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This paper investigates how nationalism and belonging are constructed in and through language in Quebec popular discourse. Drawing on one English and one French corpus of “briefs” submitted to the Bouchard Taylor Commission on reasonable accommodation, this paper examines how the corpus-assisted discourse studies (CADS) approach can be applied to corpora of different languages. Although findings highlight some of the difficulties comparing keyness and translations across corpora of different languages, keyword ranking, corpus patterns, and categories of reference suggest that language continues to play a central role in discursive constructions of nationalism and belonging in Quebec. Corpus findings are enhanced through the analysis of individual briefs using critical discourse analysis, which reveals some of the methodological advantages of the combined CADS approach in two languages.

1. Introduction

Être nous-mêmes, c’est essentiellement de maintenir et de développer une personnalité qui dure depuis trois siècles et demi.  Au coeur de cette personnalité se trouve le fait que nous parlons français. Tout le reste est accroché à cet élément essentiel, en découle ou nous y ramène infailliblement. (René Lévesque, 1968)

“Québécois” signifie toute personne qui vit au Québec, quelle que soit son origine, sa langue, sa religion, sa culture (René Lévesque, 1980).

In 1968, René Lévesque – champion of Quebec nationalism, sovereignty, and future Premier – clearly defined Quebec identity in terms of the French language. Years later, he defined Québécois identity to include, more globally, all of those living in the province. Nearly a quarter century after Lévesque’s death, the disjunction between his renditions of belonging remains, perhaps, the fault line within the bedrock of Quebec identity.  Today, with a sizeable English community and various ethnolinguistic minorities, to what extent do people living in the province consider the French language a fundamental part of their identity?


In this paper, I examine some of the ways in which identity is connected to language in Quebec popular discourse. To do this, I use the corpus-assisted discourse studies (CADS) approach to examine two corpora in English and French. With the plethora of corpus programs developed over recent years, there has been increased interest in combining corpus analysis and discourse analysis in examinations of identity, belonging, and group profiling (Baker et al., 2008; Duguid, 2007; Fägersten, 2008; Seale, 2003). However, combined corpus and discourse analysis has not, to my knowledge, been used in analyses of Quebec identity, nor has CADS been used on corpora of different languages. Thus, my research focuses on how CADS can help to demonstrate how nationalism and belonging in Quebec are constructed in and through language (Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl and Liebhart, 1999; Billig, 1995). More specifically, by examining the saliency of terms referring to language(s) (such as language and French), and their collocations, and by exploring the differences in discursive constructions of belonging between the two corpora of different languages, I highlight some of the advantages and limitations of using CADS in two languages. 


I begin this paper by discussing how corpus linguistics can and has been used in discourse analysis and the various advantages of this methodological “synergy” (Baker et al., 2008). I next provide a brief history of language and belonging in Quebec, and a contextualisation for the data source of my corpora. I then outline my methodology, highlighting some of the challenges I faced in the procedure, and present some of my key findings. Namely, I focus on how contrastive keyword ranking, collocation patterns, and categories of reference provide points of comparison across corpora of different languages. I also explain how critical discourse analysis can provide invaluable contextual information, not simply for individual keywords and texts, but for each corpus in its entirety. I conclude by offering points of departure for future research using CADS in two languages.

2. Theoretical background

2.1 Using corpus tools in discourse analysis

In the CADS approach, corpus linguistics tools are used to assist discourse analysis; while corpus linguistics tools allow a researcher to identify patterns across a corpus, discourse analysis allows a researcher to make sense of these patterns by considering them within their larger context (Baker et al., 2008: 274; Baker, 2006: 1). In this application of CADS, the corpus tools of Mike Scott’s program WordSmith (version 4.0) are used to assist critical discourse analysis. 

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a form of discourse analysis that developed in the 1970s as an interdisciplinary research area with a concern for issues of power and language use. In CDA, language is regarded as “social practice” and the context in which language is used is considered critical for understanding (Wodak, 2001b: 1). Context is important because discourses are considered “socially constituted and socially constitutive” (Bishop and Jaworski, 2003: 246), and because contextual factors such as power, history, and ideology not only affect linguistic choices, but also the ways in which texts are produced and received (Biber, Conrad and Leech, 2002; Wodak, 2001b). The neglect of context is one oft-criticised aspect of corpus analysis (Widdowson, 2000; Baker, 2006). Although this criticism has been refuted (Baker et al., 2008: 279; Scott and Tribble, 2006: 9; Stubbs, 2001: 157), using corpus tools in combination with CDA allows for a more comprehensive consideration of the various contextual scopes surrounding language use: while corpus tools can highlight words’ immediate collocation and concordance contexts, CDA can shed light on entire texts within their sociopolitical, historical, intertextual and interdiscursive contexts (Fairclough 2003; McEnery and Wilson, 2001; Van Dijk 2001; Wodak, 2001a).

Recent research has shown the effectiveness of the combined corpus linguistics and discourse analysis approach (Baker, 2006; Baker et al., 2008; Partington, 2008; Seale, 2003; Stubbs, 1996, 2003). Despite the variety of ways in which corpus and discourse analysis have been combined (Lee, 2008), the popularisation of the CADS approach, and the prolific yield of research employing combined corpus and discourse analysis, there remains a dearth of literature on the use of CADS in two languages. In two languages, the combination of corpus and discourse analysis must be adapted to take into account the multiple sources of variability between the two corpora. The method and procedure employed here are designed not only for this application of CADS in two languages, but also for the size of the corpora and the case-specific context of Quebec. Indeed, for a study of Quebec where language choice is both the foundation of communication and a pivotal focus of discourse, the ability to analyse, compare, contrast and explore cross-linguistic data remains indispensable.

2.2 Language and nationalism in Quebec

Nationalism in Quebec has traditionally been understood as inextricably tied to the French language. Belonging to the province of Quebec invariably involves some negotiation of Quebec nationalism, in particular since Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s 2006 declaration of the Québécois as a “nation within a united Canada”. As nationalism has intermingled and melded with issues of sovereignty, immigration, and provincial and federal politics, questions of the role of the French language and belonging in Quebec society remain live and often volatile topics. 


