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This paper examines in the perspective of perfoomarow politicians in political
interviews rely on linguistic strategies to grappih the conflict between being un-
cooperative and being polite. Three pairs of questinswer regarding North Korea
nuclear crisis between the spokesman for Chinatgiga Ministry and the reporters
were illustrated. As the illustration shows, thelspsman did not simply answer the
guestions as commonly anticipated, but rather flvetjuently and draw on the
information already raised by the reporters. It agg that to better understand how
opinions and attitudes are expressed by politiciemseply, it is essential to study
carefully their verbal acts as performance for peutar interpretation.
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1. Introduction

In talk exchanges, the relationship of politen@ssdoperation, and vice versa, is entwined
with one another (Brown & Levinson 1987; Grice 1p89owever, as Bavelast al. (1990)
explicate, politicians in political interviews halally equivocate and their utterance by
nature is always ‘ambiguous’, ‘vague’, ‘wishy-washyindirect’, and ‘obscure’. The
equivocal attribute of utterance by politiciansuratly raises a question of how politicians
deal successfully with the conflict between beingcooperative and being polite in the
language game of political interviews. A rich aratigd body of literature has investigated
interactional features of political interviews fromrange of perspectives of, for instance,
pragmatics (Wilson 1990), discourse analysis (BKutka 1997, Chilton & Schaffner 1997),
conversation analysis (Heritage & Greatbatch 19@€layman & Heritage 2002),
communication and cognition (Chilton 1987, 2004)d aocial psychology (Bavelas et al.
1990, Bull 1998, Hamilton & Mineo 1998). These sasd though, focus almost exclusively
on the cooperative dimension, overlooking or igngrihat of politeness. On the other hand,
scholars like Bavelast al. (1990), Bullet al. (1996) and Chilton (1987) usually provide an
underlying rationale for politicians’ equivocatiam interview by drawing upon the concept
of face in politeness theory (Brown & Levinson 19¥8¥evertheless, in addition to keeping
different faces of those involved, the gap is elguaident of giving an adequate answer to
the question of how politicians tackle strategicdle incongruity of being un-cooperative
with being polite.

This paper attempts to fill these gaps by examirgngpirically how politicians
relying on linguistic strategies grapple with théechma of being un-cooperative and being
polite, and how they save and enhance the fackeoparty or country they represent while
avoiding bringing face-threatening acts (FTAs) {Bno& Levinson 1987) to the interviewer
and the third-party concerned. To this end, theep@poposes to look into the flouting of
conversational Maxims and politeness by politiciangiscoursal level within the theoretical
and analytical framework of performance. Perforneaischere meant to understand uttering
as a special mode of situated communicative pmclibe theory of performance is believed

32



analytic powerful for a comprehensive interpretatad the flouting by politicians and their
way of handling politeness phenomena in interviéhe findings show that the purpose of
violating certain conversational Maxims is not nhgr® generate an implicature as Grice
(1989) claimed, but rather, as a linguistic stratdg serve particular goals or purposes by
individual politicians of, such as establishingipolans as the agent, saving and enhancing
their positive image and that of party or countrgttthey represent, highlighting attention for
the audience, and constituting a particular inegrpe frame.It is concluded that strategic
practices of flouting and politeness provide gooelans and opportunities for politicians to
distinguish their identification, maintain a poggtiimage for their country, and transform an
interpretative frame.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, dlgumentation is developed to
explain why the Cooperative Principle (CP) and tleacept of face are not adequate for
analyzing the flouting by politicians in politicahiterviews as one particular activity type.
Section 3 introduces the theory of performanceisltsuggested that a focus on the
performance of verbal practice promises a more cehgnsive account of the flouting and
politeness phenomena by politicians. After thag, lackground of the political interview as
the data on North Korea nuclear crisis becomesntha concern of Section 4. Section 5
moves forward to a detailed data analysis withie pnoposed theoretical framework of
performance, bringing into light the analytic powefr this perspective for expounding
flouting and politeness phenomena in political im@ws. Finally, a number of conclusions
are drawn in Section 6.

