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Abstract

The current research is essentially a qualitative comparison of impoliteness in the Iragi and
British parliamentary discourse. It is intended to enhance our understanding of impoliteness,
in particular parliamentary interactions. Hence, the study aims at developing an analytical
framework to account for and compare the nature of parliamentary impoliteness in these two
settings. The comparison includes three dimensions of impoliteness: (1) the factors that
underlie the communication/ interpretation of impoliteness in these settings; (2) the
linguistic set of strategies utilised by the Iragi and British parliamentarians to convey
impoliteness in initiation turns; (3) the counter-impoliteness patterns available to politicians

in the Iraqi and British parliaments.

Following a theory- and data-driven approach, this study integrates different
approaches to device an analytical framework that covers cross-cultural differences in
impoliteness patterns. The framework draws on Bull et al.'s (1996); Spencer-Oatey's (2000,
2005, 2008); Culpeper's (2011); Harris' (2001); Bull & Wells' (2012); Culpeper's (1996);
Culpeper et al.'s (2003); and Bousfield's (2007) theory contributions to address the aspects

of impoliteness under discussion.

The study employs a binary set of naturally occurring data, which comprises pre-
existing video recordings of parliamentary discourse from both cultural settings. The Iraqi
parliamentary corpus comprises three interrogation sessions in which governmental figures,
i.e. Ministers of Defence, Trade, and the Mayor of Baghdad, are being questioned on
allegations of corruption. The British corpus comprises 19 Prime Minister’s Question Time
sessions, henceforth PMQs, featuring David Cameron as Prime Minster and both Ed
Miliband and Jeremy Corbyn as the Leader of the Opposition. The length of the analysed

corpus in each setting comprises nine and a half hours.

The analysis reveals a significant influence of the institutional context on shaping the

three dimensions of impoliteness under examination in these two parliamentary practices.



The analysis also shows that face is fundamental in the interpretation/communication of
impoliteness in these parliamentary interactions. However, particular sociality rights also
contribute to sculpting impoliteness in these parliamentary corpora, such as autonomy and
imposition expectancies. Additionally, the results reflect points of similarity with respect to
the use of particular impoliteness strategies in initiation turns and counter-impoliteness
strategies in response turns in both parliaments. The absence of some strategies in
questioning and answering turns is also noticeable in both parliaments. Moreover, the results
indicate differences between the two parliaments in the frequency and delivery of strategies

both in questioning and answering turns
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1 Chapter One: Preview to the Research

1.1 Introduction

The last decade has witnessed a growing interest both in theorising impoliteness and in
empirically testing these approaches in various discourse types. However, research on
impoliteness in political discourse in general and parliamentary one in particular is still
scarce. Moreover, most impoliteness studies have been conducted in Anglo-American
cultures, i.e. Western cultures. Very few studies have focused on Eastern cultures. Since
impoliteness is grounded in specific social and cultural systems, a comparative study may
best demonstrate the institutionally and culturally available manifestations of impoliteness.
By investigating the impolite language use among parliamentarians in the Iragi and British

parliaments, | attempt to address this gap.

1.2 The Rationale and Significance of the Research

Clarifying the motivation behind the present research helps to uncover the choice of context
for investigating impoliteness. The researcher’s interest in institutional impoliteness stems
initially from direct and indirect experiences of impoliteness incidents in a work place
context, namely an Iragi academic setting. Direct experiences here refer to the researcher’s
personal involvement as a participant in such incidents, while indirect experiences
encompass the researcher’s observations of such events as being experienced by other
individuals, namely co-workers. The exposure to impoliteness fostered a sense of social
obligation to understand the nature of impoliteness in institutional contexts in the hope to

capture its effects on the management of social relations.

However, these experiences have not been simply work-related, i.e. not arising due
to work-related power imbalance only. There has been an element of political involvement.
Namely, these experiences of impoliteness were initiated by an administrative academic with

a political affiliation who was exercising his political power along with the institutional

1



authority. Such incidents are starting to rise in various non-political institutions in modern
day Iraq. In today’s Iraq even non-political state institutions are politicized, in the sense that
new political norms have become operative in these originally non-political institutions.
Such norms include, for example, the implementation of an ethno-sectarian and partisan
quota system in the appointment of the leading administrative posts in non-political state

institutions such as educational ones.

Moreover, Iragi politicians employ impoliteness to de/legitimise their ideologies in
less formal political contexts through highlighting ethno-sectarian identities, which has
negatively affected the general public (Al-Tahmazi, 2016). This can be seen in social media,
which has become an open arena for such practices among Iraqi users who show signs of
intolerance to each other’s ethnic, religious, and sectarian differences. These are the reasons
behind the shift of interest from investigating impoliteness in an Iragi academic setting to a

political one.

These incentives were further followed by a literature survey of Linguistic
impoliteness which asserted the need to launch an examination of linguistic impoliteness in

the Iraqi political contexts, particularly the parliamentary one.

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, the current research is the first to account
for the nature of impoliteness in the Iraqi parliamentary discourse. Moreover, research on
the expression of impoliteness in an Iragi discourse, in general, is scarce, if any. Hence, this
study stands as an early attempt to address impoliteness in the Iraqi context. And since
impoliteness is highly determined by the set of socio-cultural values prevailing in a given
society, a comparative study will help to clarify the institutional and cultural similarities and
differences regarding the nature of impoliteness in the specific parliamentary contexts.
Hence, the decision to examine and compare the nature of impoliteness in the Iragi and
British parliaments. This study is expected to contribute to knowledge in the field of

linguistic impoliteness, particularly in the Iragi context in general, and the political one, in

2



particular. It is also intended to redress the balance with regard to impoliteness research in

non-Western contexts.

1.3 Research Questions

The current research aims to conduct a comparative analysis of the nature of linguistic
impoliteness in two national parliaments, namely in the Iraqi and British parliaments. It aims
to do so by exploring three aspects of impoliteness in these settings. Each research question

handles a particular aspect of impoliteness, as follows:

1) What is the nature of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliamentary discourse?
In other words, what are the key concepts/factors which underlie/influence the
communication/expression/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iragi and British
parliaments?

2) What kind of linguistic strategies do the Iragi and British parliamentarians employ
when behaving impolitely towards each other?

3) How do the Iraqi and British politicians react to impolite utterances addressed to
them? Do they respond or not? When responding, do they counter the attack or accept
it?

4) Given the results of the previous research questions:

a) Are there any consistent and deep-going similarities and differences in the nature of

impoliteness and how it is expressed and used in both Iragi and UK parliamentary

discourse?

b) To what extent and in what ways does impoliteness reflect institution-specific and

culture specific constraints?

In the next section, | briefly introduce the theoretical and methodological frames

adopted to address the research questions posed in this study.



1.4 Research Methodology

The current study adopts the position that impoliteness exists in social reality and that its
nature may be best understood from multiple resources, such as participants and/or analysts.
Moreover, the research utilises a retroductive reasoning approach and essentially qualitative

discourse analysis, using theory and data-driven analytical categories.

Reviewing the literature on im/politeness reveals two broad trends in theorising it,
namely first-order and second-order approaches to im/politeness. First-order approaches
stress the need to address im/politeness as communicated and perceived by participants
themselves in situ. Whereas second-order approaches examine im/politeness through the
lens of an analyst, i.e. by constructing theoretical concepts. Although first-order approaches
highlight significant ideas in researching impoliteness, yet it does not provide an effective,
workable framework to investigate impoliteness. Moreover, first-order approaches also do
not invalidate the quest to produce a predictive theory of impoliteness by investigating it on
a macro-level. Additionally, reviewing the literature also reveals the need to further explore
particular under-examined aspects of impoliteness both in particular discourse types and
cultures. Recognising this, the current study attempts to uncover the psycho-social factors
that influence the communication/interpretation of impoliteness, the linguistic strategies

used to convey it, and possible responses to it in the Iragi and British parliaments.

Following a theory- and data-driven approach, this study develops an analytical
framework that combines insights from both first-order and second-order trends. To unveil
why Iragi and British politicians may regard a particular utterance as impolite, | develop a
framework that utilises Bull et al.'s (1996); Spencer-Oatey's (2000, 2005, 2008), and
Culpeper's (2011a) theory contributions. In order to uncover the linguistic strategies of
impoliteness utilised by Iraqi and British parliamentarians, I rely on Harris' (2001) and Bull
& Wells' (2012) frameworks. Finally, to detect the range of counter-impoliteness strategies

in these two political settings, | develop a response framework that draws on Bull & Wells'



(2012); Culpeper's (1996); Culpeper et al.'s (2003); and Bousfield's (2007) theoretical

contributions.

This study relies on naturally occurring parliamentary data to examine and compare the
nature of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliamentary settings. The two text corpora
are obtained from pre-existing video recordings of specific parliamentary practices,
particularly recordings of Iraqi parliamentary interrogations and British PMQs. The current
study analyses nine and a half hours of parliamentary interactions from each setting. The
Iraqi corpus is derived from parliamentary interrogations occurring in 2009, 2011, and 2016.
Whereas the British corpus comprises PMQs that occurred between January 2015-June

2016.

This study espouses an eclectic view of impoliteness that encompasses both a theory-
based (impoliteness 2) and participant-based (impoliteness 1) understanding of impoliteness.
However, it leans more towards investigating impoliteness through the observer’s (analyst)
lens, due to the contextual constraints (i.e. the limited accessibility to the participants’

perspective in the context under observation).

1.5 The Structure of the Research

This thesis is divided into seven chapters. Chapter one gives an overview of the research. It
firstly introduces the motivation behind the investigation of impoliteness in the Iragi and
British parliaments. The chapter then presents the relevant research questions, and briefly
introduces the theoretical and methodological frames adopted to conduct a comparative

examination of impoliteness in the two political settings.

Chapter two reviews relevant literature on impoliteness. Considering that the
evolution of impoliteness is closely related to the development in theorising politeness, the
chapter starts with a critical review of politeness theories. Since the current research views
the literature on politeness as being divided into two generations: first and second waves of

politeness theories, the chapter briefly introduces the first and second wave theories of
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politeness concentrating on particular approaches. Namely, the chapter focuses on Brown &
Levinson (1987) and Spencer-Oatey's (2000, 2008) models. Then, | review the early
attempts at theorising impoliteness in Pragmatics. Namely, | summarise Austin's (1987)
model, then elaborate on and compare Lachenicht's (1980), and Culpeper's (1996)
frameworks. The latter framework is given particular attention, as it is the most elaborate,
and developed, and empirically tested one. The chapter also sheds light on relevant studies
of impoliteness on parliamentary discourse in both the Iragi and British settings to highlight
the gap in the literature. Then, I introduce my definition of impoliteness in the context of the
current research and explain how | understand Grice's (1975) theory of conversational

implicature, as it is relevant to my analytical framework.

Chapter three explores the context of the current investigation of impoliteness,
namely the Iragi and British parliaments. Before doing so, | delve into theories of political
science to define parliament as a communicative context hosting the phenomenon at issue. |
present the Iraqi setting by giving a concise account of the origins of the Iragi parliament;
then | provide a detailed explanation of the structure and functions of the current Iraqi
parliament. The functional account stresses the relevant parliamentary practices
implemented to scrutinise the government. Next, | introduce the British setting in a similar
fashion. In view of the fact that impoliteness is part of parliamentarians’ language, I also
describe the rhetorical possibilities that are available for both the relevant Iragi and British
parliamentarians. Due to its significance in shaping parliamentarians’ choice of linguistic
resources, | account for a possible distribution of political power in the context of the
parliamentary practices being examined in this study, namely Iraqgi parliamentary

interrogations and The British Prime Minister’s Question Time.

Chapter four is the methodology chapter. It involves a detailed explanation of the
theoretical and methodological frameworks adopted in the current research. The chapter

begins with an outline of its structure followed by a reiteration of the research questions.



Then, | present in detail the methodological framework for the current research. The
presentation is preceded with a clarification of the philosophical position and the logic of
inquiry embraced in this thesis and how they have guided data collection methods and
techniques of analysis in this research. Then, | explain the data selection criteria. Next, |
report in detail how the current Iragi and British corpora were collected, along with the
challenges emerging in the course of data collection. I also briefly introduce the transcription
system and the translation approach employed in the representation of the current binary
corpora, and how frequencies were calculated. The following section provide a detailed
description of the analytical procedures employed in the present research. Next, | introduce
and exemplify the theoretical categories used in the analysis, clarifying how they were
initially derived from theory and then adapted in response to the data. Although this research

is essentially qualitative, particular quantitative methods are utilised to process the data.

Chapter five introduces the results and findings relevant to the aspects of
impoliteness which are examined in the Iragi and the British corpora. These findings are
presented both in terms of word percentages and number of occurrences. The chapter
includes three main sections. The first section, viz. 5.2, focuses on the findings relevant to
impoliteness types in the Iragi and British corpora. In the second section, | discuss the
findings relating to the linguistic strategies employed by the relevant Iragi and British
parliamentarians. The third main section, viz. 5.4, expounds the findings relevant to the
counter-impoliteness strategies detected in the current Iragi and British corpora. Then, |
provide a comparison of the relevant findings from the three-fold analysis of impoliteness

in the Iragi and British parliaments.

In Chapter six, I discuss and compare the findings relevant to the three dimensions

of impoliteness being explored in the Iraqi and British parliamentary discourse.

Chapter seven presents the main conclusions arrived at with regard to the main types

of impoliteness identified in the data, the linguistic strategies used to convey impoliteness,
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and the counter impoliteness strategies employed in the Iragi and the British parliaments. In
this chapter, | also explain the limitations of the current study and propose areas for further

research.



2 Chapter Two: Key Approaches to Im/politeness

2.1 Chapter Outline

This chapter reviews the literature on linguistic impoliteness. However, since impoliteness
Is parasitic on politeness (Culpeper, 1996:355), i.e. models and approaches designed to
account for impoliteness are derived from models and approaches originally designated for
politeness, one inevitably has to refer back to relevant politeness models. Hence, the
researcher starts the chapter with a critical review of closely connected politeness theories
which constitute the basis of the relevant theoretical approaches to impoliteness. In so doing,
the current research follows Culpeper's (2011b) chronological and/or epistemological
categorization of politeness theories into first and second wave approaches. Accordingly, |
will first introduce the first wave approaches to politeness concentrating on Brown &
Levinson's (1987) politeness theory. Next, | present the second wave theories of politeness
focusing on Spencer-Oatey's (2000b, 2008) rapport management model. Then, | account
for, through relevant literature, the need to theorise impoliteness. Next, the chapter focuses
on the birth and the evolution of impoliteness theories. Namely, | review the first generation
of impoliteness theories including Lachenicht's (1980), Austin 's (1987), and Culpeper 's
(1996) frames, and their relevant later revisions, if any. Then, I review the relevant studies
of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliamentary discourse. Next, | define my
understanding of impoliteness in the context of parliamentary discourse. Later | introduce
my understanding of Grice's (1975) conversational implicature. The chapter concludes with

a summary.

2.2 First Wave Theories of Politeness

The first wave of politeness theories are usually known as the classic theories of politeness.
In these theories, as claimed in Watts (2003; 2005: xx) and Watts et al. (2005:3), politeness
is approached in a scientific manner, i.e. these frames construct abstract, theoretical concepts

which are claimed to be abstractions of reality.



These pragmatic models of politeness (Watts, 2003; 2005:xxxv) utilise the classic
pragmatic theories including the Speech Act Theory, namely Austin's (1962) and Searle's
(1969) frames , Grice's (1975) Conversational Implicature, and Goffman's (1967) influential

notion of face borrowed from Sociology.

The classical models view politeness as a set of pragmatic strategies or maxims that
participants employ to maintain social harmony, which is, according to these theories, the
essence of politeness (Culpeper, 2011b:395). Such theories have investigated politeness in
terms of speakers’ production (Watts, 2005:xv), consequently focusing on politeness at the
utterance level (Kadar & Haugh, 2013:28). In terms of data collection, studies adopting the
pragmatic view of politeness have employed either naturally occurring data or, more often,
elicited data such as discourse completion tasks, questionnaires/surveys and interviews

(Kadar & Haugh, 2013:29-30).

Classical politeness theories include maxim-based approaches to politeness, such as
Lakoff 's (1973), Leech's (1983) models of politeness, and face-management models of
politeness such as Brown & Levinson 's (1987) model. Watts (2003) refers to such theories
as second order politeness models (politeness 2) as these approaches ignore participants’
understanding of politeness and instead rely on analysts’ interpretation of abstract concepts

and frameworks claimed to approximate participants’ understanding of politeness.

2.2.1 Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Model
Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness theory is considered the most influential among the
early politeness theories, viz. the first generation of politeness theories. It gained, and still
has, an unparalleled status in different branches of knowledge such as linguistics,
psychology, sociology, and anthropology. Indeed, Brown & Levinson's (1987) model is
usually considered as the defining work on linguistic politeness (Kadar & Haugh, 2013:16).

In this section, | will limit myself to present a basic critical account of Brown & Levinson's
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(1987) theory, covering its core concepts, and alluding to the main criticism which the theory

received.

Brown & Levinson (1987) rest their politeness theory upon certain concepts and
arguments. Their theory constructs the existence of a Model Person whom they define as “a
wilful fluent speaker of a natural language, further endowed with rationality and face”
(Brown & Levinson, 1987:58). The theory assumes that all Model Persons are rational
agents in the sense of being beings who choose means that will accomplish their ends.
Additionally, Brown & Levinson (1987) argue that all Model Persons possess a face. The
concept of face is a basic pillar in Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness theory. In this
respect, they adopt Goffman (1967:5) notion of face which reads:

the term face may be defined as the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself
by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self-
delineated in terms of approved social attributes- albeit an image that others may share, as when
a person makes a good showing for his profession or religion by making a good showing of
himself.

Brown & Levinson's (1987) conceptualisation of face also encompasses the English
folk term save/lose face that associates face with notions of embarrassment and humiliation,
i.e. face can be damaged, maintained, or enhanced. In constructing their theory of social
interaction, Brown & Levinson (1987) have based their study on languages/cultures from
the southern hemisphere. It is despite this, their conceptual apparatus better fits Western
cultures. This may imply imposing the social values of those specific cultures onto other

cultures which may conceptualise face differently such as the Japanese culture.

Brown & Levinson (1987:61) define face as “the public self-image that every
member wants to claim for himself”. More significant is the fact that Brown and Levinson
(1978) view face as having two dimensions: positive and negative face. These two aspects

can be explained as follows bellow:
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1) Positive face refers to those components of face that rather stress an individual's want

to be accepted or approved of by others.

2) Negative face refers to those elements of face which indicate and/or imply an
individual's desire of self-governance, independence, freedom from external

influence or control.

Brown & Levinson (1987:61) also assume that it is in the best interest of all
participants in an interaction to enhance each other's face. In other words, they assume that
individuals cooperate and assume the cooperation of others to maintain face in an exchange.
This cooperation results from the mutual vulnerability of face, i.e. an individual's face-
maintenance is dependent on enhancing the face of all participants in that interaction.
Moreover, Brown & Levinson's (1987) theory assume the universality of the face aspects,

an argument that received a lot of criticism in the literature.

Another pillar of Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness model is the notion of “face
threatening acts”. The theory is built on the linguistic unit of a speech act which they define
as “ what is intended to be done by a verbal or non-verbal communication, just as one or
more 'speech acts' can be assigned to an utterance.” (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 65). So, for
example in uttering the words “I’m sorry, I forgot your birthday”, a speaker performs an

apology and in saying “Hey, I really like your tie!”, he/she performs a compliment.

Many speech acts, Brown & Levinson (1987) argue, are intrinsically face-
threatening. The theory introduces a neat classification of face threatening acts on the basis
of (1) which face is being threatened, positive or negative face; (2) and whether the threat is
addressed to the speaker or hearer. A request, for instance, threatens the hearer's desire not
to be imposed on (negative face), while performing a refusal threatens a speaker's sense of

acceptance and appreciation (positive face).
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According to Brown & Levinson (1987), the seriousness of the face-threatening acts
(inherent in the act) is influenced by three situational factors: the social distance between
speaker and hearer, the relative power of the speaker compared to the hearer, and the intrinsic
degree of imposition in an act. Thus, performing a criticism would be more face threatening
if it was directed to a superior rather than a peer, or a stranger rather than a friend. Weighing
these factors together would help to figure out the amount of face threat in a given speech
act which in turn determines speakers' choice of five super-strategies presented in the theory.
Each super-strategy is associated with an amount of politeness towards the others face.

Brown & Levinson's (1987:68-70) five super-strategies include:

1. Bald on record politeness. Employing this super-strategy involves the performance
of the face-threatening act “[...] in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise
way possible” (Brown & Levinson ,1987: 69). According to Brown & Levinson
(1987), such an utterance is performed in accordance with the specifications of
Grice's (1975) conversational maxims. The theory specifies the situations in which
such a strategy is employed. For example, when the threat to face is very small as in
offers such as “come in” and “ do sit down” ; when the threat to face is temporarily
deactivated as in an emergency situation; and when the speaker is much more

powerful than the hearer as in “ do your bed” said by a mother to a child.

2. Positive politeness. Utilizing this super-strategy implies performing the face
threatening act with the assistance of redressive or mitigating strategies which
address the hearer's sense of acceptability and appreciation from others. Such an
orientation aims to counteract the potential threat inherent in acts. Brown & Levinson
(1987) suggest three broad techniques that encompass positive politeness strategies:
“ Claim common ground”, “Convey that the speaker and the hearer are co-

operators’’, and “Fulfil hearer's want for some x” (Brown &Levinson ,1987:102)(For
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a detailed demonstration of the linguistic output strategies associated with this

strategy see Brown & Levinson (1987:101-129)).

3. Negative politeness. In this super-strategy the face threatening act is performed with
additions, modifications which stress the hearer's desire for freedom from
imposition, and territory in an attempt to undermine the potential threat innate in the
act. Five broad techniques are proposed to incorporate negative politeness strategies:
“Be indirect”, “Do not presume/assume”, “Do not coerce hearer”, “Communicate
speaker's want to not impinge on hearer”, and “Redress other wants of hearer”
(Brown & Levinson ,1987: 131) (For a detailed demonstration of the linguistic
output strategies see associated with negative politeness see Brown & Levinson

(1987:129-211)).

4. Off record politeness. The face threatening act is performed using an indirect
illocutionary act. In other words, there is more than a single definite illocutionary
force applicable to the utterance in question. Hence, no single obvious
communicative intention may be attributed to the utterance in question.
Consequently, the utterer cannot be held responsible of a particular communicative
intention including the face threatening interpretation. Two broad techniques are
recognised here, namely “Invite conversational implicature”, and “Be vague or
ambiguous: violate the manner maxim” (Brown & Levinson ,1987:214) (For an
elaborate view of the linguistic output strategies for this strategy see Brown &

Levinson (1987:211-227)).

5. Don't do the face-threatening act. The speaker abandons performing the act due to
a judgement that weighs the want to maintain hearer's face as greater than the want

to communicate the content of the face threatening act.

The above simplified description of the theory does not cover all the detailed aspects

of this particular face-based politeness theory. Moreover, Brown & Levinson (1987)
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introduce extensive details regarding the types of the illocutionary acts which they categorise
as face-threatening; the classification of these face-threatening acts into sub-groups
according to whether they threaten the speaker's or hearer's positive and/or negative face;
as well as a more encompassing view of the redressive strategies that can be employed within
each of the above mentioned super-strategies. The present researcher's commitment to such
a limited presentation of Brown and Levinson's (1987) model is due to relevance and

necessity.

In this respect, | do agree with Bousfield (2008:67) that despite the criticism which
Brown & Levinson's (1987) face-based model has received, it still has the potential to be “a
predictive theory of im/politeness”, if necessary corrections and clarifications are provided.
Among such insightful modifications is Bousfield’s (2008:60-67) corrections regarding
Brown & Levinson's (1987) the “bald, on record” superstrategy and the viability of the
positive and negative politeness dichotomy. Bousfield (2008) further applies his corrections
to a model of impoliteness that is inspired by Brown & Levinson's (1987) model, namely

Culpeper's (1996) framework of impoliteness and its later revisions , as we will see in 2.5.2.

Despite introducing a detailed theory of human interaction, Brown & Levinson's (1987)
theory, along with the rest of the traditional politeness theories, were criticised. Some of the

major criticisms include:

1) Failing to represent the layperson’s conception of politeness, and instead
constructing scientific concepts such as face and claiming that they represent lay
people’s understanding of politeness.

2) Their claim that these explicatory concepts, for example the concept of “face”, are
universal across diverse cultures.

3) Relying on pragmatic models, such as Speech Act theory and Grice’s Cooperative
Principle, which heavily stress a speaker’s perspective and language production, i.e.

ignoring the addressee’s perception of politeness.
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4) Failing to capture context adequately, despite its importance in the analysis of
politeness.
5) Failing to account for non-cooperative, confrontational, and challenging discourse
types, i.e. failing to conceptualise impoliteness.
Further elaborate criticism of the traditional theories of politeness can be found in Eelen
(2001). Following this brief introduction to Brown & Levinson's (1987) framework, the

researcher turns to introduce the second generation of politeness theories below.

2.3 Second Wave Theories of Politeness

Second wave theories of politeness are regarded as first order models of politeness as these
theories claim their reliance on lay people’s understanding of politeness (Watts et al.,
2005:3), hence Eelen's (2001) term politenessl. Second wave politeness theories reflect a
socio-cultural view of politeness as these emphasize the social context. Their focus on social
context, states Culpeper (2011b), can be manifested in embracing either social norms or

participants’ interpretations of politeness in relevant situations.

These approaches have further claimed that politeness is judgmental in essence, and
that there are multiple understandings of politeness not a single unified interpretation of it
(Eelen, 2001; Mills, 2003; Locher, 2004; Locher & Watts, 2005). Second wave theories
examine politeness as being co-constructed in immediate local interactions by participants.
Methodologically, these theories have shown preference for certain types of data such as
computer-mediated communication and institutional discourse alongside naturally occurring

face-to-face interactions (Kadar & Haugh, 2013:54).

Within these second wave approaches, Culpeper (2011b) identifies three main
directions, namely the discursive approach, for example Watts' (2003), Mills' (2003),
Locher's (2004) approaches , the relational approach, for example Spencer-Oatey's (2002,
2008) rapport management model, and a frame-based model like Terkourafi's (2001) frame.

Despite having some differences, these frames “all have in common a central focus on
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interpersonal relations, rather than, as with traditional models of politeness, a central focus

on the individual performing “politeness” (Culpeper et al., 2010:599).

However, Spencer-Oatey (2002, 2000a, 2005b , 2007, 2008) and Spencer-Oatey &
Jiang (2003) rapport management framework is “more detailed” and *“ developed so that it
could account for data pertaining to a variety of cultures” (Culpeper et al., 2010: 599). In the
next section, | turn to review this particular version of relational approach to politeness as it

Is relevant to the current investigation.

2.3.1 Spencer-Oatey's (2008) Rapport Management Model
Spencer-Oatey's (2008a) rapport management theory proceeds from her interest in the
interactional function of language. Her model is designed to address the maintenance of
interpersonal relations among language users. In other words, Spencer-Oatey's (2008a)
model concerns itself with how individuals use language to construct, maintain or attack

harmonious social relations (Spencer-Oatey, 2008b:13).

In Linguistics, the management of interpersonal relations is tackled within the
politeness theory, hence the relevance of Spencer-Oatey's ( 2008a) rapport management to
this research. Culpeper (2011a) and Culpeper & Haugh (2014:219) position Spencer-Oatey's
(2008) model among second wave theories of im/politeness as it stresses interpersonal
relations. Nevertheless, her model is a modified face-based approach as it arose as a criticism

to Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness theory.

Spencer-Oatey (2008a) embraces a cross-cultural perspective in criticising Brown &
Levinson's (1987) politeness theory. In particular, Spencer-Oatey (2000, 2002) invokes
Japanese and Chinese cultures view of face presented by linguists such as (Matsumoto, 1988;
Ide, 1989; Gu, 1990; Mao, 1994). Such criticism centres around the conceptualisation of
face in Brown & Levinson (1987). For example, Matsumoto (1988:405) argues that the
notion of individual freedom and autonomy is overemphasized while the interpersonal/social

dimension on positive face is neglected in Brown & Levinson (1987). In other words, Brown
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& Levinson (1987) neglect that an individual’s desire of approval, viz. positive face, includes
both positive evaluation of personal qualities and social identity, and that notions of
individual freedom and autonomy, viz. negative face, may not be perceived as face concerns
atall . In line with Matsumoto (1988), Gu (1998) indicates that autonomy and imposition,
viz. Brown & Levinson's (1987) negative face, are not perceived as face sensitivities in

Eastern cultures.

To remedy the issue of ignoring the interpersonal dimension in Brown & Levinson's
(1987) positive face, Spencer-Oatey (2007) advocates an interdisciplinary approach for a
deeper understanding of face. Spencer-Oatey (2007) turns to theories of social psychology
for a diversified comprehension of face, namely Brewer & Gardner's (1996) views on levels

of collective identity and Simon's (2004) Self-Respect Model of Identity.

Simon's (2004) model depicts one’s self-concept/identity as being composed of a
series of self-aspects or attributes (Simon, 2004:45). Building on Linville (1985), Simon
(2004:45) understands a self-aspect as “a cognitive category or concept that serves to process

and organize information and knowledge about oneself”’.

According to Simon (2004:45), self-aspects can refer to, inter alia, to physiological
features or traits (e.g. nervous), physical features (e.g. short), roles (e.g. grandmother),
abilities (e.g. excellent dancer), tastes (e.g. preference for Chinese and hot beverage),
attitudes (e.g. against believing in God), behaviour (e.g. | walk fast), language affiliation
(e.g. Arabic, Turkman, English), group membership (e.g. member of the Conservative
party). Moreover, certain attributes have the potential to be oriented within a particular type
of face rather than the other, e.g. a person’s sex, ethnicity, religion have more ‘collective

potential” than others (Spencer-Oatey, 2007:641).

Moreover, Simon (2004) argues that the salience of a particular self-aspect in an
immediate situational context is what determines which type of self is activated. For

example, a collective identity is constructed whenever self-interpretation is built primarily
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on a single self-aspect that one shares with other people in the relevant social context. Inter-
individual differences on other self-aspects becomes irrelevant and move to the
psychological background. Consequently, similarity with other people sharing the same self-
aspect moves into the psychological foreground activating the collective identity (Simon,

2004:49).

