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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

When the first decade of the 21st century was close to ending, a drastic financial and economic 

crisis hit the world. Originating from the United States, the crisis spread to global dimensions and 

affected national economies worldwide, including Finland. The crisis resulted, among other things, 

in the downfall of GDP, slowing of investments and growth in the unemployment rate. Some were 

afraid of the history repeating itself and feared that the nation will fall into a depression, similar to 

the one experienced in the early 1990’s. Others remained calm, focused on the global nature of the 

crisis and assured that the achieved stability of national economy would not stagger. In any case, the 

recession became visible, in the daily life of the citizens, in the media as well as in the economic 

and political rhetoric practised by experts and decision-makers. 

 

The aim of this study is to explore and analyze economic rhetoric in Finland during the crisis. The 

focus is on political actors, and the interest lies in their striving for persuasion and power. The study 

analyzes the ways in which the leading force of economic and fiscal policy in Finland, the Minister 

of Finance, addresses his audiences just before and during the crisis. The data consists of five 

budget presentations, held in the period of 2007 to 2009, in front of the Finnish Parliament and the 

Finnish Economic Association. These presentations are in the society acknowledged as important 

political speeches. Besides their traditional and prestigious nature, they represent the most essential 

policy-making practiced both by the Ministry of Finance and the Finnish government. This way 

they provide an interesting and valid focus for the analysis. The chosen timeline follows the 

development of the economic crisis and also provides possibility to discover changes in the rhetoric 

due to changes in the economic reality.  

 

The budget presentations are seen as persuasive speeches, where the combination of contextual 

factors and argumentation comprise their rhetorical power. As the focus is on persuasion, rhetorical 

analysis is a suitable method for the analysis. The theoretical foundations for this study are found in 

the rhetorical tradition within communication, as well as in argumentation analysis. First, an outline 

of the theoretical framework is drawn. This includes a discussion on the characteristics, 

development and limitations of rhetoric and argumentation as parts of scientific research. In 

general, rhetoric is seen as a method for framing persuasive texts, beginning with the opinions of 

the audience and building arguments from them to support a partisan proposition. The situational 
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view on rhetoric, introduced by Bitzer (1968), and the argumentation theory formed by Perelman 

and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) are then explored in more detail.  

 

After the theoretical discussion, the focus turns towards the empirical material. First, the objective 

is to explore the context of the budget presentations, i.e. the constituents that characterize the 

rhetorical situation and the speaker’s construction of the audience. This is done by using Bitzer’s 

constituents that are found in every rhetorical situation – constraints, exigence and audience – and 

that affect the rhetoric. To these constituents I have added the role of the rhetor. The audience is 

viewed according to the eminent division coming from Perelman, the separation of particular 

audiences and a universal audience. Furthermore, Perelman’s ideas are reflected on when the 

underlying premises that connect the speaker and the audience, and thus guide the argumentation, 

are examined. The results also include an analysis of the used argumentation techniques, based on 

the Perelmanian notion on four different argumentation schemes.  

 

The rhetorical analysis in this study draws on both the empirical material and previous research 

done in various scientific fields. The two chapters focusing on research results include references to 

several works that support or explain the achieved findings. Because of the multifaceted nature of 

the research subject, the references draw from various scientific disciplines and are not restricted to 

the theoretical frameworks presented in the earlier chapters. References include works from the 

fields of speech communication, media studies, political science, sociology and economics. This is 

done in order to find support to the proposed claims and also to explain the multiple factors that 

play a role in any rhetorical act. The discussion then draws together the most significant findings 

and points a direction to future research. The study ends with a critical evaluation of its 

trustworthiness. 

 

This study is very strongly context-related, but it also seeks to answer broader questions concerning 

economic and political rhetoric. Which rhetorical and argumentation techniques are used in order to 

find support to the proposed claims? How is the construction of the audience visible in the rhetoric; 

and what is the role of the audience? What cultural, political and economic premises lie beneath the 

argumentation, and what is their rhetorical power? By conducting this study, I wish to contribute to 

the centuries-long tradition of rhetoric, and especially to the research on political communication in 

Finland. 
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2 RHETORIC AND ARGUMENTATION  

  

In this study the theoretical framework is drawn from both rhetorical tradition and argumentation 

analysis. In this chapter I will first discuss the definition of rhetoric, outline the development of 

rhetorical tradition in communication theory and show the role of rhetoric in the research of 

political communication. Also the relationship between rhetoric and argumentation will be 

discussed. In the second part I will present Bitzer’s (1968) situational view on rhetoric and its 

constituents: exigence, constraints and audience.   

 

2.1 Rhetorical Tradition in Communication 

   

In general, rhetoric means the convincing or persuading of an audience through the means of 

communication. The interest towards rhetoric was born in ancient Athens, where the debate 

between philosophers and sophists, or dialectic and rhetoric, personated in Plato (429–347 BC) and 

Aristotle (382–322 BC). Aristotle’s Rhetoric (also known as The Art of Rhetoric) is still 

acknowledged as one of the basic learning books on rhetoric. There he answers to Plato’s harsh 

critique on the fruitless and deceitful nature of rhetoric by defending the importance of rhetoric as a 

mode of popular discourse. (Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 233.) Aristotle defines rhetoric as “the power 

to observe the persuasiveness of which any particular matter admits” (Rhetoric 1.2.1355b). Then he 

divides proofs that are furnished through the speech into three kinds: firstly those that reside in the 

character of the speaker (ethos), secondly those that exist in a certain disposition of the audience 

(pathos) and thirdly those that are found in the speech itself (logos) (Rhetoric 1.2.1356a). Kakkuri-

Knuuttila (1998, 233) mentions how this tripartite division of means of persuasion, the trichotomy 

of character, emotion and reasoning dominates the whole classical conception of rhetoric. All of 

them have the same goal, to improve the credibility of the speech or text.  

 

Aristotle claims that the basis of rhetoric is in argumentation, and other rhetorical tools or 

techniques are built around it (Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 233). Hauser (1986, 46) defines arguments 

as “reasoned appeals based on evidence of fact and opinion that lead to a conclusion”. A more 

elaborate definition is given by van Eemeren, Grootendorst, Henkemans et al. (1996, 5): 

argumentation can be defined as a verbal and social activity of reason aimed at increasing or 

decreasing the acceptability of a controversial standpoint for the listener or reader, by putting 

forward a constellation of propositions intended to justify or refute the standpoint. Argumentation 
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theories are most of all interested in the production, analysis and evaluation of argumentative 

discourse by gaining insight into the textual and contextual pragmatic factors that play part in this 

discourse (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 12–13). Many of the argumentation theories still flourishing 

today were created during the era of  “rediscovery of rhetoric” (Summa 1996, 51) beginning in the 

1950’s. Then the wave of the so-called new rhetoric challenged the classical conceptions of rhetoric 

and its somewhat modest role in scientific practice. The most prominent trio of new rhetoric 

consisted of Kenneth Burke, Stephen Toulmin and Chaïm Perelman. Burke was primarily interested 

in the understanding of the general conditions for human action, while Toulmin’s model has a 

strong emphasis on the logical structure of arguments (Summa 1996, 51–52). Perelman (1963, 195) 

conceived of rhetoric as “the study of the methods of argument”, thus seeing rhetoric in a 

constructive manner. Perelman’s contribution was in presenting a coherent theory of argumentation 

that differentiates argumentation from formal logic and demonstration, without dismissing the 

notion that argumentation can contain elements of both entities (Nygård 2007, 33). Perelman’s 

theory of argumentation will be discussed more elaborately in the next chapter. 

 

Nowadays, rhetoric is a word with many connotations. As a method, rhetorical analysis is related to 

a number of scientific disciplines. It overlaps with psychology as well as political science. Rhetoric 

should therefore be seen as a way of thinking, as a method that has no subject matter on its own but 

can be used on any subject. (Hauser 1986, 23–25.) In its core, rhetorical analysis seeks answers to 

the questions: who says what to whom, in which circumstances and with what kind of effects. The 

vague nature of rhetoric as a concept has caused a debate on the relationship between rhetoric and 

communication theory. Craig and Muller (2007, 103) regard rhetoric as “an identifiable tradition of 

thinking and talking about communication”. Rhetoric is thus a humanistic, interpretive tradition of 

communication theory, focusing on such topics and ideas as argument, audience and persuasion. 

Craig and Muller (2007, 103) also continue the Aristotelian tradition in defining rhetoric as an art, 

an art of discourse. Then again, Hauser (1986, 23) stresses the instrumental nature of rhetoric: it is 

the use of language attempting to accomplish some goal, in other words the management of 

symbols in order to coordinate social action.  Management refers to the purposive selection and 

arrangement of symbols, meaningful systems of signs. The coordination of social action implies 

influence of some sort, which can be both attitude change and physical action. With the use of 

words such as “management” and “coordination” one has stepped a bit outside the artistic nature of 

classical rhetoric.  
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The relationship between rhetoric and argumentation has puzzled many scholars. In this study I 

follow the lead of theorists who regard argumentation as fundamentally rhetorical. This is, 

nevertheless, not the only alternative. Argumentation theorists have been broadly divided into 

different camps according to Aristotle’s three ways of conceiving argument: the logical, the 

dialectical and the rhetorical. The logical model sees argument as a product, a statement carrying a 

relationship between a premise and a conclusion, with an intention to convince behind it. The 

logical view has dominated the theoretical tradition, but more recent theorists strive for separating 

argumentation from pure logic. The other option, the dialectical focus sees argument as a procedure 

within a dialogue and discovers the rules governing the conduction of arguments. The third model 

of argument is the rhetorical, which emphasizes argument as a process and focuses on the means 

used in argumentative communication. Subjects of study are the nature of the audience, the 

character and interests of the arguer and the circumstances for argumentation. (Tindale 2004, 4–6.) 

In sum, the rhetorical view on argumentation takes into consideration the context and its effects on 

the argumentation. This can be done for instance by concentrating on the rhetorical situation, which 

in this study is done with the help of Bitzer’s (1968) concepts.  

 

Clearly, rhetoric has found its way into argumentation theories. In fact, recent and leading 

argumentation theorists (e.g. Johnson 2000, van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2002, Tindale 2004) have 

chosen to address or integrate rhetoric in their studies. A critical voice from Kock (2009) acclaims 

them for their historically inadequate understanding of rhetoric. According to Kock (2009, 62) it 

should be acknowledged that rhetorical thinking is about much more than argumentation, and 

furthermore realized that argumentation theory does not cover the entire discipline of rhetoricians. 

Some theories such as the argumentation theory by Perelman which is used in this study, twist the 

relationship between rhetoric and argumentation around and conceive of rhetoric as merely “the 

study of the methods of argument” (Perelman 1963, 195). Tindale (2004) tries to find a middle 

ground by suggesting that it is possible to view argument as rhetorical and also see rhetoric or 

rhetorical devices serving as arguments. He stresses that rhetorical argumentation draws features 

from the rhetorical tradition and mixes them with newer innovations (Tindale 2004, 20). In a later 

essay (Tindale 2006) he defines three dimensions or features that help one to define how rhetoric 

can be brought into argumentation: 1) the topical potential i.e. the selection of topics from those 

available, 2) adapting to audience demands in order to create empathy or communion between the 

arguer and his audience and 3) exploiting the presentational devices i.e. using rhetorical figures to 

create presence.  
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Within the sphere of speech communication, both rhetorical and argumentation analysis have had 

an important role in the study of public discourse, negotiation and interpersonal communication. 

However, as Zarefsky (1994) points out, the field of speech communication has been diffuse when 

it comes to understanding the concept of argumentation. He proposes that argumentation should be 

regarded as “the practice of justifying decisions under conditions of uncertainty” (Zarefsky 1994, 

17). This definition carries the idea of argumentation as a rhetorical practice concerning claims and 

people, thus involving a rhetor addressing an audience. 

 

Already in its early years rhetoric was seen to have a close connection to politics, and Aristotle 

understood it as one of the tools to pursue democracy (Haapanen 1996, 23–27). Gronbeck (2004) 

discusses the interconnected yet somewhat complicated relationship between rhetoric and politics: 

 
Whereas “the rhetoric of politics” takes us into the institutionalized and noninstitutionalized arenas of power 
relations wherein collectivities negotiate the distribution and redistribution of material and symbolic resources, 
“the politics of rhetoric” drives us into the power dynamics of the negotiation processes themselves. (Gronbeck 
2004, 147–148.) 

 

The coming of political communication as a research field is partly an effort to understand the 

relationship between rhetoric and politics. Studies in political rhetoric usually revolve around either 

message analysis or effects analysis, the emphasis of rhetorical criticism being on the content of 

particular speakers and speeches. The research generally utilizes rhetorical, critical or interpretive 

perspectives, and a qualitative approach. (Kaid 1999, 451.) These perspectives have their own 

characteristics:  

 

Political communication research in the rhetorical, critical and interpretive vein focuses primarily on the source 
and message aspects of the political communication process. Researchers seek common themes in political 
messages, analyze the underlying motives of speakers, ferret out strategies and techniques of communication 
devices, analyze language characteristics and styles, and suggest ways of interpreting language and message 
variables. (Kaid 1999, 445.) 

 

In this study, the analysis seeks to shed light on both the rhetoric of politics and the politics of 

rhetoric. The two arenas are seen to be closely intertwined, the one affecting the other. I also wish 

to find a balance between rhetoric and argumentation, with the focus being on the rhetorical model 

of argumentation. In my opinion it is impossible to rule out argumentation from rhetoric, and 

therefore I have chosen to address the rhetoric in the budget presentations with an argumentation 

theory created by Perelman (1969). Argumentation is though not seen as the sole component of the 

rhetorical situation, which is also analyzed with the help of Bitzer’s (1968) situational view. 
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2.2 Bitzer’s Situational Rhetoric 

 

The strength and the weakness of rhetorical tradition or rhetorical analysis as a research method lies 

in its ambiguity: if rhetoric is understood in it widest connotation and basically all events of humans 

using language are regarded rhetorical, the concept of rhetoric soon becomes both too wide and too 

empty. The basic concern of rhetoric is still found in persuasion, it is with how a rhetor speaks or 

writes to an audience to affect its choices. In order to narrow rhetoric down, one way is to look at it 

in functional terms. The most influential statements of this view have come from Lloyd Bitzer (born 

1931) in essays dealing with the concept of rhetorical situation. (Hauser 1986, 23–31.)  Bitzer’s 

(1968) model of rhetorical situation describes rhetoric as functional, concerned with rhetors and 

their efforts to modify their environment. He sees rhetoric as “a mode of altering reality [---] by the 

creation of discourse which changes reality through the mediation of thought and action” (Bitzer 

1968, 3). The starting point for the situational view is “the observable fact that human beings 

interact with their environment” (Bitzer 1980, 21). It emphasizes the idea that situations are 

meaningful combinations of events, objects and people and that they call for action (Hauser 1986, 

33). In other words, rhetoric takes place in situations, and therefore the constituents of these 

situations should be studied. 

  

Situations, of course, occur in space and time. But as Hauser (1986, 31) points out, “these are rarely 

the coordinates that make a set of circumstances the object of conscious reflection”. For the 

situations to become relevant or meaningful for us humans, the physical space and chronological 

time must be translated into social space and psychological time. This transformation is marked by 

two characteristics: emergence and relativity. Emergence refers to the dynamic meaning of a 

referent across time. Relativity refers to the subjective perspective one has, which affects one’s 

definition of the situation. Moreover, the perspective and the role of the perceiver affect the 

meaning given to a certain situation. (Hauser 1986, 32.) In sum, situations carrying meanings are 

dynamic and the meanings are relative.  

  

The action that a certain situation calls for can be physical or symbolic. Situations that can partially 

or completely be resolved with the help of discourse are rhetorical situations. Bitzer (1968, 6) 

originally defined a rhetorical situation as following: 
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a complex of persons, events, objects, and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be 
completely or partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human decision or 
action as to bring about the significant modification of the exigence. 

  

The three constituent elements of rhetorical situations are in Bitzer’s view exigence, constraints and 

audience. All these have an impact on the situation prior to the creation and presentation of 

discourse. An additional constituent of rhetorical situations is the rhetor.  

 

Exigence means a problem of some sort, or, put more elaborately: “an imperfection marked by 

some degree of urgency; it is a defect, an obstacle, something to be corrected” (Bitzer 1980, 26). 

The significance of the exigence is the idea that it can – and is also expected and anticipated to – be 

modified with discourse, that is, with spoken or written language. Exigence is a necessary element 

in a rhetorical situation – without a problem to be solved there is nothing to require persuasion of an 

audience. All exigences are though not rhetorical, they only become such when their modification 

“requires or invites the assistance of messages addressed to mediating audiences”. (Bitzer 1980, 26–

27.) Or as Hauser (1986, 36–37) puts it, “the exigence [---] is the imperfection in the environment 

that calls rhetoric into being”. A rhetorical exigence consists of a factual condition and a relation to 

some interest (Bitzer 1980, 28). In one rhetorical situation there may be several exigences, but 

eventually one of them will serve as the controlling exigence in the minds of the participants. 

(Hauser 1986, 36–37.) 

 

The second of Bitzer’s (1968) constituent factors in rhetorical situations is constraints. They are the 

limitations and the opportunities present in the situation (Hauser 1980, 37–38), in Bitzer’s (1968, 8) 

words “the persons, events, objects and relations [--- that] have the power to constrain decision and 

action needed to modify the exigence”. Constraints may be physical or psychological (Hauser 1980, 

38) or they can be categorized into Aristotelian artistic and inartistic proofs (Bitzer 1968, 8). In 

practice it can be very difficult to address or categorize all possible constraints in a given situation. 

Vatz (1973, 156) has pointed out that one never runs out of facts to describe the situation. Therefore 

in rhetorical analysis one usually chooses to focus on one or few constraints that are regarded as 

most relevant.  

   

A third defining feature of a rhetorical situation is the audience – in fact, Bitzer (1968, 7) argues 

that rhetoric always requires an audience. A rhetorical audience consists of only those persons who 

are capable of being influenced by discourse and of being mediators of change (Bitzer 1968, 8). 

This rather restricting view implies that rhetoric is addressed to some individual or group in 
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particular, and that the speaker must make careful choices in determining who in fact is their 

audience (Hauser 1980, 37). Bitzer’s definition of an audience in rhetorical situation differs from 

the one proposed by Perelman. Nevertheless, this notion on restricted audiences comes close to the 

Perelmanian concept of a particular audience, which will be further discussed in the coming 

chapters. 

  

 Bitzer (1968, 8) argues that his three constituents (exigence, constraints and audience) comprise 

everything relevant in a rhetorical situation. He claims that the orator and his speech are only 

additional constituents, invited by the situation. Hence, Bitzer (1968; 1980) has very little to say on 

the rhetor, who is commonly understood as one of the main components of a rhetorical situation 

(see Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 233–234). In my point of view, the rhetor (i.e. the speaker) plays an 

important role in the rhetorical situation and should therefore be included in the analysis. The 

Aristotelian view on rhetoric emphasizes the role of the speaker, and rhetoric is conceived to be the 

skill of choosing the right persuasive techniques in each rhetorical situation. In recent research on 

political communication, the persona of a politician has attracted a lot of attention, and the 

personalization of politics is seen as one trend affecting political campaign communication (see e.g. 

Isotalus 2001).   

 

One way to look at the rhetor is to assess his/her image, the picture that is formed either through the 

message, the audience’s inherent perceptions or both (Hacker 2004, 5). Important in rhetoric is the 

process of identification between the speaker and the audience, which has been studied especially 

by Kenneth Burke (see e.g. 1953). Identification or the lack of it can influence audience’s 

perception of the speaker and thus also affect the effectiveness of his argumentation. Ankersmit 

(2002) argues that the public seeks its representation in politicians, which in turn affects their 

rhetorical choices. Representation can be mimetic, i.e. based on resemblance, when a voter and a 

politician seek to be similar or identical to each other, or aesthetic, when the politician acts as a 

substitute for the voter, but does not have to be similar to him. The choice between mimetic and 

aesthetic representation affects for instance the level of “ordinarity” of politicians: depending on the 

wanted representation, the politician should appear as a common-man or alternatively as a person 

with higher expertise and skills than the average citizen.  

 

Hauser (1986, 41–42) discusses the power of the rhetor’s intention to shape the rhetorical situation. 

One could say that the speaker can affect the situation beforehand, by the way in which his personal 

ethos is portrayed. McCroskey (1978) characterizes ethos as a dynamic and multidimensional 
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construct, primary dimensions of ethos being the perceived competence and character of a source of 

communication. He separates between the effects of initial ethos, derived ethos and terminal ethos. 

According to research, initial ethos is a very potent factor in persuasive communication, but on the 

other hand the long-term effects of ethos on persuasion are difficult to point out. (McCroskey 1978, 

68–85). Some scholars claim that a positive assessment of the speaker’s ethos, credibility or 

character, could well be the most potent of all the available means of persuasion (Hauser 1986, 94).  

 

In this study rhetoric is seen as persuasion through communication. The rhetorical situation 

comprises a rhetor, an exigence, an audience and constraints, which in this case are most of all 

connected to the forum of the rhetorical act. All these constituents affect the rhetoric and are also 

visible in the argumentation.  



 

 17 

3 PERELMAN’S THEORY OF ARGUMENTATION 

                             

Chaïm Perelman (1912–1984) was a Belgian philosopher of argument and law, and best known for 

his work La Nouvelle Rhétorique: Traité de l’Argumentation published in 1958 and translated into 

English in 1969. The volume is written by both Perelman and his compatriot Lucie Olbrechts-

Tyteca, but the credit for the theoretical framework is most often given solely to Perelman (see e.g. 

Arnold 1970; van Eemeren et al. 1998, 93; Summa 1998, 62.) For convenience, in this study I will 

share the view of many researchers and refer to Perelman alone when discussing his and Olbrechts-

Tyteca’s work. In addition to the bulky and somewhat complicated The New Rhetoric, Perelman 

introduces the main premises of his argumentation theory in his latter work, The Realm of Rhetoric 

from 1977 (transl. 1982). In the following chapters I will give an outline of Perelman’s theory, 

focusing on presenting its key concepts: audience, points of departure and argumentation schemes. 

In the latter part I will discuss the theory’s application in research together with the criticism it has 

attracted. 

  

3.1 Basic Assumptions 

 

Perelman’s contribution stems from the era of “rediscovery of rhetoric” (Summa 1996, 51) which 

took place from the 1950’s onwards. During this period, a number of scholars (e.g. Burke 1953; 

Toulmin 1958; Perelman 1969) introduced methods and theories referred to as “the new rhetoric”. 

Burke was primarily interested in the understanding of the general conditions for human action, 

while Toulmin’s model focuses on argumentation with a strong emphasis on the logical structure of 

the arguments (Summa 1996, 51–52). According to Nygård (2007, 33), what distinguishes 

Perelman’s contribution from the previous two is that “he presents a coherent theory of 

argumentation that differentiates argumentation from formal logic and demonstration, without 

dismissing the notion that argumentation can contain elements of both entities.”  Perelman’s work is 

indeed an attempt to answer to what he saw as an urgent need of a theory of argumentation that 

describes the manner in which argumentation takes place as the complement of formal logic. This 

theory would deal with disputes in which values play a role, disputes which can be resolved by 

neither empirical verification nor formal proof. Perelman opposed to the traditional philosophy of 

logical empiricism, where arguments relying on value judgments where seen as not rational. (van 

Eemeren et al. 1996, 94–95.) He also rejected philosophies which could be called subjective 

idealism (Maneli 1994, 135).  
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Perelman’s theory is a device to promote reasonable and rational activity (Maneli 1994, 135). He 

distinguishes between rational justification, also called demonstration, and argumentation. The aim 

of demonstration is calculation, that is, the deduction of formally valid conclusions by using certain 

rules, whereas argumentation aims at seeking adherence to a thesis presented by an orator. 

(Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969, 13–14.) In other words, argumentation is aimed at gaining or 

affirming the audience’s approval of or support to the posed claims. The rationality of the ideas is 

justified with the help of argumentation – but claiming rationality is not equal with proclaiming the 

only, ultimate truth (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 97). Accordingly, there is no universal right or wrong, 

no one “truth”, but only opinions and ideologies that are being persuaded as “trues” with the help of 

argumentation. Therefore, Perelman’s theory of argumentation is a systematic description of sorts 

of argumentation which can be successful in practice; it is not a normative theory setting rules or 

regulations (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 94). 

 

Perelman defines his new rhetoric as “the study of the discursive techniques allowing us to induce 

or increase the mind’s adherence to the theses presented for its assent” (Perelman & Olbrechts-

Tyteca 1969, 4). This one sentence has become the one scholars use in order to summarize the main 

idea of Perelman’s work. It is worth noticing that Perelman’s new rhetoric is not “rhetoric” in the 

traditional sense of an “art” or a “philosophy of rhetoric”. It is more of a discourse or an extended 

argument: “the study of the methods of argument” (Perelman 1963, 195). As opposed to the 

Aristotelian division of rhetoric and dialectic, Perelman regards classical rhetoric and dialectic as a 

single whole, rhetoric being a practical discipline indicating how theoretical, dialectical techniques 

of argument can be used to convince or persuade people. Nevertheless, by using the name new 

rhetoric the authors show the close relationship to classical approach to argumentation of Aristotle 

and his followers. Perelman has even called Aristotelian rhetoric his main inspiration (Maneli 1994, 

135). The main similarity can be found in the recognition of the audience’s important role in 

argumentation (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 95–96).  

