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This investigation asks the basic question of whether Spanish-language 

newspapers in the U.S. practice advocacy journalism in a 21st century environment where 

the traditional differences in media ownership have all but been erased. Because 

ownership of Spanish-language media has fundamentally changed over the past two 

decades for large, daily publications, this investigation also investigated differences in 

news frames by language, by ownership and by geographic location. This study focuses 

on differences in specific, generic, and linguistic framing elements associated with 

comparing English-language and Spanish-language newspapers. Immigration was chosen 

as the issue serving as the lens through which this investigation could be undertaken and 

framing was deemed the proper theoretical framework for a content analysis of daily 

newspapers in different languages. In total eight newspapers were studied in four U.S. 

cities – New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Miami – each home to at least one 

English- and one Spanish-language daily newspaper. They also happened to be the 

country’s four largest urban areas, according to the U.S. Census. 
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This investigation reveals that some generalizations – Spanish-language media 

frames immigration stories from the perspective of immigrants – are generally true. The 

data found support for the idea that Spanish-language newspapers use more positive/pro-

immigrant frames. Hypothesis testing showed activist framing elements could still be 

found throughout Spanish-language media. And immigration as a significant news issue 

in general is discussed more prominently in Spanish-language newspapers compared to 

English-language publications. But such generalizations are not true in all locations.  

One of the most significant findings is the fact that the Miami market operates in 

vastly different ways compared to the three others where Spanish-language news dailies 

operate. In Miami, the same media company owns both the local English-language and 

Spanish-language daily. In many ways, these dailies are likened to sister-publications 

sharing major resources and even having the same writers contribute to both publications. 

Consequently, many of the same frames are found in both publications. This may be due 

to the fact that Miami is the only Latino-majority city (67 percent) in this investigation, 

although Los Angeles was nearing majority status (48 percent in 2010 up from 40 percent 

in 2000) according to the U.S. Census. This ownership dynamic is contrasted with 

Chicago, where, like Miami, the same media company owns both English and Spanish 

daily newspapers. But the bulk of the Chicago resources were focused on the mainstream 

or English-language daily Chicago Tribune, a major U.S. publication. It’s Spanish-

language equivalent was much smaller and did not have any original immigration news 

articles in the dataset of this investigation as its entire sample, easily the smallest of the 

eight publications studied, was comprised of less than a dozen newswire copy articles. 



 ix 

The most competitive region for Spanish- and English-language newspapers was 

Los Angeles, where vastly different owners operate the local daily newspapers but 

similar types of coverage appear in both publications. This unique competition dynamic 

between English and Spanish uses Grimm & Andsager’s (2011) geo-ethnic context to 

explain similarities in framing. Geo-ethnic context, as applied in this investigation, refers 

to the sensitivity of newspaper coverage to the presence of a large ethic community. This 

sensitivity is used to explain framing effects on issues like immigration. To better 

understand the dynamic in the Los Angeles region, one-on-one interviews were 

conducted with editors from both daily newspapers. The most important conclusion from 

this qualitative segment was a significant difference in editorial focus. While the English-

language Los Angeles Times sees immigration as a major issue, it is but part of a larger 

focus on politics and civic engagement pursued by its editors. For the much smaller 

Spanish-language La Opinion, however, immigration is not so much just one of many 

issues as it is clearly the principal issue and is stated as such in qualitative interviews for 

this publication. The difference in editorial focus is stark. 

However, geo-ethnic context does not fully explain the differences in framing in a 

city like New York, which has a unique immigrant presence and history. It is believed 

that this historic focus on immigrant-related issues still affects some coverage of certain 

dailies operating in New York. But what New York and the other markets truly reveal is 

that generalizations about audiences, language and news coverage are not wholly reliable 

when categorizing Spanish-language news in the U.S. as a whole. Framing differences by 

language vary widely by region with specific differences routinely found throughout this 
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investigation. In fact, a city-by-city by language approach is needed to better understand 

framing differences in newspaper coverage. Clearly, for example, Latino audiences in 

Miami are not the same as those in Los Angeles or New York. Nationwide, for the most 

part, using all-English or all-Spanish results is an inferior method of understanding 

framing patterns. Local results by city and language, rather than overall results by 

language, are much more accurate predictors.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Advocacy and Ethnic Media 

 
 On August 25, 2015, Univision Spanish-language television news anchor Jorge 

Ramos became the subject of the news. Many national news networks that night showed 

footage of Ramos, who graced the cover as one of Time magazine’s “100 Most 

Influential People” only months earlier (Amanpour, 2015), as he was escorted away from 

a news conference held by Donald Trump. Ramos would later explain that his network 

wanted answers about Trump’s controversial immigration plan. And Trump had refused 

numerous requests for an interview. Deliberately crashing this event in Iowa, Ramos 

stood and demanded answers without being called by the podium, leading to his 

expulsion by a physically intimidating Trump bodyguard (Gross, 2015). 

 Reaction by those in mainstream media in the days that followed was mixed. On 

the one hand, there are those who defended Ramos, saying the national news co-anchor 

of Spanish-language Univision was “committing journalism” when he was forcibly 

removed from a press event (Greenwald, 2015). Others criticized Ramos for not 

following rules and speaking when not called upon. In essence, Ramos was criticized for 

being less of a journalist and more of an activist (Ross, 2015). On October 5th, 2015, 

Ramos replied to this criticism by saying he was simply a reporter asking questions. Still, 

he added on the NPR show Fresh Air: 

But as a journalist, sometimes you have to take a stand. I took a stand. 

Edward R. Murrow did it with McCarthy. Cronkite did it during the 
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Vietnam War. The Washington Post reporters forced the resignation of 

Richard Nixon. Christiane Amanpour did it during the war in Yugoslavia. 

Even we’ve seen Anderson Cooper taking a stand after (Hurricane) 

Katrina. So, the best examples we have in this country is [sic] when 

reporters take a stand when they see injustice. (Gross, 2015, radio 

broadcast) 

 

 By taking a stand, Ramos, in effect, was continuing in a long-line of community 

activism by ethnic journalists. In the Black Press, the history of advocacy is a storied one 

(Boyd, 1991; Emery, 1972; Hutton, 1993; Strother, 1978). It has been said that the Black 

Press not only reported on history, it made history (Nelson, 1999).  Within the Hispanic 

community, as early as 1857, El Clamor Público was the first of hundreds of openly 

political ethnic presses drawing attention to racism and atrocities committed against 

Hispanics throughout the American Southwest (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 

2010). While mainstream media touted the virtues of journalistic objectivity, minority 

publications practiced a form of journalistic advocacy throughout the 20th Century 

(Mindich, 1998). Into the 21st Century, advocacy remains an important characteristic of 

Hispanic media (Félix, González & Ramirez, 2008; Srinivasan, 2006). 

On the whole, the history of ethnic print media has a much longer trajectory in 

this country than broadcast media. Operating as smaller businesses or as part of non-

profit or civic groups, the early Latino press was often run by local Latino elites as a 

means of exercising leadership in their respective communities (Gutierrez, n.d.). 
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Consequently, the Latino press saw its societal function in a different light compared to 

mainstream, English-language newspapers. Leal (1989) says Latino media embraced a 

function historically that eschewed more of the following:  

…Political and social activism; promotion of civic duties; the defense of 

the population against the abuse of the authorities and other organized 

groups; the sponsoring of national and religious holidays; the provision of 

an outlet for the public to express their ideas in the form of letters or to 

express their activity in the form of poems, short stories, essays, and an 

occasional serialized novels…Not less important has been the publication 

of community social news. (p. 159) 

 

Not only have minority media operated differently compared to mainstream mass 

media, historically, ethnic newspapers operated under different ownership structures 

when compared to their mainstream counterparts. The history of mainstream media in the 

U.S. actually begins with radio and the rise of corporate media (Croteau & Hoynes, 

2006.) By contrast, ethnic media often seemed hyper local, as a community-based 

publication, created principally due to indifference by mainstream publishers to minority 

communities (Rodriguez, 2001). For the minority press, early ownership models 

emphasized wielding influence within their communities over maximizing short-term 

profits (Picard & van Weezel, 2008). By practicing activism, these ethnic publications 

had, in fact, longer-term economic considerations in mind that resonated within their 

local communities (Picard & van Weezel, 2008).  
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Because ethnic media differentiated itself thusly, mainstream media saw their 

ethnic media counterparts differently as well. 

Over the last century, as objectivity came to be seen as the gold standard of 

mainstream journalism, ethnic media and ethnic journalists were often viewed as 

producers of an inferior product that felt more like community activism rather than 

objective journalism (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010). Part of this view, say 

Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, stems from the perception that ethnic media promotes 

a different point of view and a different set of cultural values than that of mainstream 

culture. And ethnic journalists themselves often viewed their own sense of social 

responsibility as journalists differently as exemplified by Jorge Ramos and Univision. It 

was a social responsibility that favored the communities they served and went beyond the 

traditional sense of journalistic objectivity (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010). 

Historically, minority media served as vocal advocates on behalf of their 

communities. Spanish-language newspapers followed a pattern beginning in the 19th 

Century that served a native Spanish-speaking community throughout the American 

Southwest (and Puerto Rico), to becoming an advocacy outlet for migrants in exile in the 

early part of the 20th Century, to a minority media focused on civil rights, to media that 

focuses on permanent immigrant voices and recent arrivals to this country (Kanellos, 

2000). In the 21st Century, this advocacy often manifests itself in support of immigrant 

rights.  

Although ethnic media has historically been viewed as an inferior product, the 

recent changes in corporate ownership, the proliferation of media mergers, and the 
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growing acceptance of citizen-based journalism, previously considered inferior 

alternative journalism, all could play a role in the elevation of certain ethnic media to a 

quality seen on par with the mainstream. With changes in ownership structures of ethnic 

media, the question of advocacy may be in flux. 

GENERAL PROBLEM STATEMENT 

 It seems logical that newspapers that publish in English and Spanish address their 

respective language audiences differently despite the fact that these audiences are situated 

in the same regional market. Given that ethnic media, particularly minority-language 

media, has a history of community activism, Spanish-language newspapers might frame 

particular community-related issues differently when compared to English-language 

newspapers. As newspaper ownership has evolved, however, corporate mergers have 

created situations where media that has historically been deemed as “mainstream” now 

owns media that historically has been identified as “minority.” This 21st Century 

development begs the question: Do English and Spanish-language newspapers operating 

in the same regional markets frame topics of importance differently based on language? 

Which is more influential on editorial coverage: Language or ownership? 

 Like Univision news anchor Jorge Ramos, there are two topical elements here that 

form the basis of this investigation: Activism and immigration. The history of media 

activism associated with ethnic media has remnants that remain in media activism today. 

And in order to measure media frames, the issue of immigration is the focus. 
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At the heart of this investigation are two driving concepts: Does publication by 

language affect how newspapers frame news topics; and, Does mainstream corporate 

ownership affect how newspapers frame news topics, regardless of language? 

To examine these issues regarding how English-language and Spanish-language 

newspapers frame news topics, a content analysis compares frames in competing 

language publications. In order for more in-depth understanding of these issues to be 

gathered, a qualitative component, where newspaper editors in different languages but in 

the same geo-location participate in semi-structured interviews, was undertaken. While a 

content analysis can uncover what is happening in terms of framing patterns, a qualitative 

approach through interviews can begin to answer the why and how such patterns manifest 

themselves. 

SIGNIFICANCE 

If, in fact, there exists mainstream media frames that are significantly different 

from ethnic media frames, this indicates that distinct types of journalism are being 

practiced within the same regional communities where English-language and Spanish-

language media are largely present. Secondary to the existence of competing mainstream 

and ethnic frames is whether ownership has an effect on the use of such frames. Such 

differences – again, if shown to exist – could be of significant interest to editors, 

publishers, audiences, advertisers, and media watchers. 

Acknowledging that most ethnic media are small, mom-and-pop type of 

operations that often fly under the radar of most mainstream media measuring 
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organizations and print auditing services, Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach (2010) 

admit that most of the ownership data concerning ethnic media mainly comes from the 

largest, most successful ethnic media in the country. Still, Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-

Rokeach (2010) have identified four trends in terms in ethnic media ownership so-far in 

the 21st Century: Media consolidation among like-minded private owners of ethnic 

media; Acquisition by corporate, multi-national companies that are based in the home 

countries of immigrants; Mainstream media acquisition (or creation) of ethnic media; 

and, Decreasing ownership of ethnic media by ethnic minorities. 

 The differences between what is considered mainstream media and that which is 

called alternative or ethnic media are increasingly blurred in the 21st Century media 

landscape. But these differences are not insignificant. In general, mainstream media seeks 

to produce content of wide appeal, designed to pique the interest of as large an audience 

as possible (Johnston, n.d.). Alternative media, on the other hand, tends to produce 

content that interests a specialized audience that is often smaller but extremely loyal and 

is often framed with a particular viewpoint (Johnston, n.d.). More often than not, ethnic 

media is likened to alternative media; despite the fact that many mainstream media 

corporations are now the producers of traditionally alternative content (Rauch, 2015). 

On the onset, it should be noted that comparisons between English-language 

media and minority-language media are difficult to make. Often, ethnic or minority 

media is lumped together academically with alternative or community media (Deuze, 

2006). By definition, alternative media sees itself in opposition to mainstream media or 

focuses on stories or voices ignored by the mainstream (Leal, 1989). Any medium that 
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considers itself non-mainstream seeks to present points of view that are different from the 

mainstream and to present alternative information to audiences (Tsfati & Cappella, 

2003). As community media, local orientation and grassroots sensibilities become the 

focus based on a “profound sense of dissatisfaction with mainstream media form and 

content” (Howley, 2005, p. 2). This can complicate validity when comparing two types of 

media, which, by their very definitions, exist in order to be different from each other.  

One form of alternative media that has increasingly found legitimate acceptance is 

the growing citizen-journalist movement. Early on, citizen-journalists were viewed as 

individualistic with more editorial autonomy while professional journalists were viewed 

as more authoritative and experienced (Örnebring, 2013). In a series of depth interviews 

with 63 journalists across six European countries, the growing redefinition, if not actual 

acceptance, of legitimacy in regards to citizen-journalists has become evident (Örnebring, 

2013). There is a growing belief that citizen journalists have evolved from early awkward 

roles in digital media to one of acceptance as legitimate activism and potentially useful 

first-hand reporting that even professional mainstream journalists will reference (Wall, 

2015). Although ethnic media is not being connected with citizen-journalism in this 

investigation, the growing acceptance by professional journalists of a here-before 

considered inferior, alternative journalistic form clearly has precedence. 

In order to compare apples to apples, researchers must be cautious when 

comparing Spanish-language media coverage to English-language media. If researchers 

were to compare Spanish-language daily newspapers to English-language dailies, it isn’t 

only language but it is also economies of scale that are different. For the most part, huge 
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municipally based newspapers with daily circulations of 300,000+ readers are being 

compared to smaller, Spanish-language dailies of 70,000 or so readers. Most mainstream 

newspapers in major markets have huge Sunday editions with massive circulations while 

the Spanish-language dailies often put out one weekend edition. In his 1997 essay titled 

“What makes mainstream media mainstream” Noam Chomsky writes that mainstream 

media is often called the agenda-setting media because it has the resources and influence 

to decide which issues are the ones to dominate the public discussion. Minority media, on 

the other hand, lack such influence. The comparisons between mainstream and ethnic 

media almost aren’t fair. Obviously, the audiences themselves can be highly different. 

Branton & Dunaway (2008) suggest that Spanish-language media audiences are more 

homogenous than consumers of English-language media. And it stands to reason that 

differences in readership foreshadow differences in content. 

So academic comparisons pose validity challenges that are difficult but not 

inherently insurmountable. Of course, precise definition of variables is vital when 

comparing mainstream to ethnic media, as it is in all academic research. Also, to an 

extent, some creative flexibility may be necessary in defining measurable variables. 

[More details to come in the Methods chapter.] 

To study such an issue, a common topic that normally receives frequent coverage 

in both English and Spanish-language newspapers would need to be examined for 

differences in coverage. In the literature review, the case will be made for that common 

news topic to be that of immigration. For Latino leaders, immigration has become a 

litmus test on issues of importance to their community because of the greater implications 
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for civil rights (Martinez de Castro, 2010). Consequently, Spanish language media is 

more likely to frame immigration in a positive light when compared to mainstream media 

(Abrajano & Singh, 2009; Branton & Dunaway, 2008). On the other end of the political 

spectrum, in recent years, a candidate’s stance on immigration has been a litmus test on 

how conservative he or she is for tea party and other conservatives, especially in regards 

to illegal immigration (Rucker & Gardner, 2011). In a day and age where immigration 

has become a hot and perennial political topic in the mainstream press, as well, the 

question of how different media operating in different languages under different 

ownership structures frame the immigration issue is both salient and significant. 

Such a study can prove important to immigrants, political activists, media 

watchers, and policy makers. For ethnic media producers, an academic look at their 

immigration coverage helps to add editorial legitimacy by comparing and contrasting 

their work to that of mainstream media coverage. And academically, developing variable 

measures valid to both mainstream media and minority or ethnic media could encourage 

more academic works that compare and contrast mainstream and other types of 

alternative media, arguably an understudied area of media. 

Beginning in the 1980s, deregulation of media ownership structures ushered in a 

wave of media mergers across all platforms. In general, deregulation became 

synonymous with increasing commercialization of media (McChesney, 2003). The 

largest Latino media organizations operating in the U.S. were not immune to mergers 

(Wilkinson, 2009). But while notable work has examined the effects of media mergers on 

the independence of mainstream news media (Baker, 2006; Croteau & Hoynes, 2006; 
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McChesney, 2015), few such studies have examined the effects of such mergers on ethnic 

media, and fewer still have specifically looked at Hispanic media. Such an examination 

seems a significantly understudied area in an age when demographic changes have 

altered the political landscape, particularly in large states. Because independent Latino 

media have traditionally seen their public service role in opposition to mainstream media, 

the notion that ownership structure changes could impact the community activism role of 

the nation’s largest Latino media is worthy of closer academic examination. 

This examination sets out to study minority media activism in a post-media 

merger era where U.S. ethnic communities no longer own and control their community’s 

largest ethnic news media. Using the salient political topic of immigration, this study 

examines how English and Spanish daily newspapers operating in the same markets 

frame the immigration debate differently and under different ownership structures. This 

study will make use of recent framing theory research models using content analysis 

(quantitative) to examine the different frames. Additionally, one-on-one interviews with 

editors operating in the targeted communities will be used for a deeper (qualitative) 

understanding of the community service role they perform for their respective language 

communities, helping to explain the difference, if any, in how such frames are presented. 

FRAMING 

Entman (1993) defines framing as a process where writers or editors “select some 

aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in 
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such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral 

evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation” (p. 52). 

Framing can be a key theory in comparing ethnic media to mainstream media. 

Through framing, particular voices in the public sphere can be excluded while 

maintaining the decorum of objectivity (Tankard, 2001) Framing not only favors a 

particular side without explicit bias but it can weaken counter arguments (Tankard, 

2001). As Tankard (2001) wrote, “Much of the power of framing comes from its ability 

to define the terms of a debate without the audience realizing it is taking place” (p. 98). 

Defining the terms of a contentious issue can play a major role in winning the public 

policy debate (Tankard, 2001). 

 

Hispanic Press 

Little research can be found regarding the early business models of ethnic and 

community media in general but anecdotally they often appeared to operate different 

from mainstream media (Bartlett, 2013). Ignored by mainstream media and large 

advertisers, most ethnic presses relied heavily on small, ethnic community businesses for 

local advertising (Rodriguez, 2001). However, changes in demographics began capturing 

the attention of mainstream advertisers beginning in the 1980s (Wilkinson, 2009). By the 

end of the 20th Century, mainstream news outlets, seeing market growth in niche 

segments, entered the Hispanic media market en masse (Valdivia, 2010). New 

publications appeared and competed with established ethnic media. Soon, the traditional 
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ownership structures of ethnic media began to change. In an era of mainstream media 

conglomeration, Spanish-language media ownership was similarly affected (Wilkinson, 

2009).  

With media consolidation from the 1980s onward, traditional owners gave in to 

corporate overtures. Few of the surviving Spanish-language daily newspapers are now 

owned by U.S.-based Latinos despite a rich history of service and activism on behalf of 

the Spanish-speaking minority population in the U.S. (Gonzales & Torres, 2011). Other 

mainstream media companies entered the Hispanic media market by creating their own 

ethnic media outlets to add to their holdings as a means of delivering value to advertisers 

(Bartlett, 2013). In their book titled The Business of Media: Corporate Media and the 

Public Interests, Croteau and Hoynes (2006) explained how profit motives for media 

ownership would clash with what many journalists felt were the civic responsibilities of 

journalists serving the public interest in a free society. The growth of media 

conglomeration and media mergers placed a spotlight on this conflict between markets 

and civic responsibility. Croteau & Hoynes (2006) described how the public interest 

function of a free press could normally be met within the framework of a commercial 

business. Still, they warned: 

However, as the media industry grew and consolidated in the 1980s and 

1990s that delicate balance shifted ever further in favor of pursuing greater 

profits over concern for public service. Even though it has been 

marginalized in recent years by a growing concern for profits within the 
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media industry, the public service role of the media is still recognized and 

invoked… (p. 33) 

 

As a means of examining media’s civic responsibility, Croteau & Hoynes (2006) 

described two frameworks: the media market model and the public sphere model. 

According to Croteau & Hoynes (2006) the dominant framework is the media market 

model, which measures success by examining profitability and delivering product to 

consumers. However, examining success under the framework of a public sphere model 

is more esoteric and problematic. Croteau and Hoynes (2006) describe the public sphere 

framework as an approach that considers media success in a democracy by addressing 

societal needs beyond supply and demand dynamics. In a democracy, public interest 

criteria also should be met. Examples of such criteria include more esoteric concepts such 

as substance and diversity that serve the public in a democratic society (Croteau & 

Hoynes, 2006). The problem with markets is they reproduce inequality because the 

playing field favors those with more access (Croteau & Hoynes, 2006). Logically, if the 

market is the dominant framework of success, larger societal needs are at best a 

secondary or even tertiary consideration. 

As a media market, the Hispanic/Latino community has seen tremendous growth, 

especially since the 1980s (Wilkinson, 2009). Advertisers and marketers took notice. 

While English-language media has either been stagnant or in decline, Spanish-language 

media in the U.S. remains in a growth phase (Guskin & Mitchell, 2011; Kanellos, 2011; 

Nealy, 2008). Ad spending in U.S. Hispanic media grew 63 percent from $4.7 billion in 
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2010 to $7.1 billion in 2014 (McCarthy, 2015). Such numbers are impressive. In light of 

a market framework, the Hispanic media market could be described as a measureable 

success. 

But this kind of success doesn’t satisfy some leaders in the Latino community. 

There are social interests of concern ethnic community leaders often champion; issues of 

substance and diversity as described by Croteau & Hoynes (2006). Overlooked by large 

advertisers, communities of color were historically treated with indifference, or worse, by 

the mainstream press (Rodriguez, 2001). Local leaders created Spanish-language 

newspapers throughout the Southwest simply because marginalized communities often 

lacked a voice in the larger public sphere (Rodriguez, 2001). Consequently, some leaders 

within communities of color have viewed with distrust mainstream media’s newfound 

involvement in ethnic media ownership (Rodriguez, 2001). There exists a common belief 

that corporate structures tend to place profits above people (Bakan, 2012). For these 

community leaders, the more esoteric media function of public service also played a part 

in their publication goals. Public service may be a difficult concept to measure but its 

relevance indicates that a public sphere model is also a needed framework in order to 

judge success, especially within ethnic communities. 

Michael Schudson wrote in 2002 that media operating within democratic societies 

have an obligation to expose the public to a wide variety of perspectives and opinions. 

Clearly, ownership of ethnic media matters to an influential segment of society. 

Consequently, a public sphere framework sensibility should be included in any 

examination of modern ethnic media ownership.  In the area of public policy, the role of 
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community activists has dynamic implications for the advancement of public service 

(Bovaird, 2007). Similarly, the presence of community activism becomes a major concept 

under a public service framework. Although a verified activist variable does not currently 

exist, this investigation will continue in the belief that certain measures can point to 

activism.  

One area where community activism can be examined is through the salient issue 

of immigration. As a political topic, immigration is consistently covered by Latino media 

as well as by mainstream media outlets. The U.S. Hispanic population grew from 9.8 

million and five percent of the U.S. population in 1960 to 51 million and 16 percent of 

the U.S. population in 2010 thanks to a combination of immigration and high birth rates 

(Massey & Pren, 2012). As a political topic, the issue of immigration remains a complex 

issue that should remain a viable news item for the foreseeable future (Kim, Carvalho, 

Davis, & Mullins, 2011). Consequently, academic studies examining differences in 

immigration news coverage remain significant. 

In order to facilitate such a study, and in an attempt to compare apples to apples, a 

content analysis of daily newspapers in English and Spanish operating in the same geo-

location was proposed. 

TARGETED SPANISH NEWSPAPERS 

In 2015, the Pew Research Center tracked audited information for three Spanish-

language dailies in its State of the Media report. These were La Opinión, El Diario/La 

Prensa, and El Nuevo Herald. All three reportedly saw a decrease in circulation over the 
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previous year (Matsa, 2015). A Google search of Spanish-language newspaper reveals 

four U.S. cities that have an influential daily newspaper that publishes locally in the 

Spanish language. They are: Miami, Los Angeles, New York, and Chicago. The 

publications are (respectively): El Nuevo Herald, La Opinión, El Diario/La Prensa, and 

Hoy. 

The largest Spanish-language daily newspaper in the U.S. in terms of audited 

circulation is La Opinión of Los Angeles (Guskin & Mitchell, 2011). It was created in 

1926 in Los Angeles by Ignacio Lozano, an immigrant who also created La Prensa in 

San Antonio in 1913 as a voice for exiles of the violent Mexican Revolution (Rivas-

Rodriguez, 2004). The Lozano family owned and operated the daily La Opinión for 

decades and gave it a reputation for strong advocacy on behalf of the Spanish-speaking 

community of Southern California and the Southwest (“Five View,” 2004). Today, La 

Opinión is owned by a private company called ImpreMedia, a privately held corporation 

controlled by South American businessmen (Falcon, 2012). 

ImpreMedia owns five of the largest Spanish-language newspapers in the U.S., 

including the New York daily El Diario/La Prensa (Falcon, 2012). La Prensa was 

created in 1913 by Latino – mostly Puerto Rican – immigrants and is the longest 

continuously published Spanish-language daily in the U.S. (Goldman & Cardenas, 2004). 

When La Prensa merged in 1963 with El Diario – an immigrant publication created in 

1948 – the new El Diario/La Prensa branded itself as “el campeón de los hispanos” 

(Mompart, 2004) or “champion of all Hispanics.” Today, the majority of El Diario/La 

Prensa’s readers are Dominican, reflecting the Latino immigrant shift of the city (García, 
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Morín, & Rivera, 2001). El Diario/La Prensa distinguishes itself by appealing to a pan-

Hispanic audience unique to New York (Kanellos, 2007). 

The Miami Herald Media Company, which produces both versions of the Herald 

(one in English and one in Spanish), is a subsidiary of the McClatchy Company, which 

took control of Knight-Ridder publications in the 1970s, according to the website of the 

McClatchy company website. Miami’s Cuban population exploded throughout the 1970s 

and 80s and this Spanish-language daily was created by mainstream newspaper chain 

Knight-Ridder in response to the changing demographics of Southern Florida (Suberví-

Velez, et.al, 1994).  

Also in Miami is another Spanish-language newspaper Diario Las Américas. 

Originally created in 1953 by a Honduran immigrant, Las Americas was Miami’s oldest 

Spanish language publication, operating as a weekly until May 2014 when its new 

owners, a group of Venezuelan (foreign) investors declared it had been converted to a 

daily and added “Diario” to the publication’s name (meaning “Daily”). Upon further 

investigation, however, it was discovered that this newspapers publishes a print version 

only three days a week and is updated daily online. As an online daily, Diario Las 

Americas will not be part of this research investigation. Online media agendas often are 

different than that of legacy media, particularly in their participatory nature of audiences 

(Cacciatore, et. al., 2012). Subsequently, digital publications are beyond the scope of this 

investigation. 

The fourth Spanish-language daily newspaper publishing in the continental U.S. is 

Hoy of Chicago. Originally created and operated by the Tribune Company of Chicago as 
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a weekly called ¡Éxito!, the name Hoy was acquired when the Tribune Company 

completed its merger with the Times-Mirror Company (Ziv, 2002). This can get 

confusing, as today there are three major cities and Spanish-language publications that 

use the name Hoy -- New York (an online daily), Los Angeles (a print weekly), and 

Chicago (a print daily). The Tribune Co., which owns Chicago Hoy also owns the weekly 

Hoy of Los Angeles (as well as the Chicago Tribune, the Los Angeles Times). Of the 

three publications that bear the name Hoy, only Hoy of Chicago is a daily print 

newspaper and is the only one that is part of this investigation.  

Thus only four Spanish-language daily newspapers appear to be operating in print 

in the U.S. These publications will be analyzed with comparable print media in English in 

their respective geo-locations. The English-language newspapers are, therefore, the Los 

Table 1: Daily Print English-language and Spanish-language Newspapers 
Targeted 

City Publication Language Circulation* Owner 

  Miami   Miami Herald   English   141,188 McClatchy Co. 

  Miami   El Nuevo Herald   Spanish     46,960 McClatchy Co. 

  Los Angeles   LA Times   English   432,873 Tribune Co. 

  Los Angeles   La Opinión   Spanish     64,260 ImpreMedia  

  New York   Daily News   English   360,459 M. Zuckerman 

  New York   El Diario/La Prensa   Spanish     32,150 ImpreMedia 

  Chicago   Chicago Tribune   English   368,145 Tribune Co. 

  Chicago   ¡Hoy!   Spanish     70,000** Tribune Co. 
*5-day weekday print average as reported by Alliance for Audited Media (AAM) for 2013 (English) and 
2014 (Spanish). 

**Unaudited circulation claim by the Tribune Co. 
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Angeles Times, New York Daily News, the Miami Herald, and the Chicago Tribune. For 

a quick summary of the targeted print newspapers in English and Spanish, see Table 1.  

Coincidentally, the four U.S. cities with daily newspapers in Spanish also happen 

to be the four largest urban centers in the U.S. according to official 2010 Census data. 

Demographics are clearly significant. [See Table 2.]  

SPECIFIC PROBLEM STATEMENT 

This investigation analyzes differences in frames and elements of advocacy 

between newspapers operating in all U.S. cities known to have a Spanish-language daily 

and their comparable English-language counterpart operating in the same region. Specific 

frames outlined in the literature as well as elements of generic frames along with 

particularly linguistics will serve as the basis of this investigation. The four U.S. cities 

targeted are Miami, Los Angeles, New York, and Chicago [See Table 1]. The history of 

each publication involved makes analysis by ownership another element for study as in 

two cities – Miami and Chicago – the same company owns both the English-language 

and the Spanish-language newspaper.  

Table 2: Largest U.S. Urban Centers – MSA & City based on 2010 Census 
Urban Center MSA Population City Population MSA Rank 

  New York 18,351,295 8,175,133 1st 

  Los Angeles 12,150,996 3,792,621 2nd 

  Chicago 8,608,208 2,695,598 3rd 

  Miami 5,502,379 399,457 4th 
SOURCE: http://www.census.gov/dataviz/visualizations/026/508.php 
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Specific questions of particular interest for this investigation include whether (and 

if so, how) newspapers operating in the same region frame immigration differently but in 

different languages? Also, do framing differences remain even if the same company owns 

both publications? Do Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration more positively 

and employ more elements of advocacy?  

All of these questions and some hypothesis will emerge more fully in the 

literature review chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Ethnic Media & Framing 
 

Beginning with the history of ethnic media in general and focusing on Spanish-

language print in particular, this literature review briefly examines the public service role 

of ethnic media parallel to and in juxtaposition with mainstream or general market media 

and continues with a look at relevant ownership changes throughout the era of media 

mergers. Additionally, this review describes relevant framing theory and reviews content 

analysis as a method of examination as it applies to this investigation.  

 

BACKGROUND: ETHNIC MEDIA 

Ethnic media in the 21st Century can be defined as “media produced for a 

particular ethnic community (Matsaganis, Katz & Ball-Rokeach, 2010)” [emphasis 

added]. Such a definition emphasizes that ethnic media in the 21st Century does not 

necessarily originate from the ethnic communities they purportedly serve. Such was not 

largely the case prior to this century. The history of Spanish-language news media in the 

U.S. dates as early as 1808 in New Orleans, 1813 in Texas and 1816 in Florida (Kanellos, 

2000). Historically, both ethnic and immigrant media were minority-owned media 

(Rodriguez, 2001). And Spanish-language media in the U.S. emerged as a community-

based alternative to mainstream English-language media (Fernandes & Shumow, 2014). 

Today, however, mainstream media companies increasingly are producing media 
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products for ethnic and minority communities than ever before. Perhaps the best example 

of this can be seen in the proliferation of ethnic magazines targeting Latinas (Valdivia, 

2010). Since the waning days of the 20th Century, a wave of bilingual and English-

language magazines targeting Latinas have emerged and were described as both 

assimilationist and pluralistic as general market media companies tapped into the world 

of ethnic media (Johnson, 2000).  

Assimilation in an ethnic media context is media that reflects a desire for access 

to and full participation in mainstream society while pluralism reflects a desire to 

maintain cultural differentiation through ethnic media (Suberví-Vélez, 1986). With a slew 

of mainstream media companies producing ethnic magazines, researchers have 

questioned just how “ethnic” are these ethnic magazines today (Johnson, 2000). Among 

the pluralistic functions of ethnic media include such criteria as ethnic pride, social 

empowerment, the establishment of a minority news agenda, and the promotion of social 

and political participation (Johnson, 2000). Assimilationist, on the other hand, is often 

characterized by promotion of social control, maintaining a dominant (English) language, 

socializing to modern (v. third world) ways, maintaining a dominant ideology, or using 

“general market” ideas (Johnson, 2000, p. 233). 

At the end of the 20th Century, researcher Melissa Johnson examined five new 

nationwide magazines targeted towards U.S. Hispanic women and found they served both 

assimilationist and pluralistic functions using what she described as a hybrid model not 

associated with traditional ethnic minority media (Johnson, 2000). One major component 

of this hybrid model is that, “activism content was generally absent,” from these new 



 24 

magazines, published by mainstream media companies focused principally on 

consumerism (Johnson, 2000, p. 242). When mainstream media companies are 

responsible for the creation and publication of ethnic media, the cultural validity of this 

product can be subject to question. 

Johnson (2010) differentiates ethnic media from minority media for a variety of 

reasons. For one, the negative connotation of the term minority carries baggage, but also 

for more practical reasons that ethnic audiences often are not the minority in many parts 

of the country where such media operate. Johnson writes:  

Ethnic media are defined in this study as broadcast, print, and digital 

communication channels that serve a particular cultural or racial group. 

This definition does not impose boundaries such as geographic location, 

size, scope, or ownership, which must be taken into account. (2010, p. 

108). 

 

Consequently, in the 21st Century, minority ethnic media is defined as media that 

serves ethnic minority communities (Cottle, 2000).  

 

ETHNIC MEDIA & ADVOCACY 

Advocacy and activism, two terms often used interchangeably throughout this 

investigation, represent a major element historically associated with ethnic media. The 

pro-immigration advocacy stance of Univision news anchor Jorge Ramos described in the 
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beginning of Chapter 1 is but a recent example. It’s been widely reported that advocacy 

by Spanish-language radio personalities was largely responsible for the large pro-

immigration rallies in 2006 that launched a comprehensive immigration legislative 

proposal by then-President Bush (Barreto, Manzano, Ramirez, & Rim, 2009; Félix, 

González, & Ramirez, 2008; Rim, 2009; Watanabe & Becerra, 2006). Bush’s 2006 

immigration legislation proposal was ultimately defeated by anti-immigration push back 

by certain influential conservative political factions such as the Tea Party Movement, 

which took an enforcement-only stand on immigration (Burghart, & Zeskind, 2010). And 

Latino newsprint in general has eschewed a pro-community advocatory stance since its 

inception throughout its early history many decades ago (Gonzales & Torres, 2011). 

While objectivity has been the gold standard of mainstream American journalism 

for the past century, ethnic media journalists, who say they also value objectivity, believe 

that within the context of ethnic journalism, objectivity has boundaries (Matsaganis, 

Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010). Consequently, mainstream media journalists have often 

viewed ethnic media journalists with suspicion because they seem to espouse values 

separate from the mainstream (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010).  There are 

times when ethnic media challenge mainstream media positions and ethnic journalists 

seem to see this as an important role in advocating for the interests of their ethnic 

community. As Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach wrote, “ethnic media journalists have 

to think about the interests of the community they serve and the country they live in 

simultaneously. And those interests may not always be perfectly aligned” (2010, p. 250). 
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Thus, the connection between ethnic media ownership and the presence of 

advocacy and activism has precedence in the literature. In ethnic media, this is most often 

discussed formally in terms of pluralism and assimilationism (Suberví-Velez, 1986). 

Johnson (2001) has promoted the notion that a hybrid model – focused on ethnic 

audiences, owned by mainstream media companies but devoid of activist calls to action – 

has penetrated Latina magazines. It’s fair to ask whether the same has happened to 

Spanish-language newspapers. 

A look at the history of the two oldest Spanish-language dailies operating in the 

U.S. – El Diario/La Prensa and La Opinión – reveals an activist streak often exemplified 

by opposition to mainstream news media (Leal, 1989). Today, none of the surviving 

Spanish-language daily newspapers are currently owned by U.S.-based Latinos despite a 

rich history of service and advocacy to the Spanish-speaking minority population in the 

U.S. (Gonzales & Torres, 2011). If media ownership still matters in terms of fulfilling the 

public sphere needs of the Hispanic community, these ethnic publications should be 

examined to see the extent that they perform an activist role today.  

This is more formalized in the following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Spanish-language newspapers display more elements of advocacy than 

English-language newspapers. 

 

These elements of advocacy framing will be more clearly identified in the next 

chapter. But if there are few signs of activism in Spanish-language newspapers now 
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owned by international corporate interests then this is a strong indication that the 

traditional public sphere needs of the Hispanic community have been coopted by more 

strict media-market concerns. 

In the 2011 report on the State of the Media produced by the Pew Research Center 

for Excellence in Journalism, the Latino Print Network reported there were 832 Hispanic 

newspapers in the U.S. (including Puerto Rico), the majority of which – 428 – were 

weekly publications and another large segment – 378 – classified as less than weekly 

(Guskin & Mitchell, 2011). It remains unclear how these numbers were obtained as the 

Latino Print Network’s website is currently an underdeveloped blog as of October 2015.  

Most of these could be classified as small, local publications and make circulation claims 

that are not audited (Guskin & Mitchell, 2011). For these community-based publications, 

low-end advertising by small, mostly ethnic businesses comprises the bulk of ad revenues 

(Guskin & Mitchell, 2011). Historically, small ad buys by local businesses operating in 

ethnic enclaves have sustained small Hispanic publications throughout most of their 

existence (Rodriguez, 2001). 

Small, community newspapers that do not operate daily – many don’t even 

publish weekly – remains an understudied academic area. And this research is not 

intended to conduct that examination. There are literally hundreds of such publications 

operating today. And their sphere of influence within their communities is debatable and 

measured in esoteric values of community building and ethnic identity (Rodriguez, 

1999).  
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While it is believed that community newspapers are more in touch with their 

communal base than larger, metropolitan or regional publications (Reader, 2006), often 

these community publications have limited resources and staffs that are unable to 

compete with larger, better staffed publications (Hatcher, 2007). Although community 

newspapers may be closer to their readers, the ability to produce local stories taxes the 

limited resources of smaller publications. Local reporters can rely on their knowledge of 

local issues and experiences without the baggage of outside narratives by a national or 

even a regional reporter (Burgess, 2013).  

While the temptation to view Hispanic media strictly in terms of small community 

publications remains, there are several major print publications that serve U.S. Hispanic 

audiences. It would be a stretch to consider these publications identified as part of this 

investigation as merely community newspapers with limited influence. The four Spanish-

language newspapers identified for use in this investigation have significant daily 

readership as seen in Table 1 [page 19]. 

Ownership of these influential Spanish-language dailies is reflective of the 

complexity of the overall media market in the 21st Century. Two publications – Hoy of 

Chicago and El Nuevo Herald of Miami – were actually created by mainstream general 

market media companies that also own the largest English-language daily newspaper 

locally. The other two, La Opinión of Los Angeles and El Diario/La Prensa of New York 

are much older publications originally created decades ago as activist publications by 

immigrants to the U.S. who controlled these newspapers editorially (or their families did) 

for many years but today are controlled by South American (Spanish-speaking) media 
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conglomerates (Gonzales & Torres, 2011). The criticism can be levied that Latin 

American elites have no history of immigrant or minority struggles in the U.S. and 

therefore are merely South American businessmen, not U.S.-based ethnic community 

activists. Today, none of the surviving Spanish-language daily newspapers are currently 

owned by U.S.-based Latinos despite a rich history of service and advocacy to the 

Spanish-speaking minority population in the U.S. (Gonzales & Torres, 2011).  

This trend in media ownership raises an important question: Do ethnic media 

owned by corporate mainstream media companies play the activist role employed in the 

past by minority-owned media? In the 21st Century, ethnic media ownership remains a 

significant issue (Johnson, 2010). 

The problem statement that initiated this investigation focuses on the differences 

between Spanish-language media and English-language media and whether ownership 

and language matter in terms of how content is framed. To begin to examine such a 

complex set of issues, the following formal Research Question is posited: 

 

RQ1: How do Spanish-language newspapers emphasize immigration frames 

compared to English-language newspapers? 

 

To assume there are framing differences is logical: Different newspapers 

addressing different audiences in different languages. RQ1 begins the formal process of 

attacking the original problem statement. Next, a look at theoretical frameworks can help 

focus this investigation. 
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS 

In 2010, Melissa Johnson went further in an attempt to define the study of ethnic 

media as distinct from mainstream media. Noting that ethnic media inquiry in the 20th 

Century focused heavily on the assimilation-pluralism dichotomy, Johnson added that 

newer methods in the 21st Century have opened up ethnic media study to a greater variety 

of theoretical approaches (2010). One such approach includes analyses of media content, 

which document and explain “historic and evolving media topics and portrayals” 

(Johnson, 2010, p. 111). Under the sociological tradition, the content in ethnic media is 

positioned as an independent variable, which affects a cognitive and behavioral response 

(Johnson, 2010). Under a psychological tradition, ethnic media content is presented as a 

dependent variable resulting from cultural, psychological, or even socioeconomic factors 

(Johnson, 2010). 

Melissa Johnson (2010) posits that ethnic media study could benefit from 

approaches that utilize Self-Categorization Theory when incorporating identity issues and 

the rise of ethnic media use in general. Self-categorization helps explain how and why 

people self-assign to certain groups and not others (Johnson, 2010). Theoretically, 

Johnson outlined four self-categorization concepts – accessibility, social norms, 

prototypes, and fit – that could help explain the significance of ethnic media for 

audiences.  
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Johnson (2010) believes that ethnic media addresses social issues in ways that are 

more accessible to ethnic media audiences than to mainstream or general market ones. 

Johnson further posits that ethnic media content helps contextualize social norms which 

are internalized by individuals who self-categorize with those groups. Additionally, after 

presenting such social norms, ethnic media often modifies these representations through 

prototypes, which specify how the norm perceives, thinks or feels within specific 

contexts. Prototypes, says Johnson (2010), embeds an image of a group which embodies 

a certain perspective or believes a certain way. And the final self-categorization concept, 

fit, deals with individual psychological salience, which facilitates identification with 

one’s own group in contrast to others.  

For this investigation, the most applicable self-categorization concepts are 

accessibility and social norms, which help to explain audience identification with ethnic 

media. Creation of media prototypes is beyond the scope of this investigation, as are 

individual saliences for psychological identifications such as fit. A key concept for 

newspapers consumers who self-categorize is that ethnic media is perceived as more 

influential than mainstream or general market media (Johnson, 2010). 

Arguably, ethnic media, and Latino media in particular, have normalized the 

importance of immigration news coverage for their audiences. Spanish-language media 

appears to cover immigration in positive tones compared to mainstream or general market 

media (Abrajano & Singh, 2009; Branton & Dunaway, 2008). Framing immigration and 

advocacy, therefore, appear to be measurable ways that differentiate ethnic media from 

mainstream or general market media. 
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That advocacy can be a legitimate goal from which a particular media can 

evaluate its success sounds illogical in a capitalistic society. That’s because general 

market approaches often treat media principally as a business. Indeed, the media market 

framework is the predominate one that mainstream media turns to in order to judge 

success (Croteau & Hoynes, 2006). Yet there are other measures, less tangible and more 

esoteric, such as advocacy, which could also weigh in on a publication’s sense of 

successfully serving their audiences. Croteau & Hoynes (2006) called successfully 

promoting more esoteric values as stemming from a public sphere framework. Such a 

framework does not negate the need or urgency for economic sustainability, but rather 

adds other dimensions in evaluating success for a particular media outlet beyond mere 

economics (Croteau & Hoynes, 2006). 

Still, in a capitalistic society, a media market model is precisely what one would 

expect. Professor James T. Hamilton of Stanford University writes that through a media 

market framework it is possible to predict news content and the impact on society. 

Information goods respond to market considerations, according to Hamilton, and this 

market-driven mentality can explain, “which types of information ultimately end up 

being offered by the market as news” (2004, p. 9). 

Ultimately, Hamilton says the high cost of creating news content often limits how 

many versions of information goods are ultimately offered in a market (Hamilton, 2004). 

And researcher John McManus (2002) adds that in-depth news stories are expensive to 

produce, that significant stories challenging status quo powers are harder to report on, 

and that many important stories are actually dull and may lose out to less important but 
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more exciting news. McManus warns, “If the goal of journalism is public enlightenment, 

there is a potential for conflict with the business goal of maximizing profits for investors 

at each stage of news production” (p. 273).  

However, others point out that the principal problem with viewing news 

publishing as a media market is that there are few truly competitive markets for 

newspapers (Hollifield, 2006). In the great majority of geographic regions in the country 

(98%), there is only one major general market daily newspaper (Picard, 2004). This 

means that, for the most part, newspapers are not competing with each other for market 

share but rather are simply competing for profits. And it would be a stretch to suggest 

that Spanish-language newspapers are competing for market share against general market 

English-language newspapers. 

Still, the pressures to produce content and keep costs low are real ones tied 

directly to the corporate bottom line of newspaper owners.  

While not diminishing the economic need for sustainability, the public sphere 

framework, for purposes of this investigation, can be described as values-driven that 

often emphasize communal principles above pure economics per Croteau & Hoynes 

(2006). For example, ethnic Hispanic news media historically has emphasized wielding 

community influence even at the expense of short-term profits (Picard & van Weezel, 

2008). Often, this manifested itself with an editorial agenda focused particularly on 

immigration and in support of civil rights (Kanellos, 2000). These esoteric concepts point 

to pro-community advocacy. 
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In recent years, scholars have been interested in the ethnic/immigrant media 

market of Miami, seeing it as a pan-Latino cross-worlds media market where Miami’s 

immigrant media is practicing a form of hybrid journalism that includes both mainstream 

American and immigrant values (Shumow & Pinto, 2014). This hybrid model, 

synthesized based on grounded theory, draws heavily on events from Latin America, 

recognizes the need to help newly arrived immigrants adjust to life in America 

(assimilationist), and attempts to reach out to a larger Hispanic American audience 

(pluralist) for the publication’s self-sustainability (Shumow & Pinto, 2014). In other 

words, it is a hybrid of the traditional assimilation-pluralism dichotomy.  

According to Shumow & Pinto (2014), this hybrid model is one of three models 

widely seen throughout immigration media today. The other models include an 

oppositional model that focuses on opposition to the social and political events and 

players in the home country that served as a major push factor for immigration. This 

model is similar to one that lead to the creation of La Opinión in the 1920s as an exile 

publication during the Mexican Revolution (Treviño, 1991) or the creation of El Heraldo 

(later the El Nuevo Herald) in the 1980s for the Cuban exile community in Miami (Rieff, 

2013). The third is a traditional immigration/community model that focuses on issues of 

interest to the community and one that provides “coverage not found in the mainstream 

media” (Shumow & Pinto, 2014, p. 5).  

It is, however, the hybrid model that is the newest and most applicable to this 

investigation because it involves elements beyond mere economic profit that define the 

successful role of these publications for their respective communities. Although the need 
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to build audience reflects a media market mentality in the hybrid model, such values-

driven aspects seem to equally characterize modern immigrant media. For purposes of 

this investigation any pro-community advocacy or activism evident in Latino media is 

legitimized under the banner of a public sphere framework.  

This dichotomy between media market and public sphere is applicable in this 

investigation and should serve as a framework as mainstream newspapers are analyzed 

against ethnic newspapers. While the literature suggests that English-language 

newspapers are predominantly mainstream and ethnic newspapers are principally 

alternative, whether that remains the case in the 21st century is not clear. This 

investigative could well serve to determine whether ownership or language determines 

the prevailing framework for each publication. RQ1 approaches the question of language. 

The following research question asks the same but this time in terms of ownership: 

 

RQ2: How do daily newspapers owned by the same company in the same cities 

but in different languages frame immigration? 

 

In two of the four cities in this investigation – Miami and Chicago – the same 

company owns both daily newspapers in English and Spanish. RQ2 will facilitate 

analysis of the two newspapers – one in English and on in Spanish – in Miami and the 

two in Chicago. At issue is whether they cover immigration in largely similar ways or are 

they highly different due to different languages. In other words, is it a strict media market 

approach or are public sphere values involved per Croteau & Hoynes (2006)? 
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FRAMING THEORY 

Framing has been both praised and criticized as a catchall descriptive approach to 

a particular type of news analysis. According to Pan & Kosicki (1993), the academic 

roots of framing theory are based on both sociological and psychological traditional 

approaches to communication. As a result of framing’s competing roots in the 

communication theory literature, framing research is often approached in either a 

sociological or psychological framework (Borah, 2011; Iyengar & Simon, 1993; Shah, 

McLeod, Gotlieb, & Lee, 2009). The metaphor often associated under the sociological 

approach is that of a picture frame while the metaphor associated with the psychological 

approach is that of the wooden frame of a house (Shah, McLeod, Gotlieb, & Lee, 2009). 

Metaphorically, a picture frame helps to focus on a particular aspect, sometimes highly 

specific, within a larger environment. A house frame, on the other hand, serves as a 

foundation from which major aspects are connected and holds a construct together. Just 

like in architectural terms the frame is the physical structure from which a house is 

constructed, the same concept is applied to news where a frame is the structure from 

which a story is constructed (Tankard, 2001). 

