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2011
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(2nd generation)
between 2010 and 2015



Textometry & planning documents
PURPOSE

• Analysing urban policy discourses on several political and linguistic contexts

• … with larger data sets (> 2 cases for comparison)

• … with a replicable method

METHOD

• exclusive focus on planning documents [proceedings, press releases…]

• exclusive focus on textual data [maps illustrations charts…]

• Textometry = computer assisted method of Textual Data Analysis

{software used: TXM (cf http://textometrie.ens-lyon.fr }  

 analysing the nuances with robust statistical tools  

(i.e. specificity of lexicons used in a group of document within the corpus)

 allowing a return at the text (the use context, the ‘real’ sentences)

http://textometrie.ens-lyon.fr/


Textometry & planning documents
WE ARE CLEARLY AWARE THAT …

… planning documents discourses are « institutional discourses »

[Krieg-Planque & Oger, 2013]

 strong and performative dimension

 emanating from a collective entity presented as indivisible

 … while being the product of negociation between various points of view

 … guided by a dual principle of statements’ stabilization (stereotypical 

writings) and erasure of conflict

Offner (2006: 15) described PDUs from 1st generation as tarte à la crème 

(= “polished”, “non conflictual”, “uncontroversial”, “lowest common 

denominator”)



Textometry & planning documents
TEXTOMETRY HAS ALREADY BEEN USED ON PDUs [2000-2015]

[Buhler et 

al., 2018]

is textometry useful for comparative analysis ? 



Are PDUs and LTPs comparable ?

Comparable in form, size and purpose / … but fairly different configurations of actors / an ‘ideal situation’ for discourse analysis

PDUs LTPs

Timing

1982 LOTI Act (voluntary) 

1996 LAURE Act (obligatory)

2000 SRU (mandatory when request 

Central Gov. for funding new 

infrastructure)

Revised every 10 years

2000 Transport Act

Frequency of the review at the 

discretion of the LTA

Geography all ‘agglomérations’ (>100 000) all parts of England

Bodies drawing up 

the plans

‘AOM’ are either:

- ‘Intercommunalités’

- ‘Syndicat Mixtes’

‘LTAs’ are either:

- ‘unitary authorities’ /or/

‘counties’ /or/ ‘ITA’ 

Aims Equivalent

Power relations

between actors

‘AOM’ + financial autonomy 

(‘versement-transport’)

‘AOM’ can franchise the service with one 

operator

LTAs need for Central Gov. subsidies

LTAs licence self-financing operators (in 

competition)

Length approx. 62 000 words / doc. approx. 40 000 words / doc.



Representativity
[corpus ≈ 25% of total documents] 

in terms of  :
resident population
type of local authority
political colour 



Lemmatisation

ex : to organise (lemma)

the authority 

organises … 

(word)

A new service 

has been  

organised … 

(word)

A lemma is a conventional lexical form allowing us to group under the same

entity the dispersions of graphic forms related to conjugation and to plural and gender forms.

statistical analysis easier to read and interpret



Disambiguisation /     ex: ‘communes’

‘sur les communes’

‘par les communes’







Listing all the terms refering to the actors
+ sorting them [Municipal / Local / Regional / State / Private sector]



PDU (France) LTP (England)



‘Partnership’ vs ‘Partenariat’



‘Public’ (adj.) / ‘Public’ (adj.)



Conclusions: textometric analysis of planning 
documents as “institutional discourse”

• Select comparable (and representative) documents [PDU / LTP in our case]

• Useful tool (textometry with TXM) 

• Actor identification through textual analysis

• Analysis of large corpus(es): observe variation within and between

• Choices of researcher: a certain transparency

• Exploration through “co-occurrence”: guilt by association (qualitative and 
quantitative assessment)  

• Limits: “hidden” actors; “manual” process (barrier for scaling up analysis)

• Future developments: 

 Identification and analysis of “passive” tenses 

 Natural language processing (NLP) tools to “automate” disambiguation

 Exploration of the “force” of discourse using verb analysis


