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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to provide an analysis of advertising
on television based on a comparative approach to textual contents
and structures which attempts to identify some of the ways in
which semantic, pragmatic and textual elements interact and exert
mutual influence. The main focus is on the way in which
advertisaments activate spacific fields of discourse (the
samantic aspect) by engaging the viewer in an interpretive
activity (the pragmatic aspact) through specific visual and aural
elements (the textusl aspect).

Preliminary to the analysis is a brief review of some of the
philosophical and sociolinguistic positions on textual meaning
(Part 1). Particular attention is paid to the main contributions
to a pragmatically oriented textual analysis, including
Halliday's concept of social semiotics, which has besn expecially
uszaful for the definition of the theoretical framework for the
analysis.

In Part 2 the issue of the specificity of audio-visual language,
as a languasgse that combines different signifying systems (sounds,
words, images, and music) is explicitly addressed: one of the
aims of the research is indeed to avoid the transference of
models of analysis from written or verbal to audiovisual texts,
and to devise a method of snalysis consistent with the specific
character of ths object of inquiry.

Two main imperative have guided thse analysis (Part 3): the need
to escape both textual and social determinism, while taking into
account the way in which textual elements represent and address
specific social situations; and the need to consider the context
of advertising discourss, in order to avoid a text-bound
approach. For this reason advertisements have been approached
within a comparative framework. The main characters of the two
broadcasting systems have been also considered (Appendix). The
data for the analysis consist of British and Italian
advertisements videorecorded in peak time from October 1988 to
March 198%; the main focus being on car advertisements and on
transnational campaigns. The other referential value of
advertisements has been emphasized, with particular regard to the
repertoire of social commonplaces (or '"topoi') that bear wupon
textual production and interpretstion. The comparative framework
is crucial for differentiating social conventions from what in 2
mere textual perspective may appear as neutral representations.
The 38im of thiz thesis is not to exhaust the argument but to
develop an original approach to televisual texts which |is
intended to complemant rather than .exclude other approaches.



INTRODUCTION

When I decided to engage in research in Britain I had two main
concerns: the first was to build on my background knowledge,
mainly focused on the philosophy of language and semiotics. The
other was to undertake an empirical analysis, in order to
overcome what I see as a shortcoming in the Italian tradition of
social research, namely the subordination of empirical data to
the analysts' hypotheses and intuitions, and the general
overestimation of theoretical frameworks over empirical evidence.

My intention was to develop an analytical framework to be
applied to a corpus of data which was significant both from a
social and from a 1linguistic point of view (I have made the
connection explicit between the two aspects in the first and
second parts of this work).

My first task, given both my background and my present
interests in pragmatics and consumer culture, was to define the
field of inquiry. I considered that TV advertisements provide a
highly suitable as well as underanalyzed topic for research, as
they offer a powerful insight into the construction of social
meaning, through and by TV laﬁguage ( I will provide more grounds
for the social significance of advertising below).

The structure of the thesis reflects the different steps of my
study.

First of all I have attempted to assess the relevance of
existing theories of language and their implications for the
question of meaning.

Then, having underlined the power of language both in framing



reality (for defining it, making it intelligible and so on) and
in constructing roles for interaction, I have focused on the
specificities of audiovisual language, and on the possibility of
transferring some analytical tools from written (say 1literary)
texts to TV texts; I have also tried to identify the
specificities of audiovisual 1language, as a condition for the
construction of a grid for the analysis tailored to the
distinctive character of the object.

Once the broad framework for the research was established, I
proceeded to formulate a global hypothesis, that is, to specify
what I intended to look for and to test, and to select a research
design, that is to chose the method to be applied to the object
of the research (Part 3).

My assumption (which I have tried to support in ch. 7 and in the
Conclusions) is that advertisements are, among the other TV
texts, particularly significant in contemporary western society
as far as social meanings are concerned.

There are a number of reasons why advertisements can be taken
as, in some way, the "epitome" of TV texts and a crucial area for
the study of representation and construction of social meanings.

There are some reasons that are not intrinsic to advertising,
but nevertheless signal its cruciality in contemporary cultural
debates: 1in fact advertising has been and still is a
controversial area, the object (and sometimes the subject) of
many discourses, in many different fields, with very different
concerns. Advertising has been a topical matter from the late
50's to the early 70's, when the focus of mainstream social
research was mainly on issues 1like manipulation, hidden

persuasion, effects and then ideology; advertising was still an
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important subject in the 80's, when issues like the blurring of
high and low culture, the rising interest in consumer and popular
culture (as the academic research on soaps and other popular
genres testifieé) and the taste and active role of the audience
in making sense of TV texts, in being subject as well as
subjected, were strongly emphasized (although within a dominant
structure of "preferred readings" and hegemonic construction of
meaning).

And advertising is still up for debate in the 90's, when the
range of discourses generally embraced by the cultural category
"postmodernism" bring to the fore, among the other aspects, the
aesthetic dimension. Aesthetics is no 1longer confined to the
sphere of high culture and art, but permeates everyday life,
through the various object that constitute our surroundings.

In the present cultural context the question of mastery and
struggle over meanings seems to be receding into the background,
while the active and pleasurable aspects of manipulation of signs
and meanings are emphasized.

As one can see from the brief summary of the main approaches to
advertising discourse over the last four decades there are many
different aspects that can be foregrounded, and many possible
angles from which to consider the phenomenon, as well as many
controversial issues at stake; and I believe, as Raymond Williams
suggested (1976), that the more complex and contradictory are the
aspects which are associated with an issue, the more likely it is
to become the focus for culturally significant debates.

The same conclusion can be drawn if one considers the intrinsic

features of advertising texts rather than the "institutional"
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discourses on advertising.

As I have tried to specify especially in ch.5, advertisements
are very interesting texts as they stretch to its 1limits the
active role of the receiver.

In fact advertisements, given their short format, have to rely
on a high degree of 1lingquistic as well as cultural competence
among the receivers, in order to supplement their brevity. Tv
advertisements 1in particular tend to be 1less informative
(information and rational arguments take time to present) and to
pursue an emotional impact ( for which music, skilfully shot
images, music, rapid editing and all the distinctive features of
TV adverts are powerful devices).

Advertisements are also purposive texts, that is constructed as
to produce consequences that range from the purchase of a product
to the reinforcement of brand loyalty, to the construction of a
positive corporate image, to the sensitization of the public
concern towards delicate and harmful social issues (like drugs
and AIDS) and so on. In each case what adverts attempt to avoid
is to pass unnoticed.

The question of effectiveness is clearly a very controversial
one, and it is not my aim to resolve a long lasting debate.
Nevertheless I believe that my research throws some light on at
least some aspects of advertising effectiveness, and particularly
on the way in which advertisements offer themselves as cultural
resources as well as sources of information about goods and
services.

In other words the "effects" I was looking for were not un-
mediated, compelling or unconscious influences (all of which are

very difficult to identify), but had rather to do with the
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construction of cultural (or symbolic, in Bourdieu's term)
capital. My assumption is that advertisements are neither the
mirror of society nor the stage of its dreams. The analysis
indeed confirmed that advertisements are less about "things" (in
many adverts, as I have stressed, the good or service advertised
are hardly visible, and not only because of the elliptical
character of advertising language) than about "life": in fact it
is only in the context of certain ways of 1life that "things"
become meaningful and worthwile.

Advertisements, then, have on the one hand to "hook" the social
reality they address, in order to make themselves understood and
to be "effective'": for this reason they tend to rely heavily on a
repertoire of shared images, of "topoi" (the competence about
which is reinforced as well as presupposed), and to capitalize on
issues of great social concern (from pollution to health care and
sSo on).

On the other hand they have to "teach" new ways of life (in
which the product becomes necessary), to make the viewer
accostumed with the rituals, etiquette, display acts of
contemporary 1life; they also have to provide solutions for the
social dilemmas they represent, from starting a job to raising a
child. This is why not everything which is "topical" in
advertising 1is also "typical" 1in social 1life: in fact
advertisements, as well as moral tales and parables, have (or
pretend to have) an anticipatory character as well as a 1link
with the present. Many scholars have emphasized the capability of
advertising to express the anxieties and dilemmas of the social

reality they address (Marchand 1985 identifies a series of '"great



parables" told by advertising ), as well as its "prophetic"
character (Boorstin 1961).

What I have tried to discern in the analysis of TV
advertisements is precisely the "topicality" of TV adverts, the
repertoire of models, images, solutions, definitions of social
situations the viewers are provided with and are supposed, or
invited, to share. My uderstanding of the social reality of
advertising has shaped the empirical part of the research.

I believe that on the one hand the comparative framework has
been extremely useful for highlighting at least some of the
unstated premises that underlie advertising representations (what
is obvious from within a cultural system becomes problematic when
compared with a different one); on the other hand, the period of
time considered for the analysis (6 months) has allowed an
identification of the more recurrent, long-running campaigns, and
then of the actual viewers' approval ,or dislike , beyond
advertisers' statements in their "protocols" for reading the
adverts (like those provided by specialized magazines like
Campaign).

The method and phases of my research are reported in ch.7.
Three aspect are worth summarizing: the period of registration
(one week for six months of adverts in peak time from 2 British
and 3 Italian channels) which is long enough, in my opinion, to
allow some consideration of the frequency and length of certain
campaigns, or of the recurrency of certain products or patterns
of consumption in a certain period of the year and so on; a
general discourse on the whole of the recorded material, which
has been useful for providing a "context" of the more recurrent

themes, styles as well as kind of products and services in the
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two countries; a more detailed analysis of car adverts and
transnational campaigns, which has provided, in my opinion, a
fresh insight into the construction of social "topoi" through
textual means. ,

When it came to choose a methodology for the analysis of the
collected material, I took special account of the following
aspects of meaning.

- The first assumption, which in fact lies at the very basis of
my research, is that meaning is not "inside" the text, and that a
text-bound approach is very limited in its scope.

- Meaning is in fact constructed through textual elements on the
basis both of a linguistic-textual competence and of a social
patrimony of shared images and conventions (the two being
mutually influential).

- The pragmatic process of making sense of a text involves a
great number of contextual relations, and a complex set of extra-
textual 1levels: although I have not paid the same amount of
attention to all of them, I have tried to single out and to
indicate at least some of the contextual elements that play some
role in the —construction of social meaning through
advertisements. In fact I have tried on the one hand to consider
the complex web of discourses on "meaning" that in a way
constitute the theoretical context against which the meaning of
advertising can be understood, from the general philosophical
question of the relation between signs and meaning (part 1), to
the consideration of the specificity of TV language in the
construction of meaning (part 2), to the different approaches to

consumer culture (appendix 1) and advertising (ch. 5). I have
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also taken into account the "institutional" context of
advertising discourse, and the regulatory body that determines
what is "tellable" and what is not in the two cultural systems
(Appendix 1). Finally, I believe the comparative framework has
offered an insight into the cultural context, that is into the
"obvious", "natural" forms of representation of socially relevant
issues (relations, traditions, family and so on) which are hardly
perceived as problematic from within a textual perspective.

— The aim of my research is not to map the similarities and
dissimilarities in the "contents" represented as typical of the
two cultural systems: I was, rather, interested in the way in
which advertisements activate specific fields of discourse (the
semantic aspect, recalled while reiforced by adverts) by actively
engaging the viewer in a pragmatic process of "working out"
unspoken (and non obvious) implicatures (which in turn interfere
with the semantic field, as I have tried to show in the analysis
of transnational campaigns) on the basis of specific visual and
aural (textual) components. And, as I have found especially in
the study of car adverts, certain "clusters" of textual elements
(like music, rapid editing, absence of speech and so on) end with
acquiring a semantic value.

- I am well aware that the possible "angles" from which to
consider the phenomenon of advertising are many and different,
and I have only mentioned psychoanalysis, aesthetics, consumer
culture, theory of ideology and other disciplines offering a
perspective on advertising. Nevertheless my aim was not to
exhaust the argument, but to develop an original approach to TV
adverts; I believe the awareness of the inescapable limitations

of my work (and the attempt to indicate at least some of the
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complementary lines of research) offers a positive anti-dogmatic
perspective from which to 1look at the object under analysis

without excluding other possible approaches.
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PART 1 THE QUESTION OF MEANING



CHAPTER 1. BETIWEEN SEMANTICS AND PRAGMATICS

!
LOOKING AT SEMANTICS

The most obvious and pre—-theoretical approach to any kind of
text usually consists of a simple question: "what does it mean?".
In fact this apparently natural query involves a number of
linguistic and philosophical controversial issues, within the
boundaries of the science of signs, which is semantics, in the
classical Peircean distinction. In fact semantics is

"the portion of semiotics which deals with the relations of signs
to the objects to which the signs are applicable" (Lyons 1977:115).

Such a definition is widely shared among a number of scholars,
but there are many controversies about the nature and the forms
of the relationship, as well as about the nature of the
referents: is the association direct or is it mediated by, say,
concepts or mental images? Does the relation exist between
different and non-homogeneous levels (signs and reality) or
rather is an intra-level bond, meaning depending on internal
relationships among words? (Thrane 1980:23). Is "truth" a central
concept in semantics? What kind of connections does it establish?
Are they "discovered" or "constructed"? Or are they the product
of a stimulus-response process? As Lyons acknowledged '"semantics
is the study of meaning. But what is meaning?" (1981:137).

From a synthetic review of the position of some important
authors in semantics (Eco and De Mauro in Italy; Barthes and

Greimas in France; Lyons, Leech, Linsky, Katz in Britain, among



others) it is possible to identify two main kinds of approach,
philosophical and linguistic. In fact, as Lyons has put it,
"there is little agreement among linguists and philosophers as to
the boundaries of semantics" (1981:138).

Nevertheless the distinction between the two positions has
never been really sharp. As L. Cohen claims:

"Twenty years ago most analytical philosophers would have been
quite confident that they knew where the boundaries lay between
linguistics, on the one side, and philosophy of language, on the
other. But now there seem to be so0 many common problems that a
substantial overlap is quite widely agreed to exist". 1

Then even if a real dichotomy is in a sense arbitrary, yet it
can be useful to identify the two extreme poles between which the
debate on "meaning" takes place.

I will call the '"philosophical approach'" the perspective in
which language is considered as a "mirror" of reality (or, in
more general terms, an involvement of ontological issues 1in
linguistics 1is presupposed), and "linguistic approach" that

confined to language in itself, as an autonomous system of

signification.

PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACH

The problem of the relation between "signs" and "things", or
"concepts" and "world" has always been a central issue 1in
philosophy, from Plato and Aristotle onwards.

Among others the philosopher of language B. Malmberg
underlines as crucial to philosophy the problem of whether there

is an analogy of structure (isomorphysm) between things (the



external world) and the language that we use to communicate them;
whether language 1is responsible for the concepts in our
conscience, or whether it reflects them (1983:413).

A comprehensive’history of the elaboration of semantics from
its philosophical sources can be found in de Mauro 1965. It is
worth recapitulating here, in summary form, some of the main
passages that are significant to the perspective of my research.
Aristotelian realism, according to which the parallelism between
words and things guarantees the semantic identity of words
(against scepticism), is the first and decisive stage of semantic
elaboration. In this perspective language is but a '"trusty
messenger" that reflects (and allows the knowledge of) the
world.

In the history of philosophical thought many reactions to this
conception of language as '"phonic covering" of an underlying
structure of universal concepts and categories can be envisaged,
from Occam's nominalism to the anti-metaphysical critique by
Hobbes, Locke, Hume, from Vico's attention to the idiosyncrasies
of different 1languages as historical expressions of people's
culture to the increasing interest in a universal mathematical
language (Galileo).

As far as Hobbes, Locke and Hume are concerned, they all
insisted on the contingent and historically determined nature of
human language, which then cannot serve as a means for an
"objective" understanding of the world. But the positivistic
rejection of the metaphysical idealization of natural 1language
goes from one extreme to the other: in fact it favours a new

"metaphysics of data" and the idealization of mathematical



language. Among the other critics, Lyotard insists upon the fact
that modern science constructs a new universal meta-language, not
essentially different from the metaphysical one, apart from the
immanent rather than transcendent perspective (1979:71). On the
other hand the stress put by the empiricists on the historical
and conditional aspects of language is at odds with their
consideration of mathematics as universal language.

Between the XVI and XVIII century, according to de Mauro, two
main trends can be acknowledged: on the one side a basic
continuity with Aristotelism in Descartes conception of language
and in Port Royal's rationalistic logic; on the other the
emphasis upon the power of 1language in shaping mentality and
customs, by providing frameworks within which human experience
can be organized and understood, especially in Leibniz's New

Essayvys on Human Intellect.

Thus a crucial problem to any comparative research arises,
that is the possibility of literal translation from one language
to another. In fact, as Malmberg also argues, even if the extra-
linguistic reality can be the same, language performs a sort of
"decoupage", in categorizing and ©providing frames of
understanding: then the extension of the resulting semantic
fields is not necessarily (better, is hardly) the same in
different languages (1983). I will address this issue explicitly
in the analysis of transnational campaigns, for the moment it is
worth drawing the theoretical coordinates of the main themes I
will face later in the empirical analysis and contextualizing
them in the greater debate which they are part of.

Coming back to Malmberg, he asserts (but he is not the only

one 2) that on these grounds the acquisition of a foreign



language is something more than the acquisition of new "labels"
for pre-existing entities, as language is a means for
establishing categories and concepts; moreover conventional
associations (and %his is a question of language use, that is a
pragmatic matter) tend to become part of the semantic field of a
word, even if they are not originally part of its meaning (and
the forms of association are culturally specific and hardly hold
from one cultural context to another). Then translation is a more
complex process than a substitution of 1labels with the
correspondent ones in another system.

Whilst XIX century linguistics mainly focused on the external
relations between languages and disregarded their semantic
dimension, in the XX century, as de Mauro emphasizes, interest
was renewed in the relevance of 1language to the question of
meaning. According to Katz (1985:1)

"there have been two linguistic turns in twentieth-century
philosophy. In the first and most celebrated language became the
central concern of philosophers who broke with the nineteenth-
century idealistic philosophy. In the second linguistics became

the central concern of philosophers who wished to put their
thinking about language on a scientific basis".

Emblematic of the "first turn" is Wittgenstein's "theory of
imagination” in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus.

In this earliest phase of his thought Wittgenstein deals with
language as a representation of the world: not necessarily an
iconic, specular representation, but a correspondence of
structure. A sentence is the representation of a fact, because
like a fact consists of a relationship between articulated
elements: nouns on the one end, objects on the other. Then the

structure of the sign 1is the reply of the structure of the



referent (Malmberg 1983:418), and 1language has a merely
denotative function in respect to the world (or, as von Wright
has put it, a "picture-like function").

In the early 50s' a second linguistic turn takes place, "by
philosophers who felt the need to inform their thinking about
language by what the science of language had to say " (Katz:
1985:3).

What scholars like Quine, Chomsky, Carnap have in common is the
emphasis on the relevance of linguistics to philosophy and "the
development of semantic theories of natural language in relation
to linguistics" (ibidem: 9).

Philosophy of language tries now to answer epistemological and
metaphysical questions, such as
"the question of what kinds of objects there are. The philosophy
of mathematics and logic have approached the question by asking
whether number, sets, properties, relations and propositions are
physical objects, as realists claim. The same way of approaching
ontology is possible in linguistics. We can ask whether sciences
and language are physical, psychological or abstract objects. The
philosophy of linguistics can play an indispensable role in
answering the general ontological questions" (Katz 1985:11).

The fact that ontology has played a central role in the
philosophical approach to 1linguistics has been underlined by
several scholars (Lyons 1977:118; Kempson 1977:23; Malmberg
1983:417). Some of them insist on the fact that from this
interference unintended consequences stem in terms of vagueness
and oversimplification: the supposed one-to-one correspondence
between words and an already categorized world, the confusion
between logical and ontological levels, or between signifiers and
signified.

These and other elements , according to Kempson, have played a



decisive role in the consideration of semantics, until recently,
as '"the Cinderella of linguistics, a branch of the subject which
many scholars thought was not amenable to such rigorous methods
of evaluation” (1977:2).

According to Lyons (1981) two philosophical presuppositions
are particularly controversial: the presupposition of existence,
that involves the belief in some kind of reality of what we refer
to with words, and the presupposition of homogeneity, in
conformity with which "everything referred to as a meaning is
similar, if not identical, in nature" (1981:136).

Because of the dispute caused by these assumptions, Lyons

prefers not to deal with the ontological implications of
language:
"In particular we shall avoid saying, as several books of
linguistics do, that language throws a bridge between sounds and
meanings. Statements like this (...), taken as their face value,
are misleading and philosophically tendentious. They encourage us
to think that meaning, like sound, exists independently of
language and is homogeneous in nature" (ibidem).

