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Abstract

This article propeses an asabetical shift in the theormation of public problemn, fom the yinndasnd
(s fraticnall constructonivt view which has mformed the tradition of concepaliving social problems
vince Spector and Kitvse’s classic work, to A commmmicainne constractionist view, stemming from the
medintization paradigm. The rtonale behind this shift is based en the concepmaliration of the rela-
tion between vanows types of actors as claim makers and the logic of visthihty povermang processes of
publickzation i a media ecology marked by accelerated development. 1Y, m the new commmmcation-
ol lnndscape, clarmemaking activises can Tur apy new-medin user info @ potential constructor of pukb-
hic problams, then we nesd to explain haw developments in medii technology reconfigure the practice:
of clamm-naling. In oar understandmg, wdch reconfigurtions are juil o partioular case of the weets.cul
nral processes of ransformanon whieh are the foeus of the medianzabnon paradigm.

On the ather hand, in & Foucaultian tradition, & shift from prohlems to problemasizations is required
in order to account for the processual dvnmmic through which certain phenomena are anabied under
specific circumstances and a1 certain times, while others are igoored, This shift beads 1o an underyand-
ing of commmumicative figurations a3 meta-theorstical framewerk for the constmction of public prob-
lems, sccoumting for the miendependencies bervesn articulations of public probiems and the dynanns
of the public sphere

With thas agm m view, we fimd identity' and evaluate the theoretical divections that are syinptomatic
for the ransibon fom secial problems o pubkic oses and from problem to problematizations. In the
secobd part, we present the heurhtic patential of the concept of consmmmeative Ggurations for our op-
be anel articuilare some methodolegical implieationy for o research agenda
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Introduction

In Romania, the 2019 Eurcpean Parfinment Elections occasioned a reiteration of a well-
known media spectacle in the Romanian public aphere, labelled by the media as “the diaipo-
m’s vote . Images of the Romanians queuing in London, Brussels. Paris, Berlin, Rome, but
also in smalber European cities such as Leicester, Stuttgart, Girena, or Padova, to vore in the
elections and the referendum against cerruption erganized simultaneously. traced the geog-
raphy of contemponry Romaman diaspora, These unages, feeding from new medin to pub-
lig televisiom and back, from live mobile phone broadeast on Facebook to professional TV
broadeast, and the public discussion generated along with their circulation. equally troced o
communicative. geography. In this communicative dimension the rage of dinsporic citwens
whe were minning the risk of not being able 1o cast their ballof before the ¢losing of the polling
location was doubled by the solidarity of those remaining in the homeland. The public au-
therities presented various justifications for this sitwation, Under the pressure of the moement,
claimms were strangly minde and Hercely contested, and palitical instrumental zotions and pre-
occupation for democratic life mingled bevond clear distinction

The stream of images on Facehook, accounting fior the experience of dinsporic citizens.
afforded journalists new interpellation strategies for public mithorities. At the some time. by
filming and broadeasting quenses, the dimparic cit@en einerged m a collective actor in a play
of live political contestntion amplified by traditional media but also by the dinsporic citizens
themselves through massive sharing in new medsa. Nonetheless this spectacle has nun sever-
al tumes m the Inst decode: the Romanian elections im 2009 and 2014 generated the same sit-
matinn. A law regulating postal vote, created 1o address mainly those abroad, couldn’t be
emploved in these particular elections due to vartous jodicial réasons, and this limitation
reignited older debates about criteria of belonging to the electornl body, and abou citizen-
ship. Thus, the diaspora’s inability 1o vote i not merely 8 problem, but rather 3 recurment
problematization in electoml contexts, The spectacular element of quenng 1o vote 14 a visu-
al container condensing long-term demographic processes in Iive broadeasted tmages, link-
ing specific events with multiple angumentative exchianges about residence, ciuzenship and
right to vote and tinally interweaving natienal bodies and transnational fields in the context
of massive emigration to ELU.