2. Political Interviews as Activity Type

In his discussion of the CP and Maxims, Grice (1989 claims that ‘people doehave in
these ways’ and ‘most do in fact follow’ in commecatiion. This construal of a social basis
for the CP to apply appeals to the intuition thalitgcal interviews are idealized as the one
free of influence or interference by any internactbrs, for instance, communicative
competence of the interviewer or the intervieweewell as external ones, such as topic,
occasion, and timdolitical interviews as a particular social intérae, however, are neither
“the totally prepackaged activity” nor “the largelymscripted event” (Levinson 1992: 69).
Levinson (1983: 279) critiques speech act thecaytiqularly as developed by Searle (1969),
and suggests that what counts as a speech agqiasfieular type fundamentally depends on
the activity type (Levinson 1992) that the actnsbedded within. This suggestion seems also
applicable to our discussion of the flouting anditpness phenomena in political interviews.
Political interviews as an activity type leaits own distinctive features, of which one is
the stereotype of politicians’ vagueness and eeagiss in expression without reference to
communicative situations (e.g., Harris 1991; Baweda al. 1990). For Bavelas and his
associations, the motivation to equivocate can kelamed by ‘avoidance-avoidance’
communicative conflict situations in which poliegis find them being caught between two or
more incompatible aspects of the situation, butreteereply is still nevertheless expected.
More specifically, equivocation happens most fretlyein situations when the information
necessary to answer the question is unavailabligeoinformation is available but cannot be
provided under current circumstances, or to do soldvbe somehow inappropriate under the
circumstances (Chilton & Schaffner 1997: 212, Clagm& Heritage 2002: 264-269).
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Inferably, utterances by politicians in interviews are morenptex and unstable than as
expected as usual.

Practices of equivocation by politicians, thougtil] sperate within the constraints
that govern communication in general. A lack ofe@mce to the norms may give rise to the
likelihood that the politician is intentionally ebgiting some maxims to generate an
implicature (Blum-Kulka & Weizman 2003: 112). Thaspect of verbal features in political
interviews bears an intriguing resemblance to Ggic®laxims of conversation and
implicature in that the generation of an implicatean only be achieved through the flouting
of certain Maxims. Unless otherwise indicated, bb#hinterviewer and the interviewee work
with the assumption that the lack of adherencéeémbrms is intentional (Grice 1989: 31).

It needs to be underscored, however, that the ifiguiof Maxims through
equivocation by politicians sets its intimate caction to their power in interview. Yet, while
acknowledging the social basis of the CP, Grice89)%ddly rejects social equality as a
precondition for cooperation. According to Fairgbu1989), for the CP to apply in the way
Grice defined it, communicators must be sociakyated as equals. Specifically, what is even
more important for the present purpose is thattip@ins and interviewers must have equal
control over what counts as ‘truthful’, ‘relevantgdequate’, and ‘sufficient’ (in Grice’s
words) information for interactional purposes. Thie indeterminacy and complication of
politicians’ utterance can be further grounded ernis of power of politicians in
transgressing and re-evaluating for their own psegothe very existence of hegemonic
norms in their active production of meaning. Fumhere, the goals of the interviewer and
the interviewee in political interviews are commpothcompatible. While the interviewer
generally seeks from a politician as much inforomatas possible, the politician often takes
this opportunity to promote public image of his tgaor country and, simultaneously,
calumniate his political opponents or related patrtiFor this reason, although interviewers
are universally perceived as possessing considecalnitrol over the agenda of an interview
(Heritage & Greatbatch 1991), politicians with thauthority often exert some control over it
by means of shifting agenda shift, topic selectretgtion positioning, assumption, and so on.
In a word, the agency of politicians in producirige tflexible and creative responses to
interviewers must be highly valued in discussingftbuting by politicians in interviews.

The power factor is also incorporated as one ofiipecomponents weighing a FTA
which is often dependent on individuals’ volitiom context. As face is a want that every
individual has, in political interviews the facecfar is frequently both exploited and
challenged by politicians (Chilton 1990: 204). Hemaist be pointed out, however, that
political interviews may appear to be taking plaetween just two participants, whilst they
are presumed as a talk designed also for an ovéngeaudience potentially of millions
(Heritage 1985). For Bulket al. (1996; cf. Tracy 1990), politicians must defendeth
superordinate categories of face — their own petstate, the face of the party which they
represent, and the face in relation to supportiggifsccant others. Plainly, a prime objective
of politicians is to present the best possible faoth for themselves and for the party or
country they represent, while also seeking to eobaheir face at the expense of their
political opponents’ face. Nevertheless, the irtlinal face of a politician during political
interviews is not as usually thought of as imparias that of the state he or she represents.
This is the truth especially when politicians asked to give the attitude of their state
towards world-concerned issues. The complexity ofldvconcerned issues themselves and
the complex relations among countries involved Gbate to the complication of politeness
phenomena in political interviews. There is thessorsus that failure to make a direct and
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explicit reply to the world results in a loss otéaof the country for which the politician
stands rather than that of the politician’s induatiface. When facing such cases, politicians
commonly equivocate when a direct and explicitydpggcomes impossible. Conversely, the
individual face of interviewers is much more impott The main reason for this is that
although interviewers are supposed to be neutrathi® topic being touched, their opinion
and attitude actually stand for those of certaimiop community. Thus, if the individual
face of interviewers were offended, the face of wWimle opinion community would be
damaged to some extent.

