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Introduction

This essay aims to deal with studio audience ppdiion in the context of political comedy
talk shows. By using some historical, but mainlitumal and political perspectives on partici-
pation, the goal is to demonstrate how the prograsobme ways can be seen as a forum for
participation — a civic force — and in some ways fitie focus will lie especially on identifi-
cation and emotions, as a core function of theistaddience in this type of program.

Political comedy and The Daily Show with Jon Stewart

The study focuses on an episodelbg Daily Show with Jon Stewadired on Comedy Cen-
tral on February 12 2012, as well as on its Swedish counterpart theaftet. The Daily
Show(referred to aFDSin this text) is a satirical program, in the geaféfake news”, mak-
ing it a hybrid in the real sense of the word; mgithe political and entertainment in both
format and content. Jones, analysifigS “Stewart changes the public conversation crafted
by news from one of spectacle and accommodationdiztment and prosecution through
creative reductive reporting, all punctuated byrisal yet earnest ribbing” (2010:141).

Comedy Central is owned by MTV Networks, which umrt is owned by the media giant
Viacom (Comedy Central official webpage), whichuaies it within the sphere of media con-
glomerates, together with most other commercialision available today.

When it comes to ratings, the program averagestaau million viewers per episode
(Starr 2008). Studies show that a considerable amoiiyoung Americans get their news
from political satire programming such @8BS as opposed to traditional news programming
(Cao 2010). Jones contextualizes the program anckd®y explaining that it is the postmod-
ern audience — the audience that mabB& popular — which is demanding a new type of polit-
ical programming and journalism (2010).

The program airs four days a week (around 11 p.amd, it contains three parts or seg-
ments, altogether making an air time of 30 minytesluding 10 minutes of commercials
spread out over two breaks). First, Stewart perfoasia news anchor, going through news in
a similar manner to classic news programs. Theetwnhostly focuses on current events.
Sometimes this segment has two parts: first, Stewsoduces a topic, and then a “fake news
correspondent” appears and is interviewed by Stewareports “on location”, or discusses
something in a panel setting. They can appearamesvith Stewart at the desk, or via a fake
satellite link. This first segment is about sevemtein minutes.

' The episode is also available in full on the pragsawebsite directly after it has aired.
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The middle segment contains the same type of cbagethe previous one, but is shorter
(about five minutes). The last part of the progremmsists of an interview, after a second
commercial break, which can vary greatly contergewidepending on the interviewee. The
program utilizes actors, comedians, singers, ahdrqierformers, as well as politicians, state

or city officials, different types of experts anthdemics, and authors.

The characteristics of talk shows

The program is a combination of political comedggram and classic talk show — although
the two are of course not mutually exclusive. Sametextualization regarding talk shows,
which researchers have focused on for a numbegaiyis relevant. Firstly, they have a clear
audience presence (Shattuc 2007). Hill mentiongémee and the fact the public “participate
in the production itself, as guests interviewedhmsy host, as a studio audience, and watching,
listening, interacting with the show on TV, radmobile and web” (2011:151).

Another attribute is that discussions are convamsat and contain both debates, critique,
confessionals, storytelling and other discursivien® (Dahlgren 1995). All these elements can
be found inTDS to a varying degree. Bignell writes: “their sifyceance has crucially to do
with the fact that talk shows revolve around th&genance of talk. That is to say, the con-
troversy and the popularity of talk shows is funéamally rooted in the pleasures of watching
and listening to people talking in particular way2001:3).

Talk shows often have a: "moral authority and etled&nowledge of a host and an ex-
pert” (Ibid.) to guide the audiences, which also ba found in the case of this study. Stewart,
his correspondents, and guest, act both as thialmond educated authority. Shattuc continues
to say that talk shows are periodically aired, oaaay, which is true in this case (with the
exception of Fridays); and Carpentier writes thaftare relatively cheap to produce (2011).

Finally, another structural aspect that Carpent@es, with the help of Dahlgren (1995),
that is shared by talk shows in general, as wWelll2S is that they are taped live or in front of
a live audience, to give a feeling of “live”. Tratso means that they aren’t extensively edited,
since the production team has limited time to de.tWe will come back to the concept of

live and its significance later on in the text.

Research questions

To find out what forms of participation the studiodience offDSrepresent, and be able to
discuss its possible consequences for civic life,study rests on the following research ques-
tions: When and how does the studio audience skowrésence? How can one classify or

categorize these reactions? And how do the hostesmondents and guests of the program
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interact with the studio audience? To help reaehaim of the essay and develop arguments

further, the concluding part will make use of Dablgs civic circuit (2009).

Why should we care about political comedy?

Political comedy is a vital genre because it isnemted to many important concepts relating
to entertainment and politics, and politiosentertainment. With its critical stance, it can be
linked with a number of civic issues; democracy @sdieficiencies; public opinion; media
critique; political ethics; voice and representatédc.

From a historical standpoint, the program is rehieyaartly because of its fairly long run of
17 years, and the even longer history of the gasra whole. As relevant is the tradition of
talk in media. Jones writes about the contempdnestpry of political humour talk show for-
mats (which he includes in the term “new polititaevision”):

(...) new political television has matured from arségyly inconsequential form of humours entertain-
ment programming that dabbles in politics into arenfully developed and legitimate form of political
communication and critique. What originally appeastmply as non-experts and Washington outsiders
discussing politics in an accessible and pleasenaianner has evolved into a full-throated critigfi¢he
political class from a variety of interrogationarppectives. This critique includes the fundamereia-

tionship that news media play in mediating politiife for citizens and, in the process, helps d¢ibate
political reality, or even truth (2010:91).

From a political standpoint, the study is obvioushportant because of the program'’s con-
tent, but also in relation to the civic aspects paténtials of the program itself. Also, the cul-
tural perspective is both relevant and vital to shely of political humour and participation;
cultural citizenship, for instance, is relevant wliecomes to political comedy.

Also, the fact that the program is popular with yger audiences, a key group in any dis-
cussion on civic issues, makes it important tostidhhigren argues that:

Popularization can mean making the public spheadlable to larger numbers of people via more acces-
sible formats and styles of representation, helpiegple to feel incorporated into society as citié...).