 

The argumentation theory of Perelman can be divided into three main parts: conceptions of the 

audience, premises or points of departure for the argumentation and the classification of 

argumentation schemes, also called argumentation techniques.  

 

Audience 

Emphasizing the role of the audience is in the centre of Perelman’s argumentation theory: “It is on 

account of the importance of the audience that I bring the theory of argumentation together with 
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rhetoric” (Perelman 1984, 193). Nevertheless, the concept of audience has perhaps attracted the 

most criticism and controversial viewpoints. Perelman defines an audience as “the ensemble of 

those whom the speaker wishes to influence by his argumentation” (Perelman 1969, 19). An 

audience is thus the speaker’s mental conception rather than an actual group of concrete listeners. In 

other words, the audience is always a construction, not necessarily physically present or “real”. 

 

In Perelman’s view the only universally applicable guideline that could be given to an arguer is: the 

speaker should create his argumentation according to the audience (Perelman 1969, 25). It is indeed 

the presence of an audience which distinguishes argumentation from for example contemplation. 

The audience determines the nature and course of argumentation. (Koistinen 1998, 47.) For the 

argumentation to be successful, the arguer’s picture of the audience must accord with reality as far 

as possible or “the orator must know the opinions and beliefs of those addressed” (Ray 1978, 362). 

A condition of effective argumentation is therefore an arguer being in possession of necessary 

knowledge concerning those whom the argumentation is to influence. The trouble is that the 

audience may be of heterogeneous composition and in oral argumentation, the speaker’s 

construction of the audience will often be subject to change during the argumentation, for instance 

under the influence of reactions. Additionally, the arguer’s knowledge of the audience will also 

have to cover the techniques which can be used to influence it. Perelman thinks that the problem of 

ethics, which could be employed in this regard, cannot be solved by argumentation theory. (van 

Eemeren et al. 1996, 98–99). 

  

Perelman (1969, 31–35) distinguishes between a particular audience, consisting of a particular 

group of people (members of a political party, women, economists etc.), and a universal audience, 

consisting of all human beings that are considered reasonable. It should be stated that neither 

particular nor universal is equal with real audiences: these are merely mental conceptions of the 

speaker. The speaker’s concept of for instance a particular audience consisting of ‘women’ may or 

may not accord with the reality.  Moreover, the universality of the universal audience should not be 

regarded in the traditional connotation of the word: in the Perelmanian view, each culture has its 

own universal audience. Universal could be replaced with ideal, as it provides a “norm for objective 

argumentation”. (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969, 31–35.)  

 

Argumentation that addresses a universal audience is considered convincing, and one that is aimed 

at a particular audience is considered persuasive. (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969, 26–28.) 

With this distinction Perelman wants to answer to the long-living quarrel in the history of rhetoric 
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concerning the separation between acceptable argumentation appealing to reasoning and the more 

suspicious argumentation appealing to emotions. According to Perelman, the difference can not be 

found in dichotomies of subjective-objective or sense-emotions, but in a difference in the arguer’s 

conception of his audience. Argumentation that seeks its approval from a universal audience, in 

other words from all reasonable humans, is morally acceptable. (Summa 1996, 67–68.) The 

difficulty of adapting the concept of the universal audience from theoretical into practical realm has 

been the target for many of Perelman’s critics. I will return to this problem later in this chapter. 

  

Points of Departure 

For the argumentation to be effective, the arguer must, as stated before, adapt his argumentation 

according to the audience. In other words, the argumentation techniques that are used can only be 

successful if they are attuned to the premises of the evaluating audience (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 

102). These premises serve as the points of departure for argumentation. Perelman (1969) divides 

these premises into two classes: premises relating to the real and those relating to the preferable. 

Premises relating to the real seek recognition from the universal audience, and premises relating to 

the preferable are connected to the preferences of a particular audience. The problematic of this 

assumption is discussed in the latter part of this chapter.  

 

Premises relating to the real consist of facts, truths and presumptions. Facts and truths are premises 

that are treated as not being subjective to discussion. Facts are universally acknowledged statements 

about reality which require no further justification. The same applies also to truths, but this term is 

used for more complex systems of facts, such as scientific theories. Presumptions imply that 

something is real or actual. They differ from facts and truths by the idea that these suppositions will 

at some stage be confirmed. (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 102–103.) Gross and Dearin (2003, 31) 

provide an emblematic example: 

 
It is a fact that earth is a planet; it is a truth of Newtonian physics that every action has an equal and opposite 
reaction; it is a presumption that the quality of an act reveals the quality of a person. 

  

Premises relating to the preferable comprise values, value hierarchies and loci. Values are premises 

that are related to the preference of a particular audience for one thing as opposed to another. They 

serve as guidelines for making choices as well as a basis for the forming of opinions. Value 

hierarchies define the preference or “marching order” of values of the particular audience. (van 

Eemeren et al. 1996, 103–104.) Some may for instance put more weight on beauty, some on 

profitability, still supporting both values. Perelman (1969, 77) distinguishes between abstract 
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(justice, truth) and concrete values (France, the Church). Loci are preferences of a particular 

audience which are of an extremely general nature. The saying “A bird in the hand is worth two in 

the bush” can be justified by the locus of the existent. Following Aristotle’s example, Perelman 

distinguishes between loci of quantity and loci of quality. If the argumentation is justified by the 

benefit of the most people, it is an appeal to a locus of quantity. On the other hand, if an action is 

considered to be the best, it is a matter of a locus of quality. (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 104.) The 

term locus/loci originates from Latin and accords with the Greek topos/topoi, literally meaning 

‘place’, which in classical rhetoric is understood as guidelines for finding arguments (Kakkuri-

Knuuttila 1998, 243). 

  

Argumentation Schemes 

Perelman presents a number of argumentation techniques that can be used for making statements 

more acceptable. These approximately one hundred argumentation schemes are discussed in detail 

in Perelman’s (1969; 1982) works. Here I will merely cover the main categories of the 

argumentation schemes, a more elaborate discussion on the different techniques will take place 

alongside with the research results. 

 

Perelman divides the argumentation schemes into four main categories. Quasi-logical arguments 

can with a first look appear to be logical, but with closer examination it is possible to differentiate 

them from logical reasoning. Quasi-logical arguments consist of for example arguments that use 

contradiction, reciprocity or probability. (Perelman 1982, 53–80.) Arguments based on the structure 

of reality enable the movement from the universally accepted to something that is wanted to be 

accepted. This type of argumentation usually uses sequential (cause–effect, means–end) or 

coexistential (person–his actions, group–its constituents) relations. (Perelman 1982, 81–105.) 

Arguments establishing the structure of reality use one individual case as an example or model or 

rely on analog reasoning. With the use of examples the arguer thrives for generalizations and 

accepted generalization are again illustrated with the help of individual cases. Analog reasoning and 

its most compact forms, metaphors, are based on presentation and utilization of a similarity between 

two relationships. (Perelman 1982, 106–125.) Argumentation by dissociation is in contrast to the 

first three schemes, which are all based on the principle of association. In argumentation of 

dissociation a concept is differentiated from the concept that it was originally part of. (Perelman 

1982, 126–137; van Eemeren et al. 1998, 117–118.)  
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As van Eemeren and colleagues (1998, 119) point out, different argumentation schemes will in 

practice occur together, and they may also be combined with each other, the effect of one scheme 

influencing the effect of the next one. The intention of the work by Perelman is not to paint a 

comprehensive picture of argumentation or give some sort of guidelines to successful persuasion. 

“The new rhetoric remains a general outline of the basic elements that play a part in rhetorical 

influencing by means of argumentation” (van Eemeren et al. 1998, 119). Summa (1996, 71) states 

that Perelman, in systemizing the resources of language, reveals and categorizes such aspects that 

may remain hidden for rhetors in practice, such as political speakers. In this study the goal is to 

utilize the systemized theory of Perelman and discover different argumentation techniques found in 

the budget presentations. 

  

3.2 Applications and Criticism  

 

For years, Perelman’s influence on rhetorical theory and criticism worldwide was limited, mainly 

because of language barriers. Moreover, Perelman’s conceptualization of “rhetoric”, differing from 

the classical view, was one reason for his work to remain somewhat unfamiliar to traditional 

rhetoricians (Arnold 1970, 87). After the English translation of The New Rhetoric in 1969 the work 

of Perelman spread to different parts of the world, and was most of all recognized in the American 

rhetorical school of thought. By now, the argumentation theory has been widely acknowledged 

within different fields of study, although it is still most commonly applied in the sphere of social 

sciences. However, such fields as communication, philosophy and linguistics also take advantage of 

the theory and many scholars have applied it in their studies. Some scholars focus on interpreting 

and explaining Perelman’s theory, others use it as the guideline for analyzing a certain rhetorical or 

persuasive text (see e.g. Golden & Pilotta 1986; Kuusisto 1996). In rhetorical or argumentation 

analysis, Perelman is most often referred to when discussing the role of the audience in 

argumentation. Paradoxically, this part of Perelman’s theory has also attracted the most criticism. 

 

Jörgensen (2009, 11) argues that only few scholarly works have been subject to such a long-lasting 

debate as Perelman’s The New Rhetoric. Articles have been devoted for contradicting and 

criticizing Perelman’s theses (see e.g. Ray 1978; Johnstone 1978; Ede 1981). Perelman has also 

answered to the critique and attempted to clarify his original ideas in order to maintain their 

relevance (e.g. Perelman 1984). I will now highlight few of the critics or interpreters of Perelman 

(for a more detailed debate, see Tindale 2004, 133–155). 
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The constituent of Perelman’s theory which has attracted most criticism must be the concept of the 

universal audience. The main problem seems to be in the basic understanding of the concept: 

different scholars have interpreted the universal audience in different ways, thus leading to differing 

conclusions of the whole theory. Ray (1978) compares Perelman’s universal audience to 

Rousseau’s general will and Kant’s categorical imperative, concluding that the ideas of all three fail 

in the same way: as universal standards they are powerless and useless when applied to concrete 

situations. Gross and Dearin (2003, 32) stress that in the Perelmanian view, all rhetorical audiences 

are constructed, and therefore the study of real audiences is beyond the reach of rhetoric. Tindale 

(2004) and Jörgensen (2009) oppose this view. The particular audience is always constructed from 

members of the real audience, i.e. the groups and subgroups of the people the rhetor wishes to 

influence (Tindale 2004, 137; Jörgensen 2009, 17). I too see it as impossible to withdraw from all 

connections to real audiences, especially in the case of analyzing or criticizing a certain 

argumentative text. Perelman is first and foremost a philosopher, and his approach is a 

philosophical one (Gross & Dearin 2003, 14). When applied in real rhetorical situations, the 

realities of the situation become valid. 

 

Gross (1999), however, has understood the universality of the audience in a more literate way, and 

states that argumentation addressed to the universal audience must presuppose a concept of timeless 

validity. This way argumentation addressing the universal audience would rely on facts that are 

universally and objectively accepted as reasonable. Jörgensen (2009) sees this as an ignorance of 

Perelman’s original idea. Perelman (1984) has in fact later clarified his view in order to avoid 

misinterpretations.  He wishes to stress the view of The New Rhetoric, that the universal audience is 

always addressed as it is conceived of the speaker, in other words it does not imply a universal 

objectivity (Perelman 1984, 190–191). In accord with Perelman, Tindale (2004, 148), points out 

how “universal audiences must develop over time as our attitudes toward, and understanding of, 

what is reasonable, changes”. The empirical ground or the source for the reasonable is the universal 

audience itself, with its values and possible desire to change them. The process of developing and 

accepting certain values is the construction of the universal audience, resulting in the reasonable. 

(Tindale 2004, 147–148.) 

 

Gross (1999) has also argued that the rhetor shifts between the universal and the particular 

audiences, and a critic may judge the audience from whether the argumentation is based on facts 

(universal) or values (particular). This way the universal audience has primarily a descriptive 

function, but it can also function as a normative tool, used in order to assess the quality – factuality 
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– of the arguments. Another interpretation comes from Crosswhite (1989), stating that the rhetor 

does not shift between different audiences but addresses them simultaneously and that the universal 

audience is constructed from particular audiences. According to this view the universal audience 

also functions as a normative tool throughout the argumentation, but even in argumentation 

involving values. Also Maneli (1994, 136) claims that Perelman believed that values too can be 

justified rationally, an idea which has its ontological and epistemological foundations on critical 

materialism. He refers to the interdependence of individual and social activity: by reaching a 

consensus the opinion of an audience can become objective, sooner or later. The historical 

development of values and their acceptance by a more and more universal audience explains the 

ability to justify values rationally.  

 

How should one then decide whether an argumentation is addressed to a universal audience or to a 

particular audience? Gross and Dearin (2003, 31–32) see philosophy and science as examples of 

discourse aiming at a universal audience, whereas public address aims at a particular one. From this 

viewpoint one could conclude that the universal audience is not present or even valid in public 

address, such as political speeches. Indeed, Summa (1996, 69) admits that the universal audience as 

a concept may be useless for social scientists studying a certain argumentative text. However, the 

level of universality of the audience can be worth an analysis. The question “what kind of audience 

can be convinced with this kind of argumentation” is valid when studying something from 

rhetorical perspective, and for that the division of Perelman’s concept of audience can prove to be 

advantageous, even if the universal audience as a concept is not comprehensively accepted. 

(Summa 1996, 69.) In my view the distinction of audiences is for Perelman in its core a 

philosophical question. As Arnold (1970) concludes, for the purpose of rhetoricians, the separation 

of universal and particular audiences is easier to accept. For rhetorical analysis, such as the one in 

this study, the universal audience functions most of all as a construct for assessing the 

reasonableness in argumentation.  

 

Overall, looking from the perspective of political communication, Perelman’s theory may seem 

problematic. Summa (1996, 72) quotes Meyer (1993) when arguing that Perelman’s view of 

rhetoric is a reduction. He focuses on the rational side and leaves out the artistic and manipulative 

side of rhetoric. The assumption that all rhetorical situations have the potential of resulting in a 

consensus by using rational argumentation is difficultly put into the context of political speeches, 

where competing interests play a big role. If one should follow Perelman’s idea of universality 

equaling rationality, most of political rhetoric would be placed under the title of irrational, thus 
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“bad” argumentation. (Summa 1996, 72–73.) Summa (1996, 73) suggests a way in which Perelman 

can be included in rhetorical analysis of political communication: maybe the value of his work is 

not so much in the philosophical principles on the soundness of the argumentation, but in 

systemizing and illustrating rhetorical tools. Plantin (1990, 22) compares The New Rhetoric to a 

grammar and characterizes it as an irreplaceable guide for rhetoricians. Its systematic presentation 

of concepts effecting argumentation has proven to be valuable, even in concrete rhetorical analysis. 

Despite the various interpretations of Perelman’s theory or the rather harsh criticism which 

especially the concept universal audience has encountered, there is enough evidence supporting its 

validity as a basis for argumentation analysis. In this study the concepts and postulates regarding 

argumentation are utilized when analyzing the rhetoric found in the budget presentations. 

Perelman’s theory, together with other theoretical frameworks, thus works as a manual guiding the 

analysis. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 
 

In this chapter I will present the methodological framework for this study. First I will discuss the 

choice of data and method. Then the research questions are presented. Finally, I will describe the 

analysis process that took place during the conduction of this thesis. 

 

4.1 Data 

 

The data for this study consists of five budget presentations, given by the current Finnish Minister 

of Finance, Mr Jyrki Katainen. These political speeches were held in the context of economic policy 

and the state budget in particular. The Ministry of Finance is, together with the government and the 

parliament, responsible for fiscal policy, i.e. matters concerning state expenditures and revenues, 

taxation and the budget. In other words, the ministry is in the lead of economic decision-making in 

the country. In this study I wish to examine economic rhetoric with the focus on political actors, 

therefore the budget presentations are chosen as the target for analysis.  

 

The speeches in question were held during the period September 2007 to September 2009.  This 

timeline was chosen according to the development of the global economic and financial crisis, 

which is often said to date back to 2007 and reached its peak by the turn of 2008–2009 (see e.g. 

Kurki 2009). Three of the speeches are opening speeches at the annual budget session in the Finnish 

parliament, held in mid-September each year. It is traditionally the Minister of Finance who 

presents the government’s budget proposal for the following year to the parliament, thus beginning 

the parliamentary debate on the budget. The two remaining speeches are the minister’s 

presentations held at meetings of the Finnish Economic Association in November 2007 and 2008. 

These budget presentations at the association’s meetings have been a yearly tradition since year 

1948. Both the parliamentary presentations and the speeches for the association are noteworthy 

performances of the Ministry of Finance. Moreover, they represent the controlling economic and 

fiscal policy practiced by the state, and are thus important utterances in the political context. The 

significance of the presentations can also be judged by the amount of media coverage and public 

attention they receive, as well as by their usage as material for previous research. These reasons 

qualify the presentations as a valid material for this study. 

 

In my analysis, the presentations are seen as texts. They are analyzed as they were transcribed in the 

parliament or published by the Economic Association. Features dealing with for instance 
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presentation skills or nonverbality are therefore not taken into consideration. However, the texts are 

seen in a context, and therefore the situations where they are produced and analyzed, as well as the 

reality outside the texts are referred to. By keeping the number of speeches on a relatively small 

level, I can focus on their content and background more precisely. The initiative plan was to analyze 

six speeches, but unfortunately Minister Katainen did not give a presentation for the Economic 

Association in 2009. This was replaced by a presentation on economic development held in March 

2010, but it was not possible to find a recording or a transcription of that speech.  

 

4.2 Method 

 

For analysing the data I have chosen a qualitative research method. Qualitative research is not tied 

to certain hypotheses and its goal is not to create absolute rules or generalisations. In qualitative 

research the data is studied as a whole and the aim is to illuminate the structure of a given 

phenomenon. (Alasuutari 1994.) In my opinion my research questions and the data fit well to this 

description. The phenomenon I am studying is economic rhetoric, and the data – the speeches – are 

studied as a whole, keeping in mind the context and situational factors.  

 

The budget presentations are seen as persuasive speeches, where the combination of contextual 

factors and argumentation comprise their rhetorical power. As the focus is on persuasion, rhetorical 

analysis is a suitable method for the analysis. The method for this study can be seen to be in line 

with the rhetorical tradition in political communication, which primarily focuses on political 

messages and the underlying motives of speakers (see Kaid 1999, 445). It also draws from critical 

theory, which concentrates more on underlying sociological, structural, and ideological aspects of 

messages and sources (Swanson & Nimmo 1990 in Kaid 1999). My view of rhetoric accords with 

Hauser’s (1986, 25) notion on rhetoric being a method for framing popular arguments intended to 

be persuasive, beginning with the opinions of the audience and building arguments from them to 

support a partisan proposition. In this study, rhetoric is seen in its core function, in persuasive 

speeches. The analysis has two main focuses: the rhetorical situation and the argumentation. Such 

rhetorical aspects such as the delivery of the speech or audience feedback are outside the primary 

analysis. 

 

The rhetorical situation is analyzed with the help of Bitzer’s (1968) concepts, which are commonly 

regarded as useful and rather comprehensive. Bitzer’s view on situational rhetoric covers the 
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exigence, constraints and audience in the rhetorical situation. To this I have added the rhetor, which 

is seen as a fundamental part of rhetoric. The analysis of argumentation is conducted by relying on 

Perelman’s (1969) argumentation theory. Perelman also brings different dimensions to the concept 

of audience. Moreover, his theory is used in analyzing the premises for and techniques of 

argumentation in the speeches. Perelman’s theory has been said to be applicable on every text that 

incorporates rational, reasonable or persuasive arguments, such as political texts where rationality 

tends to be closely intertwined with persuasion and manipulation (Nygård & Paajaste 2001, 34–35; 

Rosengren 1998, 10–13). This view supports the choice of argumentation theory for this study. 

Perelman’s argumentation theory has also been widely used in academic research, also within the 

sphere of speech communication (see e.g. Mäki 2007). In my opinion, the theory provides a good 

theoretical framework for analyzing argumentation, and it also helps in defining the audience for a 

certain rhetorical act. By combining different theoretical frameworks, I can focus on both the 

contextual factors affecting the rhetoric and the argumentation techniques used in the speeches. This 

way I aim at analyzing the economic rhetoric found in the budget presentations more thoroughly.    

 

Perelman (1969, 187) notes that in establishing the structure of an argument, the words of the 

speaker are interpreted and missing links are supplied. This can be very risky, and consequently the 

study of argumentation techniques is a mere hypothesis where the thought of the speaker and his 

audience is seen to coincide with the analysis. This supposition can be agreed on, also with regard 

to other parts of this study than the analysis of the argumentation techniques. It is worth noticing 

that because rhetoric as a method relies on opinions its results are likelihoods and not certainties. 

This uncertainty, restriction or according to some opinions even weakness of the method is 

important to bear in mind, although it is not to state that rhetorical analysis would not be able to 

provide valid and worthwhile results. The goal of this study is not to give instructions to moral, 

normative nor effective rhetoric, but to analyze the rhetoric and argumentation within a certain 

context. 

 

4.3 Research Questions 

 

The aim of this study is to explain and analyze recession rhetoric: the ways in which the leading 

force of economic and fiscal policy in Finland, the Minister of Finance, addresses his audiences just 

before and during a global economic crisis. The study seeks to shed light on the Finnish economic 
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rhetoric practiced by one specific political actor in years that were defined by a crisis. The more 

specific research questions that I am searching answers to, are: 

 

1) What constituents characterize the rhetorical situation of budget presentation and how are 

they visible in the rhetoric? 

2) What is the role of the audience in this economic rhetoric? 

3) What are the underlying premises guiding the argumentation?  

4) What kind of argumentation techniques are used? 
 

These questions were chosen in order to paint a comprehensive picture of the economic rhetoric of 

the Minister of Finance. The research questions follow the view on rhetoric in this study, and focus 

on rhetorical situation on one hand and argumentation on the other. The constituents of the 

rhetorical situation are seen to explain the contextual factors affecting rhetoric. Special attention is 

given to the audience, who is regarded as a fundamental part of any rhetorical act. The premises that 

guide the argumentation are also related to the audience, and they in particular explain the speaker’s 

construction of it. Furthermore, by analyzing different premises and argumentation techniques it is 

possible to reveal commonly used strategies or ways of persuading in the chosen data. Even though 

this study is strongly context-related, it also seeks to answer broader questions concerning economic 

and political rhetoric in Finland. By conducting this study, I wish to contribute to the centuries-long 

tradition of rhetoric, and especially to the study of political communication in Finland. 

 

4.4 Analysis Process 

 

For the analysis process I have applied the guidelines given by Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila 

(1998, 273–302). They have described how rhetoric could be studied in the context of economic 

policy. Their examples are in fact derived from a budget presentation held by the Minister of 

Finance for the Economic Association. Firstly, Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 273–274) 

describe the background information for the speech and different components in the given context. 

In this study this is done by looking at the different constituents in a rhetorical situation: the rhetor, 

the forum as constraints, the exigence and the audience. These constituents, their features, 

specialities and possible effects on the rhetoric are discussed both with the help of examples from 

the speeches and of previous research. The theoretical framework comes mainly from Bitzer (1968) 

and Perelman (1969). 
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Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 273–274) suggest that a speech like the budget presentation 

should be broken into pieces for analysis purposes, and its main arguments should be depicted. A 

similar approach can be found in Mäki’s (2007) study of argumentation in presidential campaign 

speeches. After setting the speech in its context, I will describe the macrolevel structure of the 

speeches, which in this case is rather similar from one speech to another. When introducing the 

structure, also the main themes the speeches are discussed. From the speeches’ macrostructure I 

move on into more detailed argumentation analysis. Here the argumentation theory by Perelman 

(1969) works as the guideline for analysis. The arguments in the speeches are seen to follow certain 

premises or points of departure, which are closely connected to the construction of the audience. 

Lastly, the argumentation techniques of the speeches are discussed, applying the division into four 

categories of argumentation schemes by Perelman. 

 

For the analysis, I have carefully studied the material and tried to find similarities and also 

peculiarities in the different speeches. I have chosen not to scrutinize each and every argument in 

the presentations, but have focused on the most essential ones. In order to support my claims, I have 

pointed out emblematic quotations from the actual speeches. All of the speeches were held in 

Finnish, which of course proposes a challenge for describing them in English. In this study I wish to 

present the speeches so that their content becomes clear. The direct quotations I have translated 

myself, providing a more elaborate linguistic explanation if regarded necessary. The quotations are 

marked with initials P (parliament) or EA (Economic Association) and the year (2007, 2008 or 

2009) referring to their origin. The original speeches in Finnish are all available on-line (see 

Appendix). 

