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Towards a Discursive Representation of Public Opinion.

The Problems Involved in Building and Analysing @ases of Open-Ended Poll Questions.

Summary :

Progress regarding the theory and methodology dflipwopinion polls is now allowing us to envisage
experimental survey devices which give more roomofeen-ended questions, or for sequences which icemb
open and closed questions. They thus make itlpledsi build veritable corpuses of “expressed ubjinion”.
This article attempts to present the collectionsned by the responses to these devices, by exagnthair
pretension of constituting politicalorpuses We do not set out the tools or the methods particular the
analysis of textual data applied to this type afpos — but instead we identify the socio-politiaald linguistic
conditions which govern the creation of such cogsuend which also partly determine the strategiearalysis
and interpretation.

Such an enterprise means looking first of all atibtion of “the political discourses of ordinaiifizens”, and
then examining the survey from a socio-technicglaby analysing, in particular, its pretensionsafistituting
an enunciation device. Can an opinion poll contit “stage” for public debate? This initial cims involves,
on the one hand, thinking about the survey’s imtiivas and the skills that it mobilises, along wiitle types of
gain in generality created by the survey “stagdijcly would enable us to liken a response to a gisv@pen-
ended question to a type of political discoursed,aon the other hand, to think about the statiktica
representativeness, linked to a conception of ipalitrepresentativeness, of these collection amtgssing
devices.

After clarifying these conditions, | will suggesewlefine corpuses “enunciated public opinion” agisaces of
open and closed questions, composed of a chamerfictions created by the succession of questisnwer

couplets; | will also provide an example of a device.

In both the United States [Gamson and Modiglia@B4.; Zaller, 1992 ; Page and Shapiro,
1993 ; Fishkin, 1999 and in France [Quéré, 1990 ; Kaufmann, 260@jeoretical reflection
on public opinion is undergoing a major paradignargie which, in particular, is focusing

upon the competency of “ordinary” agents and uploa importance of situational and



discursive (or even deliberative) aspects in theslbgpment and expression of public opinion.
At the very least, this change means significatgralions to the “behavioural” paradigm
[Zask, 1999] which takes public opinion to be thensof all individual “private” opinions.

This theoretical progress has also benefited froladto methodological innovations relating
to new types of devicés(referred to as “experimental”) which pay moreeation to
additional information and to the effects of comtexd framing[Grunberg, Mayer and
Sniderman, 2002]. Over the last twenty years, eaygnce of the concerns of statisticians,
linguists [Rastier,199%]and computer scientists has led to progress beiade in the
analysis of textual data [Lebart and Salem, 1994jich has led in turn to new ways of
processing natural language, of dealing with m#égotts and, singularly, with open-ended
question® This progress in methodology enables us to ageisybrid survey devices which
will allow more room for open-ended questions, or & mix of closed and open-ended
questions [Brugidou, 2003 ; Brugideu al, 2004]. It thus makes it possible for us to t¥ea
veritable corpuses of “expressed public opinion.

This article attempts to present the collectionsnfed by the responses to these devices, by
examining their pretension of constituting politicarpuses We do not set out the tools or
the methods — in particular the analysis of textleth applied to this type of corpus — but
instead identify the socio-political and linguistionditions which govern the creation of such
corpuses and which also partly determine the sfiegdor analysis and interpretation

Such an enterprise means looking first of all & tiotion of “the political discourses of
ordinary citizens”, and then examining the pollnfra socio-technical angle by analysing, in
particular, its pretensions of constituting an emation device. Can an opinion poll
constitute a “stage” for public debate? This alitquestion involves, on the one hand,
thinking about the poll’s interactions and the Iskihat it mobilises, along with the types of

gain in generality created by the poll “stage”, @hwould enable us to liken a response to a



poll's open-ended question to a type of politicecdurse; and, on the other hand, to think
about the statistical representativeness, linkeal tonception of political representativeness,
of these collection and processing devices.

After clarifying these conditions, | will suggestewdefine corpuses of “enunciated public
opinion” as sequences of open and closed questeammposed of a chain of interactions
created by the succession of question-answer cisupled | will provide an example of a

device.

Public discourse and the public’s discourse

Since the late 1980s, sociologists and polftisesve been showing a renewed interest in the
political dimension of the discourse of “ordinattizens”, taking care to highlight the critical
and discursive skills of the “layman”. In the USthe works of Willlam Gamson are
symbolic of this change: based on an interactiapgroach, they show that citizens are not
content with merely applying the interpretativenfieworks reported by the media; they want
to mobilise their own experiences and interpersahstussions, in order to negotiate the
meaning of political questions [Gamson, 1992]. Hrance, and within the context of
pragmatic sociology, Luc Boltanski's work demontdsa the same desire, offering a
"sociology of criticism” rather than “critical sadogy”: ordinary citizens have to justify
themselves, and to achieve this they dispose aluress in terms of moral and discursive
skills which enable them not only to “gain in gesdgy” and denounce what they feel to be
unfair, but also to build veritable “political cass [Boltanski, 1990, Boltanski and Thévenot,
1991]. Although these works fall within differesbciological traditions and configurations
of scientific discussion (in some cases a rea@gainst determinist and top-down approaches

to the media’s agenda-setting function [Rogers Bedring, 1988]), in others [Boltanski,



1990; Corcuff, 2005]) a new formulation of the qums of inequalities : the poorest people
have certain skills which enable them to denouheg which they feel to be unjust. The
consequence of these works is that it is not oolpraents by politicians that are deemed to
be “political discourses” ; so are comments by foady citizens” with regard to topics that
feed public controversiés The fact that ordinary citizens have moral aritical abilities
must affect the way in which we represent publimimm as a theoretical and practical device.
Indeed, it is paradoxical to recognise at a mi@oigogical level that ordinary citizens have
abilities, only to see them evaporate at a macomkmical level . yet where polls are
concerned, opinion, as it is gradually added up awedraged, would appear to lose in
universality (in the sense of “gain in generality@hd intelligence everything it gains in
number and statistical representativeness.

