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Interaction and the Media

Brigitta Busch and Petra Pfisterer

29.1 INTRODUCTION

Present media developments are described as
rapid and fundamental changes with deep impacts
on our daily lives. Topics raised in media dis-
course and political discourse about the media
concern issues related to media production as well
as to individual media habits in everyday life. The
categorization of media into distinct sectors such
as print, film, radio and television becomes
increasingly blurred as media companies adopt a
multimedia orientation, and a multiplicity of new
receiving devices (computers, mobile phones)
allow access to a wide range of media products
almost everywhere and at any time. The tradi-
tional distinction between different genres such as
news, entertainment. documentary, fiction, etc.,
cannot be maintained. New — often interactive and
hybrid — formats emerge regularly with constantly
changing labels and definitions such as infotain-
ment, reality soaps, private news blogs, etc. These
formats make the identification of sources. the
differentiation between fact and fiction, and the
awareness of transitions between real and virtual
worlds increasingly difficult (Busch, 2004: 29ff).
Equally, the distinction between (public) mass
media communication, characterized as a one-to-
many process, and (private) interpersonal medi-
ated communication, characterized as a one-to-one
process, is being called into question, for instance
by new forms of Internet communication, charac-
terized as network communication. The notion of
a dominant national public sphere which was con-
ceived — through multiple exclusions on the basis
of gender. race, class and language — as homoge-
neous and monolingual is being challenged by a
fragmentation' into a complex configuration of

sometimes overlapping and sometimes mutually
exclusive spaces of communication with their
particular policies of representation (Wodak and
Koller, 2008). The dominance of media industries
in a globalized market and the commodification of
media communication create new exclusions in
terms of access and representations which are
subsumed under the notion of the “digital divide’.
Such developments also represent a challenge for
research into the interconnections between lin-
guistic practices and the media. This chapter
gives, in its first part (Section 29.2), an overview
of approaches to media communication, media
texts and the connection between language and
the media within linguistics. In its second part
(Section 29.3) it introduces the reader to a frame-
work for the analysis of media communication
that combines elements from sociolinguistics,
discourse analysis and media studies.

29.2 APPROACHES TO THE MEDIA
IN LINGUISTICS

Within media studies. linguistics, and more par-
ticularly sociolinguistics. there has been a variety
of scientific approaches to the interconnections
between language and the media.

Language policy, language planning
and the media

In language policy and language planning re-
search, the media were for a long time neglected

as a factor. Joshua Fishman even warned in his
early sociolinguistic work against overemphasis
on the media in the context of language policy and
language planning, and against media fetishism in
language policy (Fishman, 1991: 374). Under the
more traditional paradigm in the field. which saw
language policy mainly as a top-down strategy,
the potential role of the media was by definition
limited as they had been. to a large extent.
exempted from direct state control ever since the
Declaration of Human Rights in the course of the
French Revolution. Nevertheless, state authorities
have always exercised a certain amount of control
and intervention in this domain via media laws,
licensing procedures, frequency and paper alloca-
tions, subsidies, etc. (Busch, 2006). Also, after
World War II. in most Western European coun-
tries. public service audio and audio-visual media
— for which direct regulating measures are possi-
ble — were protected by state monopolies that
persisted for almost 50 years. National laws and
regulations outline the confines of media produc-
tion and also intervene on the level of language
use in the media. An example of this kind of inter-
vention is the French legislation on the limitation
of anglicisms in the public domain, which was
copied by a number of Eastern European countries
in the 1990s (Busch, 2004: 151). The role of the
media in the formation and implementation of
standard and national languages has been a con-
cern of substantial research (Anderson, 1983:
Innis, 1951, 1997).

Since the beginning of the twenty-first century
a new interest in language policy can be noted. In
these approaches. language policy is seen rather as
a process of negotiation between top-down mea-
sures enacted by macro-level institutional agents
and bottom-up initiatives and practices by com-
munities and speakers (Ricento, 2006; Shohamy.,
2006). The focus on social, economic and political
effects of language contact which sees linguistic
practices as social practices allows a new take on
the media in the field. Under the condition of
present media developments, language policy is
challenged from a double perspective: from the
macro perspective of globalized markets and
supranational regulatory bodies as well as from
the micro perspective of changing individual
Lebenswelten (lifeworlds) in which multilingual-
ism has become a salient feature of everyday life.
On the macro level the debate about the influence
of the media on the spread of languages and espe-
cially on the dominance of English has been a
concern (Crystal, 2001). It has been observed that
language plays an important part in the process of
reconfiguration of media spaces. in regrouping
larger regional areas beyond nation-state bounda-
ries as well as in linking dispersed diasporas
(Robins, 1997). Thussu (2000: 197 ff.) explains

the example of a TV channel that picked up the
urban jargon Hinglish® for news programmes to
develop markets beyond the Hindi-speaking area
on the Indian subcontinent and in the British
diaspora.

In the debate on minority media three main
approaches can be distinguished (Busch, 1999):

* aminority or human rights approach in which the
question of access and participation of linguistic/
ethnic minorities (in a national public sphere)
dominates;

¢ an approach that is more oriented towards
questions of language loss and language revi-
talization;

e and finally a more recent paradigm that takes
a speaker-centred approach and focuses on
questions of constructions of (multiple, hybrid)
identities,

Early research in the field was often initiated and
commissioned by international and European
institutions to inform their language policies
(Franchon and Vargaftig. 1995; Husband. 1994;
the publications of the European Bureau for
Lesser Used Languages in the Mercator Media
series). The European instruments to implement
linguistic rights in the media field also to some
extent mirror this change of paradigms: whereas
the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages (1992) (Article 11) is still mainly con-
cerned with access of (autochthonous) minorities
to the media and to information, the Framework
Convention for the Protection of National
Minorities (1995) refrains from a definition of
minorities and declares an obligation to foster
intercultural dialogue in the media (Articles 6
and 19). The European Union (EU) increasingly
includes questions of language and the media in
its language policy action plans (European
Commission, 2005).