 

When conducting a rhetorical analysis, many features of the surrounding reality, underlying 

premises and built-in norms of the rhetorical text should be taken into consideration. With respect to 

the interdisciplinary nature of political communication, the theoretical and scientific works used in 

this study come from a wide spectrum of academic fields. I have utilized literature mainly from the 

spheres of speech communication, journalism and media studies, political science, sociology and 

economics. Also newspaper and on-line articles have been employed. Especially many references 

are made to two studies (Heinonen, Mykkänen, Pantzar, & Roponen 1996; Heinonen & Kakkuri-

Knuuttila 1998), in which a similar material, budget presentations, have been analyzed. 
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5 BUDGET PRESENTATIONS AS RHETORICAL SITUATIONS 

  

In rhetorical analysis it is important to describe the context, in other words the rhetorical situation, 

where the speech or text has been produced. Classically understood the rhetorical situation includes 

the speaker, the forum and the audience (see e.g. Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 235). According to 

Bitzer’s (1968) situational view, all rhetorical situations carry three main constituents: exigence, 

constraints and audience. In Perelman’s (1969) new rhetoric the role of the audience is underlined. 

In this chapter, I combine these three views and present the four components that I find most 

important in the rhetorical situation of the budget presentations: rhetor, forum as constraints, 

exigence and audience.  

 

5.1 Rhetor 

 

As noted before, the situational view on rhetoric created by Bitzer (1968) has very little to say about 

the rhetor. In classical rhetoric, the speaker and his ethos, that is, the credibility and character, was 

in the contrary seen as one of the main rhetorical assets (see Aristotle’s Rhetoric). Also more recent 

scholars (see e.g. Vatz 1973) have discussed the role of the rhetor and his relationship to the 

rhetorical situation and in current political communication research, especially that focusing on 

political campaigning, a lot of weight is given to personalization of politics (see Isotalus 2001). To 

begin with, in order to come in terms with the speaker’s role, it is necessary to define who the rhetor 

is. This calls for background information of the rhetor itself, but also for a more elaborate 

discussion of the speaker/s that may not in fact be physically present or definable in the situation. In 

the budget presentations, it is possible to distinguish between various different speakers, although 

the speech in reality is given by one single person. In addition to the Minister of Finance as a 

person, the “rhetor” in the situation could be the whole ministry or the government. I will now 

discuss each of these speakers and how their presence is manifested in the speeches. 

 

Minister as a Person 

The actual speaker in the budget presentations is the sitting Minister of Finance, Mr Jyrki Katainen, 

who has had the minister post since April 2007. His academic background is from social sciences, 

and before the seat in the government he served as a member of parliament for eight years. He is 

also the party leader of the conservative National Coalition Party. (Finnish Government 2010a.) As 

a speaker, Minister Katainen has not stood out from the long line of matter-oriented politicians, 
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although some compared his style to the one of president Barack Obama after an emotionally 

loaded speech (Uusi Suomi 14.3.2009). Katainen has been described to be a twofold speaker: his 

expressions and signs are boyish, but the voice is a “deep baritone” (HS  7.3.2010). He could even 

be accused of “faking” a lower tone of voice in order to seem more convincing. Katainen has also 

gained publicity for some unfortunate mishaps or thoughtless remarks (see Iltasanomat 5.2.2009).  

 

Louden and McCauliff (2004, 88–89) point out that both subject matters and personal image have 

an effect on how politicians are perceived. Newman and Perloff (2004, 21) refer to a number of 

studies when stating that  

 
in politics, an image is created through the use of visual impressions that are communicated by the candidate’s 
physical presence, media appearances, and experiences and record as a political leader as that information is 
integrated in the minds of citizens. 

 

The image or persona of a politician is linked to the idea of identification and representation. In the 

case of mimetic representation, the voter seeks for his or her counterpart, whereas aesthetic 

representation means that the voter wants something extra, such as expertise, from the politician 

(Ankersmit 2002 in Karvonen 2007, 119). In the context of political campaign debates, Zhu, 

Milavsky, and Biswas (1994, 304 in McKinney & Carlin 2004, 209) suggest that the process of 

candidate image formation and evaluation should be explored with the help of stereotyping theory. 

They claim that audiences use cognitive shortcuts, such as categorization, to evaluate candidates 

and that these cognitive categories or stereotypes about candidates are unlikely to change. 

According to Pekonen (1986, 47–48), a citizen may support a politician based on the similarity of 

their characteristics and opinions: party affiliation, area, language, religion, sex, age and interest 

group such as professional or social class, work as traditional identification factors.  

 

Minister Katainen represents the dominant language and religion of Finland. He is also rather young 

(born 1971) to be a minister, which may be inviting to the younger crowd. Judging by party 

affiliation, Katainen can be seen to be easily identifiable to many Finns: National Coalition Party 

has a strong role as the biggest party in the country (see YLE 29.1.2010). It is yet difficult to point 

out indications to the party in the budget speeches. The most evident is the reference to the “blue-

green government”, which carries the colour blue, associated with the National Coalition Party. 

Another, rather subtle example are the references to the word “hope”, which has been used as a 

slogan in the recent political campaigns for the party and is still prevailing in their advertising (see 

e.g. Suomen Toivo [Finland’s Hope] website). As a highly educated and suited-up politician 
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Katainen might be far from a common-man, but the working-class background of his parents and 

his official place of residence, the small municipality of Siilinjärvi in Eastern Finland (see 

Parliament of Finland 2010c) could help him to seek support among voters that are not traditionally 

endorsing his party. One could argue that Katainen is a good example of aesthetic representation 

(see Ankersmit 2002): his ethnic, religious and social background is easily identifiable to many, but 

his “value” as a representative has increased with education, professional career and a polished 

appearance. This has made Katainen a popular choice for those seeking for qualified substitutes to 

represent them in politics.  

 

However, Minister Katainen does not emphasize his own personality in the budget presentations, 

and refers explicitly to himself very rarely. Much more common is the use of personal pronouns in 

plural, especially we/us/our. Even in the few instances where the speaker uses first person singular, 

the “I” is in almost all of the cases connected to a bigger whole, either the ministry or the 

government.  

 
It is part of the ministry’s, and my, duties, to remind about the effects of the increasing life expectancy especially 
in relation to the long-term sustainability of public finances (EA2007). 
In this address I want to tell you what we in the government will do, so that Finland will cope now and succeed 
also in the future (P2008). 

 
In fact, at one occasion the speaker detaches himself from the credit the ministry has received, and 

gives credit to the work done before him. This may also work as a way to express modesty or 

humbleness. 

 

Only last week Financial Times listed Finland as number two on finance ministers’ ranking-list. The credit for 
this should of course not go to me, but to the fiscal policy that has been pursued with the lead of my 
predecessors. (EA2007.) 

 

In the budget presentations Katainen does not seek to underline his personality, in other words his 

personal ethos – for instance as a reliable man or hardworking minister – is not furnished in the 

speeches. Whereas presidential or parliamentary candidates may emphasize their ethos (see e.g. 

Karvonen 2007) in their campaigns, a minister in post focuses on matters. Furthermore, Katainen’s 

personality is put to the side in favour of the ethos of the institution he represents; the Ministry of 

Finance in some instances and the government in other. This assumption is in line with the idea that 

the minister is not presenting himself as a private person but as an institution and a representative 

for the government (Heinonen & Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 273).  
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Ministry as an Institution 

The Finnish Ministry of Finance is, together with the government and the parliament, responsible 

for fiscal policy, i.e. matters concerning state expenditures and revenues, taxation and the budget. 

According to the ministry itself, “one of the core functions of the Ministry of Finance is to manage 

central government finances in a way that allows the Finnish economy to develop in the best 

possible way” (Ministry of Finance 2009). In Finland the significance of the ministry is also due to 

institutional reasons, as the Ministry of Finance has become a “control center” of all state 

administration. In European comparison, the Finnish Ministry of Finance has proved to be very 

wide in its functions (Juvonen 1996 in Heinonen et al. 1996, 60), and it is often referred to as a 

“superministry”.  

 

The current Ministry of Finance in Finland has two minister posts: in addition to the Minister of 

Finance Katainen, there is the Minister of Public Administration and Local Government, Ms Mari 

Kiviniemi. Even though the two ministers are from different political parties, Katainen is still the 

head of the ministry, and his view can be seen to represent the whole ministry’s view. As a 

representative of the ministry, Mr Katainen draws together the administrative and the political. His 

speeches integrate the decisions and guidelines of the ministry, and he is in close connection to the 

civil servants working in the ministry. Heinonen et al. (1996, 60) explain the level of integration by 

the professional background and political affiliations of the minister.  

   

Heinonen et al. (1996, 60) describe the minister as a translator of the questions in his branch of 

government into politically relevant language. One of the translations is just the budget 

presentation. The fiscal policy is, however, guided by specially codified language, the language of 

economics. In practice this means excessively professional language use in the presentations. 

(Heinonen et al. 1996, 60.) Even though the minister may not have an economist education, he has 

in his career in politics been exposed to the economic language. This explains the adaptation to and 

reaffirmation of the codified, formalistic and even stiff financial language (Heinonen et al. 1996, 

62). This is notable in the budget presentations, especially the ones held at the Economic 

Association. The emphasis in the speeches may also result from the same aspects that affect the 

minister’s integration into the ministry: in Katainen’s speeches there is a strong emphasis on issues 

concerning social policy and welfare state. One reason for this may be in the educational and 

ideological background of the speaker, and another in the ideal of a Nordic welfare state, which still 

persists in the Finnish society. I will return to the concept of welfare and its usage in the speeches 

later in this study. 
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As a rhetor the Minister of Finance is most of all a collective actor. The different institutional 

connections are visible in the preparatory process of the speech, which Heinonen et al. (1996, 61–

62) describe as two-stated. Their analysis is based on budget presentations in the Economic 

Association, but I assume that similar process is practiced in the case of parliamentary 

presentations. Firstly, a civil servant in the ministry’s Economics Department is chosen to write the 

speech, and he discusses the main points of it together with the head of the department and the 

minister. This discussion can be effected by public debate, and the minister may wish to answer to 

concerns or questions raised in the public. In the second face the preliminary speech is given to the 

minister, and usually his political advisers work as a filter in making changes to it. In sum, the 

minister can affect the speech, but it is in fact written – and the policies guiding its content are made 

– by other instances. This is not to say that the minister has only little responsibility over the 

speech: of course the speech itself reflects the minister, as he is in charge of both the ministry as an 

institution and the economic policy of the government. Trent and Friedenberg (2000, 189–198) 

discuss the role of speechwriters in political campaigning, which often raises concern among the 

public. They state that the politician after all usually is a major writer, editor or collaborator in the 

creative process of his speech, and most importantly, he accepts responsibility for the speech when 

presenting it in public. 

 

As seen in the previous quotes, the minister rather describes himself as a part of the ministry than as 

a strong personality. Another interesting feature can be found in one of the speeches, the budget 

presentation in parliament in 2009. There are two occasions in which the minister brings up civil 

servants of the ministry: 

 

According to the estimates from the Economics Department of the Ministry of Finance, the growth in the Finnish 
economy next year would be approximately 0,5 percent (P2009). 

 
Included in this year’s budget proposal there is the total of advanced investments, collected by the Director 
General of the Budget Department Hannu Mäkinen and his workgroup, [---] (P2009). 

 

As this kind of personification of other members of the institution called the Ministry of Finance is 

not present in any other speeches under study, there could be a connection of the economic situation 

and this type of ”credit-giving”. Depending on the interpretation, one could see the quotations as a 

way to rightfully emphasize and give credit to the work done by “invisible” civil servants in the 

ministry, or as a way to lay the responsibility – of for instance false calculations or unrealistic 

prognosis – to someone else than the minister himself.  
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Government as an Institution 

The sitting Finnish government was appointed in April 2007. The government in office is also 

referred to as Prime Minister Matti Vanhanen’s Second Cabinet. The cabinet consists of 20 

ministers and has a majority of 126 seats in the parliament. The government was formed as an 

alliance between two of the country’s three largest parties, the Centre Party and the National 

Coalition Party, together with the Green League and the Swedish People’s Party of Finland. 

(Finnish Government 2010b.) 

 

The Minister of Finance is one of the key ministers in the Finnish government (Heinonen et al. 

1996, 60). The minister’s importance has been emphasized after the Second World War, when 

fiscal policy has become the primary field of governmental decision-making (Tiihonen 1990, in 

Heinonen et al. 1996, 60). The sitting government’s economic policy framework and the 

government program guide the political emphasis in the budget presentations (Heinonen et al. 1996, 

61). This makes the government also a speaker, represented by one of its key ministers. The budget 

is a collaborative work of the whole government, and its presentation is consequently a presentation 

of the policy guidelines and economic actions favored by the government.  

 

Minister Katainen refers to the government many times, both explicitly by naming it and implicitly 

with the help of personal pronouns. If assessed by the amount of personal pronouns we/us/our 

implying the government, it could be seen as the de facto speaker of the presentations. All of the 

speeches, especially those held in the parliament, echo the idea of “we the government” as the 

presenter of the speech. 

 

The effects of the bank crisis in the USA will be visible also in Europe. How seriously, that we cannot yet 
estimate. (P2008.) 

 
We have all the time been very aware of the fact that our growth will in any case slow down and we are also well 
prepared for this slowing up. Still, we were not prepared for such a rapid change. (EA2008 .) 

 

In some cases it is difficult to assess whether the ‘we’ in question is indeed the government, or 

actually some other collective, such as the nation, the Finns or even a wider public. The connotation 

might even change within the same chapter. 

 

Our economic growth is from then on purely based on productivity. To this turn we respond by investing 
strongly into the future. (P2008.) 
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The first ‘we’ in the example is most likely the whole country, but the second refers more 

specifically to the actions that are taken in order to defend this country by another ‘we’, the 

government. Sometimes the ‘we’ in a certain passage is so vaguely formulated, that it remains to 

each listener or critic to decide which has most likely been in the mind of the speaker. One 

emblematic example of such an unidentifiable ‘we’ shows how the understanding of the speaker 

effects the assessment of the sentence – and thereby the assessment or interpretation of the 

argument: 

 
We are responsible for what Finland is like in year 2030 for a pensioner, for a family with children and for a 
worker with medium income (EA2008). 

 

The responsible ‘we’ in this example could be either the speaker and his institution (the ministry or 

the government), or alternatively it draws together the speaker and a wider audience, thus evoking 

the feeling of responsibility among the listeners. If the audience conceives the statement in the latter 

fashion and accepts the idea of ‘we’ involving both the minister and the citizens, it can serve as a 

shared value premise and as a point of departure for successful argumentation. To this assumption I 

will return when discussing the premises of argumentation in the speeches. Wilson (1990, 45–76) 

examines the use of pronouns in political language and concludes in the notion that ‘we’ can be 

used to designate a range of individuals moving outwards from the speaker to the speaker plus 

hearer and the whole humanity. He also gives an extensive list of the functions to which politicians 

make use of the manipulative possibilities provided by the pronominal system in context: 

 
[---] to indicate, accept, deny or distance themselves for responsibility for political action; to reveal ideological 
bias; to encourage solidarity; to designate and identify those who are supporters (with us) as well as those who 
are enemies (against us); and to present specific idiosyncratic aspects of the individual politician’s own 
personality. (Wilson 1990, 76.) 

 

Apart from pronouns, the government is also mentioned explicitly in the speeches, by its name. 

Although traditionally conceived to be a so-called bourgeois government, the current cabinet in 

office has chosen to call itself “blue-green”.  One could speculate whether the wanted shift in the 

terminology is caused by the Greens in office, the greenness of the Center Party (formerly the 

Agrarian League) or the apparent negative connotations of bourgeois. Whatever the case, the 

concept “blue-green government” is excessively repeated in the budget presentations, especially 

those held in the parliament. The concept is understandably most evident in the first of the sitting 

government’s budget speeches, held in 2007.  

 
The blue-green government’s first budget proposal [---] (P2007). 

 
The budget proposal of the blue-green government can be characterized as responsible (P2007). 
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The repetition of this new term can have an identification function. By defining the government 

with this unique expression the minister reinforces the identity and speciality of the government. In 

this case the term usage serves both in defining the speaker, and connecting to the audience. It most 

certainly separates the government from anything considered to have the colour red in the political 

sphere, and it also works as a more detailed or focused option to the previous social-democrat-led 

multi-party governments known as “rainbow governments”. This way, the reminder of the 

government’s colour also carries connotations of the political party forces behind the speeches, 

especially those represented by the Minister of Finance (blue) and the Prime Minister (green).  

 

To conclude, the rhetor in the budget presentations is most evidently the Minister of Finance, 

representing his ministry as well as the government. Personal ethos is not emphasized, but the 

speaker aims at structuring or reaffirming the ethos of the institutions he represents. The 

multifaceted use of pronoun ‘we’ supports this view, and it is also used in order to connect to the 

audience. The rhetor does have an active role in the situation, but he is affected by other 

constituents, such as the constraints of the forum, the economic exigence and the composition of the 

audience. These factors will be discussed next. 

 

5.2 Forum as Constraints 

 

Forum is the second feature that characterizes the rhetorical situation. In common understanding, 

forum means the physical surroundings where the rhetorical act takes place. Forum can also be 

understood more elaborately, as in Stanley’s (1990, 238–257) discussion on liberal forum and 

democratic forum as two ideal models of civic forum implied in liberal democracy. In this study 

forum is however understood in more concrete terms: the forums for the budget presentations are 

the parliamentary plenary session and the meeting of the Economic Association. 

 

In general, the forum affects the rhetoric: the speeches are different in different forums. It can 

though be difficult to draw a line between the forum and the audience when discussing the effects 

on rhetoric. One way to specify the weight of the forum is to look at it in Bitzer’s (1968) concepts, 

defining the constraints that modify the rhetorical situation. According to Bitzer (in Hauser 1986, 

38), the constraints may be physical, such as the time, place and occasion of the rhetorical 

presentation as well as psychological, connected to the relations between the speaker and the 

audience. Also rules and principles can be seen as psychological constraints. Even though 



 

 39 

constraints may be of various natures – “persons, events, objects and relations” (Bitzer 1968, 8) –, 

they can in my opinion be analyzed from the angle of the forum. The physical constraints set the 

material reality of the forum: the time and place for the speech as well as the medium through 

which it is presented. The psychological constraints are also involved. The budget presentations are 

guided by a set of laws and regulations, both written and silent, directing the structure and content 

of the speeches. There are also evident hierarchies and roles involved that very much affect the 

rhetor’s choices and the audience’s response. The constraints connected to the forum, which I have 

found most essential in this study are the regulations of parliamentary plenary sessions and the 

traditions of the Economic Association. 

 

Regulations of Parliamentary Plenary Sessions 

The Finnish parliament consists of 200 members that are elected every fourth years. The parliament 

is in the possession of the legislative power, and the government is responsible to the parliament. 

The parliament also approves the government’s budget proposals (Parliament of Finland 2010a). 

The budget presentations that are held in the parliament are therefore no ”once-in-a-lifetime” 

happenings. They are part of the yearly calendar based on the budgetary power exercised by the 

parliament. A long line of debates and discussions, negotiations and initiatives concerning the 

budget, both from the governmental and the parliamentary side, precedes the plenary session in 

September, where the budget proposal is presented to the parliament to be debated. After the 

presentation of the budget proposal, a debate between the members of parliament and the 

government takes place. This is said to be one of the most important debates in parliament, and it 

attracts a lot of attention from the media and the public. (For a more detailed description of the 

budget process, see Parliament of Finland 2010b.)  

 

The plenary session, as all the procedures conducted in the parliament, is guided by formal 

regulations (see Parliament’s rules of procedure 1999). Yet, there are no official regulations 

directing the length of the presentational speech. An agreement between the parliamentary groups 

recommends that this type of introductory speeches would not exceed 15 minutes, but a budget 

presentation, being of special importance, can overrun this recommendation (Paavola, personal 

3.5.2010). The minister is though most certainly advised to outline the main themes of the budget 

and also to take into consideration the way in which the presentation will be mediated through 

journalists. The length of the parliamentary presentations from 2007 and 2008 was approximately 

2500 words, whereas the one from 2009 remained noticeably shorter with around 1600 words. This 
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may be due to different persons in charge of the speech writing, supported by the notion that also 

the style and linguistic merits were slightly different in the last speech.  

 

The budget presentations follow quite clearly a certain structure and can rather easily be broken 

down into smaller units. To open with, the minister presents briefly the current economic situation 

and summarizes the main points of his coming speech. Then the speech is structured according to 

the budget proposal itself, outlining the main themes and highlighting some more specific 

examples. One peculiarity of the parliamentary speeches is the role of the Speaker of the Parliament 

guiding their structure. The speeches have at certain intervals the phrase “Honourable Mr Speaker!” 

[“Arvoisa herra puhemies!”]. This acknowledgement serves as an institutional remark referring to 

the idea that the minister is in fact addressing the Speaker of the Parliament. Moreover, it is a sign 

of entering into a new topic or theme in the speech, thus giving a hint to the audience and attracting 

its attention. I will return to the structure and themes of the speeches in chapter six.  

 

The budget presentation can, following McCroskey’s (1978, 97) division of presentation forms, be 

categorized as a manuscript speech, a speech that has been written out completely and then read to 

the audience. As I am in the possession of the speeches as they were transcribed in the parliament, I 

cannot take into consideration the possible changes that have been made to the original speech 

during its delivery. Judging from the form and composition of the speech, I would though claim that 

they are very much “read from the paper”. As McCroskey (1978, 97–98) points out, manuscript 

speeches permits the full use of the knowledge of style and language in communication, as it allows 

the speaker to consider and polish every word and phrase. On the positive side is the avoidance of 

problems caused by inadvertent word choice, which is one of the reasons for government speakers 

to usually choose manuscript speech over extempore speech. As the budget presentation attracts a 

lot of attention and is carefully scrutinized in the media, it is understandable that this is the form of 

presentation that has been chosen. 

 

The risk of manuscript speeches is in their delivery and adaptation to the audience. It can be 

difficult to perceive audience feedback because of the limited eye contact. And even if perceived, it 

is difficult for the speaker to adapt to an audience and respond to feedback without loosing track of 

the original speech. (McCroskey 1978, 97–98.) What limits adaptation to audience feedback in the 

budget presentations even more is the regulation that forbids such feedback, at least verbally 

expressed. Parliament’s Rules of Procedure (1999) guide the discussion and forbid certain 

unwanted behavior in the parliamentary session. The rules respect the integrity of whom ever has 
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the floor, i.e. is giving a speech, by prohibiting any interruptive remarks: “There shall be no open 

expressions of approval or disapproval in plenary sessions of the Parliament” (Parliament’s rules of 

procedure 1999, Section 66). This is one of the reasons why Finnish parliamentary sessions may 

seem overtly peaceful and quiet in international comparison. The occasional disagreements are 

suffocated by the Speaker of the Parliament. In the budget presentations analyzed in this study, 

there is only one occasion where the Speaker has to interfere to maintain order in the Parliament: 

 
(Noise) 
The Speaker (knocks): Excuse me, Minister Katainen. I’d like to ask for silence in the hall. The next year’s 
budget is now being presented. (P2007.) 

 

One constraint that guides the budget presentations is of course the question of who actually is 

giving the speech, in other words the definition of the source. The many sides of the rhetor were 

discussed in the previous chapter, concluding in the notion that the rhetor is the Minister of Finance, 

representing his ministry as well as the government. Interestingly enough, there is no written rule 

that it should be just the Minister of Finance who should act as the source and give the budget 

presentation. The presentation of the guidelines of the budget is just “usually” given by the Minister 

of Finance (Parliament of Finland 2010a). The tradition of financial ministers giving the budget 

presentation makes it almost like a rule, or at least an imagined obligation to the Minister of Finance 

to give the speech. 

 

In sum, the physical constraints for the budget presentations are the time (mid-September) and place 

(a plenary session in the Parliament) of the speech. The psychological constraints are in most cases 

possible to trace back to the rules and regulations of the Parliament’s procedure. These affect such 

characteristics of the speeches as its length, structure, form and adaptation to audience feedback. 

The choice of the speaker is not formally constrained, but it is affected by traditions and 

expectations. 

 

Traditions of the Economic Association 

The Economic Association [Kansantaloustieteellinen Yhdistys], founded in 1884, is the oldest 

community for social scientists in Finland. It was meant to function as a discussion forum, scientific 

association as well as a social pressure group. The association had two “rivals”, the Swedish-

speaking Ekonomiska Samfundet and the Economic Society [Taloustieteellinen seura] which 

profiled itself as a more youthful and scientific association. The Economic Association and the 

Economic Society united in 2009, thus creating the new Finnish Economic Association 
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[Taloustieteellinen yhdistys]. (Finnish Economic Association 2010.) For clarity, I will use the name 

Economic Association (EA) throughout this study despite the name change. 

 

In 2010, the Economic Association defines itself as a scientific society, which aims at supporting 

economic research and advancing economic policy discourse (Finnish Economic Association 2010). 