This example serve: as an illustrmtien of how public problems are constructed in the dy-
natriics of public communication. Vitibility becomes both a resource and n constramt for var-
ious actors; through patterns of publicization dinspora’s vote is granted the stntute of a public
prablem. The new media landseape shapes bath actors and their nctions: citizens living abroad
are assigned the diasporsc strute by the media, which they reconfirm by using it strategical-
Iv (Beciu & Laziar, 200 5], inoa circular fow between traditional and new media, between col-
lective actors who are the object of power relatioms in electoral circumstances (Beciu & al.,
2018) but who alse claim their own agency and heterogeneity through medinted action,

In this artiche we stant from a preliminary wndenitanding of the public probiem as "o process
of symbolic negatiation of the defimiticns and psterprétations of socially problematic sitiua=
tigns and phenomenn which are condidered to necessitate collective action and public poli-
cign” (Beciu & al, 201K, p. |3). From this starting point, several questions emerge; how do
vanous sociaf issues turn into public problems? What type of power and visibility are re-
quired to cover the distance berween problem claiming and problem recognition® And what
i3 the role of the new commumcation technologies, with their democraric promise, in cover-
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ing this distance™ How can we cooceptoalize public problems flexibly enpugh fo sccomma-
date the interrelation between the accelerared rhythin of developments in new. media, and
amerging socio-cultural practices in society”? And, ultimately, are we to undentand the can-
gept of public problem as implicitly evaluntive, producing symbolic hiemrchies between var-
ious social issues, or as simply descriptive” In this respect, what is the relation berween public
problem understond a3 a ¢lan-making strategy (various actors clniming that we need to
recognise and address o problem = 1.&. o category of pmctice) and poblic problemn as an nna-
Iytical category, with o consistent theorerical history® While the fast track needs a separate
discussion, this article will address the first questions. To thie end, thres main approsches an
public problems nre selected nivd discussed in the first section, which are symptomatic for the
trans iton from secial isswes public problems and from problems to problemanzaotions. The
second section propeses the premises of an analytical fmmework, relving an the heuriatic pa-
tentinl of the concept of communicative figartions and articulating somne implications for a
resenreh ngeimda

1. Theoretical approaches on public problems

1.1. Public protlems within the paradigm of symbolc interactionism

The literanure on public problems sterm from the symbolic interactionist tradition, con-
tinuing the Chicage School appreach, and more specifically W, Thomas and D. Thomas” s
conceptualization of the definibdon of wietony. Emplaying the cancept of social problems,
the parndigmatic work i the classic Comstructing sociul problems by Spector and Kisuse
(19772001} 1t is Foseph Gusficld who substitutes sociuf wrobfews for peblic prodbems o his
198171984 work, proposing the public dimension az o key concepi in his theoreticnl madel.
Relying heavity on Kenneth Burke's rhetorical eriticism and on Goffman's drmoanergy, he is
interested im the construction of a form of pedlic consaiansmess thraugh ritual. ceremaonial and
the dramatic qualities of public netions. Within the paradigm of symbaolic interactionism, he
discusses about the struciure of o public problem (a cognitive and o moral dimension) and
the types of responsibilitees that such o problem cremes: = The struciure of public problenm is
then an arena of conflict i which a set of groups and institutians, often including govem-
meninl agencies, compete and siruggle over ownership and disow nenship, the acceprance of
cmrsal theories. and the fixation of responsibility” (Gusficld, 1981, p. 15). The problem chal-
lenges the symbolic arder and can be controlled by attributing couses, establishing responsi-
biliries, erc. Ginsfield ditinguishes benween ownership, causal responiibiliny and palitical
responsibility. “Owners” <an be groups or institutions that have symbolic power over var-
oies problems, ot different moments in time. Disowning pablic problems refers 1o the avoid-
ance of the ebligation fo getinvolved in the process of creating or salving a probbem. Causal
responsibility refers o fscts (what couses o problem}, while political responsibthity relates 1o
public palicies (Guafield, 1981, p. |4}, Ownership of public problems is not o stats quo ex-
ternal to the debate, but a position that is permanently assessed. reconfirmed or contested by
variows actor i the public space. thus constituting atself o a strategy of leaitimization and
ncceptability transfer from symbaolic prestige to public position and the other way around.

