#  Eric de Kuyper; ‘Le mauvais genre, 1. (Une affaire de famille)’, in Ca Cinéma, 18, p.

45,
4 This emerges very clearly from the first chapter of Noguez's study: Eloge du cinéma
expérimental.
See ‘Empirical Foundation for a Theory of Language Change’, by U. Weinreich, W.
Labov, M.I. Herzog, in W.P. Lehmann & Y. Malkiel (eds.), Directions for Historical
Linguistics, A Symposium, Austin and London; University of Texas Press, 1968.
Similar comments can be found in: A. Delveau, H. Huot, F. Ketleroux, *Questions
sur le changement linguistique’, Langue francaise No 15, 1972, and S. Lecointre
and J. Le QGalliot, ‘Le changement linguistique: problématiques nouvelles’,
Langages, 32, 1973,
¥ Michel Pécheux, Analyse automatique du dzscours, Paris, Dunod, 1969 pp- 13-14.
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i=a Social fajlbtamed by adopting.a.rele that regulates the productlon of the film 1 text

-~ role can be descnbed as a specnﬁc psychlc posn'on

reader to adopt the same role (the same way of producing meaning and affects). How-

A SEMIO-PRAGMATIC APPROACH TO
THE DOCUMENTARY FILM

ROGER ODIN

’_);r,

A K & %
The objective of a semio-pragmatics of film and the audio-visual is to attempt to unde

r..
stand how audm v1sua[ producuons funcuon n a given social space. According to thig
approach the act o

ng or seemg a ﬁlm is not immediately a fact of discourse, but

(which means film as a construction endowed with meaning and generating affects), 4
‘(cogmt:ve and affective) | tﬁ_
Teads to the lmplementauon of a"cérfain number of oper&nons that produce mneaning
and affects. A priori, there is absolutely no reason for the actant director and actant

ever, it is only when the same role is adopted by these two actants that what can be
called a space of communication is created. A space of communication is a space iy
which the production of meamng and affects are harmoniously formed during the film-
making and the reading. From this space of communication derives the feeling of my-
tual comprehension between

the actants, which gives the impression that

communication resides in the transmission of a message from a Sender to a Receiver,
g‘ ¢ &m:u. of a role by the actants is to a great extent linked to the intervern.-
sk LY
tion of bumf!esﬂgj determination, which derive from the social space. These bundles of.

deterrnmanon ‘which constxtute the actantq as soc1a1 ‘Bubjectc function like -nstructlons
to produce meanm .md affects na vwen social space and field of com'n-.n.catlon all

cannot undelstand ety thmg about what is going on in the field of audio-visual: commu-
nication, in our sovia! space, if we do not posit as our point of departure, and in al

further considerations, the fact that the dominant | bundle of determination — oerhaps one
should say still dorminant, because it does appear. as we shall have the OpPOrtuRity to
point out at the enc

of

this article, that things are slowly beginning to chenge — is the

bundle of determinz:ion that constitutes the space of fi ctional communicurion:.
____L,,,,,,*,I his bu:.i.: - Whose existence predates the cinerna (it is what rm: :

$0 _ggpMandVr““"mrervcnuon ‘made-it itself felt-at-different deorees in e ensemble

of cultural productic » 5 has, in fact, the <characteristic of ‘manifesting ltself

“himreach of




ore
sely, some see in it a manifestation of the Oedipal and of the ‘configuration based
e narcissistic redoubling between man and woman that has ruled, since the end of
8th century and throughout the 19th century (whxch we have ]ust left behmd us)

lation of desire between the two sexes’.2 Indeed, ltxs advnslble to be prudent when
ifronted with the temptation to universalize and even more to naturalize this desire,

e point of appearing like ‘a desire inherent in our psychical structure’ ¥

one thing is certain: in our Western societies and in the field of the audio- visual, the

o nant that in the social i 1mag1na.ry, we often have the tendency to snmply assumlate
era and ﬁctlon ﬁlm _Furthermore, the ‘productions that do not conform with the
stralnts of this space find it very difficult to function correctly.

