










[image: ful1]


Rattachée au centre de recherche en information et communication ReSIC de l’ULB, la collection encourage la diffusion de recherches sur la Belgique, l’Europe et d’autres pays où les enjeux du journalisme, des médias et de la communication questionnent le futur des métiers, des institutions, des discours et des pratiques qui les font possibles.


 Comité de direction de la collection

 Directrice de la collection : Laura Calabrese 

RESIC – Centre de recherche en sciences de l’information et de la communication (Université libre de Bruxelles)

 Nadège Broustau, Irene Di Jorio, David Domingo, François Heinderyckx, Florence Le Cam, Isabelle Meuret, Seth Van Hooland, Louis Wiart.


 Comité éditorial

 Claire Blandin (Université Paris 13), Valérie Carayol (Université Bordeaux Montaigne, France), Juliette De Maeyer (UdM, Québec), Florence Millerand (Université du Québec à Montréal, Québec), Sylvain Parasie (Université Paris Est Marne-la-Vallée), Olivier Thuillas (Université de Limoges, France), Isabelle Garcin-Marrou (Sciences Po Lyon, France), Caroline Ollivier-Yaniv (Université Paris-Est Créteil, France), Marcel Burger (Université de Lausanne, Suisse).


 


[image: ful2]




[image: ful1]


[image: ful2]


[image: logo1]     Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles


 


In the same series

 Ondes de choc. Histoire médiatique et politique de la radio conservatrice aux États-Unis
 Sébastien Mort, 2025

 Reporters en guerre. Communication militaire et information médiatique en Indochine (1945-1954)
 Denis & Josiane Ruellan, 2022

 Les journalistes et leurs médias en Afrique. Pensées mêlées en souvenir de Marie-Soleil Frère
 Gaëlle Ducarme, Marie Fierens, Bruno Frère, Florence Le Cam et Lassané Yaméogo (dir.), 2021

 Être femme et journaliste. Enquête sociologique dans un monde au masculin
 Florence Le Cam, Manon Libert, Lise Ménalque, 2021

 Journalistes web et langue française
 Antoine Jacquet, 2020

 Eurorégions. L’éclosion de la communication transfrontalière
 Marie-Hélène Hermand, 2020




This book has been peer reviewed.
 Selection and editorial matter @ Valériane Mistiaen


[image: copy1]


The license allows you to share, copy, distribute, and transmit the work for personal and non-commercial use providing author and publisher attribution is clearly stated : Valériane Mistiaen, Did you say “migrant”? Media Representations of People on the Move, Brussels, Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles, 2025 (CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0).

 Cover photography © Géraldine de Bellaing


 ISBN 978-2-8004-1908-4
 eISBN 978-2-8004-1909-1
 ISSN 2736-2116

 D2025/0171/12

 © 2025 by Éditions de l’Université de Bruxelles
 Avenue Paul Héger 26
 1000 Brussels (Belgique)

 editions@ulb.be



www.editions-ulb.be


 This research was conducted with funding from FRESH-FNRS.
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Valériane Mistiaen is a postdoctoral researcher funded by the FWO at the Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB). She earned a PhD in Information and Communication from Université libre de Bruxelles (ULB) as well as a PhD in Communication and Media Studies from VUB. She is also an active member of several research groups, both at the VUB and the ULB. Her current work explores how grammatical morphology carries ideology within state-induced return discourse related to migration, a study conducted in French, Dutch, Spanish, and English.




About the book


The 2011 war in Syria triggered a wave of people seeking asylum in Europe, bringing immigration into the political and media spotlight and sparked numerous debates on displaced people. These debates have been marked by a heightened focus on the terminology used to describe people on the move. Terms such as refugee, migrant, immigrant, asylum seeker, illegal immigrant, and displaced person have circulated in the media, often blurring public understanding of events or conveying contradictory representations of those involved. Moreover, the words used to define people on the move are not fixed in time; their meaning and reference emerge from events and social representations, thus shaping both the public issue of migration and the image of the social actors concerned.

 Using a discursive approach that combines discourse analysis and corpus linguistics, this book examines how the Belgian media referred to displaced people. It is innovative in three key ways. First, it analyses media coverage in both the French- and Dutch-speaking communities of Belgium, allowing for comparisons of how migration was represented in two culturally, linguistically, and politically distinct regions of the same country. Secondly, it studies both written and audiovisual media by drawing on an extensive dataset of 13,391 press articles and 3,490 television news items. Finally, it goes beyond the most commonly used terms related to migration while exploring a significantly broader range of designations that has previously been studied.

 This book contributes to our understanding of how language shapes social debates and constitutes an essential resource for anyone interested in the multilingual analysis of media texts.




This eBook can be cited


This edition of the eBook can be cited. To enable this we have marked the start and end of a page. In cases where a word straddles a page break, the marker is placed inside the word at exactly the same position as in the physical book. This means that occasionally a word might be bifurcated by this marker.




O vanity! Dressing up everything with big words! A kitchen is a laboratory, a dancer is a teacher, an acrobat is a gymnast, a boxer is a pugilist, an apothecary is a chemist, a wigmaker is an artist, a spoilsport is an architect, a jockey is a sportsman, a woodlouse is a pterygibranch.

 Victor Hugo, The Misérables, 1862
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Preliminary Remarks


Before starting this book, and because it is all a matter of words, six preliminary remarks are necessary to clarify the terms and the layout used. First, italics are used to refer to word forms de dicto, foreign language word forms (other than English), concepts and the names of media outlets. Double quotation marks (“ ”) are used to quote examples from the corpus, extracts of the literature review, translated texts, or to take some distance from the mentioned word form. When a quote is found within a quote, simple quotation marks are used (‘ ’). When the quote is longer than three lines, there is no quotation mark, but the text is written in a smaller font and indented.


Second, the word forms migrants, refugees, asylum seekers are used when the protagonists are easily identified (by their status or identity). However, when the identification is not possible, the protagonists are named people on the move.


Third, even though the term crisis is controversial, it is used in the nominal syntagm migratory crisis to underline that this crisis has been conceived as a public issue in Belgium (and in other European countries). In this study, migratory crisis is used to refer to the period beginning in March 2015 and ending in July 2017. The author is aware that the word form crisis is not neutral but, in her opinion, necessary to situate this work in media discourse. However, it has been attested that the nominal syntagm migratory crisis was more neutral than migrant or refugee crisis (Calabrese & Mistiaen, 2018).


Fourth, all translations are as accurate as possible and try to maintain language specificities. For obvious reasons of space, the original texts are not found in footnotes. When the word is mentioned in English, this means that it includes the occurrences of the word in French and Dutch. On graphs, diamonds indicate the frequency in the Dutch-language corpus, squares in the French-language corpus and triangles (whose captions are written in English) show the proportional addition of the frequencies of both corpora.


