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Constructing speaker images: The problem
of enunciation in discourse analysis

PEKKA SULKUNEN and JUKKA TORRONEN

Introduction

The social world is constructed in communication. Since Berger and
Luckman (1966) this has become a widely aceepted slogan for a variety
ol sociotogical approaches, but the obvious corollary that the construc-
tion 1s an act of a subject is usually forgotten. Fven canstructivist social
problems rescarch, which is heavily oriented to the study of rhetoric
(Spector and Kitsuse 1987 [1977); Ibarra and Kitsuse 1993), has difficufty
i recognizing this and giving answers to what kind of subject it is and
what the refationship is between the subject and the world that is being
constructed (Agger 1993).

Constructing, identifying, or reconstructing the subject of action and
the subject of discourse on action is a general problem for any semiotic,
phenomenotogical, or hermeneutic sociological theory, but in this article
we approach it more narrowly from the perspective of discourse analysis,
and call it the problem of enunciation. Any speech or text inevitably
constructs an image of somebody who issues it, and by the same token
also of those who are supposed (o reccive it. These images are more or
less fictive and often hidden or feft in the shadow of what we usually
belicve to be the ‘message’. In scientific texts, for example, the author is
often thought to disappear behind the objective facts or results that arc
being reported. In popular narrative fiction the author may be irrelevant
and mvisible. In everyday speech, subjects are apparently present and
visible but often ignored by sociologists who are looking Tor opinions,
attitudes, or facts unless they are specifically interested in interaction, as
in conversational analysis.

Nevertheless, some image of a speaker or of an author is always implied
if not made explicit in any text or speech. In scientific texts, the author
is usually presented as somcone whose knowledge is relevant (to the
assumed reader) and can be trusted. In literary texts authors or speakers
often appear in complicated networks of communication, and in cveryday
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speech the positions or the points of view from which people observe
and comment upon the world may be more relevant than thcﬂ way Séo wlc/
Foncc;‘wlualizc‘ the world they arc observing. For example, in qual‘ilallivc
mierviews on peoples’ opintons on some political matter it may be less
mlcrcslmg to look at therr approval or rejection of a policy than to n v
;11(01]11f)1] _lo whetlier they are talking from the point of view of a ‘clii‘I;(}'
;:l;;;(l”l(:!:‘:tlﬂ‘)g;;'lhc policy, or from the point of view of policymakers

This article atms at conceptual clarity tn this arca, in order (o identify
some mcc"hzmisms by which speaker images are constructed and to point
m‘n certain regularitics m their operation. Two devices, we suggest, are
()l_p;lrllcnlzlr importance for soctological analysis: projections and C;ll;l;ci—
ative modalities. »

Speaker images and the functions of enunciation

In §ouologiczllly ortented discourse analysis the image of the issuing
si|h;ccl has been central in critical linguistics ( Kress and Hodgcv AI‘)79E‘
l'o\vlu: ct al. 1979:; FFowler 1991), socioscmio(ics‘( Hodge and Kress 19%’5
and critical discourse analysis (van Dijk 1993). For them, the ﬁ)c\t‘m i;on
asymmetrical relationships of communication, in which ’onc parliﬁ%wnl
(nmﬂmlly the ‘senider’) has more authority than the other. "
For us. enunciation is i a more general sense the dimension of dis-
course where speaker images are created, and retationships of aulhorit\'
are only one - - albeit an important — aspect of them. In terms o}f
lnlriatc,’flual communication, the structurcs of cnunciation have lfour
major functions. Frst, they are important in arousing emotions; sccond
1110?/ are vital in building up motivation of addressees (zludicncé’rxcadcrx";
Io‘ foltow the argumentation: third, they are used in establishing z; C()l]ll"lél
of confidence between the text or speech and its addressces; and ﬁnzll(ly
lhc‘y 'Qpcmle to produce positive (but more or less imaginary) QClr:
definttions of the speakers or authors. (
Ftowever, 1t is.zl complicated dimension for several reasons. I-irst
spcukgr and recetver images tend to get confused with the concrcl(:
xn‘nzllmn of interaction in which the speech or text is tssied. For the QilkL;
(31 concc‘pluul and aualytic clarity these two should be dislinunis‘hcd
Speaker images  for example. a certain way of aitthor(iz)ing a ;CiCllliﬁL:
text - may be cultural facts in the same way as amyth or a clmvcnlionul
or even r‘llnaliicd way of spcaking. But they arc also reflections of the
concrete interactional setup in which they arc issued and received. It is
not always casy to conceptualize the difference, as we shall show h‘CIow:
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The sccond problem is that the dimension of enunciation consists of a
web of embedded structures that may be very comphicated. For example,
a4 television news report is embedded, first, m the general framework of
a4 news broadcast, then in an introduction by the anchor, then nva closc-
up of a reporter in a visual background relevant to the report. Finally,
several people may be interviewed and they may refer to a mimber of
statements by others, cte. 1low should we conceptually structure this
embeddedness. and which speaker image arc we interested in anyway?

Third, the devices by which speaker images are constructed are com-
plex. Simple devices of personal, temporal, and spatial disengagements
and re-engagements (Greimas and Courtés 1979) may be involved to
distinguish the time, place, and actors from the here and now of telting
a story, as when someonce says, “World you belicve what happened this
morning when John was driving his car out of the garage ... 1" But also
more invisible modat devices often imply a speaker image, like when a
politictan says: ‘Our children must be protected from street violence’.