This 1s also the reason why many 1linguists, among them
Benveniste, prefer to consider the referent (the "thing") as not
pertinent to the linguistic perspective, apart from its merely
linguistic existence. 3

The alternative 1is realism, such as that of Putnam,
particularly as expressed in the essays "Is semantics possible?"
(1970) and "Language and philosophy" (1974), both in 1975. Putnam
shifts in fact the focus from a theory of language and meaning in
general terms to a "pragmatic" definition of sematic fields for a
communicative purpose: in his perspective, in fact, the raison

d'etre of semantics becomes "how to convey the meaning of a word

to someone that does not know it".



Then for the transmission of meaning purely 1linguistic
instructions are not sufficient, and some references to reality
are necessary:

14

"Language is like a great balloon, anchored to the ground of non
linguistic facts only by scattered and thin (but fundamental)
ropes. If there is no interaction between purely linguistic
behaviour and non linguistic facts, then language is mere rumor"
(1975:5).

This is not the same as to support a "total semanticism", or a
naive realism, that 1is the reliance on a bi-univocal
correspondence between signs and things or "states of fact". One
of the author charged with semanticism by Putnam is Katz. 4
Putnam's criticism to this version of semantics can be summarized
in three steps:

- meaning does not determine the extension of a term (that is
knowing the properties of an object is not sufficient to
determine its identity) and truth is not an analytical property.
- the premise above does not necessarily entail a relativistic
view: Putnam proposes to change "names" (that refer to individual
objects) with "natural kinds" (that indicate a group of
essential characters beyond phenomenonic differences). They are
representations, but not analytical definitions.

- Putnam formulates the "empirical hypothesis" (1975:148) that in
meaningful communications, associated to each word, a set of
"core facts" is transmitted:

"the hypothesis is that there are, in connection with almost any
word (...), certain core fact such as (1) one cannot convey the
normal use of the word (...) without conveying those core facts,
and (2) in the case of many words and many speakers, conveying
those core facts 1is sufficient to convey at 1least an
approximation to the normal use" (1975:1489).

Then meaning is not a definite thing, unambiguously correlated

to the signifiers; but it is not a merely linguistic element



either, for it requires the acknowledgement of empirical
properties. To the question "is semantics possible?" Putnam
answers positively, even if "his" semantic is not a one to one
correspondence between words and object, but a more complex
relation between groups of terms and core facts that involves
pragmatic aspects of use and communication and is "realistically"
grounded on a state of facts.

Any position that considers semantics as a kind of relation
involving pragmatic questions of use and communication, without
this entailing necessarily a relativistic perspective is useful
for my research (inasmuch as I will consider the relation between
advertisements and the social reality they represent and
address).

I will consider Halliday's conception of social semiotics as
the linguistic correspondent to this philosophical position.

Another philosophical perspective committed with ontological
questions in relation to language is contemporary hermeneutics
(Gadamer, Ricoeur). According to Gadamer ontology is but a
speculation on language:

"Being that can be understood is language. (...) Hence the
speculative nature of language shows its universal ontological
significance. What comes into language 1is something different

from the spoken word itself. But the word is a word only because
of what comes into language through it" (1975:432).

"Speculative" does not mean necessarily "mirroring". In fact,
in the hermeneutic perspective, a word is neither the reflection
of a defined ontological order, nor

"an instrument that can construct, 1like the 1language of
mathematics, an objective universe of being that can be
manipulated by numbers " (ibidem:415).

It is rather a "medium" that, because of its relation with the
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totality of the world, allows the communication between the
historical man and the world.

According to Ricoeur (1969) language can refer to experience
because of the structural homology between them.

In his perspective both total realism ("mimesis") and total
conventionalism, the two extreme positions expressed by Plato in
Cratylus, are rejected, as well as the possibility to consider
language as an object, as linguistics does. Language is in fact
"objective", for its constitutive relation to the world, but not
"objectifiable", unless its nature of "medium" is neglected.

For this reason Ricoeur rejects the structuralistic
overemphasis on the formal aspect of language, and emphasizes the
total involvement of the subject in the act of speech (against
the anonymous character of "structure").

Truth is not a correspondence, but an "event", an instance of
being. It does not simply consist of letting being appear, but
rather puts being in a perspective, in a relation: "coordination
to being" is the main hermeneutic criterion of "truth".

As far as the philosophical perspective on issues 1like
reference, truth, meaning is concerned, critical realistic
theories are particularly useful to the perspective of my
research: in fact they consider the issues above not merely as
functions of relations between terms in a consistent and closed
system, but rather as involving a relation between non
homogeneous 1levels (like signs and reality, or names and core
facts).

Like Ricoeur, Putnam and many others, I assume that the
question is not how language reflects a state of facts (because

language also serves for categorizing reality), but how language
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is used to represent a reality that cannot be "objectively" and
"exactly" described (yet exists apart from language).

In my opinion "reference" is a crucial issue to be considered
in dealing with TV texts, even if it has to be taken not as a
correspondence (naive realism) bﬁt as a form of representation, a
"frame" for defining and dealing with a portion of reality:
reference is not an automatic process, but a cultural, social,
dynamic process that has something to do with the social use of

signs, as we will see in the next paragraph.

LINGUISTIC APPROACH

The realist standpoint according to which reality founds
language has been questioned from different fronts: on the
philosophical side, for instance, Rorty has criticized Putnam's
position as an example of "impure" philosophy of language, a sort
of "disquised epistemology" too close to epistemological realism
(1979:224).

From a semiological point of view, Eco has christened
"referenial fallacy" the naive assumption that there is an
identity between the '"signified" of a sign and the correspondent
object, and has given the name "extensional fallacy" to the more
sophisticated version of this position, which involves the
notion of truth as a correspondence between utterances and a
verifiable "state of facts'" (1975:88-97).

If we consider the question of meaning from a 1linguistic
perspective two main tendencies can be acknowledged.

One emphasizes the power of language and its force in shaping
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our perception of reality by providing interpretative frameworks;
the other stresses the character of language as a structure, a
formal system that can be analyzed in itself.

For a summary of the main perspectives in the first position
Malmberg 1983 is particularly helpful. He also maintains that
reality is an amorphous "continuum" (1983:341) on which different
languages draw the boundaries of different semantic fields:
although a "state of fact" is presupposed, it can be submitted to
different versions and accounts, and even between similar
versions of the same reality it is possible to notice semantic
differences.

Another linguist calling attention to the power of language in
determining reality is Benveniste: he focuses especially on the
way in which the formal structure of language allows the
construction of definite roles and categories real interlocutors
identify themselves (and the world) with (being language an
element of production, rather than reflection, of social and
interactional roles).

According to Benveniste the power of language is encapsulated
in two main functions: it re-produces (in the literal sense) the
world, that is it categorizes reality in order to render it
manageable; secondly, its syntactical structure provides the
polarity I/you, that is the fundamental pattern of social
relationships. As for the first point, Benveniste distinguishes
between linguistic and philosophical competencies:

"At this point there immediately arises a serious problem, which
we shall leave to the philosophers, notably that of adequacy of
the mind to express 'reality'. The linguist on this point
considers that thought could not exist without language and that

as a result the knowledge of the world is determined by the
expression it receives. Language reproduces the world, but by
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submitting it to its own organization. It is 'logos', discourse
and reason together, as the Greeks said it". (1966:22; my
emphasis and translation).

The power of 1language in creating easy to handle
representations of, (particularly social) reality is an issue I
will take on and develop in the empirical analysis of advertising
discourse.

The second aspect concerns the formal structure of language,

inasmuch as it allows the mutual definition and relation between
individual and society:
"Each speaker can affirm himself as a subject only by implying
the other, the partner who, endowed with the same language,
shares the same stock of forms, the same syntax for the
utterances, the same ways of organizing contents. Viewed from the
standpoint of the linguistic function, and by virtue of the I-you
polarity, individual and society are no longer antithetical, but
rather complementary terms. Indeed it is in and through language
that individual and society define one another". (1966:23; idem)

This is clearly a corrective to the structuralistic emphasis
on language as a self-contained system, which claims as germane
to linguistics the double task of analyzing "language" and
"languages":

"In placing man in relation with nature or with another man
with the medium of language we establish society (...). For
language always is actualized by a language, a definite and
specific 1linguistic structure, inseparable from a definite and
specific society. Language and society cannot be conceived
without one another. Both are given". (1966:26).

How language 1is made real by different national and social
groups is an element I have taken into account in the empirical
analysis of ads texts.

On the other hand language has the power of constructing not
only grammatical, but also interactional roles. These are crucial

issues for the analysis of mass communication texts: in fact on

the one side each text reveals the I-you pattern that has
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determined its configuration at the productive level (inasmuch as
it addresses the "you" of the viewer in several possible ways),
and on the other it offers a model of identification, even if not
necessarily fulfilled as such, at the level of consumption
(although as far as media outputs are concerned neither on the
side of "I" nor on that of "you" the interactors are well
identifiable and homogeneous).

Roland Barthes defines Benveniste's idea of language as
"linguistique de 1'interlocution”: "Le language, et pourtant le
mond entier, s'articule sur cette forme: je/tu" (1984:194).

He particularly appreciates the stress which Benveniste places

upon the social foundation of language, in virtue of which
linguistics merges with a "sociologie universelle" ("la science
de la societe qui parle, qui est societe precisement parce
qu'elle parle", ibidem) and only within which subjectivity can
exist:
"Subjectivity does not precede language: one becomes subject only
inasmuch as it speaks; in sum, there are not "subjects" (and,
then, points of subjectivity), but only 'locutors'; better, as
Benveniste continuously stresses, there are only interlocutors".
(ibidem:195).

Barthes has forcefully expressed and summarized his own
position on the "power" of language in the Lecon inaugurale he
pronounced for the chair of "Semiologie Litteraire du College de
France", in 1977. In his view "language" is tightly connected
with "power", because of its "legislative" and "“classificatory"
characters that determine a particular form of oppression and
alienation. Moreover Barthes defines language as '"fascist", not
because it prevents people from saying something, but rather as

it forces their utterances to conform to its own structure: hence

"to speak" is not the same as "to communicate", but is rather a
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form of "subjugation" of people and things. (1979)

Barthes also emphasizes two other characters of language that
are significant to the perspective of my analysis: on the one
side the force oé assertion, through which an "implacable"
tendency toward ascertainment almost always prevails on negation,
doubt, suspension; on the other side the trend toward repetition,
a more "servile" aspect of language that founds the understanding
of signs and transforms them into stereotypes.(The balance
between affirmation and reiteration, power and servility,
innovation and stereotype is an element I will consider in my
analysis).

According to Barthes no freedom is possible out of 1language,
because language has no "exteriority". On this ground the
revolution against the tyranny of language only can take place
inside the 1language itself, and rests on the possibility of
"déplacement" that the act of writing allows in respect to
language. Like Benveniste, he shifts the focus from the
"enoncate" (the product) to the "enonciation" (the act that at
the same time reveals and hides the subject).

Two further points of Barthes' discourse provide fruitful
\éuggestions for my analysis.

The first one is that literature (a synonymous, according to
Barthes, with "writing” and '"text") cannot help trying to
represent reality, in spite of the "topological impossibility" to
conform to the multi-dimensional order of it the one-dimension
language: then every text is at the same time "realist", because
reality is its "object du desire" and "irrealist" (or wutopic)

because of its faith in such an impossible achievement.
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Whether and in which ways every text wishes to represent
reality, and whether and in what degree the impossibility of a
complete fidelity 1is made explicit in the text, or rather
concealed behind the effect of the veridical 1is another
interesting topic in media analysis.

The second point concerns Barthes's definition of semiotic in
respect to linguistics.

It is a commonplace among linguists that linguistics is a
branch of semiotics, the latter dealing with every symbolic
system, either artificial or natural, the former focused on
natural symbolic systems. 5

Barthes assumption is completely different: in fact he
considers semiotics as a branch of linguistics, and precisely as
the realm in which a "deconstruction" of linguistics is possible
by working on its "residuals" ('"les desirs, les craintes, les
mins, les intimidations, 1les avances, les tendresses, les
protestations, les excuses, les aggressions, les musiques dont
est fait la langue active").

For this reason semiology is mainly negative or "apophatique"
and refuses either to assume well defined and scientific
properties, or to become a meta-language that provides frameworks
for making reality immediately intelligible. Semiotics is active,
does not rest on a "semiophysis" (that is an inert naturalness of
signs) but rather becomes a '"semiotrophie': in respect to the
formal pole of linguistics, it represents the ludic counter
attraction, in which signs are played with, so as to allow their
"savoir/saveur" to appear.

Then semiology provides tools for the "depouvoir" of language:

it is significant that according to Barthes this does not depend
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upon the political engagement of the writer or the ideological
content of his work, but on his ability of "displacement" inside
the language itself.

Perhaps the mofé famous position about the power of language
in categorizing reality is that known as the Sapir-Whorf
hypothesis. It is a well-known theory, and it seems unnecessary
to summarize it here; suffice it to say that the hypothesis,
formulated in the late 50s', is still a source of debate within
sociolinguistics 6.

I will then focus my attention particularly on two aspects :
the first concerns the role played by linguistic patterns in the
perception ("projection") of the objects of the world, which
Whorf calls "sway of pattern over reference" (1956:262), and also
"tracendental logic of language" (ibidem:269) and "linguistic
manas" (ibidem:268).

The second aspect, strictly linked to the first (that is "how"
we see objects), can be summarized by a Whorf's assertion: "the
context, or sentence pattern, determines what sort of objects the
world refers to" (ibidem:259. My emphasis).

In fact, according to Whorf
"Reference of words is at the mercy of the sentences and
grammatical patterns in which they occur (...). Reference is the
lesser part of meaning, patternment the greater" (ibid:259-60).

I intend to move from this kind of problem in order to
consider the role played by language in the "contextualization"
of contents: I will later support the claim that all kinds of
language do not simply describe a state of facts, but put the

elements of reality in a particular perspective, according to

specific patterns that only allow some features of objects or
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relations to appear, and not others.

Thus language, while describing the environment, also
constitutes it: language in fact brings in a set of cultural
conventions, logical models, social relations; moreover it is the
basic "code" that allows communicative interaction, which is then
part of the competence of the speakers (both elements can be
disentangled and brought into focus by a comparative framework of
analysis, as I will discuss in depth later).

I will consider now the second set of linguistic positions,
according to which language 1is above all regarded as a self-
contained system.

In this perspective Saussure is an emblematic figure, as he
was the first to get rid of the referenial side of language as
non pertinent to a "pure" linguisties (that is to linguistics as
a science): hence the methodological choice to focus exclusively
on the "langue" (as a system) without considering the instances
of actual language use ("parole").

Although in his later years Saussure introduced, alongside the
theory of sign as a "value", also a variable external to
language, that is the social environment in which signs are used
(""Nous ne reconnaissons donc comme semiologie que la partie des
phénoménes qui apparait charactéristiquement comme un produit
social™); and although some of the more extreme and rigorous
statements probably stem from the editors of the Course, rather
than from Saussure himself (as de Mauro claims), yet the
relevance and novelty of the Saussurian position depends
precisely on the consideration of language for its own sake, as a
closed system ("un systeme ou tout se tient").

In fact Saussure's ideal of linguistics as a pure science is
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the crucial point of his theory: hence he considers every
extrinsic aspect of language as unessential, such as the users of
language on the one hand and the world that constitute the
subject matter of speech on the other. And actually this kind of
approach has brought about a significant development 1in
techniques and terminology of linguistic analysis, in rejecting
both the external formalism of preceding comparative theories
(based upon the analysis of the evolution of the different
languages) and the "semanticism" of philosophers (according to
whom the identity of a word depends on the semantic connection
with a "designatum").

Under the influence of Saussure linguistics enters into a

third phase:
"It took for its subject neither philosophy of language nor the
evolution of linguistic forms, but brought to the fore the
intrinsic reality of language, and aimed at making itself a
formal, rigorous and systematic science'" (Benveniste 1966:19).

Saussure's confinement of "signified" to the internal scope of

language is the exact counter-attraction to Wittgenstein's
logical atomism. As Benveniste has pointed out:
"The positivist notion of a linguistic fact has been replaced by
that of relation. Instead of considering each element by itself
and seeking for the 'cause' in an earlier stage, it is considered
as part of a synchronic totality, ‘'atomism' giving way to
'structuralism' " (ibidem:20).

What is at once the force and the limitation of this position
is the sharp distinction between '"langue" and "parole", and the
consideration of the act of speech as non pertinent to
linguistics.

But as Saussure himself has argued, and made explicit in the

last stage of his thought, a closed system determines a vicious

circle (words are defined by relations, relations hold between
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words), and fails to consider phenomena like the role of "parole"
in producing variation within the system (langue).

At present Saussure's "principle of autonomy" is mainly
regarded to be germane to a microlinguistic approach, rather than
to the more comprehensive view of language in a macrolinguistic
perspective (Lyons 1987:153); and Benveniste has shown a way in
which, within the structuralistic framework, a mediation between
the instances of langue and parole can be realized by the
"énonciation".

Nowadays any sharp distinction between a closed system and its
unsystematic actualization in the act of speech 1is questioned,
and the point is no longer whether or not to consider the social
aspect of language use, but what degree of relevance to attribute
to it.6

As well as semantics, linguistics is also leaning towards a
consideration of the social context of signs' usage (as the
growing of disciplines 1like sociolinguistics, ethnomethodology,
conversational analysis and many other confirms).

Philosophers like Austin and Searle have played a crucial role
in breaking down the syntactical bias stemming from an abstract
and strictly formal study of language such as we can find, for
instance, in Chomsky's theory of competence as opposed to
performance.

Since the early seventies an awareness of the relevance of
language use has developed, including within the syntactic
perspective.

The renewed interest in semantics by linguists , after having

for long time considered it as a matter of philosophy, has
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involved contributory consequences for semantics itself in terms
of rigour in the account of "meaning" and "content" as aspects
that cannot be considered apart from "expression (Leech 1974).
Lyons has provided an account of the relation between
philosophical and linguistic approaches to language:

"The fundamental problem for linguists, as far as reference is
concerned, is to elucidate and to describe the way in which we
use language to draw attention to what we are talking about. In
many situations it may be unclear, and of 1little consequence,
whether a speaker is implicitly committed, by the words he
utters, to a belief in the truth of particular existential
propositions; and it is rarely the case that a speaker uses a
referring expression for the purpose of ontological commitment.
Philosophy and linguistics undoubtedly converge in the study of
reference, and each can benefit from their joint discussion of
the notions involved. But their primary concerns remain distinct;
and it 1is only to be expected that what the one discipline
consider crucial, the other will regard as being of secondary
importance, and conversely". (Lyons 1977:84).

Once linguists have recognized their interest in the actual
use of language, and not only in language as a system, it is
possible to acknowledge some important contributes carried by
linguistics to the study of reference
"by describing the grammatical structures and processes which
particular language systems provide for referring to individuals
and groups of individuals" (ibidem:197).

An "agnostic" position on ontological issues, in my opinion

quite close to that of Lyons, is expressed by Eco in A Theory of

semiotics (1975 Italian edition). According to Eco the question
of the referent (considered as the set of '"states of fact'" that
are supposed to correspond to the "meaning" of the signs) has a
great relevance in the philosophical perspective, but can
determine unwanted consequences in semiotic analysis. Eco insists
on the fact that, for instance, signs can be defined as something
we can use for 1lying. (1975:89) to say that they do not

necessarily correspond to an effective state of the world.
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For this reason it seems (to him) necessary to distinguish
between the "production" of signs (that involves a relation to
reality and, dealing with the conditions of truth, determines an
extensional semantjcs) and the way in which they "work" within a
given semiotic system, which determines the conditions of
signification object of an intentional semantics (ibidem).

I am not totally sympathetic with such a sharp differentiation
of tasks (which ends up with the consideration of the semiotic
system as a self-contained entity), as I will try to explain
later in this work, especially in assessing the framework for the
empirical analysis.

For the moment it is sufficient to outline some of the issues
which I will reconsider in the comparative analysis: the
significance of linguistic patterns (whatever kind of language is
at stake) to the constitution of frameworks for the perception of
the world; the way in which linguistic structures work to the
construction of roles for social interaction; the cultural nature

of meaning; the relevance of the social use of language.

CHAPTER: 2 FROM "NATURE" TO "USE": TOWARD A PRAGMATIC APPROACH

The aim of the summary above was not, obviously, to provide a
thorough review of the main theories of meaning in philosophy and
linguistics, but simply to emphasize some of the issues I will

pay attention to in my research and also to recognize as a recent
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trend the growing interest toward an integrated view among
different disciplines, all concerned with the social use of
signs.

An interdiscipiinary perspective is made possible by the
overcoming, in the different fields of study, of categorical
assumptions (that always exclude the possibility of complementary
approaches): for instance the mirroring conception of language in
philosophy, or the strictly formal perspective in linguistics, or
the postulation of sharp boundaries between semantics,
pragmatics, syntax.

My purpose now is less to underline the respective specific
elements than to benefit from an integrated approach for the
analysis of media texts.