While Brewer & Gardner (1996) propose a further extension to the widely known
levels of self-concept in social psychology which identify only two dimensions of self:
individuated/personal self and the social/relational self. Personal self refers to “those aspects
of the self-concept that differentiate the self from all others” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83)
, whereas social self signifies “those aspects of the self-concept that reflect assimilation to

others or significant social groups” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83).

A further differentiation of social self is introduced by Brewer & Gardner (1996)
who distinguish between relational and collective selves/identities. Relational self reflects
those aspects of self-concept that arise from “interpersonal relationships and
interdependence with specific others” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83) whereas collective self
indicates those self-characteristics that originate from “membership in larger, impersonal

social groups” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83).

It is argued that the difference between relational and collective self lies in that the
type of the social connectedness , namely for the former it is a personalized attachment while
for the latter the social relation is established through “a common identification with some
symbolic group or social category”(Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83). These three types of self,
viz. personal, relational, and collective, coexist within an individual, and the shift from one

self into another is activated in different context (Brewer & Gardner, 1996: 86).

Building on Simon (2004) and Brewer & Gardner (1996), Spencer-Oatey (2007)
adopts a view of face as consisting of a varying number of attributes. Certain attributes are

activated in certain contexts giving rise to either personal, collective, or relational face.
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Consequently, Spencer-Oatey (2008a) proposes that face management includes the
management of its components: personal/collective/relational. She defines face as “the
positive social value a person effectively claims for himself [sic] by the line others assume

he has taken during a particular contact” (Goffman, 1972:5).

To address the issue of Brown & Levinson's (1987) mis-representation of
individual’s freedom of action and imposition as face concerns, Spencer-Oatey (2008a)
adopts the view that autonomy and imposition are not face concerns. She re-introduces these
as components of as Socio-pragmatic Interactional Principle (henceforth SIPs), namely as

“A rights and obligations SIP” (Spencer-Oatey & Jiang, 2003:1645).

Then to empirically validate these proposals concerning face sensitivities and
sociality rights and/or any other relevant factor that may influence language use, Spencer-
Oatey & Jiang (2003) propose to abandon Leech's (1983) notion of politeness maxims due
to the criticism raised in Brown & Levinson (1987), Fraser (1990), Thomas (1995), and
Spencer-Oatey (2000). Alternatively, Spencer-Oatey & Jiang (2003:1635) propose their

notion of Socio-pragmatic Interactional Principles SIPs which is defined as:

socioculturally-based principles, scalar in nature, that guide or influence people’s productive and
interpretive use of language. The principles are typically value-linked, so that in a given culture
and/or situational context, there are norms or preferences regarding the implementation of the
principles, and any failure to implement the principles as expected may result in mild to strong
evaluative judgements. Preferences for different points on the scale will develop through the
socialization process and through exposure to (and involvement in) natural interactions, and

these preferences will frequently vary from context to context and from culture to culture.
This means that, as argued in Spencer-Oatey (2000), with politeness maxims it is
always one end of a maxim that is favoured than the other. Whereas with Spencer-Oatey &
Jiang 's (2003) notion of SIPs, different points on the continuum could be favoured. It is

argued that this scalar nature of SIPs accords with “the notion of dimensions of cultural

differences suggested by House (2000) and with the cultural values proposed by Wierzbicka
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(1985)” (Spencer-Oatey & Jiang, 2003:1635). Then by replicating Kim's (1994) study,
Spencer-Oatey & Jiang (2003) introduce three fundamental SIPs that proved to be significant
in their study. These three SIPs include: “A face SIP”, “A rights and obligations SIP”, and

“A task SIP” (Spencer-Oatey & Jiang, 2003:1645).

Though in Spencer-Oatey & Jiang (2003) and in the latest publications, such as
Spencer-Oatey (2005, 2008a), this category, viz. sociality rights and obligations, is termed
as Interactional Principles, here I will refer to it simply as “sociality rights”. Similarly, for
the task SIP, I will use the terminology adopted in Spencer-Oatey (2008a), namely

“interactional goals”.

Bearing in mind such arguments, Spencer-Oatey (2008a) proposes a modified
framework that adjusts the criticism directed at Brown & Levinson's (1987). According to
Spencer-Oatey (2008a:13), rapport management, the management of harmony-disharmony
among individuals, entails the management of three components: the management of face,
the management of sociality rights and obligations, and the management of interactional

goals.

The management of face entails the management of face sensitivities. Face relates to
“personal/collective/relational value, and it is concerned with people’s sense of worth,
dignity, honour, reputation, competence, etc.” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008a:13). Personal face is
that aspect of Spencer-Oatey (2007, 2008:14) conceptualisation of face which relates to an
individual's awareness of his/her value in terms of personal traits he/she possess.
Consequently, an individual's desire that his/her personal traits such as competence, abilities,

appearance are accepted, evaluated positively by others.

While collective face, according to Spencer-Oatey (2007, 2008:14), refers to an
individual’s awareness of his/her worth as a member of a social group and his/her desire that
others would admit and preserve his/her social role or identity such group leader, valued

customer, close friend. It is more relevant to an individual's awareness of public worth.
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Finally, relational face is associated with an individual’s want from others to value his

interpersonal attachment with significant others.

This multi-layered view of face is instrumental in institutional settings, such as
parliaments, where an individual has various roles. Hence, Spencer-Oatey's (2008) model

has the potential to be applied in an investigation of im/politeness in a political setting.

Spencer-Oatey (2008a:13-14) perceives the management of sociality rights as the

maintenance of social expectancies which she defines as the

fundamental social entitlements [Spencer-Oatey’s emphasis] that individual's effectively claim
for him/herself in his/her interactions with others...social rights and obligations, on the other
hand, are concerned with social expectancies, and reflects people’s concerns over fairness,
consideration and behavioural appropriateness.

Spencer-Oatey (2005:99) recognizes two types of sociality rights, equity rights and
association rights. According to Spencer-Oatey (2008a:16), equity rights stems from an
individual’s fundamental belief that he/she has the right to be treated in a fair and considerate
manner from others in the sense that he/she is not excessively being forced to behave in a

specific way, immoderately ill-used, unjustly dominated by others.

Spencer-Oatey (2005:100) introduces three components relevant to the
comprehension of equity rights management, namely cost-benefit considerations, fairness
and reciprocity (Spencer-Oatey,2005:100), and autonomy-imposition (Spencer-Oatey,

2008a:16). Spencer-Oatey (2005;100) defines the three components of equity rights as

cost-benefit considerations (the principle that people should not be exploited or disadvantaged),
fairness and reciprocity (the belief that costs and benefits should be “fair”” and kept roughly in
balance), and autonomy-control (the belief that people should not be unduly controlled or

imposed upon).
As for association rights, Spencer-Oatey (2008a:16) writes that association
expectancies involve an individuals’ basic belief that they are qualified to an engagement

with others which accords with the type of the relationship they have together. Spencer-
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Oatey (2005:100) recognises three constituents for association rights, namely involvement,
empathy, and respect. In her account of these components, Spencer-Oatey (2005:100) writes
“involvement (the principle that people should have appropriate amounts and types of
“activity” involvement with others), empathy (the belief that people should share appropriate
concerns, feelings and interests with others), and respect (the belief that people should show

appropriate amounts of respectfulness for others)”.

As for the management of interactional goals, Spencer-Oatey (2008a:17) reports that
participants in an interaction, usually have specific goals when engaging in an interaction
with others. These goals may be relational or transactional. Such aims influence participants’
perceptions of rapport as failing to realise them can cause annoyance and frustration.
However, the introduction of this detailed theoretical framework needs verification through
empirical studies in various communicative interactions as stressed by Spencer-Oatey &

Jiang (2003).

Spencer-Oatey's (2005, 2007, 2008a) Rapport Management Model is illustrated in

the figure below.
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Figure 2.1 Spencer-Oatey (2005, 2008) Rapport Management Components
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In conclusion, Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) framework seems promising as it manages to
offer theoretical adjustments to some of the criticism pointed at Brown & Levinson 's (1987)
model of impoliteness such as introducing autonomy and imposition as face concerns.
Moreover, Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) model introduces different levels of self-interpretation
which may be applicable to political contexts, consequently parliamentary settings.
Furthermore, the introduction of sociality rights and obligations is of significant value as it
brings social expectancies into the light. In addition, Spencer-Oatey's (2008) framework has
been developed empirically be applicable to cross-cultural comparisons which is also
relevant to the context of the current thesis.

Despite the fact that second wave theories have highlighted significant issues and
ideas into the research on im/politeness, it failed to introduce an alternative framework which
enables researchers to investigate impoliteness on a macro level. This results from discursive
approach’s heavily reliance on participants’ idiosyncratic understandings of im/politeness.
Moreover, accepting the various proposals of the second wave approaches to im/politeness
does not refute the attempt to explore the possibility of building a predictive theory of
im/politeness (Kadar, 2017).

In the next section, | report on the early attempts to account for impoliteness in

various discourse types which necessitated theorising impoliteness.

2.4 Why Theorise Impoliteness?

The publication of Brown & Levinson 's (1987) politeness theory have generated a huge
bulk of politeness-related studies. Though numerous researchers from various branches of
knowledge such as linguistic pragmatics, sociology, psychology, have adopted their
propositions, Brown & Levinson 's (1987) model have received relatively equivalent amount
of criticism. A line of criticism has focused on Brown & Levinson 's (1987) negligence of
the fact that communication does not only include harmonious patterns. Instead individuals

encounter situations/contexts where they act in a competitive, challenging, or even verbally
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aggressive manner. Hence, such a model have been considered inefficient in terms of

theorizing impoliteness within its structure.

Among these critical views, for example , is Tracy (1990) who argues that face work
studies have virtually failed to account for specific situations where people may want to be
seen as intimidating, competitive, needy, competent or dependent. In other words, Tracy
(1990:215) justifiably has emphasized the need to include a greater range of identity claims.
Likewise, Craig et al. (1986) indicate that a decent account of the dynamics of interpersonal
communication should take into account aggressive as well as cooperative communication.
As well as, Eelen (2001) who acknowledges that approaches to politeness are conceptually

biased.

As a result, many researchers have attempted to extend the politeness theory to other
types of discourse in which conflict is an intrinsic element. For instance, Lakoff (1989) have
extended her politeness theory to include therapeutic and courtroom discourse. Liu (1986),
for example, has explored impoliteness as an extension of Brown & Levinson's ( 1978)
theory while investigating politeness in a Chinese novel . Along the same line of research,
Harris (2001) conducts a study to extend Brown & Levinson 's (1987) politeness rules to

political discourse, namely Prime Minister’s Question Time, henceforth PMQs.

Even though the above mentioned studies have included the investigation of non-
harmonious, confrontational communicative behaviour within the framework of politeness
theory, none of these studies attempted to theorise impoliteness exclusively to enhance our

understanding of the phenomena.

However, the extension of Brown & Levinson's ( 1978) politeness model to contexts
in which identity concerns include components such as the need to compete, challenge,
attack or threaten face proved to be insufficient to clarify and explicate, and capture the
nature of such a diverse phenomenon as impoliteness, as indicated in (Bousfield, 2008:62).

Thus the need to theorize impoliteness became more indispensable when we take into
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consideration, as argued later on in Culpeper et al.(2003), that the conceptualization of
impoliteness within Brown & Levinson's (1978) bald on record superstrategy fails to capture

the complexity of impoliteness.

2.5 Early Models of Impoliteness

To the best of my knowledge, three studies stand as the early attempts to construct a
theoretical understanding of impoliteness. These works include Lachenicht (1980), Austin
(1987), and Culpeper (1996). All the three studies have in common the fact that their

theoretical frameworks are derived from Brown & Levinson's (1978) politeness model.

Since the aim of the present chapter is to explore the evolution of impoliteness
frameworks, these early impoliteness models must be reviewed. In this section, I will briefly
review Austin's (1987) work. In the next sections, | will elaborate on Lachenicht (1980), and
Culpeper (1996) since their framework seems more detailed and elaborate than Austin's

(1987).

On the assumption that a model of face work should account for the non-cooperative
patterns in communication, as well as the cooperatives ones, Austin (1987) extends Brown
& Levinson's (1978) model with her face attack model. Most of the assumptions in her study
are the same ones adopted in Brown & Levinson's (1978) model. However, Austin (1987)
has introduced the FAAs meaning the Face Attack Acts. According to Austin (1987:14),
FAAs refer to face threatening acts which are perceived as intentionally face attacking by
the hearer, whereas face threatening acts are constructed as unintentional/unavoidable by

hearers. In her Face Attack Model, Austin (1987:29-30) has suggested five main strategies:

1) On record without redress to positive face

2) On record without redress to hearers’ negative face
3) On record with inappropriate redress to positive face
4) On record with inappropriate redress to negative face

5) Off record
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For each one of these main strategies, Austin (1987:24-25) has proposed various
substrategies. As Culpeper et al. (2003) remark, Austin (1987) ignores the role of the
speaker. Moreover, Austin's (1987) model provides manufactured, not real life, data that
was derived partly from her personal experience and observation, and some from the works
of others. In addition to the flaws that her theory inherited from Brown & Levinson's (1978)
model, her interpretations concerning impoliteness are untested, and the model itself was not
revised nor developed. Hence, it does not stand as a strong rival to either Lachenicht's (1980)

or Culpeper's (1996) frames.

2.5.1 Lachenicht's (1980) Model of Impoliteness
Indeed, Lachenicht's (1980), work is the first attempt to theorise impoliteness yet it is poorly
known and cited in the literature on impoliteness. Unlike Austin (1987) and Culpeper (1996),
Lachenicht (1980) uses the terms aggravating, abusive, insulting, invective, language, and,
rudeness to denote the phenomenon under investigation here. Besides, Lachenicht (1980)
employs these terms interchangeably without assigning a technical sense to any of them.
Nevertheless, Lachenicht (1980:613) recognizes the existences of various types of
aggravating language, at least, based on whether they are intentional or unintentional , and
whether they are intended to hurt or amuse. Accordingly, Lachenicht (1980:613) restricts
the scope of his study to investigating the type of aggravating language which is performed

intentionally to hurt others, namely “deliberate rudeness” to use Lachenicht's (1980) words.

Lachenicht (1980) has emphasized and demonstrated the various social functions of
aggravating language in human life, refuting others’ description of aggravating language as

an “impoverished system” and rejecting the feasibility of investigating this sort of language.

By adopting the same theoretical assumptions embraced by Brown & Levinson
(1978), Lachenicht (1980) builds a theoretical structure to account for aggravating language
as an extension to Brown & Levinson 's (1987) politeness model. According to Lachenicht

(1980:616), aggravating language is a verbal output performed to hurt or damage the
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addressee. Lachenicht (1980:619) reformulates four main aggravation strategies to perform

face threatening acts, as indicated in table 2.1below, in order of degree of threat:

Table 2.1 Lachenicht's (1980:619) Aggravation Superstrategies

Lachenicht's (1980) Aggravation Superstrategies

i.  Off record: ambiguous insults, insinuations, hints, and irony. This strategy is much
of the same kind as the politeness strategy, and is designed to enable the insulter to
meet an aggrieved challenge from the injured person with an assertion of
innocence.

ii.  Baldon record: directly produced face threatening acts and impositions (‘Shut the
door’, ‘Do your work’, ‘Don’t talk, etc.) of the same kind as in the politeness
strategy.

iii.  Positive aggravation: an aggravation strategy that is designed to the show the
addressee that he is not approved of, is not esteemed, does not belong, and will not
receive cooperation.

iv.  Negative aggravation: An aggravation strategy that is designed to impose on the
addressee, to interfere with his freedom of action, and to attack his social position

and the basis of his social action.

As noted by Bousfield (2008:84), Lachenicht's (1980) first two strategies are not
genuine constructs, instead these are taken from Brown & Levinson 's (1987) strategies as
stated by Lachenicht (1980:619) himself. For this reason, Lachenicht (1980) has not
elaborated on these two superstrategies with the similar depth and detail devoted to positive
and negative aggravation superstrategies. Apparently, Lachenicht's (1980) positive and
negative aggravation are distinguished from Brown & Levinson's (1987) positive and

negative politeness in terms of orientation to face wants.
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According to Lachenicht (1980:634-635), positive aggravation revolves around
employing strategies that emphasize a contrast of face wants among participants. For
Lachenicht (1980:634) positive aggravation can be achieved through two main strategies,
namely “Deny common ground” and “Convey that H and S are not cooperators”
(Lachenicht,1980:634) (For a detailed description of Lachenicht's (1980) positive

aggravation substrategies and their linguistic realisations, see Lachenicht (1980:634-658).

As for negative aggravation, Lachenicht (1980:657) relates it to strategies that aim
to impose on the addressee’s freedom. Lachenicht (1980:658) proposes three main strategies
to attack the negative face of an interactant, namely “Be indirect”, “Communicate ability
and want to coerce H”, and “Coerce and impinge on H” (Lachenicht,1980:658)(For a
detailed description of Lachenicht's (1980) negative aggravation substrategies and their

linguistic realisations see Lachenicht (1980:658-679).

Lachenicht (1980) introduced an extensive account of communicative strategies that
have the potential to aggravate face. And he also proposed that negative and positive
impoliteness strategies coexist (Lachenicht, 1980:633). As noted by Bousfield (2008:84) as
well, the latter merit is exclusive to Lachenicht's (1980) model when compared to, for
instance, Culpeper's (1996)and even Brown & Levinson’s (1987:17-20) who neglected the

intermingling between positive and negative strategies.

Despite its strength, Lachenicht's (1980) model still has certain flaws. These
weaknesses include: failing to recognize that the lack of politeness work when there’s an
expectation to do so can be a source of aggravation, an inconsistency in introducing certain
basic concepts, and relying on constructed, written examples from dictionaries of insult and

literary works (For an elaboration of these flaws see Bousfield (2008:89-90).
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2.5.2 Culpeper's (1996, 2005, 2011a; Culpeper et al., 2003) Model of Impoliteness
Culpeper's (1996) article “Towards an Anatomy of Impoliteness” may be considered as the
most influential as many studies have adopted, critiqued, modified his model in their

investigations of impoliteness, in addition to the author’s development of the original model.

Again both the demand and appeal to explore confrontational, non-cooperative
interactions prepared the grounds for Culpeper (1996) to structure a framework that is
parallel, yet opposite in its orientation towards face to, Brown & Levinson's (1987)
politeness model. Culpeper (1996:350) defines impoliteness as the employment of various
strategies that attack other individuals’ face wants, positive and/or negative, and cause social
disruption and disharmony. This conception of impoliteness is quite similar to Lachenicht

(1980).

Though Culpeper (1996) draws on Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness model and
uses some of its assumptions and notions such as positive and negative face, he does not
adopt all the set of assumptions claimed in the latter model, unlike Lachenicht (1980) and
Austin (1987). Among these assumptions is the issue of whether impoliteness is inherent in
speech acts or not. Culpeper (1996) maintains that im/politeness cannot be divorced from
context, and that it is not speech acts that are inherently polite or impolite, but rather the

context in which they are used which guides the judgement of im/politeness.

In pursuit to determine the type of impoliteness being addressed in his study,
Culpeper (1996) distinguishes between impoliteness that is intended to attack the addressee,
viz. genuine impoliteness, and impoliteness that is aimed to establish and enhance social
harmony, viz. mock impoliteness or banter. As with Lachenicht (1980), it is genuine
impoliteness that is the focus of investigation in Culpeper (1996). Unlike Lachenicht's

(1980) model Culpeper's (1996:356) framework comprises five superstrategies:

1) Bald on record impoliteness. With this strategy the FTA is performed in a

straightforward manner in contexts where face sensitivities matters. As demonstrated
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2)

in Culpeper (1996:356) this strategy differs from Brown & Levinson's (1987) bald
on record politeness strategy in that the latter is originally intended to enhance face
wants, and it occurs in very specific contexts. Whereas the former is oriented towards
attacking face. Hence, Culpeper's (1996) bald on record is also distinct from
Lachenicht's (1980) bald on record main strategy as it is identical to Brown &
Levinson's (1987) bald on record politeness strategy.

Positive impoliteness. This strategy is designed to damage the addressee’s positive
face wants. It is similar to Lachenicht's (1980) positive aggravation strategy. The
linguistic output strategies of Culpeper's (1996:357) positive impoliteness are listed

in table 2.2 below.

Table 2.2 Culpeper’s (1996:357) Positive Impoliteness Output Strategies

Culpeper’s (1996) Positive Impoliteness Output Strategies

1.1 Ignore, snub the other - fail to acknowledge the other's presence.

1.2 Exclude the other from an activity

1.3 Disassociate from the other, deny association or common ground

1.4 Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic

1.5 Use inappropriate identity markers

1.6 Use obscure or secretive language

1.7 Seek disagreement, sensitive topics or just disagree outright

1.8 Avoid agreement, avoid agreeing with H’s position (whether S actually does or not)
1.9 Make the other feel uncomfortable

1.10 Use taboo words, swear,be abusive, express strong views opposed to H’s
1.11 Call H names, use derogatory hominations

1.12 Etc...
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3) Negative Impoliteness. This strategy is designed to damage the addressee’s negative
face wants. This is also similar to Lachenicht's (1980) negative aggravation main
strategy. The linguistic output strategies of Culpeper's (1996:358) negative

impoliteness are listed in table 2.3 below.

Table 2.3 Culpeper’s (1996:358) Negative Impoliteness Output Strategies

Culpeper’s (1996) Negative Impoliteness Output Strategies

1.1 Frighten - instill a belief that action detrimental to the other will occur

1.2 Condescend, scorn or ridicule - emphasize your relative power. Be contemptuous,
belittle, do not treat the other seriously, use diminutives to other( or other’s position)

1.3 Invade the other's space - literally (e.g. position yourself closer to the other than the
relationship permits) or metaphorically (e.g. ask for or speak about information which
is too intimate given the relationship).

1.4 Explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect - personalize, use the pronouns
'I'and 'you'

1.5 Put the other's indebtedness on record.

1.6 Hinder-physically (block passage), conversationally (deny turn, interrupt).

1.7 etc'.

4) Sarcasm or mock politeness. This particular strategy entails performing the face
threatening/damaging acts with surface politeness realisations yet it is obvious that
the intention is to attack the addressee’s face wants. In this respect, Culpeper (1996)
identifies Leech's (1983) Irony principle (IP) as being similar to his view of sarcasm.

Leech's (1983) Irony principle (IP) reads:
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If you must cause offence, at least do so in a way which doesn't overtly conflict with the PP
[Politeness Principle], but allows the hearer to arrive at the offensive point of your remark

indirectly, by way of an implicature (Leech, 1983: 82)

This view of sarcasm creates a confusion between the current strategy and Brown &
Levinson's (1987) off record politeness superstrategy. Hence, Culpeper (1996:357) indicates
that the difference among these is that sarcasm/mock politeness aims at social disharmony

unlike Brown & Levinson's (1987) off record strategy which aims at social harmony.

In addition, sarcasm or mock politeness is apparently a superstrategy in Culpeper
(1996) yet in Lachenicht's (1980) model it is a positioned within the scope of the positive
aggravation strategy of “Deny common ground, convey that H is not liked’’ (Bousfield,
2008:87). Likewise, using inappropriate positive politeness (one form of mock politeness)
is for Lachenicht (1980), an aggravation substrategy falling within the boundary of the
negative aggravation strategy of “communicate ability and want to coerce the addressee,
minimize the addressee’s power’’. Hence, as argued by Bousfield (2008:87), this
phenomenon is categorized into one impolite superstrategy in Culpeper (1996) but

distributed in different positions within Lachenicht's (1980) framework.

5) Withhold politeness. This strategy involves intentionally or unintentionally failing

to employ politeness strategies when expected.

Furthermore, Culpeper (1996) adopts Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formula for
assessing the weightiness of face threatening acts to weigh the seriousness of impoliteness.
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formula is Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx. Accordingly, the
more powerful and socially distant the other is, the greater the imposition of the act, the more

the face threatening act is likely to be.

However, Lachenicht (1980) and Culpeper (1996) have made no mention to the role of
prosodic aspects. Lachenicht (1980:622) does allude to the significance of various

paralinguistic elements in communicating aggravation yet he fails to include such elements
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in his model. Moreover, both models introduce little knowledge concerning sequencing in

discourse, as they concentrate on single strategies out of context (Bousfield, 2008:145).

Among the merits of Culpeper (1996) is the fact that it has been tested, to a degree, using
real life data, across various discourse types (Bousfield, 1999, 2004; Cashman, 2006;

Culpeper, 1996, 2005; and Culpeper et al., 2003).

Culpeper (1996) has analysed the challenging, impolite utterances in US army training,
Lauer (1996) applied Culpeper's (1996) model to explore impolite language in complaint
letters, whereas Cashman (2006) investigated impoliteness within bilingual Spanish/English

children’s interaction.

In an attempt to fill in gaps in earlier models of impoliteness, Culpeper et al.
(2003:1555) attempt to investigate impoliteness in an extended discourse rather than in a
single strategy. Culpeper et al. (2003) also address the role of prosodic aspects in

communicating impoliteness.

Regarding the investigation of how impoliteness is realized in extended discourse,
two aspects have been addressed: “how individual impoliteness strategies co-occur in and
across a particular participant’s turns’’, and “patterns of impoliteness and reactions to it
across exchanges’” (Culpeper et al., 2003:1560). They identify two recurrent patterns,
though not mutually exclusive, in which impoliteness strategies combine in a participant’s
turn. The first one is the repetition of a particular strategy (or a collection of strategies) to
form a parallelism. The second pattern is that a particular strategy can be used in combination
with other strategies. With regard to reactions to impoliteness, Culpeper et al. (2003:1563)
have mapped out a complete theoretical set of response options, as shown in figure 2.2

below:
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Figure 2.2 A Summary of Response Options (Culpeper et al., 2003:1563)

Impoliteness Act

v v
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Counter Attack Accept Attack
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Culpeper et al.'s (2003) data have not featured all the options stated in their complete
theoretical sketch, both the “Do not respond’” and “Accept’” were absent in their data.
However, the strategy “Counter’’, which includes impoliteness strategies identified in

(Culpeper, 1996), has been frequent.

Furthermore, Culpeper et al. (2003) identify a set of counter impoliteness strategies
occurring in his data such as “abrogation” viz. “the abrogation of personal responsibility for
the action(s) or event that caused the interlocutor to issue a face damaging utterance in the
first place (Culpeper et al., 2003:1565), “opt out on record ” in which the speaker attempts

to conclude the impolite act, and “ insincere agreement ” (Culpeper et al., 2003:1566).

With respect to reactions to impoliteness, Culpeper et al. (2003) adopts a scalar view

in classifying such strategies in defensive and offensive. That is to say,

Offensive strategies have, to some degree, the secondary goal of defending the face of the
responder; defensive strategies may have, to some degree, the secondary goal of offending the

speaker of the original impoliteness act (Culpeper et al., 2003:1563)
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Accordingly, Culpeper et al. (2003) propose two patterns for the option “Counter”,
namely OFFENSIVE-OFFENSIVE, and OFFENSIVE-DEFENSIVE. The vast majority of
the interactions in their data follow the basic OFFENSIVE-DEFENSIVE pattern. However,
Culpeper et al. (2003:1568) raise the possibility that other patterns may emerge in different

types of discourse.

Indeed, | believe these findings raise the need to further examine impoliteness in
extended discourses of other types in order to validate and identify the existence of similar,
or perhaps other, impoliteness patterns in various discourse types, as well as responses to it,
as indicated in Culpeper et al. (2003:1568). This proposal seems worthy of investigation in

both institutional, such as parliamentary, and non-institutional discourse types.

In a later revision of the model, particularly in Culpeper (2005), the conceptualization
of impoliteness is expanded to include the hearer’s perspective, in addition to a speaker’s
intention to damage the face of the addressee. Accordingly, in Culpeper (2005:38)
impoliteness is defined as:

Impoliteness comes about when: (1) the speaker communicates face attack intentionally, or (2)

the hearer perceives and/or constructs behaviour as intentionally face-attacking, or a

combination of (1) and (2).

Furthermore, the concept of face is not abandoned here, as Culpeper (2005:39) still
believe that Brown & Levinson’s (1987) face-based frame represents the best way of
understanding impoliteness, despite the criticism in the literature. Among the issues raised
was the rejection of the universality of face proposed in Brown & Levinson (1987), and the
need to adopt a more socio-culturally based, and contextually-sensitive view of face (cf.

Matsumoto, 1988; Gu, 1998).

In response to such proposals, Culpeper (2005) adopts a more adequately
conceptualized and contextually sensitive view of face, that is of Spencer-Oatey's (2000a,

2002). As explained earlier, Spencer-Oatey (2000a, 2002) proposes two aspects of face:
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quality face and identity face. Indeed, Culpeper (2005) does not only claim to adopt Spencer-

Oatey's (2000b, 2002) understanding of face, but her conceptualisation of rapport

management as a whole. Hence, Culpeper (2005) integrates the management of sociality

rights, as introduced in Spencer-Oatey (2000a, 2002), into his model. Since, | have already

introduced Spencer-Oatey’s model, no further elaboration is needed here.

Moreover, driven by data, Culpeper (2005) introduces the “off record” impoliteness

superstrategy as a replacement for his earlier meta-strategic strategy, viz. sarcasm. In the

light of the these modifications, Culpeper's (2005) impoliteness superstrategies can be re-

explained below:

1)

2)

3)

Bald on record impoliteness. According to Culpeper (2005:41), bald on record
impoliteness takes place when the speaker employs direct, clear, and unambiguous
linguistic choices to intentionally attack the addressee, or the addressee perceives
and/or constructs the attacks to be as such. These intentional, or perceived to be so,
straight forward attacks occur when there is much face at stake, they are in
accordance with Grice's (1975).

Positive impoliteness. According to Culpeper (2005:41), positive impoliteness
signifies deploying strategies in which the speaker intentionally attacks the
addressee’s quality face and elements of his identity face, and/or the addressee
perceives and or constructs the speaker’s linguistic behaviour as such. Such
strategies, as stated in Culpeper (2005:41), include ignore the other, exclude the
other from an activity, be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic, use
inappropriate identity markers, use obscure or secretive language, seek
disagreement, use taboo words, call the other names.

Negative impoliteness. According to Culpeper (2005:41), negative impoliteness
signifies deploying strategies in which the speaker intentionally infringes the

addressee’s equity rights as well as elements of his association rights, and/or the
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addressee perceives and or constructs the speaker’s linguistic behaviour as such.
Examples of such strategies from Culpeper (2005:41), include frighten, condescend,
scorn or ridicule, be contemptuous, do not treat the other seriously, belittle the other,
invade the other’s space (literally or metaphorically), explicitly associate the other
with a negative aspect (personalize, use the pronouns “I”” and “You”), put the other’s
indebtedness on record.