Fifth, the figures mentioned in this book must be carefully read and interpreted. They show and quantify visible phenomena1, for example asylum applications at one precise moment, and strongly depend on the methodology used. Figures then have to be read and interpreted in light of the context and the method used to collect and deal with them. ← 11 | 12 →





1 Centre de recherche en démographie et sociétés (UCL, DEMO) & Centre pour l’égalité des chances et la lutte contre le racisme (2014). Rapport statistique et démographique 2013 – Migrations et populations issues de l’immigration en Belgique, 12-18.
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Abbreviations







	ASBL

	
Association sans but lucratif (“non-profit organisation”)





	BBC

	British Public Service Broadcasting





	CB

	Commercial Broadcaster





	CGRS

	Commissioner-General for Refugees and Stateless Persons





	CL

	Corpus Linguistics





	CPAS

	
Centre public d’action sociale (“Public Centre for Social Action”)





	DA

	Discourse Analysis





	DLC

	Dutch-Language Corpus





	DS

	De Standaard





	DS

	Discursive Semantics





	EU

	European Union





	FLC

	French-Language Corpus





	H

	Hypothesis





	HLN

	Het Laatste Nieuws





	IO

	Immigration Office





	IOM

	International Organisation for Migration





	IOR

	International Organisation for Refugees





	La DH

	La Dernière Heure-Les Sports





	LS

	Le Soir





	OCMW

	
Openbaar Centrum voor Maatschappelijk Welzijn 

(“Public Centre for Social Action”)





	PSB

	Public Service Broadcaster





	RQ

	Research Question





	RTBF

	Radio-télévision belge de la Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles





	RTL-TVi

	Radio-télévision Luxembourg-télévision indépendante





	UK

	United Kingdom





	UNHCR

	United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees





	UNICEF

	United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund 

(now shortened to United Nations Children’s Fund)





	USA

	United States of America





	VRT

	Vlaamse Radio- en Televisieomroeporganisatie





	VTM

	Vlaamse Televisie Maatschappij





	VZW

	
Vereniging zonder winstoogmerk (“non-profit organisation”) ← 13 | 14 →
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Corpus Linguistics Glossary


Absolute frequency


The total number of occurrences of a word form in a corpus or partition of a corpus. A zero frequency indicates the absence of the word form, and a high frequency means that the word form appears repeatedly.


Relative frequency 


How often a word form occurs according to the size of the sub-corpus in which it occurs. By calculating the size of the partitions of a corpus, the relative frequency of a word form can be calculated. This is based on a simple rule of three which divides the absolute frequency by the size of the partition in which the word form is found. Thus, a word form that occurs 6 times in a partition that has 100 words has the same relative frequency as a word form that occurs 12 times in a partition that has 200 words.


Specificity calculation 


Association score of a word form present x times in a sub-corpus of x word forms given that it appears a total of x times in a whole corpus of x words. The relative frequency does not take into account the magnitude of the different sizes of the sub-corpora of a corpus nor the word form frequencies. To consider these dimensions, Lafon (1980) created the “specificity model.” Based on a probability formula, it calculates the equivalent, or particular, distribution of word forms between the partitions. For each word form and partition, a specificity score measuring the strength (or weakness) of the presence of a word form in the partition is calculated. This is done as if the lexicon were randomly distributed in the partitions.


A negative score indicates that the word form is underrepresented (or does not appear) in a partition while a positive score shows an over-representation. The further the score is from zero, the stronger it is, and the more statistically significant is the gap. “In practice, we will consider that the values closest to zero, between -2 and +2, which correspond to the smallest irregularities of distribution, are not significant, in the sense that they represent normal fluctuations around the theoretically expected value” (Lebart, Pincemin & Poudat, 2019: 123). ← 15 | 16 →


Co-occurrence and statistical co-occurrence score


A co-occurrence indicates the coexistence of word forms or groups of word forms in the immediate textual context – the cotext – of another word form or group of word forms (ibid.: 17).


The co-occurrence tool calculates the statistically significant association between two word forms (or groups of word forms) in a corpus. This calculation results in a score that allows for comparisons between the various associations noticed. This statistical score of co-occurrence measures the attraction force, or the co-frequency, of both word forms (or groups of word forms). This score, such as the specificity score, helps to classify the word forms found in a corpus and its partitions.


Collocation 


Customary associations of two or more word forms (Firth, 1968: 181). It refers to the repeated occurrence of a word form in pairs with other word forms that are not necessarily adjacent.
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Introduction


The way people on the move are named influences the construction of their identity and impacts their future (Diaz, 2021; Sigona, 2018: 457; Van Neste-Gottignies & Mistiaen, 2018: 52; Zetter, 1991). Being labelled as a migrant économique (“economic migrant”1), a gelukszoeker (“fortune hunter”) or being granted refugee status does not have the same political implications: the former risk living illegally while the latter receive protection status for a limited time. It has been demonstrated that categorisation (and thus the word used to name the category) displays power “through administrative procedure and practice” (Zetter, 1991: 45). In the context of Europe’s migratory crisis, the use of categories “has become deeply politicised” (Crawley & Skleparis, 2018: 49), and varies strongly according to the social and discursive context. Furthermore, the categorisation of people on the move in media discourse influences public opinion (De Coninck, 2020).


While the media coverage of the 2015–2017 migratory crisis has already been the subject of much research (d’Haenens, Joris & Heinderyckx, 2019; Angeli Aguiton, Cabane & Cornilleau, 2019; Calabrese & Veniard, 2018a; Calabrese & Mistiaen, 2018 and 2017; Krzyżanowski, Triandafyllidou & Wodak 2018; Lucassen, 2018; Canut, 2014), the mediatisation of people on the move is still a field to be explored. A few decades ago, the concept of mediatisation was introduced to refer to social changes caused by the increasing influence of the media in different spheres of society (Strömbäck & Esser, 2014: 6). It is thereby different from the concept of mediation, which refers to the act of transmitting a message through a medium (usually a mass medium) to an audience (Mazzoleni, 2008: 3047). In this book, mediatisation is seen as “a complex process resulting from the interaction between various collective and individual actors and leading to the presence of a subject in the mass media and to conflicts over the interpretation and attribution of symbolic values” (Bonnafous, 1999: 59). Mediatisation is then a process of interaction between different actors that results in the presence of a topic in the media, which in turn – through the conflicts of interpretation and symbolic value attribution that take place there – has effects on political processes, institutions, social actors, etc.


Every mediatised event is as much a matter of discourse as it is of events, and migration issues are no exception. Nevertheless, the crisis of 2015 has given rise to linguistic debates on the usage of terms that call for a specific discursive approach. These discourses, and especially words used to name2, constitute a prominent political issue that is exemplified by the semantic controversy that occurred in the summer of 2015 over the terms refugee and migrant when the Qatari outlet Al Jazeera decided to ← 17 | 18 → stop using the word migrant and systematically shifted to refugee3. The fact that many relevant news media took part in this lexical debate (Calabrese, 2018a and 2018b) shows that a denomination is not only a label to name the world but a tool to give meaning to events and, more broadly, history.