Multilingualism and the media

There is also an extensive literature mapping the
multiple intersections of minority media and
their impact upon ethnic identities. In comple-
mentarity to literature on the representation of
minorities in majority news media and the misrep-
resentation of minorities in majority entertain-
ment (for an overview of research in the EU
member states see ter Wal, 2002), a body of works
exists that combines media studies and linguistics
and addresses the significance of minority control
and ownership of the media to guarantee self-
representation and participation in a heterogene-
ous and diverse public sphere (see, for example.
Busch, 1999, 2004; Cormack, 1998. 2004:
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Husband, 2000). Cormack (2004: 4) suggests five
types of minority media impact: (1) a symbolic
role (signalling the full functionality of the com-
munity/language and referring to its connected-
ness to modernity); (2) an economic role (job
creation, career prospects): (3) developing a public
sphere within a community that can carry a dis-
tinct news agenda; (4) allowing the community to
be represented within and towards the outside;
and (5) acting as a key conveyor of culture and as
a producer of cultural products. Moring and
Husband (2007: 78) add two other aspects: the
media’s role in providing an opportunity for
(minority) language use (as a reader or listener),
and the role of the media in the reconstruction of
language as well as in the development and diffu-
sion of language innovation and of new vocabu-
lary. The issue of ethnolinguistic vitality remains
a topic in research on minority and indigenous
media (Moring and Husband, 2007). mainly taking
an approach based on the concept developed by
Giles (1977) which offers a conceptual tool to
analyse sociostructural variables that shape the
strength of an ethnocultural community for lan-
guage retention.

Beginning with the 1980s and 1990s, research
into media and migration became a central issue
on the research agenda. Studies examining media
policies and language policies directed at migrant
communities found a striking correlation between
media and migration policies. Whereas in the
early days of labour migration into Western
Europe, when a rapid rotation principle was the
norm, media products for migrants (especially
programmes in public service radio and TV) were
predominantly in the language of migrant com-
munities, when policy orientations shifted towards
assimilation or integration, media products
directed at migrant communities tended to be in
the dominant languages of the respective coun-
tries (Busch, 2004; Cottle, 2000: Franchon and
Vargaftig. 1995: Kosnick, 2007). The refocusing
of national language policies in some Western
European countries on state languages opened the
way for arguing that diaspora media, broadcast via
satellite in the languages of migration, were a
hindrance on the way to successful integration in
the so-called host countries. Extensive reception
studies, as in the work by Hargreaves (2001),
showed that media habits among migrants in
Western Europe were far more diversified and
satellite programmes from the so-called countries
of origin were usually only one element among
others. Under the current diversity policy para-
digm that is being implemented to some extent in
North American and European metropolises, dif-
ferences and diversity are seen as a possible asset,
and languages of migration are (at least theoreti-
cally) seen as a potential resource. In migration

research, diasporas are no longer primarily seen as
homogeneous groups depending on a motherland
but as a socially-differentiated nexus of persons
living in a variety of complex lifeworlds. Recent
approaches to the media and migration are more
concerned with questions of construction of iden-
tities and with modes of representation (see Style
and stylization subsection in this chapter) and tend
to focus on media texts rather than on modes of
production and reception. In media studies the
concept of media reception as a distinct activity is
being gradually replaced by an approach that fore-
grounds everyday practices in which media are
present.

Concern with the effects of globalization on
bilingual or multilingual communities and with
the commodification and referential use of lan-
guage is found in the work of Monica Heller
(e.g. 2000). Together with Normand Labrie
(2003: 16). Heller describes three types of dis-
courses of affirmative heteroglossia linked to par-
ticular imaginations of society that are
simultaneously present: the traditionalist, the
modernizing and the globalizing. Homogenization
in language use is much more difficult to imple-
ment today under the condition of globalized
communication and media flows. Using regional
vernaculars or local dialects is no longer necessar-
ily indexical of a tradifionalist orientation, but can
also represent a rejection of national categoriza-
tions, especially when communication flows
develop a translocal dimension that transgresses
state borders. This change in connotation is linked
to the fact that language has become a tradable
commodity. on the local level in the form of com-
mercialization of authenticity (Heller, 2003).
Languages are used strategically in order to refer-
ence identities and attract audiences. This is valid
for mass media and advertising as well as for
minority media. Kelly-Holmes (2005) speaks
moreover of minimal or token bilingualism in
advertising that assumes limited competence of
the audience and exploits the symbolic rather than
the referential function of communication/
language.

In media studies the concept of the reconfigura-
tion of media spaces has been influential through-
out the past two decades (Appadurai. 1998:
Morley and Robins, 1996). Spatial approaches in
linguistics and cultural studies also foreground a
topological perspective which has mainly been
applied in research on multilingualism in urban
contexts. Referring to Goffman’s (1974) interac-
tion analysis and Halliday's (1978) social semiotic
approach to language, Scollon and Scollon (2003)
drafted an instrument based on multimodality and
discourse analysis to examine the way in which
language is located in physical space. Blommaert,
Collins and Slembrouck (2005) draw on a spatial

analysis for the understanding of multilingual
interactions, power relations and hierarchizations
between languages. Based on research in a multi-
lingual neighbourhood, they examine how differ-
ent localities (shops, healthcare institutions,
schools, cafés, etc.) develop specific language
regimes. Languages in the public space and in the
media are part of such language regimes. Scollon
and Scollon (2004) conceive those intersections of
different interaction practices as a ‘nexus of prac-
tice’, in which a multitude of discursive strands
and semiotic reference systems create meaning.
Jacquemet (2005: 265) coins the term ‘transidio-
matic practices’ for the overlapping multilingual
interaction regimes that crystallize in particular
localities when multilingual talk (exercised by de/
reterritorialized speakers) and electronic media
are co-present. In the past few years a small body
of research literature has been published under the
label of ‘linguistic landscape’ (Shohamy and
Gorter (eds), 2009), examining manifestations of
multilingualism — mainly of signage — in public
spaces.