This is undoubtedly due to the fact that opiniodecontextualised and deindexed from
situations, are objectivised by a survey device stahdardised question format which is
believed to be received in the same way by all eared. They are thus rendered equivalent
and quantifiable by a process of dematerialisapooper to the political nominalism that
triumphed in the 18 century [Kaufmann, Guilhaumou, 206%3] We know that as from the
1960s, in the USA [Cicourel 1963] and then in Fertbese methodological positions were
virulently criticised; the method used by statisticsociologists was countered by an “ethno-
methodology”, i.e. the “way in which the interviesgethemselves understand, describe and
categorise their own activities” [Desrosieres, 1998aynard and Schaeffer, 20084] It is
also — and this second point, a theoretical onénked to the problem of “method” that |
mentioned earlier — because there is simply no ipudniena corresponding to what is
commonly known as public opinion. There is no readified national arena” dealing with
important collective matters — or if there is, ooly an occasional basis [Favre, 1999]. Most

of the questions of opinion covered by publishelispare meaningless to ordinary citizens —



not because they are “cultural dopes”, to use @Glaafis famous expression, but because the
guestions are not the subject of national publizatke as these polls presuppose. This means
that ordinary citizens have no information (or oxagry fragmented information) and no type
of political language (nor any ideosystem, i.e.rdbge and symbolic tools [Bon, 1985]) with
which to grasp and process these problems asgablguestions [Brugidou, 1995]. This can
be explained by the failure of political mediatioidamamme, Jobert, 2001] (intellectuals,
parties, unions, associations, media, etc.), resplanfor “translating” such problems in order
that ordinary citizens may understand them [Bokaaad Chiappello, 1998} Here we find

— albeit in a different theoretical perspectiveoms of the standard criticisms of polls : Pierre
Bourdieu believes that polls too often ask (or isg)oquestions which are meaningless to the
interviewees and which the latter have never camsitl[Bourdieu, 1973].

These criticisms would appear to be damning folspah as much as they call into question
their ability to hear and comprehend the discowk®rdinary citizens, ana fortiori to
restore the opinion of the public as “public opmiio But before making such a definitive
judgment on a poll's capacity for representatioe, need to examine the opinion poll as a

socio-technical device and define its limits in@rtb be able to suggest improvements.

The opinion poll as a socio-technical device

The first difficulty relates to the institutionahd material device that a poll represents. Such
a socio-technical device [Callon, 1986] is firsivegi form by a questionnaire i.e. a
progression through a series of questions, the ékenf which are to varying extents
combined and linked. Every instruction and eveungsiion and answer couplet gradually
builds a representation for the interviewee of plaepose and “meaning” of the poll. The
“effects of context” and “of order” are the most llWeown manifestations of these
successive framings, theorised as “effects of médron” and of context, especially in

experimental polls [Popkins, 1991, Sniderman, 199age and Shapiro, 1992 ; Mayer 2002].



Most of these questions are said to be “closedérioig scales of attitude along which the
interviewees must place themselves whilst integgatine hierarchical order and the semantic
distances separating the response items that ammedke byconventionto be stable (for
example,totally agree, agree, not really agre® not agree at all referring to an ordinal
scale). The interviewee must therefore integrate type of expected response, and, to
achieve this, employ specific skill in order to rfat the response within the framework
provided, without “spilling over®, adapting to the rhythm of the questionnaire and t
thematic changes that can sometimes be al{fig¢ are now going to talk about .).” This

is demonstrated in a documentary filmed in 1994 kglevision crew who followed several
researchers carrying out a face-to-face poll feuaey company [Anspach, 1995]. In order
to explain an instruction to certain intervieweehowwere disconcerted by the form of
response required, one of the researchers uséwhésto demonstrate the various degrees of
the attitude scale within which the responses bddll. He wanted to make it clear at which
level of the scale “totally agree” was found, usihg palm of his hand to symbolise a marker
on an invisible scale hanging in mid-air, and mgvih a few centimetres at a time to
demonstrate “agree”, etc. The examples of “spbilegsponses which pepper the
documentary demonstrate the type of semiotic wand the rules that an interviewee must
mobilise in order to answer an opinion poll. He/shust get a “hold” on the poll (its form
and subject) by integrating, in particular, the moleigy and the “calculation space” used by
the opinion poff® - to use Francis Chateauraynaud’s terms [Chatgaaual, 2004]. They
also show, a contrariq the processes of dematerialisation and abstractimt the
interviewees have to adopt if their activity ish@ve meaning. The question of measuring this
specific skill within the population remains veryde open. It can only be appreciated in a
very indirect manner through the proportions of “aaswer given”. Polls and their

presuppositions being so much part of our everyaayld*® we can suppose that it is a



widespread skill type : for example, the abstfacinulations of the questions and of the
possible answers, apparently far removed from warday experiences, that we nevertheless
find in adverts, magazine tests, interactive teteyghswitchboards, etc.

Answering an opinion poll thus involves masterimpdfic skills (following the line of a
guestionnaire, using item scales, etc.) and perfayra series of actions, both symbolic and
physical. In addition to obeying the instructiotiss interviewee’s stance involves a form of
corporal discipline and attitude, in the physicahse of the word, made necessary by the
abstraction of the interaction, or, at least, Bydmality: one part is played out in the wings, in
private with the researcher, the other takes piagriblic, in the abstract public arena of the
opinion poll, with the interviewee talking to theterviewer at a private level, whilst at the
same time talking to a “universal audience” at hligdevel [Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca,
1958]) within the context of the poll. Both theygical bodies and the discourses are here
pushed into the wings (even with face-to-face) dmehe machinery proper to surveys,
becausehe entire answemust fit within the item in order to ensure théfaial nature of the
data As lan Hacking [2003] reminds us with regardtie problem of induction: “modern
facts are ugly ducklings, awkward, disorganised; facts”. The rest, be it clarifications, or
unspoken glosses or marks — shrugs, raised eyepdmubting pouts, laughs, etc. — which
make up the margin notes and the ordinary nonekixtteractions, is considered to be out-of-
framée’. For both the interviewer and the intervieweeppmion survey means acting as if
people meet Hume's description that “all of our iegsions are particulate fact§THacking,
2003, 296]. Over the years, polling has ended akimg this an effective manner for modern
individuals to report on their activities via (fexample) attitude scales. What mught at first
glance appear to be a mere artefact has provdhtddee a way of responding and persisting
that is adapted to survey devices. In fact, “qaflie research suggests that both parties

undertake a work of joint interpretation, in orderdecide, or “negotiate”, the appropriate



character of the responses given” [Maynard and &téra 2001%. Indeed, this is what the
concluding paragraph of Loic Blondiaux’s renownedrkvon the social history of surveys
means: “Various indicators also suggest that ltyisccepting to play the game, to open the
door to interviewers, to answer questions, to neffiem lying when asked for whom they are
going to vote, to make the effort to put into wotlsir opinions on a vast range of subjects,
in other words to become objects of research améstigation, that the people have
participated in producing this public opinion, tiiew definition of themselves”. [Blondiaux,
1998, p. 583]

The characteristics of opinion surveys and thereffimade by the interviewer and interviewee
to coordinate and adjust, therefore make it possibl produce representations of public
opinion which are congruent with the theories (tvatknow to be divergent, in part) of the
experts (professionals, researchers, etc.) who csupgis device: in methodological
individualism, these theories define opinion asrdantion to act or as a motivation shaped
deep within a strategic player; in the sociologyatiftude, opinion comes, to an extent that
varies in accordance with the manner in which iplsased, from classic holism, as the
product of interiorised standards and values. ffiese theories converge with regard to
elements of definition of opinion that are both madist and substantialist, “internal mental
state”, to agree on a device that can get clogetuifying?® public opinion by calculating the
sum of all individual mental states.