Scholars like Pan & Kosicki (1993), have described framing generally as a 

“sociocognitive process” involving sources, journalists and audience members operating 

in socially defined roles within a shared cultural arena of mass communication. Over 

time, as more researchers attempted framing strategies for academic research especially 

beginning in the late 20th century, researchers appeared attracted to the flexibility of 

theoretical concepts that seemed to fit under the framing umbrella. In this way, framing 
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allowed researchers to utilize a myriad of theoretical frameworks (D’Angelo, 2002; 

Reese, 2007). Increasingly, framing was described not so much as an acknowledged 

paradigm but rather more like a research approach (D’Angelo, 2002).  

Reese (2007) went further, describing framing as a “provocative model” that 

“bridges parts of the field that need to be in touch with each other: quantitative and 

qualitative, empirical and interpretive, psychological and sociological, and academic and 

professional” (p. 148). Like D’Angelo (2002), Reese (2007) describes framing as a 

bridging project rather than a unified research domain. Under the framework of a project, 

the construction of meaning is negotiated with intricate relationships between writers, 

editors, stakeholders, and audiences.  

The basic assumption behind framing, according to Scheufele & Tewksbury 

(2007), is how issue characterizations by news reports can influence how an audience 

understands that issue. Entman (1993) devised an oft-cited definition that lays out the 

function of frames when he described:  

To frame is the select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them 

more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a 

particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, 

and/or treatment recommendation for the item described. (p. 52) 

 

Additionally, Entman (2007) suggests that a methodological approach using 

content analysis can be helpful in finding framing patterns in media content. In essence, 



 38 

by highlighting certain ways of seeing an issue, media frames that create meaning are 

constructed that can potentially influence audiences. 

For this investigation, Entman’s definition is particularly useful. The purpose of 

this investigation is to discover if different newspapers in different languages frame 

particular but salient issues – in this case the singular issue of immigration – in different 

ways. These different ways of seeing an issue affect how stories are constructed and in 

that regard reflect how audiences can potentially perceive immigration. 

Still, Reese (2007) sounded warnings over what gets passed off as framing 

research, especially when the term “frame” is substituted for “topic” or “theme” (p. 151). 

In a day and age when large amounts of text are widely available, it is tempting to use 

content analysis and simply highlight a descriptive pattern found to be in a series of 

related news articles and call it “framing” (Reese, 2007). Such an approach, says Reese, 

is reductionist in that it ignores the larger dialectic occurring over time with the various 

stakeholders. In 2004, Scheufele called these research approaches “coverage studies” (p. 

403) because they merely trace patterns of news coverage.  

Scheufele and his colleagues, particularly Iyengar, have spent more recent years 

criticizing how researchers have forgotten the original promise of framing research 

saying the field has become muddled and overly esoteric (Cacciatore, Scheufele & 

Iyengar, 2016; Scheufele & Iyengar, 2012). To avoid this, Scheufele & Iyengar (2012) 

recommend differentiating “emphasis frames” and “equivalence frames” – the former 

being based on looser sociological definitions (read Entman, 1993) and the latter 

stemming from psychological origins to describe different ways that the same 
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information is portrayed. Citing academic rigidity concerns, Scheufele & Iyengar (2012) 

suggest a general shift from the use of equivalency frames in favor of emphasis frames.  

Druckman (2001) defines emphasis framing as the process of highlighting a few 

elements of a singular concept that potentially affect decision-making in some manner. 

Druckman (2001) called this the “emphasis framing effect,” explaining that, “by 

emphasizing a subset of potentially relevant considerations, a speaker can lead 

individuals to focus on these considerations when constructing their opinions” (p. 230).  

An example of emphasis frames could be moral versus economic arguments for or 

against immigration.  

Equivalence frames, on the other hand, are schema-dependent, according to 

Scheufele & Iyengar (2012). As schemas are made manifest in media content, their 

meanings remains recognizably equivalent. Equivalence frames, say Scheufele & Iyengar 

(2012), “refers to differential modes of presentation for the exact same piece of 

information” (p. 5). Scheufele & Iyengar (2012) cited the example of the “broken-B” 

stimulus by psychologists Jerome Bruner and Leigh Minturn (1955). In that case, 

observers could interpret “13” as a “B” with a slightly detached line. Whether observers 

saw a “13” or a “B” depended largely on how the information was contextualized, or 

framed. 

An example of equivalency framing in immigration would be describing someone 

as either an “illegal alien” or “undocumented immigrant.” 

Scheufele & Iyengar assert that the potential for framing manipulations is a 

principal reason why academics have gravitated towards the emphasis (or issue) approach 
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or sociological framing. Emphasis frames raise validity issues for Scheufele & Iyengar, 

as they believe emphasis frame coding to be heavily subjective (2012). The solution, 

Scheufele & Iyengar wrote in 2012, was to more clearly differentiate between emphasis 

and equivalence frames. Scheufele & Iyengar (2012) further recommended adding non-

verbal or visual elements to framing content analysis to reduce subjectivity.  

Unfortunately, adding non-verbal or visual elements is difficult to do with a text-

based content analysis like this one. However, it can be clarified that this investigation 

specifically utilizes emphasis frames revolving around a subset of concepts tied directly 

to the singular topic of immigration. The particular subset of immigration-related terms 

and concepts to be studied will be specifically spelled out. 

 

IMMIGRATION FRAMES 

Several immigration frame studies of note are helpful in shaping the scope of this 

investigation. The literature supports the idea that Spanish-language media frames 

immigration-related news articles more positively or with a pro-immigration slant when 

compared to English-language media (Abrajano & Singh, 2009; Branton & Dunaway, 

2008). Kerevel in his 2011 research on ethnic media audiences found those who relied on 

Spanish-language media fostered more liberal or pro-immigrant views on immigration 

(but not so on issues of abortion and same-sex marriage). Kerevel suggested in his 

discussion section that the activist role of ethnic media accounted for a portion of this 

difference (2011). 
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Kerevel (2011), in his research, cited the work of researchers Abrajano & Singh 

(2009) particularly what they termed the Audience Influence Hypothesis based on their 

content analysis of English and Spanish local television news in southern California. 

According to Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Kerevel (2011), Spanish-language media 

frames immigration in a positive light or in pro-immigration ways when compared to 

mainstream or English-language media. Using news reports as their unit of analysis, 

Abrajano & Singh (2009) coded the tone of each immigration story as positive, negative 

or neutral. Their content analysis found variations in the substance and tone of Spanish-

TV news compared to English. They dubbed their findings the Audience Influence 

Hypothesis (Abrajano & Singh, 2009). The Audience Influence Hypothesis posits two 

predictions: first, that Spanish news media covers immigration in a “more positive and 

informative manner” than English news media (Abrajano & Singh, 2009, p. 3); and, 

second, Latinos who rely exclusively on Spanish news media will possess more of a pro-

immigrant sentiment than Latinos who only rely on English-language media for their 

news (Abrajano & Singh, 2009). They write in their conclusion: “This should not come 

as too much of a surprise, given that audience for each of these news outlets differ” 

(Abrajano & Singh, 2009, p. 23). 

The second aspect of Abrajano & Singh’s Audience Influence Hypothesis (2009), 

where media audiences rely exclusively on news from one-language or the other, is 

beyond the scope of this investigation, which does not conduct audience research. 

However, the first aspect, dealing with positive framing of immigration stories in 

Spanish-media is highly applicable to this investigation. 
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Prior to Abrajano & Singh’s Audience Influence Hypothesis (2009), researchers 

Branton & Dunaway (2008) compared English-language and Spanish-language 

newspapers and their coverage of immigration. A major premise of their research was 

that editors were willing to slant their news coverage in order to appeal to the taste of 

their respective audiences (Branton & Dunaway, 2008). It was a media market-based 

approach to examining newspapers and their audiences. Consequently, they found, using 

economic theory, that Spanish-language newspapers covered immigration in a more 

positive manner and generated more immigration coverage than English-language 

newspapers (Branton & Dunaway, 2008). 

What the literature, therefore, indicates is that a pro-immigration stance reflects 

attempts by news editors to frame the news generally in favor of what they perceive to be 

the communal interests and attitudes of their audiences. Often, for Spanish-language 

media, this is manifest in framing immigration in a positive tone or in a manner that 

could be described as pro-immigrant or pro-immigration. Branton & Dunaway (2008) 

called this positive slant. 

In order to measure positive slant, Abrajano & Singh (2009) measured for pro-

immigration cues where immigration was discussed as either a benefit to individuals or to 

society. Negative tones were described as immigration being discussed in some 

detrimental way (Abrajano & Singh, 2009). Neutral tones either discussed both positive 

and negative aspects or simply delivered facts with no opinion1.  
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Based on Kerevel’s findings (2011), Branton & Dunaway’s results (2008), and 

particularly on Abrajano & Singh’s Audience Influence Hypothesis (2009), the following 

hypotheses can be formalized for this investigation: 

 

H2: Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration more positively than 

English-language newspapers. 

 

For addressing the aspect of Abrajano & Singh’s Audience Influence Hypothesis 

that Spanish-language media cover immigration “more informatively,” a different 

approach is needed. In the case of Abrajano & Singh (2009), the concept of more 

informative coverage was measured based on specific items related to then-President 

Bush’s comprehensive immigration reform proposal of 2006. No such details related to a 

specific news event or policy proposal is included in this investigation.  

Similar to Abrajano & Singh (2009), the first part of Branton & Dunaway’s 

(2008) results dealt with positive tones in immigration coverage, as well. But the second 

part of their findings was that Spanish-language newspapers generated more immigration 

coverage than English.  

Individually, Branton & Dunaway (2008) predict more immigration-related news 

coverage and Abrajano & Singh (2009) predict more informative coverage. An approach 

that combines longer news stories which specifically mention immigration keywords 

more frequently would act as a substitute for these content-related issues in the literature. 

Overall, what these studies point to is the prominence of immigration as a significant 
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issue for Spanish-language media compared to English-language media. Combining news 

article word length, frequency of keywords, and the propensity to place immigration-

related keywords in the headlines and ledes of the news articles, the following hypothesis 

is synthesized: 

 

H3: Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration issues more prominently 

than English-language newspapers. 

 

By keeping immigration as an issue before the public, Spanish-language media 

assert that immigration topics are a normative part of the communal agenda, per Johnson 

(2010). The literature above suggests that more news articles with multiple mentions of 

immigration strategically placed help to accomplish this goal.  

 A year after their comparison of immigration coverage in English-language and 

Spanish-language newspapers, researchers Branton & Dunaway (2009) published a 

second newspapers study about immigration news coverage and geo-location. This study 

found a relationship between proximity to the Mexican border and editorial slant 

regarding immigration stories (Branton & Dunaway, 2009). One of the first studies to 

examine geo-location and immigration-related news coverage, Branton & Dunaway’s 

2009 content analysis only examined English-language newspapers in California. They 

found that the closer news organizations are to the border, the more likely they are to 

produce negative news stories regarding immigration (Branton & Dunaway, 2009). 

Again, their work was based on economic (media market) theories, adding that 
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“corporately owned news organizations (known to be more profit-oriented) are more 

likely to print negative news stories and opinion pieces than their privately owned 

counterparts” (p. 267). This negative slant is a profit-maximizing strategy where 

publishers produce news in ways most pleasing to audiences. In the case of Branton & 

Dunaway (2009), general market newspapers closer to the border perceive their 

audiences favor a negative slant on immigration news coverage.  

 Taking the relationship between framing and geo-location another step, Grimm & 

Andsager (2011) looked into the use of linguistic frames compared with the ethnic 

composition of a geographic region, in their case also California newspapers. They 

describe geo-ethnic context as an element of communication infrastructure theory that 

describes how participants within local communities share and discuss information. 

While largely an aspect of interpersonal communication involving civic engagement, 

geo-ethnic context was applied to a media setting by Grimm & Andsager (2011) as a 

means to describe how ethnic communities within specific regions share information 

through storytelling that is culturally and ethnically relevant to members of that 

community.  

Grimm & Andsager (2011) coded for three sets of variables each presented as a 

positive/negative – or pro-immigration/anti-immigration – dichotomy. The variables were 

as follows: Undocumented immigrants are harmful to the country/ Undocumented 

immigrants are not harmful to the country; Legislation is harmful to immigrants/ 

Legislation is harmful to society; and, Legislation is necessary/Legislation will not work. 

In their results, Grimm & Andsager (2011) found that in communities where there were 
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large populations of Latinos, generic frames that were positive or pro-immigration were 

dominant. Contrarily, in communities where there were not large populations of Latinos, 

they found negative or anti-immigration frames prevailed. From this, Grimm & Andsager 

(2011) concluded that geo-ethnic context needed to be considered in content analysis. 

This investigation does not include locations where there is not a large population 

of Latinos. So, according to geo-ethnic context, they all should have similar frames. Due 

to geo-ethnic context, newspapers are more culturally sensitive when a large ethnic 

community exists within the regional market where that newspaper operates. Looked in 

another way, the greater the diversity of the local population, the more English-language 

newspapers should look like Spanish-language newspapers in terms of the frames used. 

Due to Grimm & Andsager’s (2011) findings, the following hypothesis is posited: 

 

H4: The larger and more diverse the geographic community, the fewer differences 

in immigration frames between local English and Spanish-language newspapers. 

 

Grimm & Andsager’s (2011) geo-ethnic concepts raise significant issues for this 

examination. Obviously, the regional community of Miami – both its English-speaking 

and Spanish-speaking sub-communities – is culturally different in many ways from that 

of Los Angeles, for example. But if Grimm & Andsager’s findings (2011) are, indeed, 

true and replicable, then the effects of geo-ethnic content run counter to those in the first 

part of Abrajano & Singh’s Audience Influence Hypothesis (2009). Noting that this 

investigation is not a comparison of newspapers operating in cities with large ethnic 
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communities with those without such ethnic enclaves – in other words this is not an 

attempt to replicate Grimm & Andsager  (2011) – the findings of geo-ethnic content need 

to be considered.  

Grimm & Andsager (2011) found that certain frames occur with different 

frequency based on the location of the newspaper and that frames are also different based 

on the ethnic composition of their readership. The most common frame for newspapers 

with a high percentage of Latino audiences is “undocumented immigrants are not 

harmful.” This indicates that the racial composition of a community could affect how a 

general market newspaper frames an issue and in turn affect how a community at-large 

understands the issue. They conclude: 

…[R]acial composition may affect newspaper coverage, which could 

influence how a public understands an issue. Just as race and geography 

combine to create unique community storytelling networks, here it appears 

that they are impacting news coverage. (p. 780) 

 

Grimm & Andsager (2011) found that racial composition of local communities 

played a strong role in the distribution of frames. According to Grimm & Andsager 

(2011), due to geo-ethnic context, general market or mainstream newspapers are more 

culturally sensitive when a large ethnic community exists within the regional market 

where news media operate.  

Abrajano & Singh’s (2009) audience influence hypothesis says that Spanish-

language media covers immigration more positively and more informatively than 



 48 

English-language media. Grimm & Andsager (2011) says due to geo-location, English-

language newspapers frame immigration in more culturally sensitive ways in large, 

diverse communities. To analyze whether geo-ethnic context (Grimm & Andsager, 2011) 

or the audience influence hypothesis (Abrajano & Singh, 2009) are the predominant 

factors in the local areas that are included as part of this investigation, city-by-city 

comparisons of frames are needed and differences within the cities and against all results 

in both languages should be tested. Thus, the following research question is presented: 

 

RQ3: Do English-language and Spanish-language daily newspapers operating in 

the same cities frame immigration differently and what are the differences? 

 

Partial results for RQ3 will come from RQ2, as Miami and Chicago, the two cities 

where the same company owns both the English-language and the Spanish-language 

newspapers, will be analyzed. RQ3 compares these to the two other cities where 

ownership is different. 

If geo-ethnicity arguments hold true, mainstream [English-language] newspapers, 

operating where a sizable and influential minority population exists, should affect the 

frames newspapers utilize on issues relevant to that population (Grimm & Andsager, 

2011). If the audience influence hypothesis holds true, ethnic [Spanish-language] 

newspapers should logically frame immigration in a more positive light (Abrajano & 

Singh, 2009). While these theoretical elements may appear to be competing, in fact, both 

mainstream geo-ethnicity and ethnic audience influence hypothesis could be occurring 
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simultaneously in the same community. This is true because the audience influence 

hypothesis principally describes affects on Spanish-language media (Abrajano & Singh, 

2009) and geo-ethnic context principally describes effects on English-language media 

(Grimm & Andsager, 2011). 

 

DIVERSITY & DEMOGRAPHICS 

The four U.S. cities as part of this investigation – Miami, Los Angeles, New 

York, and Chicago – literally represent the four largest urban centers in the country [see 

Table 2, p. 20]. All four cities also have sizable ethnic populations with some of the 

largest Hispanic population centers in the country [See Table 3.] According to Grimm & 

Andsager (2011), the significance of different frames varies based on location and the 

ethnic composition of audiences. As Branton & Dunaway pointed out Spanish-language 

media audiences tend to be more homogenous (2008). However, Latino populations are 

not as homogenous as, say, the African-American community. Racially, someone who is 

Hispanic can be any combination of White, Black, Indigenous, or even Asian racial 

composition (Roth & Kim, 2013). What many describe as the Hispanic community is 

actually a mixture of diverse ethnicities and cultures often with a historic commonality of 

Spanish-language at some point. Latinos or Hispanics are, in fact, a multitude of ethnic 

and racial groups who often identify most with their familial or historic country of origin 

(Roth, 2013).  In this light, it should be unsurprising that a Spanish-language publication 

located near Mexico in southern California, like La Opinion, would come to be known as 
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a champion of Mexican-American causes (“Five View,” 2004). Or that a Spanish-

language publication located in southern Florida, like El Nuevo Herald, would be 

targeted at the Cuban exile and Cuban-American population (Suberví-Velez, et.al, 1994). 

But, besides language (arguably) and both located in the Northern Hemisphere, what do 

Cubans have in common culturally with Mexicans? They are distinct regions with their 

own storied native histories. 

 For this reason, the most interesting aspect regarding diversity in this 

investigation is not simply Hispanic population as a percentage of the overall population 

of a certain community, but also intra-ethnic diversity within the Latino population.  

More diversity in audiences should add to geo-ethnic effects, according to Grimm & 

Andsager (2011). [See “Top 3 Hispanic Metro Centers,” Table 3.] 

 A look at U.S. Census data for 2010 reveals each community that supports a 

Spanish-language daily newspaper is unique. Los Angeles is the largest in terms of sheer 

numbers of Hispanics. Miami is the largest in terms of percentage of Hispanics. New 

Table 3: Top Hispanic Metropolitan Centers by Size & Demographics 
 
Population Variable Miami L.A. NYC Chicago 
 Hispanic/Latino Pop. 1,627,000 5,804,000 4,317,000 1,971,000 
 Hispanic Pop. Rank  7th 1st 2nd 5th 
 Hispanic % of total 64.7 44.8 24.2 21.5 
 Foreign born % 65.8 42.2 42.5 39.6 
 Top 3 Hispanic Origin   
    Groups by percent 

Cuban – 54.5 
Colombia – 6.8 
Nicarag. – 6.7 

Mexican – 78.0 
Salvador – 7.6 
Guatem. – 4.9 

Puert R. – 28.4 
Dominic – 20.8 
Mexican – 12.2 

Mexican – 79.2 
Puerto R. – 9.6 
Guatem. – 2.1 

SOURCE: http://www.pewhispanic.org/2013/08/29/hispanic-population-in-select-u-s-
metropolitan-areas-2011/ 
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York is one of the largest Hispanic metro centers and clearly the most diverse by 

diversity of Hispanic origin group. Chicago is unique in that, statistically, it almost has 

the same percentage of Whites, Blacks and Latinos [See Table 4]. In order to measure 

each community by size and diversity, an index needs to factor in these key elements of 

size and diversity for a proper comparison. This index will help identify the largest, most 

diverse community in this investigation and the smallest, least diverse community. Such a 

size and diversity index will be synthesized in the methods section.  

 

RACIAL & ETHNIC CUES 

An unspoken aspect up to now regarding the issue of diversity includes the 

specter of race and racial implications found in news content. While blatant racial 

statements are largely absent in news reports (van Dijk, 1995), researchers have tried a 

cognitive approach examining racial ethnic cues. Igartua & Cheng (2009) examined 

immigration frames in Spanish (Spain) news media. In Spain, the political right attempted 

to link immigration with negative issues of crime and safety and the left attempted to link 

immigration with positive issues of economic benefits to the country (Igartua & Cheng, 

Table 4: Diversity of Ethnic Groups in Top Metro Centers (2010) by %	 
Ethnic	Group	 Miami	 L.A.	 NYC	 Chicago	 All	U.S.	

		White	 		15.4	 			27.8		 			33.3		 			31.7		 			63.7		
		Black	 		18.9	 					8.7	 			18.7	 			32.9	 			12.6	
		Hispanic	 		65.0	 			47.7	 			28.6	 			28.9	 			16.3	
		Asian	 				1.5	 			13.7	 			12.7	 					5.5	 					4.8	
SOURCE: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/00	
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2009). Researchers, however, found that framing news articles either positively or 

negatively had little influence on audience attitudes. However, the usage of ethnic cues – 

Latin American immigrants versus Moroccan (Northern African) immigrants in this case 

– was measurably more effective in affecting public opinion (Igartua & Cheng, 2009). 

Although not stated explicitly by the researchers, the disturbing implication of their 

finding is that frames that appeal to racism had the desired impact for some stakeholders 

looking to sway public opinion. 

In the U.S., Brader, Valentino & Sunhay (2008) also found racist elements in their 

framing study of immigration. By manipulating ethnic cues (Latino v. European 

immigration) researchers found they can entice emotional responses that significantly 

alter support for a policy preference. Ethnic cues create greater anxiety than cues based 

on economic or labor costs (Brader, Valentino & Sunhay, 2008). In their experiments, 

Brader, Valentino & Sunhay (2008) found that when news stories features Latino 

immigrants rather than European immigrants, this triggers an emotional response in 

audiences, particularly anxiety. Brader, Valentino & Sunhay (2008) further say that by 

triggering such emotional responses, ethnic group cues can stimulate political action and 

influence public opinion. In general, specific ethnic cues move support towards more 

conservative policy positions. Again, the researchers did not explicitly discuss the latent 

racism in their findings. But their research showed that the right frame – highlighting 

Latino immigrants – caused enough concern to move one’s opinion, if only temporarily, 

in a way that a similar frame with European immigrants did not (Brader, Valentino & 

Sunhay, 2008). 
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The effectiveness of race-laden ethnic cues when framing immigration has found 

mixed results in the literature. Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn (2011) conducted an 

experiment among Iowa caucus members in 2008 where they inserted the terms “illegal” 

and “undocumented” as well as ethnic specific cues (“Mexican”) into half of the policy 

questions. Without an ethnic cue, researchers found little if any affect on respondent 

attitudes towards immigration. What they did find, however, was that ethnic cues tended 

to strengthen the position of a respondent already predisposed to having negative 

attitudes towards immigrants. For example, in their experiment, someone who previously 

espoused punitive remedies as a solution to the immigration problem tended to advocate 

for even harsher remedies when the ethnic cue “Mexican” was included (Knoll, 

Redlawsk & Sanborn, 2011). In their conclusion, researchers noted that not all linguistic 

frames are created equal. Clearly, some frames have little to no effect across the board 

while others may have their effects amplified or conditioned by preexisting attitudes and 

characteristics. In their results, the researchers addressed the racial elements directly, 

writing: 

It is difficult in contemporary American politics to discuss the 

immigration issue using race-neutral language. Whereas immigrants are 

rarely referred to explicitly in racial or ethnic terms, it is often the case, 

whether intentionally or not, that the ethnicity of the immigrant group in 

question (predominantly Latinos) is implicitly understood by both the 

candidates and the mass public. (p. 449) 
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While the argument can be made (per Johnson, 2010) that those who self-

categorize as Latino may use ethnic cues as an expression of ethnic pride, other 

researchers (Brader, Valentino & Sunhay, 2008; Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn, 2011) see a 

connection between the use of ethnic cues and negative tones or anti-immigrant 

sentiments. Racial elements in news frames can have uncomfortable connotations. But 

their presence or absence in immigration frames is an important issue. This leads to the 

formation of the following hypothesis: 

 

H5: The more ethnic cues embedded in immigration stories, the more they contain 

negative tones or anti-immigration frames. 

Ethnic cues as a linguistic tool seem to have held a dark place throughout the 

literature on immigration frames where racist elements seem to lurk. Lakoff & Ferguson 

(2006) referred to the specific use of language in framing immigration – including race-

laden terms – as linguistic frames, described as the use of non-neutral language in an 

attempt to frame an idea, issue or debate. 

LINGUISTICS 

One key finding from the experiment conducted by Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn 

(2011) is the lack of effectiveness of rhetorical or linguistic frames such as “illegal.” The 

literature is mixed on the use of linguistics. Ommundsen, Larsen, van der Veer, & 

Eilertsen (2014) conducted a psychological experiment with undergraduate students 
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measuring their reactions to the specific terms of “illegal aliens,” “illegal immigrants,” 

and “undocumented immigrants.” Their experiments found that students had the largest 

measurable visceral reactions to the term “illegal alien” and the least amount of reaction 

to “illegal immigrant.” Still, Ommundsen, Larsen, van der Veer, & Eilertsen (2014) 

cautioned against generalizing these results in real world media conditions, saying the 

“effects of labeling should be empirically studied for specific framing labels in specific 

social and cultural contexts” (p. 472). 

Other researchers like Lakoff & Ferguson (2006) have written extensively about 

linguistic frames used throughout the media. Linguistic frames are the labels that 

stakeholders use when advocating for their positions. In particular, the words “illegal” or 

“undocumented” have often been used by stakeholders (Lakoff & Ferguson, 2006) as a 

label – or modifier – in conjunction with the term “immigrant” or “immigration.” These 

labels, “illegal” versus “undocumented,” were attempts by political elites to frame the 

issue in a manner that elicited support for their political position and were developed 

along ideological lines (Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn, 2011). Again, the experiments by 

Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn (2011) found little-to-no effects when an “illegal” frame was 

inserted. In other words, calling an immigrant “illegal” or “undocumented” did not move 

audiences in favor or against a position in any significant way (Knoll, Redlawsk & 

Sanborn, 2011).  

Rhetorical or linguistic frames seem important to those using them but their 

effectiveness in terms of influencing audiences is unproven when it comes to the issue of 

immigration (Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn, 2011). Lakoff & Ferguson (2006) sought to 
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identify these labels in their essay titled “The Framing of Immigration.” Lakoff & 

Ferguson (2006) began their essay thusly:  

The linguistic framing is remarkable: frames for illegal immigrant, illegal 

alien, illegals, undocumented workers, undocumented immigrants, guest 

workers, temporary workers, amnesty, and border security. These 

linguistic expressions are anything but neutral. (Paragraph 1) 

 

 In 2013, the Associated Press adjusted its annual AP Stylebook discouraging the 

use of both “illegal immigrant” and “undocumented immigrant” (Steinmetz, 2013). In 

describing the style change, AP editors say “illegal immigration” is okay to use according 

to AP standards because it refers to an action but “illegal immigrant” is inappropriate 

because it refers to a person (Planas, 2013). 

Despite the discouragement of such labels by the AP Stylebook, the rhetorical use 

of these labels continues. The extent of the use of these labels in the publications targeted 

will be tested in this investigation. And the frequency of specific keywords can reveal the 

significance newspapers place on particular frames (Craig, 2008). Linguistics can serve 

as key variables in framing. 

 

SPECIFIC IMMIGRATION FRAMES 

The keys to content analysis research involving immigration frames are the 

specific frames representing the variables to be measured and the more specific and 
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widely understood, the better. Benson & Wood (2015) conducted a meta-analysis of 

dozens of immigration framing studies. As a result of this analysis Benson & Wood 

created twelve categories out of the myriad number of specific frames found throughout 

the published literature related to immigration frames. These twelve frames were grouped 

into three overall categories of problem frames, causal frames and solution frames. 

Problem Frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), include four sub-

categories. The problem frame subset begins with problems for authorities, which 

includes politicians attacked for their immigration positions; unintended negative 

consequences caused by the immigration system (such as deporting undocumented 

parents of U.S.-born children causing a separation of families); diplomatic relations that 

are undermined by immigration policies; and, legal immigration system that is threatened 

by undocumented immigration. The next problem frame category is problems for society. 

This includes the wave of immigrants overwhelming the country, threatening the safety 

and security of the nation, or is a threat to American culture. This subcategory also 

includes the arguments that immigrants strain social services and take away American 

jobs.  

The third problem frame subcategory is problems for immigrants. Benson & 

Woods (2015) included the potential violence and inhumane treatment immigrants face 

as well as the potential for human rights violations. This may also include where 

immigrants are targets for criminals, are more likely to face exploitations or work in 

unsafe conditions. And the fourth subcategory, under the heading of no problems are 

frames where immigrants contribute to society, are good workers, take jobs others would 
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not do, pay more into social services than they take, contribute to local economies, etc. 

As described, no problem frames immigration as a net positive (Benson & Wood, 2015). 

This is a distinct variable from no frame. 

Causal frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), also break down into four 

subcategories. The first subcategory is called cause pull factors that include mainly 

economic interests. Although wages are often low, the promise of decent-paying work in 

the U.S. is a major pull factor as well as economic and social stability along with basic 

human services. Similarly, the second subcategory is cause push factors principally 

economic, political and social unrest factors in the home countries causing immigrants to 

want to leave their home countries. The economic and political links to former colonial 

powers are noted in this section by Benson & Wood (2015). Third is cause system – pro-

immigration where the bureaucratic restrictiveness of the U.S. immigration system 

encourages immigrants to bend or break the rules in order to immigrate or stay beyond 

legally defined limits. And, fourth is cause system – anti-immigration where the lack of 

border control policies or the lack of resources or policies has caused weaknesses in 

proper enforcement. 

Solution frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), break down into four 

subcategories, as well. The first one, solution enforcement, is practically self-explanatory. 

Such frames advocate greater enforcement of existing immigration laws, border controls, 

and advocating of more strict laws against employers, landlords and others who make it 

easier for immigrants to live and work in the country. Greater enforcement resources and 

denying services to immigrants are part of this frame. The second subcategory, solution 
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external, is more state level and encourages nations where immigrants are prone to leave 

to stabilize their situations in order to lesson immigration push factors. Such external 

solutions may include items such as economic stabilization, ending of political or military 

conflicts, or perhaps foreign investment or direct aid (Benson & Wood, 2015).  

The third solution frame subcategory, solution reform system, also is practically 

self-explanatory. Such a solution frame advocates reformation of immigration laws, 

policies and practices which give rise to illegal or undocumented situations. Such 

reformations could include things like more conditional residency for children brought to 

the U.S. as minors or immigrants who face physical or mortal danger if returned to their 

country of origin. Passage of the so-called DREAM Act, which assures certain rights to 

immigrants brought to this country as children, is part of this frame.  

The fourth and final solution frame subcategory, solution campaigns, targets 

public education as a solution to immigration conflicts. Such campaigns could be targeted 

at immigrants themselves, policy makers, civil authorities, or the public at-large and with 

the goal of helping to publicly address immigration problems and issues (Benson & 

Wood, 2015). 

 Specific frames are key for purposes of this examination in differentiating English 

and Spanish news coverage. Multiple frames could exist within each story or no frames at 

all. Even Benson & Wood (2015) who developed these specific frames and their 

subcategories based on an analysis of immigration frame studies admitted that very few 

causal frames are found in U.S. newspapers and in the majority of instances they were 

frameless. They note that French newspapers, which follow a news style categorized as 
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not so narrative-driven, utilized more causal and solution frames than did the U.S. 

(Benson & Wood, 2015).  

 Specific immigration frames described by Benson & Wood (2015) provide the 

majority of key variables when measuring differences in frames throughout the list of 

hypotheses and research questions. The importance of specific frames to this 

investigation cannot be overstated. Consequently, further description of these problem, 

causal, and solution frames and their subcategories, including an analysis of which of the 

subcategories can be described as pro-immigration and which are anti-immigrations, will 

follow more specifically in the next chapter on methods. 

Finally, a note should be made about the difference between issue specific frames 

and generic frames. Most framing studies examine frames either as specific or generic 

(Matthes, 2009). Specific frames are almost self-explanatory. A specific frame is 

essentially an issue and each issue can have issue specific frames (Reese & Buckalew, 

1995). In a meta-analysis of framing studies in communication-related academic journals 

from 1990-2005, Matthes (2009) found 561 different issue frames and 29 different 

generic frames. For purposes of this examination, several generic and specific frames 

specifically related to immigration will be chosen based on existing literature. The 

specific frames in this investigation are defined by Benson & Wood (2015). Generic 

frames can be identified across specific issues and transcend the limitations of specific 

frames (Iyengar, 1994). Generic frames can apply to a wide range of broader topics 

(Lecheler, Schuck, & de Vreese, 2013). The positive and negatives tones described by 

Abrajano & Singh (2009) define a major generic frame in this investigation. Also, the 
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essay by Lakoff & Ferguson (2006) on framing immigration linguistically identifies some 

of the linguistic frames used in this investigation. 

By specifying frames in this manner, a comprehensive look can be undertaken in 

this investigation to see if there are major differences between mainstream media frames 

and ethnic media frames. 

 

EPISODIC V. THEMATIC FRAMES 

The last of the major generic frames applicable to this investigation is episodic or 

thematic frames. According to Iyengar (1996), the episodic frame depicts issues in terms 

of specific instances or episodes. This is usually tied to a specific event or a specific time 

element. The episode or event is usually a metaphor for a larger issue. For example, a 

story about an expiring law allowing temporary workers to remain in the country legally 

is a metaphor for larger immigration policy issues and labor issues. 

The thematic frame, by contrast, depicts political issues more broadly and 

abstractly. A thematic frame, according to Iyengar (1994), places a frame in a larger, 

general context than an episodic frame. For example, a feature story about economic, 

social and political instability in Honduras causing many refugees to migrate to the U.S. 

could well be considered thematic. 

In practice, few news reports are purely episodic or thematic. For example, a story 

about the DREAM Act, which would regularize the status of immigrants brought to the 

U.S. as children and who successfully finished school, might begin with the story of a 
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valedictorian at a local high school who cannot go to college because of her immigration 

status. The story begins episodically, but then expands thematically to discuss the issues 

behind the proposed DREAM Act. Content analyses however suggest that in most cases 

one frame or the other predominates (Iyengar, 1994).  

In the U.S., most news articles are framed episodic in nature (Scheufele, 2000). 

However, thematic frames signal stories that are more in-depth (Iyengar, 1994). As a 

signal of depth, thematic frames are a key variable that could help in analyzing 

immigration coverage. 

 

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This investigation set out with specific questions of interest including whether 

newspapers operating in the same region frame immigration differently but in different 

languages? Although this investigation does not incorporate audience research, it is 

possible to approach editors of the newspapers targeted for one-on-one qualitative 

interviews. At the heart of this research approach are basic questions of how editors 

understand their audiences and approach immigration coverage accordingly.  

Johnson (2010) believes that Self-Categorization Theory can be a helpful lens to 

understanding ethnic media. According to Johnson (2010) ethnic media content helps 

contextualize social norms which are internalized by individuals who self-categorize with 

those groups. And arguably, Spanish-language media have normalized immigration news 
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coverage for their audience. The question remains how this normalization for Spanish-

language newspapers differs from English-language newspapers.  

This leads to the first qualitative research question: 

 

RQ4a: How do Spanish-language newspapers operationalize their immigration 

news coverage compared to English-language newspapers? 

 

While a key self-categorizing concept is that of normalization (Johnson, 2010), 

other concepts may also be at play. In Croteau & Hoynes (2006), the issue of a media-

market v. public sphere could serve as an alternative framework for determining the 

success of a mass medium, be it print, broadcast or digital. By interviewing editors about 

their immigration news coverage and the roles they play in serving their audiences, this 

framework dichotomy could serve as a theoretical backdrop for the qualitative approach. 

Specifically, the following research question now can be posited: 

 

RQ4b: What are some of the key immigration issues in Spanish-language 

newspapers as opposed to English-language newspapers? 

 

Finally, Hamilton (2004) says the high cost of creating news content can limit 

how many versions of information goods are ultimately offered in a market (Hamilton, 

2004). In the case of a large disparity in resources between general market and ethnic 

publications, how is news coverage affected? 
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RQ4c: Do differences in resources cause differences in immigration news 

coverage between Spanish-language newspapers and English-language newspapers? 

 

At issue is whether editors in Spanish frame immigration in different ways than 

editors in English simply because they perceive the needs of their news audiences 

differently or because they have different resources to put into their news coverage. The 

literature indicates that a pro-immigration stance in Spanish newspapers reflects attempts 

by news editors to frame the news generally in favor of what they perceive to be the 

communal interests and attitudes of their audiences (Branton & Dunaway. 2008). Often 

this is manifest in framing immigration in a positive tone or in a manner that could be 

described as pro-immigrant. The best way to analyze these research questions is through 

the use of qualitative interviews with news editors operating in different languages. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS & HYPOTHESES 

As a final recap, the hypotheses and research questions are listed below. 

 

HYPOTHESES 

H1: Spanish-language newspapers display more elements of advocacy than 

English-language newspapers. 
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H2: Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration more positively than 

English-language newspapers. 

H3: Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration issues more prominently 

than English-language newspapers. 

H4: The larger and more diverse the geographic community, the fewer differences 

in immigration frames between local English and Spanish-language newspapers. 

H5: The more ethnic cues embedded in immigration stories, the more they contain 

negative tones or anti-immigration frames. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

RQ1: How do Spanish-language newspapers emphasize immigration frames 

compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ2: How do daily newspapers owned by the same company in the same cities 

but in different languages frame immigration? 

RQ3: Do English-language and Spanish-language daily newspapers operating in 

the same cities frame immigration differently and what are the differences? 
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RQ4a: How do Spanish-language newspapers operationalize their immigration 

news coverage compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4b: What are some of the key immigration issues in Spanish-language 

newspapers as opposed to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4c: Do differences in resources cause differences in immigration news 

coverage between Spanish-language newspapers and English-language newspapers?  
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD 

Research Design & Operationalization 

 
Arguably, turning complicated notions into measureable variables can be 

problematic. In fact, a media frame itself is an esoteric concept. It is a vague variable that 

is difficult to identify and measure in content analysis (Matthes & Kohring, 2008).  But 

with the definition and description of emphasis frames guided by Cacciatore, Scheufele 

& Iyengar (2016) based on Entman (1993), and utilizing previously identified 

immigration frames – generic, literary, and specific – found in the literature, a rigorous 

framing study that synthesizes a research design leveraging a variety of these elements 

that competently addresses the basic problem statements can be achieved. 

This chapter defines the variables used in this investigation, conducts intercoder 

reliability tests, and systematically discusses the specific methods how variables are used 

in testing hypotheses and examining research questions.  

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

This investigation employs a content analysis examining immigration frames in 

the four major Spanish-language daily newspapers currently publishing in the U.S. – 

Miami’s El Nuevo Herald, Los Angeles’ La Opinión, New York’s El Diario/La Prensa, 

and Chicago’s ¡Hoy! These immigration frames will be compared to identical ones in 

comparable major English-language daily newspapers in the same U.S. cities – Miami 
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Herald, Los Angeles Times, New York’s Daily News, and Chicago Tribune. A 

constructed three-week sample over the course of year that includes portions of the 2016 

Presidential Election cycle will be examined. This election cycle was purposefully chosen 

due to both its timeliness and convenience. 

As outlined in the introduction, immigration has been a highly political issue for a 

number of years and appears that it will remain contentious for the foreseeable political 

future (Kim, Carvalho, Davis, & Mullins, 2011).  

In order to determine differences in framing news coverage of immigration, a 

content analysis of news articles found in identified daily newspapers is warranted. For 

purposes of this examination, news articles include news stories, columns and opinion 

pieces that appear in the print version of newspapers. This excludes online news and 

blogs.  

The justification to exclude online news is based principally on the fact that 

online news sites are constantly being updated and therefore gets consumed differently by 

users at different check-in periods. For many users, the notion that online news is 

continuously updated is an appealing feature of the medium (Karlsson, 2011), but it s 

problem for content analysis when stories of interest can change, move, or disappear 

completely from web pages. 
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DATA COLLECTION 

 The principal investigator searched for all immigration related news stories for a 

period of a year from October 1, 2014 to September 30, 2015 in eight daily newspapers – 

four in English and four in Spanish – in the cities of Miami, Los Angeles, New York, and 

Chicago. The cities were chosen based on the fact that they are the only ones that, in the 

fall of 2015, are known to have Spanish-language daily newspapers operating in the U.S. 

The end date was chosen because it represented the last day of the month when the highly 

publicized third Republican Presidential debate sponsored by CNN on September 16, 

2015 (Diamond, 2015) took place. The beginning date, October 1, 2014, was chosen 

simply because it was twelve months prior to the identified practical end date, allowing 

for a full-year’s worth of news coverage to fall within the data target range. 

The Spanish language newspapers were identified as follows: El Nuevo Herald 

(Miami), La Opinión (Los Angeles), El Diario/La Prensa (New York), and Hoy 

(Chicago). As the major Spanish-language daily newspaper in their community, they 

were examined along with comparable mainstream daily newspapers in English. Those 

were, respectively, Miami Herald, Los Angeles Times, Daily News (New York), and 

Chicago Tribune.  

It should be noted that the two largest newspapers in New York – the Wall Street 

Journal and the New York Times – are considered national newspapers. There are no 

comparable national newspapers in Spanish. For this reason the Daily News was selected 

as a comparable publication to El Diario/La Prensa. It should be noted that the same 
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media company owns both Miami-based newspapers in English and Spanish. Also, the 

same parent company owns not only both Chicago newspapers in English and Spanish 

but also the Los Angeles Times. Finally, the same parent company owns Spanish-

language La Opinión in Los Angeles and El Diario/La Prensa in New York, two of the 

four major daily Spanish-language newspapers targeted for this examination. [See Table 

1, p. 19.] The ownership situation for these publications targeted for this investigation 

allowed for hypotheses and research questions to also examine the effects of ownership 

as well as location. 

This investigation incorporates both content analysis and interviewing techniques.  

In addition to quantitative content analysis, personal interviews were used in a qualitative 

attempt to better understand the results of the content analysis. Also, elements not evident 

through quantitative means could be examined using qualitative methods. Several editors 

at all eight publications were approached to participate in these interviews. Particular 

editors were identified and contacted by email and direct phone calls. In the end, only 

two editors agreed to participate: one in English and one in Spanish. These editors both 

happened to be located in Los Angeles, allowing for this region to serve as a qualitative 

case study. Los Angeles also happened to be the city that contributed the most news 

articles to the dataset in both English and Spanish [see Table 5, page 71]. In order to 

better compare the responses, several common questions were prepared in advance [See 

Appendix C – Interview Questions] but the interviewees were allowed to go off topic 

during the course of the interview, making this a semi-structured interview. Each editor 

was also asked questions specific to his or her publication based on the quantitative 
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findings of the content analysis. Examples from both of the publications were invoked in 

order to better explain the results of the interviews. The University of Texas at Austin 

IRB office granted approval for personal interviews with newspaper editors on December 

2, 2015. [See Appendix B.] 

 

THREE CONSTRUCTED WEEKS 

A census of all news articles during the one-year period of the sample target 

netted 9,282 immigration-related news articles [see Table 5]. Rather than conducting a 

census of all immigration-related news articles, a random, consecutive day constructed 

week sample was selected as a more efficient research method for this examination. The 

Table 5: Dataset Three Constructed Weeks  – Oct. 2014 to Sept. 2015 
Publication Name Language 1 Year Hits *Sample **Terms 

     Miami Herald English 563 33 125 

     El Nuevo Herald Spanish 916 39 180 

     Los Angeles Times English 1,842 80 235 

     La Opinión  (LA) Spanish 1,297 77 431 

     Daily News (NY) English 842 39 83 

     El Diario/La Prensa  (NY) Spanish 1,824 64 279 

     Chicago Tribune English 1,808 52 126 

     ¡Hoy!  (Chicago) Spanish 190 11 92 

TOTAL -- 9,282 395 1551 
*Articles were sampled into three constructed weeks to specifically include only News Articles 
dealing directly or indirectly with U.S.-based immigration stories. 

**Terms are individual immigration-related keywords found within the News Articles. Key Terms 
were found using a basic search for “migr” in both English and Spanish News Articles. 
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effectiveness of a constructed week sample has shown to be reliable in content analysis 

studies (Riffe, Aust & Lacy, 1993). Riffe, Aust & Lac (1993) quoted the Central Limits 

Theorem in pointing out that simple random sampling is inefficient when the population 

distribution is known and not normal, as in days of the week. Mondays are widely 

considered slow news days, Fridays are considered heavy news days, Saturdays are 

shown to have more coverage on non-violent protests (Ortiz, Myers, Walls, & Diaz, 

2005), and Sunday editions are often larger and sell more newspapers than daily week 

day editions (Riffe, Aust & Lacy, 1993). Stratification strategies based on the known and 

non-normal population distribution yields better estimates of sampling error with smaller 

samples (Riffe, Aust & Lacy, 1993). And cyclical variations of content for different days 

of the week can be reliably constructed if all of the days of the week are represented 

(Riffe, Aust & Lacy, 1993). This is where a random, consecutive, constructed week 

would be a particularly effective sampling strategy.  

In their study, Riffe, Aust & Lacy (1993) found that one random, consecutive day 

constructed week could reliably represent six months of local stories. In such a strategy, a 

Monday is selected at random from during the selected date range, followed by a 

Tuesday at random, Wednesday, and so on until a full week of news coverage is 

constructed. This strategy is opposed to simply selecting seven days at random during the 

date range to represent a weeks worth of coverage. And, according to Riffe, Aust & Lacy 

(1993) two constructed weeks selected from a full-year date range reliably represents a 

year’s worth of a newspapers entire issue (as opposed to simply page one stories). In 

order to reach the threshold of reliability for this investigation, at least two random, 
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consecutive day constructed weeks are required. In order to have a large enough sample 

of news articles for statistical analysis, a third constructed week sample was added. 

(Sample size will be addressed in “Article Selection” portion of this chapter.) 

Each publication had constructed week samples randomly selected individually. 

In other words, the same randomly selected dates were not used for all eight publications. 

For purposes of greater diversity of news articles, it was decided not to allow the same 

random date to be used twice in the same newspaper. When the same publication 

randomly selected the same date twice – which occurred in two cases – the date was 

redrawn so that replicating days would not be used. Researchers reserved the right to 

redraw dates if the randomly selected dates of the constructed week fell 

disproportionately in a cluster rather than reasonably spread out throughout the calendar 

year. This option was never exercised.  

Finally, none of the Spanish-language newspapers publish a Sunday edition while 

all of the English-language newspapers do. All of the Spanish-language newspapers 

instead published a weekend edition. For Spanish-language data for Saturday and Sunday 

in the constructed week sample, the weekend editions from Spanish-language newspapers 

were used. A full list of the dates chosen at random by publication is attached as 

Appendix D – Random Week Construction. 

 

ARTICLE SELECTION 

When a date was selected through the method described above, newspaper articles 

were searched for each newspaper on the specific date randomly chosen using a simple 
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word search of the root “migr” which is encompassed by the whole words of 

“immigrant,” “immigration,” “migrant,” “migration,” “migratory,” “émigré,” and related 

terms in both English and Spanish – “inmigrante”, “inmigración”, “migrante”, 

“migración”, “migratorio”, etc. All “migr” derivative words in both English and Spanish 

were included for this analysis. A keyword search through databases and online archives 

is an acceptable method for data collection (Kim, Carvalho, Davis, & Mullins, 2011).  

A variety of online and offline programs were used to conduct the word searches. 

Databases and archives used the proprietary search programs associated with them. The 

actual keyword searches were conducted on different programs depending on access to 

each publication. And access to news articles varied widely. Both Miami newspapers 

(English and Spanish) were free to search online on their websites but required paid 

downloads to access the articles at a cost of nearly $2/article. Access to both La Opinión 

and El Diario/Las Américas was free through the ImpreMedia website. Access to the Los 

Angeles Times was free through the newspaper’s website. Access to the archives of the 

Chicago Tribune required a paid digital subscription. Access to the Daily News (New 

York) was through the Lexis-Nexis database. Access to Hoy of Chicago was free through 

their website VíveloHoy.com.  

Before an article was downloaded, the search engines associated with each of the 

related publications were used with the “migr” fragment as a search term. In order to 

triangulate the accuracy of individual search engines, spot check searches were conducted 

on various occasions using whole words – “immigrant” or “immigration” and their 

Spanish-language equivalents rather than simply “migr” – to verify article hits. In every 
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spot check attempted, the search engines of the various websites, databases, MS-word 

docs, and online archives accurately found the whole words intended for analysis using 

“migr” as a search fragment. 

Article hits using the keyword search strategy during the calendar year time 

period in all eight publications totaled 9,282 news articles for potential inclusion in this 

investigation. [See Table 5, page 71.] Due to the cost involved with accessing some news 

articles, and the sheer number of thousands of news articles, only the immigration-related 

articles found on the specific dates from the three constructed week samples were 

accessed for each publication. Any and all news articles with a keyword search hit for 

“migr” were considered for inclusion in the dataset. In this way, in order for the news 

article to be considered for analysis, a reference to the issue of immigration needed to be 

present at some point in the news article and perceptible through the search engines. 

Once accessed, targeted news articles were downloaded and then copied and pasted into a 

continuous MS-Word document assembled for each newspaper. 

After articles with hits for “migr” were identified, the principal investigator culled 

all news article in the respective continuous MS-Word document assembled for each 

newspaper to make sure that the immigration-related news stories dealt either directly or 

indirectly with immigration to the U.S. or immigrants that were either already in the U.S. 

or U.S.-bound. This was a key distinction because towards the summer of 2015, a 

growing immigration crisis from Syria and Jordan into Europe increasingly made the 

news. These, while technically immigration stories, were beyond the scope of this 

examination dealing with U.S. immigration. An example of a direct immigration-related 
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story would be a typical story about immigration reform proposals in Congress. An 

example of an indirect immigration story would be a news article about Mexico’s 

treatment of Central American immigrants. The presumption would be that a significant 

portion of those immigrants detained in Mexico would be U.S.-bound.  

Using the “migr” search fragment, a total of 420 news articles were found in three 

constructed weeks. After culling through each news article to verify that the news story 

directly or indirectly dealt with U.S-based immigration, a total of 395 articles were left 

for the dataset. They were broken down as follows: Miami Herald – 33 articles; El Nuevo 

Herald – 39 articles; Los Angeles Times – 80 articles; La Opinión (LA) – 77 articles; 

Daily News (NY) – 39 articles; El Diario/La Prensa (NY) – 64 articles; Hoy (Chicago) – 

11 articles; and, Chicago Tribune – 52 articles.  [For a visual breakdown of the dataset, 

see Table 5.]  

