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Abstract 

Digital news media have become influential arenas in which national identity, 

conflict, and international relations are discursively constructed. This study 

examines how Bangladeshi and Indian online news media frame Bangladesh–

India border politics and identifies the discursive strategies through which 

conflict-oriented and peace-oriented narratives are produced. Integrating 

Constructivism, Framing Theory, and Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional 

Critical Discourse Analysis, the study adopts a comparative qualitative design 

to analyse a purposively selected corpus of 100 online news items published 

between January 2024 and December 2025, drawn from Prothom Alo and 

Dhaka Tribune in Bangladesh and Times of India and NDTV in India. The 

analysis identifies four recurring discursive orientations, Security, Victim, 

Peace, and Nationalist, each associated with a specific border issue, lexical 

marker, and ideological interpretation within this corpus. Bangladeshi media 

construct migration through securitisation and border killings through 

peacebuilding, whereas Indian media construct diplomatic tension through 

identity-based victimhood and the Teesta water dispute through digital 

nationalism. The corpus also suggests a shift in discursive tone across the 

temporal phases surrounding specific events, from more negative anticipatory 

coverage toward more conciliatory post-event narratives, while government, 

security, and public voices, recorded as a single composite source category, 

dominate reporting across both national contexts. By integrating digital 

nationalism, border politics, securitisation, and peace journalism within a 

comparative qualitative framework, the study advances theoretical 

understanding of how bilateral conflict and cooperation are linguistically 

constructed within a purposively selected corpus, while offering practical 

implications for journalists, policymakers, and peacebuilding initiatives.  

Keywords: Digital Nationalism; Critical Discourse Analysis; Bangladesh–

India Border Politics; Online News Media; Peace Journalism. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Digital news media have become central to how citizens encounter international politics, with most 

people now accessing geopolitical news through social platforms rather than print or broadcast outlets 

(Newman et al., 2025). This shift has expanded citizen voice, yet it has also amplified misinformation, 

hyper-partisan framing, and a fragmented information environment that complicates accurate 

understanding of foreign affairs (Newman et al., 2025; Freedom House, 2025). Scholars increasingly 

argue that online platforms do more than transmit foreign policy debates: they actively construct national 

identity and shape how citizens perceive rival states, often heightening threat perception and political 

polarisation (Anderson, 2006; Kreps, 2020; Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 2021; Entman, 1993). As 

governments and ordinary users increasingly use digital media to narrate international disputes, online 

news discourse has become a consequential site where conflict and cooperation between nations are 

symbolically produced, making its systematic analysis a pressing task for communication and media 

scholarship. 

This dynamic is especially consequential in South Asia, where Bangladesh and India share a 4,096-

kilometre border, extensive trade ties, and deep historical connections, yet remain entangled in disputes 

over migration, sovereignty, and security (Cons, 2014; International Crisis Group, 2025). Border killings 

by India’s Border Security Force have persisted for decades despite repeated diplomatic pledges, while 

disagreements over sharing the Teesta and Ganges waters remain unresolved (International Crisis Group, 

2025). Relations deteriorated further after the August 2024 ouster of Sheikh Hasina, as visa restrictions, 

migrant expulsions, and accusations of distorted media coverage strained bilateral trust (International 

Crisis Group, 2025). Comparative research on Bangladeshi and Indian online news media confirms that 

cultural and political differences shape divergent journalistic priorities on shared regional issues (Islam 

& Salam, 2024), underscoring why media narratives surrounding the border carry substantial diplomatic 

weight. 

Despite this broader context of trade and diplomatic cooperation, online news media in both countries 

frequently construct competing nationalist narratives whenever border incidents occur, with Indian 

coverage often emphasising security threats and Bangladeshi coverage emphasising human rights 

violations (International Crisis Group, 2025; Kalim & Janjua, 2019). Such competing narratives risk 

reinforcing political polarisation, intensifying mutual threat perception, and undermining prospects for 

sustained peacebuilding, particularly as nationalist political actors invoke border incidents for electoral 

gain (International Crisis Group, 2025; Tartory, 2020; Buzan et al., 1998; Galtung & Ruge, 1965). This 

raises an urgent scholarly problem: despite the evident diplomatic and social stakes, it remains unclear 

how online news discourse linguistically constructs these competing conflict- and peace-oriented 

narratives around a single, shared border, and what these constructions reveal about the interplay of 

nationalism, framing, and journalistic practice within a contested bilateral relationship. 