‘Narratology’

The dimension of enunciation has been an essential clement in the theory
of rhetorics since Aristotle. The three classical forms of persuasion
ethos (ethical appeal), pathos (emotional appeal). and logos (rational
appeal ) - are strategics of convincing the audience of the trustworthiness
of the speaker, of committing the addressees (o the cause. and of ground-
ing their trust in reason (Aristotle 1946; Noth 1990 340). The New
Rhetoric has widened the scope of rhetorical analysis to stress that all
argumentation, however logical, employs implied and informat techniques
of convineing an ‘andience’ that cannot be boited down to formal analytic
reasoning (Perchnan and Olbreclits-Tyteca 1971 Perelman 1982).

The rhetorical perspective is looking at speaker-recetver images from
the point of view of convincing or persuading. This s an important
function of the enunciative dimension, but not the only one. The problem-
atic was revived from a different perspective in structurahst hterary
criticism and semiotics towards the end of the 1960s (Connnunications g
[1981 (1966)]). In French semiotic and linguistic theory the issne about
the subjects of communication became increasingly relevant in the course
of the 1980s, partly influenced by pragmatic developments in Anglo-
Saxon linguistics and language theory (Forest 1986).

In literary studices the problem became so important that Tzvetan
Todorov (1969) gave tt a name: ‘narratology’. A literary textis seen (o
consist of two different and hierarchically organized clements: a story
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and a discourse. The story represents whatis being told; discourse consists
of all the structures of telling (Chatman 1978 Culler T981; Prince 1988:
21). The story is usually thought to consist of actors (characters) and a
temporal series of events that s independent of the sttuational interaction
of tclling 1t Discourse, on the other hand. refers to technigues of telhing
the story (past or present tense, active or passive narrator, where the
story takes place, ete)). This same distinction 1s made in different terminol-
ogics but they correspond quite precisely. Early Russtan formalists talked
about ‘fubuda and ‘sjuzer”, Todorov himsell talked about “ristoire” and
‘disconrs’. and Claude Bremond (1964, 1973) in lus theory of folktales
chstinguished a ‘récit raconté” from the ‘récit racontant™. At some point
there was a tendeney to belicve that underneath apparent verbal expres-
sions an invisible meaning structure could he detected, and that structures
of cnunctation (who is speaking to whom from what perspective) would
belong to the former. This idea was reflected m Kristeva's (1969a) terms
‘genotext” and ‘phenotext” and m Greimas's (1966) scheme of the “par-
cours generatif” with its immanent and manifest levels of meaning
(Noth 1990).

Sometimes three different levels or dimensions have been distinguished.

Barthes (1966), for example, thought that the ‘lowest level consists of

functions and indices that form a ‘text’ which 1s governed by structures
that refer to the interaction between the (image of an) author and the
(tmage of a) recciver. Genette (1980) tatks about ‘hustoire’, ‘récit’, and
‘narration’, a tripartiion that now in standard English termimology 18
referred to as ‘story’. “text’, and ‘narraton’. This tripartiion resembles
[Halliday's (1978) three functions ol language: mumetic, textual, and
interpersonal.

A literary textis an acsthetic object, and the organization of its content
as a whole that begins somewhere and proceeds to an end is a key element
ol its structure. Towever, the structures of narration may be quite difficult
to disentangle from other elements of textual organization, as will be
shown below.

[or our purposcs the textual structure is less important, because socio-
logical texts sometimes have almost no organization at all (for example,
qualitative interviews), or because the textual structure s of littie interest.
Therefore we prefer to speak of the cenunciative dimension and the
dimension of utterance (Sulkunen and Torronen 1997) istead of using
the standard terminology. The choice of this terminology implics that
the meaning content of a text cannot be separated from the effects of
meanig that it acquires from the structures of enunciation. On the other
hand, icimptics that the structures of enunciation are not alwayvs unambig-
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vously distinct rom the content of a story, and therefore tooking at texts
from this perspective is an analytic strategy rather than an cffor( to
develop a general model.

The narratological way of fooking at the cnunciative dimension can
be illustrated by a simple model (adapted from Booth 196F Chatman
1978; Tammi 1985; and Chatman 1990; sce FFig. 1).

A literary text is a medium of communication between the real author
(RA) and real readers (RR), but this communicative interaction 15 of
course not visible in it. Structuralist theory of literature explicitly excluded
the biographical author from its horizon of interpretation, but could not
deny the importance of intratextual subjective structures. Any literary
text includes a number of internal narrators (N;) and their narratees
(Ng,), for cxample, in dialogues. Often, but not always, the whole text
is organized as a story told by a stable narrator (N) who reports all the
settings, events, actions, and feelings of the persons in the story.
Sometimes, as in the novels of Toni Morrison (e.g., ‘Jazz') the role of
the first person Narrator may change from one character to another so
that the same events will be told from different perspectives. Whatever
its narrative composition, alt well-structured texts have an implied author
(IA) (Iser 1978) who is responsible for the whole. As Chatman (1990;
84) suggests, an alternative term for the implied author could be the
inferred author, because as a subject of the whole text it cannot appear
in the text but can only be inferred by the analytic reader.

As soon as an author appears (as in the following sentence: “The author
of this book will attempt to present a theory ... ') it is -—— in terms of this
model — either in the position of a narrator or even an internal narrator
(who will, from now on, be quoted by the narrator in this cxample). As
pointed out above, the system of embedded structures can be very com-

Text

(RA) IA (N (N..N;»Nec. ..Ne) Ney IR (RR)

Figure 1. The narratological model
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plex even in the most ordinary texts, such as television broadeasts. In
the simplest case, at least one narrator (N). however mvisible, is always
necessartly apparent in all (exts.

It is the concept of the implicd author in this model which has most
aroused debate. Even accepting the exile of the brographical author
imposed by the structuralist prograny, the idea of an implied author is
filledt with difficulties. If such an author is never apparent but must be
detected by an analytic reader, what is its reference? Some have argued
(Pictili 1992) that the implicd author in fact refers to conventions of the
genre. or 1o a personal style (image) of the author (Booth 1961) or to
the communicative structure of the text as a whole (Chatman 1990):
while some others (Genette 1988) helieve that the coneept is unnecessary
and confusing.