Predating Quebec nationalism is French Canadian nationalism, which developed after the British Conquest of North America. Originally, the French Canadian nation was comprised of diasporic communities of descendents from the original settlers of New France that were centred primarily in the “French belt” of Eastern Canada, but also scattered across the prairies and further west. This nation was, at its roots, united by Catholicism, ethnicity, and language: segregated from the rest of (predominantly) English Canada by politics, territory, economy, religion and language, French Canada remained largely unchanged into the 20th century (Heller, 1999; Henderson, 2007).  When French Canadians gained unprecedented access to secondary education in the 1950s and 1960s, social upheaval known as la Révolution tranquille (the Quiet Revolution) – based in Quebec, where the majority of French Canadians still reside today – granted French Canadians access to social, and indeed political and economic, power equivalent to that of English Canadians. Following the Quiet Revolution, French Canada fractured into geolinguistic communities (French Saskatchewan, French Ontario, French Manitoba), resulting in the birth of Quebec nationalism, and within Quebec, a concerted focus on preserving and revaluating the French language and linguistic capital through controversial language policies (Bill 101, the Charter of the French Language). Language, rather than ethnicity and religion, became the modern unifying denominator of the people of Quebec (Anctil, 2007; Heller 1999, 2003; Oakes, 2007). 

Today, Quebec relies largely on immigration to supplement its aging population and prop up its declining birth rate. Quebec is home to various linguistic groups, both newcomers to the province and historical minority groups, including the English-speaking community. While language legislation has worked to prevent the incursion of other languages on French territory, the English-speaking community has played an important role within Quebec history, and thus the English language retains its important status as an official minority language in Quebec. The matter is inevitably complicated by the fact that English is the global language, and that Quebec is quite literally surrounded by Anglophones. Maintaining the identity and status of the French-speaking Quebec majority within an overwhelmingly English-speaking country
 has become part of provincial politics, if not part of nationalist discourse. As a result, belonging to Quebec and speaking French are increasingly interrelated and complicated issues, and the question of the status and use of other languages, and English in particular, remains a tricky subject, dividing the population along linguistic lines (Heller, 1999; Labelle, 2004; Labelle and Salée, 2001). To examine the disjunctions and yet potential overlaps in how English and French Quebeckers understand the significance of the French language for Quebec identity, a systematic analysis of corpora in English and French is necessary. 

The French and English corpora used in this research are drawn from a recent debate concerning belonging and minorities in Quebec. In 2007, Jean Charest, Premier of Quebec, created the “Consultation Commission on Accommodation Practices Related to Cultural Differences” in response to public debate regarding the degree to which the French-speaking majority should accommodate or embrace the practices and values brought along by newcomers. More commonly known as the Bouchard Taylor Commission after the Commission co-chairs (sociologist and historian Gérard Bouchard and philosopher Charles Taylor), the purpose of the Commission was to make recommendations to the Premier in May 2008; these recommendations were based in part on public consultations held across Quebec. Individuals could participate by testifying before the Commission, contributing to a regional citizens’ forum, or they could submit their opinion in a “brief”: a written document in either English or French. The submitted briefs were available on the Commission’s website, and these serve as the data for this investigation.

3. Methodology

To compile the corpora, all briefs were downloaded in PDF format from the Commission website and transferred into text-only (txt) format. According to the Commission, over 900 briefs were submitted, but only 741 were available in PDF text-readable format online. Since there are over six million French speakers in Quebec and only 575, 000 English speakers (Statistics Canada, 2006), it follows that the majority of the briefs were submitted in French. The resulting French corpus is comprised of the 703 French briefs, and contains 2, 659, 806 words. The English corpus consists of the 38 briefs, totalling 102, 863 words. 


The next step was to use WordSmith to compile frequency lists for each corpus. Once complete, I could compile keyword lists for each corpus in order to determine which words were statistically significant. Since keyword lists require a reference corpus against which the primary corpus is compared, I needed corpora in English and French that were large (of a similar size to my primary corpora), varied (to provide a generalised sample of language use against which my Commission-specific corpora could be compared), but similar enough to each other to produce keywords in both languages that would be as comparable as possible. Because there is no reference corpus in French similar to the various reference corpora available in English (i.e., British National Corpus, American National Corpus, Bank of English, Brown Corpus), I decided to follow Anderson’s (2006) procedure and build comparator corpora.  Anderson (2006: 92) argues that a comparator corpus differs from a reference corpus in that it does not claim representation the way a reference corpus might; instead, it serves only to “provide a point of reference”. It was necessary to compile similar comparator corpora in both English and French in order to derive keyword lists that were as comparable as possible. Therefore, the sources for both comparator corpora come from five principal areas in similar proportions: academic writing, literature, online blogs, news media, and political sources (see Table 1). The resulting corpora provide a broad sample of written language principally from Canada, but also internationally.
 

	French comparator corpus 
	Overall
	academic corpus
	literature corpus
	news corpus
	political corpus
	blog corpus

	tokens (running words) in text
	17412
	124692
	1187173
	201453
	68698
	159283

	% of subcorpus in comparator corpus
	100
	7.16
	68.17
	11.56
	3.94
	9.14

	English comparator 

corpus
	Overall
	academic corpus
	literature corpus
	news corpus
	political corpus
	blog corpus

	tokens (running words) in text
	72740
	6657
	48060
	8149
	2450
	7424

	% of subcorpus in comparator corpus
	100
	9.15
	66.07
	11.20
	3.36
	10.20


Table 1: English comparator TYPE and comparator TOKEN compared with French comparator corpus
Also important was that the comparator corpora were of similar sizes in relation to the size of their respective primary corpus. In French, the comparator corpus consists of 1 741 299 words: approximately two-thirds the size of the French corpus. Ideally, a comparator corpus would be of equal size to or larger than the primary corpus; however, a larger corpus could not be compiled given time restraints. Importantly, the comparator corpus contains a similar number of word types, or distinct words, as the French corpus. The French corpus consists of 55 733-word types, compared to 56, 819 in the comparator corpus (as seen in Table 2). 