It should be reiterated that all of the news articles in the dataset had at least one 

identifiable and verified reference to the issue of U.S.-based immigration as part of the 

news story. Other criteria for inclusion for analysis were considered. But the effects on 

the dataset sample size were significant enough for those methods to be rejected. For 

example, had the criteria been requiring an immigration-related keyword placed in the 

headline, subhead or story lede of the news articles, the overall number of news articles 

during three constructed weeks would have dropped from 395 to 174 [see Table 6].  

Similarly, if the criteria had been more than one immigration-related keyword (multiple) 

embedded in the news articles, the number of articles overall drops from 395 to 259. [See 

Table 6.] Because a sample size of 400 is generally regarded as the minimum required in 
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order to ensure statistical validity and reliability (Charter, 1999), the requirement for 

inclusion for analysis remained at least one reference to the topic of immigration 

embedded within the story, verified that the reference was directly or indirectly tied to 

U.S.-based immigration. This sampling method resulted in a total sample size of 395 

news articles deemed close enough to the minimum size of 400 for reliable statistical 

analysis in this investigation. 

News articles were coded twice: Once by news article as the unit of analysis; and 

then by individual keyword term found embedded within the articles. 

 

VARIABLES  

Table 6: Dataset Three Constructed Weeks  – Oct. 2014 through Sept. 2015 
Publication Name Language Art. Hits 3Weeks Ledes Multi 

     Miami Herald English 563 33 9 15 

     El Nuevo Herald (Miami) Spanish 916 39 19 32 

     Los Angeles Times English 1,842 80 26 44 

     La Opinión  (LA) Spanish 1,297 77 46 64 

     Daily News (NY) English 842 39 13 17 

     El Diario/La Prensa  (NY) Spanish 1,824 64 42 48 

     Chicago Tribune English 1,808 52 8 28 

     ¡Hoy!  (Chicago) Spanish 190 11 11 11 

TOTAL -- 9,282 395 174 259 
*3 Weeks = Number of news articles that were sampled into three constructed weeks for that publication. 
***Ledes = News articles with an immigration-related key term found in the lede, headline or subhead. 
****Multi = Number of news articles containing more than one immigration-related key term. 
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Many variables were based on the literature review. Others were synthesized 

based specifically on the research questions and hypotheses as worded. The principal 

variables will be descriptive, specific frames, generic frames, and linguistic framing 

elements. All of the research questions and hypotheses use some combination of these 

variables. The variables will be described first followed by their applications to the 

research questions and hypotheses. 

 

DESCRIPTIVE VARIABLES 

Each news articles had descriptive variables that underlined the general properties 

of the news article that was coded. The descriptive variables were as follows: Article 

code, article length, keywords, locally written, and news sources. [For a full description 

of variable definitions, see Appendix A: Codebook.] 

ARTICLE CODE 

Article codes are simple unique identifiers for each news article. Each news 

article was assigned a unique identifier code in four-digit numeric form. The first two 

digits represent the publication name and the last two digits simply number the article in 

the order it was selected for inclusion in this study. Coding in this manner enables the 

data to be identified by publication, by language, by city, and by ownership. Each of 

these categories represents significant variables used throughout the research questions 

and hypotheses.  
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ARTICLE LENGTH 

Article word length was recorded for each news article in the form of number of 

words used. If a database or archive indicated the original article word length, this 

number was entered as the article length. If no article length was given, coders had to 

highlight the entire contents of the article without headlines, photo slugs, or footnotes, 

and used the word count calculated by the MS-Word doc word processing program as the 

article length.  

KEYWORD  

For purposes of this investigation, the keyword is an immigration-related key term 

found in the news copy of a news article. To be considered for inclusion in this content 

analysis, a news article must have at least one reference to immigration, immigrants, or 

some immigration-related keyword embedded somewhere within the context of the story. 

However, there is no upper limit and individual news articles could literally have dozens 

of keywords, all of which may have framing implications (Lakoff & Ferguson, 2006). 

Due to their frequency in the literature, the following terms – and their Spanish-language 

equivalent – were specifically listed for coding: “immigration,” “immigrant,” “migrant,” 

and “other” (making the list exhaustive). Examples of “other” terms include “migratory.” 

If a newspaper uses a particular keyword over another, say for example 

“immigration” rather than “immigrant,” then the focus of the newspaper favors 

immigration, which is a news topic or issue. But a focus on “immigrant” is a person, 

rather than an issue.  
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Keywords are a vital variable across the board and they serve as the major unit of 

analysis for specific immigration frames. 

LOCALLY WRITTEN OR NEWSWIRE?  

Coders were asked to examine bylines and article contact information and 

determine whether news articles were written locally (by in-house writers, reporter, or 

columnists) or if the news article was a reprint or newswire. A third category was 

“mixed” for those stories that literally used mixed sources prior to publication. The mixed 

option allowed for an exhaustive list.  

NEWS SOURCES  

Coders were asked to count the number of unique news sources used by 

writers/editors within each news article as a basic descriptive variable. The more sources 

a news article uses, the greater opportunities for difference voices and different points of 

view are presented to audiences. A newspapers use of sources is important because it 

speaks to media credibility (Johnson & Kaye, 1998).  When a quote or fact was 

presented, the source of that quote or fact was counted. 

Coders originally categorized the sources. However, none of the research 

questions or hypotheses uses news source categories as a variable. Consequently, the 

number of news sources will only be reported as a basic descriptive. Sources and their 

categorizations could be used as a major variable for future studies using this dataset. 
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SPECIFIC FRAME VARIABLES 

The specific frames used in this investigation were described by Benson & Wood 

(2015) in their meta-analysis of immigration framing studies. Benson & Wood (2015) 

describe three basic immigration frames – problem, causal, and solution – each with four 

subcategories.  

PROBLEM FRAMES 

 Problem Frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), break down into four 

subcategories. An analysis shows that two subcategories represent anti-immigration or 

negative frames and two represent pro-immigration or positive frames.  

The first subcategory is problems for authorities. Examples include politicians 

attacked for their immigration positions; unintended negative consequences caused by the 

immigration system such as separation of undocumented parents from their legal resident 

school-aged children; diplomatic relations that are undermined by immigration policies; 

and, a legal immigration system that is threatened by undocumented immigration. All of 

these represent a frame that is in opposition to, or negative towards, immigration in 

general or against allowing more immigrants or their legalization. 

The second subcategory is problems for society. This includes the wave of 

immigrants overwhelming the country, threatening the safety and security of the nation, 

or is a threat to American culture. Other areas include the arguments that immigrants 

strain social services and take away American jobs. This is a clear example of an 

immigration frame subcategory that is anti-immigration or negative on immigration. 



 82 

The third problem subcategory, under the heading problems for immigrants, 

Benson & Woods (2015) included the potential violence and inhumane treatment 

immigrants face as well as the potential for human rights violations. This may also 

include where immigrants are targets for criminals, are more likely to face exploitations 

or work in unsafe conditions. This portrays immigrants as victims and generally 

advocates sympathy for their plight. Because of this, this framing subcategory is 

considered positive or pro-immigrant. 

And the fourth problem subcategory, under the heading of no problems, are 

frames where immigrants contribute to society, are good workers, take jobs others would 

not do, pay more into social services than they take, contribute to local economies, etc. 

As described, no problem frames immigration as a net positive. This is a distinct variable 

from no frame or frameless. [See Table 

7.] 

Although Benson & Wood 

(2015) warn that many news articles 

are frameless, solution frames are the 

exception and easy to find throughout 

the sample set. This is because 

journalism as practiced in the U.S. is 

often focused on conflict (Huang, 

2005).  

Table 7: Specific Frame Subcategories  
Variable Slant 

PROBLEM FRAMES   
     Problem for Authorities   Neg (–) or anti- 
     Problem for Society    Neg (–) or anti- 
     Problem for Immigrants   Pos (+) or pro- 
     No Problem    Pos (+) or pro- 
CAUSAL FRAMES  
     Cause Pull Factors    Pos (+) or pro- 
     Cause Push Factors    Neg (–) or anti- 
     Cause System – pro    Pos (+) or pro- 
     Cause System – anti    Neg (–) or anti- 
SOLUTION FRAMES  
     Solution Enforcement   Neg (–) or anti- 
     Solution External   Neg (–) or anti- 
     Solution Reform System   Pos (+) or pro- 
     Solution Campaign   Pos (+) or pro- 

Based on Benson & Wood (2015).	
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CAUSAL FRAMES 

Causal Frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), also break down into four 

areas.  

The first causal frame subcategory is cause pull factors that encompass mainly 

economic interests. Although wages are often low, the promise of work in the U.S. is a 

major pull factor as well as economic and social stability along with basic human services 

not found locally. For a struggling head of household in a foreign country, the allure of 

steady wages and freedom from social instability can be strong pull factors that 

encourage immigration. And this subcategory is considered positive or pro-immigrant in 

the position that it frames. 

The second causal subcategory is cause push factors; principally economic, 

political and social unrest factors in the home countries. In this case, the instability of the 

home situation causes people to become refugees as they are forced out of their home 

countries by circumstances. Benson & Wood (2015) included economic and political 

links to former colonial powers as part of this frame, which is largely not applicable to 

U.S.-based immigration. Overall, it is considered negative to the plight of immigrants. 

Third is cause system – pro-immigration where the bureaucratic restrictiveness of 

the U.S. immigration system encourages immigrants to bend or break the rules in order to 

emigrate or stay beyond legal limits. Often this is manifest in flaws in immigration law 

associated with worker or student visas or even tourist visas to visit family. From the 

perspective of immigrants, this is pro-immigration or positive frame subcategory. 
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And, fourth is cause system – anti-immigration where poor border control policies 

have caused the problem and a lack of resources or political policies have caused a 

weakness in enforcement. Poor enforcement of existing immigration laws fall under this 

subcategory. And it is a frame subcategory that is widely considered negative towards 

immigration or is anti-immigrant. [See Table 7.] 

Most U.S.-based newspapers (general market) are frameless when it comes to 

causal frames in general, according to Benson & Wood (2015).  

SOLUTION FRAMES 

Solution Frames, according to Benson & Wood (2015), break down into four 

subcategories, as well. 

The first one, solution enforcement, is practically self-explanatory. Such frames 

advocate greater enforcement of immigration laws, border controls, and advocating of 

more strict laws against employers, landlords and others who make it easier for 

immigrants to live and work in the country. Greater enforcement resources and denying 

services to immigrants are part of this frame. Clearly this is negative towards immigration 

or anti-immigrant. 

The second subcategory, solution external, encourages nations where immigrants 

are prone to leave to stabilize their situations in order to lessen immigration push factors. 

Such external solutions may include items such as economic stabilization, ending of 

political or military conflicts, or perhaps foreign investment or direct aid. This frame 



 85 

speaks to eliminating the causes of immigration at the local level and can be viewed as 

negative towards immigration or anti-immigrant. 

The third solution frame, subcategory, solution reform system, also is practically 

self-explanatory. Such a solution frame advocates reformation of immigration laws, 

policies and practices which give rise to illegal or undocumented situations. Such 

reformations could include things like more conditional residency for children brought to 

the U.S. as minors or immigrants who face physical or mortal danger if returned to their 

country of origin. Passage of the so-called DREAM Act, which assures certain rights to 

immigrants brought to this country as children, is part of this frame. This is a positive 

immigration frame or considered pro-immigrant. 

The fourth solution frame subcategory, solution campaigns, targets public 

education as a solution to immigration conflicts. Such campaigns could be targeted at 

immigrants themselves, policy makers, civil authorities, or the public at-large and with 

the goal of helping to publicly address immigration problems and issues (Benson & 

Wood, 2015). An example would be local police publicly announcing their refusal to 

cooperate with federal immigration authorities in order to encourage those in the 

immigrant community to report local crime, and the subsequent attempt by authorities to 

educate the public about this policy. This is generally seen as a positive or pro-immigrant 

frame although ant-immigrant campaigns could also be included. Generally considered 

positive, this frame can be coded as negative depending on the context. To verify context, 

another variable, tone, will be relied upon to differentiate positive from negative. [See 

Table 7.] 
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A reminder that multiple frames could exist within each story and coders were not 

mandated to select at least one. So news articles could be coded as “frameless” or having 

“no frame.” The unit of analysis for frames was not the news article but rather keyword 

terms that appeared embedded within news articles. Thus, multiple keywords and 

multiple frames could, theoretically, exist within each news article, or no frames could 

exist at all. Even Benson & Wood (2015) who developed these specific frames and their 

descriptions based on a meta-analysis of immigration frame studies admitted that very 

few causal frames are found in U.S. newspapers although French newspapers had more 

causal and solution frames than did the U.S. in their study. News stories could very well 

frame immigration in the U.S. simply through problem frames without causal or solution 

frames. 

 

GENERIC FRAME VARIABLES 

Most framing studies examine frames either as specific or generic (Matthes, 

2009). Generic frames can be identified across specific issues and transcend the 

limitations of specific frames (Iyengar, 1994). Generic frames can apply to a wide range 

of broader topics (Lecheler, Schuck, & de Vreese, 2013). Two of the generic frame 

variables, tone and episodic v. thematic, are common frames based on the literature. The 

third generic frame, advocacy, has been studied as a trait of ethnic media but not 

previously labeled as a media frame. For this investigation, advocacy is classified as a 

generic frame. 
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TONE 

The notion of tone stems from the work of Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Branton 

& Dunaway (2008) who defined tone when they found that Spanish-language media 

presents immigration in a more positive tone. Tone will be registered as positive, 

negative, both/neutral. The unit of analysis is the entire news article.  

In the codebook, Tone is described thusly: 

• Positive: There are more “pro-immigrant” or “pro-immigration” or “pro-

migrant” sources quoted. The points of view of the “pro” side of immigrants or 

immigration are presented more. The article includes a “pro-immigrant” call to action.  

• Negative�: There are more “anti-immigrant” or “anti-immigration” or “anti-

migrant” sources quoted. The points of view of those who oppose more rights for 

immigrants are presented more. The article includes some kind of “anti-immigrant” call 

to action such as advocating an enforcement only approach to immigration reform or 

general limits to immigration or greater enforcement of immigration laws. 

• Neutral�: There are more or less the same pro- and anti-immigration sources 

quoted. The points of view of both “pro” side of immigrants and those opposed to 

granting more rights are presented about the same. The article either avoids making any 

call to action or both sides of the issue are presented with calls to action. Or, no clear pro- 

or anti-immigrant positions appear to be presented.  

EPISODIC OR THEMATIC 
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According to Iyengar (1996), the episodic frame depicts issues in terms of 

specific instances or episodes. These are usually identified as specific news events. An 

immigration rally, for example, would be one such event or an immigration raid at a local 

public market or building. This is usually tied to a specific event and one major cue is the 

opening paragraphs will have a specific time element. Episodic reports are essentially 

illustrations or metaphors of broader issues.  

The thematic frame, by contrast, depicts political issues more broadly and 

abstractly. An example would be a story focused on the DREAM Act discussing how 

children brought to the U.S. by their parents and who have excelled in public schools are 

graduating without a future because they cannot go on to college and they cannot legally 

find work. While there may be anecdotes, a thematic frame isn’t strictly tied to a specific 

event. It literally focuses on a broader theme. A thematic frame, according to Iyengar 

(1994), places a frame in a larger, general context than an episodic frame. 

In practice, few news reports are purely episodic or thematic. Content analyses 

however suggest that in most cases one frame or the other predominates.  

After reading the entire news article, coders were asked to code the story by the 

following: Episodic, Thematic, or neither. 

In practice, most news articles are framed Episodic in nature (Scheufele, 2000). 

However, Thematic frames signal stories that are more in-depth (Iyengar, 1994). 

ADVOCACY 
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Finally, coders will be asked to identify the presence of advocacy in terms of any 

call to action associated with any of the identified keywords. Advocacy is defined for 

purposes of coding as generally supporting a position or the presence of any calls to 

action regarding immigration that is not a direct quote from a source. In addition to calls 

to action, Advocacy is described by Tewksbury, et. al. (2000) as, “explanations and 

arguments intended to persuade” in news reports (p. 806). Advocacy can be pro- or anti-, 

for or against, positive or negative. Coders were asked to acknowledge overt attempts to 

persuade, empower, educate, or a call to action as signs for advocacy.  

 

LINGUISTIC FRAMING ELEMENTS 

 Linguistic cues are major signals of framing (Tannen, 1993). Generally, linguistic 

cues belong to the field of discourse analysis. However, for this investigation, such cues 

are considered framing elements. The major linguistic framing elements are the 

following: Ledes & headlines, modifying labels, and ethnic cues. Many of these elements 

are indicators of framing but are not considered proper media frames. 

LEDES & HEADLINES 

For purposes of this investigation, ledes and headlines refers to the presence of an 

immigration-related keyword in the headline, subhead or lede of the story. Headlines and 

news leads are key framing devices (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). As a major part of the 

syntactical structure of the news article (Pan & Kosicki, 1993), headlines and news leads 
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will be considered predictor variables for the presence of frames. Tankard (2001) 

considered headlines, subheads and ledes among the top five of 11 framing mechanisms, 

along with photographs and photo captions. As such, headlines, subheads and ledes are 

focal points that help identify framing (Tankard, 2001). Ledes and headlines are not a 

proper media frame but rather are a linguistic framing element. 

MODIFYING LABELS 

 Relying largely on the essay on linguistic frames by Lakoff & Ferguson (2006) 

for what has been labeled in this investigation as modifying labels, coders will look for 

the linguistic use of such terms as “illegal,” “undocumented,” “unauthorized,” “reform,” 

and “others.” Examples of “others” include the prefixes “anti-” and “pro-.” The presence 

of these specific modifier labels will be recorded if any of these attempts at linguistic 

frames appear in the same sentence as the keyword terms.  

The modifier labels are helpful in identifying negative and positive slants. The 

modifying labels “illegal,” and “anti-“ are considered negative towards the issue of 

immigration or of immigrants. The labels “undocumented” and “pro-” are considered 

positive towards the issue of immigration or 

of immigrants. The labels “unauthorized” 

and “reform” are considered neutral.  Other 

terms can vary based on context. [See Table 

8.] 

Table 8: Linguistic Modifying Labels  
Modifying Label Slant 

     Illegal Neg (–) or anti- 
     Undocumented Pos (+) or pro- 
     Unauthorized (+) Neutral (–) 
     Reform (+) Neutral (–) 
     Other pro- Pos (+) or pro- 
     Other anti- Neg (–) or anti- 
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In 2013, the Associated Press Stylebook, which many U.S.-based newspapers 

follow, discouraged the use of “illegal,” “undocumented,” or “unauthorized” in 

conjunction with the terms “immigrant” or “migrant” but let stand the use of those 

modifiers with the term “immigration” (Planas, 2013.) The thinking was “immigrant” 

was a person but “immigration” was an issue. This should have discouraged the presence 

of these modifiers. Since a large body of work has been done examining these frames, it 

is doubtful that they have completely disappeared. 

ETHNIC CUES 

While there may be legitimate reasons during the course of news coverage for 

racial identification to be reported, it’s the darker implications of race that are of major 

interest when framing immigration. For this reason, ethnic cues need to be tracked and 

reported.  

In the codebook [see Appendix A] coders were asked to identify a slew of racial 

and ethnic groups including: Latino, Hispanic, Mexican, Central American, South 

American, Jewish, Haiti, European, Asian, African, or any “group” designation that 

indicates a race, ethnicity or specific nationality. Although the principal focus of this 

investigation, so far unstated, is Hispanic/Latino ethnic representation, understood 

through the focus on Spanish-language newspapers, the coders were, in fact, asked to 

identify any ethnic or racial cues in the data. The thinking at the time was that different 

racial references and ethnic cues carry different weights with audiences (per Igartua & 

Cheng, 2009), even within Hispanic/Latino groups (Torres-Saillent, 2003). Ultimately, 
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however, this line of research was not specifically pursued as part of this investigation. In 

general, coders were asked to identify any reference to ethnic, racial, national origin, or 

significant cultural groups and to categorize them by groups, including non-Hispanic 

ones identified above. The dataset for this investigation was focused on direct or indirect 

immigration to the U.S. thereby excluding the growing refugee crisis in the Middle East 

spurring immigration to Europe. Such news coverage was increasingly part of 

mainstream news beginning around mid-2015. Consequently, non-Hispanic ethnic 

references in immigration stories were not widespread throughout the dataset. Coder 

responses were subsequently re-categorized as having ethnic cues either merely present 

or not present. For coding purposes, the unit of analysis is news article.  

For particular audiences, the presence of ethnic cues can allow for a communal 

sense of shared ethnicity (Barreto, 2010). This could be true of ethnic media serving 

audiences that self-categorize as Latino/Hispanic. For researchers, however, ethnic cues 

in general market media serve as measures of racial elements manifest in textual content.  

 

CODERS, CODING & INTERCODER RELIABILITY 

For intercoder testing, three individual coders (two graduate students and the 

principal investigator) coded 20 articles in the Miami Herald and 20 articles in El Nuevo 

Herald – a sample comprising slightly more than 10 percent of all New Articles.  

A total of seven variables were coded with the newspaper article as the unit of 

analysis and seven intercoder tests were conducted. Landis & Koch (1977) developed an 
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oft-cited approach for interpreting reliability results for statistical agreement calculations 

such as Krippendorff’s alpha: 0.00–0.20 = slight agreement, 0.21–0.40 = fair agreement, 

0.41–0.60 = moderate agreement, 0.61–0.80 = substantial agreement and 0.81–

1.00 = almost perfect agreement. 

One variable in English, local written or newswire, had perfect agreement among 

the three coders in 20 English articles with a Krippendorff’s alpha ratio = 1.0. At the low 

range, tone had an intercoder agreement with Krippendorff’s alpha ratio = 0.673. 

Keyword placement and article length had almost perfect agreement with 0.924 and 

0.863 ratios respectively. All other variables, number of sources, ethnic cue, and 

episodic/thematic had substantial agreements with Krippendorff’s alpha ratios of 0.783, 

0.758, and 0.713. Overall, the total Krippendorff’s alpha ratio averaged 0.816, considered 

almost perfect. [See Table 9.]  
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In Spanish three bilingual 

graduate students coded 20 articles 

with news article as the unit of 

analysis. The variable ledes & 

headlines had excellent intercoder 

agreement at a Krippendorff’s 

alpha ratio of 0.933. There was 

almost perfect agreement for article length and number of sources with Krippendorff’s 

alpha ratios of 0.863 and 0.857, respectively. There was substantial agreement for ethnic 

cues, local written, and episodic/thematic with Krippendorff’s alpha ratios of 0.737, 

0.737 and 0.682. The final variable, tone, had a Krippendorff’s alpha ratio of 0.596. The 

intercoder reliability for all seven variables averaged Krippendorff’s alpha ratio= 0.772 

for Spanish newspaper articles. [See Table 9.]  

A total of nine variables were coded with the immigration-related keyword term 

as the unit of analysis and nine intercoder tests were conducted. In 20 English news 

articles, 63 immigration-related keywords were found. Preliminary results among the 

three coders in this sample were mixed. A quick view of the data revealed that at a certain 

point, one coder stopped coding for specific frames and entered “0” as the value for an 

entire block of frames in the last 22 responses in the specific frames and failed to 

complete the Spanish newspaper coding. This one coder then failed to complete any more 

coding after that. The original Krippendorff’s alpha results appear for all 63 English 

keywords in Table 10 with a combined average of 0.704. However, Table 11 calculates 

Table 9: Krippendorff’s alpha by News Article 
Variable English Spanish 
     Article Word Length 0.863 0.863 
     Local/Newswire 1.000 0.737 
     Number of Sources  0.783 0.857 
     Ledes & Headlines 0.924 0.933 
     Ethnic Cues  0.758 0.737 
     Tone 0.673 0.596 
     Episodic/Thematic 0.713 0.682 
     AVERAGE TOTAL 0.816 0.772 

ReCal 0.1 Alpha for 3+ Coders; 20 news articles. 
(Miami Herald/El Nuevo Herald) 
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Krippendorff’s alpha only for the first 41 keywords, which appears to be the point when 

this coder began to simply enter 0 for all results. The Krippendorff’s alpha average for all 

nine variables for the redo is 0.806. 

 The Miami results by keyword as the unit of analysis were later recoded by a 

third bilingual coder, as were the missing Spanish results. 

Researcher Klaus Krippendorff (2004) cautioned against wholesale acceptance of 

level agreements as adequately reliable 

without considering multivariate counts and 

sample sizes. Krippendorff suggests, rather, 

that researchers set their own levels of 

reliability based on the specific content of the 

research (2004). He added that averaging 

agreement levels of multiple variables can 

also be problematic, saying: “It is a serious 

mistake to average the reliabilities of the 

variables of a complex instrument and take 

this average as a measure of overall data 

reliability. Computing averages assumes that 

higher values compensate for lower ones” 

(Krippendorff, 2004, p. 242).  

Table 10: Krippendorff’s alpha Test 
Variable English 
     Keyword Term   0.875 
     Source   0.899 
     Modifiers    0.811 
     Ethnic Cues   0.874 
          Ethnic Group    0.860 
     Problem Frames   0.664 
     Causal frames   0.567 
     Solution frames   0.654 
     Advocacy    0.784 
     AVERAGE TOTAL   0.704 

ReCal 0.1 Alpha for 3+ Coders;  
63 keywords. (Miami Herald) 
 
 

Table 11: Krippendorff alpha Redo 
Variable English 
     Keyword Term   0.848 
     Source   0.838 
     Modifiers    0.769 
     Ethnic Cues   0.966 
          Ethnic Group    0.944 
     Problem Frames   0.746 
     Causal frames   0.695 
     Solution frames   0.704 
     Advocacy    0.744 
     AVERAGE TOTAL   0.806 

ReCal 0.1 Alpha for 3+ Coders;  
41 keywords. (Miami Herald) 
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Instead, Krippendorff says the lowest alpha among all variables in multivariate 

data represents the reliability level for the data as a whole. Such a practice, Krippendorff 

(2004) says, helps ensure that unreliable variables would be dropped from analysis rather 

than artificially made to look acceptable through averaging. 

This investigation is multivariate and has a substantial sample size. Additionally, 

Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated using three sets of data as there were three principal 

coders, which increases the odds of variance and error over two-coders. Consequently, 

the minimal standard for variables coded was set at “substantial agreement” for this 

investigation. According to Landis & Koch (1977), substantial agreement means a 

minimal agreement of 0.61. In the Krippendorff’s alpha calculations of Table 9 and Table 

11, the only variable that does not meet this minimal standard is Spanish tone [see Table 

9, p. 92]. It is therefore clear that tone as defined in this investigation, is too subjective a 

variable for reliable measure. Consequently, tone in Spanish will not be used as a reliable 

variable. Except for tone in English, the vast majority of variables easily surpass this 

minimum threshold by more than 0.10. 

 

VARIABLES APPLICATIONS 

News frames in particular can be used as dependent or independent variables 

(Scheufele, 1999). Framing effects studies typically use news frames as independent 

variables (Scheufele, 1999). However, from the perspective of media consumers, studies 

interested in how mass media frames an issue typically use news frames as dependent 
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variables (Scheufele, 1999). The independent variables throughout this investigation are 

often language, or ownership, or location depending on what is being specifically tested. 

In some cases, these normally independent variables, language and ownership in 

particular, can also be confounding variables. Confounding variables interfere with 

dependent and independent variable correlations causing difficulties in results (Wimmer 

& Dominick, 2013).  

All hypotheses and research questions use some combination of descriptive 

variables, specific frames, generic frames, or linguistic framing elements or are 

synthesized from these variables. The details of how variables are used or synthesized are 

described fully in the order of the hypotheses and research questions as presented below.  

 

HYPOTHESES 

In all of the hypotheses proffered, the media frames as described above most often 

serve as dependent variables. Independent variables differ from hypothesis to hypothesis. 

The variables that make up each one will be addressed in order. 

 

H1: Spanish-language newspapers display more activist framing elements than 

English-language newspapers. 

As worded, the two-value independent variable is language – English and 

Spanish. The dependent variables are “activist framing elements.” This begs the question 

of what constitutes activist framing elements?  
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According to the literature (Johnson, 2010; Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 

2010), activism and advocacy by ethnic media is manifested in several ways. Such ways 

include the socialization of norms for those who self-categorize (Johnson, 2010), the 

creation of an ethnic communal agenda (Johnson, 2010) and education campaigns for 

their readers (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010). In examining the coded 

variables for those that speak to these elements, the ones that come to mind are as 

follows: Linguistic framing elements, especially ledes and headlines; modifying labels, 

especially positive-slated ones; specific frames, particularly those that slant positive or 

pro-immigrant; and the generic frame of advocacy. (Tone would also have been a related 

element but was deemed an unreliable variable following intercoder tests. The positive or 

pro-immigration specific frame subcategories substitute for tone.) 

To test H1 for signs of activist framing elements, comparisons of advocacy-

related variables in English and Spanish need to be conducted and analyzed for 

differences. Coding for the presence of specific advocacy-related cues described below 

and using statistical analysis to test for significant differences by language accomplish 

this. Since newspaper headlines and leads are a principal means of catching reader 

attention (Andrew, 2007), the deliberate presence of immigration-related keywords in 

news story ledes and headlines become an advocacy-related variable for purposes of this 

investigation. Also, certain modifying labels associated with immigration related 

keywords such as “pro-” and “undocumented” which indicated a pro-immigrant or 

positive slant on immigration [see Table 8, page 90] can be considered activist in nature. 

At least one (preferably more) specific frame subcategories that slant positive/pro-
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immigration [see Table 7, page 82] need to be significant at an unusually high threshold, 

sufficient to affect all of the framing variables statistically. And finally, advocacy found 

in the news articles indicate activism. Any significant differences between the results of 

these variables will be reported in the results chapter and analyzed in the discussion 

chapter. 

 

H2: Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration more positively than 

English-language newspapers.  

Like H1, the independent variables for H2 are language and the dependent 

variables are positive or pro-immigration frames. There are similarities with H1 to the 

extent that positive immigration frames categorize activism and advocacy. H2 is a nod to 

researchers Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Branton & Dunaway (2008), who say that 

Spanish-language media frame immigration in a more positive light compared to English-

language media.  

Testing H2 involves comparing all-Spanish-language newspapers to all-English-

language newspapers for the presence of positive immigration slants. This includes 

comparing specific frames – problem, causal and solution and their respective 

subcategories –paying particular attention to the positive or pro-immigrant subcategories 

as compared to negative or anti-immigrant subcategories [see Table 7, page 82]. Also, 

positive modifying labels – “undocumented” and “pro-” – will be compared to negative 
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ones – “illegal” and “anti-.” [See Table 8, page 90]. Originally, the generic frame of tone 

was to be included but this has been deemed an unreliable variable by intercoder tests. 

Testing H2 involves comparing all-Spanish-language newspapers to all-English-

language newspapers for positive immigration frames. This includes comparing specific 

frames – problem, causal and solution and their respective subcategories – for significant 

differences paying particular attention to the positive or pro-immigrant subcategories as 

compared to negative or anti-immigrant subcategories. Also, modifying labels will be 

compared paying particular attention to positive labels versus negative ones. If the 

positively identified frames overall are significantly greater than negative ones as found 

through statistical (chi-square) analysis, this indicates positive slant overall. 

 

H3: Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration issues more prominently 

than English-language newspapers. 

Again, language is the independent variable and the dependent variable is 

“prominent immigration issue discussion,” admittedly not an easy variable to 

operationalize at face value. 

Originally, H3 was synthesized from elements of Abrajano & Singh’s audience 

influence hypothesis (2009), which posits that Spanish-language media is more 

informative than English-language media, and Branton & Dunaway (2008), who predict 

more immigration-related news coverage for Spanish-language newspapers compared to 
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general market English-language newspapers. The literature review section, which gave 

rise to H3, was focused on measures of depth and breath of immigration news coverage. 

Treating H3 as a depth and breath measure, operationalization can be synthesized 

by combining news article word length, number of news articles, frequency of keywords, 

and the propensity to place immigration-related keywords in the ledes and headlines of 

the news articles. These are a combination of descriptive variables and one linguistic 

framing element.  

In the past, measures of depth included multiplying word lengths by the number 

of articles, among other measures (Maier, 2010). For H3, the average word length will be 

multiplied by the number of news articles, by average number of immigration-related key 

words per articles, and finally multiplied by the percentage of news articles with 

immigration-related keywords in the ledes and headlines of news articles. These will be 

compared by language. 

A formula for H3 testing would look like this: 

SPANISH [WORD LENGTH] X [TOTAL # NEWS ARTICLES] X [MEAN # KEY WORDS] X [% OF LEDES & HEADLINES] 

ENGLISH [WORD LENGTH] X [TOTAL # NEWS ARTICLES] X [MEAN # KEY WORDS] X [% OF LEDES & HEADLINES] 

Such a formula combines traditional methods of depth measuring number of 

words and multiplying it by the number of articles while placing the focus on 

immigration-related keywords used in a prominent way by both English and Spanish 

newspapers. Combining them should indicate which language discusses immigration 

issues more prominently. 
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H4: The larger and more diverse the geographic community, the fewer differences 

in immigration frames between local English and Spanish-language newspapers. 

Testing H4 is a complicated set of postulations. At first, it seems that the 

independent variable is location. And it is, to a qualified extent. But the values placed on 

location – larger and more diverse – complicate the independent variable. Language is 

another independent variable. Dependent variables are immigration frames including 

specific frames, generic frames and linguistic framing elements. This hypothesis 

quantifies the number of differences in frames and compares which locations have more 

differences in their local English and Spanish newspapers and which have fewer. In 

essence, H4 says the more difference found in the local population, the more English-

language and Spanish-language newspapers look the same.  

In order to examine H4, census data is needed to calculate which of the four 

regions are larger and more diverse and which are less so. Diversity for purposes of this 

investigation includes ethnic community size in relation to the overall population, 

diversity within each community tested, and diversity within the Hispanic community of 

those locations, as well. Once the largest and most diverse community is identified, and 

the smallest and least diverse is, as well, comparisons can be made for specific, generic 

and linguistic frames.  

In H4, there are three independent variables at play: language, location and an 

index that determines the size and diversity of each of the four communities as part of 
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this investigation. With such a complex combination of variables, the potential is great 

that one or more independent variable is actually a confounding variable. If confounding 

variables had been previously found in the literature, they would have been factored in. 

Unfortunately, such confounders were not previously identified. 

In order to determine which locations are the largest and most diverse, an index 

was developed based on available demographic information in order to differentiate size 

and diversity. As part of this index, size of the Hispanic community is the dominant size 

factor. It was previously determined that the four metropolitan areas as part of this 

investigation already comprise the four largest urban population centers in the country. 

[See Table 2, page 20.] For diversity factors, demographic information that includes the 

Hispanic percentage of the overall population, the percentage breakdowns of all major 

ethnic groups, and the percentage of Hispanic subgroups will factor into the index. These 

population subcategories are all data that are readily available online from the U.S. 

Census. 

Thus, a total of four factors are included in the index: Size of the Hispanic 

community; Size of Hispanic percentage of the overall population (representing 

community diversity); Percentage breakdowns of all major ethnic groups – White, Black, 

Hispanic, and Asian (representing overall community diversity); and, number of Hispanic 

origin groups with double-digit percentage representation (indicating intra-Hispanic 

diversity). [Note that Black and Asian populations are included in this index because this 

is how the census data is presented.]  

The index is operationalized in the following manner: 
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• For Size of Hispanic Community:  

1 = less than 2 million 

2 = 2 – 4 million 

3 = more than 4 million. 

 • For Hispanic Percentage of the overall community:  

1 = less than 25 percent 

2 = 25 – 50 percent 

3 = more than 50 percent. 

• For diversity of the larger community:  

1 = One population group with more than 20% of the total 

2 = Two populations groups of at least 20% 

3 = At least three population groups of at least 20% OR all four major 

ethnic groups with double-digit percentages. 

• For Intra-Hispanic Diversity:  

1 = one Hispanic origin group with double-digit percentages 

2 = two Hispanic groups with double-digit percentages 

3 = at least 3 Hispanic groups with double-digit representations. 

This index, as designed, gives higher scores for size and diversity. So the cities 

with the larger scores have larger and more diverse communities and those with smaller 

scores are not as large and less diverse. 

Size of Hispanic population can be seen in Table 3 [page 49]. Los Angeles has a 

Latino population of 5.80 million and New York has 4.32 million, giving both a score of 
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3. Chicago has 1.97 million and Miami/S. Florida has 1.63 million, giving a score of 1. 

Percentage breakdown of all major ethnic groups can be seen in Table 4 [page 50]. In 

New York and Chicago, three of the four major ethnic groups have double-digit 

population representation, giving New York and Chicago a score of 3. In Los Angeles 

and Miami, only one of the major ethnic groups had a population of more than 20 

percent, giving each a score of 1. Hispanic percentage of the overall population can also 

be seen in Table 4. In Miami, 65 percent of the community is Hispanic, giving a score of 

3. Los Angeles was 47.7 percent Latino, giving a score of 2. Chicago was 28.9 percent 

Latino and New York was 28.6 percent Latinos, giving a score of 1 each. And number of 

Hispanic origin groups with double-digit percentage can be seen on Table 3. New York 

was the only region where there were three different Hispanic groups – Puerto Ricans, 

Dominicans, and Mexicans – with double-digit percentages of the population, earning a 

score of 3. The remaining locations all had only one dominant Hispanic sub-group 

dominating. In Miami, it was Cubans with 54.5 percent of all Hispanics. In Chicago it 

was 79.2 percent Mexican. In Los Angeles, it was 78.0 percent Mexican. 

Based on the formula of the index as constructed, New York is the largest and 

most diverse community with a score of 9, followed by Los Angeles with a score of 8. 

Table 12: Hispanic Size & Diversity Index 
Population Variable L.A. NYC Chicago Miami 
 Size of Hispanic Community 3 3 1 1 
 Percent Community Hispanic 2 1 1 3 
 Overall Community Diversity 2 2 3 1 
 Intra-Hispanic Diversity 1 3 1 1 

TOTAL 8 9 6 6 
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Chicago was tied with Miami with the smallest/least diverse with a score of 6. [See Table 

12.] 

With the size and diversity of each location measured, H4 can now compare the 

differences in frames by location and language. That means statistical comparisons of 

specific frames, generic frames, and linguistic framing elements by language and 

location. A running tally of the number of significant differences between English and 

Spanish newspapers in each location needs to be kept for comparison. If H4 is supported, 

New York should have the least number of significant differences in frames. And 

Chicago and Miami should have the most number of differences in frames, based upon 

the size and diversity index. 

 

H5: The more ethnic cues embedded in immigration stories, the more they contain 

negative tones or anti-immigration frames. 

This is the only hypothesis that doesn’t use language or location as an 

independent variable. The independent variable here is ethnic cue. The dependent 

variables are negative or anti-immigration frames. While coders were asked to categorize 

racial or ethnic cues originally to follow a line of research that essentially said that 

different ethnicities carry different weight with audiences, this line of research was 

ultimately not pursued and ethnic cues were recoded as simply present or not present. 

This hypothesis merely seeks the presence of ethnic cues, regardless of whether they 

were Latino/Hispanic, African, Asian, Jewish, etc. (Note: Jewish anti-Semitism was 
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never a research concern but it appeared as a category in some of the literature on race 

studies.) In general, increased focus on the contentious issue of immigration in general 

has been linked to a rise in reported Hispanic hate crimes (Stacey, Carbone-López, & 

Rosenfeld, 2011). Although similar reports can be cited for the Asian community, as 

well, the focus in this investigation is on immigrants and immigration, with the 

presumption being that Hispanics are affected most prominently. 

The testing of H5 entails coding for racial cues, parsing the responses of articles 

and keywords that were coded positive for the presence of ethnic cues from those that 

were coded “no” for such cues, and then comparing them for specific frames, especially 

those associated with negative tones or anti-immigration stances. Tone as a generic frame 

was to be used but was determined to be an unreliable variable, according to inter-coder 

tests. 

The specific frames that are negative/anti-immigration are “problem for 

authorities,” “problem for society,” “cause push factors,” “cause system anti-

immigration,” “solution enforcement,” and “solution external.” [See Table 7, page 82.] 

The hypothesis predicts a positive correlation between ethnic cues and negative/anti-

immigration slanted frames. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The same variables as described for hypothesis testing will also be utilized for 

purposes of investigation via research questions. 
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RQ1: How do Spanish-language newspapers emphasize immigration frames 

compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ1 is particularly interested in any and all differences in framing by language. 

This means comparing all-Spanish-language news articles to all-English-language ones. 

The variables include all specific frames – problem, causal, solution frames and their 

related subcategories. Also, generic frames of advocacy and episodic/thematic frames 

will be compared as well as linguistic framing elements – keywords, modifying labels, 

and ledes and headlines. Differences in descriptive variables – word length, locally 

written, and sources – will also be noted for analysis. 

 

RQ2: How do daily newspapers owned by the same company in the same cities 

but in different languages frame immigration? 

While RQ1 asks about the differences in frames by language (English v. Spanish), 

RQ2 asks whether any such differences by language remain true in situations where the 

same media company owns both newspapers in English and Spanish locally. For RQ1, all 

news articles in English were assembled and compared to all news articles in Spanish, 

independent of the specific cities where those newspapers operated. RQ2, on the other 

hand, examines English v. Spanish news articles operating specifically in Miami and in 

Chicago, where the same media company owns both the English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers. Thus, English-language news articles are examined for specific 
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frames, linguistic framing elements, and generic frames in Miami and Chicago and 

directly compared to their Spanish-language counterparts operating in the same city. 

The specific frames include problem frames, causal frames, solution frames, and 

their associated subcategories. The linguistic framing elements include modifying labels, 

and ledes and headlines. The generic frames include advocacy and episodic/thematic. 

Differences in descriptive variables, such as keywords, will also be noted for analysis. 

 

RQ3: Do English-language and Spanish-language daily newspapers operating in 

the same cities frame immigration differently and what are the differences? 

While RQ1 asks about the differences in frames by language (English v. Spanish), 

RQ3 asks whether any such differences by language remain true in each individual city. 

For RQ1, all news articles in English were assembled and compared to all news articles in 

Spanish, independent of which city those newspapers operated. RQ3, on the other hand, 

examines English v. Spanish news articles operating independently in Miami, in Los 

Angeles, in New York, and in Chicago. Thus, English-language news articles are 

examined for specific frames, linguistic framing elements, and generic frames in each of 

the four cities and directly compared to their Spanish-language counterparts operating in 

the same city. They also need to be compared to the results for all English and all Spanish 

for differences. 

A part of the results of RQ3 will be covered in the previous research question, 

focusing on ownership in Miami and Chicago. But this isn’t simply a redundant question. 
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By stating this as a city-by-city question, the focus of this discussion will be location and 

not be that of ownership.  

The specific frames, previously described, include problem frames, causal frames, 

solution frames, and their associated subcategories. The linguistic framing elements, 

previously described, include modifying labels, and ledes and headlines. The generic 

frames, previously described, include advocacy and episodic/thematic. Differences in 

descriptive variables, such as keywords, will also be noted for analysis. 

These previous research questions speak to the heart of the basic problem 

statement initially posited: Do English and Spanish-language newspapers operating in the 

same regional markets frame topics of importance differently based on language? And 

which is more influential on editorial coverage: Language or ownership?  

The next set of research questions are specifically designed for qualitative 

research methods. 

 

RQ4a: How do Spanish-language newspapers operationalize their immigration 

news coverage compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4b: What are some of the key immigration issues in Spanish-language 

newspapers as opposed to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4c: Do differences in resources cause differences in immigration news 

coverage between Spanish-language newspapers and English-language newspapers? 
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At issue is whether editors frame immigration in different ways simply because 

they perceive the needs of their news audiences differently. To analyze these research 

questions qualitative interviews with news editors in different languages is needed. As 

described previously, editors at all eight publications as part of this investigation were 

approached to participate in these interviews. Various editors were contacted by email 

and direct phone calls. In the end, only two editors agreed to participate: one in English 

and one in Spanish. These editors both happened to be located in Los Angeles, allowing 

for this region to serve as a qualitative case study.  

According to dataset on Table 5 [page 71], the Los Angeles Times contributed the 

largest number of news articles used for this investigation with 80 articles. Their Spanish-

language counterpart also in Los Angeles, La Opinión with 77 news articles, closely 

followed them. 

In order to compare the responses, several common questions were prepared in 

advance [See Appendix C – Interview Questions] but the interviewees were allowed to 

go off topic during the course of the interview, making this a semi-structured interview. 

The initial question presented to both editors was, specifically, “When the term 

‘immigration,’ is mentioned to you, what, as an editor, comes to mind?” Follow up 

questions designed to cover the key issues from the point of view of the editors followed. 

The second major question was: “In your view, what are some of the key issues or events 

that tend to fall under the label of immigration?” Both of these can apply to both RQ4a 

and RQ4b, depending on the context of the responses. 
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Both editors were also directly asked about the resources they have to commit to 

original reporting on the issue of immigration. The resources for both were different and 

the responses were expected to be different, as well. Obviously, this line of questioning 

applies to RQ4c. Recognizing that this investigation was a framing study, problem v. 

solution frames was another topic raised to both editors, helping to address RQ4a. 

For a full look at interview questions, see Appendix C. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS – Statistical Analysis 

  

The chi-square test of independence was the principal tool to determine 

significant differences in percentage frequencies between multiple variables. When 

applicable, the Fisher’s exact probability test was applied in cases if the frequency totals 

were less than 120 and/or there were too many responses under 5 that skewed the 

reliability of the chi-square test. While utilizing the chi-square test, individual cells with 

the greatest standardized residuals – reported as part of the chi-square calculations of the 

contingency tables – were identified as the most likely cell or cells causing the significant 

finding. The standardized residuals in particular are helpful in identifying cell frequencies 

that were ill fitted to the expectations of the calculations (Schermelleh-Engel, 

Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). Each standardized residual represented one standard 

normal deviate (Segars & Grover, 1993). Thus a standardized residual of 2.0 is two 

standard deviates, 3.0 is three standard deviates, etc. Multiple variables may share in 

adding to the overall significance of the cells being calculated. Finally, for some simpler 

two-item comparisons, t-tests were conducted. 

In general, most hypotheses and research questions were analyzed using results 

tables presented in sets of two. The first results table generally represented specific 

frames of problem, causal, and solution and their associated subcategories. These used 

keyword terms as the unit of analysis. As defined in the methods section, a keyword is an 

immigration-related term embedded in the news article. There were a total of 1551 
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keywords in the three constructed weeks dataset. The second results table generally 

showed generic frames and linguistic framing elements, depending on what variables 

were used by the particular hypothesis or research question. Generic frames used news 

articles as the unit of analysis. Linguistic framing elements used keywords as the unit of 

analysis. There were 395 news articles in the three constructed weeks dataset. 

Finally, within the results tables themselves, a small but consistent number of 

posted results had too few responses for accurate statistical analysis. For chi-square 

calculations, too many cell frequencies of less than five are unreliable (Camilli & 

Hopkins, 1978). And, although results tables are reported in percentages, the calculations 

were conducted using raw numbers or frequencies. So if, out of 1551 total keywords, any 

particular result category had a response of fewer than five, it’s pretty certain that it had 

little overall impact. If variables could be collapsed and combined without a 

disproportionate impact on the calculations, these untestable variables were combined. If 

not, they often were dropped altogether in the chi-square calculations. If at any time 

variables were combined or dropped due to low or no frequencies, this is specifically 

reported throughout this chapter.  

Prior to hypothesis testing, the dataset was grouped into All-English and All-

Spanish. Basic descriptive results are presented below. 
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ALL-ENGLISH V. ALL-SPANISH DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS 

For comparisons of English-language newspapers to Spanish-language 

newspapers, all-English newspaper data was compared to all-Spanish data. There were a 

total of 204 English news articles with an average length of 762.10 words. There were 

191 Spanish news articles with an average length of 561.04 words. An independent-

samples t-test was conducted to 

compare article word length in 

English to length in Spanish in the 

sample sets. English news articles 

(M=762.10, SD=436.20) were 

significantly longer than Spanish 

articles (M=561.04, SD=324.78) in 

the sample t (393)=5.17, p < .001. [See Table 13.] 

English newspapers averaged 3.42 news sources per news articles. Spanish 

newspapers averaged 2.32 news sources per news article. A t-test was performed and 

found that English news articles (M=3.42, SD=3.16) had significantly more news sources 

than Spanish news articles (M=2.32, SD=1.76) in the sample t (392)=4.23, p < .001. [See 

Table 13.] 

Despite fewer news articles, Spanish-language newspapers had significantly more 

immigration-related keywords embedded throughout their articles. In 204 news articles in 

English, 569 keywords were found, an average of 2.79 immigration-related keywords per 

Table 13: Descriptive Results All Articles 
Variable English Spanish 

News Articles (#s) 204 191 
   Mean Article Length 762.10** 561.04 
   Mean No. of Sources      3.42**      2.32 
   Mean No. of Key Terms      2.79      5.14** 
Descriptive Results (%)   
   Locally Written     83.8%**    58.6% 
   Wires/Reprints     12.7%    36.1%** 

**p < .01.  
All t-test calculations based on frequencies.  
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story. By contrast, in 191 news articles in Spanish, 982 keywords were found, an average 

of 5.14 immigration-related terms per story. A chi-square test found these differences to 

be statistically significant, X2 = 28.8, df = 1, p < .001. 

In English, 83.8 percent of news articles were identifiable as having been written 

locally by a staff reporter, writer or contributor. In Spanish, locally written stories 

comprised 58.6 percent of all news articles. A chi-square test comparing the frequencies 

of locally written stories in English and Spanish found a significant difference, X2 = 

32.32, df = 2, p < .001. Mixed stories were not included in the chi-square calculation 

because of their low frequencies. 

Overall, although the difference in the number of news articles in English-

language newspapers and Spanish was not statistically significant, English-language 

newspapers had significantly longer news articles, used significantly more news sources, 

and published news articles that were locally written at significantly higher rates. 

Spanish-language newspapers used significantly more newswires and reprints in their 

immigration news coverage. But, most significantly, Spanish-language newspapers had 

much more immigration-related keywords.  

Variables reported in descriptive results [Table 13] will be referred as needed for 

hypothesis testing and for analyzing research questions. 
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING 

Whenever possible, variable results will be reported once in results tables and 

then referred to by table number and page number later in analysis testing. In other 

words, results tables are not constantly reposted for every hypothesis or research 

question.  

 

H1: Spanish-language newspapers display more activist framing elements than 

English-language newspapers. 

Testing H1 requires comparing the results of the variables that measure “activist 

framing elements” by language. Language is the two-value independent variable (Spanish 

v. English). The dependent variable of activist framing elements are a combination of 

multiple measures identified as activist in scope including: focusing on positive/pro-

immigrant specific frames, particular linguistic framing elements like ledes and 

headlines, and modifying labels; and the generic advocacy measure. 