The complication of politeness phenomena in padalitienterviews regarding
international issues leads us to the simple canolibat acts of face-threatening and face-
saving or —enhancing by politicians need to be tstded on the basis of the context of
politicians’ utterances rather than their illocut@wy force (Kallia 2004: 147). It means that in
order to examine how politicians equivocate in yeple need to concern ourselves with the
flouting and politeness phenomena at discoursatl lehich stresses the importance of
viewing the concerned issue as a whole, rather Separate utterances, towards the
regulation of politeness (Usami 2001). This propdsanterpret the conflict between being
un-cooperative and being polite at discoursal les@lipled with the agency of politicians in
interviews, naturally raises the requirement fodyamamic, powerful analytic approach to
investigating the verbal strategies by politiciaograpple with the incompatibility of being
un-cooperation with being polite.

3. TheTheory of Performance

Theorists have long asserted that we must attehdwoand what institutional language does
as much as to what it say&/ith specific regard to the flouting of Maxims pwliticians in
guestion, one approach that holds promise of amrative perspective on it is the theory of
performance. | have to make explicit at the onisat the notion of performance adopted here
deals, instead of with Chomsky’s ‘use of the lirggai system’ or Austin’s ‘doing of things
with words’, but with that largely comes from linigtic anthropology where special attention
is given to the ways in which communicative acts akecuted. As will be illustrated in
Section 5, examining linguistic practices of poldns with the theory of performance reveals
thoroughly how they grapple with the conflict beamebeing un-cooperative and being polite.
Specifically, one distinctive feature ofstimotion of performance is its emphasis that
not only do verbal acts ‘conform(ing) to the convens that govern their success’, but also
‘constitute it’ (Hall 2001: 181). While underlinintipe conventions to which communicators
have to adhere, this notion of performance at tmestime acknowledges clearly the
emergent creativity (Palmer & Jankowiak 1996) amgbrovisation (Sawyer 2001) in any
communication. Thus conceived, ‘performance becornestitutiveof the domain of verbal
art’ (Bauman 2001: 169, italics original). In tlsense, the status of an utterance itself as act
must not be confused with the act that is likelyasult from it, or with the interpretation that
is drawn from it by a listener. This realizationfis\damental for the analysis of the act of
flouting by politicians since what it counts is nist perlocutionary effect, nor its felicity, but
the way performance occurs in the actualizatiotheflinguistic system and the creation of
subjectivity in the language use. On such an adg¢dha flouting of itself is no longer the
most important variable in determining the conttib to generating an implicature, but
rather the use to which it is repeatedly put. Fomaestigation into the incongruity of being

35



un-cooperative with being polite, the advantagethis notion of performance lies in its
capability to ground our claims in more concretentextualized accounts of verbal
communication.

The potential creativity and improvisation of vdrlmmmmunication occurring in
social interactions entail that performance is ljigtieliberate and self-aware. Thus, to
subscribe to this notion of performance also mdhat we need to take performance as a
type of social display that is opened up to intetipe scrutiny and evaluation by an audience
(Bauman & Briggs 1992: 73; Bauman 2001: 169). Baufan simultaneously makes the
note that success of performance is largely depgngeon the accountability to an audience
for the way in which communication is carried cathpove and beyond its referential content.
The point to be emphasized here is that the natioperformance gives licence to us to
examine the act of flouting by politicians in inteEaws at discoursal level.

In line with a focus on creativity and improvisatjahis notion of performance has
the following implication that performance poteifiachallenges or subverts dominant
ideologies. This insight is useful in helping ughight the central role of agency and
individual action of politicians in interviews. Theeological associations of performance are
significant for explaining several things about thkations between violations of Maxims and
being polite. Bauman (2001: 171) provides a listvefbal devices for a diversity of
performance, but the processes of decontextuaizand recontextualization in texts are
equally crucial in the force of performance (BaundaBriggs 1992). One reason for this is
that such verbal acts are intimately connectetiecekercise and assumption of power, given
the factors of the variable degrees of accessxts,tkegitimacy in claims to and use of texts,
competence in the uses of texts, and values atigtbivarious types of texts. The arguments
so far make explicit the point of the accountapilif the theory of performance for the
exercise and construction of power by politiciamsnterviews by examining in details their
verbal communication. The perspective of perfornears therefore a productive line of
inquiry to which we need to subscribe for the pnégeirpose.

4. Data

The data for the illustration of flouting and peliess phenomena was composed of three
guestion-answer pairs derived from a political iviev on the North Korea nuclear crisis
taking place between the spokesman for China’sigor®linistry and news reporters. As
usual, after the spokesman made some brief annm@mte on the current domestic and
international affairs, around ten minutes was feft the journalists and reporters in the
presence to ask questions freely. This interviesuoed at the end of the press release of
China’s Foreign Ministry on 22 October, 2002. Aatthime, the North Korean delegation
was visiting in China. It was also the time aftarth Korea had just suddenly declared to the
world that it had a secret nuclemeaponsievelopment program, and when there was hearsay
of Pakistan’s assistance in this nuclear program¢hvwas well known among the opinion
community of the United States, South Korea, apdda

