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Abstrakti
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Toukokuu 2026

Tama kandidaatintutkielma tarkastelee Yhdysvaltojen ulkoministerion (The State Department)
ulkopoliittista viestintda sosiaalisen median alustalla X vuosina 2025-2026. Tutkielman tavoitteena on
selvittdd kommunikaation kaavoja modaalirakenteiden seka toistuvien kielellisten elementtien, kuten X-
julkaisujen teemojen tutkimuksen kautta. Etenkin modaalisuuden analysointi antaa konkreettista nayttoéa
lingvistisista keinoista, joilla poliittinen puhe rakentuu. Tarkemmin sanottuna analyysi pyrkii antamaan
esimerkin poliittisesta diskurssista instituutiollisella tasolla.

Tutkielman tutkimuskysymykset keskittyvat seuraavaan: 1. Milla tavoilla ulkoministerid kayttaa
leksikaalisia modaaleja seka apumodaaliverbirakenteita X-julkaisuissa? ja 2. Mitka temaattiset elementit
esiintyvat aineistossa toistuvasti? Naiden kahden nakokulman avulla pyritddn muodostamaan
kokonaisvaltainen kuva ulkopoliittisen viestinnan keinoista diskurssianalyysin kautta.

Aineisto tutkielmassa koostuu 75 X-julkaisusta, joista laadittiin pienikokoinen korpus. Aineisto kerattiin
mainitun ajanjakson siséalla ja siihen sisaltyvat julkaisut valittin jokaisen kuukauden loppupuolelta.
Julkaisujen valintaprosessi perustui siihen oletukseen, etta kuukauden loppupuolella tapahtuva tiedotus
voisi antaa laajemman katsauksen keskustelluista ulkopoliittisista aiheista. Diskurssianalyysi ja sita
taustoittava tutkimuskirjallisuus muodostavat teoreettisen viitekehyksen analyysille.

Tutkimustyon tulosten perusteella voidaan todeta, ettd Yhdysvaltojen ulkoministerié kayttaa
modaalirakenteita suhteellisen rajallisesti. Yleisin modaalikategoria aineistossa on apuverbirakenne,
joka antaa vaikutelman varmasta sekd velvoittavasta kielenkaytdstad. Leksikaalisten modaalien
vahainen maara on lisdksi huomionarvoista, mika viittaa suoraviivaiseen keskustelutyyliin. Julkaisujen
teemat painottavat paaosin Yhdysvaltojen toimijuutta kansainvalisend tekijana. Lisaksi vaikka sanasto
antaa viitteitd diplomaattisten suhteiden yllapidosta, ulkopoliittiset aiheet keskittyvat usein intresseihin
Yhdysvaltojen sisdisesta ndkdkulmasta. Taten modaalisuuden ja julkaisujen aiheiden tutkimus tarjoaa
laajemman kasityksen ulkoministerion viestinnasta.

Avainsanat: poliittinen diskurssi, modaalisuus, institutionaalinen viestinta netissa, korpustutkimus

Taman julkaisun alkuperaisyys on tarkastettu Turnitin Originality Check -ohjelmalla.
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1. Introduction

Foreign policy can be understood as a field that involves both diplomacy and decisive action,
and where language in particular plays a central role in maintaining governmental relationships
and order globally. As one of the most influential actors in global politics, the United States has
often been described as a moral force through its principle of “responsibility to protect” (Junk,
2014, p. 535). This setting provides an opportunity to study how political language is used by
a government that is held to such a high standard, expanding on the ways in which foreign
relations are constructed.

This paper examines the political discourse produced by the U.S. State
Department on the platform X during the second Trump administration (2025-2026). The State
Department is a governmental agency mainly responsible for conducting and communicating
U.S. foreign policy, making it an important institutional actor in the shaping of political
messaging. The primary aim of this study is to exemplify how contemporary political speech
on foreign matters is formed through discourse and corpus analysis. As the sample size of 75
X posts is relatively small for a dataset, the study attempts to identify only general patterns and
tendencies in communication. More specifically, the analysis focuses on a linguistic feature
known as modality found in the posts and explores discourse analysis from a political
perspective. Lexical modals, such as verbs, adjectives, adverbs and nouns in addition to semi-
and auxiliary modal verbs are considered in the data, as they are used to express modality. The
paper uses a similar study (Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea, 2024) as a basis for analysis,
drawing from its theoretical framework on political discourse and modality. Additionally,
lexical items representing the themes of the X posts were considered in the analysis of

discourse.