To shift the attention from the "nature" of individual

languages to their "use"

in a communicative situation is in my
opinion the first step toward a non-sectorial view. This is not
the same as to say that differences between disciplines have no
"raison d'etre", or that language cannot be approached as a
formal system, or that ontological issues have to be excluded
from the account of meaning and so on, but rather that the
exploration of the way in which texts produce meaning (especially
media texts, as they involve several languages) can benefit for
the integrated contributions of different disciplines.

It is not my intention to create a patchwork out of the
fragments of different disciplines, but rather to consider, as a
basic assumption, the complementarity of the different

approaches, and the consequent limitation and partiality of any

individual perspective of research; and because of the difficulty
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(and often impossibility, if not uselessness) of a polymorphic
theory it is necessary, in my opinion, to be aware of the
intrinsically incomplete and circumscribed nature of any single
point of view in order to avoid any kind of dogmatism.

On this basis, and for an "heuristic" and not "taxonomic"
purpose I will try to 1locate, in the next paragraph, the
boundaries and the correspondences among the several disciplines

which focus on the social uses of language.

NATURE AND USE IN A FUNCTIONAL PERSPECTIVE

In speaking about the relation between semantics, grammar and
social context Halliday (1978; 1985) outlines a framework in
which some of the issues arisen up to now seem to merge.

The dichotomic nature of language / use of language (that is

formal structure/function in a social context) is crucial to
linguistics, and brings about two different analytical
perspectives, synchronic on the one hand and diachronic on the
other. The two labels "structural" and "functional”" do not refer
to really incongruous domains, as Hymes underlines:
"structural analysis of course involves questions of functional
relevance within the linguistic system, and functional analysis
discloses structures of use, so that there are both structural
and functional aspects in fact in both" (1974:78).

Nevertheless they refer to a mainly "internal" and a mainly
"external" approach to language (the latter involving, at least
in part, a reaction to the former) which are still mentioned in

mapping the borders between the different theories on language.

In fact the oppositions nature/usage, form/function, freedom
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from context/context dependence are still the criteria for
drawing the boundaries between semantics and pragmatics, and for
defining the domain and the perspective of disciplines like
sociolinguistics, pragmalinguistics, discourse analysis,
conversational analysis and so on (Levinson 1983).

In Halliday's position (which mainly derives from Malinowsky's
work in anthropology, Firth's study in sociolinguistics and
Bernstein's focus on the role of language in the process of
socialization) a clear cut distinction between nature and use of
language 1is overcome, and both aspects are taken into account
within the concept of "function".

Function is not exactly synonymous with "use'", as Halliday
points to, being at the same time more general and more specific.

The basic assumption is that language has evolved according to,
and in the service of, social needs and purposes:
"Learning a language is learning 'how to mean', that is developing
a semantic potential in respect of a set of functions in language
that are in the last resort social functions" (1978:54-55).

Therefore language is not definable as an instrument on the one
hand and as unrelated social functions on the other; quite the
contrary, language is a system of functions, that is a system of
"discrete areas of meaning potential which are inherently
involved in all uses of language" (ibidem:47).

Functions at the same time "organize" language (both its
semantic potential and its lexicogrammatical expression) and
represent the way in which language operates (or is used) in the
social context: hence they are fundamental properties of
language itself, built in its own nature. (They also are more
than "use" because, as Halliday suggests, there are several uses

of language not systematized).
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Therefore, whereas the expression '"language use" is too general
to define a domain for the analysis, as Levinson has maintained
(1983:5-6), the notion of function allows a more precise approach
to language. '

As is well known, in Halliday's position the three basic
functions that constitute the set of choice within the semantic
level (ideational-referenial; interpersonal-social; textual) are
activated by/actualized in the social context (as field, tenor,
mode) and are expressed by lexicogrammatical patterns
(transitivity, modality, coherence and so on).

The relation between functions is a "paradigmatic" one.

In Halliday's view (as well as in Saussure) the concept of
system as a network, a range of oppositional possibilities, plays
a crucial role, but the consequences of this priority are quite
dissimilar. On the one side, in fact, Saussure, in order to fix
the compass of linguistics as a scientific discipline, considered
language as a system of relations between elements (phonemes)
negatively defined by their oppositional value, and from which
every substantial aspect (objects, social reality) is banished
(hence the character of "formalism"). On the other side Halliday
considers the social and referenial functions of language as
part of its own nature: 1in this perspective an integrated
approach to the social reality of language is not only possible,
but desirable. A similar position is suggested by Hymes:

"We can no longer believe wholeheartedly in disciplines with
exclusive claims on levels of reality or regions of the world.
The institutionalizations that confront us appear as obstacles as
often as they do aid. Pursuing a problem, or a student's
training, one continually finds the unity of both fragmented

among disciplines and faculties" (1974:116).

Because of the deliberate overcoming of specialist domains
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(considered as founded upon artificial and academic distinctions)
the functionalistic perspective escapes, in my opinion,
Levinson's criticism:

"Such a defini%ion of scope (...) would fail to distinguish
linguistic pragmatics from many other disciplines interested in
functional approaches to language, including psycholinguistics
and sociolinguistics" (1983:7).

As the purpose is not to classify disciplines, but to find
tools for interpreting the social relevance of language, the
boundaries between different disciplines are not a crucial issue.
Moreover Hymes draws a distinction between "structural" 1 and
"functional" 1linguistics from the viewpoint of the respective
foci of interest (1974:79): the crucial difference has to do with
the structuralistic "replication of uniformity" (a single code
used/ a homogeneous community presupposed) against the functional
"organization of diversity" (speech community as matrix of code-
repertoires).

Not only Saussure's system, but also Chomsky's competence is
charged by Hymes with "replication of uniformity" ("A taxonomic
grammar that stops with the patent uniformities of language..."
1974:172).

Chomsky is one of the main targets of sociolinguistic and
pragmatic criticism, because of his idea of "competence" as mere
possession, by human nature, of an idealized syntactic structure,
a sort of "biological software" (as Greimas defines it 2) by
virtue of which all human beings are homogeneously programmed to
form grammatically correct sentences.

It is a "formal" approach ("grammatically of sentences is, at
least in a first stage, independent from their 'semantically'"

3), but is different from Saussure's formalism: in fact in
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Saussure there is no dichotomy between form and sense, signifier
and signified in the sign, because they are the two sides of the
same mental entity.

Hymes points to the differences in the two formalist

perspective (yet similar in the exclusion of referenial and
social aspects):
"In seeking structure, Saussure is concerned with the words,
Chomsky with the sentence (...) that is for Saussure the object
of linguistics was language as a structured fact, and its sphere
was the word, combinations of words in sentences were aspects of
speech, a matter of individual free creation in particular acts
outside the sphere of structure. Late linguistics extended
structural analysis to the sentence, but structure was conceived
as segmentation and classification of actual forms" (1974:90).

In a functional sociolinguistic perspective also the boundaries
of the sentence are overcome, as well as the opposition
semantic/grammar and the exclusion of social reality.

Halliday considers even Hyme's theory of communicative
competence as too formalized and implicitly accepting the
opposition competence/performance in trying to set up a "theory
of performance". Halliday adopts in fact the more "objective"
concept of "potential" instead of the "subjective" competence:
"We accept a much lower level of formalization; instead of
rejecting what is messy, we accept the mess and build it into the
theory (as Labov does with variations). To put it in another way,
we don't try to draw a distinction between what is grammatical
and what 1is acceptable. So (...) there is no place for the
dichotomy of competence and performance, opposing what the
speaker knows and what he does. (...) The background to what he
does 1s what he could do, a potential which is objective, not a
competence, which is subjective" (1978:38)

The emphasis on language as a "resource" ( a socially
actualized potential rather than a set of rules) is the reason
for the priority given to the concept of system as distinct from

structure:

"In the interpretation of language the organizing concept that we
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need 1is not structure, but system. Most recent linguistics has
been structure bound (since structure is what is described by
rules). With the notion of system we can represent language as a
resource, in terms of the choices that are available, the
interconnection of the choices and the conditions affecting their
access. We can then relate these choices to recognizable and
significant social contexts" (1978:192).

Coming back to the thread of my arqument, I have tried to
show how the concept of function , in Halliday's perspective,
makes it possible to overcome oppositions like nature/use,
competence/performance.

I have also tried to made clear the relation between function,
structure, systemn.

In particular, Halliday provides an account of language as a

system in which a certain degree of formalism does not exclude
referenial and social aspects. The philosophical problem of
reference, the linguistic claim of a "shaping" power of language
and the sociolinguistic assumption of the social relevance of
language do not contradict each other, but seem to merge: and
this is why a sociosemiotic approach to the social system can be
possible:
"Above and beyond 'language as system' and 'language as
institution' lies the more general, unifying concept that I have
labelled 'language as social semiotics': language in the context
of culture as a semiotic system" (1978:191)

"Semiotic system" means a system in which meanings are
constructed, or where a meaning potential 1is actualized; the
notion of "meaning potential" is crucial to an interpretation of
language in a social perspective, because it represents the
linguistic realization of a "behaviour potential": what one can
signify is the intermediate 1level between what one can do and
what one can say:

to my mind the key concept is that of realization, language as
a multiple coding. Just as there is a relation of realization
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between the semantic system and the lexicogrammatical system, so
that 'can say' is a realization of 'can mean', so also there is a
relation of realization between the semantic system and some
higher level semiotic which we can represent, if you like, as a
behaviourial system. It would be better to say that 'can mean' is
the realization of 'can do' or, rather, 1is one form of the
realization of 'cag do' ".(1978:39). 4

In this perspective language combines the representative and
the "shaping" features. The former is not a reflection, a one-to-
one correspondence, but rather the expression of a meaning
potential, a cultural range of options paradigmatically organized
according to social functions : the lexicogrammatical selection
expresses the semantic possibilities, which are realized in the
social structure. 5

The latter is concerned with the production/reproduction of
social roles by grammatical forms that reflect models of
behaviour as appropriate to social contexts, and at the same time
encode social roles as communicative roles: for instance, when a
speaker chooses the semantic option "question", and realizes it
in the interrogative function, within the communicative
situation, he assumes a role -the questioner- and attributes the
complementary role -the respondent- to the hearer.

This point is close to the Benveniste's theory of the I/you
pattern mentioned above: yet Halliday defines more precisely the
relation between grammatical structure and social context through
the semantic 1level. Halliday 1labels "sociological grammar” the
analysis of social roles created by language in a communicative
situation, but this does not exhaust the task of social
semiotics.

On this respect Halliday's position offers a useful corrective

to the dominant trends in textual analysis, particularly to those

which consider texts as self-contained (non referenial) objects
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and, on the other hand, to those which claim the possibility of
"decoding" socialvroles directly from texts.

Following Halliday I will try to see the ways in which TV
advertisements, tend to circumscribe semantic horizons as
appropriate to specific social contexts. In other words I Will
try to give an idea of the complexity of the relation between
semantic, textual and contextual level in a comparative framework
of analysis; for the moment it is sufficient to point to the
theoretical issues crucial to the framework of the empirical
analysis.

Coming back to Halliday's account of the
representative/constitutive function of language, he assumes that
"reality consists of meanings" (1978:139) and precisely of social
meanings: as a consequence, both the philosophical issue of the
relation symbols/things and the linguistic relation among symbols
can be subsumed under the semiotic approach to meaning, inasmuch
as "both the things and the symbols are meanings" (ibidem).

Language is in fact the "realization" of the semantic level in
the social context and "reflects" cultural reality in a twofold
sense: it 1is "activated" by it (consider for instance the notion
of '"register" as a variety of linguistic use determined by the
situation) and in turn can modify the environment in which it
occurs.

The referential function of language is part of a large
"metaphorical" feature: language in fact symbolizes through its
functional organization the structure itself of human interaction
and the way in which both social structure and human experience

and understanding of the world are articulated.
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The rhetorical figure of "metaphor" theorized by Jakobson as
the "order of the system”" or "domain of substitutive
associations" 6 is, incidentally, a recurrent topic in the
analysis of language in situation 7.

A position I have found useful to the construction of the
theoretical framework is that expressed by Ricoeur, especially in

his recent Du texte a l'action (1986): here he underlines the

crucial role of metaphor in the Question of reference (being
metaphor a sort of "ruled transgression" of conventional meaning,
essential to re-define, and then make intelligible,
extralinguistic reality); he also emphasizes the fundamental
relation between text and action, where the former acts as a
"paradigm" for the human action, and the latter as a "referent"
to a wide range of texts. 8

Halliday himself is not too far from Ricoeur's concept of text,

that is not a merely: formal construct superimposed to a pre-
existent system of meanings, but rather the result of the way in
which meanings are socially determined, through a selection from
a number of different possibilities:
"But as language becomes a metaphor of reality, so by the same
process reality becomes a metaphor of language. Since reality is
a social construct, it can be constructed only through an
exchange of meanings. Hence meanings are seen as constitutive of
reality." (Halliday 1978:191).

Rhetoric in general and metaphor in particular play a crucial
role in the production and interpretation of media texts,
particularly advertising, either because of their referenial
potential (which explodes the constraints of literal expression

and allows more concise and effective forms of representation),

or because of the involvement and interpretive effort they
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require of the receiver (pragmatic aspect). I will therefore
consider this aspect in my analysis.

Before focusing attention on the "actualized" process of
meaning exchange, that is text, I intend to consider some of the
criticisms of the functionalistic approach to language.

I have already mentioned Levinson's critique of functionalism
("it attempts to explain facets of linguistic structure by
reference to non-linguistic pressures and causes" 1983:7) as a
criterion for defining the scope of pragmatics; yet I disagree on
the grounds of Levinson's criticism, namely the non-specificity
of the notion of function and a presumed confusion between
motives and goals.

In my opinion, in the light of the mutual influence Halliday
theorizes between 1linguistic, semantic and social systems, the
motive for studying language (its socially functional development
and nature) and the goals of the analysis (recognition of a
mutual relation between the different systems, for the particular
purpose of an educational use of language) are deliberately
considered in their reciprocal links.

Another criticism of the concept of function stems from
Greimas, who considers functionalism as a reification of
structural formalism omitting in turn, in its "instrumental"
essence, the fundamental aspect of "pure signification". 9

But, even supposing that to speak about "signification" apart
from "communication" 1is possible (a question that is clearly
beyond my present scope to investigate in depth), Halliday's
theory is explicitly concerned with signification as exchange of
meanings in a social context, that is communication.

As far as an "epistemological" concept of function is
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concerned, as in Jakobson and Buhler, Greimas is sceptical of the
possibility of identifying a definite number of linguistic
functions such that altogether they can exhaust linguistic
activity; at the éost they can point to some crucial issues on
language and provide a taxonomy for utterances.

Greimas' critique is founded on the distinction between a
study of the "nature" of language (as in Jakobson) and an
analysis of the act of speech in the context of intersubjective
relations: in the last case, according to the critic, some
functions can be identified, but cannot constitute a coherent
system 10.

This dichotomy recalls, in my opinion, the Kantian distinction
between "a priori" analytical judgements and "a posteriori"
synthetic ones (the former lacking in explanatory power, the
latter in '"universality"); it also rests on a sharp distinction
between nature and use of language {(overcome Yy Talliday) aol
between the boundaries of different disciplines.

Against the consideration of "function" as an "a priori"
category the anthropological background of this notion can
provide a warrant, as well as the constant reference by Halliday
to actual instances of language—use in the everyday 1life (he
often refers to ethnomethodological studies 11 as well as
providing actual fragments of conversation).

The real risk, in my opinion, is that the system can become a
static grid, a sort of procrustean bed that cuts out any dynamic
and irregular aspect that does not fit it. But Halliday,
conscious of the ambiguity of the notion of system, makes his own

position clear on this point:
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"It is all the more important, in this context, to avoid any
suggestion of an idealized social functionalism, and to insist
that the social system is not something static, regular and
harmonious, nor are its elements held poised in some perfect
pattern of functional relationships. A sociosemiotic perspective
implies an interpretation of the shifts, the irregularities, the
disharmonies and the tensions that characterize human interaction
and social processes. it attempts to explain the semiotic of the
social structure in its aspect both of persistence and of change,
including the semantics of social class, of the power system, of
hierarchy and social conflict. It attempts also to explain the
linguistic process whereby the member construct the social
semiotic (...) processes which, far from tending towards an ideal
construction, admit and even institutionalize myopia, prejudice
and misunderstanding" (1978:126).

I will try to exemplify the social semiotic processes at work
across advertising texts, and make them more openly related to
the way in which language is used in the different social
contexts.

For this purpose Halliday's system of function provides a
useful framework, but needs to be specified further and
actualized in a concrete field of analysis.

Moreover, as we will see later, the concept of function is but
one of the various ways to consider the social relevance of
language, the pragmatic aspect of language in use.

For the moment I will confine myself to the review of some of
the positions that provide useful suggestions for the empirical
analysis.

The next step has to do with some pragmatic versions of

textual analysis.
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CHAPTER 3: TEXT AS SOCIOSEMIOTIC UNIT

In this section I will take into account some of the positions
that consider text in a pragmatic perspective, that is as the
basic unit to be analyzed in order to study the process of social

interaction.

PROCESS VERSUS PRODUCT

The character of text as a "process" (that is as a dynamic
object involving active cooperation ) and not simply as an
"object" (an self-contained entity, ready to be consumed as such)
is by now almost taken for granted 1, as 1is evident from the
growth of movements like reader-response criticism and the 1like
(also in the field of media studies 2).

A crucial contribution to the consideration of the dynamic and
productive function of the text stems from the work, since the
late sixties, of the French group "Tel Quel", and particularly
from Julia Kristeva and Roland Barthes. 3

Julia Kristeva defines the text as a '"pratique significante",
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within a structuralistic perspective in which several elements
merge, like the marxist priority of the productive process on the
exchange of products, some issues o0f Russian formalism and

linguistics (especially Saumian), the Chomskian distinction
/

between a deep and a surface structure of the text:

"More than as a discourse, that is as an object to be exchanged
between a sender and a receiver, the practice of signification
that we are investigating can be seen as a process of sense
production. In other words we can approach it (..) not as a
finished structure, but as a structuration, an apparatus that
produces and transforms meaning, before it circulates" (1968:298)

The process brought about by any text is twofold: Kristeva
names reflection/refraction the way in which representations of
reality interacts with pre-existent ones ( the notion of
"intertextuality" being <crucial) and in so doing take part in
the transformation of reality itself:

"A text does not simply represent, signify reality. In signifying
it takes part in the transformation of reality (...). In other
words, while it does not simply replicate and simulate a fixed
reality, it constructs the dynamic stage upon which it can act,
it contributes to its action of which it is an attribution. In
transforming 'la langue' (its 1logical and grammatical
organization) and by transferring in it the relations among
social forces in the historical scene (in the meanings regulated
by the position of the subject of the communicative utterance), a
text has a twofold link with reality: through language (reordered
and transformed) and through society (which changes it conforms
to).(..) Texts have then a twofold orientation: toward the system
of signification within which they are produced (the language of
a precise period and society) and toward the social process of
which they are part inasmuch as 'discourse'" (1969:9-10. My
translation).

On these grounds, what definition of text will I support.in
my work?

First of all text is something more than a string of
utterances, a sum of parts, neither it is a complete and self-
contained object. Rather it calls for an integration, an active
process involving the receiver. The idea of text as something to

be accomplished, rather than a collection of meaningful sentences
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(a "datum") represents a fundamental pragmatic achievement, and
is shared among a number of scholars interested in the pragmatic
dimension of texts: among others Grice, according to whom in
order to make sen$e of communicative texts, one has to grasp the
intention of the speaker through a series of inferences; Eco, who
defines text as a project of communication by a "model author",
requiring an active cooperation from the receiver who has to
"fill the gaps" (which 1is also the condition for a
"transgressive" use of the text); Schmidt, who considers text as
a system of utterances-in-function in a socio-communicative
situation 4 . Halliday emphasizes, in my opinion opportunely,
the double nature of text, both as "process" and as "product”.
The fact that text is

an output, something that can be recognized and studied, having
a certain construction that can be represented in systematic terms"
(1985:10)

must not be dismissed 5, because of the dialectic relation
between what is already there (textual constraints) and what has
to be actualized, both on the basis of textual elements and of

the social (context) and 1linguistic (co-text) environment in

which the text occurs.

ACTUALIZATION AS INTEGRATION

But how can the process of textual actualization, in a
pragmatic perspective, be accomplished by the receivers?
Many scholars insist upon an activity of "integration'" from

the receiver, but the manners and the emphasis change.
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Generally speaking the integration is not considered as a
totally free or casual activity, but directed at a certain extent
by a twofold connection: with the sociolinguistic environment on
the one side %nd with the social situation in which the
communication takes place on the other. Some scholars, including
Kristeva and Halliday, emphasize (although in different ways)
the crucial role of categories of mediation between the
linguistic and the social system (which makes society susceptible
of semiotic analysis).