4) Off record impoliteness. This strategy is counterpart of the Brown & Levinson's
(1987) off record politeness strategy. Employing the off record impoliteness means
offending the addressee in an implied manner, via an implicature which cannot be
cancelled.

5) Withhold politeness. Culpeper (1996:357) argues that impoliteness can be realised
through the absence of politeness work where there is an expectation for it to occur.
For instance, failing to thank someone for a gift they have received may be
conceived as intentionally offence (Culpeper, 2005:42).

Even with these promising modifications, argues Bousfield (2008:91-92), the model
fails to resolve the issue of “multi-face-directedness” of the linguistic impoliteness
strategies, i.e. failing to identify a one-to-one relation between these impoliteness strategies
and the face they affect or the sociality right they infringe. Another critique is that the list of
the linguistic output strategies in Culpeper (2005) are not exhaustive, i.e. open-ended, which
reflects a weakness as it does not offer a practical method to encompass these strategies
(Bousfield,2008:91). However, this openness, simultaneously, provides sturdy foundation

for their model as it becomes adjustable to the change in linguistic usage over time.

Indeed, in an insightful modification, Bousfield (2008:95) proposes to reduce the
impoliteness superstrategies under two formal categories, namely on record and off record
impoliteness since one may attack face or infringe a sociality right both explicitly and

implicitly.
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The introduction of Bousfield's (2008:95) refinements into Brown & Levinson's
(1987) politeness model and further impoliteness models based on it, such as Culpeper
(1996), enhances the fruitfulness of a strategy-based models of im/politeness in various
types of discourse. Moreover, viewing impoliteness as a set of communicative strategies that
attack interactants’ face wants appears to be an effective approach in contexts which sanction
and restrain both the ability to attack others and manage others’ attacks, such as
parliamentary contexts. In such contexts, participants are expected/required to possess the
ability to both attack others and neutralize others’ attacks. Thus, having knowledge about
what type of impoliteness strategy is being employed, the possible defense and attack options
facilitates participants’ ability to manage confrontational interactions is worthy to
investigate. Therefore, | think that impoliteness strategies comprise a promising part of

bigger framework to investigate impoliteness in parliamentary discourse.

However, in Culpeper (2011a), the author has shifted focus from the classical
conceptualization of impoliteness in terms of pragmatic strategies into a more culturally and
contextually sensitive model of impoliteness, though this shift is not an abandonment of
impoliteness strategies, as argued by Culpeper in Dynel (2013:164) . Indeed, many features
of second generation of impoliteness can be traced in Culpeper's (2011a) definition of

impoliteness below.

impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific contexts. It
is sustained by expectations, desires and/or beliefs about social organisations, including, in
particular, how one person’s or a group’s identities are mediated by others in interaction. Situated
behaviours are viewed negatively-considered impolite-when they conflict with how one expects
them to be. Such behaviours always have or are presumed to have emotional consequences for
at least one participant, that is, they cause or are presumed to cause offence. Various factors can
exacerbate how offensive an impolite behaviour is taken to be, including for example whether
one understands a  behaviour  to be  strongly intentional or  not

(Culpeper, 2011a:23)
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As stated in the definition above, Culpeper (2011a) argues that impoliteness occurs
when a participant’s linguistic utterance is evaluated negatively by other participant(s), i.e.
he relates impoliteness with how lay participants understand it. The negative evaluation
stems from a disagreement on how one’s (or a group’s) identity is to be managed in
interactions. This dissimilarity reflects that participants possess different ideological systems
regarding how one’s or a group’s identity, for example, is expected to be tackled in
communicative interactions. The negative evaluation may cause offence to at least one
participant, the offence may be manifested through emotions as anger. The intention to cause
offence or harm through the negative evaluation of others’ language is not a prerequisite in
the communication of impoliteness, though it may contribute, along with other factors, in
exacerbating the degree of offence.

Culpeper (2011a) adopts Spencer-Oatey’s (2002,2008) model, as face sensitivities
and social norms represents part of participants’ ideological systems that may trigger
impoliteness judgements if it is managed in a way contrary to one’s expectations.

With such a conceptualisation of impoliteness that centres around participants’
understanding of impoliteness, Culpeper (2011a) employs various data collection techniques
that rhyme with this conceptualisation. These techniques include: impoliteness perception
questionnaires, corpus data, informants reports, video recordings and written texts
containing naturally occurring impoliteness.

As for how Culpeper (2011a) decides whether the incident in question qualifies as
impoliteness or not, some of his data sets, such as informants reports, included incidents that
were reported by the informants themselves as impolite. As for other data sets, Culpeper
(2011a:11) relies on the following sources of evidence:

1) Using explicit impoliteness meta-pragmatic comment and/or metalanguage (e.g.

rude, abusive, insulting )
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2) Retrospective comments are comments made after the event in question, these
usually take the form of long discussions by participants and/or observers about
whether the event in question is impolite.

3) Using conventionalized impoliteness formula.

4) Displaying certain non-verbal reactions viz. emotions like anger, disgust,
embarrassment, and shame.

Influenced by Terkourafi's (2001,2002) frame-based approach to politeness, Culpeper
(2010,2011a) argues that impoliteness can be more inherent in a linguistic expression or can
be more determined by context, but neither the expression nor the context guarantee an
interpretation of impoliteness. In this respect, Culpeper (2010,2011a) recognises two types
of impoliteness: implicational impoliteness and conventionalised impoliteness formula.
Accordingly, Culpeper (2010,2011a) examines both direct and indirect experiences of
impoliteness and the linguistic structures utilised to express impoliteness. These
methodologies include:

1) Examining the particular contexts in which participants display a perception of

impoliteness, together with the expressions employed to convey impoliteness.

2) Examining the expressions utilised by participants when talking about behaviours
understood to be impolite, i.e. impoliteness meta-discourse

Using the above methods, Culpeper (2011a:135-136) generated a list of
conventionalised impoliteness formula in English, on the basis of frequency of occurrence.
These include various types of insults, condescensions, dismissals, message enforcers,

unpalatable questions and/or presuppositions, silencers, threats, negative expressive.

2.6  Previous Studies of Impoliteness in Parliamentary Discourse
Over the last few decades there has been a considerable amount of investigation of various
political genres from a politeness perspective (Chilton, 1990; Zupnik, 1994; Agha, 1997,

Pérez de Ayala, 2001; Ilie, 2001; Christie, 2002; Mullany, 2002; Blas Arroyo, 2003,
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Bolivar, 2005; Garcia-Pastor, 2008; llie, 2004, 2013) ; Frumuselu & Ilie, 2010). Despite the
growing interest in investigating im/politeness in various political settings, studies of
impoliteness in political discourse in general, and parliamentary discourse in particular, are

still scarce (llie, 2004:45).

The Journal of Pragmatics (2010) has dedicated a special issue to studies of
parliamentary discourse from pragmatic perspectives. The articles in that issue demonstrate
a considerable diversity in the range of discourse aspects being explored ,the range of
methodologies employed to highlight those discoursal aspects under investigation, the kind
of political systems that house these discourses, and the countries in which these various
political systems operate. However, most of the parliaments whose language was under
investigation were, geographically, European except one non-European parliament (Chile).
In addition, among the aspects of parliamentary language covered by those articles, only Ilie
(2010Db) is partially related to im/politeness. Namely, Ilie (2010b) investigates and compares
the strategic use of parliamentary forms of address among politicians in the UK parliament
and the Swedish Riksdag. Moreover, the introductory article in that issue, viz. llie
(2010a:883), concludes with a recommendation for further empirical research into

parliamentary discourses with an emphasis on cross-cultural context.

Below I review the relevant studies of im/politeness in the Iragi and British political
and/or parliamentary discourse. In the British setting, these studies include Bull et al. (1996),

Harris (2001), Bull & Wells (2012), Murphy (2014).

Bull et al. (1996) aim at investigating the correlation between the concept of face
and equivocation in political interviews. Bull et al. (1996) argue that the concept of face
can provide not only a theoretical framework for equivocation but it can also be employed
to predict when and why politicians do reply to questions in interviews. The study builds a
typology of face-threatening questions in the context of political interviews. Bull et al.

(1996) employ their typology to analyse 18 interviews with the leaders of the three main
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political parties in the 1992 British General Election, namely six with the then Prime
Minister John Major, six with Neil Kinnock the then Leader of the Labour Party, 1983-

1992, and six with Paddy Ashdown , then Leader of the Liberal Democrats since 1988).

The analysis identifies 19 subcategorises of face-threatening questions, grouped into
three major types in accordance with the type of face these categories threaten. Bull et al.
(1996:271) propose, building on (Goffman, 1972), that politicians have three faces to
defend: personal political face, party face , and the face of significant others. Figure 2.3

below demonstrates these categories.
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Figure 2.3 Bull et al. 's (1996: 274-279) Typology of Face-Threatening Questions in Political Interviews
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Typology of Face-Threatening Questions
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Party Face Threatening
Questions
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Threatening
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Creating/confirming a negative
statement or impression about
personal competence.

Failing to present a positive image of
self if offered the opportunity.
Losing credibility.

Contrasting past statements, policies,
etc.

Personal difficulties in the future.
Difficulty in producing/clarifying
personal or party beliefs, statements,
aims, principles, etc.
Contrasting/confirming a negative
statement or impression about one’s
public persona.

1. Creating/confirming a negative
statement or impression about the
party or its policies, actions, aims,
principles, etc.

2. Failing to present a positive image of

the party if offered the opportunity.

Future difficulties for the party.

Contradictions between the party’s
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policies, actions, aims, principles, etc.

5. Creating/confirming a negative
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a division of opinion).

Not supporting a colleague.

Not supporting a subgroup of one’s own
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Not supporting other positively valued
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Not supporting a friendly country
Supporting a negatively valued other
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Bull et al. (1996) argue that politicians, during political interviews, not only attempt
to defend their personal face, but also the face of their political parties and colleagues to
an extent that failing to do so is considered a political mistake. Given the fact that other
political settings share the same adversarial nature, one can argue that politicians in other
political contexts, such as parliamentary ones, also have three faces to defend and/or attack.
One can also argue that failing to defend and/or attack these three manifestations of face,

depending on the immediate context, may have political consequences.

One attempt to extend Brown & Levinson's (1987) politeness theory to institutional
discourses is Harris (2001). In her study, Harris (2001) investigates both politeness and
impoliteness in the British parliament, namely in PMQs. Harris (2001) argues that
intentional and explicitly face threatening (or face enhancing) acts constitute the majority
of PMQT’s discourse, she further argues that systematic impoliteness is expected and
rewarded within PMQT. Harris (2001) identifies a number of strategies for performing face
threatening acts in the context of PMQs sessions. Figure 2.4 below illustrates these
strategies.

Figure 2.4 Face-Threatening Acts in PMQs as proposed in Harris (2001)

Face Threatening Acts in

PMQs

1. Questions that request very specific information.
2. Questions that reveal the PM inability to quote an exact
figure.
Questions that construct implicatures or presuppositions.
4. Exchanges that focus on the metalanguage of asking and

answering questions.
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Harris (2001:470) signifies the value of investigating such strategies in the British
parliament as it helps to uncover why parliamentarians choose to be politically impolite.
Considering that the current research also examines parliamentary discourse, Harris' (2001)

strategies seem worth investigating in the context of the Iragi and British parliaments.

Although both Harris (2001), and Bull & Wells (2012) have attempted to extend Brown
& Levinson's (1987) model to include confrontational, adversarial discourse, Bull & Wells'
(2012) examination is more systematic and elaborate. Harris' (2001) study has utilised
illustrative examples , whereas Bull & Wells (2012) have conducted a more systematic

examination of strategies for performing face threatening questions in PMQs.

Bull & Wells (2012) aim to construct a theoretical framework for face threatening
questions in PMQs by identifying strategies for both attacking and countering the attack,
unlike Harris (2001) which identified strategies in questioning turns only. By analysing 18
sessions of PMQs, Bull & Wells (2012) have spotted six different strategies for posing face
threatening questions and five strategies for responding to face threatening questions. These

strategies are demonstrated in table 2.4 below.
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Table 2.4 Bull & Well's (2012) Conceptual Framework for the Analysis of Impoliteness

in PMQs
Strategies for Face-Threatening Acts in | Strategies for Face-threatening Acts in
Questioning Turns Response Turns
1. Preface. 1. Talk up positive face.
2. Detailed question. 2. Rebut.
3. Contentious presupposition. 3. Attack.
4. Conflictual question. 4. lgnore.
5. Invitation to perform a face- 5. Self-justify.
damaging response.
6. Aside.

As Bull & Wells (2012) state by themselves, their theoretical framework needs further
empirical analysis, more specifically they indicate that specific strategies, such as “invitation
to perform a face threatening response”(Bull & Wells,2012:39) and “conflictual questions”
(Bull & Wells,2012:38) , require further investigation. Moreover, Bull & Wells' (2012) study
seems more promising to adopt in my study as it distinguish between strategies employed in

initiation turns from those utilised in response turns.

Similarly, Murphy (2014) demonstrates that both politeness and impoliteness can exist
in the discourse of PMQs. Building on Culpeper, (2010), Murphy (2014) outlines a set of
frequent impoliteness strategies in his data set. However, Murphy (2014) focuses more on
impoliteness strategies employed by the Leader of the Opposition and other Opposition
members, i.e. strategies in questioning turns. Although, Murphy (2014) compares how two
Prime Ministers, namely David Cameron and Gordon Brown, respond to face threatening
questions addressed to them, his strategies, whether in questioning or answering turns are

not as detailed as in Bull & Wells (2012).
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As demonstrated above, most of im/politeness research into British political discourse
have focused on identifying single strategies taken out of context. In other words, these
investigations ignored to explore the dynamics of impoliteness within extended discourses,
as well as ignoring to systematically account for how participants respond to face threatening
attacks. In addition, most of the studies in the literature are devoted to examine impolite
language in European national parliaments, as well as other political contexts in those

cultures.

On the other hand, very few studies have been conducted to tackle impolite language
use in the Iraqi political discourse. To the best of my knowledge, such studies include only
Abdlali (2014) and Al-Tahmazi (2016). Abdlali (2014) attempts to analyse, on a very small
scale, the correlation between political power and Iraqi politicians’ impolite language in the
context of political interviews. Moreover, Abdlali (2014) does not investigate the specific
aspects of impoliteness that are examined in the current research. Whereas in Al-Tahmazi's
(2016) study, impoliteness is viewed as one of the various discursive deligitimisation
practices employed by (non-)political actors in quest for political power. Similarly, Al-
Tahmazi's (2016) investigation involves corpus from political interviews, and social media
in the Iraqi setting. In other words, both studies address impoliteness as a means to an end
not as an end in itself. In addition, both Abdlali's (2014) and Al-Tahmazi's (2016) study do
not involve a comparative element. Thus, no study have been conducted to tackle impolite

language use in the Iraqgi parliament.

Indeed, a search within the Iragi Academic Scientific Journal (IASJ) database for
im/politeness research in an Iragi discourse yields to six results. These results include two
investigations of politeness in classical non-Iraqi literary works, namely Flayih (2013) and
Abdul Kadhem (2008), and three explorations of impoliteness in non-political (non-) Iraqgi

discourse, namely Abdual-Wahid & Omar (2010); Abbas & Ismail (2016); and Al-Musawy
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& Al-Salman (2014). The only examination of impoliteness in Iragi political discourse is

Abdlali's (2014) mentioned above.

This review demonstrates the need to further investigate particular aspects of
impoliteness in the Iraqi and the British parliamentary discourse to fill in the gap indicated

in previous studies of impoliteness in these two settings.

2.7 Defining Impoliteness

Now that | have reviewed the different approaches and frameworks of impoliteness, I
propose my understanding of impoliteness in the context of parliamentary interactions.
Parliamentary impoliteness consists of linguistic strategies which are intended and/or
perceived as attacking politicians’ multiple face manifestations and/or infringing their
sociality rights in specific communicative interactions. However, considering that
impoliteness is the context of the present study is strategic (Kienpointner, 1997), i.e.
impoliteness is sanctioned, accredited, preplanned, and calculated, the possibility of

impoliteness being intentional is very high.

These linguistic strategies may also, whenever possible, be evaluated negatively in
those communicative interactions by at least one politician. Politicians’ negative evaluation
regarding such linguistic strategies of impoliteness result from a difference in their
expectations on how their multiple face manifestations, their sociality rights, and/or

particular norms should be managed during parliamentary interactions.

Such linguistic strategies may cause offence or harm to politicians which may cause

emotional consequences, especially when performed with an intention to cause offence.

Taking into consideration that my study aims to investigate and compare the nature of
impoliteness in two national parliaments where discourse is highly constrained, relying
primarily on participants’ conceptualisation of impoliteness seems methodologically

challenging. Hence, | believe that in the context of investigating impoliteness across two
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parliaments, including the present study, it may be more productive to adopt a model that
integrates both participants and analysts’ understanding of impoliteness. In other words, |
think that an integrative approach of impoliteness that combines elements of both first order
and second order theories of im/politeness is the most practical option to explore

parliamentary impoliteness.

Thus, 1 mainly take impoliteness to consist of linguistic strategies that are attacking
face or infringing some sociality rights, but also take into account participant’s

understanding of impoliteness, through their negative evaluations whenever produced.

With regard to strategies, | find the set of strategies introduced in Harris (2001),Bull &
Wells (2012), and Culpeper et al. (2003) to convey impoliteness in initiation and response
turns useful to explore in the Iragi and British parliamentary discourse. | also argue that
Spencer-Oatey's (2002,2005,2008) rapport management model is potentially promising in
encompassing the cultural/institutional similarities and differences in the conceptualization
of impoliteness in the Iragi and British settings. Moreover, Spencer-Oatey's(2002, 2008)
model combines both face wants and sociality rights. Furthermore, both Bull et al.'s (1996)
and Spencer-Oatey's (2000b, 2008) conception of face being multifaceted is attractive for a

political context such as the current parliamentary ones.

2.8  Grice’s Cooperative Principle

In the course of an interaction users of language tend to express their illocutionary intent
either explicitly or in an implied manner. Grice's (1975) model of conversational implicature
postulates how speakers generate their propositions beyond what is said and how hearers
grasp that intended meaning, viz. the distinction between saying and meaning. Prior to
assigning a polite or impolite judgement to a specific linguistic behaviour occurring in a
specific situation, interactants need first to parse the meaning encoded in that talk exchange.

Hence, Grice's (1975) model of conversational implicature is essential for studies of
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im/politeness. Hence, the need to outline and clarify my stance regarding the concept of

conversational implicature.

Grice (1975) assumes a hidden/unspoken agreement among interlocutors to
cooperate in the course of an interaction. This mutually expected cooperation, which Grice
(1975:45) labels as the Cooperative Principle, is assumed to consist of four maxims: Quality,
Quantity, Manner, and Relation. The category quantity involves two maxims: “Make your
contribution as informative as is required” and “Do not make your contribution more
informative than is required” (Grice, 1975:45). On the other hand, the category quality
comprises two maxims: “Do not say what you believe to be false” and “Do not say that for
which you lack adequate evidence” (Grice, 1975:46), whereas maxim of Relation includes
a single maxim “Be relevant”(Grice, 1975:46). The last category, namely the category of
Manner involves the following maxims: “Avoid obscurity of expression”, “Avoid

99 ¢¢

ambiguity”, “ Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)”, and “Be orderly” (Grice, 1975:46).

Grice (1975) recognises that users of language do not always abide by these maxims,
instead they diverge from using them for various interactional reasons. Interlocutors may
violate a maxim, opt out a maxim , face a clash of maxims, or flout a maxim(Grice, 1975:49).
According to Grice (1975:49), flouting a maxim refers to an intentional overt non-
observance of a maxim. Grice (1975:49) argues that this overt deviation from adhering to a
maxim is made purposefully in order for the addressee to grasp it and therefore to construct

a conversational implicature.

Brown & Levinson's (1987) theory is built on the assumption that interactants flout

Gricean maxims for their desire to safe face.

Nevertheless, among the issues that surround Grice's (1975)theory of conversational
implicature is the notion of cooperation. Researchers have proposed different readings of
Grice's(1975) Cooperative Principle, namely the social goal sharing view and the “linguistic

goal sharing” (Thomas, 1986) view of the Cooperative Principle.
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Adopting the extralinguistic/social conceptualisation of cooperation proves
problematic when tackling some types of communication, such as conflictual or impolite
discourse. Whereas the formal/ linguistic view of Gricean Cooperative Principle allows the
processing of all types of discourses including confrontational and impolite interactions.
Such a view , argues (Thomas, 1986:28-29), assumes that the only shared aim among
interactants is the expression of their illocutionary intent clearly, explicitly or implicitly,
and getting the addressee to comprehend it without committing themselves to producing

polite or impolite propositions.

It is the linguistic reading of Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle that I will be
adopting in the analysis of my study as it proved to be relevant in a preliminary analysis of

my data.

2.9 Summary

In this chapter I have reviewed the relevant literature on impoliteness. Namely, | have
reviewed both the theoretical frameworks relevant to the investigation of im/politeness in
general, and the studies that have examined impoliteness in relevant political and/or
parliamentary settings. This procedure helps to (1) demonstrate the evolution of the concept
of impoliteness in the literature; (2) highlight the relevant theoretical frameworks that has
the potential to be part of an analytical framework to examine impoliteness in the Iragi and
British parliaments; and (3) pinpoint possible underexplored dimensions of impoliteness in

the Iragi and British parliamentary discourse.

Accordingly, the review has included those theories of politeness that inspired the
emergence of impoliteness frameworks in the literature, and/or helped the construction of
an analytical framework for the current study. These theories include Brown & Levinson's
(1987) and Spencer-Oatey's ( 2000b ,2008) models. | have also reviewed and compared the
early attempts to theorise impoliteness, viz. Lachenicht (1980), Austin (1987) and Culpeper

(1996)models. Previous relevant studies of impoliteness in the Iragi and British
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parliamentary discourse has also been reviewed. | have also introduced my understanding of
parliamentary impoliteness in the context of the current research, and my position with

regards to Grice's (1975) notion of conversational implicature.

In the next chapter, | will focus on introducing the institutional context which hosts the

phenomenon under discussion the current study.
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3 Chapter Three: Cultural Contextualisation

3.1 Chapter Outline

In this chapter, 1 will explore the cultural and the institutional context of the present study.
The exploration starts with the identification of an adequate conceptualisation of
‘parliament’, as a political institution, that best parallels the conceptualisation of
impoliteness as viewed in the current research. The rest of the chapter falls into two parts,
I.e., the Iragi and the British settings. For each setting, | introduce a brief account of the
origins of that parliament. Then, | present the structure of that parliament focusing on the
relevant practices, rules, and conventions that may contribute to the conceptualisation of
linguistic impoliteness in the culture. Next, | shed light on particular contextual factors such
as rhetorical choices available to parliamentarians in such institutions and attempt to sketch

a possible power distribution in the particular parliamentary practices under discussion.

3.2 What is a Parliament? Parliament as a Communicative Context

Whether one adopts a first order (language user’s understanding of impoliteness) or second
order (analyst’s understanding of impoliteness) approach to impoliteness, the role of context
is crucial to the understanding/interpretation of impoliteness, given its pragmatic nature. For
example, in the case of first order models, hearers’ perception/construction of a given verbal
behaviour as impolite may involve a judgmental evaluation of the utterance as face
threatening and/or norm infringing in that specific situation. In other words, it is very likely
that the same utterance may not be evaluated as impolite, by the same hearers, if uttered in
a different situational context. Hence, context is vital in the interpretation of impoliteness.
Indeed, the extent to which the role of context is regarded as either central or determinant to
the interpretation of impoliteness, relates to the argument of whether impoliteness is inherent
in a linguistic expression or not. Whatever one’s stance is, the role of context remains
undeniable in the conceptualization of impoliteness, as it is in the constructing the meaning

of every/any single utterance in a given language.
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Since context is at the heart of impoliteness research, it is a must for every
impoliteness-related investigation, including the present one, to cast light on the context
which houses the verbal performance. The current study aims to investigate impoliteness in
the context of two national parliaments, namely the Iragi and British parliaments. Hence,
this chapter will be devoted to exploring the Iragi and British parliaments. The importance
of this part of the research lies in the fact that it links and integrates the extra-linguistic part
of the work with the linguistic one.

In this particular section, the notion of parliament is reviewed first to clarify how the
current research conceptualises parliament as a communicative context. This will determine
how to display both the Iraqi and British parliament in the following sections. EXisting
relevant conceptualizations of parliament will be demonstrated through the following
paragraphs.

Phrases such as the Parliament, the Congress, the National Assembly, the Council of
Representatives are employed in different countries to designate the (highest) legislative
body in the state (Norton, 2005). In its simplest, earliest forms, a legislature is the rule-
making institution in the system of governance in any state, regardless of whether that
system of governance is regarded as good, “democratic”, or bad, “undemocratic” (Rothstein,
1996:134). So, the crucial point is that, regardless of whichever terminology is being utilized
or whichever form of government is adopted, the story is always about political institutions.
Since parliaments exist as part of the political system in many countries, it seems only logical
to rely on political science theories to identify a convincing answer to my question: what is
a parliament?

Political science adopts diverse approaches in examining systems of government
and the analysis of political activity and political behaviour such as: positivism, rational
choice theory, behaviourism, structuralism, post-structuralism, realism, institutionalism, and
pluralism (Marsh & Stoker, 2010, Peters, 2012). The present research views parliaments

from an institutional perspective. The institutional approach followed here focuses on
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identifying formal and informal rules, procedures, and structures that constitute political
bodies. Consequently, it helps to explicate certain elements that constitute parliamentary
contexts. The identification of those elements is, in my opinion, vital in manifesting how
this context shapes the nature of impoliteness within its boundaries.

Before proceeding to explore how institutionalism defines a parliament, it is
important here to make clear that it is not the objective of this chapter to conduct a political
analysis. Instead, the study will seek to provide a concise demonstration of the value of the
selected approach and clarify its functionality and harmony with the stance on impoliteness
taken in this thesis.

The interest in political institutions, or the institutional approach to politics dates
back to Plato and Aristotle who discuss which types of political institutions may build a
better society and individual. For example, in his Republic, Plato introduces and compares
various forms of governments such as timocracy, oligarchy, democracy and tyranny.
Likewise, Aristotle in his Politics asks questions such as “what is the ideal form of
government?” (Rothstein, 1996:137). The interest in the institutional approach continued
and in the late 19" and 20" century, the focus was more on the constitutional architecture
which led to detailed studies of different national constitutions and other political
institutions. Constitutions are introduced here as they represent the source of the
fundamental set of laws that structure the legislative, executive, judicial powers and many
other collective and individual rights in a state. In other words, constitutions are part of the
political system and a political institution in itself.

Lawrence Lowell (1920) described the English political institutions through
investigating their formal and official structure (Finer, 1932; Redlich, 1908; Bryce, 1921).
The core element of old institutionalism was the extensive descriptions of constitutions, legal
systems and government structures and their comparison over time (Lowndes, 2010:60).
Simply speaking, institutionalist research was devoted to producing elaborate illustrations

of the formal rules, structures and procedures of various political institutions, and to compare
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these internationally. The fundamental motive behind this descriptive narrative was the
belief that “seemingly insignificant details could have a pervasive impact on the behaviour
of the institution and the individuals within it” (Peters, 1996:206).

Old institutionalism was criticised for its focus on formal rules and organizations
rather than informal conventions (Lowndes, 2010:62). However, institutionalism came back
in the late 1980s as a reaction to the internal limitations of the dominant behavioural
approach, which was mainly concerned with applying empirical methods in investigating
politics (Sandrers, 2010:25). March & Olsen (1984) are recognized as the first to coin the
term “new institutionalism” (Lowndes, 2010:63).

New institutionalism emphasizes the proposition that the “organization of political
life makes a difference” (March & Olsen, 1984:747). Despite having various forms and
manifestations, new institutional thinking shared basic inclinations.

Below I illustrate the basic features of new institutionalism to justify the rationale
behind taking a new institutionalist perspective in my explorations of the parliamentary
contexts under observation. To phrase it in a more explicit manner, the common features of
institutionalism underlie my conceptualization of parliament in this particular study.

Lowndes (2010:66) proposes that new institutionalism departs from and builds upon
the insights of the best of old institutionalism and presents it within a theoretical framework.
Below are the main characteristics of new institutionalism as outlined in Lowndes (2010:66-
70):

1) “From a focus on organisations to a focus on rules” (Lowndes, 2010:67). New
institutionalism does not conceptualize political institutions as one whole but rather
as being composed of parts. Each one of these parts has their own set of rules that
influence and constrain the behaviour of political actors within.

2) New institutionalists extend the range of an investigation to include informal as well
as formal rules and the impact of these rules on the behaviour of individuals within

political institutions (Lowndes, 2010:67).
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3) “From a static to a dynamic conception of institutions” (Lowndes, 2010:68). Within
the old institutionalist approach, institutions were defined as “stable, valued and
recurring patterns of behaviour” (Huntington, 1968). Whereas new institutionalists
probe into “how institutional stability is accomplished through human action”
(Lowndes, 2010:68).

4) “From submerged values to a value-critical stance” (Lowndes, 2010:69). New
institutionalism investigates ways in which institutions represent and sculpt societal
values.

5) “From independence to embeddedness” (Lowndes, 2010:70). New institutionalists
focus on political institutions as being situated within a specific time and space.

As mentioned before, new institutionalism has many variants. Hall & Taylor (1996)
recognize three versions of it, whereas Peters ( 2012) identifies seven separate varieties. In
my view, the variant which best explains and unravels the nature of impoliteness in
parliamentary context is a fusion of normative institutionalism, and rational choice
institutionalism. These two versions are reviewed below.

March & Olsen (1984) are regarded as the pioneers of normative institutionalism.
For March & Olsen (1989:17) institutions “are collections of standard operating procedures
and structures that define and defend values, norms, interests, identities and beliefs”.
Normative institutionalism argues that political institutions affect actors’ behaviour by
moulding “their values, norms, interests, identities and beliefs’’ (March & Olsen, 1989:17).
Normative institutionalists propose that apparently impartial rules and structures of an
institution manifest values and power relationships, and determine appropriate behaviour
within given settings. Rules may be “routines, procedures, conventions, organizational
forms, roles, strategies, technologies around which political activity is constructed, and
beliefs, paradigms, codes, cultures, and knowledge that surround, support, contradict those
roles and routines” (March & Olsen, 1989:22). These rules are vital since they enable actors

to recognize what is normatively “appropriate behaviour” (March & Olsen, 1989:22).
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Therefore, “what is appropriate for a particular person in a particular situation is defined by
political and social institutions and transmitted through socialisation” (March & Olsen,
1989:23).