The research questions for the study are as follows:

1. How are lexical modals and (semi) auxiliary modal verbs used by the State Department
on X?

2. Which lexical items related to themes are used frequently?

It is hypothesized that the State Department will have frequent patterns of using modals to assert
authority and necessity in its communication. Simultaneously, it is assumed that there will be
fewer instances of expressing probability or uncertainty. The hypothesis is based on the
motivation for this study, which considers recent advances in foreign politics regarding the
United States and its relationships with other countries. The analysis may provide insight into
the language presented during a time of political tension, giving room for further conversation
through its linguistic approach.

Previous research, such as the mentioned reference study on British politicians
during Brexit (Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea, 2024), often focuses on individual actors,
analyzing their personal rhetoric and mannerisms. Politically significant times, such as the
withdrawal of Britain from the European Union or the foreign political context of this study
offer an opportunity to examine language under pressure. In addition, Waddle et al. (2019)
have done further research specifically on British prime ministers focusing on emotionally
charged communication through personal attacks in politics. A similar perspective can also be
seen in the domain of American politics. For example, Donald Trump, the former and current
President of the United States, has been analyzed through the lens of populist discourse, as
Montgomery (2017) suggests. While studies of this emphasis have provided important insights
into political speech in their area, an institutional perspective seems to be overlooked.

Consequently, this leaves a gap for studying political language at a governmental level in the



modern English-speaking world, for example, through the microblog platform X. By
considering the State Department as a whole institutional entity, the paper attempts to present

a general overview of political speech on an official level.



2. Literature review

This section will outline the theoretical background for the study, expanding on concepts that
are essential. Discourse analysis and political discourse are considered as the primary
framework for the paper, while the introduction to modality helps understand the linguistic tools
needed for the analysis. Political speech in an online context is also discussed to address the

potential effects of social media on language.

2.1 Discourse analysis

” Discourse analysis refers to the study of how people communicate” (Vine, 2023, p. 5). In
general, discourse can be found in all forms of communication, where there is interaction
between people in various situations or contexts. In addition to syntactic analysis and
grammatical structures, it examines the cultural, social or even political contexts surrounding
communication and the participants engaged in it (Vine, 2023). Whether in spoken or written
form, language can be analyzed as discourse when there is a social construction between
different participants.

In this study, discourse analysis is used to evaluate institutional political language,
revealing patterns in communication as well as focusing on the construction of authority
through language. This is achieved by examining how the State Department positions itself in
relation to other governmental actors and how they are addressed. The patterns in language can
reveal communicative goals by addressing the word choices and linguistic strategies. These are
called transactional or practical goals, which can include persuading, negotiating or giving
directives (Vine, 2023, p. 11).

Many of the previous examples are prominent, especially in political domains, as
they are necessary tools to gain influence. Taylor and Partington (2018) further address this
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perspective by arguing that language often precedes political action (p. 2). This emphasizes the
role of language in all types of social interactions, highlighting the importance of discourse
analysis in understanding the meaning in communication. Because of the political framework
of this study, the analysis needs to be based on adequate theory. The following section will give
additional insight into how political communication can be seen as discourse and what elements

arise.

2.2 Political discourse

Political discourse can be understood as a form of discourse analysis focused on political
language. It examines the linguistic behavior of politicians, political groups or even
governmental institutions (van Dijk, 1997). As in every form of discourse, there is a structured
interaction between the speaker and the audience, which can be the public or citizens (van Dijk,
1997). In the context of this paper and from the perspective of foreign policy, the audience can
also be other governments, allies and foes. Taylor and Partington (2018) state that institutional
discourse is also one of the manifestations of political discourse (p. 157), which is the primary

focus of this study.

Some of the typical features of political speech are associated with different power relations
and inequality, as stated by van Dijk (1997, p. 17). While power relations or dynamics are often
present in any kind of discourse, they are particularly relevant in political communication,

where persuasion and assertiveness are crucial in achieving goals as previously mentioned.