According to the regular Eurobarometer sur-
veys (European Commission, 2006). listening to
the radio, watching films or TV, reading books
and newspapers or browsing the Internet account
for the most important occasions in which
European citizens use their foreign languages.
The media, other than educational media, seem to
play an important role in lifelong learning and the
maintenance of competences in foreign languages.
Only a few studies have dealt so far with this
aspect of multilingualism, media and language
learning (Meinhof, 1998). Dubbing and subtitling
in television are a topic connected with language
learning (Koolstra and Beentjes, 1999), especially
as a study commissioned by the European
Commission (2002) revealed that in countries
with subtitling practice citizens estimated that
their language competences in foreign languages
were better.

A growing body of research inspired by socio-
linguistics and discourse analysis aims at explor-
ing the social and contextual diversity of language
use in computer-mediated communication
(CMC). There has been a shift of focus from
medium- to user-related patterns of language use,
and an increasing emphasis on the varying instan-
tiations of online genres in their particular social
contexts (see Androutsopoulos, 2007b: 281: Danet
and Herring, 2007: Wright, 2006). Androutsopoulos
sees the Web as a social space in which like-
minded individuals use the resources of the
medium, such as interactivity, multimodality and
easy access to media production, to construct
identity and community (2007b: 282). He follows
Castells in the definition of virtual community: a
virtual community ‘is generally understood as a
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self-defined electronic network of interactive
communication organized around a shared interest
or purpose, although sometimes communication
becomes a goal in itself’ (Castells, 2000: 386).

A focus on the media text

In recent approaches to media texts, the ‘text’ as
such has been somewhat ‘decentralized’ and the
focus of interest has shifted to the (social, cultural,
political) context and to the ‘localization’ of
meaning. A similar change of paradigm in
approaches to texts has been occurring in linguis-
tics. The present trend in approaches to media
texts can be characterized by turning away from
‘text-internal readings, where readers are theo-
rized as decoders of fixed meanings, to more
dynamic models, where meanings are negotiated
by actively participating readers’ (Meinhof, 1994:
212). Some of the works that have influenced the
change of paradigms in media studies have been
equally influential in critical linguistic approaches,
such as aspects of the work of the Bakhtin Circle
by the early twentieth-century Russian semioti-
cians, Halliday's (1978) work on social semiotics
and pragmatics, Hall's (2000) model of encoding/
decoding, the Foucauldian notion of discourse,
argumentation theories and van Dijk’s sociocogni-
tive approach (1988, 1991). All these approaches
endorse an interactive model of communication
which is far more complex than the traditional
linear sender—receiver models in mass communi-
cation. Media texts are perceived as dialogic
(Bakhtin, 1981), and the readings depend on the
receivers and on the settings. Researchers pre-
sume, therefore, that readers/listeners or viewers
interact with media (not only by writing letters to
the editor but also by interpreting and understand-
ing media in specific subjective ways). Media
texts also depend on intertextual relations with
many other genres, diachronically or synchroni-
cally. Texts relate to other texts through quotes or
indirect references, thus already adding particular
meanings or decontextualizing and recontextual-
izing meanings. Media thus produce and repro-
duce social meanings.

Also, Barthes (1994/1966) focuses on the
aspect of negotiation and, in his essay Introduction
to the structural analysis of narrative, differenti-
ates between the work and the text. Work refers to
the artefact, to the fixed pattern of signifiers on
pages, whereas text refers to the process of
meaning-making, of reading. Fiske takes up
Barthes’s differentiation to distinguish between a
programme (on television) and a text:

Programmes are produced, distributed, and
defined by the industry: texts are the product of
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neir reagers. >0 a programme becomes a text
at the moment of reading, that is, when its
interaction with one of its many audiences acti-
vates some of the meanings/pleasures that it is
capable of provoking. (1989: 14)

Adopting this stance means to conceive media
communication as a process of textual transforma-
tions in which the analysis of reception and
production requires specific attention because the
text as an artefact constitutes only a moment
within a chain of recontextualizations (see also
Section 29.3 of this chapter).

Media linguistics

At the intersection of communication studies and
linguistics, media linguistics (Burger, 2005;
Perrin, 2006: Schmitz, 2004) deals with language
in the media mainly from the angles of text lin-
guistics. discourse analysis or conversation analy-
sis. In a synchronic, often comparative perspective
as well as in a diachronic perspective it focuses on
language use in specific media: among others, the
language of news media (Bell, 1991). the lan-
guage of advertising, the language of computer-
mediated communication or particular forms of
communication such as Internet chats, talk shows,
news interviews (Clayman and Heritage, 2002)
are studied. Burger (2005: 64) summarizes under
the term ‘Medienlinguistik’ the analysis of all
texts proposed by mass media. From the dia-
chronic perspective, language variation (standard,
vernacular, dialect) is a main field of interest.
Burger for instance refers to a whole range of
studies on language change in German language
media in Austria. Germany and Switzerland. For
the whole German-speaking area he summarizes
that tolerance for ‘regional coloring” is increas-
ingly replacing the former ideal of *Biihnendeutsch®
(received pronunciation) (2005: 365). Whereas
text categories and genres in media practices used
to be relatively stable and coherent, the current
rapid media developments render classification
increasingly difficult: new genre classifications.
like infotainment. edutainment, reality soap, intro-
duced by the media industries, illustrate the
dilemma (Burger, 2000: 614). At present the main
corpus of works in media linguistics concentrates
on language in new media whereby the relation-
ship between written and oral language is a
focus.