Normative institutionalism views institutions as being made up of formal rules,
informal conventions, and organizational structures that embody values and power
relationships. These elements guide and shape the behaviour of the actors within the
institution. In other words, these elements determine what politically appropriate/expected
behaviour is in a particular situation. So, it is political institutions and socialization that
determine what is appropriateness in a particular situation for a particular individual. Thus,
it is said that normative institutionalism posits a “logic of appropriateness” to account for
the behaviour of both institutions and actors within it (Peters, 1996:208).

However, it is not certain that actors within an institution fully comply with the
institutional rules and structures, nor it is always the case that individuals’ interests and
preferences are identical with and achievable through the very set of rules or values, norms
promoted by the institution. One approach that fills the gap for such instances is the rational
choice institutionalism.

Rational choice institutionalism rejects the proposition that institutional rules and
structures produce and/or constrain the behaviour of political actors within it. Instead it
argues that political actors’ preferences and self-interests are internally determined and
relatively stable (Lowndes, 2010:66). They argue that institutions provide the rules,
procedures, and informal practices which restrain political actors’ behaviour however they
aim to maximize their utility (Peters, 2012:47-48). Indeed, it is the political actors’
recognition that the institutional rules also constrain their competitors which provides the
rationality to accept the limitations on individuals’ choice incurred by institutional
membership.

Building on this, it is possible to take a compromise position and argue that political

actors’ behaviour is neither utterly constrained by institutional rules and structures alone,
60



nor it is merely a result of an endogenous cause or origin. Rather, it is a combination of both,
i.e. an individual follows institutional rules and structures in a way that best serves his/her
interests and preferences. Indeed, political actors submit to institutional rules and structures
in @ manner that protects their interests. Both institutions and political actors affect and
interact with each other.

These different conceptualizations of political institutions, normative and rational
choice institutionalism, are originally designed to account for the political behaviour of such
institutions and actors within them; i.e. these approaches attempt to account for the kind of
behaviour which contributes to politics and has political consequences, such as decision
making. In other words, normative and rational choice institutionalism are not specifically,
exclusively designed to account for the verbal behaviour, i.e. linguistic performance, of
politicians. However, language has always been in a close connection with politics and
politicians since it is the means by which political actors communicate their interests,
negotiate and arrive at decisions. Moreover, language or linguistic behaviour is a subtype of
the overall behaviour of political actors. Hence these approaches relate to political actors’
linguistic behaviour as well. In other words, they may, to a certain extent, explain the nature
of different linguistic phenomena, such as impoliteness, occurring within the boundaries of
parliaments. Accordingly, the current research adopts an intermediate perspective that
combines normative and rational choice institutionalism to conceptualise parliaments.

With the introduction of the institutional dimension to the conceptualization of
impoliteness in a parliamentary context, it seems that two sets of norms, values, rules are
involved: institutional norms and values and, arguably, the socio-cultural values that
underlie them. | propose that participants, in this case political actors, do not replace one
category with the other one, i.e. they do not replace the norms, values of the broader
social/cultural context with the less inclusive institutional/parliamentary context norms and
values, and rules. Instead, both set of norms and rules coexist but one of them is operative

on front stage and the other is latent in back stage. Within political settings, for instance
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parliaments, institutional norms and rules become more salient. This may be represented as

in figure 3.1 below.

Figure 3.1 Representation of the Types of Norms within a Parliamentary Context
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Now that the conceptualisation of parliament taken in this thesis has been made
explicit, the focus may be shifted to the exploration of the Iragi and British parliaments
respectively. The nature of the political system in any country is highly influenced by the
series of events which that country faced. Hence, | will briefly review the critical and
decisive events in the history of UK and Iraq that have contributed, directly and/or indirectly,
in shaping their political systems, namely their parliaments, in their current status, before
exploring both parliaments in more detail. A brief display of such events is also intended to
highlight the longevity of the British parliament compared to Iraqgi one.

3.3 Parliament in the Iragi Political System: Origins and History

Since the 16th century, most of the territory of present-day Irag was under the control of the
Ottoman Empire. When the Ottomans joined forces with Germany and became part of the
Central powers in World War I, the British Empire, as a representative of the Allies, initiated

its invasion of Iraq in 1914.
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By the end of 1918, they maintained control over Basra, Baghdad and Mosul, the
three-main administrative provinces of Ottoman Irag (Al-Hassani, 2008:64-68). Contrary to
Iraqis’ expectations, at the San Remo Conference in April 1920, under Article 22 of the
League of Nations Covenant, Iraq was formally made a Class A mandate entrusted to Britain
(Tripp, 2007:30).

Due to Iraqis’ demands for self-governance, expressed so vividly in the 1920 revolt,
and Britain’s need to cut the financial expenses of ruling Iraq directly, Britain announced its
commitment to establish a national Iragi government. On the 23rd August 1921 Feisal bin
Hussein was crowned as the Iragi King and Iragq was declared as parliamentary hereditary
monarchy. The first Iragi constitution, known then as the Substantive Iragi Law, was
authorised by King Feisal I of Irag on the 215 March 1925.

Article No.28 of the 1925 Constitution declared that the legislative authority is
represented by the Majlis Al-Ummah (National Council) and the monarchy. The Article also
states that that the National Council, viz. parliament, is a bicameral one, i.e. composed of
two chambers: Majlis Al-Aiyan (Council of Elites) and Majilis Al-Nuwab (Council of
Representatives) whose members were selected through public elections.

The Iraqi parliament, during the monarchy period, had a passive role in the Iraqi
political life as huge and crucial jurisdictions bestowed on the King in the 1925 constitution.
Many of those jurisdictions are nowadays normally fall within the functions of a parliament
(Al-Hassani, 2008:272).

On July 14, 1958, the monarchy was overthrown in a coup executed under the
leadership of Brigadier Abdul Karim Qassim. The 1958 coup d'état terminated the rule of
the monarchy and initiated the republican reign in lIraq starting in 1958 till 2003. During the
different periods of the republican era, the legislative authority in these periods was in
practice conferred to some partisan and/or executive body in the state, whether an explicit

mention of a legislative/representative was made in the constitution or not.
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On 9™ April, 2003, a coalition led by the United States invaded Irag. Following the
invasion, a transitional civil administration, known as the Coalition Provisional Authority
(CPA), was established by the coalition forces. By virtue of the United Nation’s Security
Council Resolution 1483 (22" May, 2003) and the laws of war, the CPA bestowed on itself
the executive, legislative, and judicial authority over Iraq from the period of the CPA's
inception on 21 April, 2003 until its dissolution on 28" June,2004 (Abbas, 2015: 142-143).
Meanwhile a transitional governing body was formed, called Iragi Governing Council,
whose responsibility was to draft a temporary constitution that would establish the executive,
legislative and judicial parameters for running Iraq during that period (Abbas, 2016: 53-57).
Accordingly, a transitional government was established on 30" June, 2004 and a permanent
constitution was drafted and approved in a referendum on 15" June, 2005 and announced as
the permanent constitution of Iraq (Abbas, 2015: 157-159). According to this constitution,
Iraq is a federal parliamentary republic.

Before elaborating on the current status of the Iraqi parliament, it is important to
clarify the linguistic situation in the Iragi parliament. Although Iraq is a multiligual society,
as acknowledged in Article 3 of the current Iragi Constitution, Arabic is the language used
in the national Iragi parliament. More specifically, it is a fusion of Modern Standard Arabic

and Iragi Arabic (a low variety known as Colloquial Arabic).

3.3.1 The Iraqi Parliament Today: Structure and Functions
Officially, the phrase that is used to designate the legislative power in Iraq is the Iraqi
Council of Representatives (ICR) since the word parliament is foreign to Arabic. In the
current, the 2005, Iraqgi constitution, Article 48 states that the legislative power shall be
granted to the Council of Representatives and the Federation Council, the latter has not been
formed yet. In other words, the legislative body is theoretically a bicameral institution
involving two houses, however only one of these is active. In the current research, however,

I use the term parliament to refer the Iragi Council of Representatives.
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Regarding the composition of parliamentary political parties, the Iraqgi parliament is
not structured into a binary system of Government and Opposition as with the House of
Commons in the British parliament. Instead, the governmental cabinet comprises members
of all mainstream parties, whether these parties have scored majority in the general elections
or not. Various social and/or political factors contribute to such a result. The multi-complex
and interwoven fabric of the Iragi society was not represented in the political body of the
state during earlier stages, in particular Saddam Hussein’s regime (Majeed, 2013:47-48).
Therefore, the post-2003 political system aimed at filling this gap by implementing various
measures in the process of building political institutions in Iraq. These measures include:
adopting the propositional representation system in parliamentary elections, advocating and
activating the principle of multiparty system instead of the previous one-party system,
employing ethno/sectarian quota system and political consensus in the formation of the
cabinet and the allocation of political posts almost in all governmental establishments. These
distinguishing features colour the Iraqgi political climate with a sense of consensus
democracy or consociational (Ghanim (2011: 136) cited in Al-Tahmazi (2016:13) in contrast
to the majoritarian democracy of Westminster (Lijphart, 1999).

Regarding key functions of the Iragi parliament, the 2005 permanent constitution
incorporates the following : the enactment and amendment of laws (the legislative power),
the formal approval of the budget resolution (the financial power), the submission and
ratification of changes to the permanent constitution (constitutional amendments), extra
exceptional authorities, and the thorough examination and challenging of the executive
authority in the state (the scrutiny of government) (Abbas, 2011:53-54; Abbas, 2016:80-93;
Hadi, 2010: 57-60). The last function is particularly important in the context of the current
research as it involves various parliamentary practices that have the potential to produce
confrontational/adversarial language.

As for scrutiny, Hadi (2010) proposes two modes of conducting parliamentary

scrutiny in the Iraqi parliament: explicit and implicit methods. Under implicit scrutiny, Hadi
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(2010:69-87) includes two practices: parliamentary investigation and parliamentary debate,
whereas explicit scrutiny comprises parliamentary question and parliamentary
interrogation. To clarify the terminological use, it worth mentioning that for reasons of
consistency, the current research denotes the above mentioned parliamentary practices using
their translated forms as found in the English version of the rules of procedure for the Iraqi

parliament. The figure below demonstrates the above practices.

Figure 3.2 Modes of Scrutiny in Iragi Parliament (Based on Hadi, 2010)
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Parliamentary investigation is conducted under certain circumstances specified in the
rules of the procedure. A parliamentary debate, on the other hand, is known as parliamentary
hosting in the Iragi parliament (Hadi, 2010:79). Perhaps, the reason behind this terminology
lies in the fact that according to the Iraqi constitution, parliamentary debates do not result in
a no-confidence motion. In the Iragi parliament, debates are perceived as a process of
negotiation between the parliament and the government to assess and provide

recommendations to improve the performance of the latter (Hadi , 2010:79-80).
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Access to interactions occurring in such practices are not made public, hence not
included in the data set of the present research and no further elaboration is necessary.

As for parliamentary questions, Article 50 of the rules of procedure for Iraqi
parliament states that questions are posed to obtain information unknown to the questioner,
seek clarification on matters he/she came to know about, or to be informed about what the
government intends to act regarding a particular issue. Moreover, questions are either written
or oral. Articles 51, 52, 53, 54 state that members have the right to pose a single question for
each session, only the member who tables a question has the right to follow it up with a
comment, unless the Speaker grants the same privilege to another member. It is
conventionally set that questions must not involve improper words or phrases. Both written
and oral questions do not lead to a no-confidence vote. However, if the questioning member
is not convinced with the answers, questions may lead to a parliamentary interrogation.

Parliamentary interrogations in the Iraqi parliament, are conceptualised as an enquiry
that implies accusations raised by the questioning member against the governmental official
being interrogated regarding an issue that lies under the latter’s’ jurisdiction. A
parliamentary interrogation stands as the most effective scrutiny tool in the Iraqi parliament
because it may lead to a no-confidence motion if members are not convinced with the
answers of the official being interrogated (Article 61 of the rules of the procedure). A no-
confidence vote in such a case must score an absolute majority to result in the auto-
resignation of the official being interrogated.

Article 56 of the rules of procedure for the Iraqi parliament states that any member,
with the assent of 25 other members, may interrogate the Prime Minister or one of his
deputies or Ministers regarding any issue within their responsibilities. The questioning
member submits a request in which he/she clarify the subjects, the questions, the nature of
the violations attributed to the official being questioned, and all supporting evidence, as

stated in Article 58 in the rules of the procedure for the Iraqi parliament.
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Among the formal requirements of the language employed in parliamentary practices
is that it should not contain improper words or phrases. Moreover, the set of rules that shape
the institutional behaviour, including the linguistic one, of members are not packaged solely
in the rules of the procedure. Another relevant document in this respect is the code of conduct
for ICR. The code appears as a section in The Instructional Guidebook for the Iraqi
Parliamentarians.

The code stresses general principles such as altruism, integrity, impartiality, liability,
clarity and straightforwardness, honesty and leadership, equality in the eyes of law,
enforcing good relations among members, and resolving conflict of interest and respect.
Advocating such principles implies their relevance with the overall behaviour of members
including their linguistic performance hence the inclusion here.

The code adds that the behavioural standards/constraints it advertises has the
authority to filter the right of freedom of expression for Iragi parliamentarians as outlined in
Article 3 of The Rules of the Procedure. Moreover, the document explicitly states that,
although the expression and the exchange of ideas and opinions may be executed using
acute/intense/strong language, the language used should always remain within the frame of
the sessions and should not include excessive, unreasonable personal attacks at members.
More specifically, the code sets constraints regarding parliamentarians’ conduct during the
sittings. These constraints include:

1) Members should address the Speaker of the House when participating in sessions.
Also, they should cease speaking when the Speaker issues an order to manage the
flow of discussions.

2) Members should desist from using aggressive, improper/repulsive language that may
be a source of an insult for other members. Generally, in the event of member being
insulted due to an exposure to improper language, he/she may demand to withdraw

such language. Another possible option here is for the Speaker of the Council to
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command the insulting member to withdraw the insult and apologise for the insulted
member.

3) Female members should be treated with respect.

Iraqi parliament has not specified what is meant by insult, aggressive, uncivil behaviour.
Instead shaping the conceptualisation of such concepts is a matter of negotiation between
the Speaker and members. Hence unveiling instances of communications that are considered
as impolite will help to clarify what counts as impolite within the borders of the Iraqi

parliament.

3.4 Parliament in the British Political System: Origins and History

The UK parliament is commonly viewed as the mother of all parliaments. Jones (2009:1)
argues for the validity of such a claim only in the sense that it is “the oldest existing
parliament on the mainland of Great Britain™.

Today’s UK parliament can be perceived as a continuation of the great national
councils in the early 10" century Anglo-Saxon England, viz. witan or witenagemot. The
witan encompassed mainly magnates, churchmen, and leading noblemen. Moreover,
kingship was perceived as God-given quality in these political systems (Maddicott,
2009:3).These assemblies practiced legislation, political decision-making and the
distribution of land grants. The political stability in the kingdom was associated with the
consensus among the king and his witan

Even with the Norman invasion of the country in 1066, these assemblies continued
to exist in the Anglo-Norman England though in a modified version. The main difference
relates to the employment of the feudal law throughout the kingdom and its effect on these
councils. In Anglo-Norman England, tenure became the basis of the meeting between the
king and his great men (Maddicott, 2009:6).

Throughout the 12" century, these councils kept a similar structuring and
functioning. Most importantly, the consensual tone coloured the relation between the king

and his wise men as taxation was not part of the council agenda (Maddicott, 2009:6).
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However this harmonious relation started to collapse as the application of fiscal pressure
became part of the council’s business. This disharmony developed to a conflict and rebel
and reached its culmination with the drafting and issuing of the Great Charter of Liberties,
commonly called Magna Carta, during the reign of King John of England at Runnymede,
near Windsor, on 15 June 1215 (Brand, 2009).

It was during the 13" century that the term parliament was first used to denote the
meetings of the king’s council (Brand, 2009: 10). This age also marked the emergence of
the House of Commons as a representative body in the realm (Norton, 2005:16) since the
king’s council included “both lay (barons and earls) and ecclesiastical (bishop, abbots and
priors)”’(Brand, 2009:10) and “knights and burgesses”(Norton, 2005:16). Hence the two
parts, together with the Sovereign became known as parliament. However, both the
attendance and the engagement in significant political decision-making of the common
members was not regular and active in this era (Norton, 2005:16).

During the 14™ and the 15" centuries, the Commons struggled to activate and
enhance its role in the king’s council. One attempt to establish its independence was the
several separate meetings of the knights and burgesses without the churchmen and nobles
(Norton, 2005:17). Moreover, the Commons succeeded in securing their rights in approving
fiscal and legislative matters during this era (Pollard, 1964:127-131).

During the 16" century and under the rule of the Tudor dynasty, particularly Henry
VIII, the parliament gained an omnicompetent status. In other words, parliament possessed
full authority to legislate in all aspects of life in the kingdom. Henry VIII transferred the
religious authority from the Catholic Church to the English Crown. With his Reformation
Parliament (Lehmberg, 1970:vii), he stressed the supreme authority of the Crown in
parliament, that is the royal authority embodied in law passed by the monarch, Lords and
Commons (Pollard, 1964:214-215).

The 17" century witnessed a severe conflict among the ruling dynasty, the Stuart,

and the parliament as the former believed in the divine right of kings. The armed conflict
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resulted in the Civil War which abolished both the monarchy and House of Lords (Field,
2002:102-117). The parliament then was revived together with the restoration of the
monarchy in the 17" century (Norton, 2005:18 and Rush, 2005:35). In 1688 the parliament
of England passed the Bill of Rights 1688 (UK) which is a significant document that
contributes in constructing the constitutional body in the United Kingdom. The Act
establishes and demarcates the authoritative boundaries of the monarch, parliament and
individuals. It was within this Act that the UK parliament claimed the requirement for regular
parliaments, free elections, and freedom of speech in the parliament (Rush, 2005:37-38).
With the death of the last Tudor monarch the English Crown was inherited by king James
VI of Scotland (Seel & Smith, 2001:37). This event brought the Union of the Crowns in
1603 (McLean & McMillan, 2005:2). As the union was a dynastic one, both England and
Scotland remained as sovereign states till the Acts of Union 1707(Rush, 2005:39). The Acts
of Union 1707 gave birth to the parliament of Great Britain encompassing the parliaments
of the two countries (Jones & Farrell, 2009:145). At the start of the 19th century, the
parliament of Great Britain was joined by the Irish parliament through the Acts of Union
1800to create the parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland (McLean
& McMillan, 2005:2).

In addition, nineteenth century embraced the introduction of several parliamentary
Acts that contributed in the structuring of the current political atmosphere in the United
Kingdom. For instance, various reformative measures were adopted to give political voice
to a larger scale of the electorate such as the Reform Act 1832, the major Reform Act 1867,
the Representation Act1884 (Salmon, 2009: 262), and the secret Ballot Act 1872 (Rush,
2005:41).With these measures, most of working men officially became part of the electorate.
Though these Acts affirmed the authority of the House of Commons over the Lords, they
also transferred the elective function from the Commons to the electorate and the legislative
function to the cabinet. Hence, the role of political parties became significant (Norton, 2005:

20). Mass parties were established due to the expansion in the electorate (Norton, 2005: 20)
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which later on included the enfranchisement of women through the Representation of the
People Act 1918, and the Equal Franchise Act 1928 (Norton, 2009: 271). Hence the 20™
century witnessed the emergence of coherent political parties inside and outside the House
of Commons namely the Liberal, Conservative, and Labour Party, and others.
3.4.1 The British Parliament Today: Structure and Functions

Currently, the parliament of the United Kingdom, commonly known as the British or the UK
parliament, consists of the House of Lords, House of Commons and the Queen (Norton,
2005:15).The House of Lords stands as the Upper Chamber of the parliament whose
members are either hereditary peers or life peers (Adonis, 1993:192-193).

The monarch is politically a neutral element of the parliament however its consent is
essential for a measure to be recognised by the courts as an Act of parliament (Rogers &
Walters, 2015:38-41). As the linguistic behaviour of both the Lords and the Queen is not
part of the current enquiry, no further elaboration is needed. The House of Commons is the
Lower Chamber of the parliament, and the representative body in the institution.

The relative majority system, namely first-past-the-post is the electoral system
adopted for the allocation of seats in Westminster parliament (Adonis, 1993:26). Adopting
this electoral system contributes in formulating the shape of the British parliament into a
government, comprising members of the winning party, and an opposition, comprising
members of the main opposition party, unlike Iragi parliament which does not demarcate a
stable opposition body in its structure. This may add an adversarial tone to the
communications in the British parliament.

Rush (2005:59) lists the multi functions of parliament as a whole stressing functions
that are performed by each house exclusively, collectively or individually. However, the role
of the House of Commons is far more essential in implementing those functions (Rush,
2005:59). These functions include legitimising the government, representing constituents,
authorising taxation and expenditure, the redressing of grievance, legislating bills,

recruitment of ministers, scrutinising the executive (Rush, 2005:59-65).
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As scrutiny of the government may involve face threatening/attacking
communicative activities, hence the researcher shall elaborate only on how the British
parliament manifests scrutiny. According to Rush (2005:64), scrutinising the government,
through parliament, involves monitoring its policy and administration then publicise that
knowledge to the nation. Scrutinising the executive is among the functions that both Houses
exercise either on their own and/or collectively. However, the Commons is more engaged
with scrutiny practices (see table 3.1 in Rush, 2005:59).In addition to a system of scrutiny
exercised by Select Committees, namely inquiry, investigation and scrutiny of specific tasks,
Opposition and Governments backbenchers exercise scrutiny through a variety of practice.
These include questions, adjournment debates, early day motions, and debates on Opposition
days and Estimates day. No further elaboration needed here as interactions in such practices
are not within the corpus to be analysed in the current study.

Questioning the executive occupies a central part in the Common’s agenda (Adonis,
1993:128). Questions in the Commons fall in to four categories: oral questions, written
questions, urgent questions, and Prime Minister’s questions (Rogers & Walters, 2015:278-
292).

Backbenchers in the Commons have the privilege to table questions to be orally
answered by the executive, namely ministers of the cabinet, or MPs speaking on behalf of
other institutional entities (Rogers & Walters, 2015:272). All cabinet ministers are subject
to questioning on a rota basis(Adonis, 1993), some of these questions are substantive ones
while others are topicals. For the latter type of questions, ministers receive no prior notice
unlike the former type of which ministers are given prior notice(Rogers & Walters,
2015:279). After a question being answered, the MP who tabled the oral has the right to pose
an extra question, i.e. a supplementary, which may be followed by oral questions from other

MPs (Adonis, 1993:133).
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Another type of parliamentary questions are urgent questions. In cases of urgent

issues, an MP may table his/her question at the end of question time, with the consent of the
Speaker of the House (Adonis, 1993;135).
Majority of parliamentary questions are written. Questions tabled for written answers are of
two types: ordinary and priority or written questions. The first type of written questions are
tabled to be answered within two weeks whereas the second type are set to be answered on
a certain day with a minimum of three working days (Adonis, 1993:135; Rogers & Walters,
2015:291).

The House has evolved certain rules for questions to ensure they conform to their
principal purpose of requesting information or pressing for action as stated by Erskine May
in his Parliamentary Practice. These rules require MPs to relate their question to issues
within the authority of the executive being questioned. Questions should also be relevant to
government’s own policies and actions not opposition parties’ policies. Parliamentary
questions are not admissible if they inquire about issues that are sub judice, argumentative,
speculative but rather these should have factual basis. Questions should not relate to
devolved administrations, namely Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. Moreover,
questions should not be repetitive, controversial, ironic, vague or asking for confirmation of
a rumour or press report (Rogers & Walters, 2015:273-274). Questions should also not be
framed as a statement or speech in the interrogative. These specifications are applicable for
all types of questions in the British parliament including questions in PMQs.

The last and the most thrilling context for parliamentary questions is PMQs. Every
parliamentary week, the Prime Minister attends at the Despatch Box for half an hour to
answer questions tabled for him/her by the Leader of the Opposition and backbenchers
(Rogers & Walters, 2015:288). It is usually the dual between the Prime Minister and the
Leader of the Opposition which attracts the attention of the public and the media(Adonis,
1993:133). Beyond the genuine request for information and/or urge for action, PMQs can

also be used as a weapon in the party-political battle. Indeed, PMQs is even a sharper weapon
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than the ministerial parliamentary questions as it is a contest between the chief executive
and the Leader of the Opposition. PMQs can be employed to score party points and make
one’s self prominent, demonstrate and publicise the proficiency of one’s policies to a
multiple audience(Adonis, 1993:133;Rogers & Walters, 2015:289). The discourse of PMQs
contains both supportive and critical communication. Both the Prime Minister and his/her
backbenchers aim to demonstrate the effectiveness of government policies and
administration whereas the Leader of the Opposition and his/her backbenchers
criticise/challenge/doubt government measures (Rogers & Walters, 2015:289).

Opposition Leaders and backbenchers from both the government and the Opposition
participate in PMQs. Members wishing to participate enter their names to the Order Paper,
which lists the business of the House on daily basis. Then these names are sequenced
randomly through a ballot. All selected members table the same question on the Order Paper,
namely a question enquiring about the Prime Minister’s engagements for that day. The Prime
Minister responds to the engagement question only when asked for the first time. Members
who are not selected, may ask a supplementary question about any topic he/she chooses, if
they catch the eye of the Speaker. This means that the Prime Minister has no prior knowledge
of what are next questions. The leader of the Opposition has the right to ask six questions
(Rogers & Walters, 2015:289). These questions are also are not known to the Prime Minister.
Hence, part of the preparation for PMQs, on the government side, are devoted to anticipating

these questions, and developing possible arguments to respond to them (Reid, 2014:49).

3.5 Political Rhetoric in the Iraqgi and British Parliament
Rhetoric defined as the art or science of effective, eloquent and persuasive language is
crucial in various forms of communication or fields of knowledge such as oratory, literature,
literary criticism, politics, and law (Martin, 2014).

Politics employs language to resolve clashes of interest, to make decisions, and
decide policies. It does so through a variety of techniques such as persuasion, threats, and

irrational strategies (Chilton, 2004:3). In other words, such political activities usually
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involve controversial issues that are resolved using arguments that “...involve rudeness,
disrespect, hostility, animosity, name calling, putdown, insults, ad hominem attacks...”
(Govier, 1999).

Building on this, it is argued that parliamentary impoliteness is part of the wider rhetorical
parliamentary practices. Hence, it only makes sense to briefly shed light on possible
rhetorical strategies of persuasion/argumentation employed by parliamentarians in the Iraqi
and the British settings.

Currently the study of Iraqi political rhetoric is scarce due to the huge amount of
scepticism towards the Iragi parliament, and Iraqi politicians in general. This scepticism
relates to Iraqis’ frustration with the incompetence, and failure of the current political system
in providing even the basic public service, e.g. consistent power/electricity, and successful
measures to improve the degeneration of security conditions in the country. The scarceness
in the examination of Iraqgi political rhetoric may explain why such studies, in the Iraqi
academia, conventionally and primarily involve literary, and Quranic texts. No attempt has
been specifically made to examine the rhetorical style in the Iragi parliamentary discourse.
To the best of my knowledge, the only rhetorical investigations conducted to explore
argumentation techniques in an Iraqi political discourse are Kashkoul's (2012) and Dakil's
(2011) studies. Both investigations have identified a similar range rhetorical techniques in
the discourse of election campaigns during general and local government elections in Iraqg.
This range includes a variety of argumentations techniques which encompass options such
as “repetition”, “provoking emotional reactions”, “deforming/misrepresenting social
reality”, “promoting party manifesto”, “introducing opinions as facts”, “promoting relevant
prominent political figures”, “provoking religious issues”, “provoking fear”,
“exaggeration”, “justification”, “mockery”, and some other categories. The techniques
identified in these studies, however, are investigated on a macro-level, i.e. no correlation

was made among these techniques and the micro-linguistic structures realising these

argumentation techniques.
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On the other hand, Al-Tahmazi (2016), whose study is more anchored in Critical
Political Discourse Analysis, vividly recognises impoliteness as micro-discursive strategies
employed by Iraqgi political actors to de/legitimise the quest for power. Within his theoretical
framework, Al-Tahmazi (2016) identifies two macro-de/legitimisation patterns, namely
“actor-oriented patterns” and “action-oriented patterns”, which political actors employ in
political interviews and social media platforms.

Moreover, the argumentation techniques identified in Dakil (2011), Kashkoul (2012)
and Al-Tahmazi (2016) can be categorised within the Classical Aristotelian types/ modes of
argument, namely ethos, pathos, and logos. Ethos are those argumentation styles that centre
on the character or credibility of individuals involved. For example, Al-Tahmazi's (2016)
actor-oriented patterns involve instances in which political actors’ credibility is being
attacked/misrepresented in order to delegitimise them. Pathos argumentation mode, on the
other hand, entails provoking emotions in order to convince an audience. Kashkoul (2012)
and Dakil (2011) have identified various persuasion techniques that employ emotions as a
means of convincing the electorate such as “provoking fear”, “mockery”, and “provoking
emotional reactions”.

Although these argumentation techniques are specific to the context under scrutiny
in those studies, they may occur in other highly formalised Iraqi political discourse such the
parliamentary one. For example, in extract 1 (see the Methodology Chapter) the questioner
Al-Waeli attacks the credibility of the Mayor of Baghdad by demonstrating the latter’s
incompetence in managing governmental projects, i.e. Al-Waeli is employing an ethos based
argument to convince his audience. In addition, pathos based arguments in the Iraqi
parliamentary discourse can be traced in examples such as extract 15 (see the Methodology
Chapter). In that extract, the questionee, the Mayor of Baghdad Al-Isawi, reacts emotionally,

viz. expressing feelings of being hurt, to attempt to persuade the audience of the

unacceptability of the questioner’s, Al-Waeli, question, and consequently his argument.
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Aristotle’s logos implies the use of logic or reasoning to persuade an audience of a
particular argument. This mode can also be found in the Iragi parliament. For instance, in
extract 18 (see the Methodology Chapter), the questioner, Al-Waeli, provides official
governmental documentary evidence to persuade the audience of the validity of his
argument, namely claiming the corruption of the Mayor of Baghdad.