Existing scholarship has examined digital nationalism, border politics, media framing, and peace 

communication largely as separate fields: digital nationalism research rarely analyses border disputes, 

border politics scholarship seldom applies discourse-analytic methods, and framing and securitisation 

scholarship rarely intersects with peace journalism (Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 2021; Cons, 2014; 

McDonald, 2008; Lynch & McGoldrick, 2005). This fragmentation is analytically consequential: 

because Bangladesh–India border incidents are simultaneously nationalist flashpoints, sovereignty 

disputes, and potential sites of peace-oriented reporting, no single body of literature captures how these 

dimensions interact within actual news discourse. Few studies integrate these strands within a 

comparative Critical Discourse Analysis of Bangladeshi and Indian online news media, leaving open the 

question of how the two national media systems discursively construct a shared, contested space. This 

gap motivates two questions central to the present study: how are Bangladesh–India border issues 

discursively framed by online news media in both countries (RQ1), and what discursive strategies 
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construct conflict-oriented and peace-oriented narratives within this coverage (RQ2). 

To answer these questions, the study applies Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis to identify the 

dominant discourses through which Bangladesh–India border issues are framed, and to examine how 

online news media construct and reproduce narratives of conflict and peace within their bilateral 

relationship (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Fairclough, 1995). By integrating digital nationalism, border 

politics, securitisation, and peace journalism within one comparative framework, the study makes an 

original theoretical contribution to Media Studies, Peace and Conflict Studies, and International 

Relations by demonstrating that these processes can operate concurrently rather than in isolation, while 

offering methodological innovation through cross-national discourse analysis of a contested bilateral 

space. Practically, the findings can inform journalists, media organisations, and regional peacebuilding 

initiatives seeking to reduce nationalist polarisation and support more constructive coverage of 

Bangladesh–India border relations. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Digital Nationalism and Online News Media 
National identity is built rather than simply inherited, with media serving as one of its principal builders 

(Anderson, 2006; Hall, 1997); online platforms have extended this constructive process into what 

scholar’s term digital nationalism, whereby citizens, news outlets, and state actors jointly produce 

national belonging through everyday digital communication (Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 2021). 

Empirical accounts of this process diverge on a key point: Kalim and Janjua (2019) showed how online 

commentary during a national crisis in Pakistan transformed a security event into a stage for collective 

identity performance, implying that digital platforms generate genuinely new nationalist dynamics, 

whereas Heang (2024) argued that digital technology mainly amplifies pre-existing nationalist narratives 

rather than creating new ones. Read together, these accounts agree that digital media intensify nationalist 

sentiment but disagree on whether this intensification is novel or merely an extension of older, banal 

nationalism, a tension Mihelj and Jiménez-Martínez (2021) partially resolve by distinguishing 

nationalism mobilised by political actors from nationalism circulating diffusely through ordinary 

interaction. Within South Asia specifically, Islam and Salam (2024) compared online news media in 

Bangladesh and India and found that cultural and political differences shape divergent journalistic 

priorities, yet their descriptive comparison stopped short of examining the discursive strategies 

producing these differences. This body of work therefore establishes that digital nationalism is jointly 

constructed and unevenly distributed, but it has not yet been extended to how online news media in both 

countries discursively construct nationalist meaning around a shared, contested border, a gap this study 

addresses. 

2.2 Border Politics and Bangladesh–India Relations 
Border politics scholarship increasingly treats frontiers as sites where sovereignty, identity, and everyday 

life intersect rather than as fixed lines. Cons (2014) reframed the Bangladesh–India border not as a settled 

territorial fact but as a contested space where nationalist framings of land compete with the lived realities 

of people inhabiting enclaves and borderlands, departing from earlier, state-centred accounts that treated 

border security and migration primarily as policy problems managed through fencing and patrol 

arrangements. Research on border killings illustrates the resulting tension between these perspectives: 

human rights-oriented studies document recurring civilian deaths along the frontier, while official 

narratives in both countries frequently reattribute responsibility to victims, presenting them as criminals 

rather than as casualties of state violence, a contradiction that has rarely been studied as a discursive 

struggle rather than a purely legal or diplomatic one. This body of scholarship has documented the 

material and legal dimensions of border killings, migration, and territorial disputes in considerable depth, 

yet it offers comparatively little insight into how online news media in each country linguistically 
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construct these events as matters of national security versus matters of human rights and bilateral 

injustice. The present study addresses this gap by treating border politics as a discursive field shaped by 

competing national narratives, thereby connecting the material stakes documented in prior research to 

the linguistic processes through which those stakes are publicly interpreted. 

2.3 Media Framing, Discourse Construction, and Conflict Narratives 
Framing theory, rooted in Goffman (1974) and developed by Entman (1993), explains how media texts 

select and emphasise aspects of an event to promote a particular problem definition, causal attribution, 

moral judgement, and recommended response. This framework has been widely applied to securitisation, 

whereby ordinary political issues are discursively elevated into existential threats that justify 

extraordinary measures (Buzan et al., 1998; Wæver, 1995). Beyond South Asia, studies of migration 

discourse show how security framing legitimises restrictive policy by constructing migrants as 

threatening outsiders, a pattern of othering that recurs across markedly different regional contexts and 

that McDonald (2008) extends by emphasising that threat construction is not a single speech act but an 

ongoing, cumulative process embedded in institutional and media discourse over time. Comparable 

othering dynamics appear in other conflict-prone settings, where ideological framing constructs an 

internal “us” against an external “them” (Tartory, 2020). What this literature has not yet examined is 

how framing, securitisation, and othering operate together within a relationship that is officially framed 

as friendly despite recurring violent border incidents. Framing and securitisation theory have thus been 

applied productively to migration, terrorism, and geopolitical rivalry, but rarely to their combined 

operation in Bangladesh–India border coverage, where conflict and cooperation narratives coexist. This 

study addresses that gap by examining how conflict- and peace-oriented frames are constructed side by 

side rather than as mutually exclusive categories. 