On the one hand we need to suggest theoreticalufatibons on public opinion which are
more in phase with what some political sociologgadity tells us about the competencies of
ordinary citizens, and, on the other hand, sune&yiags which leave more room for context

and for taking interaction status into account.

Opinion polls as tests



This analysis leads us to see opinion polls nodolg “devices”, but as “tests” with a partly
normativepurpose (and not simphbescriptivg. For this | would like to provide a reminder,
based on Laurence Kaufmann, of certain aspectdaf asdiscursive theory of public opinion
constitutes. It involves a total reversal of pexjve, in as much as public opinion is no
longer defined as being the sum of mental stateapmulated deep inside individuals, but is
recast in the exteriority of culture [Rastier, Baat} 2002] and in its “institutions of meaning”
[Kaufmann 2001, Descombes, 1996]. Opinion is thefined as a “speech act, the eminently
conditional validity of which depends on the recitign of the other person” [Kaufmann,
2003, 283]. From this standpoint, a survey dodsnty aim to describe individual opinions
which always already exist, but to arouse a compatimnal action (which involves an
experimental device). This is governed by a spegifammar, that of public opinion which
aims to fit together the world and a singular pahwiew: In their responses, interviewees
affirm their roles as citizens : they offer a fardation of a “common world” (that which they
believe to be good for the community) which mustiidely” in the sense used by Aristotle.
This formulation must correspond to community value order to be accepted by the
majority.

With this conception, a survey (seen as a test)t rhaaceforth call upon the moral and
introspective skills of the agents. The device niherefore be carefully developed, which
justifies the use of experimental surveys that aondpen-ended questions and contextualised
closed questions. Only data developed from th@oreses to these sequences can be
considered as real “political corpuses”. Beforeirgl a detailed description of their
characteristics from a statistical and linguistanp of view, in particular by demonstrating
how lexical statistics can be considered as a tipalimetric”, we need to look at the theories

on public opinion (above and beyond democracy)gbpport them.



Laurence Kaufmann's thesis on public opinion, whehmalyses under this heading the
emergence, reconfiguration and stabilisation ofculisive practices and methods of
legitimisation, constitutes one of the central edats of this theoretical investigation
[Kaufmann, 2001]. It highlights the emergence oheaw “linguistic jurisdiction”, that of
public opinion, the grammar and rules of which abdigatory for anyone wanting to talk
about the public good.

We know that in the second half of thé"&ntury, the emergence of popular criticism of the
royal government helped bring about a new politicalture: opinion as the principle of
legitimisation (and of criticism outside of the goament) is here defined as a “court of
reason” and an “invisible and irresistible forcBlgndiaux, 1998, p.46].

Following on from the work done by Louis Quéré, tence Kaufmann describes two
characteristics of this linguistic jurisdiction, by the one hand demonstrating that through its
expressive dimensiofil think that ...”), expressed opinion allows the intervieweedpgear
before the other person as subjectof thought and actidi’, and, on the other hand, by
stressing the fact that expressed opinion aimsdate agreement and to do so it bases itself
“on that which is acceptable within a given comntyihifPerelman, 1984 quoted by
Kaufmann, 2003 p277] To achieve this, the agents mobilise common espaculturally
sedimented topoi, forms which are conventional &odially acceptable in order to
simultaneously organise and express their attittml@ards an object of public debate. “This
‘common space’ is the opinion of everyone, not e sense of any factual sum of the
opinions of all individuals, or of a catalogue @imions, but in the sense of what anyone must
say in order for his/her discourse to be considéoeoke probable” [Kaufmann,]. Yet in this
sense, the “opinion of everyone” cannot avoid bdiageted. Whilst it is true that the
speaker relies on the force of semantics propepioion, which means that everyone has to

acquiesce to “standard” and “prevailing” id€a®pinion as a speech act is always in danger
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of failing: “in the short time the utterance takéise subject of opinion gains a privileged
albeit provisory position: it imposes itself akétstandpoint and point of coordination which
ensure that the world tgs world, and, in particular, that his thoughts aagresentations are
his owri [Bouveresse, 1987, p. 167] [Kaufmann, 2003, B]2™pinion is here defined as an
act governed by a specific public gramfahat the speakers must use.

The performance constituted by the expression @lipwpinion within the context of an
ordinary conversation or a public debate (or evenraey) is a “trial” formd® in Luc Boltanski
and Laurent Thévenot's sense of the term [Boltaaski Thévenot, 1989]. The combination
of a device which is to a greater or lesser eXtambalised, such as a poll, and a performance,
produces two types of “institutional facts”: oretbne hand it is an individual trial for the
interviewee established as a “responsible” andidinal” subject; on the other hand it is a
collective trial for the political community whickcounts as” a democratic community.
Given the performative power of the expressiongmhion and their actualisation within a
representation device that is both statistical poldtical, the poll produces both of the two
types of “institutional facts” as understood by $e4Searle, 1972]. It is this pragmatic
dimension of survey devices (i.e. the productiontt@se institutional facts) that makes it
possible to build a political corpus. Yet thistfamal” citizen is not the one described in the
“rational choice” theory. As Bernard Manin expihomo oecconomicusloes not enter
into discussion, does not justify his choices, doestry to persuade. On the contrary, the
central idea of the deliberative democracy thesryhat it is neither normatively desirable,
nor empirically justified®, to consider that when citizens enter the forurtoimake decisions
on public matters, they already have fully formedf@rences which will not be affected by
contact with others” [Manin, 2002, p.46].