According to Kristeva, the mediating category is
"intertextuality", being text considered as "a translinguistic
mechanism that redistributes the order of language" (1969:113).

In fact texts relate, within 1language and through it, any
instance o0f communication with others, contemporary or
preceding. Text itself is an instance of intertextuality,
because within it a new elaboration and a transformation of other
texts take place. And as every text is related to a specific
situation, the social system itself can be seen as a system of
texts (1968:113), and the specific intertextual configurations as
a sign of a precise historical and social context.

Hence, to put it in a nutshell, every text is the re-writing of
other texts, and in a way embodies them. Kristeva coins the word
"ideologeme" to indicate the intertextual structure that gives
the text its historical and social coordinates (1968:312). 23

In Halliday's theory "function" is the element 1linking the
different levels of reality: as we have seen before, semantic,
linguistic, social systems are functionally structured, as they
reflect in their organization and development the basic requires

of social life. For instance, within the semantic level (of which
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texts represent an actualization) the textual function is a
constitutive one (as the semantic level itself 1is structured
according textual criteria, for example "relevance"); it is also,
by its own nature, '"textualizable': for this reason Halliday can
say not only that texts express meanings, but also that meaning
can only exist in texts. And text being the same as language
actualized in a social situation, meanings have for their own
nature a social character.

From his pragmalinguistics perspective Schmidt expresses a
point of view quite close to Halliday 6, as he considers
textuality as an intermediate (or, to put it in its own terms,
"bilateral") structure between 1linguistic and social aspects.
(1982:171): as in Halliday, textuality is a structural feature of
the socio-communicative action that cannot be defined apart from
the context of social interaction. Then it is considered as the
basic and compulsory form of realization of the communicative
action in every language (ibidem:172) and of any effective
communication.

Apart from these attempts to define an intermediate category
between 1language and society (which I will take up 1later in
dealing with "codes"), within the same pragmatic framework
different authors give a different amount of emphasis to the
factors of "integration".

I can identify two main positions, characterized by different
purposes and methodologies of enquiry: the sociological side,
stressing the context-dependence of texts and using methods of
analysis mutated by social sciences (anthropology, psychology,

sociology), which accord priority to empirical evidences; and the
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semiotic side, rather focused on the inner structure of the
text and on the way in which it reveals and constructs social

meanings.

INTEGRATION AS CONTEXT DEPENDENCE: THE SOCIOLOGICAL SIDE

Since the early 70s', under the influence of anthropological
and ethnological studies and as a reaction to linguistic (but
also sociological) formalism, communicative interaction has been
submitted to a micro-level analysis, mainly focused on everyday
informal use of 1language and supporting the almost total
dependence of meanings from the communicative situation.

I will briefly sketch the three main positions within this
trend, on the basis of the suggestions they can provide for the
analysis of advertising texts (although, as they mainly deal with
face-to-face conversation or —conversation within small
communities, they need opportune specification in order to be
used for audiovisual texts).

According to their increasing degree of formalization I will
focus my attention on Conversational Analysis, Ethnography of
Speaking, Discourse Analysis, which common assumption is the
inadequacy of a mere grammatical, syntactic or referenial
perspective: "conversation" and "discourse" are regarded as
dynamic objects, against the fixed nature of "text".

For the first stream I mainly refer to the work of ethno-
methodologists like Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson, Garfiﬁkel,
Ervin-Tripp, focused on everyday conversation, or, as Levinson

defines it, "locally managed communication" (1983:300).
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The object of analysis is in a sense determined by the
methodological assumptions (to avoid premature formalization and
constructions, to apply a rigorous inductive procedure to
empirical data) and by a deliberate reaction to the exclusion of
irreqular, contin;ent, concrete manifestations of language from
linguistics. Hence the choice of an unexplored field, also
considered as unexplorable from the perspective of grammatical
competence, and for this very reason free from previous
interpretations and bias. In fact 1in everyday conversation
grammatical rules are usually disregarded, and the "text" of
conversation does not follow a 1linear and consequential
development (as if it reflected a well defined intention) but
rather proceeds through a series of '"negotiations" and follows a
sort of ritual in its progression. It is on the whole a
"naturalistic" approach, both for the object and the procedures
of data collection (tape-recording of phone conversation;
videorecording of conversations in informal settings), but the
results are rigorous in terms of recognition of recurrent and
structured patterns.

Conversational analysts (or ethno-methodologists 7) focus their
attention on interaction as it takes place in naturally organized
activities in which "the interactants create their own social
world, by the way in which they behave" (Gumperz 1982:158).

The main unity of analysis is "turn", which is neither
necessarily a grammatical unit, nor a particular kind of social
activity: "a turn may contain anything from a little 'mm...' (or
less) to a string of complex sentences" 8

According to Sacks a conversation consists of a string of at

least two turns (see Coulthard 1977:70); it is also possible to

43



provide a structural description of conversations in terms of
summon (an "attention-getting" device) and answer, or question
and answer, or challenge and response. (Coulthard 1977:64), which
are distributive rules wusually out of the awareness of
interlocutors. The results of empirical analysis show that
meanings depend very little (or not at all) on grammatical and
semantic elements, but only can be grasped in the context of
situated interaction. Conversation is rather like a '"game" which
rules are progressively defined through mutual adjustments and
repairing between the two "players". Conversational expressions,
then , are characterized by a total "indexicality", which also
means the absolute meaninglessness of "text" in itself: this is
the "open" side of the theory. The "closed" one concerns the
recurrence of patterns and rituals that enable and order the
course of interaction (like those ruling the "opening" and
"closing" of conversations, the turn-taking and so on).

There are many non-verbal elements involved, ranging from
glance, intonation, ritual attitudes related to particular
passages in the conversation and so on. How can all these
elements be related to my research?

First of all in advertisement texts, more than in others, an
appearance of conversation is produced at least in three senses:
1)the language used in ads is often elliptical, sometimes
grammatically incorrect, not always literal; moreover it often
tries to reproduce colloquial conversation, and seems to
presuppose and produce the same kinds of implications and
expectations; 2) everyday informal conversation 1is often

"simulated" within ads texts 9 : the interlocutors inside the
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"story" can "figurativize" the viewer thanks to mechanisms of
projection and identification; 3) a conversation is also
powerfully simulated between the screen and the viewer, through
direct address (a summoning mechanism): various strategies of
summoning, or att;ntion—grabbing can be identified, with the
function to determine the "turn" of the viewer and challenge him
to cooperate.

Moreover, even if "turn taking" cannot be applied as such to
the analysis of media texts, nevertheless opening and closing
procedures can be singled out, which circumscribe the individual
item from the others in the TV flow. Opening-closing devices,
requests of interaction versus requests of acquiescence are
categories that can be applied to the analysis of TV texts, as
well as other like "availability" 10, noticeability, tellability
and newsworthiness (Coulthard 1977:75) as criteria for providing
an account of the interaction and determining the order of the
topics of conversation. All these are in fact determinant
components of the "negotiation", as they provide resources for
acknowledging and interpreting what is uttered.

The ethnomethodological approach to interaction is charged
with two mailn criticisms: the lack of formalization in defining
the descriptive categories employed (which causes a lot of
problems to the researcher who attempts to apply them to the
data. See Coulthard 1977:91-92); and the lack of connection
between language use and wider social structures, as a reaction
to rigid schematism and abuses of typologies.(Giglioli 1973:24).

A closely similar perspective is the so called "ethnography
of speaking”" 11, particularly in the refusal of a merely

referenial approach to verbal expressions. But here the method
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is slightly more formal, and moreover the object of analysis
consists of more ritualized events, or "speech events":
"By ethnography of speaking I shall understand a description that
is a theory- a theory of speech as a system of cultural behavior;
a system not necessarily exotic, but necessarily concerned with
the organization of diversity" (Hymes 1974:89) 12.

According to Hymes a "mass society" does not exist:
"There are no masses, only ways of reading people as masses (...)
The ethnographer is 1likely to look at communication from the
standpoint and interest of a community itself, and to see its
members as sources of shared knowledge and insight." (1974:8).

The shared knowledge of communicative elements that provides
rules for social interaction and interpretation determines a
"speech community"; it is not a linguistic, but a social concept
(ibidem:48) for which the grammatical knowledge of forms of
speech (Chomskian competence) or rules of speaking is not enough:
"A speech community is defined tautologically but radically as a
community sharing knowledge of rules for the conduct and
interpretation of speech. Such sharing comprises knowledge of at
least one form of speech and knowledge also of its pattern of
use." (ibidem:51).

The concepts involved in such a definition are "repertoire"
(the range of linguistic forms related to social functions
available to a member of the community) and '"competence" (the
condition of the possibility, for a member of the community, to
communicate through appropriate options within the verbal
repertoire, or '"set of conventional resources available to the
members" (1974:198).

The basic unit of analysis is the '"speech act'", that is a
"situated utterance" always considered within the interactive

situation (speech event) and within the context associated to the

speech (speech situation): Hymes provides the following example:
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a party (speech situation); a conversation during the party
(speech event); a joke during the conversation (speech act) 13.

Then the focus of analysis shifts from texts to interaction.
Speech events détermine the variety of forms in a speech
community, as well as what Hymes calls "code-switching", that is
"the alternate use of two or more languages, varieties of
languages or even speech styles" (1974:103).

Code-switching is a phenomenon that questions the possibility
of identifying speech communities through merely linguistic
criteria; it also provides an interesting device for a
comparative analysis of TV ads (by investigating, for instance,
whether the same portion of audience is differently addressed by
using different forms of language within the same spot).

"Style" is the general framework within which code-switching
takes place, and is defined by Hymes as a selection of linguistic
elements which entails a relation with contextual factors; in
this sense "stylistics" 1s almost indistinguishable from
ethnography of speaking, and speech itself can be interpreted as
"the set of rules in the repertoire of a person or community".
Style also embraces a number of aspects disregarded by linguistic
analysis (expressive, emotive, attitudinal and so on) 14.

A further character of style (especially stressed by Eco, as
we will see in the next paragraph, is that it can be seen as
"arousal and accomplishment of expectations", as crucial element
to the sphere of "rule-governed creativity" (ibidem :106).

The ethnographic approach to language use is susceptible to the
same kind of criticisms as the previous one. As Gumperz has put

it:
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"Ethnographers of communication have collected new, highly
valuable descriptive information documenting the enormous range
of signalling resources available in various cultures (...) They
have provided convincing evidence to show that much of language
use, like grammar, is rule-governed (...) But they tend to see
speech events as bounded units, functioning somewhat 1like
miniature social systems where norms and values constitute
independent varfiables. The proper question of how group
boundaries can be determined is not dealt with, nor are the
issues of how members themselves identify events, how social
input varies 1in the course of an interaction and how social
knowledge affect the interpretation of messages". (1982:155)

In discourse analysis (even if the boundaries are not clear
cut) a greater level of formalization occurs. For instance, in
dealing with the problem of "how functional categories are
realized by formal items" (i.e. the relation request/question) 15
conversational analysts offer intuitive criteria of recognition,
while scholars (like Labov) attempt to find and fix rules to
explain the relation between given lexicogrammatical structures
and given functions in a given situation. One of the
methodological assumptions is that "there are degrees of
idealization between raw data and the idealized sentences of
Chomsky's competence" (Coulthard 1977:9)

As Levinson (1983) suggests, whereas conversational analysis
and ethnography of speaking share backgrounds and methodologies
typical of human sciences (anthropology, ethnology,
microsocioclogy), and avoid any "a priori" formalization (and
often "a posteriori" as well), discourse analysis is mainly
related to linguistics, both for the theoretical framework and
for the analytical instruments. The linguistic background of the
discipline is also emphasized in Yule-Brown's definition:
"Discourse analysis 1is concerned with what people using language
are doing, and accounting for the linguistic features of

discourse as the means employed in what they are doing"
(1983:26).
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Particularly relevant in this approach are deictic elements,
that is linguistic elements that, within the utterance, refer to
contextual information.

Method and prihciples of linguistics are extended beyond the
sentence; according to some critics (like Levinson) a sort of
"ontology of rules" is also constructed (1983:294) 16.

Whereas conversational analysis suffers from 1lack of
formalization, discourse analysis runs the risk of overlooking
data with premature formalization 17; it also results awkward
for the study of interpersonal conversation (which is not
necessarily sentence-structured), but can provide useful
instruments for the analysis of more structured kinds of texts,
in showing the strong relation holding between 1linguistic
elements inside the text and contextual features of the
situation. This 1is also the main scope of the positions

considered in the next paragraph.

INTEGRATION AS FULFILMENT OF TEXTUAL INSTRUCTIONS: THE SEMIQTIC

SIDE

A number of disciplines merge in the approach to text as a set
of "instructions", or as a communicative project, as a symbolic
conversation between an ideal author and an ideal receiver, which
does not necessarily exclude the '"sociological" one.

The main common points can be summarized as follows:
- every text has a surface structure -the actual configuration of

textual elements -which expresses a deep semantic structure- the
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theme, the intention of the speaker, the meanings.
- texts have a perlocutive force, that causes in the receiver a
twofold action: a linguistic act (recognition and fulfilment of
lexicogrammatical ‘patterns) and a social act (accomplishment of
the process of signification through inferences, presupposition,
references to personal competence and to the situation and so
on), the latter following from the former rather than vice versa.
The risk of this approach 1lies in the overemphasis of
structural, formal aspects; when interpretation is grounded in
the recognition of an "intention" a further problem arises, both
because often more than one intentionality informs the text
(think for instance of ads text) and because what a text can
mean explodes what the author wants it to mean.

In spite of some severe limitations of this approach
(particularly in the consideration of text as a self-contained
entity) that I will discuss in more detail later, I think it is
possible to draw from textual analysis some useful elements for
the study of media texts, especially in considering what kind of
social world the text reveals and allows to construct in the
communicative exchange. I intend to consider briefly, under this
particular respect, the position of three different but equally
important authors : Grice, Eco, Schmidt.

The Gricean distinction of two level of meaning (what is
said/what is conveyed) is well known, as well as the relevance of
the notion of "implicature" to a pragmatic approach to language
18. It is not my intention to survey here the whole Gricean
account of communicative process and its contribution to a

pragmatic analysis of language use (particularly face-to-face
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conversation) 19. I will rather try to identify some weak points
in this theory, which limit its application to media texts. I
take the point of Levinson:

"Grice has provided little more than a sketch of the large area
(...) Much has t6 be done to apply his concept to particular
cases" (1983:118).

Nevertheless it seems to me that some of the shortcomings in
the theory depend less on the lack of elaboration than on the
perspective used by the author. In my opinion Grice's view of
communication is in a way both "idealized" and "idealistic".

It is idealistic in the sense that the success of the
communication is defined in terms of recognition, by the hearer,
of the utterer's communicative intention. This involves an
overemphasis on the rational and instrumental use of language as
a transparent medium through which mental content can be
transferred from one mind to another. But, in my opinion, the
surplus of information that every text conveys beside the
manifest content (implicature) is not only a matter of retrieving
the utterer's intention, but it rather depends on unintentional
(or not necessarily intentional) factors (such as cultural
idiosyncrasies, ideologies, economical or social constraints and
so on). In other word Grice does not consider the crucial role
played by the "unintended consequences" (I borrow the term from
Merton) in social processes, including communication.

Another problematic concept is "non detachability" as a
defining property of implicatures, that is the impossibility of
finding "another way to say the same thing" that conceals the
implicature: in fact implicature is attached to the semantic
content, not to the 1linguistic expression (see Levinson

1983:116). All this supports the claim of a semantic level
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independent from the communicative interaction (Grice himself in
1975 makes known his sympathy for realism), but hardly combines
(and anyway the relation is unclear) with the "meanings in
speaker's head" 20.

Grice's model of conversation is also "idealized" as the
cooperative principle, and the maxims that specify it are but
the skeleton of a quite unrealistic communication, an exceptional
rather than standard form of interaction, especially if one
considers media texts in general and advertising in particular.

In fact in this perspective many current forms of language use
(such as 1irony, redundancy, repetition, reticence) or quasi-
constitutional characters of audiovisual language (like the
effect of the veridical) constitute an impasse (as they hardly
can be considered as exploitations or flouting) in the
functioning of the model.

From a more realistic position Eco considers that language,
inasmuch as a system of signs, can be used (and is actually used)
for lying. 21

In Eco's structural framework (applied to narrative texts but,
according to the author, also true for other kinds of texts) the
intention of the utterer is taken into account, but is considered
no more than a way of organizing linguistic elements tentatively
intended to give some "instruction" to the receiver. For this
purpose any text constructs a "model author": "the author,
through a personal comment, suggests which meanings the words of
the text can assume" (1983:21)

Eco distinguishes between two kinds of '"conversation". The

first one has two moments, as it occurs between the text and the
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other texts (see the concept of co-text in Kristeva) on the one
hand and between the author and his "model reader" on the other.
The construction of a "simulacrum" of the receiver inside the
text is a crucial point in Eco's theory:
/

"Text is a product such as the interpretative possibilities have
to be included in its own generative mechanism (...). To generate
a text means to realize a strategy within which the moves of
other players are forecasted". (1979:54. My translation).

And also:

"For the organization of his textual strateqgy the author has to
refer to a range of 'competences' (an expression wider than
'knowledge of codes') that give meaning to the expressions he
uses. He also must assume that the range of competences he refers
to is the same as the reader refers to. Therefore he will imagine
a 'model reader' such as he/she can cooperate in the textual
actualization in the way he has thought, and can move 1in the
interpretation in the same way in which he (the author) has
moved in the generation" (1979:55. My translation).

When the text is realized, and becomes a "product", a second
kind of conversation occurs between the texts and the receivers
in a given context: the author is then cut off, and his
intentions can be completely misunderstood or disregarded (the
latter case being that of "aberrant decoding") 22. As Ricoeur
also underlines, the world constructed by the text, and perceived
by the receivers according to their situations, usually explodes
that of the author. 23.

The concept of "intention" is still present (Eco explicitly

refers to Grice's principles and maxims), but it is a textual
intention, not a mental one:
"textual cooperation must not be considered as the actualization
of the intention of the real speaker, but of the intentions
virtually included in the text" (1979:62)

The model author hardly coincides with the real author, being

rather the resultant of textual features 1like style, point of

view and the like. Style, which Hymes defines as "a way or mode
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of doing something" and considers a choice having social meaning
(see Coulthard 1977:36) is a crucial key in the recognition of
textual strategy. Ricoeur is also close to Eco on this point:
"Since style is labour which individuates, that is which produces
an individual, so it designates retroactively its author. Thus
the word 'author' belongs to stylistics. Author says more than
speaker: the author is the artisan of a work of language. But the
category of author is equally a category of interpretation."”
(1981:138).

Then "author" 1is not a given figure, as the process of
identification is guided by the text, but the result is not
predetermined by it, rather depending on its interaction with the
context of reception. The simulacrum of the author evokes a
simulacrum of the receiver, determined by his capability to
fulfil the textual process. I quote Ricoeur again
"The intended meaning of the text is not essentially the presumed
intention of the author, but rather what the text means for
whoever complies with its injunctions. The text seeks to place us
in its meaning, that 1is, according to another acceptation of the
word 'sense', in the same direction. So the intention is that of
the text and this intention is the direction which it opens up
for thought" (1981:161).

For this reason, according to Eco (and I agree on this point)
even if, for instance, a given word is used out of habit, or
absent-mindedness (e.g.: Russian rather than Soviet), the
receiver can legitimately infer an ideological connotation (which
is actually activated inside the text) (1979:64).

As well as Barthes, Eco maintains that ideology is not a
"extrasemiotic surplus" that determines semiotic elements: on the
contrary, it is a structured interpretation of the world that can
be submitted to semiotic analysis" (1975:359). Eco prefers to

deal with mechanisms of organization rather than with motives,

with structures rather than with genesis; he speaks of a
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"ideologic inventio" as a semiotic assertion, based on a specific
point of view (that 1is a selection among circumstantial
possibilities) which attributes some properties to a "semema", by
ignoring or concealing other properties, equally predictable.

A non-ideologic assertion, on the contrary, is a metasemiotic
one, which shows the contradictory nature of the semiotic space
it refers to". (1975:363) 24

Eco's textual analysis provides some important issues, that I
will consider in my analysis, but also reveals some weak points,
that I will try to avoid. Let's summarize the former first:

- texts have a manifest structural organization; and although
meanings have to be achieved through a cooperative integration
and in relation to a given context of interpretation, the actual
configuration of the text must not be disregarded: even in order
to subvert the rules it is necessary to know the game.

- texts have a propositional and an 1illocutive force: in
conveying a meaning they also give "instructions for use" in the
form of a strategy, or project, or structure of organization that
can be considered as the "intention" of an authorial (textual)
instance (that can be the result of a compromise or even a
conflict of interests). In any case the materiality of the text
is the basic element the receiver can deal with. As élso Greimas
underlines, the possibility of sociolinguistic analysis itself is
based on the information, insufficient but real, provided by the
text (1986:335).