2.4 Peacebuilding Communication and Critical Discourse Analysis 
Peace journalism scholarship, originating with Galtung (1998) and developed by Lynch and McGoldrick 

(2005), distinguishes war journalism, which emphasises violence and zero-sum conflict, from peace 

journalism, which foregrounds context, shared interests, and the possibility of resolution. Lynch and 

Galtung (2010) extended this distinction into a practical reporting framework, and Lynch and 

McGoldrick (2013) demonstrated experimentally that audiences exposed to peace-oriented coverage 

reported more hope and less anger than those exposed to war-oriented coverage of the same events. This 

experimental literature, however, says comparatively little about how peace or conflict orientations are 

linguistically constructed within the text itself, a gap better suited to discourse-analytic methods. Critical 

Discourse Analysis, particularly Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) three-dimensional model, addresses this gap 

by linking textual features to discursive practice and wider structures of power, building on Foucault’s 

(1980) account of discourse as power and van Dijk’s (1998) work on ideology. Fairclough and Wodak 

(1997) argue that CDA is especially suited to media texts because news discourse routinely naturalises 

ideological positions as common sense; compared with content or framing analysis alone, CDA traces 

precisely how conflict and peace narratives are constructed at the level of vocabulary, grammar, and 

narrative structure, while connecting these choices to broader political conditions. Although CDA has 

been applied extensively to political speeches and to Middle Eastern or Southeast Asian media texts, it 

has rarely been applied systematically to Bangladesh–India border coverage, where peace journalism’s 

behavioural focus and securitisation’s policy focus have seldom been combined within one framework. 

The present study addresses this methodological gap by using Fairclough’s model to analyse how online 

news discourse in both countries constructs, and at times undermines, narratives of conflict and peace. 

In the Bangladesh–India case the four literatures reviewed above are analytically inseparable, since 

border incidents are simultaneously nationalist flashpoints, sovereignty disputes, securitised media 

events, and potential sites for peace-oriented reporting. Comparative critical discourse analysis 

examining Bangladeshi and Indian online news media side by side remains rare, and conflict narratives 
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have received considerably more scholarly attention than peace narratives, leaving the conditions under 

which peace-oriented discourse emerges comparatively unexamined. This convergence of gaps, 

theoretical fragmentation across four related literatures, and an empirical imbalance favouring conflict 

over peace narratives, justifies the present study, which integrates digital nationalism, border politics, 

and securitisation theory with peace journalism and Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis to identify 

the dominant discourses through which Bangladesh–India border issues are framed (RQ1) and to 

examine the discursive strategies constructing conflict- and peace-oriented narratives across both 

national media contexts (RQ2). 

3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This study is anchored in Constructivism, which holds that international politics is constituted by 

intersubjective meaning rather than fixed material fact (Wendt, 1992; Onuf, 1989). National identities, 

threats, and state interests are not given; they emerge through repeated discursive practices among states, 

media, and publics (Wendt, 1999; Katzenstein, 1996). Constructivism suits this study because 

Bangladesh–India border politics cannot be reduced to territorial or security calculations alone: border 

killings, water disputes, and migration anxieties acquire political meaning only through the identities 

and threat perceptions that public discourse helps produce (Hopf, 1998; Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 

2021). By treating discourse as constitutive of political reality, Constructivism addresses both research 

questions, since it explains why online news media do not merely report Bangladesh–India relations but 

actively construct the identities and threats that organise public understanding of the border. 

Constructivism explains why meanings are socially produced, yet it does not specify how media 

organisations select and communicate them. Entman’s Framing Theory fills this gap by conceptualising 

framing as the selection and emphasis of particular aspects of reality through problem definition, causal 

attribution, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation (Entman, 1993). Outlets in Bangladesh and 

India operate within distinct ideological contexts, producing divergent frames of identical border 

incidents (Entman, 2004; Islam & Salam, 2024). Framing Theory thus complements Constructivism: the 

latter accounts for the social origin of identities and threats, while the former explains the journalistic 

mechanisms that make such meanings visible in news texts. This complementarity is indispensable for 

RQ1, which requires identifying the dominant frames through which border issues become meaningful 

across two competing media environments. 