Political discourse analysis concentrates on the hierarchical structures in which language can
be examined by what is said and how it is said, but also what is attempted to achieve through
language. When examining authoritative political entities and deconstructing the visible but

also underlying power dynamics, it is vital to be aware of the tendencies in the language



presented. A way to reveal these patterns of political discourse is, for instance, the use of

modality. Modality and the related linguistics features are explained in the next section.

2.3 Modality, auxiliary verbs and lexical modals

Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea (2024) explain in detail what modality means in the context
of political discourse. First, a distinction must be made between modality and the related
linguistic concepts in order to understand the terminology. Modality is a broad semantic
category that has different functions and meanings, for example in expressing probability,
possibility or even necessity in relation to reality (Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea, 2024, p.
71). A given situation can be expressed in different ways by the choice of the speaker, but it
necessarily does not reflect the actual state of the matter, objectively speaking. Thus, situations
can be framed in numerous ways depending on what is wanted to be accomplished

or how the speaker wants to be acknowledged.

In practice, this type of communication can be achieved with the use of auxiliary
verbs or lexical modals. Auxiliary verbs are a core grammatical feature of English linguistics,
used often in basic sentence structures (Biber et al., 2002). Words, such as can, will, must,
should, could, would, may, might are all common modal auxiliary verbs that can be used to
communicate modality, as they possess qualities that convey certainty or possibility (Biber et
al., 2002, p. 482). Lexical modals, on the other hand, are words that can be considered
containing lexical qualities but are also capable of conveying modality. Word classes such as
verbs, adjectives, adverbs or even nouns can be used to express modality (Almazan-Ruiz and
Orrequia-Barea, 2024). The following examples introduced by the researchers describe the

classification of lexical modals:

(1) Adjectives: Possible, necessary, likely, probable, bound, supposed



(2) Adverbs: Perhaps, possibly, necessarily, probably, certainly, surely
(3) Verbs: Insist, permit, require

(4) Nouns: Possibility, necessity, permission

There is a difference between stating that something is possible or that something
will certainly occur. Van Dijk (1997) further emphasizes the role of modality in discourse. For
example, modal functions can be used to present obligations to create authority or necessity and
in contrast, it is also possible to communicate uncertainty in order to appear neutral or
diplomatic. These different operations of modality are often categorized according to their
function. The commonly acknowledged classifications are called epistemic and deontic
modalities (Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea, 2024, p. 72). Deontic modality is used to
convey obligation that can be backed by an institutional authority, such as the law, while
epistemic modality expresses an opinion-based perspective made by the speaker (Szymanski,
2019, pp. 77 —78). Especially deontic modality can be seen as a way to underline political
influence by invoking one’s own authority or international law to justify statements. This can
be illustrated with a simple example, such as “Passengers must fasten their seatbelts” as

Szymanski (2019, p. 77) suggests.

2.3.1 Semi-auxiliary modals

The categorization of modalities can sometimes be ambiguous. In addition to common
auxiliaries, marginal or semi-auxiliary modals are an alternative way to express the semantic
feature through a specific grammatical structure (Biber et al., 2002, p. 482). Similarly to how,
for instance, “must” functions as an obligating statement, “has to” and “need to” can be seen as
partly achieving the same thing. Moreover, “going to” can be considered expressing certainty

to act in the future.



2.4 Political speech online

This study focuses on political speech used on an online platform. It is therefore reasonable to
consider the potential effects of this digital environment and how they may shape language and
stylistic choices. Mufioz et al. (2024) state that online language, especially around political
topics, can be emotionally charged and polarizing. This raises a question around the differences
between traditional media outlets and modern algorithm-based channels, and how
communication may or may not have similarities.

The digitalization of politics in the United States represents a major shift in
political communication regarding effective sharing of information with low costs while
simultaneously offering a bypass for the filtering and regulation of the conventional media
(Buccoliero et al., 2020, p. 92). The researchers also state that this phenomenon is comparable
to the rise of television as a campaigning tool, which is often associated with John F. Kennedy’s
presidential victory in the 1960s (Buccoliero et al., 2020). The lack of gate-keeping media
enables political agencies to decide the level of filtering in their communication. While this
does not erase mediation completely, it may provide political entities with greater influence on
stylistic choices and possibly subjective communication.