In this context, it is worth pointing out that the relatively short life of the current
parliamentary system in Iraqg may be a reason to assume a state of inexperience with regard
to Iraqi politicians’ rhetorical skills compared to the skilfulness of their British counterparts
in the current study.

As for the rhetoric in the British PMQs, Reid (2014) also argues for the
predominance of ethos-based argumentation styles in this parliamentary practice. Namely,
he views PMQs as a “trial of character”(Reid, 2014:47). These thirty minutes every week at
the Dispatch box are considered as a rhetorical competition among the Prime Minister and
the Leader of the Opposition to establish and prove leadership qualities through their
rhetorical abilities (Reid, 2014:47-48). Among the Aristotelian rhetorical modes available to
them, the ethos strategy is the best fit to confirm their leadership. Using this mode of
argumentation, the Prime Minister and/or the Leader of the Opposition attempt to positively
represent their own politically valid character traits and actions, while misrepresenting the
character traits and actions of the political opponent. For example, in extract 25 (see the
Methodology Chapter), the Leader of the Opposition Corbyn attempts to discredit the then
Prime Minister, David Cameron, by implicitly exposing the latter’s inadequate flood
protection measures. Furthermore, in extract 33 (see the Methodology Chapter), the then
Prime Minister Cameron attacks Ed Miliband’s, the then Leader of the Opposition,
leadership qualities by declaring the latter’s inability to provide policies, plans to rule a
country.

Aristotle’s pathos, viz. the appeal to emotions in order to convince the audience, can

be detected in the discourse of the PMQs. For instance, Karl McCartney, the then
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Conservative member for Lincoln, ridicules Corbyn’s unfeasible stance on the renewal of
Trident, the United Kingdom’s nuclear programme (see Appendix H). By
ridiculing/mocking Corbyn’s policy on Trident, McCartney is aiming to evoke laughter from
the audience as a means of persuading them of his argument, namely Corbyn’s inadequate
defence policy.

British parliamentarians also employ Aristotle’s logos to persuade an audience of a
particular argument. In the extract below, Angus Robertson, the then Leader of the Scottish
National Party in the British parliament, provides relevant figures of the United Kingdom’s
loss in terms of military casualties and expenditure in various overseas engagements to
convince the audience of United Kingdom’s futile foreign policy.

01 Robertson (SNP): more than 450 UK service personnel have died in Afghanistan

02 (.) but sadly the Taliban are back. the UK spent 13 times more bombing

03 Libya than on rebuilding the country ( . ) and there has been anarchy. the

04 US has just dropped a $500 million programme to support the Syrian

05 opposition (0.5) Russia is bombing Syria ( . ) and the UK has no plan to help
06 refugees from Syria who are now in

3.6  Power in Parliament

Parliaments possess power (Norton, 2005:5). However, the dispersion of power among
individuals is variable. Moreover, various forms of power co-exist within the different
parliamentary contexts/practices. It is important to briefly demonstrate types of power that
may operate in a parliament and how it may be temporarily distributed among individuals in
the context of PMQs sessions and Iragi parliamentary interrogations. This is significant as
power plays a vital role in structuring of the context of any parliament. Hence, it affects
impoliteness communication and/or interpretation.

Generally speaking, power is defined as the ability of an actor to influence the
behaviour of others (Dahl, 1957). Within the broader political context, including the
parliamentary one, there are different views of power, i.e. various forms of power which
may coexist together. According to Lukes (2005), there are three dimensions of power,

namely the decision-making power, non-decision making power, and normative power. In
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the first approach, originally introduced by Dahl (1957), power is defined only in terms of
the ability of decision making, i.e. a political actor exercises power through participating in
the process of decision making that influences others. Representing the second approach,
Bachrach & Baratz (1962) add an extra dimension, namely they define power in terms of
having access to set the agenda in the first place. In other words, an actor A indirectly
influences B’s behaviour by establishing or determining the political values and practices
that can emerge in the agenda. The third approach to power adds another form, namely the
normative/institutional power. This view was proposed by Lukes (2005) who defines power
in terms of the structures and processes constituting the system or the institution which
shapes the outcomes.

In the context of parliamentary interrogations in the Iragi parliament, a questioner
exercises two forms of power over a questionee, namely the agenda setting and the decision-
making power. The questioning parliamentarian, with the assent of 25 other members, can
interrogate any governmental official, and he/she can determine the topics and what
questions will be on the agenda to be asked. Moreover, the questioning parliamentarian, with
other members of the Iragi parliament, can decide the outcome of the interrogation based on
their satisfaction of the questionee’s answers (see the Cultural Contextualisation Chapter).
However, the rules, conventions, and processes of the Iragi parliament affect both the
questioner and the questioned. Although the high ranking official has a certain executive
power outside parliament, being interrogated weakens that power and paves the way for the
questioning parliamentarian, along others members, to exercise their power.

In the context of PMQs, both the Prime Minister, the Leader of the Opposition, and
the backbenchers on both sides are also affected by the institutional power of the British
parliament in general and the specifics of PMQs. The Prime Minister heads the government
which constitutes the highest executive authority in the United Kingdom, i.e. the Prime
Minister is the most powerful governmental figure. Moreover, the Prime Minster by virtue

of his/her executive powers gets to indirectly set the agenda of possible topics to be raised
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in PMQs sessions. However, it is the questioners, namely the Leaders of the Opposition and
other Opposition members, who eventually decide what questions are to be asked without
the Prime Minister having prior knowledge of. In other words, the most powerful
political/governmental figure is effectively required to attend and be subjected to cross-
questioning, not knowing what questions will be asked. In that sense PMQs weakens them
and gives an opportunity for the Opposition to exercise power.

In both parliamentary interrogations and PMQs sessions, politicians involved display
their power over words, and over the House. The audience, such as colleagues, the press,
and the public, also has a judgemental power. Furthermore, power is seen as a dynamic, i.e.

in a constant transition among individuals involved in the discourse of these practices.

3.7 Summary

In this chapter, I have first introduced my view of parliament as a communicative context,
viz. an institutional context which both influences the behaviour of political actors through
its structure, rules and conventions, and gets influenced by the interests and preferences of
these same actors.

I have then introduced a brief account of the history of parliament in the Iraqgi setting
to demonstrate the short existence of the Iraqi parliament. Next, | have presented the
available scrutiny practices in the Iragi parliament focusing in particular on the rules and
conventions relative to parliamentary interrogations. Then | have followed a similar pattern
in introducing the British parliament and the PMQs.

Next, | have shed light on other influential contextual elements, namely the rhetorical
choices available to the Iraqi and British politicians, and the type of political power at play
in these institutional settings.

In the next chapter, | elaborate on the methodological framework adopted in the

current research.
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4 Chapter Four: Research Methodology

4.1 Chapter Outline

This chapter is devoted to demonstrating the methodological approach adopted in the current
research. First, I reintroduce my research questions to show how these guided the design of
the analytical framework in this research. Then, | present in detail the methodological
framework adopted to investigate impoliteness in the current parliamentary settings.
Namely, | demonstrate the philosophical position and the logic of inquiry embraced and how
these have guided data collection methods and techniques of analysis in this research. Next,
a detailed account of the sampling procedure is provided. Then, I reveal how the current
Iragi and British corpora is collected along with the challenges emerging in the course of the
data collection. | also introduce the transcription system and the translation approach
employed in representing the current binary corpora, and how frequencies are conducted
here. Next sections introduce the analytical framework, analytical procedures employed in
this study. Then, the theoretical categories emerging from the present framework are
introduced and exemplified with extract from both corpora. The chapter is concluded with a

summary of its contents.

4.2 Research Questions

As discussed in Chapter One, section 1.2, direct and indirect personal experiences of
institutional impoliteness followed by a survey of the relevant literature have been the main
motivation for the current researcher to conduct a comparative investigation of impoliteness

in a parliamentary discourse.

In other words, the present research explores the nature of linguistic impoliteness in the
Iragi and British parliamentary discourse. Four research questions are posed to uncover the
nature of impoliteness in these settings. Being the first attempt to examine impoliteness in

the Iragi parliamentary discourse has contributed significantly in shaping various theoretical
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and methodological decisions, as well as the formulation of research questions in the current

research.

The reason behind the recapitulation of research questions here is for ease of reference.

This reference is necessary for demonstrating how these questions guided the design of the

analytical framework, i.e. how the latter addresses these questions. Below is a reiteration of

questions posed in this research.

1)

2)

3)

4)

What are the key concepts/factors which  underlie/influence the

communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments?

This question is addressed by adopting Spencer-Oatey's (2008) rapport management

theory, and Bull et al.'s (1996), and Culpeper's (2011a) frameworks.

What kind of linguistic strategies do the Iragi and British parliamentarians employ

to convey impoliteness? This question is addressed by adopting a framework of

impoliteness strategies that combines elements from Harris' (2001), and Bull &

Wells' (2012) frames.

What kind of counter-impoliteness strategies do the Iragi and British politicians

utilise when faced with impolite utterances? This question is tackled by adopting a

set of communicative response options proposed in Bull& Wells (2012), Culpeper

(1996), Culpeper et al. (2003), and Bousfield (2007).

Given the results of the previous research questions:

a) Are there any consistent and deep-going similarities and differences in the nature
of impoliteness and how it is expressed and used in both Iragi and UK
parliamentary discourse?

b) To what extent and in what ways does impoliteness reflect institution-specific and
culture specific constraints?

The next coming sections will be devoted to the introduction of the methodological,

analytical frameworks adopted in the present research.
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4.3 Methodological Framework

An essential element in the process of conducting social research is to establish the
philosophical, viz. ontological and epistemological, basis of the research (Blaikie& Priest,
2017:23). A philosophical stance in this context refers to how a researcher views reality
(Silverman, 2014:23).The philosophical underpinning of a research, together with its logic
of inquiry, influence various aspects of its design such as “who or what will be the source
of data; how selections will be made of these sources; what kinds of data will be required,;
how the data will be collected/generated and analysed; and how the findings will be
communicated” (Blaikie & Priest, 2017:22). In other words, it is significant to clarify the
ontological and epistemological assumption adopted in a research, to address a specific
problem in the assumed social reality, so that the descriptions, explanations provided under

that view are evaluated in terms of that view (Blaikie, & Priest, 2017:24).

The research at hand adopts a constructionist view to reality. Constructionism
focuses on how reality is socially constructed in particular contexts (Silverman,
2014:26).The current research adopts the position that impoliteness exists in social reality,
and that gaining knowledge of its nature can be derived from multiple sources such as
participants themselves and/or the observer(s). Moreover, the logic of inquiry utilised here
is retroductive in nature. Retroduction as a reasoning approach involves deductive and
inductive logic (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003) in which theoretical structures are used to test
the validity, and reshape those structures in a given context (Ragin, 1994:55). For a brief

account of inductive, deductive reasoning see Blaikie & Priest (2017: 26).

The importance of identifying a philosophical position, together with the logic of
inquiry adopted, lies in its contribution to colour one’s research as adopting either
qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methodologies. To be specific, such assumptions guide

the selection of data collection methods and techniques of data analysis in a research. In this
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study, research methodology is understood to refer to methods, techniques/tools

operationalised to collect and process data.

To clarify the position of the current research on a methodological continuum, a brief
account featuring the basic characteristics of qualitative, quantitative, or mixed
methodologies is presented. This is annexed by a reminder of the objectives of the current
study, translated into a form of research question, to justify the selection of a specific

methodology, hence the methodological position adopted here.

Research in social sciences, including Linguistic ones such as the present one, opt
for one the three above mentioned methodologies (Miles & Huberman, 1994). These
research strategies are associated with certain methods of collecting and analysing data (see
Silverman , 2014) part I1).Qualitative research explores how a phenomenon is experienced
in real life contexts (Silverman, 2014:4-5) aiming to identify patterns or structures of
behaviour (Rasinger, 2010: 52). It induces these theoretical structures from data by

examining case studies (Rasinger, 2010:52) .

While quantitative research aims to establish correlations among variables
(Silverman, 2014: 4) by generating numerical data that allow statistical analysis.
Quantitative investigation is deductive in nature, i.e. theoretical hypotheses are established
in advance and validated or refuted through the empirical exploration (Rasinger, 2010:52).
Eliciting data and processing it in quantitative research is accomplished using specific
investigative techniques. Most of research in social sciences opt for one of these binary
options. However, a large number of studies lie between these two ends of the continuum
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). Such eclectic methodological approaches aim to mix methods
of data collection and/or data analysis (Angouri, 2010). Mixed methods claim the production
of comprehensive accounts of the phenomenon under examination (Greene et al. 1989), i.e.

these methods aim to demonstrate different worldviews of it.
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Moreover, it is the nature of research questions, focus of the study and context of
the research (Blaikie & Priest, 2017: 24; Mason, 2002:19) what determines the choice of the
methodological stance in any research. The study at hand attempts to investigate, and
compare possible structures/sequences used to express impoliteness in the discourse of Iraqi
and UK parliaments. These sequences include structures used by Iragi and British
parliamentarians to communicate impoliteness, react to it, and the grounds/rationale behind
their evaluation of such structures as impolite. The comparative nature of the present study
entails a comparison of these structures as communicated in situ, i.e. in the Iragi and British

parliaments.

Since the current research focuses on examining these structures in situ, then it is
only sensible to get access to the actual discourse as it occurs in the local institutional
context, namely parliamentary discourse in action. This contextual specification, viz.
accessing the linguistic behaviour while being materialised, automatically excludes various
possibilities of data collection due to the institutional character of the context under
examination, i.e. it is difficult to replicate the institutional activity, namely parliamentary
sessions. Moreover, the current study adopts a version of an interactional approach to
impoliteness in which the researcher leans more towards investigating impoliteness through

the observer’s (analyst) lens.

However, the present study does not neglect participants’ understanding of
impoliteness as it attempts to gain knowledge from this source through participants’
impoliteness metalanguage. Hence, the study’s claim to adopt a multiple perspective in
approaching impoliteness. Taking into consideration these two decisions, namely the focus
on an institutionally naturalistic setting and relying heavily on analyst view to explore
impoliteness, researcher-provoked methods of data collection, including social surveys,

questionnaires, interviews, and focus groups, may not be helpful. In addition, the potential
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challenges related to having access to Iraqi and British parliamentarians simultaneously

problematise adopting such methods of data collection.

To obtain naturalistic parliamentary discourse, the current research therefore favours
video data of relevant Iragi and British parliamentary sessions. Namely, my research relies
on pre-existing video recordings of Iraqi and British parliamentary sessions, which are
available on the official YouTube website of the Iragi parliament and the official website of

UK parliament respectively, as its methodology for collecting data.

In terms of preparing the data sets for analysis, the pre-recorded data is transcribed
following a system that comprises different conventions to render both data from the Iraqi
parliament, conveyed in spoken Iragi Arabic, and UK parliament accessible to the English
readership. The present research employs a professional software, viz. ELAN, to help

annotate the video recordings used in the current analysis.

As regards analytical tools, the current study adopts Discourse Analysis as an

analytical tool to capture the meaningfulness of the transcribed data.

Table 4.1 outlines research questions posed in the present study together with
research methods and techniques used to probe it. The table also introduces the studies that

constitute the whole theoretical/analytical framework of the present work.
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Table 4.1Research Questions, and their Corresponding Research Methods

Research Questions

Data Collection

Data Analysis

What are the key factors
underlying the expression
of impoliteness in the Iraqi

and British parliaments?

Naturally occurring
Data
(pre-existing videos)

Discourse Analysis
+
(Bull et al., 1996)
(Spencer-Oatey, 2008)
(Culpeper, 2011a)

What type of impoliteness
strategies are employed in
the Iragi and British
parliaments?

Naturally occurring
Data
(pre-existing videos)

Discourse Analysis
+
(Harris, 2001)
(Bull & Wells, 2012)

How do Iragi and British
parliamentarians react to
impolite utterances
addressed to them?

Naturally occurring
Data
(pre-existing videos)

Discourse Analysis
+

(Culpeper, 1996)
(Culpeper et al., 2003)
(Bousfield, 2007)
(Bull & Wells, 2012)

4a

Avre there any consistent
and deep-going
similarities and differences
impoliteness in both Iraqi
and UK parliamentary
discourse?

Naturally occurring
Data
(pre-existing videos)

Discourse Analysis

4b

To what extent and in
what ways does
impoliteness reflect
institution-specific and
culture specific
constraints?

Naturally occurring
Data
(pre-existing videos)

Discourse Analysis
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As the table above demonstrates, the present study resorts to naturally occurring data
to address its research questions, a detailed account of the binary data set is introduced in
section 4.4 below. The table also shows the analytical tools used to process the data, viz.
discourse analysis. The analytical framework employed to tackle these questions will be

elaborated on in section 4.7 below.

In summary, most of the methodological decisions adopted in the research at hand
place the research at hand on the methodological continuum where research is described as
qualitative, despite a descriptive quantification of the binary corpora. The following section

describes in detail the specifics of the data employed in this study.

4.4 The Nature of the Corpus and its Challenges

It is argued that the strength of a research lies in the generalizability of its findings which is
doubted in qualitative analysis (Gobo, 2007:193). Moreover, generalizability is widely
synced with statistical probability sampling procedures. However, probability/random
sampling frames which are commonly associated with quantitative research analysis may be
inadequate for a qualitative research for reasons related to practicality (Silverman, 2014: 59),
and the in-depth focus of qualitative analysis. Still Mason (1996:6) urges that a “
...qualitative research should (therefore) produce explanations which are generalizable in
some way, or which have a wider resonance’’. In line with this proposition, Mason (2018:
53) reconceptualises sampling as “principles and procedures used to identify and gain access
to relevant data sources that are generative in relation to a wider universe, and to select from

them for the purpose of gaining meaningful insights into your intellectual puzzle’’.

This proposition, | believe, sets the logic of sampling in qualitative research and
redefines the notion of representativeness of samples and generalizability in qualitative
analysis. In other words, the representativeness of samples doesn’t necessarily require a
statistical aspect to it, and generalizability relates to the findings of a research (Gobo,

2007:194) . Put otherwise, to be able to infer/generalise does not necessarily pre-require
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probability/representative sample. Rather it is the generativeness of a data source that adds
strength/credibility to qualitative sampling. Generative data sources ensure that a
researcher’s data does not only relate to/represent a population but to a wider universe. Here,
generative data sources are understood to be sources that has the potential to provide a flow
and continuity of the kind of knowledge a researcher examines and develops. Hence, the
findings arrived at for a set of data, generated by the source, have a high potential to reoccur

with a similar data generated from that source.

Therefore, alternative sampling procedures and principles are posited to conduct a
credible qualitative research. These options include theoretical and purposive sampling

(Silverman, 2014:60).

In strategic qualitative sampling, the logic of selection lies in the ability of a data set
to generate samples showcasing a feature or a process provided that they produce an
empirically, theoretically grounded argument (Mason, 2018:55). More clearly, purposive
qualitative sampling “seeks out groups, settings and individuals where...the process being

studied is most likely to occur’” (Denzin & Lincolin, 1994:202).

As the current research adopts a qualitative methodology, a strategic/purposive frame
seems a prudent procedure for sampling its data sets. Taking into consideration the context
and topic of the current research, the researcher attempts to select a parliamentary discourse
that is most likely capable to generate linguistically impolite structures. Following Mason's
(2018) perspective on sampling, parliamentary discourse can be seen as the wider universe
for the current research. Hence, sampling involves identifying possible data sources to
generate linguistically impolite patterns within parliamentary discourse. In other words, a

stratification procedure is needed next.

The researcher relies on the notion of genre to stratify, and then select a source of
data that is most likely to produce impolite language within a parliamentary discourse. Genre

here is understood as “a class of communicative events in which language (and/or
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paralanguage) plays both a significant and an indispensable role” and “the members of
which share some set of communicative purposes” and “these purposes are recognized by
the expert members of the parent discourse community, and thereby constitute the rationale
for the genre” (Swales & Swales, 1998:58). It follows that various subgenres of
parliamentary discourse are identified as shown in Ilie (2006:2) who recognises the
following: interpellation, ministerial statements, speeches, debates, oral/written questions
and Question Time. The genre of parliamentary discourse is fundamentally adversarial
(Bayley, 2004:21), i.e. comprises face-threatening linguistic structures. However, some
subgenres are more adversarial than others since parliamentary discourse is greatly
influenced by the functions, conventions, and the formal rules constituting the practice under
consideration. Consequently, such confrontational subgenres have more potential to
generate impolite language than their sister subgenres. The decision as to which
parliamentary subgenre to analyse here relates to identifying confrontational practices in

both Iragi and British parliaments that are similar in at least particular aspects.

Similarity is sought here as it helps to establish a solid ground for the comparability
of the nature of impoliteness in the two national parliaments examined here. As with most
national parliaments, Iraqi parliament comprises a range of practices that are potentially
confrontational. As demonstrated in section 3.3.1 such practices include: parliamentary
investigation, parliamentary debate (parliamentary hosting), parliamentary question
(oral/written questions), and parliamentary interrogation. In the Iraqi setting, parliamentary
interrogation is very consequential to the official being questioned as it determines his/her

continuation in office, i.e. it could be highly confrontational.

Besides, parliamentary interrogation is very much anticipated by the public and
media as it involves sensitive events/topics affecting the daily life of Iraqgis. In addition, it is
seen as manifestations of party battle both by parliamentarians and the electorate. Moreover,

at the time of the start of the current research this was the only parliamentary practice that
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was accessible to the current researcher (see section 4.4.1 below). Indeed, the potential to
produce highly confrontational language and the accessibility to data determined what to
analyse in the Iragi context. This in turn has affected the selection of a possible data source

from the British parliament.

The next step is to identify a parliamentary practice in the British Parliament that is
similar in a way or another to the one selected in the Iraqi setting. The British parliament
displays a range of confrontational activities such as parliamentary questions, adjournment
debates, early day motions, and debates on Opposition days and Estimates day (see section
3.4.1). One category of parliamentary questions is PMQs. In the view of the current
researcher, this practice manifests aspects similar to parliamentary interrogation in the Iraqi
parliament, hence it was selected to be the source of data for analysis from the British
parliament. PMQs is much anticipated by parliamentarians, media, the public, party battles,
the questioner stays the same, a better chance for follow up questions which allow for an

interaction to be developed further.

Availability is no issue with regards to data from the British parliament as the official
cite of the British parliament provides audio/video-recordings of its practices in addition to
their scripts. In the two following sections, | introduce in detail the Iragi and British corpora

collected and analysed in this research.

4.4.1 The Iragi Parliament Corpus
As indicated in Chapter Three, the Iragi parliament is a very recent establishment. As a
result, its regulations, practices, rules and conventions are being institutionalised gradually.
For example, keeping records of and displaying the various parliamentary practices are not
managed consistently yet. The verbal interactions in parliamentary committee meetings, for
example, are not broadcast live to the public and their minutes of proceedings are not being
displayed afterwards. Whereas sessions tackling the daily parliamentary business such as

reading legislations, debating policies, questioning the cabinet are dealt with differently.
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Since the establishment of the modern Iraqi parliament, namely the 2006 council, it
has been a regular procedure that some of its parliamentary sessions are broadcast live on
specific state and private Iragi TV channels (for instance, AL Iragiya satellite channel,
Beladi satellite channel, Hona Baghdad satellite channel). In other words, the official web

site of the Iraqi Parliament (http://www.parliament.ig) provided neither a live broadcast nor

archived video recordings of parliamentary debates back then.

At the time of the start of the current research, contact was made with the Iraqi
parliament to gain access to the archived video recordings of parliamentary sessions. But
their offer involved being able to only watch and observe the audio-visual recordings of
particular sessions in a one-time visit to the Iragi parliament. Due to the restrictiveness of
the offer, the researcher excluded it as a reliable source of data collection for the current

research.

However, since May 2017 an official YouTube channel was created for the Iraqi
parliament. Currently particular parliamentary practices of the third Iragi council, viz. from
2014-2018, are being video-recorded, and archived on its YouTube channel,

<https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLDvbIRAwWPEtaxFD cnOfpNgyJsb0tm2s>, in

addition to being broadcast on Iragi TVs. Moreover, the minutes/reports of proceedings for
all sessions, from the third parliamentary round, are electronically provided on the

parliament’s website. These reports of the parliamentary sessions can be traced by following

this link < http://ar.parliament.ig/category/<lulall- yalso/ udsall-cluls/> Such procedures

are applicable only for specific practices such as parliamentary debates and interrogations.

As for the first and second councils, some of their visual sessions are made available on
YouTube by personal users’ accounts and the official YouTube accounts of some Iraqi TV
channels. Whereas their relevant minutes of proceedings are available on the Iraqgi
parliament site. The archived minuets for the first and second councils can be traced by

following this link <

93


http://www.parliament.iq/
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLDvbIRAwPEtaxFD__cn0fpNgyJsb0tm2s
http://ar.parliament.iq/category/جلسات-المجلس/محاضر-الجلسات/

http://parliamentirag.com/lraqi Council of Representatives.php?name=listtopics qdsgfstt

er8s4t86683c3487v53b6sr8e7sv7vse85s45h5viwaw78wvs4qy38y5387239872wrelwaaar6

87wa837&file=listoftitles&topicid=1&gid=1> .However, the availability of these sessions

Is not exhaustive, i.e. minutes of proceedings are not available for all sessions of the first
and second councils. Moreover, the minutes of proceedings for some the available sessions
are incomplete. As with Hansard, minutes of proceedings are supposed to be verbatim but
again there are corrections, modifications from informal to a more formal version of Arabic,

deletion of repetition.

In brief, the obstacles that researchers may face in the process of collecting data from the
Iragi parliament can be summarized as the absence of a regular live broadcast of all
parliamentary practices on the official web site of the Iragi parliament; failing to provide a
publically accessible archive of audio-visual records of all parliamentary activities; as well

as the lack of a complete compilation of scripts of such activities.

Bearing in mind such challenges, the researcher relies on pre-existing video recordings
of parliamentary interrogation sessions provided on the official YouTube accounts of the
Iragi parliament, some Iragi TV channels, and some Iragi personal users. However, since
these videos are incomplete, the researcher also made use of their respective minutes of

proceedings, when available.

Building on the sampling principle indicated in section 4.5, the researcher has selected

the following interrogation sessions:

1) Interrogating the Minister of Trade, Mr. Abdul-Fallah Al-Sudani in the first electoral
round/the fourth legislative year/the first legislative term 2009/ First Council 2006-
2010. In these sessions the then Minister of Trade Abdul-Fallah Al-Sudani was
interrogated by Sabah Al-Saady who was then the head of the Integrity Committee
in the Iragi parliament. Al-Sudani is a member of the Islamic Dawa Party whereas

Al-Saady affiliated with the Islamic Virtue Party at the time. Both parties are Shia
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2)

3)

Islamist which were grouped under the United Iraqi Alliance which won a plurality
of seats in the January 2005 Iraqi election. However, the Dawa Party stands among
the most powerful party in the alliance. The interrogation followed a media frenzy
over the Minister’s armed intervention to hinder the arrest of his brothers, and six
Trade Ministry officials, over corruption allegations. This increased the demands and
protests of several political parties and governmental bodies to scrutinise Al-
Sudani’s conduct. The length of the relevant videos analysed from this interrogation
is three hours and 10 minutes.

Interrogating the Mayor of Baghdad, Mr. Sabir Al-Isawi in the second electoral
round /the second legislative year/the second legislative term 2011/ Second Council
2010-2014. The then Mayor of Baghdad, Sabir Al-Isawi, was interrogated by an Iraqi
parliamentarian, namely Shirwan Al-Waeli. The interrogation followed a series of
public demonstrations and protest marches in the capital Baghdad over/against
governmental failure to provide necessary public services such as power supply,
clean water, and sanitary drainage. This failure/negligence was linked to allegations
of corruption in the Mayoralty of Baghdad which is responsible of providing such
services to the Baghdadi people. Moreover, the questioner and the questionee
affiliate with political parties who compete with each other over power, despite being
within the same political Shia coalition, namely the United Iragi Alliance. The
questioner, Al-Waeli, affiliates with the State of Law Coalition, which is an Iraqi
political coalition formed by the then Prime Minister Nouri Al-Maliki of the Islamic
Dawa Party, and the questionee is the candidate of the Iraqi Islamic Supreme Council
which is also a Shia-Islamist party. The State of Law Coalition and the Iraqgi Islamic
Supreme Council have major disagreements with each other over political power.
The length of the relevant videos analysed from this interrogation is three hours.
Interrogating the Minister of Defence, Mr. Khalid Al-Obaidi in the third electoral

round/the third legislative year/the first legislative term 2016/ Third Council 2014-
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2018. The then Minister of Defence Khalid Al-Obaidi was interrogated by Aliah
Nassaif, a female member of the Iragi parliament. The questioner and the questionee
affiliate with opposing political parties. Nassaif is a member of the State of Law
Coalition and Al-Obaidi is a member of Muttahidoon Coalition. Al-Obaidi claims
that the interrogation is a fabricated scenario set by a group of corrupt politicians and
their allies as he refused to participate in their corruption (deals). Moreover, Al-
Obaidi openly states that he has filed legal charges against Nassaif because the latter
has asked for favours which go against the standard regulations in the Ministry of
Defence. The length of the relevant videos analysed from this interrogation is three

and a half hours.

4.4.2 The British Parliament Corpus
The official site of the British parliament offers a flexible access to recent and older PMQs
video sessions. The site also provides access to Hansard which is the official edited

transcripts/reports of all parliamentary practices including PMQs sessions. Hansard can be

traced by following this link https://hansard.parliament.uk/. The current study has retrieved
its British parliamentary corpus through accessing the parliament TV which can be traced

by following this link https://parliamentlive.tv/Guide. The present British PMQs corpus was

collected/downloaded in 2017.

The sampling of the British data comprised two stages. In the first stage, the
researcher has specified a timeline for the selection of PMQs sessions. The PMQs sessions
analysed in the current research fall within the period 2015-2016. In the second stage, the
researcher narrowed the selection process by redirecting it towards periods that witness
politically significant events. Namely, the current PMQs corpus includes sessions which
occurred before the 2015 General Elections and the 2016 EU Referendum. The rationale
behind such a focus is to locate data sources that have more potential to generate

impoliteness. Thus, even within these narrowed periods, the selection involved those
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sessions that proved to be highly confrontational after a preliminary observations. In other
words, many more sessions were piloted before the final selection of the current PMQs

corpus.