From our point of view the narratological model has limited applicabil-
ity in three respects. First, the assumed symmetry of embedded structures
may be misleading. Many texts have complicated structures of internal
narrators, quoting each other or giving the floor to successive subnarra-
tors that may not be hierarchically organized and may not have corre-
sponding internal addressces. A Journalist, for example, may quote or
mterview several persons who communicate directlty with the assumed
recetver (compare Goffman [1981]: overhearers). Besides, as is often the
case m television news reporting, the viewer is depicted both as the
‘sender” who expects the journalist to find out information and as the
‘recetver” or beneficiary of that information. In general, it might be said
that in most sociologically relevant texts the image of the narrators,

authors, or speakers' is much more mteresting than that of the receivers.
The second limitation is related (o the idea of the mmplied author. Whereas
i literature rescarch the global embedded composition of the text may
be inherently interesting, in soctological analyses of interviews, for exan-
ple, the global structure of the interview may be of very little relevance,
And thirdly, the devices that produce speaker images arc often much
more subtle than explicit structures of embedding. Modal relationships,
for example, can as such have this function.

Voice and focalization

Gerard Genette's (1980) distinetion between voice and focalization is an
mmportant contribution that essentiatly widens the scope of the narrato-
logical model. In cvery text one or several voices can be heard telling
something, but the same voice can report things from scveral points of
view. In a romantic novel, for example, the narrator who is relatively
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invisible and reports on settings, actions, and feclings firmly as 1f pos?ess-
ing absolute first-hand knowledge — may tell the reader about the f‘cc‘lmgs
of the heroine but can switch in the next sentence to report on the feclings
Oflg(:?l(l:\i]i::g Bal (1977: 29), Rinmmn—KAcn;m ‘(‘l ‘)83') ;1fld$ ,[f) ”}]St .t‘h‘c
distinction between the subject and the object of loc;lhznlro'n. I‘hc su )JLL:‘
of focatization fixes the attention ol the reader on the f’t’-’?Ct S pomt"(?

view. The same subject may change the object 'of focahzation, zm(.i v‘lcc
versa, different subjects may focalize the reporting on the same object.

Paula straightened her blouse nervousty. The curve of hcr. breast (hfl nym’csc;i{)ﬁ
Juan's attention. He didn't try to conceal his interest P;mlzz {l,ny\;\/:‘y'f, !
investigating gaze swept over her from top to })0((0111 and sto‘pp&( dlwl;lg .(‘{L\j
She tricd to stand it but she had to turn her face away. (Ker 1990 [1988] 13

translation ours)

In this example the narrator stays the same (fllc ‘.:mtl'lor’ who reports (l,m
actions and feelings of characters) but the !ogahgauqn changes. I.n tlm
first sentence, the subject and object of focalization is Paula, as rf;]&
were looking at herself in a mirror. In t.hc next two sentences thc’ object
of focalization is still Paula, but its subject 'S. now Juan. In t.hc l.ast t}vo
sentences, the subject of focalization is again Paula, first mtcrpretmg
Juan’s (object) way of looking at her, and in the last scntence observing
r actions {object) to it. .
he'l?ggjl]l]izraetn;otn ma)f bejorif):ntcd to feclings or other mental st.atcs (u.nernal
focalization) or it may be limited to observing external actions or ;lavlcls
of things (external focalization). In the latter casc, glso cz?lled Zero 'f)c.ill'
ization (Rimmon-Kenan 1983), the reader or audnenge is not cx? ict l);
informed about the inner worlds of the persons described, but may sti
be led to make conclusions about them (Pri'ncc 1988: 32). ‘ .
Onc of the big questions of literary theory is 104 what extent focah/,,d%r‘(')r}
and voice are necessarily borne by different (mlcrpal) narrat’orsi. l'llm
concept of voice was origimally devclopcq by Bakhtin (1981), an'( dter
Ducrot (1984) used it for his theory of irony. Even the same nd'rra lor
can use simultaneously multiple voices, ;m(.j when one dcnfczﬁ tht :llc
other says, tronic effects arc produced, as in the uttcran%‘c.- ”“T rs nels
happiest day of my life’ [spoken by an enterprencur Wl'lO !ms Just. fidr' ¢
that her undertaking has become bankrupt]. In .pf111c1plc‘IV()lcc tm
focalization may be sitnated in onc narrator. but this is a particular case.
Therefore, as Chatman {1990) suggests, the two coneepts should.bc kept
separate: ‘... separate mental behaviors, stances, att{tud(cs and mtcr;s}ts
of narrators and characters require scparatc' terms’ (1990: 141‘). e
narrator reports but (usually) does not experience or obscrve things m
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the same sense as the characters of a story unless the narrator is one of

lhc‘m. Still, the narrator can have attitudes (sympathy, hostility, disgust
betief. etc.) to what s heing told. and Chatman snggests the term ‘slant”
for them. instead, the mental acts of characters are said to be “filtered”

by the narrator who may report on them sclectively from the point of

view of one character instead of others.

4 In the theory of literature the concepts of voice and focalization arce
importait clements in the study of style. For sociological uses. similar
I(IC{IS are relevant, for example, in the analysis of the points of view taken
by interviewees, the mechanisms of persuasion in polemical texts and the
strategies of acquiring legitimacy and competence for authors of scientific
texts. However, we are going to suggest a slightly different way of concep-
taalizing the problem. )

Direct, indirect, and free indirect narration

Focalization s therefore a very subtle aspect of enunciation. But even
dAclccl,ing the voice — i.e., who is actually speaking — is not always a
stimple matter. In direct and mdirect speech, two voices can be clearly
licard as in (a) and (b) in the following exaniples:

(a) Peter said: “JTohn was shopping there’,
{h) Peter stated that John had been shopping there,
(¢) He (John) was shopping here.