	Comparator corpus
	 
	French corpus
	 

	tokens used for word list
	1679551
	tokens used for word list
	2612450

	types (distinct words)
	56819
	types (distinct words)
	55733

	type/token ratio (TTR)
	3.382
	type/token ratio (TTR)
	2

	standardised TTR
	30.639
	standardised TTR
	41.82

	standardised TTR std.dev.
	69.756
	standardised TTR std.dev.
	57.41


Table 2: French corpus and Comparator corpus statistics compared

Thus, although the French comparator corpus is smaller in terms of tokens, it is of a similar size in terms of word types, which I argue, is more important since the size of the French corpus likely only indicates a large number of repeated grammatical words. Baker (2006: 52) explains:

as the size of a corpus grows, the type/token ratio will almost always shrink, because high frequency grammatical words like the and to tend to be repeated no matter what the size of the corpus is. Because of this, large corpora almost always have very low type/token ratios. 

Thus, if a reference corpus contains a similar number of word types to the primary corpus, then it likely contains a similar set of tokens, simply in smaller proportions. If the reference corpus is larger than the primary corpus, then it will contain more tokens but not necessarily more word types: likely, the larger reference corpus will contain more of the same grammatical words. 


With this line of reasoning, I compiled an English comparator corpus as similar to the French comparator corpus as possible.  It was constructed in order to have a similar number of word types as the English corpus (labelled Comparator TYPE). However, to verify the reliability of the resulting keyword list, I compiled two other keyword lists: one with the BNC as a reference corpus (BNC-Comparator), and another with a comparator corpus of a similar number of tokens as the English corpus (Comparator TOKEN). Although the keyness scores of grammatical words tend to differ with the size of the comparator corpus as expected (see Table 3, below), the keyness rankings of the lexical keywords do not (Table 4).

	
	French corpus
	Comparator TOKEN
	Comparator TYPE
	BNC-Comparator

	# grammatical words/ top 50 keywords
	13
	11
	9
	36


Table 3: Grammatical words compared in keyword lists

Grammatical words aside, across all three English keyword lists, remarkably similar lexical words emerge in each keyword list, and in similar rank orders. Indeed, the highest ranked lexical keywords are identical across all three keyword lists (see Table 4). 

	keyword
	BNC keyness score
	TYPE keyness score
	TOKENS keyness score
	French comparator keyword list
	Keyness

	QUEBEC
	3227.426
	707.6075
	637.1941
	QUÉBEC
	6735.771

	SOCIETY
	1999.061
	455.1692
	336.4023
	SOCIÉTÉ
	5217.296

	RELIGIOUS
	1266.977
	345.7841
	257.282
	RELIGION
	4707.989


Table 4: English and French comparator corpora keyness scores compared

With similar lexical keywords across all three English keyword lists compiled with different reference/comparator corpora, the English lexical keywords are indeed reliably “key”, and the results suggest that the French keywords are reliable as well.


Nevertheless, there remains a considerable discrepancy between the keyness scores across the keyword lists. Although Quebec, society and religion are the top three English keywords (regardless of the comparator or reference corpora), and Québec, société and religion are also the top three French keywords (see Table 4, above), the keyness scores differ considerably and therefore it would be unreasonable to compare them. Furthermore, the range of keyness scores also indicates the difficulty comparing keyness across different corpora (see Table 5, below). 

	
	English-BNC

keyness
	TYPE

keyness
	TOKENS

keyness
	French keyness

	High
	3227.42
	707.6
	637.19
	27422.89

	Low
	75.49
	24.15
	24.17
	154.51


Table 5: English and French comparator corpora keyness range compared

The French keyword list has a much larger range of keyness scores than any of the English keyword lists; this may be because the French corpus contains a larger list of keywords, or because of the overall size of the corpus and the comparator corpus. Regardless, since no single reference corpus can be used to compile keyword lists in both the English and French corpora, the keyness scores cannot be compared. 


Thus, despite the differences between the English and French corpora, by compiling similar comparator corpora, I was able to compile keyword lists that were as reliable and comparable as possible. Given the main research objective of this project – the salience of references to language in the representation of Quebec identity – the point of the comparison between the English and French corpora is to establish whether references to language/langue (for example) may be more salient in the French corpus than in the English corpus. While unable to compare keyness scores across languages, I was able to determine whether (1) specific keywords appeared on the English and French keyword lists, and if so (2), how they ranked on their respective list. Thus, the rank of keywords was compared, rather than keyness scores. The rank of a keyword suggests important differences in saliency or keyness; furthermore, noticeable differences in patterns and collocation trends proved to be revealing. 


With my keyword lists compiled, I examined keywords and collocates in both corpora and compared and contrasted the results against one another. Then, having determined from dispersion plots which individual briefs contained the highest proportion of vocabulary related to language, I followed Baker et al. (2008) and downsampled, selecting three briefs where language-related vocabulary (language/langue, French/français, English/anglais) was the most salient. For these three selected briefs, I used CDA to examine representations of language in constructions of belonging and national identity (Wodak et al., 1999). 

4. Findings

4.1 Keyword selection and ranking

Given the high number of keywords generated by two separate corpora, it was necessary to be selective with regards to which keywords to analyse, keeping in mind that each keyword’s closest equivalent in the other language would also have to be analysed. Apart from keywords central to my specific focus (Québec/Quebec, nation, langue/language, Français/French, Anglais/English), I selected a number of deictics that were studied in Wodak et al.’s (1999) CDA investigation of the discursive construction of national identity (i.e., nous/we/us, ils/leur/they/their, autres/others) and other keywords that collocated with Quebec and suggested representations of Quebec and social groupings therein (immigrants, communauté/community, société/society). All keywords selected for analysis ranked within the top 100 keywords in at least one keyword list; therefore, these keywords were indeed both salient and statistically significant. Differences in keyword ranking across the two languages were particularly useful for determining whether a keyword appeared to be more salient in one language than another (see Table 6, below).