X (or previously Twitter) also offers a possibility to discuss political topics
effectively, as it favors more precise communication through its character limit (Holmgreen et
al., 2025, p.7). This lays a foundation for identity construction and communication that does
not require additional hedging rather than just factual political statements. As a result, more
direct and potentially divisive language can be expected in political dialogue, especially in an
online context. The State Department is an authoritative actor that uses its influence to express
obligations internationally. X as a platform may enhance these tendencies by encouraging a
more concise and confident discourse style, for example, through a recurring use of obligating

modality.



3. Data and methods

The methodology and data used for this study are presented in this section. The first subsection
focuses on the data, explaining the process of collecting material. It also provides certain
limitations associated with the data and how they might affect the study. Methodology is then

explained in the second subsection.

3.1 Data from the X posts

The data was collected from 75 different X posts published on the official account of the U.S.
State Department during the chosen time period. Most of the chosen posts were taken from the
end of each month between January 2025 and January 2026. This strategy was based on the
assumption that communication patterns might vary over time, and that posts made during the
end of each month could represent a general summary of political topics discussed or highlight
key issues in foreign politics. Also, the posts were chosen according to their length in order to
have enough information for the analysis. There was no clear intention of finding certain kinds
of themes or lexical structures for the data, rather than having a wide range of different samples.

It should also be noted that much of the posts are in fact quotes or statements
made by the Secretary of State Marco Rubio and President Donald Trump. However, as the
posts are shared on an official governmental account, the data can be seen as institutional
language, because it has been selected and approved for publication through a formal
communicative channel. A second remark with the data is that posts on a microblog platform
such as X are affected with character limitations. The standard character limit on X is 280, but
with official accounts, such as the research subject, a higher limit is also possible. Nevertheless,
the platform environment may still encourage a certain stylistic conciseness, resulting in
simplified communication and reduced lexical content.
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3.2 Methods used

A small corpus was formed from the X posts by using an Excel spreadsheet where lexical
modals were extracted. Each post was manually examined for lexical items conveying modality
and analyzed quantitatively. This means that the frequency of the lexical items, such as verbs,
adjectives, adverbs and nouns, was counted for analysis to address possible recurring patterns
in the communication of the State Department. The study by Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea
(2024) was used to identify the modals, giving a guideline for the selection of the forms. Table
1. below provides the different modals considered in this study. By analyzing the data
quantitatively first, it is possible to give an overview of how institutional political language is

formed through a qualitative perspective later.

Adjectives Adverbs Nouns Verbs
(un)bound actually assurance allow
(un)certain (un)certainly (un)certainty assure
(un)clear (un)clearly intention convince
convinced indeed necessity ensure
(un)likely maybe permission intend
(un)necessary (un)necessarily possibility let
(im)possible perhaps promise permit
(im)probable (im)possibly proposal promise
supposed (im)probably reassurance propose
(un)sure surely request require
truly requirement

Table 1. A reproduced collection of lexical modals in the reference study (Almazan-Ruiz

and Orrequia-Barea, 2024, p. 73).
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Additionally, AntConc (2026) was used in this study to provide frequencies for lexical items
representing themes for the posts. The data was copied from the Excel spreadsheet for a closer
analysis, which included identifying the most used 2-word units and singular lexical items that
do not carry a grammatical function. The tool was also used to provide the total number of
tokens in the dataset (n = 2969), which was then used to normalize the frequency of all results
in relation to 1000 tokens. Furthermore, to clarify the analysis, user mentions such as
“@POTUS” or “@SECRUBIO” were excluded from the results as they are not relevant for the
examination of the themes. The combination of the technical word choices associated with
modality and the analysis of thematic lexical items provided a larger understanding of the

language used by the State Department.
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4. Results

The results section is primarily divided into two sections. The findings for modality are
presented according to the different categories analyzed followed by an examination of thematic

lexical items.