The North Korea nuclear crisis was referred to dhe started in early twenty-first
century when North Korea suddenly announced toambed its decision to withdraw from
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and recommenaelear program. The declaration
posed great threat to its traditional enemies Sdldhea, Japan and the Unites States.
Scenarios for the resolution of the crisis gengialy in two diametrically opposed categories
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of sanctions and engagement. However, the UnitateSthad had limited success in the
application of either approach in dealing with NioKorea. Alternative options included a
greater role of China, given it has vital strateigierests at stake, or the use of multilateral
negotiations, perhaps including Russia, Japan,Smdh Korea, to resolve the crisis. But
both options had been rejected by North Korea, Wwisicught a bilateral resolution of the
crisis with the United States.

One feature of the data set is the range of camtiis world-concerned issue
involves. The interview in this regard was in mpsit a mediated conversation between
governments and governments. The principled positibChina on this issue, that is, the
denuclearization on the Korean Peninsula, was o#garated to the world. But because of
the long-term good relationship of China to Northr&a, the concerned parties and the world
were more interested in and sensitive to China’sldsbe measures especially taken for the
issue. When interviewed on the crisis, the spokeswes certainly faced with a large number
of challenges in light of the sensitivity of quests and the anticipated consideration for the
face of at least four different parties — the iigwer, China, North Korea, and the opinion
community.

5. Data Analysis

This section is to investigate how the spokesmamgnvmaking a reply, violated certain
Maxims for specific purposes besides the reasongeoferating some implicature and
politeness considerations. It also illustrates hibve spokesman achieved a balance in
replying between China’s positive and negative $aoeterms of face-threatening acts posed
by three different interviewers, and simultaneousiiigated face-threatening acts to the
interviewer and concerned parties. The three questhnswer pairs were dealt with in their
original sequence, and given the intimate conneatibbeing cooperative to being polite,
they were not individualized in the very analydisit, rather, sometimes combined when
necessary. In essence, a performance framewornguga to provide a useful insight into a
pragmatic account of violation of the CP and paktgs phenomena in political interviews.

The first question in Extract 1 was raised by a #@sjournalist. It is asked directly
of whether China was aware of the Pakistan’s assistin North Korea’s nuclear program.
From the very beginning, the interviewer plainkgdrto get the spokesman either confirm or
deny the awareness of China on Pakistan’s assestanaugh the yes/no question (Q1). The
guestion was tactful in the presupposition of tearbay, implicitly face-threatening to both
North Korea and Pakistan. This question is surelghallenge to the spokesman, since
whichever the reply might be it would indicate arkrsowledgement of the presupposition,
potentially threatening the negative face of Ndttrea and Pakistan.

Extract I (IR1: the firstinterviewer;l E: the spokesmanQ: Question)

IR1: Regarding the North Korean nuclear issue, (Q1) hs& aware of Pakistan’'s
help in North Korea’s nuclear development program?

IE: | am not aware of what you have said. But | haviiced that the Pakistani denied
this.
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Perhaps more importantly, the truth of the heaits&yf was not necessarily the case capable
of being demonstrated by substantial evidence reiththe presence or in the future. If so, a
simple YES or NO reply may also pose a potentiaahto China’s positive face and hamper
China’s future freedom of action. Meanwhile, eveit were to be proved as the spokesman
claimed, the most possible inference would be @hina indeed has possessed some
evidence of its own. This evidence having not heistfar been exposed to the world would
surely evoke for the world a negative image of @hi@onfronted with such a situation, the
spokesman had an obligation to protect China’s tegainst even the possibility of threat
(Goffman 1967).

In addition, because of the traditionally closatieinship of North Korea to China, it
was presumably most likely for the audience to mEsthat China on this special occasion
must have been informed by North Korea of the fabts question was undeniably raised on
the basis of both this assumption and the presujppo®f Pakistan’s assistance. Therefore,
to make a YES reply would potentially threaten tiegative face of both China and North
Korea inasmuch as it implicitly acknowledges thastigular intimacy. So would to deny, just
due to a corresponding inference that their ratatiqp was being, or had been, changed.
Besides, a negative reply would probably make thdiesace deduce that China was
insensitive to the hearsay. This equally brings n@hnegative image, for this fairly
contradicts China’s long-term stand of denucledionaon the Korean Peninsular.