Therefore, the study of the words used to name people on the move presents a scientific interest that still needs to be more deeply explored. Indeed, researchers in discourse studies and in media and communications have shown increasing interest in the representation of migrants in various discourses (political, media, activist, etc.). Some researchers have focused on language practices between institutions and migrants (Van Neste-Gottignies & Mistiaen, 2018) and/or between migrants themselves (Gillespie et al., 2016). Regarding media discourse, quite a few researchers have analysed media content or media frames in newspapers (De Cock, Sundin & Mistiaen, 2019; Chouliaraki & Zaborowski, 2017; Berry, Garcia-Blanco & Moore, 2016; Fotopoulos & Kaimaklioti, 2016; Jacobs & Hooghe, 2015; Van Gorp, 2005). Others have studied how minority groups are represented in the news (De Cock, Mertens, Sundin, Lams, Mistiaen, Joris & d’Haenens, 2018; van Dijk, 1991) and the effects of this representation on audiences (De Coninck, 2020; De Coninck, Matthijs, Debrael, Joris, De Cock & d’Haenens, 2018; Meeusen & Jacobs, 2017; Holmes & Castañeda, 2016). However, attention to lexical issues is relatively recent, and research has started to focus on the discursive construction of terms used to name people on the move (Akoka, 2018; Aprile, 2018; Branca-Rosoff, 2018; Boudou, 2018; Calabrese, 2018a and 2018b; Calabrese & Mistiaen, 2018; Calabrese & Veniard, 2018a; Canut, 2016; Baker, Gabrielatos, Khosravinik, Krzyżanowski, McEnery & Wodak, 2008; Gabrielatos & Baker, 2008; Baker & McEnery, 2005; Akin, 1999a, 1999b and 2018; Bonnafous, 1991).


The present book aims to understand how words used to name people on the move have constructed the public issue of migration differently in the two main linguistic communities of Belgium. As each community experiences its own political and media system, studying words used to name people on the move in the media in French and in Dutch through media events shows that, far from being frozen in time, words fully participate in constituting public issues and, concurrently, evolve with them.


Discourse analysis (DA) is the ideal framework to study this phenomenon as this discipline conceptualises language as a form of “social practice” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). DA argues that social relations determine discourses and, in turn, discourses impact social relations. Studying the context of language and the “agenda” of discourses is of crucial importance as “in discourse people can be legitimising (or delegitimising) particular power relations without being conscious of doing so” (Fairclough, 2001: 33). ← 18 | 19 →


Europe in crisis: between uncertainty and doubt


Whatever words are used to name people on the move, they describe actual people who are displaced. According to the latest figures, the number of refugees worldwide reached 22.5 million at the end of 2016 (UNHCR, 2017a). In June 2016, more than one million displaced people arrived in Europe (compared to 220,000 in the whole of 2007) (UNHCR, 2017b). However,


the most remarkable feature of this movement was not only the incredible numbers of people who were on the move, but the media coverage it received. All media outlets reported on it extensively, while journalists and researchers […] themselves joined the exodus to better understand why, and more importantly, how people move. (Rea, Martiniello, Mazzola & Meuleman, 2019: 12)


Even before the 2015–2017 migratory crisis, French sociologist Catherine Wihtol de Wenden (2013: 7) had stated that migration was a prominent issue. Not only was the number of people entering Europe vast, but unprecedented social movements for and against migration were also emerging and “the long-standing right-wing dominance on issues of asylum and migration” (De Cleen, Zienkowski, Smets, Dekie & Vandevoordt, 2017: 45) was strengthened. Moreover, as the crisis (perceived by the public as a media event4) has focused on actors, terms to name people on the move have been at the core of the media coverage (Calabrese, 2013).


Drozdiak (2017: xi) writes that “the year 2016 earned its description as the continent’s annus horribilis on many fronts.” At that time, Syrian refugees threatened by civil war were arriving in Europe. At the same time, a succession of unfavourable events was unfolding, including terrorist attacks, the rise of security alerts to the highest levels, aggressive actions against the West by Russia, and the sixth year of the economic recession.


Flames of exclusionary nationalism in many European countries (such as the Netherlands, Italy, Hungary, Poland, and France) pushed a radical anti-European and anti-immigration agenda in politics. The migratory crisis challenged the open border policy of the Schengen agreement, and, moreover, “what was intended as a vivid demonstration of European ideals being integrated into everyday lives of people across the continent has become a distressing symbol of nationalist rivalries fanned by fears about the impact of the refugee crisis” (ibid.: xiiii). The president of the European Commission at that time, Jean-Claude Juncker, declared in his State of the Union address on the 14 September 2016: “Our European Union is, at least in part, in an existential crisis. […] Never before have I seen so much fragmentation, and so little commonality in our Union”5. He underlined that “many leaders speak only ← 19 | 20 → of their domestic problems” and that “populist forces” had weakened many member states. He warned about the risk of populism ultimately hindering collaboration between member states (p. 54). The cleavage between East and West Europe regarding the arrival of asylum seekers grew (for example, strong opposition was seen between Merkel’s and Sweden’s encouragement to welcome refugees, and Hungary and Eastern European countries that refused the quota system proposed by Juncker).


In the context of the migratory crisis, the meaning of the crisis itself was constructed as if the situation was endured solely by Europe, thereby fading the people behind it and obscuring what asylum seekers themselves were experiencing. Media and political discourses and debates focused on the influx of refugees coming to Europe and the social/economic/identity problems their arrival caused for the European institutions and European States.


Since the global financial crisis of 2008, Europe has been experiencing austerity. This led to many economic discussions on major financial and structural reforms in opposition to the policies of some European countries. These economic topics generated new dividing lines in Europe and led to an “emotional debate over whether to pursue ‘more Europe or less Europe’” (Drozdiak, 2017: 143). All in all, there has not been only one crisis but a myriad of endless crises (Angeli Aguiton, Cabane & Cornilleau, 2019: 9–10) that question Europe’s values and functioning. “The crisis has become ‘all inclusive’” (Krasteva, 2019: 7) and pervasive in all social aspects and/or all notions (Morin, 2012: 135).


