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Abstract

Although the mediatization of politics has attractacreasing scholarly attention, research has paid
only little attention to entertainment media, ewl&y politics and the consequences for politicians.
This article addresses these shortcomings by stgdybliticians’ personalization, not as a product o
media logic but by looking at politicians’ medidaid practices and the media’s anchoring of
practices. Our in-depth interviews with Flemishifidbns show that politicians’ practices are innya
ways organized by the media, but at the same timeaaaretain control over them. Practices related t
image-building and the constitution of the privatéslic boundary demonstrate this. We conclude that

practice theory offers great potential for medeian research but needs further empirical apptinat

K eywor ds: mediatization, personalization, politics, praettbeory, media logic, interview

Introduction

The mediatization of politics has attracted inciegscholarly attention in recent years. The céntra
research question is how and to what extent theamgthnge politics. In answering this question,
theoretical accounts are now more and more testgarieally, with studies on changes of various
political aspects, such as parliamentary activkgpplinger, 2002), political agenda setting (e.g.,
Walgrave, 2008), political hierarchy (Daremas & Zigr 2000), election rhetoric (Hakansson, 1997),
and voter behavior (Schulz, Zeh, & Quiring, 2005).

Still, three critical remarks can be made. Firbg strong bias toward news (coverage) (e.g.,
Kepplinger, 2002; Stromback & Esser, 2009), ignoties importance of other media formats,
especially entertainment, in the changing natuce@formance of politics (van Zoonen, 2005). The
notions of politainment (Dorner, 2001) and celgbpblitics (West & Orman, 2003), which point to
the merging of entertainment and politics, makes targument even stronger. Second, specific
attention has been paid to elections and campdiggs, Brants & Van Praag, 2006; Poguntke &
Webb, 2005; Schulz et al., 2005), while everydalitipe has been somewhat neglected, although they

clearly differ (cf. Van Aelst & De Swert, 2009, p50). Third, in operationalizing the complex meta-



process of mediatization (Krotz, 2009), scholargehaften adhered to the functionalist notions of
media logic (Altheide & Snow, 1979) and, in the ead politics, political (or party) logic (e.g.,
Meyer, 2002; Stréomback, 2008). Yet several auttmange criticized the concept of media logic for
being singular (Lundby, 2009) and linear (Could2908; Hepp, 2009). Hence, it obscures both the
rich variety of possible media technologies andrthétidirectionality of media-related operations in
society.

In this article, we depart from the media logic cgpt and its criticisms to propose practice
theory (Couldry, 2004; Schatzki, 1996) as an a#ttve approach for studying mediatization. We
argue that mediatization should not be analyzeoltyin logic but by looking at how people’s practices
(do not) engage with media (e.g., McCurdy, 200@wElver, since practice theory has been developed
mainly on the theoretical level, our empirical stusl exploratory and only a starting point for fuet
research. We focus on politicians’ media-relatedcpces as party members and as individual
politicians to get a better understanding of pestipation, which is an important manifestation lod t
mediatization of politics (see Mazzoleni, 2000; Rak Sheafer, 2007). Briefly stated, one of the
changes induced by the mediation of politics isn@neasing prominence of individual politicians and
their personal and private details. Through in-tidépterviews with fourteen Flemi$ipoliticians and
two spokesmen of politicians, we explore what medlated practices politicians perform in
constituting the boundary between the public and frivate—in relation to both news and

entertainment media, in electoral as well as imgley politics.

Medialogic

The engine of mediatization is often consideretbé¢cdhe so-called media logic. David Altheide and
Robert Snow (1979) coined this term to explain itteasing media influence in different societal
fields by a cultural model instead of a behaviamstdel. Inspired by the sociology of knowledge ythe

argued that media influence should not be conceagd one-way stimulus but as an interactional
process in which several institutions operate atngrto media logic. This, they continue, “has
resulted in the construction of a media culture cultural content that emerges from acting through

specific media formats” (Altheide & Snow, 1979286). They defined media format as “a framework



or a perspective that is used to present as welhtaspret phenomena,” and it consists of “how
material is organized, the style in which it is g@eted, the focus or emphasis on particular
characteristics of behavior, and the grammar ofimmedmmunication” (Altheide & Snow, 1979, p.
10). These media formats, together with the varioeslia, constitute the form of communication, or
media logic.