It consists mainly of professors of economics, researchers for the Bank of Finland and different 

economic research institutions and civil servants. Among the heads and members of the association 

there are men with high prestige, such as former presidents. The association is in its nature a 

meeting ground for the scientific world and the leaders of economic decision-making. The main 

activities of the EA include monthly meetings, where presentations are held. The budget 

presentation, given by the Minister of Finance each autumn, has been an ongoing and regular 

tradition since year 1948. These presentations have usually attracted a relatively wide crowd, and 

sometimes they have also been noticed in the media. (Heinonen et al. 1996, 63–65.)  

 

The Economic Association of course differs from the parliament, especially in regards to the 

audience. Also the constraints deriving from the forum are different. Whereas the constraints for the 

parliament were mostly visible in its rules, regulations and formalities, the constraints for the 

association could be placed under the umbrella of traditions. With its long history, the Economic 

Association has developed traditions and practices that guide its procedures and activity. The 

budget presentation has been a component of its yearly schedule for over sixty years, although not 

as an unchanging tradition. In 1960’s it became customary to add commentary remarks to the actual 

presentations. These were prepared beforehand by different economists and researchers, and 

published together with the presentation. Most of the commentaries were in line with the 

presentations, supporting the decisions and principles of the minister. (Heinonen et al. 1996, 65–

66.) The appreciation of the presentations, from the Minister’s side, also seems to have gone 

through changes and even diminished by the end of 1990’s. Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1996, 

273) do not comment on this, when saying that the presentations have become more discussion-

oriented since 1997. Even so, in one of his speeches (EA2007), Minister Katainen states that the 

presentations had narrowed down to mere boring “overhead drills” [“kalvosulkeiset”] in the end of 

1990’s. What he implies is that the meetings served only as a forum for lecturing on the budget, 

without any further discussion on it. Minister Katainen in fact pictures himself as a reformer of the 

tradition, reviving the presentations by bringing to them more extensive discussion on current 

economic questions.  
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Despite the accused declines in the appreciation of the presentations, they have been a part of the 

core functions of a highly appreciated association. With its reputation as a forum for economic 

expertise and financial decision-making, the Economic Association does carry constraints for the 

presentations. Even if the members of the association or listeners of the presentation are not directly 

deciding on the budget (as the members of parliament are), the speaker seeks to convince or 

persuade them to support his views. This requires a certain level of expertise and knowledge of the 

economic language from the speaker. Consequently, the presentations for the association are far 

more analytical than the speeches for the parliament. They focus on larger entities and wider themes 

(ageing population, climate change, sustainability of public finances), whereas the parliamentary 

presentations where more centered around specific procedures and policy choices (pension reforms, 

energy taxation, state debt). All in all, the presentations include much less numbers and calculations 

when held for the Economic Association. On the other hand, they are filled with analytical terms, 

only accessible for those in the possession of knowledge on economic terminology. Also Heinonen 

et al. (1996, 60–61) point out that the Minister of Finance speaks differently in the parliament than 

at the association’s meetings. They claim that when speaking to the members of parliament, the 

minister uses economic vocabulary but focuses more on goals and achievements than on economic 

analysis, which in turn is emphasized for economic experts such as the association’s members. 

Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 298) also point out that the presentation for the Economic 

Association is its nature more of a ceremonial speech, which may in its part explain the higher level 

of abstraction – “let’s not bore the audience with details”. The use of numbers and calculations 

more explicitly in the parliamentary presentations could also reflect their ritualistic nature: by exact 

figures the speech is made more credible, even though the actual numbers do not carry much 

meaning in themselves. I will return to this argument later. 

 

The effect of physical constraints on the speeches is not so evident in the association presentations. 

The place for budget presentations is not regulated, as the EA’s meetings may take place in 

different locations. The time of the presentation follows a tradition, and in 2007 and 2008 the 

speeches were given according to that, in the end of November. In 2009, Minister Katainen was not 

able to give a traditional budget presentation due to schedule constraints, but it was replaced with a 

presentation on the economic situation and the challenges for public economy in March 2010. From 

this one could conclude that the time constraints of the Economic Association are more flexible 

than the ones of parliament: the presentation is not a necessity, but a tradition. If the meeting of the 

association does not fit into the minister’s calendar, another time is scheduled. It should be though 
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noticed that before this, in the period 1948–1994 the presentation had been left out only once, in 

1957 (Heinonen et al. 1996, 65).  

 

The timing of the presentation is of importance especially in a society going through changes. Even 

if the first two presentations were held only a couple of months after the budget was presented in 

the parliament, one can see changes in their rhetoric. This can be explained by the rapid changes in 

the global economical situation. In September 2007, Katainen describes the future as “bright”, 

despite the somewhat worrisome expectations from unstable financial market. In November the 

same year, he admits that the economic boom has been passed and many difficult questions and 

demanding challenges lie ahead. (P2007; EA2007.) Ironically, he accuses the economic policy 

discussion for being filled with “unreliable optimism and groundless expectations” (EA2007). In 

my opinion, one could surely be guilty of such after being in the audience of the minister’s budget 

presentation a few months earlier. 

 

To summarize, the Economic Association as a forum sets constraints to the rhetorical situation 

mainly in the form of its developed traditions and anticipated reputation. The status of the 

association as an elite scientific and political discussion forum for economics sets expectations to 

the speaker and guides his style of speaking. The place and time are not constrained, but the timing 

was seen as an important factor in a situation where the ground for the rhetoric, i.e. the economic 

reality, was going through rapid changes. 

 

5.3 Exigence 

 

An exigence, “an imperfection marked by some degree of urgency” (Bitzer 1980, 26), is the third 

constituent in rhetorical situations. As said before, exigence is a problem that could be solved with 

discourse, and thus requires persuasion via rhetoric. It is common for one rhetorical situation to 

have multiple exigences, but eventually one of them will serve as the defining and controlling 

exigence, affecting the rhetoric and its perception. In order to understand the rhetorical situation 

where the budget presentations were held, one must be aware of the societal changes and especially 

the economic reality at the time. The years from 2007 to 2009 were defined by problems in global 

economy, and afterwards labeled as the years of an economic and financial crisis. It is possible to 

find several exigences in the budget presentation, for instance unemployment, growing state debt or 

problems related to workforce. However, I have defined the financial and economic crisis as the 
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controlling exigence. An extensive description on the causes and effects of the economic crisis is 

not possible here, but I try to overview its basic development and outcome. 

 

Big words have not been saved when people have painted a picture of the most recent economic 

downfall. At the time of this study, the darkest moments of the economic crisis seem to have 

passed, and there are optimistic signs for future development. However, the trend that has been 

visible all throughout the crisis, uncertainty, is still present – in May 2010 the centre of attention 

was the Greek economy and the European attempt to save it from a disaster. Kanniainen and 

Malinen (2010) characterize the global economic recession of 2007–2009 as “dramatic”; the 

European Commission published a report stating that “the European economy is in the midst of the 

deepest recession since the 1930s” (European Commission 2009, iii) and top economists in the US 

have come to the same conclusion on their continent (Reuters 2009).  

 

One, though not only, cause for the economic crisis can be found in fiscal policy (Kanniainen & 

Malinen 2010, 31). The crisis can be traced back to social housing politics practiced in the United 

States, where sub-prime mortgages were given to lenders with lower income. The prices for housing 

started to decline drastically in spring 2006, resulting in impossible defaults. This collapse of a 

housing bubble caused the values of securities tied to real estate pricing to crash down. This 

resulted in nervousness in financial markets and caused problems for financial institutions, 

including large investment banks that collapsed. Stock markets plunged and international trade 

declined. With the acceleration of globalization, the crisis hit most of the world. (Kanniainen & 

Malinen 2010.) Väyrynen (2009, 7–19) points how the crisis is having both multiple international 

implications and domestic consequences throughout the world. On national level, the financial crisis 

has resulted in among other things fiscal deficits, a sharp downturn in GDP growth rates, slowing 

investments, growing unemployment and rising of state debt (see e.g. Kurki 2009). It has also been 

suggested that the crisis will lead to an expanding role of the state as well as to a more complicated 

relationship between politics and business (Väyrynen 2009, 14–15). 

 

The definition of an exigence implies that it is a problem that could be solved through rhetoric. It is 

debatable whether or not, or to what extent, the rhetoric of a budget presentation may influence such 

a global phenomenon as the economy or the financial market. With the previous Finnish recession 

of 1990’s still visibly in the minds of the nation, the current crisis has awoken a concern of the 

history repeating itself.  In the speeches Minister Katainen aims at assuring the audience of the 

differences between the past and the present recession. It seems to work as a calming strategy to 
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emphasize the global nature of this crisis. Evidently, it also can serve in detaching the speaker from 

the responsibility to solve the crisis. In economic rhetoric, the goal is very often to find solutions to 

problems that have been born somewhere else and the idea of an invisible hand still persists. 

Jokinen and Saaristo (2006, 328) mention how the changes in global economy affect the 

environment where the Finnish society and its welfare system works. This is of course true, but it 

also reflects the way of thinking in which economy is first and foremost seen as an “outside force”, 

something beyond the control of a single country, let alone a single person. This view is in reality 

supported by the rise of global economic forces: multinational companies and international unions. 

One actor in the rehabilitation process during and after the financial crisis is the European Union. 

Archer (2009, 20–25) though points out how the role of the EU in solving the crisis can be 

questioned, as member countries have had contradictory policy decisions that may benefit national 

economies but not improve the economy of the union as a whole. However, it is said that despite the 

individual cases of “economic nationalism”, the populations of EU member states seem to favor 

stability over sovereignty in the case of economy and thus play by the rules of the union (Archer 

2009, 25). Consequently, the actions of an individual are limited, and it remains for the larger public 

to adjust to whatever the global economy might bring about. Additionally, the actions taken by the 

state can only have a limited effect – and if failing, the blame could be found somewhere else.   

 

The economic crisis obviously is not an exigence in the sense that it would cause the rhetorical act 

of budget presentations per se. The presentations would take place in any economic circumstances. 

However, the presence of a crisis affects the situation: the speeches may be seen to carry extra 

importance, and might be followed more carefully in the media and amongst the public.  The global 

economic and financial crisis has also clearly guided the Ministry of Finance and the whole 

government in decisions concerning the state budget. Even though not yet widely affecting the 

budget decisions in 2007, the crisis was already in the horizon. In later years the global crisis took 

an increasing role in the budget proposal. In fact, one can summarize the development of the crisis 

in years 2007–2009 by looking at the opening paragraphs in the presentations. Minister Katainen 

describes the prevailing economic situation first as “twofolded” (P2007), then “challenging” 

(EA2008) and finally “uncertain” (P2009).  

 

Together with the development of the crisis, the rhetoric of the presentations slightly changes. In 

2007, many positive remarks on the economic development were made, together with the 

presentations of various social policy reforms. In later years, the challenges of the economic 

environment became visible and the presentations were more careful in their promises. In the end, 
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the role of the state as a repairman for the crisis and as a sole provider of welfare was questioned. 

The main goal was to survive from the crisis, and remaining a tolerable state economy was the first 

priority. Many of the arguments in the budget presentations rely on the assumption that by 

approving and supporting the views presented in the budget one will ultimately help the “battle” 

against the crisis, or to answer to it in ways which will at least not increase the country’s problems. 

The crisis was also used as a legitimation to some policy decisions, which makes it questionable 

whether or not those decisions would be made and/or accepted in other economic circumstances.  

 

5.4 Audience  

 

The final, and perhaps the most important, constituent in rhetorical situations is the audience. 

According to Bitzer (1968, 8), audiences consist only of the individuals who are capable of being 

influenced and of being mediators of change. Perelman (1969, 19) defines an audience from a 

different perspective, as “the ensemble of those whom the speaker wishes to influence by his 

argumentation”. As discussed earlier, the division of audiences into universal and particular by 

Perelman has caused a lot of debating and controversial interpretations. However, what remains 

relevant is the question “what kind of audience can be convinced with this kind of argumentation”, 

which can be applied especially to the particular audiences and is also in accordance with Bitzer’s 

view. The universal audience becomes applicable when assessing the soundness, i.e. the 

reasonableness in argumentation. 

 

What is important to bear in mind, is that the audiences discussed in this chapter may not be “real” 

in the sense of being actually physically present in the situation. They are always mental 

constructions, created by the rhetor – or, as in this case, also by a critic analyzing the rhetorical 

situation afterwards. I will now discuss the different groups of people that can be identified as the 

audiences for the budget presentation. In addition to these particular audiences, I will also make 

remarks on the presence or absence of the universal audience.  

 

5.4.1 Particular Audiences 

 

A particular audience consists of a particular group of people (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969). 

It is possible to identify four particular audiences from the budget presentations: members of the 
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parliament, the media, economic decision-makers and citizens. The roles of these audiences are 

both similar and differentiating in the two forums for the presentations.  

 

Members of the Parliament 

Besides the most apparent (the speech is held in the parliament), and the already discussed 

structures and formalities of the speeches resulting from the regulations of the parliament, there are 

several indicators in the speeches referring to the members of parliament as an audience. The 

audience is not homogeneous, though. It can be most of all divided into two: government parties on 

one side and opposition parties on the other. These two groups assumingly have an inherent attitude 

towards the government and consequently towards the budget proposal. This division creates 

challenges for the speaker. In order to take both governmental and opposition parties into 

consideration, the speaker must address the audience from two different angles. Firstly, the 

presentation has to be in accordance with the government’s viewpoints and promote its relevance. 

Secondly, the presentation should seek to convince the opposition to believe that the government’s 

proposal is good. 

 

One could argue that the budget presentation is “mere rhetoric” in the sense that it has no actual 

value in deciding whether or not the budget proposal will be accepted by the parliament. Surplus 

majority government is the most frequent type of cabinet in postwar Finland (Jungar 2002), and the 

blue-green government in office 2007–2009 is no exception. In a majority government the 

government party or parties have a majority of the seats in the parliament. Therefore the 

government’s proposals, among others the yearly budget, are usually always approved, making the 

voting process a sheer technicality. Anyhow, in boundary-breaking decisions, there have been cases 

of governmental parties voting against the government. An example of such is the vote on the 

building of a new nuclear power plant in Finland in 2002 (see YLE 2002). The government did in 

the end succeed in getting a majority on their side, but the outcome resulted in the separation of the 

Greens from the government. On the other hand, because of the consensual nature of Finnish 

politics (see Arter 2009) the inclusion of opposition in the decision-making process is quite 

important. The consensus policy has also diminished the ideological differences between parties 

(Isotalus 2009, 193–195). With these examples in mind one could come to the conclusion that both 

opposition parties and governmental parties should be considered as important audiences for budget 

presentations, audiences that need to be convinced or persuaded into supporting the budget 

proposal. This view can also be supported by evidence from the actual speeches. 
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The arguments aiming at convincing fellow governmental parliament members are most of all 

based on emphasizing and reaffirming the ethos of the government. To achieve this, the minister 

refers to the government and its proposal many times, describing them positively as “responsible, 

caring and encouraging” (P2007), “social” (P2008) or “reflationary” (P2009). The term “blue-green 

government”, discussed earlier, is used in order to reinforce the identity and uniqueness of the given 

government, and possibly also to involve the Green party members in the proposal, which the usage 

of the more traditional “bourgeois government” would not do. Now the term serves as both defining 

the rhetor, and connecting to or identifying with a particular part of the audience.  

 

When the speaker addresses the opposition, the argumentation has a different, often a rather 

negative, tone. In some cases, the reference is more subtle, and the opposition is not clearly named. 

The speaker may use the passive form, as in the case of arguing against major increases in public 

expenditure: 

 
As an alternative [to the budget proposal] we are most certainly going to hear demands for new enormous 
increases in expenditure without telling where the money should be taken from. This is irresponsible speech. 
(P2007.) 

 

Here the speaker does not name the opposition, and he might in fact be referring to other instances, 

such as journalists or voters. In other instances he is being more articulate: 

 
I have heard in this hall enough addresses stating for example that ‘there sure is enough money…’, ‘the Minister 
of Finance is not giving more out of pure malice…’, ‘the government’s too tight expenditure frame…’ and so on. 
Luckily there have also been different, responsible addresses. (P2008.) 

 

Here the reference is clearer: it is someone in the plenary session hall. Later in the same speech the 

speaker returns to the idea of responsible decisions and alternatives to the government’s proposals. 

He devotes many minutes into applauding an opposition party, the Left Alliance. 

 
I would like to thank opposition party Left Alliance for its clearly expressed alternative to government’s policies. 
The leaders of the Left Alliance work honestly and upright. (P2008.) 

 

This appraisal of the Left Alliance is surprisingly long and elaborate. The name of the party is 

mentioned ten times in four paragraphs. I would though claim that it is not a question of sheer 

respect for the party, but the speaker is using an opposition party in order to support his own views. 

Even though given credit for providing alternatives into policy discussion, the Left Alliance is 

subtly accused of providing a too short-sighted option. Their proposal is compared to “peeing in 

one’s pants in cold weather”: feeling good for a while but then making one feel even worse. By 
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carefully pointing out where the Left’s proposal goes wrong, the speaker makes the government’s 

option to seem much more reasonable and acceptable. This works as a defence before an actual 

attack has taken place. As a rhetorical technique, this is called vaccination: by anticipating the 

opponent’s reactions the speaker can protect his arguments from possible counter-arguments. In 

addition, taking the Left Alliance as an example for good opposition politics, the speaker sends a 

message to other opposition parties, especially the large Social-Democratic Party. Their alternatives 

are clearly not even worth discussing, as they are too irresponsible and unrealistic to begin with. 

The other opposition parties have apparently been guilty of focusing on blaming the government 

and giving empty promises without factual accuracy. 

 
It [the Left’s alternative] is not the kind of proposal where whatever the government fulfils and proposes, an 
extra 100 million or 0,5 billon is added. It is not the kind where billion-scale expenditures are added but tax 
revenues are magically invented from the air, a zero is added in revenue estimates, finally bright-eyed claiming 
that it is in balance and would not take us down the road of indebtedness. [--- it] is neither out-of-line barking 
and blind criticizing of government’s every decision. (P2008.) 

 

It should of course be noticed, that even if the rhetor is speaking of a particular group, he might not 

be speaking to them. The criticism of opposition is undoubtedly also targeted at different audiences, 

with the aim of convincing them to support governmental proposals instead of opposition’s 

alternatives. By intentionally leaving the Social-Democrats out of the debate, the speaker can try to 

improve his party’s location as the dominating one. In Finnish political culture, all of the three 

major parties (National Coalition Party, Centre Party and Social-Democratic Party) can be seen to 

position themselves somewhere around the middle of a left–right continuum. Because of rather 

small margins in the electoral support for these parties, it is essential to struggle for a good spot in 

the centre. In the budget presentations, this is done by excluding the main opponent and instead 

targeting the critique towards a party that in reality is of no serious competition.  

 

Economic Experts 

Another particular audience for the presentations is economic experts. This is especially true for the 

presentations held at the Economic Association’s meetings, where the concrete audience also 

consists of people with economic expertise. Hence, Heinonen et al. (1996, 62–63) identify 

economic experts – university scholars, representatives for research institutions and high state 

officials responsible for budget policies – as the most pronoun type of audience for the 

presentations. According to them, the presentations are characterized by the discourse between a 

speaker with high prestige and an audience with expertise. Representatives of economic institutions 
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and other financial experts are perhaps not physically present in the parliamentary session, but they 

are nevertheless an important audience for those speeches as well.  

 

As mentioned earlier, the language of the speeches requires at times knowledge of the economic 

vocabulary. As Heinonen et al. (1996, 63) have stated, the nature of this specialized audience 

explains the use of rather complex professional terminology. The presentations at the parliament are 

less analytical, but still include assumptions of the theoretical guidelines for economy. For the 

Economic Association, the economic “facts” or theoretical implications do not need explanation, 

but political decision-making does. Also previous research (Heinonen et al. 1996, 63) has concluded 

that the presentations aim at justifying and legitimating for performed or planned actions. Even 

though the economic experts do not possess the immediate power to affect the budget, they need to 

be convinced to support the chosen line of policy. It is often stated (in both types of speeches) that 

the ground for a functioning welfare state is in sustainable economy. Interestingly enough the 

speeches in front of parliament seek for more approval for the latter, and the speeches for the 

Economic Association for the first. Not all policy decisions can be based on economic 

presumptions, the social side should also be considered, in other words, “budget policy is not only 

economic policy but also, to the very highest degree, social policy” (EA2008).  

 

This of course leads to difficulties: which should be considered more important, the wellbeing of 

citizens or the health of the economy. The complexity of policy decisions during the economic 

crisis is explicitly emphasized in the speeches. What is needed in a functioning economy is trust, 

and in unstable circumstances trust may diminish. In a situation where the financial market and 

industries have an influence on how the crisis will affect the nation, a shared understanding of what 

is important needs to be found. Therefore it is not only the members of parliament or voters that 

should be convinced, but also economic experts have to trust in the governmental decisions. In 

order to achieve this, the speaker wants to emphasize the long line of Finnish economic policy and 

its internationally acknowledged reputation. The long line is based on consistency and 

perseverance, and that is what will guide the nation through this crisis. Far-sightedness is also 

expected from economic decision-makers, especially companies:  

 
News on lay-offs and firings have yet been weekly. I would hope that companies would regard to labour force 
persistently also in this acute economic situation. (EA 2008.)  
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The long line of Finnish economic policy and the rules of macroeconomic theories are overall one 

of the grounding arguments in the speeches, and I will return to their status when discussing the 

argumentation techniques. 

 

Media 

Another audience that is both physically present in the situation and guiding the mental construction 

of the rhetor, is the media. The budget presentations attract a crowd of journalists and other media 

representatives in the parliament session as well as in the Economic Association’s meetings. This 

audience has a two-fold role. On one hand, the journalists will act as mediators, passing the 

information on the budget proposal to larger audiences, both on national and international level. On 

the other hand, the media most certainly will choose the most important parts of the speech, 

summarize it, select headlines and citations, comment on them and so on. By putting the budget 

presentation in the cover of a newspaper, choosing a juicy headline and quoting certain parts of the 

speech, the media is setting the agenda for the day.  

 

The debate on the role of the media in the present-day society is still going strong: is it a watchdog, 

closely examining and observing the power institutions (such as the government and the 

parliament), or is it merely a useful tool for the institutions holding the power – or something in 

between (see e.g. Kunelius 2003). Nevertheless, even though the media is no longer widely thought 

of having an immediate impact on its users – putting “pictures in our heads” as Lippmann (1922) 

claimed – it can be stated with some certainty that the media has a significant role in creating, 

modifying and participating in public discourse. According to the agenda-setting theory, the media 

has an important role in deciding, not so much what we think about something, but what to think 

about in the first place. Media can thus affect both public opinion and policy decisions. (McCombs 

& Bell 1996; Weaver, McCombs & Shaw 2004.) For politicians, media is needed in order to pass 

the word to the public and to gain publicity. Mediatization is one of the three major trends in 

political communication, the others being americanization and modernization (e.g. Aarnio & 

Isotalus 2000). Studies on mediatization (Hjarvard 2008; Strömbäck 2008) imply that politics is no 

longer following the logic of the parties, but the logic of the media. Political messages are presented 

so that they are most attractive to the media and thus most likely to gain publicity. In fact, in most 

cases politicians do not address the citizens directly but use the media as the a priori audience. This 

affects the message, style, structure and presentation of political communication. Reunanen, 

Kunelius and Noppari (2010) state that in the Finland of 2000’s, the media has become one key 

element of decision-making. They also argue that the Finnish consensus culture and the small 
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decision-making elites shape the way in which mediatization affects policy-making. Consequently, 

the media is one constructed audience that the Minister of Finance will keep in mind when giving 

his speech. Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1996, 273) speculate that the growing concentration 

of media on economic policies is due to the great recession of 1990’s and the then awoken common 

interest on economic issues. One sign of the weight of economy in the media today is the great 

amount of news relating to economy and finances not only in specialist media but also in 

mainstream newspapers and television. 

 

In contrast to parliament members or economic decision-makers, the media is not explicitly 

addressed in the speeches. First and foremost, the presence of media can be seen in the style of the 

speeches. The speeches are written in a language that requires skills in economy in order to 

understand it. Concepts from the economic or financial world, together with calculations and 

estimations comprise the core of the budget, as well as the presentation. But, the budget 

presentation is not solely about economic facts and figures. The speeches are written in a way that 

allows a common man to understand the basic content – if he is capable of listening or looking 

between and beyond the figures. Here steps in the media: a journalist with highly developed reading 

skills and expertise on economics is more likely to find the sentences or chapters that are 

understandable for large audiences. For instance, a long chapter on income tax reductions with such 

incomprehensible concepts as “economic fluctuation” or “domestic demand” and figures like 870 

million euros or 3,5 percent is finalised with a sentence “We want to thus strengthen the Finns’ trust 

in the future” (P2008). It remains to the media to decide what kind of argumentation is easier to 

“sell” to the audience: one that relies on economic terminology and data or one that carries 

references to understandable – yet ambiguous – concepts, such as trust. Minister Katainen adapts to 

the logic of media by using amongst the economic language simple and strong sentences, which 

could easily be made into headlines.  