But a new difficulty arises: the correlate of then-existence of any deeply felt opinion or

attitude — in the sense of an integrated schemargtng mental states — is the existence of
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one or more levels of public space and of “polltleaguages” making it possible to evolve at
these levels and d’étre familier avec the entitidsch populate themngtion, people, left-
wing, right-wing, public interest, etc It is in fact these languages that allow thalgst to
identify — from fixed phrases and stereotypes €esaof textual structures such as topois,
intrigues, enthymemes etc. So these developmegésding discursive public opinion cannot
do without reflection on the construction of dew@nd of the different levels of public space
which make them possible (mediations, politicalglaages, etc.). It is in fact a question of
providing a discursive representation of publicnogn, not only at a micro level (inter-
personal conversations), but also at meso (tealflmcal) or even macro (i.e. national or
European) levels. This chapter of research rentaifee built; it is beyond my scope, and |
will settle for saying that whilst the existencelotal public spaces is more or less accepted,
[Francois, Neveu, 1999], that of a national pubpace is strongly disputed [Favre, 2001].
Whatever the case may be, this reflection on theldeof public space (which partly echoes
onto works on the multi-level governance of pulgdalicy analysis) needs to be stepped up,
with a study of the different types of public dission — those pinpointed by F.
Chateauraynaud for example: ordinary interactivec@dures (conversation, argument,
negotiatiod’), arguments based on devices (such as public elebatial dialogue, etc.,
characterised by a form of symmetry between playerequality of treatment — a
formalisation of arguments and major procedurakt@nt$®) and the “power of expression”
which is the discussion regime proper to the paitspace where problems are translated by
political languages and become trials of strengttwben players with highly asymmetrical
standpoint& [Chateauraynaud, 2004].

Daniel Cefai’s work on the sociology of the congtdn of public problems is an interesting
avenue for the perspective on public spaces thawvé sketched out above: he states that a

“public arena” “opens up by finding support and &gating bridges between the various
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public stages” [Cefai, 2005]. My hypothesis heyghat public survey opinion constitutes
both a stage and a specific test for the publinafBrugidou and Escoffier, 2005].

Yet the standard conception of a survey devices falrepresent and combine the different
speech acts proper to each of the stages of tHe pubna° and hence to constitute a test. It
does not take into account the normative and dssgeirdimensions of public opinion, and
sees the moral skills of agents as being of seegndaportance. This intuition is
fundamentally that of Fishkin and Luskin [FishkindaLuskin, 2000, Martin, 1996 ; Mayer,
2002]. In building an essentially normative toolthwa deliberative poll, they draw
conclusions from a normative dimension which alyeexists in standard surveys but which
is poorly taken up by the device. They nevertlefed to meet part of their objective and
condemn the deliberative survey to remaining noatban an experimental device with very
limited descriptive scope, by basing the normativitf the device purely on “argued
opinion™* and neglecting “right opinion”, “probable opiniordnd even “conventional
opinion” as normative bases.

Presentation of a device capable of taking thesesions into account must also carefully

combine the theoretical considerations set out @laow reflection on methodology.

Developing an experimental poll in order to build eorpus “of expressed public

opinion”

Before describing the device in more detail, wednée reset the context of the study
[Brugidou and Escoffier 2005] so that we are ablgtesent it. It is an opinion poll on a
regional planning controver&y among people concerned about a project to buitera high

voltage electricity line.
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The poll took place in June 2003 after ten yearstafng opposition to the project, and

several months after local public debates (eighlipuneetings) [Drocourt and Ras, 2004],

which had led to major coverage by the regionalimed

In order to avoid criticism relating to “public polg” [Blumer, 1948 ; Bourdieu, 1973 ;

Blondiaux, 1998 ; Gerstlé, 2003], it is importaatexplain how the proposed device moves

away from published opinion polls to constitutesttas defined above:

on the one hand, this device souneisitorial opinion. The level of public interest
and involvement is quite closely linked to ternédrattitudes. The poll was therefore
designed to differentiate betwepuablics using territorial sub-samples. As with polls
takenin situ from people taking part in a demonstration [FaWiegule et Mayer,
1997], we are thus able to distinguish between ‘fdentification group”, the
“attention group” and the “concerned publics” gragdescribed by Cobb and Elder,
and a “mass public”, “an indistinguishable wholed®aup of individuals brought
together for the purpose of opinion polls” [Gerst)03 p. 869]. From this
standpoint, the sample is not representative ingdreerally accepted meaning of the
expression. It is first of altliversifiedin such a way as to represent thaitical
diversity*® of points of view — here determined by territos#ges (from a statistical
“strata” point of view). The sampling (despite fgi“non-proportional” between
strata) is of course statistically “representativathin each stratum. In our opinion
there is no point in rectifying these samples, beseathere is no real “reference
population” — there is a diversity that must beunately portrayed. Quantification is
not used here to measure theightof groups or opinions (and thus to place them in
any hierarchical order), but to identify the dissms (through recurring patterns) and
the publics who are characterised by their strattdifferences — in particular by the

topoi that they mobilise — and not by theieight. To sum up, it is not a case of
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reducing differences between opinions (perhaps lagimy them in a hierarchical
order) but of finding a way of representing therattill maintain the diversity.

- on the other hand, the aim of the poll is to retouct discursivepublic opinion.
Some of the questions asked are “open” questioasigded to collect not only
spontaneous answers (as opposed to choosing betvdenited and number of
standardised responses) but alsdiscourseon the controversy in question. The
reflexive dimension is vital here, because it is thterviewees’ ability tqustify that
are requested. These responses mobilise real Vengticabularies”, to use Mills’
term [Mills, 1940 ; Trom, 2001]; it is not a questi of identifying “intimate
convictions” which determine a person’s involvemiena collective action, but rather
the “acceptable ways of showing one’s heartfeliehgl acceptable and intelligible
ways of projecting oneself into a given context amftion” [Cefai, 2005]. The
advantage of the technique used to analyse the gpestions (analysis of textual
data, Alceste methodology [Reinert, 1995]) is tihatoes not reduce the discursive
aspect of the responses. It does not merely igethe themes, but also allows us, on
the one hand, to partly recreate the speech markeds on the other hand, to rebuild

the linguistic and cognitive patterns behind theramations [Brugidou, 2001].

The poll devicd® has several remarkable technical characteristics:

The three sub-samples were built through quotasaddition to the classic quotas (age, sex
and profession of head of household), the sampli haok into account théhead of
household'’s level of educati@md thezone of residence

The device also made use of most of the possdslibffered by the computer-assisted

telephone interview system (CATI):

15



- the shared sample technique allowed us to tesbriter of the questions (cf. the order
of use below) and the effects of context (partidulen the argumentation),

- micro-narratives were recorded in order to hedpbgeneously assess their strength
of conviction (the narratives were not read byititerviewers),

- the questionnaire included several sequences mpadef closed and open-ended
guestions allowing us to combine standpoints arddifications. The sequence is
considered as a whole (a series of interactiond) ismprocessed as a “discourse”
combining the response to the closed question haedvérbatim of the open-ended
guestion.