The big challenge (...) is to develop new populam®ithat will both resonate with large audiences and
also communicate in meaningful ways about impontaatters (2009:46f).

He goes on to quote studies that show how countviths quality journalism available, has
higher voter turnout (Ibid:47). Jones, on the scibgd satire television and political engage-
ment, states that: “for political life to be meagfm, its presence in venues that we ritually
attend to, understand, are comfortable and famaigli, and maintain feelings and commit-
ments to should not necessarily be seen in neghgire(...), the politically oriented enter-
tainment shows of new political television carrg@al quality of accessible popular culture

and meaningful political material (2010:38).



Methodological matters
For this study, one episode BDShas been chosen for analysis, as stated previolslge-
cide on a particular episode, one recently aireekwd episodes was screened. This particular
episode was chosen because it illustrated a ligaly active audience — a more extensive
search may have resulted in better (or worse) ebeanp

To conduct the analysis, an analysis guide wasldeed, containing various questions
that could be relevant to answer for the purposthisfessay, much like the research ques-
tions in character. The episode was accessed qordlgeam’s official website, where all epi-
sodes are archived for a few months (after whiely ere divided up and available as individ-
ual clips). The analysis method used was a typgnople conversation analysis: focusing on
the interactions between studio audience and hroguiest; the structure of the program; and
the use of direct speech to the audience. The methio be characterized by elements of both
audience research — since the studio audiencé&jsrcontext, is seen as a manifestation or
representation of the audience as a whole. At @dingestime, since no interviews or observa-
tions within the studio audience or audience ashalevhave been conducted, the study is a
study of text too. Combining these two has its tations, and one has to be careful not to
draw conclusions in regards to actual audienceticeec

To simplify references to the audiences’ reactidasghter, clapping and screaming has
been categorized loosely according to a matrix. rElaetions have not been measured in dec-
ibel, but subjectively assessed and compared to ether. The intensity of the audience is
categorised into three groups: low, medium and ,hégid the share of the audience, that is,
how many individuals does the sound give an imjpoessf, is also categorised into three:
few, about half and many to all. Further studiethvgreater resources could fine tune this

system for classification of reactions.

1A 1B 1C
2A 2B 2C
3A 3B 3C

Table 1.Audience reactions’; intensity and share.



The studio audience of The Daily Show

The following section contains a brief historicargpective on the concept of audiences and
crowds. This will not be an all reaching historiealerview; instead parts relevant to this

study have been chosen to work contextualizingHerreader. The part following that deals

more with the findings of the case study, and hosvoan understand them with the use of
theories and concepts within the political andwralt perspectives of participation.

A brief history of crowds and audiences

Burke has a historical perspective on European lpopulture. He describes the changes in
conditions which lead to the formation of entenaémt on stage and other cultural expres-
sions, during the last three centuries, such asilpbpn growth which lead to urbanisation
and economic changes such as the “commercial remolui.e. the rise of modern capital-
ism. With this came the communication revolutiayg,twhich changed, among other things,
culture and entertainment. He explains how “Populdture was (...) closely related to its
environment, adapted to different occupational gsoand regional ways of life” (2009:337),
which gives a hint to what Butsch discusses: thesification and judgement made historical-
ly in relation to audiences of different types aftare (2008).

The more business that could be made out of clikxgzeriences, the more large-scale en-
terprises drove out the smaller ones, and Burkéesiri‘ln short, a gradual shift took place
away from the more spontaneous and participatamgmf entertainment and toward a more
formally-organised and commercialised spectatortsgoshift which was, of course, to go
much further after 1800” (2009:341). Here, we sew ltommercial forces where linked to
civic ones, something that will be discussed ats@r.

Before mass media was available and widespreadtrazes, or gatherings of people, were
found in churches, in the street and in differgpes of entertainment venues. Here there was
no fixed seating and a more casual audience situdtian today. Butsch writes: “Entertain-
ment venues were unlike churches, where they [aud& where under the secure control of
a reputable leader, and more like the streets witere were less controlled or predictable.
Depicted as volatile crowds and a danger to sawidér, audiences became the targets of
government discipline” (2008:1). In today’s studiodiences we find the almost opposite of
this: fixed seating and an audience which has fotals on what's going on in front of the
cameras. They are, in a manner, following a “relpletéeader”. When the speaker voice an-
nounces Stewart at the top of every program, thev@rexpresses high levels of enthusiasm,

compared to other parts of the program. Thereabaibly a studio manager or a sign compel-



ling the audience to show this enthusiasm, eveuadihahis is something that goes undetected
and is not clear for the viewer at home. But aspgitggram goes along, and the studio audi-
ence seems less controlled (in respect to whenaleerhow much noise), members keep on
showing much enthusiasm at any reference to thgramus host. One might guess that they
wouldn’t attend the taping of the program if thagirdt enjoy Stewart; herein lies the reputa-
ble aspect. The sometimes rowdy impression one fgats the audience, even though it’s
never visually shown, is of a wild group of peopbeering on profanity and dirty jokes, boo-
ing things they don’t agree with and in general mgkhemselves heard. Here there are par-
allels between the examined case and the sceranted by Butsch and others, concerning
earlier audiences. This may of course be the inspyegroducers wish to give, but there is no
point in guessing what they may or may not haveederen if one of course has to keep them
in mind and be aware of the fact that studio aumierare directed. Instead, tle@resentation
of the studio audience is the important part, iasak they work as a representation of and for
the home audience. Studio audiences work as afbnkioth producers/performers and home
audiences, they are manifestations or represensatibthe home audience.

Butsch also stresses the importance of the liveasin for the experiences of the audi-
ence. As part of a live situation, audience membeesthemselves as participants, ard,

participants. This makes for a certain behaviour seif-reflexive behaviour.