 

The speeches held at the Economic Association differ from the ones held in the parliament, as they 

are more thoroughly written in an economic language. These presentations are not so much 

presented or discussed in mainstream media, which partly explains their different style-choices or 

emphasis. When it comes to economic journalists in specialist magazines, one may see their role 

similar to the one of economic experts. Heinonen et al. (1996, 63) point out a trend that affects 

economic politics and is also visible in the speeches: the professionalization of economic journalists 

and economists. As the power of state bureaucracies and thus of experts grows, and clear social 

interest groups go through changes, economic politics steps a bit aside from political party 
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affiliations. Policy decisions can be supported by economic “facts” that guide the vaguely argued 

“nation’s interest”. In other words, politics becomes less politics and more administration and 

readjustment to economic realities. In one of the speeches, the speaker in fact accentuates that the 

government or the budget cannot solve all problems caused by a global economic crisis. 

 
We should accept the fact that with resuscitation we cannot sweep under the carpet all the illness that the global 
economic crisis causes to us. We must simply stand for a while worse times and its [sic] consequences. 
(EA2008.) 

 
This example shows how the budget presentations are not only moving away from political party 

logic towards the logic of the media, but how they are also following the logic of economics. The 

problem of this logic is, whether or not a single citizen, politician or even a state can have influence 

on it.    

 

Citizens 

Perhaps the most interesting particular audience for the budget presentations are the citizens. The 

citizens of Finland are subject to the decisions made in the budget, they are the providers and users 

of the welfare state and their obedience is needed. The public will also decide whether it supports 

the governmental policies as voters in the following parliamentary elections. Heinonen et al. (1996, 

62–63) see the public as a divided audience. They parallel “enlighted” citizens with media 

representatives and mainstream members of the Economic Association, and separate them from 

“ordinary” citizens, that are just interested in social affairs and mainly follow economic policy 

through media. This may be true for the association presentations, but the public that is addressed in 

the parliamentary speeches could be divided differently, according to socio-economic status and 

party-political affiliation. The budget presentation seeks for approval within different corners of the 

society. 

 

As the speaker emphasizes in his presentations, budget or economic policy overall is always a 

question of choices. In order to make these choices, which are closely connected to values, seem 

righteous and justified, they need to be argued so that the public can support them. Trust in the 

government’s ability to conduct economic policy, which was required from economic decision-

makers or the enterprise sector should also be achieved among the wider public. In an economic 

rhetoric the role of the public is, however, reduced to its economic functions. The people is most of 

all seen as economic entities: as households, employees or unemployed, tax-payers and consumers. 

 
The engine for domestic demand has been the Finnish consumer with a positive attitude towards future (P2007). 



 

 55 

Restricting the public into purely pieces of an economic puzzle is undoubtedly not effective rhetoric 

in the minds of all people. Therefore, a touch of human interest is added into the speeches. The 

economic decisions are supported by stating that there is also other kind of value in them. This 

social value, described with big words such as “hope”, “belief” or “dreams” surely is something 

worth striving for.  

 
[---] income tax reduction, reduction of food’s value-added tax, household deduction and pension income 
allowance will add substantially to Finns’ purchasing power. With that one can purchase, employ, build one’s 
own and one’s neighbor’s future with trustful minds. (P2008.) 

 
Already for this year the employment and education subsidies for the disabled were doubled. Our goal is that 
everyone could, despite their abilities, fulfill their lives and dreams. (P2008.) 

 

The speaker does pay quite a lot of attention to the underprivileged in the society. This may seem to 

be a surprising choice from a right-wing, bourgeois politician. Under minister Katainen’s lead, the 

National Coalition Party has shifted away from its traditional rhetoric and moved more and more 

towards the language and imaginary loaned from left-wing and socialist parties. The party has in its 

recent campaigns utilized the advertising agency Bob Helsinki, which is known for creating showy 

events for publicity (Karvonen 2007, 128). The way in which Bob Helsinki might influence also the 

content of the National Coalition Party’s political advertising has been debated in the media (see 

e.g. Voima 2/2009). It has been argued that it in fact is the advertising and marketing experts from 

“Boboomus” (Kokoomus and Bob Helsinki molded into one) that guide the party’s policy choices. 

Karvonen (2007, 128) labels Bob Helsinki as an “attention economy agency”, using Davenport and 

Beck’s (2001) idea where gaining people’s attention is seen as a valuable asset in today’s 

information overflow. In the presidential elections in 2006 the National Coalition Party took full 

advantage of attention economy, when the party’s candidate Sauli Niinistö unexpectedly declared 

himself as a “workers’ president”. Also later the party has used artifacts referring to working-class 

ideology. This has surely proved to be a successful shift, as the party has grown in popularity and 

surpassed the Social-Democrats (YLE 29.1.2010). Bob Helsinki was also responsible for the “Don’t 

feed the depression” [“Älä ruoki lamaa”] campaign in 2009, financed in cooperation of several 

large companies. The massive advertising campaign was aimed at increasing private consumerism 

on the verge of an economic crisis. (See Taloussanomat 7.1.2009.) 

 

To conclude, the budget presentations address four different particular audiences, which follow the 

definitions made by Bitzer (1968) and Perelman (1969). They are capable of being influenced and 

acting as mediators of change, as well as in the interest of the speaker to be influenced by his 

argumentation. The members of the parliament have to approve the budget proposal, the economic 
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experts and the citizens are needed in order to maintain trust in the society and the media must be 

addressed so that it passes the word as it is intended. Moreover, it could be argued that the 

presentations have not only shifted from the logic of politics into following the logic of media, but 

also, and even more importantly, the logic of economics. It seems that economy is subtly separated 

from politics – interestingly enough, especially when the minister is addressing the parliament – and 

thus seen as an outside force. Using economy as the backbone of argumentation connects it to the 

anticipated beliefs and values of the audience. In addition to addressing particular audiences 

differently, the speaker has a construction of a universal audience, which also guides the 

argumentation. 

 

5.4.2 Universal Audience 

 

The universal audience in Perelman’s terms consists of all human beings that are considered 

reasonable (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969). Summa (1996, 67–68) mentions how 

argumentation that seeks its approval from a universal audience is morally acceptable. Therefore the 

universal audience can, as a construction, work in determining the soundness, reasonableness and 

morality of argumentation. As discussed earlier, the concept may prove to be useless in actual 

analysis, as it is difficult to adapt to empirical situations. Gross (1999) claims that the universal 

audience is addressed with argumentation based on facts, not values, and the universal audience is 

thus used in order to assess the quality, that is, the factuality of the arguments. In economic policy 

the “factuality” is difficult to assess: the ideological nature of economic theories may prevent them 

from achieving the status of universally accepted truths. Then again, focusing on pure mathematical 

calculations is not relevant in this study. Instead, I have chosen to use the concept of universal 

audience in accordance with Crosswhite’s (1989) view. Here the speaker does not choose between a 

particular and a universal audience, but addresses them simultaneously. The universal audience is 

constructed from particular audiences and functions as a normative tool throughout the 

argumentation. It is tied to cultural and spatio-temporal elements: each culture has its own universal 

audience (Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969).  

 

The budget presentations’ universal audience could be labeled as an entity called the Finnish 

society. Therefore the soundness of argumentation is judged by its accordance with the society’s 

norms, beliefs and values. Finnish society is yet not easily defined. It implies that there exists a 

“Finnishness”, which is distinctive and definable, and a society, that could be examined as a whole 

(Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 10). Whereas a nation is an “imagined community” as Anderson (1989) 
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puts it, the Finnish society is an imagined universal audience. Because Minister Katainen keeps 

referring to the “Finnish society” and “us Finns”, he must have a construction of the concept. In 

order to come in terms with this construction, one must look into different components of the 

society. Generally, the Finnish society can be understood as an aggregate of state and culture 

(Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 27). One way to characterize the universal audience is to look at these 

two sides and their features. 

 

State 

The state-side of the Finnish society could be defined as a Nordic welfare state, challenged by 

changes in the economic development and neoliberal or individual ideologies. Welfare states are 

based on the understanding of society as the producer of social problems, such as unemployment, 

poverty or exclusion. Therefore it is the society’s duty to solve these problems, with the help of 

public services, income transfers and social benefits. The Nordic welfare state adores universalism: 

social policy is for everyone. This social-democratic model emphasizes the role of the state, which 

is the key provider of welfare services. This results in extensive taxation. The Nordic model is also 

known for the relatively equal status of men and women in the society. (Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 

114–126.) 

 

According to Saari (2006, 11), “The Finnish model”, i.e. institutions and policies related to the 

welfare state ideology that have been practiced in Finland, has received a good international 

reputation. The model has succeeded in combining economic growth, competitiveness, high 

employment rate with educational and social policy frameworks maintained by government 

officials. In addition, a transfer into an information society and promoting sustainable development 

has been effective. The economic policy conducted in Finland has often been referred to as the 

“long line” (see Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993). The idea of a long-term, consistent and coherent 

policy framework within which economic and financial decisions are made, is also visible in the 

budget presentations: “The long line of Finnish economic policy – its cornerstone – is born from 

perseverance and consistency” (EA2007). However, the history of economic policy in Finland can 

also be divided into an old and a new model, which are separated by the great recession in the early 

1990’s. Böckerman and Kiander (2006, 140–151) define the characteristics of the old model as 

state’s control of capital flows, extensive public ownership of companies, regulations limiting 

competition and a non-neutral, sharply progressive taxation that favored investments. The aim of 

economic policy was mainly to secure employment and economic growth, but the model also 

succeeded in providing for wide and high-level social services for the public. This old model, based 
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on heavy control of the market economy and active industrial policies, eroded at the turn of the 

1990’s (Böckerman & Kiander 2006, 151). 

 

There are, according to Böckerman and Kiander (2006, 151–153), multiple global factors behind 

the changes in Finnish economic policy: international organizations and agreements which 

promoted free trade, liberalization of capital flows and the ideological and political changes in the 

US and the UK which strived for deregulation of the economy. Finland clashed with this 

international pressure at the end of 80’s and started to liberate the state’s control of the market 

economy. The new model of economic policy was born, characterized by the liberation of capital 

flows and the money market and a more neutral taxation that no longer patronized investments. 

State began to privatize its companies, income policy concentrated on moderate wage claims and 

there was no longer room for the development of social policy. However, not all changes were easy 

and problem-free. Böckerman and Kiander (2006, 155) cite Vihriälä (1996) and Kiander and Vartia 

(1998), when claiming that the liberation of capital flows and money market resulted in 

exaggerations, which caused a bank crisis and a currency crisis – inevitably resulting in a great 

recession and even an economic depression. Especially the drastic unemployment rate brought 

about by the depression cast a shadow over the adored “Finnish model”. 

 

The Finnish welfare state has obviously developed in rhythm with economy. The welfare system is 

based on stabile economic development, and uncertainty and insecurity in the economy may 

weaken the system. The dynamic between economic policy and social policy is yet duplex. During 

the depression of 1990’s, public expenditures on social services were cut down and social benefits 

were either reduced or made more means-tested (Pohjola 1999 in Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 133). 

Julkunen (2001) has argued that the depression was not so much the cause for the drastic changes in 

social policy, but the effect of decisions that were made in the name of integration to global 

economy and Europe. In order to adjust to the new situation, recession and unemployment were 

used as repair methods. Economic competitiveness was seen as first priority, and the state aimed at 

restricting public expenditures. Hence, attitudinal changes towards the welfare system can result in 

actions taken to reduce its costs – a move from universalism towards selectivity. Pekonen (1998 in 

Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 133) has labeled this as the transformation from industrial capitalism to 

individual capitalism: collective support for public interest gives place to individualism and selfish 

benefit. This way of thinking is related to the neoliberal regime in political economy, which results 

in privatization of services, reduced taxation and more carefully scrutinized distribution of welfare 

benefits, ultimately leading to growing economic inequality among citizens.  
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At the turn of the new millennium, Finland moved from policies favoring heavy industry 

investments into innovation politics that stress research and development. The production structure 

changed because of the growth in electronics industry and telecommunications, embodied in the 

role of Nokia. With the membership in the European Union in 1994, the state has even more lost its 

independency in guiding national economic policies and the national economy is more dependent 

on international competition.  (Böckerman & Kiander 2006, 156–157; 167) In the beginning of the 

21st century, the new Finnish model could have again been seen as a success: the employment rate 

was slowly rising, economic growth was fast and the level of inflation low. On the other hand, 

social inequality had enlarged; regional differences were growing and working life was 

characterized by fragmentation and uncertainty (ibid. 156–158; 170–172). Nevertheless, Böckerman 

and Kiander (2006, 172) see – or at least saw before the current economic crisis – the future of 

Finnish national economy as very bright.  

 

Now the global financial crisis has awoken new questions and reasons for concern: will the 

employment rate drop again, will the slowing of investments lead to a downfall of the national 

economy, how will the country survive in the turmoil of global markets? Will the crisis destroy the 

Finnish welfare model – or what is left of it? The budget presentations aim at reassuring the 

audience of the idea that the tradition of welfare state will endure in Finland. The minister sees it as 

a goal worth striving for, and the budgets suggest improvements to social benefits and services. 

Cuts and restrictions are not going to be made, as they were during the recession in early 1990’s. 

The state will now do its best in order to preserve the welfare society even in the times of economic 

decline.  

 
It has always been a part of the Nordic welfare model, that after an economic crisis the consequences are 
repaired. Here the welfare society has always been loved so much that the economy is fixed after a crisis. 
(P2009.) 

 
The universal audience is hence a supporter of the Nordic model of welfare state. This is quite 

expected, as the majority of Finns is most likely still in favor of small income differences and public 

health care, education and social services. Using anti-welfare rhetoric in Finland would certainly be 

extraordinary. However, the underlying economic rhetoric in the budget speeches supports the basic 

principles of neoliberal regime: private sector, investment-friendly environment, fiscal policy in 

central banks and balanced debt-free budgets. There are also hints of a conservative, family-

centered idea of welfare. How the economic policy is linked to the debate between macroeconomic 

theories will be discussed in the next chapter. 



 

 60 

Culture 

Defining Finnish culture is not an easy task. Culture in general can be seen broadly as a way of life, 

a norm system, a process of producing meaning or as a collection of lifestyles (Levo-Henriksson 

1994, 5–7). In this study I follow Hofstede’s (2001) footsteps and see the Finnish culture as a 

distinctive national culture. Overall, Finnish culture can be characterized as a homogeneous culture. 

The homogeneity emerges mainly from four reasons: ethnic background, religion, absence of strict 

class divisions and equality between sexes (Levo-Henriksson 1994, 68; Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 

61–63).  

 

Waris (1948, 24 in Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 63) has claimed that the racial uniformity of the 

Finnish nation is a strong asset and resource for the cohesion of the society. It is still true that in 

comparison to many countries, there are very few disputes between different ethnic groups in 

Finland. Neither exists there fierce battles between different language groups or discrimination of 

minority languages – the Swedish-speaking minority has in fact attained an extraordinary strong 

status in the country. Dutton (2009, 179–191) even points out how it is often seen as the 

representative of the “higher class”. Besides race and ethnicity, religious background contributes to 

the homogenous nature of the Finnish culture. The majority of Finns (79,7 % of the population at 

the end of 2009) belongs to the Evangelic-Lutheran church (Evl 25.2.2010). Weber (1971/1930) 

draws the notorious connection between Protestant work ethic and the spirit of capitalism. 

References to this ideology can also be found in the budget presentations, where hard work is seen 

as a cornerstone of national prosperity; and the right to work as a fundamental human right. 

 
By reducing the current medium length of unemployment from 40 weeks to 30 weeks we could improve the 
sustainability gap of public finances by one percentage unit (EA2008). 

 
High employment rate and a sustainable economic growth are the future refuge of public financing. The 
government wants to secure that work and workers match better than nowadays. (P2007.) 

 
Work is everyone’s fundamental right, and it touches each and everyone (P2007). 

 
The focus in this budget is in creating new jobs, as much as the government and the state on the whole can affect 
it. Another focus is the support for unemployed people, so that people would not lose their faith in future as a 
result of a temporary crisis. (P2009.)   

 

These examples reflect the two ways in which work is seen as a value. It can also be noticed that in 

front of the Economic Association, the national-economic importance of work and employment is 

emphasized, whereas the wider public reached through the parliamentary speech, is also reminded 

of the intrinsic value work has for individual well-being. 
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One characteristic that is often linked to Finnish culture is equality. This can also be witnessed in 

the dimensions of national culture differences, identified by Hofstede (2001). On the power distance 

dimension, Finland’s rank is rather low, indicating low acceptance for inequality. In politics, this 

means pluralist governments, trust in democracy and small income differences, further reduced by 

taxation. It also indicates discussable politics and a certain consensus among the population that 

decreases the change of disruptive conflicts. (Hofstede 2001, 79–143.) On the individual-collective 

dimension, Finland stands on a relatively individual point (Hofstede 2001, 215). Individualism 

means a loosely-knit social framework in society, in which individuals are supposed to take care of 

only themselves or their immediate families (Levo-Henriksson 1994, 65). This idea is somewhat 

fitting to the Nordic welfare model, where the state is seen as the ultimate care-giver in society. 

Combined with low power distance, strong individualism is seen to result in high level of trust in 

society (Komu & Hellsten 2010, 12). Hofstede (2001, 238) explains this paradox by saying that 

individual societies rely on the norm of universalism: everyone is treated alike. In collective 

societies trust is more particular, trust in the ones that are “one of us”. In Finland, as in the other 

Nordic countries, trust in societal institutions has traditionally been on a high level on international 

comparison (see e.g. Komu & Hellsten 2010). The strive for trust is also vital in the budget 

presentations, and the mere word ‘trust’ or its synonym, ‘confidence’, is mentioned several times.  

 
The main task of fiscal policy is to signal to different economic actors that the operational environment will 
remain stable. Households, entrepreneurs and investors must be able to trust that the environment remains 
beneficial for economic actions, growth and employment. (EA2007.) 

 
The tax reliefs which were made for this year for employees and pensioners and which will increase purchase 
power, combined to low interests have sustained a good level of trust, which is among others reflected in the 
consumer survey, the confidence survey. (P2009.) 

 

A part of the egalitarian reputation of Finland derives from a history with a peculiar class structure 

(see e.g. Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 62). Dutton (2009, 182) argues that “social class is not a clear 

issue amongst Finns as it is in many other countries”. However, placing all the Finns into the 

category of a wide middle-class is problematic: class may not be so closely linked to one’s heritage 

or background, but to the economic choices one makes. Hayward (2004, 114 in Dutton 2009, 185) 

argues that social identity is nowadays expressed, by all classes more than before, via their means of 

consumption. The consumerist tendencies are obviously visible in the Finnish culture too. The 

budget presentations do also assume that consuming – buying products or using services – is in the 

interest of the universal audience. They encourage people to keep on consuming in order to cope 

with the economic crisis, and also try to make consuming more favorable by increasing purchasing 

power with taxation reforms. 
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Finland is also often thought of being a forerunner in providing equality between sexes. On 

Hofstede’s (2001) dimension masculinity-femininity, Finland presents itself as a relatively feminine 

culture. This implies that the gap between different gender roles is rather narrow, and men and 

women are somewhat similar to each other. In the budget presentations, the economic equality of 

men and women is only mentioned once in 2007, when the speaker highlights actions taken in order 

to improve wage solutions made in female-dominated, high-educated yet low-paid fields. The 

speeches could this way imply that the level of equality between sexes has reached a good enough 

state, and thus needs no wider political discussion. In addition, one could assume that the debate on 

gender equality is not the first priority of the economic policy during a time of crisis – which overall 

requires settling for lower income.  

 

The homogeneity of the Finnish culture, grounded in ethnic, religious, socio-economic and gender 

equalities, makes it rather easy for the speaker of the budget presentations to construct the universal 

audience. References to “us Finns” would be far more contradictory if the society was drastically 

fragmented due to social-economic, linguistic, religious or ethnic barriers. Homogeneity is also 

closely linked to consensus, which is highly valued in Finland. The consensual nature characterizes 

Finnish politics (Reunanen, Kunelius & Noppari 2010) and is also visible elsewhere in the society. 

Also the Finnish communication culture seems to promote consensus policy (Isotalus 2009, 195). 

However, as cultures go through changes in time, so has the “homogeneity by nature” of Finland 

faced challenges. Besides economic shifts, the culture has encountered changes caused by 

modernization, globalization, European integration and information technology. Regional 

differences have grown and the increased immigration has changed the ethnic, linguistic and 

religious composition of the country. The status of the Evangelical Lutheran Church has declined 

even among native Finns. With the rise of subcultures and the triumphal march of individualism, 

combined with globalization, it is more difficult to speak of a “Finnish culture” as something 

specific and identifiable. 

 

To conclude, the universal audience of the budget presentations is the Finnish society, whose values 

are deeply rooted in the idea of a Nordic welfare state and a homogeneous, consensual culture. 

However, this audience is no longer real, but has been replaced with pluralism. Yet the ideal of a 

Finnish society still prospers in the economic rhetoric, even though the argumentation might in fact 

seek approval for actions that may be harmful for it. My conclusion is that the universal audience, 

constructed by the rhetor, serves as a moral guideline for the presentations’ rhetoric, but the 

argumentation reveals differing, competing or contradictory values: welfare state is praised, but the 
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economic policy follows the regime of neoliberalism; togetherness or consensus is emphasized, but 

individualism is seen as a virtue. In the next chapter, I will discuss how the competing values of the 

Finnish society, together with presented facts, work as premises for the speaker’s argumentation. 
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6 ARGUMENTATION IN BUDGET PRESENTATIONS 

 

In this chapter I will describe the argumentation in the budget presentations. The theoretical 

framework for the analysis is drawn from Perelman’s (1969) argumentation theory. Before the 

actual argumentation analysis, I will present the structure and main themes of the presentations. 

Thereafter, the underlying premises, i.e. the points of departure that guide the argumentation, are 

discussed. Then the focus turns towards the used argumentation techniques in more detail, 

following the division to argumentation schemes from Perelman.  

 

6.1. Speech Structure and Main Themes 

 

All of the budget presentations, except the one held in the parliament in 2009, are of similar length 

(2300–2800 words, while P2009 remained at 1600 words). The structure of the speeches also 

follows a comparable pattern. In the previous chapter I already touched on the structure of the 

parliamentary presentations and noticed how they can be broken into pieces rather simply. I also 

mentioned that the speeches can be categorized as manuscript speeches (see McCroskey 1978, 97), 

which have been written out completely and then read to the audience. This of course affects the 

logic and structure of the speeches, because they have been well planned, prepared and scrutinized 

by the speaker and the speechwriters. The speeches are indeed structured in a logical and 

straightforward way. The parliamentary speeches are somewhat more unambiguous in their 

structure, whereas the presentations for the Economic Association contain more inconsistent 

decisions. They for example include more repetition, and one theme can be discussed in several 

parts of the speech. The parliamentary speeches move rationally from one theme to another. 

 

Despite minor variations, the basic speech structure of the presentations could be outlined as 

following: 1.Introduction. Presents the current global economic situation and can involve a 

summary of the coming presentation or the main points of the budget proposal. 2.Thematic 

chapters. A serious of chapters that highlight certain decisions, actions or calculations in the budget 

proposal. The treatment of one theme includes a description of a problem, threat or favoured action, 

a solution to the problem and often reasons for supporting the solution. In the parliamentary 

speeches the themes are more detailed and concrete; the EA presentations cover wider topics. The 

thematic chapters are easily dividable with the help of the phrase “Honourable Mr Speaker!” in 

parliament and “Ladies and gentlemen” or “Honourable guests” in the Economic Association. 
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3.Conclusion. Can summarize the main themes or repeat the “slogan” of the budget proposal. 

Usually the conclusion is more abstract than the thematic chapters, and it involves references to 

values rather than concrete actions. It can also emphasize the difficulty of decision-making. 

 

One can see that the structure of the speeches is very traditional. The introduction aims at gaining 

the audience’s attention and also provides a hint of what is to be expected in the speech. The 

introductions vary a little in their length, but they are approximately 5 to 10 paragraphs long. In all 

of the speeches the speaker already in the introduction refers to the economic reality or the 

development of the financial crisis, in the Economic Association presentation in 2008 especially 

elaborately. This is done to set the presentation in a context, and also to remind the audience in 

which circumstances the budget decisions have been made. The speeches for the EA include a short 

praise for the presentation tradition and start off more informally; the parliamentary speeches get 

down to business more directly. 

