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AHHOTANUA

Hucuunnnna « M HOCTpaHHbBIN A3BIK U151 aKaJEMUYECKUX 1eJeld. AHTTIMUCKUN SI3bIK» MpeIHa3HauYeHa IS
(GbopMUpOBaHHS Yy aCMHUPAHTOB YCTOWYHMBBIX HABBIKOB HCIIOJIB30BAHMS AHTIIMKACKOTO $3bIKA KaK CpEeICTBa
MEXKYJIbTYPHOH M HaydyHON KOoMMyHHUKaruu. [IporpamMmma Kypca mpeaycMaTpuBaeT OBJaJCHUE OOIICHAYYHOU
JIEKCUKOH, MOHATUSAMHU U TCPMUHAMU B chepe MeIuancciieJoBanuii; GopMUpoOBaHNEe YMECHHS aHATH3UPOBAThH U
WHTEPIPETUPOBATh HAayUHbIE TEKCThI, a TaKXKe MPOAYIUPOBATH aBTOPCKUE TEKCThl HAYYHOTO XapakTepa Ha
AHTJIMMCKOM SI3bIKE, BBICTYNATh C HAaYYHBIMH JOKJIaJaMH U COOOIICHUSIMU M Y4YacTBOBAaTh B HAay4YHBIX
TUCKYCCHUSIX.

1. Heau 1 3a1a4u AU CHUNIHHBI

Lenpro ocBOCHUSI AUCHUIUIUHBI « MHOCTpaHHBIN SA3BIK ISl aKaJEMUYECKUX LeTeh. AHTIIMUCKUN S3BIK»
aBIgeTcs (popMHpPOBaHHUE Y ACHIUPAHTOB MPO(EeCCHOHATBEHBIX HABBIKOB HCIIOJIB30BAHUS aHTJIMACKOTO S3bIKa KaK
cpenctBa  MpodecCHOHATBHOM U MEXKYIbTYPHOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMM B HAay4YHO-HUCCIEAOBATEIbCKONH H
MpenojaBaTeNbcKoi padoTe.

OCHOBHBIMU ~ 3aJladyaMH  SIBISIOTCA  (OPMUPOBAHWE Yy  CTYJISHTOB  YCTOMYHMBOTO  HaBBIKA
npodeccCHOHANBFHOTO BJIAJEHUS WHOCTPAaHHBIM S3bIKOM Ha YypoBHe He Hmxke Cl 1o yHUBepcaabHOU
00111eeBpONEICKON IITKaje; OBJIaICHHEe HABBIKAMU CAMOCTOSTEIIbHON aKaJeMHYECKOW pabOThl ¢ WHOS3BIYHBIMU
TEeKCTaMH, OBIIQJICHHE TEPMHUHOJIOTUEH, MPUHATON B chepe MeInanccieJOBaHU Ha MEXIyHapOJHOM YPOBHE;
pa3BUTHE HABBIKOB KPUTHYECKOTO MBIIUICHHS, aHajiu3a W O00paOOTKH TEKCTOB; OBJIAJICHUE HABBIKAMHU
MPOAYLIUPOBAHUS aBTOPCKOTO TEKCTAa HAa MHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE KAK B YCTHOM, TaK M B NHCbMEHHOM BHJIE,
BEJICHUSI JTUCKYCCUU U J1e0aTOB; OBIAJCHIE HABBIKAMU CO3/JaHUS MPE3CHTAINH, HAIIUCAHUS TOKJIAJ0B U CTaTeH
HAa HMHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE C IENbI0 OOECTeYeHUs] HMHTErpallid MOJOJOTO HCCIeNoBaTeNls B aKTyalbHYIO
MapajurMy COBPEMEHHOI0 HAyYHOIO Mpolecca.

2. MecTo aucuuninusl B crpykrype OOIT

Jucuunnuna «HOCTpaHHBIN SA3BIK A aKaJEMUYECKUX LeTeH. AHTIIMICKUHN SI3bIK» BXOJUT B NIEPEUEHb
muctuminH - 0a3oBoit uyact OOpa3oBaTenbHOM MpOrpaMMbl TMOATOTOBKM B acCUpaHType IO JaHHOMY
HaIIPaBJICHUIO.