A political perspective on The Daily Show studio audience

The concept of voice is something Couldry focusesamong others (2010). The focus of
this essay is also explicitly about voice — thegibgl voice: as the studio audience is not visi-
ble, but only audible. Voice is something that reexbe encouraged and given space; a way
to counter neoliberal tendencies. One could argaegpaces such as the studio audience bal-
cony or seats are spaces in which ordinary peaptehave a voice. The question is how far
this gets us: what type of voice is it that getpregsed in this setting? According to Jones,
who has studied prografrhe Colbert Reporfwhich shares certain similarities witlbSand

airs on the same channel): “Political meaning, tleeeurs through opportunities to speak, to
hear others speak, to project oneself into the eation, and to merge these with one’s life,
thoughts, feelings, and attachments” (2010:233) cétginues by stating that “new political
television allows for a range of cognitive and eioral interactions with what is found on the
screen, while also providing behavioural invitaido talk and play in ways that encompass
many of these opportunities” (Ibid:233f). Includedthe concept of giving voice to different
types of citizens — especially the young wherepitblems of the democratic deficit are clear

—is providing a language that can be used in theudsion of politics. Jones claims that new
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political television “becomes a resource for al&tive forms of discourse about politics that
is increasingly used and deployed in ever expandiags across the Internet. (...) a way of
talking about politics in a language through whydunger generations can express their own
civic hopes for a democratic future more inspirthgn the one they've recently endured but
not quite grown accustomed to” (Ibid:251).

The crisis of democracy is largely seen as thelreSaccelerating neoliberal logics ruling
in contemporary society. More specifically, Coul@yd others point to, among other things,
distance between political elites and citizensk lat transparency and accountability. There
are different concepts and thoughts on how to ¢hdse developments. Couldy points to
voice as being in crisis, which is giving way tergsis of thought. The various ways in which
certain groups’ voice matters less and less araexad to the core of the problem, leading to
misrepresentation and division among citizens. @pwants to see a counter neoliberal ra-
tionality, where social change can be fosterediz€hsare interested in social change, he
maintains, so that is not the problem with demogratese citizens need to be recognized
and empowered; to gain a voice and through that gaadibility and the possibility to act.
TDScan in some instances be seen as a manifestdtivhad is demanded by researchers of
participation and democracy issues. The programmséde work as a form of alternative me-
dia (not following the same media logic in relatimnrepresentation, for instance, and con-
taining critique of established media and politi€in the other hand, political comedy televi-
sion is not something directly produced by “ordingeople”, non-professionals, so it's not
fully alternative in that sense.

Gray is interested in the potentials of politicahedy: “Whereas newscasters can speak to
the people, satirists labor to spedlkandfor the people. Much satire is about talking back to
power, and about criticizing the edifices, pradicand decisions of power” (2008:148). Jones
argues similarly, and sees popular culture as ggable to shape and support a culture of
citizenship as it is at “shaping and supportingilduce of consumption” (2010:39).

Couldry explains how we often look to media for #mswer: here is the space for multiple
voices to be heard. He focuses at reality-TV, audates two parts of the media which he
sees as possible givers of voice, but that upoos&sl inspection they are not” (2010:73).
When exploring civic potentials in popular cultutieis is bound to happen: not all potentials
lead to realities, per definition. But we cannotegup the search and constant evaluation,
since there are positive examples too, and alsat slhe alternative? Contemporary democ-
racy cannot function without mass media. Dahlgreies: “the media are transforming de-
mocracy because political life in itself today Heecome so extensively situated within the

domain of the media” (2009:35). So unless we findag to completely change the logic of
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the media; and the neoliberal influences refercetiyt Couldry, Dahlgren and others, can be
stopped, we have to find ways for the media tostfiam within this logic and provide the
voice that is needed. One way for this is to cregi@ces for producers and audiences to be
able to critique the neoliberal manifestations @lftyes, from “within the system”.

But another vital aspect is that satire cannottexithout something to satirize. Clips used
in the program, for instance, are almost alwaysrdkom established media: most often from
major news networks such as Fox News and CNN. $omlg can satire work to critique the
system from within; it wouldn’t survive without it.

Can we see this social interest Couldry writes &loothe studio audience diDS? Even
though the content of the program is decided byersj the studio audience works to rein-
force what is said, or not, and give some typeeaf time indicator of what they might think
about the content of the program. There are a feyvrkoments to focus on. Of course, the
audience is audible continually, but here we foonsthe bigger, most apparent reactions.
There are the obvious and most likely directedtreas, found at the start and end of the pro-
grams; when guests are introduced and when thergmmogtarts again after commercial
breaks. Also, when people are introduced; Stewarsélf gets a big roar from the crowd, as
does Begand the guest, Ricky Gervais. This can be sedmotisa way for the producers’ to
create a classic studio audience rhetoric or stimgostructure, found in most programs uti-
lizing studio audiences; as well as real appremmatind enthusiasm for the characters men-
tioned. Theyare popular; Bee is one of the correspondents whdbaa with the program for
a long time, and is well known; and Gervais is kelméty who is presumably well known to
TDSaudience. Of course, Stewart himself is popular ités his program and audience mem-
bers for the most part should be enthusiastic. &lneactions are, though, not something that
can be associated with a social interest, at leastsocial in the Couldry meaning of the
word®. Celebrities in these types of settings, accordingones, are still important, though,
because they are: “representational figures witlorwhihey [audiences] felt some affective
attachment, a bond more powerful in connecting tihemublic life than the logical argu-
ments present by political experts with whom thelf ho such connection. The argument
here is that what audiences are ultimately seekitige ability to seéhemselvegportrayed on
screen, even if in ideal form” (2010:232, italies ariginal). He quotes Van Zoonen, who
writes that “politics has to be connected to thergday culture of its citizens; otherwise it
becomes an alien sphere, occupied by strangeraaoares or bothers about” (2005:3).

> Samantha Bee is a “fake news correspondenf D8
* One can of course analyse in detail, what theseacters stand for and why people enjoy them irfitee
place, but in this context, | would argue that fkiaot a manifestation of social interest or awass
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Another type of occasion which spark more-than-lUeegctions, are at the end of longer
jokes. The laughter usually builds up during thkejoand in some cases single audience
members start laughing out loud before the jokewusr, because they're guessing where
Stewart is going with it. The majority of the audte reacts after the punch line is reached.
So the single early audience members are laughmdgttaus showing that they understand
Stewart; the subject he’s speaking on; or somer ghet of the joke which hasn’t yet sunk in
with the majority. This is an instance which shdweswv the audience acts, or sounds, more
like a collective in certain instances, and moréndssiduals in others. Even if the home audi-
ence cannot see these individuals, they are disghgble.