Despite this, the spokesman was still expectedet@altle to give a reply since his
failure might result in a loss of China’s face. Treply, however, did not provide any
information pertinent to the question anticipatangefinite confirmation or denial with some
further elaboration. Specifically, the question wa<China aware of Pakistan’s help in North
Korea’s nuclear development program?’, but therattee ‘| am not aware of what you have
said.” bears nothing on the question. This appbremblates the Maxims of Quantity and
Relevance. The spokesman explicitly confesseddmerance of what the interviewer had
said and, by doing so, his personal face was dath&ge the presupposition was set aside or
cancelled. Moreover, through the conjunction ‘Btite spokesman further shifted the topic
toward the Pakistani response to the hearsay, wigaoilg not expected definitely flouted the
Maxims of Quantity and Relevance once more. Theranice of his free-standing assertion
(‘But I have noticed that...”) of the Pakistani deel@don also to some degree violated one
sub-Maxim of Quality, because it was only one siflthe story and its truth had not yet been
sufficiently demonstrated. Clearly, with exceptitmnhis confession of no idea of ‘what’ the
interviewer had said, the spokesman did not offer eelative information of his own as
expected.

An account by Grice might be that the spokas was engaged in a classic example of
maxim exploitation, flouting a maxim to produce te@r conversational implicature.
Assuming the CP was adhered to, the reply as @dre®’ could be read as a deliberate
design for implicature. The former utterance shawihis ignorance implicates his
incapability to approve or disapprove of the prggsition, to such an extent that he had no
obligation to confirm or deny the hearsay. Theelatthdicates that the information he knew of
the current situation is a sharp contrast to thenéw, producing the conclusion that China
knew nothing but thus only. An inference based be Gricean CP is that what the
spokesman tried to convey was twofold: to North ééoand Pakistan, China did not say to
the world that Pakistan had helped North Koreath® opinion community, China had no
idea of it.
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In terms of politeness theory, one may argue thaddition to making a reply to
protect China’s face, the way the spokesman repiéal avoid any FTA to both communities
holding different opinions. It is fairly sensiblbat the spokesman was trying to lower the
commitment of his utterances to protecting Chinaeégative face in the future. The first
utterance ‘I am not aware...” based solely on whatititerviewer had said circumvents his
responsibility for the truth or false of the hegrsasulting in the cancel of potential threat to
China’s negative face. The other Quality hedge ‘Butave noticed that ...." dependent
exclusively upon the Pakistani side also showsrttemtional escape of any responsibility for
its truthfulness. Both Quality hedges could be makes a kind of strategies of negative
politeness to satisfy the negative-face want of itherviewer and the opinion community
believing the hearsay, as well as those to avdidmi@al threat to China’s negative face in the
further. Compared with a direct and explicit repbay, ‘No. China does not think that
Pakistan has helped North Korea.’, or vice vetsaspokesman’s utterances definitely soften
possible impoliteness and are indeed a form otgudiss to the relevant opinion community.

Yet, these are by no means a thorough interpretatio the perspective of
performance, the reply of the spokesman first depdunalizes or suppresses the
presupposition in the question and follows the néextualizing of the Pakistani declaration
by citation. For Butler (1997), when referring toaiting an utterance is referred to or cited,
it is often appropriated and infused with new megai whereby communicators can
constitute themselves as agents. In this contéxt,spokesman actualized the system of
language in a unique instance of flouting, conwertibboth the presupposition of the
interviewer and the Pakistani declaration into eatiye utterances. The hedged performative
‘I am not aware ofwhat you have saidequating ‘I state that | am not aware wlhat you
have said indicates the entailment of his denial to theegupposition; the hedged
performative ‘(But) | haveoticed that...” doing the work of ‘I know that....’r éurther of ‘I
state that....” explicates his acknowledgement ofRhkistani declaration, an implicit denial
again. Such an account apparently reveals thatpgbkesman was rejecting in an implicative
way twice the interviewer’s presupposition that iBtn had helped North Korea. In terms of
‘communicative presumption’ (Bach & Harnish 1978ed in Buck 1997: 103), when the
spokesman uttered what was not expected and wigdt foé false or wrong, it is mutually
known that the spokesman intended for the audienoecognize his illocutionary intent and
consider why. The flouting in the reply is a recagble signal, by means of which the
spokesman conveyed something special. Convincirtgly,flouting functions to draw the
audience’s attention away to set up an alternatiterpretive frame. The social pressures
against doing FTAs vyield a set of interpretations.tin this case, the hedged opinion
performs to avoid a precise conveyance of hisuaiitand soften FTAs to the opinion
community. It is through these ways that not ongswChina’s negative face protected, but
also the positive face of the opinion community wesntained.

This illustration tells us that when analysing aertpractices of flouting to probe
what, and how, a real implicature is generatedGheean CP does not work as properly and
effectively as the perspective of performance.sltaiso observed that a conversational
implicature at discourse level does not necessarégn working merely for the purpose of
being polite to the listener as Brown and Levingb®37) expounded at length, but also to
avoid any potential face threat to the country Wdrich the politician stands. Thus it is
advisable to direct our attention to consideringamwhat condition(s) of the discourse level
communicators violate certain Maxims and what thanposes are.
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Extract 2 (IR2: the secondhterviewer;l E: the spokesmar): Question)

IR2: Theprincipled positiorof China on the North Korean nuclear issue is fipsut
the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsular ahth&and North Korean has a
good neighbourly friendship. Under the current aitbn that North Korea has
admitted its nuclear program, (Q2) what measurdistie Chinese government take
to create a favourable atmosphere on the Peninsutsacefully solve the issue?