 

The structure of the thematic chapters is close to the structure of speech modules used in political 

campaign speeches, presented by Trent and Friedenberg (2000, 182–185). A speech module is a 

single unit of speech, which covers one topic. Each module is an independent unit, and they can be 

varied by adding or subtracting examples, statistics, illustrations etc. For one speech, certain speech 

modules are chosen and then modified according to the audience, occasion or opposition in 

question. The use of speech modules gives the speaker the time-saving possibility to use the same 

basis for his/her speech without having to use the same identical speech time after time. Trent and 

Friedenberg (2000, 182–185) identify four steps in all speech modules: 1) gaining attention, 2) 

describing a problem, 3) presenting a solution and 4) visualizing the solution, of which the fourth 

step is not always included. This pattern is also visible in the budget presentations, and one could 

conclude that the speech is structured with the help of thematic speech modules. These modules 

could be headlined (and in fact they are when the EA presentations are published) for example as 

“Taxation reforms” (P2007), “Improving purchasing power” (P2008) and “Reflationary 

employment policy” (P2009) or “Ageing population as a challenge” (EA2007) and “On 

sustainability of public finances” (EA2008). 

 

Trent and Friedenberg (2000, 186) point out that well-prepared speech modules can later be used in 

other situations in addition to public speaking, such as talk shows, debates or commercials. The 

parliamentary budget speeches could be seen as the premiere for the budget speech modules, and 

they are later utilized in other occasions such as interviews – and the presentations for the Economic 
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Association. It is visible that the same modules have been used in both types of speeches, but they 

have been, as the model by Trent and Friedenberg (2000) suggests, modified and varied according 

to the differing audience and occasion, and also according to the rapid changes in the economic 

context. 

 

The speeches cover four to six thematic modules, the parliamentary presentation from 2007 being 

an exception with eight different themes. I have identified six main themes, which are covered in 

most of the speeches and also repeated from one year to another. The main themes are 1) 

sustainability/balance/flexibility of public finances, 2) employment, 3) taxation and purchase power 

4) productivity 5) subsistence and caring and 6) environment and climate change. The majority of 

the speech contents could be categorized under these labels. In addition to these themes there are 

also smaller themes or topics, which I have labelled as more time-specific. Those include equality 

in wage solutions, economic overheating and opposition’s alternatives. These themes were only 

mentioned once whereas the bigger themes were discussed in at least two different speeches, in 

most cases either in the majority or all of them. It seems that despite the somewhat drastic and rapid 

changes in the economic situation, the themes remain similar from one speech to another. 

 

Dividing the speeches according to their themes gives an overview of their content. It also reflects 

the emphasis of the budget proposal – or the state economy overall – which are according to the 

speaker most important or worth discussing. If one should choose one overall theme in all of the 

speeches, it would be the sustainability, balance and flexibility of public finances. With some 

simplification all the other themes could be placed under the umbrella of public sustainability. The 

use of one guiding theme can be exemplified with quotations from different speeches:  

 

Birth-rate and immigration are in the new calculation bigger than previously estimated. Even if this has an 
improving effect on public sustainability, the growth in life expectancy causes an increasingly disadvantageous 
elderly dependency ratio. (EA2007.) 
 

A strong public economy, built on a solid foundation, is one of the few benefits that we at all have (EA2008). 
 

The balance of public finances is not the favourite topic of distribution politicians. It begins to be of interest only 
now when the news are worrying. (P2008.) 
 

So without any bigger new decisions the amount of debt will rise to the limit which is no longer sustainable 
(P2009). 

 

Sustainability and balance are concepts that fit well to the idea of a long line of economic policy in 

Finland, which is based on perseverance and restraint (see Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993). It also 

implies that economy is more than yearly budgets: far-sightedness is needed in order to make 
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sustainable choices that prove to be successful also in the future. However, “sustainability” as such 

is a woolly term, and it can mean different things depending on the perspective. It can also be taken 

away from the economical context, which gives the word whole new connotations. 

 

The mere list of themes obviously does not say much about the argumentation of the speeches or 

the speaker’s ideology for that matter. In order to assess the argumentation one must take a deeper 

look into the themes, and see the underlying premises that are connected to them. Next I will 

present the points of departure, i.e. the premises connecting the speaker and the audience that guide 

the argumentation. 

 

6.2 Points of Departure  

 

In order to achieve the wanted result, a rhetorical speech must be in some accordance with the 

audience’s existing opinions and beliefs. In other words, the argumentation techniques that are used 

can only be successful if they are attuned to the premises of the evaluating audience (van Eemeren 

et al. 1998, 102). These premises serve as the points of departure for argumentation. Perelman 

(1969) divides these premises into two classes: the real and the preferable. I will now discuss how 

these different premises are visible in the budget presentations. 

 

The Real 

Premises that relate to the real consist of facts, truths and presumptions (Perelman 1996, 30). They 

are said to seek approval from the universal audience. The definition of a fact emphasizes its 

universality, it requires no further justification. It can be rather difficult to measure the role of facts 

in political communication – politics is all about competing values, ideologies and policies, so there 

is little room for cold facts that need not to be discussed. It is also common that a “fact” over time 

becomes debatable and controversial, or that a value-based statement gradually achieves the role of 

a fact. These changes are visible in politics and affect decision-making. 

 

Mathematics and statistics are disciplines which are commonly seen to represent factual 

information. At least they are conceived of being objective fields of study, providing facts – 

numbers and figures that follow formal logic – that need not to be otherwise proved. Because the 

budget proposal is in its essence about money, calculations and results are a vital part of it. 

Therefore they are also present in the budget speeches. 
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Income taxes are reduced in all income classes genuinely by in total 870 million euros. (P2008). 
 

The expenditures next year are approximately 50 billion euros [---] (P2009). 
 

In municipalities alone this means a saving of 250 million euros in cost of labour, which is about 6000 man-
years (P2009). 

 

In a relatively transparent democracy such as Finland it would seem too sceptic to question the pure 

mathematical factualness of budget calculations. The assumption is that the figures are accurate, 

and no twisting of numbers has taken place. However, one should be able to set the given figures 

into a context and see their validity in a bigger picture. A “50 billion euros” of expenditures does 

not make much sense, if it is not compared to expenditures in the previous years, similar figures in 

other countries or the other side of the budget, the state revenues. The budget is all about enormous 

and inconceivable amounts of money, which become more concrete only through comparison and 

analysis. In the budget presentations, some numbers are made more concrete by providing examples 

of comparison: 

 
If the interests would rise by one percentage unit, we would have to put 540 million euros more of taxpayers’ 
money into interest expenditures than last year. This [---] would be equivalent to the allocations of the whole 
parliament, the office of the president of the republic, the government and the whole ministry of the environment 
in total. On the other hand, it is also more money than is spent in a year to basic road maintenance in the whole 
country. (P2007.) 

   

A notion that was made already in the previous chapter was that numbers, figures and calculations 

play a bigger role in the parliamentary speeches than in the presentations for the Economic 

Association. This could be a sign of a ritualistic use of numbers. The numbers themselves are not 

that important, but only used as an argumentation technique, in order to make the arguments look 

more credible or “factual”. Numbers thus receive the status of an authority. By portraying economic 

development or for instance the amount of unemployed as mathematical assessments, they attain the 

role of a fact and are thereby rather easy to accept by the audience. If the numbers are not submitted 

to discussion, they could very well be seen as objective, unchallengeable facts. The factuality of 

budget figures can though be questioned from another perspective. Not all of the calculations are 

done with existing data, but they are rather based on assumptions on future economic development. 

In other words they are estimations or even guesses, which may or may not prove to be correct only 

later on. In the budget speeches Minister Katainen does remind the audience of the unsure nature of 

the presented calculations by referring to them as estimations: 

 
Next year the gross production is estimated to increase by plus three percent (P2007), 
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Next year, unemployment is according to current prognosis estimated to be on the yearly level about 10,5 
percent. This, as well as the GDP-prognosis is of course based on estimations, no-one can explicate it more 
precisely at this point. (P2009.) 

 

This is not done consistently, though. It seems that the more unsure and precarious the economic 

situation is, the more the presented figures are stressed to be only estimations. In 2007 the trust in 

future development was still strong, which is visible in the speech and its courageous statements: 

 
With the economic growth continuing also next year there will still develop over 100 000 new jobs. Then the 
employment rate will go up to over 70 percent, which was last time achieved at the turn of 1980’s and 1990’s. 
(P2007.) 

 

The role of estimations in economics is strong and well-established, and is not seen to weaken the 

status or reliability of the discipline. It is yet questionable, whether or not economic theories could 

be seen as truths, which Perelman defines as more complex systems of facts, or more like as 

presumptions that will at some stage be confirmed. Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 274–

275) have discussed the role of macroeconomic theories in the budget presentation argumentation. 

They frame monetarism and Keynesianism as the two main theoretical schools of thought that affect 

the economic rhetoric of the presentations. In this study it was shown that numbers were less used 

in the Economic Association presentations, where the audience is in the possession of knowledge 

on macroeconomic theories and their underlying assumptions. I will return to these theories when 

discussing the use of causal relationships as an argumentation technique. 

 

In sum, numbers originating from economic calculations are most evidently used in the budget 

speeches as premises relating to the real. However, it is questionable whether they have the role of 

facts, truths or presumptions. It was also noted that numbers can be used in a ritualistic fashion, 

when their relationship to the real is less important. This is done especially in the parliamentary 

presentations, whereas the audience at the Economic Association is more likely to support the 

underlying premises of macroeconomic theories, which reduces the need to support the 

argumentation with numbers. It can thus be concluded that the numbers are used in order to gain 

acceptance from the universal audience (which was previously labeled as the Finnish society) rather 

than from a particular group of audience. 

 

The Preferable 

Premises that relate to the preferable consist of values, value hierarchies and loci (Perelman 1969, 

66). Perelman (1969, 74) argues that the preferable is connected to particular audiences. However, it 

was noticed in the previous chapter that the universal audience for the budget presentations, the 
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Finnish society, is strongly constructed through values. These values may conversely not be values 

of the actual society, but rather values that are by the speaker thought of having a universal 

acceptance. In reality they are only supported by some particular audiences, and it is perhaps the 

size and status of these audiences which decides whether the argumentation will be accepted on a 

more universal level. 

 

Hofstede (2001, 5) defines value as “a broad tendency to prefer certain states of affairs over others”. 

The competing economic values that are visible in the speeches are the ones connected to the ideal 

of a Nordic welfare state on one hand and the neoliberal regime on the other. The Nordic model 

emphasizes the role of the society, whereas neoliberal thinking stresses the importance of individual 

decisions. These two mindsets could be based on a continuum, from which one can choose his/her 

own way of thinking. A compromise could be found in a form of a so-called welfare mix, where the 

state is only one of the service providers, together with the third sector, families and commercial 

actors. The risks of welfare pluralism are evident: it is possible that it results in growing income 

differences and increases poverty and other social problems. (Jokinen & Saaristo 2006, 142.) This 

welfare pluralism may still gain support from different sides of the political spectrum, and it fits 

well to the individualistic ideology of the post-industrial era. The blue-green government of Finland 

seems to associate with this view, when it supports privatization of services and stresses the 

importance of family units, relatives, friends and neighbors as the providers of social security. In the 

budget presentation from 2009 the minister expects all citizens to participate in the creation of 

welfare: 

 
In the last recession we lost too many fellow people because of prevailing gloominess. What if we this time 
would look a bit more after our close ones, a little more than what we have been used to in recent years. (P2009.) 

 

This statement was preceded by a section on “love for one’s neighbor”, which was one of the most 

noticed rhetorical aspects in the speech and also discussed in the media (see HS 15.9.2009).  

 
When the unemployment increases, we need more and more love for one’s neighbor. It is not enough that the 
municipality or the state does its best. Everyone needs a friend in good times, but especially when it fares badly. 
I believe that those countries, where caring and love for one’s neighbor are genuinely strong values and also 
visible in everyday life, will cope best with this economic crisis. (P2009.) 

 

This argumentation can be seen to carry three different premises, all related to values. Firstly, it is, 

as discussed, a resemblance of the individual-based and somewhat neoliberal way of thinking, 

where the society no longer has such a central role in providing welfare and looking after its 

members. Secondly, it is a clear biblical reference, as is “daily bread” in a previous speech (P2008). 
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This terminology may make the argumentation more meaningful for the traditional supporters of the 

conservative party. More importantly, it implies a commonly accepted Christian value-base still 

existing in Lutheran Finland. However, with the pluralism of religions and the secularization of the 

society, this rhetoric may be seen as inappropriate and even work against itself. Such a clear 

reference can also be an easy target for criticism: the opposition party Social Democrats criticized 

the government for its inadequate actions against unemployment, and Minister Katainen was 

advised to “go through the Bible more carefully” (HS 15.9.2009). Thirdly, the “no man is left 

behind” rhetoric is again more suitable for a left-wing politician and makes the speaker rather 

ambiguous. At the same time it can work in his benefit, making him look more personal, caring and 

humane than one usually expects a finance minister to be. It remains to the audience to decide 

whether their existing beliefs go well together with these three premises. 

 

In addition to competing values, there are also value hierarchies present in the budget speeches. 

One of them could be labelled as the battle between humanity and economy. Many components of 

human life are mentioned in the speeches: love, family, hope, trust, caring and nursing. But what 

actually is in the interest of the state is the economic side of living: work, education, taxes and 

services. One’s right to civilize one becomes effective education; hope for the future is created 

through employment and families and homes become households. Heinonen et al. (1996, 51–53) 

discuss the role of households in budget presentations and conclude that they are most of all seen as 

those who need to adapt to the actions taken by the state. In their material, households were most of 

all seen as objects, and only very rarely referred to as active subjects. Also in this study it seems 

that the budget is presented so that it leaves only little room for individual citizens to act. They 

should instead react and adapt so that the aggregate, the totality of economy will benefit the most. 

However, whereas Heinonen et al. (1996, 52) found that in the budget presentations of 1974–1994 

there was a lack of emphasis on the welfare of households as a priority for the economic policy, I 

have noticed a differing view in the budget presentations analyzed in this study. During the current 

economic crisis, the welfare of citizens was indeed referred to in the speeches, although it was 

mainly constructed via economic concepts. There is though only little or no room for alternative 

views, such as questioning the role of work in the creation of one’s welfare.   

 

The relationship between values and facts in argumentation is especially interesting in politics. 

Overall, the budget presentations, especially those held in the parliament, are very much based on 

certain value premises. However, could they also be seen as facts? Is the implied “work creates 

happiness” type of argumentation a universally accepted fact? Summa (1996, 70) argues that value 
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statements are often made abstract and expressed unclearly, so that they achieve a factual, universal 

position. By avoiding concrete statements the arguer can also avoid justification, which would only 

appeal to the interests and goals of certain particular audiences. By using the argumentation of “us 

all” believing in the same values or tacit abstractions, the speaker can evade the problematization of 

value premises, which may in reality be different to the actual values of individuals. Using a 

common value-basis as a “fact” is common to political-administrative jargon (Summa 1996, 70). 

This is also true for the budget presentations, where the earlier discussed, abstract and sometimes 

undefined ‘we’ plays a big role. The spiral of silence theory, proponed by Noelle-Neumann (1974 

in Noelle-Neumann & Petersen 2004), suggests that people are more likely to support a certain 

view, if it is thought to be common or popular. In Perelman’s concepts it could also be seen as a 

locus of quantity: more supporters means better or more rightful opinions. This kind of 

argumentation may be of special importance in a society such as Finland, where homogeneity is 

seen as a key characteristic and consensus is valued both in decision-making and communication 

culture. These tendencies may impact the spiral of silence, if less popular or alternative opinions are 

silenced by the fear of disrupting the consensus. 

 

In sum, the budget presentations rely on the value premises that see economy as the key contributor 

in the society’s and its individuals’ welfare. The current government seems to support a shift 

towards welfare pluralism, which is not far from a neoliberal way of thinking. The role of the 

citizens is reduced to being adaptors to economic decision-making, but they are also encouraged to 

look after themselves and their close ones. All in all, homogeneity and consensus is expected from 

the audience, and alternatives to the prevailing premises are not discussed.  

 

6.3 Argumentation Schemes  

 

Perelman’s argumentation theory suggests that there are four main categories of argumentation 

schemes (also called argumentation techniques): quasi-logical arguments, arguments based on the 

structure of reality, arguments establishing the structure of reality and arguments by dissociation 

(Perelman 1969). As van Eemeren et al. (1996, 118–119) point out, in practice different 

argumentation schemes will occur together and interact with each other. Therefore it can be difficult 

for analytical purposes to separate one technique from another. In this chapter I will provide 

examples of the argumentation techniques used in the budget speeches. I have divided the 

argumentation techniques following Perelman’s theory, although different techniques resemble each 
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other or could sometimes be exemplified with same quotations. I have decided to focus on those 

techniques that I found to be most significant in the budget presentations and with regard to this 

study. These argumentation techniques are closely connected to contextual factors discussed in the 

previous chapter, and to the premises concerning the audience. 

 

6.3.1 Quasi-Logical Arguments 

 

Quasi-logical arguments resemble the structures of formal logic, but with careful inspection one can 

reveal the difference: they are only seemingly logical. Perelman (1996, 62) points out that even 

though the inconsistency of quasi-logical arguments may seem to be a proof of false logic, they 

should not be treated as fallacious on untrue. In other words, quasi-logical arguments are not meant 

to be taken as logical proofs. Quasi-logical argumentation can contain among other techniques 

contradiction and incompatibility, tautology or reciprocity. 

 

Contradiction and incompatibility are obviously unusable in formal logic. However, in 

argumentation they can be utilized. Different meanings, connotations and interpretations of 

language enable the use of contradiction without making a fool of the arguer. (Perelman 1996, 63–

64.) In my opinion the use of contradiction effectively is rather difficult. With the strong emphasis 

on economy and its causal relationships, the budget presentations should not take the “risk” of being 

ridiculed because of unlogical argumentation. If contradiction or incompatibility were found in the 

speeches, they could easily be judged as fallacious and misleading, not as skilful arguments. One 

example of this could be found in the 2007 budget presentation, where the speaker portrayed the 

economic development somewhat contradictory. The opening paragraphs included many worrying 

signs of economic downfall, but at the same time convinced the audience to believe that the national 

economy was still flourishing. The argumentation used a lot of words like “on the other hand”, 

“still”, “however”, “even though”, which represent the need to find grounds for argumentation that 

with the used evidence could also be different. 

 
This [healthier risk pricing] is as such a good thing, but at the same time it puts investment plans under more 
careful consideration. The general view is though optimistic. Also according to the most estimations, the growth 
remains strong this and next year. (P2007.) 
 

Then the employment rate rises above 70 percent [---.] On the other hand, there are still over 200 000 
unemployed in Finland, even though there is labor shortage both in industry, building trade and services. 
(P2007.) 
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All of the speeches echo the unpredictable nature of economic development. The benefit of these 

somewhat contradictory arguments is indeed in their dependency on future development. Thus the 

reasonableness and truthfullness of the arguments will be assessed only later. Perelman (1969, 69) 

notes that the problem of contradiction can be solved with diplomacy: avoiding the contradictory 

situation, or, if the situation takes place, escaping it by silence, pretension or even lying. During the 

economic crisis, the Finnish government was accused of not taking seriously enough the ongoing 

situation and its radical effects on national economy. Especially the policies related to 

unemployment were seen as inadequate and attracted harsh criticism from the opposition. (see e.g. 

Uutispäivä Demari 25.2.2009; Parliament of Finland 26.11.2009.) It remains to be further debated, 

whether or not the government was in the possession of knowledge on the upcoming crisis earlier 

than portrayed in the public; in other words, whether it remained silent, pretended that the crisis 

would not really affect Finland or lied about the likely effects. In the budget presentations the 

diplomatic tactic seems to be the acknowledgment of the unexpected nature of the crisis and a part 

of the blame is given to economic estimations: if they fail to be accurate, the governmental policies 

cannot succeed either.  

 

One way of using contradiction as an argumentation technique is to take it to the level of meanings. 

Connecting different meanings into one word is a sign of spurious contradiction, which can also be 

linked to spurious tautology, the repetition of one word where a slight difference of meanings is 

anticipated (Perelman 1996, 74). An example of such quasi-tautology is the saying “boys will be 

boys”, which may appear as tautology but in fact implies that there is a difference between the two 

connotations of “boys”. In the budget presentations, the sometimes contradictory use of ‘we’ can be 

categorized as such: the word has different meanings or connotations, depending on the sentence 

and context where it is used and, moreover, on the audience’s perceptions. I have already earlier 

pointed out how the ‘we’ in the presentations can represent both the speaker and his institutions, the 

speaker and one of the particular audiences, or the idea of a universal audience. In other words, in a 

statement such as “We are responsible”, the ‘we’ can be the ministry, the government, the economic 

decision-makers, the citizens, the Finnish society – or a combination of them. With its ambiguous 

nature and repetitive usage, the pronoun ‘we’ is in my opinion one of the most interesting rhetorical 

features used in the budget presentations.  

 

Another quasi-logical argumentation technique is reciprocity. Argument based on reciprocity 

identifies two beings or situations with each other and implies that they should be treated the same 

way (Perelman 1996, 78). Reciprocity has its counterpart in symmetry in formal logic, and 
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Perelman (1996, 76–79) connects it to the principle of justice and the golden rule found in many 

religions and philosophies. The idea of justice is closely related to equality: all people should be 

treated equal because of their inherent similarities. In a relatively homogeneous and egalitarian 

society such as Finland the whole legitimation of a welfare society relies on the idea of justice. 

However, justice in an economical context can result in a more flexible idea of reciprocity. The 

problem of reciprocity is in defining which characteristics of each being or situation should be taken 

into consideration when judging their similarity. The budget presentation does not treat all people as 

only “people”, but characterises them with more precise attributes. They are divided according to 

their role in the society (workers, industry-owners, students, pensioners) or personal characteristics 

(young, old, men, women). Most important seems to be the economical attribute connected to the 

people: tax-payers, low-income, poor or unemployed. Even some personal characteristics, such as 

being a parent, pensioner or student, are first and foremost economical traits. This is of course not 

surprising, as the argumentation in question is so tightly linked to economy. However, when 

judging the economic policy decisions presented in the budget presentations from the viewpoint of 

reciprocity, the different attributes connected to different people become relevant. If all people 

should be treated equal but taxes are raised for one group and lowered for another, it becomes clear 

that the similarity between people is questioned. It should also be impugned whether all people 

actually are willing to participate in the creation and maintenance of a just, equal and reciprocal 

society. Already earlier it was noted that the economic ideology of the budget presentations 

resembles a shift from Nordic welfare model to a welfare mix and a more neoliberal regime. This 

view emphasizes the role of individuals as the creators of their own welfare. The role of the state 

diminishes, and other actors become more important. Encouraging people to “love thy neighbor” 

(P2009) in order to cope with the economic crisis, can be seen as a reference to this type of political 

economy. 

 

Reciprocity can also be used when two situations are seen as resembling each other, thus justifying 

similar reactions. One could have assumed that the budget presentations would find resemblance 

between the ongoing economic crisis and the previous one, the great depression of 1990’s in 

Finland. However, these two crises were explicitly separated from each other, thus applying the 

argumentation technique of dissociation, which will be discussed later.   
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6.3.2 Argumentation Based on the Structure of Reality 

 

Arguments that are based on the structure of reality draw a relation between elements already 

accepted by the audience and the element which the arguer wishes to gain acceptance. These 

relations can be categorized as either sequential or coexistential. (Perelman 1969, 261–263.) 

 

Sequential Relations 

Sequential relations have to do with the order in which two elements occur: they are most of all 

cause–effect or means–end relations (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 111–114; Perelman 1996, 93). Using 

this type of pragmatic argumentation is according to Mäki (2007, 142) a common and an effective 

way to convince the audience. As Minister Katainen in the presentations points out, economic and 

fiscal policy is its core a question of choices. Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 274) also 

mention how the choices that the speaker wishes to argue reflect his values and views on society. 

One way to find competing and alternative choices and causalities within economic discourse is to 

look at the two most prominent schools of economic thought, Keynesianism and monetarism. In 

order to understand the argumentation in the budget presentation better, a brief discussion of these 

theories is in place. The following and very concise introduction is drawn from Heinonen et al. 

(1996, 80–82) and Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 274–275). A more detailed description 

of the theories can be found in most text books on economics. 

 

Keynesianism is based on the ideas of the 20th century British economist John Maynard Keynes. 

The theory emphasizes the importance of state as a regulator of trade cycles. The focus is on the 

level of employment, and unemployment is seen as a central problem in economic policy. 

Traditional Keynesianism argues that the employment rate is determined by aggregate demand, 

which consists of private consumption, investments, public expenditures and export. The state is 

seen as the key actor in solving the problems caused by the unstable market economy. This can be 

done by taxation and expenditures, and also by encouraging private households to consume and 

companies to invest. In order to maintain economic growth, a secure economical environment and 

trust in future development is needed.  

 

The opposite force of Keynesianism is monetarism, which was formulated by the American 

economist Milton Friedman. It emphasizes the self-regulating market forces and suggests that the 

state should avoid intervening the market. Monetarians see inflation as the key problem of 

economic policy and claim that without the intervention of the state, the market will on its own 
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provide the best possible result. Therefore the role of governmental officials should be minimized. 