In Eraly’s (2017: 51) approach, these (political) crisis discourses are not innocent. They do not limit themselves “to describing a configuration of events objectively present in reality; […] [they] contribute to constituting it socially, to impose it in the public debate and to generating representations, emotions and provisions specific to certain reforms.” Moreover, as argued by Krzyżanowski, Triandafyllidou and Wodak (2018), in the context of immigration, this discourse construction based on the exclusionary rhetoric of othering and nourished by right-wing populist and nationalistic agendas emphasises the ethno-nationalistic “politics of fear”. The authors


believe that the description of the recent migration flows as “crisis” is both stigmatising – especially for the migrants themselves – and adding an unnecessary alarmist connotation to this discourse. It carries a specifically political function and, as such, it is obviously not arbitrary but intentional and purposeful. (Ibid.: 3)


Belgium, a two-speed country


This book focuses on Belgium for two main reasons. Firstly, Belgium occupies a central position in Europe as it hosts most of the European institutions in its capital city, Brussels. Secondly, Belgium is a federal, trilingual country (French, Dutch and German) where two main languages (French and Dutch) coexist. This linguistic divide both fosters and results in a divided media landscape. ← 20 | 21 →


When it comes to discussing the status and protection of refugees, Belgium is no exception. Indeed, we find the same divides as in most reception countries. What is most interesting is that these divides intertwine with both the political and linguistic partitions of Belgium. Moreover, the two leading linguistic communities6 coexist on only 30,600 square kilometres under the same federal state. Immigration, being a federal matter, means the three regions must follow the same immigration procedures and status attribution rules. Nevertheless, the country is politically divided between the North (Dutch-speaking; generally more on the right side of the political spectrum) and the South (French-speaking; usually more on the left side of the political spectrum7). As documented by Blommaert and Verschueren, already in the 1990s, the political right-wing parties of Flanders exploited the theme of migration much more than the Francophone parties. Consequently, “the ‘migrant debate’ was more vivid in Flanders, which had the lowest number of foreigners, than in the two other regions” (Blommaert & Verschueren, 1998: 44). This shows that the reception of refugees is discussed differently.


In Belgium, the Federal State is responsible for the “common heritage” of the country (the finances, the army, the judicial system, foreign affairs…) while the regions are in charge of their respective local matters (employment, agriculture, water policy, housing…). Similarly, unlike other federalist European countries, the Belgian media landscape is divided among a Dutch-, French- and a much smaller German-speaking community, which harbour different journalistic traditions (Raeymaeckers & Heinderyckx, 2018: 14; Jacobs & Tobback, 2013: 408). Raeymaeckers and Heinderyckx (2018: 15) underline that “the two journalistic communities seem to live in different worlds: there is an astonishing lack of journalistic interest in what happens in the other community, and only in moments of major crisis do journalists from both communities engage in any kind of dialogue.” The Belgian political evolution has divided the Belgian media landscape into four divisions: language, public vs commercial channels, local vs national (or rather, communitarian as Lits named them) media and national vs foreign media (Lits, 2012: 58). In short, “Flanders is a foreign land for French speakers, and the reverse is also true” (ibid.: 60).


Even though the migratory crisis has received considerable media attention in both linguistic communities of Belgium (e.g. De Cock, Sundin & Mistiaen, 2019; De Cleen et al., 2017), there is no single Belgian coverage of the migratory crisis. The linguistic communities “are not exposed to the same media coverage and, on the whole, to the same discourses and images about migration” (Mistiaen, Calabrese & De Cleen, 2023: 68). Consequently, “there is no such thing as a unified Belgian debate” concerning these matters (De Cleen et al., 2017: 26). Instead, there are two distinct public spheres in which different discourses evolve. “Flemings read only Flemish newspapers and watch Flemish television and French-speaking people read French newspapers and watch French television” (Walgrave, Soroka & Nuytemans, 2008: 822). Therefore, it is impossible to speak about a “single Belgian media market or a single legislative approach to media ownership and innovation policy” (Evens, 2017: 25). ← 21 | 22 →


Belgium can be considered as a federation without a public sphere, due to the absence of federal media, but also because of the organisation of the political system. Because of the linguistically split media system, political debate is being conducted separately in Dutch-speaking and French-speaking media. Moreover, the debate that takes place within these two distinct public spaces is largely conducted only among representatives of [their] own community. (Sinardet, 2009: 56)


Belgium is thus an excellent case example for tackling the issue addressed in this research as it allows for a comparison of the public issue of migration in two different languages, two different media cultures, and two political contexts wherein the same federal policies on migration apply.


Research question, corpus and methodology


The question this book seeks to answer is based on the following rationale: migration and denomination issues lead to numerous debates that are reflected in media discourse. The media reflects national narratives, which are also reflected in the choice of terms made by the media. As a matter of fact, the media from both linguistic communities make different lexical choices and adopt different terms to name people on the move. These choices reflect everyday usages and reveal linguistic constraints and different positions interlocked in social struggles (Krieg-Planque, 2017 [2012]; Veniard, 2013; Krieg-Planque, 2009b; Mondada & Dubois, 1995). As Belgium had narrated the public issue of migration along linguistic lines, the hypothesis is that distinct words for naming people on the move are found in the media of both linguistic communities. As a result, the research question (RQ) that has led this work is: How does the repertoire of denominations to name people on the move unfold in the Belgian media during the 2015–2017 migratory crisis?


Thus, the aim is to study the lexical and semantic differences between the two linguistic communities through their respective media discourses to observe the public issue at stake. To determine whether language was the most significant variable, three others were included in the analysis: the support of the media (TV/press), the type of the media ((public service) quality media/popular) and the diachronic variation.


To answer the research question, an exhaustive corpus composed of press articles and evening news items was collected in Belgium’s French- and Dutch-speaking communities. For each community, the broadsheet, the popular newspaper, the Public Service Broadcaster (PSB) and the Commercial Broadcaster (CB) with the largest audience were analysed (Le Soir and La Dernière Heure-Les Sports for the French-language newspapers; De Standaard and Het Laatste Nieuws for the Dutch-language newspapers; Evening news broadcasts of RTBF and RTL-TVi for the French-language community and VRT and VTM for the Dutch-language community). Focusing on words used to name people on the move, the corpus was compiled using a lexical query in news databases (GOpress for newspapers and TV channel databases for evening news) of the following lemmas: refugee* and migrant*. It corresponded to 13,391 ← 22 | 23 → articles and 3490 news broadcasts representing 7,637,986 words in total. The corpus spans from March 2015 (just before the first media hype around “massive arrivals”) to July 2017 (when arrivals decreased).


As public issues are naturally complex (van Dijk, 1993: 252), a mixed approach is needed to analyse them. Since the corpus is quite large, a qualitative analysis of all news items was not feasible. Therefore, the research combined Discourse Analysis (DA) – more specifically Discursive Semantics (DS) – and Corpus Linguistics (CL) as they complement one another. DA provides the conceptual and theoretical framework to analyse discourses, whereas CL is used to “provide a ‘map’ of the corpus, pinpointing areas of interest for a subsequent close analysis” (Baker et al., 2008: 284–285). The quantitative analysis implemented with CL tools helps identify frequent and repetitive linguistic patterns before deepening them qualitatively. As a result, it facilitates the back and forth between quantitative and qualitative analysis (Née & Fleury, 2017: 61).


Furthermore, the analysis combines a deductive approach to answer the research question with a more inductive approach that individually studies the denominations used to name people on the move. Since this inductive approach remains open to discovering other findings, it generates knowledge that goes beyond the strict answer to the research question.


Outcome of the book


This research concludes with three main results. First, there is great lexical creativity as more than 260 denominations – from those highly fixed in the respective language to those less fixed and temporary – were found in both the Francophone and Flemish corpora. This lexical productivity can be explained by ‘politicians’ and ‘journalists’ needs to describe new categories or specific cases of people on the move. It also shows the permeability of media discourse to political discourse, to the point that many denominations, which are not owned by journalists, circulate nevertheless in media discourse through reported speech, and later in general social discourse.