Several authors have developed their work on median in line with Altheide and Snow’s
theoretical reasoning. Andrea Schrott (2009) and Bfarvard (2008), for instance, also defined
media logic as an orientation frame (see also Lyn@db09, pp. 102-103), while Christoph Meyer’s
(2009) operationalization of news media’s logichighly compatible with their notion of media
formats. However, while Altheide and Snow (197%)d@thers) proposed that different media formats
and modi operandi exist underneath one overaraniedja logic, critics have focused on the singular
characteristic of media logic.

Knut Lundby (2009, pp. 104-105) concluded that tlimgularity obscures empirical
differentiation and therefore problematizes theeaesh validity of mediatization studies. A first
possibility, then, would be to ponder plural “methgics,” discriminating television logic from raui
logic or news media logic from entertainment meltigic. Yet modern society’s media matrix
consists of a wide range of (converging) media rietdgies combined with multiple overlapping
genre differences. “A local radio talk show is tiat same as a national news broadcast, and a popula
television magazine operates differently from ahbigw debate program” (Dahlgren, 2009, p. 53).
The Internet adds to this complexity with user-gaterl content and online versions and hybrids of
other communication technologies. Thus, it is daubthether plural “media logics” would be a good
alternative to the singular “media logic.” Moreoyéte context of their use and of the changes the
logics might induce must be factored in. Therefsaholars should examine mediatization in different
context fields (Hepp, 2009, p. 154), since it codémonstrate differences among mediatized fields,
such as politics, the arts, or religion, notwithstiag the influence of the same media. FriedrichtKr
(2009, p. 26) added a historical and micro-levehetision to this, in which he asserted that “the
“media logic” of TV today is not the same as of ecade ago, and the “media logic” of a mobile

phone is quite different for a 14-year-old girl e@mpared to a 55-year-old banker.” With these



examples, Krotz (2009, p. 26) rightly argued adgaimsdiatization approaches that adopt the notion of
media logic, including Lundby’s (2009) Simmeliarrgading of Altheide and Snow’s definition, in
which he stressed social forms and social inteyacti

When we focus on the mediatization of politics, arcounter similar problems. Just as it is
difficult to validly conceptualize what is exacttile media logic (or media logics) and its possible
subdimensions, the definitions of politics and fchl logic” are equally not clear-cut (see Daleligr
2009, pp. 54-55; Stromback, 2008, p. 233). Furtbeentthere are many gray areas between politics
and political communication governed by either ragldigic or political logic” (Strombéack & Esser,
2009, p. 215). A possibility for overcoming thideeential instability and other shortcomings of the

notions of media logic and political logic might agractice turn in mediatization theory and resdear

Practicetheory

Practice theory has its roots in the philosophywdwig Wittgenstein, Hubert Dreyfus, and Charles

Taylor, and in social theory, among others the @otogy of Pierre Bourdieu and Michel Foucault,

and the structuration theory of Anthony Gidden® (Bestill, forthcoming; Reckwitz, 2002, pp. 243—

244; Schatzki, 2001, pp. 1-2). Because of thisteeat input, practice theory’s identity is not yet

well-established, although Theodore Schatzki (129®1) and Andreas Reckwitz (2002) have made
significant contributions in this respect.

Generally, practice theory situates the socialinadiscourse, or in the mind, or in interaction,
but, obviously, in practices. A practice is “a lioiged type of behavior which consists of several
elements, interconnected to one other: forms oflp@dtivities, forms of mental activities, ‘things
and their use, a background knowledge in the fdromderstanding, know how, states of emotion and
motivational knowledge” (Reckwitz, 2002, p. 249)ch&tzki (1996, pp. 91-110) distinguished
between dispersed and integrative practices. lategrpractices are constitutive of a social fiefdl
are complex. For example, through several intereot@d embodied and material practices such as
reporting in the field or producing news broadcastthe studio, the journalistic field is constedt
Integrative practices integrate several dispersadtiges (or what Todd May (2001, p. 19) prefers to

call skills or abilities), which occur in differerstocial fields, for example, debating, orderingd an



describing. These kind of practices can be diffeaggording to the field in which they are perfodne
The practice of debating, for instance, can varetwér it is performed in the legal, political, or
educational field.