4.1 Instances of modality

In total, there was a sum of 37 instances that were considered representative of modality. This
includes lexical modals, semi- and general auxiliary modal verbs. The most common
manifestation of modality was found in the form of general auxiliary modals, as they are part
of many basic grammar structures. Overall, only a small quantity of modals could be found
from the data, which can be explained by the small size of the corpus and the publishing
platform. Moreover, some of the communication strategies of the State Department did include
obligations and evaluative language, but not necessarily with the use of actual modal structures
that were presented by Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea (2024). Figure 1. below shows the
raw frequencies of modals and their corresponding percentages of the total amount of modal

structures in the dataset.

Modals in the data (37)

100%

80%

65%

60%

40%

19% o
. ]
B General auxiliary modals (24) M Lexical modals (7) B Semi auxiliary modals (6)

Figure 1. The distribution of all modals.
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4.1.1 Lexical modals

An unexpected finding from the data regards the use of lexical modals. In comparison to the
base study of British politician’s modality use, there was a significant deficiency of lexical
modals in the communication of the State Department. There can be multiple explanations for

this, which will be addressed further in the discussion section of this study.

Lexical modals according | Frequency Frequency per 1000 tokens
to word class
Verbs 2
Ensure 2 0,7
Adjectives 3
Possible 3 1,0
Adverbs 2
Actually 1 03
Maybe 1 03
Nouns 0

Table 2. The lexical modals used and their frequency.

A total of seven lexical modals were found that were considered matching the classification in
the reference study. The most common of these was the adjective “possible” which can be seen
highlighting a more epistemic approach through its uncertain nature. When analyzing the verbs,

“ensure” was accounted for conveying modality from the data. Ensure is used in contexts where
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foreign policy actions are deemed to have wanted effects, as for example: “(The State
Department) ensured fair economic & trade relationships.” It also indicates that the
Department is certain through its actions, representing itself as an authoritative agency.

The use of the adverbs “actually” and “maybe” needs to be understood in its
context, as these lexical modals appear to contrast the overall hegemony of formality and
certainty in the posts. Both instances are quotations from President Trump’s statements, which
can be seen having more features of conversational language. This can be seen in the example:
“And actually no other nation in the world could have done that.” While this is necessarily not
considered as institutional language, it can be an example of language that is accepted for an
official communication channel. The lack of modal nouns was also a notable finding, which
can suggest a pattern for more direct phrasing overall and avoidance of hedging.

There were also examples of modal-like expressions in the X posts, which were
functioning in a similar way although not considered as actual modals. For instance,
“committed to” and “condemn” are used to communicate stance and dedication from the State
Department. “Condemn” in particular can be seen as a strong, obligating word choice in a
political context, expressing moral critique from an authoritative standpoint. Although the
frequency of lexical modals is limited in the data, such examples show that political necessity
can be communicated through alternative lexical structures. However, as the study focuses on

modals, these forms are not included in the analysis but rather provide additional insight.

4.1.2 Modal auxiliary verbs

The use of modal auxiliary verbs was found to be the most common way of communicating
modality in the data. This suggests that conventional grammar structures were preferred in

constructing institutional language.
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Modal auxiliary verbs Frequency Frequency per 1000 tokens
Will 13 4.4
Can 4 1.4
Should 3 1.0
Would 2 0.7
Could 1 0.3
Must 1 0.3

Table 3. The modal auxiliary verbs used and their frequency.

The total number of modal auxiliary verbs used in the X posts was 24. Out of the total amount,
“will” was used in comparison the most. Will can be seen addressing commitment in the posts,
expressing confidence in the future actions of the government around foreign politics, but
simultaneously giving evaluation on the potential course of events. The following examples
illustrate the use of the modal auxiliary in context: (1) “The Trump administration will degrade,
dismantle and eliminate foreign terrorist organizations,” (2) “The U.S. will not tolerate any
third-countries or their oil companies...,” (3) “(Cessation of sanctions) wil/ advance our

primary objective...”

The first two examples can be seen possessing deontic qualities, as their
communicative function is to signal authority and obligation rather than stating possible
political actions. In contrast, the third example emphasizes potential goals and ways they can

be achieved through. This implies that the speaker is giving an assessment of these actions,
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which can be understood as epistemic modality. Overall, the use of epistemic and deontic
modalities appears relatively balanced in the data with the use of “will”, which indicates the

presence of both authoritative language but also speculation to some extent.