Second, migration-related terms focus on different aspects, such as the origin, destination or movement itself. Many denominations found in the media discourse are accompanied by a qualifier that modifies the meaning of the word, even if some of them are legal categories that are supposedly stable and semantically accurate.


Third, denominations are often used to classify people on the move according to their deservingness, i.e. dividing people between those who deserve to be welcome (the archetypal political refugees) and those who need to be expelled (economic migrants). Nonetheless, this research not merely focuses on a few terms but analyses the entire paradigm of denominations linked to migration. While the analysis of textual context reveals the current usage and meaning of the terms, the analysis of the entire paradigm proves that their meaning varies in connection to the paradigm and in opposition to other terms. As a result, categories are plastic and semantically variable.


More generally, the corpus examined is of great significance. Very few studies focus on Belgian media and migration, let alone on newspapers and TV news from ← 23 | 24 → Belgium’s two leading linguistic communities: the French- and Dutch-speaking communities. Indeed, the corpus is innovative as it gathers newspaper articles and TV news items. TV news items are challenging to collect, and transcribing them is time-consuming. As a result, very little research focuses on TV coverage of migration (Dasgupta & Imre, 2021; Meuzelaar, 2021). The corpus is not only exhaustive and significant across time (2015–2017), but it is also bilingual in French and Dutch. Many CL methods in media studies are used to analyse newspapers, but hardly any of them correlate with TV news items. To our knowledge, migration coverage in Belgian French-language TV news has never been studied before, and very few studies focus on Belgian Dutch-language TV news (Jacobs & Hooghe, 2020; Jacobs, Hooghe & de Vroome, 2017; Jacobs, Meeusen & d’Haenens, 2016; Jacobs & Hooghe, 2015). This two-year exhaustive and bilingual corpus lays the groundwork for various analyses in CL and DA or many other methods. Therefore, the corpus is available to other researchers on Zenodo8. In line with the open science trend, the script used to mark out the corpus is also available for future developments9.


Besides, this research shows dominant patterns behind denominations and debates on words. Understanding the logic of these patterns is a leading concern for social sciences seeking to demonstrate that social phenomena are not ineluctable but the result of collective action. Therefore, the lexical analysis highlights moments when some words are used more than others (e.g. migrant/refugee) and when some tend to fade from usage (e.g. allochthon). It also reveals how these words are used depending on the language, the support and the type of the media.


Furthermore, the quantitative and qualitative analysis shows how the writing of this crisis is based on political and semantic choices, which might be soon forgotten as only denominations fixed by everyday usage remain.


The outcome of this work shows how the social memory of an event is built differently in two linguistic communities. The societal relevance of these observations is to shed light on the mechanisms underlying news-making routines, which may explain the different discursive and linguistic processes made by French- and Dutch-language media. Moreover, grasping these mechanisms contributes to our understanding of the construction of national (or regional) memory.


Book structure


This book first examines theories on discourse, nomination, and public issues (Chapter I). It then reviews existing research on refugees in the news and details how migration has been constituted as a public issue through the media (Chapter II). Chapter III is dedicated to Belgium as a case study. It outlines necessary contextual elements to understand the Belgian legal framework on migration and the Belgian media landscape. Then, based on the literature review and theoretical framework, the ← 24 | 25 → research question and its variables are formulated in Chapter IV, along with the corpus and methodology. Chapter V describes the lexico-syntactic taxonomy established to classify the list of denominations and designations found in both corpora. Finally, the results are presented in the remaining four chapters (Chapters VI to VIII). ← 25 | 26 →





1 All translation are ours.


2 In other words, denominations.


3 Malone, B. (20/08/2015). Why Al Jazeera will not say Mediterranean “migrants”. Al-Jazeera English [online]. Retrieved December 21, 2016, from http://www.aljazeera.com.


4 A media event is defined by Krieg-Planque (2009b: online) as “an occurrence (i.e. what happens in the phenomenal world) perceived as significant within a certain framework.” Calabrese and Veniard (2017: online) specify that the event “is not a raw reality but a signified reality that demands to be understood.” “The reception of the event is inseparable from it, because it is at this point that a social meaning is attributed to it, a meaning that mobilises factual information, but also symbolic and cultural resources, beliefs and social conventions” (ibid.).


5 Juncker, J.-C. (14/09/2016). State of the Union 2016, p. 6 [online]. Retrieved June 19, 2020, from https://op.europa.eu.


6 And a much smaller German-speaking community.


7 This is a trend observed, not a general rule.


8 FLC: DOI 10.5281/zenodo.12570268 – DLC: DOI 10.5281/zenodo.12570345.


9 iguanodon-ai/2022_ReSIC_presse (2022). https://github.com/iguanodon-ai/2022_ReSIC_presse.




← 26 | 27 →


Chapter I


Denominations: A Cornerstone in the Discursive Construction of Public Issues in the Media


The 2015–2017 migratory crisis was a media event in the longstanding and often intense debate about migration. In the staging and narration of this event and of the broader issue of migration, the words used to name people on the move played, and continue to play, a substantial role. These words are studied in this book in synchrony (during the 2015–2017 migratory crisis) within a Discourse Analysis (DA) approach and, more precisely, within Discursive Semantics (DS). Because the corpus investigated is rather large, Corpus Linguistics (CL) is used to study it.


This first chapter is dedicated to DA, DS and the constitution of public issues. The first part of the chapter defines discourse, interdiscourse, direct lexical environment, DS, and nomination theories. The second part of this chapter deals with the narration of public issues and explains why naming is central in the way the media portrays an issue such as migration. This chapter lays the epistemological foundation for said research. It contributes to a better understanding of the contextualisation of the 2015–2017 migratory crisis as a media event (Chapter II) in Belgium (Chapter III) and the dimensions involved in the construction of the meaning of a word (Chapter V).


1.1  Discourse, a social practice in which denomination plays a central role


In its broad sense, discourse can be defined as “any statement (from an isolated word to a text of several pages)” produced in a specific context using the linguistic material of a particular language (Bonnafous, 1991: 17). If language (langue in French) is a relatively stable repertoire of words and rules, discourse results from specific individuals or groups using and adapting this repertoire in a socio-historical context. ← 27 | 28 → The context refers to the physical, social, cultural, historical, etc., environment or the immediate communication situation. These characteristics make discourse much less stable than language. Some parts of a language’s lexicon are even less stable (Calabrese, 2018a; Mondada & Dubois, 1995) as they name social phenomena (Searle, 1985) rather than material objects, and they often cause controversies and linguistic debates. As a matter of fact, “discourses constitute part of the resources which people deploy in relating to one another – keeping separate from one another, cooperating, competing, dominating – and in seeking to change the ways in which they relate to one another” (Fairclough, 2003: 133).