The first results table compares specific frames by language. For “activist” 

elements, particular attention to positive/pro-immigration subcategories – “problem for 

immigrants”, “no problem,” “cause pull factors,” “cause system pro-immigration,” 

“solution reform system,” and “solution campaigns” – addresses this hypothesis. [For 

help in identifying the positive/pro-immigration subcategories they are shaded in Table 

14.] 
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As described in the methods section, coders were trained to code for the presence 

of problem frames, causal frames or solution frames and the four framing sub-categories 

under each looking at all 1551 keywords as the unit of analysis found in the data sample.  

In English-language newspapers, the vast majority (79.8 percent) of immigration-

related keywords had a problem frame associated with it compared to 20.2 percent with 

“no frame” or frameless. The most frequent problem frame subcategory among English 

newspapers was “problem for authorities” with 38.7 percent. Another 20.0 percent were 

“problem for immigrants” and 14.4 percent were “no problem.” [See Table 14.] It should 

be reiterated that the “no problem” category is described by Benson & Wood (2015) as 

immigration not causing a problem (is actually a positive) and does not mean “no frame” 

or frameless.  

In Spanish, 85 percent of 

keywords had a problem frame 

associated with it. The most 

frequent problem frame 

subcategory among Spanish 

newspapers was “problem for 

immigrants” with 45.2 percent. 

Another 29.8 percent were 

“problem for authorities.” A chi-

square test was calculated 

Table 14: Specific Frames by Key Terms %  
Variables English Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame   20.2   15.0 
     Problem for Authorities   38.7*   29.8 
     Problem for Society      6.7     3.7 
     Problem for Immigrants   20.0   45.2** 
     No Problem    14.4**     5.0 
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame    93.5   77.4 
     Cause Pull Factors ††     1.2     2.7 
     Cause Push Factors      2.5     6.5** 
     Cause System – pro      0.7     8.4** 
     Cause System – anti ††     2.1     3.7 
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame   72.4   64.0 
     Solution Enforcement     9.0     8.7 
     Solution External ††     0.4     0.4 
     Solution Reform System   13.7   13.7 
     Solution Campaign     4.6   11.8** 

**p < .01; Negative/Anti-immigration subcategories shaded. 
†† untestable in a chi-square test (too low/no cell 
frequencies) 
English N = 569. Spanish N = 982	
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comparing the frequencies of problem frames in English-language newspapers to those in 

Spanish-language newspapers. The results indicate that Spanish newspapers frame 

immigration as a “problem for immigrants” at a significantly higher rate statistically than 

English newspapers and that English newspapers are more likely to frame immigration as 

“no problem” or “problem for authorities,” X2  = 119.47, df = 4, p < .01. [See Table 14.] 

“Problem for immigrants” is a key variable identified as positive/pro-immigrant and 

appears to be the statistically dominant variable in this particular result, according to the 

standardized residuals (+4.93) of the chi-square test. In any case, Spanish “problem for 

immigrants” is clearly the largest variable comprising 45.2 percent of the responses and is 

significantly larger statistically than the English response. According to the standardized 

residuals calculation of the chi-square test (+4.93), this particular variable was nearly five 

times the standard deviate. 

Few keywords in English could be identified as using any of the causal frames 

defined for this study. In English, 93.5 percent of keywords did not register a causal 

frame (frameless). The most frequent causal frame was “cause push factors” with 2.5 

percent. In Spanish, 77.4 percent of keywords did not register a causal frame. The most 

frequent causal frame was “cause system – pro-immigration” with 8.4 percent. Despite 

low percentages, there were enough frequencies for a chi-square test and significant 

differences were found, X2 = 67.66, df = 4, p < .001.  Due to low or no frequencies, 

“cause pull factors” and “cause system anti-immigration” were dropped from the 

calculations. A deeper look into the calculations suggests that, overall, causal frames are 
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usually not present but Spanish newspapers tend to use them more and they use “cause 

push factors” and “cause system pro-immigration” at statistically higher rates than 

English newspapers. Both are positive/pro-immigration subcategories. But again, these 

are not major findings given low overall percentages. [See Table 14.] What can be 

definitively said is causal frames are rarely used across the board although Spanish 

newspapers tend to use more of them. 

For both English and Spanish newspapers, a large majority of keywords could not 

be identified as having a solution frame. A full 72.4 percent in English and 64.0 percent 

in Spanish were frameless. The most frequent solution frame in English was “solution 

reform” with 13.7 percent, same as the most frequent solution frame in Spanish 

“reforma” with 13.7 percent followed by “solution campaign” – an information campaign 

aimed at immigrants, the public or authorities to address immigration problems (Benson 

& Wood, 2015) – with 11.8 percent. A chi-square test was calculated comparing the 

frequency of solution frames and all subcategories in English-language newspapers to 

those in Spanish. A significant difference was found, X2 = 24.09, df = 4, p < .001. Results 

indicate that Spanish-language newspapers tended to use the frame “solution campaign” 

at a significantly higher rate than English newspapers. [See Table 14.] 

In terms of generic framing elements and linguistic framing elements, when 

comparing English and Spanish newspapers, the variables of concern for this hypothesis 

are the following: ledes and headlines, modifying labels, and advocacy. Advocacy uses 

news articles as the unit of analysis. The linguistic framing elements of ledes and 

headlines and modifying labels use keywords as unit of analysis. According to Lakoff & 
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Ferguson (2006) the use of particular linguistics represent overt attempts to frame the 

immigration debate.  

The variable results from generic frames and linguistic framing elements were 

largely unremarkable. Results for calls to action (advocacy) within immigration-related 

stories found that 33.9 percent of English news articles displayed “advocacy” as did 38.0 

percent of Spanish news articles. A chi-square test did not find these differences to be 

statistically significant, X2  = 2.38, df 

= 1, p = .123. Similarly, there appeared 

little differences in episodic or 

thematic frames, 59.8 percent episodic 

in English and 60.7 percent episodic in 

Spanish. Clearly, this was not 

significant as verified in a chi-square 

test, X2 = 0.05, df = 2, p = .975 [See 

Table 15.]  

For linguistic framing elements 

there were much more immigration-

related keywords in the ledes and 

headlines of Spanish newspapers, 61.8 

percent, than in English newspapers, 

27.5 percent. A chi-square test 

Table 15: Generic/Linguistic Frames 
 

Variable 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
GENERIC FRAMES     
ADVOCACY    
     Yes     33.9     38.0 
     No     66.1     62.0 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic     59.8     60.7 
     Thematic     32.4     31.9 
     Both/Neither        7.4       4.7 
LINGUISTICS   
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes     27.5     61.8** 
     No     72.5**     38.2 
KEYWORDS     
     Immigration     50.8**     27.7 
     Immigrant     38.1     32.4 
     Migrant       6.0     10.4 
     Other (migratorio/a)       3.7     29.0** 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier     77.2     79.2 
     Illegal       6.3**       2.7 
     Undocumented       4.6       6.9 
     Unauthorized ††       1.6       0.6 
     Reform       6.3       8.2 
     Other (pro/anti)       1.0       2.4 

*p < .05; **p < .01; All chi-square statistics. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Headlines:  
 English N = 204. Spanish N = 191. 
Linguistic Frames: 
 English N = 569. Spanish N = 982. 
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confirmed the significance of these differences, X2 = 45.79, df = 1, p < .001. [See Table 

15.] Placing keywords strategically in the ledes and headlines are key framing indicators. 

And, arguably, has been defined as a sign of activism as it slants in favor of immigration 

stories. 

Also, 77.2 percent of keywords in English and 79.2 percent in Spanish had none 

of the previously identified modifying labels associated with their use. When a label was 

found, it was tied for most frequent in English with “illegal” and “reform” at 6.3 percent 

each. In Spanish, the most frequent label was “reform” with 8.2 percent. The term 

“illegal” is negative/anti-immigrant while “reform” is considered positive/pro-

immigration. Despite the low percentage of the label “illegal,” a chi-square test was 

calculated using frequencies and found that English newspapers use the “illegal” label at 

a significantly higher percentage than Spanish-language newspapers, X2 = 19.98, df = 4, 

p < .001, excluding the term “unauthorized” due to low or no cell frequency. [See Table 

15.] Still, the large majority of terms had no modifiers for newspapers in both languages.  

 

H1 SUMMARY 

Overall, an analysis of all the variables associated with H1 show that two major 

variables tip the balance in weighing of this hypothesis. Despite expectations, the generic 

variable of advocacy had no effect in determining whether the hypothesis was supported 

or not supported, although advocacy and activism, especially in ethnic media, were the 

concepts that originally drove the synthesis of this hypothesis. However, statistical 
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analysis shows that the positive/pro-immigrant framing subcategory “problem for 

immigrants” is a major and significant variable that dominates the differences in problem 

frames between all-English and all-Spanish newspapers. To a lesser degree, Spanish 

solution campaign – another positive/pro-immigrant subcategory – also drives differences 

in solution frames. But the statistical affect of the problem frame subcategory “problem 

for immigrants” in Spanish is clear based on statistical analysis. The other major variable 

is ledes and headlines, which showed that Spanish-language newspapers had significantly 

more immigration-related keywords in the opening parts of a news story’s construction, 

foreshadowing a type of activism. It is obvious from the data results that Spanish-

language newspapers place immigration-related keywords in the headlines, subheads and 

story leads at significantly higher rates. This critical placement is important and 

considered significant for purposes of framing. 

Taken as a whole, H1 is supported and Spanish-language newspapers display 

more activist framing elements than English-language newspapers. 

 

H2: Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration more positively than 

English-language newspapers. 

Like H1, testing H2 involves comparing all-Spanish-language newspapers to all-

English-language newspapers for positive immigration frames. Again, language is the 

independent variable and positive/negative measures are dependent variables.  

Originally, the generic frame of tone was to be the principal variable driving this 

hypothesis based on positive immigration depictions in Spanish media as noted by the 
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Audience Influence Hypothesis of Abrajano & Singh (2009) and the California 

newspapers study by Branton & Dunaway (2008). However, a Krippendorff’s alpha 

assessment of inter-coder reliability showed tone to be too subjective and unreliable a 

variable for testing [see Table 9, page 93]. While the positive subcategories of specific 

frames – problem, causal, and solution – were slated to be included in the original test of 

this hypothesis, it has since become THE principal test of this hypothesis as tone results 

have been rejected from testing. For all of these variables chi-square tests comparing 

English results to Spanish results was previously conducted as part of H1 [see Table 14, 

page 118].  

Statistical testing revealed that the problem frame subcategory “problem for 

immigrants” in Spanish is the principal specific frame driving the significant differences 

between English and Spanish newspaper frames according to chi-square tests, the results 

of which are displayed in Table 14. Causal frames were largely irrelevant as English 

newspapers were frameless for causal frames at a rate of 93.5 percent and Spanish 

newspapers were frameless 77.4 percent. Still, two causal frame subcategories in Spanish 

– “cause push factors” with 6.5 percent and “cause system pro-immigration” with 8.4 

percent – tested as statistically significant. [See Table 14.] The fact that one of those 

frames is positive/pro-immigration and the other is negative/anti-immigration, coupled 

with low overall percentages, makes causal frames a non-factor as a variable in 

determining positive framing of immigration. 

Similarly, for solution frames, the majority of all keywords are frameless, 72.4 

percent in English and 64.0 percent in Spanish. The framing subcategory “solution 
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reform system” is considered positive/pro-immigration. Both English and Spanish 

reported 13.7 percent of their keywords as using this specific frame. The other 

positive/pro-immigration subcategory was “solution campaign.” There were more 

incidents in Spanish (11.8 percent) than English (4.6 percent) and these differences were 

significantly different X2 = 24.04, df = 3, p < .001, not including “solution external” due 

to very low responses. The percentage for “solution campaign” in Spanish, 11.4 percent, 

clearly doesn’t have the statistical power of “problem for immigrants” in Spanish with 

45.2 percent. But both are positive/pro-immigration framing subcategories that are 

significantly higher compared to their English newspaper counterparts. 

Based largely on the results of Table 14, the obvious statistical significance of 

“problem for immigrants,” and the lessor influence of “solution campaign,” both 

considered positive/pro-immigrant measures and significantly higher in Spanish, H2 is 

supported. 

 

H3: Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration issues more prominently 

than English-language newspapers. 

 Both Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Branton & Dunaway (2008) had positive slant 

as only one of its major findings. For Abrajano & Singh (2009), not only did Spanish-

language media depict immigration as more “positive,” it also found their immigration 

coverage more “informative.” And for Branton & Dunaway (2008), not only did they 

find Spanish-language newspapers in California depicted immigration as  “positive,” they 
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found that Spanish-language newspapers had “more coverage” of immigration. 

Consequently H3 was synthesized to look at depth-related measures under a variable 

created for this particular hypothesis and labeled “prominence,” which in turn is 

comprised of multiple measures including: number of news articles, article word length, 

frequency of keywords, and placement of these keywords in the ledes and headlines of 

news articles. All of these variables have previously been described in results tables. 

Taking the raw data from the variables that were coded then a formula for testing 

these applicable variables in H3 was created as follows: 

SPANISH [WORD LENGTH] X [TOTAL # NEWS ARTICLES] X [MEAN # KEY WORDS] X [% OF LEDES & HEADLINES] 

ENGLISH [WORD LENGTH] X [TOTAL # NEWS ARTICLES] X [MEAN # KEY WORDS] X [% OF LEDES & HEADLINES] 

 As can be seen in descriptive results in Table 13 [page 113], English-language 

newspapers had 204 news articles and Spanish-language newspapers had 191 articles. 

The differences between the numbers of news articles were statistically insignificant. 

Although English-language newspaper articles were significantly longer, averaging 

762.10 words compared to 561.04 words in Spanish-language news articles, English 

news articles had significantly fewer immigration-related keywords, 2.79 per news article 

compared to 5.14 terms per Spanish newspaper article. And Spanish newspapers had 

these keywords in the ledes and headlines of its news articles at a significantly higher 

percentage, 61.8 percent versus 27.5 in English newspapers. 

Filling in the numbers to the formula and the results look like the following: 

SPANISH [561.04] X [191] X [5.14] X [61.8%] = 340.39K 
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ENGLISH [762.10] X [204] X [2.79] X [27.5%] = 119.28K 

340.39K > 119.28K = SPANISH WINS 

Of all the variables that are of interest under the heading of prominent 

immigration coverage, the differences in the number of keywords and the placement of 

these keywords in ledes & headlines for Spanish are overwhelming variables in this 

formula. Based on the formula synthesized to test this hypothesis, H3 is strongly 

supported and Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration issues more 

prominently compared to English-language newspapers. 

 

H4: The larger and more diverse the geographic community, the fewer differences 

in frames between local English and Spanish-language newspapers. 

In H4, there are three independent variables at play: language, location and an 

index that determines the size and diversity of each of the four communities as part of 

this investigation. Then the specific, generic and linguistic frames act as the dependent 

variables. This hypothesis quantifies the number of differences in frames and compares 

which locations have more differences in their local English and Spanish newspapers and 

which have fewer.  

Based on the results of the Hispanic Size and Diversity Index seen in Table 12 

[page 104], in order for H4 to be supported, New York and Los Angeles should have the 

fewest significant differences between their media frames in English and Spanish. 

Chicago and Miami should have a greater number of differences in their frames in 



 128 

English compared to Spanish. This is theoretically due to geo-ethnic context (Grimm & 

Andsager, 2011). Thus, media frames in English and in Spanish need to be compared by 

each individual city for differences in frames.  

The cities will be analyzed in the order of the Hispanic Size and Diversity Index 

[see Table 12] and a running tabulation will be kept of the frequencies of significant 

differences in frames. If geo-ethnic context is supported as operationalized in this 

investigation, the total differences in frames should grow along with the running 

tabulations. At a minimum, they could be equal to the previous location but they cannot 

be less than. 

NEW YORK 

Beginning in New York, the specific frames used in English and Spanish are 

presented in Table 16. A chi-square test was conducted and based on the standardized 

residuals from the calculation Spanish New York had three frame subcategories that were 

significantly different from English. Two of them were problem frame subcategories: 

“Problem for authorities” and “problem for immigrants,” X2 = 71.8, df = 4, p < .001. The 

third was “no frame” (frameless) for solution frames, X2 = 31.02, df = 3, p < .001, not 

including “solution external” due to low response frequencies. English had four media 

frames that were significantly different although two were arguably minor due to low 

overall percentages. The first minor one was “no frame” (frameless) for problem frames, 

X2 = 71.8, df = 4, p < .001. The standardized residuals indicate this was ill fitted but the 

overall percentages – 13.3 percent in English v. 7.5 percent in Spanish – suggest this is 
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not a major variable. The same 

chi-square test found that New 

York English framed 

immigration as “no problem” at 

a significantly higher rate than 

Spanish New York, 34.9 percent 

to 2.5 percent. [See Table 16.] 

Neither English New York nor 

Spanish New York had causal 

frames to speak up, 98.8 percent 

frameless in English and 96.4 

percent frameless in Spanish. 

But in terms of solution frames, English New York had significant more “solution 

campaign” frames than Spanish New York, 20.5 percent to 4.3 percent, X2 = 31.02, df = 

3, p < .001 not including “solution external” due to low response frequencies. English 

also had significantly more “solution enforcement” frames 15.7 percent to 7.2 percent but 

that is arguably a minor variable, as well. [See Table 16.] 

A look at generic frames and linguistic framing elements found four framing 

differences in Spanish that were statistically significant. Without “both/neither” as an 

option for episodic v. thematic frames due to low response frequency, a chi-square test 

did not find thematic in Spanish to be statistically significant, X2 = 3.69, df = 1, p = .055. 

Table 16: Specific Frame Engl./Span. – NY 
Variable English Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame    13.3**     7.5 
     Problem for Authorities    21.7   33.3** 
     Problem for Society       3.6     5.0 
     Problem for Immigrants    26.5   41.2** 
     No Problem     34.9**     2.5 
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame     98.8   96.4 
     Cause Pull Factors ††      0.0     0.4 
     Cause Push Factors ††      0.0     1.1 
     Cause System – pro ††      1.2     2.2 
     Cause System – anti ††      0.0     0.0 
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame    56.6   81.0** 
     Solution Enforcement    15.7**     7.2 
     Solution External ††      0.0     0.0 
     Solution Reform System      7.2     7.5 
     Solution Campaign    20.5**     4.3 
**p < .01 based on chi-square calculation. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Daily News N = 83. El Diario/La Prensa N = 279.	
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However, with both/neither in the calculation, a Fisher’s exact probability test did find a 

significant difference, df = 1; p < .05. Spanish had significantly more immigration-related 

keywords in the ledes and headlines of news articles, X2 = 8.9, df = 1, p < .001. Spanish 

had significantly more “other” terms 29.4 percent to 3.6 percent and used the term 

“migrant” more, according to a chi-square test, X2 = 48.8, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 

17.]  

For generic frames and linguistic 

framing elements in English, there were 

two frames that were statistically 

significant. English-language newspapers 

do not have an immigration-related 

keyword in the ledes and headlines of 

their news articles to the tune of 66.7 

percent compared to 34.4 percent in 

Spanish. This was statistically significant 

in a chi-square test, X2 = 8.9, df = 1, p < 

.001. And, for keywords, English New 

York used “immigrant” for 65.1 percent 

of all keyword terms versus 30.1 percent 

in Spanish. This was statistically 

Table 17: Engl./Span. Frames – NY 
Variable English Spanish 

GENERIC FRAMES     
ADVOCACY    
     Yes     59.0   53.4 
     No     41.0   46.6 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic     84.6    64.1 
     Thematic     15.4    34.4** 
     Both/Neither ††       0.0      1.6 
LINGUISTICS   
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes     33.3    65.6** 
     No     66.7**    34.4 
KEYWORDS     
     Immigration     31.3    27.2 
     Immigrant     65.1**    30.1 
     Migrant       0.0    12.2** 
     Other (migratorio/a)       3.6    29.4** 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier     81.9    82.1 
     Illegal ††       3.6      1.8 
     Undocumented     10.8      9.3 
     Unauthorized ††       0.0      0.4 
     Reform       3.6      6.1 
     Other (pro/anti) ††       0.0      3.9 

*p < .05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/ Ledes & Heads: Engl, N = 39. 
Span. N = 64. 
Linguistic Frames: Engl. N = 83. Span. N = 279. 
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significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 48.8, df = 3, p < .001.  

So, in New York, there were three variables in Spanish and four variables in 

English among the 15 measures for specific frames (including frameless) that were 

significantly different as seen in Table 16. In New York’s generic frames and linguistic 

framing elements, there were four variables in Spanish and two variables in English that 

were significantly different, out of a total of 17 measured variables in Table 17. 

The running tabulation of significant differences by location begins here: 

 

LOS ANGELES 

Los Angeles’s results for specific frames are presented in Table 19 and found four 

statistically significant differences in Spanish and two significant differences in specific 

frames in English.  

Spanish Los Angeles framed immigration as a “problem for immigrants” 44.5 

percent of the time as opposed to 20.0 percent in English. A chi-square test showed this 

to be statistically significant, X2 = 46.33, df = 4, p < .001. In terms of causal frames, the 

vast majority of news articles – 97.9 percent in English and 84.2 percent in Spanish – 

were frameless. Still, a chi-square test, without “cause system anti-immigration” due to 

Table 18: Running Tab – Number of Significantly Different Variables  
 

Publication 
Specific 
Frames 

Generic/ 
Linguistic 

 
Total 

Location 
Combined 

Daily News (NY)  4 2 6 New York 
La Prensa/El Diario  (NY) 3 4 7 13 

Specific frames were 15 measurable variables in English/Spanish. 
Generic/Linguistic frames were 17 variables in English/Spanish. 
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low/no cell frequency responses, 

found statistically significant 

differences in Spanish for “cause 

push factors” and “cause system 

pro-immigration,” X2 = 26.78, 

df = 3, p < .001. But the overall 

percentages are so small, 4.9 

percent for “cause push factors” 

and 7.2 percent for “cause 

system pro-immigration,” that 

they clearly are minor. Finally, 

in Spanish solution frames, Spanish uses “solution campaign” frames 22.5 percent of the 

time compared to 2.3 percent in English. This was found significant in a chi-square test, 

not including “solution external” due to low/no frequencies, X2 = 57.91, df = 3, p < .001.  

[See Table 19.]  

English Los Angeles framed immigration as a “problem for authorities” 49.4 

percent of the time as opposed to 30.6 percent in Spanish. A chi-square test showed this 

to be statistically significant, X2 = 46.33, df = 4, p < .001. The only other statistically 

significant difference was the fact that English Los Angeles was frameless 70.2 percent 

of the time when coding for solution frames, compared to 46.4 percent frameless in 

Table 19: Specific Frame Engl./Span. – LA 
Variable English Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame    13.6    14.8 
     Problem for Authorities    49.4**    30.6 
     Problem for Society       6.4      3.2 
     Problem for Immigrants    20.0    44.5** 
     No Problem     10.6      6.7 
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame     97.9    84.2 
     Cause Pull Factors       0.9      2.1 
     Cause Push Factors       1.3      4.9** 
     Cause System – pro        0.0      7.2** 
     Cause System – anti ††      0.0      1.6 
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame    70.2**    46.4 
     Solution Enforcement      8.5      9.7 
     Solution External ††      0.9      0.2 
     Solution Reform System    18.3    21.1 
     Solution Campaign      2.3    22.5** 
**p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
English N = 235. Spanish N = 431.	
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Spanish. A chi-square test found this to be statistically significant, X2 = 57.91, df = 3, p < 

.001. [See Table 19.] 

A look at generic frames and linguistic framing elements in Los Angeles found 

four framing differences in Spanish that were statistically significant. [See Table 20.] 

Coders found advocacy in 52.0 percent of Spanish news articles compare to 28.1 percent 

in English. A chi-square test found these results statistically significant, X2 = 34.33, df = 

1, p < .001. Linguistically, Spanish news articles were had immigration-related keywords  

in the ledes and headlines 59.0 percent 

of the time, compared to 32.5 percent in 

English. This was significant in a chi-

square test, X2 = 9.64, df = 1, p < .01. 

Also, “other” key immigrations were 

significant in Spanish, 36.7 percent, 

compare to 3.8 percent in English. This 

was significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 

105.27, df = 3, p < .001. And in terms of 

modifying labels, Spanish responses for 

“reform” was 11.6 percent compared to 

3.8 percent in English. A chi-square 

test, without “unauthorized” due to 

low/no responses, found this to be 

Table 20: Engl./Span. Frames – LA 
Variable English Spanish 

GENERIC FRAMES     
ADVOCACY    
     Yes    28.1    52.0** 
     No     71.5**    48.0 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic    56.3    49.4 
     Thematic    38.8    42.9 
     Both      5.0      6.5 
LINGUISTICS   
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes     32.5     59.0** 
     No     67.5**     39.7 
TERMS     
     Immigration    48.9**     21.1 
     Immigrant    42.1     37.6 
     Migrant       3.4       4.6 
     Other (migratorio/a)      3.8     36.7** 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier   77.9   70.3 
     Illegal     7.2**     4.2 
     Undocumented     4.7     9.3 
     Unauthorized ††     3.8     0.0 
     Reform     3.8   11.6** 
     Other (pro/anti) ††     0.8     4.4 

**p < .01 in a chi-square test.  
†† untestable (too low/no cell responses) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Heads: Engl, N = 80. Span. 
N = 77. 

Linguistic Frames: Engl. N = 235. Span. N = 431. 
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significant, X2 = 6.78, df = 4, p < .001. [See Table 20.]  

In English generic and linguistic frames, four variables were also found to be 

statistically significant. The “no” response for advocacy in English was 71.5 percent 

compared to 48.0 percent in Spanish. This was significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 

34.33, df = 1, p < .001. Also, the “no” response for the presence of an immigration-

related term in the ledes and headlines of news articles was 67.5 percent in English 

compared to 39.7 percent in Spanish. This was significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 9.64, 

df = 1, p < .01.  Linguistically, the term “immigration” comprised 48.9 percent of the 

keywords in English but only 21.1 percent in Spanish. This was significant in a chi-

square test, X2 = 105.27, df = 3, p < .001. And although it was not a major find, the 

presence of the modifying label “illegal” was significantly higher in English 7.2 percent 

versus 4.2 percent in Spanish, in a chi-square test, X2 = 6.78, df = 4, p < .001. [See Table 

20.]  

 So, in Los Angeles, there were four variables in Spanish and two variables in 

English among the 15 measures for specific frames (including frameless) that were 

significantly different as seen in Table 19. In Los Angeles’ generic frames and linguistic 

framing elements, there were four variables in Spanish and four variables in English that 

were significantly different, out of a total of 17 measured variables in Table 20. 

Updating the running tabulation of significant differences gives the following: 
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MIAMI 

Miami’s results for specific frames are presented in Table 22 and found five 

statistically significant differences in Spanish and three significant differences in English 

for specific frames and their subcategories. 

The problem frame 

subcategory “problem for 

immigrants” was found in 41.7 

percent of immigration-related 

keywords in Spanish, which was 

statistically significant in a chi-

square test, X2 = 17.47, df = 4, p 

< .01. Three out of the four 

causal frame subcategories in 

Spanish – “cause pull factors,” 

“cause system pro-immigration,” 

Table 21: Running Tab - Number of Significantly Different Variables  
 

Publication 
Specific 
Frames 

Generic/ 
Linguistic 

 
Total 

Location 
Combined 

Daily News (NY)  4 2 6 New York 
La Prensa/El Diario  (NY) 3 4 7 13 
Los Angeles Times 2 4 6 Los Angeles 
La Opinión (LA) 4 4 8 14 

Specific frames were 15 measurable variables in English/Spanish. 
Generic/Linguistic frames were 17 variables in English/Spanish. 

Table 22: Specific Frame Eng./Spn. Miami 
Variable English Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame   32.8    24.4  
     Problem for Authorities   29.6**   18.9  
     Problem for Society      8.8**     3.3  
     Problem for Immigrants   22.4    41.7** 
     No Problem      6.4      4.4  
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame    75.2**   45.6  
     Cause Pull Factors      4.0      8.9** 
     Cause Push Factors      8.8    12.2  
     Cause System – pro      2.4    10.6** 
     Cause System – anti       9.6    15.6** 
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame   92.8    70.6  
     Solution Enforcement     4.0    11.1** 
     Solution External ††     0.0      1.7  
     Solution Reform Sys ††     3.2      6.7  
     Solution Campaign ††     0.0      2.2  

**p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
English N = 125. Spanish N = 180.	
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and “cause system anti-immigration” – were found to be significantly different from 

English responses in a chi-square test, X2 = 32.16, df = 4, p < .001. And the negative/anti-

immigration subcategory of “solution enforcement” was 11.1 percent in Spanish, which 

was significantly higher, X2 = 9.56, df = 2, p < .01 not including “solution external” and 

“solution campaign” due to low responses, compared to 4.0 percent in English. [See 

Table 22.]  

In English, “problem for authorities” and “problem for society” were significantly 

higher in a chi-test test, X2 = 17.47, df = 4, p < .01. Although percentage differences 

between English and Spanish for “problem for society” do not seem major, 8.8 percent in 

Spanish v. 3.3 percent for English, the standardized residuals from the chi-square 

calculation found it to be significantly ill fitted. The only other significant difference, X2 

= 32.16, df = 4, p < .001, is the absence of a frame (frameless) for causal frames, 75.2 

percent in English as compared to 45.6 percent in Spanish.  [See Table 22.]  

A look at generic frames and linguistic framing elements in Miami found two 

framing differences in Spanish that were statistically significant. For one, Spanish Miami 

news articles were heavily episodic at 78.9 percent, compared to 42.4 percent in English. 

A chi-square test found these to be statistically significant, X2 = 10.34, df = 2, p < .01. 

Linguistically, “other” was significant in Spanish with 15.6 percent compared to 0.3 

percent in English, X2 = 23.96, df = 3, p < .001 in a chi-square test. [See Table 23.]  

English Miami’s generic frames and linguistic framing elements had two 

variables that were significantly different. One of them was in the generic frame of 
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episodic v. thematic frames. The 

difference in thematic frames from 

English to Spanish was deemed 

statistically significant according to the 

standardized residuals of a chi-square 

test, X2 = 10.34, df = 2, p < .01. One-

third of English news articles, 33.3 

percent, were thematic, compared to 

10.5 percent in English. Linguistically, 

English Miami used the term “migrant” 

at a rate of 20.0 percent, significantly 

higher than Spanish Miami at 5.6 

percent, according to a chi-square test, 

X2 = 23.96, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 

23.]   

So, in Miami, there were five variables in Spanish and three variables in English 

among the 15 measures for specific frames (including frameless) that were significantly 

different as seen in Table 22. In Miami’s generic frames and linguistic framing elements, 

there were two variables in Spanish and two variables in English that were significantly 

different, out of a total of 17 measured variables in Table 23.  

Updating the running tabulation of different variables gives the following: 

Table 23: Generic Frames – Miami 
Variable English Spanish 

GENERIC FRAMES     
ADVOCACY    
     Yes     4.8     7.8 
     No    95.2   92.2 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic    42.4    78.9* 
     Thematic    33.3**   10.5  
     Both/Neither    21.2   10.5  
LINGUISTICS   
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes    27.3   48.7 
     No    72.7   51.3 
KEYWORDS     
     Immigration   52.0    52.8  
     Immigrant   25.6    25.6  
     Migrant   20.0**     5.6  
     Other (migratorio/a)     0.3    15.6 ** 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier   81.6    87.8  
     Illegal ††     4.0      0.6  
     Undocumented ††     4.0      5.6  
     Unauthorized ††     0.0      1.7  
     Reform   10.4      3.3  
     Other (pro/anti) ††     0.0      1.1  

*p < .05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Heads: Engl, N = 33. 
Span. N = 39. 

Linguistic Frames: Engl. N = 125. Span. N = 180. 
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CHICAGO 

Chicago’s results for specific frames are presented in Table 25 and found three 

statistically significant differences in Spanish and six significant differences in English 

for specific frames and their subcategories.  

Out of 92 immigration-related keywords in Spanish a full 67.4 percent were 

framed as “problem for immigrants” compared to 13.5 percent in English. A chi-square 

test found this significant, X2 = 74.91, df = 4, p < .001. Also, 50.0 percent of keywords 

were associated with causal frames in Spanish. According to the standardized residuals 

from the chi-square calculations, “cause system pro-immigration” and “cause push 

factors” were the variables most likely driving the significant difference compared to 

English keywords, which were 100 percent frameless for causal frames. Without “cause 

pull factors” and “cause system anti-immigration” due to low/no responses in both 

English and Spanish, the differences were significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 77.36, df 

= 2, p < .001. [See Table 25.]  

Table 24: Running Tab - Number of Significantly Different Variables  
 

Publication 
Specific 
Frames 

Generic/ 
Linguistic 

 
Total 

Location 
Combined 

Daily News (NY)  4 2 6 New York 
La Prensa/El Diario  (NY) 3 4 7 13 
Los Angeles Times 2 4 6 Los Angeles 
La Opinión (LA) 4 4 8 14 
Miami Herald 3 2 5 Miami 
El Nuevo Heraldo (Miami) 5 2 7 12 

Specific frames were 15 measurable variables in English/Spanish. 
Generic/Linguistic frames were 17 variables in English/Spanish. 
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Note for results testing 

that in order to conduct a valid 

chi-square test with a variable 

with a 100.0 percent response 

in a two-factor variable, “1” 

was sometimes substituted for 

“0” to avoid having empty cells 

in the chi-square contingency 

tables. If too many cells (20 

percent) in the contingency 

table had expected frequencies 

of less than “5,” a reliable test could not be conducted. Thus, variables with low/no 

responses were often dropped from the calculations, and noted throughout these results.  

In English, three out of four problem frame subcategories were statistically 

significant according the standardized residuals of a chi-square test, X2 = 74.91, df = 4, p 

< .001. “Problem for authorities” was present in 38.9 percent of English keywords 

compared to 5.4 percent in Spanish. “No problem” (as opposed to “no frame”) was 

evident in 15.6 percent of English keywords compared to 5.4 percent in Spanish. Even 

“problem for society” with 7.1 percent in English registered as statistically significant 

over 2.2 percent in Spanish. [See Table 25.] For causal frames, 100.0 percent of English 

keywords had “no frame” (frameless). Without “cause pull factors” and “cause system 

anti-immigration” due to low/no responses in both Spanish and English, this was found to 

Table 25: Specific Frame Eng./Spn Chicago 
Variable English Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame   24.6    19.6  
     Problem for Authorities   38.9**     5.4  
     Problem for Society      7.1**     2.2  
     Problem for Immigrants   13.5    67.4** 
     No Problem    15.6**     5.4  
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame  100.0**   50.0  
     Cause Pull Factors ††     0.0      1.1  
     Cause Push Factors      0.0    19.6** 
     Cause System – pro      0.0    28.3** 
     Cause System – anti  ††     0.0      1.1  
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame   66.7    81.5  
     Solution Enforcement   10.3*     3.3  
     Solution External ††     0.0      0.0  
     Solution Reform System   19.8*   12.0  
     Solution Campaign ††     3.2      3.3  
*p < .05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (low cell freq.) 
English N = 126. Spanish N = 92. 
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be significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 77.36, df = 2, p < .001. Also, English “solution 

reform system” with 19.8 percent was larger than Spanish with 12.0 percent, and 

“solution enforcement” in English with 10.3 percent was bigger than 3.3 percent in 

Spanish. Theses were found to be statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 7.22, 

df = 2, p < .05, without “solution external” and “solution campaign” due to low/no 

responses. [See Table 25.]  

A look at generic frames and linguistic framing elements in Chicago found four 

variable differences in Spanish that were statistically significant and five variables in 

English. In Spanish, the “no” response for Advocacy was 96.7 percent, significantly 

higher than English at 46.2 percent, and this was significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 

61.45, df = 1, p < .001. Linguistically, all 100.0 percent of Spanish news articles had an 

immigration-related term in the ledes and headlines, compared to 15.4 percent in English. 

A Fisher’s exact test found it significant, df = 1, p < .001. And for keyword terms, 

Spanish use of the term “migrant” at 41.3 percent and “other” at 18.5 percent are both 

significantly higher according to the standardized residuals from the chi-square 

calculation, X2 = 90.83, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 26.] 

In English, the generic frame of advocacy at 53.8 percent was significant higher 

than the 3.3 percent in English, according to a chi-square test, X2 = 61.45, df = 1, p < 

.001. Linguistically, the “no” response for an immigration-related keyword term in the 

ledes and headlines was 84.6 percent, compared to 0.0 percent in English, and was 

significantly different in a Fisher’s exact test, df = 1, p < .001. Among English keyword 
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terms 65.4 percent were “immigration, 

” compared to 10.9 percent in Spanish, 

and was significant in a chi-square test, 

X2 = 90.83, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 

26.] And in terms of modifying labels, 

“illegal” and “reform” in Spanish were 

deemed statistically significant by a chi-

square test, X2 = 7.63, df = 3, p < .05. 

Both variables had 8.7 percent in 

English and 2.2 percent in Spanish. 

[See Table 26.] That test did not include 

“undocumented,” “unauthorized” and 

“other” due to low/no frequencies. 

[Note: If those three variables were 

summed into one, the combined 

alternative variable would itself be statistically significant in Spanish, X2 = 11.76, df = 3, 

p < .01.]  

So, in Chicago, there were three variables in Spanish and six variables in English 

among the 15 measures for specific frames (including frameless) that were significantly 

different as seen in Table 25. In Miami’s generic frames and linguistic framing elements, 

Table 26: Eng./Spn. Frame Chicago 
Variable English Spanish 

GENERIC FRAMES     
ADVOCACY    
     Yes    54.8**     3.3 
     No    46.2   96.7** 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic   57.7   72.7 
     Thematic   34.6   27.3 
     Both/Neither     7.7     0.0 
LINGUISTICS   
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes   15.4 100.0** 
     No   84.6**     0.0 
TERMS     
     Immigration   65.4**   10.9 
     Immigrant   25.2   27.2 
     Migrant     0.8   41.3** 
     Other     7.9   18.5* 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier   79.4   84.8 
     Illegal      8.7*     2.2 
     Undocumented ††     0.8     2.2 
     Unauthorized ††     0.0     7.6 
     Reform     8.7*     2.2 
     Other (pro/anti) ††     2.4     0.0 

*p < .05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/ Ledes & Heads:  
  Engl, N = 54. Span. N = 11. 
Linguistic Frames: Engl. N = 126. Span. N = 92. 
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there were four variables in Spanish and five variables in English that were significantly 

different, out of a total of 17 measured variables in as seen in Table 25. 

Updating the running tab on significant differences in frames by language and by 

location gives the final tally, presented as Table 27. 

 

Grimm & Andsager (2011) say that geo-ethnic context “should be taken into 

account when trying to understand how an issue is framed, particularly when trying to 

explain and predict why and when certain frames might occur” (p. 771). Aside from 

finding significant difference between variables based on race and location, Grimm & 

Andsager (2011) were not particularly specific in detailing precisely how geo-ethnic 

context should be “taken into account.” Grimm & Andsager did not use language as a 

variable, However, for purposes of this investigation, it was determined that the way 

Grimm & Andsager’s geo-ethnic context (2011) should be “taken into account” is by 

Table 27: Number of Statistically Significantly Different Variables  
 

Publication 
Specific 
Frames 

Generic/ 
Linguistic 

 
Total 

Location 
Combined 

Daily News (NY)  4 2 6 New York 
La Prensa/El Diario  (NY) 3 4 7 13 
Los Angeles Times 2 4 6 Los Angeles 
La Opinión (LA) 4 4 8 14 
Miami Herald 3 2 5 Miami 
El Nuevo Heraldo (Miami) 5 2 7 12 
Chicago Tribune 6 5 11 Chicago 
¡Hoy! (Chicago) 3 4 7 18 

Specific frames were 15 measurable variables in English/Spanish, significant 
differences summed from Tables 16, 19, 22, & 25. 

Generic/Linguistic frames were 17 variables in English/Spanish significant differences 
summed from Tables 17, 20, 23.  

Differences were significant chi-square or t-test calculations previously conducted. 
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testing whether the larger and more diverse the location, the more newspapers would look 

the same in terms of frames used. This, worded as a hypothesis, meant fewer significant 

differences in frames for larger, more diverse locations.  

But the data results, as seen in Table 27, do not precisely support this.  

As chi-square results were calculated city-by-city and a running tabulation of 

combined location totals of significantly different frames should have gone up with the 

running tabulation as the smaller, less diverse locations were tested for differences. In the 

hypothetical scenario, New York was supposed to have the least number of significantly 

different frames and Chicago was supposed to have the most. And, except for Miami, 

they do. Los Angeles was supposed to be closer to New York because it was close to 

New York in the Hispanic Diversity and Size Index and it was. But Miami, which was 

supposed to be close to Chicago with the most significantly different frames, in fact has 

the least number of differences of them all as seen in Table 27. 

Two explanations for this outcome immediately come to mind: Either geo-ethnic 

context as operationalized for this investigation was wrong and the hypothesis is not 

supported; or there is something unique about Miami that confounds the effects of geo-

ethnic context.  

At this point, H4 cannot be supported based on the data, but the case for Miami as 

a unique location that confounds geo-ethnic context will be made in the discussion 

chapter. 
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H5: The more ethnic cues embedded in immigration stories, the more they contain 

negative tones or anti-immigration frames. 

The testing of H5 entails coding for racial or ethnic cues and then comparing 

specific frames, especially those associated with negative/anti-immigration biases, for 

correlations. The independent variable here is ethnic cue for which there will be a “yes 

ethnic cues” group and a “no ethnic cues” group. The dependent variables are specific 

immigration frames with a particular emphasis on negative/anti-immigration 

subcategories. Testing by ethnic cues was done with the news article as the unit of 

analysis. Testing by specific frames, however, was done with the keywords as the unit of 

analysis. So, testing this hypothesis required separating the responses of the “yes ethnic 

cues” group from the “no ethnic cues” group and comparing their respective keywords 

for specific frames. This was possible in coding due to the use of article codes, which 

enabled the parsing of coded responses.  

Table 28 looks at all news articles, regardless of language or location, and 

compares the “yes ethnic cues” news articles against responses of the “no ethnic cues” 

group. The immigration-related keywords of each group were compared for specific 

frames. The negative/anti-immigrant subcategories of interest are “problem for 

authorities,” “problem for society,” “cause push factors,” “cause system anti-

immigration,” “solution enforcement,” and “solution external.” These subcategories and 

their results are shaded in Table 28 for easier comparison. And, if supported, the “yes” 
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ethnic cue set should have 

significantly more negative/anti-

immigrant frames than the “no” 

group. 

As shown in Table 28, 

among problem frames, only 

“problem for authorities” were 

found to be statistically significant, 

38.8 percent for the “no ethnic 

cues” group compared to 30.0 

percent for the yes group. If H5 

were true, the “yes ethnic cues” 

group would be the dominant of 

the two. This result was 

significantly different in a chi-square test, X2 = 19.55, df = 4, p < .001.  

In causal frames, both negative/anti-immigrant subcategories – “cause push 

factors” and “cause system anti-immigration” – were significantly in a statistical chi-

square test, X2 = 83.68, df = 4, p < .001, but these causal frame subcategories can not be 

considered major due to low overall percentages whose frequencies tested as significantly 

different in the chi-square test. “Cause push factors” found in the “yes ethnic cues” group 

were significant at 7.4 percent compared to 0.6 percent for the “no” group and “cause 

Table 28: Ethnic Cues by Specific Frames 
Specific Frame  

Variable 
YES 
Cues 

NO 
Cues 

PROBLEM FRAMES     
     No Frame    17.2   16.3 
     Problem for Authorities    30.0   38.8** 
     Problem for Society       4.8     4.8 
     Problem for Immigrants    36.8   34.4 
     No Problem     10.2**     5.2 
CAUSAL FRAMES   
     No Frame     77.1   94.8** 
     Cause Pull Factors       2.8     1.1 
     Cause Push Factors       7.4**     0.6 
     Cause System – pro       7.1**     2.6 
     Cause System – anti       4.6**     0.4 
SOLUTION FRAMES   
     No Frame    75.1**   51.9 
     Solution Enforcement      7.3   11.5 
     Solution External ††      0.4     0.4 
     Solution Reform Sys.      8.2   24.0** 
     Solution Campaign      7.8   11.6 

**p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
Neg./Anti-Immigration Frame subcategories shaded. 
All YES Ethnic Cues:  
   News Articles N = 253; Keywords N = 1,010. 
All NO Ethnic Cues:  
   News Articles N = 142; N = Keywords 541. 
Results presented in percentages not frequencies. 
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system anti-immigration” was significant in the “yes” group with 4.6 percent compared 

to 0.4 percent in the “no” group. [See Table 28.] The major variable driving the 

significant differences, according to the standardized residuals of the chi-square 

calculation, actually is the frameless “no frame” response for the “no ethnic cues” group, 

which is certainly not a variable of interest to this hypothesis.  

In solution frames, none of the negative/anti-immigration frames of interest are 

significantly different. The statistically significant differences are “no frame” for the “yes 

ethnic cues” group 75.1 percent compared to 51.9 percent for the “no” group. Also, the 

“no ethnic cues” group contained significantly more keywords framed with “solution 

reform” system – a positive/pro-immigrant variable – at 24.0 percent compared to 8.2 

percent for the “yes” group. A chi-square test confirmed the statistical significant of both 

variables, X2 = 104.73, df = 3, p < .001, dropping the “solution external” variable from 

the calculation due to extremely low responses. [See Table 28.] 

Clearly, the “yes ethnic cues” group is not highly more negative/anti-immigration 

than the “no ethnic cues” group. And H5 is not supported. 

However, for purposes of analysis, the “yes ethnic cue” group and “no ethnic 

cues” group were also compared by language in order to search for additional patterns in 

variance. 

Table 29 is a four-way comparison of specific frames by “Yes ethnic cues 

English” group, “No ethnic cues English” group, “Yes ethnic cues Spanish” group, and 

“No ethnic cues Spanish” group. Among problem frames, the only statistically significant 

negative/anti-immigration frame is “problem for authorities” for the “No ethnic cues 
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English” group with 52.3 percent compared to 29.5 - 30.0 percent for the other three 

groups. This was significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 178.31, df = 12, p < .001. This does 

not lend support to H5 by language. The other problem frame notable difference was that 

both Spanish groups (“yes” cues and “no” cues) had significantly more “problem for 

immigrants” responses than English groups. Also, “Yes ethnic cues English” had 

significantly more “no problem” frames – a positive/pro-immigrant subcategory – as well 

as “no frames” (frameless). [See Table 29.] 

Among causal frames, only “Yes ethnic cues Spanish” group were significantly 

Table 29: Ethnic Cues By Specific Frames and Language 
Specific Frame 

Variable 
English 

YES 
Cues 

English 
NO 

Cues 

Spanish 
YES 
Cues 

Spanish 
NO 

Cues 
PROBLEM FRAMES       
     No Frame    22.8**    16.2    14.3    16.3 
     Problem for Authorities    30.0    52.3**    30.0    29.5 
     Problem for Society       5.5      8.6*      4.3      2.2 
     Problem for Immigrants    22.5    16.2    44.3**    47.0** 
     No Problem     19.3**      6.8      5.4      4.1 
CAUSAL FRAMES     
     No Frame     90.5    98.2**    70.1    92.5 
     Cause Pull Factors ††      1.4      0.9      3.5*      1.3 
     Cause Push Factors       3.5      0.9      9.5**      0.3 
     Cause System – pro ††      1.2      0.0    10.3**      4.4 
     Cause System – anti ††      3.5      0.0      5.1*      0.6 
SOLUTION FRAMES     
     No Frame    79.0**    62.2    73.2**    44.8 
     Solution Enforcement      6.6    12.6*      7.7    10.7 
     Solution External ††      0.0      0.9      0.6      0.0 
     Solution Reform Sys.      9.8    19.8**      7.4    27.0** 
     Solution Campaign      4.6      4.5      9.5    16.6** 
*.05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
Eng. YES Ethnic Cue: 120 News Articles with 347 immigration-related keywords. 
Eng. NO Ethnic Cue: 84 News Articles with 222 immigration-related keywords. 
Spn. YES Ethnic Cue: 133 News Articles with 663 immigration-related keywords. 
Spn. NO Ethnic Cue: 58 News Articles with 319 immigration-related keywords.	
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higher for both negative/anti-immigration subcategories of “cause push factors” and 

“cause system anti-immigration” with 9.5 percent and 5.1 percent respectively. Although 

these were statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 157.51, df = 12, p < .001, 

these were not large enough percentages to be considered major. [See Table 29.]  In fact, 

according to the standardized residuals of the chi-square calculation, all four causal frame 

subcategories were statistically significant for the “Yes ethnic cues Spanish” group albeit 

with small overall percentages. Spanish “yes” cues were the only of the three groups that 

was not frameless at the 90-percentile level plus with 70.1 percent “no frames.” 

Otherwise, the lack of frames (frameless) for “No ethnic cues English” was the major 

measurable that was driving the statistically significant finding 98.2 percent. [See Table 

29.]  

The only negative/anti-immigrant subcategory in solution frames was “solution 

enforcement” for the “No ethnic cues English” group with 12.6 percent. Otherwise, both 

English and Spanish “no” cues groups had significantly more “solution reform system” 

responses, 27.0 percent in Spanish and 19.8 percent in English. These are positive/pro-

immigration subcategories. And the “No ethnic cues Spanish” group had significantly 

more “solution campaign” frames. These all were statistically significant in a chi-square 

test, X2 = 145.02, df = 9, p < .001, without “solution external” due to low/no responses 

[see Table 29].  

Again, these do not provide even qualified support for H5. 
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Research Questions 

RQ1: How do Spanish-language newspapers emphasize immigration frames 

compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ1 is essentially a comparison of differences in framing simply by language. 

All-Spanish-language news articles were compiled into a single dataset and compared to 

all-English-language ones. The results of this research question become the “norm” when 

comparing Spanish and English frames at the local level in later research questions. The 

variables tested include all specific frames – problem, causal, solution frames and their 

related subcategories. Also, generic frames of advocacy and episodic/thematic frames 

will be compared as well as linguistic framing elements – keywords, modifying labels, 

and ledes and headlines. Differences in descriptive variables – word length, locally 

written, and sources – will also be noted for analysis. 

Specific frames for all-English news articles v. Spanish news articles were 

compared as part of testing for H1 in Table 14 [p. 118]. From there it was revealed that 

Spanish-language newspapers tend to frame immigration as a “problem for immigration” 

45.2 percent of the time, which was significantly higher than English with 20.0 percent. 