More recenthy, Miller (2008} reflects upon the constructiienis! approach te public problenn,
insisting on Spector and Kitsuse's book, Constrveing Sactul Preblears, 1o Inis oplnion, stud-
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ies of claim-making activities oeed to embrace inferpretive frameworks that are more encom-
passing than those proposed by Spector and Kitsuse, An expanding vision should consider
how sacinl problems claim-mnking is organized and accomplished within diverse groups and
activities in contemporary societies (Miller, 2018, p. 87, The viudy of social problein choulid
insist on claim-making activities as cultorally constructed. Secondly, following in Gusfield's
footsteps, Milter comsidens Burke's depiction of drama as very weful in showing how social
problemas claims are nacratively organized. based on the pentad consisting of ugents using
their vgeney m ucting within seeves to punoe discemible purposes (Burke, 1945 [1969]) In
ather words, Burke s analysis is away of seeing social prablem construction as a rheforical
instrument, closely connected o ow nership.

Owerall, Miller suggests that ase should retiink concepts such a5 social problems owner-
ship. games and work, “in a world where every blogger or person with a YouTube or Face-
book necount i o petentinl constructor of social pmhldm:i_ (2018, p. 94], lenving open the
tssue of how mede echnologies reshape the relations between actoms, agenciés and icenes -
in Burkean terminology — and to what consequence for the articulation of public problems,

1.2. The public problem in the perspactive ol French pragmatic sociology

The constructionsst premises of the Amencan trodition are nuanced in the model amicu-
|ated by representatives of the French pragmatic sociology. In their thearies on the public
sphere they introduce the concepts of social theory on the public sphere {H. Arendt, 1. Haber-
mas ). Pragmatic sociology looks o understand the Dctors that lead 10 the constitution of cat-
epories of public action.

Boltnissk and Thévenot ( 1999) discurs the nonmative principles that ungderlie the compe-
lence that actors employ in crtical moments (uroemmen £s ool Bguees | oo pub!lr soene. When ne-
tors have disputes on the public scene, they can rench consensis by establishing equivalence
{Bolanski & Thévenot, 1999, p. 3a1), by which the authors mean o form of generality exter-
nnl to actors, which ivalves giving up singularity and converging towards o form of gener-
ality, This search for generality supposes n critical competence in actors iwolved i dispute.
The collectnog comventions of eguivalence buikd n regime of justification, which con be
analysed a8 3 grammar of orders of worth (Boltanski & Thevenat, |999, p, 35%9), such as the
civie order, whose mode of evaluation is collective interest (Boltanski & Thévenor, 1999, p.
i68).

Boltanski recognizes, with pragimatic sociologivs, that uncertainty can threaten reality.
Baut, unlike them, he does not believe that uncertainty can be reduced by acton. on the basis
of o common sepse that s derived from shored know ledge or meaning. In Boltanski' view,
people cannot reach ngreement even when they share the same context, because they nre not
i the-samie situntion { Boktansky, 2011, pp. 39-60). On the contrary, in secial life there is " rad-
ical uncertainty about the whatmess of what s [ce qu’il en est de ce qui est]” (Bolnski,
20010, p. 35, which creates unease. This stance

“iovohves abandonng the idea of m maplicht agresmait, which waidld scanchiw: be mamenent m e

funetioning of +oal hife, to put digrure, and, with it the divergemes of poast of view, mbapretabiom

and usapes 1 the beart of social bundi, %0 23 to retarn. fom this pesition o the (1sie of agreememl, 1

ouamine iz piohlematic, fragile and pouibly exveeptional charactes” (Beltkd, 2011 p.61)

By putting dispute and divergence ot the bosis of socinl life, Beltnnska places himself
against standard social constructionism, However, he does acknow ledge the agency of peos
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ple and institutions they create in the construction of social reality {Couldry & Hepp, 20017,
p. 25}

It is in this line of pragmatic sociology that Cefal et al. later develop a brooder project of
o aociology of valuation and evaluaton, which aims 1o vestigare how people aseign meme-
ing to their nctions and how they evaluate situations (Cefai et al., 2015; p. 2). The moml op-
eration of valuation is understood as an ohjective sct ansing from the agents” habitus and
ethos. The iden stems from Jon Dewey's definition of whar constinaes o problematic situa-
tion nnd how public problems amse, as well os the expenence of public problems through the
marnl operation of valuation. By atempiing to huild an explaatory frunework af how pea-
ple define and evoluate situations and #xperience vatues, the sociology o valuntion and eval-
uation b essentinlly inferested in norms that guide internction betw een actors, actors” agency
and the valises that direct their actions.