To operationalise these insights, the study adopts Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Critical Discourse 

Analysis as its analytical, rather than substantive, framework (Fairclough, 1995; Fairclough & Wodak, 

1997). The model examines text, discursive practice, and social practice, linking linguistic choices to 

the institutional and ideological conditions of their production (Fairclough, 1992; Wodak & Meyer, 

2016). Whereas Constructivism and Framing Theory explain why and how meanings are constructed, 

Fairclough’s CDA supplies the procedure for systematically tracing ideology, power, and identity within 

media texts (van Dijk, 1998; Hall, 1997). This division of labour preserves conceptual clarity: theory 

generates substantive claims about identity and frame construction, while CDA provides the empirical 

pathway for examining those claims in Bangladeshi and Indian news discourse. 

Integrated in this way, the three components form a single explanatory sequence rather than three 

separate perspectives: Constructivism accounts for why national identities, threats, and interstate 

relations surrounding the Bangladesh–India border are socially, rather than objectively, constructed; 

Framing Theory explains how online news media select and communicate these constructed meanings; 

and Fairclough’s CDA supplies the procedure for uncovering such constructions through textual, 

discursive, and social-practice analysis (Fairclough, 1995; Entman, 1993; Wendt, 1999). This integration 

is depicted in Figure 1 and underpins the analysis of how Bangladeshi and Indian online news media 

construct competing conflict- and peace-oriented narratives (Galtung, 1996; Anderson, 2006). 
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As Figure 1 illustrates, Constructivism functions as the overarching theoretical lens, explaining why 

national identities, threats, and interstate relations around the Bangladesh–India border are socially rather 

than objectively constructed. Framing Theory operates beneath this lens, specifying how online news 

media select, emphasise, and communicate these constructed meanings through problem definition, 

causal attribution, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation. Fairclough’s Critical Discourse 

Analysis then functions as the analytical, rather than substantive, framework, supplying the procedure 

for examining text, discursive practice, and social practice. 

Figure 1: Integrated Conceptual Framework Linking Constructivism, Framing Theory, and Fairclough’s 

Critical Discourse Analysis for Examining Digital Nationalism and Border Politics in Bangladesh–India 

Relations. 

 

Source: Author’s own construction based on the theoretical framework of the study 

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
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This study employs a comparative qualitative design grounded in Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) (Fairclough, 1995; Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). A comparative 

design is justified because Bangladeshi and Indian media inhabit distinct political and ideological 

contexts, allowing cross-national discursive patterns to surface that a single-country design could not 

reveal. CDA suits this inquiry because the study is concerned with ideology, power, and nationalist 

meaning-making rather than the frequency or distribution of textual features (Creswell & Poth, 2018; 

Wodak & Meyer, 2016). Basic corpus characteristics, the number of texts, outlets, countries, and the 

time period covered, are reported below for descriptive transparency, but these figures describe a 

qualitative textual corpus rather than constituting quantitative findings in their own right. This approach 

captures how language constructs identity, threat, and political reality within Bangladesh–India border 

discourse, and it aligns with the study’s treatment of discourse as constitutive rather than merely 

reflective of political relations. 

The study analyses online news articles and associated social media posts published by Prothom Alo 

and Dhaka Tribune, two leading Bangladeshi outlets, and Times of India and NDTV, two leading Indian 

outlets, selected for their wide digital reach, editorial influence, and agenda-setting role in shaping public 

understanding of bilateral relations. These four outlets were selected because each occupies a 

comparable position of digital reach and editorial authority within its own national market, allowing 

discursive patterns observed across the corpus to be considered in relation to national and institutional 

positioning rather than to differences in outlet size or audience reach. The outlets’ official social media 

accounts were also included because platform affordances such as sharing, reposting, and comment-

based circulation extend outlet framing beyond conventional online news presentation; this cross-

platform circulation, rather than user-generated content itself, is what connects the corpus to digital 

nationalism, and reader comments were not analysed as part of this study. Understood in this way, these 

outlets and their social media accounts are treated as sites where national identity, border politics, and 

interstate relations are publicly constructed, contested, and circulated (Entman, 2004; Mihelj & Jiménez-

Martínez, 2021). 

The corpus spans 1 January 2024 to 31 December 2025. This period was selected because it captures 

Bangladesh’s 2024 political transition, evolving bilateral diplomacy, border governance debates, 

migration and security discussions, and the emergence of digital nationalist narratives. Bounding the 

corpus to this window, rather than extending it retrospectively across earlier periods of comparatively 

stable relations, ensures that the sampled discourse reflects a coherent and comparable political 

conjuncture rather than conflating discursive patterns from qualitatively different diplomatic phases. A 

two-year window provides sufficient temporal depth to trace both continuity and change in coverage 

while reducing bias toward any single, isolated event (International Crisis Group, 2025). 