The other statistically significant variables, “no problem” in English and “problem for 

society” in English, were not considered major due to much smaller overall percentages. 

Two variables in Spanish – “cause system pro-immigration” and “causal push factors” – 

were statistically significant among causal frames but are also considered not major due 
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to low overall percentages. Similarly, in 

solution frames, only “solution 

campaign” in Spanish tested statistically 

significant at 11.8 percent, compared to 

4.6 percent in English. 

The generic frames utilized as 

part of this investigation were tone, 

episodic v. thematic, and advocacy. 

Tone was deemed an unreliable variable in intercoder testing and was dropped as a 

variable for testing. Episodic v. thematic frames are, strictly speaking, not particular to 

immigration but rather help to indicate depth of coverage. And advocacy was synthesized 

as a generic frame based on the literature related to ethnic and activist media.  

As can be seen in Table 15 [p. 121], there are only small differences between 

English and Spanish advocacy and these differences were not statistically different. 

Without tone, the remaining generic frame is episodic v. thematic frames. Additionally 

ethnic cues, a variable particular to H5, were also recorded. 

Table 30 combined all-English and all-Spanish results for ethnic cues, episodic v. 

thematic frames and advocacy. In direct comparisons, the only significant difference in a 

chi-square test was “no” for ethnic cues in English, 41.2 percent versus 30.3 percent “no” 

cues in Spanish, X2 = 4.55, df = 1, p < .05. The differences in episodic v. thematic frames 

Table 30: Engl. v. Span. News Article 
Variable ENGLISH SPANISH 

ETHNIC CUES   
     Yes   58.8   69.6 
     No   41.2*   30.3 
TYPE OF STORY   
     Episodic   59.8   60.7 
     Thematic   32.4   31.9 
     Both/Neither     7.4     4.7 
ADVOCACY   
     Yes   33.9   38.0 
     No    66.1   62.0 

*p < .05 in a chi-square test. 
Results reported in percentages. 
English N = 204. Spanish N = 191. 
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were not statistically significant, X2 = 0.05, df = 2, p = .975, nor were they significant in 

advocacy, X2  = 2.38, df = 1, p = .123. [See Table 30.] 

Some of the linguistic framing elements were previously reported in Table 15 

[page 121] but Table 31 combines all of the linguistic framing elements, particularly the 

immigration-related keywords, modifying labels and the presence of immigration-related 

terms in the ledes and headlines of the news articles. The majority of keywords were 

selected previously due to their presence throughout the literature in immigration frames. 

In a chi-square test of English keyword terms to their Spanish-language equivalents, two 

major differences were found. English-language newspapers tend to use the term  

“immigration” a majority of the time, 50.8 percent, compared to 27.7 percent in Spanish. 

This was statistically significant, 

X2 = 179.6, df = 3, p < .001. Also, 

Spanish-language newspapers 

tended to use “other” terms 29.0 

percent of the time, compared to 

English with 3.7 percent.  

This significant and heavy 

use of “other” terms in Spanish 

compared to English was 

unexpected, considering that the 

pre-selected terms were chosen 

Table 31: Eng. v. Spn. Linguistic Elements 
Variable ENGLISH SPANISH 

KEYWORD TERMS     
     Immigration   50.8**   27.7 
     Immigrant   38.1   32.4 
     Migrant     6.0   10.4 
     Other (migratorio/a)     3.7   29.0** 
MODIFYING LABELS   
     No Modifier   77.2   62.5 
     Illegal     6.3**     2.6 
     Undocumented     4.6     6.7 
     Unauthorized ††     1.6     0.4 
     Reform     6.3     8.2 
     Other (pro or anti)     1.0   16.4** 
LEDES & HEADLINES    
     Yes   27.5   61.8** 
     No   72.5**   38.2 
*p < .05; **p < .01 in a chi-square test. 
†† untestable (too low/no cells) 
English N = 569. Spanish N = 969. 
Ledes & Headlines English N = 204. Spanish N = 191	
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by their prominence from existing literature. A closer look at “other” responses in 

Spanish revealed that 236 of these terms out of a total of 258 (91.5 percent) were 

“migratorio” or “migratoria”, the masculine and feminine versions of the English word 

“migratory,” which rarely appears in English-language newspapers. In fact, migratorio/a 

was most often accompanied by the term (or modifying label) “alivio” which translates 

into “relief” in English. Further investigation shows that in November of 2014, shortly 

after the beginning target date of this investigation, President Obama announced his 

executive action on immigration relief (Parsons, Mascaro, & Bennett, 2014), henceforth 

dubbed by Spanish media as Obama’s “alivio migratorio” ("Suspensión de Alivio 

Migratorio”, 2015). The President’s “alivio migratorio” was effectively killed by a U.S. 

Supreme Court tie vote in June 2016 (Liptak & Shear, 2016). However, this explains the 

existence in the dataset of a major linguistic term in Spanish not previously seen in the 

literature. Now that the issue has died, it is likely that this linguistic frame is no longer 

widely used by Spanish media. English-language media did not use similar linguistics 

preferring to simply reference the President’s executive action on immigration. In 

essence, alivio migratorio was a temporary linguistic frame that referred to a specific 

piece of legislation and used only by Spanish-language media but no longer applies to 

that defunct policy proposal. That temporary linguistic frame’s lifespan just happened to 

overlap with the target dates for the dataset for this investigation. 

In terms of modifying labels, again, Spanish had “other” significantly higher with 

16.4 percent compared to 1.0 percent in English. A chi-square test found this statistically 

significant, X2 = 106.91, df = 4, p < .001, not including “unauthorized” due to low/no 
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frequency responses. The standardized residuals of the chi-square calculation also found 

the term “illegal” in English to be significantly higher with 6.3 percent versus 2.6 percent 

in Spanish. But the overall percentages are low. [See Table 31.] 

The final linguistic framing element, having an immigration-related keyword in 

the ledes and headlines of the news articles was 61.8 percent “yes” in Spanish and 72.5 

percent “no” in English. A chi-square test found both to be statistically significant, X2 = 

45.79, df = 1, p < .001. 

In summation for RQ1, it is clear from the data that Spanish-language newspapers 

frame immigration as a “problem for immigrants” at a significantly higher rate than 

English. But English use more variety of problem frames compared to Spanish. And 

although both English and Spanish tend to shy away from using causal frames, Spanish-

language newspapers tend to use them more. Same with solution frames, Spanish-

language newspapers tend to use them more, and “solution campaign” in Spanish is used 

significantly more. Generic frames are largely similar. English has an edge in not using 

ethnic cues. But they largely used episodic and thematic frames in similar fashion. And 

while there are minor differences in the use of advocacy, these differences are not 

significant. Linguistically, English-language newspapers use the term “immigration” 

significantly more. In the dataset, Spanish used the “other” terms, mostly migratorio/a 

91.5 percent of the time, at a significantly higher rate, although that appears to have been 

a temporary literary frame now made defunct by time and political changes.  
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RQ2: How do daily newspapers owned by the same company in the same cities 

but in different languages frame immigration? 

For RQ2, English v. Spanish news articles operating specifically in Miami and in 

Chicago, where the same media company owns both the English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers, are compared to their inner-city counterparts. Thus, English-

language news articles are examined for specific frames, linguistic framing elements, and 

generic frames in Miami and Chicago and directly compared to their Spanish-language 

counterparts operating in the same city. Differences in descriptive variables will also be 

noted for analysis. 

MIAMI 

The Miami Herald Publishing Company owns both the English and Spanish daily 

newspapers in Miami. In English, there were 33 articles averaging 842.0 words in length 

in the dataset. In Spanish there were 39 articles averaging 647.1 words [See Table 32.] 

An independent samples t-test was calculated using this data and the difference was 

found to be statistically significant. Results show that English news articles (M = 841.97, 

SD = 450.04) were significantly longer than Spanish news articles (M = 647.13, SD = 

247.85), t(69) = 2.3, p <.05.  

    English news articles averaged more news sources at 4.45 per news article as 

opposed to 2.33 per articles in Spanish. A t-test was calculated using the frequency data 

and results show that news sources in English news articles (M = 4.45, SD = 4.42) were 

significantly higher than the number of news sources in Spanish news articles (M = 2.33, 
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SD = 1.83), t(70) = 2.73, p <.01. In 

Miami’s 33 English news articles 

there were 125 immigration-related 

keywords for an average of 3.79 

keywords per news article. In 39 

Spanish news articles there were 

180 keywords for an average of 4.62 

keywords per news article. A chi-square test did not find these differences to be 

statistically significant, X2 = 0.38, df = 1, p = .538. [See Table 32.] 

All 33 news articles in English were locally written stories (100.0 percent) and 

92.3 percent of Spanish news articles were also locally written. [See Table 32.] Due to 

low or no cell frequencies, a chi-square test could not be reliably conducted. 

Consequently, a Fisher’s exact test was conducted and did not find this distribution to be 

significant for a two-tailed test, p = .24. In fact, a closer examination of the news articles 

revealed that many of the same writers contributed immigration-related articles, columns 

and opinion pieces to both publications. 

Miami’s results for specific frames were previously presented in Table 22 [page 

135]. Like the all-Spanish results found in RQ1, Spanish Miami framed immigration as a 

“problem for immigrants” at a significantly higher rate, 41.7 percent versus 22.4 percent 

in English, and this was statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 17.47, df = 4, p 

< .01. The same chi-square calculation found English Miami framed immigration as a 

Table 32: Basic Descriptive Results Miami 
Variable English Spanish 

News Articles (#) 33 39 
   Mean Article Length 832.0* 631.0 
   Mean No. of Sources      4.45**      2.33 
   Mean No. of Keywords      3.79      4.62 
Descriptive Results (%)   
   Locally Written     100.0%    92.3% 
   Wires/Reprints        0.0%      7.3% 

**p < .01 in t-test calculations based on 125 English 
keywords and 180 Spanish keywords. 
All t-test calculations based on frequencies.  
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“problem for authorities” at a significantly higher rate than Spanish at 29.6 percent 

compared to 18.9 percent in English. According to the standardized residuals of the chi-

square calculation, English Miami’s “problem for society” was also statistically 

significant, but the overall percentages were much lower with 8.8 percent in English 

versus 3.3 percent in Spanish. 

However, Spanish Miami employed significantly more causal frames than English 

Miami. This is visually different from all English versus all-Spanish comparisons. [See 

Table 14, page 118.] In Miami, three out of the four causal frame subcategories in 

Spanish – “cause pull factors,” “cause system pro-immigration,” and, “cause system anti-

immigration” – were found to be significantly different from English in a chi-square test, 

X2 = 32.16, df = 4, p < .001. The overall percentages in Spanish – 8.9 percent for “cause 

pull factors,” 10.6 percent for “causes system pro-immigration,” and 15.6 percent for 

“cause system anti-immigration” – did not seem overwhelming compared to English with 

4.0 percent, 2.4 percent, and 9.6 percent respectively. But with three out of four variables 

registering as significant in the standardized residuals of the chi-square calculation, 

collectively these indicate major results. 

Because Abrajano & Singh’s audience influence hypothesis (2009) predicts that 

Spanish-language media frames immigration more positively, it was consequently 

unexpected to see Spanish Miami framing immigration in terms of “solution 

enforcement” at 11.1 percent compared to 4.0 percent in English. “Solution enforcement” 

is a negative/anti-immigrant framing subcategory and this finding was statistically 
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significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 9.56, df = 2,  p < .01 not including “solution 

external” and “solution campaign” due to low responses. [See Table 22, page 135.] 

Differences in generic frames and linguistic framing elements in Miami were 

previously reported in Table 23 [page 137]. Spanish Miami uses significantly more 

episodic frames, 74.4 percent, than English Miami with 42.4 percent. English Miami had 

significantly more thematic frames, 33.3 percent, than Spanish Miami with 10.5 percent. 

These were significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 10.34, df = 2, p < .01. Advocacy was 

largely not present in both publications with “no” advocacy in 95.2 percent of English 

Miami and “no” advocacy in 92.2 percent of Spanish Miami. And although Spanish 

Miami had more immigration-related keywords in the ledes and headlines of news 

articles, 48.7 percent compared to 27.3 percent of English Miami, these differences were 

not statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 2.62, df = 1, p = .106.  

Linguistically, both English and Spanish Miami used the terms “immigration” and 

“immigrant” at almost the exact same percentages [see Table 23, page 137] and in this 

regard, they looked alike. English Miami did use the term “migrant” 20.0 percent of the 

time, which was significantly more than Spanish Miami with 5.6 percent. And Spanish 

Miami used “other,” mainly “migratorio/a”, at a significantly higher rate of 15.6 percent, 

compared to 0.3 percent for English Miami. Both of these were significant in a chi-square 

test, X2 = 23.96, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 23.] There were small differences in the use 

of modifying labels but they were not significant. Three modifying labels – “illegal,” 

“unauthorized,” and “other” – were untestable due to low/no frequency responses. If 
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these three variables were combined into one alternative variable and used in a chi-square 

test, the results would still be not significant, X2 = 6.7, df = 3, p = .082. The 

overwhelming measurable here is that 81.6 percent of English Miami had no modifier 

and 87.8 percent of Spanish Miami had no modifier. [See Table 23.] 

In summary for Miami, these newspapers, owned and operated by the same parent 

company, look alike in many respects. They use the same linguistics for the most part. 

They use the same reporters on occasion. The differences that could be found in fact 

delineated that some traits simply make Spanish-language media what it is, such as 

framing immigration from the perspective of an immigrant and using the linguistic 

element of “migratorio/a” at the time. The Miami results from this particular research 

question will be examined further in combination with other results in the discussion 

chapter. 

 

CHICAGO 

The Tribune Company owns both the Chicago Tribune and ¡Hoy! of Chicago. In 

the dataset, English Chicago contributed 52 news articles compared to 11 by Spanish 

Chicago. Tribune articles averaged 796.1 words in length and Hoy articles averaged 

571.9 words. An independent samples t-test did not find the Tribune’s article length (M = 

796.14, SD = 338.26) significantly longer than Hoy’s (M = 571.91, SD = 452.55), t(12) = 

1.55, p = .15 probably skewed by the low sample for Chicago Spanish news articles. [See 

Table 33.]  
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In Chicago, the Tribune averages 3.54 news sources per article. Hoy averages 

4.27 quotable sources per article. An independent samples t-test of raw frequencies did 

not find the difference in number of sources between the Tribune (M = 3.54, SD = 3.61) 

and Hoy (M = 4.27, SD = 3.26), t(15) = 0.67, p = .52 to be significant. [See Table 33.]  

In 52 New Articles in the Tribune, 126 immigration-related terms were found for 

an average of 2.42 terms per article. In 11 news articles for Hoy, 92 keywords were found 

for an average of 8.36 terms per article.  A chi-square test comparing the number of 

keywords from both newspapers versus the number of New Articles revealed significant 

differences, X2 = 11.84, df = 1, p < .001. Spanish Chicago had significantly more 

keywords per article than English Chicago. 

Half of English Chicago’s news articles (50.0 percent) were locally written and 

another 11.5 percent were “mixed” sources. All 11 news articles (100.0 percent) in 

Spanish Chicago were newswires/reprints. A Fisher’s exact test found these differences 

significant, df =2, p < .001. [See Table 33.] Upon closer examination, it was found that 

most of the 38.5 percent of the 

newswire/reprints for the Chicago 

Tribune were immigration-related 

news articles originally published in 

the Los Angeles Times, another 

newspaper also owned by the 

Tribune Company. Many of the 

Table 33: Basic Descriptive Results Chicago 
Variable English Spanish 

News Articles (#) 52 11 
   Mean Article Length 796.1 571.9 
   Mean No. of Sources      3.54      4.27 
   Mean No. of Key Terms      2.42      8.36** 
Descriptive Results (%)   
   Locally Written      50.0%      0.0% 
   Wires/Reprints      38.5% 100.0%** 
   Mixed      11.5%     0.0% 

**p < .01. News Articles in t-test, calculation. Descriptives 
in a chi-square test. 

All statistical calculations based on frequencies.  
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“mixed” stories used Los Angeles Times stories as one of the sources, as well. 

Specific frames used by both Chicago newspapers were reported previously in 

Table 25 [page 139]. Spanish Chicago used the positive/pro-immigrant problem frame 

subcategory of “problem for immigrants” 67.4 percent of the time, compared to 13.5 

percent in English Chicago. And English Chicago used the negative/anti-immigration 

subcategory of “problem for authorities” 38.9 percent of the time, compared to 5.4 

percent in Spanish Chicago. Both of these were statistically significant in a chi-square 

test, X2 = 74.91, df = 4, p < .001.  

English Chicago had no causal frames at all, 100 percent “no frame” (frameless) 

versus 50.0 percent in Spanish Chicago. In particular, the causal frame subcategories of 

“cause system pro-immigration” with 28.3 percent and “cause push factors” with 19.6 

percent were significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 77.36, df = 2, p < .001, not including 

“cause pull factors” and “cause system anti-immigration” due to low/no frequency of 

responses. While significant, one of significantly different causal frame subcategories in 

Spanish Chicago was positive/pro-immigration and the other was negative/anti-

immigration.  

Overall, English Chicago had much more solution frames than Spanish Chicago. 

“Solution enforcement” in English was significantly higher with 10.3 percent compared 

to Spanish Chicago with 3.3 percent. Also, “solution reform system” was higher in 

English Chicago with 19.8 percent compared to Spanish Chicago with 12.0 percent. 
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These were significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 7.22, df = 2, p < .05, without “solution 

external” and “solution campaign” due to low/no responses. [See Table 25, page 139.] 

Generic and linguistic framing elements were previously reported in Table 26 [p. 

141]. In generic frames, “no” advocacy, 96.7 percent, could be found in Spanish Chicago 

newspaper articles. By contrast, advocacy was reported in 54.8 of English Chicago. This 

was found to be significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 61.45, df = 1, p < .001. The 

differences in episodic and thematic frames were deemed not significant in a Fisher’s 

exact test, df = 1, p = .661.  And the fact that 100.0 percent of Spanish Chicago has an 

immigration-related keyword in the ledes and headlines of the news articles, and 84.6 of 

English Chicago does not, was a significant difference in a Fisher’s exact test, df = 1, p < 

.001.  [See Table 26.] 

Linguistically, the use of the term “immigration” in English Chicago was higher 

than all English with 65.4 percent compared to 10.9 percent in Spanish Chicago. Spanish 

Chicago used “migrant” in 41.3 percent of all its immigration-related keywords, 

significantly high than English Chicago at 0.8 percent, according to a chi-square test, X2 

= 90.83, df = 3, p < .001. Although English Chicago tested significantly higher, X2 = 

7.63, df = 3, p < .05, for the modifying labels “illegal” and “reform,” both were small 

overall percentages with 8.7 percent each, compared to 2.2 percent each in Spanish 

Chicago. That test did not include “undocumented,” “unauthorized” and “other” due to 

low/no overall responses. [See Table 26.] 
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At first glance, comparing 52 news articles in English to 11 articles in Spanish 

metaphorically seemed like comparing apples to oranges. Both newspapers may be 

owned by the same parent company but these can hardly be considered sister 

publications. Chicago is the only city in this investigation where a Spanish-language 

newspaper averaged more news sources per article than their English-language 

counterpart. But all of Spanish Chicago’s news articles were newswires or reprints. All of 

them prominently displayed an immigration keyword in the ledes and headlines. The 

majority had episodic frames and was devoid of advocacy. With only 11 newswires 

comprising the totality of news articles in Spanish Chicago, there didn’t seem enough 

data to have much variance when looking at news articles. But the large number of 

keywords embedded within those 11 news articles helped to even the playing field 

somewhat for comparing specific frames and the linguistic framing elements.  

More than two-thirds of Spanish Chicago’s problem frames were “problem for 

immigrants” while English Chicago had a simple plurality for “problem for authorities.” 

Half of Spanish Chicago’s keywords had causal frames compared to none in English 

Chicago. Both were largely devoid of solution frames with some exceptions where 

English Chicago had a statistically significant edge in frames that focused on “solution 

enforcement” and “solution reform system.” 

Linguistically, the data revealed that English Chicago relied on the term 

“immigration” for nearly two-thirds of its keywords, compared to Spanish Chicago, 

which had a plurality for “migrant.” For the most part, both were devoid of common 

modifying labels.  
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Overall, addressing RQ2, Miami and Chicago look and operate differently despite 

sharing the fact that the same parent media company owns them and their local 

counterparts. In fact, there are major differences between how those companies, and 

those locations, operationalize this concept of common ownership. In Miami, there were 

actually more news articles in Spanish than there were in English. There were less than a 

dozen Spanish Chicago news articles, compared to more than four-dozen in English 

Chicago. But it wasn’t just the number of articles. All of Spanish Chicago’s news articles 

were newswires or reprints while many of Spanish Miami’s original news articles were 

written by bilingual local staff/editors who contributed major news articles to both 

English and Spanish publications. In terms of framing, the Miami newspapers look very 

much alike except for a couple of variables that seem to identify Spanish-language 

newspapers such as framing immigration from the perspective of an immigrant and using 

the linguistic element of “migratorio/a” at the time. In Chicago, there were significant 

differences in specific frames and causal frames and linguistically, the keyword terms 

looked very different, even from all-English and all-Spanish results. In Miami the English 

and the Spanish newspapers look and feel like sister publications. In Chicago, the English 

newspaper is the dominant local publication while Chicago’s Spanish-language 

newspaper, at best, is a niche publication, an example of a mainstream media company 

entering into the Hispanic media market by creating their own publication as a simple 

means of delivering added value to advertisers (Bartlett, 2013). 
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RQ3: Do English-language and Spanish-language daily newspapers operating in 

the same cities frame immigration differently and what are the differences? 

While RQ1 asks about the differences in frames by language (English v. Spanish), 

using the results of all-English news articles against all-Spanish news articles as the norm 

for English-language and Spanish-language newspapers, each location’s results will be 

compared to each other and to the overall norm. The results of all English and all Spanish 

were reported in Table 14 [page 118] and Table 15 [page 121]. The results of each 

location are found in Tables 16 [page 129] through Table 26 [page 141]. The results from 

all of these tables will serve as the basis for new results tables assembled for new four-

way comparisons as part of RQ3. 

For each region, three results tables will report the results. One table set compares 

basic descriptive results in English and Spanish against each other and against all-English 

and all-Spanish results. The first two variables – news articles and mean article length – 

will use a chi-square test, knowing that the All-English news articles group and All-

Spanish group will always be significantly longer than the local respective groups, as the 

local English and local Spanish news articles are subsets of the larger all-English and all-

Spanish news articles. But this will allow for any significant differences to be measured 

in the mean article lengths. The next two variables – mean number of sources and mean 

number of keywords – will be examined using a Fisher’s exact test, as these average 

numbers tend to be low, making a Fisher’s exact test a more precise tool than a chi-

square test. The last two variables – locally written and wires/reprints – will be converted 
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back to frequencies (they are reported as percentages) and chi-square tests will compare 

them. For all of Table A the unit of analysis is the newspaper article. 

The next table set examines specific frames and their related subcategories by 

language both locally and against all-English and all-Spanish results. Chi-square tests 

will reveal any significant differences in frames. For all of Table B the unit of analysis is 

the immigration-related keyword. And Table C will examine local generic frames and 

linguistic framing elements by language and against all-English and all-Spanish results. 

Chi-square tests will compare local results against each other and against all-English and 

all-Spanish results. For generic frames the unit of analysis is the news article. For 

linguistic framing elements the unit of analysis is the immigration-related keyword. 

 

NEW YORK  RESULTS 

The Daily News had 39 news articles with an average length of 584.52 words 

compared to 64 news articles averaging 492.41 words in El Diario/La Prensa. English 

New York averaged 2.74 news sources and 2.13 immigration keywords per article, 

compared to 1.97 news sources and 4.36 keywords per article in Spanish New York. 

Although the article length of New York English was smaller than the average article 

word length of all-English, New York English news articles were deemed significantly 

longer in a chi-square test, X2 = 111.12, df = 3, p < .001. [See Table 34]. Also, all 39 of 

English New York were locally written (100.0 percent) compared to 53.1 percent in 

Spanish, and 83.8 percent for all English. However, what was significant in a chi-square 
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test, X2 = 48.75, df = 3, p < .001, was wires/reprints for Spanish New York and all-

Spanish. Note that the Mixed responses were not calculated due to low/no overall 

frequency responses. Also, a value of “1” was substituted for “0” for English New York 

wires/reprints to avoid a value of “0” for a valid chi-square test. [See Table 34.]  

A look at specific frames begins with solution frames. Both New York English 

and all English had significantly more responses of “no problem,” a positive/pro-

immigration subcategory. Both were statistically significant at the .01 level according to 

the standardized residuals from the chi-test calculation, X2  = 214.35, df = 12, p < .001.  

[See Table 35.] As for the other positive/pro-immigration subcategory of “problem for 

immigrants,” both Spanish New York and all Spanish used this frame significantly higher 

than in English, according to standardized residuals of the same chi-square calculation.  

Table 34: Basic Descriptive Results – NY v. All-English & Spanish 
Descriptive 

Variable 
NY 

English 
NY 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
News Articles (Frequency#) 39 64 204* 191** 
   Mean Article Length  584.52**   492.41  762.10  561.04 
   Mean No. of Sources      2.74      1.97      3.42      2.32 
   Mean No. of Keywords      2.13      4.36      2.79      5.14 
Local or Newswire (%)     
   Locally Written     100.0    53.1    83.8    58.6 
   Wires/Reprints       0    35.9*    12.7    36.1** 

*p < .05; **p < .01.  
Not including Mixed local/newswire results due to low/no overall frequency responses. 
All chi-square calculations are based on frequencies.  
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The most compelling element of the causal frames is the fact that three out of four 

causal frame subcategories – “cause pull factors,” “cause push factors,” and “cause 

system anti-immigration” – could not be tested due to very low/no frequency responses, 

especially for local New York results in both English and Spanish. The only variables 

that could be tested, “no frame” (frameless) and “cause system pro-immigration,” found a 

significant difference for all-Spanish, X2 = 63.63, df = 3, p < .001. And local New York, 

both English and Spanish, were frameless at higher percentages than all English and all 

Spanish. [See Table 35.] 

Looking at solution frames, Spanish New York is significantly more frameless 

Table 35: Specific Frames English & Spanish – NY v. All (%) 
 

Variable 
NY 

English 
NY 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
PROBLEM FRAMES         
     No Frame     13.3      7.5     20.2**     15.0 
     Problem for Authorities     21.7    33.3     38.7**     29.8 
     Problem for Society        3.6      5.0       6.7*       3.7 
     Problem for Immigrants     26.5    41.2**     20.0     45.2** 
     No Problem      34.9**      2.5     14.4**       5.0 
CAUSAL FRAMES     
     No Frame      98.8    96.4     93.5     77.4 
     Cause Pull Factors ††       0.0      0.4       1.2       2.7 
     Cause Push Factors ††       0.0      1.1       2.5       6.5 
     Cause System – pro        1.2      2.2       0.7       8.4** 
     Cause System – anti ††       0.0      0.0       2.1       3.7 
SOLUTION FRAMES     
     No Frame     56.6    81.0**     72.4     64.0 
     Solution Enforcement     15.7**      7.2       9.0       8.7 
     Solution External ††       0.0      0.0       0.4       0.4 
     Solution Reform System       7.2      7.5     13.7     13.7 
     Solution Campaign     20.5**      4.3       4.6     11.8** 
**p < .01. All chi-square test were calculated using frequencies. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
NY English N = 83. NY Spanish N = 279.  
All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
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than English New York, all-English, and all-Spanish in a chi-square test, X2 = 66.20, df = 

9, p < .001 without “solution external” due to low/no frequency responses. The 

standardized residuals from that calculation found significance for English New York for 

“solution enforcement” and “solution campaign” with 15.7 percent and 20.5 percent 

respectively, as well as all Spanish for “solution campaign.” The local English is 

significantly different from local Spanish, all English, and all Spanish. [See Table 35.] 

Table 36 shows side-by-side results of generic frames and linguistic framing 

elements in English and Spanish in New York compared to all-English and all Spanish. 

Clearly, both English New York and Spanish New York use advocacy significantly more 

than all-English and all-Spanish in a chi-square test, X2  = 43.86, df = 3, p < .001. A chi-

square test looking at episodic and thematic frames did not find the differences to be 

statistically significant, X2 = 6.1, df = 3, p = .107. [See Table 36.] Linguistically, Spanish 

New York had a slightly higher percentage than all Spanish for having an immigration-

related keyword in the ledes and headlines of news articles. And both were significantly 

higher than English newspapers in a chi-square test, X2 = 59.85, df = 3, p < .001. 

Similarly Spanish New York and all-Spanish used “other” terms, mainly  “migratorio/a”, 

significantly than local and all-English in a chi-square test, X2 = 237.96, df = 9, p < .001, 

substituting “1” for “0” in New York English for “migrant” for a valid test. The same test 

shows that English New York’s use of the term “immigrant” with 65.1 percent is 

significantly different. And in terms of the coded modifying labels, a chi-square test 

found “illegal” statistically significant for all-English, X2 = 158.43, df = 12, p < .001, not 
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including “unauthorized” due to low/no responses. Otherwise, the differences between 

local modifying labels in English and Spanish are not significant compared to all English 

and all Spanish. [See Table 36.]  

In summary, in terms of descriptive variables, English New York and Spanish 

New York look somewhat different compared to all English and all Spanish, especially in 

terms of English New York’s mean article length. For specific frames, English New York 

Table 36: Generic & Linguistic Frames – NY v. All  (%) 
 

Variable 
NY 

English 
NY 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
GENERIC FRAMES         
ADVOCACY      
     Yes     59.0*     53.4**     33.9     38.0 
     No     41.0     46.6     66.1     62.0 
TYPE OF STORY     
     Episodic     84.6      64.1     59.8     60.7 
     Thematic     15.4      34.4     32.4     31.9 
     Both/Neither ††       0.0        1.6       7.4       4.7 
LINGUISTICS     
LEDES & HEADLINES      
     Yes     33.3      65.6**     27.5     61.8** 
     No     66.7      34.4     72.5**     38.2 
KEYTERMS         
     Immigration     31.3      27.2     50.8     27.7 
     Immigrant     65.1**      30.1     38.1     32.4 
     Migrant       0.0      12.2       6.0     10.4 
     Other (migratorio/a)       3.6      29.4**       3.7     29.0** 
MODIFYING LABELS     
     No Modifier     80.7      82.1     77.2     79.2 
     Illegal       3.6        1.8       6.3**       2.7 
     Undocumented     10.8        9.3       4.6       6.9 
     Unauthorized ††       0.0        0.4       1.6       0.6 
     Reform       3.6        6.1       6.3       8.2 
     Other (pro/anti)       1.2        3.9       1.0       2.4 

*p < .05; **p < .01; †† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Headlines:  
  NY Eng. N = 39. NY Spn. N = 64. All Eng. N = 204. All Spn. N = 191. 
Linguistic Frames: 
  NY Eng. N = 83. NY Spn. N = 279. All Eng. N = 569. All Spn. N = 982. 
All chi-square test were calculated using frequencies.	
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was significantly different in “no problem,” “solution enforcement,” and “solution 

campaign.” Spanish New York emphasized “problem for immigrants” in a similar way as 

the all-Spanish results. Where Spanish New York looked significantly different was 

“frameless” for solution frames. Both New York English and New York Spanish had 

significantly more use of advocacy compared to all English and all Spanish. Spanish New 

York’s use of keywords in the ledes and headlines mirrored that of all Spanish, as did 

their use of “other” terms mainly “migratorio/a”. The use of the term “immigrant” 

represents a major difference for English New York. 

LOS ANGELES  RESULTS  

Beginning with descriptive variables, the Los Angeles Times had 80 news articles 

with an average length of 793.6 words compared to La Opinión’s 77 articles with an 

average length of 581.4 words. Compared to all-English and all-Spanish, English Los 

Angeles had a significantly longer word length in a chi-square test, X2 = 100.48, df = 3, p 

< 

Table 37: Basic Descriptive– LA v. All-English & Spanish 
Descriptive 

Variable 
LA 

English 
LA 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
News Articles (Frequency#) 80 77 204** 191** 
   Mean Article Length  793.60*   581.41  762.10  561.04 
   Mean No. of Sources      3.26      2.31      3.42      2.32 
   Mean No. of Keywords      2.93      5.60      2.79      5.14 
Local or Newswire (%)     
   Locally Written     92.5    53.8    83.8    58.6 
   Wires/Reprints       7.5    42.3**    12.7    36.1** 

**p < .01. Local or Newswire not including Mixed due to low/no frequency responses 
All chi-square calculations based on frequencies.  
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.001. There were no significant differences in mean number of sources or keywords in a 

Fisher’s exact test, p = .059. The significant difference for Spanish Los Angeles in wires 

and reprints mirrored that of all Spanish. [See Table 37.]  

In terms of specific frames, English Los Angeles’ use of the negative/anti-

immigration problem frame of “problem for authorities” is much higher than Spanish Los 

Angeles, all-English and all-Spanish by a significant margin in a chi-square test, X2  = 

171.66, df = 12, p < .001. The difference for “problem for immigrants” seen in Spanish 

Los Angeles mirrors that of all Spanish. [See Table 38.]  

For causal frames, the only significant differences are all-Spanish with “cause 

Table 38: Specific Frames English & Spanish – LA v. All (%) 
 

Variable 
LA 

English 
LA 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
PROBLEM FRAMES         
     No Frame     13.6     14.8     20.2*     15.0 
     Problem for Authorities     49.4**     30.6     38.7     29.8 
     Problem for Society        6.4       3.2       6.7*       3.7 
     Problem for Immigrants     20.0     44.5*     20.0     45.2** 
     No Problem      10.6       6.7     14.4**       5.0 
CAUSAL FRAMES     
     No Frame      97.4     84.2     93.5     77.4 
     Cause Pull Factors        0.9       2.1       1.2       2.7 
     Cause Push Factors        1.3       4.9       2.5       6.5* 
     Cause System – pro        0.4       7.2       0.7       8.4** 
     Cause System – anti        0.0       1.6       2.1       3.7 
SOLUTION FRAMES     
     No Frame     70.2     46.4     72.4*     64.0 
     Solution Enforcement       8.5       9.7       9.0       8.7 
     Solution External        0.9       0.2       0.4       0.4 
     Solution Reform System     18.3     21.1*     13.7     13.7 
     Solution Campaign       2.3     22.5**       4.6     11.8 
**p < .01. All chi-square tests were calculated using frequencies. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
LA English N = 235. LA Spanish N = 431.  
All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
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system pro-immigration” (8.4 percent) and “cause push factors” (6.5 percent), both 

statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 93.09, df = 9, p < .001 without “cause 

system anti-immigration” due to low/no responses. Still, these statistically significant 

variables have low overall percentages.  

And in solution frames, Spanish Los Angeles was significantly more “solution 

reform system” and “solution campaign” with 21.1 percent and 22.5 percent respectively. 

The differences in frames compared to English Los Angeles, all-English and all-Spanish 

was statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 133.41, df = 12, p < .001. [See Table 

38.]  

Table 39 compares local Los Angeles newspapers to all-English and all Spanish 

for generic frames and linguistic framing elements. Immediately, results show that 

English Los Angeles had significantly less advocacy and Spanish Los Angeles had 

significantly more advocacy in a chi-square test, X2  = 48.89 df = 3, p < .001. Results also 

show that episodic and thematic framing differences not to be significant, confirmed in a 

chi-square test, X2 = 4.72, df = 6, p = .58. [See  Table 39.]  

Linguistically, the all-English and all-Spanish patterns were repeated for English 

Los Angeles and Spanish Los Angeles for keywords in ledes and headlines. In terms of 

keywords themselves, again, for the most part, the patterns locally mirror the patterns 

overall. Spanish Los Angeles’ most significant major difference is it has the largest use of 

the term “other,” mainly “migratorio/a”, with 36.7 percent. This variable, in Spanish Los 

Angeles and all-Spanish, was significantly higher in a chi-square test, X2 = 313.15, df = 
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9, p < .001. For modifying labels, local and all English and Spanish have “no modifier” 

from a low of 70.3 percent in Spanish Los Angeles to a high of 79.2 percent in all-

Spanish. Despite this, a chi-square test showed significant differences for several 

variables, X2 = 190.62, df = 12, p < .001, not including “unauthorized” due to low/no 

responses. The standardized residuals rated the following modifying labels as statistically 

significant: English Los Angeles for “illegal” (7.2 percent), significant at the .05 level, 

Table 39: Generic & Linguistic Frames – LA v. All  (%) 
 

Variable 
LA 

English 
LA 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
GENERIC FRAMES         
ADVOCACY      
     Yes     28.1    52.0**     33.9     38.0 
     No     71.5*    48.0     66.1     62.0 
TYPE OF STORY     
     Episodic     56.3    49.4     59.8     60.7 
     Thematic     38.8    42.9     32.4     31.9 
     Both/Neither        5.0      6.5       7.4       4.7 
LINGUISTICS     
LEDES & HEADLINES      
     Yes      32.5     59.0     27.5     61.8** 
     No      67.5     39.7     72.5**     38.2 
KEYWORDS         
     Immigration     48.9**     21.1     50.8**     27.7 
     Immigrant     42.1     37.6     38.1     32.4 
     Migrant       3.4       4.6       6.0     10.4** 
     Other (migratorio/a)       3.8     36.7**       3.7     29.0** 
MODIFYING LABELS     
     No Modifier    77.9     70.3     77.2     79.2 
     Illegal      7.2*       4.2       6.3*       2.7 
     Undocumented      4.7       9.3*       4.6       6.9 
     Unauthorized       3.8       0.0       1.6       0.6 
     Reform      3.8     11.6*       6.3       8.2 
     Other (pro/anti)      0.8       4.4**       1.0       2.4 

*p < .05; **p < .01; †† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Headlines:  
  LA Eng. N = 80. LA Spn. N = 77. All Eng. N = 204. All Spn. N = 191. 
Linguistic Frames: 
  LA Eng. N = 235. LA Spn. N = 431. All Eng. N = 569. All Spn. N = 982. 
All chi-square tests were calculated using frequencies.	
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similar level as all-English; Spanish Los Angeles for “undocumented” (9.3 percent) also 

significant at the .05 level; Spanish Los Angeles for “reform” (11.6 percent) significant at 

the .05 level; and Spanish Los Angeles for “other” terms (4.4 percent) significant at the 

.01 level. All of these modifying labels have low overall percentages, especially 

compared to the overwhelming occurrence of “no modifier” across the board in the 70-

percentile range. [See Table 39.]  

Overall in Los Angeles, descriptive variables look rather similar: Slightly more 

English news articles both locally and overall; significantly longer news articles in 

English; statistically insignificant differences in number of sources and keywords; and 

similar patterns locally and overall for locally written v. newswires differences by 

language. For specific frames, where English Los Angeles is different is in it’s use of the 

frame “problem for authorities,” a negative/anti-immigration framing subcategory. And 

Spanish Los Angeles’ significantly higher use of “solution reform system” and “solution 

campaign,” two positive/pro-immigration subcategories, is a major difference. Not 

coincidentally, perhaps, Spanish Los Angeles was found to employ advocacy at a 

significantly higher level. The similar patterns in uses of keywords between local and 

overall makes them largely alike.  But the significantly higher use of specific modifying 

labels for Spanish Los Angeles is another major difference. 

MIAMI RESULTS 

In examining differences in descriptive variables in Table 40, both local Miami 

newspapers in English and Spanish have significantly longer news articles locally 
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compared to all-English and all-Spanish and these differences between the local and 

overall averages is significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 100.48, df = 3, p < .001.  

Comparing local English and local Spanish to all-English and all-Spanish, a Fisher’s 

exact test did not find differences between the mean number of sources and mean number 

of keywords to be significant, p = 1.0. What does stand out is how similar English Miami 

looks to Spanish Miami in terms of locally written (100 percent in English and 92.3 

percent in Spanish), significantly different compared to all English and all Spanish. All-

Spanish was the outlier with 36.1 percent of Spanish news articles consisting of 

wires/reprints, significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 48.23, df = 3, p < .001, substituting 

“1” for “0” for English Miami wires/reprints for a valid chi-square calculation. [See 

Table 40.]  

In specific frames, what immediately is different in the results Table 41 is both 

local newspapers, English and Spanish, are frameless for problem frames at significantly 

higher levels in a chi-square test, X2  = 167.36, df = 12, p < .001, with English Miami  

Table 40: Basic Descriptives – Miami v. All-English/Spanish 
Descriptive 

Variable 
Miami 

English 
Miami 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
News Articles (Frequency#) 33 39 204** 191** 
   Mean Article Length  832.02**  631.01*  762.10  561.04 
   Mean No. of Sources      4.45      2.33      3.42      2.32 
   Mean No. of Keywords      3.79      4.62      2.79      5.14 
Local or Newswire (%)     
   Locally Written     100.0    92.3    83.8    58.6 
   Wires/Reprints       0.0      7.3    12.7    36.1** 

*p < .05; **p < .01. Not including Mixed due to low/no frequency responses. 
All chi-square calculations are based on frequencies.  
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significant at the .01 level (32.8 percent) and Spanish Miami significant at the .05 level 

(24.4 percent), according to the standardized residuals of the chi-square calculation. [See 

Table 41.] Also, three of the four causal frame subcategories for Spanish Miami were 

found to be significantly higher in a chi-square test, X2 = 206.97, df = 12, p < .001. 

According to the standardized residuals of the chi-square test, these significant causal 

frames in Spanish Miami were: “cause pull factors” with 8.9 percent significant, at the 

.01 level; “cause push factors” with 12.2 percent, significant at the .01 level; and “cause 

system pro-immigration” 10.6 percent, significant at the .05 level. [See Table 41.]  

In terms of generic frames, seen in Table 42, both English Miami and Spanish 

Table 41: Specific Frames English & Spanish – Miami v. All 
 

Variable 
Miami 

English 
Miami 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
PROBLEM FRAMES         
     No Frame    32.8**     24.4*      20.2     15.0 
     Problem for Authorities    29.6     18.9      38.7*     29.8 
     Problem for Society       8.8       3.3        6.7       3.7 
     Problem for Immigrants    22.4      41.7     20.0     45.2** 
     No Problem       6.4        4.4      14.4**       5.0 
CAUSAL FRAMES     
     No Frame     75.2     45.6      93.5**     77.4 
     Cause Pull Factors       4.0        8.9**       1.2       2.7 
     Cause Push Factors       8.8      12.2**       2.5       6.5 
     Cause System – pro       2.4      10.6*       0.7       8.4** 
     Cause System – anti       9.6*     15.6       2.1       3.7 
SOLUTION FRAMES     
     No Frame    92.0*      70.6      72.4     64.0 
     Solution Enforcement      4.0      11.1       9.0       8.7 
     Solution External       0.0        1.7        0.4       0.4 
     Solution Reform System      3.2        6.7      13.7     13.7 
     Solution Campaign      0.8       2.2        4.6     11.8** 
*p < .05; **p < .01. All chi-square test were calculated using frequencies. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Miami English N = 125. Miami Spanish N = 180.  
All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
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Miami had significantly more “no” for advocacy than all-English and all-Spanish at 

extremely high percentages, 95.2 percent in English Miami and 92.2 percent in Spanish 

Miami. This was statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2  = 85.6 df = 3, p < .001. 

In English Miami, the large presence of both/neither for episodic/thematic frames was 

significant at the .05 level in a chi-square test, X2 = 16.12, df = 6, p < .05. [See Table 42.] 

Linguistically, the presence of immigration-related keywords in the ledes and 

headlines of news articles in English, both locally in Miami and in all English, have 

almost identical percentages. But Spanish Miami has significantly fewer keywords in its 

ledes and headlines (48.7 percent) compared to all Spanish (61.8 percent). The chi-square 

test showed the all-Spanish responses as significant higher, X2 = 51.37, df = 3, p < .001. 

English Miami’s use of the keyword “immigration” (52.0 percent) mirrors that of all-

English (50.8 percent) and Spanish Miami mirrors English Miami’s use of this term with 

52.8 percent, compared to 27.7 percent for all-Spanish. Also, English Miami’s use of the 

term “migrant” was significantly different in a chi-square test, X2 = 246.68, df = 9, p < 

.001. [See Table 42.] And while the use of the modifying label “illegal” was significant in 

all-English, no other modifying label registers as statistically significant in a chi-square 

test, X2 = 36.26, df = 12, p < .001, not including “unauthorized” due to low/no responses. 

[See Table 42.]  



 178 

So overall in Miami, English Miami and Spanish Miami news articles are 

significantly longer. There are no significant differences in the mean number of sources 

or keywords, and the Miami newspapers results are much more similar to each other in 

terms of locally written when compared to all English or all Spanish. The significance of 

being frameless for problem frames is unique to English Miami and Spanish Miami. 

Table 42: Generic & Linguistic Frames – Miami v. All  
 

Variable 
Miami 

English 
Miami 

Spanish 
ALL 

English 
ALL 

Spanish 
GENERIC FRAMES         
ADVOCACY      
     Yes      4.8      7.8     33.9     38.0** 
     No    95.2**    92.2**     66.1     62.0 
TYPE OF STORY     
     Episodic     42.4     74.4     59.8     60.7 
     Thematic     33.3      7.7      32.4     31.9 
     Both/Neither      21.2*      7.7        7.4       4.7 
LINGUISTICS     
LEDES & HEADLINES      
     Yes     27.3    48.7     27.5     61.8** 
     No     72.7    51.3     72.5**     38.2 
KEYTERMS         
     Immigration    52.0*     52.8*     50.8     27.7 
     Immigrant    25.6     25.6      38.1     32.4 
     Migrant    20.0**      5.6        6.0     10.4 
     Other (migratorio/a)      0.3     15.6       3.7     29.0** 
MODIFYING LABELS     
     No Modifier    81.6     87.8     77.2     79.2 
     Illegal      4.0       0.6        6.3**       2.7 
     Undocumented      4.0       5.6        4.6       6.9 
     Unauthorized       0.0       1.7        1.6       0.6 
     Reform    10.4       3.3        6.3       8.2 
     Other (pro/anti)      0.0       1.1        1.0       2.4 

*p < .05; **p < .01; All chi-square test were calculated using frequencies. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Heads:  
  Miami English N = 33. Miami Spanish N = 39.  
  All-English N = 204. All-Spanish N = 191. 
Linguistic Frames: 
  Miami English N = 125. Miami Spanish N = 180.  
  All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
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Spanish Miami did have significant differences in three causal frames, all but “cause 

system anti-immigration.” And the significance of English Miami having no solution 

frames is the only solution frame variable of note. In generic frames, English and Spanish 

Miami looked more like each other than all English and all Spanish in their lack of 

advocacy. The use of both episodic and thematic frames distinguishes English Miami. 

Spanish Miami has more keywords in ledes and headlines but all Spanish have 

significantly more. And the use of the term “migrant” distinguishes English Miami. There 

was nothing remarkable about the differences in modifying labels, other than all English 

uses “illegal” more at a frequency that tested significant but with only 6.3 percent of the 

responses. 

CHICAGO  RESULTS  

Beginning with descriptive variables, the Chicago Tribune had 52 news articles 

with an average length of 796.11 words compared to Hoy’s 11 articles with an average 

length of 571.92. Compared to all-English and all-Spanish, these were statistically 

significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 228.34, df = 3, p < .001, with English Chicago 

significant at the .05 level for article length and Spanish Chicago significant at the .01 

level, according to the standardized residuals of the chi-square test. [See Table 43.] The 

differences between mean number of sources and keywords per article was found to be 

statistically significant in a Fisher’s exact test, df = 3, p < .05. Although the test does not 

indicate which cell contributes most to the significant finding, the unusually large number 

of keywords per news article for Spanish Chicago seems most likely. [See Table 43.] And 
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the final descriptive variable, the fact that all 11 of Spanish Chicago’s news articles were 

newswires was statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 58.9, df = 3, p < .001 

(Not Mixed, borrow1), not including “mixed” due to low/no responses and substituting 

“1” for “0” for locally written in Spanish Chicago so that a valid test could be performed. 

[See Table 43.]  

For specific frames, Spanish Chicago uses the frame “problem for immigrants” by 

a large majority, more than two-thirds of all keywords (67.4 percent), which, like all-

Spanish, was statistically significant in a chi-square test, X2  = 198.53, df = 12, p < .001. 

[See Table 44.] Otherwise, English Chicago patterns for problems mirrors all English, 

particularly in “problem for authorities” percentages and “no problem” significant 

findings. [See Table 44.]  

For causal frames, English Chicago mirrors all English across the board. English 

Chicago had almost no causal frames at all with 98.6 percent “frameless.” This was 

somewhat similar to all-English which was 93.5 percent frameless. But Spanish Chicago 

Table 43: Basic Descriptives – Chicago v. All-English/Spanish 
Descriptive 

Variable 
Chicago 
English 

Chicago 
Spanish 

ALL 
English 

ALL 
Spanish 

News Articles (Frequency#) 52 11 204** 191** 
   Mean Article Length  796.11*  571.92**  762.10  561.04 
   Mean No. of Sources      3.54      4.27      3.42      2.32 
   Mean No. of Keywords      2.42      8.36*      2.79      5.14 
Local or Newswire (%)     
   Locally Written      50.0      0.0    83.8*    58.6 
   Wires/Reprints      38.5    100.0**    12.7    36.1* 

*p < .05; **p < .01. Local/Newswire not including Mixed due to low/no frequency responses 
Most chi-square calculations are based on frequencies. Keywords based in Fisher’s exact 
test. 
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saw significant use of “cause push factors” (19.6 percent) and “cause system pro-

immigration” (28.3 percent). Both frames were significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 

176.91, df = 6, p < .001, not including “cause pull factors” and “cause system anti-

immigration” due to low/no responses. [See Table 44.]  

For solution frames, across the board, the majority is frameless from a low of 64.0 

percent for all Spanish to a high of 81.5 percent for Spanish Chicago. While these 

represent large majorities, this still left some room for significant differences among the 

remaining solution frame subcategories. Despite this, the only statistically significant 

Table 44: Specific Frames English & Spanish – Chicago v. All 
 

Variable 
Chicago 
English 

Chicago 
Spanish 

ALL 
English 

ALL 
Spanish 

PROBLEM FRAMES         
     No Frame     24.6     19.6      20.2     15.0 
     Problem for Authorities     38.9      5.4      38.7*     29.8 
     Problem for Society        7.1      2.2        6.7       3.7 
     Problem for Immigrants     13.5     67.4**     20.0     45.2** 
     No Problem      15.6*      5.4      14.4**       5.0 
CAUSAL FRAMES     
     No Frame      98.6    50.0      93.5*     77.4 
     Cause Pull Factors ††       0.0       1.1        1.2       2.7 
     Cause Push Factors        0.8     19.6**       2.5       6.5 
     Cause System – pro        0.8     28.3**       0.7       8.4* 
     Cause System – anti ††       0.0       1.1        2.1       3.7 
SOLUTION FRAMES     
     No Frame     66.7     81.5      72.4     64.0 
     Solution Enforcement     10.3      3.3        9.0       8.7 
     Solution External ††       0.0       0.0        0.4       0.4 
     Solution Reform System     19.8    12.0      13.7     13.7 
     Solution Campaign       3.2       3.3        4.6     11.8** 
**p < .01. All chi-square tests were calculated using frequencies. 
†† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Chicago English N = 126. Chicago Spanish N = 92.  
All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
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variable in a chi-square finding was “solution campaign” for all-Spanish, X2 = 43.23, df = 

9, p < .001, not including “solution external” due to low/no responses. [See Table 44.] 