	English 
	Rank
	Freq
	Keyness
	French 
	Rank
	Freq
	Keyness

	QUEBEC
	1
	633
	637.19
	QUÉBEC
	4
	11497
	6735.77

	SOCIETY
	2
	425
	336.40
	SOCIÉTÉ
	5
	7413
	5217.30

	RELIGIOUS
	4
	285
	257.28
	RELIGIEUX
	15
	4052
	3568.38

	CULTURAL
	5
	205
	219.45
	CULTURELLES
	26
	2507
	2387.20

	IMMIGRANTS
	7
	192
	194.76
	IMMIGRANTS
	12
	4036
	3945.98

	OUR
	8
	586
	170.08
	NOTRE
	24
	6672
	2446.44

	RELIGION
	9
	216
	158.33
	RELIGION
	8
	5430
	4707.99

	ACCOMMODATION
	10
	185
	150.24
	ACCOMMODEMENTS
	11
	4144
	4132.56

	COMMUNITY
	12
	173
	143.19
	COMMUNAUTÉ
	71
	1450
	1027.19

	VALUES
	13
	162
	142.73
	VALEURS
	14
	4089
	3578.38

	WOMEN
	14
	186
	142.00
	FEMMES
	39
	3802
	1728.67

	FRENCH
	15
	186
	133.61
	FRANÇAIS
	61
	2443
	1234.51

	COMMISSION
	17
	124
	115.68
	COMMISSION
	17
	3629
	3068.59

	DIVERSITY
	19
	126
	111.63
	DIVERSITÉ
	41
	1954
	1713.20

	LANGUAGE
	20
	165
	106.43
	LANGUE
	40
	2708
	1718.21

	WE
	21
	787
	105.89
	NOUS
	18
	17181
	3049.76

	RIGHTS
	22
	212
	103.33
	DROITS
	32
	5176
	2062.25

	INTEGRATION
	23
	111
	102.20
	INTÉGRATION
	19
	3696
	3023.71

	SCHOOLS
	24
	90
	96.30
	ÉCOLE
	100
	1505
	715.21

	BELIEFS
	25
	90
	96.30
	CROYANCES
	87
	966
	826.75

	MONTREAL
	26
	110
	95.30
	MONTRÉAL
	110
	2048
	651.85

	SOCIAL
	27
	100
	90.84
	SOCIAL
	103
	1319
	700.87

	EQUALITY
	28
	98
	88.78
	ÉGALITÉ
	22
	2666
	2520.11

	IMMIGRATION
	30
	87
	83.91
	IMMIGRATION
	25
	2471
	2437.70

	REASONABLE
	31
	116
	82.74
	RAISONNABLES
	28
	2313
	2268.34

	GROUPS
	32
	97
	82.13
	GROUPES
	56
	1757
	1278.37

	CULTURE
	33
	111
	82.02
	CULTURE
	30
	3498
	2216.90

	DISCRIMINATION
	34
	76
	81.32
	DISCRIMINATION
	64
	1305
	1131.42

	MUSLIM
	36
	95
	80.11
	MUSULMANS
	99
	852
	728.41

	MINORITIES
	37
	74
	79.18
	MINORITÉS
	72
	1054
	1026.14

	EDUCATION
	38
	99
	79.15
	ÉDUCATION
	91
	1483
	784.80

	PUBLIC
	39
	184
	78.51
	PUBLIQUE
	67
	1665
	1060.15

	QUEBECERS
	40
	111
	77.99
	QUÉBÉCOISE
	13
	4155
	3623.47

	
	
	
	
	QUÉBÉCOIS
	16
	5235
	3429.35

	CHARTER
	41
	80
	76.58
	CHARTE
	37
	2006
	1790.92


Table 6: Comparison of keyword ranking across languages

4.2 Corpus patterns

Beyond keyword ranking, patterns revealed through corpus findings often suggested constructions associated with certain keywords. Clusters, for example, provided categorical patterns and combinations that demonstrated how individual language users discursively constructed certain subject matter. For example, one cluster had implications for how Quebec seems to be perceived both within the French- and English-speaking populations. In French, the cluster la société québécoise (Quebec society) is one of the most frequent clusters in the corpus, with a frequency of 1422 (more than five times the occurrence of any other cluster with the lemma québécois). In English, too, the combination Quebec society is also frequent (N=96), occurring in numerous frequent clusters (see Table 7, below). 

	Cluster
	Freq.

	OF QUEBEC SOCIETY
	22

	IN QUEBEC SOCIETY
	22

	QUEBEC SOCIETY AND
	12

	INTO QUEBEC SOCIETY
	10

	AND QUEBEC SOCIETY
	7

	QUEBEC SOCIETY IS
	7

	WITHIN QUEBEC SOCIETY
	5

	EGALITARIAN QUEBEC SOCIETY
	5


Table 7: English corpus clusters with society and Quebec
These frequent clusters suggest that Quebec is overwhelmingly constructed as a society by both English and French speakers. Thus, although debate often rages about Quebec’s status in Canada
, participants in the Bouchard Taylor Commission, at least, appear to discursively construct Quebec as a society. This construction is unique within Canada, since provinces are rarely discussed as “societies”. 