The different views on causal relations within economics between Keynesianism and monetarism 

lead to differentiating guidelines for policy actions, but also to different societal values. Stressing 

the role of the state as the provider of economic growth brings Keynesianism nearer to welfare 

liberalism in the liberal political theory, whereas monetarism, favouring free market, comes closer 

to neoliberalism.  

 

According to Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 275), the debate between the competing 

schools of thought has been avoided in Finland by pleading to the special characteristics of the 

Finnish society and its institutions, that are not equivalent to the American model within which both 

theories were developed. Pekkarinen and Vartiainen (1993) have studied the “long line” of Finnish 

economic policy which has developed after the Second World War. According to them it has been 

characterized with a rather passive take, and counter-cyclical policy has been seen as a suspicious 

choice. However, discussions related to the depression of 1990’s invoked a debate on 

macroeconomics also in Finland, and the country came closer to Keynesian-like fiscal policy, which 

actively aimed at balancing the economic fluctuation (Heinonen et al. 1996, 91; Heinonen & 

Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 275). When analyzing the budget presentation held in 1996, Heinonen and 

Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 295) conclude that the speech reveals components of a keynesian way of 

thinking, but cannot be seen as representing pure Keynesianism as such. In this study I have pointed 

out how the rhetoric in the speeches can be seen to carry neoliberal values, which in turn would 

suggest that the economic framework would follow the ideas of monetarism. However, there are 

two main economic causal relations found in the budget presentations, which point to the direction 

of Keynesian policies. Firstly, employment is the cause for economic growth. Secondly, tax 

reductions cause increasing consumption through purchase power as well as investments. These two 

in turn also contribute to economic growth. Accordingly, the causal relationships could be viewed 

as one where employment and tax reductions are the causes and economic growth is the effect. 

 

Van Eemeren et al. (1996, 112) refer briefly to the distinction between cause–effect and means–end 

relations in argumentation, when stating that in the case of the latter, the connection between one 

event and the other is presented as one deliberately brought about by human agency. Heinonen and 

Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 277–278) do not discuss this distinction in their study, but apply the idea 

of sequential relations more broadly. They argue that the main argument in a budget presentation 

can be summarized as “Approve procedure A”.  In order to find the missing piece of the puzzle, the 

‘A, the procedure which needs approval, it is relevant to find a certain problem. This problem needs 
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solving, and the solution can be referred to as an end. Closely linked to this is the concept of means 

that is used to put the end into practice. In other words end and means could be described as the 

components in a causal relationship: the means is the cause which can produce the effect, the end. 

This relationship can then in turn be connected to the causalities found in the underlying 

macroeconomic discourse. (Heinonen and Kakkuri-Knuuttila 1998, 273–278.)  

 

According to my analysis one can depict two types of sequential relations in the budget speeches. 

Firstly, those that rely on the underlying premises of macroeconomic frameworks, and that 

represent the cause–effect relation. Secondly, those that require participation from the speaker 

and/or the audience, and that are presented as means–end relations. This distinction between 

relations that occur without active participation of certain actors (cause–effect) and those that 

require action (means–end) is somewhat telling in the economic rhetoric of the budget 

presentations. I would argue that the global economy and its effects on the national level are seen as 

causal relations, which need no further justification or discussion from the audience. On the other 

hand, the ways in which the problems involving the national economy (for instance economic 

growth) should be dealt with, require actions taken by the ministry, government and sometimes 

even the citizens. For example, the global economic crisis brings about the slowing of investments. 

In order to secure domestic investments, the taxation level should be reduced. The first is a causal 

relation which can be taken for granted; the latter instead requires a certain policy procedure.  

 

It is yet sometimes difficult to point out which economic relations should be seen as causal and 

which as relations between means and ends. The budget presentations imply that most relations 

concerning economy are out of the reach of human agency, and are instead guided by the built-in 

norms of market economy. This view would then consequently support the minimal interference of 

the state in the economic life, a standpoint found in the monetarian school of thought. The speeches 

also stress the global nature of economy, which puts national decision-making even more into a 

trivial position. Globalisation can also be used in order to legitimise certain actions taken by the 

state. Jokinen and Saaristo (2006, 329) identify globalization as a convenient argument for 

justifying nationally complicated decisions made in the name of “international competitiveness”. 

However, the budget presentations cannot be said to represent pure monetarism, as the strong 

emphasis on aggregate demand, purchasing power, taxation and public expenditures point to the 

direction of Keynesianism.  
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In sum, the budget presentations show that the Finnish economic policy is somewhere between the 

two dominating economic theories, trying to maintain its own national characteristics and holding 

on to at least the imagined prestige of a traditional, long line of economic decision-making. In 2007, 

Katainen was still sure that despite the worrisome news from the financial world, the long line of 

Finnish politics should not be reconsidered:  

 
The newest information on the restlessness of financial market does not give reason for reassessment of the 
fundamental line of Finnish economic policy (P2007).  

 

It is also worth noticing that the budget presentations often characterize economic decision-making 

as something beyond politics. It is “more” than a quarrel on different political preferences or 

partisan positions, and should be solely based on the economic reality. This type of rhetoric was 

notable also during the great depression of 1990’s in Finland, and has been labelled as necessity 

rhetoric by Pekonen (1991). For this rhetoric it is common to step aside from policy- or polity-

rhetoric, and focus on the necessity of certain decisions. Of course, the actual necessity could be 

debated or challenged, as such economic procedures as tax reductions or cuts on welfare benefits 

are political in their nature, despite the neutral, apolitical or administrative characteristic given to 

them. The budget presentations of 2007–2009, although at times referring to the difficulty of 

economic policy decisions, do echo the spirit of Finnish recession rhetoric of early 1990’s (see 

Pekonen 1991) by legitimizing certain actions by the economic necessity. Therefore, the 

presentations are not only adapting to the logic of media, but also to the logic of economy.  

 

Coexistential Relations 

Another type of argumentation that is based on the structure of reality comprises arguments using 

coexistential relations. Common types of coexistential relations are the ones between a person and 

his actions, a group and its constituents and the essential and its manifestations. (van Eemeren et al. 

1996, 112–113.) Connecting a person to his actions is close to the Aristotelian notions on ethos. 

With high credibility and character, a person may achieve more support for his actions. And vice 

versa, favoured actions increase the person’s personal ethos. In the previous chapter I pointed out 

how the personal ethos of Minister Katainen is not highlighted in the budget presentations, but 

instead the ethos of his institutions is regarded to be on a high level. One can see that in the 

speeches the coexistential relation between the ministry or the government and their actions works 

as a two-way argumentation technique. By praising the smart decisions the institutions have done in 

the past and its high prestige the speaker can strengthen their ethos; then again, because of this 

achieved ethos, the forthcoming actions conducted by the institutions may gain more support. In 
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this case, the coexistential relation between a person and his actions is close to what Perelman 

defines as a relation between a thing and its attributes (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 113). A public 

institution such as a ministry or the government has in my opinion the somewhat indefinite 

character of being both a combination of ‘persons’ and a large, established ‘thing’. The actions and 

attributes that are connected to this creature then work as an argumentation technique improving its 

credibility. 

 

Perelman (1996, 107) also specifies the coexistential relation of argumentation from authority. This 

is “argumentation in which judgments or actions of a particular person or a group are used as 

evidence for the thesis being defended” (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 113). This person or group 

should then of course have the recognition of being an authority in the eyes of the audience. 

Perelman (1996, 108–109) notes that the audience rarely questions the argumentation presented by 

an authority, but rather the authority itself. He also claims that argumentation based on authority is 

influential only in the context of opinions and values, not facts. If facts can be proved beyond any 

dispute, the characteristics of the arguer do not matter. On the other hand, according to Perelman, 

only godlike authorities can be truly undisputable. In Finland the Minister of Finance is not in the 

possession of a divine status and is therefore easily questioned. Nonetheless, the speaker in the 

budget presentations (the minister and his institutions) does have an authoritative role in the Finnish 

society. The trust in governmental institutions in Finland is rather high (Komu & Hellsten 2010) 

which benefits the speaker. Also the government enjoys the trust of the nation, as it represents a 

strong majority of Finns and their political party affiliations. However, the trust in politicians in 

general may have weakened even in Finland, one of the most uncorrupted countries in the world, 

because of the large scandal on electoral funding unveiled in May 2008. Some polls claim that most 

people trust politicians less after the scandal (e.g. YLE 15.8.2009), but then again it has also been 

said to have increased the public interest towards politics (e.g. YLE 11.2.2010). Neither has the 

support for the governmental parties which were the main actors in the scandal diminished after the 

revealing news (see e.g. YLE 29.1.2010).  

 

Consequently, it can be argued that the budget presentations are very much able to use the mere 

presence of the speaker as argumentation from authority. This is particularly true for the 

parliamentary presentations, where the speaker is more likely to enjoy a higher prestige in the eyes 

of the audience, especially the citizens. The members of the Economic Association, however, may 

regard themselves as being “equal” with the speaker on the level of economic expertise or 

capability of financial decisions. In these presentations it is also clearer that the speaker tries to 
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reassert his authority by referring to the historically important and generally wise decisions 

conducted by the Finnish financial ministers. 

 

In addition to the speaker, there are also other authorities present in the budget speeches. I have 

categorized the numbers and calculations in the presentations as one of them. It was discussed 

earlier how the mathematical side of the presentations can be merely ritualistic, and whether or not 

the numbers, calculations, statistics and figures actually carry any meaning in them. Even though a 

number such as “36,6 billions” (P2009) may not be relevant or meaningful to the audience as such, 

it certainly has an authoritative role. Using exact figures makes the presentation more credible, and 

it is difficult to argue against the power of numbers. The speaker also knows this, and even 

explicitly points out how the “numbers speak for themselves” and cannot really be questioned. 

After describing what effect a rise of one percentage unit in interest rates would cause (P2007), the 

speaker shields from controversial arguments by requiring them to be also based on factual 

numbers:  

 
I would like to ask everyone, who presents additional expenditures via compensating for those additions by 
reducing from state debt instalments, to take into consideration these words and magnitudes (P2007). 

 

Interestingly, the authoritative role of numbers is not so much trusted upon in front of the Economic 

Association. This could be a sign of the more ceremonial nature of the presentation – or buttress the 

notion that the numbers do only speak for themselves if the audience is not in the possession of 

knowledge on the more analytical, theoretical and thus more complicated frameworks or guidelines 

that are connected to these numbers. 

 

Argumentation based on a coexistential relation between the essential and its manifestations 

attempts to connect some specific, individual manifestations with something essential, which may 

also find expression in other events, things, beings or institutions (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 114). 

An example of such argumentation in the budget presentations could be the one between the 

manifestation of economic growth and the essence of welfare. In all of the presentations the 

relationship between growth in economy and a welfare society is both taken for granted and 

explicitly mentioned. When the effects of the crisis are evident, the rhetoric shifts from emphasizing 

growth to accentuating sustainability. In the speeches at the Economic Association, the emphasis is 

on the economic side, in the parliamentary side the welfare of the society as well as the well-being 

of citizens is stressed more.  
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The economic growth is estimated to permanently slow down to beneath two percent a year. During the last 
century we have got accustomed to a yearly growth of plus three percent. The change is dramatic, and the 
financing of a welfare state is in the new situation put into a hard test. (EA2007.) 
 

When the economic growth springs back to life worldwide and in Finland, we must take the actions that secure 
the future of the welfare society (P2009). 

 

Van Eemeren et al. (1996, 114) point out that this type of argumentation can only be successful if 

the audience acknowledges the value attached to the element serving as a premise and the relation 

between the elements is seen to be correct. I mentioned earlier how the reasoning “work creates 

happiness” can be problematic. There are three ways in which the relation between welfare and 

economic growth may be a challenging choice for argumentation. Firstly, the meaning of the term 

welfare (‘hyvinvointi’ in Finnish, which could also be translated as well-being) suggests that it is 

not solely a social concept, but also connected to more individual values, such as happiness, health 

or love. In other words, the constituents of welfare may differ from one person to another. 

Secondly, the welfare that each individual strives for may or may not be connected to economic 

factors. Pursuing a certain profession or consuming certain products are not always decisions based 

on solely economic realities, but also other values; they can be ethical, ecological or for instance 

emotional choices. Thirdly, the competing values of individuals may not go well together: the 

welfare which indeed is supported by economic growth (for instance the “economic welfare” or 

wealth of companies) can be contradictory to the personal welfare of some individual citizens. If the 

level of taxation is lowered, it of course benefits those that aim for most profit, but may in turn be 

harmful for those that rely on such welfare as social benefits or free health care that are provided for 

by taxes. In sum, economic growth and the wealth it produces may not be enough to provide 

welfare – or perhaps more importantly, happiness – to the people. 

 

Despite the problematic of economic growth and individual welfare, the budget presentations use 

the concept of welfare society consistently throughout the speeches. It seems that the view on 

welfare that is manifested in the presentations is thought of being commonly accepted by the 

Finnish society. It is assumed that the universal audience is on the same page with the speaker on 

the importance, content and characteristics of a welfare society. The different connotations of 

welfare are not discussed, and it is neither debated whether or not Finland at the time really 

represents a “welfare society” – be it in the traditional, socio-economic understanding of the 

concept, or in a more individual and value-based form. Overall, it is assumed that national 

economic growth creates economic welfare, which in turn is the key component of the welfare of 

the people. However, such a coexistential relationship can and has been challenged. Layard (2005) 
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argues that the goal of politics should be the greatest possible amount of happiness of all people. 

The question is, what role economy has in the creation of happiness. Judging from the budget 

presentations, a solid national economy and opportunities to improve individual economic wealth 

are the key components of a satisfactory, happy life. Being able to contribute to national economy, 

especially via working and consuming, is not only seen as a necessity, but also as a fundamental 

right, a way to bring “hope” into one’s life. This view has been disputed by a Finnish former 

Member of Parliament and minister, Osmo Soininvaara (2007), who claims that the strive for 

increasing economic wealth has not resulted in increasing happiness, but, on the contrary, has 

become a burden that in fact is affecting people’s welfare negatively.  

 

Soininvaara’s (2007) ideas on reducing working-hours in order to improve welfare are strikingly 

opposite to the views presented in the budget presentations, and to the policies supported by the 

sitting Finnish government. He poses the question: does a welfare society need economic growth? 

and answers in the negative by arguing that the fact that public expenditures and income transfers 

require more money each year, is most of all due to economic growth itself. As the level of 

productivity rises, so do salaries – and almost all public expenditures are tied to salary levels. 

(Soininvaara 2007, 111.) Soininvaara (2007, 114–117) finds support for his thesis on the shortening 

of working-hours by pointing out several reasons for how shorter working-hours would not only 

complicate the funding of public services, but in fact also reduce its costs. These reasons include 

less need for children’s day-care outside homes and less mental health problems that cause absence 

from work. Paradoxically, Soininvaara (2007, 116) suggests that people would take care of their 

close ones better if they would have more spare time and less work-related fatigue – whereas 

Minister Katainen calls for both more “love for one’s neighbor” and more opportunities and stimuli 

for work. 

 

Soininvaara (2007, 118–123) also raises other interesting questions concerning work and welfare. 

His views represent the opposite to the ones proposed in the budget presentations claiming that in 

order to improve employment and the economic growth which enhances employment, we must all 

work harder, longer and more effectively. The current Finnish government has strived for 

prolonging the working age of the people, for instance by changes in the study system and 

retirement age (Ministry of Education and Culture 18.3.2010; Taloussanomat 25.2.2009). 

Soininvaara (2007, 118–123) wants to challenge the “magical three percent”, which is among 

economists seen as the threshold for sustainable economic growth that will increase employment. 

He argues that economic growth depends both on productivity and demand. These two features then 
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effect employment in very different ways. In brief, the welfare society does need a high level of 

employment but not necessarily a higher level of productivity. In other words, we do not need to 

work harder to maintain our welfare – although we do then have to settle for a more slowly rising 

income level. (Soininvaara 2007, 118–123.) These views clearly challenge the necessity rhetoric, 

where so-called economic necessities are put beyond political debate. 

 

6.3.3 Argumentation Establishing the Structure of Reality  

 

In argumentation establishing the structure of reality, elements of reality are linked with one another 

so that a new order is created (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 114–115). This structuring of reality can be 

done in two ways: either by means of example, illustration and model, or by analogy and metaphor 

(Perelman 1996, 120–141). When using an example, a specific case is taken as the starting point for 

a generalization (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 115). In the budget presentations, examples of certain 

specific governmental decisions are provided in order to paint a wider picture of the policies found 

in the budget proposals. For instance, in the parliamentary presentation of 2009, the minister 

exemplifies the environmental aspects of the proposal by “advertising” the company travel ticket, 

which is connected to the ecological taxation reform.  

 

An illustration is similar to an example, and these two can indeed be difficult to separate from each 

other, because their usage depends so highly on the context. The difference is in the status of the 

rule or principle concerned: the example is calculated to establish a rule, while an illustration is 

supposed to reinforce the audience’s approval of a rule that is already known and more or less 

accepted by it. Illustration thus lends support to a previously established regularity. (van Eemeren et 

al. 1996, 116.) The key illustration in the budget presentations is the “long line of Finnish economic 

policy”, which is presented as something previously established and accepted by the audience. The 

actual “length” of this policy is not really discussed, neither is its content explained in any detail. 

A model is something (or more specifically someone) generally respected, which the arguer uses in 

order to get support for certain actions or behaviour (van Eemeren et al. 1996, 116). Perelman 

(1996, 125–128) links argumentation by means of model to the use of authority as an argumentation 

technique. The model is usually someone with authority and prestige, and therefore following his 

example is considered favourable. Once again Perelman frames divine characters as perfect models, 

but a model can also be a worldlier, contemporary or historical, character. A character can also 

serve as an anti-model, of whose behaviour it is recommended to withdraw. In the budget 

presentations, the speaker does not frame any authoritative figures in order to support his claims. 
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However, the use of the Left Alliance as a mannequin for good opposition politics (P2008) could be 

seen as an argumentation based on a model. Accordingly, other opposition parties are, although 

only implicitly, viewed as anti-models for productive decision-making. 

 
An analogy aims at pointing out a relation, a similarity between two features. An analogy combines 

a ‘thema’ which is new to the audience, and a ‘phoros’ which is something already acknowledged. 

(Perelman 1996, 129–141.) In the budget presentations, there a couple of analogies where common 

sayings or proverbs are used. The Left Alliance’s alternative was ultimately compared to “peeing in 

one’s pants in cold weather” (P2008), suggesting that it would provide an immediate relief but 

prove out to be a bad decision in the long run. Another analogy also makes use of an old saying, 

when referring to the complicated relationship between reflationary fiscal policy and economic 

endurance: 

 
If someone can unambiguously solve this problem, they are most certainly also able to answer to the question of 
which came first, the egg or the chicken (EA2008). 

 
The chicken-or-egg analogy is very common, and it is used in various instances when describing a 

circular cause and consequence (which in fact is regarded as a logical fallacy in argumentation). In 

this instance, the seemingly unsolvable case of the chicken and the egg implies that even within 

economic decision-making there are questions that cannot be answered in a way that would provide 

an ultimate solution and please everyone. In fact, Minister Katainen does point out how 

“economists are often blamed for the fact that there always comes the other ‘on the other hand’” 

(EA2008). This could be interpreted as a way of admitting that economic theories cannot answer to 

all questions on their own; therefore some amount of politics is needed.   

 

If the two parts in an analogy are merged into one, a metaphor is created (Perelman 1996, 129–

141.) Paine (1981, 188) argues that the partial or inaccurate similarity found in metaphors is a 

source for their rhetorical power. A metaphor  

 
[---] assists speakers in presenting evocative, arresting and personalized accounts; it encourages audiences to 
impute a respectability and authority to metaphoric statements (because of cultural/historical allusions they 
carry) which are scarcely earned (Paine 1981, 188).  

 

Wilson (1990, 104) explains the use of metaphors in political communication by saying how they 

can help in the explanation of complex political arguments. He continues: 

 
They [metaphors] may be employed for connotative or emotional purposes in arousing emotions and reinforcing 
particular perspectives, and they can be used to elicit absurd images which can then be employed for the 
purposes of ridiculing one’s opponent (Wilson 1990, 104). 
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Heinonen et al. (1996, 68–69) argue that the budget presentations of financial ministers strive for 

neutral, objective and formal language which is common in economic and expert rhetoric in 

general. This results in colourless rhetoric, which does not include many metaphors or figures of 

speech. However, it is said that the recession in early 1990’s evoked a new type of rhetoric, and 

more metaphors and aggravated language was used in the presentations. (Heinonen et al. 1996, 68–

69.) In my opinion, the budget presentations in 2007–2009 are in their core written in an 

economically codified and political-administrative jargon, which does not leave much room for 

colourful expressions. However, there are some metaphors and vivid utterances – although some of 

them could be judged as rather unsuccessful, such as the sequence on “love for one’s neighbor” in 

P2009 or the perhaps unintentionally amusing “however” connected to the statement “We too at the 

Ministry of Finance are of course happy about the fact that citizens live longer” (EA2007).  

 

In the parliamentary speech of 2009 a strong state and municipality economy is said to be “the 

poor’s best friend”. Here the public economy receives a human character – or perhaps more 

accurately a canine nature. This finding matches the results of previous researches. Harald (1995 in 

Heinonen et al. 1996, 68) has in his thesis concluded that the metaphors used by the Finnish 

Ministers of Finance have changed from moral organism-metaphors used between the World Wars, 

to metaphors emphasizing mechanic necessities in 1980’s and 1990’s. Hahn (2003, 130) argues that 

giving human characteristics to government encourages passivity among the people, like the head 

controls the other parts of the body. Furthermore, Hahn (2003, 117–122) says that metaphors do not 

only reveal individual thought patterns, but can also expose societal thought patterns, which he 

labels as myths. Many of the myths that Parenti (1994) has identified as most common in American 

political rhetoric are seen to reinforce passivity and conformity (Hahn 2003, 125–130). Heinonen 

and Kakkuri-Knuuttila (1998, 298) state that the budget presentation in 1996 was very much based 

on an underlying organism-metaphor, where economy is seen to resemble a living creature. They 

argue that the organism-metaphor is used to underscore the speaker’s ethos. In my opinion, one can 

discover a similar basis in the most recent budget presentations: the economy is a living being, 

which can be controlled by experts and skillful decision-makers. However, the wildness of 

economy cannot be “tamed” completely, and a certain amount of unpredictability and 

uncontrollability remains. The biological nature of economy can be seen in the very common word 

choices, especially in the economic “growth”. Growth is desirable, whereas recession would mean 

regression and decline that are harmful for the economy’s development. 
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This biologization of economy is closely linked to the medicalization of various social phenomena, 

were problems are seen as “sicknesses” and the authoritarian actors as “healers”. Metaphors that are 

based on biology or medicine can be labeled as basic metaphors. According to Hahn (2003, 117–

120), the use of basic metaphors that are based on common life experiences is an easy way of 

strengthening one’s rhetoric. In the budget presentations the economy is a patient, which the skilful 

minister or government is (at least partly) able to cure. The economy is said to “recover” from the 

crisis, but such a positive outcome will need active “resuscitation” (as well as in English, in Finnish, 

the same word ‘elvytys’ [resuscitation; reflation] can be used both in medical and economic 

contexts). Unfortunately, just as the ministry or the government are not divine and almighty 

creatures, neither does resuscitation mean mystical resurrection of the economy. 

 
The government’s budget proposal is very vigorously resuscitating (P2009). 

 
It should also be accepted that resuscitation cannot sweep under the carpet all the badness the international 
economic crisis will cause us (EA2008). 

 

6.3.4 Argumentation by Dissociation 

 

All the above mentioned argumentation techniques are based on the principle of association. In 

addition to them, Perelman (1969, 411; 1996, 142; in van Eemeren et al. 1996, 117) distinguishes 

argumentation that is based on the dissociation of elements. This means that a concept is 

differentiated from the concept that it was originally part of. As mentioned earlier, the speaker did 

not rely on reciprocity (two situations resembling each other) when comparing the great depression 

of early 1990’s to the current economical crisis. On the contrary, the differences between these two 

crises were emphasized and listed elaborately: 

 
Many remember the depression of the 90’s and fear of the same repeating itself. Today’s situation is yet very 
different than then. At the turn of the 90’s the price development of housing had a record-breaking peak, from 
which it also dropped down very rapidly. Now prices have gone up fast but still notably more moderately than at 
that time. Before the recession companies were indebted; now the balance sheets are in order and they have 
prepared for weaker times. Back then the situation was weakened by the collapse of the Soviet Union; this will 
hardly happen twice. Because of these reasons Finland was hit by mass-unemployment which is now not in 
sight, if anything, we are talking about labour shortage. At the end of the 80’s there were no worries about 
tomorrow; now instead also households know to expect a turn before its signs are evident in the Finnish 
economy as such. In the beginning of the 90’s the problems were first and foremost domestic; now the problems 
are reflecting from abroad. Then we were alone with our currency; now we have the more stable euro. (P2008.) 