As a social practice that is also an instrument of power and control, discourse can help maintain the status quo or, alternatively, transform it (Wodak & Meyer, 2015: 5). In this line, DA does not see language as a neutral device to name things or phenomena that are already there. There is no transparent relationship between the signified (idea in our mind) and the signifier (thing in the real world)1; the word is not the thing. When communicating, the speaker chooses a term from a set of words available in the lexicon of their language. This choice differs according to time, context and enunciator (Mondada & Dubois, 1995: 278), and reflects the speaker’s position (Siblot, 1997). This is why words used to name are often a battlefield for social actors who try to impose their meaning or agenda (Krieg-Planque, 2009a). Furthermore, the fact that denominations are subject to redenomination and reformulation (Krieg-Planque, 2017 [2012]: 97; Mondada & Dubois, 1995) testifies that language is an arena for social struggles (Krieg-Planque, 2017 [2012]: 41; Veniard, 2013: 27–28).


On the one hand, discourses reflect power struggles, and on the other, this is where fights occur (Akin, 1999a; Siblot, 1997; Bonnafous & Tournier, 1995; Foucault, 1971). For this reason, naming is a “place to exercise power” (Akin, 1999a: 35). For Bonnafous and Tournier (1995: 69), “the terms exchanged in the public space around power issues reflect the struggles for appropriation or symbolic dispossession that are played out in the exchange itself.” As attested by Fairclough (2001: 33), “in discourse people can be legitimising (or delegitimising) particular power relations without being conscious of doing so.” Therefore, studying the context of language and the “agenda” of discourses through denominations is crucial to understanding these power relations. As a result, language is considered as a form of “social practice” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997) and discourse as “a set of codified linguistic uses attached to a social practice” (Rastier, 2001: 298). This was indeed one of the main ideas developed by Foucault (1969: 71), a leading inspiration for discourse studies: “certainly, speeches are made of signs; but what they do is more than use these signs to designate things.” In this sense, he exhorts us to stop “treating discourses as sets of signs (signifying elements referring to contents or representations) but as practices that systematically form the objects they speak about” (ibid.).


Consequently, this work is based on the following definition of discourse: “recurrent phrases and conventional ways of talking, which circulate in the social world, and which form a constellation of repeated meanings” (Stubbs, 1996: 158). This definition ← 28 | 29 → implies that discourse cannot be analysed only in its “internal closing” (Détrie, Siblot, Verine & Steuckardt, 2017: 186–187). As a matter of fact,


Discourse Analysis is concerned with the forms and modalities of expression of media, political, public and organisational messages in relation to social frameworks (the historical context, the media, the political party, the government, the company, etc.). It is an approach based on linguistics but which insists on the link between discourse and the social, between the verbal and the institutional, between words, figures, arguments and those who express and interpret them. (Bonnafous & Krieg-Planque, 2014: 223)


As discourse stems from a finite linguistic repertoire, when analysing texts, DA moves back and forth between language (Saussure’s langue) and discourse (Saussure’s parole). DA “inherits both the structural language and the empirical language of social groups or language action and is obliged to rethink their opposition constantly, their articulation, if not their relationship” (Mazière, 2005: 15). In addition, words are always caught in an interdiscourse: “the set of discourse units […] with which a particular discourse enters into an implicit or explicit relationship” (Charaudeau & Maingueneau, 2002: 324). Therefore, to understand a word’s meaning, it is paramount not only to grasp the lexical meaning (langue) and the discursive meaning (usage in a specific context) but also to identify the social representations (shared definitions that vary according to time/space/context) attached to the word (Kaufmann, 2006). As a matter of fact, discourse is neither completely individual nor completely collective. In sum, studying meaning is done “in interaction with different parameters” (Détrie et al., 2017: 26): the conditions of production and enunciation, the co-text (direct lexical environment2), and the relations it establishes with other texts and the outside world (Pêcheux, 1990 [1971]; Bakhtine, 1970 [1963]).


The meaning of a word can change according to different contexts (space, time, situation). For instance, this is the case for allochthon, which was first used in the Netherlands by the sociologist Hilda Verwey-Jonker to designate people from elsewhere who settled permanently in the country to avoid the stigmatisation of foreigners and minorities. However, it later entered the institutional sphere and was charged, little by little, with negative connotations (Roblain, 2018), referring mainly to North African descendants (Blommaert & Verschueren, 1998: 48), to the point that the Flemish newspaper De Morgen decided to ban it in 2012. One year later, the city of Ghent made the same decision3. As a result, today, this term is more and more decried and less and less used. Instead, the more positive term bicultureel (“bicultural”) has recently been launched in the Netherlands and designates a person who “is enriched by at least one other culture” (Saeys, Devroe, Grammens, Lits & Desterbecq, 2007: 14).


Similarly, the word migrant, used at first in the academic sphere for the sake of objectivity (Fiala, 2018: 150), was later refused by the Qatari outlet Al Jazeera as it was seen as dehumanising because of its constant association with marauding in the ← 29 | 30 → British press4. Besides, as was the case for allochthon in the Belgian media, Al Jazeera’s 2015 statement started a polemic throughout the European media (Calabrese, 2018a; 2018b).


Another recent example is Joe Biden’s proposal to eliminate the term alien from the US immigration laws. Whereas Barack Obama spoke about “undocumented immigrants” and Donald Trump frequently used “illegal aliens” or “foreign invaders,” Biden would like to replace “alien” with “non-citizen” to recognise “the humanity of non-Americans” (Johnson, 2021: online). Of course, these different terms justified the implementation of different immigration policies, ranging from fervent anti-immigrant to more open-minded administrations. According to Biden, “alien terminology helps rationalise the harsh treatment of persons from other countries. […] The images that alien terminology creates have more far-reaching, often subtle, racial consequences” (Biden cited in Johnson, 1996: 268–269). Johnson (2021: online) argues that this “one-word change could deeply influence Americans’ views about the rights of non-citizens and, by so doing, the future trajectory of immigration law and policy.” These examples show that “the categories are neither obvious nor given absolutely once and for all. Rather, they are the result of practical and historical reifications of complex processes, including discussions, controversies, [and] disagreements” (Mondada & Dubois, 1995: 283).


The first parameter mentioned above for studying the meaning of a discourse, i.e. the conditions in which discourses are produced (Bourdieu, 1982) and pronounced, is included in (and, in this research, limited to) the broader cultural-historical and political context that is detailed in Chapter III. This book, focusing exclusively on texts (articles or TV news item transcriptions), gives prominence to the other two parameters: the co-text, and the interdiscourse. These parameters are of particular importance as they demonstrate that the meaning of a denomination is, on the one hand, charged with the immediate lexical environment and, on the other, subject to redenominations and reformulations following its circulation. Consequently, the following subsection (1.1.1) focuses on interdiscourse while subsection 1.1.2 details textual associations.