Critical linguistics

Particularly productive in the analysis of media
texts was work that can be subsumed under the
label of critical linguistics. as developed in the

1970s and 1980s. Drawing mainly on functional
linguistics (Halliday, 1978) and social semiotics
(Hodge and Kress. 1988), critical linguistics
focused on media texts with the aim of isolating
the production of ideology and of showing the
intimate link between detailed linguistic choices
and the production of ideologies. Thereby a dia-
lectical relationship is assumed: words function as
a kind of mental grid through which we perceive
reality and they in turn influence/construct social
realities. The linguistic and discursive choices are
not made at will but are dependent on power
dimensions. Analytical tools from critical linguis-
tics aim to identify and interpret lexical choices
such as transitivity, nominalization, passivization,
lexical structure, syntactic forms of clauses,
modality and speech acts to make ideological
positions visible. There was a clear focus on news
(as in Fowler, 1991). The Glasgow University
Media Group (1976, 1980) and the Birmingham
Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies elabo-
rated an alternative picture of news, viewing it as
socially constructed; news is conceived of as a
social practice, a discourse.

Critical discourse analysis (CDA)

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) represents a
methodological advance towards an interdiscipli-
nary study of the media (among others. Fairclough,
1995; van Dijk, 1988, 1991: Wodak and Meyer,
2009). The roots of CDA lie in classical rhetoric.
text linfuistics and sociolinguistics as well as in
applied linguistics and pragmatics. The notions of
ideology. power. hierarchy and gender, together
with sociological variables, are all seen as relevant
for an interpretation or explanation of text. The
term “CDA’ is used nowadays to refer more spe-
cifically to the critical linguistic approach of
scholars who find the larger discursive unit of text
to be the basic unit of communication. CDA is
concerned with ‘language as social practice” and
considers the context of language use to be crucial
(Fairclough and Wodak. 1997: 258):

CDA sees discourse — language use in speech and
writing — as a form of social practice. Describing
discourse as social practice implies a dialectical
relationship between a particular discursive event
and the situation(s), institution(s) and social
structure(s), which frame it: the discursive event is
shaped by them, but it also shapes them.

In CDA. discourse is seen as a form of knowledge
and memory, whereas text illustrates concrete oral
utterances or written documents (Reisigl and
Wodak, 2001). The aim is to illuminate the way
texts represent social reality and discursive
constructions of identities. A kev concent in CDA

is intertextuality — the ways in which a particular
text draws on different texts and is situated with
respect to the ‘order of discourse’ (Fairclough,
1998: 45). Fairclough, referring to Foucault,
understands orders of discourse as “a structured
configuration of genres and discourses ... associ-
ated with a given social domain’. Dealing with
media texts, discourse scholars underline the
importance of analysing not only the text but allsu
practices of production, distribution and reception
(Fairclough, 1995; Scollon, 1998). However,
Fairclough acknowledges that he has virtually
excluded reception and to some exient also pro-
duction from his own analyses, but focused on the
artefact text (1995: 62). The analysis of media
texts has been a central focus within CDA:
research agendas focus on such diverse issues as
racism and xenophobia, social exclusion, hate
speech and war, and the constructedness of gender
roles and of ethnic or national identities (van Dijk.
2009; Wodak, 2009 ; Wodak and Busch, 2004).

Conversation analysis

Conversation analysis (CA) emerged in the 1960s
(Drew and Heritage, 2006). It is based on eth-
nomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967; Sacks, Schegloff
and Jefferson, 1974) as an interpretative approach
to sociology, which focuses mainly on the organi-
zation of everyday life and represents a generic
approach to the study of social interaction. _CA
describes the formal structure of conversations
(openings, turn-takings, closings, topic control.
interruptions, etc.) and analyses how they operate
under the institutional constraints of the media.
The strength of CA is based in detailed linguistic
description, focusing on the organization of inter-
action, without considering the context. Context is
defined within the text, dependent on the explicit
mentioning of relevant factors by the speakers.
Much of the media text research in this field
focuses on relevant aspects of broadcast news
interviews (Clayman and Heritage, 2002;
Greatbach, 1986), talk radio (Hutchby, 1991) and
talk shows (Drew and Heritage (eds), 2006;
Kotthoff, 2004). Thornborrow (2006) gives an
overview of current foci in media research within
CA. At the core were, among others, issues of
agenda setting, agenda shifting and neutrality in
news interviews: as interview styles have been
changing, also other kinds of interviews are being
analysed, such as adversarial interviewing aqd
debate interviews. Another focus are phone-in
programmes (Hutchby, 2006) in which listeners
have to be maintained as ratified participants in the
talk event, for instance by moving from the par-
ticular to the general. The design of talk for the
overhearing audience has been one of the central
cancents in CA Schalars wha see themselves as
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conversation analysts work on media discourse
from a situational perspective (Greatbach, 1998;
Scannel, 1991). Media talk is considered as insti-
tutional talk. CA shows that there are specific
constraints and options that determine, for exam-
ple, the situation of the production of interviews in
public service broadcasting. Heritage (1985)
shows that the usual pattern of question-answer—
receipt feedback is replaced by a question—
answer—question pattern as the broadcasts are
produced for an overhearing audience and as the
journalist seeks to demonstrate neutrality by avoid-
ing the evaluation of the answer with a receipt.
Attention is focused on the dynamics of inter-
views, comparing turn-taking practices in the
media to turn-taking in ‘ordinary’ conversations.