Some practices anchor, control, or dominate otffersexample, through definitional hierarchy
or public rituals) (Swidler, 2001). Nick Couldry Q@3; 2004, p. 122) suggested that media can
perform this anchoring through their symbolic povirerdifferent social fields. Consequently, the
central question of the mediatization of politi@nde reformulated from “how and to what extent
politics is changed by and through media” to “havd a0 what extent media anchor, control, and/or
organize political practices.” This permits altaima ways of understanding the role played by media
through examination of the open-ended range oftipescrelated to media. These vary from the way
media influence the timing and staging of politiealents, or how politicians perform front-stage
behavior as a private or public persona, to how thgght try to avoid the media. Indeed, practicés o
(un)intentionally avoiding or ignoring the medise aelevant as well (Couldry, 2004, p. 120), which
exemplifies practice theory’s ability to evade naedentralism.

While it is not yet clear how media-related pragsi@re organized internally and relationally, it is
interesting to take them as a starting point, ‘®sificdistances us from the normal media studies
assumption that what audiences do (“audiencing”® distinctive set of practices rather than an
artificially chosen “slice” through daily life thatts across how they actually understand the practices
in which they are engaged” (Couldry, 2004, p. lfdics in original). In other words, practice thgo
opens up a new way of studying media by sidestgpmiedia studies’ ample attention for textsow
are media products (narratively) structured, hoe ey interpreted, ete-as well as institutional

production structures (cf. political economy) (Ginyl 2004, pp. 117-120).

Personalization

In this article, we focus on the open-ended ranfy@ractices carried out by politicians that are

organized, anchored, and/or controlled by and tjinomedia. However, since the multitude of

possible practices performed by politicians faksydnd the scope of one article, focusing on one or

more particular practices or on a thematic grougnuecessary. Therefore, we delve into one specifi



aspect that is often mentioned in the literaturehenmediatization of politics, personalizationg(e.
Mazzoleni & Schulz, 1999; Strombéck, 2008).

Overall, scholars describe personalization as duymtoof the mutual influencing of media and
politics, although there are different views on theline of this process. Some argue that politigia
adopt the media’s storytelling technique of persimagon and import this in their construction of
political events, such as campaigns. In this ways@nalities gain an increasingly important stétus
political culture, which is then also reflectedrmore personalized news reporting (see Schulz et al.
2005, p. 59; Stromback, 2008, p. 238). Stated rdiffity, politics adapts to the “media logic.” Giaeo
Rahat and Tamir Sheafer (2007) challenged this vimwconsidering three different types of
personalization: institutional, media, and behaaligjpolitical) personalization. Contrary to other
scholars, Rahat and Sheafer conceived of persatiahiznot as a process of media-politics-media (see
above) but of politics-media-politics: institutidnpersonalization (e.g., political reforms of the
electoral system in favor of individual politicigneesults in media personalization (representation)
which subsequently increases politicians’ behavVigrarsonalization (decline in party activity).
However, although it would be more fruitful to pees personalization as a non-linear process, in
which the multidirectional interaction between n@e@ind politics would be recognized, Rahat and
Sheafer’s typology of personalization offers a getadting point for operationalization.

A more elaborate overview of the different typegefsonalization is given by Rosa van Santen
and Liesbet van Zoonen (2009, pp. 167-169), asdisegrned seven types of personalization:

(1) institutional personalization: institutional asfges that prioritize individual politicians (cf.

presidentialization (Poguntke & Webb, 2005)),

(2) focus on (top) politicians: persons gain mexdtantion at the expense of parties,

(3) party leaders as embodiments of the partylaghder is pushed forward as the figurehead of

the party by politicians and/or parties,

(4) individual political competence: individual fegsional qualities are increasingly scrutinized

by the media,

(5) personal narratives: the personal backgroundi emotions of individual politicians are

brought into the limelight by the media,



(6) privatization: the private lives of politiciaageme at the forefront in the media,
(7) behavioral personalization: a tendency towaaddecrease of party activity in favor of

individual political behavior.

This article cannot examine all seven types of gaabzation thoroughly. Moreover, practice theory
would not offer added value in explaining everydyor example, the second type (focus on top
politicians) can be examined accurately througtgitmdinal quantitative content analysis of media

output, whereas practice theory cannot easily dsimate significant changes in this respect.