IE: We learned the North Korean nuclear issue thathate mentioned from the
news report and we are not aware of the detaile. Chinese side has all along
supported the denuclearization of the Korean Paldnand has made its own efforts
for the maintenance of peace and stability on g@ri3ular.

The next question (Q2) in Extract 2 belongs to\Wid-question type. In contrast with the
above yes/no question, this WH-question expresséscamplete proposition, indicating the
anticipated answer to be its completion. If thekgsman gave the information in response to
the question as specified, then the response wadedcas a reply and the spokesman was
cooperative and polite. If failed, then the spokasmmon-cooperative and impolite. The
guestion itself seems not challenging except far ithplicit presupposition of the crisis.
However, the strategy of the interviewer in askigls that it is not so simply assumed.

More precisely, before raising the request for Bgemformation, the interviewer
introduced a couple of contextualizing propositiofisey are a positive element (‘to support
the denuclearisation’), which providing the spokasmwith the opportunity to popularize the
China’s long-term positive policy is a face-enhagcact, and a negative element (‘a good
neighbourly friendship’), which is face-threatenitige to its implication of the potential bias
of China towards North Korea. Besides, because avkatmeasures to be taken by China
would reflect China’s position, this question adiuto a degree confines the reply to China’s
attitudes towards the current situation. When fae#ti such a challenge, the spokesman
might not be able to lay his hands on a specifievéttheless, given the spokesman being
regarded as the person having some knowledge béityas still expected to at least give
some general information rather than to simply evadeven refuse it (Gaylard & Ramsay
2004).

However, neither specific nor generic informaticgsided regarding measures to be
taken was provided in the reply by the spokesméthpagh it seemed still within the
guestion’s topic parameters. Also, the spokesmdmdt acknowledge or deny the current
crisis having been presupposed by this interviewlerough the hedge ‘We learngte North
Korea nuclear issue that you have mentioned froen ntbws report...", the spokesman
avoided a precise response of his disagreementthathnterviewer, which in this context
mitigates the FTA to the interviewer. This refereras part of the reply meanwhile implicitly
subverted the precondition for questioning specifieasures, which, it must be noted,
potentially brings along with it threat to the intewer’s positive face.

The reference further constituted tactically thadibon for his agency to continue
the reply by uttering ‘we are not aware of the d€taThis verbal strategy as a means by
which the spokesman legitimised himself to dodge tjuestion on measures must be
considerably appreciated. This line, however, dtl serve to work only as thus explained,
but also to imply that information of measures wasfar unavailable in the light that any
action would not be taken until the news report e@sirmed and detailed. In this sense, this
evasive maneuver drawing the attention of the awe@ieaway from the question facilitates,
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and conceals, the shift of the agenda. Precisatguse the spokesman was presumed to be
cooperative, proceeding with the talk by answethegquestion, the audience were naturally
obliged to follow his words accepting the shiftegeada. | would argue that this way of
evading the question and transforming the agendaalyc reflects the spokesman’s
consideration to minimize potential threat to theiance’s negative fac&his analyses show
that not only positive politeness but also negapweéteness to the audience was carefully
considered by the spokesman. What is interestitigei€o-presence in the same utterance of
features of positive politeness and negative pudi$s.

We also notice in this case a subtle change ofaléemse whereby a new topic was
formulated and the reply continued. More specificalhe WH-question was about what
measures the Chinese governm&ntld take; the spokesman, however, deliberately shifted
present tense to present perfect rather than supred future tense (‘The Chinese dides
all long supported...anthas made its own efforts...”’). According to the Grice@®, the
spokesman seemed have tried to implicate convensdly a generally favourable attitude of
China that China would be devoting its own effaotsolving the current crisis as before. The
fact, however, might be the opposite in this contexsed on the features of inadequate
information uttered. One of arguments is that teigly being quantitatively inadequate in
information to the needs or interests of the in@wer is also presumably most probably
gualitatively misleading (Chilton & Schaffner 199213). If so, the spokesman’s reply
concerning general measures having been takeneipdht does not necessarily implicate
China’s intention to make its efforts as before.

