In
both of these cases, there was not a negative prosodic relationship to the node; however,
they still occurred in overtly negative syntactic environments in that thesgkesa
occurred in relation to the killings and investigations of POLICE. Additionallyi e
which did exhibit negative prosody as related to the node word were LIs which would seem
to be common collocates of POLICE in English news writing. However, in the corpus
examined here, seemingly common collocates sudetam* andalleged* referred to the
POLICE themselves and not to the POLICE’s actions against criminals octagspe

criminals.

Remarkably, this same general presence of negative prosody was not présent i
Mexican corpus despite the fact that the POLICE being discussed in the Enghish are
the same POLICIA from the Mexican corpus. That is, in both corpora Mexican law
enforcement officials were reported on, not American ones. The most obvious
characteristic of the collocates of POLICIA is that there was not ke singrtly negative
collocate. Though the English corpus only had @oer¢ption), the collocations found in
searching the Mexican corpus were mainly the sort of collocations that one wpetd &x
find in relation to POLICIA: types of POLICiAninisterial transito, municipal federa),
time and place vocabular$én Nicolas calle, ayer, camionetd and general descriptive
vocabulary related to POLICIA in terms of police actions and categpriesentay

division antidrogas.
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In the case of some of the most strongly collocating LIs—based on Ml scere (se
Appendix D and Appendix E, pp. 140 & 141)—not a single negative prosodic environment
was found. That is, while neutral collocates of the English node POLICE took on
predominately negative prosodic characteristics due to their surroundingtimguis
environments, similar collocates of the Spanish node POLICIA exhibited no such
characteristics. For instance, the conceptual equivalent of the Englistatethunicipal
when examined in the Spanish corpus, revealed positive or neutral connotations in relation
to POLICIA—something not present in the English corpus. Through examining the
prosodic characteristics of the collocates of both nodes as well as the syntacti
environments in which the nodes were present, it can be gathered that the Amergan pres
would seem to present a negative image of Mexican POLICE (paradoxictdly, of
portraying them as criminals), while the Mexican press presented MeX@AaICIA either

in a positive light or as victims.

Despite the characteristics detailed above, this sort of imbalance in tisutmtrof
certain connotations was also found in the Mexican corpus when compared to the America
corpus. For example, the nodes NEW and NUEVO featured extremely differeott sets

collocates.

Table 19.Collocates of NEW in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq. Joint Freq. Ml
NEW york 3 3 10.11
times 3 2 9.53
report 7 2 8.31
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Table 19 shows the most frequently occurring collocates of the node NEW in thénEnglis
corpus along with the MI scores and rates of raw and joint frequency for eack.20abl

(below) shows the same information for the node NUEVO in the Spanish corpus.

Table 20.Collocates of NUEVO in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate  Freq. Joint Freq. Ml
NUEVO meéxico 86 4 5.80
ledn 4 4 10.23
drogas 57 4 6.39
trafico 17 2 7.14
texas 4 2 9.23
lider 6 2 8.64
grupo 12 2 7.64
empresarios 12 2 7.64
california 8 2 8.23
arizona 2 2 10.23

As can be seen in the Tables 19 and 20, the majority of the collocates of NEW/NUEVO in
both corpora were focused on place names (New York, Nuevo Ledn, etc.). Nonetheless, in
the Mexican corpus there were also two collocates with negative prosiaigagand

trafico) as well as one positive and one neutral collocatider(andgrupo, respectively)

both of which occurred in overtly negative linguistic contexts within the corpes (s

Appendix F, p. 142). Thus, as in many of the examples examined above, even positive and

neutral collocates seem to acquire negative prosodic charactersticthl contexts in

which they appear.

Interestingly, these same sorts of characteristics were foundstaretie shared
concepts AUTHORITIES/AUTORIDADES. However, here the generabséimprosody

characteristics of the collocates were positive.