For this very reason the first step of my research will be the
full transcription of the ads texts I intend to analyze.

— The actual configuration of texts provides the basis upon which
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the receiver, drawing on his competence 25 can interpret the
meanings and perform the reference. The "objective explanation"
(in Ricoeur's sense) and the subjective and socially shaped
"interpretation" are not contradictory, but mutually influencing.

The emphasis on’textual organization can lead to the hypostasis
of the text as a self-contained entity or to an absolutization of
textual structures that relegates the receiver to a subsidiary
role. A rival attraction to this position is Fish's idea of
textuality as totally dependent on the interpretive community and
its particular system of belief (so that a reading list can be
red as a poem) rather than on author's intention or textual
organization. Especially if one thinks of TV programmes it
appears clearly how difficult it is to analyze texts on the
exclusive basis of their structure: first of all because of the
nature of TV output as a flow (which means not only lack of sharp
distinction between programmes, but also an high degree of auto-
refereniality and cross references between programmes); and as a
consequence for the multiple joints that link the programmes. All
this to say (but I will develop the issue in more detail later)
that structure is neither a necessity nor a sufficient element
for textual analysis. 1In particular it is not sufficient, if one
does not consider the co-textual aspects, for instance: among the
scholars in media studies Tony Bennet has stressed the social
nature of reading , and the fact that all texts come to the
reader already "encrusted" with the effects of previous readings
that condition their interpretation.

In my opinion, and I will try to support this claim as the
analysis proceeds, texts cannot be considered in themselves, as

autonomous meaningful units, especially if one looks for issues
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like representation of social reality or interpretation in given
social contexts. Co-textual information can provide keys that
textual analysis is unable to offer, and I will focus especially
on them, both in, considering the advertising "flow" as a whole
and in setting a comparative framework to evaluate similarities
and dissimilarities between two parallel flows.

Coming back to textual analysis, a greater concern with the
relation between texts and social context is expressed by Schmidt
(1982): he provides a definition of his pragmalinguistic approach
to textuality both as a theory of "execution" ("performance"
being a too heavily connoted term) and a theory of '"reference":
"Pragmalinguistics accounts for language from the point of view
of its usage, namely in relation to its users: in analyzing the
linguistic actions (speech acts) of communicative utterances, it
takes into account the context and the speech situation in which
they occur, and tries to clarify the relation between the
propositions and their manifestations in the act of
speech' (1982:52)

Pragmalinguistics always considers text-in-situation, within
the wider category of social interaction. Schmidt refers to
previous analysis in sociology and philosophy of language (by
Wittgenstein, Austin, Hartman, Habermas, Frege) and conceives
language as the fundamental component of social action. Texts
are not regarded as linguistic units, but as socio-communicative
realizations of textuality, or 1linguistic realizations of
communicative action (which recalls Halliday's theory of
realization). In fact the basic units in Schmidt's perspective is
the "communication-action-game" 26, which harks back to
Wittgenstein's "sprachspiel" (language—-game) and Mead definition
of linguistic action as dimension of behaviour which conditions

can be made explicit. Schmidt in fact formulates a model of
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linguistic communication structured according to various levels
of decreasing generality (Schmidt, 1982:69):
SOCIAL INTERACTION
LINGUISTIC COMMUNICATION
COMMUNICATION ACTION GAME
COMMUNICATIVE ACTS
Linguistic Non linguistic
components (texts) components
Textual analysis cannot overlook the relation with the other
levels, and the direction of analysis goes from the general
to the particular rather than vice versa. As we will see below
a text is considered a set of instructions given to the
partecipants to the communication action game in order to
refer to an extralinguistic correlate.
The unit of analysis of linguistic communication is the c-a-g,
a set of communicative actions spatially and temporally defined
(micro-social systems), having recurrent characters
(perceptibility of participants; complementary roles; thematic
orientation; dependence on social context). They are in a way
analogous with Hymes' speech events, or Bernstein's crucial
context or, for some aspects, to Habermas' ideal communicative
situation. What is relevant in the perspective of my research is
that c-a-g are specific kinds of social situations, according to
which the participants to interaction use 1language in specific
ways to refer to social models of reality.
The process of reference is not accomplished by textual
elements, but by the participants interaction through textual

elements 27. And the object referred to is neither reality in
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itself, nor the reality of the text, but the model of reality
shared within and constructed by a communicative situation (so
that "ontological” reality coincides with social relevance).

Structural and functional aspects merge in a "semantic by
instructions":/here the textual "deep structure”" (or macro-
structure, as Van Dijk has called it, that is the 1level
underpinning the micro-structure of utterances) can be considered
as a set of instructions to the participants so that they can
refer in a particular way to the linguistic and non linguistic
elements of the situation. Then textual analysis has to be
grounded on the study of c-a-g.

The concept of c-a—-g can be related to the notion of "register"
as Halliday has put it:
"The configuration of semantic resources that the members of a
culture typically associate with a situation type, the meaning
potential that is accessible in a given situation" (1978:111).

And even if two features of c-a—-g contradict the nature itself
of mass communication itself (as participants are in fact
spectators, and neither can perceive each other nor can exchange
their role or integrate that of another participant), I believe
that the notion of c-a-g can provide a fruitful criterion for the
analysis of advertising, for two main reasons:
- Advertisements usually reproduce a whole gamut of typical
social situations, that 1is a range of stereotypical
communication-action-games.
~ Advertisements (by virtue of their performative character) are
often structured so as to involve the viewer in a specific c-a-g
(this is a point I will develop in the empirical analysis).

Schmidt also theorizes a generative model of text production

(1982:189), as a process that accomplishes both a social function
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and a communicative intention through a series of choices among
different possibilities regarded as acceptable in a social group
(which recalls the notion of "meaning potential" in Halliday). He
tries to account for the dynamic and interactional factors that
determine the production of the deep structure, and then its
realization in a social situation. Yet his model suffers, in my
opinion, from a high degree of idealization and "a priori"
presuppositions. Schmidt himself declares that, although his
analysis is oriented toward a practical use of language, its aim
is rather

"to draw a sketch of models of interaction between texts, acts
and communicative situations, in order to obtain the outline of
the factors of an idealized model of sociolinguistic
communication " (1982:38). '

A last element I intend to emphasize is a further similarity

with Halliday's idea of social semiotic, as for both authors the
unity of the text depends not only on its linguistic cohesion,
but also on its realization of a higher systematic level:
"What is revealed in a single sentence, or other units of
lexicogrammatical structure, is 1its origin in the functional
organization of the semantic system. (...) The semantic system
has its own further context in the total sociosemiotic cycle, the
series of networks that extend from the social system (the
culture as a semiotic construct), through the linguistic system
on the one hand and the social context on the other, down to the
wording and the sounds and written symbols, which are the
ultimate linguistic manifestation of text" (1978:150)

After having considered some of the pragmatic approach to
textuality that can be relevant to the construction of a
framework for the analysis of TV adverts, it seems opportune to
devote some attention to the specificity of audiovisual language
in itself: textual theories are in fact related to verbal (either

written or oral) texts, while the role of image in its

interaction with the aural track is crucial to my perspective.
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This is the main topic of the next section.

61



NOTES

PART 1

Chapter 1. BETWEEN SEMANTICS AND PRAGMATICS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

"Philosophy of Language and Semiotics in Chatman, S.; Eco,

U.; Klinkenberg, J. (ed.) Semiotic Landscape, Mouton
1979, p 19. On the same topic see also Malmberg 1983:339.

See also Lyons 1977 and 1981; De Mauro 1965; Oller 1972.
From a hermeneutic perspective Gadamer defines translation as
"emphasizing clarification"

See also Malmberg 1983:345.

Also Greimas considers "a mental revolution" the fact that
today linguistics is a theoretical construction, and not
longer a mere "account of facts". See 1986 302-305.

Other scholars agree on the same criticism: see for instance
the critique to Katz's "principle of effability" by Sperber
and Wilson 1986:191.

See for instance Lyons 1977.

See for instance Lyons 1981; Hymes 1974; Brown and Yule 1985.

Chapter 2. FROM NATURE TO USE: TOWARD A PRAGMATIC APPROACH

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)
7)
8)

9)

He mainly refers to American structuralism (Bloomfield).
See the definition of "Generative Grammar" in 1986:156
Ibidem

For a critique to the concept of "realization" see Coulthard
1981.

See Halliday, M.A.K. "Il 1linguaggio in una prospettiva

sociale" in Giglioli P.P. (ed) Linguaggio e Societa, Bologna,
Il Mulino 1973 p. 246. This essay is not included in the
previous English edition of the book (Language_ and Social
Context, Penguin 1972).

See Barthes,R Elements de semiologie, Paris, Seuil, 1964.
Among others see Lakoff 1980; Ortony 1979

Ricoeur,P Du texte a l'action, Paris, Seuil, 1989 (I refer to
the Italian edition, p 168).

Greimas 1986:151-154

10) Ibidem, p 152.
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11) For instance those of Sacks and Schegloff.

Chapter 3. TEXT AS SOCIOSEMIOTIC UNIT

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

8)

9)

!
For a criticism of the "linear" as well as "reflective" and
"idealistic" conception of textuality see Tel Quel Theories
d'ensemble, Paris, Seuil, 1968. p 274.

Among others see Allen,R. Channels of Discourse, Methuen
1987.

"Texte veut dire tissu; mais alors que jusqu'ici on a toujours
pris ce tissu pour un produit derrier lequel se tient, plus ou
moins caché, le sens (la verité), nous accentuouns maintenant,
dans le tissu, 1l'idée generative que le texte se fait". Barthes.
Le plaisir du texte, p 100-101.

S. Schmidt is a German author close to the neo-Frankfurt
school (Habermas, Apel); he consider texts from a
pragmalinguistic perspective. I refer especially to
Texttheorie, Munchen 1973, in the italian translation
(Bologna 1982). See pgg 177,178.

On the relation between the objectification of discourse in
the text (distantiation) and the "fulfilling" character of
reference (interpretation) see also Ricoeur "The hermeneutic
function of distantiation" and "What is a Text?" in Thompson
1981.

Schmidt defines his own position within the pragmalinguistic
framework: texts in fact are not considered as mere linguistic
entities, but as processes that fulfil a communicative function:

"The task of a text theory consist of examining by what means
and according to which rules texts-in-function are produced and
received" (1982:34).

See Giglioli, 1973.

Schegloff,E. "Sequencing in conversational opening"”, in
Gumperz—-Hymes 1972.

R. Allen (1987) argues that the impression of an "unmediated
interpersonal communication situation" through the use of the
"on screen characterized viewer" (who stands for the real
viewer) 1is widely exploited 1in ads; in fact beside
personalizing and textualizing the "implied viewer", it makes
an interpersonal exchange out of a one-way, mass
communication phenomenon.(pag 92).

10) As Schegloff points to, it is a practice in which "the power

of reciprocality makes itself felt" (in Gumperz-Hymes
1972:362).
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11) I mainly refer to Hymes 1974.

12) Among the characteristic traits of the ethnographic
perspective see also the rejection of a sharp distinction
between micro and macro levels of analysis and the aim to

balance practical relevance and scientific advance.
(1974:85).

13) For a critique of the notion of speech community see
Coulthard 1977:32-34.
The 1levels indicated by Hymes correspond roughly to social
interaction-communication action game-communicative act in
Schmidt's model of communication (see next paragraph).

14) For the difference between '"style" and '"register" see also
Coulthard 1977:37 and Erving-Tripp in Gumperz-Hymes 1972.
In summary, register is topic and context specific,
whereas style is not determined by the situation, but rather
expresses an individual choice within a social repertoire.

15) See Coulthard 1977:8

16) The great emphasis is not on "What can actually be found to
occur" like in conversational analysis, but rather on "what

one would guess would be acceptable if it were do so"
(Levinson, ibidem).

17) See also Halliday 1978:37.

18) See Levinson's account of the contributions carried to
pragmatics by the notion of "implicature". (1983:97-101).

19) See especially "Logic and Conversation" in Cole-Morgan (ed)
Syntax and Semantics 9:Speech Acts, 1975 and "Further Notes

on Logic and Conversation" in Cole-Morgan (ed) Syntax and
Semantics 9: Pragmatics, 1978.

20) Also Ricoeur calls for a "depsychologization" of meaning.

21) On the same position see also Lyons 1977

22) I will come back on this concept in speaking about "codes" in
Part 2 of this work.

23) "Writing renders the text autonomous with respect to the
intention of the author. What the text signifies no 1longer
coincides with what the author meant; henceforth, textual

meaning and psychological meaning have different destinies".
(Ricoeur 1981:139).

24) I will deal with the topic of ideology in more depth in Part
2.

25) I use the term in a way different from Chomskian definition:
I rather refer to Hymes and Habermas perspectives, the former
including the aspects of real occurrence and relation with a
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community, the latter defining competence as the structure of

intersubjectivity (see also Giglioli 1973) which is not

limited by, but rather determines, the communicative
situation.

26) See also Schmidt,S."Some problems of communicative text

theories" in Dressler,W. (ed) current Trends in
Textlinguistics, Berlin 1978 pp 47-60.

27) In his definition of text (as linguistic part of a
communicative act, oriented by a theme, realizing an
illocutive force and having a recognizable social
function, 1982:177) Schmidt distinguishes between the
common linguistic acceptation of the term (that is

- "coherent set of 1linguistic signs") and the
pragmalinguistic version of it (that is text as a set of
utterances—-in-function,as a sociocommunicative realization of
textuality), and name the former "textual module".

The "textual module" is then a metalinguistic concept,
analytically isolated from the CAG; it is an incomplete
entity, an abstract set of instructions that only within a
CAG can have social relevance. Schmidt quotes van Dijk as
supporter of an analogous perspective: the text is but a
formal construction that only in a concrete situation can be
used to refer to something (1982:178).
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PART 2

TV_LANGUAGE AND DISCOURSES
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CHAPTER 4. THE LANGUAGE OF TELEVISION

The considerations of the previous chapter on different

pragmatic approaches to the 1issue of language in use only make
sense in my perspective if one assumes that TV outputs in
general, and advertising in particular, can be regarded as texts.
Yet methodologies of inquiry and instruments for the analysis
cannot be transferred as such from one system of signs to
another, as Corner has emphasized:
"It is extremely difficult to make a proposition about 'texts'
(even when it is qualified as being about 'media texts') that
holds over the range of textual types and instances possible"
(1983:270).

At present the analysis of media language is heavily influenced
by linguistic methodologies and tools, being linguistics, as Eco
has stated, the more rigorous and scientifically developed branch
of semiology (so that titles of books on TV like Fiske's Reading

Television do not sound particularly odd).

Because verbal language is indeed a component of TV language,
and because it is -as well as the iconic one - a system of signs
for communicating, some analogies can be drawn in order both to
verify the field of application and the limits of the linguistic
model, and to find distinctive tools for studying the language of
television. Analogies between the two linguistic practices have
been pointed out by several authors (Fiske in Reading
Television; Allen in Channel of Discourse) and they are
legitimate, providing that the arbitrariness of a complete
exchange of methods, the qualitative difference between the two

and the impossibility of a total equivalence are acknowledged. It
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is also true that

" there is no general science of visual language, 1like
linguistics, which delivers agreed methods of description and
analysis. Semiotics attempts to hint at ways in which an analysis
might be done but with the significant exception of Peirce's
categories of 'index', 'icon' and 'symbol', it suffers from an
underdeveloped system of descriptive and analytical categories"
(Davis and Walton 1983:43).

An attempt to specify the nature of the iconic language and the
possibility of identifying a set of codes (although 'weak') for
the analysis has been made, in the late sixties , by U. Eco in La

struttura assente (1968).

According to Eco the 'analogical' (or 'continuous') character
of the iconic image does not exclude the presence of codes and
conventions, for the iconic sign shares some properties not with
the object, but with the 'perceived' model of it (as Gombrich and
Panofsky have powerfully emphasized , perception is a cultural,
historical, social phenomenon, and even 'imitative' codes are
conventional).

The consequence is not that 'strong' linguistic codes (in which
'standard' elements prevail on individual variations) can be, for
the common conventional basis, simply transposed to the domain of
the iconic image, and that "every act of communication is
grounded on a language similar to verbal language'", but rather
that "every act of communication is code-grounded" (1968:130).

Moreover not every kind of language is articulated as the
verbal one, according to the two levels of phonemes (set of
units, 1limited in number, with oppositional/positional value,
meaningless in themselves), and morphemes (significant units,
composed by phonemes, almost unlimited in number). The "myth of

double articulation", as Eco calls it, can produce misleading
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interpretations, if dogmatically assumed: in fact the "pertinent
traits" of a given code do not necessarily consist of simple
oppositional elements like letters of an alphabet, but can be
identified at a higher level of complexity.

According to Eco, in fact, all visual signs are '"semi', that is
signs the meaning of which is an utterance (like road signs); and
such a complex utterance, as an "idiolect" (Barthes) , provides
the context within which individual elements can be acknowledged,
as bearers of meaning, and not vice versa. (1968:143).

Eco provides a classification of visual codes 1 within which
the social and historical character of visual conventions is
considered as an intrinsic feature, as well as the 1large
predominance, within the same cultural context, of individual
variations and characterizing standard elements.

Such a 'weakness' of visual codes, and their possible
exploitation according to different contexts is a crucial aspect
I will consider in the comparative analysis of TV advertisements.
It is very common to account for TV language as a combination of
a visual and an aural track, being the latter usually considered
as a mere "illustration" and "anchorage" of 1images that
substantially 'speak for themselves'. This kind of approach to
the issue contains, in my opinion, a double oversimplification.
First of all the "low" level of iconicity, and the consequent
pivotal role played by the verbal track in defining the meaning
of TV texts has already been stressed in media studies, at least
for some TV genres ( News, Documentaries, Current Affairs).2

As Davis and Walton have stressed with regard to a specific

piece of tv news

69



"more than half the shots are predominantly indexicals or
symbolic, and do not bear a direct relationship to the TV news
text. We must therefore conclude, as our previous studies have
done,” that to make semantic or cognitive sense of the visual, the
average viewer would have his or her viewing guided by the
preferences of the verbal track- which is telling the audience to
read in this way ,rather than that...Our findings suggest that the
relationship between 1image and text 1s more than purely
illustrative. They reveal that there is often no direct or even
indirect correspondence between the content of voice-overs and
the shots which appear. It would seem that the relationship is
more than an imperfect parallel" (1983:46).

Moreover, as Masterman has emphasized, beside the "ideological"
closure imposing a preferred reading to the image on the screen
(I will deal later in ch. 6 with this issue), the "collective
authorship" in TV texts has also to be considered:

" Media texts are collaborative projects, and frequently contain

internal tensions and contradictions indicative perhaps of the
differing perspective of those who work on them" (1985:152)

Tv commercials represent a case in point both for their
"collective" authorship (as they mediate between different
intentionalities, namely clients, agency, regulatory bodies and
so on) and for the substantial relation between visual and aural
track.

Most of them, in fact, have no verbal track at all.

Given the short format and the difficulty of a "convincing”
argument, an "“economic" interaction between the two tracks is
mainly pursued, and the function of "closure" or instruction is
performed especially by the sounds, or music, which relation with
the images seems to be, in many cases, more substantial than
speech (this issue will be explicitly addressed in the empirical
analysis).

The relevance of the aspect of "sound" (" Indeed, it could be
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argued that television is itself primarily a sound medium".
Masterman 1985:153) allows to consider the second element of the
oversimplification mentioned above, namely the consideration of
the aural track as an homogeneous one, mainly dominated by the
verbal component; (which among other things is not homogeneous in
itself, as language is present both in the spoken and in the
written form, with different consequences in terms of relevance
and reliability of the utterances).

It seems more opportune to distinguish three components of TV
language, namely image,speech and sound (which includes
naturalistic effects 3, special effects and music), as many
different scholars already did (among the others Hood 1980, Ellis
1982, Masterman 1985, Armes 1988).

I will face later, in the empirical analysis, the different
status and authority of what is uttered by speakers in vision vs
by voice over; I will also consider the "iconicity" of sound and
its shaping force in establishing rhythms and patterns of vision,
in providing narrative cues, 1in suggesting connotative
interpretations of the image through an emotional appeal, in
activating cultural references and so on.

For the moment my purpose is to single out some general
features of the aural track essential to the specificity of tv
language, and to bring to the fore the fact that sound, as well
as 1image, 1is not a neutral reproduction but rather a
construction, a "discourse" which can determine the way in which
the "message' is received.

While the discursive character of the TV image has already been
stressed in the media studies over the last years, both from a

N

theoretical perspective and as a finding of empirical research on
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media texts 4, the consequences of the manipulated and artificial
nature of sound have been only recently made explicit 5.

In fact , from the point of view of its production, the sound
track is submitted to the same procedures of technical
manipulation as the visual one: selection of elements and
creation of a "perspective" (by placing the microphones in
certain positions); processes of sound assembling and editing

which involve

" standard procedures to give a better sound quality,to avoid

audible distortion and to improve the signal-to-noise ratio ...as
the hierarchization of sound tracks, the creation of a sound
perspective etc.." (Armes 1988:169).