JlanHast AucuMITIMHA OasupyeTcs Ha 3HAHMSIX, MOJydeHHBIX B Xxone ocBoeHus OOIIl cnenuanutera,
OakalaBpuaTa ¥ MarucTpaTypbl MO CHEIUAIBHOCTH M HampaBieHuio «OKypHamuctukay. [[nst 3gdexTuBHOrO
YCBOEHUS TUCIUIUIMHBI HEOOXOAMMO BIIaJIeHNE MHOCTPAHHBIM SI3BIKOM Ha ypoBHEe B2 mo oOreeBpomneiickoit
mkane. Kypc pa3BuBaer u JONOJIHAET 3HAHWS, YMEHUS U HABBIKH, [TOJIyYEHHBIE B X0JI€ YCBOCHMSI JUCLIUILINHBI
«AHrmmickuil s3b1k» (1-2 Kype OakanmaBpuara), JUHTBUCTUYECKOTO KOMIIOHEHTA JIMHTBO-CTPAaHOBEIYECKOTO
monyns (3-4 kypc OakanaBpuara), a TakKe YriyOJIEHHOTO M3y4eHMs S3bIKa CIEHUATBHOCTH B PaMKax JBYX
CeMeCTpPOB MarucTpatypsl (1 Kypc).



3. TpeGoBaHusi K pe3yJibTaTaM OCBOCHHUS TUCHHUILINHBI

[Iporniecc ycBOCHMs AWMCHUIUIAHBI HANpaBiieH Ha (OpMUPOBAHHE CIEAYIONIMX YHHBEPCAIBHBIX W
obmenpopeccuOHaIbHBIX KOMIIETEHIIUN, MpexycMOTpeHHbIX OOpa3oBaTeNbHBIM CTAaHAAPTOM ACHHPAHTYPHI
MI'Y:

- TOTOBHOCTh YYacCTBOBAaTh B pab0OTe POCCUHCKUX M MEXIYHAPOIHBIX UCCIIEAOBATENLCKUX KOJUIEKTHBOB
[0 PEIICHHUIO HAYYHBIX U Hay4HO-00pa3oBaTenbHbIX 3a1a4 (YK-3);

- TOTOBHOCTb HCIIOJIb30BaTh COBPEMEHHBIE METOJIbl M TEXHOJIOTMM HAaydyHOW KOMMYHHKALUU Ha
uHoctpanHoM si3bike (YK-5);

- CIIOCOOHOCTH pa3zpabaThiBaTh KOMIUIEKCHOE METOJMYECKoe obecreueHue 00pa30BaTEIbHbIX
JUCHHUIUIAH (MOIYJICH) ¢ YI€TOM MepeaoBOro MexayHapoaHoro ombita (OITK-2).

B pezynomame oceoenun 0annoit OucyunaIunbl ACRUPAHM O0IHCEH.

3Hamp. VHOCTPAHHBIN s3bIK (aHTNIMKCKWI) Ha ypoBHe He Hmwke Cl mo oOmieeBpomneickoi mkae
OLICHUBAHUS.

Ymemp: nonnepxkuBaTh Kak MUCHMEHHYIO, TaK M YCTHYI0O KOMMYHHKAIIMIO Ha MPOQECCHOHANbHBIE U
HAay4YHBIC TEMBI, IMPOJYIUPOBATH CAMOCTOSTEIBHBIC WHOS3BIYHBIC TEKCTHI Ha MPOQPECCHOHATBHBIC TEMBI
aKaJeMHYeCKON HalpaBIEeHHOCTH.

Bnademyp: HaBbikamu pedepupoBaHUs, aHAIU3a W NPOIYLHPOBAHMUS YCTHONW M NMHCHBMEHHOW pedu
aKaJeMHUYeCKON HalpaBIEeHHOCTH.

4. CTpyKTYpa M cojiep:KaHue TUCIUINIHHbI

OOmiast TpyIOEMKOCTh JUCHMIUIMHBI cocTaBiseT 6 3. e. (216 yacoB), u3 xotopeix 3 3.e. (108 wacos)
OTBOJHTCS Ha ayIUTOPHYIO paboTy, 3 3.e. (108 uacoB) — Ha caMOCTOATENBHYIO pabOTy acIMpaHTa.