Method and data

Several authors (Kepplinger, 2002; RothenbuhlerQ920Schrott, 2009) have contended that
mediatization can be studied only through longiatiand comparative research. This implies a large
dependency on textual sources (archives, repaetss rarticles, or broadcasts) to diagnose historical
changes or “effects” produced by media. Examplethisfcan be easily found in the literature on the
personalization of politics as well (e.g., Kaas@94, Rahat & Sheafer, 2007; Reinemann & Wilke,
2007). However, there is also another side toghosess: “Almost as rare as studies on organizaition
consequences are studies that focus on the efbédtsee mediatization of the political system for
individuals in the role of voters, citizens, or iwiduals involved in policy making” (Schrott, 2008,
45). While Schulzet al. (2005) studied voters, we focus on the latter gmige politicians. More
specifically, we want to gain a deeper insight itbh@ process of personalization by exploring
politicians’ practices-or their “doings and sayings” (Schatzki, 1996¥)ith specific attention on their
relation to media and media’s (lack of) influeneepwliticians’ practices.

Our study is based on in-depth interviews with F&mpoliticians. While our reliance on
interviews (“discourses”) may seem contradictoryatpractice theoretical stance (“practices”) atfir
sight, ideas or sayings (discursive practices)aays embodied, and even the simplest activities
(non-discursive practices) are not thoughtlessfoRaimg a practice always involves knowing and
acting at once (cf. Wenger, 1999, pp. 47-48). @Qunpde includes 16 Flemish politicians (of whom

two interviews were conducted with their spokesmandl contains diversity in terms of place of



residence, age (from 29 to 57, mean 47.69), gef@dfamales and 12 males), political function, and
party affiliation. Concerning political functionheé sample includes top-level politiciara former
prime minister, four former and three current pachairmen, a chairman of Parliament, and an
incumbent minister, all at the time of the intewvse (April-May 2009)}-as well as lower-profile
politicians (senators and members of Parliament wéo be described as backbenchers and ex-
ministers who have turned more to the backgrou@dncerning party affiliation, all eight major
political partie$ are represented in the sample, including two ipiits of the extreme right-wing
party Vlaams Belang. This is the reincarnation déaws Blok, whose three core groups were
convicted of racism and xenophobia in 2004 (cf.nB3e2006). Still, in the last regional elections
(June 2009), this party ended up as the seconc$liggith 15.3% of the votes and 21 seats in the
Flemish Parliament.

The interviews were conducted face-to-face andguaisemi-structured questionnaire. Interview
topics varied from personalization (with questioms media coverage and representation, the
proportion of personal versus party coverage, p@aton, personal narratives, etc.) to the poans’
relationship with infotainment media and the difieces with quality news media, and their self-
presentational management. Due to the tight schemfithe politicians, especially because of the nea
elections, not all interviews lasted equally lomgth some a little less than 30 minutes (on average
about 40 minutes). The transcriptions of the intawg were analyzed in NVivo through thematic
coding, combining deductive coding (van Santen arah Zoonen's (2009) typology of
personalization, see above) and inductive codihgnies emerging from respondents’ statements).
Where possible, we triangulated the data with tleelienoutput on the respective politicians. In two
cases, a discrepancy was found between these solitee first case displays different versions on a
privacy matter, while the second shows a divergemcahether the politician took the initiative for

an interview.

Per sonalization according to politicians



Our data clearly demonstrate the ambiguity or eamtbivalence of mediatization that Gianpietro
Mazzoleni and Winfried Schulz (1999, pp. 251-25)kdd at. On the one hand, politicians can be
seen to perform practices to adapt to the incrgasiadiation and mediatization of politics (“self-

mediatization” (Meyer, 2002, p. 58)). On the otlmand, politicians carry out practices that must
enable them to retain control at the same timentpkas of this are participating in entertainment

programs, blogging, and image-building.

Image-building
Image is something that is constituted by and coisiy media-related practices. For example, a
number of respondents tried to assemble the imhgehard-working, serious politician“briefcase
politician” (Meyer, 2002, p. 78rthrough arrays of activities that are core to tloditipal field
(integrative practices), limiting practices relatedhe popular and the private to a minimum. This,
turn, is productive for the politicians’ future madelated practices, as the media are expecteakéo
them more serious as well. However, as some regposidttested, a common strategy in building the
image of a briefcase politician is to ask many iparentary questions to get media attention (cf.
Kepplinger, 2002) and a good mark on political @alists’ score sheets at the end of the term
(behavioral personalization). However, this anampif political practices by the media has taken on
such proportions that the president of the FlerRigHiament, Jan Peumans (N-VA), launched the idea
of limiting the number of questions in commissi@ml the plenary assembly to improve the debate
(Winckelmans, 2010).