Purposive criterion-based sampling was employed to construct a qualitative media corpus, since CDA 

prioritises information-rich texts over statistical representativeness (Patton, 2015). Texts were included 

if they addressed Bangladesh–India border politics, diplomacy, migration, sovereignty, border security, 

digital nationalism, conflict, or peacebuilding; fell within the specified timeframe; and originated from 

the selected outlets or their official social media accounts. Items were excluded if the border was 

mentioned only in passing, if their primary subject matter concerned unrelated bilateral affairs such as 

trade agreements or cultural exchange, or if the item fell outside the sampled outlets or timeframe. The 

final corpus comprises 100 texts, 66 online news articles and 34 social media posts, balanced at 50 texts 

from each country; this scale is consistent with qualitative discourse-analytic traditions that privilege 

depth of interpretation over breadth of coverage (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Texts were identified through 

[Author Verification Required: specify the database, platform search, or manual browsing procedure and 

any search terms used to retrieve the corpus] and were read and coded by the author. 
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Analysis followed Fairclough’s three interrelated dimensions. Textual analysis examined lexical 

choices, headlines, metaphor, modality, transitivity, and patterns of nomination and predication to 

identify the discursive strategies through which each text constructs border-related issues, addressing 

RQ1. Where a text’s language was organised primarily around threat and risk vocabulary, it was read as 

contributing to a Security-oriented construction; where it foregrounded grievance or violated rights, as 

a Victim-oriented construction; where it emphasised resolution or shared interest, as a Peace-oriented 

construction; and where it invoked in-group/out-group identity claims, as a Nationalist-oriented 

construction. These four discursive orientations are treated as recurring interpretive patterns rather than 

as mutually exclusive categories, since individual texts may combine more than one orientation; the 

Analysis reports the orientation that was most clearly dominant in each case while noting where overlap 

was evident. Discursive-practice analysis examined sourcing, attribution, and the selection and 

circulation of voices, recorded through categories capturing country, outlet, media type, and institutional 

actor, to reveal how journalistic routines shape competing narratives; the actor category was recorded 

using a single composite label, government/public/border-security actors, and this aggregation is treated 

as a limitation of the coding scheme rather than as a substantive finding, and is discussed further below. 

Social-practice analysis situated these patterns within digital nationalism, identity construction, power 

relations, conflict narratives, and peacebuilding, drawing on categories recording issue type, temporal 

phase (pre-event, peak, post-event), tone, and nationalism intensity (Fairclough, 1995; Entman, 1993). 

Coding proceeded iteratively: each text was read in full, provisionally interpreted against the working 

category definitions, and re-examined alongside previously read texts to support consistent interpretation 

across the corpus; borderline cases were resolved by returning to the text’s dominant lexical and 

discursive features rather than to contextual assumptions external to the text. This iterative procedure, 

together with the reflexivity practices described next, supports the credibility of the interpretations 

reported in the Analysis, while providing the structured basis from which the discursive patterns reported 

there were identified. 

Because CDA is inherently interpretive, and because this analysis was conducted by a single analyst, 

several procedures were used to support analytical credibility rather than to claim objectivity. A stable 

set of category definitions was applied consistently across the corpus; each text was read more than once, 

and interpretations were checked against previously coded texts to guard against drift in how categories 

were applied; and every interpretive claim reported in the Analysis is grounded in the specific lexical 

and discursive features of the texts from which it was derived. The analyst approached the corpus with 

an awareness that positionality shapes discourse-analytic interpretation and has sought, throughout the 

Analysis, to distinguish clearly between what a text says and how that language has been interpreted. 

These procedures do not substitute for intercoder reliability, member checking, or peer debriefing, none 

of which were conducted, and the findings reported below should accordingly be read as one analyst’s 

systematic, evidence-grounded interpretation of the corpus rather than as an intersubjectively validated 

coding exercise. 

5. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
The corpus comprises 100 texts divided evenly between Bangladeshi and Indian online news media, 

with 50 texts drawn from each national context across the four sampled outlets, Prothom Alo, Dhaka 

Tribune, Times of India, and NDTV. Coverage clusters around four recurring border-related issues, 

Migration/Push-in, Diplomatic Tension, Border Killing/Security, and the Teesta Water Dispute, and 

spans three loosely defined temporal phases relative to specific incidents, Pre-event, Peak, and Post-

event. Sixty-six texts are online news articles and 34 are social media posts on Facebook or X, reflecting 

the dual digital environment in which Bangladesh–India border discourse circulates. These corpus 

characteristics are reported for descriptive transparency; the discussion that follows treats the 
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purposively selected corpus as a qualitative textual resource rather than as a representative sample from 

which distributional claims can be generalised. 