Apart from clusters, patterns also become evident through collocate positioning. In the French corpus, for example, Québec is framed through predication (Baker et al., 2008; Wodak et al., 1999). Not only is Québec constructed as a society (société occurs most frequently in the R1 position), but also as a very welcoming (très accueillante), open (ouverte), pluralist (pluraliste), secular (laïque), generous (généreuse), and francophone society (see Table 8, below). Together, these framing units create a positive self-representation of Quebec. 

	culturelles estiment que le Québec est une société très accueillante pour les minorités. Ce qui 

	ainsi qu’elle entrevoit sa terre d’accueil. Donc, le Québec est une société ouverte : - pluraliste 

	Il doit véhiculer le fait que le Québec est une société laïque, que la pratique des religions est 

	et surtout politique. Le Québec EST une société généreuse et accueillante, et il doit 

	Langue Considérant que le Québec est une société francophone dans une Amérique du 


Table 8: French corpus clusters with Québec: Categories

In the English corpus, collocates also frame Quebec society as secular, pluralistic, mainstream, open and diverse. However, there are also framing units that construe ownership of Quebec. The most frequent collocate of society (after the collocate Quebec) is our in the L1 position: in fact, our qualifies more than one eighth of the occurrences of society. The collocate their is also a strong collocate; however, it does not often appear in the L1 position to form “their society” (N=3). Framing patterns show that the dominant discussion is of their integration into our society (see Table 9, below). 

	 groups will ensure their full integration to our society. However, reasonable accommodation 

	facilitated their integration into mainstream society. Work with immigrants and refugees 

	in ensuring immigrant's integration into our society values. I suggest that the onus should 

	throughout their journey of integration into Quebec society. In this ministry, we take great 

	newcomers as they go through the process of integration into Quebec society. We can work 


Table 9: English corpus concordance lines with integration and society

Finally, patterns also appear within the corpora through collocations that suggest thematic associations. When compiled into thematic groups, these collocates form “categories of reference” (Baker et al., 2008: 286). Collocates of Québec/Quebec tend to fall into similar categories in both languages: 1) politics and institutions, 2) core values, 3) identity labels, and 4) integration and diversity (see Tables 10 and 11, below).

	Polity, institutions
	Core values
	Identity labels
	Integration and diversity

	GOUVERNEMENT
	HISTOIRE
	NOUS
	IMMIGRATION

	SOCIÉTÉ
	CHARTE
	IMMIGRANTS
	INTÉGRATION

	CONSEIL
	FRANÇAIS
	PERSONNES
	ACCOMMODEMENTS

	ASSEMBLÉE
	LANGUE
	CITOYENS
	RAISONNABLES

	COMMISSION
	DROITS
	AUTRES
	ENSEMBLE

	CANADA
	FRANÇAISES
	FEMMES
	DIVERSITÉ

	POLITIQUE
	LIBERTÉ
	FRANCOPHONE
	RELIGIEUX

	RÉGIONS
	VALEURS
	QUÉBÉCOIS
	CULTUREL

	NATION
	LAICITÉ
	NOTRE
	

	ÉTAT
	RELIGION
	MAJORITÉ
	

	PAYS
	TERRITOIRE
	NOS
	

	TERRE
	
	
	

	PROVINCE
	
	
	

	REGION
	
	
	


Table 10: French corpus collocates with Québec: Categories

	Polity, institutions
	Identity labels
	Core values
	Integration and diversity

	SOCIETY
	WE
	ENGLISH
	IMMIGRANTS

	CANADA
	OUR
	RIGHTS
	INTEGRATION

	COMMUNITY
	THEIR
	IDENTITY
	IMMIGRATION

	CANADIAN
	GROUPS
	FRENCH
	ACCOMMODATION

	GOVERNMENT
	THEY
	VALUES
	

	CITIZENS
	WOMEN
	LANGUAGE
	

	CHARTER
	QUEBECERS
	CULTURE
	

	NATION
	
	RELIGIOUS
	

	
	
	CULTURAL
	


Table 11: English corpus collocates with Quebec: Categories
One notable difference between collocates of Québec and Quebec is the lemma nation. In French, nation ranks 121 on the keyword list, collocates frequently with Québec (N=83) and even more often with Québécois(e) (N=291), and cluster data show that la nation québécoise occurs 224 times. In the English corpus, nation is not a keyword, and Quebec and nation do not appear together in any clusters. Nation appears only eight times as a collocate of Quebec, and of these eight times, only three times does it occur in the R1 position to form Quebec nation. Concordance lines show that one example refers to Quebec as our Quebec nation; however, other examples disparage that label by framing it as the so-called or nonsmoking Quebec nation (see Table 12, below).

	celebrate diversity as a basic element of our Quebec nation. We must confront myths and 

	three values of great importance to the so-called Quebec nation that were articulated by 

	No one would cherish the idea of the nonsmoking Quebec nation. Now that we see that the 


Table 12: English corpus concordance lines with Quebec nation

4.3 Multifunction words and differences across languages

One important consideration when using CADS in two languages is that not all words have direct translations; even when there is a translation, some associations and connotations do not cross over. Such is the case in English and French. In the two corpora used in this research, there are important distinctions to be made between the terms Québec/Quebec and Québécois(e)/Quebecois/Quebecker. For example, in English, unlike French, nouns can sometimes have adjectival uses, which can complicate comparisons: with regards to the common cluster discussed above, the French version société québécoise is rendered as Quebec society in English (rather than Quebecois society or Quebecer society). Also, the keywords Québécoise and Québécois rank 13 and 16 on the French keyword list, respectively, whereas Quebecers ranks 40 on the English keyword list and is closely followed by Quebecois, ranking 42. Reading any significance into these numbers, however, may cause problems, since the French language has grammatical genders, whereas English does not. Furthermore, collocates reveal subtle distinctions between the English terms Quebecer and Quebecois that are imperceptible within the single equivalent in French, Québécois(e). 