Still, our data show that building the image ofreetzase politician is not that easy for every kind
of politician, as this female president of a poétiparty suggested:

I am someone who performs politics in a serious sindere way, but then they think rather

quickly: “oh well, she’s a bitch” or something. Berse of that, you have to participate in soft

media programs to prove that this is not the ciaase,manner of speaking. | participate in every

entertainment program if it doesn’t affect the dignof my person. But | will never say

something about my private life. That, | thinkaislangerous evolution. (female, 34)

10



This quotation is interesting in many ways. Fiistlemonstrates that the practices of certain front
benchers are (obviously) more anchored by the mbadimthose of less prominent politicians. Second,
this quotation exemplifies gender differences afkpealization (van Zoonen, 2006) but counters that
the importance of style and physical appearanceuhged (certain) female politicians to develop a
predominantly professional and political public gmra. Third, the respondent made a distinction
between entertainment programs and private isstlds. makes clear that we should not think of
personalization only in terms of the private verthes public or the political but should also cowesid

the popular as an inherent aspect (cf. Corner, 2000

The popular
Although somewhat missing in the typology of peedaation we discussed above, the popular (self)
seems to be an important facet. Some politiciaemde participate in infotainment and entertainment
programs (Brants & Neijens, 1998) not to discldsartprivate lives but to present a humorous, fun,
and “ordinary” persona. For this process, we candwothe term “humanization” (Holtz-Bacha, 2004,
p. 48) here not as a function of privatization last a type of personalization. In Flanders, the
entertainment program that tops the list of mante(viewed) politicians is the very popular teléms
quiz De Simste Mens. People believe that N-VA was one of the big wistin the last regional
elections (2009) thanks to the good impression {aadvide media coverage) that Bart De Wever, its
president, has left:
Bart De Wever? He has become famous with, not higlideas, because nobody knows what he
stands for, except for the independence of Flandi&zsparticipates iDe Simste Mens and he

wins elections. (male, 57)

This success has strongly reinforced the idea emictessity of performing these kinds of “popular
practices” with politicians. In the competition fattention, they want to fight on even termar, in
other words, the media-related practices of somi@igi@ans organize those of other politicians.
Notable exceptions to this are the politicians tdavns Belang. In the ‘90s, when Vlaams Blok was

growing rapidly, all other parties agreed not tmmerate with this party. This formal agreement,

11



which was called theordon sanitaire, was also applied in the media (e@don mediatique), to
minimize the party’s media presence, unless pallticelevant. Therefore, the party has been almost
completely invisible in popular media formats, aligh some party politicians have succeeded in
attracting attention through privacy disclosurenc8ithe transformation of Vlaams Blok into Vlaams
Belang (see above), the formal agreements haveeeiut, interestingly, are maintained informally
through politicians’ and media professionals’ enibddoractices. As one Vlaams Belang member of
Parliament of said:

It is not done to treat a member of Vlaams Bela®g person, as a human being or so. However,

we could say we now have a little breakthrough whid illness of Marie-Rose Morel, whom is

covered inDag Allemaal, but that is an exception on the general rule Wabnly appear in

political programs and that our political messagenot be too personalized. (male, 51)

Still, just like other respondents, he would notemt every offer if he were invited. An important
criterion in this respect is whether the prograrfea$ the politician’s dignity as a person. For
example, a number of respondents refuse to go impgagrams due to a lack of sufficient general
knowledge, while others are afraid of being ridezll Therefore, many respondents participate only

when the program or interview allows them to insefininimal) political message.

The private

The same rule applies when it comes to the priliaés of some politicians (privatization) (cf. van
Zoonen et al., 2007). They expose private detailg when it is politically relevant (e.g., absence
through illness or pregnaneyor when something is impossible to hide from thealiméthe extreme
weight loss of one respondent). Most respondertg/elier, are reluctant to disclose their private
lives: their families have not chosen public livésing so has no (political) relevance, or leads to
uncontrollable situations and a downward privaciyaspWhat and how much are disclosed (or, to
what extent the media control or organize privatescmption practices, for example) depend on the
politicians’ personal definition of private life drits relevancy for politics (or the political armehng

of private practices). The 29-year-old female resjgmt, for instance, argued that her consumption

12



practices are private and have no political releyarwhereas a 57-year-old male member of
Parliament thought the opposite. As a Social-Deatotre said, it would not be appropriate to drive a
really expensive and polluting car. For the fornpaijtical practices are located in the Parliarmemd
official buildings, whereas for the latter, thesegtices are not bound to specific places. The
importance of placesor “stations” (Postill, forthcoming}-is also illustrated by a former minister’s
(57, male) organization of interviewing practicés. control his privacy, he gives interviews only in
the Senate or in his lawyer’s office, and no longehis home, because each time it resulted in a
privacy breach.