Most common, though, is that the audience as aewvalts to react until the joke is fin-
ished. Here the reaction is stronger depending aw imany understand it, and more im-
portantly, how many find it funny or true in somayw When Stewart uses profanity or calls
people names, there is often a strong reactioif2eo3C), but not always. Rather, it seems to
be that when profanity or name calling is usechatdnd of a joke, as the punch line. Other
words that create this type of reaction can be emaair sensitive words, such as “rape”,
which also seems to make the audience react meeeg(soted parts further on in this text).

The audience also reacts to visual puns, commaosdyl un the program. When Stewart
speaks about the issue of female soldiers now kedlaged closer to front lines than before,
and the negative reactions this has had, a sigeaappo the left of his head saying “V-JAY
JAY DAY”, which gets notable reactions even thougfiewart is in the middle of talking at
that time. As the signs are designed as part ofokes making them appear in the middle of
Stewart speaking must be intentional. When theselaps occur, Stewart usually waits and
repeats what he was just saying. As the sign appbkarpausesfter the audience reacts, and
then continues:

JS: Anyway, the only way this woman could make dtatement worse ..Graphics with the words “V-
JAY JAY DAY” appears, laughter builds,)B2S: ... is to somehow suggest that addressingribldem

of sexual assault in the military, is actually anfeist boondoggle. Spoiler alert: She’s gonna miake
worse.Laughter, 1B

When clips from “real” news are shown, the audieiscenost often quiet — this can be
something done in the editing room by lowering sloend, or something done by the audi-
ence itself, naturally, because people want to twet is being said. This is a representation
of attentiveness: the audience cares about wheing) said: either because they are interest-
ed in the content in itself, or because they knloat they need to understand what’s going on
in the clip if they want to be able to understamel fiollowing jokes. At times, though, they are

audible when clips are showing, indicating that iMsasaid is so outrageous or funny that
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they can’'t stop themselves, even though it mighd f® missing something. Remember: these
are “serious” clips, without jokes in them (thoseme after), which indicates that certain au-
dience members see the absurdity of the clip witlgetting it spelled out for them through
jokes. Since the clips deal with mostly politicsdules, this indicates an interest in politics.
From the same segment comes this longer illusegiart, showing what audiences react
to; how Stewart sometimes waits for reactions &dtiwn; and audiences’ reactions mid-clip:
Cut to Fox NewsLT* Just a few weeks ago, the defence secretary Pametta commented on a new
Pentagon report on sexual abuse in the militaryd &re sexual abuse report says that there’'s been a,

since 2006, a 64 % increase in violent sexual #sddow, what do they expect? These people are in
close contact ...

Cut to studio. LaughterlA + a few disliking “Oh:sJS: You know, the original baliliff from “Night
Court” is right. Siickering laughter, 2B. Single screams are hed$: Simple mathWaits for laughter

and screams to die dowdS: It's simple math! If you wanna mix the sexgs) can’t complain about the
64 % uptick in violent sexual assault that will ocd.aughter, 1A.JS: You know the old saying; you
can’'t make a co-ed omelette without raping a fegseigaughter 2C, a few people applaud

Cut to Fox NewsLT: It's strictly been a question of, uh, pressfiom the feminists. And the feminists
have also directed them [the Pentagon] reallypend a lot of money. They have sexual counsellibrs a
over the place, victim's advocates, sexual respapsedinators ... so you have this whole bureaucracy,
upon bureaucracy, being built up, with all kindsl®fels of people, to support women in the military
who are now being raped to mudtdughter 2B (sounding dismayed)

Cut to studio and JS, who has his hands out tcithes, nodding slowly. Audience boo’s and simulates
painful noises rather than pleasurable laughter,. 2S: Are you not horror-tainedlaughter, C2.JS:
“Raped too much”Laughter 2C JS: Think about all the money that we've gotpersd on women who
are raped ... too muchaughter, 2C Soread out applause keep on going while JS:sBiygk about how
much cheaper it would be for all of us, if they veaped just the right amoubtughter, 1C

When Stewart uses what Liz Trotta has said abq#, rae of course magnifies it as well as
reiterates it, to make a point. The audience faldwm: they laugh about the same amount,
during his short pauses (shown especially in teeparagraph). This indicates less audience
independence, but also that they are agreeingw¥itt is being said. This last part may func-
tion as a way for Stewart to wring out all he ceonf the clip, and really make the audiences
in the studio and at home understand the absundghhat are being said, as well as letting it
sink in. But he can only do this as long as theena® continues to react, so when the laugh-
ter starts dying down, going from 2C to 1C, hedind@s and leaves the subject. This gives us a
clear example of how audiences are interestedaralsissues; in this case the discussion on
female soldiers being allowed closer to front lin€ke issue can be associated with larger
discourses on gender stereotypes and women in itharyp and the assumption that makes
the joke possible is that the audiences subscoilgeneral beliefs of gender equality. If they
didn’t, they wouldn’t find the clips outrageous thie jokes funny, at least not to the extent
shown here. Here, counter publics, as used by Gole®nRoss (2010) are provided a voice,

4 Liz Trotta, commentator on Fox News channel.
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in this case, the counter public of women, evemughothe person representing this public is
from a media professional, and a man. Coleman arss RIso write about the struggle of de-
fining identity, which is something that this segoe can be seen as doing.

The segment reminds us of something else importhat;the political views of the pro-
ducers’ and audience are, more or less, pre-seduPers assume that the audience subscribes
to gender equality, and if individual audience mersldon’t, they don't really have a way to
express this, at least not in this case. The proghen seems to rely on certain basic political
stands, which can be problematic when looking aftays of giving voice and providing
spaces for participation. It's participation, ybst only if you subscribe to certain basic polit-
ical ideas. There is no indication of the studidiance being silenced in any way while voic-
ing countering opinions: rather, audience membleesnselves probably choose which pro-
grams to visit according to their political beligfs

In the analysed episode the guest is British coameRicky Gervais. He is greeted with the
type of emotions and sounds described earlierafted appearing on stage and sitting down,
he and Stewart start commenting on this massivetioemafrom the audience. Stewart says
he’ll “handle this” and then tells the audiencett@Garvais isn't a piece of meat, that he has a
mind too. The audience keeps on cheering, and 8tewanges his mind and says “... he’s a
piece of meat”, which makes the audience react evere strongly (3B) and especially the
screaming becomes louder. When Stewart or othersnemt on the studio audience in this
direct manner, they react more strongly. This carséen as a blend of enthusiasm for the
people on stage, but also for beisgenby those on stage. The unequal power relationship
between host and famous person, versus the comrannmthe audience, is clear.