Discourse Across Borders111

Table 21.Collocates of AUTHORITIES in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq.Joint Freq. Ml

AUTHORITIES mexican 61 4 5.18
two 34 3 5.61

cartel 60 3 4.79

records 6 2 7.53

helped 8 2 7.11

federal 33 2 5.07

drug 108 2 3.36

Table 21 shows the most frequently occurring collocates of the node AUTHORItES
English corpus along with the MI scores and rates of raw and joint frequeregctor
Table 22 (below) shows the same information for the node AUTORIDADES from the

Spanish corpus.

Table 22.Collocates of AUTORIDADES in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq.Joint Freq. Mi

AUTORIDADES no 64 3 5.33
mexicanas 4 2 8.74
acuerdo 12 2 7.16

As can be seen in both Tables 21 and 22, there was a notable difference in the number of

collocates for each node. This was, however, most likely due to the frequency of

occurrence of the node itself (26 in the English corpus and 14 in the Mexican corpus).
What was noteworthy in examining these shared concepts side by side was that the

English collocates of AUTHORITIES generally featured positive prosddicacteristics

(as opposed to the prosodic behavior of POLICE). This was even true when looking at

overtly negative collocates suchastel. In the case ofartel, the LI was found with

mostly positive prosodic characteristics (i.e. people associated wittehheping

AUTHORITIES). In looking at the Spanish corpus, any hard evidence of a markédepos
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or negative trend was harder to come by. That is, although all but one collocate were
neutral (ot being negative), the collocates’ presence in the corpus was quite mixed.
The final shared concepts which were examined were the nodes MILITARY and
EJERCITO. In the case of the node MILITARY, nearly all of its occugsmt the
English corpus were as parts of quotes from one particular American politicidhe case
of EJERCITO, the collocates mainly occurred in reference to geografutatibn (i.e. the
Mexican and American militaries) and, likewise, most of the prosodic ckasdics were
neutral—even in cases where this was not the case, there was by no means a general
tendency which could be analyzed and discussed here.

Table 23.Collocates of MILITARY in the English corpus

Node Word Collocate  Freq. Joint Freq. Ml
MILITARY government 33 3 6.55
support 8 2 8.01
require 2 2 10.01
islas 2 2 10.01
group 19 2 6.76

Table 23 shows the most frequently occurring collocates of the node MILITARY in the
English corpus along with the MI scores and rates of raw and joint frequeregctor

Table 24 (below) shows the same information for the node EJERCITO from the Spanish

corpus.

Table 24.Collocates of EJERCITO in the Spanish corpus

Node Word Collocate Freq.Joint Freq. Ml
EJERCITO zetas 6 2 8.79
tecnolégicamente 2 2 10.38
privado 2 2 10.38
norteamericano 3 2 9.79
méxico 86 2 4.95

mexicano 11 2 7.92
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While this particular set of shared concepts offered little in the waysdy eliscernible
similarities or differences, it did speak to the general discourse in eguisceith regard

to the armed forces. The most obvious example of this is the context in which ntaay of
collocates in Tables 23 and 24 appear. As was mentioned previously, the majority of the
collocates in the English corpus came from one particular person whereasdtateslin

the Spanish corpus examples were more varied in that they occurred as pattaoivi|

as parts of quotes. The most notable characteristic which was found in examining
MILITARY and EJERCITO was based on the personal connotations which appeared to be
behind the nodes’ presence in both countries’ discourses. However, a discussion of this is
beyond the scope of the current study and, in many ways, flies in the face of what wa
attempted in proposing this methodological approach (see Section 5.2, p. 119).

Although the preceding section did not offer concrete examples of marked linguistic
differences or similarities between both countries’ print media discquirsks serve as an
exploration of the method which was proposed here. In this sense, it would seem that the
study was successful in meeting its established goals. The study showes thdeed
possible to employ a combination of SP and CL methodologies in order to carry out CDA-
related research. Additionally, in two cases it was demonstrated that notasnilty
feasible to carry out research in this way, but that significant findings couaié of it.