The boundary between the public and the privat®iginuously reproduced by politicians’ and
journalists’ practices, which are, as we have seautjnized and partly built with tacit knowledge
(implicit relations, unspoken rules, underlyingwsptions, shared worldviews, etc.). In this way, we
can understand a boundary as a “negotiation of mgawor “a process that is shaped by multiple
elements and that affects these elements,” whiohstantly changes the situations to which it gives
meaning and affects all participants” (Wenger, 198954). This explains the fierce reactions when
journalists’ or politicians’ practices breach inidivral or collective boundaries. “When a colleagas h
gone too far, he also gets comments on it,” s&8-gear-old female respondent in this respect.

Finally, another practice for retaining control oweedia coverage and one’s image is to maintain
a blog. This allows some interviewed politiciandigpass news gatekeepers and get attention. Others
do not need this behavioral personalization, howea® they are much solicited and have the luxury
of selecting which invitations to accept. One pcibin, a then former prime minister, even stated th
his team performed practices of media attentionemree: “The most important task of my
spokesman is to keep roat of the media” (male, 49). Obviously, this is aception, and we have to

take it with a grain of salt given his wide arrdypablic and media performances.

Conclusion
In this article, we tried to offer an alternativerhework for the theoretical analysis and empirical
study of mediatization. This is necessary becausghrof the existing mediatization research relies o

the questionable media logic concept and is ofetrdriented through its longitudinal (and in some
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cases comparative) character. These problems camelbeome by turning to practice theory, a theory
that has been developed mainly in philosophy (S&ihat996) and sociology (Reckwitz, 2002) but is
gaining increasing attention within media studiBsa(ichler & Postill, forthcoming; Couldry, 2004;
McCurdy, 2008). Studying the media not as textasoproduction structures broadens our perspective
and draws our attention to practices related tariedia (including the avoidance of media) and their
role in anchoring or organizing other practicesisTinakes practice theory particularly relevant for
mediatization research.

However, Kurt Lewin’'s (1952, p. 169) famous adafJghere is nothing more practical than a
good theory,” has not yet been verified by practtoeory. Although our aim has been primarily to
illustrate the practice theoretical analysis of ra@zation, this empirical study should be consider
as a small, yet important, first step. More coraetthrough in-depth interviews we explored
politicians’ media-related practices to gain insighto the process of personalization, which is a
manifestation of mediatization. Our results showat tltontrary to some beliefs, the media are not a
juggernaut rolling over politics, producing a lineand unstoppable mediatization. In many ways and
on many occasions, politicians can be seen to perfzactices aimed at controlling the impact and
influence of the media on the politicians’ own ftioning and on politics as such. Practices reladed
image-building and constituting the boundary betwe public and the private are examples of this.
We have also shown that we should pay attentioronlyt to the private in studying personalization
but also to the popular, which is in various wagslrassed to get media attention and shape one’s
image.

Due to the focus on personalization, media have lge@erally understood here as mass media,
especially television. However, it is worthwhile booaden the scope for changes induced by other
communication technologies such as mobile phonélseomternet. For instance, mobile phones have
certainly changed practices and relationships batweurnalists and politicians. Politicians have
become more available for journalists, both in tiame space, but also inversely, journalists have
become much easier to consult with, and the pdisgibiof strategically leaking information have
increased. To conclude, by looking at practiceateel to media and not at single media technologies,

practice theory can offer many new possibilitiasrfediatization research.
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Notes

! Flanders is the northern, Dutch-speaking regiorthie federal state of Belgium and contains
approximately 60% of the Belgian population.

? These parties are, in order of number of seat$1én2009 regional elections, CD&V (Christian

Democrats), Vlaams Belang (extreme right-wing), ©p&.D (Liberal Democrats), sp.a (Social

Democrats), N-VA (Flemish Nationalists), Lijst De#ter (Populist Party), Groen! (Green Party), and

SLP (Social Liberal Party)
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