- finally, by recording all answers to the open-emdjuestions we were able to perform
a textual analysis of the verbatim texts.

A discussion between the interviewers and the reBees with regard to the purpose of the
poll, examining the meaning of the different quassi, and on-site attendance to listen to the
interviews, made it possible to monitor the wawimch the poll was handled.

The way in which responses are collected is on@inain criticisms of textual analysis as
applied to corpuses of open questions. But thawstive recording of responses during this
poll allow us to fully compensate for such defecgsstudy of the linguistic characteristics of
the corpus, and in particular a systematic compangith the corpuses that were transcribed

and entered by the interviewees still remain toldee®.

It is especially pertinent to use textual data ysialfor this type of poll and these corpuses of
expressed public opinion. | believe it is impottamput forward two reasons which are based
on the “consistency of attitudes” (or of the topari)the one hand, and on the unequal weights

of the different groups on the other hand:
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- The stereotypical nature of the response upon wtiiehanalysis otextual datais
based (and which requires responses to recur arhvwe a format in order to be
processed) does not necessarily mean an emptyotsteee for the theoretical
perspective defined above; it is based on the “grarh of the enunciation of public
opinion: the reasons for involvement put forward MWlye interviewees are
argumentative topoi that are culturally sedimerdaed socially availabfé. | have
shown in other studies that it was possible to ddéierent case studies and an
interpretive approach [Le Queau, 2D®d demonstrate the presence of argumentative
patterns or schemes within these apparently posporeses Boy, Brugidou, 2004 ;
Brugidou, Mandran, Moine, Salomon, 200Brugidou, 1998, 2003

- Because it lends different weights to responseaccordance with their length (the
longest answers are better represented in thefaatisn) and their typicity (answers
that were atypical from a vocabulary standpointenveot classified), the technique
used to analyse the open questions gives the answeal “political metric” along the
lines of Blumer’'s or Bourdieu’s recommendationst tva need a better rendering of
the “factual inequality of opinions” [Blondiaux, 29 ; 1998]. The advantage of this
approach is that it does not prejudge the capadaine involvement of the public. The
samples are not subject to aaypriori weighting (through non-proportional quota
determined in accordance with any supposed capattiteally is theresponsegiven
that vary in accordance with the understandinghef subject in question and the
involvement therein. The uneven capacity of thigeddnt publics is thus recreated
through the statistical processing of the respaons@éth this device, the type of
political representativeness that governed thetoactson of the sub-samples is better

served by the weight of the worisadvocated by lexical statistics rather than by a
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political representativeneSswhich relates a single individual to a single vaied

which regulates standard sampling for polls [Bl@nck, 1998].

Presentation of this device shows that the constitwof corpuses of expressed public opinion
largely depends on a controversy on theories ofodeacy, rather than on any question of
method or statistics: the type of political rerasitiveness discussed here — which supports
statistical calculation — is in fact based on daltive conceptions of democracy
[Manin,1985]

In this sense we aim to maintain, at all costsg@asentation of the diversity of points of
view. But this theoretical bias is less open itiazsm — not from a normative point of view
but by through its descriptive virtues — than arginmn representation protocol which
organises points of view into a hierarchy, or reguthem to unity. Indeed, as Bernard Manin
says, democratic legitimacy now resides less iredpgession of democratic will, and more in

the “process of developing collective will” [Manig002].

References

Anspach S., (1995Bonjour, c'est pour un sondag®éta/58', documentaire pour Soirée Théma ARTE, sur
les sondages. Diffuse en janvier 95, ProductibAX| Production/ARTE.

Beaud P. (1989), «Introduction a a3 partie : l'opinion publique », Sociologie de la
communication, Beaud at.(dir.), Paris, Cent, p. 315-335.

Blais A., (2004), « Y-a-t-il un vote stratégique lerance ? », Cautres B., Mayer N., (dire) nouveau
désordre électoralParis, Presse de Sciences Po.

Blondiaux L., (1997), « Ce que les sondages fdiapdnion publique » Politix, n°39, p117-136.

Blondiaux L., (1998)la fabrique de I'opinion, une histoire sociale desmdagesParis, Seuil.

Blumer H., (1948), « Public Opinion and Public QpmPolling” American Sociological Reviewol.
X1, p. 542-550.

Boltanski L., (1990) ;L’amour et la justice comme compétences. Troisigsda sociologie de
I'action, Paris, Métailié, p 57 - 58.

Boltanski L., L. Thevenot, (1991pe la justification. Les économies de la grandeéballimard, Paris.

Boltanski L. et Chiappello, E., (1999e Nouvel Esprit du capitalismParis, Gallimard.

Bon F., « Langage et Politique » (1985), Grawitz Meca J. Traité de science politiqueol.3, Paris
PUF, pp. 537 a 573.

Boy D. , Brugidou M., (2004) “Environnement et pigiue” in Cautres B., Mayer NLe nouveau
désordre électora) Paris, Presse de la FNSP, p71-95.

Bourdieu P., (1973), L'opinion publique n'existesplaes temps Modernes®318, p1292-1309

Bouveresse J., (198Tn force de la régle: Wittgenstein et l'inventiom ld nécessitéParis: Editions
de minuit

18



Brehm J. (1993),The Phantom Respondants. Opinion Survey and RdlilRepresentatignAnn
Arbor, University of Michigan Press, 1993.

Brugidou M., (1995)|"élection Présidentielle. Discours en enjeux pglies Paris, L’Harmattan.

Brugidou M., (1998), « Epitaphes, I'image de Frasgditterrand a travers I'analyse d’une question
ouverte posée a sa morRevue Francaise de Science Politiquel. 48, n°1, 1998 p.97-120.

Brugidou, M., (2001) « La combinaison des inférensmtistiques, linguistiques et sociologiques dans
I'analyse d’une question ouvertedgurnal de la Société Francaise de Statistiq@801, 4.

Brugidou M. Caillot P. Moine M. (2002) « Influendel mode d’administration d’un questionnaire sur
les réponses a une question ouverte », in P. xr@lll), Echantillonnage et méthodes d’enquétes,
2002 Dunod, pp.260-268.2004.