Single individuals make themselves heard duringenssue-related moments, too. For in-
stance, Stewart, while talking to Bee, takes onrtie of the straight man, in relation to her,
who is more in character. He becomes the persoautience should identify with; the voice
of sanity. He says that he feels it's wrong to @yrimen as creatures who cannot control their
urges; that he can’t identify with this, and hesgetsingle reaction (a type of scream or howl)
from a male audience member — as a reaction okagret more than general appreciation:

JS: For more on this story, we're joined by seraomed forces correspondent, Samantha Bee. Sam,
thanks so much for being hefig applause and screamingC. JS: I'm confused. SB: Yes. JS: The
whole thing ...Applause and screaming continudS: The whole thing has me very confused. Rick Sa
torum says women can’t be in combat because theigjer men’s chivalrous nature. Liz Stratta says
female soldiers can’t serve, because they'll aronses' baser instincts. What's your take? SB: Welh,

| know you're expecting an apology, and believe ym/'ll get it. JS: From you ... an apology for what,
Sam? SB: Jon, for these Signals to her upper body as audience starts sdreaand laughingSB: All

®> Audience members’ motive for choosing to sit ipaaticular studio audience is something that cxagbrob-
lematized further, if one gained access to suclvithaals.
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this ... Laughing and screaming continues,.3B: You guys can rape it or you can protectatighter
1A) but you can't ignore itLaughter 1A SB: It's who you are. JS: You know, you're, yautalking
about this and the sexual assault and things file like it's a bad habit that men have, like, ‘ohen
always leave their socks on the floor” Laughter, 1A JS: ... or “men can'’t put the toilet seat down”
Laughter 1ASB (in a higher pitched girlier voiceOh, my god, | know! Don’t you hate it when guys d
that! Laughter 1A SB: ... and when they rape ... am | right, what's @b}, my gosh ..Laughter 2C

This brings to mind situations like political odiggous meetings, where someone is dubbed a
truth-teller, which others can identify with andled@ate for representing them. The single

voice heard represents other men in the studioeaadiand at home, who feel that they are
being misrepresented by Liz Stratta. It becomegyasl for voice in general, and the issue of

women in close combat a symbol for constrainingdgerstereotypes in general. The same
goes for Bee’s satirical portrait of women, whidboagets reactions by single female voices,

distinguishable from the crowd. The issue of idgniiill be discussed more further on.

Carpentier problematizes participation in the mdaiacommenting on the uneven power
relationships that characterize most media outlétts explicit participatory elements (2011).
Even if TDSis part of corporate media America, representireggowerful end of the unequal
power relationship (in relation to the audience)jssFox News, and even more so, one might
argue.TDS as the most popular program on Comedy Centraingtly Central official web-
page), doesn’t come close to having the same matisgmany of the top programs on Fox
News. In relation to Fox News, Comedy Central & weaker part of the power relationship,
even ifTDShas grown in importance and during the past fears/been able to attract pres-
tigious guest and gain much credibility in termgakes and among media scholars. Studies
by, among others, the Pew Research Center, shawlDfahas a largely young audience,
while Fox News programs has an older audience,iwiwiculd indicate a generational break
between the two (Pew Research Center for the Pebplee Press homepage). In general,
young people watch news on TV less than previonemgions (Hill 2007), and on this topic,
Dahlgren comments that it is a compelling aspecthef recent media development: “The
young are not replacing the old as steady newsuooass, which drives home the premise
that there is no going back to earlier socio-caltwonditions for democracy. We can only
look ahead — and the picture is very troubling”q@2@5). To sum upTDS has substantially
less economic power than other media outlets, thha&s other types of characteristics which
problematize the mapping of power relations, iatieh to audiences.

Coming back to the issue of identity, the analysptsode shows different types of the
same thing. As in the cited clips, there is thenidging reaction from the audience in situa-
tions where the audience is as dismayed or hairtiigwhat Stewart is saying, as he himself
is. Situations that both make people laugh andhgps more importantly: situations that

make people feel outraged in some way. The souradsate audible in those instances vary
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and are sometimes close to actual laughter, althtlugy clearly convey bad feelings, like a
combination of laughter and booing. Sometimes tltheance almost sounds gutted.

Stewart also speaks to the audience (both studicathome) as Americans. Here it con-
cernsTime Magazineegional edition covefs Stewart groups himself together with the audi-
ence: we as Americans should be outraged by thisasOn the previous example: as men.
Bee does this when speaking as a woman, as medtearéer; to the women and men (as
separate groups), also grouping herself togeth#fr the audience, even if it in this case is
done in an ironic manner: the audience isn't exgaetd agree with Bee, but recognize the
gender stereotypes that she is portraying. It besoam anti-identification, or at least it's in-
tended that way. It is clear that Stewart and Baetwo keep the audience included and iden-
tifying with both hosts and issues representedhénprogram. Also, Stewart, Bee and Gervais
all face the studio audience when they speak th etwer. This gives a clear signal that this
conversation is for them, and audiences at honigerghan just among those on stage.