T.hc narrator in (a) reports that character ‘Peter’ said something, quoting
his exact words, but in indirect speech (b) the narrator reports on an
observation of a speech act. Direct and indirect speech are fairly clear-
cut cases governed by grammatical conventions such as using quotation
marks, the hicrarchical order of principal and subordinate clause, tenses,
ete. In both cases scveral levels of embedding may be involved, but it 1%
always clear whose voice is speaking. Instead, free indirect speech (¢) has
caused headaches for theorists in this respect. Who is speaking, the
narrator or the character? Toolan (1988: see also Mcllale 1978) suggests
that both speak simultancously, and says that free indirect speech is a
double discourse of the two. Often, as in the cxample (¢), the narrator
communicales an experience or an intention of a character on the basis
of intimate knowledge that is indicated by the deictic cxpression ‘here’.
In a television news report such intimacy is often obvious, because the
camera can show a journalist on the spot reporting on what pecople arce
doing, the reporting can be inn the present tense. and the journalist may
confirm his or her interpretation by interviewing the pcoblc. In literary
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texts strange cffects can be produced by combining spatial proximity of
the (hidden) narrator and the character with their temporal separateness
(the past tense i [¢]).

IFree indirect speech is not governed by clear-cut grammatical conven-
tions, and it is sometimes used to explicitly transgress conventional uses
of language. As the term suggests, it is stylistically frec and frequently
employed in ‘experimental” or ‘avantgarde” literature (Toolan 1988). In
that role, its function is to deepen the polyphony of the text by expressing
the multiplicity of speakers and attitudes. It can do this, then, when it is
possible to identify the speakers of cach text passage but especially when
this cannot be done (McHale 1978). However, free indirect speech is also
frequently used in ‘the realist tradition of narration’ to help readers to
identify themselves with the characters (Rimmon-Kenan 1983).

The dimensions of enunciation and utterance

The rescarch on embedded structures, voice, focalization, and especially
free indirect speech, leads us to conclude that the dimension of enuncia-
tion cannot be pressed into a comprehensive and logical model. This is
perhaps a conclusion that applies to language use gencrally: we can
identify problems and issues related to meaning effects, then study linguis-
tic devices that may be used to produce them, but never achieve a point
where we could tell exactly which devices produce which effects under
what conditions. In the end, ltanguage is and will remain ‘unknown’
( Kristeva 1969b).

Therefore, what we are proposing as a ‘model” is not meant to simulate
language usc but to formulate sociologically relevant questions about
discourse (and of social action). For this purpose it is useful to retain the
distinction between discourse and story, but for reasons explained above
we prefer to call them the dimensions of enunciation and utterance.
Utterance refers to that which is told about the world, how it is organized
into structures, and how relationships between its clements are defined.
Enunciation refers to the positions from which this world is described.
The textual level, and with that the notion of the implied author, is of
lesser interest unless we are specifically dealing with conventions of a
genre like certain types of television soap operas, newspaper reporting,
or ¢cven scientific texts.

Both dimensions may be more or less coherently organized into any
of the three textual configurations we have distinguished clsewhere: narra-
tives. classifications, or explanations (and of course their combinations)
(Sulkumen 1992). A televised news report often tells not only the story
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that is the subject of the news but also a story about how the journalist
has found out about jt. Scientific texts also often report their findings
within a story about carlier research that has failed and then telling
another story about the present study that succeeded in discovering true
knowledge (Greimas 1979: Swalcs 1981; Pratt 1986). Classifications cian
be mvolved in phrases such as ‘We are the kind of people who couldn’y
care less whether alcohol s available in grocery stores or not™ (‘we’
contrasted with others). The enunciative dimension can also be dressed
in the form of an cxplanation, such as “What makes people believe that
[ Tis that it makes them fecl better than others’.

Alrcady these simple cxamples show that there is hardly any kind of
socially relevant speeeh or text in which the dimension of cnunciation is
not apparent somehow. There are cases where this dimension is v
poorly developed. Typical examples are popular novels such as roman
(Radway 1984) and adventure stories or news FCPOrts In newspapers
(Pictild 1992), where the narrator may remain almost completely invisi-
ble. This we call zero-degree enunciation (cf. Kiefer 1987 80, 92). It
corresponds approximately (o the case that Greimas and Courtés call
expressions of utterance (énonee énoncée), in contrast o expressions of
enunciation (énonciation énoncée). The latter term refers to cases where
the dimension of enunciation is made explicit.

In zero-degree enunciation the invisibility of the narrator does not
niean is inexistence. On the contrary, in

cry
Cces

these cases the narrator is
omniscient, knowing and reporting exactly and firmly everything relevant
that happens in the story. Lspecially in reception studies, it may be
relevant to ask how readers react (o such reporting in terms of how much
they have confidence in the narrator (usually identificd with (he named
author of the text) (Torrénen 1995).

It should be emphasized once again that the dimension of cnunciation
in the text is never an exact image of the real act of issuing it. To what
exXtentitis a representation, a means of reproduction, or even production
of the conditions of its own production (Mainguenau 1987) is a complex
epistemological issue that cannot be discussed here. For now we are only
interested in what appears in the text itself.