Brugidou M., (2003) « Argumentation and Values :aamalysis of ordinary political competence via
an open-ended questionintenational Journal of Public Opinion Reseaf¢h5 n°4, winter 2003.
Brugidou M., Jadot A., (2004) « Comprendre la (Dparticipation lors de I'élection présidentielle de
2002. Une approche croisée des questions ouvertémrmeées du Panel Electoral Francais »,

Colloque annuel de la SQSP, L'engagement et lendagement politigue Université de
Montréal, 26-27-28 mai 2004

Brugidou M., Mandran N, Moine M., Salomon A.-C.0() « Méthode et stratégie d’'analyse des
guestions ouvertes du Panel Electoral FrancaBwS, Bulletin de Méthodologie Sociologique
septembre N°82, pp. 5-26

Brugidou M., Escoffier C. (2005)« Mobilisation, ¢ade et opinion publique territoriale $able
ronde Ou en sont les théories de l'action collecfly VIII eme Congrés de I'’Association
Francaise de Science Politique. Lyon, 14-16 septe2005.

Cadiot P., Visetti Y.-M., (2001Rour une théorie des formes sémantiqesis, PUF.

Calllot, P., Moine, M., (2001) “Mais quelle est l@&ponse ? Quelques problémes posés par
I'exploitation d’une question ouverte administres peléphone "Journal de la Société Francaise
de Statistiquel42, 4, 73-89.

Caillot P. et Denni B., (2004), « Les attitudeditmpes existent-elles ? », in Cautres B., Maler
Le nouveau désordre électordParis, Presse de la FNSP, p23-36.

Cefai D., (2005) « Comment l'association nait awlipu Politiques du proche et engagement
collectif », dans N. Eliasoph, P. Lichterman (e@3yjl Society : Ethnographies Around the World

Chateauraynaud F., (2004) Essai sur la contrargtev@entativeGSPR EHESS

Chateauraynaud F. (2004) , L'épreuve du tangiRésons pratiquesrol. 15, 2004.

Cicourel A., (1963)Method and Measurement in Sociolpg@ire Free Press, New York.

Callon M., (1986)« Eléments pour une sociologie de la traduction’Année Sociologique

Cobb R. W., Elder Ch. D., (1972Participation in American Politics: the Dynamics #fyenda
Building, Baltimore, J. Hopkins University Press, 2 éd.

Converse, P., (1964), “The nature of belief systémmass publics”. In D. Apter (dirngleology and
discontentFree Press.

Corcuff P., (2005) "Figures de [lindividualité, dMarx aux sociologies contemporaines.”,
EspacesTemps.ndtextuel, 12.07.2005

Damamme D., Jobert B., (2001), « Le Plan Juppéaktiéides répertoires et genése d’'un référentiel »
Gertslé, JLes effets d’'information en politiqguBaris, L'Harmattan, 2001.

Descombes V., (1996l es institutions du senParis, edition de Minuit.

Desrosieres A., (1996hjistoire de la raison statistiquéaris, La Découverte.

Drocourt E. et Ras |. (2004), « Regards sur unenescée débat local : pour une approche
anthropolgique des situations de débat publicif? €astagna B., Gallais S., Ricaud P. et Roy J.-
P., (2004)La situation délibérative dans le débat publgol. 2, Tours, Presses Universitaires
Francois Rabelais, p 325-338.

Favre P., Fillieule O. et Mayer N., (1997) «fia d'une étrange lacune de la sociologie des
mobilisations. L'étude par sondage des manifestafiémdements théoriques et solutions
techniques »Revue frangaise de science politiquel. 47 (1), février 1997, pp. 3-28.

Favre P., (1999) « Travail gouvernemental et agey@héralisé », Gerstlé lles effets d'information
en politique Paris, L'Harmattan, p. 143-174.

Fishkin, J. and Luskin, R., (2000) "Deliberativdlidg and Public consultation”, iRarliamentary
Affairs, 53 (Octobre 2000), 657-666.

19



Francois B., Neveu E., (1999 ), « Pour une socielpglitique des espaces publics contemporains »,
Francois B., Neveu EEspaces publics mosaiqudgennes, Presses Universitaires de Rennes,
p.13-58.

Gamson W. Talking politics Cambridge [England] ; New York, NY, USA : Camlgel University
Press, 1992.

Gamson W., Modigliani A., (1989) « Media Discouraed Public Opinion on Nuclear Power : a
Constructionist Approach American Journal of Sociologyel. 95, n° 1, 1989.

Gerstlé J., (2003) « La réactivité aux préféreramkectives et I'imputabilité de I'action publique
N° spécial « Préférences collectives et réactpititique »,Revue Francaise de Science Politique
vol. 53 n°6

Gremy J.-P., (1987), “Les expériences francaisesasiormulation des questions d’enquéte. Résultat
d’un premier inventaire sRevue Francaise de SociologkXVlll, n°4, 1987, p. 301-306.

Grunberg G., Mayer N., et Sniderman P.M., (200#))(da démocratie a I'épreuve. Une nouvelle
approche de l'opinion des FrancalRaris, Presses de Sciences Po.

Habermas J., (1993),espace publicarchéologie de la publicité comme dimension cansii de la

société bourgeois®aris, Payot [1978].

Hacking I., (2003), « L'ontologie historique » irafmann L., Guilhaumou J., (2003), (dir.),
L’invention de la sociét&aris, Editions de I'Ecole des Hautes Etudes eanSes Sociales,
pp.287-308.

Hermes (2001), « L’opinion publique, perspectives anggxonnes », 31.

Kaufmann L., Quéré L., (2001), “Comment analyses leollectifs et les institutions ?
Ethnométhodologie et holisme anthropologique », Benel M., Ogien A., Quéré L.,
L’ethométhodologie, une sociologie radicale, PargsPécouverte, p. 361-390.

Kaufmann L., (2001)A la croisée des esprits. Esquisse d'une ontoldygie fait social : I'opinion
publique- Thése EHESS en co-tutelle avec l'université aeshnne.

Kaufmann L., (2002)L'opinion publiqgue ou la sémantique de la normglitéangage et Société,
n°100, pp.49-79.

Kaufmann L., (2003), «L'opinion publique : oxymoron pléonasme ? Réseauxn°117, p 259-288.

Labbé D., « Normalisation et lemmatisation d’'unegiion ouverte. Les Femmes face au changement
familial », Journal de la Société Francaise de Statistiqlié2, 4, 37-57, 2001.

Lallich-Boidin G., (2001), “Quelques difficultés draitement des questions ouverteddurnal de la
Société Frangaise de Statistique42, 4, 29-35, 2001.

Latour B., (1989)La science en actioi.a Découverte, Paris, [1987].

Lebart L., Salem A. (1994%tatistique TextuelldParis, Dunod,

Le Queau P., « Un parcours interprétatif des danigsies d’'une question ouvertelournal de la
Société Francaise de Statistiqub42, 4, 121-138, 2001.

Manin B., (1985), « Volonté générale ou délibératto Esquisse d'une théorie de la délibération
politiqgue »,Le Débat 33.