Style and stylization

In sociolinguistics the question of how linguistic
practices in the media relate to everyday linguistic
practices is a matter of concern. At present there
seems to be a large consensus among different
approaches in linguistics that media texts cannot
be assumed to reflect the language regimes of
linguistic reality. The question is not only how the
distribution and configuration of variation in
broadcasting reflects the parameters of linguistic
everyday reality but also whether it impacts on
this linguistic reality (Burger, 2005: 369).

Citing the work of Labov, who claimed that
language change is not systematically affected by
mass media but primarily by face-to-face interac-
tion with peers, Coupland (2007b: 184) observes
that variationist sociolinguistics has been consist-
ently hostile to the idea that mass media are a
regular or important factor in triggering linguistic
change. He challenges this stance, concluding his
study on style in which he draws on numerous
examples from media texts that ‘mass media do
generate some new sociolinguistic resources and
these are sometimes used and developed in
everyday practice, however short-lived the phe-
nomena might be’. Recent research into interac-
tion among adolescents (Rampton, 2006) has
shown how media-derived expressions, such as
radio jingles or lines from popular music, enter
into everyday sociolinguistic practices. Similarly,
Deppermann in his analysis of interactional prac-
tices in a group of young males identified how
stylized Kanak Sprak, as produced on comedly
programmes on German TV, impacts on their
interactions. His study shows how linguistic
resources distributed by the media are integrated
into everyday experience:

Media sources provide speakers with linguistic
blueprints they can use for interactional work on
social cateoorization. stereotvpina and coping
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with real-world experiences as well as a resource
for interactional self-positioning, display of fandom
and self-entertainment as the business of conver-
sation. (2007: 351)

The relationship between linguistic practices in
the media and everyday linguistic practices can
also be approached by referring to Bourdieu's
concept of field. In this sense, by using language
as one of the semiotic modes in media communi-
cation, the media contribute to shape language
practices as they provide linguistic resources. Or,
as Bourdieu develops, speaking more generally
about the literary field. they ‘produce means of
production’, *word and thought associations’ and,
moreover, all of the forms of discourse that are
seen as ‘authoritative’. and that can be cited as
examples of ‘correct language use’ (1982: 35).
Also the media are engaged in metalinguistic dis-
courses and in contributing to shape language
ideologies (often even in specific language pro-
grammes and columns). Language criticism in the
media can, for instance. contribute to the creation
of an environment for policing language use and
for the spread of language purism, through coin-
ing what ‘correct’ language is and stigmatizing
‘wrong’ language use as deviant.

In communication studies, Goffman’s work on
‘forms of talk’ (1981) and on ‘frame analysis’
(1974) has been very influential in developing a
differentiated approach to analysing media com-
munication, challenging the speaker—hearer mode
of communication, and in understanding media
talk as institutional talk. Goffman coined the term
of ‘mutually ratified participants’ in a communi-
cative interaction and also analysed the role of the
speaker, which can be decomposed to reveal a
range of participating frameworks: the role of the
author (the agent who puts together, composes
and scripts the lines uttered), the role of the ani-
mator (the sounding box from which the announce-
ment comes) and the role of the principal (the
party to whose position. stand and belief the utter-
ance attests). These three possibilities constitute
the participation framework. Fresh talk normally
presents congruence between the three: this is less
the case in institutional talk and, consequently,
also in media talk. The analysis of participant
roles and turn-taking position allows identifying,
for example, the influence of an institutional con-
text on a communicative event in the media (such
as talk shows, interviews, etc.). Goffman’s notion
of ‘footing” describes the notion of the speaker to
his utterance. In this sense radio and TV talk are
not addressed to ‘a massed but visible grouping
off the stage, but to imagined recipients; in fact
broadcasters are under pressure to style their talk
as though it were addressed to a single listener’
(Goffman, 1981: 138).

Dealing with the question of authenticity in
broadcasting talk, Montgomery (2001) — follow-
ing Goffman (1981: 401) — argues that a conversa-
tional tone, sometimes adopted in broadcasting,
may be more scripted than it seems, and may be
simulated. although it is currently designed to
approximate as much as possible to ‘naturally
occurring’ talk. Although broadcasting means
communication to many, broadcasters have
evolved or borrowed techniques associated with
small-scale interaction. Montgomery distinguishes
between three different (overlapping) types of
authenticity: *(1) talk that projects itself as noth-
ing more or less than talk itself; (2) talk that is true
to the event/experience; (3) talk that is true to the
self/person’ (2001: 404). In post-variationist
approaches there is a shift from authenticity to
processes of authentication and from linguistic
features representing social stratifications to the
impact of style and stylized features on the nego-
tiation of social positions (Coupland, 2001).

In connection with media communication,
research that engages with the concept of style
and stylization is presently very influential.
Variationist linguistics treated style as an interest-
ing but relatively marginal dimension of language
variation. Coupland (2007b) distinguishes between
three waves of style research. The idea of stylistic
variation was first used in sociolinguistics by
Labov (1972) to refer to intra-individual speech
variation, variation within the speech of a single
person (Coupland, 2007b: 7). Other parts of
sociolinguistics, in particular the ethnography of
speaking (Gumperz and Hymes, 1972: Hymes.
1962) were already, from the very beginning.
interested in contextualization processes and
social styles. Coupland (2007a: 219) identifies a
second wave in style research which was con-
cerned with the search for patterns of style shift
(for example the shift of pronunciation towards
prestige variants in more formal situations such as
interviews). Influential with regards to media
communication are Giles' accommodagion theory
(1973) and Bell's audience design (1999) — the
idea of converging to non-present audiences in
initiative style shift. Both approaches posit a more
social basis of style shift (accommodating a
listener, designing one’s speech for an audience).
A move away from Labov’s linear concept of
contextual style. from styles as objects, represents
also the conceptualization of social styles and
stylization as processes (Hinnenkamp and Selting.
1989).