How are public problems different from social problems? Mot all secinl problems become
public problems. They may reguire action from the stare or ather inatitutions that address the
public good, but they do not become public unless they are configured drumnticalty, rhetor-
ically and narmtively. as Gusfield { 1984) describes. So the problem becomes public when it
penerates discourses pnd when it generates prctices. *“The public problem is constructed and
stabilized, thematized and interpreted in the fromeworks or the frames of relevance that are
tuking place in o horizon of inferactions and interlocutions” (Cefi, 1996, p. 47, our transis-
tion). For mstance. the problem of migration in Romoni s & society theme that populates
the imagnary of Romanians, a theme on the imedia and political agencda, bt also a public prob-
lem that has generated engagement and public pelicies (Becioetal, 2018, p, 1 1:see also Be-
cim et al., 2017, for a discussion on forms of agency. sources of power and (rejpositionings
of the media in a transnational fekd of socnl relations, in the context of circular mgmtion),

However, “the public problem s not just a projection of social representations. pocessi-
ble as discursive contents” (Cefal, 20134 our translation). In fact, the public problem requires
validation by actors. This activates vanous ¢rtena {moral, pelimcal, etc. ), which are them-
sebves debated and which, eventually, lead to o selEpeflection of society. The problem be-
comes public when it constitutes p public, Since the public isell does not exisn outsads
publicization ("The idea of "publicization” implics that *the public” is nat a given in iself ex-
isting before or outside the performances that concern it” — Cefii & Pasquier, 2003, p. 14,
our transiation), publiczation is a collective action {Cefal & Pasguier. 2003, p. &), by vari-
air actors who claim what is relevant for o cemam community in térms of public action fo-
wards the commisn good.

Public problems are constituted through discourse and practical procedures/performance,
on & public arena, Just like the public problem, the public arena does not exint beforehand, It
Is budlt by means of the tensions and condlicts that accompany the comtinstion of the public
problem (Cefal, 200 3a), Gosfield (1981) sees it o a place of debate, controversy, expertise,
and deliberation. In the public arsna o series of proctical pots take place: mobilizatoen of ac-
fors. pamicipation, inferpretations, disputes, negotinfion, deliberation, decision, e | Cefal,
196, p. 577, But ool all conflichual sinmtons becoime public problems, because public atten-
tion i limited. Public problems gain prominence through sperations of selection and argu-
mentation that make a specific conflictual situation general and legitimate. The publicization
of the public problem on a public arena ivelves p valwation of patential problemntic situs-
tions {Cefal, 2013b, p. 3). In this respect, collective action can be understood as this process
of fincing the general aspect and the legitimacy of public problems,
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1.3. Pubdic problems: a dscursive perspoctve

Various constructionist paradigms that shaped theoretical debates on public problems
goined a new life with the pew developments in discourse analysis. I, in the American (ea-
dition, Gusfield lonked for analytical tools in Kenneth Burke's rhetonc, in the Enropean space
the relevant approach ik that of Michel Foweault.

The concept of public problem cannot be understood in the absence of a discussion on prob-
lematization, that amms o explain why certain phenomenn tend 1o be analvsed under specif-
be clireumstances and at certain times, while others are ignored, For Foucault, it is important
1o urrderseand how nnd why cenain behavioum, phenomena aid processes become problems.
and how these problems become objects for thought {Deacon, 2000).

This process of selection noturally introdices the wen of people o subjects, becauie it s
people, through ther discoruve and nom=dhicurive prachices, that produce problematzanon
{Foucoult, 2013). Problematization is the totality of these disqunive and non-discuriive proc-
tices vhat create new fields of expeneénce through an apparatus comprsed of both discourses
and non-discourses: institutions, social relations, economic and political decisions, lows, and
adiminkstrative meactres, (Foucault, [950)

How does this analytical spproach to problematizations change the way we look ot pub-
liw policies and politics” Once people have been recognized as subjects with o critical con-
sciousness, through their practices, analyss peed 1o account for their rale in the public arena.
Another implication is that the relationship betwezn problematzations and practices needs
o be systematically investigated. This hos an impact on governmentality studies, for instance
(see Bacchi, 2012, for an approach to policy amalysia that focuses on problematizations be-
hund policy proposalsj,