 

The dissociation of these two economic crises can be witnessed already on the level of word 

choices. The crisis of 1990’s is, both in the budget speeches and other texts, most often referred to 

as a “depression” [‘lama’ in Finnish], whereas the economic crisis of the early 21st century has 

remained on a more bearable level of being a “recession” [‘taantuma’]. It is difficult to differentiate 
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the two concepts even on pure economic terms – in fact, there seems to be no universal agreement 

among economists on the definition of these words. Recession is defined differently in different 

contexts: it can mean a decline in the GDP for two or more consecutive quarters or, more vaguely, 

the time when business activity has reached its peak and starts to fall until the time when business 

activity bottoms out. (Moffatt 2010; Lapidos 2008; Newsweek 16.10.2008.) According to Moffatt 

(2010), before the Great Depression of the 1930s any downturn in economic activity was referred to 

as a depression. The term recession was developed in this period to differentiate this period from 

previous, smaller economic declines. Simply put, depression is a recession that lasts longer and has 

a larger decline in business activity, most commonly measured as a decline in the GDP for 10 

percent or more. Or, as the famous quote from Ronald Reagan in the presidential elections of 1980 

goes: “A recession is when your neighbor loses his job. A depression is when you lose yours.” 

(NPR 2010). By both standards, the economic crisis in Finland in the 1990’s can be categorized as a 

depression. Instead, whether or not the current global economic crisis reaches the level of 

depression in Finland remains to be seen. 

 

Besides the differences in terminology that do have some economic footing, the reason for 

separating the two recessions could be found in the idea of trust. Trust is, in the budget 

presentations, seen as one of the most important components of a sustainable economy and society. 

To secure that the society will not panic in the fear of mass-unemployment, inflation and 

expenditure cuts, the speaker aims at reassuring the audience of the uniqueness of the current crisis. 

To prevent the country from falling into an out-of-control situation and an economic chaos, the 

minister tries to direct the focus on the nation’s strengths and future possibilities. Interestingly 

enough, even though the origins for the previous crisis and the reasons for its drastic effects are 

portrayed as differentiating in one speech, the grounds for the survival of the crisis are pictured to 

be similar in another. The speeches are both held in 2008, but the parliament is elaborately 

reminded of the differences between the two crises (see above) whereas the Economic Association 

receives a short reminder of the similarities connected to them. 

 
During the last depression the Finnish welfare society was saved because the public economy was before the 
beginning of the depression substantially surplus and the debt rate was low. It is totally clear that the depression 
of 90’s is not repeating itself as such – and cannot repeat as such. However, the lessons of the depression still 
hold true. A strong public economy, built on a solid foundation, is one of the few benefits that we at all have. 
(EA2008.)    

 

Perhaps the speaker is assuming that the economic experts in the audience will without further 

argumentation see the differences between the two crises, whereas the parliament and the public 
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need a more detailed reassurance. Moreover, it seems that the Economic Association needs to be 

convinced into supporting the government’s decisions – also those that were made during the last 

recession. However, this kind of credit for the actions that were made in early 1990’s is not given in 

front of the parliament. There is no accusation of misjudgments either, but the role of the state in 

resolving a crisis is questioned. The “prevailing gloominess” (P2009) which caused too much 

suffering in the last recession cannot be dealt with governmental actions alone, but requires caring 

and compassion from all citizens. Broadly interpreted, this could be categorized as a dissociation 

technique, where economic policy practiced by the government is dissociated from the economic 

actions of everyone else. Interestingly however, same attributes are connected to the budget 

proposals coming from the government and to the actions that it expects from the citizens: care, 

love and support. 
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7 DISCUSSION 

 

This study included an analysis of the rhetorical situation of the Finnish budget presentations held 

in 2007–2009, as well as of the argumentation used in them. The results point to the direction of 

several conclusions. I have divided these conclusions under four headlines, which will be discussed 

in this chapter. These four, sometimes interconnected and overlapping themes cover the rhetorical, 

the cultural, the political and the economic aspects of the budget presentations. By this division I 

highlight the most essential findings of my research, and also discuss them further with the help of 

previous research. With this discussion I also wish to provide material for future research. The 

chapter ends with an evaluation of the trustworthiness of this study. 

 

Rhetorical 

The rhetorical aspects concerning the budget presentations are now discussed with the help of the 

Aristotelian division of rhetorical proofs, the trichotomy of ethos, pathos and logos (Rhetoric 

1.2.1356a). When looking at the presentations from the perspective of ethos, the credibility and 

character of the rhetor, the personal image of Minister Katainen becomes relevant. This study shows 

that in the budget presentations, the personal ethos of Minister Katainen was not emphasized. 

However, a different type of ethos was present: the ethos of the institutions the minister represents, 

i.e. the ministry and the government. This ethos was strengthened with the help of positive 

attributes and references to good deeds in the past. Also the status, reputation and historical 

importance of these speakers were underlined and credit was given to other actors, both historical 

and contemporary, within the institutions. Furthermore, the rhetor wished to distinguish the 

character of the current government and reinforce its identity by using the term “blue-green 

government” instead of the more traditional (yet somewhat negative) “bourgeois government”. 

 

These results are in accord with Isotalus’s (2000, 19) claim on Finnish politicians focusing more on 

matters than personalities or images in their rhetoric. He argues that in Finland, the American style 

of personal and image-centered rhetoric has not yet been widely excessive. The ideal Finnish 

politician is genuine, businesslike and ordinary, and these qualities are therefore emphasized by 

politicians in their actions and public image (Isotalus 2004; 2009). However, politicians have 

become more similar to other public figures (Hahn 2003, 257), which can mean that the perception 

of politicians is more and more affected by their personalities even in Finland. Assessed by the 

characteristics that may make a citizen support a politician listed by Pekonen (1986, 47–48) (party 
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affiliation, area, language, religion, sex, age and interest group), there are strong reasons for 

Minister Katainen’s support. Besides identification with the voters, the minister can profit from 

expertise and appearance, the “extra value” that enhances aesthetic representation. 

 

It was shown that in the presentations, the rhetor relies on the authoritative role of both the Ministry 

of Finance and the government in economic decision-making. There is a close connection between 

ethos and authority. According to Perelman (1996, 108–109), the audience rarely questions the 

argumentation presented by an authority, but rather the authority itself. In the budget presentations, 

the authoritative role is emphasized in front of the Economic Association, whose members could be 

seen to be on a similar expertise-level as the institutions on the matters discussed in the 

presentations. For the parliament and the wider public, the expert-role of the ministry and the 

government is more likely to be taken for granted, as the government represents a majority of 

political affiliations of Finnish citizens (see YLE 29.1.2010), and the trust in governmental 

institutions is high (see  Komu & Hellsten 2010). 

 

In the budget presentations, one rhetorical proof connected to pathos, appeal to the audience, was 

especially striking. This was the use of the pronoun ‘we’, which was discussed in the results on 

many occasions. In this study, the excessive “we-talk” was seen to have several functions: it was 

used in order to reaffirm the character of the speaker and to connect with the audience. It was also 

seen as an argumentation technique utilizing spurious tautology. Most importantly, the use of ‘we’ 

was regarded as a way to construct an imagined community, involving both the speaker and the 

universal audience, who share similar values and beliefs, and strive for the same goals.  

 

Karvonen (2007, 118) argues that in political campaign rhetoric, the candidate is often pictured as 

one of “us”, in order to enhance identification between the politician and the voters. In the budget 

presentations, the rhetor can use a similar tactic. The reasonability or universality of the 

argumentation depends on whether or not the speaker is accepted as a member of – and his 

arguments are seen to represent the view of – the universal audience. In other words: do “we” agree 

with the speaker’s views? For the argumentation to be effective, the underlying premises guiding it 

should be shared both by the speaker and his audience. The universal ‘we’ may or may not be 

parallel to the actual ‘we’ the rhetor in most cases is referring to, the Finnish society. It was noted 

that due to the homogeneity and consensual nature of the Finnish society, it should be rather easy 

for the speaker to construct the universal audience. However, the argumentation in the speeches 

reveals competing values, concerning both economy and society.  
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The rhetorical proofs that are found in the speech itself, i.e. in its argumentation, can be placed 

under the title of logos. The mere word suggests that the argumentation should be logical, and in 

common understanding this implies the use of facts and figures. In this study it was seen that the 

use of quantitative data, that is numbers and calculations, was very evident in the speeches. 

However, numbers were emphasized more in front of the parliament than for the Economic 

Association. It could be argued that the actual logic of the arguments is based on the underlying 

macroeconomic realities, whose rules and regulations are more familiar to the expert-audience of 

the Economic Association. It might also prove worthless to bring specific numbers into the critical 

evaluation of the association’s members. The wider audience reached through the parliamentary 

presentations can more easily be convinced via the power of numbers. The ritualistic use of 

numbers implies that “numbers speak for themselves” and do thus not leave room for critical debate 

– if  the audience is not in the possession of knowledge on the more analytical, theoretical and thus 

more complicated frameworks or guidelines that have produced these numbers.  

 

Cultural 

The second feature characterizing the budget presentations are their cultural aspects. First of all, the 

speeches carry a construction of the universal audience, the Finnish society of which the Finnish 

culture is a vital part. The presentations imply that the main characteristics of this culture are 

homogeneity and consensus, which in turn provide for a common ground for effective rhetoric. 

They also reflect certain religious values and reinforce the mediatization of politics. 

 

Finland is often thought of being somehow “unique” in international comparison (see Dutton 2009), 

be it on the level of cultural characteristics, social structure or economic policy. The culture is 

indeed often characterized as homogeneous, equal and consensus-driven (Hofstede 2001; Dutton 

2009; Isotalus 2009), although such powerful phenomena as globalization, modernization and the 

development of information technology have brought about pluralism and heterogeneity. Despite 

these changes, the budget presentations echo the idea of a homogeneous and consensual Finnish 

national culture. This in turn would imply that the policies favoured by the government, as well as 

the value base found in the presentations, are shared by the society – the universal audience. In a 

culture where homogeneity is seen as a key characteristic and consensus is valued both in decision-

making and communication culture, it is rather easy for political rhetors to find a universal ground 

for their argumentation. In Finland this includes welfare state rhetoric, which is in practice taken for 

granted. In the budget presentations, equality is valued and a strong welfare state praised. However, 

I argue that the speeches are in fact somewhat contradictory in regard to these ideas. Even though 
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the Nordic welfare state is honored, the economic policy at least subtly follows the regime of 

neoliberalism. And while togetherness or consensus is emphasized, individualism and ability to 

look after oneself are seen as virtues. 

 

In Finland, the strong weight on national consensus can be seen to buttress a possible spiral of 

silence, suggesting that people are more likely to support a certain view, if it is thought to be 

common or popular (Noelle-Neumann & Petersen 2004). This can be utilized in political 

communication and economic rhetoric: by stating that ‘we’ believe in something and have always 

supported it, the audience is made to believe that a certain viewpoint is dominating, thus making it 

look more attractive. The spiral of silence theory also claims that people who believe that they hold 

a minority opinion tend to fall silent and conceal their views in public (Noelle-Neumann & Petersen 

2004). In Perelman’s concepts it is a locus of quantity: more supporters means better or more 

rightful opinions. In the context of economic policy, alternative views on for instance economic 

growth may therefore be left unexpressed. On the other hand, the fact that the budget presentations 

rely on the welfare rhetoric despite controversial policy decisions, shows how anti-welfare rhetoric 

in Finland would be a political suicide of some sort. This way, even the political decision-makers 

are “victims” of the spiral of silence. 

 

Another cultural characteristic that is visible in the presentations is the dominating religion, the 

Evangelic-Lutheran state-church. Religion plays a part in the speeches in form of biblical 

references, such as the notorious passage on “love for one’s neighbor” (P2009), and also in the 

underlying premise, emphasizing Protestant work ethic in a Weberian way. It was noticed that in 

the budget presentations, hard work is seen as a cornerstone of national prosperity and the right to 

work as a fundamental human right. The connection between work and welfare is thus 

unquestionable, and it provides for both a sustainable state economy and a happy life for the 

citizens. In addition, religion is in its core a conservative value, and thus suits to the rhetoric of the 

conservative, right-wing and bourgeois government of the time. 

 

One important notion of the budget presentations is the adaptation to the logic of media, or the so-

called mediatization of politics (see Hjarvard 2008; Strömbäck 2008; Reunanen, Kunelius & 

Noppari 2010). It was noticed that although not explicitly addressed as an audience, the media was 

one of the most important receivers of the messages. In the budget presentations, Minister Katainen 

adapts to the logic of media by using not only economically codified language, but also simple and 

strong sentences. The carefully chosen punch lines and emotionally loaded passages raise the 
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possibility of gaining publicity for the speech. Consequently, the presentations at the Economic 

Association, which do not achieve such wide coverage in mainstream media, are not written in such 

a “sensational” language.  

 

Political  

The budget presentations are – or at least should be – in their essence a representation of politics. 

They do indeed paint a picture of the Finnish political system and political culture at the time. The 

latter is, as the Finnish culture overall, defined by the striving for consensus. The political system, 

with majority governments and three dominant parties with similar policies, also affects the 

rhetoric. 

 

Consensus is not only a cultural trait, but also visible in political decision-making in Finland (see 

Arter 2009; Reunanen, Kunelius & Noppari 2010). The Finnish government in post 2007–2009 is 

following the long line of majority governments, whose proposals usually pass without any bigger 

quarrel. Therefore it could be argued that the budget presentations were “mere rhetoric” in the sense 

that their successfulness would not determine the approval of the budget proposal. However, it was 

noted that the government can have other goals with its budget rhetoric: it wants to achieve 

approval among the citizens and economic decision-makers in order to secure trust in the society. 

Additionally, the government’s lines are not unwavering, as witnessed in the voting for the new 

nuclear power plant in 2002 (YLE 2002). Perhaps most importantly, the governmental parties, 

including the National Coalition Party with Minister Katainen in the lead, wish to remain in power 

and convince their voters also in future elections. 

 

At the time of this study, the three major parties in Finland (National Coalition Party, Centre Party 

and Social-Democratic Party) were still rather close to each other in voter support with percentages 

slightly above 20% (YLE 30.4.2010). For a voter, it can be a tricky task to define the differences 

between the parties, because of similar policies and supporters. For the parties, the struggle for 

being the biggest party means a struggle for the centre in politics. In the budget presentations, this 

was witnessed as rhetoric that could attract both right- and left-wing voters: stressing the 

importance of economic growth and insinuating privatization of services was mixed with the 

emphasis on social security and welfare. An emblematic example of the centre-struggle was the 

silent attack against the main opposition party, the Social-Democrats, which took place cocooned in 

an appraisal for a minor competitor, the Left Alliance.  
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The rhetoric of the presentations echoes the idea in which citizens are seen as objects for decision-

making and the politicians as controlling organs. This view is visible in the biological and medical 

organism-metaphors, which also picture the politicians as tamers and healers of the wild and 

unhealthy economy. The economy is seen as a living creature whose growth is desirable and who 

should be resuscitated. The Finnish budget presentations use similar passivity-stressing metaphors 

as found in the American political rhetoric (see Hahn 2003; Parenti 1994): the audience is most of 

all addressed as passive objects of governmental decision-making. The public should follow 

through the policies and actions suggested by politicians and principally adjust to everything. 

Nevertheless, in the time of a crisis, active participation “for the common good” and some amount 

of sympathy and even love for fellow citizens are needed. 

 

Economic 

The economic aspects in the budget presentations are of course obvious: they aim at getting support 

for certain economic actions and decisions. In addition, they reveal the underlying macroeconomic 

frameworks that guide both the decision-making and the rhetoric. The results also show that the 

budget presentations rely on the so-called necessity rhetoric, which separates economic decisions 

from actual politics. 

 

The budget presentations can be seen to represent the guiding economic policy in the country. In 

this study it was noticed that it is rather difficult to place the Finnish economic policy at the time on 

one of the dominating macroeconomic schools of thought, monetarism and Keynesianism. The 

economic guidelines for Finnish decision-making stand somewhere between Keynesianism and 

monetarism; or welfare-state and neoliberal ideologies. It was argued that the presentations do 

reveal characteristics of both theoretical frameworks, and that they also hold on to the at least 

imagined tradition of “the long line of Finnish economic policy”, which is often thought of being 

unique and successful (see Saari 2006; Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993). Interestingly, the actual 

policies of this long line were not presented in the speeches – instead, it was merely characterized as 

one basing on “perseverance and consistency” (EA2007). References to the Nordic welfare state 

were often made, but the policy decisions and value implications could also be seen to carry 

neoliberal ideology and appraisal for individualism. 

 

The presentations from 2007 to 2009 were especially guided by one controlling exigence, the 

development of the global financial and economic crisis. It was noted that the rhetoric slightly 

changes as the crisis expands; from courageous statements and vast promises to more careful 
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commitments. In the end the role of the state as a repairman for the crisis and a sole provider for 

welfare was questioned. The results show that the economic reality is in the presentations often seen 

as an independent force that cannot be battled with politics. Instead, the presentations rely on 

necessity rhetoric (see Pekonen 1991) which implies that some decisions have to be made, and they 

cannot be politicized: in other words, the decision is economic, not political. Necessity rhetoric 

means the picturing of reality as such where political alternatives are not possible. Such a situation 

can be created through referring to economic “realities” and the emphasis on consensus. With the 

development of the global economic and financial crisis, and the national recession, the economic 

necessities receive a greater role in the budget presentations’ rhetoric. This way, political speech on 

economic issues may be labelled as gameplay or selfish tactics, whereas economic, mutual 

understanding means actions taken for the common good.  The rhetoric is thus not only following 

the logic of media, but the non-debatable logic of economics, which is somewhere beyond political 

discussions. 

 

One guiding argument in the budget speeches was the one based on the relationship between 

economic growth and welfare. It was both taken for granted and explicitly mentioned how actions 

promoting growth, such as consumption and work, would benefit the state economy as well as 

individual welfare and happiness. In this study it was shown that such a relationship can, and also 

has been, challenged, especially elaborately by Soininvaara (2007), who opposes the idea of harder 

work promoting happiness. He claims that the society does not ultimately benefit from economic 

growth – a view that is the cornerstone of Minister Katainen’s budget presentations. Overall, the 

budget presentations imply that the social side of economic policy is secondary to such goals as 

competitiveness, growth or sustainability. Encouraging people to work can be argued with the 

positive opportunities it brings to one’s life, but at the end of the day it serves the state economy. 

This view can be witnessed in daily talk on social policy. The economic rhetoric has spread from 

economic issues to other spheres of the society: “we cannot afford” to let the unemployment rate 

grow or young people to become marginalized. This type of economic language is very much 

present in the budget presentations.  

 

Summary 

I have now presented the main conclusions of this study. It was argued that the budget presentations 

signal a universal audience, a ‘we’ that shares common values and same goals. These values are 

rooted in the ideal of a homogeneous and consensus-based Finland, where both cultural 

characteristics and socio-economic policies are favored by all citizens. However, the consensus may 
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be spurious: the society is becoming pluralized and the Nordic welfare model has met its 

challengers. Individualism was also applauded in the speeches, and the role of society or state as the 

sole provider for welfare was questioned. It can also be argued that the rhetoric of the Finnish 

budget presentations is not only subtly shifting from the logic of politics towards the logic of media, 

but also more and more towards the logic of economy – in this case, competitive, consumerism and 

capitalist economy. The surrounding “economic reality” guides the argumentation and is visible in 

the necessity rhetoric of the budget presentations.  

 

In sum, the recession rhetoric in Finland in the years 2007 to 2009 is characterized by the reliance 

on “us”, a mutual front answering to the economic challenges brought about by a global crisis and 

securing the best possible future for the state and society. This front is lead by authoritative 

institutions, especially the Ministry of Finance and the Finnish government. When the Minister of 

Finance says that “We are responsible for this country”, multiple associations, concerning different 

speakers and audiences, as well as touching on premises relating to both the real and the preferable, 

facts and values, can be made. By this study I wish to have presented some of them.      

 

Evaluation of the Study 

Evaluating the trustworthiness of a scientific study can be done with different types of criteria. I 

have chosen to use the criteria from Lincoln and Guba (1985), which are commonly applied in 

qualitative research. These criteria include credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability.  

 

The credibility of a study can be evaluated by looking at the adequacy of interpretations drawn from 

the data (Lincoln & Guba 1985, 294–296). With rhetorical analysis as my method, this study 

assumes that the budget presentations represent persuasive texts and the results are based on my 

own interpretations of them. Therefore, the results may or may not accord with the actual intention 

of the persons responsible for the speechwriting or the interpretations of the different audiences. 

However, I have aimed at validating my own conclusions by offering detailed descriptions of the 

data and providing authentic quotations from the speeches. Even though the quotations have been 

translated into English, I believe that the interpretation has not been affected by it. Throughout the 

research process I have also discussed the results with the supervising professors and my peers, 

which should increase their credibility. 
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Transferability is the degree to which the results achieved in one study could be applied in other 

contexts (Lincoln & Guba 1985, 296–298). This study is strongly context-related, but the results do 

reveal wider patterns, which could be used as references also in other researches. The 

methodological framework for the study comes from established theoretical works of Bitzer and 

Perelman, which have been utilized in many other studies as well. Interestingly, Perelman’s (1969) 

concept of universal audience, which before the analysis was seen as difficult to apply in any real 

rhetorical situations, proved out to be one of the most interesting aspects of the budget 

presentations. Perelman connects the universal audience to reasonable, ideal argumentation, and 

also to premises relating to facts and truths. In this study, it was shown that the concept can be used 

in analysis also in another way: the universal audience is the speaker’s construction, and its most 

intriguing characteristics are the ones that are connected to values and beliefs. With this study I 

have shown that different theoretical bases can be combined and used in a way which results in a 

more comprehensive look on a specific rhetorical act. I believe that a similar approach could be 

applicable in future research. This way, in addition to the concrete results, my study can offer 

theoretical guidelines for conducting a rhetorical analysis.  

 

When judging the dependability of a research, factors connected to the conduction of the study 

should be taken into consideration. This involves data collection, data analysis and theory 

generation. (Lincoln & Guba 1985, 298–299.) The data which I used was easily accessible on-line, 

which made data collection uncomplicated. I decided to focus on a small amount of data, which 

enabled the close scrutiny and a more careful analysis. However, the original idea of using six 

speeches as the data was ruined because of Minister Katainen’s time constraints and the fact that in 

Autumn 2009, no presentation at the Economic Association was given. As I found out about this 

setback at the final stage of my study, I decided to continue the analysis with the existing five 

speeches. It would of course have given the study a more consistent look, if the data would have 

been comprehensive. Nevertheless, I believe that the results achieved with the given data were 

interesting and well grounded.  

 

The requirements of saturation, which means that no new information could be produced with 

additional data (Eskola & Suoranta 1996, 35), are in my opinion somewhat harder to meet in this 

kind of a study which is based on a certain timeline and specific situations. It could have been 

possible to widen the data by including other speeches given by Minister Katainen, but I believe 

that the chosen limits of the data are well grounded and consistent. The data consists of 

presentations that are discussed in the public and reported in the media, which is an evidence of 
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their societal importance. The presentations are also yearly traditions which offers a good 

possibility for continuation in the study. The differences of the two types of presentations provide 

variety and add to the attractiveness of the results, especially when the focus is on the audience and 

the rhetorical forum. In addition, a similar data, both parliamentary speeches and presentations for 

the Economic Association, has been used in previous research. 

 

Confirmability of a research is evaluated by looking at its objectivity, at how well the findings are 

supported by the data (Lincoln & Guba 1985, 299–301). My goal was of course to objectively 

analyze and explore the data. Complete objectivity in (especially qualitative) research is though 

quite an impossibility, and I do believe that the researcher’s voice comes across also in this study. 

As the data is in its nature political, and the speaker a public figure, my own pre-existing opinions 

or biases could have affected the interpretations. To avoid biased results, I have strived for looking 

at the presentations from different angles and also paid attention to the description of the data and 

the transparency of the analysis. The data is made visible with the help of quotations, and it is also 

available for everyone on-line. 

 

Confirmatibility can also mean the amount of support the results receive from previous research 

(Eskola & Suoranta 1996, 167). As the results show, the findings of this study are in many ways in 

line with previous ones. In this study I have wanted to express how different rhetorical, cultural, 

political and economic aspects “come to life” in the budget presentations, and this is done by 

references to scientific works from various disciplines. This is not to say that the study is merely 

confirming old facts. According to my opinion, this study also provides new notions and 

possibilities for future research. Such interesting results include the ambiguous use of the pronoun 

‘we’ and the whole assumption of a unanimous universal audience called the Finnish society; the 

struggle for the domination of the political centre and the silent attack against actual enemies; and 

the combination of left-wing and right-wing, socialist and conservative, welfare-based and neo-

liberal rhetoric. The necessity rhetoric, basing its argumentation on economic necessities, is also an 

intriguing research subject – especially after the current economic crisis is over and a more 

comprehensive analysis of its consequences and legitimatizations can be made.     
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