Part of the reason that the results of the current study are not as weltt@esfimeother,
similar studies in both CDA and SP, is that the current project focused on elimihating
traditional role of the researcher in CDA investigations. That is to salggbatise the
researcher did not explicitly select phenomena, lexical uses or poliinakstwithin the
corpora from the beginning, it proved difficult to draw marked conclusions about specific

phenomena. Despite this, the study presented here was able to show that the methodology
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utilized can potentially be used in future research (see Section 5.3, p. 121); arigl, in fac
individual lexical behaviors were found within the corpora (see the discussions of
MEXICO/MEXICO, POLICE/POLICIA and BORDER/FRONTERA). The prny

reason that this was not more marked, though, was due to various factors involving the
methodology and corpora themselves. This is discussed in more detail in the following

chapter.
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5. Conclusions

Since the main objective of the current project was to separate the basest
methodological goals of CDA from the socially- and politically-chargamtktirop that has
become endemic in carrying out CDA-related research, it is important tosltbeusesults
which came from the methodological steps described above. The general putpese of
current study was to determine whether the methodological approach proposedzed util
here could be a viable methodology for carrying out future CDA research while
simultaneously providing a response to some of the criticisms that have been brought up
against traditional CDA approaches in the past. Because of this, the discusstongare

here consists of three parts, each of which focuses on a different facet of thesfinding

With this in mind, the research questions which formed the basis of the project
presented here will be addressed in kind. These will then be discussed in mbne thetai
sections that follow. In response to the first question, the combination of aspects of
Methodological Synergy (Baker et al., 2008) and Semantic Prosody wasidetetmbe a
feasible option in analyzing texts in two separate languages. In addrbessegond
question it is important to note that it is impossible to thoroughly and accurateéythuel
relative objectivity of one’s analysis of any findings, especially witlsomtething to
compare the analysis to. Thus, it seems too early to say whether or not tiseofabelt
study were less subjective than traditional CDA research. However, basexiresdarch
process and findings here, it can be said that the methodology itself provides a
comprehensive, objective approach to the goals of traditional CDA researdiout\t

doubt there are still improvements to be made, but the methodology was able to respond to
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some doubts related to data selection and analysis which have been raised in slee past (

e.g., Mautner, 2009).

The final research question was centered on the potential for future applicatien of t
methodology laid out here. It is obviously too early to accurately judge whether the
methodology presented above is widely applicable or not. In order to definitively judg
practicality in related research, it should first be applied by an outsigl@rcber in order to
determine whether or not it is replicable. Nonetheless, when looking at how CDA has
progressed from its roots to the present day, it would seem that the futuretappdtthis

methodology is possible.

The results themselves were broken into two main parts, each focusing on a different
way of approaching corpus analysis using the methodology presented above.tThe firs
analysis was intended to provide an overview of the language used in each country’s print
media discourse regarding ‘drug-related violence’ as well as to Higlality differences or
similarities therein. The second part of the corpus analysis was based an-amalysis
of shared concepts between the corpora. This segment was undertaken with the intent of
examining only the discourse common to both corpora in order to examine the differences
or similarities present in writing about concepts which were present in bothiesunt

These sections are discussed individually below.

5.1.Frequent Node Analysis

The first set of analyses was based on nothing more than examining the prosodic
features of the most common node words in each corpus. As was discussed above, this

served the dual purpose of presenting the general language use in eaclbasguisn
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raw lexical frequency) as well as the general prosodic characten$ieach corpus (based
on the prosodic analysis of frequent nodes and their collocates). The results mdlifsis a
were two-fold. That is, both general and specific instances of notewortlodpros
characteristics were found in examining frequent nodes in both corpora. Itdyseating
that the results presented here were representative of the individuatdesitidied. The
features studied were all statistically salient based on their oncerire the corpora (either
through examining raw frequency or collocate strength); however, they areoordyo$

the hundreds of features that hypothetically could have been studied.

One of the striking findings related to general prosodic features in both corg®ra w
found in examining the use of the nodes MEXICO and MEXICO. Although a place name
can carry no inherent prosodic value, both corpora seemed to include negative prosodies
when Mexico was present in the text. In the case of the English corpus, notasartjly
positive collocate was found to co-occur with MEXICO, and in the Spanish corpus very
few positive collocates were found to be present with the node MEXICO. It should be
made clear that many neutral collocates in the English corpus (theraavevertly
positive collocates) occurred in negative syntactic environments while in theslspa
corpus both overtly positive and neutral collocates occurred in negative environments.
Together these prosodic characteristics would seem to suggest d gegatiaity

portrayed in both countries’ print media discourses with regard to Mexico.