The mechanisms that regulate the enunciative dimension of the text
and its relationship to the real act of enunciating it are called disengage-
ment (déhravage) and re-engagement (enmbhravagey in Greimassian semi-
otics {(Gretmas and Courtés 1979). The subject of enunciation must first
(in the logical sense) be distanced from the subject issuing the text in the
here and now. This can take place on two levels. In (he example (a)
above, Peter is first distanced from John simply by naming differently
the subjeet of emunciation and (he subject of the utterance. This kind of
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’ i/ the speaker s he person
disengagement is called débrayage cnoncif: the speaker 1s not the | o
: ¢ : . . ° el sy . . "‘ 3 C
who is spoken about. This is the only possibitity when ]no trace l(l |
S S L ; — ¢¢). On the second level,
i i (¢ uttion 1s vistble (¢rnoned cnoneéé).,
dimension of enunciitio : | d level
X ati is distanced from the (hidden) narratc
subjec e enunciation 1s distanced fron :
the subject of the en ! n | narmato
: it 1 Is say e not him or herself
s e s Peter who is saving something, rse
who reports that 1t 1s ) 18 sy wething, i o el
This is called déhravage cnonciarif, because it brings (o lAlghI °X] ’ )
‘ ‘ ot " 1 N 7 -7, B oY,
the (intratextual) structure of  cnunciation  (énonciation ummlv |
‘ : , N t . ale > -y i spatial,
Disengagement can be actortal, as in (a), but also lcmpoml‘(( /;;”h(or
' - N N - A AR e \r vl
distanciating the subject of the enunciation from the real spea fc] : :
as different actors, acting i different time and space, or any of t
together. R
z;{c-cngagcmcnl refers to procedures that create illusions Ql ll‘hc p.rcxi. e
1 > discourse yd case is free indirec
' -cal speaker/author in the discourse. A goc :
of the real speaker/c : ase s free indivect
i >re the actoral @ smporal disengagements fire
speec 2 re. where the actoral and ten 1c
speech 1n (¢) above, ' ‘ neasements st
1S VI >C the utterance. C
infor s the e narrator 1s not the subject o
inform us that the narrd ctof ‘ . Hhen e
i ‘here’) creq c illuston of the sinulte S
spatial re-eng: ent (‘here’) creates the ! ‘
spatial re-cngagem e tlusion o
presenee of both the narrator and the reader w1ll? lhc]()s_/tl)b‘;cilg o
: i Jreimas e Courtés : :
FANCE shopping). Greimas and C .
utterance (John shopping ‘ 9 el
) pr ¢ ’ 1s1on, parda
emphasize (hat re-engagements can only produce cﬂcc{ts. of .'”l Gl] yr))CC(Ch
ho ef ial iltusion: the real ac issuing the s
3 referential tltusion: the real act o
Iel to those of the referentr: | ; issuing (he specch
' I > horr: intra- and mtertex
emains alwg yutside the horizon of the ( ;
and text remains always ¢ the (1 ¢ e
tual) analysis of discourse, as the real world will always remain o
« < < N < )
se of I age that refers to it ‘
the use of language that to _ N .
The simultancous account of disengaging and m-u]gdgmfg mccllf '
| [ scizing infinitely line nuances that may be of great impor-
is capable SC wfinitely hine nuances that 3 are
is capable of scizing 1t ;. Breat impor-
is of ic L age. For example, the discord:
1 > analys yoctic Tanguage. Ior example,
tance in the analysis of § ang : te, the discordance
between actorial and temporal disengagement with spat.ml ;c cnga g‘.lmVC
1 in (¢) tllustrates the hlay in the enuncid
in frec i cC -h in (¢) illustrates that the g :
in free mdirect speech 11 ) at the pl: ' eniive
dimension may produce quite strange ciflects of sunulldncouslg S [( o
and presence of the narrator and the characters that arc subj

narration.

Projections

) “hani is helpf 1t is not
In sociological use, awarencss of such mechanisms 1s hclpful{bl(. r
\ ive m itself. - pur 3 the { important function o
‘or our purposes the mos ‘
the objective m itself. | A ost r cuion of
disengagements and re-engagements is that they mnncu]('hc[cln nor
sengi S gag ‘ et
) ‘anc 1g this, they ¢
ator arrd with the utterance. In don
narrator or subnarrator) "< - ( e
Ehc point of view of the subject to the world that is being tdlk]cd]i ¥
’ ‘ ’ > less whether ale $ SO
“We are the kind of people who couldn’t carce less whether Aliu) 10 T o
e ’ : -and-outs shou
in grocery stores or not, but young people and the down-and-outs



132 p Swlkunen and J Tirronen

not be permitted access o alcohol™. This Statement expresses :m opinion
ona policy matter, but it also divides the social world into ‘us’ (who gre
competent self-controllers) and ‘others' (who are not competent), and
furthermore aceepts that the competent peoples’ point of view should
dominate in policy making.

Here we huve g very simple case of connecting characters of (he
enunciative dimension with characters of the dimension of utterance. The
re-engagement (eribravage énoncif) (*we g re’) creates an lusion of imme-
diate presence and vests these opinions and positions with the form of a
factual statement.

Such connections between the dimensions of enunciation and utterance
will be called projections, because they transmit properties of actors in
the world to characters in the enunciative dimension and vice versa. In
the example above, (he division of the social world into competent and
mmcompetent people (as if an objective fact) is transmitted to a positive
self-definition of (he speaker as a member of a collectivity. In the semiotic
sense the example is trivial, but nevertheless worth some attention heea use
itis a common and important way of constructing positive identitics.