Identity and identification, as important conceptontemporary society, are significant
in relation to issues of participation and demogr@xccording to Dahlgren, who cites a num-
ber of additional scholars, identity is key: peop@not acts as citizens if they do not see
themselves as citizens (2009). He writes: “To tkierd that citizenship relates to identity, it
must resonate in some way with emotionality, witle@; our identities are never merely the
product of our rational thought” (Ibid:64). The akeocited clips includes both examples of
the studio audience identifying with Stewart asanrand American; Bee as a woman (albeit
with a clearly sarcastic tone); and the showingaadience emotions in relation to that. For
instance, the thought of men as not being ablettral their urges, or Americans not being
interested in Islam, is offending studio audienaambers to the point when they feel the need
to show emotion. The participation of the studialiance could actually be characterized as
almost purely emotional, since it is mostly madeo@ifaughter, screams and boo’s. Dahlgren
wants recognition of the role of emotion and passiothe discussions about participation
and democracy. He refers to Livingston and writet people in other parts of life, like the
everyday experiences we have, combine “head and’ haad therefore the same should ap-
ply in public life and participation (lbid:75). Ithe context of this program, one could con-
clude that representations of emotions in a palittontextualization are important. Carpen-

tier follows a similar argument when it comes te tnportance of representations of identity.

® Stewart’s point is, by comparing covers from difet editions, that the North American covers deth less
serious issues than the others (for example, whether editions have an image of a man on a cameldesert
with the head line “Travels Through Islam”, the Aman cover has an image of a married couple amdhétad
line “Chore Wars").
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By seeing constant examples in the media, of wieahre and what we are not, we can easier
position ourselves as citizens, which is a prergtpuifor participation (2011).

Whendoesn’tthe audience react? Less reaction from the auelisTeans less recognition
or identification, following the points made aboyé.the end of th&ime Magazinesegment
discussed above, different mock covers are shows.i®of a bikini model who’s been copy
pasted into an image of war torn Syria, and this gequite quiet reaction (1A to 1B). Con-
sidering the image, the almost non-reaction coalcctidence of audience members not un-
derstanding the link betwedéime Magazineand the mock cover; or that they didn’t find it
funny. The model was wearing a tiny bikini, and #iiation in Syria is of course serious at
the moment, so audience members may have seebatidaste, too. In these situation, Stew-
art fulfils the joke according to the script (or@ast gives this impression) but then moves on.

Most of the segment, though, gets the planned icgecof dismay, as illustrated earlier.
When Stewart speaks ®ime Magazineand its different regional editions, the prograam c
be seen as critiquing established journalism, aut jburnalistic standards. Again, the audi-
ence is “with” Stewart; voicing their confirmatiorterough laughter and the more gutted
sounds described earlier, which occur mainly winenetxamples of discrepancies between the
North American edition and other edition are shoWwhe issue here, thdime Magazinas
seen as trying to sell more magazines by choogisg $erious issues (or at least, issues that
areseenas less serious), connects to the bigger issueaoket logic destroying journalistic
standards. This is in turn seen as something #ratvork negatively in relation to democracy
and participation — and something that should bergivoice through representation in con-
tent and studio audience reactions (if we broallertérm voice to include issues and not only
people). Dahlgren comments on the fact that thela®arket follows other types of market
logic. Concentration, for instance, is one isswa th linked to this, commented briefly on in
relation to Comedy Central and Fox News as partsvofbig, competing conglomerates. He
continues: “The critical watchdog function and tetection of freedom of expression are
not part of the cultural traditions of these ingdiiins” (Ibid:37). He refers to Gans who sees
the general problem of disempowerment of citizessaa“result of failed journalism”
(Ibid:42), and Carpentier who sees the unwillingnetestablished journalism to encourage
participation among audiences as a problem. Owodpi does not directly encourage its au-
dience to participate, at least not explicitly. Tgregram has a website where audiences can
comment on episodes and clips, but the use ofishmot explicitly encouraged during the
program. Instead, it's the audible presence ansuipgorting function that could be seen as a
type of participation, within an important issuéateng to bad journalism and market logic. It

should be added, though, that information on howda part of the studio audience is not
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provided in the program, either (although it isitalde on the programs website), which is an
aspect of the lacking in encouragement to partieipathis program.

The third part of the program (the interview) camybetween different programs, depend-
ing on the guest. This gives for different subjeettters during this part of the program: Ger-
vais speaks about the problem of pandas procrémtiarcomical manner); the audience has a
very different type of content to interpret andatet® than if, for instance, a congress woman
visits and speaks about legislation. Even thou@gimgoccurs in both types, the latter is still
more focused on the actual issue, while the foiserore focused on jokes and having fun.

In this episode, Gervais and Stewart briefly comnwnthe fact that they haven't spent
much time “plugging” Gervais’ new television prograwhich is actually why he is there in
the first place. By stating this, they give the megsion that the audience has avoided some
type of marketing, even though, of course, mentigrthis and having Gervais on the pro-
gram, is marketing in itself. Still, it may creadorm of closeness between audience and co-
medians, when they act as if we're all togetheprgrg “the system”. The context (that most
guests come on the program when they have somethimgrket in some way, like a movie,

a new piece of legislation, a new album or a bosk3omething that hard core fans probably
haven't avoided to learn, but less frequent vieweay miss. Jones comments on the subject
of marketing on the program: “he [Stewart] chantpesconversation achieved through inter-

views by conducting them in a manner in which tiexwssion and debate about ideas are
paramount, while the promotional aspect of guestslia appearance becomes secondary”
(2010:141), which shows us that this has happemedevious instances too.

This aspect of host and guest ignoring the plartHerinterview (to market Gervais’ new
series) and being cheered on by audience membegtes a form of bond between them.
Dahlgren writes about PR in the media:

We are awash in media, and most of it is obviowsliyovertly civic-oriented: Even if various form$ o
journalism have also increased in recent yearsgtbeth in, for example, entertainment and advieigis

is much larger. Thus a definitive aspect of thetemporary media world is the intensifying competiti
for attention - between genres (...) as well as betwaedia forms (2009:35).

A cultural perspective on The Daily Show

It is complicated, if not impossible, to separdte tultural perspective from the political — at
least fully separate them. In this essay, withftioeis on civic issues and participation, as well
as political comedy, it is both impossible and wessary. The point of many scholars and
the author is that the political exists within tttural, within popular culture in particular
(emphasizingoopulan. In the introduction oPractising Culture Calhoun and Sennett write

about the concept of culture and practice, andladedhat:
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As practice, culture is an achievement, not singiyenvironment. But this is an achievement of large
scale collective participation as well as an afiemory and exemplary performance. Better, perhaps,
ture is an always incomplete, never entirely systianweaving of achievements together. It is wdirks
play. It is projects by which people try to perseiadntertain, lead, deceive, and arouse the passion
others. Because it exists in projects, it exist® ah struggles — to get ahead, to redefine beauitgro-
mote morality, to resist ideological hegemony (2G0.7

lllustrating this is the concept of cultural citrhip, which is applicable in this case.
Viewing, which is an activity that we know the siméudience to be involved in (even if we
don’t get to see it visually), is a way to practadtural citizenship. In the context of televi-
sion, a quote from Butsch is relevant: “The visosdia of movies and television were
claimed to have a hypnotic effect on viewers thratarcut their civic value” (2008:153).