Insofar as specific prosodies are concerned, the analysis of the node&£BR@R®
FRONTERA highlighted interesting prosodic behaviors, as well as whatrepgeaoe a
conceptual difference between both countries’ print news media. That is, the US media

portrayed the border between both countries as a sort of political boundary asavell a
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division between the US and the ‘drug-related violence’ present in Mexico. Téis wa
evident not only based on the high number of prosodically negative collocates (as
compared to those found in the Spanish corpus), but also on the collocates themselves.
While the English corpus featured many LlIs as collocates which focused ondkee &®a
division (security long, state agen}, the Spanish corpus tended toward the use of
collocates based on spatial relatioastédos unidgsiorte ambosladog. Beyond this use
framing in which there are conceptual difference in portrayal, the corporaoaddlii

featured prosodic differences in relation the nodes BORDER and FRONTERA.

This difference was principally centered on the high preference for negaisadps
in the English corpus as compared to the Spanish corpus. This was considered to be of
particular relevance due to the fact that not only was the set of English tedlegamined
found to have many overtly negative LIs, but even those collocates which wereldeeme
be neutral or positive were found to have overwhelmingly negative prosodic feahaes w
viewed in context within the corpus. The most obvious example of thisegasityas a
collocate of BORDER (discussed in Section 4.1, p. 88), in which a LI which was seen to
have overtly positive prosodic features almost exclusively occurred in veeggtitactic

environments.

Despite these findings, it is important to consider the fact that the texyzechalere
were representative of a specific discourse as well as a very sggeeifie of language use.
Because of this, it is difficult to assert that these characteriségg@resentative of a
greater discourse. It is entirely possible that the negative prosodic $ctmumne in

examining otherwise prosodically positive Lls is due to the overall discondsecd
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necessarily author intention; however, this differs according to authansestésee, e.g.,

Carvalho, 2008)
5.2.'Shared Concept’ Analysis

The second portion of the corpus analysis was dedicated to the examination of nodes
which were present across both corpora. This was done in order to study the differences
and similarities in the common discourse between both countries’ print news media. Thi
section was based on the perceived necessity of focused analysis from aweobjec
perspective. This was accomplished by avoiding the explicit selection ofefeabuve
examined. Nodes in each corpus were paired with their conceptual equivalents (shared
concepts) in the opposite corpus and these were then analyzed based on the overt prosodic
characteristics which they each possessed. As a result, the shared cohimpigere
analyzed were those which possessed neither overtly positive nor negative prasadies

which had a high frequency of occurrence in the corpora.

In many ways, this analysis was not groundbreaking in its findings. Nonetheless, s
interesting features were noted in comparing the presentations of cerasnn both
corpora. The clearest example of prosodic contrast found in the shared concepis analys
was that of the nodes POLICE and POLICIA. This shared concept was found to have a
marked difference in prosodic characteristics based on the corpus in which redppea
While in the Spanish corpus POLICIA were presented in a generally positiveridjasa
the victims of events, the English corpus presented them in a generally neghatiaadigs
criminals. This distinction was seen to be particularly important in that the

POLICE/POLICIA being described in both corpora were Mexican. Because dii¢hésis
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obviously the possibility that this prosodic portrayal would change if the node®d:fe

American law enforcement personnel.

This striking difference in presentation was further underscored by thesisnafiyhe
nodes AUTHORITIES and AUTORIDADES, where there was found to be a marked
tendency toward either positive or negative prosody in the Spanish corpus, but in which a
positive preference was found in the English data. Referring back to the example of
POLICE, though, it is worth noting that in the case of AUTHORITIES and
AUTORIDADES, the *authorities’ being referred to were both Mexican aneérigan;
thus bolstering the possibility that the nationality of both the ‘reporter’ rapdrted’ may
have an influence on prosodic characteristics in a text. However, a defiegpense to
this possibility is beyond the scope of the current project and would require further

research.