In generic frames, English Chicago recorded 54.8 percent “yes” for advocacy and 

Spanish Chicago recorded 96.7 percent “no” for advocacy. This was statistically 

significant in a chi-square test, X2  = 64.72 df = 3, p < .001. The differences between 

Table 45: Generic & Linguistic Frames – Chicago v. All  
 

Variable 
Chicago 
English 

Chicago 
Spanish 

ALL 
English 

ALL 
Spanish 

GENERIC FRAMES         
ADVOCACY      
     Yes     54.8**      3.3     33.9     38.0 
     No     46.2    96.7**     66.1     62.0 
TYPE OF STORY     
     Episodic    57.7    72.7     59.8     60.7 
     Thematic    34.6    27.3     32.4     31.9 
     Both/Neither       7.7      0.0       7.4       4.7 
LINGUISTICS     
LEDES & HEADLINES      
     Yes    15.4  100.0*     27.5     61.8** 
     No    84.6*      0.0     72.5*     38.2 
KEYTERMS         
     Immigration    65.4**    10.9     50.8**     27.7 
     Immigrant    25.2    27.2     38.1     32.4 
     Migrant      0.8    41.3**       6.0     10.4 
     Other (migratorio/a)      7.9    18.5       3.7     29.0 
MODIFYING LABELS     
     No Modifier    79.4    83.7     77.2     79.2 
     Illegal      8.7*      2.2       6.3**       2.7 
     Undocumented      0.8      2.2       4.6       6.9 
     Unauthorized ††      0.0      7.6       1.6       0.6 
     Reform      8.7      2.2       6.3       8.2 
     Other (pro/anti)      2.4      1.1       1.0       2.4 

*p < .05; **p < .01; †† untestable (too low/no cell frequency) 
Generic Frames/Ledes & Headlines:  
  Chicago English N = 52. Chicago Spanish N = 11.  
  All-English N = 204. All-Spanish N = 191. 
Linguistic Frames: 
  Chicago English N = 126. Chicago Spanish N = 92.  
  All-English N = 569. All-Spanish N = 982. 
All chi-square tests were calculated using frequencies.	
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episodic and thematic frames were not significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 0.44, df = 3, p 

= .932, not including both/neither due to low/no responses. The patterns in “yes” and 

“no” responses for keywords in the ledes and headlines for English Chicago and Spanish 

Chicago mirrored all-English and all-Spanish in that English tended to lean significant 

“no” and Spanish leaned significantly “yes” the ledes and headlines variable. All were 

statistically significant but the local results for English and Spanish mirrored the results 

for all-English and Spanish,  X2 = 75.65, df = 3, p < .001, substituting “1” for “0” for 

Chicago Spanish “no” in the ledes and headlines variable. [See Table 45.] 

For actual keywords, the significance of English Chicago’s use of the term 

“immigration” mirrors the significance of all-English, although the percentages appear 

much higher for English Chicago 65.4 percent to all-English’s 50.8 percent. However, 

Spanish Chicago’s use of the keyword “migrant” is significantly higher (41.3 percent) in 

a chi-square test, X2 = 344.67, df = 9, p < .001.  And in modifying labels, across the 

board, no modifying labels are the norm from a low of 77.2 percent no labels in all 

English and a high of 83.7 percent no labels in Spanish Chicago. The only modifying 

label to test significant for differences is “illegal” for English Chicago (8.7 percent) and 

all-English (6.3 percent), significant in a chi-square test, X2 = 38.62, df = 12, p < .001, 

not including “unauthorized” due to low/no overall responses. Again, while the 

frequencies rated significant in statistical analysis testing, the overall percentages were 

low [See Table 45.] 
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Summarizing Chicago, the differences between descriptive variables is stark. 

English Chicago was much longer and had many more articles than Spanish Chicago. 

Also, although English Chicago reprinted a high percentage of immigration news stories 

from the Los Angeles Times (owned by the same company), all of Spanish Chicago news 

articles were newswires. These newswires tended to frame immigration as a “problem for 

immigrants” more than two-thirds of the time where an immigration-related keyword 

appeared. And the Spanish newswires tended to have causal frames in much higher 

percentages. But the differences in solution frames, with the exception of “solution 

campaign” for all Spanish, were insignificant. The high percentage of the use of 

advocacy in English Chicago stands out, as does the lack of advocacy in Spanish 

Chicago. The use of keywords in ledes and headlines in Miami mirror the pattern of all 

English and all Spanish. And the only modifying label that rated as statistically 

significant, “illegal” in both English Chicago and all English, cannot be considered a 

major item due to low overall percentages.  

RQ3 SUMMARY 

Comparing results side-by-side allows for framing patterns and outliers to be 

highlighted from the data. Clearly, there are some common characteristics (descriptive 

variables) that can be gleaned from analyzing the data. First, in general, when covering 

immigration, English newspapers across the board publish longer articles. Spanish 

newspapers use immigration-related keywords much more frequently. English 

newspapers tend to use more news sources per news article with the exception of Spanish 
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Chicago. However, since Spanish Chicago’s contribution to the dataset consisted 

exclusively of 11 newswires, many aspects of Spanish Chicago’s results appear to be 

outliers. For example, in addition to having the fewest news articles by far in the data set, 

Spanish Chicago also has the most keywords per news article (8.36) with the next highest 

being Spanish Los Angles (5.62). Spanish Chicago shows its outlier status throughout the 

analysis.  

In terms of patterns among specific frames, Spanish-language newspapers 

generally frame immigration in terms of a “problem for immigrants” at significantly 

higher levels than English-language newspapers. Across the board, English-language 

newspapers generally do not use causal frames. Additionally, Spanish New York and 

Spanish Los Angeles do not use causal frames for the most part. However, both Spanish 

Miami and Spanish Chicago use causal frames 50 percent or more of the time. 

Consequently, both Spanish Miami and Spanish Chicago found significant differences in 

their use of causal frame subcategories. And English Chicago and English Los Angeles 

most frequently use the problem frame “problem for authorities” when framing 

immigration.  

The data confirms that Spanish-language newspapers across the board tend to use 

immigration-related keywords in the majority of its ledes and headlines, key framing 

elements, at least it does so in the majority of its news articles where immigration is 

identified as an element of the story. Spanish Miami is the only Spanish-language 

newspaper that did not have ledes and headlines keywords in a majority of their news 

articles (48.7 percent). Linguistically, English-language newspapers lean largely towards 
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using the term “immigration” whenever an immigration-related keyword is used with one 

major exception (English New York). And for Spanish-language, the use of “other” 

terms, mainly “migratorio/a”, characterize their use of linguistics as opposed to English-

language newspapers. The birth (and death) of the temporary linguistic frame 

“migratorio/a” in Spanish was an unexpected finding from the data. Otherwise, most 

Spanish-language newspapers (except Spanish Miami) lean towards using the terms 

“immigrant” or “migrant” at significantly higher levels. The significance of these 

differences will be discussed more in-depth in the discussion chapter.  

Also across the board, both English-language and Spanish-language newspapers 

are largely devoid of modifying labels in the vast majority (the smallest is 70.3 percent 

for Spanish Los Angeles) of its keywords. This allows for smaller percentages in 

variables to test as significant in chi-square calculations. 

In addition to overall patterns, the data also reveals that certain regions employ 

framing techniques unique to their location and their publication. For example, English 

New York employs the positive/pro-immigrant problem frame subcategory of “no 

problem” (as opposed to “no frame”) at an unusually high percentage for any newspaper, 

not just English-language. Both Spanish New York and Spanish Los Angeles use the 

negative/anti-immigration frame “problem for authorities” roughly 30 percent of the 

time, although in Los Angeles this percentage is not higher than the local English 

publication. The only instance where a single problem frame subcategory is used a 

majority of the time is “problem for immigrants” in Spanish Chicago (the outlier) with 

67.4 percent of its keywords associated with such a frame. English New York most 
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frequently uses the positive/pro-immigration subcategory “no problem” when framing 

immigration. A plurality of English Miami is frameless for problem frames followed 

closely by “problem for authorities.” 

What else that is unique about English Miami is that it uses a causal frame almost 

a quarter of the time (24.8 percent). No other English-language publication use any 

causal frames at a rate higher than 2.6 percent of the time. And Spanish Los Angeles is 

the only publication that uses any kind of solution frame in a majority (53.6 percent) of 

its keywords with the bulk (43.6 percent) being the positive/pro-immigration 

subcategories – “solution reform system” and “solution campaign.”  To characterize how 

unique Spanish Los Angeles is in its application of solution frames, the next highest 

publication is English New York with 43.4 percent using any kind of solution frame with 

most of that (27.7 percent) favoring positive/pro-immigration frame subcategories 

although negative/anti-immigrant subcategories have a strong presence (15.7 percent). 

English Miami uses the fewest solution frames of any publication with only 8.0 percent 

recorded in the dataset. Among Spanish-language publications, Spanish New York’s low 

incidence of solution frames (19.0 percent) is matched only by Spanish Chicago’s (the 

outlier) with 18.5 percent using any type of solution frame. 

Some major points regarding the generic frame labeled “advocacy.” The data 

shows Miami, both English and Spanish, to be overwhelmingly devoid of advocacy 

frames (if it can be called a frame) as its presence was recorded at only 4.8 percent in 

English and 7.8 percent in Spanish.  Spanish Chicago (the outlier) displays advocacy the 

least of any publication with only 3.3 percent.  By contrast newspapers in New York, 
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both English and Spanish, display advocacy in the majority of its news articles with 

English New York actually higher than Spanish 59.0 percent compared to 53.5 percent. 

Even English Chicago displays advocacy in a majority (54.5 percent) of its articles. 

Recall that advocacy was described in the literature review as a trait favored by ethnic 

media. The significance of these findings will be discussed more in-depth in the 

discussion section. 

Additionally, English New York can be noted as different for it’s singular reliance 

on episodic frames to the tune of 84.6 percent of all news articles. By contrast English 

Miami, with episodic frames appearing in 42.4 percent of its articles (a plurality) had the 

fewest episodic frames and the only English-language newspaper with less than a 

majority of its articles using them. English Miami is also singled out for having a 

significant percentage of news articles coded as both/neither for episodic/thematic 

frames. Spanish Los Angeles is unique as the only Spanish-language newspaper with less 

than half (49.4 percent) of it’s news articles identified as episodic (still a plurality) but 

almost as many thematic frames are also found (42.9 percent) plus a few coded as 

both/neither. 

Linguistically, nearly two-thirds (65.4 percent) of English Chicago utilizes the 

term “immigration” as its immigration-related keyword. Spanish Chicago (the outlier) is 

by far the publication among all eight that uses the keyword the least with 10.9 percent. 

By contrast, Miami newspapers, both English and Spanish, use “immigrant” in 52.0 

percent and 52.8 percent of their keywords respectively. Also, nearly two-thirds (65.1 

percent) of English New York relies on the keyword “immigrant,” unique among all 
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publications. And finally, although the large majority of all newspapers, English and 

Spanish, have no modifying labels, this allows the 20.0 – 30.0 percent of scattered 

responses for modifying labels to test as significant in statistical analysis calculations. 

Labels like “undocumented” and “reform” appear in small-to-moderate percentages 

throughout Spanish-language newspapers. Similarly, labels like “reform” and “illegal” 

appear in small-to-moderate percentages throughout English-language newspapers. 

To answer RQ3, the data shows that are major differences when comparing all-

English and all Spanish results to local city-by-city results. In fact, it is difficult to find 

results combined by language to hold true across the board in all cities. One variable 

result, the general lack of modifying labels associated with keywords, is true in all cases. 

Another is the general lack of causal frames across the board. But for the most part, using 

all-English or all-Spanish results is an inferior method of understanding framing patterns. 

Local results by city, rather than overall results by language, are much more accurate 

predictors. 

Overall patterns and unique traits are particularly helpful for media analysts and 

future researchers. Its greatest value is in knowing how to approach Spanish language 

news media overall and also knowing when to tailor certain aspects due to local unique 

characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 5: Results - Qualitative Analysis 

 

One of the original questions that initiated this investigation was whether 

newspapers operating in the same community/location/regional market frame important 

topics and issues differently but in different languages, and if so, how? The presumption 

being that despite operating in the same regional market, English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers were actually addressing very different audiences and tailored their 

different editorial approaches accordingly. Historically, this has been understood 

academically and economically to reflect general market v. niche market sensibilities. 

However, in areas of the country where demographic growth has fundamentally changed 

the notion of what is a majority and what is a minority population, the legitimate question 

arises of how newspapers now reflect their ever-evolving communities.  

To that end, this investigation targeted four American cities where daily Spanish-

language newspapers are known to operate. [See Table 1, page 19.] As fate would have 

it, and as U.S. Census demographic reports confirm, those four U.S. cities – New York, 

Los Angeles, Chicago, and Miami – happen to be in the four largest regional markets in 

the country. [See Table 2, page 20.] 

These four urban centers also happen to be spread out in disparate areas of the 

continental U.S. and each have characteristics unique to their local communities. For 

example, New York is by far the nation’s largest urban center, and easily the most 

diverse. [See Table 4, page 51.] On the other hand, Miami is less than one-third the size 
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of New York [see Table 2] and is one of the least diverse areas with a majority Latino 

population and the largest percentage of foreign-born residents of any U.S. urban center 

[see Table 3, page 50]. 

Understanding that each community has its own characteristics, this chapter is 

devoted to analyzing editorial approaches undertaken by newspapers operating in 

different languages but in the same regional market context. To that end, editors 

operating in the four urban centers identified as part of this investigation were contacted 

in order to solicit their participation in a concentrated interview regarding their own 

editorial practices, perspectives and approaches.  

Recognizing that immigration was chosen at an early stage as the principal news 

issue in English and Spanish in which to base this investigation, three general research 

questions drove this qualitative portion of the inquiry: 

RQ4a: How do Spanish-language newspapers operationalize their immigration 

news coverage compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4b: What are some of the key immigration issues in Spanish-language 

newspapers as opposed to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4c: Do differences in resources cause differences in immigration news 

coverage between Spanish-language newspapers and English-language newspapers? 
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As described previously, editors at all eight publications as part of this 

investigation were approached to participate in these interviews. Various editors were 

contacted by email and direct phone calls. In the end, only two editors agreed to 

participate: one in English and one in Spanish. These editors both happened to be located 

in Los Angeles, allowing for this urban center to serve as a qualitative case study.  

According to dataset on Table 5 [page 71], the Los Angeles Times contributed the 

largest number of news articles used for this investigation with 80 articles or 39.2 percent 

of all articles in the overall-English dataset. Their Spanish-language counterpart in Los 

Angeles, La Opinión closely followed them with 77 news articles or 40.3 percent of all 

articles in the Spanish dataset. Clearly Los Angeles has the markings of a fair comparison 

in this regard. In the least, the samples were large enough for a fair comparison. 

Of course there were significant descriptive differences when comparing the 

newspapers to each other. The Los Angeles Times published original news articles, 

written by local writers, reports, columnists, and staff workers in 92.5 percent of its news 

articles compared to 53.8 percent for La Opinión. [See Table 37, page 170.] The news 

articles in the Times averaged more than 210 words longer per news article and held 

approximately a 3-to-2 advantage in the number of news sources. And it’s no coincidence 

that the Times is a much larger media organization with a daily audited circulation that is 

675 percent larger than its Spanish-language counterpart La Opinión [see Table 1, page 

19.] 

Significant as these differences may be it is the use of frames that drives this 

investigation. Specifically, the fact that the Times frames immigration as a “problem for 
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authorities” in 49.4 percent of incidences whenever an immigration-related keyword 

appears is a legitimate issue for inquiry. Similarly, La Opinión’s tendency to frame 

immigration as a “problem for immigrants” 45.2 percent of the time deserves scrutiny. 

[See Table 38, page 171.] Also, the difference in the use of solution frames appears stark 

as the Times only uses any kind of solution frame 29.8 percent of the time compared to 

53.6 percent in La Opinión. These results signal differences in editorial approaches. They 

suggest that English Los Angeles takes a typical, general market approach to immigration 

news reporting where conflicts dominate news coverage. And the societal perspective for 

the Times, reflected in the frame “problem for authorities” is completely different than 

that of La Opinión, which takes an unabashedly pro-immigrant perspective. In Spanish 

Los Angeles, the perspective remains on how immigrants are affected, reflected in the 

frame “problem for immigrants.” And with the Times focused on conflict, the de-

emphasis on causal and solution frames is reflected in the content analysis results. 

As a mainstream, general market publication, it is perhaps expected that the Times 

displays lower incidences of “advocacy,” 28.1 percent compared to La Opinión with 52.0 

percent. And linguistically, the Times uses “immigration” in 48.9 percent of all its 

keywords followed by “immigrant” with 42.1 percent. La Opinión uses “immigrant” in a 

plurality of incidences (37.6 percent) whenever an immigration-related keywords 

appears, followed closely by “other,” mainly “migratorio/a” with 36.7 percent. 

Most of these descriptive and framing differences were known entering into 

qualitative interviews. Although several common questions were prepared in advance of 

the interviews [See Appendix C – Interview Questions] the interviewees were allowed to 
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go off topic during the course of the interaction, making these semi-structured interviews. 

Also, specific questions about some of the findings summarized above were asked.  Both 

editors agreed to be identified by their publication and official title. Consequently, both 

agreed to proceed with the study with full knowledge that everything they said about their 

publication and their roles as editors should be considered a public record. Consequently 

the interviews were limited to the participants’ roles as editors in their news organization 

and no personal or private questions were asked nor such information gathered. This 

interview received IRB approval on December 2, 2015. [See Appendix B – IRB 

Approval.] 

By mutual agreement, both interviews were purposely kept short between 12-14 

minutes. Both interviews were conducted in English. And, both took place during the 

month of March of 2016, which was past the date range for the collection of news articles 

for the content analysis portion of this investigation. The 2016 Presidential primaries 

were still highly contested as the interviews were conducted. 

The first question asked of each editor was simply what came to mind when the 

topic “immigration” was presented. It was anticipated that their responses could apply to 

RQ4a and RQ4b. And their responses were as stark in difference as could be expected. 

For the Times editor, immigration, she said, was major a topic of interest for her 

audience, placed in a proper context of her role as political editor.  Recognizing that the 

politics of California differ from national politics, the Times editor sought to expand 

immigration to a wider political spectrum. 
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“Over the last year, with the Syrian refugee crisis and with terrorist attacks in San 

Bernardino and comments from Donald Trump, that all sort of makes immigration even 

broader,” said the Times editor. “What does that mean at the end? You’re talking about 

people coming to America. You’re talking about different people studying in America. 

You’re talking about policies that American lawmakers are making towards others that 

are already here or might come here in the future.” 

The perspective from the La Opinión editor, on the other hand, was thoroughly 

different which he verbalized quickly by calling immigration the “bread-n-butter” topic 

of his publication. 

“Well that’s our everyday and ongoing theme, I guess. Or the one assignment that 

never ends for us. It’s obviously one that is of particular interest to our readers, to our 

demographics,” the La Opinión editor said. “And it’s something that people always want 

to know more, especially if it’s something that’s going to benefit them in some way or 

other.” 

 The differences in perspective set the groundwork for their respective editorial 

approaches. Clearly for one, immigration represents one aspect of a larger editorial 

approach. For the other, it was the principal approach. As a follow up, both editors were 

asked what were some of the key issues that fell under the immigration label from their 

perspective. The Times editor responded with a laundry list of examples of coverage that 

her publication typically covers. 

“Everything from a politician’s statement about what he or she would do with 

policy to a naturalization ceremony to terrorist attacks to… the migrant crisis with 
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children coming across to the border, to the Supreme Court actions on the President’s 

immigration executive order,” said the Times editor. “All of it.”  

The La Opinión editor could see the immigration issue seeping into a myriad of 

daily news items. 

“You have Trump now, obviously, who gives a lot of fodder, I guess, to the 

immigration issue with his statements and then his positions. But it could be just about 

anything from people being deported or facing deportation, their stories, to people being 

grabbed at some type of immigration program that never existed before, something that, 

you know, other people can benefit from,” said the La Opinión editor. “Those are stories 

that we obviously try to convey. Not only to showcase the problematic issue of 

immigration, that and many facets, but also how people can benefit from certain things 

that they may not even be aware of.” 

Immediately the difference in perspectives reflects the differences seen in the use 

of specific frames in both publications. 

In both of her statements, the Times editor described the conflict frames that often 

characterize western journalism (Huang, 2005) The immigration related items she 

described – Syrian refugee crisis, terrorist attacks, Trump’s incendiary statements, 

children crossing the border, Supreme Court cases, policies dealing with immigrants – all 

reflect particular problem frames.  

In the content analysis, English Los Angeles was found to have significantly more 

“problems for authorities” frames (49.4 percent) compared to Spanish Los Angeles (30.6 

percent). [See Table 38, page 171.]  
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By contrast, in both of the La Opinión editor’s statements, the different 

perspective was laid out early, particularly a focus on how information benefits the reader 

along with the personal stories of people being deported. These tend to reflect the 

immigrant perspective. In fact, in the content analysis, Spanish Los Angeles used 

“problem for immigrants” at a significantly higher rate, 44.5 percent, compared to 20.0 

percent in English Los Angles [see Table 38].  

In reflecting the immigrant perspective, the La Opinión editor’s statements go 

beyond simple problem statements with practical, solution-based frames, particularly 

when he discusses reporting in a way that benefits readers in some way.  In the content 

analysis, English Los Angeles was frameless for solution frames 70.2 percent, compared 

to only 46.4 percent in Spanish Los Angeles. These results were known prior to the 

interviews and both editors were asked about problem frames as well as solutions.  

The Times editor was specifically asked about the general lack of solution frames 

in her newspapers coverage as indicated in the results of the content analysis. She reacted 

defensively, questioning whether this investigation included ¡Hoy! of Los Angeles, 

another publication owned by the McClatchy Group which owns the Los Angeles Times, 

the Chicago Tribune and ¡Hoy! of Chicago. When it was explained that ¡Hoy! of Los 

Angeles was a weekly publication and, therefore, was not part of the investigation, she 

still seemed to take the lack of solution frames in the Los Angeles Times compared to the 

local Spanish newspaper personally.  
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“I disagree with your premise. The immigration stories that I am responsible for 

are nuanced and cover the issue how it is framed in the political debate, in the political 

sphere,” said the Times editor.  “I do not believe our coverage as printed has problems. 

“We don’t cover one group of people or one issue,” she added. “We cover things 

from the broadest prospective.” 

The La Opinión editor also seemed to take his publication’s focus on solution 

frames personally, but in a much different way. 

“I think it comes from the point of view of us being immigrants ourselves. 

Obviously I wasn’t born here. And none of our reporters, I believe were.  So obviously 

we see immigration not as a problem but as a benefit to this country,” said the La Opinión 

editor. “We go after those stories where people can benefit because like I said before, you 

know, our job is not only to inform but also to instruct people who are just arriving in this 

country.” 

 In order to gain insight into how both editors operationalized their news 

coverage, both were asked about their public service role as they understand it as news 

editors and newspaper publishers. Again, the Times editor wanted to expand the scope of 

the issue. 

“I think that I perform a public service everyday by trying to illuminate politics 

and help people form, feel more connected to their politics so they understand how they 

can make a difference in their government. Whether that’s state, local or federal, if that 

topic is immigration,” she said. “But I also don’t limit my role as being specifically tied 

to immigration.” 
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The La Opinión editor, on the other hand, could sum up his public service role in 

just two words: “Basic information.” 

“I mean it can go from how to get a police report to, you know, we have an 

ongoing weekly column where we have universal questions that people give to an 

attorney – an immigration attorney – who gives those responses,” said the La Opinión 

editor. “And its something the people always wants to know about because everybody 

has somebody in their family who is an immigrant or maybe they’re trying to reunite with 

loved ones who are back in their country and they’re wanting to know how to do that. So, 

like I said, very, very directed towards that service element.”  

One aspect of the news industry that interviews enabled beyond the scope of the 

content analysis was to delve into how news coverage has been affected in an era of 

downsizing. Both editors were asked about the perceived effects of economic cuts on 

their news coverage. The La Opinión editor admitted that his news staff doesn’t cover as 

much news as they used to but with the number of newspaper pages reducing as well, 

there isn’t as much news space to fill anyway. 

“Obviously, we are facing, just like every other newspaper, budget cuts,” said the 

La Opinión editor. “When I came here there were 10 reporters and photographers. Now 

they’re three. So you do what you can with what you have.” 

The content analysis data shows that La Opinión uses significantly more 

newswires than their English-language counterpart. [See Table 37.] When informed that 

92.5 percent of Los Angeles Times immigration news articles were locally written 

compared to 53.8 percent La Opinión, the La Opinión editor didn’t seem surprised. 
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“I mean, let’s face it. I worked for a newspaper that was part of the LA Times and 

when I was in there they had over a thousand reporters. Now, even with budget cuts, they 

probably have still three hundred or so,” the La Opinión editor. “I don’t have that 

luxury.” 

For the Times editor, budget cuts means stricter prioritizing. And from her 

perspective, issues like immigration are important to her readers, specifically identifying 

the growing diversity in the country and particularly in her local community. 

“We haven’t cut back all. You know at a point, I mentioned at the top of this, the 

Syrian refugee crisis. We’ve done some of the best work of anyone. You know looking at 

that and the real impact it has both in Syria and the countries where these refugees are 

fleeing to and here in California. And we’ve invested heavily in it,” she said. 

Thus, patterns have emerged from the interviews that shed light on the research 

questions driving the qualitative aspect of this investigation. In terms of RQ4a, which 

asks about distinctions between English and Spanish operationalization, the perspectives 

of the editors reflect their respective news coverage.  

For the Times editor, immigration news coverage is clearly just one aspect in a 

larger sense of responsibility for political reporting, albeit a significant aspect. The Times 

editor considers the immigration issue one of importance to its audience, particular due to 

the diversity of the community and the changing demographics of the nation. This is 

reflected in the descriptive variable comparisons [Table 37] with La Opinión. There are 

slightly more Times news articles in the dataset. There are significantly more locally 

written news articles. The English news articles are significantly longer in word length.  



 201 

For the La Opinión editor, the immigrant perspective is highly personalized. It 

isn’t just an important issue for their readership, it is the principal issue from his 

perspective. This is reflected in the greater use of immigration-related keywords per news 

article [Table 37]. And it is also seen in the greater propensity for La Opinión to have 

immigration-related keywords in the ledes and headlines of news articles [see Table 39, 

page 173].  

More importantly, these differences in perspectives eventually manifests in 

differences in framing strategies, not so much by formal design as by newsroom practice. 

The Times clearly seeks to provide coverage of the problems, which most often is framed 

as a “problem for authorities.” La Opinión also reports on the problems but most often 

framed as  a “problem for immigrants.” Such perspectives and approaches by the editors 

also explain why 70.2 percent of the time, the Times is “frameless” when tested for 

solution frames [see Table 38, page 171] and yet a majority of La Opinión’s keywords 

(53.6 percent) have solution frames. Such differences are reflective in different news 

cultures institutionalized by practice at both news organizations. According to La 

Opinión’s editor, these editorial practices were never codified formally but evolved 

organically over time. 

Again, the differences in editorial perspectives are reflected in how each editor 

perceives key immigration issues per RQ4b. Taking a political news coverage 

perspective, the Times editor cited examples of the Syrian refugee crisis, terrorist attacks 

in San Bernardino, Trump’s incendiary comments on immigration, and potential 

legislative policy proposals. When asked if immigration issues will remain a significant 
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news item, the Times editor again deferred to the growing diversity of her newspaper’s 

readership. 

“Between demographic changes that sort of showcase how different the country 

is, finding to be more and more diverse and less homogeneous, [immigration] is going to 

continue to come up,” said the Times editor. “We’ve seen no shortage of immigration 

discussion on the campaign trail this year. So, for sure, it’s going to be a major issue.” 

The issues, besides Trump, from the perspective of the La Opinión editor focus on 

more interpersonal nuances such as stories of people being deported, how to file police 

reports, questions and answers from an immigration attorney. These reflect how the La 

Opinión editor operationalized the newspapers immigration coverage. And he doesn’t 

foresee this approach changing anytime soon. 

“I think until there is a solution, and even if there is a solution. Because, a 

solution maybe for the people that have been here, [came here] 10 or 20 years ago. But 

what about the guy that just arrived last year, or the guy who’s crossing the border as we 

speak?” said the La Opinión editor. “So it’s constantly evolving.” 

Finally, as one of the oldest continuously publishing Spanish-language 

newspapers in the country, La Opinión has a storied history of advocating for the 

Hispanic community in its news pages. For this investigation, advocacy was 

operationalized as a generic frame. And Spanish Los Angeles displayed advocacy (52.0 

percent) significantly higher than English Los Angeles (28.1 percent). Advocacy was not 

directly asked of each editor. But their responses, nonetheless, reflect this advocacy, or 

lack thereof. 
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For the Times editor, diversity, not advocacy, defines their editorial approach. 

“We serve a very diverse audience, one of the most diverse places in the world – 

communities of color, communities of immigrants, communities of all different religions. 

And I think the LA Times keeps that in mind,” says the Times editor. “We’re one of the 

only news outlets that are really looking at China’s role in the world. We cover 

Hollywood and China and the entertainment sector in China, very broadly. Because we 

know how much it means here in LA. We cover, you know, political issues whether 

that’s Asian Americans in the region or how Latinos are viewed when it comes to voting, 

how people are trying to reach them when it comes to voting… I think it touches 

everything that we do because our audience is diverse and… I think that they’re on it like 

a flashlight.” 

This, one of the final statements during the interview with the Times editor, 

proudly reflects a general lack of advocacy for any specific issue or specific community 

with a strong sense of purpose of serving the larger community as a whole with broad 

news coverage. 

By contrast, the La Opinión editor’s focus on basic information, the how-to’s, 

police reports and immigration attorney Q&As. And without prodding, the La Opinión 

editor spoke about civic campaigns that his newspaper participates in. 

“We’re part of a public campaign to naturalize immigrants, which is an ongoing 

problem,” noted the La Opinión editor. “It’s an issue for people who have been here a 

long time and who can but for one reason or another do not vote and, you know, 

assimilate completely.” 
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While advocacy was a tenet of early ethnic media, and clearly for some like La 

Opinión continues to be important, other newspapers in other areas appear to have open 

minds about advocating for their perceived readership. New York, for example, whose 

Spanish-language newspaper also has a storied history of advocacy and is now owned by 

the same company that owns La Opinión, scored about as high on advocacy, but the 

English-language newspaper actually scored higher. [See Table 17, page 130.] But 

Miami, run as sister publications, shows almost no advocacy in either English or Spanish. 

[See Table 23, p. 137.] 

It appears that Los Angeles, so far, has maintained many of the historical traits 

that characterize general market media and ethnic media. Clearly this isn’t the case in 

every community where Spanish-language daily newspapers coexist with an English-

language daily. The editorial perspectives held at each newspaper dictate differences in 

news coverage, as seen in this Los Angeles case study. 

Finally, the differences in resources are not insignificant. The Times literally has 

hundreds of staff reporters, many who cover immigration issues regularly as opposed to 

La Opinión with a staff of a handful. It was reported at the beginning of this chapter that 

the Times had a daily circulation that was 675 percent larger than La Opinión. And yet, 

La Opinión competes as best they can with the Times in terms of the number of news 

articles (80 news articles in English in the dataset compared to 77 articles in Spanish). 

The Spanish news articles are significantly shorter in word length and La Opinión has to 

use significantly more newswires and reprints, but that’s part of La Opinión’s strategy to, 

“do what you can with what you have,” according to the La Opinión editor. And it’s a 



 205 

strategy purposely employed due to the emphasis the editorial leadership places on 

immigration news coverage. For the Times, immigration is an important issue. But for La 

Opinión, immigration is the principal issue. For that reason, La Opinión’s editor says, 

“stories can com from everywhere.” 

The case was made in the introduction to this investigation that minority and 

ethnic media share attributes with alternative versus mainstream media. One of the more 

obvious differences in terms of the media framework in which alternative media operates 

is advocacy for particular issues valued by leaders within the alternative/ethnic/minority 

communities. Created in 1926, the Lozano family gave La Opinión a reputation for 

advocating for the particular needs of Spanish-speaking people throughout the southwest 

for decades (“Five View,” 2004). The content analysis results demonstrate that advocacy 

remains strong for Spanish Los Angeles. The editorial perspective, reflective of the news 

culture at the organization, tends to reinforce community-based advocacy at La Opinión. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

 

This investigation began with some simple questions. Principally, do Spanish-

language newspapers still practice advocacy journalism, even in a 21st century 

environment where the traditional differences in ethnic media ownership have all but 

been erased, at least in terms of daily newspapers. From the inception of this 

investigation, language – English v. Spanish – was an initial concern as was ownership 

when it came to framing by publication. Beyond these two issues, the concept of location 

became another area for research concern as different demographics in different parts of 

the country continue to evolve. The research concern here was that this also might affect 

how journalism was practiced locally, irrespective of language. Immigration, a significant 

political issue in both English- and Spanish-language newspapers, was chosen as the lens 

from which to examine these academic questions. Framing was deemed the theoretical 

approach most appropriate and content analysis naturally seemed to fit this type of 

inquiry. 

The first general statement early in this investigation had to do with the historic 

role of ethnic media serving as advocates for ethnic communities. This led directly to the 

formation of H1, which predicts more activist framing elements for Spanish-language 

newspapers compared to English-language ones. The second general statement was based 

on research by Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Branton & Dunaway (2008), which 

predicted that Spanish-language media depicted immigration more positively than 
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English-language media. This positive slant was tested in H2.. Both Abrajano & Singh 

(2009) and Branton & Dunaway (2008) also had depth-related or coverage-related 

corollaries beyond mere “positive” depictions. This was tested as H3, which predicts 

Spanish-language newspapers discuss immigration-related issues more prominently 

compared to English-language ones. Although descriptive variables, specific frames, and 

generic and linguistic framing elements were compared in all hypothesis tests, the key to 

these three hypotheses is the differences in specific frame subcategories – particularly 

positive/pro-immigration subcategories v. negative/anti-immigration ones. 

PRINCIPAL HYPOTHESES 

H1 was synthesized based upon the literature differentiating ethnic media from 

general market media. The expectation was that Spanish-language newspapers in general 

would reflect a historic activism displayed by ethnic media, especially early Latino 

newsprint (Gonzales & Torres, 2011), compared to objectivity, generally recognized as 

the gold standard by mainstream or general market media (Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-

Rokeach, 2010). A basic assumption in the adoption of this hypothesis is that modern 

concerns over ethnic media ownership in the 21st century were inconsequential. That is to 

say, the traditional approach was still at play where ethnic media was focused on 

advocating for their ethnic community at the expense of mainstream journalistic 

objectivity, which presumably was the focus of general market newspapers. 

In fact, concerns over ethnic media ownership in the 21st century were not 

inconsequential. Consequently, hypothesis testing took on much more nuanced 
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dimensions than originally conceived. Initially, it seemed that the generic variables of 

advocacy and tone would be sufficient in order to test for differences in “activist framing 

elements.” Because intercoder reliability tests ultimately eliminated tone as a reliable 

variable, this left advocacy as a sole variable. Deeming a one-variable measure as 

insufficient, other “activist framing elements” were thus considered and integrated into 

the hypothesis testing for H1.  

The focus on positive/pro-immigration specific frame subcategories could 

substitute for tone. And comparing advocacy in all English to advocacy in all Spanish 

revealed little. H1 does not include ownership or location as variables.  

As will be discussed later in this chapter, examining advocacy in city-by-city 

analyses, as RQ2 and RQ3 do, the differences found at the local level tend to wash out 

when the dataset is grouped into all-English and all-Spanish comparisons. As seen in 

Table 15 [page 121] 33.9 percent of all-English news articles displayed advocacy 

compared to 38.0 percent in all-Spanish and these differences did not test as significant in 

chi-square statistical testing. Because local results are significantly different on a variable 

such as advocacy, it’s highly likely that overall differences by language alone do not 

always apply city-by-city. And depending on which city – Miami and Chicago, in 

particular where the same company owns both the English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers locally – location can reflect ownership. 

Despite the inefficacy of advocacy as an overall generic variable, other variables, 

particularly linguistic ones, were incorporated into “activist framing elements.” While 

linguistics are more subtle indicators of framing, they are nonetheless important. The 
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“activist framing elements” applied in particular were the use of modifying labels and the 

use of particular keywords infused in the ledes and headlines of news articles. The use of 

specific types of linguistics in key locations such as ledes and headlines help to predict 

the use of frames (Tankard, 2001). 

Without tone as a variable, and with advocacy revealing little overall as a 

variable, it is the specific frame subcategories and linguistic framing elements that weigh 

into the determination of whether this hypothesis is supported or not supported. 

Considering how nuanced this hypothesis test ultimately ends up being, these differences 

need to be clear and strong in order to give legitimate support to the hypothesis. In the 

case of Spanish “problem for immigrants,” it is. This is a positive/pro-immigrant 

subcategory of problem frames. And with 45.2 percent of immigration-related keywords 

in Spanish displaying this framing subcategory, compared to 20.0 percent in English, this 

is a major and sizeable difference. [See Table 14, page 118.] In terms of linguistic 

framing elements, again, the differences between Spanish and English in placing an 

immigration-related keyword in the ledes and headlines is clear and strong with 61.8 

percent in Spanish compared to 27.5 percent in English. [See Table 15, page 121].  

It is these two variable results that weigh the most in providing support for H1. 

But without advocacy overall in support of this hypothesis, as a caveat to the H1 results 

reported in Chapter 5, at best it can be said that the data provides partial support for H1. 

But while Spanish-language newspapers do generally display more activist 

framing elements than English-language newspapers, this does not appear to be the case 

in every location. The original variable of advocacy, shown not to be significantly 
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different in comparing all English to all Spanish, actually varies spectacularly in results 

from location to location. For example, in Miami, there is almost no advocacy, only 4.8 

percent in English and 7.8 percent in Spanish. [See Table 23, page 137.] Whereas in New 

York, the majority of both newspapers display advocacy, with English New York (59.0 

percent) displaying advocacy at a higher percentage than Spanish New York (53.4 

percent). [See Table 17, page 130.] The majority of Spanish Los Angeles (52.0 percent) 

uses advocacy frames while the much greater majority of English Los Angeles (71.5 

percent) does not [see Table 39, page 173]. And the majority of English Chicago (54.8 

percent) uses advocacy while almost no advocacy (3.3 percent) is found in Spanish 

Chicago.  

With such major differences location-by-location, it is not surprising that the 

overall advocacy results tend to wash out when grouped by language alone. So, while 

Spanish newspapers generally display more activist framing elements than English 

newspapers as displayed by positive/pro-immigration specific framing categories and 

linguistics that lean pro-immigrant, this is not necessarily true in all locations as strongly 

suggested by the generic variable of advocacy. 

While advocacy was a principal focus of early ethnic media literature, there is 

also strong evidence throughout the literature that supports the notion that Spanish-

language media frames immigration in a positive light compared to English-language 

media. The literature about positive immigration frames focuses on two studies: one by 

Abrajano & Singh (2009) and the other by Branton & Dunaway (2008). It was originally 

believed that the generic frame variable of tone would be sufficient to support this 
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hypothesis. In fact, the definition for the tone variable for this investigation was 

developed from the one used specifically by Abrajano & Singh (2009) based on their 

codebook. [See Abrajano email Endnote1 at the end of this document.] 

Without tone as a reliable variable, which is the essential nature of H2 in 

predicting positive immigration framing by Spanish-language newspapers, there were 

specific framing subcategories that could be used as substitutes. Several positive/pro-

immigration specific frame subcategories indicate positive frames. While these variables 

originally were meant for triangulation of this hypothesis, these framing subcategories 

instead become the principal variables by necessity to test this hypothesis. 

Like H1, the positive/pro-immigrant problem frame subcategory “problem for 

immigrants” is a key difference that weighs on the positive frame tendency of Spanish-

language newspapers for H2. [See Table 14, page 118.] In comparing specific frames by 

language alone – all English v. all Spanish – two major results stick out. First, the 

positive/pro-immigration framing subcategory “problem for immigrants” is significantly 

higher in Spanish (45.2 percent) compared to English (20.0 percent). Also, the 

negative/anti-immigration framing subcategory “problem for authorities” is significantly 

higher in English (38.7 percent) than in Spanish (29.8 percent). Other specific framing 

subcategories are significant and indicate positive/pro-immigration frames for Spanish-

language newspapers. These include the following: “cause system pro-immigration” and 

“solution campaign” both significantly different for Spanish-language newspapers albeit 

at much lower percentages. The only negative specific framing subcategory that was 

significantly higher in Spanish was “cause push factors” with 6.5 percent but tested 
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significantly higher than 2.5 percent in English. The only positive specific framing 

subcategory that was significantly higher in English was “no problem” with 14.4 percent 

compared to 5.0 percent in Spanish. 

Locally, across the board, the positive/pro-immigration framing subcategory of 

“problem for immigrants” is significantly higher in every location: from a low of 41.2 

percent in Spanish New York (compared to 26.5 percent in English New York) to a high 

of 67.4 percent in Spanish Chicago (compared to 13.5 percent in English Chicago). 

Interestingly, while “no problem” tested as significantly higher when comparing all 

English to all Spanish, “no problem” is significantly higher in only one of the four 

locations. It appears that English New York’s use of the positive/pro-immigration frame 

“no problem” is significantly higher (34.9 percent) than English New York (2.5 percent), 

which, in turn, is enough to affect the overall numbers when the data is grouped into all 

English and all Spanish. The extent of the effect of English New York’s active 

participation in a local immigration outreach initiative can only be presumed, as this was 

not factored in as a confounding variable. 

These results, and the tendency seen in the literature that Spanish-language media 

slants positive in immigration news coverage, are sufficient to support H2. 

In both Abrajano & Singh (2009) and Branton & Dunaway (2008), not only was 

there a positive slant in immigration depictions in Spanish-language media, but other 

variables hinting at depth and breadth of news coverage were found in both studies, as 

well. In the case of Abrajano & Singh (2009) they found Spanish-language media to be 

more “informative” on immigration-related issues. Branton & Dunaway (2008) said 
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Spanish-language media had “more news coverage” of immigration-related issues. 

Abrajano & Singh (2009) operationalized “more informative” based on articles 

containing details of an immigration policy proposal by then-President Bush in 2006. 

Branton & Dunaway (2008) operationalized “more news coverage” by differentiating 

news articles and features from opinion and editorial pieces and finding significant 

differences. Both measures hint at depth and breadth of news coverage. 

Depth measures vary widely throughout the literature. For example, the Pew 

Research Center publishes a New Coverage Index but is limited to “top stories” found in 

media across five platforms. And this is an index of coverage rather than depth. Other 

studies, like Maier (2010), uses some combination of number of news articles and 

multiplies them by the number of words per article, plus other elements particular to what 

is being measured. This approach that Maier (2010) uses served as a jumping off point to 

look at immigration coverage issues for this investigation. The elements deemed 

significant to explore immigration news coverage for this investigation include number of 

news articles, average word length, average number of immigration-related keywords per 

news article, and percentage of keywords found in ledes and headlines of news articles. 

This operationalization is specific to the “prominence” of immigration found in 

English and Spanish reporting for this investigation. The hypothesis doesn’t even call this 

“depth,” but rather “prominence.” 

By focusing on the prominence of elements that hint at immigration as the 

significant issue, the formula developed for testing this hypothesis emphasizes variables 

suggesting depth and coverage. 
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 [WORD LENGTH] X [TOTAL # NEWS ARTICLES] X [MEAN # KEY WORDS] X [% OF LEDES & HEADLINES] 

While English has a clear statistical edge in number of news articles and average 

word length, Spanish has the edge in average number of keywords and percentage of 

news articles with a keyword in the lede or headlines. It is the latter that distinguishes 

Spanish in measuring “prominence” of the immigration issue. The argument then can be 

made that since Spanish-language newspapers tend to display more activist framing 

elements, as seen in partial support for H1, and Spanish-language newspapers tend to 

frame immigration more positively, as seen in support for H2, this is often manifest in 

Spanish-language newspapers discussing immigration more prominently, or, in other 

words, provides support for H3. 

Unfortunately, these results could not be triangulated via the use of episodic and 

thematic frames. Originally, episodic and thematic frames were included in the original 

coding scheme because they were viewed as major generic frames. And, according to 

Papacharissi & de Fatima Oliveira (2008), a prevalence of thematic frames often indicate 

news coverage that emphasizes continuity and context and therefore reflect more in-depth 

news coverage compared to episodic frames. For this investigation, however, episodic 

and thematic frames did not become a significant variable in hypothesis testing over all. 

As seen in Table 30 [page 150], the percentages in the use episodic and thematic frames 

were highly similar. Episodic frames were 59.8 percent of English news articles and 60.7 

percent of Spanish ones. Thematic frames were 32.4 percent of English news articles and 

31.9 percent of Spanish ones. Local communities may display differences in episodic and 
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thematic frames when comparing English-language and Spanish-language news articles, 

but statistically speaking, there were little differences over all.  

There are reasons found in the literature to question whether Spanish-language 

newspapers are poorly served when measuring episodic and thematic frames. In a study 

of immigration news coverage in the U.S. and Mexico, Mexican (Spanish-language) 

journalists tended to use episodic frames at significantly higher rates than U.S. (English-

language) journalists (Madison, 2008). On the other hand, a content analysis of news 

coverage of the 2006 immigration marches in the Los Angele Times and La Opinión 

found that the Times used episodic frames in its coverage of the marches 83 percent of 

the time and La Opinión used thematic frames 48 percent of the time (Nielsen, 2013). A 

Spanish-language study comparing immigration stories in a single U.S. newspaper 

against a single Mexican newspaper concluded that the use of episodic and thematic 

frames was inconsistent in the data (McKenzie & Santamaría, 2010). In short, there 

appear reasons to question the efficacy of measuring thematic frames in Spanish-

language newspapers and comparing them to English-language. A hint at why this may 

be was found in the descriptive variables of this investigation. In the dataset of this 

investigation, English-language newspapers were both significantly longer and used 

significantly more news sources, as reported in Table 13 [page 114]. Thematic frames 

can be tied to the number of news sources used per news article (Madison, 2008). Shorter 

news stories with fewer news sources do not inherently lend themselves to more thematic 

frames. 
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GEO-ETHNIC CONTEXT & CONFOUNDER 

So far, the hypotheses examine predictions by language alone, although local 

differences are mentioned in this discussion chapter. H4 is distinguished by specifically 

using location as a major variable. H4 represents this investigation’s attempt to consider 

geo-ethnic context in understanding the racial dynamics by location.  This hypothesis has 

many moving parts. It’s based on Grimm & Andsager (2011) but there are some 

fundamental differences that possibly complicate the operationalization of the variables 

in the hypothesis. This discussion begins with what, precisely, do Grimm & Andsager 

say about geo-ethnic context, an explanation of how these concepts were operationalized 

for this investigation, and takes a much closer look at the Miami location for potential 

confounders that could trump geo-ethnic context within the hypothesis. 

Grimm & Andsager’s (2011) study looked at California newspapers in areas of 

the state where there were large populations of Latinos and compared them to areas of the 

state where there were not large populations of Latinos. The two variables involved here 

are ethnicity and location. Language is not a variable. In their results, Grimm & Andsager 

(2011) found that in locations where there was a large population of Latinos, the 

newspapers generally used positive or pro-immigration frames. And in areas where 

newspapers operated without a large Latino population, they used more negative/anti-

immigration frames. 

In operationalizing geo-ethnic context, only the locations where there were large 

populations of Latinos apply to this investigation from Grimm & Andsager (2011). 
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Because the literature indicated that English-language newspapers operating in locations 

where there was a large population tended to use positive/pro-immigration frames 

(Grimm & Andsager, 2011), and since Spanish-media tended to frame immigration in a 

positive light (Abrajano & Singh, 2009, Branton & Dunaway, 2008), the hypothesis that 

was synthesized likened the positive framing tendencies of large, diverse regions where 

English-language newspapers operated to the positive framing tendencies of Spanish-

language media in general. But to test this hypothesis, there were complicated steps 

involved in order to measure what needed to be measured. 

The variables manifest in H4 begins with location but with complicated values of 

larger and more diverse locations.  In order to draw ordinal values for larger, more 

diverse locations in the dataset, the Hispanic Size and Diversity Index was created, giving 

higher values for size (larger) and higher values for more diversity, both for the 

community at-large and greater diversity within the Hispanic community itself. The result 

indicated New York was the largest, most diverse location that was part of this 

investigation followed closely by Los Angeles. [See Hispanic Size & Diversity Index, 

Table 12, page 104.] Both Chicago and Miami were tied for third (last) place for size and 

diversity. 

The other variables in H4, language and frames, were obtainable from results 

tables of this investigation. The data was easily assembled by language and differences in 

framing results for each location were carried out as part of H4 testing. 

As the results by location were tested, the expectation for H4 was that significant 

differences between English and Spanish frames would increase as smaller and less 
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diverse locations were tested. However, as seen in Table 27 [page 142], this was not the 

case. And it doesn’t work because one location – Miami – is the only one that doesn’t fall 

in line with the expectation of the hypothesis. This means the hypothesis is partially 

supported. What follows is an analysis of why this is. 

It was a conscious decision to include all frames, not just positive/pro-immigrant 

frames per Grimm & Andsager (2011), in operationalizing geo-ethnic context for this 

investigation. The premise of H4 was that as communities were larger and more diverse, 

the more English-language newspapers adopted frames that were similar to Spanish-

language ones. Had only significant differences in positive/pro-immigration framing 

subcategories been tested, the results would still not meet the original expectations of H4. 

Recall the positive/pro-immigration frames from the specific frame subcategories of 

Benson & Wood (2015): “problem for immigrants,” “no problem,” “cause pull factors,” 

“cause system pro-immigration,” “solution reform system,” and, “solution campaign.” 