Within the corpus, Bangladeshi coverage of migration is characterised by a recurring securitising 

vocabulary. Read through Entman’s (1993) framing functions, this pattern of lexical choice defines 

migration primarily as a problem of border control rather than, for instance, economic necessity or 

displacement. [Author Verification Required: insert a verified excerpt from an original Prothom Alo or 

Dhaka Tribune article illustrating securitising vocabulary in migration coverage.] Read through 

Fairclough’s (1992) textual dimension, the recurring marker “security threat” operates through 

nominalisation: it converts an unfolding process, people crossing a border under varied circumstances, 

into a fixed, thing-like category that presupposes danger before any specific action is described, 

foreclosing alternative readings. This exemplifies the securitising move described by Buzan, Wæver, 

and de Wilde (1998), consistent with McDonald’s (2008) observation that such threat construction is 

cumulative and embedded in routine reporting rather than a single speech act. Read through 

Constructivism, this recurring lexical choice does not simply describe a pre-existing threat but 

contributes to constructing migration as threatening in the first place (Wendt, 1999). 

Indian coverage of diplomatic tension in the corpus recurrently frames Bangladesh’s conduct as a 

source of grievance, drawing on a vocabulary of violated entitlement. [Author Verification Required: 

insert a verified excerpt from an original Times of India or NDTV article illustrating grievance-based 

vocabulary in diplomatic-tension coverage.] The recurring marker “sovereignty” works through 

categorisation: pairing it with this Victim-oriented construction positions Bangladesh’s perceived 

actions as violations of a pre-existing entitlement, casting India as acted upon rather than as an agent 

making a contested claim, a move consistent with Tartory’s (2020) account of how online publications 

construct an internal “us” against an external other. This pattern illustrates how agency is distributed 

asymmetrically within the discourse: the party positioned as wronged is constructed as acted upon, while 

responsibility is attributed elsewhere, a discursive strategy that functions as its own form of legitimation. 

Indian coverage of the Teesta Water Dispute in the corpus is recurrently associated with nationalist 

vocabulary, including the marker “illegal migrant.” [Author Verification Required: insert a verified 

excerpt from an original article illustrating this pairing in Teesta-dispute coverage.] This pairing 

illustrates a categorisation strategy that strips the referent of legal and human status through naming 

alone, before any policy argument is advanced, echoing the othering dynamics that McDonald (2008) 

and Tartory (2020) describe in non-South Asian contexts. This particular pairing, water-sharing 

discourse coded together with migration-related terminology, departs from the wider regional pattern, in 

which Indian usage of “illegal migrant” is more commonly associated with demographic push-ins than 

with water-treaty negotiations, and it is reported here as a text-specific finding within this corpus rather 

than as a general claim about how Indian media discuss the Teesta dispute; verification against a wider 

set of articles is recommended before this pattern is generalised. 

Bangladeshi coverage of border killings in the corpus is recurrently associated with a cooperative 

rather than accusatory register, most closely tied to the marker “cooperation.” [Author Verification 

Required: insert a verified excerpt from an original Prothom Alo or Dhaka Tribune article illustrating 

cooperative vocabulary in border-killing coverage.] Unlike the securitising and grievance-based 

constructions discussed above, this pairing reverses the agency structure: rather than positioning either 

state as threatened, wronged, or threatening, “cooperation” constructs both parties as joint agents of 

resolution, discursively de-securitising one of the most violent and emotionally charged of the four 

issues. This aligns with Lynch and McGoldrick’s (2005) distinction between war and peace journalism, 

suggesting that even conflict-laden incidents can be linguistically reconstructed around shared interest 

rather than blame. This finding is, however, counter-intuitive relative to broader South Asian reporting 

patterns, in which Bangladeshi coverage of BSF border killings more typically emphasises human rights 
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violations, sovereignty infringement, and civilian casualties (International Crisis Group, 2025; Kalim & 

Janjua, 2019); it is reported here as a text-specific pattern within this purposive corpus that warrants 

validation against a larger and more varied sample of border-killing coverage before it is treated as 

characteristic of Bangladeshi media more broadly. 

Read across the corpus, texts associated with the anticipatory period before a border-related event 

tend to carry a more negative tone, texts associated with the height of an event tend to read as more 

measured, and texts associated with the aftermath tend to shift toward a more conciliatory register. This 

is best understood as an observed discursive pattern within the purposively selected corpus rather than a 

statistically demonstrated or generalisable temporal progression; the purposive design, which was not 

constructed to test change over time, does not support a systematic before-and-after comparison, and the 

pattern should be read as suggestive of a possible journalistic routine rather than as evidence of one. 

Across the corpus, the institutional sourcing recorded for each text was, at the level of the coding 

scheme used, dominated by a single composite category combining government officials, members of 

the public, and the two border security forces; the scheme did not distinguish state and military 

authorities from civil-society organisations, human rights observers such as Odhikar or Human Rights 

Watch, or borderland residents. This is treated here as a limitation of the sourcing categories rather than 

as a substantive finding that independent or civilian voices were absent from coverage, and 

disaggregating source types in future coding is identified as a priority. Where the composite category 

was nonetheless the institutional source recorded across all four discursive orientations, including the 

cooperative Peace-oriented texts discussed above, this is compatible with cooperative coverage being 

articulated primarily through official channels, though the coding scheme cannot establish this with 

confidence. Nor did nationalist sentiment appear confined to Nationalist-oriented texts alone: 

cooperative coverage of border killings, for example, sometimes drew on national pride alongside 

cooperative language, suggesting that nationalist sentiment can be folded into a cooperative register 

rather than remaining exclusive to overtly nationalist discourse (Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 2021). 