This is precisely the case with the documentary film. This manifests itself
a on the film- makmg level and on the reading level: not only does making a docu-
tary always appear less prestlglous than making a fiction film ~ there are only a few
jcumentary film-makers who have been able to gain recognition as an ‘auteur’, and
n this happens it is very often retrospectively, because they have succeeded in the
on film. Moreover, the documentary in a general sense is considered to be a tempo-
locus while waiting to be able to make fiction films. But also, for the spectators
iselves, the documentary appears like something that we hardly have the desire to
. at spontaneously, since it is often regarded as something that is fundamentally
ng: “The docukoo really annoys the kids, and how ...". This terse formula by
mond Queneau may be generalized without risk to the ensemble of spectators.’
But before continuing along this line of inquiry about the documentary, it is

egime. Though it is not a question here of developing a theory of fiction.* it seems
lispensable to us to comprehend the functioning of the documentary in our social
ice and to briefly explain the different operations that constitute the process of fic-
alization. __ |

There are a total of five operations:

onstruction af a drege.srs production ofa world {we must note that this operation

tive images);

Aarm_producuon of a stery, of a narrative;

‘Mise > en phase’: alignment of the fi'mic relations o tie diegétic relations in such a
way thz?t—fﬁe spectator is made to “.zsonate’ to the rhythm of the events told;
Construction of an absent Enuncicior: the presence of the Enunciator is both indi-

cated and effaced in such a way th  the spectator, although knowing very well that
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ifal ¢ mmunication is the dominant space of communication. It is 50

ssary to briefly describe the dominant regime of communication - the fictionaliz-

resupposes the anterior operation of tlgurauv:zauon : the construction of figura-. ‘

S P AN 1 R

m

an Enunciator does exist may, however, believe that the world and events that are
shown to him exist in themselves (we recognise here the mechanism of belief de-

. but all the same’;’ i
5 Fictivization: the (absent) Enunc,lator functions as a ﬁCthC origin. He accon1p\]|:,he-.

scribed by Octave Mannoni: ‘I know very well ..

" the act of enunciation ‘without undertak'ng the commitmments that are normatly re-
quired by that act’ (the obligation to guarantee the truth of what is articulated, to

provide proof if requested, to commit himself personally to this truth: the sincerity

)6

u_ e

of ficttonahzanon Most documentarles construct a world (a dlegeSls) and comply w1th
to_tell the story about how a barrel is

' the rules of narrative structuration, even if it i

made or the different stages of metamorphosis of the dragon- fly. More rare are thhout
doubt the documentaries that bring into operation the ‘mise en phase However, a cer- |
_ tain number of these do exist, like those by Walt Disney and F. Rossif that are devoted to |
animals: everything is done ‘to set the spectator on the right track’, to involve him
affectively in the dramas that take place in nature. The process that constructs an absen 3

Enunciator is itself very frequent in the documentary All the productions that functlon

in accordance w1th the 1deology of transparency (direct ¢ cmema cand:d eye -cmema

: 1ntermed1anes as if the world were there in front of us mstead of on the screen.

v
indeed o-n'l‘y tne operatlon of ﬁcttv:zauon ts radically mcompatlble with the

documentary To make or read a film in documentary perspective is always o con-
R

vigin. It is this operatlon, and nothing else

struct an Enuncmtor who functlons a

]

_that founds the process of docmnemart zation. 7 The operatlons involved in the construc-

tion of a dlegesxs in narrativization, in ruse en phase’, and In the constructton of an
absent Enunciator can intervene concunetstly with the melernentauon of this process,

but they are not part of it, as opposed to what takes place in fictionalization where they
are an integral part of the process. We can even say that a documentary will have a
higher degree of ‘documentarity’ the more it blocks a greater number of these opera-
tions.® ' On the other hand, a documentary will have more chance 1o be accep_ted by the

- public if it mob:hzes more operations be ‘ongmg to.the process. of ﬁcttonahzatton de..

_the more it resembles the fiction film. -
reportages that are most appreciated and :sout which the critics make the most comple-
ments, are those that tell a story. The mo.s they conform to narrative, the greater their
success’.” If, in addition, they function in ccordance with the “mise en phase’ it is even
better. The only documentaries to have - al success with the public (ieaving aside the
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izlevision-makers know this very well: ‘The

‘ cmemaavénte o) stnve to  give us a view of the tmngsmfjhe_wodd as.if there w . Were no! E
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cmephlles) are prec1se1y those that put into practlce the ﬁrst three or four operanons of .

tloned above)
However, this strategy to win-over the publlc to the documentary has a dis-

'documentary employs operatlons dermng from ﬁctlonallza—

advantage the mo

construct:on of a real Enunetator) is not extremelv strong, it may very well tum out that

‘than thls documentanztng communication pact Its acceptance has the effect of dtslodg- :

ing the Addressee of the film from his comfort as a spectator by placing him in the

-position of a real Addressee, i.e. an Addressee having to take seriously, in reali-ty..what

he is offered to watch. Faced with the perspective of such a positioning, the Addressee

of the documentary film mobilizes all of his defences, and the simplest solution usually
open to him (since it is the most readily available solution within our social space) is not
to take into account the documentarizing injunction and to take up again as quickly as
possible the position of a fictionalizing spectator.