In French, Québécois(e) has two principle functions: as an adjective and as a noun (nominalised adjective). When used as an adjective, québécois qualifies words pertaining to the core values of Quebec (identité, culture, valeurs, langue: identity, culture, values, language) and the civic institutions of Quebec (société, charte, état, population, gouvernement, politique: society, charter, state, population, government, politics). When Québécois is used as a noun (nominalised adjective), it often serves as an identity label, depicting the variety of different ways in which individuals can belong to Quebec. For instance, there are high frequency ethnic identity labels such as Québécois de souche (Old stock Québécois, N=270) and Québécois pure laine (pure wool Québécois, N=21) that indicate an exclusive version of membership in Quebec that includes only descendants of the original settlers of New France. Still other identity labels arguably euphemise the same ethnic identity criteria: Québécois francophones (Francophone Québécois, N=36), franco-Québécois (N=24), Québécois d’origine canadienne-française (Québécois of French Canadian origin, N=5), and Québécois Canadien français (French Canadian Québécois, N=5). Besides ethnic identity labels, collocates show that there are other ways of “being” Québécois: according to one’s origins (Québécois d’origines culturelles, Quebecois of cultural origins), gender (Québécois et Québécoises, male and female Quebecois), language (anglo-Québécois), and seniority in the province (Néo-Québécois, New Quebecois) (see Table 13, below).
	Order
	Québécois as proper noun
	Frequency

	4
	QUÉBÉCOIS DE SOUCHE
	270

	15
	TOUS LES QUÉBÉCOIS
	132

	17
	QUÉBÉCOISES ET QUÉBÉCOIS
	127

	19
	QUÉBÉCOIS ET QUÉBÉCOISES
	121

	24
	QUÉBÉCOIS D ORIGINE
	104

	40
	MAJORITÉ DES QUÉBÉCOIS
	81

	43
	QUÉBÉCOIS D ORIGINES
	69

	50
	LES QUÉBÉCOIS FRANCOPHONES
	64

	84
	DES NÉO QUÉBÉCOIS
	39


Table 13: French corpus clusters of interest with québécois(e), nominalised

In English, collocates reveal that Quebecers are primarily categorised by the language they speak (English, French, -speaking, Francophone), but also according to their origins (native) and in relation to other groups (Canadians, immigrants). In contrast, the identity label Québécois is used less frequently in English, and in different ways. Although without many lexical collocates, Québécois collocates conspicuously with nation. Nation is a remarkable collocate of Quebecois because of its rarity with both Quebec and Quebecer. It is notable that nation is used only with Quebecois, which in English, typically refers only to French-speaking Québécois, particularly those who are Quebec-born. Concordance lines (see Table 14, below) confirm that in the English corpus, Quebecois nation is used not only with exclusive ethnic overtones – including only those Quebecois of French Canadian descent – but also to disparage Quebec nationalist ideologies, a similar distancing strategy as noted above with Quebec nation.

	to ensure the purity of the Quebecois nation, to protect our democracy, secularism 3 and

	these are values unique to the Quebecois nation; shared not they are not by any other,

	help preserve and promote the Quebecois nation, its culture, language and religion. From

	assimilate the majority; thus, the Quebecois nation is perceptibly threatened by the barbarians

	all have served to strengthen the Quebecois nation and franco-Canadians. All these


Table 14: English corpus concordance lines with Quebecois nation


Thus, investigating ostensibly synonymous terms and their translations can reveal important distinctions. Terms, and particularly identity labels, both denote and connote meanings, and these meanings can be contentious. As a result, claims of membership to Québec involve negotiations of the meanings that are ascribed to words like Québécois(e)/Quebecer/Quebecois and Québec/Quebec: these meanings become apparent through collocational tendencies. It is therefore crucial to be mindful of cross-linguistic connotations and denotations when comparing frequent words and keywords – and their ranking – across languages.

4.4 Language and belonging

The comparison of keywords and collocates across languages suggests how French and English continue to play a role in belonging to Quebec, Quebec society, and the Quebec nation. To further probe the issue, it is necessary to examine language-related vocabulary (langue/language, Français(e)/French, Anglais(e)/English) within the briefs. 


In the French corpus, the examination of the keyword langue shows that there are different social domains associated with language, and concerns over language education and language rights. Unquestionably, French is the language in question: française is the strongest lexical collocate with langue (N=847), and français is the next strongest (N=414). The frequency of these collocates contrasts with the few references to other languages: anglaise and anglais (English) collocate with langue only 97 and 88 times, respectively. Collocates show that French is constructed as the “common” (commune) language, the “public” (publique) language, and the “official” and “national” language (officielle, nationale). There is also an emphasis on learning French: the collocates of langue include apprentissage (learning, N=63), apprendre (learn, N=52), maîtrise (mastery, N=50), and enseignement (teaching, N=39). Nevertheless, some collocates continue to indicate exclusive claim to language: “our” (notre, N=190) language contrasts with “their” (leur, N=189) language.

In the English corpus, references to the French language are, perhaps surprisingly, more salient (N=186) than references to the English language (N=172). In fact, French also ranks higher on the keyword list (R=15) than English (R=47). Interestingly, the English corpus also uses linguistic terms to highlight group distinctions and identity labels: French Quebecer, French-speaking Quebecers and French Canadian Quebecers. Some of these labels refer to language as an identity marker, whereas others are more ambiguous and quite possibly refer to French (Canadian) ethnicity, suggesting that ethnicity continues to play a role in belonging to Quebec. Collocates of language also place a strong emphasis on the importance of education (school, schools, learn). Discussions over schooling highlight Quebec’s rules and exemptions for French-medium education. While the Quebec Charter of the French language makes it mandatory for immigrants to be schooled in French, Canadian-born English-speaking residents of Quebec have been granted special rights to school their children in English.

4.5 A closer look: Critical Discourse Analysis

To gain perspective and verify corpus findings, I downsampled from each corpus and selected individual briefs (two from the French corpus and one from the English corpus) for CDA. The analysis of two of the briefs (one French and one English) largely confirmed corpus findings and will not be discussed here (see Freake, Gentil and Sheyholislami, forthcoming; Freake, 2009). The analysis of the third brief, however, uncovered new angles on the corpus data that had ostensibly been missed by corpus findings. 


This third brief, written in French by a member of the First Nations (Canadian Aboriginal) community, focused on the importance of language in the life of the First Nations people. However, the language in question was neither French nor English, but First Nation languages. Rather than highlighting the role of French in Quebec society (following the dominant discourse, as suggested by corpus findings), the author uses “transformative” (Wodak et al., 1999) strategies to recontextualise traditional understandings of Quebec and the importance placed on the French language. These transformative strategies are further used to construct the national identity of the First Nations people. 