Drawing the textual, discursive-practice, and social-practice levels together, four recurring discursive 

strategies emerge from the corpus, each most closely associated with a specific issue, country, outlet, 

and lexical marker. Securitisation is most evident in Bangladeshi coverage of migration, using “security 

threat” to construct border crossing as a risk requiring extraordinary response. Identity construction is 

most evident in Indian coverage of diplomatic tension, using “sovereignty” to position India as the 

aggrieved party. Digital nationalism is most evident in Indian coverage of the Teesta dispute, using 

“illegal migrant” to construct an internal national community against an externalised other. 

Peacebuilding is most evident in Bangladeshi coverage of border killings, using “cooperation” to reframe 

one of the most violent of the four issues as an opportunity for resolution. These patterns address RQ2 

by showing that conflict-oriented and peace-oriented narratives are constructed through identifiable, if 

text-specific, combinations of lexical choice and discursive strategy, while the tentative tone pattern 

observed across pre-event, peak, and post-event coverage suggests these strategies may be embedded 

within a broader temporal rhythm that this corpus is not designed to confirm. Read together with the 

theoretical framework, Constructivism helps explain why border incidents can acquire divergent 

meanings in the first place, Framing Theory helps explain how Bangladeshi and Indian outlets translate 

those meanings into recurring discursive orientations, and Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis 

supplies the procedure through which the lexical, discursive, and social-practice patterns reported above 

were identified (Wendt, 1999; Entman, 1993; Fairclough, 1995). 

6. DISCUSSIONS 
This study set out to examine how Bangladesh–India border issues are discursively framed across online 

news media (RQ1) and which discursive strategies construct conflict- and peace-oriented narratives 
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within that coverage (RQ2). Read through Constructivism, the central finding is that, within this corpus, 

framing is not evenly contested within issues but closely associated with them: each of the four sampled 

controversies, migration, diplomatic tension, border killings, and the Teesta dispute, is associated with 

a recurring discursive orientation, lexical marker, and ideological interpretation, and these in turn 

correspond to distinct national and outlet-level patterns in the corpus. Bangladeshi outlets in this corpus 

construct migration through securitisation and border killings through peacebuilding, while Indian 

outlets construct diplomatic tension through identity-based victimhood and the Teesta dispute through 

digital nationalism. A tentative tone pattern, more negative before an event, more measured at its peak, 

and more conciliatory afterward, recurs across all four strategies regardless of country or discursive 

orientation, which may reflect a shared journalistic routine layered on top of, rather than determined by, 

the ideological content of each orientation, though the purposive design of this corpus does not permit 

this to be tested systematically. Beyond the immediate case, this issue-level patterning offers a tentative 

methodological observation for comparative international communication research: bilateral media 

relationships that combine multiple, simultaneously active disputes may be more usefully explored as a 

set of issue-specific discursive regimes than as a single national framing tendency. 

These findings both align with and complicate prior scholarship. They support the broad claim that 

Bangladeshi and Indian media construct divergent narratives around shared border issues (International 

Crisis Group, 2025; Islam & Salam, 2024), extending Islam and Salam’s (2024) descriptive comparison 

by identifying candidate discursive mechanisms, discursive orientation, lexical marker, and sourcing 

pattern, through which that divergence may operate. At the same time, the specific directionality departs 

from the initial expectation, and from Kalim and Janjua’s (2019) account of security-dominated 

nationalist discourse, that Indian coverage would emphasise security while Bangladeshi coverage 

emphasised human rights; instead, within this corpus, Bangladeshi outlets are associated with Security- 

and Peace-oriented discourse while Indian outlets are associated with Victim- and Nationalist-oriented 

discourse, indicating that national framing tendencies documented elsewhere in South Asia (Heang, 

2024; Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 2021) do not transfer straightforwardly, at least within this purposive 

sample, to a bilateral relationship as closely coupled as Bangladesh and India. This directional reversal, 

if confirmed by further research using a larger and more varied corpus, would be a contribution to cross-

border media studies by cautioning against assuming that national framing roles observed in one 

contested dyad generalise to others without direct comparative testing. The recurrence of “illegal 

migrant” in relation to the Teesta dispute in this corpus tentatively connects McDonald’s (2008) and 

Tartory’s (2020) accounts of othering to bilateral water politics, an issue not previously associated with 

migration-style framing, though as noted above this specific pairing requires validation against a wider 

set of texts before it is treated as a general pattern. The reframing of border killings through a cooperative 

lexicon, a counter-intuitive and text-specific finding within this corpus, offers qualified and provisional 

support for Lynch and McGoldrick’s (2005) peace journalism framework by suggesting that even the 

most violent of the sampled issues can, in at least some coverage, be linguistically reconstructed around 

resolution rather than blame. 