Hartley writes on the subject of cultural citizeipshs follows:*So [television’s] impact for
its unprecedentedly large but politically unfocusedliences has been cultural and personal
rather than political in the normal sense. Howeweg can argue that exactly these cultural
and personal usages have themselves contributesatdorms of citizenship, thereby becom-
ing political in unexpected ways” (2004:524f). Tlast part of the quote, “becoming political
in unexpected ways” is interesting but actually sottrue in relations to political comedy.
The word, political, is included in the genre nanvljch makes it expected rather than unex-
pected. The quote refers to a wide variety of islem genres, which accounts for the “unex-
pected”. But still, political comedy is not alwataken seriously, as a real space for politics,
which is something that it shares with televisiod @opular culture in general, too.

Cultural citizenship also refers to, as Hartleytesi “participation in public decision-
making is primarily conducted through media (...)aditional political theory sees citizen-
ship as something prior to, separate from and iftrang damaged by media relations”
(Ibid:526). So the space for politics, outside ofual governmental institutions, is media.
There aren’t many viable spaces outside of the anediay. And if politics and participation
in politics are confined (mostly) to the media,rthenust be many different types of such me-
dia available, to match the various versions ofccactivity and participation that people are
capable of and interested in. Political comedyluding the case of this essay, is most defi-
nitely one of those spaces, although it can betdddaow much, and how important it is.

Viewing as a practice of cultural citizenship cdrcourse be problematized. Some would
see this as minimalist participation, or less thiaat (using Carpentier’'s distinction, 2011).
Without going into the entire discussion of theiaetor passive viewers — which is closely
related — it's easy to criticize such an assumpii@m the other hand, it's easy to criticize the
opposite: how can we know what viewing entails ddferent individuals? Dahlgren argues

that the democratic potentials (including partitipa) lie in popular culture’s ability to join
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people together — giving us a sense of belongirghi@en 2009). The sense of collective
identity and being part of something is fundamefdatlemocracy and participation.

Dahlgren and many others see contemporary audiescé$fused and perhaps divided in-
to different, overlapping public spheres (lbid.hig diversity calls for diverse political outlets
and spaces within media (as commented on brieflyjch political comedy, an@DS can be
seen as examples of. Identity-wise the programirhgsrtant contributions: creating spaces
which match feelings and needs of citizens. Butdtteial participation is of a minimalist, if
any, character, within the context of the studidiance. If we were to consider what activi-
ties are carried out by audiences worldwide, usinine methods for participation for in-
stance, the story might be different. Those arities that are invisible in the representation
of the studio audience. In the context of this Erepisode and its studio audience, the partic-
ipation is low to none at all. If we compare wittkt shows where the studio audience is treat-
ed almost as guests, with the host moving arouaddbm with a microphone, for instance,
TDSfalls entirely short. Even though the program &a®cal audience, it is not vocal in that
it speaks and articulates words. It reacts, emalignwhich one could argue that there is a
need of too. This need: for both intellectual drargal, and emotional, means to connect to
and identify with others, is then the programsrgite. Jones comments on the emotion of the
host, and concludes that Stewart has the sameafi¢hd emotional as his audience: “He has
made holding media accountable both fun and satgfipr audiences through the program’s
seriousness and laughter. But Stewart also seesh&ldoes as cathartic, a way of therapeuti-
cally dealing with disturbing issues. His programmany ways, is a means for addressing his
and his staff’s frustrations with the surreal giyato contemporary politics” (2010:142). The
guote and the empirical data suggests that peth&gpStewart and his staff — comedians and
writers — who are the participating ones, the @tepping in from outside of established jour-
nalism and providing the audience an alternativg wfadiscussing and relating to politics.
Again, emotion is the glue that binds it all togathThe therapeutic aspect, which may be true
for studio audience members too (expressing joy diagust, for instance, in a collective,
live, situation, rather than at home alone), atsenss to be important.

Hill goes as far as to say that the audiesdbe show. Referring to audiences of the para-
normal, she concludes that: “Another notion of dlnelience as the show utilized the attentive
audience as part of the performance. Etiquettes rolehow to be an attentive audience were
an example of audience management, where the mithtle crowd co-produced an environ-
ment for cultural appreciation” (2011:166) — sonmgghwhich can be applied to the case of
TDS Again, the importance of the live situation ieessed: “the power of live performances

as moments where performers and audiences prodoearerable experience (...)” (Ibid.).
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She stresses that this makes the audience “condnhittine process of their own experience”,
making them “embody the culture they experienckid().

Again, we need to point to the importance of paséw the engagements in politics. The
term mostly used so far has been emotion, butribly/sis shows that in some instances, emo-
tions are strong, and could be classified as pas&ahlgren writes that to be engaged in
something — which can be seen as the preconditidrcare of participation — one needs “not
just attention and some normative stance, but ats@ffective investment” (2009:83). He
refers to Hall, who has concluded that democrduteoty “(...) neglects the interconnected-
ness of reason and passion; in simple terms, peaskeve reasons” (Ibid:84).

The opposite of passion, Dahlgren argues, is iadiffice. This is something which the stu-
dio audience in no way (with the exception of thkej about thélime Magazinenock co-
vers) represents. An indifferent studio audiencthencontext of a political comedy talk show
would be problematic on several fronts. Mainlythe studio audience doesn’t care, why
should those at home? But by showing extreme embhimsand passion in some cases, the
representation is instead that of an engaged amdi@mlly invested group, which the home
audience can then relate to in some way. Dahlgeen mdifference as one of the problems of
contemporary democracy, and one of the reasongsfaleficit. He connects the concept to
irony, which is especially fitting in this case:

(...) indifference can be understood as the consemguehexperiencing either a sense of simple remote-
ness, or a sense of having some superior insightttiereby renders politics as personally insigatiit.