The current British Corpus comprises 19 PMQs sessions in total. These sessions fall
into two sets. The first set features David Cameron as Prime Minister and Ed Miliband as
Leader of the Opposition. These sessions include 14th January; 25th February; and 4th, 11th
18th, 25th March 2015. The second set of the current British parliamentary corpus features
David Cameron as Prime Minister and Jeremy Corbyn as Leader of the Opposition. This set
includes the following PMQs sessions 16th September; 14th, 21st October; 25th November;
16th December 2015 and 6th ,20th January; 10th February; 23rd March; 20th April; 11th
May; 15th, 29th June 2016. The length of the relevant PMQs videos analysed in this study

is nine and a half hours.

4.5 Corpus Representation and Processing Issues
As indicated in the previous section, namely section 4.4, the current study utilises a binary
set of data due to its comparative orientation. The binary set of data includes spoken

exchanges in Iragi Arabic and British English.

The procedure that follows the process of data collection involves the presentation
of data in preparation for a detailed analysis. This includes the systematic representation of
spoken language in a written form, viz. transcription (Crystal, 2002: 470). In the current
research, the pre-existing videos were retrieved from the sources mentioned in sections 4.4.1
and 4.4.2 above. Then these videos were Elanized, i.e. inputted into ELAN software and
transcribed. In other words, the current Iragi and British political corpora is stored on ELAN
(Appendix A and B showcase various screen shots of the current Iragi and British corpora
in ELAN windows). During the transcription process, the researcher has also relied on

Hansard and the minutes of proceedings. Namely the official transcripts were used initially
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then these were transcribed verbatim during the analysis. Next the transcribed material were

analysed following the parameters adopted in the current study.

The present research favours conversation analysis system that uses the Jefferson
Notation System provided in Hutchby & Wooffitt (1998). However, the transcript notations
are not strictly based on Jefferson’s symbols. The list includes some modification from
Levinson (1973), Williamson (1995), and myself. A list of transcription conventions is

available on page xiv.

In-text representation of spoken exchanges from both the British and the Iraqi

parliament use the above mentioned transcription system.

Moreover, exchanges from the Iraqi corpus are rendered accessible to the English
reader through translation. The existence of various approaches to translation, necessitates
adopting a perspective that fits the nature of the current investigation. As the research at
hand is interested in meaning-related aspects of parliamentary discourse, not in specific
discourse markers, the emphasis on the formal, grammatical aspects is of minor importance.
Hence, the researcher adopts a perspective in which there is a balance in translating the
elements that contribute to meaning of the exchanges in the source language. This
perspective may be positioned between free translation, in its basic sense, without
committing to either of its subtypes, and direct literal translation (see Ghazala, 2008:4-16) .
In other words, producing a translation that accounts for some and/or all the grammar,

vocabulary, style of Arabic and English as needed in the exchange in question.

An extra level of in-text representation is used for the Iragi exchanges, namely these
exchanges are also introduced using the non-Romanised Arabic orthography. However, this
form of in-text representation of Arabic exchanges is only used when quoting from the
extracts. The original Arabic transcripts of all of these translated extracts are included in

Appendix 1.
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To determine the word distribution for the analytical categories adopted in the
present research, the relevant text was exported from ELAN into a word document and then
the word percentage was measured through the Word Count feature. Nonetheless, the
frequency of occurrence for these categories was conducted by using the Search function in
ELAN which enables the user to obtain the number of occurrences of a given structure, along
with the relevant linguistic structure, within the annotated text (see Appendix C). The word
and occurrence percentage of these categories were calculated manually using the Relative

Frequency Formula (see Appendix D).

4.6 The Interactional Structure of Parliamentary Discourse

Parliamentary discourse is goal-oriented as is any institutional discourse. To execute its
functions, parliaments device various tools, practices, internalised rules. Scrutinising the
work of the government is one of the main roles of national parliaments. It involves practices
designed to examine, challenge, evaluate the governmental agenda and the effectiveness of

measures placed to accomplish that agenda.

The interrogative character of such parliamentary practices presupposes a question-
answer sequence to structure its interactions. Furthermore, such practices involve inspection
which entails a further addition to the question-answer sequence, namely a follow-up to
examine the answer. This three-part interactional structure is a common one in institutional

discourse, known as the initiation-response-follow up, henceforth IRF, exchange system.

In the British parliament, the discourse of PMQs utilises IRF pattern. In this
parliamentary practice, members of the parliament, namely backbenchers form the party in
office and the Opposition, together with the Leader of the Opposition examine, challenge
the work of the government through questioning the Prime Minister. Members are allowed
a single turn to ask their questions, i.e. they cannot follow up the PM’s response with a
further question. However, the case is different with the Leader of the Opposition as he/she

is permitted up to six turns. This allows the leader of the opposition to follow up on the

99



replies provided by the Prime Minister. Hence, the interactional structure of PMQs’
discourse exhibits a mixed pattern composed of initiation-response and initiation-response-

follow up.

Harris (2001:460) suggests that turns in PMQs typically consist of “a series of
propositions followed by a question frame + a final information or action seeking
summarizing proposition’’. Whereas the predominant form of questions in these turns is a

polar (yes/no) interrogative frame (Harris, 2001:457).

Parliamentary interrogation is among scrutiny practices in the Iragi parliament which
is designed to examine the performance of the government. The discourse of parliamentary
interrogation in the Iraqi parliament accommodates the IRF structure. Moreover,
parliamentary interrogations in the Iragi parliament may take place over several sessions.
These interrogations can be thought of as consisting of several episodes or what | prefer to

call communicative events (see the figure 4.1 below).
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Figure 4.1A Structural Representation of Discourse in Parliamentary Interrogation
in the Iraqi Parliament
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Structurally speaking, these communicative events comprise quite a considerable
number of IRFs that focus on a shared common topic. In other words, these communicative
events represent a chain of IRFs connected with structural and semantic ties. It is through
IRFs, specifically in follow ups, that impoliteness gets triggered and escalated, and
concluded. Since impoliteness is mainly expressed and communicated in follow ups, it is
important to explicate the nature of follows ups in the Iraqi parliamentary discourse. To the
best of my knowledge, this is the first study that attempts to explore the structure of Iraqi

parliamentary discourse.

In the context of this research, follow ups are understood as communicative acts that
evaluate, challenge, accept, or negotiate a prior communicative act by ratified participants
(Fetzer & Weizman, 2015: XI). Structurally, follow ups in the Iragi parliament may occur
either at a second or third position responding to a previous answer. A single follow up may
either contain only an introductory component that evaluates, challenges, or criticises a
previous response or in addition it may conclude with a further initiative element. In both
cases a further response is required to which a further follow up is produced. In the case
where the first follow up comprises only an introductory element, the second follow up will
occupy a second position in the sequence, as demonstrated in figure 4.2 below. Let’s call

this kind of structuring as type A

Figure 4.2 The Structure of an IRF in the Iraqi
Parliament, Type A
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Whereas if the first follow up includes both an introductory element and a further
concluding initiation, the second follow up will occupy a third position in the sequence, as
demonstrated in figure 4.3 below. Let’s call this kind of structuring as type B.

Figure 4.3 The Structure of an IRF in the Iraqi
Parliament, Type B

Initiation

Response

1% Follow up

Initiation

Response

2" Follow up----3' position

Moreover, as turn-allocations and turn types in the Iragi parliament are
predetermined in the rules of procedure. Article 53 of rules of procedure in the Iraqi
parliament, privileges the questioning member, the Speaker, and whoever the latter permits
to comment or ask for further explanation. Hence, only non-initiative utterances produced

by the above-mentioned parliamentarians are qualified for a follow up status.

The cohesive ties among the structural elements of the IRF are taken into
consideration as well in defining follow ups. So, this broad definition of follow ups embraces

non-initiation, pre-allocated participation, and cohesion as its core criteria.

The position of the impolite structure within the IRF in the discourse of Iraqi
parliament, namely in parliamentary interrogation, is inconsistent. In the current data set, it
seems that the placement of an impolite construction is dependent on the interactional style

of the questioning member.
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During the questioning of Minister of Defence, Mr. Khalid Al-Obeidy, the
questioning member Aliya Nassaif places the impoliteness both in the initiation and the
follow up. Her initiations usually consist of a preface followed by or preceded by a question
through which she builds her threat and/or attack. Then she escalates, enhances, makes
explicit, and supports her impolite propositions with further official documentary evidence
in the follow up. This pattern of distributing/building of impoliteness is also employed in
another parliamentary interrogation under investigation, namely interrogating the Minister

of Trade, Abdul-Fallah Al-Sudani, which is conducted by Sabah Al-Saady.

Whereas during the questioning of Mayor of Baghdad, Sabir Al-lsawi, Shirwan Al-
Waeli manifests a mixed pattern. One is similar to Nassif’s mode in which the initiation is
composed of a preface followed by a question, and the attack is disseminated both in the
initiation and the follow up. In a less frequent pattern, Al-Waeli confines the initiation for

the introduction of a question, then presents the impoliteness in the follow ups.

4.7 Analytical Framework

The purpose of this section is to introduce the overall analytical framework adopted in the
present study. The introduction of the framework consists of two parts: first the presentation
of the theoretical perspective underlying it, and then the construction of the analytical

framework through the amalgamation of its constituting components.

The philosophical position indicated in section 4.3 lays the foundation for the
theoretical perspective adopted to approach impoliteness here. The current study adopts a
version of an interactional approach to impoliteness proposed in Chang & Haugh (2011).
Their interactional approach espouses an eclectic view of impoliteness that encompasses
both a theory-based (im/politeness 2) and a layman’s (im/politeness 1) understanding of
im/politeness. It adopts the view that obtaining a comprehensive knowledge of impoliteness
necessitates the inclusion of both analyst’s and language user’s understanding in researching

impoliteness (Kadar & Haugh, 2013). In other words, the interactional approach adopts a
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multiple epistemological perspective to enrich the understanding of impoliteness. However,
the interactional approach adopted in the current research represents a modified form of the

interactional approach introduced in Chang & Haugh's (2011).

In the interactional approach described in Chang & Haugh (2011), the authors argue
that  “evaluations of impoliteness are closely tied to converging and diverging
interpretations of actions and meanings that are interactionally achieved in situated
discourse,...as well as empirical and moral norms relative to which such evaluations arise’’.
They propose that analyst’s inferences of such evaluations, arrived at through a close
examination of relevant situated discourse, can be validated and grounded through
examining perceptions of im/politeness of the same meanings and actions by different
informants of the same sociocultural group. Chang & Haugh (2011) verify their arguments
through investigating the speech act of apology interculturally. To infer the im/politeness
evaluation of the apology , Chang & Haugh (2011) draw from earlier works on apology in
interactional discourse in the relevant contexts. Mainly they examine the illocutionary force
indicating devices, viz. IFIDs, and other structures used to express apology in relevant
cultures. Then such analyst-constructed evaluations are compared with those of the

informant’s from the same sociocultural groups via questionnaire and follow-up interviews.

The modification to the interactional approach intended in the current research relate
to implementing different and/or obtainable methods of data collection and analysis which
arise out of the limitations, and challenges related to the context of investigation, and the

intended scope of investigation here. These modifications are explained below.

The modification related to limitations in data collection methods includes the
technique of gaining access to language user’s evaluation of impoliteness. The present study
does not claim to do this through the traditional means of eliciting data in Pragmatics such
as Discourse Completion Task, Role plays, Pragmatic Scales, Questionnaire, or interviews

as in Chang & Haugh (2011) research. Instead in my research I rely on participants’
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metalanguage to capture their understanding, and consequently their evaluation of

impoliteness in the parliamentary context.

The other modification relates to an analytical procedure employed in Chang &
Haugh's (2011) work which is inaccessible in the present research. Chang & Haugh (2011)
construct and compare their evaluation of a given linguistic behaviour as impolite or polite
to the evaluation of that specific linguistic behaviour in the related linguistic literature. This
particular procedure is not feasible for certain reasons. First, the current study does not focus
on a specific speech act to investigate how it is used to express impoliteness in the
parliamentary discourse. Besides, there’s no pragmatic study that examines a given speech
act in an Iraqgi parliamentary or political discourse up to the point of writing this research.
Hence, there’s no Linguistic/Pragmatic literature on Iraqi political/parliamentary discourse
to relate to and compare with a British equivalent discourse in the analysis. Therefore,
constructing analysts’ inferences of parliamentary impoliteness through the relevant
literature in both the Iragi and the British discourse is not possible here. Consequently, the
identification of impoliteness in the present research relies on analyst’s inferences and
participant’s understanding expressed in their impoliteness meta-pragmatic comments.

Figure 4.4 below demonstrates this.

Figure 4.4 Sources of Impoliteness Identification in the Current
Research

Sources of Impoliteness
Identification

A\ 4 v

Theory-based Criteria User’s understanding of
(Face-based Categories) impoliteness
accessed through Accessed through
analyst’s identification metalanguage
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As mentioned earlier, these alternations are due to the intended scope of the current
research, the challenges/limitations relevant to nature of the context in question, viz.
political/parliamentary context. It is not the aim of this work to focus on a certain speech act
nor any discourse marker within the Iraqi and British parliamentary discourse. Moreover,
since the context of research is political, this matter imposed certain methodological and
theoretical limitations. Having access to Iragi and British politicians and securing their
consent to participate in the research is somewhat not practical whether in Iraq or United
Kingdom. In other words, establishing access to parliamentarians’ understanding of
impoliteness in Iraqgi and British setting through research methods, such as interviews,
questionnaires, discourse completion tasks, is not feasible. Consequently, this limitation
resulted in relying on naturally occurring data collection procedure to be adopted in the
present research. This methodological decision has partially guided the adoption of the

theoretical stance for the current work, namely an interactional approach.

With these restrictions and challenges, an analytical framework was designed to
explore parliamentary impoliteness through addressing the research questions outlined in
section 4.2 above. The overall analytical framework draws on impoliteness related works
both in institutional and non-institutional contexts. These studies include Bull et al.'s , 1996;
Harris', 2001; Culpeper's (1996); Culpeper et al.'s, 2003; Culpeper’s (2011a); Bousfield's
(2007); Spencer-Oatey's (2008) ; and Bull & Wells' (2012) frameworks. All of these studies
except Spencer-Oatey's (2008) and Culpeper’s (2011a) follow the classic theories of
im/politeness that define im/politeness in terms of analyst-constructed notions such “face’’,

“maxims’’ , known as second-order im/politeness.

Such models concentrate on investigating communicative strategies employed by
participants to communicate im/politeness. These particular studies comprising the current
study’s framework adopt Brown & Levinson 's (1987) face-saving model of politeness (see

section 2.2.1). Whereas Spencer-Oatey 's (2008) rapport management model belongs to the
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trend that promotes the view that im/politeness theories should concern itself with how
participants understand im/politeness, i.e. first order of im/politeness. Spencer-Oatey (2008)

introduces a face-based model that is more culture sensitive (see section 2.3.1).

In the following paragraphs, | introduce the relevant frameworks which are adopted

to address each research question posed in in this study, and why each is selected.

The first research question focuses on exploring the key motivating concepts/factors
that affect the communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the lIraqi and British
parliaments. The study at hand adopts the perspective that an adequate face-based model has
the potential to provide a theoretical explanation for what constitutes the communication of
impoliteness in a parliamentary setting. Unveiling these factors contributes into identifying
the types of impoliteness that may occur in these two settings due to the influence of such

factors.

Thus, to uncover what concepts/factors underlie Iraqi and British parliamentarians’
impolite linguistic behaviour, the present research adopts Spencer-Oatey (2008) rapport
management theory. As explained in section 2.3.1, Spencer-Oatey (2008) argues that the
management of social relations is governed by three underlying causes: face sensitivities,
sociality rights, and interactional goals. The rationale behind the choice of Spencer-Oatey's
(2008) rapport model is that her model offers adjustments that remedy many of the criticism

directed at Brown & Levinson 's ( 1987) model (see section 2.3.1).

One such adjustment is the recognition and incorporation of sociality rights in her
model. The inclusion of this element enables research to, I believe, encompass instances of
impoliteness that arise due to infringing formal/informal institutional rules.This will also be
useful to pin point the cultural and/or institutional similarities and differences in the

expression and communication of impoliteness in the Iragi and British context.
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In her model, Spencer-Oatey (2007) introduces a multiple conceptualisation of face:
personal face, collective face, and relational face. The application of this multiple
conceptualisation of face in the parliamentary context is problematic. The problem relates
to the identification/differentiation among collective and relational face in the parliamentary
context considering the methodological framework adopted in the current study.

According to Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) conceptualisation of face, personal face
represents those self traits, such as abilities, competence, and appearances, which distinguish
an individual from all others whereas collective/group face relates to those self traits that
arise due to an individual’s membership in larger groups. Hence, in parliamentary settings,
the personal/individual face represents the personal political face, the collective face
represents party political face.

However, the identification of Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) relational self within
parliamentary contexts is confusing since relational face involves a personalised attachment
with other group members. Given the data collection method adopted in this study, it is not
plausible to recognise such personalised attachments/bonds that parliamentarians may have
with each other inside the parliament and/or with specific others in the wider political sphere.
Thus, it follows that a relationship between two members of the same political party may
signify both a party and relational face. Therefore Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) conceptualisation
of face is not adopted in this study.

In this context, various studies have empirically validated the significance of the
notion of face in political settings such as political interviews and parliamentary contexts
such as Jucker (1986). Also, Harris (2001) uses a face model to examine both politeness
and impoliteness in the context of PMQs. A further argument for the value of face in political
interviews is proposed in Bull et al. (1996) which is based on Goffman's (1967)
conceptualisation of face. Goffman (1967) points out that in addition to defending one’s own
self, there’s an obligation to defend the face of others, as well as sharing the same face with

others.
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Bull et al. (1996) argue, and empirically validate that Goffman's (1967) three-layered
envision maps with the types of face concerns politicians may seek to attain in political
interviews. Bull et al. (1996) argue that politicians, in the context of political interviews,
have concerns over their own personal traits, and abilities that may influence their political
performance. Similarly, politicians may have concerns over the face of their political
colleagues and allies, i.e. they seek to defend their colleagues’ politically significant
attributes and decisions. Bull et al. (1996) further argue that politicians may share a face, i.e.
a politician may act as a representative of a given party. Consequently, they recognise three
faces for politicians to maintain: personal political face, significant others’ face, and party

face.

Building on Bull et al. 's (1996) argument, the present research claims that
parliamentarians share the same face concerns that politicians demonstrate in political
interviews considering that both political interviews and parliamentary interactions are
subgenre of political discourse. Political discourse here is defined as talk or text delivered

by political actors in political communicative activities (van Dijk, 1997:12-15).

In addition, the use of conventionalised impoliteness formulae, such as personal
insults, surfaced in the current Iragi and the British corpora. The use of such forms have not
been accounted for in earlier studies of impoliteness in political or parliamentary discourse
asin Bull etal. 's (1996), Harris' (2001), and Murphy's (2014) frameworks. However, the set
of conventionalised impoliteness formulae that have occurred in the current British corpus
fits with the set of conventionalised impoliteness formulae introduced in Culpeper's (2011a:
135-136). Conventionalised impoliteness formulae in the current Iraqgi setting are identified
based on the researcher’s intuition as a native speaker and then classified according to
Culpeper’s (2011a) list of conventionalised impoliteness formulae. Thus the current study
recognises the following types of face: personal political, personal, significant others’, and

party face. Hence, in the current research, | understand personal face to denote those
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character attributes which are conventionally attacked in non-institutional/non-political
settings such as daily social interactions. However, the current study, does not embraces
Brown & Levinson's (1987) face-oriented model to explore the bases of impoliteness

categorisation.

To turn to Spencer-Oatey's (2008) model, as explained earlier the management of
social relation involves the management of interactional goals as well. Hence, it could be
argued that parliamentarians may have interactional goals, whether relational or
transactional ones, and the accomplishment of these goals may affect the manner in which

they evaluate the linguistic contribution of other politicians.

However, due to methodological limitations explained in 4.4, namely those relating
to methods of data collection, having access or knowledge of such goals is not feasible in
the current research. As a result, this line of investigation will not be pursued in the context

of this study.

In section 4.9, | introduce and exemplify the relevant analytical categories proposed
in the above mentioned frameworks to reveal the possible factors that may affect politicians’

communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments.

In the previous paragraphs, | have introduced the relevant frameworks adopted to
address the first research question which focuses on identifying possible factors involved in
the communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments. In the
following paragraphs, | continue introducing the frameworks adopted to tackle the remaining

research questions.

The second research question aims to examine the range of the linguistic strategies
employed by the Iragi and British parliamentarians to convey impoliteness in questioning
turns. In the current research, these strategies are viewed as a variety of communicative, a

mixture of discoursal and pragmatic, resources that speakers use to convey impoliteness and
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which relate to the explicitness and effectiveness of impoliteness.

To identify these impoliteness strategies, the study at hand draws on strategies
introduced in Bull & Wells (2012) and Harris (2001). These two studies are favoured here
since both have explored impoliteness stratrgies in a parliamentary settings. In addition, Bull
& Wells' (2012) study is more systematic and distinguishes between strategies
communicated in questiong and answering turns, unlike  Harris (2001)who ignores this
distinction. Besides, Bull & Wells' (2012) study comprises most of the questiong strategies
introduced by Harris (2001) along with extra ones. However, Harris (2001) distingushes two
strategies that proved to be recurrent in my data, hence the inclusion here. Moreover, in this
research no attempt is made to establish a link between the factors underlying the
communication/interpretation of impoliteness and the linguistic strategies utilised to convey

impoliteness. The typology of these impoliteness strategies are exmplified in 4.9 below.

To address the third research question which attempts to explore the possible patterns
of counter impoliteness strategies, the present study adopts a typology of responses
introduced in Bull & Wells' (2012) framework. However, analysis revealed the occurrence
of strategies that have been accounted for in frameworks investigating impoliteness in non-
institutional/political settings such as Culpeper's (1996), Culpeper et al.'s (2003), Bousfield's
(2007) frameworks. Bousfield's (2007) framework of participant’s response patterns to
impoliteness was revised in Dobs & Blitvich's (2013) model who incorporate face-threat
witnesses’ responses to impoliteness research. Dobs & Blitvich (2013) argue that face-threat
witness’s, whom they define as “any participant, ratified or un-ratified who witnesses the
initial FTA.”, have an active role in the co-construction of impoliteness in polylogalic
interactions. In the context of the current research, participants’, other than the face-threat
initiator and/or recipient, responses to impoliteness have not been disregarded. In particular,
such responses have been utilised as one source of evidence for the perception of

impoliteness. However, it is not within the scope of the present research to highlight and/or
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distinguish among response patterns adopted by face-threat initiators/recipients and face-
threat witnesses. The response strategies employed in the current research are exemplified

in 4.9 below.

The last research question is an overarching one, non operationalizable, consisting
of two subordinates. To answer these research questions, i.e. 4a and 4b, the researcher
compares how the analytical categories described in 4.9 function in both settings. It is
noteworthy to emphasize that the framework adopted in this research is both theory- and
data-driven as categories have been repeatedly adjusted to reflect the examples emerging
from the data. The combination of these models constitute the overall analytical framework

adopted in this study, which is shown in figure 4.5 below.
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Figure 4.5 The Structure of the Framework Adopted in the Current Research

Key Concepts of Parliamentary

v

FACE SENSITIVITIES
((AFC))

Impoliteness

PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE
((1IPPFC))

PARTY FACE ((1PFC))
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE
((1SOFC))

PERSONAL FACE ((1FC-PI))

A 4

SOCIALITY RIGHTS

((2RS)) |

A V.4

EQUITY RIGHTS ((2EQRS))

Cost Benefit Considerations
((2EQRS-CB))

Fairness & Reciprocity ((2EQRS-FR))
Autonomy & Imposition ((2EQRS-ALI))

ASSOCIATION RIGHTS ((2ARS))

- Involvement ((2ARS-1V))
- Empathy ((2ARS-EM))
- Respect ((2ARS-RC))

A V.4

What type of Communicative strategies are employed within each analytical category to realise the impolite event?
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Communicative Strategies within the theoretical Categories that

actualise the impolite event

\ 4

Impoliteness Strategies in

Initiation Turns

PREFACE ((1Ss-PRF))

DETAILED QUESTION ((ISs-DQ))
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITIONS ((ISs-CPS))
& CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE ((1Ss-CIM))
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION ((ISs-CFQ))
INVITATION TO PERFORM FTA

((ISs-PFTA))

METALANGUAGE of Q&A ((1Ss-MQA))

A 4

Counter-Impoliteness Strategies

in Response Turns

© N o g &~ w

OFFER AN EXPLANATION ((CISs-EXP))
REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION
((CISs-R/DC))

ATTACK ((CISs-AT))

PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE ((C1Ss-PPF))
ABROGATION ((C1Ss-AB))

UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS ((CISs-USI))
OPT OUT ON RECORD ((CISs-OPR))

THIRD PARTY RECOURSE ((CISs-TPR))

115



4.8 Analytical Procedures

Along the lines set by the research questions and the current framework, the following

procedures were adopted in analysing the binary data set in the present research.

1)

2)

3)

Organise the data into its structural components as illustrated in section 4.7, namely
into communicative events/episodes if possible, then structure these further into
IRFs.

Then identifying instances of impoliteness exchanges within the initiation turns in
both Iragi and British corpora.

The identification of impoliteness in the present research is based on the adopted
theoretical stance. This theoretical stance appropriates a form of interactional
approach to investigate impoliteness (Chang & Haugh, 2011) (see section 4.7). The
interactional approach favours a mixed perspective in exploring impoliteness. It
proposes to integrate both observer (the analyst) and users’ (participants)
understanding in the examination of impoliteness. In the current research identifying
impolite utterances with an analyst’s perspective involves adopting a scientific-
theoretic conceptualisation of impoliteness. In other words, the analyst relies on
theoretical/analytical constructs/concepts to understand impoliteness. These
constructs include Spencer-Oatey's (2008) SOCIALITY RIGHTS, and Bull et al.'s
(1996) and Culpeper's (2011a) manifestations of FACE. These categories are listed
in section 4.9 below. The identification of impoliteness occurrences from
participants’ stance is detected through different sources of evidence. One such
source is what is termed impoliteness evaluators/metalanguage (Kadar & Haugh,
2013:94) or co-text /impoliteness meta-pragmatic comments (Culpeper, 2011a:11 &
74). Other sources of evidence used include retrospective comments. These are
comments /discussions made by participants and/or observers after the impoliteness
event arguing whether the event is impolite or not. The use of conventional

impoliteness formulae is also employed here as evidence of participant
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

understanding. All of these sources are employed in (Culpeper, 2011a). Moreover,
response to impoliteness helps to understand how the addressee perceives it. Hence,
the response of the addressee is included in all of the extracts cited in the current
research.

Then within the impoliteness exchanges categorised above, identify impoliteness
linguistic strategies adopted and modified from Harris (2001) and Bull & Wells
(2012) which will be clarified and exemplified in section 4.9. Linguistic strategies of
impoliteness are identified in questioning/initiation turns only.

Then within the response turns, identify response strategies as introduced in figure
4.3. these counter impoliteness strategies are based on Culpeper’s (1996), Culpeper
et al.'s (2003) Bousfield’s (2007) and Bull & Wells' (2012) frameworks.

The analytical categories identified in steps (2), (4), and (5) are quantified
descriptively. The quantitative tests include the distribution of the relevant analytical
categories both in terms of word percentages and frequency of occurrences. Such
tests are utilised to compare and account for the nature of impoliteness with regard
to the relevant analytical categories in the Iragi and British parliamentary discourse.
The tests carried out here are descriptive in nature, i.e. intended to summarise and
present the findings in a more meaningful manner. In other words, the quantitative
results in the current research are not statistically valid/significant.

The above-mentioned procedures are conducted on data sets from the Iragi and
British parliamentary discourse.

Then a comparison is made between Iraqi and British parliamentarian’s behaviour in
terms of the parameters identified above, namely the factors affecting the type of
impoliteness employed, communicative strategies used to express impoliteness, the

strategies adopted to respond to impoliteness.

In this research, it has to be stressed that the distinction between impoliteness arising

from affecting the FACE SENSITIVITIES and infringing SOCIALITY RIGHTS is not
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always a clear cut. For example, to restrict the future action of the Prime Minister by
requesting him/her to commit to a future policy may be seen as both infringing the Prime
Minister’s freedom of action and/or threatening his personal political face when failing
to do so. Similarly, it is difficult to draw a straightforward line between the various

manifestations of FACE SENSITIVITIES in the current binary corpora.

4.9 Analytical Categories

The analytical categories investigated in this study include constructions adopted from
Culpeper's (1996), Bull et al.'s (1996), Harris' (2001), Culpeper et al.'s (2003), Bousfield's
(2007), Spencer-Oatey's (2008), Culpeper's (2011a) and Bull & Wells' (2012) frames.

These categories are explained, exemplified in the following sections.

49.1 FACE SENSITIVITIES

Face sensitivities relate to politicians’ desire to be approved within the political atmosphere.
According to Bull et al. (1996), politicians have three face sensitivities;: PERSONAL
POLITICAL, PARTY, and SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE. Moreover, my corpus
indicated the presence of a further type, namely PERSONAL FACE in which
conventionalised impoliteness formulae, such as personal insults, were used to attack the
face of a political rival. Attributes that constitute each of these aspects of face may influence
parliamentarians’ orientation to either construct, enhance or threaten interpersonal relations.
Impoliteness arising from attacking these four face types are explained and exemplified
below.

4.9.1.1 PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE

This category refers to politicians’ fundamental desire that their politically significant
individuated personal traits, abilities, ideologies, decisions, etc. are accepted and valued
positively in the political sphere, viz. by relevant audience. This category is illustrated with

examples from the Iraqi and the British parliaments.
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[Extract 1, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 3" Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. In this particular
extract, Al-Waeli attempts to uncover Al-Isawi’s alleged corruption by demonstrating the
latter’s failure/incompetence in monitoring projects which led to the loss of billions of public

money and poor public service.]

01 Al-Isawi: ...the Rusafah project is handled with integrity professionalism and

02 work is progressing well (0.5) it is a great accomplishment ((CISs-
03 PPF))...but I know the motives behind attacking this project (0.5)
04 ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) but I don’t want to affect the objectivity of the
05 interrogation

06 Al-Waeli: what mr Mayor is saying is not acceptable.... and this report mr
07 Speaker I have received it yesterday...and this is a statement from a
08 professional manager who says that work progress has reached only
09 (48%) and what mr mayor declares is misleading

10 ((APPFC))((1Ss-PRF))

11 Al-Isawi: I won’t allow you to say misleading ( . ) ((CISs-AT:1PPFC)) my
12 information is all correct and (0.5) your information is incomplete
13 and selective ((CISs-AT:1PPFC))

14 Al-Waeli: | am your questioner and all my information is correct and yours is
15 a press release ((LPPFC))...1 dare you if Baghdadis drank water by
16 the 1% of October ((LPPFC)) ... the progress of the project is slow
17 and | insist it is (48%) ((1PPFC))((1Ss-PRF))...