One of the most recent developments in this tradition is Secful Knewledge dpprouch fo
Discowrw = BRAD (Keller, 201 1), Correlating the comtructiomst paradigm of symbohis in-
feractignism with classical works on the social censtnction of reality by Genman social sci-
entists and with the post=structuralist approaches of Michel Foucault, Keller proposes o
divcotirse-focised uppreach in which public problems are analysed, in a logic of discourse
provdectran, i a thiee=fold mode] (speaker poditions, siibject positions ideawtity offenngs and
pocial actors). Froam Foucauly, SEA D retins the iea that discoures are socio=histancally sit-
unted real proctices {whether speech. text. discussion. visual image, or use of symibols that con-
e ohbjects (Keller, 2001, p. 48] SKAD i mrerestad in how kKpowledge i produced and
transformed in social aremas. It is concerned with the relationship between discounies taken ns
performative practices which constiture reality orders (Beller, 2001, p. 48} and the transfor-
mation of the social orders of know ledge through these prmctices (social comstructions, social
conventions, stnicturation of symbelic ordering, and their social effects), SEA D differentiates
between dispesitifs of discourse preduction and infrastructures emerging out of discowrse thar
tackle events, practices, and istitutional arrangements. It investigates the interpretative reper-
toire of o -ciscourse, which inchsdes: interpredative schemes or fromes, classificanions, phenom-
endl structures and narrative structures. ai well o8 legitimating ¢lements (patterns of
legitimization}, subject positions, and discourie generated model practices {keller, 2001, p.
57). Regarding the content-related structuring of discourse in o phenomenal structure, it de-
velops cotegones echoing Gusfield's moedel: cavses, responsibilities; need for acton/problem
solving, self- aud other-positionings, wealth model and values (Keller, 2011, p. 59},
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2. Beyond the terminological trouble: starting points for an analytical
framework

2.1, Shaping the premises of an anakylical and methodologecal ramework

In terms of methodelogical approach. the sociology of public problems drows on wo dif-
ferent research paradigms: the symibolic analysis of public problems (Cefal, 2001; Gusfield,
1981} = focuning on the evolution ol the public prablem n nme, and the pragmose analy i
of public problems (Bohansky & Chiapello, 2005; Bolansky & Thévenot, 1991, 1999, Ce-
tnl. 2007; Lemicux, 2000) — insisting on the discumive strategies used by the claim makers
fo construct public problems (Beciu, 2011, p. 107), Researcheny coming from the symbalic
analyvis paradigm generally use complementary methods such as framing analy s, discourse
analysis and ethnography.

The prevalent methodological pomn of deparmure in the sociology of public problems is
the case study. The comparntive ease study i3 used 10 analvse claim-making activities and
their contexts | Best, 2006; Loseke, 2003}, Best {2006) drvws oo Spector and Bitsuse's (2001 )
anakysis of the social problém construction, investigating the microe-political relatitmns he-
mween claim-making groups invelved in eacl stage of the process.

For Loseke, social problems frames organize different aspects of problem constrchon,
Diagnostic, motvatienal and progeostic frames defing the claim=mnoken’ response i differ-
ent situntions and the ase of formuola stories in advancing their comses (Loseke, 2001},

Empirical aress can themselves be very diverse: while stundard approaches revolve around
the narrative organization of public problems, deming on Barke's densnatistic method (Caiel
& Gurrionere, 2006; Gusfield, 1975; Fary inen & Mialler 2014, 2015; Kenmey, 2001; Rirtten,
Mottart & Soetaert, 2010), some researchers depart to o certain extent from this tradition, fo-
cusing on discuruive pracuces of stakeholders (Zittoun, 20 15), movies and public response
fo them i Schlosser, 2003), and even pokes ps clanm-making activities with consegquences on
the definifion of spcinl msues (Lowney & Best, 19596},