1.1.1  The pre-eminence of interdiscourse


“Discourse only makes sense within a universe of other discourses through which it must find its way” (Charaudeau & Maingueneau, 2002: 189). To put it simply, people only speak with the words of others. Because discourse is caught in interdiscursivity, it must be placed in a relationship (consciously or unconsciously) with other utterances to be understood. Foucault (1969: 67) uses the expression “discursive relations” to refer to “relations external to the discourse that would limit it, or impose certain forms on it, or force it, in certain circumstances, to say certain things”:


the associative field that makes a sentence or a series of signs into a statement […] is also made up of all the formulations to which the statement refers ← 30 | 31 → (implicitly or not) either to repeat them, or to modify or adapt them, or to oppose them, or to speak about them in turn; there is no statement that in one way or another does not update others. (Ibid.: 135–136)


The notion of discursive memory underpins the analysis made by Foucault. It “concerns the historical existence of the statement within discursive practices regulated by ideological traditions” (Courtine, 1981: 53). As a matter of fact, discourses produce new acts as well as being taken up and transformed by those words that take them up. They will be taken up again indefinitely. In brief, utterances produce “specific memory effects” and relationships with the other statements they coexist with (ibid.: 52).


Bakhtine (1970 [1963]), one of the precursors of DA, speaks of a generalised dialogism, and Pêcheux (1975: 64) paraphrases, “it is [always] talking somewhere else and before and independently.” Bakhtine coined the term dialogism to show that every verbal interaction responds to another one. It is a “principle that governs every human practice” (Détrie et al., 2017: 92); it orients the discourse in its production and interpretation process. There is a dialogue between the producer of the discourse and the person who interprets it. An utterance could only be monological in appearance. Adam (in the Bible) would be the only person who would have uttered the first speech in a “virgin and still unspoken world” (Bakhtine, 1981: 98). The person who speaks cannot be the origin of meaning because each utterance is a piece of an “uninterrupted communication flow” (Maingueneau, 2009: 43). Considering conversational dialogism, Bakhtine (1977 [1929]: 106) wrote that:


all enunciation, even in its frozen written form, is a response to something and is constructed as such. It is only one link in the chain of speech acts. Every inscription prolongs those that have preceded it, engages in a polemic with them, expects active reactions of understanding, anticipates them, etc.


Pêcheux speaks of “this specific exterior” that “determines what can and must be said” (Haroche, Henry & Pêcheux, 1971: 103). The definition was later clarified as follows: “the discursive and ideological space in which discursive formations are deployed according to relationships of domination, subordination, contradiction” (Pêcheux, 1990 [1971]: 43).


Interdiscourse affects different levels: the discourse, the lexico-semantics and the word. “Words carry a ‘voice’, and we take up the tune and the song. They are the primary manifestation of dialogism and of the ‘arena of social struggles’, in Bakhtine’s words” (Siblot, 1998: 27). In a similar manner, based on Bakhtine’s dialogism, Courtine’s discursive memory and Pêcheux’s theories, Moirand (2004b) coined the concept of mémoire interdiscursive (“interdiscursive memory”). She argues that the traces of the inscription of such a memory are visible in the enunciation as it employs allusion, i.e., the usage of another term or an “event word”, and at discourse level with formulations, syntactic constructions, as well as in the interdiscourse. Thus, the interdiscursive memory, such as thought by Moirand, is expressly dialogic and consequently, in opposition to language. ← 31 | 32 →


If the cognitive-discursive memory “actually piles up meaning” (Paveau, 2006: online), it also constructs them through categorisation. It is visible synchronically or diachronically within a community and depends on the “salience” of the item.


1.1.2  Direct lexical environment 


The third parameter that helps to understand the construction of a word’s meaning is the direct lexical environment. Hoey (2007: 7–8) argues that


each time we encounter a word […], we subconsciously keep a record of the context and co-text of the word so that cumulatively as we re-encounter the word […], we build up a record of its collocations. […] when we come to use the word […], we characteristically replicate the context in which we had previously encountered it.


This phenomenon is also observed for other features, such as grammatical patterns, semantic and pragmatic associations, textual collocations and colligations, textual semantic associations and genres, style domains and social situations. These preferences are referred to as lexical priming5. This concept covers a broad spectrum of the environment and goes beyond the frame of this research.


In fact, as this work focuses on the discursive meaning of terms, the lexical environment of a term is studied by means of concordances, co-occurrences, collocations, colligations and semantic preferences. The concordance is a process that allows for the observation of each occurrence of the word being analysed and its immediate lexical environment (that is to say, its co-text) (Lebart, Pincemin & Poudat, 2019: 95; Leblanc, Fleury & Née, 2017: 142). The co-occurrence index shows the words that usually appear together with the target word studied (Lebart, Pincemin & Poudat, 2019: 113). Collocation refers to the repeated co-occurrence of two or more terms (Sinclair, 1991: 115; Firth, 1968: 181), while colligation refers to the repeated co-occurrence of grammatical patterns (Stubbs, 2009: 125; Sinclair, 1998: 15). Semantic preference refers to the “relation of co-occurrence between a lexical field and the lexical item” (Stubbs, 2009: 125; Sinclair, 1998). The co-text of a term helps to give meaning to the term (Veniard, 2013) and the identification of repeated patterns (often carried out with the study of the co-occurrents, collocations, colligations and semantic preferences) helps to give meaning to the text (Sinclair, 1998; Salem, 1986). It should be noted that the concepts of collocation, colligation and semantic preference match three levels of discourse (Sinclair, 1998: 16): the word (for collocation), the text (for colligation) and the interdiscourse (for semantic preference).


The two parameters of discourse (interdiscourse and direct lexical environment) detailed in this section allow for the study of the ties a word has with other words, one segment of the text, the text as a whole, as well as the relationship the word and the text have with the world. Within Discourse Analysis (DA), Discursive Semantics (DS) ← 32 | 33 → is a perfect approach for studying the trajectory of words and their relationships with discourse parameters.


1.2  Discursive Semantics


In the first wave of French DA, DS was the name given to “the scientific analysis of the characteristic processes of a discursive formation6. This analysis attempts to take into account the link between these processes and the conditions in which the discourse is produced (the positions to which it must be referred)” (Haroche, Henry & Pêcheux, 1971: 103). In other words, DS was originally the goal of every discursive study. Later, the expression was fine-tuned to refer to a set of methodological approaches as well as a theoretical framework aimed at studying brief discursive segments at the interface of the linguistic repertoire and usage. According to Lecolle, Veniard and Guérin (2018: 35–36), DS is structured around six goals:


– Going beyond the traditional opposition between language and discourse in favour of a “dynamic articulation” rather than studying the “facts of meaning”.


– Relying on discourse and textual genres as well as on the context and history of forms and their usage.


– Studying the “construction of meaning” according to “units of different ranks (word, syntagm, statement, textual sequence)” and considering “the interface between different levels of meaning construction (syntagmatic, textual, enunciative, discursive)”.


– Keeping in mind that semantic phenomena are unstable and, consequently, paying attention to polysemy, ambiguity and the play and reconfiguration of meaning.


