Lecture two: communication as structure
Overall comments on the assignment 
Many of your comments were very long, well-thought out and articulate, which shows your commitment and hard work.

Some of you pointed out how the interviews present a variety of personas, and a selective approach to the celebrity narrative: there is an analytical awareness of the many ways the celebrity constructs an "authentic" self, and references to the lecture material. You understood well what the assignment asked.
It is also good that that some of you commented on the technical aspects of the interviews (e.g. narrative, reported speech, humour and sarcasm, analepsis, flashback…) The way some of you compared interviews from different times to show an evolution in the adopted personas is quite effective. The way some of you classed the analysis in thematic blocs is excellent, as it allows for a particularly productive examination of your chosen texts.
However, sometimes the comments are descriptive rather than analytical. You need to always be inquisitive; do not accept at face value what the interview says. Some of you seem to retain a naïve belief in the authenticity of one of the personas the celebrity being interviewed displays (please refer to lecture five, rituals 2, for a discussion of authenticity).

Answers to specific questions
Q1. We were ask to look at the used formal techniques, but I wonder what these techniques are? I looked to the slides and my notes, but I could not find the answer.
The narrative/formal techniques include devices such as dialogue, type and register of language, reported speech,  humour and sarcasm, analepsis, flashback, use of affect/emotions, thematic groupings etc. I assume a basic knowledge of these strategies to construct a text—and indeed most of you had no problems with identifying them. 
Q2. For last week we were asked to analyse the ‘images’ of some video clips and what the meanings were, and I wondered if every video clip has these meanings in it. And when an analysis is done on such a clip I wonder in what extend this analysis is just your own analysis or is it more a general analysis, so are these meaning of a the text a more universal understanding or is it very personal? And when does the analysis stop, with this I mean when are you seeing to many things in it, which are not exactly there? I hope I have written down my questions clearly.

These are all very important epistemological questions, and expressed very clearly too. Basically, the analytical power of semiotics lies in its assumption that everything is a symbol, and everything can be linked to everything else—the idea that there is an endless flight or regression of significants—the associative chain of meaning never ends. While we have many shared meanings, there is a part of the interpretation that is personal, depending on the path we take. Paradoxically, this sits rather well with the post-structuralist repudiation of universals, and the acknowledgement of the 'messiness' and wealth of the real—earlier structuralists still believed in the regularity of the structure, but then it all went messy, and best described as a "discourse" rather than a "structure".
On point of where do we stop, and should we, Umberto Eco wrote a book called Open Work http://interactive.usc.edu/membersmedia/akratky/W3_Open_Work.pdf  This book was written 1962, and its belief in the freedom of almost-endless interpretation anticipates and reflects the beginning of the may 68 movement. Eco says: "Every work of art, even though it is produced by following an explicit or implicit poetics of necessity, is effectively open to a virtually unlimited range of possible readings, each of which causes the work to acquire new vitality in terms of one particular taste, or perspective, or personal performance."
Still, the interpretation depends on the interpretive repertoire of the reader—here you can refer to audience and reception theories, esp. reader-response theorists (Jauss, Eiser, Fish, Culler, Radway, Ang). For example, Culler talks about a competent reader, who brings the best and most complete and appropriate knowledge to the test. (This is controversial because of the elitist overtones that some readers are better than others). 

Eco goes back to the question of "where do we stop interpreting" both on his novel Foucault's Pendulum (1988) and on the essay The Limits of Interpretation (1990) where he mitigates his positions, for ex. discussing "aberrant interpretations" (e.g. can we really read the Bible as if it were a manual for the maintenance of motorcycles?)