Whereas. according to Coupland (2007b). in
the first and second wave of sociolinguistic
research into style the emphasis was on style shift,
studying linguistic deviation from a presumed
norm, the focus is now on how style creates mean-
ing in discursive operations. Stylistic operations

are possible because of the socially-structured
indexicalities that link ways of speaking to social
groups or specific situations, and to ideological
conditions that define these at particular times and
places. Style becomes similar to lifestyle,
described by Bourdieu (1979) as the surface cor-
relate of habitus. Style is more than saying the
same things in other ways; what can be said and
what cannot be said is an integral part of commu-
nicative style (Auer, 2007: 12). *The basic unit of
analysis for a sociolinguistics of style is a single
semiotic unit, and the analytical demand is to
explain how its activation contributes to speakers’
negotiation of social meaning in a discourse’
(Coupland, 2007a: 220). According to Coupland,
style is also social practice as its meaning
potential is realized in the construction of social
identities and relations:

Styling is part of the construction and deployment
of a speaker's and others’ social identities, which
might be to invoke and to consolidate the values
and attributes associated with a ‘speech commu-
nity’. ... On the other hand it might involve estab-
lishing a particular stance vis-a-vis those community
norms, where ownership becomes more or less
clear - e.g. a class position one wants to subvert.

(2007a: 221)

The concept of style was applied in a produc-
tive way in connection with media, among others
by Bell's relationally-oriented audience design
framework and, recently, Ben Rampton’s work on
sociolinguistic crossing and stylistic creativity in
relation to ethnicity and social class, followed by
other works usually linked theoretically to the
work of Mikhail Bakhtin and Erving Goffman.
Recent media-related research that draws on
concepts of style and stylization focuses on a vari-
ety of topics such as youth culture and the meflia
(e.g. Deppermann, 2007), media and migration
(e.g. Bose and Busch. 2007; Morley, 2000).
advertising (e.g. Kelly-Holmes, 2005), computer
mediated communication (e.g. Androutsopoulos,
2007a, 2007b; Sebba, 2007), presentation of self
in diaspora media (e.g. Coupland, 2007a), and
gender (Cameron, 2006).

29.3 A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS
OF MEDIA COMMUNICATION

When analysing language in media interaction it
is necessary to take into consideration the specific
conditions under which media cummunical_iun
takes place. As in any other type of communica-
tive interaction, media communication has a dia-
logic nature and cannot be conceived simply
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within a sender—receiver model. Furthermore,
again as in any other type of communication,
media communication is multimodal and multi-
functional, i.e. every act of media communication
encompasses a propositional, a social and a per-
sonal dimension: drawing on several semiotic
modes it provides content and is involved in proc-
esses of meaning-making, it structures social
relationships and it results in the production and
reproduction of subject positions. Media commu-
nication mediates between the public and the pri-
vate sphere: it can be seen as a form of
organizational communication framed by institu-
tional contexts. Media products are publicly avail-
able and media are, in their self-understanding,
constitutive elements of the public sphere(s).
Whereas their distribution is public, their recep-
tion takes mostly place in private surroundings. As
discussed earlier in this chapter, present develop-
ments in media make traditional categorizations
according 1o sectors, genres, etc., increasingly dif-
ficult. The following subsections of this contribu-
tion presents elements for an open and flexible
framework for the analysis of language and the
media. The framework shown in Figure 29.1 was
first developed for and applied to the analysis
of language policies in the context of media in
multilingual environments (Busch, 2004).

Recontextualization and intertextuality

Media communication can be understood and
analysed as a chain of recontextualizations. These
transformations occur at any stage of the commu-
nication process, linking the sphere of production
to the situations of everyday practices in whu{h
media are present. From the perspective of media
studies, linear models of communication that dis-
sociate meaning from its contextualization during
production and reception were replaced by models
that see communication as a circular process,
comprising the totality of the means employ{cd to
collect, exploit, store, transmit and impart infor-
mation (Mattelart, 2003: 51 referring to Wiener's
cybernetics approach). From the perspccl‘ivelof
linguistics the process of media communication
can best be captured by the notion of inter-
textuality, as developed by Julia Kristeva (1980),
drawing on Mikhail Bakthin's concepts. In this
concept every text is part of a tissue of texts a_nd
intertextual relationships; it is (not ncoessanl_y
consciously) linked to previous texts to which it
refers and becomes, in turn, a resource for future
texts. Intertextuality becomes apparent on the
level of the meaning potential as well as on the
level of the linguistic practices visible in the texL.