Had testing only included the differences in positive/pro-immigration framing 

subcategories, the results would have been as follows: 

New York – 3 

Los Angeles – 3 

Miami – 3 

Chicago – 4 

	
Differences in specific frames, however, were not what contributed the most to 

the failure of H4 to work as predicted. The real differences between framing all locations 

can be seen in generic/linguistic framing. Table 46, a literal reprint of Table 27 (page 

142), represents the following isolation of only the generic/linguistic frames. 
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It seems clear from looking only at the generic and linguistic framing variables 

that there is something unique about Miami as a location that may be confounding the 

effects of geo-ethnic context. 

From demographic information provided by the U.S. Census, it’s clear that Miami 

stands out in several significant areas. It is the only of the four locations in this 

investigation with a majority (64.7 percent) Latino population. It has the highest 

percentage of foreign-born residents (65.8 percent) of any U.S. city. And it is the only 

city in this investigation where a majority of its Latinos (54.5 percent) are Cuban or 

Cuban-American. [See Table 3, page 50.] 

Looking at the newspapers themselves, in Miami, the same company owns both 

the English and Spanish newspapers. That alone would make it a candidate for frames to 

be more similar. But Chicago is another location where the same company owns the same 

local publications in English and Spanish. And they do not have highly similar framing as 

will be discussed in RQ2. But the key that differentiates Miami to Chicago and all the 

Table 46: Significant Different Variables (Tab 27)  
 

Publication 
Generic/ 

Linguistic 
Location 

Combined 

Daily News (NY)  2 New York 
La Prensa/El Diario  (NY) 4 6 
Los Angeles Times 4 Los Angeles 
La Opinión (LA) 4 8 
Miami Herald 2 Miami 
El Nuevo Heraldo (Miami) 2 4 
Chicago Tribune 5 Chicago 
¡Hoy! (Chicago) 4 9 

Generic/Linguistic frames were 17 variables in Eng./Spanish. 
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other publications in this investigation can be found by directly comparing basic 

descriptive variables. Table 32 [page 155] and Table 33 [page 159] are reprinted (low-

rez) below side-by-side for direct comparison in what is reworded as Table 47. 

 

The two main clues come from the number of news articles and the percentage of 

locally written articles. In Miami, English has 33 news articles in the dataset all 33 of 

which are written by local reporters, editors, columnists, and staff. In Spanish Miami, 36 

out of 39 news articles (92.3 percent) are locally written. 

In Chicago, 26 out of 52 (50 percent) of the English-language news articles are 

locally written. A census of English Chicago news articles reveals that 14 of the 26 news 

articles that were reprints or mixed were Los Angeles Times original news stories. Not 

surprising given that the same company that owns both English and Spanish Chicago 

newspapers also owns the Los Angeles Times. But in Spanish, all 11 news articles (100 

percent) are newswires, not even reprints. 

A quick census of the Miami dataset showed a sharing of intimate resources 

between English Miami and Spanish Miami unique to that location and situation. Staff 
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writer Alfonso Chardy, for example, has a byline that appears on seven Spanish-language 

news articles and seven English-language news articles in both datasets. [Recall that three 

constructed weeks for each newspaper were independently selected at random. So this is 

not a case of the same news articles appearing in English and Spanish.] Staff writer 

Enrique Flor has one byline in Spanish and two bylines in English. Even staff writer Jim 

Wyss has a byline in both English and Spanish newspapers in the dataset. 

Despite common ownership of the local publications in English and Spanish, 

Miami and Chicago operate in significantly different ways. This will be addressed more 

directly in the discussion of RQ2. But the intimate sharing of resources between English 

and Spanish Miami, including the sharing of the same writers in English and Spanish 

news articles, underscores the uniqueness of how Miami operates. It’s logical that if 

writers are contributing news articles to both publications, many of the frames will reflect 

a similar editorial approach to that writing, irrespective of language. 

Taken as a whole, given the unique demographics and the apparent singularity of 

how Miami operationalizes mutual ownership of its English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers holdings locally, Miami does, indeed, confound the premise of geo-

ethnic context as operationalized in this investigation. 

Based on this knowledge, and looking once again at H4, it could be said that, 

indeed, the larger and more diverse the geographic community, the fewer differences in 

immigration frames between local English-language and Spanish-language newspapers 

except when both local newspapers are owned by the same company and there is an 
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intimate sharing of resources such as staff writers. In Miami, how they operationalize co-

ownership trumps geo-ethnic context. 

The final hypothesis is the only one that does not use language as one of the major 

variables. 

There are hints throughout the literature suggesting that racial elements embedded 

in immigration news coverage move audiences towards negative/anti-immigrant 

positions. Brader, Valentino & Sunhay (2008) found that by manipulating ethnic cues 

such as focusing on Latino immigration v. European immigration they can entice enough 

of an emotional response to significantly alter support for a policy preference. In Spain, 

Igartua & Cheng (2009) found ethnic cues more effective than positive or negative 

frames to move audiences towards certain attitudes, specifically associating immigrants 

with negative issues such as crime and using Latin American (Hispanic) cues as opposed 

to Moroccan (African). And Knoll, Redlawsk & Sanborn (2011) found that those who 

espoused negative attitudes towards immigrants were moved to even harsher remedies 

when the ethnic cue “Mexican” was inserted into the discussion. 

Collectively, these studies cited here point to negative/anti-immigrant positions 

with the presence of ethnic cues in the immigration discussion. Thus, this hypothesis was 

created to see whether such suggestively racist elements exist in a measureable way. 

After testing for the significant presence of ethnic cues and negative/anti-immigration 

framing subcategories, it was found that a predictive relationship does not exist and H5 

was not supported.  

There could be a number of reasons why this is. 
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The principal one is that these studies cited earlier raising the specter of racial 

elements do not generally insert language – English-language v. Spanish-language 

newspapers – into the discussion. This may be a significant distinction due to Self-

Categorization Theory (Johnson, 2010), which may serve as a moderator to the use of 

ethnic cues not as a negative, racial expression but rather as a positive expression of 

racial and ethnic pride. The element of language was inserted into the results as seen in 

Table 29 [page 147]. Again, tests failed to reveal significant differences between the 

presence of ethnic cues and significantly more negative/anti-immigrant framing 

subcategories when considering language. This lends credence to the concept of Self-

Categorization Theory. 

At this point, a dual element explanation for these results is proposed. For one, as 

far as English-language news coverage is involved, overt racial statements are generally 

discouraged in mainstream news coverage (van Dijk, 1995). [At least that was the case 

prior to the climax of the Presidential election in November of 2016.] The other elements 

concerning Spanish-language news coverage in the U.S. – Igartua & Cheng (2008) was 

based in Spain – is the element of Self-Categorization Theory for ethnic media. In her 

description of Self-Categorization Theory, Johnson (2010) describes the notion of 

prototypes, which embody certain perspectives or believes in certain ways. And a sense 

of ethnic pride may be considered a prototypical belief that allows for ethnic cues, not as 

a negative frame, but as a positive source of pride. 

It may be that ethnic media simply does not associate ethnic cues with negative 

frames. At the same time, geo ethnic context, which suggests positive frames in general 
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market media in locations where there are large populations of Latinos, can also be at 

partial play in English, other than Miami, which confounds geo-ethnic context with its 

ownership practices. 

The hypotheses were helpful in testing known or presumed relationships between 

newspapers by language, location, ownership, and racial cues. Of course, research 

questions are intended to look for relationships perhaps not previously known, for the 

most part. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The first of the research questions was essentially a comparison of differences in 

framing overall by language. The underlying premise of RQ1 was that there would be a 

greater number of significant differences in frames between English-language and 

Spanish-language newspapers overall. This premise was based on historic differences 

outlined in the literature between ethnic media and general market media. If general 

market (English-language) newspapers operated strictly within a media market 

framework and ethnic media (Spanish-language newspapers) operated largely within a 

public sphere framework per Croteau & Hoynes (2006), significant differences in 

framing would logically be expected. Results for RQ1 documents major differences 

between all-English and all-Spanish datasets. And while some significant differences 

were documented, the overall differences were not as numerous as would be expected 

had English adhered to a strictly media market framework and Spanish adhered to a 

public sphere framework. For purposes of this investigation, a media market framework 
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espoused journalistic objectivity and a public sphere framework embraced advocacy, 

activism, and pro-immigrant community frames. 

Results for RQ1 found that Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration as a 

“problem for immigrants” at a significantly higher rate than English. Statistically and by 

sheer weight of numbers, this finding was the most outstanding one found in the data. It 

is the major finding of this research question. There are other findings that registered as 

statistically significant: English uses a greater variety of problem frames compared to 

Spanish; Both English and Spanish shy away from causal frames, although Spanish-

language newspapers tend to use them more; Spanish-language newspapers tend to use 

more solution frames; and, “solution campaign” in Spanish was found to be significantly 

different, albeit at lower overall percentages. Yet it is the clear and ever-present practice 

of Spanish-language newspapers relying on the “problem for immigrants” frame 

throughout the results both overall and by individual locations across the board that 

provides strong support for the public sphere framework. 

While Croteau & Hoynes (2006) provide a convenient explanation for why 

Spanish-language newspapers frame immigration from the perspective of immigrants, 

H1, H2 and H3 also provide partial explanatory support. It could be said that Spanish-

language newspapers tend to frame immigration from the perspective of immigrants 

because Spanish-language media operates on a public-sphere framework compared to 

English-language media, which operates more a on a media market framework (Croteau 

& Hoynes, 2006). Or, it could be said because Spanish-language newspapers display 

more elements of advocacy (H1), they often frame immigration as a “problem for 
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immigrants.” The same could be said because Spanish-language newspapers frame 

immigration more positively (H2) or because they discuss immigration more prominently 

(H3). In fact, the effects of these three hypotheses tested through this investigation and 

the public sphere framework per Croteau & Hoynes (2006) are not mutually exclusive. 

They may well be happening at the same time or simply all be parts of the, as yet, not 

fully explained same puzzle. This puzzle may yet become clearer as the rest of the 

research questions are analyzed. 

Before moving on to other research questions, however, a look at the use of 

linguistics in English-language and Spanish-language newspapers also weighs into the 

media market v. public sphere framework dichotomy. 

Linguistically, English-language newspapers use the term “immigration” 

significantly more, a majority of the time, in fact, in RQ1 comparisons. Overall, English-

language uses the keyword “immigration” 50.8 percent of the time and “immigrant” 38.1 

percent. Compare this to Spanish-language newspapers, which display a more balanced 

use of keywords: “immigrant” 32.4 percent; “other” including migratorio/a 29.0 percent; 

“immigration” 27.7 percent. Such subtle differences in keywords are not insignificant. 

Immigration is an issue. An immigrant or a migrant is a person. When English-language 

news articles use “immigration” as the principal term in their news articles, they are 

depersonalizing the issue. In other words, they force objectivity upon the issue, which is a 

media market strategy. When Spanish-language news articles use “immigrant” or 

“migrant” at statistically higher rates, they are focusing on a person. Seen another way, 
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they are utilizing a public sphere approach that is pro-immigrant. Such linguistic framing 

is nuanced but is consistently found throughout the results. 

What these linguistic results suggested more than anything is the differences 

overall in all English and all-Spanish frames is much more nuanced than they are blatant. 

What this suggests in turn is that language alone is insufficient to predict large scale 

framing differences, the major exceptions being highly specific elements of activist 

framing elements, positive framing elements, and more “prominence” regarding depth 

and coverage of immigration news as seen in H1, H2, and H3, the driving variable 

common to all of these hypotheses being the positive/pro-immigrant framing subcategory 

of problem frames.  

The easy explanation for limited and specialized differences is the simple fact that 

the basic nature of ethnic media ownership in the 21st century has significantly changed. 

Spanish-language newspapers may well display more of a public-sphere framework but 

this isn’t necessarily true across the board in each location. A prime example was hinted 

at in H4 in the ownership case of Miami versus Chicago. 

Perhaps in the past, when ethnic media was largely owned and operated by ethnic 

elites (Gutierrez, n.d.), the public sphere framework more strictly applied. However, this 

content analysis does not compare contemporary news coverage to historic news 

coverage. What RQ1 underscores, then, is a modern but nuanced approach to results 

testing. All-English and all-Spanish comparisons can reveal some significant differences 

but are ultimately less effective because the differences from location to location follow 

remarkably different patterns. Or so that is the presumption that leads directly to research 
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questions that examine differences by location and ownership, beginning specifically 

with RQ2. 

In two of the four cities in this investigation – Miami and Chicago – the same 

company owns both daily newspapers in English and Spanish. Aspects of the similarity 

of Miami and the dissimilar patterns of Chicago were seen in the discussion for H4 where 

it was deemed that the sharing of intimate resources in Miami such as staff writers 

confounded the effects of geo-ethnic context. The same discussion section revealed the 

English-language Chicago Tribune reprints many immigration news articles from the 

English-language Los Angeles Times, which is also owned by the same company. By 

contrast, Chicago’s Spanish-language daily newspaper used only newswires for all of its 

immigration news articles. 

For the most part, the data showed that both Miami newspapers looked similar in 

many respects, particularly in generic frames and linguistic framing elements. While 

there appeared a significant difference between the use of episodic and thematic frames 

in English and Spanish, both newspapers were largely devoid of advocacy. Linguistic use 

of the keywords “immigrant” and “immigration” were almost identical, percentage-wise. 

Small differences can be found but most of the big-ticket items showed remarkable 

similarities in Miami. 

And yet, differences in specific frames can be gleaned from the data. The fact that 

Spanish Miami tended to frame immigration from the perspective of immigrants wasn’t 

surprising. Spanish Miami tested significantly higher for “problem for immigrants” at a 

rate of 41.7 percent compared to 22.4 percent in English. English Miami tested higher for 
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“problem for authorities” at a rate of 29.6 percent compared to 18.9 percent in Spanish. 

And yet, Spanish Miami tested significant for it’s use of “solution enforcement” albeit at 

lower overall percentages of 11.1 percent in Spanish compared to 4.0 percent in English. 

[See Table 41, page 176]. The emphasis on a pro-immigrant perspective in Spanish 

Miami is perhaps uniquely manifested in the fact that Spanish Miami has significantly 

more causal frames – 53.6 percent in Spanish with any kind of causal frame in Spanish 

compared to 24.8 percent in English.  

Or perhaps something else explains the significant use of causal frames in Spanish 

Miami. 

While much of Miami in English and Spanish look similar, Spanish Miami clearly 

differentiates itself by its significant use of causal frames. [See Table 22, page 135.] 

Since causal frames are generally scarce in U.S. newspapers (Benson & Woods, 2015) 

and Miami has the largest percentage of foreign-born residents of any U.S. city according 

to the U.S. Census, Spanish Miami’s unique situation of more causal frames indicate 

perhaps a foreign style – or hybrid style – of journalism per Shumow & Pinto (2014) 

which may encourage causal frames to be more prominent.  

In 2014, Shumow & Pinto documented a growing trend among immigrant-

focused, community-based print publications throughout the Miami region which they 

described as a hybrid form encompassing both mainstream American and immigrant 

values which they said turned the assimilationism-pluralism dichotomy often associated 

with ethnic media on its ear. Shumow & Pinto (2014) further blurred the lines between 
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media market and public sphere frameworks with this hybrid model, which prompted 

them to describe Miami as its own pan-Latino crosswords media market.  

This hybrid pan-Latino model per Shumow & Pinto (2014) suggests that some of 

the hybrid American-Latin American editorial style of Spanish-language immigrant 

newspapers found throughout the Miami-Dade area may have found its way into practice 

by the daily El Nuevo Herald. Just as journalists adjust their writing styles across 

platforms (Filak, 2014), perhaps Miami staff writers and/or editors make adjustments that 

include more causal frames in Spanish news writing. Unfortunately, Shumow & Pinto 

(2014) did not measure causal frames. So while the possibility exists that hybrid pan-

Latino journalism can result in more causal frames, this cannot be known for certain 

without additional research. 

Still, with English Miami and Spanish Miami sharing intimate resources, the 

overall lack of significant differences in major sections of immigration frames is perhaps 

unsurprising. This similarity in framing is even more evident in the use of generic frames 

and linguistic framing elements with very few significant differences. The reason for this 

was hinted at earlier. In the discussion of H4, a census of news articles revealed that 

similar bylines appeared in news articles in English and Spanish. One staff writer had 

seven bylines in English and seven bylines in Spanish. When the same staff writers 

potentially contribute articles to both English and Spanish newspapers, it’s logical to find 

that writers utilize similar frames and similar framing elements irrespective of language. 

In Chicago, there is no such intimate sharing of resources despite having the same 

owners. All of Spanish Chicago’s 11 news articles in the dataset are newswires. And 
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roughly one-third of English Chicago’s news articles are reprints (or Mixed) from 

English Los Angeles, which the same company in Chicago also owns. Clearly, Miami 

and Chicago operationalize co-ownership of local English and Spanish newspapers in 

distinct ways. And in this regard, the large number of differences in framing between 

English Chicago and Spanish Chicago is understood. 

In terms of differences in specific frames, the majority of Spanish Chicago used 

the frame “problem for immigrants.” A plurality of English Chicago used the frame 

“problem for authorities.” While most newspapers had few causal frames, half of Spanish 

Chicago’s 11 newswires had them. 

Linguistically, there were major differences, as well, as nearly two-thirds of 

immigration-related keywords in English Chicago were the term “immigration.” Spanish 

Chicago used the term “migrant” the most. English-language use of “immigration” as the 

principal keyword depersonalizes the issue. Spanish-language use of “immigrant” or 

“migrant” personalizes it. And these linguistic frames are subtle but significant. 

Throughout the comparisons – descriptive variables, specific frames, generic 

frames and literary framing elements – the differences between English Chicago and 

Spanish Chicago are evident.  

All of this confirms the notion that the way co-ownership of local English-

language and Spanish-language newspapers is practiced in Chicago is substantially 

different than in Miami. For this reason, the conclusion is that Miami treats its English 

and Spanish newspapers as sister-publications that share intimate resources. The Tribune 

Company in Chicago appears content with its large and successful English-language 
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newspaper while its Spanish-language newspaper appears to operate more as a niche 

publication, based on what an be gleaned from the datasets. 

Most of the hypotheses and some of the research questions operated largely from 

the premise that English-language and Spanish-language newspapers framed immigration 

differently. The principal predictor of framing differences was often language. Thus, 

combining the data into all-English and all-Spanish groups was expected to reveal a large 

disparity in immigration frames. And there are differences albeit not nearly as many 

significant differences as anticipated based on past literature. The logical explanation for 

this is that differences vary widely from location to location now well into the 21st 

century. RQ3 represents this investigation’s most far-reaching look at differences in 

framing by language in each of the individual locations. 

While RQ2 looks specifically at Miami and Chicago, those local results were 

compared to each other by language. What largely differentiates RQ3 is how local results 

were tested against all results to see how much each location deviated from overall norms 

by language. 

Beginning in New York, the framing differences quickly show at the local level 

compared to all English and all Spanish. For specific frames, English New York was 

significantly different in “no problem,” “solution enforcement,” and “solution campaign” 

compared to Spanish and all English. These differences were clear and immediate and not 

expected based on past literature. In order to understand why these differences appeared 

in the local New York results, a closer investigation into the data set revealed that the 

Daily News (English New York) was an active media partner in an immigrant outreach 
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initiative announced by the City of New York that occurred during the targeted time 

period of this investigation. This was not known during the data collection and testing 

phases of this investigation. Another daily newspaper like the New York Post, not an 

active participant in the immigration outreach initiative, could have been chosen had the 

Daily News’ participation been previously known. The effects of this pro-immigration 

initiative on English New York’s editorial use of specific frames cannot be fully known. 

In the very least, it represents a potential editorial conflict of interest for examining 

immigration frames. At its worst, it potentially compromised the immigration specific 

frame results in this investigation for English New York. 

Spanish New York had significantly more “problem for immigrants” frames, 

which was inline with all-Spanish results. Compared to all Spanish, local Spanish New 

York was significantly more “frameless” for solution frames. It’s unclear why. It may 

simply be due to local editorial preference. But this cannot be known directly from the 

data and would need a qualitative interview with a local editor to confirm this.  

In generic frames, an unanticipated finding (based on literature of historic ethnic 

media) was the fact that both New York English and New York Spanish had advocacy 

frames in the majority of its news articles, significantly more advocacy than all English 

and all-Spanish. English New York had more advocacy (59.0 percent) than Spanish New 

York (53.4 percent). Again, the effect of English New York’s active participation in a 

local immigration outreach initiative appears a likely reason for this unique result. A 

variable like advocacy could easily be affected by such an active, pro-immigrant 

outreach. 
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In Los Angeles, the descriptive variables in English and Spanish look remarkably 

similar. According to the results of H4, this may be due to geo-ethnic contextual 

influences. For specific frames, English Los Angeles had significantly more “problem for 

authorities,” a negative/anti-immigration framing subcategory. And Spanish Los Angeles 

had significantly higher use of “solution reform system” and “solution campaign,” two 

positive/pro-immigration subcategories. In generic frames, Spanish Los Angeles 

employed advocacy at a significantly higher level compared to all Spanish. 

Linguistically, both English Los Angeles and Spanish Los Angeles followed patterns in 

the use of keywords that were not significantly different, but Spanish Los Angeles used 

significantly more modifying labels in general. While apparently unremarkable, these 

results generally fit a couple of overall expectations. First, the nature of the frames 

exhibited by Spanish Los Angeles appear in line with H1, H2 and H3, which, in turn, are 

based on the literature about ethnic media and advocacy, activism, and positive/pro-

community slant. Second, the leveling of the framing field due to geo-ethnic context 

appears at work in English Los Angeles as described in the discussion section regarding 

H4. The significance of RQ1, in the case of Los Angeles, is its convenient fit with the 

first four hypotheses. 

Miami, on the other hand, looked the most alike in comparing descriptive 

variables locally than any of the four locations in this investigation. A unique aspect of 

Miami is that both local English and Spanish were “frameless” for problem frames at 

significantly higher rates. However, Spanish Miami differentiates itself by its significant 

use of causal frames. It was suggested in RQ2 that aspects of the hybrid American-Latin 
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American editorial style of Spanish-language community newspapers found throughout 

the Miami area by Shumow & Pinto (2014) might have been adopted as practice by the 

daily El Nuevo Herald. Based on the results of this investigation and that of Shumow & 

Pinto (2014), this explanation can only be speculation at present. The research methods 

of each study do not compare similar variables and only additional research can confirm 

or debunk this explanation. 

English Miami was significantly more frameless for solution frames but none of 

the framing subcategories tested as significantly different in English or Spanish locally. 

In RQ2, based on Table 22 [page 135], the fact the English Miami was frameless 92.0 

percent of the time for solution frames compared to 70.6 percent frameless in English 

Miami was not significantly different in a chi-square test. However, when comparisons 

with all English and all Spanish in Tables 41 [page 176] were added to the chi-square 

calculation, English Miami being “frameless” for solution frames was statistically 

significant at the .05 level. On the other hand, “solution enforcement,” which was 

statistically significant for Spanish Miami when compared only to English Miami on 

Table 22, was not significantly different when comparing to all English and all Spanish in 

Table 41. Clearly, some variables no longer compare significant when comparing local 

English Miami to Spanish Miami, and others do when comparing local to all-English and 

all Spanish. What this suggests is that, despite testing significantly different in chi-square 

tests, these variables are not statistically strong. Or at least are not strong enough to hold 

their influence when larger comparisons are made. 
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The large-scale similarities in generic frames and linguistic framing elements in 

Miami were first documented in testing H4. Comparing local results to all English and all 

Spanish appears to confirm these similarities. 

And in Chicago, the differences in descriptive variables immediately jump out. 

Spanish Chicago, whose dataset consists entirely of 11 newswires tended to frame the 

majority of their articles as a “problem for immigrants” and used much more causal 

frames as a percentage than any publication in this investigation (but very low 

frequency).  And the lack of advocacy in Spanish Chicago was stark. The linguistic 

differences, however, were not remarkable. 

To assume there are framing differences is logical. But the differences that were 

found locally did not fall within expectations based on past literature. Where the same 

company owned local newspapers both in English and Spanish – Miami and Chicago – it 

was expected that results for both locations would reflect more general market framing 

sensibilities and these locations would tend to mirror each other in English and Spanish 

locally. While there is evidence of this reflection in Miami, no such mirroring exists in 

Chicago. In the two locations where older Spanish-language publications created by 

immigrants still operate today – Los Angeles and New York –yet even more differences 

were expected. Instead, in both New York and Los Angeles, geo-ethnic context appears 

to have trumped language.  

Finally, these local v. overall comparisons in RQ3 were examined in terms of 

their application to the media market v. public sphere framework per Croteau & Hoynes 

(2006). It was anticipated that, due to historic roles as immigrant, community advocacy 
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publications, Spanish Los Angeles and Spanish New York would follow a public sphere 

framework. And due to their statuses as publications created, owned, and operated by 

mainstream media companies, Spanish Miami and Spanish Chicago would follow a 

media market framework. While the dichotic framework by Croteau & Hoynes (2006) 

arguably appears to be at play to various degrees across the board, the efficacy of the 

media market v. public sphere framework is not easily quantified. 

It was anticipated that English Los Angeles and English New York would be 

adherents to a media market framework per Croteau & Hoynes (2006) and Spanish Los 

Angeles and Spanish New York would follow a public sphere framework. In city-by-city 

comparisons against all English and all Spanish there are indications in the data results 

that support the notion that such frameworks are at play. But the same indicators could 

equally apply to various hypotheses, to the notion of geo-ethnic context, to similarities or 

differences based on mutual ownership of newspapers. Precisely how much of the 

variance is based on differences in framework, or H1, H2, H3, and even H4, cannot be 

known based on the research method utilized in this investigation. 

Perhaps the media market v. public sphere framework per Croteau & Hoynes 

(2006) is simply an inefficient theoretical framework in a modern, 21st century media 

environment. Perhaps distinct differences at the local level make specific generalizations 

about ethnic media v. general market media problematic. More likely, however, as seen 

in the analysis for the next set of research questions, the media market v. public sphere 

framework simply does not quantify well and is better suited to qualitative data analysis. 
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RQ4a: How do Spanish-language newspapers operationalize their immigration 

news coverage compared to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4b: What are some of the key immigration issues in Spanish-language 

newspapers as opposed to English-language newspapers? 

RQ4c: Do differences in resources cause differences in immigration news 

coverage between Spanish-language newspapers and English-language newspapers? 

 

Previously, it was believed that Croteau & Hoynes (2006) would explain some of 

the differences theoretically when comparing immigration frames in English-language 

and Spanish-language newspapers. Throughout the hypothesis testing and research 

questions, attempts to quantify the differences into these theoretical frameworks were 

made but largely unquantifiable, with assumptions and conclusions that seemed 

subjective, at best. However, following depth-interviews with editors from the Los 

Angeles Times and La Opinión, it appears that general market v. public sphere market 

frameworks work as a qualitative framework. In particular, it can be useful to explain 

how each editor operationalizes some of the journalist values expressed by editors at each 

publication. And by this operationalization, explain differences in immigration news 

coverage approaches and frames. 

Previously, due to the literature on the history of ethnic media plus an 

examination of the pro-Hispanic community advocacy history of La Opinión, it was 
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expected that Spanish Los Angeles would exhibit public sphere framework tendencies. 

Contrarily, the Times, by virtue of being a major, general market newspaper, was 

expected to exhibit media market tendencies focused more broadly on markets and 

exhibiting more journalistic objectivity. 

One of the indicators from the content analysis that suggests that the Los Angeles 

Times is using a media market framework eschewed by general market media is its 

significantly higher use of the problem frame subcategory “problem for authorities” 

compared to La Opinión. This emphasis on problem frames is perhaps reflective of 

western journalism’s tendency to seek conflict in story writing (Berkowitz & Beach, 

1993). To be fair, Spanish Los Angeles had nearly as many problem frames as English 

Los Angeles, but the kind of frames were vastly different, perhaps reflective of 

differences in approaches seen in the media market v. public sphere dichotomy per 

Croteau & Hoynes (2006). 

While both newspapers have plenty of problem frames, the specific frames they 

focus on represent extremes in difference. English Los Angeles’ heavy use of “problem 

for authorities” is a negative/anti-immigrant framing subcategory while Spanish Los 

Angeles’ heavy use of “problem for immigrants” is a positive/pro-immigrant framing 

subcategory. Add to this the fact that Spanish Los Angeles uses significantly more 

solution frames while English Los Angeles rarely frames immigration in terms of 

solutions and the case that different frameworks are at play between English-language 

and Spanish-language news editors is even more strengthened.  
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As objectivity has been considered the gold standard of mainstream journalism 

(Matsaganis, Katz, & Ball-Rokeach, 2010), it should be unsurprising that advocacy 

frames are significantly lower in English Los Angeles compared to Spanish Los Angeles, 

which employs advocacy in a majority of its incidences.  

Qualitatively, the interviews purposively focused on journalistic public service 

values. One of the main findings was that the differences in perspectives set the 

groundwork for the editorial approaches of each news editor.  

At the Times, the English Los Angeles editor felt compelled to discuss the 

diversity of the local community as a principal factor influencing news coverage. “We 

serve a very diverse audience, one of the most diverse places in the world – communities 

of color, communities of immigrants, communities of all different religions. And I think 

the LA Times keeps that in mind,” said the Times editor, providing credence to the 

presence locally of geo-ethnic context per Grimm & Andsager (2011). That being said, 

the English Los Angeles editor also attempted on various occasions throughout the 

interview to broaden the focus of their news coverage beyond immigration. The Times 

editor emphasized the fact that her newspaper does not simply cover one issue or one 

group of people, but rather seek to provide news coverage “from the broadest 

prospective.” Such an attitude reflects a desire not only to service their audience in 

specific ways but also in such a way that doesn’t alienate their larger audience. Arguably, 

this is reflective of a responsible media market mentality. 

By contrast, the La Opinión editor also raised the specter of demographics but 

from a pro-community point of view, calling immigration the “bread-n-butter” issue for 
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them editorially speaking. “It’s obviously one that is of particular interest to our readers, 

to our demographics,” the La Opinión editor said, personalizing the immigration issue on 

numerous occasions. The fact that he and the staff of the newspaper were all immigrants 

seemed an important point for the Spanish Los Angeles editor to make. From the 

interview, it’s clear that educating the community was not only a top priority of editorial 

leadership, it was a highly personal one, as well.  

When detailing the type of issues that fall under the immigration umbrella, the 

Times editor listed a bevy of problem frames. “Everything from a politician’s statement 

about what he or she would do with policy to a naturalization ceremony to terrorist 

attacks to… the migrant crisis with children coming across to the border, to the Supreme 

Court actions on the President’s immigration executive order,” said the Times editor. 

The response from the La Opinión editor, tended to refocus editorially from 

problem frames to solution frames. He listed coverage such as stories of people being 

deported, how to file police reports, questions and answers from an immigration attorney. 

These reflect how the La Opinión editor operationalized the newspapers immigration 

coverage. 

“Those are stories that we obviously try to convey. Not only to showcase the 

problematic issue of immigration, that and many facets, but also how people can benefit 

from certain things that they may not even be aware of,” said the La Opinión editor. 

What these results reflect, as noted in the conclusion of Chapter 5, are differences 

in perspective that get reflected in the editorial practices of each organization. But 

broadening the discussion beyond mere immigration, the Los Angeles Times editor is, 
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arguably, reflecting a media market framework, albeit one that wants to appear to be 

sensitive to the demographics of the local community, thereby allowing elements of geo-

ethnic context. By personalizing the specific issue of immigration, the La Opinión editor 

is, arguably, reflecting a public sphere framework where short-term profits are secondary 

to advocating a particular point of view that from their perspective is pro-ethnic 

community. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

 

Immigration was chosen as a key topic from which to focus this investigation as it 

appeared often as a key issue in both English-language and Spanish-language news 

media. Since a singular topic was the lens that focused this investigation, framing seemed 

the proper theoretical framework to use in a content analysis of daily newspapers in 

different languages. 

The basic variables that defined this investigation were immigration frames. 

While descriptive variables were used to describe differences between English-language 

and Spanish-language data, specific immigration frames – problem frames, causal 

frames, solution frames, and their related framing subcategories – formed the heart of this 

investigation. Generic frames and literary framing element were also highly useful for 

analysis. By recording these sets of variables, hypotheses could be tested by language, by 

location, by ownership, and by linguistics. Several major hypotheses supported the 

literature examining all English versus all-Spanish news coverage and immigration 

frames. It can be reliably reported that English-language newspapers tend to frame 

immigration as a “problem for authorities” at a significantly higher rate than Spanish-

language newspapers. And Spanish-language newspapers tend to frame immigration as a 

“problem for immigrants” at significantly higher percentages. “Problem for authorities” 

is a negative/anti-immigration problem framing subcategory and is considered reflective 

of western (mainstream) journalism’s tendency to seek conflict in news stories 
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(Berkowitz & Beach, 1993). As such, English-language newspapers are engaged in a 

practice common to a media market framework, although to the extent that this is true 

remains elusive to quantify. “Problem for immigrants” is a positive/pro-immigration 

problem framing subcategory and can be considered Spanish-language newspapers 

engagement with a public sphere framework, although, again, quantifying this remains 

elusive. 

This investigation found support for the notion that Spanish-language newspapers 

tend to display more elements of advocacy, although significant differences in advocacy 

at the local level meant only partial support for H1. This investigation found support for 

the notion that Spanish-language newspapers generally frame immigration more 

positively than English ones as seen in support of H2. This investigation found support 

for the notion that Spanish-language newspapers generally frame immigration more 

prominently as seen in support for H3. 

Admittedly, many of the hypotheses did not completely pan out in this 

investigation as planned. This raises the issue of whether there were flaws in the data or 

perhaps mis-theorizing occurred. In truth, however, different theoretical approaches to 

ethnic media examination were attempted, based on the literature and emerging trends. In 

a deliberate attempt to force more theoretical approaches beyond assimilationism v. 

pluralism per Suberví-Velez (1986), this investigation employed theoretical approaches 

such as geo-ethnic context (Grimm & Andsager, 2011) and media markets v. public 

sphere (Croteau & Hoynes, 2006) frameworks, approaches not widely applied previously 

to the study of ethnic media. These different theoretical approaches effectively ended 
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with admittedly mixed results, which should not be surprisingly when something 

different is attempted. 

Still, by making a good faith effort to take geo-ethnic context into account per 

Grimm & Andsager (2011), this investigation found legitimacy for geo-ethnic context 

beyond the limited role originally envisioned by its proponents. This investigation 

approaches geo-ethnic context as a broader concept where newspapers display sensitivity 

in their editorial approaches to issues of significance for a sizeable ethnic community 

within their audience demographics. In this regard, geo-ethnic contextual influence tends 

to level the framing field for English-language newspapers compared to Spanish-

language. This can be seen in partial support for H4, which postulated that newspapers in 

larger, more diverse locations would see fewer significant differences in immigration 

frames when comparing publications of different languages. For the most part, H4 was 

supported except for Miami. Through analysis, this investigation further makes the case 

that how Miami operationalizes dual-ownership of local English-language and Spanish-

language daily newspapers confounds the concept of geo-ethnic contextual influence. In 

short, the data shows, ownership does matter. But it depends. Each ownership case is 

locally different. It certainly is clearly the case when comparing Miami to Chicago, for 

example. 

RESEARCH ISSUES & STUDY WEAKNESSES 

The literature on U.S. general market newspapers is long and extensive. The 

literature comparing general market to ethnic media is much more rare. Comparing ethnic 
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media to mainstream, general market media is often problematic. Generally, mainstream 

newspapers are much larger, have greater distribution, utilize more resources, and 

command more academic attention. Their editorial focuses are generally different. Ethnic 

media is often viewed as niche or alternative media with much smaller distribution and 

resources. And comparing the two is not without issues. 

One way to try to equal the playing field was only to focus on daily newspapers. 

Still, this left smaller, Spanish-language newspapers with daily circulations that ranged 

from 32,000 – 64,000 audited locally against English-language newspapers with 140,000 

– 430,000 daily readers. And a respective difference in staff, resources, and editorial 

focus presumably followed. 

That being said, this investigation made a good faith effort to compare apples to 

apples in its focus on daily newspapers. This often meant some creative flexibility in the 

operationalization of the research design. For example, immigration was much more 

frequently mentioned in Spanish-language news articles. And it appeared in many more 

ledes and headlines of Spanish-language news articles than English-language ones. In 

order to get a sufficient number of English-language news articles for statistical testing, 

inclusion in the dataset was set at one direct or indirect mention of immigration to the 

U.S. in some measurable form in the news article. In almost all cases, this meant from 

Latin American or the Caribbean. Often, a single mention of a keyword in a news article 

is insufficient to allow inclusion into a dataset like the one used in this investigation. 

That’s why, in order to compare mainstream and ethnic newspapers to each other, 

creative flexibility was needed in this regard. Requiring an immigration keyword in the 



 247 

lede or headline, or requiring multiple immigration keywords in the news article would 

have greatly limited the number of English-language news articles in the dataset, making 

comparisons much more complicated. If it was measurable in the news article, clearly 

found by using the “migr” search described in the chapter on methods, and tied directly 

or indirectly to the U.S., it was included in this dataset. As designed, this investigation 

met a minimum standard for reliability in statistical analysis. However, perhaps one more 

constructed week of news articles would have strengthened the dataset that much more. 

And if mainstream media is not strong in publishing immigration stories then alternative 

strategies such as systematic random sampling could be considered for the future. In any 

event, to meet minimum academic journal requirements, more data collection would be 

required. 

Another criticism of this study is its unilateral focus on immigration. It was 

believed that immigration’s frequent mention in the early part of the 2016 Presidential 

election cycle was sufficient to make it an issue that would receive plenty of news 

coverage in both English-language and Spanish-language newspapers for the time period 

allotted in this investigation. Unfortunately, however, this makes generalizations beyond 

the singular issue of immigration not feasible. Clearly, Latinos are interested in more 

issues than simply immigration. Top issues of concern for Latinos include education, 

civil rights, and jobs, in addition to immigration (Kreider & Baldino, 2015). Such a list of 

top issues of concern for Latinos could be applied for future research. To this end, 

perhaps framing would not be the future theoretical approach. For multiple issues, agenda 
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setting – specifically inter-media agenda setting – may be a more appropriate theoretical 

approach to compare general market newspapers to ethnic ones. 

One of the major conclusions of this research points out how overall language 

differences are not nearly as important as a city-by-city by language approach. To this 

end, the qualitative interviews can only shed light on the English-Spanish editorial 

differences in the singular location of Los Angeles. Such interviews with Miami editors 

would likely contain completely different results, based on the observable differences in 

descriptive variables, specific frames, and generic and linguistic framing elements. The 

same could be said about Chicago, although it seems reasonable that New York editor 

interviews would yield results more similar to Los Angeles. More interviews with more 

editors in more locations are needed for even greater depth of understanding in 

differences between English-language and Spanish-language newspapers, particularly at 

the local level. Also, Croteau & Hoynes (2006) still can serve as a jumping off point for 

future qualitative approaches in applying a media market v. public sphere framework to 

qualitative study. 

Finally, the reliability failure of the tone variable ultimately ended up being a 

weakness as tone was considered a vital variable based on the literature. This was 

surprising as the operational definition of tone was based on the codebook used by 

Abrajano & Singh (2009) in their audience influence hypothesis [see Endnote1: Abrajano 

email]. Understandably, positive tone and negative tone distinctions are highly subjective 

measures on the individual level. In order to improve the intercoder reliability of tone, 

operational definitions should include the presence of specific positive and negative 
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keywords listed in the codebook. Also, a much greater use of examples of positive and 

negative tones should also appear in the codebook. The goal using these strategies would 

be to seek manifest clues in the data and reduce reliance on an individual’s subjective 

tonal sentimentality. 

RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 

As a political topic, immigration is a news issue covered consistently by both 

Latino media and mainstream media. Such issues associated with the Latino community 

are increasingly important to understand as demographics change the nature of local 

communities across the country. And as the recent Presidential election suggests, 

immigration is likely to remain a significant issue for both English-language and Spanish-

language news media for the foreseeable future. More critical analysis of how 

immigration is framed can only add to collective knowledge of such news coverage. 

 This investigation adds significant knowledge to differences in framing between 

Spanish-language and English-language newspapers and provides support for a city-by-

city-by-language approach for better understanding of this complex issue. Such 

knowledge is not merely academic but can be vital to those interested in outreaches to the 

Latino community via both ethnic and mainstream media. Advertising, voter drives, and 

community health outreaches can benefit from better knowledge of local ethnic 

communities. By enabling familiarity with local cultural beliefs, practices and mores, 

research such as this investigation assists interested parties to more effectively plan and 

strategize appropriate outreach measures.  If such outreach is in Spanish, the results from 
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this investigation suggest that interpersonal messages may be preferential as seen in the 

linguistic framing elements, which emphasize immigrants v. immigration. If this outreach 

is in Miami, the results from this investigation suggest that advocacy may best be toned 

down and hybrid approaches mixing American values with native-Latin American values 

may be preferential. This knowledge can be helpful to general media market newspapers 

as they enter into the realm of ethnic media publishing, or enter new ventures into highly 

diverse communities. And this can also be helpful for Spanish-language media in 

assessing the efficacy of their outreach efforts or local advocacy. 

Additionally, this research pushes ethnic media research forward in several vital 

ways. First, it significantly adds to the relatively low amount of literature that compares 

ethnic media to mainstream media. Through its research design, this investigation 

normalizes comparing general market media to major ethnic media. It applies a uniform 

measure of highly defined frames to both English-language and Spanish-language 

newspaper articles. Second, this investigation represents a significant effort to push the 

academic dialogue beyond the assimilationist-pluralistic dichotomies of the literature of 

ethnic media in the 20th century. While advocacy and ownership remain major aspects of 

this investigation, major areas of assimilationism and pluralism per Suberví-Velez 

(1986), other theoretical approaches such as geo-ethnic context and media markets v. 

public sphere frameworks are applied. In conducting research this way, this investigation 

responds positively to Johnson’s (2010) call for theoretical approaches beyond 

assimilationism and pluralism. And third, this investigation finds support for the idea that 

ownership does still matter in terms of who controls ethnic media. Ownership is a major 



 251 

concern to followers of ethnic media. And while ethnic media ownership has seen 

significant changes over the past two decades, some ethnic media still stick to their roots 

as community advocates. Other ethnic media, owned by mainstream media companies, 

are not so oriented towards advocacy. And this finding is a major contribution by this 

investigation to ethnic media studies. 

The theoretical contributions of this investigation begin by providing real world 

examples of the practical application of various theoretical concepts not usually 

considered in such academic comparisons; concepts such as geo-ethnic context, audience 

influence hypothesis, and Croteau & Hoynes’ (2006) media market v. public sphere 

frameworks. Perhaps the most significant pushing forward of the proverbial envelope 

begins with a synthesis of the concept of geo-ethnic context as originally described by 

Grimm & Andsager (2011) with the audience influence hypothesis as described by 

Abrajano & Singh (2009). Grimm & Andsager (2011), in their original research, did not 

incorporate language and only compared locations where large populations of Latinos 

resided against locations where there were no large populations of Latinos. Since geo-

ethnic context applied only to English-language newspapers, and Abrajano & Singh’s 

(2009) audience influence hypothesis only applied to Spanish-language newspapers, this 

investigation synthesized both into the notion that English-language and Spanish-

language would frame immigration in similar ways where larger and more diverse 

Hispanic populations could be found (H4). This synthesized concept could well have 

academic life beyond this investigation. Of course, in testing H4, Miami’s ownership 

practices confounded geo-ethnic context, but Miami’s case is most likely an outlier. 



 252 

Perhaps a more elegant label for this synthesis – where the larger and more diverse the 

community the more ethnic and general market media frame significant issues in similar 

ways as seen in H4 – would be geo-ethnic contextual influence. But it must always be 

noted that geo-ethnic contextual influence can be confounded by local ownership 

depending on how they conduct editorial operations. 

OTHER FUTURE RESEARCH 

One of the principal ways to push the research forward is to apply this approach 

to different media. Broadcast, of course, immediately comes to mind. But aspects of this 

investigation will not transfer smoothly to broadcast. For example, some of the ownership 

considerations examined in this investigation become moot as there are no broadcast 

media companies that are known today to own an English-language and a Spanish-

language broadcast news station in the same geo-location. It could be found in newsprint 

but so far has not in broadcast. 

Online research would also bring the discussion squarely into the 21st century. By 

its very nature, online news is continuously updated, making a daily screenshot a 

requirement for content analysis. Maier (2010), which was briefly referenced for how it 

operationalized depth measures, could serve as a research model to compare print to 

online news coverage. But a content analysis examining online media could, potentially, 

equal the playing field even further between general market media and ethnic media. One 

online newspaper, Miami-based Diario las Américas was dropped from this investigation 

when it was determined that it was not a print daily but rather only daily online. So online 
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presence is the essence of this Spanish-language online publication. But in the interview 

with the editor of La Opinión, he talked about how many of his readers were not online. 

Thus, an online presence for La Opinión is not an editorial priority. 

Finally, some basic assumptions of the theoretical frameworks regarding ethnic 

media need to be readdressed. For decades, the prevailing framework that epitomized 

ethnic media was the assimilation-pluralism dichotomy per Suberví-Velez (1986). 

However, in 2010, researcher Melissa Johnson noted that newer research approaches 

have opened up the study of ethnic media to a greater variety of theoretical approaches 

beyond the assimilation-pluralism dichotomy. When ethnic minority owners controlled 

ethnic media, assimilation-pluralism served academics well. But with ethnic media no 

longer confined to ethnic owners, and newer concepts such as geo-ethnic content (Grimm 

& Andsager, 2011) and immigrant media practicing hybrid styles of journalism (Shumow 

& Pinto, 2014) both now evolving as legitimate theoretical constructs, assimilation-

pluralism as a main academic framework appears dated. Elements of assimilation-

pluralism remain simply as a jumping off point for modern research.  

And speaking of Miami’s outlier status, the notion of immigrant hybrid 

journalism per Shumow & Pinto (2014) also deserves deeper consideration. Of particular 

importance would be testing the notion that community journalistic styles can affect 

general market journalism. Such a notion is contentious. Can a Spanish-language daily 

newspaper in the U.S. even be considered a general market publication? If anywhere, one 

would think that it could in Miami where nearly two-thirds of the resident’s are Latinos 

and the city boasts the largest foreign-born population of any American city. If general 
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market newspapers can adjust their practices, moderate their framing techniques, to 

consider changing demographics per geo-ethnic context, why couldn’t a Spanish-

language daily adjust to a large, immigration population that prefers a hybrid journalistic 

style that mixes American values with immigrant ones per Shumow & Pinto (2014)? 

Early in this investigation it was proposed that if mainstream media frames 

existed that were, in fact, significantly different from ethnic media frames, this would 

fuel the argument that distinct types of journalism was being practiced in the same local 

communities where English-language and Spanish-language media are largely present. 

And if such differences were shown to exist, these could be of significant interest to 

editors, publishers, audiences, advertisers, and media watchers. At the end of this 

investigation, it can reliably be reported that there are significant differences. But 

significance is understood here from a statistical point of view. So while the differences 

are significant, they aren’t necessarily widespread. In fact, they are highly nuanced. 

Content analysis research focuses on finding measurable patterns of differences in 

datasets. And this can be found in the data results here. Still, the results of this 

investigation provide support for the notion of limiting sweeping generalizations by 

language alone – with some specific exceptions found in supported and partially 

supported hypotheses – and to look at framing at the local level by language and by 

ownership. 

The big takeaway, then, from this investigation reveals is that generalizations by 

language can be problematic and in some case unreliable. Some generalizations – that 

Spanish-language media frames immigration stories most often from the perspective of 
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immigrants – are generally true. The data found support for Abrajano & Singh’s (2009) 

audience influence hypothesis that Spanish-language framed immigration with a positive 

slant. Hypothesis testing showed activist framing elements could still be found in 

Spanish-language media. And immigration in general is discussed more prominently in 

Spanish-language newspapers compared to English-language ones. But generalizations 

are certainly not true in all locations. That’s why local approaches are needed beyond 

generalizations based merely on language. In some cities, like New York and Los 

Angeles, geo-ethnic contextual influence seems to lessen the framing differences between 

English-language and Spanish-language newspapers. In Miami, how the Herald 

Publishing Company operationalizes co-ownership of English-language and Spanish-

language newspapers as sister publications sharing intimate resources has the effect of 

making both local newspapers use similar frames, with some style differences in Spanish 

allowing for more causal frames. In Chicago, the Tribune treats its Spanish-language 

daily as a niche publication rather than a sister-publication and does not share intimate 

resources to the extent of Miami. The framing differences between English Chicago and 

Spanish Chicago appear to be the most different of any of the four locations. It may be 

that the dataset for Spanish Chicago – just 11 newswires – is simply too small for a 

proper comparison. More likely, ¡Hoy! of Chicago’s status as a niche publication makes 

it simply inappropriate to compare to a general market daily newspaper. But overall, a 

city-by-city by language approach is needed rather than big generalizations by language 

alone. 
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Endnote1: Abrajano Email 
________________________  

	  

5/15/17, 12:32 PMUTmail Mail - Re: Examining the Link Between Issue Attitudes and News Source

Page 1 of 2https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=31d89cb9a0&view=pt&q=Abrajano&qs=true&search=query&th=14fb976c7cb342f8&siml=14fb976c7cb342f8

Alex Avila <alexavila@utexas.edu>

Re: Examining the Link Between Issue Attitudes and News Source
1 message

Abrajano, Marisa <mabrajano@mail.ucsd.edu> Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 5:53 PM
To: "A.J. Alex Avila" <alexavila@utexas.edu>

Hi Alex,

Apologies for the delay. Below are the questions used to code the news broadcasts: 

{CODING THE NEWS SEGMENTS}

1)   Does  the news segment adopt an anti-, neutral, or pro-immigration tone towards immigration? An anti-immigration
tone is defined as a news segment in which either the journalist or an individual interviewed or quoted in the segment
discusses immigration in a detrimental way (e.g.``the proposed reform would  take away jobs from U.S. citizens and
rewards those who break the law.")  A neutral position is defined as  a news segment which only discusses the
provisions and details of the proposed immigration reform (for either Bush, the Democrats or both), but does not
incorporate any opinions. This type of news segment is factual, and provides no opinions either from the journalist or
from any individuals being interviewed.  A pro-immigration tone is defined as a news segment in which either the
journalist or an individual interviewed or quoted in the segment discusses the immigration proposal as a benefit to
individuals and/or to U.S. society (e.g. ``this proposal is a humane approach that would help immigrants from hiding
and living in fear of the U.S. government.")      

2) The news segment mentions: 1) only Bush's proposal; 2) only the Democrat proposal; 3) neither proposals; 4) both
proposals.