Aside from these isolated instances of notable prosodic contrast, the sharga conce
analysis did not turn up hard evidence of any broad tendencies encompdssimither
corpus. Nonetheless, this should not be seen as a disadvantage. The study presented here
did in fact find marked prosodic differences that can be seen to be related to thle overal
discourse in each county’s print news media. However, what must be kept in mind is that
there was never an expectation to find anything in the analysis (sometksiggmn other,
similar studies, which set out to document characteristics already beliegrist).
Generally speaking, the present study was based on a corpus approach whichiegs appl
to CDA research and not the other way around. As such, it can be inferred that the current
study was successful in encountering concrete critical discoursetenetics (most

notably in the cases of POLICE/POLICIA, BORDER/FRONTERA and
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AUTHORITIES/AUTORIDADES). However, when compared to similar studiesse
findings may seem unimpressive since traditionally CDA research hastdetfind what
was already assumed to be present (e.g., Salama, 2011) or has found what it 6vanted t
based on the ideologies of researchers (Poole, 2010). Indeed, this is the stréragth of t
current methodology. With no expectations to influence what was examined, thehesea
can be almost entirely removed from the analysis process (at leastiensogical sense).
Because of this, the present approach—at the very least—could be used to definala gener
discourse and select items to be analyzed in a traditional sense; but it couldused be
the analysis process itself. In this sense, then, the methodology demonstratedwesstdi
here can be seen as a viable step forward in improving CDA-based researclileRggar
various factors must be addressed in moving forward. These factors are digttisse

following section.

5.3.Discussion

As is mentioned above, the current study was seen as successful on many fronts.
Nonetheless, in order to be able to not only move forward with this style of research but
also to rest assured that it is a replicable, viable and accurate approach, three
methodological issues must first be addressed. Principle among the issues tessedddr
in moving forward is the question of corpus use; namely, is it appropriate to use a
comparison corpus, when, and why? Secondly, it is vital to examine the findings
themselves in terms of accuracy and implications. Finally, SP research tialgene
addressed in reference to how it is currently used in research, was used indhespuely,

and can be used in future studies aiming to carry out CDA-style analysesttiteug
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combination of Methodological Synergy-style analysis (see Salama, 2011;Bake

2008) and Semantic Prosody.

5.3.1. Corpus Issues

The present study was successful in assembling and analyzing represeotaiora
for a specific language area, and because of this the corpora should be seen as
representative of nothing more. The corpora which were analyzed here werbdssiag's
a single month of texts, from a single type of writing, referencing a diogie and
meeting very specific requirements. Therefore, while—in theory—the corpalgzad
here could be seen as representative of greater print media discourskothéye seen as
they are. This is particularly true in that most similar studies have usedaogmpra and
are thus able to make more generalizable arguments in favor of the applicélileir

findings.

Because of this characteristic of the corpora examined here, it cannot be tstéie tha
findings laid out above are representative of all uses in the media discourgherof ei
country. This is a particularly important point to address in the future in realttbe tise
of Google since it would seem (although it is not explicitly indicated) tbag(® restricts
searches to 160 pages. However at the same time, a comparison of the corord here
mega corpus (Salama, 2011; Orpin, 2005; Stubbs, 1997) proves difficult in that a
comparison corpus would have to be representative of the same linguistic arersediscus
in the present study. In this sense, the use of the corpora should be seen as both an
advantage and a disadvantage in terms of methodological characteristittee dhe hand,

the present study may not be comparable to other sources and may not be universally
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applicable. On the other hand, though, the corpora used here represent a new pwssibility
CDA research in which micro uses of language can be examined criticddbuivihe need

for entirely subjective analysis.

5.3.2. Strengths and Weaknesses

Overall, the present study was a success. This was primarily true invilagtcapable
of responding to many of the issues highlighted in common CDA approaches. That is, data
selection was made objective (at least as much so as was possiblejhressatarried out
on a small, practical set of texts and analysis was principally carrieciogt SP.
However, this is not to say that the methodology had no weaknesses. In fact, thehapproa
discussed here had a variety of methodological weaknesses which must be @ddresse
order to effectively apply the approach in the future. Many of these weaknesses in the
methodology have already been mentioned in other parts of the study and so, in the interest

of economy, only the most pressing issue will be dissected here.