Media production encompasses the collection
and selection of ‘raw material’. At each stage in
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Figure 29.1 Analytical layers for the study of media communication with respect to

language.

media production, earlier versions of the text are
transformed and recontextualized in ways that
correspond to the priorities and goals of the cur-
rent stage. Recontextualization can involve sup-
pression and filtering of meaning potentials, but it
can also result in expanding meaning potentials by
adding or elaborating upon an earlier version of
the text (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999).
Media production is regulated by institutional
routines, media reception by everyday practices
and arrangements, both depending on available
resources. Journalists can revert to different kinds
of source material: such as speeches, interviews.
press releases, photos and graphs provided by
news agencies, archive material, other media
texts, personal communications, amateur videos.
rumours and assumptions. Current transforma-
tions in media production can be characterized on
the one hand by an increasing specialization of
Jjournalists on narrower fields of reporting, and on
the other hand by a decreasing division of labour
between technical and journalistic parts of pro-
duction. In print for instance, the journalist is not
only responsible for the text but also for the layout
and the selection of images. and thereby becomes
the designer of a multimodal text. At the same
time, due to the economic imperative of reducing
the fixed costs in media enterprises, the amount of
genuine journalistic investigation decreases in
favour of ‘ready made products” such as news
agency material, pre-produced elements and
formats. This process is encouraged by an
oligopolistic owner structure and practices of
cross-referencing between different media.

On the level of discourse and linguistic prac-
tices, van Leeuwen and Wodak (1999: 96) suggest
that transformations due to recontextualization
can include deletion, rearrangement (e.g. changing
the order of propositions, altering of emphasis),

substitution (through linguistic means such as
nominalization, metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche,
personalization) and addition (adding new ele-
ments to the representation of social practices).
Kress and van Leeuwen mention, in the context of
transformations, the ‘import’ of signs from other
contexts (another era, another social group or cul-
tural environment) ‘to signify ideas and values
which are associated with that other context from
which we import the sign’ (2001: 10). Bell (1997:
248) subsumes a similar idea under the notion of
‘referee design’. Referees are, for Bell, third per-
sons or groups ‘who are so salient for a speaker
that they influence style even in their absence’.

Media are linked to processes of mediation and
to mediators that control the process of transmis-
sion, obeying to institutional hierarchies and
power relations. depending on and creating rules
of belonging and ways of doing (Debray, 2004).
In this sense, social power relations, institutional
hierarchies and economic constraints impact on
how transformation within the intertextual chain
takes place — on the discursive level as well as on
the level of the linguistic (and other semiotic)
means employed. On a macro-sociolinguistic
level, media contributed under the nation-state
paradigm to linguistic homogenization and to the
rise of standard languages; under the present con-
ditions of globalization they can equally contrib-
ute to the de-centring of unified standards and to
reconfiguring linguistic spaces and language
regimes (Busch. 2004).

Modalities and meanings

Media communication is inherently multimodal
communication: this means that language in writ-
ten and spoken form is only one of several modes

available for expressing a potential of meanings.
For instance, in print media. layout and image are
available in addition to the written word; in radio,
language is present in its spoken form, alongside
music and various sounds: in television. all the
aforementioned modes can be drawn upon in a
context in which the moving image holds a central
position. Similarly, in CMC a wide range of
modes is available. Kress states:

A multimodal approach assumes that the message
is ‘spread across’ all the modes of communication.
If this is so, then each mode is a partial bearer of
the overall meaning of the message. All modes,
speech and writing included, are then seen as
always partial bearers of meaning only. This is a
fundamental challenge to hitherto current notions
of ‘language’ as a full means of making meaning
(2002: 6)

Walter Benjamin’s writings, especially on ‘“The
Work of Artinthe Age of Mechanical Reproduction®
(Benjamin, 1938), were extremely influential in
media studies. Taking the example of a painting
being transformed into a photograph, he shows
that the media content of the original work is still
present. but is structured in a new way that reflects
interdependency between the medium and new
meanings. Harold Innis underlined in the 1950s
(1997) the importance of technical developments
in communication, of ways of transmission of
information and of means of transport for cultural
developments. Marshall McLuhan (1964) devel-
oped this idea further by coining the aphorism ‘the
medium is the message’. Cultural studies caution
against a technical determinism that postulates a
simple causal relationship between the technical
and the social (Mattelart, 2003). How different
modes interact in the communication process is.
from this point of view, not only a question of
technical availability but also a question of social
appropriation and convention, as Kress and van
Leeuwen (2001) point out in their multimodal
social semiotic theory.

The interplay between the different modes has
undergone substantial changes in media history.
Writing was considered in many cultural environ-
ments as the central mode for the transfer of
canonical knowledge and authoritative discourse.
This practice, of the predominance of the written
text, influenced radio production so that practi-
cally all radio texts in the early days of the
medium were produced first in written form and
then read in the radio broadcast. Even in television
for some time news broadcasts were read without
a transmission of the image of the speaker as it
was considered that the moving image could dis-
tract attention. Gradually the image has moved
into a central position. The ‘conversationalization
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of (political) discourse in the media gained in
momentum with the image and with television
(Fairclough, 1995: 9ff.). The so-called new media
can contribute through their interactive practices
to a further de-centring of standard languages and
favour practices that draw on multiple stylistic and
linguistic resources. Such practices in turn are
taken up by traditional mass media and incorpo-
rated into their journalistic routines.

Imagining the audience

Present approaches exploring the relationship
between language and the media generally draw
on Mikhail Bakhtin's dialogic principle (1981)
which assumes that in any utterance an interlocu-
tor is present. Unlike in direct communication, in
media communication, due to its specific spatially
and temporally shifted conditions of reception, the
interlocutor becomes an imagined, ideal counter-
part. Bakhtin’s work inspired Bell to develop his
model of audience design. Observing a radio
speaker who read the news bulletin on different
radio stations, he noticed a style shift on the micro
level of pronunciation and concluded: ‘style shift
occurs primarily in response to the speaker’s audi-
ence’ (Bell. 1997: 242). The audience design
model differentiates between the *addressees’ who
are directly addressed, the ‘auditors’ who are
assumed to be the target audience of a particular
media, the ‘overhearers’ who might be present but
do not form part of the target audience. and the
*eavesdroppers’ who the speaker does not think of
(1997: 241ff.). Bell's model, initially conceived
for radio broadcasting, can be applied to other
forms of media communication.