As well as the visual , sound treatment conforms to precise
conventions (for example: a certain amount of noise as signifying
realism, or the standard order of ranking :"speech above music,
music above general sounds and effects'", ibidem 170).

To disregard the activity which "make sense" of sound is to
overlook the possibility of an "ideology of sound" :"microphones,
like cameras, are necessarily positioned, both physically and
ideologically" (Masterman 1985: 154).

Only recently sound has been considered as a bridge between
diegetic (that is represented in the audiovisual text) and real
space, in providing a unity (through the permanence of background
noises against a changing visual track), and a continuity which
softens the effect of sharp cuts (the sense of continuity is
particularly exploited in advertising texts, given the high rate
of different shots that constitute the visual track) 6.

The role of sound in compensating the intrinsic weakness of the
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image (low definition, small amount of visible details), of
enhancing TV discourse features (as the use of narrative, the
sense of presence and immediacy), of counter weighting
discontinuous amounts of visual attention, has also been
emphasized. The iatter element is linked to the typical patterns
of TV consumption, which usually takes place in doing something
else, in a room with other people, with lack of concentration ,
in a sort of daily routine which is "something qf a last resort,
rather than a special event"( Ellis 1982:128).

Sound provides, in fact, both continuity and emphasis which
summon the attention of the viewer at the crucial moments of the
visual.

Sound, ﬁarticularly in its off-screen way of occurrence, has
also been seen not only as enriching the diegetic space with the
inclusion of "implied" elements, but also as providing an
additional dimension , an exXtra diegetic space, a different and
displaced point of view from which the image can be seen and
judged, in creating " a three-dimensional space of which the two-
dimensional image on the screen is only one perspective" ( Armes
1988:177).

Sound can, of course, interact in an oppositional rather than
auxiliary way with the image, then producing a range of
rhetorical effects; the relation can also be "odd", creating a
"puzzle" for the viewer which calls for his competence and active
involvement, and so on.

In any case both the visual and the verbal track are submitted
to a balance between conventional and socially shared procedures
on the one hand, and individual-expressive variations ( which can

be more eloquent about specific idiolect) on the other.
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In the first stage of the empirical analysis, consisting in
collection and classification of advertisements according to the
kind of goods and services advertised, I will try to disentangle
the complexity of, levels of both sound and image; as the analysis
will proceed, I will consider the pragmatic consequences of their
interaction in reflecting/determining social frameworks for
dealing with specific issues and typical forms of social
interaction, hence providing cues for the interpretation of
textual meaning according to a shared horizon of competence and
expectations.

In spite of the difference , already stressed, between
interpersonal conversation and mass communication, I will assume
on this issue the standpoint of conversational analysts. As
Atkinson and Heritage underline

"The development of speech act theory (Austin 1962; Searle 1969)
in linguistics has greatly forwarded the view that utterances can
be usefully analyzed as conventionally grounded social
actions.(...) Conversation analytic research into sequence is
based on the recognition that , in a variety of ways, the
production of some current conversational actions proposes a
here—-and-now definition of the situation to which subsequent talk
will be oriented." (1984:5).

The emphasis accorded above to the aspect of sound is grounded
both on the relative lack of attention given to it in TV studies
(which, as seen before,often reduce it to the verbal elements),
and in 1its technically manipulated nature , similar under this
respect to the visual one, and, like the visual one, perceived as
natural: both are, in fact, submitted to a transformation in kind
rather than to an alteration in degree of accuracy (from reality

to representation, from nature to discourse, from objects to

images, either visual or acoustic).
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As for the image, more will be said below in dealing with TV
texts; it is worth saying here that for the analysis of TV texts
a basic and gquite unambiguous technique has already been
assessed, which,is commonly used in this kind of empirical
analysis 7, consisting in a tabulation of the shots (considered
as units of analysis, as an expression of TV language rather than
image content 8, mounted alongside with a column reporting
dialogues, music, effects, as to allow, for the purpose of the
research, further analytical descriptions.

This is a sort of translation ( which inevitably implies, given
the transition from one medium to another, a certain degree of

interpretation and selection, although as low as possible) of the

raw material in a homogeneous and formalized set of
transcriptions which allows the identification of the basic
elements and their relations within the texts considered.
Although transcriptions are extremely useful for the analysis
of audiovisual texts, yet they cannot be considered as an
adequate substitute for the material under analysis (for this
reason I have used transcriptions especially for comparing
variations in the aural and visual track in transnational

campaigns, but I have used as main referent the tape-recorded

material).

THE DISCOURSE OF TELEVISION: FLOW, SCHEDULE, TEXTS.

In 1974 Raimond Williams acknowledged a characterizing feature
of TV output : it is no longer a sequence of discrete unities

(programmes), but rather a continuous and inclusive "flow" of
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images, words, sounds available to be consumed: hence "watching
television”" is less selecting a particular item from the sequence
offered than allowing the audiovisual flow as a whole to reach
us, by the operation of a switch. As R. Williams has put it

"what is being offered is not , in older terms, a programmed
of discrete units, with particular insertions, but a planned
flow, in which the true series is not the published sequence of
programmes items, but this sequence transformed by the inclusion
of another kind of sequence, so that these sequences together

compose the real flow, the real 'broadcasting' " (1974:90).

The experience of viewing is still defined by many scholars on
the blueprint of Williams' analysis:
" Our experience of television is usually not of isolated works,
but of chunk of time filled with multiple texts carefully linked
together so that they flow almost unnoticed one into another. A
commercial is followed by a network promotion for a future
programme, which is followed by a 'teaser' for the episode ,
interrupted by another commercial , followed by a news break that

anticipates the late-evening news program and so on " (Allen
1987:5).

Although both Williams and Allen refer to American television
(where advertising standard practices are different from the
European ones), yet the pattern of viewing they present is not to
far from that of European viewers (especially in an era of
deregulation).

Flow can be both the effect of a changing model of production
and consumption of TV programmes, and a sort of strategy
deliberately set up. In fact, on the one hand (that of the
"effects") the new technological resources available (for

shooting, recording, editing materials), and the consequent
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increase of TV supply at a cheaper cost, have merged with an
increasing demand for programmes by the audience.

Moreover several elements have contributed to reinforce this
phenomenon. /

The filling of the gaps between programmes with advertisements
in commercial television ( or with other kind of publicity, as
the trailers for new programmes in not commercial TV) 1is the
basic factor in this change (Williams 1974:89-90), which has been
so effective as to shape the "format" of the programmes
themselves: since in most of commercial TV (in Italy as well as
in Britain) the programme cannot be interrupted by ads, "natural
breaks" have increased by dividing each programme in thematic or
temporal units, whose rhythm is articulated by the '"clusters" of
adverts ( This 1is especially true of movies or programmes
produced not to be shown on commercial TV).

But the most common practice is now to incorporate spaces for
advertisements from the planning stage, in tailoring TV
discourses
" to fit 'naturally' around commercial breaks. (...) Shows built

their stories to a high point of interest before each break to
ensure that the audience will stay tuned" (Allen 1987:67).

The presence of adverts shape "a priori" the way in which each

programme will be received :

"In quite short terms there 1is a rationalized division into
'acts'. In features there is a similar rationalized division into
'parts'. But the effect goes deeper: there is a characterizing
kind of opening sequence, meant to excise interest, which is in
effect a kind of trailer for itself(...) thus a quality of the
external sequence becomes a mode of definition of an internal
method" . (Williams 1974:92)
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This kind of "deconstruction" of the original unity of each
programme, and the successive reassembling in a compound macro-
unity, has been compared by some critics with other kinds of
aesthetic and artistic practices within the common cultural
framework of "péstmodernity": "bricolage" instead of project,
heterogeneous composition instead of homogeneity, play with the
text instead of research of a sense etc.9

I will discuss in more details later this far too optimistic
position.

The viewer's behaviour has also changed under the effect of the
various instruments of control and manipulation of the flow
(remote control, videorecorder...), which have determined a more
subjective and personalized dimension of consumption: TV flow 1is
not only the planned sequence of images and words available on
the screen by switching the TV set on; it is also (and above all)
the individualized combination of fragments assembled by the
viewer and constituting his unique experience, which is shaped by
the interaction of different factors: on the technical side the
use of the remote control or, at a more sophisticated level, the
combination of images having a different source (one of which can
be independent from TV) by the use of VCR and TV set providing
"picture in picture" images , and so on.

At the social level the patterns of consumption of TV
programmes are influenced by the domestic surroundings: the
character of viewing ( which usually depends on family units, as
in Hood 1980 and Morley 1986), can imply and stimulate the
superimposition of a conversation, different interpretations,
intertextual associations which influence the reception or, a

discontinuous amount of attention. The latter aspect is regarded
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by many scholars as the most distinctive feature of TV
consumption (Ellis 1982); it also determines an elliptical and,
in some way, casual perception of the elements of the flow.

The "random'" character of TV consumption is linked to at least
two further aspects: TV represents a "last resort'" rather than a
special event; TV "engages the look and the glance rather than
the gaze" ( Ellis 1982:128).

But even if the flow can be considered as a result, an
effect, it is also at a certain extent a planned effect: from the
point of view of broadcasting the sequence of images and words is
neither a fragmented discourse without a referent, nor a "work"
without an author, but can be considered as the unitary meta-
discourse of a supernarrator, whose strategic weapon is the
schedule. Far from being the casual consequence of a cumulative
sequence of unities, the flow can instead be seen as a system in
which the different elements are defined Dby their
positional/oppositional value, fixed by the scheduling rules
rather than by their content and intrinsic features.

In other words, programmes are like "tokens", which have to
fit in the schedule space ( considered in its daily and weekly
course, schedule is a supplier of spaces , organizing time
through space) and to conform to standardized rules (which is
also true of non-commercial TV).

In this sense, as Williams has emphasized, talking about
"interruptions" of programmes by adverts and trailers is to
remain attached to a residual way of watching TV:

" There is a quality of flow which our received vocabulary of

discrete response and description cannot easily acknowledge. It
is evident that what is now called 'an evening's viewing' is in
some way planned, by providers and then by viewers, as a whole;
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that it is in any event planned in discernible sequences which in
this sense override particular programme units." (Williams
1974:93)

Hence, advertisements and trailers are 1less forms of
interruption than elements of punctuation 10 within the flow, as
they determine its rhythms, emphasize its crucial moments, ratify
the exactness of viewer's expectations. Adverts and trailers
constitute the punctuation of a meta-discourse , which "subject
of enonciation" is the channel itself , and whose main functions
are phatic and pragmatic: like in every great master narration
(epopeas, mythologies, metaphysics, history of scientific
progress 11), and more generally like in every kind of discourse,
the whole narrative naturalizes an heterogeneous set of elements
arbitrarily selected and assembled.

This kind of meta-narration also serves to legitimate its own
image and its way of seeing the world, 1like that of a
storyteller in position of great knowledge and power :

"We can also look behind each station's schedule to see a kind of
supernarrator. These supernarrators are personified and
individualized by various means: logos, signature music, and,
most importantly, voice-over narrators who speak for the station
or network as a whole (...) providing flashforwards of coming
attractions, justifying schedule change or technical

difficulties, interrupting for news bulletins or tests of the
emergency broadcast system"( Allen 1987:70).

(I will come back on the issue of channel image in the next
chapter).

I will argue that TV discourse, that is the sequence of texts
organized by the schedule within the broadcasting flow, is
structured in order to achieve three main functions: the
creation, consolidation, enhancement of the channel image (auto-

referenial function); the contact with the viewer, repeatedly
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and variously addressed, whose 1loyalty to the channel is
continuously urged for , through different kind of promises and
instructions (phatic function); the creation of an audience for
the programmes (to, be sold to advertisers in commercial TV), and
the creation of patterns of viewing ( like evening's viewing) and
patterns of seeing, or framework of interpretation of the world
settled by TV programmes (pragmatic function).

These three functions are relatively independent from one
another (the channel image, for instance, 1is not totally
subordinated to the pragmatic function, but,‘in determining a
phatic contact of familiarity, fulfils a pragmatic task in
producing effects of credibility, authority and so on).
Nevertheless they indeed work 1in a strict relation and mutually
reinforce one another.

Moreover they are particularly evident in a system of
competitive broadcasting. In Italy, for instance, the scenario is
quite variegated: in fact, besides the three channels of the
Public Service (RAI) 12 there are a lot of "private" channels,
the most important of which are assembled in networks (property
of Mr Silvio Berlusconi), which are received almost all over the
National Area, and also some "local" small TV stations, which
have a regional and sometimes even more restricted diffusion.13

In Italy (as for some networks in the USA) every single channel
always and continuously displays, usually in the bottom right
corner of the screen, its individual 1logo, which "forces" an
immediate identification of the "source", whatever the kind of
images we are watching, and before any possible recognition of

the genre of the programme. Hence it is impossible to see ( or to
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record) any item of the flow, from movies to advertisements,
without a particular trademark (functioning as a weapon for
limiting the effects of "remote control syndrome", last minute
viewing etc.) which incessantly reminds the viewer what the
source of his/her éossibility to see is.

As Williams has emphasized, rather than watching a programme
we are '"watching television"; and the obsessive phatic
identification of the channel tells us that we can watch a
programme because we are watching a particular channel.

The pragmatic exploitation of the "flow effect " (or "hauling
effect") in consequence of which "Who begins watching a channel ,
stays with this channel" (Williams 1974:93) is strictly linked
to the way in which the channel has connoted its image, as
authoritative, entertaining, reliable 14, as well as to its
phatic organization of exciting and special occasions through a
set of visual and verbal promises for the spectator.

Out of this wider context the effective relevance and the role
of adverts and trailers cannot be fully understood. I consider
them together, for the moment, because of the common character of
publicity and their complementary functions (adverts can also be
seen as a way to confirm the channel image, as there are some
kind of commercial exclusively linked to a certain channel;
trailers, in turn, can be seen as advertisements for TV
programmes, using the same language and the same strategies as
commercials).

I consider them on the one hand as elements of the flow, with
a precise "editorial " function as they mark the articulation,
sequence, importance, emotional character of the bits of flow

they connect; on the other hand they constitute a sort of
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"summarized flow", or "flow in the flow" (apart from the case of
the BBC, carrying no advertising at all, adverts and trailers
come usually joint together in a common sequence) which condenses
the properties and, functions of the global TV flow. The rigid "30
seconds" standard format becomes an opportunity to explore ,
invent or consolidate typical patterns of viewing, the continuous
exposition to which has determined an increasingly sophisticated
competence in the viewers' approach to TV programmes in general.

I will return later to the language of adverts; what is worth
emphasizing for the moment is the homogeneous nature of adverts
(and trailers) in respect to the other elements of the flow, both
at the level of content represented and of formal ways of
representation. Advertisements are texts, elements of the macro-
text which constitutes the daily narration of each channel, and
not an interruption, a qualitative suspension, an injection of
an outrageous substance in an independent and autonomous body.

Speaking of a flow or macro-text as the most characteristic
feature of TV broadcasting does not necessarily imply the
impossibility of discerning individual units within it. The flow
does not cancel the text, but urges a redefinition of it, more
committed with its reception and use, and not only with intrinsic
features.

In fact, in order to explain in what sense "the older concept
of programming (...) is still active and still to some extent
real"”, Williams speaks about "expectations of a discrete event
or of a succession of discrete events", and of the possibility to
turn on for a particular item, and '"select and respond to it

discretely”" wWhat I intend to argue here is that the formal unit
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of a televisual text, although factually given by the system of
broadcasting (and recognized as such by viewers), also implies
an act of selection , connection and interpretation of elements ,
which is "performed" by the receiver, although not necessarily in
a conscious way. ,

Hence a pragmatic component can be acknowledged not only in the
processes of textual interpretation, as I will try to show in the
empirical analysis, but also in the commonly taken-for-granted
identification of the boundaries of the text, and of its unity
beyond the composition in discontinuous elements. 15

As the co-textual relations between the different items of the
flow are so strong, what actually the viewer consumes are not
individual texts, but blocks of mixed elements of different kind
of programmes, only originally conceived as texts; then a
characterization of text exclusively based upon a "project” of
communication from someone to someone else and space-time
bounded, appears at least inadequate.

Instead I intend to consider the text as the result of the
interaction of different variables and processes, like:
contextual and intertextual relation with the other items of the
flow; the set of different kinds of texts it shares common
social convention with; the position it occupies in the flow
(which is determinant of the meaning it can achieve, depending on
what kind of people is supposed to be watching); the intrinsic
features of the text, as cohesion, style, strategies,
instructions for the viewers, codes implied and so on (features
that never stand alone and are not self-contained, but are
created and identified within a system of social conventions).

Each of these variables has, as we will see, a deeply and
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intrinsically social nature.

TV TEXTS AND LITERARY TEXTS: SOME ANALOGIES AND DIFFERENCES

In the previous section (Part 1) I have mainly dealt with two
kinds of texts: spoken texts, 1in the form of vis-a-vis
conversation, and written texts, as they have been analyzed in
recent trends of text-theory and literary criticism.

The reason why a brief survey of the main issues in this areas
of study has preceded the analysis of TV texts is the assumption
of some kind of analogies that justify, at least in part, an
exchange of methodologies of inquiry.

I have already stressed the "conversational" nature of TV
texts, both in their "representation" of everyday interaction in
characteristic social contexts and in their activation of a
symbolic conversation with the viewer, by engaging him/her in an
active and cooperative '"closure" of the text, through different
forms of (more or less direct) address.

But whereas the analysis of everyday conversation suffers, as
shown before, from a lack of formalization that undermines the
transfer of criteria of analysis, the "textual conversation" has
been almost exclusively dealt with on the more secure and already
explored ground of literary analysis 16.

Over the last few years the mutual relationship between
literature and TV texts, and the role of television in
accelerating and magnifying some of the processes outlined by
literary analysis, namely those involving the relation

author/reader (or viewer) have been frequently emphasized:
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"The relationship between television and its viewers provides an
excellent laboratory in which to test the insights of reader-
oriented criticism, away from the notion of a stable and eternal
text to that activations of texts within historically specific
conditions of reception is accelerated by the very nature of
television (...) The insight that the texts carry within them a
place marked out for the hypothetical reader to occupy, applies
with particular force to television. Because of its economic
nature (...) commercial television addresses its prospective
viewers much more directly than does the fictional cinema or
literature. The need of advertisers to persuade viewers to become
'good viewers' infuses all aspects of the flow of programming"
(Allen 1987:107).

Allen seems to assume a basic analogy between TV and literary
texts, and he is not the only one.

I will try instead to consider the two forms of textuality in
their similarities and differences, and to open up some lines of
inquiry into the controversial issue of TV texts specificity.

For the sake of the synthesis I will consider three general
aspects of the analogy, strictly 1linked to one another, and
commonly acknowledged as typical of both forms of textuality: the
narrative character; the distinction fictional/not fictional; the
rhetoric nature (the first concentrated on the text in itself,
the second on the relation between text and world, the third on
the relation between author/reader-viewer).

In fact when we can identify a "

story " it is natural to
think to the "storyteller", not necessarily as a person in the
flesh , but as a point of view, a site from which the relations

to the referenial world on the one side, and the audience on the

other, are articulated.

NARRATIVE

In stating that "only that which narrates can make us
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understand', Susan Sontag (1978) grasped the pervasiveness of
narrative characters in our knowledge of reality (at least in our
western industrialized society): even the photographic image
which, as Berger has suggested, has no "meaning" in itself and is
but an "appearaﬁce" (1980:61), can only be understood when the
"before" and the "after" of the actual "still" image have been
recognized.

To acknowledge an event is to re-create its temporal context,
to place it in time "not its own original time, for that it is
impossible, but in narrated time" (ibidem).

Berger identifies the two possible sides of narration, namely
history (memory and social action) and ideology (narration which
in naturalizing a constructed vision of reality creates "a
substitute which encourages the atrophy of any such memory"
(ibidem :58)).

The structural ambiguity of narrative 1is also emphasized by
Lyotard, who distinguishes between an '"original" way to tell
stories, as means of cohesion and identity; a “modern" way to set
up a master-narrative that legitimates a state of facts, using
the same tools it criticizes (like modern science, for instance,
did with metaphysics) 17; and a "postmodern" narrative consisting
in "local" stories , the validity of which is limited in space
and time and intersubjectively determined.

What is true for the still image, in this case, also holds true
for TV language, as S.Hall has suggested in his influential
article on encoding/decoding (1974):

"The raw historical event cannot in that form be transmitted by,
say, a television newscast. It can only be signified within the

aural/visual form of a televisual language (...) To put it
paradoxically, the event must become a story before it can become
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a communicative event".