The field of thecretical reflexion around public problems is marred with terminalogscal
traps: depending on the theoretical tradition, one can encounter sy combinntion of the noons:
prodiegs va, issver and the qualifiers: socrtad v, public. And finally, the seciad consimcotion-
Ly which, as o paradigm, dominated the approaches on the topic has been refined o com-
dreaniel cabi e carstrtreKovdnm {Conldry & Hepp, 2007 ). This 15 notthe place 1o elaborate on the
cies of these simabtions, hence, in s priicle we are taking the view that in relation 1o vagn
ious understandings of “social problems” (situntions understood by various actors as hoving
undesimble secial consequences and requinng n solwtion — of mpru. Gusfield), the peculi-
arity of public problems i3 umdersioad as the manner o wlich bringing the problem o puh-
lic serutiny and the evolution of situations as a consequence of thes step is a constitstive stage
i the resolotion of the problem. In bret, and following Couldry & Hepp's propasal for the
cormmmmicative construction of social life, we posit that the manner in which o situstion is
chumed as a public prablem by on peior depends ulfimately on processes of pinblicization (of
marking publie = of supra Cefal & Pasquigr, 2003); furthermore, ¢laiming the public attention
15 both o constitutive dimension i the ariculation of the problem and an mstnonmental slep
in the aftempi to solve it Gninﬂ: brack to our initial directions of inguiry (cf supra, ffrodice-
Hon b, our unckerstanding of public problems nesds 1o ke o pecannt the processes of pub-
licezation i o media ecology marked by accelerated development: o theoretical model of



12 Fevisin romiind de comuncans @ relahi publics

understanding media transformations and their impact on the articulation of public problems
is required. In this regard, the public sphere 14 fo be treated as a particular tvpe of uiil ol
anabysis in o dvnamic view of medintization understood as 2 meta-process of modernity (Hepp
& Hazebnipk, 2014}, focusing on mechanims throngh which visibiliny and publicity become
resoirces or constraints for varous actors (Adut, 2003, 2018}, The methodological conse-
quence requires a shift m focos from actors and institutions 1o processes and mechanisms
and, a5 & counterpart, from problems to problematizations { Foucaulr, 1984; Deacan, 2000).
Such a shift requires the analyst fo account for the opposite process as well: how do situm-
fions il o become public prablems, through what rypes of contesiations, dismissals, trivi-
alizations, silencing. érmsures, absences, or other mannérs of renderng them irrelevant?
Contesting or ignoring ¢latms with regard to what meght constituie a public problem at a cer-
tair point, or even challenging the consensus on an accepted definition of a public problem
(if this consensus represents the stetes grol, entail a comprehémive overview of mechamsim
ol visikility. In this respect, publicization mast also aceount tor mechanizms of elision, sikbene-
i o imstriemental dismissal of various amempts 1o aiculoe o piblic problem

Methodelogically. pincing the theoretical framework of public problems in the broader
context of the parndigm of mediatization and relying on an inductive nnd heuristic method
calls for multiple ense-studies, typical for o theory-building approach 1o gualitative research
{Thomas, 2011). It relies on the heterogeneity of case studses, selected for their critical and
paradigmatic value (consequently, with a certain potential for generalizanon — see Flyvbjerg,
2004), Adopting. methodologically, the approaches that follow in the footsteps of Foucoult's
works on govermmentality and problemarization, a methodological fuidity is assumed 10 char-
acterise such an endesvour, with a back and forth between analytical fromeworks nnd corpo-
i thit define case=studies (see. forimstance, Ragarzi 2017, p.13). The case=study is emploved
rather as o strategy of research, not 35 o method (Thomas, 2001}, and each case stdy will re-
guire ity own methodological elaboration, depending on topic. corpus, discipling nnd tvpe of
perspective employed: synchronic vs. dinchronic p::r:pcft'n'ﬂ; local/national vs Transnaton-
ol perspectives and event-centred vi, argumentative pattem-cepired perspectives. Achieving
the heterageneity of case-studies, sccording to these three-fold criteria, is crucial in the lay-
out of this project since these crifenia desenibe anakytical axes in the mediatization parndigm:
ihe remporal axis, the scale mx s, and the thematic-ntiention axis. Sice a discussion of the rea-
sons for there opposing perspectives reguires a clarification of the poradigm of medintization,
we will turm i ko the following wection.