In comparison to the use of “will” there were no clear recurring patterns in the use
of other modal auxiliaries, as their overall frequency was low. The second most common
auxiliary “can” was used in similar kinds of contexts as “will”, communicating ability but also
certainty in foreign policy actions. One observation can be made, however, about the use of
modal auxiliaries associated with uncertainty. There was a clear lack of such forms in the data,
which would suggest a communicative style that emphasizes authority rather than neutral
expression. This can be seen in the limited frequency of would and could, but also from the

complete absence of auxiliaries such as may and might.

4.1.3 Modal semi-auxiliary verbs

Semi-auxiliary modals were the least used category in the data. Although they are a separate
category, they can be associated with regular auxiliary verbs from their similar function in
grammar structures. When combined, the use of both of these modals may reflect a choice in
pattern, leaving less room for lexical modals. Table 4. provides the distribution of modal semi-

auxiliary verbs.

Semi-auxiliary verb Frequency Frequency per 1000 tokens
Need to 2 0.7
Going to 2 0.7
Have/Has to 2 0.7

Table 4. The modal semi-auxiliary verbs used and their frequency.
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A total of six semi-auxiliary structures expressing modality could be found from the data. The
frequency is relatively low but still offers insight into the communicative strategies used by the
State Department. Most of these instances lean towards deontic modality, as they express
certainty in actions or obligations for others to act. For example, “We need to design a State
Department that delivers on that” is a statement that urges internal action within the
Department. In contrast, ... something that Ukraine will have to decide ...”" can be either seen
as giving Ukraine agency and responsibility to act or even compelling a foreign government to
make decisions under unavoidable circumstances. This particular modal structure was not used

to give assessment by the State Department, which increases the overall impression of authority.

4.2 Most used lexical items

The examination of lexical items provided an overview of topics discussed by the State
Department. There were a variety of themes found, ranging from migration and trade but also
national security and allies. The lexical item “United States” can however be found as the most
common in both single and 2-word unit lists. It is utilized in sentence structures as the subject,
constructing the U.S. government as a central political actor. Similarly, President Trump, State
Department, America and Administration are used as substitutes for giving a concrete voice for
foreign policy. Tables 5. and 6. below will provide the frequencies of lexical items in more

detail, showing the 15 most common items from both groups.
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2-word units Frequency Frequency per 1000 tokens
United States 23 7.7
The world 16 5.4
Foreign policy 8 2.7
Mass migration 8 2.7
President Trump 8 2.7
State Department 8 2.7
National security 7 24
America First 6 2.0
Our allies 4 1.3
Our country 4 1.3
Our national 4 1.3
Trump administration 4 1.3
Big victory 3 1.0
First foreign 3 1.0
Foreign terrorist 3 1.0
Table S. Distribution of 2-word lexical items.
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1-word units Frequency Frequency per 1000 tokens
United 25 8.4
States 24 8.1
World 17 5.7
Foreign 16 54
Trump 14 4.7
National 13 4.4
Peace 13 4.4
President 12 4.0
America 11 3.7
Department 11 3.7
Security 11 3.7
State 11 3.7
Trade 11 3.7
Allies 9 3.0
Policy 9 3.0

Table 6. Distribution of singular lexical items.

The results provided by AntConc (2026) show that in addition to the prominence of the United
States as a central actor, the discourse is focused on themes of security and conflict. This can
be seen from lexical items such as mass migration, peace, national security and foreign
terrorist, which underline foreign policy from a threat related perspective. Furthermore,
diplomacy is addressed through items such as the world, (our) allies, and trade which highlight
the aims for foreign political influence and cooperation. While international relations are

addressed throughout the data, a notion of political self-interest can be seen, for example, in the
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expression “America first”. This phrase is used in foreign policy contexts to emphasize that
international actions should be aligned with the goals of the United States: “We need a foreign
policy that puts America first”. In addition, the use of the possessive form “our” with items such
as country and national reflects the same phenomenon, leading to a communication style that

is focused on foreign politics from an internal perspective.

5. Discussion

The results of the study suggest that although limited instances of modality were found, a
common pattern of deontic or obligating modality could be concluded. This can be seen in the
presence of modal auxiliaries, such as “will”, but also from the use of semi-auxiliary modals.
The use of both types of auxiliaries may indicate a pattern that favors clear and precise language
that leaves less room for ambiguity. A similar conclusion was made in the reference study,
where the frequent use of auxiliary modals such as “will” gave a tone of confidence in the
discourse analyzed (Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea, 2024, p. 89).