4.1. CTpykTypa IMCUHIIHHBI

Ne | Paznesn nucuuIuinHbl @DOpMBI TEKYILIETO KOHTPOJIS
1 | Urenue, nepeBoj ¥ aHAIN3 aHTJIOSI3BIYHOTO [lepeBoa ciennanu3upOBaHHOTO TEKCTA
TEKCTa aKaJEMUYECKON HAIIPABJIEHHOCTH
2 | PedpepupoBaHme aHTIIOSN3BIYHOTO TEKCTA PedepupoBanue crarbu akageMu4ecKon
aKaJeMHYECKON HalpaBJIE€HHOCTU HaIPaBJIEHHOCTH
3 | AHayM3 ¥ IPUMEHEHUE aKaJeMHIeCKON CocraBnenue Te3aypyca akaeMHUIeCKOM
TEPMHUHOJIOTUU HaIPaBJIEHHOCTH
4 | IlpomyunpoBaHHe CaMOCTOSTEIBHOTO TEKCTa [ToaroroBka u mpe3eHTaLUs
aKaJeMHYECKON HalpaBIE€HHOCTU CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOTO aKaJeMUUECKOTO TEKCTa
(cratpn)
DK3aMeH KaHIUJaTCKOT0O MUHUMYMa




4.2. ConepxxaHue pa3/iesioB AU CHUIIHHBI

HanmenoBanue u kpatkoe Beero | B tom uncine
qacoB
COJIEp’KaHuE Pa3lieoB U TEM

AynutopHast Koncyneranmonnsie | CamocTosTenpHAS
AACHUIUINHBI pabora ¢ | uacel pabora acniupaHTa
npenogaBaTeyieM
Umenue, nepesoo u ananus o4 25 2 27
AH2N0A3BIYHO20 MeKCma
aKademuyeckoii HanpPasiIeHHOCmU
- 0TpabOTKa HaBBIKOB PA3IMYHOTO
THUIIA YTEHUS HA MaTEpUale cTaTen
aKaJeMHYeCKON HampaBIE€HHOCTH;

- 0TpabOTKa TEXHUKH TIEPEBO/IA
TeKcTa MPo(hecCHOHATLHOM
HaIpPaBJIEHHOCTH;

- aHAJIM3 PA3JIMYHBIX THIIOB TEKCTOB
aKaJleMHUYeCKON HalpaBIE€HHOCTH.
Peghepuposanue anznosazvtunozo 54 25 2 27
meKcma aKkaoemuueckoil
HANpPaeIeHHOCMU

- 0TpabOTKa HaBBHIKOB
pedepupoBaHus
npoeccHOHATBHBIX TEKCTOB;

- COCTaBIIEHUE KPAaTKUX aHHOTALIUN
Y TE3UCOB CTaTeH 1O BEIOpaHHON
aKaJIeMHUYeCKON TeMaTHKe.
Ananusz u npumenenue 54 25 2 27
aKademuyecKoil mepmMuHoI02uU.

- aHAIHM3 aKAJIEMUYCCKUX TEKCTOB C
TOYKH 3peHUs MpoQeccHOHATbHON
TEPMHUHOJIOTHH;

- TpUMEHEHHE HAyYHBIX TEPMHUHOB
pU  aHaaW3e ¥ MPOJYIIHPOBAHUHI
TEKCTA.

Ilpooyyuposanue camocmosamens- | 54 25 2 27
H020 meKcma aKademuyecKoil
HANPaeIeHHocmu:

- COCTaBIICHHE aHHOTAIUH, TE31COB
Y HAIMCAHHUE CaMOCTOSTESIIbHBIX
HAyYHBIX CTaTel MO TeMaTHKe
WCCIIC/IOBAHMS aCIIUPaHTA,

- yCTHas TpEe3eHTallds HAYYHOTO
COOOIICHUS/TOKIIaAa TI0 BHIOPAHHOM
TEeMaTHKe.