The notion of the target audience. which
encompasses a spatial (local, regional, national,
global) and/or a social (social status, income, age,
gender) dimension is based on rigid and reified
audience categories. Research on media coverage
and definitions of target audiences are instruments
of marketing research and correspond to criteria
established by the advertising industry. Ang (1991)
demonstrates that this approach is based on a dis-
cursive construct of audience that is unable to
grasp the actual relationship between media and
audiences or to conceive communication proc-
esses. She distinguishes between two main orien-
tations: audience-as-public and audience-as-
market. The first configuration of audience is
generally associated with the public service media
sector in which the addressee is seen as a citizen
(of a state). and the relationship with the audience
is paternal and aims at transmitting values, habits
and tastes. It is linked to the so-called transmis-
sion model of communication, in which the
transmission of a message and the ordered transfer
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of meaning is the intended consequence of the
communication process.

The second configuration of audience is associ-
ated with the private commercial media sector.
Audiences are addressed as consumers in a double
sense: as consumers of the media product and as
potential consumers of the products advertised in
the programmes. In the attention model of com-
munication (McQuail, 1987), communication is
considered successful as soon as attention is actu-
ally raised in audiences. The transfer of meaning
plays a secondary role. The scoop, the extraordi-
nary and the scandal gain in importance as means
of awakening attention.

In the alternative media sector the conception
of the audience is determined by the idea of an
active public that participates in social action and
media production. The aim is to overcome the
division between producers and audiences, and to
move closer to a situation in which ‘the Other’ is
able to represent itself, and in which the heteroge-
neity of ‘authentic informants’ is not reduced.
Alternative or third-sector media are consequently
closer to the ideal of representing the multi-
voicedness of society in all three dimensions
which Bakhtin described: heterology (raznoredie).
Le. the diversity of discourses; heteroglossia
(raznojazycnie), i.e. the diversity of language(s);
and heterophony (raznoglossie), i.e. the diversity
of individual voices (Todorov, 1984: 56).

These different basic orientations in conceiving
the producer-audience relationship result in-
preferences for particular media formats
(e.g. authoritative information-centred pro-
grammes, infotainment programmes, dialogic
forms as phone-in programmes), and in a choice
of particular linguistic practices. They also deter-
mine the way in which discourses are being
shaped, reproduced and transformed.

Media and everyday practices

The question of how language and discourse in
media communication relate to everyday linguis-
tic and discursive practices is a matter of concern
in the exploration of sociolinguistic interactions.
As discussed above, recent work in style and
stylization shows that the traditional scepticism
concerning the impact of media on individual
linguistic practices and on language shift is being
challenged by empirical work investigating com-
munication in style communities.

Reception studies within the traditional quanti-
tative media studies approaches, often setting out
from a sender-receiver model of communication
without taking into account the actual environ-
ment and conditions of media reception, are not
suitable for a processual analysis of media and

their role in everyday life. Whereas within the
traditional paradigm it was somehow possible to
differentiate between different media sectors (as
print, TV, radio) and to measure their impact in
individual reception habits in terms of time and
intensity of contact, with present media develop-
ments and the diversification of receiving devices
this seems virtually impossible. Under the condi-
tions of a changing media landscape, the catego-
ries of producers and audiences blur as well as the
demarcations between private mediated commu-
nication and public media communication. There
is a claim for a new approach to the notion of
audiences and everyday media practices which
rejects models of passive media consumption
(Gauntlett, 2007).

The multiplication of the possibilities of media
contact and of media-recipient interfaces has
increased with recent technical developments.
Print media such as daily newspapers can for
instance not only be read in their paper version but
also in a modified form as (interactive) online ver-
sions or adapted for mobile phones. This means
that the ways in which media are being appropri-
ated in daily life are subjected to permanent
change. New time-space articulations become
salient. Whereas some two decades ago relatively
stable reception habits could be assumed as bring-
ing together audiences into national, ethnic or
other social communities (Morley and Robins,
1996), present media reception is more character-
ized by individual practices, which become more
ephemeral and deterritorialized. As in linguistics,
in media studies and in media anthropology, eve-
ryday media practices, style and style communi-
ties have become an important focus (Kosnick,
2007). Such practices can also be understood as
technologies of the self in a Foucauldian sense. as
spaces for the production and reproduction of situ-
ated subject positions (Reckwitz, 2006).

In everyday life people participate in a range of
different media spaces: besides the traditional
national sphere, globalized spaces as well as
localized media gain in importance, regional
spaces beyond state borders emerge as broadcast-
ing spaces, and transnational and translocal media
link geographically-dispersed groups. Within
these spaces, particular language regimes and lin-
guistic practices develop. The development of
such regimes and practices as well as the way in
which they are related to other everyday language
practices opens up a vast field of research.

NOTES

1 For the question of public sphere and its frag-
mentations see the discussions of Habermas' model

which was developed in the 1960s and which was
based on the assumption of a single unified (national)
public sphere (Habermas, 1990). Critiques of
Habermas' model were formulated by feminist stud-
ies (e.g. Benhabib, 1992; Fraser, 1992) and also later
by scholars accenting questions of ethnicity, race and
language as factors of exclusion (e.g. Husband,
2000; Morley, 2000). Habermas concedes, in a revi-
sion of his model, that he neglected the existence of
counter publics and counter discourses (Habermas,
1990).

2 Hinglish (2 combination of the words Hindi
and English) designates a blend of Hindi and English
vernaculars in the urban areas of the states of India
where Hindi is spoken.
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