The pervasiveness of narrative has also been emphasized by M.
de Certeau, in a powerful article named "The Jabbering of social
Life":

/

"From morning till evening, unceasingly, streets and buildings
are haunted by narratives.(...) They 'cover the event',6 that is
they make our legends (legenda=that which must be read and said).
More than the God recounted to us by the theologians of the past,
these tales have the function of providence and predestination
(...) Social life multiplies the gestures and modes of behaviour
imprinted by the narrative models (...) Our society has become a
narrated society 1in a threefold sense: it 1is defined by
narratives (the fables of our advertising and information), by
guotations of them, and by their interminable recitation". 18

Before discussing in more details the issues raised by the
passage above, and for the sake of terminological accuracy, it
is opportune to establish a general definition of '"narrative"
(intension) and then to check the "extension" within the
televisual flow of programmes.

Within the traditional analysis of narrative, the distinction
between narration and narrative, discourse and story (Todorov),
is quite common, that 1is between a sequence of events and
actions (the chronological and 1logical development of a
"content") and the way in which it is presented by somebody to
someone else: as Barthes has suggested
"in lingquistic communication, je and tu are absolutely

presupposed by one another ; similarly there can be no narrative
without a narrator and a listener (or reader)". (1977:109)

Narrative is less a way to describe things than a model of

discourse that organizes facts in a sequence: Eco has singled

out the basic conditions for the narrative sequence, following
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Aristotle, as the "agent" (either human or not), an initial
"state of facts", a set of '"changes" oriented in "time" and
produced by "causes" (not necessarily explicit), up to a "final
result" (even if often a temporary or interlocutory one). The
’ 3

crucial issue . is that the sequence only makes sense in relation
to a precise point of view, a definite perspective:

"It is both a process of production and an activity of
structuration, but it is so in and for a subject: The subject is
a function, or, better, a functioning of signification (...)
specifying its effects as narrative function, pulling those
functions into figures of symmetry and balance, mainstream
narrative binds together, implicating the subject as the point
where the bindings mechanisms cohere, the point from where the

deplacement and configuration of discourses make sense" (Neale
1981:12)

One aspect needs to be stressed here, namely the presence of

the world and its role both inside the text (as matter from which

events and actions are selected) and outside it (as situation in
which the text is interpreted). The former is not identical with
a correspondence to reality, as stressed above; and the latter
(the situation) is constituted by other kinds of systems, no
longer narrative, in respect to which narrative is understood.
Whether these systems (ideology,economy, society) are actually
free from narrative models is not so sharp, as de Certeau has
stressed.

The characteristic use of language performed by narrative with
its high degree of predictability, its recurrent patterns of
action, its progressive and resolutive development are the main
reasons for its power on viewers' attention: the "pleasure" of
narrative is a composite feeling that includes the satisfaction

for the prediction of the events, the sense of coherence and
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unity determined by the composition of the conflicts represented
in the story (the unity and unicity of the point of view
determines a coherent perspective and an ordered framework for
the events), the reassuring gratification (or consolation)
determined by the recurrence of patterns beyond the different
events 19. The pleasure for unity and coherence results from the
satisfaction of the desire of a solid and stable place from which
to look at the events and make sense of them: the coherence of
narrative is the coherence of the subject. And the subject is
both "actor" (in his identification with the characters), and
"narrator"(in his identification with the point of view),
powerful site of sight, according to the (ambiguous) 1literal
sense of "sub-jectum": subordinated to/origin of the action.

As J. Williamson has suggested, although narrative closure

presupposes time (events occur in time; the place of the subject
is defined through time), yet it denies it, by transforming the
continuum of temporal development in a synchronic a-temporality
(or in a play between memory of the past/projection into the
future):
"I have suggested that there is an ideology of the syncronic, a
category which 1is used to misrepresent history, since it can
represent history as a story (full of mythologies) which has an
end, and thus might just as well have happened all at once, from
the vantage view point of the present (which is somehow separated
from history)" (1978:153-54).

But whether narrative is a way to reinforce or subvert ideology
does not rest on the nature of the narrative in itself.

What I would stress here is that narrative is one of the main
discursive models we use for making sense of reality, which turn
into idéology when the conventional character is disguised under

an appearance of "naturalness".
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The narrative character of TV texts has been emphasized for
almost every genre, from sport to science (see for instance
Bennet 1981), commercials (see Williamson 1978, Allen 1987),
documentary (seq Nichols 1981). More controversial seems to be
the issue of TV news; whereas on the one hand every claim of
"neutrality" and "naturalness" has been demystified, and the
manufactured and ideological nature of their production
underlined 20, on the other hand the "narrative" character

itself has in some cases been questioned. In the study of BFI

Television in transition (1986), with regard to the viewers'
activity of decoding, J. Lewis defines TV news as the only form
of television which subverts the narrative model, based on the
hermeneutic code and the "enigmatic" process of closure.

The argument is that TV news are not articulated in enigmas,
but rather around "focal points"; moreover the enigmatic
character ( contradiction/struggle/solution) is eliminated by the
way in which the "global story" (introduction /summary) is told,
although it is not necessarily the case in individual news
stories. But Lewis is clearly speaking about the whole programme
(which does not necessarily present a narrative structure) and
not of the individual items (always presented according to a
narrative model).

Hence narrative is a discursive practice almost coextensive
with TV language and a practice that can assume a claim of
normativeness: in fact it can not only determine the "suspension
of disbelief", but also the institution of the real, the creation
of new beliefs (less related to the contents presented than to

the "modality of adfirmation").21.
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Speaking (and not viewing) seems to be the main feature of our
era according to De Certeau:

"Our orthodoxy is made up of narrations of 'what is going on'.
Statistical debates are our theological wars, the combatants no
longer bear ideas as offensive or defensive arms. They move
forward camouflage of facts, data and events (...). When they
advance, the ground itself seems to advance. But in fact they
manufacture it, they simulate it, they cover themselves with it,

they believe in it. They thus create the stage of their law."
(1985:151)

The main "risk" of narrative is in 1lending itself to the
practices of "institution of real'. In fact a "narrated" society
involves a production of tales (from an author who has the same
ethnological root as "authority"), a diffusion and circulation
(or "advertising") of them through the various channels
available, and the "performance" of them, the performative
effects they determine on the receivers (this is what the
theories of "hyperreality" and "simulacra" maintain).

Unlike ideology (that rests on the construction of a false
consciousness through the concealment of the real relationships
between facts and does not exclude the possibility of being
demystified and subverted), simulacra do not need to deceive
about being the result of manipulation. In fact according to
scholars 1like, among the others, Baudrillard, to acknowledge
their nature does not determine the "suspension of disbelief", as
the new form of belief does not rest on the relation with
reality, history, but on the convergence of discourses, and the
self~-referenial and self-legitimating texture of quotations (the
possibility of a revolution is hence virtually excluded, there is
neither "truth" to be adfirmed, nor "justice" to be

reestablished): what is known as '"the reality" can (and indeed
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do) produce real effects.

Although I am not sympathetic with this position, I think it
expresses clearly some of the risks of advertising imagery, in
its construction ,of a hyperrealistic version of life that can
become normative.

Now I will try to evaluate the relevance of the inter-textual,
self-referenial (beside referenial), reality-making set of
aspects in advertising discourses, and their effectiveness,
despite the fact that the viewer knows what he/she is seeing is

not "true".

FICTION

The issue of narrative involves as direct correlate, the issue
of "fictionality", one of the most characteristic (although not
necessary) features of literary as well as televisual texts:

"Dramatic shaping is endemic to most televisual editing and the
medium is frequently involved in the production of fictional
forms even when dealing with avowedly factual material
(television, for example, constructs sporting events as primarily
dramatic occasions" (Masterman 1985:178).

I will also discuss the legitimacy of the claim of "autonomy"
of narrative texts (in respect to the norms of truthfulness and
refereniality) as well as the ambiguity of this notion,
especially evident at the level of reception.

TV texts in general and adverts in particular seem to play with
the claim of autonomy on the one hand ( which means freedom from
the constraints of reality ) and aim of effectiveness on the
other (which means power to affect the real world).

What I intend to underline is that, as Schmidt (1976) has

suggested," fiction" is not a semantic feature ( depending on a
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particular non-referenial relation between the world created and
the real world), but a pragmatic one (depending on a set of
soclally shared conventions whose recognition determines the
factual reference).

Hence, the "élienating" and 'narcotic" effect of fictional
texts is not inescapable (unlike in the classical opposition high
culture/low culture), and as some subversive uses performed by
subcultural groups instead have shown 22.

The two meanings of "fiction", namely '"imagination"
(construction of a coherent self-contained world, either as
poetic invention or mathematical hypothesis), and "deception"
(questionable assumption that pretends to be real) are emphasized
by Williams (1976 :111-12), and constitute a site of ambiguity
easily exploitable by TV discourses in general, and advertising
in particular.

A crucial contribution for a critical approach to fictional
texts is, again, the shift from the text in itself to the set of
conventions, or instructions, that work for determining the
perception of it as fictional.

Hence different levels of analysis need to be considered.

— The fictional and dramatic character of texts does not depend
on the events narrated, but on the textual strategy

~ The character of fictional texts is both "assertive" and "non-
denotative (the claim of autonomy depends on the fact that "the
assertive sentences do not have to be judged according to the
referenial truth of their assertions"(Schmidt 1976:17); in this
respect the opposite of "fiction" is not "truth", but "fact".

- The suspension of factual reference follows from a semantic

evaluation regulated by a set of pragmatic conventions which
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prescribe how to treat the possible relation between the world
of the text and the real world.

- The problem is complicated by the mere fact that fictional
texts can involve "different sort and degree of reference to
extra-literary reality, and that a range of such levels of
reference can co- exist in the same work" (Hawthorn 1987:93).

In other words fictional texts presuppose '"the reader's
bringing certain knowledge from the world in order to understand
the work" (ibidem 96).

Then the autonomy is not complete, the two worlds are not
unconnected: the connection is mainly a social one ("in our
society we are socialized into an understanding of fiction",
ibidem 95), grounded on a shared competence of the fictional
experience, and a pragmatic one (texts as set of instructions to
construct a world).

- Hence fictionality is a principle working in a contextual
system, as Schmidt suggests:
"The isolated text alone cannot motivate the readers to treat

texts, presented as literary ones, as 1if they only contained
sentences which are regarded as being neither true nor false

(...); it must be the literary communication as a system of norms
(for the production, reception and interpretation of texts)

including the inventions and expectations of an author, text
features, the training by social institutions, and the
expectations and habits of readers together, that bring about
this phenomenon " (Schmidt 1976:171).

I will argue that what is true for literary texts, also holds,
in this case, for TV texts; and as not only the construction of
reality is a social one, but also the construction of fictional
worlds. It will be interesting, in analyzing TV advertisements,

to find out cues pointing to the social conventions that underpin

fictional constructions in the two different cultural systems.
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RHETORIC

Considering narrative and fiction as two crucial categories in
the analysis of TV texts is to draw attention to their being
constructed, and to raise a number of questions, 1like "who is
telling the story?", "what techniques are employed?", "what
values are implicit?", '"to whom is the story addressed?".

Rhetoric is precisely the domain of strategies and techniques
that make it possible to establish the effectiveness of the
message.

I will deal in more detail later (ch.6) with the social
function of rhetoric; for the moment I will especially emphasize
some semantic and pragmatic aspects of rhetorical devices: on the
one side the power to transform reality in discourse, to coin
purposeful definitions of reality (generative-cognitive aspect)
and on the other the power to persuade, by excluding different
definitions of reality (ideological-hegemonic aspect).

I will consider first the transformation of reality in
discourse,. following Barthes and his recognition of the main
"operations" of rhetoric art, that are "inventio" (finding what
to say), "dispositio" (putting in order what has been found),
"elocutio" (finding the proper words and adding the ornament of
"figures") 23

According to Barthes "dispositio" is the proper place of
rhetoric technique, as an art of mediation between, and
transformation of, respectively, signified (extracted, rather
than created, using the method of "inventio") into verba, and

signifiers (elocutio 1is, in this respect, the same as
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enonciation).

The fact that reality can be "framed" by a set of "topoi" (both
forms which in articulating contents produce intelligible units ,
and repertoire of stereotypes, "loci communi"), causes the
"figures" to be’ an exemplary condensation of imagination and
reality; it also points to the complex relation between the
poetic aspect (in the sense intended by Jakobson, as emphasis on
the message in itself), and the semantic one.

Whereas in the domain of the poetic aspect, mainly questions of
style, techniques of enhancement and addiction of attracting
qualities to the discourse are dealt with, the latter (semantic
aspect) involves a referenial function. And the negative
features usually attributed to the former, (to be an empty form,
a mere "store" of stereotypical formula) cannot be pertinent to
the 1latter. In fact, as Ricoeur emphasizes,

"Far from being a divergence from the ordinary operations of
language, (rhetoric) is the omnipresent principle of all its free
actions. It does not represent some additional power, but the
constitutive form of language. By restricting itself to the
description of the ornaments of language, rhetoric condemned
itself to treat nothing but superficial problems. Whereas

metaphor penetrates to the very depth of verbal interaction" (The
Rule of Metaphor:90).

As we will see shortly, the semantic aspect of rhetoric is
strictly connected with the pragmatic and the social ones.

As also D.Schon has emphasized 24 rhetorical figures (and
particularly metaphor) can be considered both as "products" (ways
of looking at things, formula which function as frames), or
"processes" (by which new perspectives on the world are brought

about) 25.
And the latter can be approached from the point of view of the

"interpretation", as hermeneutics and literary criticism suggest,
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or of "generativity", by looking for the way in which a new
perspective on things is brought about.

Although some scholars argue against the referenial function
of rhetorical fjigures, exclusively accounted on the basis of
linguistic rules 26, rhetoric is considered by many others as a
device for the discovery of a kind of "truth" (not necessarily
as a state of fact, but as a new comprehension of reality).27 As
Quine has put it:

"Pleasure precedes business (...) Art for art's sake was the main
avenue to ancient technological break through. Such also is the
way of metaphor: it flourishes in playful prose and high poetic

art, but it is vital also at the growing edges of science and
philosophy" 28.

As for the "ontological" value of metaphorical 1language,

Ricoeur states that "we readily assent to speak of a
metaphorical grasp of reality itself" (1981:82). And also:
"In service to the poetic function, metaphor is that strategy of
discourse by which language diverts itself of its function of
direct description, in order to reach the mythical level when its
function of discovery is set free. We can presume to speak of
metaphorical truth in order to designate the realistic intentions
that belong to the redescriptive power of poetic language".
(1981:247. My emphasis)

We are back to the problem of transformation of reality, a
problem which involves aspects of use, strategies, performative
effects: in other words, a pragmatic problem.

Within the domain of rhetoric, in fact, semantic and pragmatic
levels are deeply connected and mutually defining. The pragmatic
function of rhetoric has been particularly emphasized , in an
anthropological perspective, in the work of Cassirer and Burke,

especially in the idea of language as an "equipment for living":

In this perspective any definition of reality represents a
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strategy for handling existential moments (Ortony 1979:37).
Rather than for "naming"( that is establishing a sort of
labelling), rhetorical devices are mainly used for framing

reality by a sort of "entitlement", that is
f

a process whereby actors attempt to provide some 1linguistic
truth about a social situation which summarizes its moral essence
in such way as to define possible actions" ( 1979: 47).

Hence rhetoric 1is less a way to express reality than a
technique that provides "the semantic conditions through which
actors deal with reality" (ibidem).

It is precisely the generative feature of certain rhetorical
figures that makes it possible to consider the deep relation
between semantic definitions, pragmatics effects and social
relevance.

According to Schon social issues are usually transformed into
"powerful stories" capable, through the rhetorical devices
employed, of shaping the public consciousness and transforming
diagnosis in prescriptions (ibidem: 265).

Before being a question of problem-solving (that is before
dealing with critical situations or conflict frames), according
to a common definition of pragmatics 29, rhetoric plays a crucial
role in defining what the problems actually are, by selecting and
organizing in "frames" particular features of the situation: "The
way in which we set social problems determines both the kinds of
purposes and values we seek to realize, and the directions in
which we search solutions" (Ortony 1979: 268). Different stories
are always possible:

"In order to bring generative metaphors to reflexive and
critical awareness, we must construct them through a kind of

policy-analytic literary criticism, from the givens of the
problem-setting stories we tell. Indeed, it is through story
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telling that we can best discover our frames, and the generative
metaphors implicit in our frames" (ibidem 267. My emphasis).

The main feature of generative metaphors is their capability of
redefining or restructuring a conflict of perspectives so as to
achieve a common’frame in which the two position are neither
suppressed nor fused, nor compromised; a perspective in which
elements of both are rather brought to the fore, so that they can
be mapped one into another and create a new integrated image, and
the competitive game of contenders "gives way to a collaborative
game in which both win'"(ibidem: 273). 30

It will be interesting to see how in advertising typical
conflicts of interests (for instance make people spend as much
money as possible/do not throw money away) are transformed in a
cooperative interaction. But, as Schon underlines, not all
metaphors are generative, and beside the inventive aspects, other
can be present (and often prevail) which are static and rigid.

Several authors have suggested (e.g. Leech 1983) that rhetoric,
as well as pragmatics, can be seen as a system of principles or
regulative rules, by which 1language 1is matched to the
communicative situation.

But, unlike pragmatics, rhetoric is a more rule-governed
domain, and rhetorical devices are semantic strategies, verbal
codification of meanings which are part of the society's
repertoire of techniques for expressing the truth of things.

Also the coded aspects of rhetorical devices bring to the fore
the social dimension (being code a set of rules, socially
acknowledged as such, that establish a correspondence between
different systems of signification).

According to Eco the relation between "ideology" and 'rhetoric"
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is the same as between culture and 1language, or 'system of
knowledge" and '"system of signs": ideology is intended as "the
universe of knowledge of the destinatary and his group"
(expectations, attitudes, experiences) (1968:94); and rhetoric as
"the universe of coded communicative solutions" (ibidem 93), the
former requiring the 1latter in order to be communicated, the
latter allowing an insight into the former through semiological
analysis:

"Semiology shows in the universe of signs, structured in codes
and lexicon, the universe of ideology, reflected by the ready-
made means of language'" (ibidem 95).

A "semiotic positivism", that is the possibility of identifying
ideologic bias on the productive level and to guess ideological
effects on receivers exclusively on the basis of the text has
certainly to be rejected, for it overlooks the active role of the
receivers in making sense of textual elements.31.

But it 1is also true that the use of rhetorical devices for
ideological purposes 1is very common, both in the form of a
"creation" of new frames and of use of socially shared
stereotypes. The identification of rhetorical strategies is then
a necessary, although not sufficient, condition for textual
interpretation; moreover textual analysis 1is always not
sufficient to identify all the rhetorical strategies (that is the
conventional means to frame situations, issues, relations 'in
order to maximize the communicative effectiveness) that work in
the text: this is why I have favoured a comparative approach,
which in my opinion is particularly useful for identifying the
conventional character of seemingly "neutral" textual element.

The creative power of figurative language (both persuasive and
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paradigmatic) can indeed serve hegemonic purposes: the double
aspect of democracy and demagogy, and the ambiguous balance
between them come then to the fore.

In the social sphere rhetoric works to build "public opinion"
("an evocative coﬁcept through which authorities and  pressure
groups categorize beliefs in a way that marshals support or
opposition to their interests'"32); it also allows the
identification of the main "topoi" in existing public opinion, by
providing set of stereotypical answers for typical social
situations: in other words, by "managing politically contentious
features of reality" 33 rather than by creating new frames.

In media and literary texts the relation between speakers and
hearers 1is quite similar. Ricoeur outlines a "split" of the
addresser and addressee (both inside and outside the text), and
the consequent split of reference, not suppressed but "profoundly
altered by the working of ambiguity" (1981:224).

Power 1is fragmented and distributed (even if not equally)
between different poles.

Particularly in television (as well as cinema) the most common
feeling exploited is the sense of identification, either as
conjunction or distinction, psychological merging of boundaries
between two different selves or specification of individualities.
Through the strategy of direct address, in fact, the manifold
narrative participants (real author, implied author, narrator,
narratee, implied reader, real reader) collapse and implode in
merely two: the speaker and the viewer 34, and a regime of
"fictive we" is instituted. Like in many social practices,
identification seeks to convert 'yours' and 'mine' in ‘'ours’'.

Hence rhetoric provides effective tools for an 1ideological
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framing of social reality; the "dark" side of its generative and
semantic capacity of restructuring conflict situations in a new
perspective 1is the 1ideological power of reinforcing existing
state of facts; problematic situation are neutralized by being
mapped into accepted frames, which prevent alternative views and
definitions. Such an effect does not follow from direct and
authoritative statements, but rather from a more subtle set of
strategies of interaction that involve a certain degree of
negotiation, as I will try to show in the empirical analysis:
"legitimation and reification are accomplished by means of

claiming common grounds" 35.

DIFFERENCES

I will try now to consider whether the general considerations
above need to be specified in more details and how they are
related to the object of my analysis.