5. Pekomenayemble 00pa3oBaTe/IbHbIe TEXHOJIOTHH
CeMI/IHapCKI/Ie 3aHATUA, WHAUBUAYAJIBHBIC W TPYIIIOBBIC KOHCYJIbTAIlMHU, ITOATOTOBKA HpGSGHTaHI/II\/’I,
COOOIIEHNH, TOKJIaZI0B, MPOYLUPOBAHHE CAMOCTOSATEIILHOTO HAYYHOT'O TEKCTA.



6. YdeOHO-MeTOAMYeCcKOe olecledeHHEe CAMOCTOSATEJbHON PadoThbl CTYyAeHTOB. OneHO4YHbIe
cpeAcTBa /I TeKYIIero KOHTPOJs YCIeBAaeMOCTH, MPOMEKYTOYHOH aTTeCcTAMM MO UTOraM OCBOEHMS
AUCUMITUHBI

CamocrositenbHas paboTa CTYIEHTOB OOECHEUMBAETCS IOJATOTOBJICHHBIM IPEHNOJABATENIEM CIHCKOM
JUTEpaTyphl C yKa3aHMEM ajJpeca JIEKTPOHHOI'O JIOCTyNa K OOJBIIMHCTBY MOHOTpaguu U cTaTed U3 CIMCKA
JIOTIOJIHUTEBHON JIUTEPATyphl, a TaKXKe JOCTYIHOCTbIO JJIEKTPOHHBIX BEpCUM Ipe3eHTanuil (.ppt) mo
JEKIMOHHBIM MaTepualsaM M KelcaM, KOTOpbIe IIPENoAaBaTelb BBIKJIAAbIBACT HA COIVIACOBAHHBIM CO
cTyaeHTamu oOuieocTynHblii UHTepHEeT-pecypc.

B camocTosTenbHYI0 paboTy acliupaHTa BXOJUT BHIMOJHEHHE KOHTPOJIBHBIX 33JaHUI 110 BCEM pasjieiam
y4eOHOM TUCIUTUINHBI:

- IepeBO/I U peeprUpOBaHUE CTATECIH;

- COCTaBJICHUE aKaJEMUYECKOTI0 Te3aypyca,

- IOJITOTOBKA MTPE3EHTAIIUH 10 BEIOPAHHOM TEMAaTHKE;

- HAIMCaHUE TE3MCOB M CTaThU aKaJIEMUYECKOM HAIPaBICHHOCTH.

Opzanu3zayuonnvie opmel meKyuieco KOHmMpOaa: OUEHKA YCTHBIX BBICTYIUIGHUH M HHCbMEHHBIX
paboT acMpaHTOB HAa CEMUHAPAX U MPAKTUKyMaXx.

Ouenounvle cpedcmea 013 punanvHou ammecmayuu no oucyuniune «MMnocmpannwlit A361K»

CTpykTypa 3K3amMeHa

VYcnoBueM omycka K 9K3aMEHY SIBISETCS MPEIOCTaBICHUE TOCIE OKOHYAHUS M3YYCHHS JUCIUTIIMHBI
BBITIOJTHEHHBIX ¥ MPOaHAIM3UPOBAHHBIX 3aJJaHUM 1O YEThIPEM pasienaM y4eOHON AUCIMILTUHBI U IPEe3eHTALUN
10 TeME AUCCEPTALIMOHHOTO UCCIIEeI0BaHUS.

KaHI[I/II[aTCKI/Iﬁ 9K3aMCH I10 aHFHHﬁCKOMy A3BIKY COCTOUT U3:

1) cocraBieHHs TE3UCOB K cCTaThe/QparMeHTy CTaThbU aKaJeMHYECKOH HampaBieHHOCTH (00beM
crateu/(parmenta cratbil — mpuoda3uTensHo 10 000 meyatHbIX 3HaKOB (3-4 CTpaHUIIBI);

2) mepeBo/ia BBICICHHOTO ()parMeHTa CTaThU aKaJeMUYeCKOi HampaBieHHOCTH (00beMm Tekcta — 2 500
MIEYaTHBIX 3HAKOB);

3) mepeckasa u aHaJIM3a COJIepKaHUsI CTAThU aKaJIEeMUUECKOW HAIPaBICHHOCTH.
IIxana oueHUBaHUs 3HAHUH ACIMPAHTA/CONCKATEJISI HA IK3aMeHe:

MaxkcumansHas oreaka: 100 6ayuioB
Texymas padota acniupanrta/couckarens: 40 6amnos (o 10 6annoB 3a Kaxabli pasien)
Dx3ameH: 60 6anoB (mo 20 6amIoB 3a KaXKIbIi aCIeKT)

OueHku:

85-100 — oTnuyHO

75-84 — xoporio

60-74 -ynoBiI€TBOPUTEIBHO
0-59 - HeynOBIIETBOPUTETHHO



7. Y4eOHO-MeTOAMYECKOEe U HH(POPMALMOHHOE 00ecTedeHue JUCIUIIMHBI
a) OcHoBHAasI TUTEpPaTypa:

¢ YYeOHHUKH:

=

British Council (2015). English for Academics. Cambridge University Press.

Dollahite, Nancy (2006). Academic English from Sources. US: Thomson Heinle.

3. Moore, Julie; Storton, Richard (2017). Oxford Academic Vocabulary Practice (B2-C1). Oxford
University Press.

4. Grussendorf, Marion (2015). English for Presentations. Oxford University Press.

Herzfeld-Pipkin, Nancy (2006). Destinations. Grammar for Academic Success. US: Thomson

Heinle.

N

o

e HayuHnble )KypHaJbI:

1. Journalism Studies - https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/rjos20

2. Journalism Practice - https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/rjop20

3. Journal of Communication - http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/10.1111/(ISSN)1460-2466 u
apyrue u3nanus 6a3er Wiley - http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/

4. Apxwus xypHainoB Cambridge University Press - http://journals.cambridge.org/

Apxus xypHanoB Oxford University Press - http://www.oxfordjournals.org/

XKypuaner u kuuru Metapress - http://metapress.com/

XKypuansusie komekun JSTOR - http://www.jstor.org/

Project MUSE - http://muse.jhu.edu/

. Kypuans! uznatenncrsa Elsevier - http://www.sciencedirect.com/

10 SAGE (STM&HSS) — http://online.sagepub.com/

11. Springer: KHUKHBIE CEPUH, KYPHAIIBI M JJIEKTPOHHBIE cripaBouHKKH - http://link.springer.com/
12. Scimago Journal & Country Rank - http://www.scimagojr.com/
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8. MaTepuajibHO-TeXHHYECKOe o0ecnevyeHne TUCIHMInHbI

1. Ayauropusi, ocHalleHHas MPOESKIMOHHBIM 000pyI0BaHHEM (TIPOEKTOP, IKPAH WIM WHTEPAKTHUBHAS
JIOCKa, CBSI3aHHAsl C KOMITBIOTEPOM IPENOAaBaTelIsA), C BO3MOXKHOCTBIO BBIXO/1a B UHTEPHET.

2. CornmacoBaHHBIN CO CTYACHTaMH OOIIETOCTYITHBIN 3JIEKTPOHHBIN pecypc:
https://app.schoology.com/course/1891713086/materials?f=148647442

Oo0pa3zen IK3aMeHAMOHHOTO 32/1aHMS:

1. IIpounTarh cTaThIO, COCTABUTH TE3UCHI.
2. [lepeBecTr MUCHMEHHO BBIJCIICHHBIN (PparMeHT CTaThHU.
3. Ilepecka3aTh ¥ IPOAHATU3UPOBATH IPOUYUTAHHYIO CTAThHIO.

Making Sense of the Mediatization of Politics

Jesper Stromback and Frank Esser

At heart, mediatization refers to a social change process in which media have become increasingly influential in
and deeply integrated into different spheres of society (Asp 1986; Hjarvard 2013; Mazzoleni 2008a; Strombiick
and Esser 2009). Mediatization should thus be distinguished from the related concept of mediation, which refers
to the more neutral act of transmitting messages and communicating through media (Mazzoleni 2008b;
Strombiick 2008). The undisputed fact that more messages and experiences than ever are transmitted and
experienced through media — that is, mediated — is important and a key part of mediatization, but mediatization
is a broader and more dynamic and process-oriented process and concept (Couldry and Hepp 2013; Esser 2013;
Hjarvard 2013; Strombéick and Esser 2009). With ramifications for most parts of modern society, mediatization
has also been conceptualized as on par with other large-scale transformative processes such as globalization
(Kriesi et al. 2013).