We could, it seems to us, account for the very curious positioning that results
from this alternating as a process of belief of double relief:

+  first time: [ know very well that what [ am offered to watch emanates from a real
enunciator, -but I react as if it were a fictitious Enunciator (a refusal of the
documentarizing injunction);ﬁ‘:' d

« second time: I want to believe that it concerns the production of a fictitious Enuncia-
tor; consequently, I can from now on allow myselt without any problem to believe in
the reality of what I am offered 1o watch (re-engagement to 4 fictionalizing position-
ing).

Be that as it may, the dilemma that all documentarizing production is embroiled in
" can now be formulated very precisely:

+ either it attracts oniy a small audience, because it clashes loo directly with the fun-
damental desires of spectators,

* oF it reverts to the dominant space of fictional communication, &
Now we would like to attemnpt to show quickly what happens in a certain number of
Institutions that are atrempting, despite all these difficulties, to promote documentary
productions or, more simply, to make them function. Our hypothesis is that their degree
of success in this atterspt essentially depends on the way in which they negofiate the
setting up of the docu:entarizing pact.

However, i :fore coming to this investigation, it is necessary to reoimbrietly
to the conditions gov. :ng the setting up of the fictionalizing pact. What re: 'y ¢harac-

terises the ﬁctlonahzmg pact, what explains why it functions so well is, on the one
hand that its Sender (the person respon31ble for the mandate'®) seems to merge with the

ie nder even though the /real Sender is in fact the social space. On the other hand,

¢ spectator Subject has the feefing of being. hnnéeit hp.r ,

the mamfestatlon of this mandate is so strongly interiorized that it takes place uncon-

} smously As s00n as we are in the ﬁeld of the( 1nemeﬁthe De31re for fiction is present,
without which the Subject needs i decree it. This'is a sort of ‘natural’ pulsatton (qolte
evidently cultural) that animates the Subject without passing through the intermediary
of a certain ‘wanting’ (even less of a *having to do’). It is advisible to keep this in ming
if we want to understand the problems that exist for the Institutions which promote
documentaries.

Within the framework of this article, whose aim is to explain a method rather
than carry out a systematic analysis of the documentarizing communication space, we

shall be content to briefly examine the case of three Institutions that appear interesting

because of the very different ways in whtch they offer to the addressee the

documentanzmg pact; . School _the BPI at the Georges Pompldou Centre, and TEIBVI-“

v e

_sion.

o School.  School is one of the great users of documentary productions while
being itself an important producer of them. However, it seems that things are not work-
ing out as well as we would wish, because these productions rarely attain their peda-
gogical objectives. Indeed, there are many reasons for this, some of which (linked to the
structure of the films themselves) have already been given prominence by Geneviére
Jacquinot.” We WOuld_on!y like 10 insist here on the difficulties arising from the institu-

tional modalities setting up the communication pact. Within the framework of S"hool

the documentanzmg pact zppears, in fact as somethmo imposed from the outsnde by san

authonty (t Teacher 'hm

Jpower to sanctlon and operate m the manner ot ‘Haung to do’. Such an mjunc.;on can

f representmg the School Institution) endowed with the :

only conflict Violently with the fi ctlonah?mg demre th‘a-t animates the’ stident-Subject

from within. The conflict will be even stronger as long as the student- Subject cex 1e;tders
the offer to watch a film to be equal to the 1nstrucuon to ﬁcuonaltze in this perspectwe
we can say that the Teafhcf glves two contradlctory instructions: to ftcttonahzc and to

documentarue Faced wi

" schema of the *double-bu: «".1* The ways 1o answer this type of paradoxtcal injunction
%
Y are relatively limited: th first consists of strictly adh’ermg to the injunction dennte its

llloglcahty namely, in :'.. ¢ase that concerns us here, to watch the film (this iz what is

common to the two inju: “tions) without fictionalizing or documentalizing, i.e. vithout

it

tih these two instructions issued by the same Sender the stu-
dent—Subject can neither choose nor escape. We fecognise here the characteristic




any interest in it whatsoever. The second consists in ‘withdrawing’ from the
breaking off the communication {for example by taking refuge in day-dream-
by talking to one’s neighbours). And finally, the third consists in contesting more
'aggressively the source of the paradoxical injunction {uproar, dissension with the
r. etc.). It is of course clear that none of these responses can have a positive effect
lagogical communication.
The B.PI.  Apart from its role as library, the B.P.L (Public Library of Infor-
at the Georges Pompidou centre) produces a certain number of documentaries
akes freely available to its users documentaries on video. In addition, the B.P.L.
ses a festival that specializes in this type of film: the Festival of the “Cinéma du
Within this institutional framework, and in opposition to what takes place in
sol, the documentarizing pact is not in any way forced upon the Addressees: it es-
shes itself prior to the arrival of the users at the B.PI by an internal negotiation
en the user and himself) or, to be more exact, between the fictionalizing Desire
he user has in him and his decision to see a documentary film: his Wanting to see a