Theoretically, these findings suggest that digital nationalism, securitisation, and peace journalism are 

not separate processes but can operate concurrently within a single bilateral relationship, addressing the 

integration gap identified in the literature review. The composite sourcing category recorded across all 

four discursive orientations, including Peace, is compatible with Constructivist accounts of identity 

construction (Wendt, 1999; Hopf, 1998) in suggesting that cooperative meaning-making in this corpus 

may remain elite- and state-centred, although, as discussed above, the coding scheme cannot separate 

official from civilian voices with confidence. This tentatively qualifies the optimism of peace journalism 

scholarship (Lynch & McGoldrick, 2005, 2013): peace-oriented coverage, at least in this corpus, may 

be something state and security institutions are reported as offering or withholding, rather than a 

discourse independently advocated for from below, though disaggregated sourcing data would be needed 
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to confirm this. 

Practically, where supported by the patterns identified above, newsrooms in Dhaka and New Delhi 

covering border-related events might consider contextualising incidents rather than reporting them in 

isolation, using precise legal terminology rather than dehumanising labels such as “illegal migrant,” 

clearly distinguishing verified facts from official claims, and including civilian, civil-society, and 

human-rights perspectives alongside official sources (Lynch & Galtung, 2010; Lynch & McGoldrick, 

2005). Because the patterning identified here is issue-specific rather than country-uniform, and because 

it is drawn from a purposive corpus of only 100 texts, these observations are offered as points for further 

investigation and professional reflection rather than as validated newsroom guidelines. 

This study is limited by its reliance on a purposively sampled corpus of 100 texts and a small set of 

discursive-orientation categories, which foreground recurring interpretive patterns but cannot represent 

the full stylistic variation, mixed framing, or overlapping lexicons likely present within individual texts; 

the Analysis reports the orientation that was most clearly dominant in each case, which may understate 

genuine ambiguity or co-occurring frames. It is further limited by the composite sourcing category, 

which could not distinguish official from civilian voices; by its reliance on a single analyst’s 

interpretation, for which the reflexivity procedures described in the Methodology offer only partial 

mitigation; by the absence, in this manuscript, of the original verbatim excerpts needed to fully 

substantiate each discursive pattern, marked above where verification is required; and by its two-year 

timeframe and four-outlet scope, which restrict generalisability beyond the sampled period, outlets, and 

dyad. In particular, the counter-intuitive pairings identified in the Analysis, cooperative framing of 

border killings and nationalist framing of the Teesta dispute, should be treated as provisional until 

checked against a larger and more representative set of texts. Future research should revisit this corpus 

with verified textual excerpts, a disaggregated actor-coding scheme, and, where feasible, more than one 

analyst; extend the approach to additional outlets, platforms, and time periods; and apply the same 

comparative discourse-analytic design to other contested-yet-cooperative bilateral border relationships 

to establish whether the issue-level patterning, agency reversal, and elite-sourced peacebuilding 

identified here are distinctive to this dyad or reflect a more general pattern in how digital news media 

manage simultaneous conflict and cooperation. 

7. CONCLUSION 
This study suggests that online news media play a constitutive, rather than merely reportorial, role in 

shaping competing narratives of conflict and peace within Bangladesh–India border politics. By 

integrating Constructivism, Framing Theory, and Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis, the study 

indicates that, within this purposively sampled corpus, border issues are not neutral events awaiting 

transmission but are discursively shaped through recurring frames, lexical choices, and ideological 

strategies that reinforce securitisation, digital nationalism, identity construction, or peacebuilding, 

depending on the issue and national context involved. Its principal theoretical contribution lies in 

suggesting that these four processes, previously studied largely in isolation, may operate concurrently 

and interdependently within a single bilateral relationship, offering a template for analysing similarly 

layered conflicts elsewhere, pending confirmation through further research. Methodologically, the 

comparative qualitative discourse-analytic design shows how discursive orientation, lexical marker, 

sourcing pattern, and temporal tone can be read together to surface discursive strategies that a single-

country or single-method study might miss, while the limitations identified above indicate where this 

design should be strengthened in future work. Practically, the finding that peace-oriented and conflict-

oriented narratives vary across national media contexts and issue areas, reflecting the influence of 

editorial priorities and broader political environments, points to potential areas for engagement by 

journalists, policymakers, and peacebuilding organisations concerned with particular flashpoints such as 

migration and water-sharing. At the same time, the tentative temporal pattern from more negative to 
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more conciliatory tone suggests a possible opportunity for de-escalation through responsible journalism, 

one that future comparative research extending this framework to additional national pairs, outlets, and 

time periods would help to confirm and generalise beyond the Bangladesh–India case. 
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