The above extract is part of a longer exchange in the interrogation in which Al-Waeli
extensively demonstrates to his audience how Al-lIsawi has failed to properly manage a vital
project in Baghdad, namely Rusafah Water Project. In an earlier discourse, Al-Waeli shows
how Al-Isawi has unprofessionally assigned the project to an unqualified and unregistered
company which required even higher cost expenses, and has also highlighted many other
aspects of violating the standard regulations in implementing governmental contracts. All of
these claims have been challenged and rejected by Al-lsawi repeatedly. In the above extract,
Al-Waeli continues demonstrating how Al-lIsawi mismanages the regulations in executing
such projects. In particular, Al-Waeli states that the work progress has reached only 48%
after 28 months, which goes against what is agreed upon in the contract, and that Al-lsawi
has not taken any disciplinary action to penalize the company. Moreover, Al-lsawi provides
unauthentic figures regarding the work progress, claims Al-Waeli in line 15. By

demonstrating these issues, Al-Waeli is challenging and accusing the Mayor of Baghdad of
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negligence, incompetence. All of these accusations of not properly, skilfully, and ethically
managing a project that is very vital for the public represent attacks against Al-Isawi’s
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE. Al-Waeli targets the Mayor’s credibility, integrity and
efficiency. In line 11 above, Al-Isawi counter attacks and rejects Al-Waeli’s accusations
emphasizing that his work progress figures are authentic and those provided by the

questioner are false.

The example below illustrates PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE being attacked in

the current PMQs corpus.

[Extract 2, PMQs/25 Mar 2015- CE]

[Context: This PMQs session is the last one before the 2015 United Kingdom general
election. The election was held on the 7" of May to elect members to the House of Commons,
the lower house of the parliament of the United Kingdom. At the time, Miliband was the
Leader of the Labour Party which since 2010 is the Official Opposition in the United
Kingdom parliament as it the party with the second-largest number of seats in the House of
Commons. As a result, Miliband was also the Leader of the Opposition since 2010 till the
announcement of his resignation on 8" May 2015 following Labour's defeat by the
Conservative Party at the 2015 general election. Whereas Cameron was then the Prime
Minister of the United Kingdom and the Leader of the Conservative Party which is the
governing party since 2010, although in coalition with the Liberal Democrats sine 2010 till
May 2015. Cameron resigned from both posts after the unfavourable result of a national
referendum on European Union membership introduced by the Conservative party as a
manifesto commitment. Both Conservative and Labour constitute the two major parties in
the United Kingdom. The PMQs that were held at times close to the election date were
mainly employed for campaign purposes, i.e. employed to excessively attack the opponent
and promote oneself. The current extract falls within such a context which may be termed

as ‘campaign discourse’ within the overall PMQs discourse. In these sessions, both party
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leaders engage themselves in mutual attacks by stressing the disadvantageous policies and

decisions of the other.]

01 Miliband (LO, Lab) : mr Speaker there's only one person who is gonna raise taxes on

02 ordinary family and that's him ((LPPFC)) and he is gonna cut the national
03 health service ((LPPFC)). and he didn't answer the question((1PPFC))

04 ((1Ss-PRF)) and let's ask him a question about the NHS (0.5) five years ago
05 he promised no top-down reorganisation of the NHS. now (.) this is an easy
06 one (.) can he confirm that's a broken promise? yes or no? ((1PPFC))

07 ((1Ss-CFQ))((1Ss-PFTA))

08 Cameron (PM, Con): I'll tell him what's happening in the NHS (0.5) 9,000 more

09 doctors 7,000 more nurses and 20,000 more bureaucrats. but we've heard it
10 now. a clear promise on VAT from this side of the house ((CI1Ss-PPF:

11 1PFC)) and no answer on national insurance from that side of the house (0.5)
12 ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) and it goes to a bigger point mr Speaker (.) he's had

13 five years to come up with an economic plan he's had five years to work out
14 some policies for the future of this country. he's had five years to demonstrate
15 some leadership(.) and he's failed on every count ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC))

In the above exchange, the then Leader of the Opposition Ed Miliband launches a series
of attacks at Cameron’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE. Miliband attacks the Prime
Minister’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE through highlighting the latter’s decisions and
policies that are both unpopular with and vitally relevant to the electorate, e.g. policies
related to taxing and the NHS. In lines 1-2, Miliband states that Cameron is the one who will
increase taxation for the families, and cut their health services. Moreover, in line 3, Miliband
points out that Cameron has not replied to one of his previous questions which is in itself
face threatening. That question relates to whether Cameron can confirm that the spending
cuts he plans for the next three years will be even greater than those seen in the last five
years. In response to that question, Cameron equivocates, i.e. does not provide a direct, and
explicit reply but rather evades it, since it is a conflictual question (see section 4.9.3.4
below). In other words, both an affirmative and negative answer will be face damaging for
Cameron. Whether Cameron confirms or denies that the spending cuts he plans for the next
three years will be even greater than those seen in the last five years, the result is that still

there will be spending cuts with a Tory led government. Thus by pinpointing out Cameron’s
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past and future adverse policies, Miliband is attacking the former’s trustworthiness, and

dependability, i.e. attacking his PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE.

In another PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE attack in this interaction, lines 5-7, Miliband
seeks another confirmation of Cameron, i.e. asks Cameron to assert that his promise
concerning NHS-reorganisation has been broken. In the 2010 election, Cameron had pledged
in his Conservative party manifesto that there would be no top-down reorganisation in the
NHS. He even re-confirmed this commitment in his coalition government agreement with

the Liberal Democrats in various occasions.

However, Cameron launched what is described as the biggest top-down reorganisation
in the NHS through the Health and Social Care Act 2012. Again the question here is a
conflictual one, i.e. regardless of whether Cameron agrees that it is a broken promise or not,
he will lose his credibility. Hence, Miliband attacks the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of
Cameron. Indeed, Cameron does equivocate on this question as well. Instead of answering
it, Cameron promotes the face of the Conservative government in lines 8-11, then he attacks
Miliband for not providing an answer to a previous question he posed on Labour’s national
insurance tax in line10 . Cameron continues attacking Miliband’s PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE by stating that he lacks the leadership and competence to run the country, lines 12-

14.

49.1.2 PARTY FACE

This category refers to a parliamentarians’ desire that their politically valid attributes which
are shared with members of their relevant party are accepted, valued in the political sphere,
viz. by the relevant audience. Namely, PARTY FACE is construed when a member of a
given party represents that party. This category is exemplified below with instances from the

Iragi and the British corpora respectively.
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[Extract 3, Parliamentary Session, 10! Jan 2013]

[Context: In this interaction Al-Mullah argues with the then Speaker of the Iraqi parliament,
Al-Nujayfi, regarding the former’s fruitless attempts to question the then Minister of Higher
Education and Scientific Research. The Minister is a member of the State of Law Coalition,
a Shia-Islamist Iraqi political party, whereas Al-Mullah is a member of Al-lragiya List, a
secular nationalist alliance. These two political bodies are in a continuous state of
ideological and political conflict. State of Law Coalition was the Coalition in office back

then and Al-Iragiya was its strongest adversary.]

01 Al-Mullah:... questioning government officials is stated under Articles 58 and

02 61 of the rules of procedure ... we had only two questioning

03 sessions performed perfectly with all my due respect (.) by our

04 brothers in the State of Law Coalition. the question is (.) are political
05 parties allowed to question government officials?! ((I1Ss-CIM))

06 ((LPFQ)) ... mr Speaker are political parties other than the State of
07 Law Coalition allowed to question government officials or not?

08 ((1Ss-CIM)) ((1PFC))

09 Mr. Speaker Al-Nujayfi: of course all parties are allowed
10 Al-Mullah: then table the questioning in the agenda (.) then why is the delay?

11 ((1Ss-CPS))((1PFC)) no member other than the State of Law
12 Coalition representatives’ can question government officials!
13 ((LPFC)) why?

The above exchange exemplifies an attack at PARTY FACE as it threatens (attacks) the
social/political identity face of the State of Law coalition members, i.e. their social/political
identity as members of party in question and members of the Iragi parliament. Al-Mullah
launches his attack in steps. He first preludes by posing what seems on the surface a genuine
attempt to seek information, namely the interrogative structure in line 4-5 ‘the question is:
are political parties allowed to question government officials?!’. This is a face attacking
rhetorical question as it implies that there is a motive behind not being able to question the
Minister of Higher Education since both the Constitution and the rules of the procedure grant
such a right for parliamentarians. After clarifying that the application process to question the
Minister was technically acceptable , Al-Mullah rephrases his earlier question as follows ‘mr

Speaker are political parties other than state of law coalition allowed to question government
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officials or not?’. Al-Mullah’s latest rhetorical question implies that no political parties other
than the State of Law Coalition are allowed to question government officials and that State
of Law Coalition members are, therefore, receiving preferential treatment. This is an
accusation aimed the State of Law Coalition. In lines 11-12, Al-Mullah then repeats his
accusation openly in a declarative form and with an emphatic tone ‘no member other than
the State of Law Coalition representatives can question government officials! why?’. Al-
Mullah also tags his declarative proposition with a “Wh-"" question word, namely “why’’,
to re-inquire about the motivation behind his alleged claim/accusation that only State of Law

Coalition can question officials.

These repetitions serve to enhance and affirm the accusation Al-Mullah initially implied
to his audience. More directly, Al-Mullah’s utterances ultimately imply that the State of Law
Coalition holds the power to control which officials are to be questioned. Consequently, it
also implies that the State of Law Coalition intentionally prevents its ministerial members
from being questioned. This prevention raises suspicions such as that they are failing to
properly run the ministerial affairs. Raising such a suspicion, that the party plans to cover

the incompetence or even the corruption of its ministers, is an attack to their PARTY FACE.

The perception of impoliteness is confirmed in a subsequent discourse by the comments
of two State of Law Coalition members, namely Al-Hilee and Ghadhban. Both challenge
and deny the claims of Al-Mullah, and attack him back demanding his statements, in which

he attacks/disrespects the party, to be removed.

A further instance of attacking the PARTY FACE can be illustrated with the following

extract from the current British corpus.

[Extract 4, PMQs/25 Mar 2015- CE]
[Context: The current interaction can be positioned within the ‘campaign discourse’, for a
full contextualisation see extract 2 above. In this particular extract, the then Leader of the

Opposition Miliband attacks the Conservative’s taxation policy, namely the top rate of
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income tax. During their last government, 2005-2010, Labour has increased the top rate of
income tax for those who earn more than £150,000 from 40p to 50 p on grounds of a fair
taxation system. Whereas the Conservative party, in its 2012 budget, has cut the income tax
to 45p in collaboration with the Liberal Democrats, their Coalition government partners.
The economical effectiveness of such a measure is an issue of dispute among the two main
parties as both claim the robustness of their arguments. Labour argues that raising the top
rate of income tax creates extra tax revenues unlike the Conservative who believe the
opposite. However, how the wider population digests such taxation approaches creates a
political echo for the parties involved. Labour and many other public bodies view and
advertise this budgetary move as benefiting the high-earning tax-payer and as unfair to the
lowest paid workers.]

01 Miliband (LO, Lab): ... now let's try him on one more (0.5) three years ago he

02 promised three years ago he cut the top rate of income tax. can he rule out
03 under a Tory government a further cut in the top rate of income tax?

04 ((APFC))((1Ss-CFQ))

05 Cameron (PM, Con): the richest in this country are paying more tax under this

06 government than they paid under the last government ((CI1Ss-AT: 1PFC)).
07 we've set out our plans for tax cuts (0.5) if you are young and you work hard
08 () you'll get an apprenticeship (.) if you're a family we'll take you out of tax
09 until you earn £12,500. | do not want to see middle-income families drawn
10 into the top rate of tax.... ((C1Ss-EXP)). now let him make a promise (0.5)
11 will he increase national insurance? yes or no? ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC))

In the above interaction, the then Leader of the Opposition Miliband attacks the
credibility of the Conservative cabinet headed by the then Prime Minister, Cameron. In this
context, Cameron is treated as representing the collective face of the Conservative

Government.

Miliband challenges the credibility of certain promises delivered by the head of the Tory
government. In other words, Miliband implicitly accuses the Conservative government of
acting hypocritically as it pledges itself into measures it cannot keep. Furthermore, Miliband
attacks the unfairness of the Conservative cabinet’s tax policies. The accusations are implied

through the use of a conflictual question as explained below.

125



In lines 2-3, Miliband requests a confirmation from Cameron that there will be no such
tax cuts in future. The request to confirm or deny the continuity of the tax cut is expressed
through an interrogative structure, i.e. a question. This question is a conflictual one as all

replies are equally face damaging for Cameron’s cabinet.

On the one hand, if Cameron affirms ruling out such cuts, he will restrict the cabinet’s
future policies as it might not be desirable to some of his cabinet members. Indeed, it was
only a few months later when reports emerged that Osborne, the Chancellor of the Exchequer
then, namely in the subsequent Conservative government of 2015 election, is facing pressure
from 160 Tories to cut the top rate of income tax from 45p to 40p. On the other hand, if
Cameron denies ruling out such cuts, then he will be confirming that such unfavourable cuts
will continue in the future. Cameron avoids answering the question. Hence the possibility of

this disadvantageous cut to occur in the future is left open.

Considering Labour’s position on this tax cuts, the continuity of these cuts may confirm
that the Conservative government’s policies, which are benefiting the rich at the expense of
harming the poor, will continue to do so in the future. Miliband’s question helps to reinforce
the perception that the Conservative party is ‘the party of the rich’. This is an attack at
Cameron’s PARTY FACE as it challenges the inclusiveness and fairness of its policies.
Cameron’s response, in lines 5-6, may indicate that the attack to PARTY FACE is perceived
as such, namely he denies Miliband’s proposition/view that the rich are paying less under
the Conservative government. Rather, Cameron states the opposite, namely that the rich have

paid less under the previous Labour government.

49.1.3 SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE
This category refers to parliamentarians’ desire to defend the face of their political
colleagues and allies. That is to say, the category signifies parliamentarians’ desire that the

politically significant attributes, policies, and decisions of their colleagues, and political
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allies are accepted and valued by a political audience. This category is exemplified below
with an extract from the lIragi corpus.

[Extract 5, Al-Obaidi’s Interrogation, Aug 2016]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (3) above. In the extract below,

Nassaif raises accusations against the Minister’s son for abusing his father’s authority.]

01 Nassaif: ... what is your son's relation (. ) who threatens the Korean company

02 (0.5) and forces it to assign 50% of a its contract for developing Al-

03 Swayrah military air base to himself and his partner ((1SOFC)) otherwise
04 the contract will be assigned to another company (0.5) he also informed
05 the Korean company that expelling their general manager is only a

06 warning bell ((1SOFC)) this is a complaint submitted by the Korean

07 company ((1Ss-PRF))

08 Al-Obaidi:... | DARE HER IF SHE COULD PROVIDE ANY EVIDENCE

09 THAT CONNECTS MY SON FANAR TO ANY OF THIS

10 ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC))

In the extract above, Nassaif attacks the Minister’s son, Fanar, for abusing his father’s
authority to gain personal favours. Namely, she accuses him of directly interfering in
concluding governmental contracts for personal interests. Nassaif further reports that Fanar
has expelled the general manager of the Korean company which is supposed to execute the
construction and development of an Iragi airbase. By attacking Al-Obaidi’s son Nassaif is
attacking the fatherhood attribute in the Minister. Hence activating and attacking a
relationship with a significant other, viz. his son. These direct accusations against the
Minister’s son also imply further indirect accusations against Al-Obaidi himself for
intentionally and/or unintentionally allowing his son to intervene in managing ministerial
duties and responsibilities. The attack is perceived by Al-Obaidi who denies it and

challenges Nassaif to be provide proof of his son’s alleged interference.

This category is further exemplified with an extract from the current British corpus.
[Extract 6, PMQs/15 June 2016-CC]
[Context: The above exchange falls within the Brexit narrative. The word ‘Brexit’ itself came
into being in an article by Peter Wilding in 15th May 2012 in reference to a possible United

Kingdom departure from the European Union (EU). The Conservative Party pledged, in
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their manifesto for the 2015 general election, to hold an in/out referendum on United
Kingdom’s membership of the EU before the end of 2017. There was a lack of agreement
among the Conservatives over Brexit as party members were mainly divided into those
campaigning to remain within the EU and those supporting a leave-campaign. Cameron,
together with many other Conservatives, has adopted a remain-campaign. So did the Leader
of the Opposition and almost all Labour members. However, some high-profile Conservative
cabinet ministers embraced the leave campaign, such as “the honourable member for
Uxbridge”, i.e Boris Johnson, the former Mayor of London for two terms and Secretary of
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs at the time, and “the honourable member for
Surrey Heath”, i.e. Michael Gove, then Secretary of State for Justice. The extract makes

reference to a quote in a 2003 book authored by Boris Johnson, namely Lend me your ears,

The essential Boris Johnson.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab):...a major funder mr Speaker of the leave campaign said and |

02 quote (0.5) if it were up to me I’d privatise the national health service (0.5)
03 the honourable member for Uxbridge said (.) if people have to pay for NHS
04 services they will value them more ((1SOFC)).both he and the honourable

05 member for Surrey Heath are members of the government who have put the
06 NHS into record deficit. these people are now masquerading as the saviours
07 of the NHS (0.5) wolves in sheep’s clothing ((LSOFC))((1Ss-PRF)). didn't

08 the honourable member for Totnes get it right when she rejected the duplicity
09 of this argument in the leave campaign (.) and decided to join the remain

10 campaign?

11 Cameron (PM, Con): | was delighted with what my honourable friend the member for
12 Totnes said about changing her mind (. ) which is a brave thing for politicians
13 to do (. ) and saying that she thought that the NHS would be safer if we

14 remained inside a reformed European Union ((C1Ss-PPF:1SOFC)). | believe
15 that very profoundly (0.5) because the key to a strong NHS is a strong

16 economy. an | think there cannot be any doubt (. ) with nine out of 10

17 economists ( . ) the Governor of the Bank of England ( . ) the International

18 Monetary Fund the OECD and all these other organisations (. ) saying that
19 our economy will be stronger (. ) and it is a strong economy that delivers

20 a strong NHS.

Both Johnson and Gove are members in Cameron’s cabinet and at the same time they
are high-profile political colleagues, i.e. they are significant to Cameron. Having a different
opinion on Brexit does not alter this relation. It is in this sense that attacking Johnson and

Gove’s political stance is viewed as an attack to SIGNIFICANT OTHER’S FACE.
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In the above exchange, Corbyn criticises the deceitfulness of Johnson and Gove’s
leave-campaign strategy. In order to accomplish this, Corbyn reminds the audience of
Johnson’s most controversial arguments, namely the privatisation of NHS. In lines 1-4,
Corbyn refers to Johnson’s advocation of NHS privatisation. Advocating the privatisation
of NHS may deprive a large proportion of the public the chance to access free health services.
Accordingly, Johnson’s stance is portrayed as destroying NHS services. Then, in lines 4-7,
Corbyn hints to Johnson and Gove’s stance on post-Brexit NHS funding. Boris Johnson had
promised/claimed that leaving the EU would save £350 million a week to spend on the NHS.
A position that is intended to be seen as supportive of NHS free health service continuity.

Hence, Boris Johnson is acting as a saviour of the NHS, to use Corbyn’s words.

By demonstrating Boris Johnson’s contradictory/opposing positions on NHS,
Corbyn is able to expose the duplicity of his argument. Moreover, Corbyn enhances his
attack through the use of an idiom ‘wolves in sheep’s clothing’ implying the deceitfulness
of their argument. Cameron nonetheless ignores reacting with any sort of remark on the part
of Corbyn’s discourse where his colleagues’ FACE, Johnson and Gove’s, is being attacked.
Instead, Cameron picks Corbyn’s question in lines 7-10, which invokes a Conservative
member’s Anti-Brexit stance, viz. Sarah Wollaston’s, to respond to. Namely, Cameron
decides to eulogise Wollaston’s, then a Conservative colleague, position on EU membership.
By avoiding to join Corbyn in attacking Johnson and Gove’s FACE, Cameron’s is saving

the FACE of SIGNIFICANT OTHERS, i.e. Cameron’s political colleagues.

49.1.4 PERSONAL FACE

In the context of the current research, PERSONAL FACE is used to signify character
attributes which are personal/non-political. Here | understand personal/non-political
attributes as those which are conventionally attacked in non-political/social interactions such
as cowardliness. In other words, PERSONAL FACE attacks as those involving the use of

conventionalised impoliteness formulae which are commonly employed in non-institutional
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contexts, i.e. everyday life social interactions. Hence, these are non-political/personal only
in the sense that they include impoliteness structures which are conventional in social
interactions such as insults, for example. Appendix F introduces an exhaustive list of the
conventionalised impoliteness formulae in the current British parliamentary discourse. This
list is developed and modified by drawing on Culpeper’s (2011a) conventionalised
impoliteness formulae.

This category is exemplified below with two exchanges from the current British
corpus. Each exchange represents a subtype of insults recognised in the current PMQs
corpus, namely Third Person Negative Indirect Reference and Third Person Negative Direct
Reference respectively. Moreover, for an instance of employing insults in the present Iraqi
corpus, see extract 32 below.

[Extract 7, PMQs/14 Jan 2015-CE]

[Context: This extract, along with similar others, originated when four broadcasters, namely
the BBC, Sky News, ITV and Channel 4, announced proposals for TV election debates ahead
of the United Kingdom General Election on 7 May 2015. The broadcasters designed the
debates to be as follows: a head-to-head debate between the then Prime Minister David
Cameron and the then Leader of the Opposition Ed Miliband; a three-way debate among
the Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat leaders, namely Cameron, Miliband and
Nick Clegg; a four-way debate among Cameron, Miliband and Nick Clegg, and the leader
of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), Nigel Farage. However, Cameron
expressed concerns over the exclusion of some minor political parties such as the Green
Party whereas parties of similar stature, i.e. UKIP, were included in the debates. Also other
political parties such as the SNP, which is the third largest party in the United Kingdom in
terms of membership, named their exclusion from these debates as unacceptable.]

01 Miliband (LO, Lab): ...now we all understand that as long ago (.) as last Thursday

02 his abiding passion was to give the Green party a platform (.) but it’s frankly
03 a pathetic! excuse ((LFC-P1))(( jeering and cheering sounds)) ... now is he

04 really telling is he really telling the people of Britain that he’s gonna seek to
05 deny them the television debates (.) if he does not get to choose who is in
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06 them?((1LPPFC))
07 Cameron (PM, Con): we had a set of European elections this year (0.5) and UKIP

08 and the Greens both beat the Liberal Democrats ((turns to Nick Clegg)) I'm
09 afraid to say (0.5) ((laughter sounds)) it is very simple (.) you either have
10 both of them (.) or you have none of them. so let me ask him again why is
11 he so chicken ((CISs-AT: 1FC-PI)) when it comes to the Greens?

This interaction, along with similar others, constitutes a discourse within PMQs and the
British political media that can be termed as ‘debates over TV debates’. These interactions
appear in several PMQs, namely in 14 Jan 2015, 4 Mar 2015, and 11 Mar 2015, to name
only those occurring within the data range of the current study. In the series of PMQs that
hosted such interactions, the current session is the last one, to the researcher’s best
knowledge. In these interactions, both the then Prime Minister and Leader of the Opposition

exchange personal attacks at each other using the third person mode of address.

In the current extract, Miliband challenges and attacks Cameron for refusing to join the
former in a two-way televised debate. Cameron declared that his refusal is due to the fact
that the proposed series of televised debates excludes some minor political parties such as
the Green party. However, Miliband condescendingly declares that such an excuse is a pitiful
excuse, lines 2-3. Then he continues to further seek a confirmation of non-attendance from
Cameron reflecting that such a rejection may mean favouring personal political interest over
the national one. To such a proposal, Cameron repeats his previous argument of the necessity
to include all minor political parties in such debates. Moreover, Cameron counter-attacks by
presupposing that Miliband is avoiding to debate with the Green party because he is lacking
the courage to do so. In other words, Cameron is insulting Miliband by presupposing that he
is scared and behaving cowardly because he is afraid to debate with the Green party in fear

of losing, lines 10-11.

Another form of personal insults in the context of PMQs, is using reference structures
with negative meanings when addressing political opponents. Thus, the extract below

exemplifies the usage of Third Person Negative Direct Reference type of personal insults.
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[Extract 8, PMQs/14 Jan 2015-CE]
[Context: See the contextualisation of extract 7 above.]

01 Cameron (PM, Con): ... so I ask him again (.) when he looks at the Green party

02 (0.5) why is he so scared? ((CISs-AT: 1FC-PI))

03 Miliband (Lo, Lab): mr Speaker I’ll debate anyone the broadcasters invite to

04 debate...he has run out of excuses (0.5) he is running scared of these debates
05 () and in the words of his heroine (.) lady Thatcher he’s frit ((LFC-PI))

This extract is part of the same session from which the previous extract is quoted. In this
excerpt, Cameron continues to attack, and insult Miliband by proposing that he is scared,
and frightened to debate with the Green party, lines 1-2. Miliband responds by denying that
he refuses a debate with any party suggested by the organising body, namely the
broadcasters. Then he insults Cameron by referring to the latter using a negative reference
forms of address, namely ‘scared’ and ‘frit’. Miliband addresses Cameron, through the
Speaker of the House of Commons, hence, this constitutes a third-person negative reference.
Furthermore, Miliband revives an insult form, viz. ‘frit’, from the linguistic legacy of
Margaret Thatcher, Cameron’s predecessor as British Tory Prime Minister. Thatcher
introduced the word ‘frit’, which is a regional form of insult mainly used in Lincolnshire
dialect, into political discourse when attacking the then Leader of the Labour and the
Opposition Denis Healey in early 1983.Hence, Miliband’s attack is intensified as he is
attacking Cameron using a weapon coined by a former fellow Conservative Prime Minister.
The word became popular in such contexts since then. For example, it has recently been used
by the veteran Labour member Dennis Skinner to attack the Conservative current Prime

Minister Teresa May in December 2018.

4.9.2 SOCIALITY RIGHTS
This category relates to social and/or institutional expectancies that parliamentarians develop
regarding what is prescribed, what is permitted, and what is proscribed in a parliamentary
setting. Spencer-Oatey & Jiang (2003) propose that such behavioural expectations can be

formulated as two superordinate interactional principles, namely EQUITY RIGHTS and
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ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. These two superordinate categories together with their

subclasses are explained and exemplified below.

49.2.1 EQUITY RIGHTS
In the current research, it is argued that parliamentarians “have a fundamental belief that
they are entitled to personal consideration from others and to be treated fairly; in other words,
that they are not unduly imposed upon, that they are not unfairly ordered about, and that they
are not taken advantage of or exploited.”’(Spencer-Oatey, 2005:100). This category can be
manifested in three forms: Cost Benefit Considerations, Fairness and Reciprocity, and
Autonomy and Imposition. Each of these subcategories are listed, exemplified below.

A. Cost Benefit Considerations
This category relates to parliamentarians’ expectation that they should not be exploited or
disadvantaged in any way or another. To exemplify this category, consider the extract cited
below from the current Iraqi corpus.

[Extract 9, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 1% Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. In this particular
extract, the Mayor of Baghdad, Al-lsawi, is reading from an official letter in response to an
earlier question posed by the questioner Al-Sudani.]

01 Al-Isawi: ... authorizing mr Mayor of Baghdad ( . ) the accreditation to directly

02 negotiate with specialised foreign firms to execute the work listed
03 under the plan of supporting the mayoralty of Baghdad....these are
04 two plans conducted with non-competitive tender meaning no

05 competition among companies((CISs-EXP)) //

06 Al-Waeli: the answer is clear and

07 complete ((2EQRS-CB))

08 Al-Isawi : no this is an official letter (. ) | am reading an official letter //

09 Al-Waeli: yes this
10 an official letter

11 Al-Isawi: allow me to continue reading

12 Mr. Speaker Al-Nujayfi: continue continue

13 Al-Isawi: allow me to just complete reading the script of the decree ( .) this
14 is a parliamentary interrogation not parliamentary hosting (0.5) you
15 must give me the right and time to proceed and complete this
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The exchange above is intended to exemplify how language may be employed by
politicians to attack others through infringing social expectations. In particular, it illustrates
how cost-benefit expectations may affect Iraqi parliamentarians’ judgement regarding the
acceptability of a proposition. In line 6 above, the questioner Al-Waeli forces Al-lsawi to
terminate his turn by stating that Al-Isawi’s turn is completed. This can be viewed as an
imposition on Al-Isawi’s freedom of action and it can also be regarded as offensive by Al-
Isawi as it infringes his EQUITY RIGHT, namely his right not to be exploited or
disadvantaged. This right or behavioural expectation is explicitly appealed to by Al-Isawi,
in lines 14-15. In other words, this interruption is viewed, at least by Isawi himself, as

infringing his right to reply in a manner and duration that seems appropriate to him.

Moreover, Al-lsawi explains the consequences/cost of Al-Waeli’s command in line 14,
‘this is parliamentary interrogation not parliamentary hosting’. He states that terminating
his response earlier than expected may result in producing incomplete answers which may
reflect an inaccurate description of the incident under discussion, at least from Al-Isawi’s
perspective. Such an inaccurate description may have legal consequences for Al-Isawi as he
is being interrogated. As pointed out in Chapter Three, parliamentary interrogations, unlike
parliamentary hosting, may result in a vote of non-confidence if parliament deems the
questionee’s replies to be unconvincing. In other words, providing such a distorted picture
may lead to Al-lIsawi being judged as inefficient in his governmental post and hence
withdrawing confidence from him, i.e. automatic resignation. It might also lead to affirming
certain serious accusations. So, not being able to present clear, complete explanation of the

incident is costly for Al-Isawi.

B. Fairness and Reciprocity
This category signifies parliamentarians’ belief that costs and benefits should be fair and
kept roughly in balance. This category is illustrated below with an example from the Iraqi

corpus.
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[Extract 10, Al-Obaidi’s Interrogation, Aug 2016]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (3). In this particular extract,
an Iraqi parliamentarian, namely Al-Alag, is requesting to pause/end/stop the interrogation
due to the questionee’s proposal that the questioner, Nassaif, in collaboration with other

parliamentarians, have ulterior motives to hold the interrogation.]