This latter mode veers towards the stance of whatynsee as a key structure of feeling promotedtsy |
modern media culture, namely, irony. This aesthst@mce can encompass playfulness as well as cyni-

cism, but in either case, | would suggest thatyiroray be the foundation for the indifference ciatirg
within some of today’s more urbane disengagedesitz(Ibid:82f).

One could argue that irony is the tool used by &tewo get emotions running. By repeating
the words “raped too much”, and subsequently ggttesponse from the studio audience,
over and over, irony is used to point out the athisyiof the comments aired on Fox News.
Related to the issue of cynicism as a possiblecoucof irony, Jones concludes that “Shelv-
ing journalistic conventions to get at importanithis is less cynical than turning a blind eye
to the manipulation by either contending that pediwill always be this way or assuming that
viewers should be informed enough or smart enough to connecthalldots themselves”
(2010:183, italics in original). These may not be only alternatives, of course, but Jones has
a point: cynicism is a complex term which coulddpplied in different manners.
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Conclusion

To further the conclusions made throughout the, téng section uses Dahlgren’s civil circuit
as an analytical tool, with a special focus ondhugits six dimensions. The last one, identity,
has already been discussed explicitly throughoetetssay. Dahlgren writes that “identities
can be seen as the centrepiece of civic cultureswith the other five dimensions contrib-
uting, reciprocally, to shaping the condition af &xistence” (2009:119).

Spacegoncerns the communicative spaces that make matich possible. They can in-
clude media spaces, and in the context of the stauiience, the actual space is the balcony
or seats in which the audience is positioned. Tayaed program doesn’t provide clues on
how this space can work as such a communicativeespat least if we're trying to assess the
interaction between audience members. On the bdrat, what is communicated through the
program, both in respect to what the scripted psaiisand what the audience does, can be
seen as a communicative space, as it can spanksdisas between audience members after-
wards, and those at home. Dahlgren writes: “Theedson of communicative spaces can
thus be seen as the accessibility of viable puftiberes in the life-worlds of citizens”
(Ibid:115), which illustrates this point. He conigs to say “in large-scale representative de-
mocracies, the representational chain may be wamg,land the relevant communicative
spaces may feel very remote” (Ibid.) So, to sumthpre are potential outcomes of this pro-
gram, that audiences bring home with them, and conicate to others watching at home,
that can be linked to some form of participationl @emmunicative space, but they are im-
plicit rather than explicit, and there is no spfareaudience members to communicate on air.

Also relating to spaces is the commercial aspechisfparticular space. Commercial as-
pects of it may act constraining of the audienpesticipation: there is an uneven power rela-
tionship between host and audience. But theresg silich an uneven relationship between
TDSand mainstream news, and the audiences’ enthusiagiah be seen as an expression of a
counter public voicing its opinions. This could to@nslated to the uneven power relationship
that younger generations may feel in relation ttepgenerations.

Practicesconcerns the generating of “personal and socialning to ideals of democracy,
and they must have an element of the routine, @tdaken-for-granted, about them if they are
to be part of a civic culture” (Ibid:116f). One $upractice is communicative competencies —
the ability to communicate and take part of otheshmunication. In the case ©DSand its
studio audience, one might see most parts of thgram as a communicative practice: the
host speaks to the audiences at home and in tdesand they answer, albeit in a diffuse

way. He also discusses issues with a corresporaahehé guest, which the studio audience is
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very much reacting to, and Dahlgren writes thaté®f the key practices of civic culture is

discussion” (Ibid:146). The fact that Stewart gaffirming responses (or the opposite, in the
form of silence) from the audience is at least stype of communication, which is then be-

ing communicated on to the home audience. In meldb this circuit, we should keep in mind

the live aspect of the program, and the collecsiteation that the audience finds itself in.

audience members are confirming not only what Steesad others say on stage, but also
each other — in their identities, beliefs, and sdaense of humour.

Identities discussed throughout the essay, of course refeow people view themselves
as citizens (or not). As commented on earlier, ihithie most basic aspect of creating partici-
pation. Here, the analysed program is stronger ithaelation to the two above discussed di-
mensions. Dahlgren expresses how identities “devalad evolve through experience, and
experience is emotionally based” (Ibid:119), ane& @ould certainly argue that the studio
audience shows a range of different emotions thrahgir experience as audience. Simply
put: the emotional outbursts can be seen as exgeri@nd this in turn helps create reflexive
citizens who see themselves as part of societycodhsmented on earlier: no reactions at all
from the studio audience would signal indiffereraed the weight of Stewart’s words would
be considerably less. Dahlgren also presses onidentity in part is constituted of how one
places oneself within different political commues;j “It is difficult to feel empowered if one
is alone, and civic participation is basically dlective activity, people acting in concert with
one another” (Ibid:121). The analysis of the stualiolience gives the impression of a, for the
most part, collective group with a shared politicammunity. Laughter, as the primary type
of outlet coming from the audience, can work todbiagether those in the audiences in the
studio, with those at home. Laughter, as an outlniry and shared emotions — which may
in certain instances of the program also beconomgér by pure collective force (people rein-
forcing each other by laughter and therefore laugleven more) — is an effective way to cre-
ate a sense of community and shared ideals. Itbeayore effective than other types of talk
shows or discussion forums or news programs, whesnes to showing emotion in a collec-
tive setting. The audience member laughing at hiznie a sense laughingith Stewart and
the studio audience, even though it's not happeimiige same space or time.

With the risk of overusing Dahlgren there is onetguhat sums up the aspects of the par-
ticipatory elements of DSand its studio audience, which | would like tasmwith:

It may be that mainstream television offers largeyivelled, voting-oriented versions of civic idiies.
On the other hand, it provides a continuus floodapiics that touch people in various ways. Some of
these topics can, especially if processed by disonsresonate with core values, suggest practimebi-

lize identities, and generate engagement in thdigpaphere. They can evoke contestation, and furthe
develop the terrain of the political, thereby pungpblood into the body of democracy (Ibid:148).
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