2.2, Tha siruciurs of communicative Tigurations and the logic of mediatization in the
articufation of the public problems

Inasmech o3 the articaintion of the public problems s relying on mechmmizm and process-
en of publicization and visibility, which are further shaped by techinelogies and media of com-
imunecation, it follows that snunderstanding of the public problems cannot ignere the historcal
dynamics of the commumication fechnologies and medin, Such a perspective 1s the mediati=
zation parndigm, moere specifically in the version proposed by Andreas Hepp et al. (for a stan-
dord exteninve treatiment se2 Hepp, 2013},

Through this paradigm we aim at a reconeeptualzation of the public problems so that o the-
eretical model of public problems would be sensible to the logic of mediatization. In its lngest
developments, and as o consequence of various critical assessments (see Deacon & Stander,
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2014, 2015}, the parndigm nssumes a definite constructionist epproach. secial constrctionizm
being snilysed ne communicatively comstintad, and siructunng the social warld (Couldry &
Hepp. 2017). In this paradigm. medintzation is understood os 0 conceptunl frme, more specif-
ically as metaprocess of modemnity, along with commedification, individualisation and glob-
alization | Krote, 2007). In this undentanding, “medintization seeks to capture the noture of the
interrelationship between historical changes in media communication and other transforms-
tienal processes” (Hepp, 2013, p, 34) —i.e. other transfermational processes of social and cul-
tural life. But thus defined, the concept of medintization gathers such a bevel of generality, that
it risks becoming void of vy empirical content (Descon & Sturyver, 20145

Bamow ing from Giovanni Sarfori, Deacon & Smanyer (20 14) point out thar & medium- lev-
el coneept is required to bndge the gop between the abstmet conceprunl framework and the
empirical realities. The commumicative figuration is sich o concept, proposed by Norbers
Elias and opemtionalised by Hepp & Hasebnink for the mediatization pamdigm (Hepp &
Hasebrink, 30 14). In this uruicﬁtmiding-ﬂnmm1mi|:-alix'n figurations are ™ patterns of process-
er of communicative interweaving that exist across vanous media and have o thematic frun-
ing that guides communicative sction” | Hepp & Hasebrink, 2014, p. 260). Communicative
figurations consist of: | forms of comminicution — the different convention-based ways of
communicatye action, developing into more comples patterns of practice; 2, el ensene
fifes — the entire medin and their typical usages throogh which the forms of communication
iake place; 3. tvpical convdeifemor af actory that can be determibed for each communicative
figuration: 4. @ Mhemutic frunting — o guiding topic which mast be specified (Hepp & Hase-
brink, 2014, pp. 260-261 )

Starting from small life-warlds, the concepr can be extended froim tvpical examples in the
lsterature {such as family life. or school life, understood a8 communicative figumtions) to
public sphiere, which is analysed also as a communicative figurmtion by Hepp & Hasehrink.
A focus on life-worlds as empineal realities, understoed as communicative Higumtions, allows
both synchrome amnd diachronic peripectives in elaborating case studies mennt (o generale
heurtstically modets for inderstanding life-worlds (the tempoml axisy. The general model of
cormmumicatn e Hgurmatiom proposed (see Figure | ) emphasises broad social confexts (with
pow er-redafions and social rales) in which the amcolstion of public problems occur, but alin
allegiances and belongings which can work as resources (dfscurs’ve affers, in SKAD termi-
nalogy) mobilised in defining and legifimating actors. Depending on the scale of these life-
wrrlds, thetr context cni b a locnl one, a nitionil ong or eveén a transtational one (Hhe scals
axis]. And public problems are not to be understood only as generated by events (such as the
imderstanding of a sitoation as o reslt of an event of certin visibility or public impact), but
alse ae reinforced by specific argumentative panens (Van Ecrmeren, 2017 ) which occur invar-
ious types of discourse (for instance emploved os tnken-for-gmnted premises in the disous-
sion of other situmtionm or events) and which, despite being often used strmtegically i partscular
situations and events. circulote in fect acrpss events and comtexts. reguiring thus from the re-
searcher 3 flexibiling of amention from events to argumentatiye pamerms and hack
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Figpure |. Heuristics to nnalyse communsicative fgamtions,

belonging belonging

&,

segmentation gmentatior

iransformation
{Soaroe: Hepp & Hasebrmic 20 14, p. 262).