– Underlining “the influence of values, beliefs and shared knowledge in the construction and evolution of meaning and interpretation”.


– Describing “how uses become fixed, how emerging forms become routinised to become shared resources”.


DS is then seen as a socially embedded language practice that “aims to grasp the ‘thickness’ of the semantic” (ibid.: 36) and therefore touches on the general, lexical, grammatical and discourse semantics. From the characteristics mentioned above, Lecolle, Veniard and Guérin (ibid.) highlight two assumptions:


– “meaning is constructed jointly on various levels of linguistic analysis”;


– “meaning is caught up in a stability/instability dynamic”.


The first assumption states that meaning is indeed “multidimensional”. It involves units from various levels and results from the interaction and entanglement of lexis, grammatical pattern, syntagm, utterance, textual sequence, text, and discourse. ← 33 | 34 → Consequently, the meaning is not to be found in any single unit in particular (ibid.: 36–37). Moreover, the authors go beyond the binary opposition established between language and discourse by allowing for the freedom to determine what is involved in constructing meaning while not forgetting that it is always a reconstruction of reality that can never be perfect and therefore remains partial.


The second assumption stems from the (long-standing) supposition that language is stable and that discourse is dynamic. For this reason, lexical units, or syntagms, must be studied diachronically through language facts (“word games, disfigurements, misunderstandings, ambiguities, or even routinisation of segments, emerging uses, neology”) (ibid.: 40). Language and discourse are thus considered within a system rather than in a dialectical relation. As a result, four levels are to be taken into account (ibid.: 40–41):


1. Language stability: shared knowledge of a lexical unit.


2. Instability/dynamism in discourse: emerging linguistic usages.


3. Stabilisation and stability in discourse: when a discursive form freezes as a result of everyday usage.


4. Instability/dynamism in language: when emerging usages are lexicalised or otherwise integrated into the linguistic system.


Hence, DS integrates the various levels of analysis and their interconnections to apprehend the multidimensionality of meaning:


Discursive Semantics can be associated with lexical semantics; its approach then consists not in “diving” into discourse for lexical units whose meaning has previously been described as stable in language, but in placing in the foreground, in the analysis of the meaning of the said lexical units, the diversity of their contextual uses, the way in which they operate the reference, the way in which they are taken up and discussed, the way in which they evolve by and through uses in discourse, and the way, finally, in which they are placed at the service of persuasion or argumentation. In this perspective, meaning is born and accessed through the linguistic co-text, articulated to the situational context. (Ibid.: 7)


In sum, “the semantic value is understood in a particular context, in syntagmatic relation with the other elements of the statement and with all the cultural background that has motivated the statement” (Branca-Rosoff, 1999: 31). Indeed, studied units are not exclusively lexical. Still, it must be recognised that DS is of interest to study new meaning production processes, such as referencing, categorisation, stereotypes, etc. Another reason why this approach is particularly relevant in the scope of this work is because it allows us to work on short diachrony and is helpful for analysing emerging denominations. ← 34 | 35 →


1.3  Is naming an objective act?


Logically, the study of the variations in meaning of terms used to name people on the move is done through the nouns used to name them, also known as denominations. Just as discourse exercises power (Wodak & Meyer, 2015; Fairclough, 2013 and 2003), denomination appears as a marker of power that social constructs of society exert on individuals (Krieg-Planque, 2017 [2012]: 92). These stakes are observable in the act of naming that generates and historically, or normatively fixes a denomination of a person, place, event or organisation. This section details the idealist and realist versions of a noun (subsection 1.3.1), the theoretical framework of the denomination (subsection 1.3.2) and the paradigme désignationnel (subsection 1.3.3) which includes all the denominations and designations that can be used to refer to someone or something.


1.3.1  The realist version of the noun


The noun is the only discourse category that uniquely “designate a referent and refer to it directly” (prédicat d’existence nominal, “nominal existence predicate”; Siblot, 1999: 24). Nouns “refer to notional realities (concepts) of all kinds, which share the common feature of being conceived as ‘objects of thought’ that can be invoked as such” (Riegel, Pellat & Rioul, 1998: 169). It “is the linguistic tool that most clearly manifests the relationship between language and reality, as this is the core function of the nominal category” (Siblot, 1999: 41). This work is based on a realistic version of the word (as opposed to an idealist version which holds that the noun conveys the essence of the signified (inherent meaning; Benveniste, 1966: 166).


It is self-evident that to understand each other, the content of the words used when speaking must be agreed upon. In this sense, the meanings of words and names should be stable. Nevertheless, if “naming an object means using a significant label to identify it […], no lexical item can be used objectively” (Kerbrat-Orecchioni, 1980: 126). The realist version precisely refers to the fact that representations are only partial and temporary:


We can see that even these “objective” designations are “subjective” since there are always several lexical units that, without being synonymous, can simultaneously play this naming role, given that every object is made up of an almost unlimited set of properties, only some of which will be retained in the form of seeds by the signifying unit adopted. To name is to choose within a naming paradigm; it is to make the object “fall under meaning”, to orient the referential object in a particular analytical direction; it is to abstract and generalise, to classify and select: the naming operation, whether it is carried out in the form of a word or a periphrasis (i.e. it implicitly or explicitly predicates on the denoted object), is therefore never innocent, and any designation is necessarily “tendentious”. (Ibid.)


In the constructivist perspective of DS (as described above), it is agreed that “the logical link between name and thing (naming relation) remains stable.” However, the ← 35 | 36 → designation relation varies as the attribution of this or that name to this or that thing may change (Veniard, 2013: 17). As previously mentioned, stability is necessary for the naming relation because it makes the thing exist, yet its interpretation reveals its signification for a given community.


The act of naming is viewed as a choice that is partly dictated by societal or generic needs. This choice depends on the context and the point of view taken by the speaker, i.e. “failing to name the object per se, I name it as it appears to me and concerns me, as it makes sense to me, and I use it, and from all this, I can conceive it” (Siblot, 2001: 202). Through these practices, the speaker negotiates or tries to impose their vision of the world. Consequently, the name speaks of people’s links to the “thing” rather than of the “thing” itself.


Any nominative choice is underpinned by the relationship that the subject, through the act of evoking the word, has with reality, the representation that he or she makes of it as a subject determined by the categorisations shaped by previous discourses, the voices that have enabled him or her to problematise his or her point of view on the world. The word is thus tasked with reporting the dialectical relation between the speaking subject and reality […]. It is based on a collection of experiences of the sensory world transferred into the language. (Détrie et al., 2017: 90)

OEBPS/Images/logo1.jpg





OEBPS/Images/ful1.jpg
N
' JOURNALISME ET
( /~ COMMUNICATION





OEBPS/Images/ful2.jpg
DID YOU SAY
"MIGRANT"

Media Representations
of People on the Move

Valeriane Mistiaen





OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
DID YOU SAY
"MIGRANT"?

Valérlane Mistlaen

B
=

Editions de {{Université de Bruxelles






OEBPS/Images/copy1.jpg