Manin B., (2002) « L'idée de la démocratie déliltéea dans la science politique contemporaine »,
Entrtien avec Bernard ManiRplitix, Volume 15, n°57, p.37-55.

Marc, X. (2001) “Les modalités de recueil des ré&manlibres en institut de sondagddurnal de la
Société Francaise de Statistiqud2, 4, 21-27.

Martin P, (1996), « Réconcilier délibération et légapolitique : Fishkin et le sondage délibératif
Revue Francaise de Science Politict, (1), Février, p. 150-154.

Mayer, N., (1997) "Le sondage délibératif au sesale la démocratie'l.,e débat 96, septembre-
octobre 1997, pp.67-72

Mayer N., (2002) “Les consistance des opinionsyrerg G., Mayer N., et Sniderman P.M., (2002)
(dir.) La démocratie a I'épreuve. Une nouvelle approchkogénion des FrancaisParis, Presses
de Sciences Po.

Maynard D. W, Schaeffer N. C., “La pratique desdsges vue par I'ethnométhdologie », de Fornel
M., Ogien A., Quéré Ll ’ethnométhodologie. Une sociologie radicaRaris, La découverte,

2001, p 173-206.

Mills C. W., (1940), “Situated Actions and Vocaaues of Motive”, American Sociological Review

5, 6, p. 904-913.

20



Noélle Neumann E., (1984The Spirale of Silence. Public Opinion, our So@&&in Chicago, The
University of Chicago Press.

Page B., Shapiro R., (1992]he rational Public. Fifty Years of Trends in Ancan Policy
PreferencesChicago, The University of Chicago Press.

Perelman, C. et Olbrechts-tyteca, L., (19B&)nouvelle rhéetorique. Traité de I'argumentatjdaris,
P.U.F. 5™ édition.

Popkins S., (1991 'he Reasoning Vote€Chicago, The University of Chicago Press.

Quéreé L., (1990) «L’opinion, I'’économie du vraisdaiile »,Réseauxn® 43, p 33-58.

Reinert, M. (1995) Quelques aspects de choix daésid’'analyse et de leur contrble dans la méthode
Alceste, inJADT 1995, vol | p.27-34

Rastier F., (1991%émantique et recherches cognitjyearis, PUF.

Rastier F. (avec la collaboration de Marc Cavatzsnae Abeill€),(19945émantique pour l'analyse
Paris, Masson.

Rastier F. Bouquet S., (dir.), (200Pne introduction aux sciences de la cultuparis, PUF.

Rogers EM., Dearing JW, (1988) “Agenda-setting aedle Where has it been, where is it going”

Communication Yearbopk1, pp 555-594.
Searle J.R. (1972),es actes de langage. Essai de philosophie du edraris, Hermann {1éd.

1969).

Trom D. , (2001), « Grammaire de la mobilisatiorvetabulaire des motifs », in D. Cefai, D. Trom,
op. cit

Zaller J. R., (1992)The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinjo@ambridge, Cambridge University
Press.

Zask J.,(1999) 'opinion publique et son douhl®@aris, L’harmattan, Tome | et Il.

1 A question-answer configuration extracted fronuevey in relation to the problem in hand might thwes
considered to constitute a corpus: for examplepnty a stance (closed question and its answet)tan
justification (open-ended question and its answan),also the socio-demographic or attitude vaeiabl

describing the speaker.

2 For a summary, ciHermes 2001.

® In France, the theoretical works by Louis Quéré dmlirence Kaufmann take part of accepted
ethnomethodology and analytical philosophy androffeiscursiveand situated definition of public opinion
[Quéré, 1990 ; Kaufmann, 2002] that is not very patible with the poll device and with the “behavialtl and
approved definition of public survey opinion. Rad in English-speaking countries mainly fallshivit the
standpoint of an approved public opinion restota@ugh a survey device. Theoretical thought omiopi is
here closely linked with reflection on devices aneir effects.

* For example, experimental polls used shared sampichniques and CATI or CAPI systems to tesecffit
contextualisations and framing for questions [Gamb Mayer, and Sniderman, 2002). “One might also
mention thestop and thinkechnique, which requires the interviewees to thketime to think before answering,
that of theargumentative survewhere the interviewer takes an opposite standeetinterviewee in order to test
coherency, and the so-callsdurce manipulatioiechnique, which presents the opinion as beingmsed by
such and such celebrity or political organisatifdfayer, 2002, p21]. From a more normative standpdiut
still making use of methodological and hybrid inatens, deliberative surveys, cf. [Fishkin, and kins2000].

®> The question of the role of language, and moradiisoof cultural sciences, hermeneutic sciencesiged in a
highly acute manner in these works. See the woirks Rastier [Rastier ,1991].

® Cf. Special issue of thipurnal de la société Francaise de statistig2@01.

" Regarding these questions, we refer to the spissiae of thelournal de la société Francaise de statistique
(tome 142, n°4, 2001) devoted to open-ended questexamining the question-answer sessions dunieglay

of organised studies on the 8th June 2001 in Gilenob

® The corpuses of works in the provinces of lingasst sociolinguistics and the field of informati@nd
communication — important to these questions bamfrperspectives that are different from the palltic
sociology perspective adopted in this paper — atecovered by the limited framework of this articleor
therefore by this very rapid reminder.

° For a discussion of these questions and perspsatitich maintain a statutory approach to discowtsist at

the same time trying to include ideas from pragosaiciology, see [Le bart 1998 and 2003].

19 A dematerialisation process similar to that ofrency (and musical notation) over the same per@ardon,
2003] coming to a close at the beginning of th& 2@ntury and making the development of the field of
semiotics possible.
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™ For a detailed account of these discussions iU®a (based on works on ethnomethodology) and amée
(based on works otonventions of equivalencesee [Desrosieres, 1996].

2 Types of political language are thrown out ofdilby the constant semantic shifts caused by opposi
between justification, on the one hand, and csiticion the other — oppositions which reshape th&it'sf
capitalism" and call for criticism to be re-empoegrby rethinking the notion of "the city" [Boltarisknd
Chiappello, 1999]. In relation to the 2002 elestipsee Eric Dupin’s analyses of the deconstruatighe social
representations of the working classes and thenelaiive absence in speeches made by Lionel Jasmrthe
socialist party. “Quand la classe ouvriére deviewisible”, Le Monde 5 June 2002.

13 We do not have room here to give details of thelysand device of the “calculation centre” [Latoli§89]
constituted by a survey institute, and, in paracuthe chain for processing the various equivaeserations
[Desrosieres, 1996] (classification of professiaesoding of open-ended questions, etc.) requiveabgregate
the responses. On instrument testing and starsdaiati, see [Blondiaux, 1998 ; p. 325 to 366.]