3)  Does the news segment mention that the immigration reforms are politically motivated ? (e.g. ``Bush and the
Republicans are trying to win over Hispanic voters " or ``Democrats criticize the proposed immigration reforms as
political moves") 

{Contextual Factors}: 

\noindent 1) Language of news: coded as 1 if the news segment was in Spanish, 0 if it was in  English \\
2) News ownership: coded as 1 if the news segment was broadcast by a corporate-owned news station, 0 if it was
broadcast by a privately-owned news station  \\
4) Political bias: percentage of the 2000 presidential democratic vote share in the state

\noindent \textbf{Latino-Specific Contextual Factors:} 

1) Size of Latino population: percentage of Latinos in the state, using estimates from the 2000 Census.

2) Controversial policy: Coded as 1 if there was a controversial Latino or immigration-related policy or ballot initiative
enacted in the state
within the past 15 years (e.g. English-only language initiatives, ending affirmative action, limiting social services to
U.S. citizens), 0 if not. 

Best,

Marisa

Associate Professor of Political Science
University of California San Diego
9500 Gilman Drive #0521
La Jolla, CA 92093
phone: (858)534-7201
email: mabrajano@ucsd.edu

On Sep 10, 2015, at 1:20 PM, A.J. Alex Avila <alexavila@utexas.edu> wrote:

Permission to publish email contents 
with contact information redactions 

given via email on 04/17/2017. 
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APPENDIX A: Codebook 

�Graduate coders must be English/Spanish bilingual.  

Two separate coding schemes will be utilized for different units of analysis and two different 

excel sheets. First, we will code by news article (XL Sheet A). Then we will code by label (XL 

Sheet B) – each time the term “immigrant,” “immigration,” or “migrant” appears or their Spanish 

equivalents of “inmigrante”, “inmigración”, or “migrante”.  

SECTION A – CODE BY NEWS ARTICLE (XL sheet A – news articles)  

01 – ARTICLE CODE [art#] 

�For each publication in our study, three constructed weeks of news coverage were created for 

examination. Each newspaper story being examined has been pre-assigned a unique four-digit 

article code. The first two digits represent the publication name and the last two digits simply 

number the article in the order it was selected for inclusion in this study. There originally were 

nine publications being studied but one was dropped. So the first two digits of the article code 

range from 01 to 09. No newspaper has 100 or more articles in the three constructed weeks being 

studied with the low being 11 news articles and the high being 93 articles. So, for example, article 

code 0532 corresponds to the 32nd news article selected from the Los Angeles Times.  

 

01 - Codes for Publication Name: � [Artcode]  

01.) Miami Herald � 

02.) El Heraldo de Miami � 

03.) Diario Las Americas (Miami)  

04.) La Opinión  

05.) Los Angeles Times 

�06.) Hoy (Chicago) 

�07.) Chicago Tribune � 

08.) El Diario/La Prensa (NY)  

09.) Daily News (NY) 

02 - Article length: (# of words) [lgth#]  

03 - Wire story or locally written? [WreLoc] � 

01.) Local Story (with local byline 

or in-house network) � 

02.) Wire Story (AP, Reuters, 

Agencia EFE, BBC, Univision, etc.)  

03.) Multiple sources (assembled 

using a variety of sources) 

04 - Sources Used: (# of sources) [src#]  

05 – Prominence [prom] 

�Does the term “immigrant,” “immigration,” and/or “migrant” [o en español] appear in the head, 
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subhead, or lead of the article?  

01.) Yes  

00.) No  

06 - ETHNIC CUE [ethn] � 

 

Ethnic cue? Select “yes” or “no” if any type of ethnic cue is stated or strongly suggested  

or implied within the article while referring to immigrants or immigration.  

01.) Yes  

00.) No  

LABELS: Latino, Hispanic, Mexican, Central American, South American, Jewish, Haiti, 

European, Asian, African, or any “group” designation that indicates a race, ethnicity or specific 

nationality.  

07 – Tone [tone] 

�In your judgment as an objective reader, does the news article overall depict immigration in a 

positive, negative or neutral tone?  

01 – Positive  

There are more “pro-immigrant” or “pro-immigration” or “pro-migrant” sources 

quoted. The points of view of the “pro” side of immigrants presented are 

presented more. The article includes a “pro-immigrant” call to action.  

02 – Negative � 

There are more “anti-immigrant” or “anti-immigration” or “anti-migrant” sources 

quoted. The points of view of those who oppose more rights for immigrants are 

presented more. The article includes some kind of “anti-immigrant” call to 

action.  

03 – Neutral � 

There are more or less the same pro- and anti-immigration sources quoted. The 

points of view of both “pro” side of immigrants and those opposed to granting 

more rights are presented about the same. The article either avoids making any 

call to action or both sides of the issue are presented with calls to action. Or, no 

clear pro- or anti-immigrant positions appear to be presented.  

08 – Episodic or Thematic? [epitheme] � 
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According to Iyengar (1996), the episodic frame depicts issues in terms of specific instances. (A 

story about a homeless person, or a drug addict, for example.) This is usually tied to a specific 

event and one major cue is the opening paragraphs will have a specific time element. Episodic 

reports are essentially illustrations of broader issues. The thematic frame, by contrast, depicts 

political issues more broadly and abstractly. (An in-depth story about the reasons behind a drop in 

teenaged pregnancy, for example.) In practice, few news reports are purely episodic or thematic. 

Content analyses however suggest that in most cases one frame or the other predominates. After 

reading the entire news article, code the story by the following:  

01  Episodic � 

02  Thematic � 

03  Both � 

04  Neither � 

SECTION B – CODE BY LABELS (XL sheet B - Labels)  

LINQUISTICS LABELS (Indicates attempts to frame) Our unit of analysis in this section is each 

incident where the term “immigrant,” “immigration” or “migrant” is used [o en español 

“inmigrante”, “inmigración,” o “migrante”]. A new entry must be registered every time the 

term is used in a news article. Each newspaper article will have a qualifying term used at least 

once. Most articles will have a qualifying term included multiple times. Some will have dozens of 

entries using the same article code.  

01 – ARTICLE CODE [art#]  

(Same as Question 1 in Section A) �Each newspaper story being examined has been pre-assigned a 

unique four-digit article code. Please note that here.  

02 – TERM [term]  

01 Immigration 

02 Immigrant 

03 Migrant  

99 Other related term (migratory, emigrant, 

guest worker, foreign worker, DREAMer, 

etc.)  

 

03 – SOURCE [src]  

(Who is credited with using the label?) � When such terms are found in the story, please mark the 

“source,” that is, the person identified or otherwise credited in the story who used the term.  

01  Government spokesperson (not elected official) � 
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02  Candidate or Party Official (actively and clearly running for office, including 

�incumbents; Republic or Democratic party spokesperson; candidate spokesperson or 

�media handler) � 

03  Office holder (member of congress, elected official, not including incumbents 

�actively and clearly running for office) � 

04  Activist or non-profit spokesperson (NGO, community activists, policy think-tank, 

�etc.) � 

05  Report or Study (Demographic report, academic study, white paper, policy paper, 

�Congressional Budget Office, etc.) � 

06  Vox Pop (man on the street, voter, etc.) � 

07  Migrant (someone directly affected by proposed immigration policies, an immigrant, 

�guest worker, DREAM Act affected student, etc.) � 

08  Reporter (If the occurrence of one of the labels listed is not clearly attributed to a 

�source directly or indirectly, mark as “reporter.”) � 

99 Other (To be exhaustive. The default, if unclear, is 08, the reporter.)  

04 – MODIFYING LABELS [modlab]  

If the following terms appear w/3 words of our search term, please code its presence.  

01 “Illegal” (count each individual use of 

the term within each article). � LABELS: 

illegal immigrant, illegal alien, illegals, 

criminals, law-breakers, etc.  

02 “Undocumented” (count each individual 

use of the term). � LABELS: undocumented 

immigrant, undocumented alien, 

undocumented resident, undocumented 

worker, etc.  

03  “Unauthorized” (count each individual 

use of the term). �LABELS: unauthorized 

immigrant, unauthorized immigration, 

unauthorized resident, unauthorized worker, 

without authorization, overstayed visas, 

etc. � � 

04  “Reform” �LABELS: immigration 

reform, policy reform, reform proposal, and 

etc. �� 

99 Other modifier (worker, laborer, 

community, etc.)  

00 No modifier – code as “00”  

 

05 - ETHNIC CUE [ethn] � 

Similar to Question 6 in section A, select “yes” or “no” if any type of ethnic cue is stated or 
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strongly suggested or implied with this particular use of our identified term.  

01. Yes  

00. No  

06 ETHNIC GROUPS [group] – If the answer to question 05 is “No” enter “00.” If “Yes” to 

Question 05, choose from the following ethnic labels identified in the story.  

1. Latino, Hispanic, Mexican, Central or 

South American (NOT Cuban) � 

2. Haiti � 

3. Dominican Republic � 

4. Cuban � 

5. Other Western hemisphere: (Jamaica, 

Canada, Other �Caribbean) � 

6. Europe � 

7. African � 

8. Asian � 

9. India/Pakistan � 

10. Arab/Middle East/Iran 

11. Jewish � 

99. Other immigrant  

 

FRAMES present in the use of terms in article. Read the context of the article where the term is used. As an 

objective reader, use your judgment to determine whether any of the following identifiable frames exist. If 

more than one within the same section exists, you must choose the more prominent frame. Mark “00” if none 

of the described frames appear (None of the Above).  

07 – Problem Frames [probfrm]  

01 problem for authorities: 

�Politicians are under attack for their stances on immigration; the immigration system produces 

unintended negative consequences; immigration is undermining diplomatic relations; 

undocumented immigration unfairly threatens the legal immigration system  

02 problem for society: � 

Too many immigrants have entered the country; immigration threatens safety, security, or 

culture; immigration strains social services, immigrants take away jobs.  

03 Problems for Immigrants 

�Immigrants face potential violence, racism, human rights violations, or inhumane treatment; 

immigrants are likely to be exploited, or encounter unsafe work conditions, or be targeted for 

crime.  

04 no problems 

�Immigration (including unauthorized immigration) contributes to society and does not 
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represent a problem—for example, immigrants are good workers and do work others do not 

want to do; immigrants contribute to local economies; immigrants contribute to cultural 

diversity; they pay into social services that they do not have access to, and so on.  

00 None of the above.  

(None of these frames are apparent.)  

08 – causal frames [causfram] � 

01 Cause Pull Factors �.  

Immigrants come to take advantage of health or social benefits; economic interests require 

low-wage employees, which motivates immigration.  

02 Cause Push Factors 

�Economic crisis, violence, or political persecution drive emigration; colonial histories have 

resulted in linguistic and political ties that drive immigration to former colonial powers.  

03 Cause System – pro-immigration 

�The immigration system is unnecessarily restrictive, bureaucratic, or time consuming; 

government is too strict or brutal in enforcing immigration.  

04 Cause System – anti-immigration 

�Lack of resources or will have led to weak border control; current regional/international 

regulations are inadequate to manage immigration.  

00 None of the above.  

(No frame is apparent.)  

09 – solution frames [solufram] � 

01 Solution Enforcement  

Enhanced punishment for violations of immigration law, or for hiring, housing, or abetting 

undocumented immigrants; more resources to strengthen border control and enforcement; 

more police to combat immigration-related crime; deny immigrants opportunities for work, 

health care, education, or services so they will self-deport.  

02 Solution External  

Foreign investment and development aid will ease immigration problems; strengthened 

diplomatic ties will help states resolve their conflicting needs; solving political and military 

conflicts in other nations will address immigration problems.  

03 Solution Reform System Factors � 

The immigration system should be made less complicated and time consuming; more 

temporary and permanent immigration should be allowed; conditional permanent resident 

status should be granted to children brought illegally into the country, or to those whose safety 
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will be threatened if they are returned to their country of origin.  

04 Solution Campaign � 

Attitude/information campaigns aimed at undocumented immigrants, the public, or authorities 

will help address immigration problems.  

00 None of the above.  

(No frame is apparent.)  

10 Advocacy Frame [advofram] � 

Advocacy is described by Tewksbury (2000) as, “explanations and arguments intended to persuade” in news 

reports. Judging from the context where this label or term appears in the story, is advocacy or intention to 

persuade present?  

01 Yes  

00 No  
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APPENDIX B – IRB Approval 
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APPENDIX C – Interview Questions 

1.) When the term ‘immigration,’ is mentioned to you, what, as an editor, comes to mind? 

2.) In your view, what are some of the key issues or events that tend to fall under the label of 

immigration? 

3.) When people use terms like “illegal” or “undocumented” what do you think they mean when 

they use those words? (Do you think most people think they are interchangeable?) 

4.) When the term “immigration reform” is used, what do you think it means? 

5.) When government officials, political candidates, activists and the press use terms like 

“immigration reform,” how confident are you that everyone more or less understands what is 

meant? 

6.) When you see journalists use terms like “illegal” or “undocumented,” do you have any qualms 

about how they use those terms – or thoughts on how they ought to use them?  

7.) Immigration has been an issue for a long time, but it seems the political heat increased after a 

serious of pro-immigration marches in 2006. Do you agree that was a changing point in the 

immigration debate? 

8.) What are your in-house style guidelines in using the terms “illegal,” “undocumented,” or 

“unauthorized?” Is there a policy that your newspaper follows? 

9.) Do you think journalists’ usage of those phrases have changed over time? 

10.) To the best of your knowledge, what is the size of your ethnic readership? (Do you know how 

large your Latino readership is?) 

11.) Can you describe any audience feedback that you get from coverage of your immigration 

stories? (How do you typically respond to such audience feedback?) 
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APPENDIX D – Random Week Construction  
 
  [DAY] [Wk#*]  [DATE] Oct.-Dec. dates = 2014; Jan. – Sep. dates = 2015 
01.) MIAMI HERALD  Dupes (1) 
WK 1 
 Sun    [05]  - Oct 26  
 Mon   [52]  - Sep 21 
 Tues   [35]  - May 26 
 Weds   [23]  - Mar 4 
 Thurs   [05]  - Oct 30 
 Fri     [19]  - Feb 6 
 Sat    [47]  - Aug 22 

WK 2 
 Sun    [16]  - Jan 11 
 Mon   [08]  - Nov 17 
 Tues   [02]  - Oct 7 
 Weds   [12]  - Dec 17 
 Thurs   [45]  - Aug 6 
 Fri    [02]  - Oct 10 
 Sat    [35]  - May 30 

WK 3 
 Sun    [09]  - Nov 23 
 Mon   [35]  - May 25 
 Tues   [05]  - Oct 28 
 Weds   [49]  - Sep 2 
 Thurs   [27]  - Apr 2 
 Fri    [42]  - July 17 
 Sat       [03]  - Oct 18

 
 
02.) EL HERALDO DE MIAMI  Dupes (1)
WK 1 
 Sun    [23]  - Mar 1 
 Mon   [34]  - May 18 
 Tues   [35]  - May 26 
 Weds   [37]  - June 10 
 Thurs   [26]  - Mar 26 
 Fri    [24]  - Mar 12 
 Sat    [13]  - Dec 27 

WK 2 
 Sun    [51]  - Sep 13 
 Mon   [33]  - May 11 
 Tues   [38]  - June 16 
 Weds   [14]  - Dec 31 
 Thurs   [39]  - June 25 
 Fri    [50]  - Sep 11 
 Sat    [21]  - Feb 21 

WK 3 
 Sun    [18]  - Jan 25 
 Mon   [37]  - June 8 
 Tues   [36]  - June 2 
 Weds   [48]  - Aug 26 
 Thurs   [41]  - July 9 
 Fri    [19]  - Feb 6 
 Sat    [10]  - Dec 6

 
 
04.) LOS ANGELES TIMES 
WK 1 
 Sun    [30]  - Apr 19 
 Mon   [35]  - May 25 
 Tues   [11]  - Dec 9 
 Weds   [49]  - Sep 2 
 Thurs   [25]  - Mar 19 
 Fri    [52]  - Sep 25 
 Sat    [32]  - May 9 

WK 2 
 Sun    [29]  - Apr 12 
 Mon   [34]  - May 18 
 Tues   [07]  - Nov 11 
 Weds   [27]  - Apr 1 
 Thurs   [38]  - June 18 
 Fri    [20]  - Feb 13 
 Sat    [01]  - Oct 4 

WK 3 
 Sun    [16]  - Jan 11 
 Mon   [25]  - Mar 16 
 Tues   [14]  - Dec 30 
 Weds   [26]  - Mar 25 
 Thurs   [05] - Oct 30 
 Fri    [46]  - Aug 14 
 Sat    [20]  - Feb 14

 
 
05.) LA OPINION (Los Angeles)  Dupes (1) 
WK 1 
 Sun    [21]  - Feb 15 
 Mon   [42]  - July 13 
 Tues   [31]  - Apr 28 
 Weds   [21]  - Feb 18 
 Thurs   [13]  - Dec 25 
 Fri    [26]  - Mar 27 
 Sat    [42]  - July 18 

WK 2 
 Sun    [43]  - July 19 
 Mon   [31]  - Apr 27 
 Tues   [17]  - Jan 20 
 Weds   [11]  - Dec 10 
 Thurs   [50]  - Sep 10 
 Fri    [46]  - Aug 14 
 Sat    [41]  - July 11 

WK 3 
 Sun    [38]  - June 14 
 Mon   [37]  - June 8 
 Tues   [42]  - July 14 
 Weds   [08]  - Nov 19 
 Thurs   [32]  - May 7 
 Fri    [29]  - Apr 17 
 Sat     [06]  - Nov 8

WK1 REDO 
Sun  [21] - Feb 15 [21] – Feb 15 
 Mon [42] - July 13 [20] – Feb 9 
 Tues [31] - Apr 28 [32] – May 5 

 Weds [21] - Feb 18 [23] – Mar 4 
 Thurs [13] - Dec 25 [02] – Oct 9 
 Fri  [26] - Mar 27 [01] – Oct 3 
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 Sat  [42] - July 18 [09] – Nov 29 
 
 
06.) EL DIARIO/LA PRENSA (New York) [Redo - Saturday Wk 53] 
WK 1 
 Sun    [37]  - June 7 
 Mon   [23]  - Mar 2 
 Tues   [43] - July 21 
 Weds   [28]  - Apr 8 
 Thurs   [28]  - Apr 9 
 Fri    [08]  - Nov 21 
 Sat    [48]  - Aug 29 

WK 2 
 Sun    [24]  - Mar 8 
 Mon   [31]  - Apr 27 
 Tues   [11]  - Dec 9 
 Weds   [05]  - Oct 29 
 Thurs   [39]  - June 25 
 Fri    [37]  - June 12 
 Sat    [20]  - Feb 14 

WK 3 
 Sun    [39]  - June 21 
 Mon   [07]  - Nov 10 
 Tues   [34]  - May 19 
 Weds   [33]  - May 13 
 Thurs   [44]  - July 30 
 Fri    [27] - Apr 3 
 Sat    [37]  - June 13

 
 
07.) NEWSDAY (New York)  [Redo – Monday Wk 01] 
WK 1 
 Sun    [13]  - Dec 21 
 Mon   [26]  - Mar 23 
 Tues   [22]  - Feb 24 
 Weds   [29]  - Apr 15 
 Thurs   [07]  - Nov 13 
 Fri    [20]  - Feb 13 
 Sat    [38]  - June 20 

WK 2 
 Sun    [14]  - Dec 28 
 Mon   [16]  - Jan 12 
 Tues   [43]  - July 21 
 Weds   [49]  - Sep 2 
 Thurs   [50]  - Sep 10 
 Fri    [21]  - Feb 20 
 Sat    [30]  - Apr 25 

WK 3 
 Sun    [24]  - Mar 8 
 Mon   [20]  - Feb 9 
 Tues   [28]  - Apr 7 
 Weds   [19]  - Feb 4 
 Thurs   [52]  - Sep 24 
 Fri    [31]  - May 1 
 Sat    [06]  - Nov 8

 
 
08.) ¡HOY! (Chicago) 
WK 1 
 Sun    [42]  - July 12 
 Mon   [25]  - Mar 16 
 Tues   [46]  - Aug 11 
 Weds   [05]  - Oct 29 
 Thurs   [24]  - Mar 12 
 Fri    [37]  - June 12 
 Sat    [28]  - Apr 11 

WK 2 
 Sun    [23]  - Mar 1 
 Mon   [43]  - July 20 
 Tues   [50]  - Sep 8 
 Weds   [46]  - Aug 12 
 Thurs   [50]  - Sep 10 
 Fri    [03]  - Oct 17 
 Sat    [19]  - Feb 7 

WK 3 
 Sun    [30]  - Apr 19 
 Mon   [52]  - Sep 21 
 Tues   [40]  - June 30 
 Weds   [21]  - Feb 18 
 Thurs   [20]  - Feb 12 
 Fri    [32]  - May 8 
 Sat    [37]  - June 13

 
09.) CHICAGO TRIBUNE 
WK 1 
 Sun    [21]  - Feb 15 
 Mon   [06]  - Nov 3 
 Tues   [14]  - Dec 30 
 Weds   [46]  - Aug 12 
 Thurs   [25]  - Mar 19 
 Fri    [25]  - Mar 20 
 Sat    [14]  - Jan 3 

WK 2 
 Sun    [06]  - Nov 2 
 Mon   [31]  - Apr 27 
 Tues   [26]  - Mar 24 
 Weds   [42]  - July 15 
 Thurs   [32]  - May 7 
 Fri    [03]  - Oct 17 
 Sat    [42]  - July 18 

WK 3 
 Sun    [28]  - Apr 5 
 Mon   [29]  - Apr 13 
 Tues   [11]  - Dec 9 
 Weds   [22]  - Feb 25 
 Thurs   [34]  - May 21 
 Fri    [18]  - Jan 30 
 Sat    [47]  - Aug 22

 
 
*Week # chosen by online randomizer between 1 and 53 with Week 01 representing the week 
beginning Sunday, September 28, 2014 and Week 53 representing the week ending Saturday, 
October 3, 2015.  



 268 

REFERENCES: 
 
Abrajano, M., & Singh, S. (2009). Examining the link between issue attitudes and news 

source: The case of Latinos and immigration reform. Political Behavior, 31(1), 1-

30. 

Amanpour, C. (2015, April 16). Jorge Ramos: Americas News Anchor. Time, Cover-

Cover.  

Andrew, B. C. (2007). Media-generated shortcuts: Do newspaper headlines present 

another roadblock for low-information rationality?. The Harvard International 

Journal of Press/Politics, 12(2), 24-43. 

Avila, A. J. "Bienvenido a Miami y Más: Immigration Frames in English and Spanish 

Newspapers During the 2012 Florida Republican Primary." # ISOJ Journal 4, no. 

1 (2014). 

Bakan, J. (2012). The corporation: The pathological pursuit of profit and power. 

Hachette UK. 

Baker, C. (2006). Media concentration and democracy: Why ownership matters. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Barreto, M. A. (2010). Ethnic cues: The role of shared ethnicity in Latino political 

participation. University of Michigan Press. 

Barreto, M., Manzano, S., Ramirez, R., & Rim, K. (2009). Mobilization, Participation, 

and Solidaridad Latino Participation in the 2006 Immigration Protest Rallies. 

Urban Affairs Review, 44(5), 736-764. 



 269 

Bartlett, S. (2013). Ethnic media is more than a niche: It’s worth your attention. (July 25) 

Retrieved November 4, 2015, from http://www.niemanlab.org/2013/07/ethnic-

media-is-more-than-a-niche-its-worth-your-attention/ 

Benson, R. (2010). What makes for a critical press? A case study of French and US 

immigration news coverage. The International Journal of Press/Politics, 15(1), 3-

24. 

Benson, R., & Wood, T. (2015). Who says what or nothing at all? Speakers, frames, and 

frameless quotes in unauthorized immigration news in the United States, Norway, 

and France. American Behavioral Scientist, 0002764215573257. 

Berkowitz, D., & Beach, D. W. (1993). News sources and news context: The effect of 

routine news, conflict and proximity. Journalism & Mass Communication 

Quarterly, 70(1), 4-12. 

Borah, P. (2011). Conceptual issues in framing theory: A systematic examination of a 

decade's literature. Journal of communication, 61(2), 246-263. 

Bovaird, T. (2007). Beyond engagement and participation: User and community 

coproduction of public services. Public administration review,67(5), 846-860. 

Boyd, H. (1991). The Black Press: A Long History of Service and Advocacy. Crisis, 

98(3), 10-13. 

Brader, T., Valentino, N. A., & Suhay, E. (2008). What triggers public opposition to 

immigration? Anxiety, group cues, and immigration threat. American Journal of 

Political Science, 52(4), 959-978. 



 270 

Branton, R., & Dunaway, J. (2008). English‐and Spanish‐Language Media Coverage of 

Immigration: A Comparative Analysis*. Social Science Quarterly, 89(4), 1006-

1022. 

Branton, R. P., & Dunaway, J. (2009). Spatial Proximity to the US—Mexico Border and 

Newspaper Coverage of Immigration Issues. Political Research Quarterly, 62(2), 

289-302. 

Brown, A., & Lopez, M. H. (2013). Ranking Latino Population’s in the Nation’s 

Metropolitan Areas (Hispanic Trends, Rep. No. IV). Pew Research. [Accessed 

4/12/2016] http://www.pewhispanic.org/2013/08/29/iv-ranking-latino-

populations-in-the-nations-metropolitan-areas/ 

Bruner, J. S., & Minturn, A. L. (1955). Perceptual identification and perceptual 

organization. The Journal of General Psychology, 53(1), 21-28. 

Burgess, M. (2013). Go local or keep the international desk? The evolving role of local 

reporting in international coverage. Journal of Professional Communication, 2(2). 

Burghart, D., & Zeskind, L. (2010). Tea Party nationalism: A critical examination of the 

Tea Party movement and the size, scope, and focus of its national factions. Kansas 

City, MO: Institute for Research & Education on Human Rights. 

Cacciatore, M. A., Anderson, A. A., Choi, D. H., Brossard, D., Scheufele, D. A., Liang, 

X., Ladwig, P., Xenos, M., & Dudo, A. (2012). Coverage of emerging 

technologies: A comparison between print and online media. New Media & 

Society, 14(6), 1039-1059. 



 271 

Cacciatore, M. A., Scheufele, D. A., & Iyengar, S. (2016). The End of Framing as we 

Know it… and the Future of Media Effects. Mass Communication and Society, 

19(1), 7-23. 

Camilli, G., & Hopkins, K. D. (1978). Applicability of chi-square to 2× 2 contingency 

tables with small expected cell frequencies. Psychological Bulletin, 85(1), 163. 

Charter, R. A. (1999). Sample size requirements for precise estimates of reliability, 

generalizability, and validity coefficients. Journal of Clinical and Experimental 

Neuropsychology, 21(4), 559-566. 

Chomsky, N. (1997). What makes mainstream media mainstream. Z magazine, 10(10), 

17-23. 

Cottle, S. (2000). Ethnic Minorities & The Media: Changing Cultural Boundaries. 

McGraw-Hill International. 

Craig, G. (2008). Aotearoa/New Zealand print news media reportage of the 

environment. Media International Australia, 127(1), 152-165. 

Croteau, D., & Hoynes, W. (2006). Media, markets, and the public sphere. The business 

of media: Corporate media and the public interest. Pine Forge Press. 

D'Angelo, P. (2002). News framing as a multiparadigmatic research program: A response 

to Entman. Journal of communication, 52(4), 870-888. 

Deuze, M. (2006). Ethnic media, community media and participatory culture. Journalism, 

7(3), 262-280. 

De Vreese, C. H. (2005). News framing: Theory and typology. Information design 

journal+ document design, 13(1), 51-62. 



 272 

Diamond, J. (2015, September 17). CNN's Republican debate: Winners and losers - 

CNNPolitics.com. Blog. Retrieved November 6, 2015, from 

http://www.cnn.com/2015/09/17/politics/republican-debate-winners-losers-

donald-trump/  

Druckman, J. N. (2001). On the limits of framing effects: who can frame?. Journal of 

Politics, 63(4), 1041-1066. 

Emery, E. (1972). The press and America: An interpretative history of the mass media. 

Entman, R. M. (1993). Framing: Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm. Journal of 

communication, 43(4), 51-58. 

Entman, R. (2007). Framing bias: Media in the distribution of power. Journal of 

communication, 57(1), 163-173. 

Falcon, A. (2012). The End of El Diario-La Prensa? - New America Media. (July 21) 

Retrieved March 3, 2015, from http://newamericamedia.org/2012/07/the-end-of-

el-diario-la-prensa.php 

Filak, V. F. (2014). Convergent Journalism: An Introduction: Writing and Producing 

Across Media. CRC Press. 

Five Views: An Ethnic Historic Site Survey for California (Mexican Americans). (2004, 

November 17). Retrieved February 13, 2015, from 

http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/5views/5views5h49.htm 

Félix, A., González, C., & Ramirez, R. (2008). Political protest, ethnic media, and Latino 

naturalization. American Behavioral Scientist, 52(4), 618-634. 



 273 

Fernandes, J., & Shumow, M. (2014). Framing politics in transnational communities: 

Spanish-language immigrant media and election coverage in South 

Florida. Journalism, 1464884914542743. 

García, O., Morín, J., & Rivera, K. (2001). How threatened is the Spanish of New York 

Puerto Ricans?. MULTILINGUAL MATTERS, 44-73. 

Grimm, J., & Andsager, J. L. (2011). Framing immigration: Geo-ethnic context in 

California newspapers. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 88(4), 

771-788. 

Greenwald, G. (2015). Jorge Ramos Commits Journalism, Gets Immediately Attacked by 

Journalists. (August 26) Blog. Retrieved September 3, 2015, from 

https://theintercept.com/2015/08/26/jorge-ramos-commits-journalism-gets-

immediately-attacked-journalists/?comments=1 

Gross, T. (Producer). (2015). Univision's Jorge Ramos Discusses Journalism And That 

Donald Trump Press Conference [Radio broadcast] (October 5). In Fresh Air. 

Philadelphia: Terri Gross. 

Goldman, A., & Cardenas, J. (2004, January 16). Spanish-Language Newspapers La 

Opinión, El Diario to Merge. Retrieved March 3, 2015, from 

http://articles.latimes.com/2004/jan/16/business/fi-Opinion16  

González, J., & Torres, J. (2011). News for all the people: The epic story of race and the 

American media. Verso Books.  



 274 

Guskin, E., & Mitchell, A. (2011). Hispanic Media: Faring Better than Mainstream 

Media. In State of the News Media 2011. Pew Research Center's Project for 

Excellence in Journalism. 

Gutierrez, F. (n.d.). More Than 200 Years of Latino Media in the United States. 

Retrieved November 2, 2015, from 

http://www.nps.gov/history/heritageinitiatives/latino/latinothemestudy/media.htm

#_ednref67 

Hamilton, J. T. (2004). All the news that’s fit to sell. How the Market Transforms 

Information Into News. Princeton. 

Hatcher, J. (2007). Were those the days? Revisiting the Pulitzer-winning efforts of 

community newspapers in the 1970s. American Journalism, 24(1), 89-109. 

Hispanic Population in Select U.S. Metropolitan Areas, 2011. (2013, August 29). 

Retrieved July 20, 2016, from http://www.pewhispanic.org/2013/08/29/hispanic-

population-in-select-u-s-metropolitan-areas-2011/ 

Hollifield, C. A. (2006). News media performance in hypercompetitive markets: An 

extended model of effects. The International Journal on Media 

Management, 8(2), 60-69. 

Howley, K. (2005). Community media: People, places, and communication technologies. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Horboken, V. (2004). 11. Ethnic Communications. Social Identities: Multidisciplinary 

Approaches, 199. 



 275 

Huang, T. (2005). Framing Stories. Retrieved May 25, 2016, from 

http://www.poynter.org/2005/framing-stories/47657/ 

Hutton, F. (1993). The early Black press in America, 1827 to 1860 (No. 157). Greenwood 

Publishing Group. 

Igartua, J. J. & Cheng, L. (2009). Moderating the effect of group cue while processing 

news on immigration. Is framing effect a heuristic process? Journal of 

Communication, 59(4), 726-749. 

Iyengar, S., & Simon, A. (1993). News coverage of the gulf crisis and public opinion a 

study of agenda setting, priming, and framing. Communication research, 20(3), 

365-383. 

Iyengar, S. (1994). Is anyone responsible?: How television frames political issues. 

University of Chicago Press. 

Iyengar, S. (1996). Framing responsibility for political issues. The Annals of the 

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 59-70. 

Johnson, M. A. (2000). How ethnic are US ethnic media: The case of Latina magazines. 

Mass Communication & Society, 3(2-3), 229-248. 

Johnson, M. A. (2010). Incorporating Self‐Categorization Concepts Into Ethnic Media 

Research. Communication theory, 20(1), 106-125. 

Johnson, T. J., & Kaye, B. K. (1998). Cruising is believing?: Comparing Internet and 

traditional sources on media credibility measures. Journalism & Mass 

Communication Quarterly, 75(2), 325-340. 



 276 

Johnston, K. (n.d.). Difference Between Mainstream & Alternative Media. Retrieved 

August 01, 2016, from http://smallbusiness.chron.com/difference-between-

mainstream-alternative-media-30896.html [Online business advertising section of 

the Houston Chronicle.] 

Kanellos, N. (2000). Hispanic Periodicals in the United States, Origins to 1960: A brief 

history and comprehensive bibliography. Houston, TX: Arte Público.  

Kanellos, N. (2007). Recovering and Re-constructing Early Twentieth-Century Hispanic 

Immigrant Print Culture in the US. American Literary History, 19(2), 438-455. 

Kanellos, N. (2011). Hispanic immigrant literature: el sueño del retorno. University of 

Texas Press. 

Karlsson, M. (2011). The immediacy of online news, the visibility of journalistic 

processes and a restructuring of journalistic authority. Journalism, 12(3), 279-

295. 

Kerevel, Y. (2011). The Influence of Spanish‐Language Media on Latino Public Opinion 

and Group Consciousness*. Social Science Quarterly, 92(2), 509-534. 

Kim, S. H., Carvalho, J. P., Davis, A. G., & Mullins, A. M. (2011). The view of the 

border: News framing of the definition, causes, and solutions to illegal 

immigration. Mass Communication and Society, 14(3), 292-314. 

Knoll, B. R., Redlawsk, D. P., & Sanborn, H. (2011). Framing Labels and Immigration 

Policy Attitudes in the Iowa Caucuses: “Trying to Out-Tancredo Tancredo”. 

Political Behavior, 33(3), 433-454. 



 277 

Kreider, K. L., & Baldino, T. J. (Eds.). (2015). Minority Voting in the United States [2 

volumes]. ABC-CLIO. 

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. Sage. 

Lacy, S. (1987). The Impact of Intercity Competition on Daily Newspaper Content. 

Lacy, S., Robinson, K., & Riffe, D. (1995). Sample size in content analysis of weekly 

newspapers. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 72(2), 336-345. 

Lakoff, G., & Ferguson, S. (2006, May 26). The Framing of Immigration. Retrieved 

September 6, 2015, from http://www.cognitivepolicyworks.com/resource-

center/rethinking-immigration/the-framing-of-immigration/ 

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for 

categorical data. biometrics, 159-174. 

Leal, L. (1989). The Spanish Language Press: Function and Use. The Americas Review, 

17(3/4), 157-162. 

Lecheler, S., Schuck, A. R., & de Vreese, C. H. (2013). Dealing with feelings: Positive 

and negative discrete emotions as mediators of news framing effects. 

Liptak, A., & Shear, M. D. (2016). Supreme Court Tie Blocks Obama Immigration Plan. 

Sup. Ct. Preview, 364. 

Madison, T. P. (2008). An Intercultural Exploration of Journalistic Framing of 

Immigration in the Mexican Press and the United States Press (Doctoral 

dissertation, Texas Tech University). 

Maier, S. R. (2010). Newspapers offer more news than do major online sites. Newspaper 

Research Journal, 31(1), 6-19. 



 278 

Martínez De Castro, C. (2010). Latino Voters and the 2010 Election: Numbers, Parties, 

and Issues: National Council for La Raza. Report accessed March 13, 2012 from 

http://www.nclr.org/ 

Massey, D. S., & Pren, K. A. (2012). Unintended consequences of US immigration 

policy: explaining the post‐1965 surge from Latin America. Population and 

Development Review, 38(1), 1-29.  

Matsa, K. E. (2015). "Hispanic Media Fact Sheet" State of the Media, 2015 (pp. 79-86, 

Rep.). Pew Research Center. 

Matsaganis, M., Katz, V., & Ball-Rokeach, S. (2010). Ethnic Media in History. In 

Understanding Ethnic Media: Producers, Consumers, and Societies (pp. 25-47). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Matsaganis, M., & Katz, V. (2014). How ethnic media producers constitute their 

communities of practice: An ecological approach. Journalism, 15(7), 926-944. 

Matthes, J. (2009). What's in a frame? A content analysis of media framing studies in the 

world's leading communication journals, 1990-2005. Journalism & Mass 

Communication Quarterly, 86(2), 349-367. 

Matthes, J., & Kohring, M. (2008). The content analysis of media frames: Toward 

improving reliability and validity. Journal of Communication, 58(2), 258-279. 

McCarthy, N. (2015, July 16). Rise In Hispanic Media Ad Spend Exceeds English Ad 

Market 20 To 1. Forbes Magazine. Retrieved November 5, 2015, from 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/niallmccarthy/2015/07/16/hispanic-media-ad-spend-

infographic/ 



 279 

McChesney, R. W. (2003). Theses on media deregulation. Media, Culture & Society, 

25(1), 125-133.  

McChesney, R. W. (2015). Rich media, poor democracy: Communication politics in 

dubious times. New Press, The. 

McKenzie, R., & Santamaría, A. Comparing New Coverage of Inmigration by a Local 

Newspaper in the United States with a Local Newspaper in Mexico. Derecho 

Comparado de la Información, (16). 

McManus, J. H. (2002). Does serving the market conflict with serving the public. 

McQuails’ reader in mass communication theory, 270-275. 

Mindich, D. (1998). Just the facts: How "objectivity" came to define American 

journalism. New York: New York University Press. 

Mompart, J. (2004). Diversidad latina y comunicación panhispana en la prensa en 

español de Nueva York. Accessed November 4, 2015 from 

http://www.portalcomunicacion.com/dialeg/paper/pdf/131_gomez.pdf 

Nealy, M. (2008). Spanish-language media market in a growth phase. Diverse Issues in 

Higher Education, 25(12), 18. 

Nelson, S. (Director). (1999). The Black Press: Soldiers Without Swords [Motion 

picture]. USA: PBS. 

Nielsen, Carolyn. "Same News, Different Narrative." Identity and Communication: New 

Agendas in Communication (2013): 43. 



 280 

Ommundsen, R., Larsen, K. S., van der Veer, K., & Eilertsen, D. E. (2014). Framing 

unauthorized immigrants: the effects of labels on evaluations. Psychological 

reports, 114(2), 461-478. 

Örnebring, H. (2013). Anything you can do, I can do better? Professional journalists on 

citizen journalism in six European countries. International Communication 

Gazette, 75(1), 35-53. 

Ortiz, D., Myers, D., Walls, E., & Diaz, M. E. (2005). Where do we stand with 

newspaper data?. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 10(3), 397-419. 

Pan, Z., & Kosicki, G. M. (1993). Framing analysis: An approach to news discourse. 

Political communication, 10(1), 55-75. 

Papacharissi, Z., & de Fatima Oliveira, M. (2008). "News frames terrorism: A 

comparative analysis of frames employed in terrorism coverage in US and UK 

newspapers." The International Journal of Press/Politics 13, no. 1 (2008): 52-74. 

Parsons, C., Mascaro, L., & Bennett, B. (2014, November 20). Obama unveils action on 

immigration, citing Scripture and precedent. Los Angeles Times. Retrieved August 

20, 2016, from http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-obama-immigration-plan-

20141120-story.html 

Picard, R. G. (2004). The economics of the daily newspaper industry. Media economics: 

Theory and practice, 109-125. 

Picard, R., & van Weezel, A. (2008). Capital and control: consequences of different 

forms of newspaper ownership. The International Journal on Media 

Management, 10(1), 22-31. 



 281 

Planas, R. (2013, April 2). AP Drops Term 'Illegal Immigrant' From Style Guide 

(UPDATED). Retrieved November 4, 2015, from 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/04/02/ap-drops-term-illegal-

immigrant_n_3001432.html 

Rauch, J. (2015). Exploring the Alternative–Mainstream Dialectic: What “Alternative 

Media” Means to a Hybrid Audience. Communication, Culture & Critique, 8(1), 

124-143. 

Reader, B. (2006). Distinctions that matter: Ethical differences at large and small 

newspapers. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 83(4), 851-864. 

Reese, S. (2007). The framing project: A bridging model for media research revisited. 

Journal of communication, 57(1), 148-154. 

Reese, S. D., & Buckalew, B. (1995). The militarism of local television: The routine 

framing of the Persian Gulf War. Critical Studies in Media Communication, 

12(1), 40-59. 

Rieff, D. (2013). Exile: Cuba in the Heart of Miami. Simon and Schuster. 

Riffe, D., Aust, C. F., & Lacy, S. R. (1993). The effectiveness of random, consecutive 

day and constructed week sampling in newspaper content analysis. Journalism & 

Mass Communication Quarterly, 70(1), 133-139. 

Rim, K. H. (2009). Latino and Asian American mobilization in the 2006 immigration 

protests. Social Science Quarterly, 90(3), 703-721. 

Rivas-Rodriguez, M. (2004). Ignacio E. Lozano: The Mexican Exile Publisher who 

Conquered San Antonio and Los Angeles. American Journalism, 21(1), 75-89. 



 282 

Rodriguez, A. (1999) Making Latino news: Race, language, class. Vol. 1. Sage. 

Rodriguez, A. (2001). Reinventing Minority Media for the 21st Century. Retrieved 

November 1, 2015, from 

http://www.aspeninstitute.org/sites/default/files/content/docs/cands/DIVERSITY.

PDF 

Ross, J. (2015, August 26). Jorge Ramos: Part journalist, part activist, and now full-on 

Trump combatant. Retrieved September 3, 2015, from 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2015/08/26/jorge-ramos-one-

part-journalist-one-part-activist-and-now-full-on-trump-combatant/ 

Roth, W. D., & Kim, N. Y. (2013). Relocating Prejudice: A Transnational Approach to 

Understanding Immigrants' Racial Attitudes. International Migration Review, 

47(2), 330-373. 

Rucker, P., & Gardner, A. (2011, September 1). Illegal immigration is flash point for 

Republican White House hopefuls, News, Washington Post. Retrieved March 12, 

2012 from http://www.washingtonpost.com/ 

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Müller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of 

structural equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit 

measures. Methods of psychological research online, 8(2), 23-74. 

Scheufele, B. (2004). Framing-effects approach: A theoretical and methodological 

critique. Communications, 29(4), 401-428. 

Scheufele, D. A. (1999). Framing as a theory of media effects. Journal of 

communication, 49(1), 103-122. 



 283 

Scheufele, D. (2000). Agenda setting, priming, and framing revisited: Another look at 

cognitive effects of political communication. Mass Communication & Society, 

3(2-3), 297-316. 

Scheufele, D. A., & Iyengar, S. (2012). The state of framing research: A call for new 

directions. The Oxford Handbook of Political Communication Theories. Nueva 

York: Oxford University Press. Pág, 1-26. 

Scheufele, D., & Tewksbury, D. (2007). Framing, agenda setting, and priming: The 

evolution of three media effects models. Journal of communication, 57(1), 9-20. 

Schudson, M. (2002). The news media as political institutions. Annual review of political 

science, 5(1), 249-269. 

Segars, A. H., & Grover, V. (1993). Re-examining perceived ease of use and usefulness: 

A confirmatory factor analysis. MIS quarterly, 517-525. 

Shah, D., McLeod, D., Gotlieb, M., & Lee, N. (2009). Framing and agenda setting. In 

R. L. Nabi & M. B. Oliver (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of media processes and 

effects (pp. 83-98). Los Angeles: SAGE. 

Shearer, E. (2016). Hispanic News Media: Fact Sheet. In A. Mitchell (Ed.), State of the 

News Media - 2016. Retrieved July 18, 2016. 

Shumow, M., & Pinto, J. (2014). Spanish‐language immigrant media in Miami‐Dade 

County, Florida: Discursive arenas for transnational civil societies. The Latin 

Americanist, 58(4), 59-83. 

Srinivasan, R. (2006). Indigenous, ethnic and cultural articulations of new media. 

International Journal of Cultural Studies, 9(4), 497-518. 



 284 

Stacey, M., Carbone-López, K., & Rosenfeld, R. (2011). Demographic change and 

ethnically motivated crime: the impact of immigration on anti-Hispanic hate 

crime in the United States. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 27(3), 278-

298. 

Steinmetz, K. (2013, April 3). AP Bans ‘Illegal Immigrant’: The Tricky Language of 

Immigration Reform | TIME.com. Retrieved November 4, 2015, from 

http://newsfeed.time.com/2013/04/03/ap-bans-illegal-immigrant-the-tricky-

language-of-immigration-reform/ 

Strother, T. (1978). The Race-Advocacy Function of the Black Press. In Black American 

Literature Forum (pp. 92-99). (October) School of Education, Indiana State 

University. 

Subervi-Velez, F. A. (1986). The Mass Media and Ethnic Assimilation and Pluralism A 

Review and Research Proposal with Special Focus on Hispanics. Communication 

Research, 13(1), 71-96. 

Subervi-Velez, F., Ramirez Berg, C., Constantakis-Valdes, P., Noriega, C., Rios, D., & 

Wilkinson, K. (1994). Mass Communication and Hispanics. In N. Kanellos (Ed.), 

Handbook of Hispanic Cultures in the United States: Sociology (pp. 305-357). 

Houston: Arte Público Press. 

"Suspensión De Alivio Migratorio Podría Ser Levantada, Dicen Expertos." La Opinión. 

12 Dec. 2015. Web. 3 May 2016. 

<http://www.laopinion.com/2015/12/12/suspension-de-alivio-migratorio-podria-

ser-levantada-dicen-expertos/>. Agencia EFE (newswire). 



 285 

Tannen, D. (1993). Framing in discourse. Oxford University Press on Demand. 

Tankard, J. W. (2001). The empirical approach to the study of media framing. Framing 

public life: Perspectives on media and our understanding of the social world, 95-

106. 

Tewksbury, D., Jones, J., Peske, M. W., Raymond, A., & Vig, W. (2000). The interaction 

of news and advocate frames: Manipulating audience perceptions of a local public 

policy issue. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 77(4), 804-829. 

Torres-Saillant, S. (2003). Inventing the race: Latinos and the ethnoracial pentagon. 

Latino Studies, 1(1), 123-151. 

Treviño, R. R. (1991). Prensa y Patria: The Spanish-Language Press and the Biculturation 

of the Tejano Middle Class, 1920-1940. The Western Historical Quarterly, 451-

472. 

Tsfati, Y., & Cappella, J. N. (2003). Do people watch what they do not trust? Exploring 

the association between news media skepticism and exposure. Communication 

Research, 30(5), 504-529. 

Valdivia, A. (2010). Latino/as in the Media (Vol. 6). polity. 

Van Dijk, T. A. (1995). Power and the news media. Political communication and action, 

9-36. 

Watanabe, T., & Becerra, H. (2006). How DJs put 500,000 marchers in motion. Los 

Angeles Times, 28. 

Wall, M. (2015). Citizen Journalism: A retrospective on what we know, an agenda for 

what we don’t. Digital Journalism, 3(6), 797-813. 



 286 

Wilkinson, K. (2009). Spanish Language Media in the United States. In A. Albarran 

(Ed.), The Handbook of Spanish Language Media (pp. 3-16). New York: 

Routledge. 

Wimmer, R. D., & Dominick, J. R. (2013). Mass media research. Cengage learning. 

Ziv, N. (2002). The Chicagotribune.com: Creating a Newspaper for the New Economy 

(A). Strategic Management: Concepts and Cases. Accessed November 4, 2015 

from http://www.ite.poly.edu/trilbune_b_113000.pdf 

  



 287 

VITA 

A.J. “Alex” Avila is a Texas native for generations. All of his academic degrees 

are from the University of Texas at Austin. Entering the PhD program, he held a B.S. in 

Radio-TV-Film (1994) and an M.A. in Journalism (2009). Currently (May 2017) Avila is 

a visiting professor of Journalism and Mass Communication at Sam Houston State 

University in Huntsville, Texas.  

Avila’s permanent contact is alexavila@utexas.edu. 

From 1998 – 2010, Avila was a national radio producer for the NPR program 

Latino USA. He spent four years as a Deputy Producer, six years as Senior Producer, and 

two years as Online Producer. During his tenure, he and his team of correspondents was 

presented numerous journalistic awards including the Edward R. Murrow Award by the 

RTNDA, The Robert F. Kennedy Award, the National Journalism Award by the Scripps 

Howard Foundation, The Gabriel Award, the Gracie Allen Award, and numerous awards 

by the National Federation of Community Broadcasters. 

Prior to broadcast radio, Avila’s professional journalistic experience included 

work as an assistant editor for Hispanic Magazine, managing editor for the National 

Hispanic Journal, and managing editor for Arriba Art & Business News.  

In 1993, Avila co-founded and co-directed the Austin-based Chicano/Latino Film 

Forum, which was active until 1999. The monthly film series brought together Latino 

filmmakers and audiences. Avila has maintained a connection to Latino film, filmmakers, 

and film production ever since. 



 288 

He has taught journalism and mass media at St. Edward’s University in Austin, 

Texas; media literacy and radio production at San Antonio College; and media 

production at Texas A&M-Commerce. He was a full-time visiting professor of mass 

communication at the University of Mary Hardin-Baylor, where he taught journalism and 

screenplay writing (he has more than 18 graduate hours in Radio-TV-Film). His current 

position at SHSU was created as an 18-month visiting professor with the expectation that 

it would culminate with a permanent position (either assistant professor or lecturer). At 

SHSU, Avila teaches beginning writing for media, intermediate reporting, and advanced 

broadcast production. In the Fall of 2017, Avila will teach his first online class on news 

editing. 

In the Spring of 2017, Avila completed a rough edit of his feature film Closer to 

Bottom. The story revolves around two brothers who deal with the death of their father 

and who fall for the same girl. This feature narrative, written and produced by Avila and 

directed by Hollywood veteran Jesse Borrego, will be seeking a distributor and entrance 

into the film festival circuit in 2017. It was screened as a Work-in-Progress at the 

Binational Independent Film Festival in El Paso, Texas and Juarez, Mexico in April. 

Avila is married to Nelda Perez-Avila of Austin. The two graduated high school 

together and reconnected at their 30-year high school reunion after learning that both 

were divorced. She has two grown children (the younger a second year undergraduate at 

Our Lady of the Lake University in San Antonio). She is a mid-level manager at AMBA, 

which is a health benefits association. The two of them maintain a home on an acre of 

land near Buda, Texas. 



 289 

																																																								
This dissertation was typed by the author. 