mentary film. This means that when the user enters the B.P.I, he has already de-
to put himself in the position of a documentarizing spectator. Even if that does not

ate everything (namely, it can happen that the Desire for fiction returns during the

sing of the film and causes annoyance towards the documentary film) it is, how-

ertain that the documentarizing communication has a much greater chance of
oning correctly within this context than within the context of the School.

Television. Television offers through a vanety of prograrames transtmis-

s that cotrespond to different ¢ communication pacts: the sEcctacular pact of the vari-

nows the ludic pact of the telev:slon games, the fictionalizing pact of the films and .

ls, the advertlsement pact th ocumentanzmg pact of the ‘magazine’ pro-

es and news- broadcasts eté:) ll tilese pacts have in common the fact that they

ffered as a choice to the television viewer without an y apparent external constraints
..ptance of the contract seems to depend only on his \{Jantmg) d prior to the trans-
jon itself (by the television guides that publicize tre programmes or by the an-
ncements that appear on television during the day). Here we find ourselves in a
tion quite similar to what we described in refation to.the B.P.L: the television
er o,sztwns himself in the role of a dm:umemarmnﬂr rele -viewer before seeing the
m on. Moreover, it appears that these transmissions. ire very well received by
ision viewers, so much so that Television-still-rema:as one-of the-few transmitters
‘his type of pfoduction.” i
.‘ Nevertheless, we can wonder if this analysis f the functioning of television
=ﬁg]s of communication pacts is qﬁitc correct. In ¢ tathere are good reasons to

support the argument that television functions less in the way of a contract and more in ~

the way of of a contact. Let us note first of all that very frequently the television viewer ; L dud 4

"swm:hcs on thq ;_e_levnsnon without prior contract and allows himself to be guided by the

ﬂ;.lx of images and sounds without any other positioning than to enjoy this ﬂux More
generally, we can say that television establishes with its viewer a relatlonshlp that is

based more on the, almost physical, power ¢ of a whole set of vmatloQQ&ythm and

intensity, rather than on the production regulated by meaning and affects. The present
evolution of television is moving clearly in the direction of a strengthening of this ten- \
dency already inherent in the medium itself: fragmentation of the transmissions by

!

|

commercials, shortening of the length of transmissions, internal cutting up of the trans- (
|

missions themselves in short sequences having their own rhythm and ‘treatment’." Al}
concur in such a way as to make television a medium that we watch just for itself
independent of the content of the transmissions (the famous formula of Marshail
McLuhan: ‘“The medium is the message’ applies perfectly here), a medinm of fascina-
tion (we are not far from hypnotism), rather than one of communication. Under thesé ™ %

M‘
.and the opposmon between ﬁcuonahzatnon and documentanzanon (to remain thhm
the two types of contract which we are concerned with in this article) is thus suspended,
emptied of its signification and its pragmatic relevance to make room for a positioning

which consists of allowing ourselves to be carried along by the ef_ef&etics of the flux.
This energetic positioning does not only exist in relation to television: an
ever mcrea-sku;g number of films function according to this pnnc1ple (the Maa' Max
‘ Rambo and Rocky benes, etc. ) © All video chps also pertam to this posmomng (and we
know the success of the music stations that diffuse these products). Finally, it is evident
that the popularity of discos and huge spectacular concerts goes in the same direction. It
is therefore not absurd to formulate the hypothesis of a modification in the demand of

the social space itself. Perhaps we are witnessing the end of the domination of the fic-

tionaiizing_Desire,; and simultaneously the disappearance of the_distinction between
...‘f_{;}j_@‘i and documentaries. If this mutation proves to be true, the whole functioning of ;!

the field of the audio-visual would find itself in confusion, and furthermore, in all prob- i

ability, that of the unity of social space. Because when the conscious awareness of the oo sse e/ E

distinction between the real Enunciator and the fictitious Enunciator: dlsappears it is lhe" m‘:ii

socm body itself that is in danuer . The uncml’” man who functions only by way of © Cl”"“-{y»
A St

( emonunak con@ repiaces the ‘public’ man th fﬁnctlons- by way of contract.-The y.rvnd
' ~zof-the” documemary ::md of fiction would lherefore anpounce the ‘end of the

i, But luckily the “cassandras’ are not always nght

H
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