The lack of lexical modals can also be seen as a feature of the discourse found,
resulting in institutional language that is firm and controlled. While instances of lexical modals,
such as the adjective “possible” were found in this study, there was a clear frequency difference
between the language samples provided by Almazan-Ruiz and Orrequia-Barea (2024).
Although the reference study reported similar limited results of lexical modals in relation to
auxiliary structures (p. 81), the overall amount of just lexical adjectives used by the British
politicians was 125 instances (p. 77). In comparison, the State Department had only three
occurrences of lexical adjectives, which can be viewed as a significant finding in the data.

It is possible that cultural differences between American and British political
language may differ regarding different dialects and stylistic choices, for example. In addition,

the reference study examined political speeches, which differ from the written institutional
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language of the State Department. Communication styles associated with official channels may
therefore include less linguistic variation, as the primary objective is to be informative.

The inclusion of thematic lexical items assisted in analyzing the discourse
constructed by the State Department. Combined with the authoritative features of modality, the
topics discussed contributed to the essence of institutional power within the discourse. While
diplomacy was presented through epistemic modal choices and appeals for international
coordination, the State Department appeared to maintain a communicative role that emphasized

clear goals and a centralized institutional voice.
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6. Conclusion

The analysis of this study focused on the political discourse found in the communication of the
State Department during 2025-2026. Furthermore, the publishing platform X provided an
opportunity to examine the institutional language on foreign political topics in an online
environment. This was possible by analyzing instances of modals found from the language,
presenting an overview of communicative patterns in American political speech. Almazan-Ruiz
and Orrequia-Barea (2024) provided the groundwork for this study by giving a reference point
for discourse in the domain of British politics. The researchers’ categorization of lexical modals
also aided the classification of the different modals in the analysis.

In detail, the data of this study was formed from 75 X posts from the State
Department. A total number of 37 modals were found from the data, divided into 7 lexical
modals, 24 auxiliary modals and 6 semi-auxiliary modals. The frequency of the findings was
relatively low in comparison to the reference study, which was a contradiction to the hypothesis
for this study. The State Department did not have recurring modals in its communication, which
may be related to the small sample size but can also be seen as a stylistic choice. However, the
lack of modals used to express uncertainty was expected and then confirmed with the results.
The results from AntConc (2026) also showed that the most frequently used thematic lexical
items were focused on constructing the United States as a central voice for foreign politics.
Although allies and diplomacy were addressed in the data, a self-centered focus on the United
States and its interests remained prevalent.

Furthermore, the study had specific limitations that may have affected the results
or narrowed down possibilities for the analysis. The small corpus size is likely to reveal
discourse patterns only partially, therefore no further generalizations can be made on such basis.

In addition, the time frame from which the data was collected represents only a limited scope
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of communication, which was expected given the relatively short duration of the on-going
second Trump Administration. This was, however, intended in part as the motivation for this
study was to analyze recent language use by the U.S. government. Additional perspectives
could have also provided more understanding of the discourse, for example in the form of other

sources rather than simply posts on X.

The research questions addressed in this study were focused on the different
modal forms used by the State Department on X and on the recurring thematic lexical items.
The findings showed that modal forms were used but not in a manner that would suggest a clear
communicative pattern due to the low frequency of samples. Additionally, lexical items related
to themes presented a domestic focus on foreign politics, while leaving less emphasis on

diplomatic relations.

In conclusion, this study provided a snapshot of American political discourse on
foreign politics in the 2020s. It enables further research on institutional language, laying a
direction for communication analysis on a governmental level. Future studies could, for
instance, examine multiple time periods of foreign political communication from an institution
such as the State Department. Additionally, differences between political parties and
presidential administrations could be a variable worth studying. Furthermore, analysis on other
linguistics features than modality could offer a more comprehensive picture of political
discourse analysis in a similar context. Lastly, the findings of this study may contribute to and
encourage more in-depth linguistic examination on an institutional level, broadening the extent

of subsequent political discourse analysis.
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