The concept of commmimcative figuratton (Hepp & Hasebrink, 2004} is verv helpfiil in un-
derstanding patterms of communigation that contribute 1o the elaim-making strategies. Since
these clanm-making strategies will tvpically find their materialisation i vanoeos medin prod-
ncts, nosemiotic lens s also necessary, bosed on the concept of "medial’mermedinl configu-
mtian { Ellestram, 20 4: Rajewsky, 200100, In s inthis logic thivt we understand mesdia products
a8 culrural entities thot pre very miich dependent on secial praxis. Ioomicity, indexicality and
svimbalicity are the main semiotic traits of o madin product, that inchiude both the visual and
the auditory mede, both the wonie and the symbolic mode, ned both the spatial and the tem-
poml made {Ellestrom, 2018, p. 21}, In fect, all medin are muoftimodal becpuse medin may
represent other imedin Y pes, rr:|r|'.['r!-r|1|i|:|g il :||.1.1|;!|:ir|g differenn Iy pes of discoursen. Under-
ﬂ:n:ll:liru_l: pIII1|1|: pnlhlnln within a conunLmeaty e 1-|Hlll1iril1l:| p:||'.|rd|.|_.!|l1 Feqilires, in this rEE:IJI‘I_
the analysis of the intermedial confipurations that conjoint media ensembles and communica-
tive forms in o particular social proxis structured by power relations, constellations of acton
and thematic frames

3. Conclusions

Cowr proposal is meont to shape the premises of an analvtical frimework of public prob-
lems rooted in comnumecative construgtionism (Couldry & Hepp. 2007). It has the potential
to acld o certain degree of dvinmism to analvtical perspectives an public problems, by acknow |-
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edging ihe inferdependency between how public problems are articulated and how this process
reconfigures the public sphere in o context of an accelerated development of the media. Tr mkes
it ageount the new media ecolagy by adopting as a metathsoreticnl frumew ork the concept
of communicative Ggurmbions and employing iz maln elaments — foms of comrmemetion,
media ensembles. constellntion of actors and themntic fruming — as heuristic cotegories in the
analysis of public preblems (Hepp & Hosebnick, 2014). On the other hand, in order to sccount
for the processual dynamic through which cerin phenomena are analy sed under specific cir-
cumstainces and at certain times, while othen are ignored, following Foucault, a shift from
problems o problematizations is requirecd.

Starting from Spector and Kitsuse, we systematised three main approaches to public prob-
lems, shaping this transinon from problems 1o problemntization: the paradigm of symbalic
mteractionisim, the French prgmotic sociolegy perspective and the Sociwd Kuowledpe Adp-
procett fo Discowrse (SKAD) approach. We insisted on the nrticulation of the public prab-
lems, showing that not all secial problems become public problems. In fact, the problem
becomes public when it generates discourse nnd practices, reqariring the recognition of the prob-
lem by the actors themsehves.

Placing the theoretical framew ork of public problemis in the broader context of the para-
digm of mediatization has as 0 methodological consequence an option for the case study as
o atrategy of research, A further consequence i the heterogeneity of cnse studies stmtegical-
Iy selected for their cotical and paradigmatic value oy well as their potential for theery build-
ing. With a mrionale grounded in the mediatization paradigm, we propose as a systematic
criterion for the selection of case stidhes n three=-Told perpective — synchronic va, diachiran-
ic; local/national vs transnational and event-centred ve_ arpumentative pattem-centred. These
cnse studies will be the natural continuation of the project and the next step i the elabors-
tion of o theoretical model of the public problems. Since the lagic of visibility governing
processes of publicization an a medin ecology marked by acoelemted development s chang-
ing, special amention should be paid to the reconfiguration of ¢lainrmaking activities in the
new communicational landscape. Any Internet wser is a potential constructor of public prob-
lems, so o thorough anabysis of the intermedial configurations in a paricular secial praxis
structured by power relations & needed

Note

In this paper we use systematically “constructionist/constructionism ", following Berger &
Lusckimann and Spector & Kitsuse, but i the scademic lirersture of the field theve terms are
used interchangeably with “constuctivisticonstructivism” — and that is the case also for Couldry
& Hepp. In other fields (for instance, soctalogy afeducation), differences bervien the two are
stipulared for theoretical reasons peraining to tye feld iself, but in e mediatisation paradigm
and in the field of social problems we are not mware of o need for such a distinetion.
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