When we buy a book we usually know who wrote it and when; we
pay a certain amount of money and we become the owners of a well
defined object, having a certain format , structured in a certain
manner (chapters, paragraphs), often provided with an introduction
and conclusion that mark its limits as a text; we can read it
when and how we prefer, either going backward and forward or
following 1its 1linear development. Moreover we are relatively
free of building up the image of the world represented in a
personal way, as the "instructions" of the text, however precise,
can never be exhaustive.

As far as TV programmes are concerned some differences can be

acknowledged: we can select a programme from the TV flow, like a
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book from a shelve, yet what we gét is never an unique object,
but rather a "packet" of different elements. As we have seen
above, the internal division of the text in '"crucial moments"
(less sharp than that in chapters) is related to the introduction
of further element; (adverts, trailers).

Then there is always a component which is intentionally
selected, and a component which 1is not. There are also
programmes that are self-contained texts, and some that are not:
some soaps, for instance, continue for a hundred of episodes, and
sometimes are suspended before the events reach a solution.

Normally one does not know who the author of the programme is ,
and anyway it is very difficult to attribute authorship just to
one person: will he be the director, or the script-writer, or the
producer...?

Some differences also arise about the "time of consumption”.

On the one hand, in fact, the widely spread practice of
videorecording virtually allows to treat a programme like a book,
by breaking off both its temporal collocation in the schedule and
its internal chronological structure.

On the other hand it is also true that, unless professional or
"cult" approaches, the majority of people mainly uses VCR for
reaching "schedule times" otherwise awkward (like, for instance,
"late night movies"), or for fixing special events, and usually
see the programmes recorded just once, in "respecting" their
structure and their ephemeral nature.

Finally the viewer cannot imagine things his/her own way, as
he/she actually sees them; he/she is not a reader, but a
witness, a "receiver".

I will examine briefly the different elements mentioned above
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(namely authorship, textual unity and determinacy, iconism) as

the basis on which to treat the specificity of TV texts.

AUTHORSHIP /
As far as the author is concerned (TV texts are mainly

narrative, thus someone must be responsible for the story),
television suggests the idea of an "equipe", a team rather than
an individual: especially if one thinks of the nature of "public
service" according to which information, entertainment, education
are the main explicit purposes, individuality could even be
associated with bias, authoritarianism, partiality, lack of
completeness, narcissism etc. (whereas in literature, as “art",
individuality is the condition of the creative "genius"). We do
not expect, unless in particular cases, the programme we see
being the product of a singular mind; we hope (and ask) that a
lot of people have worked on it, to make it as good as possible
(for certain kinds of programmes, as talk shows or TV games,
ordinary people hope and claim to be co-authors).

As broadcasting is a collaborative enterprise within which
conflicts of interests, policies of mediation and negotiation,
balance between different political and economical demands need
to be considered, to assign the status of author to an individual
36 is neither easy nor desirable.

And for this reason in the analysis of TV texts what is
commonly defined as '"point of view", preferred reading, project,
intention of the text can hardly be seen as the outcome of an
unique intentionality, but is rather the result of different and

often contradictory forces: the implied author, or no matter what
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other names is used for designate it, is a textual construction,
a fictive simulacrum built up by the reader in order to deal with
the text: its function is indicative rather than normative,
pragmatic rather than semantic 37.

/

"Collective authorship" is a typical feature of TV programmes,

unlike literary works which usually exhibit the name of a single
author on their covers; nevertheless, although at a lower degree,
also literary authorship <can present some aspects of
collectivity:
"Friends who have read the manuscript, audiences which have
responded to early readings of poems, editors who have suggested
major or minor additions or deletions, and even censors who have
blue-pencilled or altered substantial parts of the text. Such
contributions are the rule rather than the exception" (Hawthorn
1987:65).

Common to the two kinds of text is the one-way communication

that makes it difficult, for the reader/receiver, to check the
validity of his/her interpretation. As Atkinson and Heritage have
stressed, the situation is completely different in interpersonal
conversation, where not only the text, but also the hearer's
interpretation is available to the analyst :
"As a second speaker's analysis and treatment of the prior is
available to the first speaker, so it 1is also available to
overhearers of the talk, including social scientists. The latter
may thus proceed to analyze turns at talk, together with the
analyses and treatments of them that are produced by the parties
to the talk, and employ methodologies that fully take account of
these analysis and treatments. Students of talk are thus provided
with a considerable advantage that is unavailable to analysts of
isolated sentences or other 'text' materials that cannot be
analyzed without hypothesizing or speculating about the possible
way 1in which utterances , sentences, or texts might be
interpreted." (1984:9).

On the side of production the lack of an immediate feed-back

makes it possible for the persons responsible of the messages
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both to deny any responsibility for unacceptable implications and
to claim the right on creative interpretations, included those
probably unintended. 38.

To deny any responsibility is easier in media discourses than
in other kind o% public discourses, given the "anonymous"

character of the authorship, as Pateman rudely stresses with

regard to advertisements:

"Advertisers get consumers to do their dirty ideological work for
them, and keep their own hands clean(...) because many of the
intentions which advertisers have are undoubtedly deniable
without self-contradiction in virtue of the 'open' pragmatic
implication which they are getting people to draw" (1983:200)

To place the total responsibility of meaning in the act of
viewing (or reading) can be as wrong and mystifying as to
consider it totally dependent on the structure of the text, or on
the "intention" of the author, or on the social conventions which
constitute the context of reception.

I agree with Corner when he emphasizes

"the need to regard reading and interpretation as a combination
of differently levelled activities involving different kind of

symbolic transactions (...).Not as a single transformation of

'message' into meaning(...) but a set of transformative
productive practices.'"(1983:278)

TEXTUAL UNITY

The problem of textual physical boundaries and textual unity
have been outlined above, in relation to TV flow, and are quite
evident, especially with regard to certain kind of texts, such as
soap operas and serials.

Less evident is textual indeterminacy of literary works, but
there are some reasons for confirming that, also in this case,

the text has to be "established": not only, as Hawthorn points
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to, by finding out which, among the different versions of it,
was the one preferred by the author, or how to deal with
unfinished texts, or different versions used in different
contexts with different etc., but also, as Iser (and other, among
whom Fish) confirﬁed, by recognizing that unity is less a quality
of the text than a product of the act of reading (1972:282).

It is the reader, in fact, who underlines and unifies some
elements of the text while dismissing others (although, as Eco
has outlined, not every kind of text presents the same degree of
closure and room for an external intervention).

To recognize an indeterminacy and incomplete unity of the text
is to prevent the equation unity=autonomy, that 1is the self-

containing character of texts (as in formalism and structuralism)

and disregards the pragmatic interaction with "socialized"

receivers.

AUDIOVISUAL LANGUAGE AND DISTINCTIVENESS OF TV TEXTS
Although some analogies, as we have seen, can indeed be drawn,
it is misleading to extend the "linguistic paradigm" to every
kind of text, for determinative aspects of the production of
meaning are in such a way inescapably cut off. As Corner put it
"It is extremely difficult to make a proposition about 'texts'
(even when it is qualified as being about 'media texts') that
holds over the range of textual types and instances possible.
(...) The modes of perception and cognition involved in 'reading'
distinct types of communication forms will differ, as well as
their referenial character and their history of development”.
(1983:271)

For that reason I will concentrate now on audiovisual

language, which is not the same as images plus words (or vice
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versa), but is rather a new language "in which the signifying
properties of the visual and linguistic elements become 'written
into' one another" (ibidem).

Although I do not intend to find out a "grammar" of televisual
language, I will %ocus my attention on some specific features of
TV texts, which show the inadequacy of a purely semiotic approach
(which is the most common up to now), and call for an integration
of different levels of analysis.

This further step will clarify the reason why I have chosen

advertisements as a particularly representative TV text.

THE MESSAGE OF TECHNOLOGY

A number of features (and oppositions) can be identified
related to the specific character of the TV image, 1its
continuity, literalness, liveliness, immediacy, sense of reality
delivered to a mass of individual receivers.

The first and most famous is McLuhan's opposition hot/cool: the
low definition of TV image requires a greater participation of
the viewer. In McLuhan's view the televisual spectator is not
only active, but hyperactive: in fact, before filling the gaps
between the different elements of the text, he has to fill the
gaps between the little wvisual information, in order to perceive
the image: and the active participation goes beyond the
integration of visual and textual gaps, up to involving a
simultaneous co-presence and mutual solidarity between all the
participants to the act of viewing, which determines the
implosion of the whole world in a sort of "global village".

Although out-of-date and naively optimistic, this position

contains "in nuce" most of the aspects at stake in the present

109



debate.

Recently the focus has been shifted from "perception" to

"production":

] - /! »

"The television image is no lower in data than 16mm film, the
notion of a 'scanning finger is no more than a metaphor (it does
not make the medium 'audio-tactile'), the formation of the image
occurs at too great a speed for the viewer to be aware of how it
is assembled, and the distinction between 'light through' and
'light on' is meaningless, since there is no difference in the
way in which film and video picture information reach for the
eye" (Armes 1988:188).

According to Armes, the different way of production of the
image (additive colour mixing for videos vs subtractive colour
system for films) is irrelevant at the point of perception, and
once a film is shown on the small screen of television the way
in which it has been recorded, is "virtually indistinguishable
to the general viewer" 39

Nevertheless the standard format and features of TV image are
still commonly considered as the principal determinants of the
impact of images on viewers.

J. Ellis, for instance, draws a number of distinctive
oppositions which recall, at least in part, McLuhan's ones
(1982:127ff): TV images are lacking in details and background,
given their small size and low definition, whereas cinema
presents a nearly fetishistic attitude towards details. Hence TV
sounds and words are more likely to be carriers of essential
(omitted by the visual ) information, whereas in film narrative
images have a more exclusive central role (as silent movies
reveal). TV images supplement their ‘'weakness' with a higher

flexibility in cutting and changing the visual: a variety of

segments is provided ( of which schedule is the example on a
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large scale), in spite of the continuity of the events 40, while
cinematic narration is chafacterized by a '"progressive
accumulation of sequences" (Ellis 1982:143). Hence two different
kinds of perception are involved: the concentrated way of looking
of the film specéator (gaze) on the one hand, and the rapid and
discontinuous "glance" of the TV viewer on the other.

The techniques of registration also determine different
attitudes on the grounds of their original relation with the
reality represented: whereas cinema, for its photographic roots,
maintains an "analogical" trace of reality (which is totally
absent at the moment of projection), TV produces a digital
(artificial) image, but reality is somehow made "present", given
the temporal and spatial continuity and sense of immediacy
allowed by the camera: two different regimes are instituted, of
"sacrality" and separation on the one hand, and of co-presence,
familiarity and intimacy on the other. (ibidem:138).

As Metz has emphasized (1974), the distance between screen and
spectator is the condition of his/her projection in the fictional
world of film: once the threshold has been trespassed, nothing
prevents the spectator from the complete suspension of disbelief.
A number of factors converge in determining a sense of nearness
of TV situations to our own lives, rather than a projection of
them on the realistic world of the screen; whereas distance
produces identification, a sort of "extension" is produced by the

sense of nearness of TV characters:

" a nearness so close that any identification of one or the

others (characters) is impossible. The viewer does not become the
characters (...) but rather relates to them as intimates, as
extensions of her world" 46

The different factors determining a sense of familiarity are
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only partly grounded on the medium itself, and partly instead on
the conventions that lead the production of programmes and on the

social use of them.

PRODUCTION CONVENTIONS AND SOCIAL USE

The different impact of cinematographic and televisual '"close
up" (in the first case with an effect of distance, in the second
of intimacy) seems due to the different size of the screen (Ellis
1982:131); the degree of distance within TV image is highly
influenced by the "tightness" of the shot, which in turn varies
according to the "genre" of the programme (the quotation below,
for instance, holds true for non-fiction, but not for fiction
programmes) :

"Generally, important figures will be shown in medium close-up
which shows them from the waist up. This may be replaced by a
close-up which shows only the subject's head and shoulders. It
would be very rare for a big close up to be used of an important
person. Just as in our normal social intercourse we observe
certain conventions about how close we come to other people and
how close we allow them to come to us, so when choosing their
images, television cameras keep a certain distance from their
subjects." (Masterman 1985:173).

The balance between distance and closeness is crucial to the
way in which TV reports the events 41, according to the
conventions typical of the different genres. Another feature
regulated by conventions is the look to the camera (direct
address), given the connotation of authority and reliability the
speaker achieves.

Stuart Hood has commented on the figures of "talking heads" as

following:

" They are there to give us information which we are asked to
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assume is accurate(...), unbiased and authoritative(...); they
can be described in a useful phrase as 'bearers of the truth' "
(Hood 1980:3).

Not only in TV news, but also , say, in weather forecasts the
way of address contributes to create a sense of co-presence and
immediacy) makes TV "direct, and direct for me" ( Heath 1977:54),
Another important element for the sense of intimacy, which does
not depend solely on a voyeuristic and individualistic activity,
concerns the incorporation of the TV flow in the domestic daily
experience, namely a social situation.

D. Morley (1986) lists a whole range of surrounding activities
that commonly go along with watching television: from eating to
knitting, from reading to letter-writing, from ironing to arguing
(women are more likely to perceive a mere activity of watching as
a waste of time). People watching TV, frequently use what they
see as a starting point for talking about issues relevant to
their own lives ; as also Armes suggests, "As a result the
individual programming is in some respect less significant than
the viewing context" (1988:141).

The relation between TV programmes and viewers in the familiar
context has been seen as constitutive of the conditions of
socialization within this particular situation, by constructing
viewers as subjects and providing the "limits of communicating".
Heath and Skirrow puts it this way:

"TV is the institution of an occupation: it occupies the viewer
as subject in a permanent arena of 'communicationality' (...).
Little matter in this respect what is communicated, the crux is
the creation and maintenance of the communicating situation and
the realization of the viewer as subject in that situation (...).
Before the fact of drama or of any other particular form ,
watching television in itself is a requirement of socialization

exactly in so far as it represents the proposition of the
intelligible, the conception of the limiting of communicating.
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The role of the image is to be present, available for you, for
me...". (1974:56).

But, as Morley opportunely emphasized, the process of
signification cannot be reduced to the production of a position
for the subject,(1980:153), and other elements need to be

primarily considered.

TV LANGUAGE AS IDEOLOGY AND SPECIFICITY REVISITED
The consideration of TV as "meaningful social technology in
itself" (Heath and Skirrow 1974:59) leads quite easily to that of

a general (and generic) ideological attitude of the medium:

"What is missing so often in analyses of television programmes is
any reference to the fact of television itself and to the
ideological operation developed in that fact: there is a
generality of ideology in the institution 'before' the production
of a particular ideological position" (ibidem:57).

In his conclusion to Nationwide Audience research, Morley
criticizes the equation "production of the subject=reproduction

of ideology". In fact for him

" specificity is not a world apart from that of ideology , but

is always articulated with and through it (this articulation is
precisely the space in which we can speak of the relative
autonomy of the media)" (1980:132).

And because specificity has much more to do with communicative
decisions and professional codes rather than with intrinsic

technological features, Morley goes on arguing that

"the concept of 'television in itself' is on a par with the
concept of 'ideology in general', or 'production in general': as
an analytic abstraction with cannot be related directly, without
further socio-historical specification, to the business of
analysing the production and reproduction of specific ideologies
in concrete social formations at a specific stage in their
historical development" (ibidem :152).
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What I intend to argue in concluding this section is precisely
that, although some "material" constraints indeed exist (which
anyway can be exploited in various manners, and can become
"opportunities"™,, as we will see for advertising), what is
actually germane to TV texts largely depends on productive
conventions, as seen before, and can be better considered in
terms of social use and pragmatic effects.

But, as Morley has opportunely emphasized, "what is
communicated" is not a secondary question:
"As ideologies arise in and mediate social practices, the 'texts'
produced by television must be read in their social existence, as
televisual texts but also as televisual texts drawing on
'existing social representations' within a field of dominant and
preferred ideological meanings" (1980:153).

It is mainly for this reason that I have decided not to treat

TV "textuality" in general, but to deal with a specific kind of

text, that is advertisements.

CHAPTER 5. THE DISCOURSE OF ADVERTISING

ADVERTISEMENTS AS THE EPITOME OF TV TEXTS

"The outstanding and unpredictable achievement of television
advertising is that millions of our countrymen have so accepted
it that they see no objections to the BBC taking advertisements
(oe0.) The point needs to be made because it 1is proof that
advertisements have proved sufficiently entertaining and
informative to justify a place in broadcasting."

(Airwaves, Autumn 1986. My emphasis)

Advertisements can be considered as entertaining texts, as a
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number of viewers actually enjoy them.

Advertisements are also (or should be) informative: this is a
claim of the agencies and a characteristic highly recommended by
the competent authorities, for the sake of the protection of
consumers.

David Ogilvy himself has predicted that the dominant trend
will be more and more toward giving facts, data, elements for a
"free" and "rational" choice 1: "Advertising will contain more
information and less hot air'"(1985:217).

And in fact all of us nowadays know that, unlike butter,
margarine is high in polyunsatured, and that instant coffee must
be "freeze-dried" (even if, in general, nobody knows what the
terms exactly mean).

Whether "information" has to be intended in the most common
sense of supply of elements on which a decision can be based, or
in the most literal and effective sense of process of giving a
shape (from the Latin "forma'"=shape, essential structure) to our
knowledge and behaviour, is related to the controversial issue of
persuasion. Information is here intended as what can make an
object (event, service, piece of news) so relevant to our life
(and then so "real") that we will buy (or believe, or trust in)
it. And the power of advertising 1lies not only in creating
objects of consumption (or a right place for them in the market
and in the life of consumers) but also in building up objects of
belief has already been emphasized. 2

Then, as we will see in the empirical analysis, the informative
character of advertisements is 1less like suggested by Ogilvy

(more information about products) but rather focused on the
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situation of use, on the character of users.

As for the third main task of TV texts, namely '"education",
advertising has proved to be a powerful instrument for training
the audience to the rhythms, fashions, crucial situations of
modern life (I will discuss this point in more details in the
analysis).

This claim is supported by the fact that the British government
is increasingly using TV advertising to promote issues of health
education, safety and so on.

Moreover in Britain the general concern about health care has
allowed adverts by private services, carrying a whole range of
suggestions on how to plan a "secure" future.

In fact, health is not only presented as the physical well-
being of the individual, but as a condition for the soundness of
the whole society; hence advertising plays an important role in
educating, informing (or rather instructing) people about the
fact that they have to take care of, say, their economic future,
and how to do so. Even financial ads, once a sensitive matter
hardly allowed to appear on TV, adverts 3 are now very frequent,

even though almost exclusively in evening hours. 4

QUESTIONS OF ADDRESS

One of the most evident paradoxes about advertising is, as Eco
(1968) has suggested, the co-existence (that is realized in many,
although not all, advertisements) of two mutually exclusive
strategies in appealing to the audience: the logic of "quantity"
("everyone does it this way, then follow us!") and that of

"quality" ("if you really want to be different from everybody
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else, you have to behave this way"), which in their combination
invite everyone to do the same thing in order to be "unique"
,which is precisely the nature of the paradox.

What I intend to stress here is the dialectic tension existing
between personal’and collective address, that is the attempt to
reach the largest number of viewers by appealing them as
individuals. In order to reach this goal, one half of the paradox
is usually not made explicit: in the so called "“claim for
individuality", the massive address of the message 1is rarely
expressed. (This is not really a form of deception, as everyone
actually knows that , but in the majority of cases it does not
really matter).

Such a powerful strategy 1is carried on through the
establishment of a direct link: the sense of "exclusivity" is
created by the way of address which is totally (even if at
different degrees of openness) direct, either in the visual, or
in the verbal, or in the sound-track.

The "direct address" strategy, conventionally regarded as the
way through which the naturalness of fiction is broken, is
completely flouted in advertising, even 1if this fact is not
sufficient to break the convention in other TV genres (like
news).

First of all, in fact, unlike other TV programmes, in
advertisements anyone featured can address the audience directly
(even the pets): this kind of "democratization" of direct address
is but one of the strategies that contribute to the sense of
immediacy mentioned above.

In literary theory, self-reference and being reflexive of

texts are regarded as metalinguistic devices determining a

118



continual oscillation between immersion in and consciousness of
the text. As Hawthorn puts it: "The reader is continually forced
to compare and contrast the world and the work, rather than
experiencing the wyork as a world closed in itself" (1987:102).

This kind of consciousness is seen as the condition of an

active involvement of the reader,
"as he or she has to struggle to establish how and the way the
text requires to be perceived in different ways, as window on the
world and window in the world, or as world or work. In one sense
techniques of literary self-reference force the reader into
dialogue with the author and the work" (ibidem).

But in "reading" televisual programmes, and adverts in
particular, this is not always the case: in the analysis of a car
campaign broadcast by Italian TV, the "Renault 5 Spot Festival",
I have found that although the fictive nature of each spot was
made open, the viewer's involv