Much more interesting cases are those where he enunciative dimension
is made explicit and elaborated (énonciarion énoncéey. A case in point is
a televised news report on the Finnish Federation of the Left (Finnish
Public Television, Channel 2, February 18, 1992) that we have analyzed
in detail (see Fig. 2). The report consists of two stories, one in the
dimension of utterance and the other in (he dimension of cnunciation.
The story in the dimension of the utlerance reports how the Federation,
recently formed on the ruins of the Sovict-oriented Communist party
and its cover organization, the Democratic Peoples’ Union, has set itself
the goal of becoming a modern, nondogmatic and European-oriented
left-wing political party. It is torn with contradictions between modern
Euro-Communists and the old-style Sovic Communist eclements. The
focus of the story is on who g actually in power in the new Federation
and by what means. The answer suggested 1s that old-style Soviet
Communists controf the finances of (he Federation because (he old
Communist party had sccret financial sources from the Soviet Union,
These sources remain seeret and interviews of the President and (he
Secretary General reveal their inability and unwillingness to discuss the
matter. The story ends with shot of a ski jumper falling inpuriously
after a bad leap.

The story of enunciation firs( sets the journalist (subject) in motion (o
find out the truth (object) of the Federation’s financial sources, in the
interest of the telespectators (both senders of the journalist's mission and
receivers of the object). The best efforts of the journalist faijl because of
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ne type of such alliance is typical of journalistic discourse
deration report discussed above. Another wide
author/speaker and the
Here

message. O
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the role of enunciative modatities is essential.

Fnunciative modalities

Fispecially in persuasive text or speech it s essential that the enunciator
has authority over the subject matler and the right and credibility to

influence whoever receives the specch or text. It is unconvincimg il some-
‘Alcohol and tobacco advertising should be banned in
S *Social structure is a simultaneous process

of differentiation and homogenization”. Even if the argumentation in
itself would be clear, we need to know on the basis of whose authority
these statements arc made and for what reasons we should be committed
to them. Whether it is to cajole readers into belicving (as i scicntific
texts, transmitting knowledge) or into doing {as m polemical texts.
transmitting willingness to act), the one who persuades must have a
relationship of competence and of legitimacy to the subject matter and
to the assumed reader. In both respeets the modalities defining the degree
of truth and certainty of utterances arc of special importance.

We have elsewhere (Sulkunen and Torronen 1997; compare Gretmas
and Courtés 1989) divided them into two groups, those cvolving around
the axis of being and appcaring and (hose cvolving around the axis of
knowing and believing. Both of thesc groups arc called enunciative modal-
ities, because they make the cnunciative dimension expheit. In the former
case. the enunciator reports and comments on what is (not) and appears
(not) to be the case also from the cnunciatee’s point of view. It deals
with ontological truth in the sense that it asserts what the world is (nol)
like to anyone observing it. Therelore we call this the group of veridictory
modalities (see Fig. 3).

In the second case, the enunciator reports and comments on received
fs. Instcad of cvaluating appearance in terms ol what
or evaluates the degree of certainty of statements.

mpetence that is superior to that
epistemic modalities

body just says:
the name of public health’ ¢

knowledge and belic
truly is, the enunciat
This requires expertisc or cpistemic co

of the enunciatee. Therefore we call this the group of

(sce Fig. 4).

The contrast of certainty
certainty that the statement P is false. Tt 1s,
and we prefer to call it imagination, becausc

of a statement P, it should be noted, 1s not
rather, absolute uncertainty,
assumption and doubt are
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leads to increasing problems] during the era of middle strength beer {in the period
when medium beer has been liberalised from the alcohol monopoly}’.

(b) imagination: ‘Nobody knows for surc how high the costs caused by these
harms are for the society. In any case, the amounts circulate around billions of
marks. on top of which come human suffering and losses that are immeasurable
by money’.

As in other modal groups, the ‘meta-terms’ on the sides of the squares
arc togical and not descriptive. They define the enunciator’s position vis-
a-vis the world’s appearance to anyong, of vis-a-vis received knowledge
or beliefs, and they can be formulated in infinitely different semantical
ways. ‘Assumption’ in the epistemic square, for example, stands for
positions as different as falsity, ignorance, prejudice, guessing, of convic-
tion. These squarcs arc not semantic models but ways of asking questions
about the position of the speaker image in relation to the enunciatee and
to the world that is being talked about.

In the construction of speaker images, the difference between veridic-
tory and cpistemic modalitics is essential.> Veridictory modalities place
the enunciator and the cnunciatee in the same footing, looking at reality
from the same point of view, and therefore their use creates an alliance
of solidarity between the two. In the preceding example of the Left
Federation, the solidarity between the journalist and the telespectators is
further enhanced because the story of enunciation is a story about veridic-
tion: The financial sources of the Federation are known to exist but the
anti-subject prevents the journalist to make them apparent, to transform
a secret into plain truth.

In scientific texts the veridictory modalities may have the function of
soliciting the motivation and solidarity of readers. The following example
is the opening paragraph of a book on macrosociological theory:

Attempts to define precisely the concept of community and its subconcepts —
the group and the sociely -— may SCCIm Unnecessary a nd boring. Both in soctology
and in everyday language one can in normal cases safely speak of communities
and of societies without exact definitions of them. People would know anyway
what we are talking about. ... However, if one attempts to find a system of
description for community, a definition is needed. Tt not only restricts the scope
of the area we are studying but also informs us of certain variables that can be
used to compare different kinds of communities. The variables will describe
certain basic processes in all communities. (Altardt 1964: 1)

The narrator first recognizes the apparent futility of academic definitions
of commonsensical things and then states that what thus appears 1s an
illusion (veridictory modality), as the reader, too, will readily recognize.
The sameness of the readers’ and the narrator’s perspective is further
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underscored by the distinction between (ordinary) ‘people’ and ‘us’
(sociologists).