In terms of theory, despite the broad consensus that mediatization refers to a process of increasing media
importance and influence, thus far mediatization has the character of a theoretical perspective or framework
rather than a proper theory. This holds true both for mediatization in general and the mediatization of politics.
Although great progress has been made during the last few years, much work remains before it can be
considered a full-blown, elaborated theory. To note this is not to diminish its value, only to say the obvious that
much work remains to be done and caution against overstating our understanding of this process.

In terms of politics, the mediatization of politics has been defined as a long-term process through which the
importance of the media and their spill-over effects on political processes, institutions, organizations and actors
has increased (Strombiick and Esser 2014). This definition highlights four essential features of the mediatization
of politics. First, it is a long-term and dynamic process. Second, the essence of mediatization is increasing
importance and influence of media. Third, mediatization affects all parts of politics, including the processes as
well as the political institutions, organizations and actors. Fourth, many of the media-related influences may be
indirect rather than direct, and result from how political institutions, organizations and actors more or less
reactively or proactively adapt to the media and their own needs to communicate through the media.

Following Strombéck (2008), the mediatization of politics is a process where four distinct albeit highly related
dimensions could be identified. The first dimension refers to the degree to which media constitute the most
important source of information about politics and society. This dimension thus deals with the extent to which
politics is mediated. The second dimension refers to the degree to which media have become differentiated and
independent from other social and political institutions. Although all institutions, from a social systems
perspective, should be perceived of as interdependent, for the media to have an independent influence in politics,
they have to form an institution in their own right. The third dimension refers to the degree to which media and


https://app.schoology.com/course/1891713086/materials?f=148647442

the coverage of politics and current affairs is guided by media logic or political logic. Thus, this dimension deals
with the extent to which the media’s own needs and standards of newsworthiness, rather than those of political
actors, organizations or institutions, are decisive for what the media cover and how they cover it. The fourth
dimension refers to the extent to which political institutions, organizations and actors are guided by media logic
or political logic. It thus deals with the interaction between media and politics and the very essence of the
mediatization of politics, that is, the direct as well as indirect and ripple effects of media in political processes
and over political actors, organizations and institutions (see also Strombéck 2011a; Strombéck and Esser 2009,
2014).

Important to note is that mediatization along each of the dimensions is a matter of degree. Media can, for example, be
more or less independent from political institutions, and media content as well as political institutions, organizations
and actors can be more or less guided by media logic as opposed to political logic. There might consequently be
variations across different media and different political actors, organizations and actors, both within and across
countries. Ultimately, the mediatization of politics is always shaped by the practices of different media and different
political institutions, organizations and actors, and should not be perceived as an exogenous factor influencing all
institutions, organizations and actors in an equal or uniform fashion.

Within this framework, the media that matter most are news media conceived of as socio-technological organizations
and institutions. In essence, this means organized journalism at newspapers, radio, television and news magazines in
either their traditional or digital formats or, to the extent that they are organized and operate as institutional news media,
purely digital news providers. While technology matters, what is most important here is not the particular technology,
but whether these different news media are organized as institutional actors, which pursue certain goals and act in the
interest of reaching these goals, whether it is to make a profit or provide high-quality journalism (Allern and Blach-
Orsten 2011; Cook 2005; Esser 2013; Sparrow 1999).

Not only do single news media organizations constitute institutional actors. Because of the great similarities across
news media in terms of how they operate and their rules, routines, norms and news values—what Cook (2005, 64)
defined as the media’s “transorganizational agreement on news processes and content”—different news media can also
be grouped together as an interorganizational field and be conceived of as a singular news media institution (Cook
2005; Esser 2013; Sparrow 1999). Different news media constitute the building blocks of the news media as an
institution, but the rules and norms that govern the news media as a whole are considered more important than what
distinguishes one news media company, outlet, type, etc., from another (Altheide and Snow 1979; Cook 2005; Esser
2013; Hjarvard 2013; Strombéck 2008).