One of the most far-reaching weaknesses present in the current researelatedgo
the use of SP. Part of the problem in using SP is that it is not terribly common in the
literature and that when it does appear it is used as a way to document speaifiicsem
uses, not to measure general discourse characteristics. Because of pinesehteuse of
SP as a methodological tool was novel. The main issue in using SP in an approach like this
is the scope of its use. Since it is nearly impossible to examine every useyaf@eior
collocate it becomes difficult to generate concrete findings. One possifi®s to this
would be to utilize semantic tagging in the corpus analysis; nonetheless, thenokest

having to assign prosodic value to LIs would remain an issue. While the findings presented
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here are certainly concrete insofar as they are true of the landqudmpel sit should be

noted that many findings here did not come from the LIs themselves, but rathéinéiom
context within the corpora. Because of this, future research may need to take nhigyenor
of some corpora into account in order to completely address CDA issues (similar to
Prentice’s (2010) use of semantic tagging). A more complete approach inpheistres

would also help make broader corpus assessments more accurate.

For example, having examined the corpora used in the current study it would seem that
the US press utilized more prosodically negative language than did the Mexican pres
This is important in that it indicates a non-objective discourse in both countries’ gevera
This would be a necessary piece of information in approaching future reseaakebkls
with positive and neutral prosodies were found to very frequently take on negative prosodic
characteristics depending on their context of use; thus, it would be very importaotén fut
studies to address as many potential prosodic characteristics and bedmpiossible as

soon as possible.

Despite this possible methodological weakness, the present study is stidsdegving
potential for future application. In looking at the current project and the potential
applications it has in CDA research, it is important to remember that CDfeipretative.
This interpretation is not in itself bad; and is quite impossible to escape. However, it
possible to improve upon how interpretation is carried out in order to put more rhetorical
weight behind any claims made in the field. The difference in this relspeaten the
study presented here and past studies in CDA is that the approach to interpretation,

necessary to carry out any CDA study, was changed.
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While traditional CDA involves the selection of features to be analyzeddseancher
(based on their personal criteria), the current study relied on the usesticstad ‘select’
items for study, and attempted to streamline a form of interpretation whithages the
use of researchers’ personal criteria as much as possible. As a wholerghestudy
addressed the CDA issues that it set out to, and—at the very least—showed that it is
possible to carry out an almost wholly objective study based on some of the goals
traditionally held by CDA. Further, the study had many strong points which can hgpefull
be applied to future CDA studies. Even if only the weak points appear important to the
reader, the field will still benefit from the methodology presented here. #ftérwas