4 Which affects the meaning of the answers and lesoeconomic implications for the researcher (wimmot
spend too much time on a given questionnaire)thf@isurvey company, etc.

!> The unexpected success of Le Pen in the firstt@iithe 2002 presidential elections proves theterce of a
sort of calculation space common to interviewees agtors in the political arena: because opiniolh results
regularly predicted that it would be Lionel Jospind Jacques Chirac who would go through to therskco
round, a portion of the left-wing electoral baseided to fire a “warning shot” at Lionel Jospin bgting for a
more radical candidate [Blais, 2004].

1% 1n 2001, over 6 million questionnaires were cortgrden France. More than 800 surveys are publisivedy
year (which means between 600 and 800,000 peodeviewed); one would have to take a census of the
consumers of these media to have an idea of théd&uai people familiar with these polls. On thasens why
interviewees refuse to answer questions, see [BA998].

" In the case of self-administered questionnairesng answers means physically managing the flovihef
questions, physically putting the answers intoltbges, etc.

18 “what is modern fact? Poovey means the tiny pieténformation, the little box, the nugget, andeth
metaphors which spring to mind: something robosinpact, down to earth, neutral, small, the sizarobctet,
the very opposite of theory, of conjecture, or hijpegis, of generalisation. Facts are ugly duckliryvkward,
disorganised, raw facts”. [Hacking, 2003, 295].

¥ [Cicourel, 1974] quoted by [Maynard and Schaef26Q1, p 189 note 16]. These authors note thapecific
and unpredictable moments, they [the researchas]their eyes off the screen, move their handy dwan the
keyboard and move in a relatively lively mannernfalating sentences which do not appear in thetscand
which are not preformed: this sudden movement estggthat they are trying to resolve problems wiaih
taking them away from their work routine, in orderbe able to get back to it as quickly as possiiaynard
and Schaeffer, 2001, p194]

% As Loic Blondiaux reminds us, Stoetzel's theomdtatance is complex, and is in any case far frdentifying
public opinion by calculating the sum of privatdropns, cf. [Blondiaux, 1998 ; p 362 onwards].

%L “The role of opinion is not primarily to affirm proposition or to make it known, but to expressesspn’s
attitude to said proposition” [Kaufmann, 2003, pp68

22 30 it must not be confused with either “a ratiometl which pursues the general interest and pgjolad, nor
[with] a blind compliance with received opinion” #ifmann, 2003, p277].

% For an illustration of these ideas on public opinin polls, cf. [Noélle Neumann, 1984].

24 Rules which constitute the reality mode propethiese strange entities that are institutional fadigch are
“relational” and not substantial. For a clear praation of the complex thoughts of Vincent Descesnand his
conception of “anthropological holism” cf. [Kaufmaand Quéré, 2001]

% One might define the trial as a device (regulatamgterial, etc.) which aims to “calibrate” staass“large” or
“small” in accordance with a specific conceptiorjustice (“city”). As moral agents, we willinglyubmit to this
type of measure which allows us to self-produceselves as “subjects”. This perspective is simtitathat of
ethnomethodology : “everything takes place ashdse who undertake a course of action were plaiting
overhanging exteriority, as a normative framewaddftsubsistent) to which to refer, the very orttet they are
making sensitive and evident through their condasstif they were giving it the power to restriceithpractices
and were increasing its standing as such, as yf Were giving it the status of a moral referencarfework,
through which to develop reciprocal expectationshfehaviour and to understand (in moral terms)cthreduct
of all concerned. [Kaufmann and Quéré, 2001, p 382]

This vital point contradicts the sociology of saiefs principle of symmetry and differentiates husiénom non-
humans. In some ways, standard surveys treat laiasacallops and it is perfectly possible — atetr@sting —
to describe the quantativist researcher’s roleoiciad science as being that of a natural scienseareher, as
shown by [Maynard and Schaeffer, 2001].

% Our emphasis.
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2" “The symmetry of the protagonists is fundamenialeh coding cannot be separated from milieu or from
shared culture“[Chateauraunaud, 2004 p 12].

% «“The arguments are removed from the milieux usifgyices which can be autonomously deployed”,
[Chateauraunaud, 2004 p 12].

“ These arguments revolve around visions of thedyand given the constant conflict, the differebetween
argumentation and rhetoric no longer appears fartin

30 %A public arena is a tangle of theatrical devicebgre players with distinct skills give performasaimed at
distinct sectors of the audience (...). It can bakbn down into a myriad of overlapping stages tha¢ onto
wings of varying geometry, where the degrees ofipitypare determined by the framing, footing areying of
the players, and where the auditoria change wélptrformances”. [Cefai, 2005, p30].

3L Which more or less supposes the creation of a iizdssian public space [Habermas, 1993].

% Here is a brief summary of the controversy: ki@ 1990s, several technical studies were carri¢dmuhe
VHT line project in the Quercy Blanc region. In9Band 1997, a new project was submitted for cdausoih.
At the end of 2002, following persistent oppositi@ local public debate was organised, involvingesal
meetings in various areas of the Lot region anceiain municipalities of the Tarn and Garonneargso that
everybody could hear and discuss different solstiowhen the debate was over, RTE (the public ésgtion

in charge of the electricity transport network) aanced that it was withdrawing its project to buie VHT
line.

% This is the type of representativeness found alitgiive survey devices.

3 Sample of 1,500 persons aged 18 and over, inteedeover the telephone at the end of 2003 (i.eersév
months after local debates had been organised)ebBVA Institute.

% The generalisation of this recording technique meehat a protocol must be agreed with the interess.

% We nevertheless know that in such corpuses argtatiem syntactic and enunciation marks (deictid an
anaphoric elements, mechanisms of temporality &¢og to disappear in favour of “key words” [Magf01 ;
Lallich-Boidin, 2001 ; Caillot and Moine, 2001].

3" This question of typicity can also be examinedrfriie point of view of attitude sociology [Cailland Denni,
2004]. An atypical response (i.e. the classifmatalgorithm is unable to allocate the responsa twoup and
thus identify the linguistic and cognitive pattarnderlying the response) takes us back to the &ititude”
concept as defined by Converse [Converse, 1964].

% The question of the standardisation and lemmatisaif this point of view is vital, as Dominique lhlaé
shows [Labbé, 2001].

39 Excellent from the point of view of the theory sthndard representation which founds democracyhen t
expression of the general will (necessarily unifidzlit dubious in terms of public opinion as ituisderstood
here.
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