The spokesman recontextualized as part of the repéat the interviewer had uttered
for the preface to the question. Therefore no méarimation was provided in the reply. The
repetition, though, was a kind of positive politepestrategies to show the spokesman’s
agreement with the interviewer in the point of gusition of China. If it is so interpreted, the
reply violated the Maxims of Quantity and Relevarmg maintained the interviewer’s
positive face. The most reasonable explanatioth@repetition as a reply might be that the
spokesman had no intention to tell the audiencseonfiething regarding either specific or
general measures to be taken for the crisis. Onctmgrary, he was in a sense taking
advantage of this opportunity to popularize thetgbuations of China to the maintenance of
peace and stability on the Peninsular. Tellinghg titterances consistent with China’s long-
term principled position on the issue serve to anbathe positive image of China as a
responsible and influential country to the worldedviwhile, China’'s negative face was
successfully protected since no sign of China’s biavards North Korea was observed in the
reply. In short,the spokesman through this reply not only prote@hha’s negative face in
the future, but also promoted its positive faBased on this realization and the spokesman’s
consideration of positive politeness for the intenwer, we may argue that the feature of
positive politeness to the audience co-exists Wighperformance of intentional protection of
China’s negative face and the enhancement of ggipe face.

Unfortunately, this evasive maneuver does not estapattention of other journalists
at the press. One of them called the spokesmaactuat for his failure to provide explicit
answers to the preceding questions (‘You havegait that ... and China is not quite aware
of ....") and pressed for an explicit answer with theestion composed of two sub-questions
Q3 and Q4 (Extract 3). This was a further FTA diedcto the spokesman and the Chinese
government as individual.
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Extract 3 (I1R3: the thirdInterviewer;l E: the spokesmar): Question)

IR3: You have just said that China learned from the nep®rt the North Korean
nuclear program and China is not quite aware oftthth at present. (Q3) Can |
understand that the visiting North Korean delegatias not informed the Chinese
leaders whom they met with of the relevant situatd this issue? (Q4ls China
ready to raise this question to the delegation?

IE: | have already briefed you on the visit of the thdforean delegation in Beijing
and the delegation has already left for Shangheoiinue visit. During the meeting,
the two sides have introduced each other's domestonomic and social
development. Both have agreed that the two cowngigoy friendly relations and
cooperation, and expressed determination to comtilaveloping this relationship in
the new century. As for your question, | don’t thinwill be touched in this visit.

Before moving forward, let us examine first the gdiality of each sub-question posing
FTAs to China. Scrutinizing these two polar intgatves, we may find that they are indeed
the same in content but different in angle fromahkhihey were asked. To repeat them in a
different yet simpler way, they are respectivelyadd’'t North Korea informed China of the
issue?’ and ‘Is China ready to ask North Koreahefissue?’, presumably raised on the basis
of what the spokesman had just uttered in his réplyhe preceding question. Besides,
according to the preface to the question, the exest of North Korean nuclear program was
presupposed in each sub-question. It was theréfand for the spokesman to make a reply,
because whichever the spokesman replied as ussagireement with the presupposition is
evident, which contradicted, and further overroldis, previous utterances, bringing along
with the threat to China’s positive image.

The subtlety of the interviewer could also be rexidn the deliberate change of
agency in the sub-questions. Specifically, Nortlrdéowas designated in the first one as an
initiative party raising the issue to China foralission, while in the second, China became
the agent. If a reply to the first were YES, it mie&lorth Korea had not informed China,
which being opposed to their close relationship ISTA to the negative face of both China
and North Korea. If NO, the previous utterancesh®y spokesman at the beginning of the
press release were proved to be a downright ligsicg damage to China’s positive image.
As to the second, regardless of whichever the neppit be, it was most likely to produce an
impression either of very concern and eagerne€hofa to discuss the current situation, or
of China’s indifference and insensitivity to it. &aconnotation would be potentially negative
to China’s image. There are two reasons: firstn@kiinitiative in inquiring of North Korea
about the situation leaves the impression thatrétationship between China and North
Korea was very special; second, China’s princigdedition on the issue was being, or had
been, changed, and the assumed greater role faa@hisolve this issue would no longer be
possible. Viewed in this way, the sub-questionsehawch potential threat to China’s
negative face.

The spokesman was fully aware of this trick, angttid not provide a direct answer
to each but dodge instead. Through the utteranceavle alreadybriefed you...’, the
spokesman attempted to save China’s negative faaecl as evading the question, which
was probably motivated by the consideration of keggecret. At the same time, realizing
such a simple reply was likely to result in theelad China’s face and causing offence to the
audience, the spokesman following this immediatepeated the already briefed information
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as a way to mitigate the offence and reserve Céifee. This way of answering ostensibly
flouts the Maxims of Quantity and Relevance. Howgewea the assumption that the reply did
fulfil another maxim (Quality), we could reconsttube following inferential path as Grice
applied: the overhearing audience was being toldtuwdpics had been discussed in this visit
of North Korean delegation, and since the issuthefcrisis in question was not included in
the mentioned topics, being told what topics haehb#iscussed is informative enough for it
entails that the issue was not discussed, andNbu$ Korea delegation had not initiatively
informed China of this. Conclusively, the reply tne spokesman to the first is the repetition
of the briefed information.