This notion of the news media as a single institution is important, as it highlights the relative autonomy and
differentiation of the news media from political institutions and as the idea of increasing media importance and
influence presumes that the news media are not subordinate to other institutions. In essence, it is through the functional
and structural differentiation of the news media from other institutions that they have come to form an institution in
their own right, and it is through becoming an institution in their own right that the news media have come to increase
their importance and influence (Hjarvard 2008, 2013; Esser 2013; Strombéck 2008, 2011a).

Media Influence and the Concepts of Media Logic and Political Logic

Another key part of this understanding of the mediatization of politics is related to how media influence is
conceptualized. As noted by Schulz (2004, 88-90), at least four processes of social change arising from media-driven
transformations can be identified: extension, substitution, amalgamation and accommodation. All these processes
follow from the combination of the characteristics of different media technologies, what social, cultural or political
needs these media technologies might serve, and the increasing presence and importance of media in all parts of social
and political life. Media influence in the context of mediatization is thus a broader concept than media effects and “both
transcends and includes media effects” (Schulz 2004, 90). For example, most media effect theories assume that media
effects follow from content, whereas mediatization also includes how media through their very existence and
semistructural properties exert influence. Traditional media effects theories also cannot account for anticipatory effects,
for example when political actors behave in a certain way or abstain from certain behaviors because of how they
anticipate the news media’s reactions. Rather than restricted to traditional media effects, media influence in the context
of the mediatization of politics refers to all activities and processes that are altered, shaped or structured by media or the
perceived need of individuals, organizations or institutions to communicate with or through the media (Strémbéck and
Esser 2014). These changes need not be imposed upon politics, but might as well be self-initiated in the face of a media
environment that is perceived as omnipresent and influential. How influential media are perceived to be may thus have
significant consequences for how politics is affected by the media (Cohen, Tsfati, and Sheafer 2008; Strombéck 2011b).



Two key concepts in this context are media logic and political logic, as mediatization along the third and fourth
dimension deals with the extent to which media content and political institutions, organizations and actors, respectively,
are guided by media logic as opposed to political logic. The more media content or political institutions, organizations
and actors are guided by media logic, the more influential the news media are, and the further mediatization has
progressed.

Both these concepts, and in particular media logic, have been criticized. Among the most common criticisms of the
concept of media logic are that it is too elusive and vague, that it suggests a linearity and singularity that is not there,
that it lends itself to technological determinism, or that it may hide important patterns of social interactions (see e.g.
Couldry 2008; Lundby 2009; Landerer 2013). Some of this criticism may be justified—but it also depends on how
media logic and political logic are understood.

From our perspective and focusing on news media logic rather than a general media logic (Strombéck 2011a), the basic
idea behind the concepts of news media logic and political logic is that media and politics constitute two different
institutional systems that serve different purposes and that each has its own set of actors, organizations and institutions,
rules and procedures, and needs and interests. These institutional rules and procedures can be formal as well as
informal, and together form a certain “logic of appropriateness” (March and Olsen 1989) within each sphere. Neither
media logic nor political logic is thus set in stone, and may evolve in accordance with institutional as well as significant
contextual changes, but neither is arbitrary. Both have evolved to serve as guidelines for appropriate behavior and
thinking within each institutional sphere and based on each sphere’s purposes, interests, needs and institutional
structures (Strombéck and Esser 2014).

Both news media logic and political logic should, furthermore, be conceptualized as formed by three dimensions,
respectively (Esser 2013). With respect to political logic, these are polity, policy and politics. Polity refers to the system
of rules regulating the political process in any given country, including the institutional structure. Policy refers to the
processes of defining problems and forming and implementing policies within a certain institutional framework. Politics
refers to the processes of garnering support for one’s candidacy, party or political ideas, including the self-
presentational side of politics (Esser 2013; see also Meyer 2002; Pennings, Keman, and Kleinnijenhuis 2006). With
respect to news media logic, the three dimensions are professionalism, commercialism and media technology (Esser
2013; see also Strombéck and Esser 2014). Professionalism refers to the extent to which journalism is differentiated as
an institution and set of professional practices and norms that sets it apart from other institutions, in particular politics.
Commercialism refers to the persistent fact that most media are commercially driven, which has significant implications
for all processes of news production, news selection and news presentation. Media technology refers to how the various
communication platforms shape content in production and reproduction processes, and the processes of finding or
reshaping news to fit the socio-technological formats of different media.