Using passivation and nominalisation (Fairclough, 2003), the author creates a dichotomy between what he terms “European colonisers” and the First Nations people. While the Europeans (i.e. colonialists of New France: the Québécois) are constructed as devoid of national attributes, the First Nations people are not only constructed as a united group through exclusive deictics (nous, we) and national attributes (common culture, collective political history), they have further been united through their suffering at the hands of the Europeans. Chief among the losses suffered is the mother tongue, lost through the imposition of the French language. The author explains:

Aujourd’hui, une autre langue sort de notre bouche. Elle a été imposée par le colonisateur. Notre langue a été interdite d’usage. 

[Today, another language leaves our mouth. It has been imposed by the coloniser. Our language has been forbidden.]
The author transforms the traditional understanding of Quebec by subverting the “topos”
 of the mainstream Quebec identity discourse and applying it to First Nations identity. This strategy becomes apparent when his argument is situated within relevant interdiscursive and intertextual contexts. For example, the author draws on the link between language and identity, which is one of the “common-sense” central arguments within the Quebec identity discourse: French is central to Québécois identity, both culturally and politically (Beauchemin, 2006; Consultation Commission, 2007: 14; Pagé, 2006). Then, he applies this logic to his own (nations’) situation: First Nations’ languages are central to their identity. The author advocates the cultural and political importance of language to the First Nations, arguing that it is the right of “any nation” to use its language. He seems to appeal to Québécois sentimentality regarding their own language in order to contextualise his nations’ loss in a way that would be understandable to Quebec nationalists. 


The importance of this CDA finding is that there was little to no indication of subversion of the Quebec identity discourse within the corpus findings. Even the English corpus, through its emphasis on language education in particular, suggested representations of the French language that took for granted its place in Quebec society. Furthermore, there was no suggestion of the importance of any language other than French or English within the corpora. Although the First Nations people today have “the right … to preserve and develop their original language and culture” (Consultation Commission, 2007: 13), the fact that this provincial commission accepted participation only in English and French indicates one of the ways in which the First Nations people are prevented from asserting their linguistic rights in Quebec. Furthermore, references to English and French sprang forth from the corpus data because of their frequency; however, because references to other languages were infrequent, they were not uncovered by corpus findings. The problem, then, remains that the First Nations were likely one of many minority groups in Quebec whose perspective was overrun by frequency patterns. Without CDA, this insight into minority views on language and Quebec would have been indiscernible amongst the wealth of corpus data.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The combined corpus and discourse analysis findings suggest that nationalism and belonging in Quebec are indeed constructed in and through language. Through the examination and comparison of keywords, collocates and entire briefs, the CADS approach highlighted different discursive constructions of Quebec within the English and French-speaking populations. While both English and French speakers constructed Quebec as a society, the French-speaking population often referred to Quebec as a nation, whereas the English-speaking population only made minimal sincere references to the Québécois nation. The two corpora also showed subtle distinctions between language representations: in French, the French language was a central issue, for reasons ranging from language status in society to language education. In the English corpus, the French language was more of an issue than the English language, and there was a particular concern for French language education. Despite these distinctions, both corpora underline the importance of French, suggesting an important topos: the French language is the unifying factor of all people living in the province. Many scholars argue that this understanding of the French language has emerged as part of Quebec’s civic nation strategy, as it pursues recognition as a civic (rather than ethnic) nation (Breton, 1988; Henderson, 2007; Oakes and Warren, 2007). Historically, and even today, Canadian French has been widely understood as tied to exclusive notions of French Canadian ethnicity and nationalism, and as a result, the impetus to learn French has been slack (Anctil, 2007; Beauchemin, 2006; Oakes, 2006). By branding French as the language of Quebec citizenship, Quebec is seeking to become more inclusive of all those living in the province, while maintaining the rights and privileges of the French-speaking majority (Consultation Commission, 2007; Heller, 2001; Henderson, 2007; Oakes and Warren, 2007; Pagé, 2006).
 


In terms of methodology, there have proven to be a number of advantages to using CADS in two languages. By performing similar analyses across similar corpora of different languages, it was possible to compare and contrast the differences within these corpora. Furthermore, by combining corpus and discourse analysis, it became evident that there were different discourses emerging from the two largest, and most powerful, populations in Quebec: French speakers (largely of French origin), and English speakers. These discourses differed in their constructions of Quebec (as a society, a province, and/or a nation) and the representations of language in these constructions. However, apart from these dominant discourses, contrary, minority and subversive discourses did not emerge from either corpus, nor did alternate discourses from minority groups, such as the First Nations. These minority groups do not hold power, and a single subversive discourse only became evident through the analysis of an individual brief. As a result, we saw some of the ways in which corpus analysis can reduce context to co-text patterns and thus overlook important contextual dimensions such as the sociopolitical, interdiscursive and intertextual contexts, which extend across language barriers. Still, although corpus analysis alone would have missed this important subversive discourse uncovered by CDA, discourse analysis alone, too, would have likely missed the dominant, majority discourses. Thus, it is in methodological combinations, such as that of CADS, where more comprehensive considerations of data become possible. The effectiveness of the CADS approach is only enhanced when used in two languages, since it allows for discourses from both populations to be considered at once. 


Also as a result of this finding, it became apparent that frequency patterns revealed by corpus tools might bypass important, albeit infrequent, considerations. From the corpus data, it appeared that the dominant group in Quebec (the French speaking Quebecois) asserts its discourses, and a significant minority group with considerable power (the English speaking Quebecois) asserts its discourses. This is perhaps unsurprising, since Ricento (2003) finds that social power is the ability to produce and reproduce discourses that justify power structures. Indeed, in Canada Heller (2001: 120) argues that language practices are primarily about struggles “to produce discourses and to impose them, and to deal with discourses produced by others”. These discourses are informed by interests related to controlling, accessing, and producing symbolic and material resources, which in the case of Quebec, are the same resources regardless of one’s mother tongue. Thus, if having power is the ability to circulate and control discourses that legitimise and propagate that power, then it seems that the French-speaking majority wields its power, in part, by reproducing their dominant nationalist and identity discourses. These discourses legitimate the interests of French speakers, facilitating their maintenance of social power; this is achieved, at least in part, through prioritising the role that the French language plays in society. In a civic democratic fashion, non-French speakers can access equal social power by learning French: hence, both corpora emphasise language education, because both populations compete for the same resources. Thus, the success of the Quebec (national) identity discourse is such that the French language is effectively instated in Quebec; as a result, the linguistic rights and privileges of the minorities, such as the First Nations, are neutralised, even void. 