If this were the case, the last line, a self-leggtiised assertionAS for your questian
| don’t think it will be touched in this visit’, might also target them®l sub-question. The
presumed agent China, though, was strategicallyttwsugh a deliberate avoidance of the
actor. This utterance was plausibly designed aspby rfor both sub-questions, because the
spokesman probably realized the audience’s peoremf his evasion in the preceding
utterances. If so, the utterance ‘As for your goastcould be regarded as a positive-face
redress for its overt redirection of his utterameaek to the question. This bald-on-record
change is no doubt opposed to the claim by Browah lagvinson (1987: 168) that topic
changes must be done off-record for its sensitiggyimposition on the hearer’'s face. The
overt utterance, though, was indeed a claim faviaice and in conformity with Relevance
Maxim at the discoursal level of interview. It stses the spokesman’s cooperation and
foregrounds his considerations of face want ofitiberviewer and the audience. Meanwhile,
the spokesman was trying to soften certain offdocthe audience in hedging his opinion
through vague language ‘I don't think it will beutthed in this visit.” suggesting that he was
not taking full responsibility for the truth of histterance. On the other hand, since this
arbitrary assertion was completely personal andestize (flouting Quality Maxim), its
potential threat to China’s negative face was atyiatlly eliminated.

Yet, the function of this grammatical transitio,viewed in the perspective of
performance, is much richer than just thus disalisisethis context, as we have seen above,
it is also fundamental to avoid an impression dfative and eagerness of China to discuss
this issue with North Korea. The transition forsthieason may well be interpreted as a
linguistic strategy to dissimulate or delete sushrapression. Because the spokesman in the
earlier replies had repeatedly denied implicitlyir@'s awareness of the current situation, the
avoidance of China as an actor was further perfdrineset up an alternative interpretative
frame in which a conscientious and mature China higblighted. This has the equal
function of promoting the positive image of Chioahe world.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This paper has examined in the performative petsgedhe flouting and politeness

phenomena by the spokesman in the interview onhNidrea nuclear crisis. Some useful
findings may be attained from this empirical stagplying the theory of performance as an
entry point to investigating the conflict betweeairly un-cooperative and being polite.
Firstly, Quantity hedges were frequently employadthe spokesman’s replies to avoid a
precise expression of his opinions and attitudes,eby protecting China’s negative face in
the future. To this end, the spokesman commongdair borrowed whatever information of
various sources as a reply, while at the same deiberately suppressing other relevant
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information. Enough attention therefore must bedpt the factor of intertextuality in
analyzing verbal acts of politicians in interviewairthermore, as we saw, not all violations
of Quantity Maxim were designed to produce an iogilire, or to show politeness to the
audience; rather, they bore other pragmatic funstid perceived in the perspective of
performance.

The second finding is pertinent to viewing the flog and politeness phenomena at
the wider discoursal level. Negative politenesduiess in reply in Extract 2, for instance,
sometimes co-exist in the same utterance with #reopnance of intentional threats to the
audience’s positive face. Besides, a bald-on-reshiftl of agenda, as the analysis of Extract
3 indicates, in no way always means making someositipn on the audience’s face, but
rather perform to meet Relevance Maxim of commuroa The theory of performance is
useful in facilitating the exploration and interfaion of such interesting co-existences and
their complicated functions in relation to the cdexprelationship among countries and the
very context in which communication occurs.

Finally, whatever the question might be, the spolas seemed have always tried to
seize this opportunity to promote China’s positivege to the world by whatever means,
including that of flouting certain Maxims. The aysds made in the perspective of
performance theory have demonstrated further thisigbal is not accomplished at the cost of
threatening or damaging faces of others; instea&l,spokesman accomplished his goal of
maintaining and enhancing China’s positive imagsuonh a manner that is congruent with
his considerations of being polite to relevantipart

Based on the performance-based inquiry of floutamgl politeness phenomena in
political interviews,at least two insightful conclusions can be madetha first place,
meaning is constructed performatively rather thamharitatively and systemically
determined prior to the speech moment. The evidendde frequent violations by the
spokesman of certain Maxims for establishing hifnaelan agent during the interview. Not
only do the CP and Maxims become negotiable inahauations because of the nature of
politicians’ utterances, but what counts as ‘truthf‘informative’, ‘unambiguous’ and
‘relevant’ may also be imposed by politicians ugbe audience. Flouting in a sense has
become the linguistic strategy for politicians trfprm a variety of functions. In the second
place, just because violation in speech event® iknger proved to be the most important
variable, the act of flouting needs to be conceiasda specially marked, artful way of
speaking that sets up or represents a specialpretere frame within which the act of
speaking is to be understood and interpreted. Theresomething going on in the
communication which says to the audience, ‘intdrpreat | say in some special sense; do
not take it to mean what the words alone, takendity, would convey’ (Bauman 2001: 167-
68).

Notes

"I am grateful to Lionel Wee and the anonymous meeiefor important comments on the earlier
version of this paper. Needless to say, respoitgibilr this version lies with me.
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