weak points which motivated this study to begin with.
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Appendix A
English Corpus Spanish Corpus
DRUG MEXICO
MEXICO VIOLENCIA
BORDER DROGAS
MEXICAN ESTADOS
CARTEL PAIS
STATE UNIDOS
OFFICIALS SECUESTRO
POLICE GRUPOS
ONE ANOS
VERACRUZ ESTADO
VIOLENCE MEXICANOS
CITY DOS
ENFORCEMENT DROGA
STATES SEGURIDAD
ZETAS CARTELES
TWO CONTRA
FEDERAL ASESINATOS
GOVERNMENT GOBIERNO
PERRY HOMICIDIOS
UNITED JUAREZ
LAW CIUDAD
SECURITY NARCOTRAFICO
TEXAS TRAFICO
PEOPLE ANO
AUTHORITIES CHIHUAHUA
FOUND MUERTOS
ILLEGAL ACAPULCO
AMERICAN AUTORIDADES
CARTELS DIA
INFORMANT HAY
OFFICERS MAYOR
AGENTS PERSONAS
DRUGS CIUDADES
IMMIGRATION CARTEL
GROUP HERNANDEZ
YEARS NACIONAL
CRIME PARTE
IMMIGRANTS SINALOA
LOCAL UNO
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ARBABSIAR ACUERDO
BODIES CRIMEN
INFORMATION EMPRESARIOS
JUST FRONTERA
MEMBERS GRUPO
MEN POLICIA
SINALOA SITUACION
WEAPONS TRES
WEEK CARTELES
ANONYMOUS GARZA
CALDERON MEXICANO
EL ORGANIZACION
FAST ORGANIZADO
FURIOUS CASOS
KNOW CONSUMO
LAST GUERRERO
RECENT HOMBRE
BACK NUEVO
PLOT POLITICA
VIOLENT TEMA
WAR CIENTO
ADMINISTRATION COCAINA
AMBASSADOR DELITO
FAR DELITOS
KILLED DINERO
MILITARY EJERCITO
MONTH FAMILIA
PUBLIC FEDERAL
SAN GENERAL
SEVERAL NORTE
INFORMANTS TIENE
INTELLIGENCE ZONA
IRANIAN
NEW
PLAN
POLITICAL
PRINCE
THURSDAY
TOP
AGENT
ALLEGED
IRAN
KILLINGS
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OPERATION
PRESIDENT
THREE
TRAFFICKING
WORK
CONTROL
DANGEROUS
DEPARTMENT
DPS
FIRST
FORMER
GANG
HOUSE
NORTHERN
PROGRAM
YEAR
COUNTRY
FORCES
GANGS
GROUPS
GUNS
HOME
INCLUDING
INTERNATIONAL
KILL
LUIS
MAKE
NATIONAL
NORTH
PASO
REPUBLICAN
SAUDI
TROOPS
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Appendix B

Concordances for collocates of PAIS:

tasa

se report6 un aumento de 65 por ciento entasa de homicidios del PAIS. Asegura que debido a esta
habitantes, mientras que en el resto del PAlS{asa era de 507. En el 2010 el promedio de homicidios

meses

violento del PAIS. Mas de 1,500 asesinatos en @&ses como consecuencia delos enfrentamientos entre "L
violento del PAIS. Mas de 1,500 asesinatos en g@ses como consecuencia de los enfrentamientos entre "L

grupos

ntes que existian en ese PAIS, haciendo que egfngpos buscaran otros lugares y parece ser que lo encont
en todo el PAIS. Modalidad realizada por ciertagupos del trasiego de drogas. — Secuestro exprés: Plag




List of shared concept nodés
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Appendix C

English Corpus

Spanish Corpus

DRUG*
MEXIC*
BORDER
VIOLEN~*
STATE*
CARTEL*
COUNTR*
UNITE*
POLICE
GROUP*
YEAR*

ONE

CIT*

TWO
SECURITY
FEDERAL
KILLINGS
GOVERNMENT
TRAFFICKING
AUTHORITIES
PEOPLE
SINALOA
CRIME*
NATIONAL
THREE

MEN
MILITARY
NEW
POLITICAL
NORTH*

DROGA*
MEXIC* (MEXIC*)
FRONTERA
VIOLEN*

ESTAD*

CARTEL* (CARTEL)
PAIS (PAISES)
UNIDO*

POLICIA

GRUPO*

ARO*

UNO

CIUDAD*

DOS

SEGURIDAD

FEDERAL*
ASESINATOS
(HOMICIDIOS)

GOBIERNO
TRAFICO
AUTORIDADES
PERSONAS
SINALOA
CRIMEN* (DELITO?)
NACIONAL
TRES

HOMBRE
EJERCITO
NUEVO
POLITICA
NORTE

1 LIs which appear in parenthesis in the Spanishuare shared concepts as well. These were esatnpl

which a simple literal equivalent would have exédd conceptually equivalent LI.
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Appendix D

Collocates for the node POLICE

Officers

MONTERREY, Mexico Several POLICE officers

for the Zetas, Domene said. Four POLICIbfficers
Stonegarden to San Luis to pay for city POLICEfficers
third of 63,436 low-ranking Mexican POLICE officers
percent of midlevel POLICE commanders andfficers
Luis Potosi detained two local POLICEofficers
allegedly gave orders to the POLICEofficers

in northern Mexico allowed a violent drug gang to
from Juarez, a suburb of the city of Monterrey,

to provide traffic control during periods of long
tested so far have failed background and security