Finally, uncovering the minority voice of the First Nations individual demonstrated why it is critical to analyse not only what is evident in corpus data, but also what is missing (Baker et al., 2008: 293). Attempting to identify missing items requires a significant amount of researcher intuition and judgment, which raises questions of researcher bias. Easily discernable patterns, such as clusters and framing, help to identify discursive trends, but the most frequent of these trends may simply serve to confirm researcher suspicions. However, by analysing corpora of two languages, the task of identifying missing items is to some extent made possible, and easier, because gaps in one corpus are made apparent by an item’s presence the other corpus. Furthermore, the findings from this study showed that CDA may reveal minority voices whose discourses are missing from corpus findings.
By approaching the data from both bottom-up and top-down angles (corpus tools plus CDA), the CADS approach allows the researcher the opportunity to prevent as much bias as possible. Still, it is important to balance comparisons between two corpora of different languages (and in this case, sizes), and to not create a dichotomy simply as a result of the language barrier. In this case, it would be false to presume that there is a fundamental identity divide between the French and English-speaking populations. The findings from this research suggest that both the French and English-speaking populations, alongside many minority groups whose discourses are perhaps embedded within the two corpora, continue to negotiate shared membership in Quebec society, which overall was constructed as inclusive with civic democratic attributes.

Despite the strengths of the CADS approach in bilingual analysis, many challenges remain. First, due to the lack of reference corpora, the comparison of keywords, and indeed the two corpora, remains largely contrastive. Comparison is particularly difficult when words do not directly translate, or if their meanings are ambiguous or interpretable. Other challenges remain in terms of research on reference corpora and keyness. The lack of a French reference corpus suggests the wealth of work that remains for French corpus linguistics before it will catch up with its English counterpart. Also, the comparison of two keyword lists, compiled from corpora of different languages and compiled using different comparator corpora, raised a number of methodological issues concerning the comparability of keyness across languages. My procedure highlighted a number of inconsistencies when keyword lists are compiled with reference or comparator corpora of different sizes. Although research has shown that the choice and size of reference corpora do not usually result in significantly different keyword lists (Scott and Tribble, 2006; Xiao and McEnery, 2005), other research has shown that the choice of a reference corpus will indeed change keyword results because of genre differences between the reference corpus and the primary corpus (Baker, 2004; Culpeper, 2009). Furthermore, other research has suggested some of the inadequacies of large reference corpora used in keyword extraction, and has called for the creation of comparator corpora specialised for specific research projects (Johnson and Ensslin, 2006). Finally, research is lacking on the reliability of keyword findings resulting from the use of different reference/comparator corpora. It is evident that the size of the reference (or comparator) corpus is not the only criteria in question, and more research must be done to determine the baseline size and composition of corpora used in keyword lists. 

Although I have argued that the CADS approach allows for increased consideration of context, even more contextual information would have been valuable in the examination of the corpus data. It would have been useful to have more information concerning the authors of each brief. With this information, it might have been possible to create different subcorpora, based on the author’s professed identity, in order to determine which authors were drawing on which discourses. The creation of subcorpora also might have helped overcome the daunting task of analyzing and comparing so much data in one very large and one quite small corpus. Nevertheless, the comparison between the French and English corpora allowed for some insight into identity constructions, because the English corpus analysis draws on texts that were composed by minority communities. The most obvious minority community is the English-speaking community (a minority in Quebec), but since many immigrant and minority groups were drawn to the English language prior to the French language legislation of the 1970s, it is likely that many religious and/or cultural communities submitted briefs in English as well. Thus, the small-scale English corpus has perhaps shed light on some of the minority voices in Quebec that would have been drowned if they had been examined within one, large, bilingual corpus. 

With regard to the specific subject of belonging and identity in Quebec, a logical extension of my research would be to examine the content of the Bouchard Taylor Commission final report. It would be valuable to examine the next stage in this dialogue and investigate how discourses of identity and belonging in Quebec, as evidenced in the briefs, were taken up by the Commission’s final report. This would also require an examination of the specific legislation and policies that resulted from the report. 
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� Canadian census data continues to show that bilingualism figures are highly concentrated in Quebec, whereas English monolingualism predominates the rest of the country (Cardinal, 2004; Cardinal, 2005).


� In the French comparator corpus, the literature was primarily from France, and the blogs and academic sources may have originated from any French-speakers around the world. 


� Multiple attempts have been made to appease demands in Quebec for a declaration of unique status in Canada, including the famous Meech Lake Accord of 1987, which involved a failed set of amendments to the Canadian Constitution. Among the amendments was the recognition of Quebec as a “distinct society” within Canada. Stephen Harper’s declaration of the Québécois as a “nation within a united Canada” seems to have been an uptake and perhaps attempt at closing the debate, but remains controversial. 


� Argumentation scheme that relies on “common-sense” reasoning and which is embedded in discourse (Wodak et al., 1999: 34; Baker et al., 2008, endnote 21).


� The move towards civic recognition also explains, in part, why Stephen Harper’s declaration of the Québécois (and not Quebec) as a nation is so contentious. Although Québécois is a term that may refer to all residents of Quebec, it is also widely understood as a term with distinct ethnocultural associations. Declaring the Québécois a nation suggests an understanding of an ethnic group seeking recognition, rather than an understanding of civic Quebec as a territorial homeland with a distinct way of life (wherein reside a majority group of ethnic French Canadians).