From this perspective, neither political logic nor news media logic are cast in stone and fully consistent across time,
countries, or political or media institutions within countries. Instead, both political logic and news media logic have a
partly situational and dynamic character, and there are tensions within the component parts of both logics. For example,
there might often be tensions between policy and politics, as well as between journalistic professionalism and media
commercialism. How such tensions are played out and resolved might have a significant influence on the exact nature
of political logic or news media logic in particular processes, but may also change from time to time or vary across
political actors, organizations and institutions, or between different news media (see further Esser 2013; Strombéack and
Esser 2014). This does not change the tension between political logic and news media logic, and that the news media as
well as political institutions, organizations and actors regularly find themselves in situations where they have to decide
to what extent they should let political logic or news media logic guide or govern their behavior. The more they let
news media logic guide their behavior, the more mediatized they are.

Contributions and Criticisms of the Mediatization Perspective

While the relationship between media and politics has been at the center of research on political communication and
news journalism for decades, and many important theories have been developed, tested and refined, overall the field is
characterized by a lack of more general theories. It is in this context we believe the theoretical framework of
mediatization is highly important. More specifically, we see at least four reasons where the theoretical framework of
mediatization has great potential to contribute to further research on the relationship between media and politics and our
understanding of the processes that during the last decades have transformed and still continue to transform
democracies around the world.

First, the theoretical framework of mediatization has the potential to develop into a general theory on the dynamic
relationship between media, politics and democracy, including how that relationship evolves and changes over time.



Second, we believe the framework of mediatization has great potential to integrate other theories related to the
relationship between media and politics. This includes theories that are related to each of the four dimensions of
mediatization, ranging from media consumption patterns to the institutional relationship between media and politics,
factors and processes shaping the media coverage of politics and society including the coverage itself, and the extent to
which political actors, organizations and institutions are influenced by media or guided by media logic. Third, in
contrast to most theories on media and politics, the mediatization perspective has the potential to link micro-level
processes and phenomena to meso- and macro-level processes and phenomena. Fourth, and this is also important, the
mediatization framework raises many normative questions about the relationship between media, politics and
democracy, without in itself being normative (for a wider discussion of these points, see Esser and Strombéck 2014a).

If the framework of mediatization has great potential, it is also true that much work remains to be done and that there
are reasons to be critical of how the mediatization concept is often used. First, mediatization still has the character of a
theoretical perspective rather than a proper theory, and it remains more of a “sensitizing” than a “definitive” concept
(Hjarvard 2013, 4-5). As such, it is more loosely defined and used as an exploratory tool than a carefully defined
concept that lends itself easily to precise operationalizations that can be used in empirical research. Second, too often
mediatization is vaguely defined, referred to rather than empirically investigated, and treated as a fact rather than as a
process or phenomena to be investigated. Here we agree with Waisboard who, when writing about mediatization in
general, notes that

Yes, mediatization is a metaprocess that has spearheaded epochal transformations over the last century. But this should
be considered a point of analytical departure or an intriguing affirmation to be tested rather than a conclusion. This is
necessary to avoid deterministic conclusions which assume that the availability of media technologies inevitably
transforms the society without closer inspection of the kind and magnitude of the changes. (Waisboard 2013, 7)

Third, the mechanisms of mediatization and the linkages between micro-, meso- and macro-level phenomena and
processes remain rather poorly investigated, analyzed and understood. In addition, we also need to “understand better
the factors that bind, steer and shape mediatization” (Waisboard 2013, 7), both in general and with respect to the
mediatization of politics. Fourth, and more in general, there are still too few empirical studies on the mediatization of
politics that operationalize mediatization in a theoretically coherent and strong fashion. Consequently, there is a need
not only for more empirical research on the mediatization of politics, but also for the development of empirical
indicators of mediatization along each of the four dimensions and the linkages between different aspects and
mechanisms of mediatization. This weakness in conceptual and empirical terms had mainly motivated us to initiate this
edited collection.

Source: Journalism Studies, 2014 Vol. 15, No. 3, 243-255, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2014.897412 © 2014
Taylor & Francis
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