. On Thursday, the Defense Department said soldier
from the city of Cardenas with 39 doses of cocaine
to commit illegal acts; documents linking them to

Municipal

eral forces would put 21,035 state andmunicipal
sing since Monday. So far in 2011, sixmunicipal
terrey said he was going to keep themunicipal
POLICE chief and the director of the municipal

POLICE in Veracruz under scrutiny and purge
POLICE chiefs have been killed in Michoacan,
POLICE chief and the director of the municipal
POLICE monitoring center in their jobs, even

Detained

federal POLICE said Thursday they haddetained
in the northern state of San Luis Potosidetained
measured as a gram. The soldiers thedetained

two U.S. men for attempting to fly out of Mexico
two local POLICE officers from the city of Carden
the city's POLICE chief and a police commander,

Chief*

-ridden body of Javier Luis Mejia, the POLICEchief
Monday. So far in 2011, six municipal POLICEchiefs
aid he was going to keep the municipal POLICEhief
urity checks. Almost one-quarter of the POLICIEhiefs

The soldiers then detained the city's POLICIEhief

of the small Michoacan town of Aporo.

have been killed in Michoacan, a state dominate
and the director of the municipal POLICE

and top commanders tested so far have also
and a POLICE commander, who allegedly gave

Allegedly

POLICE said they detained two U.S. citizens foallegedly

carrying two metric tons of marijuana in

of taxi drivers, POLICE, journalists and othersallegedly working with the Zetas. He did not say how
POLICE chief and a POLICE commander, whallegedly gave orders to the POLICE officers to
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Appendix E
Collocates for the node POLICIA
Ministerial
la batea de una camioneta de la POLIC[A/IinisteriaI , estacionada en la calle Tabachines, a unos
la batea de una camioneta de la POLICIMinisterial  habia un hombre muerto, por lo que dio parte a
batea de la patrulla 01284 de la POLICIAMinisterial . Asimismo, en el parabrisas del lado izquierdo
Transito

que un POLICIA y un elemento de transito resultaron lesionados a balazos en dos hechos dis
Valenzuela Hernandez, POLICIA de transito de San Nicolas de los Garza fue atacado a balazos

Municipal

una amenaza a la POLICIA preventivamunicipal ~ de Emiliano Zapata, por lo que se ha tratado
de manera mensual realiza la POLICIAMunicipal  tanto en infractores como presuntos
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Appendix F

Collocates for the node NUEVO

lider

por ser muy delicado. MEXICO, el nuevolider
tréfico de drogas MEXICO es el nuevolider
en agosto del 2010. Asi llegd a ser dider

del trafico de drogas México es el nuevo lider en
en el trafico de drogas, desplazando a Colombia. )
de Acapulco, aunque operaba desde el Estado de IEXI

grupos

Estados Unidos, alerta sobre el crecimiento dgrupos
incluso retar al Estado. Al respecto, refiere qugupos
la situacion en MEXICO y del surgimiento de grupos
no tripulados al espacio aéreo mexicano. “Logrupos

paramilitares en MEXICO, algunos de los cuales
paramilitares de MEXICO son sospechosos de
montar paramilitares, e incluso ha planteado que
del crimen organizado en MEXICO se han

drogas

México, el NUEVO lider del trafico de drogas
México es el NUEVO lider en el trafico de drogas
abra el debate de la legalizacion o no de lagdrogas

empresarios de NL por legalizacién dedrogas

México es el nuevo lider en el trafico de drogas,

, desplazando a Colombia. Colombia combati6 con
. Empresarios de NUEVO Ledn e integrantes de
Un grupo de empresarios de NUEVO Le6n

trafico

delicado”. México, el NUEVO lider del trafico
drogas México es el NUEVO lider en el trafico

de drogas México es el nuevo lider en el trafico
de drogas, desplazando a Colombia. Colombia




	Cover
	Acknowledgments
	Abstract
	Table of Contents
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Methodology
	Results
	Conclusions
	References
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	Appendix D
	Appendix E
	Appendix F