Epistemic modalitics are commentaries on the validity of reccived
beliefs or knowledge, and whether they are affirmative or negative they
raise the enunciator above the level of the enunciatee, into an intermediary
posttion. Their function is to establish an alliance of legitimacy between
the enunciator and the enunciatee on the basis of the former’s compe-
tence. Sometimes a newspaper cditorial may aflirmatively refer to scien-
tific research (that is assumed to enjoy the reader’s confidence) to back
up an argument. but this is a relatively weak strategy of persuasion. as
i the following quotation from a newspaper editorial (Kansan Tuhto
1993: Torronen 1995):

An mteresting contribution to this debate comes from rescarchers of forensic
medicme of the University of Telsinki. Their study shows that medinnm beer has
clearly increased mortality from cirrhosis of the liver during the last couple
of decades.

Much stronger effects are achieved when the subject of enunciation first
reports on received knowledge (that readers might not have had access
to), then evatuates it as more or less justified and finally promises new
knowledge.

The sociological text quoted above continues with 22 pages of veridic-
tory statements on how various appearances in social life arc or are not
what they scem, developing an alliance of solidarity with the sociological
readership and mounting up its motivation to acquaint itself with the
argument that ‘the author of this book’ is going to make. However,
befare the presentation of the argument begins, the narrator turns to
earlier rescarch, listing a number of misteading results and contradictions
in treating social differentiation and homogeneity as one single dimension,
differentiation leading to conflicts and change while homogencity is
thought to be the foundation of stability and order. As a consequence
of such difficulties, authors like Ralph Dahrendorf believe that theories
ol differentiation and theories of homogenization should be kept separate.

His starting point is that there-are phenomena that only the theory of integration
(homogeneity) can explain, and others that cam only be explained by ticories or
coercion (differentiation). These theories explain sowie aspeets of the same reahity.
and. according to Dahvendorf, for the present time they cannot be combined.

As a programme ol theoretical research, Dahrendor{’s position is surely too
pessimistic. In any case, this book will attempt ... to present a theory that
combines elements from both approaches ... The intention here is to show that
strong pressure to homogeneity has very different consequences depending on
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other structural characteristics of society. Respectively, attempts will be made to
show that conflicts and cross-pressures have different effects in ditferent social
structures, especially in societies with dilferent degrees of differentiation n the
division of lubour. (Allardt 1964: 26)

The last four pages of the introductory chapter are devoted to accumulat-
ing legitimacy for ‘the author of this book™ as a competent commentator
of scientific knowledge who will here suggest some new solutions to
previously known problems.

AllardUs text is academic and educating. It dates back to the heyday
of positivism, and although not committed to any strict cpisl.cmo.logi‘cill
doctrine, it respects the ideals of objectivity and impartiality in scientific
discourse. It does this with a strong cmphasis on the contract of confi-
dence between the author and the presumed academic readership, and
makes claims for legitimacy by emphatic usce of not only veridictory but
also epistemic modalitics.

For comparison, let us look at another type of scientific text where a
different relationship between the author, the presumed reader and society
is established in a strongly emotional way by the enunciative devices
discussed above.

The promise of the Enlightenment: The Sociological Imagination

The Sociological Imagination by C. Wright Mills (1970 [1959]) is a
brilliant example of how the enunciative dimension can be used to develop
a commitment of the reader to a battle on the scientific ficld for a moral
cause higher than the simple advancement of knowledge. As is well-
known, the book is a culogy of Enlightenment values: freedom and
reason, in the midst of a postmodern mass socicty that is descending
from the overripe ‘political age’, with disastrous conscquences for man-
kind, in the form of massive economic crises and the threat of a nuclear
war, and for the individual in the form of lost self-determination and
destruction of free intelligence. The first chapter of the book, “The prom-
ise’, sets out the program and defines the respective positions of ‘men’,
‘the intellectual community’. “the reader’. and the “author of this book”
in this world.

Norman Denzin, oue of the leading American affirmative postmodern-
ists in sociology, finds Mills's nostalgia for the modern values deluding,
even oppressing. For him, The Sociological Imagination is a hypocritical
text, pretending that people arc worse ofl than they really are, and
wanting to move the reader ‘by altruistic moral indignation about the
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way sociologists like Parsons and Lazarsfeld do sociology’. Therefore,
‘Ths manipulation of me, flesh-and-blood reader, to his own ends crases
my trust. His book is unethical, totalitarian, manipulating me and all
"nowadays™ persons to his own ends’ (Denzin 1991 58).

Denzin’s negative reaction is not only a sign of disagreement about

the vatues of Enlightenment as promoted by Mills. 1t is also a way of

taking a distance from a text that is constructing social reality as a
contradiction between these values and the reality of contemporary soci-
ety and soctology, formulated in a rhetoric that derives its power from
the use of the enunciative modalities and projections.

“The promise’ is a typical polemical text in that it is arranged in the
form of a qualifying test in a narrative scheme (Sulkunen and Térrénen
1997). 1t is an actantial structure that does not ‘move’. The subject and
its helpers object, counter-subject and its helpers (opponents to the
subject)  are placed in their positions, the task is defined and motivated,
but the subject never sets out to encounter the anti-subject or to complete
the task. The readers remain in a state of suspension, waiting and hoping
to see the hero’s victory, and willing to lend him their support.

The hero s ‘the sociological imagination’, helped by the classical
sociological tradition. The object is true knowledge of structural social
factors that underlic peoples’ private troubles. The adversary is false
sociology, represented by three ‘tendencies’ that distort the classical socio-
togical tradition. To the first belong the historical prophetic views by
Arnold Toynbee or Edward Spengler. The second is Parsonsian systematic
theory of “the nature of man and society’, the third, the empiricist research
technology that has developed into a bureaucratic ethos with no mnsight
to the structural realities of American mass society.

Nowadays meit often feel that their private lives are a series of traps. They seuse
that within their everyday worlds, they cannot overcome their troubles, and in
this feeling, they arc often quite correct: what ordinary men are directly aware
of and what they try to do are bounded by the private orbits in which they live;
their visions and their powers are limited to the close-up scenes of job, family,
neighbourhood; in othier milicux, they move vicariously and remain spectators.
And the more aware tley become, however vaguely, of ambitions and of threats
which transcend their imntediate locales, the more trapped they scemn to feel.
(Mills 1970 [1959]: 9)

In the famous opening paragraph of The Sociological Imagination a
neutral narrator observes what appears to be the sense of being trapped
to ordinary men and confirms that they indeed are. The veridictory
statement builds an alliance from the very start between the narrator and
the people who ‘need. and feel they need a quality of mind that will help
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them to use information and to develop reason in order to achieve lucid
summations of what is going on in the world and of what may bcﬂ
happening within themselves’ (Mills 1970 [1959]: 11). That quality of
mind. ‘the sociological imagination’, is offered to them in this book by
the narrator.

s task is to solve a problem: to reveal a secret that is but does not
appear to be the reality in peoples’ lives. The secret is the way private
troubles — unemployment, urban life. broken marriages, and a general
psychological malaise — depend on historical social structures, and thp
promise is that awarencess of this dependency helps pcoplc to turn their
private troubles into public issues and political action (Mills 1970 [ 1959]:
18). The secret that is most particularly troubling in contemporary society
is the unawareness of values and threats to them, which produccs
indifference as a mental reaction. Another is anxiety, resulting from
awareness of a threat but unclarity of the values that are being threatenced.

The clarity of this narrative structure is further enhanced by a list of
false heroes and their false solutions: psychologism (Mills 1970 [1959]:
19-20) and natural scicnce (1970 [1959]: 20-23) as well as substitute
heroes and their substitute solutions: art and fiction (1970 [1959]: 24-25)
that for their best efforts have ‘not the intellectual clarity required for
their understanding and relief today’. The real hero is adequate social
science called the ‘sociological imagination’ and offered to the people by
the narrator.

In contrast to the text by Alardt analyzed above, ‘The promise’
employs only weak epistemic modalitics of belief and knowledge in
renouncing the false solutions.

It is true, as psychoanalysts continually point out [=believe], that people do
often have ‘the increasing sense of being nioved by obscure forces within them-
selves which they are unable to define’. But it is not true [=knowledge], as Ernest
Jones asserted, that ‘man’s chief enciny and danger is his own unruly nature ... "
On the contrary: ‘man’s chief danger today lies in the unruly forces of contempo-
rary society itsetf ... . (Mills 1970 [1959]: 19-20)

The contract of confidence is not very strongly based on the narrator’s
scientific competence. Instecad, two projections focalize the narration to
the point of view of ordinary people and incite them emotionally to
support the author’s mission. First, the narrator is identified as one of
the people who nced the sociological imagination: “J#e have come to
know that every individual lives ... in some society ... The sociological
imagination cnables us to grasp history and biography and the relations
between the two ... 7 (Mills 1970 [1959]; emphasis added) and “What we
experience in various and specific milieux ... is often caused by structural
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Conclusions
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of (“SCOlIl’g(: e m‘cvnil‘t](’lnl(‘lscoursc about the world but the subjects
However, as the scmiol(i o l;(”-l of the world they are talking about,
above T poinlc‘d - L(«]llj( ‘]IICI'Zl(ul‘? rescarch that we have discussed
complicated matter . the construction of speaker images is a very

First, the images of the su
‘reality’
is a complic
devices of cot
between (a) the subject of .cnunciation
relationship between both of them an
disconrse, and (¢) between the subject o

about the world.

enunciative modalities
in the analysis of ¢
arc importantin establishing ac
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ummary. we should like to stress two methodologically vital points.
bjcets of discourse arc always images and not
ations of the real world

Ins

as such. In what ways they arc represent
ated issue that will need a separate discussion. Second, the
1structing such images arc reflections of a triple relationship
and its addressee(s), (b) the
d the world that is constructed n
f enunciation and prior knowledge

y especially interesting devices - projections and
s relevant here. Projections arc important

that are
motions and n focalization. Enunciative modalitics

ontract of confidence between the enunci-

ator and the emunciatee. OFf these. veridictory modalities help to build up
a

the enunciatee’s motivation to follow the argument and to create «
Jract of alliance with the enunciator, while epistemic modalitics have
ablish the enunciator’s competence and

We have identified tw

cot
as their basic function to cst

legitimacy.

Notes

analysis, terminology Poses problems, We cmploy
able terms referring to subjecis of discourse in the following manners.
Enunciator is a gencral term for the agent who presents the contents of a text. Hs

art is enunciatee. In the same sense we speak of subjects of enunciation and
ata it is natural Lo use the terms speaker/

1. we can usc cither the terms author/reader
hen the text has a

1. As in all semiotic models of discourse
the many avail

counterp
their addressees. When we have verbal d
audience. In the case of written data, in turt
ator/narralee pair is appropriate w
s is accomplishing it coherently fram a rela-
a complicated structire and is polyphonic it

or narrator/narratec. The narr
clear stricture and the voice wha narrate
lively stable position. When the text has
is better to use the terms author/reader.
In practice, difftculties may arise in dist
belief or knowledge is being evahated and from whose point of view.
difference is the enunciator’s compelenice. Liven il there is a re-engagement that creates
the iltusian af identifying the cntnciatees with the enunctator, we wontd still speak of
epistemic modalitics. as i the following: *So far it his been believed that ... bt as we

know by now, this belief is a sign of ignorance’.

inguishing them whenever it is unclear whose

The cssential

=]

all
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