01 Al-Alag: as prescribed in the rules of the procedure relating to parliamentary

02 interrogation (0.5) there should be no personal interest/gain behind an
03 Interrogation (0.5) and since the questionee is claiming that the

04 guestioner and other members have personal motives behind holding
05 the interrogation (0.5) then an investigation should follow.

06 NOW THE QUESTIONER HAS NO RIGHT TO PROCEED WITH
07 THE INTERROGATION UNTILL UNTILL//

08 Nassaif: HARAM HARAM

09 Al-Alaq: LISTEN LISTEN //

10 Nassaif: HARAM

11 Al-Alag: //UNTILL ((he stands up facing Nassaif and

12 pointing at her))SHE REFUTES THE MINISTER’S

13 CLAIMS OF A CONFLICT OF INTEREST ((2EQRS-FR)) IT IS
14 OVER//

15 Nassaif: HARAM BY THE AL-MIGHTY ALLAH HARAM

16

The extract above is intended to demonstrate how a given proposition may be evaluated
as infringing one’s EQUITY RIGHTS, namely the expectation to be treated fairly, in the
current Iraqi political corpus.

In the course of the interrogation, the Minister of Defence openly accused several
parliamentarians including the Speaker of the Iragi parliament of blackmailing him to secure
contracts for themselves. The scandal created an uproar and a disruption during the session
and the Speaker of the Iragi parliament no longer chaired the session. Being an
unprecedented incident, the Deputy Speaker of the Iraqgi parliament consulted members so
as to decide if it is legally and institutionally acceptable to proceed with the interrogation or

not.

In the above extract, lines 1-5, Al-Alag states that it is against the rules of the procedure
for the Iraqi parliament to further proceed with the interrogation as the questionee raised

claims of a conflict of interest. In other words, Al-Alaq indirectly requests to cease the
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interrogation because the questioner’s institutional right to hold an interrogation is
suspected/challenged now. The questioner, Nassaif, views Al-Alaq’s request to cease the
interrogation as unfair as it ignores consideration of its cost to Nassaif if complied with. In
a later discourse, Nassaif’s explains all the obstacles, and challenges she has faced and
tolerated in order to prepare for this interrogation. She further claims that the Minister filed
charges against her in order to hinder the interrogation. In other words, Al-Alaq’s request to

cease the interrogation renders all of Nassaif’s efforts futile.

Moreover, the meta-pragmatic comment ‘haram’ (which literally means any behaviour
that goes against the teachings of Islam) can be used pragmatically to indicate the unfairness

of a given behaviour in the Iraqi culture.

C. Autonomy and Imposition
This category symbolises parliamentarians’ expectation that they have the right not to be
unduly controlled or imposed upon. This category is exemplified below with an extract from
the current Iraqi corpus.

[Extract 11, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 15t Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this particular
extract, Al-Saadi unveils one of Al-Sudani’s alleged corruption files, namely the ‘lumpy
sugar’ affair. Despite its lumpiness and being unfit for human consumption, sugar was
distributed to citizens and sold at loss to the Ministry of Industry. Thus, Al-Saadi accuses

Al-Sudani of wasting public money, and harming citizens.]

01 Al-Saady: ... when the ministry has decayed lumpy food that does not comply with

02 the standard specification (. ) unfit for human consumption (0.5) the

03 ministry must return that to the exporter.( . ) the ministry must not distribute

04 it to governorates ((2EQRS-ALI)) //

05 Al-Sudani: this is not acceptable (.) I answered his

06 guestion but if comments on it I can comment as well (0.5) THIS IS NOT

07 AN INTRROGATION (.) IT IS TURNING INTO SOMETHING ELSE (.)

08 THESE ARE ACCUSATIONS AND PROVOCATIONS

136



In the full version of this extract, Al-Sudani illustrates the measures, and procedures
undertaken to manage the lumpy sugar cargo in response to an earlier question posed by Al-
Saady. In this turn, Al-Saady rejects the validity and legitimacy of Al-Sudani’s measures.
Then Al-Saady continues his critique by providing an alternative line of action with regard
to what the Minister should have done in the lumpy sugar situation. Hence, in lines 3-4, Al-
Saady informs the Minister, Al-Sudani, that in such cases the Ministry is obliged/requested
to return the goods to the exporter. Namely, Al-Saady indirectly commands/orders Al-
Sudani to follow a specific course of action. By ordering Al-Sudani to perform in a certain
way, Al-Saady is imposing on the Minister’s freedom of action. This imposition is rejected
by the Minister in line 5-7 above. Al-Saady’s imposition causes the Minster to feel annoyed
and maybe angry as the latter raises his voice as indicated in lines 6-8. Moreover, in a later
discourse, the Minister informs Al-Saadi to consult the relevant ministerial/legal regulations

and not to request him, the Minister, to follow a personal course of action.

Below is another example to illustrate the occurrence of this category in the current
PMQs corpus.

[Extract 12, PMQs/25 Feb 2015-CE]

[Context: The excerpt below is taken from a PMQs session which addressed the issue of MPs
second jobs. The Labour party had planned a proposal to restrict the outside earnings of
MPs, namely to ban them from having paid consultancies and directorships or trade union
officials. Their proposal was motivated by the desire to ensure that MPs are not influenced
by what they debt to the interests of others. The initiative came after an undercover
investigation, conducted by the Telegraph and Dispatches, revealing a cash for access
scandal involving two senior parliamentarians, namely Sir Malcolm Rifkind and Jack Straw.
Eventually the Conservative government declined Labour’s proposal on the grounds that
such a ban would restrict parliamentarians’ professional backgrounds hence limit the range

of experiences within the parliament.]
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01 Miliband (LO, Lab) : if he wants to talk about party funding(.) let's talk about a

02 party (.) bought and sold by the hedge funds (0.5)((cheering from the

03 Opposition benches)) a man who appointed a self-declared tax avoider as
04 his treasurer(.) that is the Conservative party ((1PFC))((1SOFC)). now he's
05 got one more chance. he talked big in opposition about change(0.5) he's

06 gonna be judged on the way he votes tonight ((ISs-PRF)). he should vote
07 for one job not two ((2EQRS-AL)). last chance yes or no? ((1PPFC))

08 ((1Ss-CFQ))

09 Cameron(PM, Con): the problem with a members of parliament being swayed by
10 outside interests is best seen in this one example. this parliament the first in
11 the history of Britain has passed an Act on lobbying. the Labour party has
12 been lobbied by the trade unions to get rid of that Act (0.5) what have they
13 agreed? they have agreed to scrap the lobbying Act. ((CISs-AT: 1PFC))
14 that's what they've done. they are owned lock stock and block vote by the
15 trade unions((CISs-AT: 1PFC))

In the preface to his question, lines 1-2 , the then Leader of the Opposition , Ed Miliband,
attacks the Conservative party, by questioning its integrity as he criticises its funding source
to imply that that their policies, decisions are influenced, controlled by the interests of the
funders. Along the same lines, Miliband also attacks the Conservative party for appointing
a tax avoider, as Miliband claims, as a treasurer, namely Lord Stanley Fink, lines 3-4. Then
Miliband, concludes his preface by reminding the audience of Cameron’s, the then Prime
Minister, previous opposing stance on MP’s second jobs and his intentions/declarations to
change the status quo when the latter was in Opposition. Miliband does this to highlight the
inconsistency in Cameron’s words and actions, i.e. the latter cannot be trusted to keep his
words. In other words, to attack the reliability, and truthfulness of Cameron. In the utterance
‘he should vote for one job not two’, Miliband requests Cameron to vote for MPs to have
only a single job. Requests are by definition face threatening acts (Brown & Levinson 1987).
By requesting Cameron to vote for one job, Miliband impinges on Cameron’s claim of

freedom of action and freedom from imposition.

The core request or the head act is realised as a suggestion formula here due to the use
of the modal auxiliary ‘should’ and hence it is expressed as a conventionally indirect request.
Moreover, the illocutionary force of the request is indirectly enhanced by a preceding
adjunct, namely ‘he talked big in opposition about change (0.5) he's gonna be judged on the

way he votes tonight’. The supportive move or the adjunct acts as a cost maximiser here as
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it suggests that non-compliance with the request will be costly for Cameron. In other words,
not voting for one job, or rather voting for two jobs, will demonstrate how unreliable
Cameron is as he does not commit to his earlier stance on MP’s second jobs. The request
then is followed by a face threatening conflictual question to which Cameron fails to answer.
Instead, Cameron counter attacks Labour by claiming that they are attempting to discard the
lobbying Act introduced by the Conservative government under the influence of Labour’s

major funder, the Trade Unions.

4.9.2.2 ASSOCIATION RIGHTS
In this research, it is argued that parliamentarians have a fundamental belief that they are
entitled to an association with others that is in accordance with the type of relationship that
they have with them. Spencer-Oatey (2005:100) identifies three possible components for
this principle: involvement, empathy and respect. These subcategories are defined, and
exemplified below.

A. Involvement
This category demonstrates parliamentarians’ expectation that they should be treated with
appropriate amounts and types of activity engagement by other politicians in the political

space. This category is exemplified below by an extract from the Iragi parliamentary corpus.

[Extract 13, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 15t Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above.]

01 Al-Saady: ... the freight cannot be transported into state warehouses as long as it

02 lumpy (. ) it cannot be transported as transportation squanders public funds
03 (. ) it cannot be sold to another ministry with a lesser price (. ) delay in

04 delivering ration food for citizens. When you import tremendous amounts
05 then you have corruption in this and that deal(0.5) and the citizens would

06 either get the ration late or they don’t get it at all ((2ARS-1V))

07 Al-Sudani: honestly | demand the brother to be cautious in approaching the legal

08 aspects of these issues (0.5) he shouldn’t overburden us ( . ) we are part of
09 the government too

In the above extract, Al-Saady launches an attack against Al-Sudani, the then Minister

of Trade. Al-Saady states in detail some of the contraventions conducted in the Ministry of
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Trade under Al-Sudani’s administration. He specifically demonstrates the legitimate
pathways of conducting certain Ministerial procedures to show the Minister’s malpractice
and negligence. Then he shows the impact of such non-observance on Iragis livelihood.
These accusations may be seen as attacking the Minister’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE
as they challenge his efficiency for his current post. Nevertheless, from Al-Sudani’s
perspective the attack is seen as infringing his ASSOCIATION RIGHT, namely his
right/expectation to have Involvement from others. Al-Sudani’s expectation of Involvement
is based on an intragroup orientation he establishes in lines 7-9. Namely, the group being
alluded here is the Iraqi government with its executive and legislative branches. Al-Sudani
reminds the questioner that they are both part of the same political body in which Al-Sudani
represents the executive branch and the Al-Saady belongs to the legislature. Al-Sudani uses
intragroup markers such as the plural pronoun ‘we’, ‘us’. Then in lines 8-9, the Minister

politely requests the questioner to be tolerant and lenient with him.

B. Empathy
This category relates to parliamentarians’ expectation that their concerns, feelings and
interests are shared (empathised with) by other politicians in the political setting. The extract

below demonstrates this category.

[Extract 15, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 1%t Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this particular
extract, the questioner is attempting to show how the Mayor of Baghdad has allegedly

abused public resources for familial interests.]

01 Al-Waeli: what is your brothers’ job in the Mayoralty? ((2ARS-EM))((1Ss-DQ))
02 Al-Isawi: indeed | am deeply hurt by this question (0.5)... | would say they are upright
03 people who have no connection with the mayoralty of Baghdad

In the above extract, Al-Waeli’s DETAILED QUESTION, in line 1, is regarded as

infringing Al-Isawi’s ASSOCIATION RIGHTS, namely his right to receive Empathy from
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the audience including the questioner Al-Waeli. That is to say, Al-Isawi’s expectation that
his feelings, interests are shared, preserved and appreciated by Al-Waeli. In his
parliamentary question, Al-Waeli enquires about the position of Al-Isawi’s brothers in the
Mayoralty of Baghdad. The question is intended to attack the Mayor’s brothers by showing
how they abuse their familial connections for personal interests. It also aims to attack Al-
Isawi’s integrity by demonstrating how he misuses various Mayoralty resources for
personal/familial benefits. These embedded accusations are clarified in subsequent
discourse, namely in Al-Wael’s follow ups to his parliamentary question. However, Al-
Waeli’s question is perceived as non-empathetic by Al-Isawi, i.e. infringing the latter’s right
to be empathised with. In line 2, Al-lsawi expresses an emotional reaction towards Al-
Waeli’s question, namely Al-Isawi states that he is ‘hurt’. This signifies that Al-Isawi’s
concern/expectation for his familial privacy to be preserved is not adhered to. That is to say,
Al-Isawi’s desire to keep his family away from the interrogation is not shared/empathised
with, hence his feelings are hurt. In later discourse, the Mayor of Baghdad explicitly states

his disappointment and complains about getting his family member needlessly involved.

C. Respect
This principle relates to parliamentarians’ belief that they should be shown appropriate
amounts of respectfulness from their audience in the political context. No example could be

detected in both corpora.

4.9.3 Linguistic Impoliteness Strategies in Initiation Turns

In the current research, impoliteness strategies are conceptualised as a variety of
communicative resources, both discoursal and pragmatic, that parliamentarians use to
convey impoliteness and which relate to the explicitness and effectiveness of the
communicated impoliteness. The framework adopted in the current research, Harris' (2001)

and Bull & Wells' (2012) frames, vyields a set of impoliteness strategies, performed at
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initiation turns, which are listed and exemplified below. Each strategy is provided with an
example from each setting, namely the Iragi and the British settings, respectively.

49.3.1 PREFACE

Building on Harris (2001) who states that questioning turns in PMQs predominantly consist
of propositions followed by a polar (yes/no) questions, Bull & Wells (2012) argue that such
preliminary explanations/propositions may be employed by parliamentarians to
communicate impoliteness. The following extract from the Iragi corpus exemplifies this
strategy below. In the discourse of parliamentary interrogation, in the Iragi setting, both
initiations and follow ups may contain a series of propositions/explanations that
communicate impoliteness. In the extract below, the initiation embraces a series of related
propositions that serves to express accusations against the questionee.

[Extract 16, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 2" Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. Moreover, in this
particular extract, the questioner Al-Saady attacks the Minister by unveiling the various
ways through which the latter fails to effectively and efficiently perform his ministerial

duties.]

01 Al-Saady: ... the ex-general inspector at the ministry was transferred to another post

02 when he discovered the corruption run by the minister's brother Sabah Hassan
03 ... the general inspector was astonished to find out that the minister's two

04 brothers are involved in concluding fraudulent contracts ... they receive

05 4 million dollars bribery for every single deal they conclude mentions the

06 ex-general inspector ... the general inspector reports that after confronting the
07 minister's brothers (.. ) he received a phone call from them threatening him to
08 accept the minister's offer otherwise he and his family will be killed ( . ) the
09 next day the minister Al-Sudani phoned me offering me

10 a post as a commercial consultant in Russia or China or Japan ((I1Ss- PRF))
11 ((LPPFC))((1SOFC))... we ask the minister (.) are you aware of these

12 things/information? or you aren’t ((ISs-CFQ)) ((1PPFC))

13 Al-Sudani: this man contravened several institutional regulations since holding the
14 office ( .) the first thing is that he transferred many employees form the

15 Ministry of Electricity to the Ministry of Trade ( . ) without our knowledge
16 nor consent (0.5)((CISs-AT: 1SOFC)) moreover he blackmailed the State
17 Company for Grain Trade and built an extravagant house using public funds
18 ((CISs-AT: 1SOFQ)). | have not been informed of any threat by mr Abdual
19 Hadi (0.5) he did not inform me neither orally nor in a written form

20 ((CI1Ss-R/DCQ)) ... in 2006 and 2007 the security condition was very difficult
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21 and dangerous (0.5) he informed me that he had faced several assassination

22 attempts (. ) so | offered him a position in one of our commercial attaché

23 out of my good will ((C1Ss-R/DC))...

In the excerpt above, Al-Saady deploys the PREFACE to his parliamentary question to
attack the Minister of Trade Al-Sudani by demonstrating how the latter allegedly covered
up the corruption of his two brothers who are employees at the Ministry of Trade. In
particular, Al-Saady reports how an ex-general inspector at the Ministry was ignored,
unfairly treated, transferred to an overseas post when the latter exposed the dishonest
behaviour of the minister’s brothers, namely their fraudulent deals. In lines 3-6, Al-Saady
explicitly attacks the Minister’s brothers, through reporting the ex-general inspector’s
alleged statements that they were receiving huge amounts of money as bribery. The ex-
employee also reports having been threatened with death by the two brothers if he did not
follow the Minister’s offer of a post outside Irag. Though explicitly attacking the two
brothers, the ex-general inspector’s impolite allegations also imply accusations of corruption
for the Minister himself as the latter fails to investigate/validate the ex-inspector’s
allegations if he was aware/informed about these deals. Hence, the PREFACE introduces
face attacking utterances explicitly targeting the Minister’s brothers which in turn embed

implied accusations for the Minister himself. Then Al-Saady concludes the PREFACE by

posing his parliamentary question in lines 1-12.

The Minister, Al-Sudani, lounges a counter attack in which he questions and challenges
the institutional conduct of the ex-general inspector. Al-Sudani claims that the ex-inspector
has transgressed authorities higher than him at work by taking decisions without the
minister’s consent, lines 14-16. Al-Sudani also attacks the ex-inspector by claiming that he
has blackmailed the State Company and abused the electorates’ money to build a private
luxurious property. Al-Sudani is attacking the ex-inspector’s credibility, and integrity to
weaken the bases of the impolite beliefs reported by ex-inspector and articulated by the

questioner.
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A further exemplification of this strategy is the following extract from the British
corpus below.
[Extract 17, PMQs /25 Nov 2015-CC]
[Context: In the present PMQs the Leader of the Opposition Jeremy Corbyn choses to
question the Prime Minister regarding the Conservative government’s record on
renewable/green energy. The choice of the topic was in preparation for the forthcoming
Paris Climate Change Conference in the following week.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): mr Speaker the problem with the Prime Minister’s answer is that

02 the gap between Britain’s 2020 target and our current share of renewable

03 energy (0.5) is the biggest in the European Union. some of his decisions he's
04 made recently such as cutting support for solar panels on home and industrial
05 projects(.) scrapping the green deal(.) cutting support for wind turbines(.)

06 putting a new tax on renewable energy (.) increasing subsidy for diesel

07 generators ((IPPFC))((1Ss-PRF)). is it any wonder that the chief scientist of
08 the United Nations environment programme has criticised Britain for going
09 backwards on renewable energy? ((LPPFC))((1Ss-CIM))

In the above extract, Corbyn employs the introduction to his parliamentary question to
attack Cameron’s vulnerable record on green energy. He states that Britain is failing to
achieve its 2020 target to convert 15% of energy into green energy. The Leader of the
Opposition also states that the gap between its intended target and the current share of
renewable energy is the biggest compared to other European countries Britain’s. Then
Corbyn elaborates on specific measures introduced by Cameron that contributed to such a
vulnerable record, such as ‘cutting support for solar panels on home and industrial projects,
scrapping the green deal, etc’. All of these elements in the PREFACE are face threatening
to the PM as they question the efficiency of his policies. The PREFACE is followed by the
parliamentary question which implicates, via flouting Grice’s quality maxim, that it is not a
surprise that an authoritative figure has criticised Britain falling behind on renewable energy.
This implicature serves to confirm Corbyn’s statements on Britain’s vulnerable record on

green energy which are the result of Cameron’s policies, at least according to Corbyn.
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4.9.3.2 DETAILED QUESTION

Harris (2001) and Bull & Wells (2012) point out that some questions in PMQs may require
very specific details that the Prime Minister may not have at his disposal or may not wish to
publicise. Moreover, with such questions the Leader of the Opposition, usually provides the
answer for his/her own question in a follow up turn. In the context of this research, such
interrogative structures are not employed to implicate a presupposition or an implicature nor
do they create a communicative conflict. This strategy is illustrated with examples from the
Iragi and British parliaments respectively below.

[Extract 18, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 1t Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. Below the
questioner Al-Waeli shows how legal/institutional regulations relevant to contracting with

companies were manipulated/mal-practiced and/or ignored.]

01 Al-Waeli: ... first of all (. ) which company signed the contract?((1PPFC))((1Ss-DQ))
02 Al-Isawi: Arab Contractors and Al-Guri
03 Al-Waeli: Al-Guri is an unregistered fake company owned by an Iraqi called Haider

04 (0.5) these are the relevant documents indicating this. ( . ) the Mayor

05 himself gave them to me (0.5) it was established in 2008 specialised in

06 Currency exchange stocks and estates. the report of the mayoralty indicates
07 that Arab Contractors signed the contract (0.5) Arab Contractors does not
08 exist and I will prove it with documents (.) the contract was signed by

09 Al-Guri only which is unregistered and unspecialised company (.) these are
10 all the official letters indicating that ((LPPFC))

11 Al-lIsawi: the contract was assigned to Arab Contractors in partnership with Al-Guri
12 on the condition that Arab Contractors is the lead contractor. Al-Waeli

13 requested authentication for the documents proposed by the company (0.5)
14 here are the authentication documents from the ministry of foreign affairs
15 (0.5) this document shows that Arab Contractors is an Egyptian company and
16 its partnership with Al-Guri is genuine and the Contractors is the lead

17 contractor ( . ) this copy from the General Inspector's office and this is from
18 the ministry of foreign affairs ((C1Ss-EXP))

In the above extract, Al-Waeli poses his parliamentary question, here a DETAILED
QUESTION, requesting Al-Isawi to name the company with which the Mayoralty of
Baghdad contracted to execute one of its projects. Al-Waeli’s question can be considered

face attacking since he already has two answers for his question yet still he attempts to get a
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confirmation from Al-Isawi. In other words, Al-Waeli has two versions of an answer for his
question, namely Al-Isawi’s version of the answer and his own version of the answer. Al-
Isawi’s version of the answer is what Al-Waeli expects as an answer from the questionee
which Al-Waeli claims not to be valid/authentic. Whereas Al-Waeli’s version of the answer
Is what he believes is authentic and valid. This version is face attacking for Al-lsawi as it
indicates that the question was posed for the sake of challenging the answer not to genuinely
elicit information. Accordingly, after confirming Al-Isawi’s answer, Al-Waeli begins to
challenge it by demonstrating how the institutional regulations are ill-executed. In other
words, Al-Waeli shows how the contract was assigned to a fake, local and unspecialised
company where, according to regulations, it should have been assigned to a foreign,
specialist company, lines 3-10. This in turn is face attacking for Al-lsawi as it depicts how
he has intentionally or unintentionally contravened the relevant regulations which challenges
his credibility and integrity. Therefore, Al-lsawi starts to defend himself by providing an
explanation to clarify his position regarding the implemention of the relevant regulations.
And by doing this, Al-Isawi is violating the parliamentary convention/rule that restricts his
role to only providing answers to the proposed questions but not to further comment on the
questioner’s follow ups. Moreover, Al-Isawi’s non-committal to parliamentary conventions
and Al-Waeli’s positively interacting with it on several occasions contributed in creating

communicative loops during the interrogation.

The DETAILED QUESTION strategy is one way of demonstrating how
parliamentarians/politicians both accommodate themselves to the
institutional/parliamentary rules and/or conventions and accommodate these rules and

conventions to serve their political agenda.

A further exemplification from the British corpus follows below.
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[Extract 19, PMQs/ 10 Feb 2016-CC]

[Context: In the current PMQs, the Leader of the Opposition Jeremy Corbyn relates to the
housing crisis in the United Kingdom. In this regard, Corbyn quotes the housing charity
Shelter which estimates that 180,000 affordable homes will be lost over the next four years.
He also criticises the Conservative government’s record on social housing, and the
overpriced houses to buy which forces people to resort to the private renting. He also
criticises the Conservatives’ rejection of a Bill introduced by Labour addressing
prerequisite standards for homes to be fit for human habitation.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab):... there are now 11 million people in this country who are

02 private renters. does the Prime Minister know how many of those homes

03 don't meet the decent home standard? ((1Ss-DQ))

04 Cameron(PM, Con): to to listen to Labour where in the last five years (.) we built

05 more council houses than they built in 13 years ((CISs-AT:1PFC)). where
06 was he? where was he when that was going on? ((C1Ss-AT:1PPFC)) thirteen
07 years and an absolutely hopeless record on housing (0.5) ((CISs-AT:1PFC))
08 what we are doing is an £8 billion housing budget that will provide 400,000
09 new affordable homes (0.5) a target to build a million homes during this

10 parliament(.) getting housing benefit down so we can spend money on

11 housing(.) and having a strong economy that can support the housing we

12 need((CISs-PPF:1PFC))

13 Corbyn (LO, Lab): mr Speaker | was asking through you the Prime Minister how

14 many of the 11 million renters (.) are living in homes that do not meet the

15 decent homes standard and are therefore(.) substandard((1PPFC)) I'll help
16 him (.) one third of those in the private rented sector don't meet those decent
17 homes standard (.) Shelter has found that six out of 10 renters have issues such
18 as damp mould leaking rooves and windows. It is simply not good enough
19 ((1PPFCQC))

The current extract comprises a PREFACE, which is not quoted here, in which
Corbyn explains the housing crisis in Britain and the government’s contribution to it. The
PREFACE is face threatening as it explicitly criticises and attacks the government’s
performance in this regard. In lines 2-3, Corbyn resorts to another strategy to attack the then
Prime Minister Cameron, namely to ask a DETAILED QUESTION. Here, Corbyn asks
about the number of private renters who live in homes unfit for human habitation. The Prime
Minister is not able to answer the question either because the information is not at his
disposal and he is unaware of it or he does not desire to publicise it. To admit that he is

unware of a figure, would be face threatening for Cameron. Moreover, not publicising some
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information, especially when requested, can also be face threatening. However, a response
is still needed. So instead of providing an answer, Cameron embarks on a series of attacks
on Labour’s record on housing as indicated in lines , then he concludes his attack by
promoting the face of the Conservative government and its record on housing. In order to
complete the attack, Corbyn provides the answer to his question as indicated in line 13-18.
Hence, Corbyn quotes that the number of private renters who live in indecent homes which
represents one third out of the 11 million renters. By providing the answer, Corbyn doubles
his attack on Cameron. On the one hand, he has shown to be able to quote a figure that Prime
Minister could not do in case that the latter was genuinely unaware of it, which is face
attacking to the Prime Minister. On the other hand, if the PM did not want to publicise the
information as it embarrasses his government, then Corbyn successfully exposed the face
threatening information which highlights the poor performance of the Conservative
government. It is very unlikely that Cameron was not aware of that specific figure as it was
issued by a public housing charity. Therefore, it can be said that the PM did not want to
publicise the information in question as it embarrasses his government. Noticeably the type
of response strategy chosen by Cameron, namely to counter attack, acts as an indication that

Corbyn’s question has been perceived as impoliteness or face attack by the former.

4.9.3.3 CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE

Harris (2001) and Bull & Wells (2012) maintain that parliamentary questions in PMQs may
be constructed so as to communicate presuppositions or implicatures that are highly face-
threatening. In the current research, a presupposition is defined as a type of pragmatic
inference which seems closely related to the linguistic structure of an utterance, and sensitive
to contextual factors (Levinson,1983:167). It involves a shared common background
knowledge between interactional participants(Culpeper & Haugh, 2014: 74). Implicature,
on the other hand, refers to propositions that are communicated implicitly. Implicatures,
both conversational and conventional, are propositions deduced from the form of an

utterance, on the basis of Grice's (1975) cooperative principles.
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CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITIONS are illustrated with examples from the Iraqi
and British parliaments respectively below. Then these are followed by examples
demonstrating CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE from both Iragi and British parliaments.

[Extract 20, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 1% Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. In this particular
extract, Al-Waeli attempts to uncover Al-Isawi’s alleged corruption by demonstrating the
latter’s failure/incompetence in monitoring projects which led to losses of billions of public

money and poor public service.]

01 Al-Waeli: ... the question is what are the legal grounds for assigning the project to the

02 Turkish company? ((LPPFC))((1Ss-DQ)) have they provided insured skilful
03 labour?((1PPFC))((1Ss-DQ))...why was work delayed despite the huge

04 facilitations with which rules and regulations were encroached upon?

05 ((LPPFC))((1Ss-CPS)) mr mayor will reply with the same answer (.)

06 I don't think we need his reply because he will also say it is a

07 decree of council of ministers

In the above extract, Al-Waeli employs his turn to pose a series of face attacking
questions to challenge the credibility of Al-Isawi. In lines 2-3, Al-Waeli poses two
DETAILED OUESTIONS to enquire about very specific details regarding the eligibility of
a Turkish firm to implement a given project for the Mayoralty of Baghdad. Al-Waeli’s
questions are face attacking as he later on, namely in subsequent follow ups, provides an
answer for his question by demonstrating with evidence how the Turkish company is
allegedly unregistered, unspecialised which quadruplicated the costs and produced a low
standard work. Al-Waeli continues his attack by posing a question which triggers a face
attacking or CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION in lines 3-4. The wh-question
presupposes that there is a delay in work progress despite the contraventions of various
standard regulations. The PRESUPPOSITION is face attacking for the then Mayor of
Baghdad Al-Isawi as it presupposes that the delay in work is due to the Mayor’s mismanaged
decisions such as assigning the project to unprofessional firm and the lack of not monitoring

instead covering up its mal-implementation. This face attacking assumption persists over
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many follow ups in later subsequent discourse to which Al-Isawi responds by refuting Al-
Wael’s allegations, using official documents to demonstrate the falsity of the latter’s

information, and accusing him of initiating the current interrogation for personal motives.

Below is an example of a CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION from the British
corpus.
[Extract 21, PMQs/20 Apr 2016-CC]
[Context: To continue implementing its educational revolution, the Tory government
announced, through a white paper published on 17 March 2016, plans to force all state
schools to convert into academies, or have plans to do so, by 2022. The vision was expressed
since early August 2015 by the then Prime Minister David Cameron as an expansion in the
execution of the Academies Act 2010 introduced by their previous coalition government with
the Liberal Democrat. In the English education system, both traditional state schools and
academies are state-funded schools, i.e. fee-free schools. However, the former receive their
funding through state taxes and local council tax revenue and are controlled by Local
Education Authorities which comprise a number of parent representatives and governors,
the head teacher and other serving teachers. Academies, on the other hand, are directly
funded from the central government, namely via the Department of Education, and
independent of local authority control. There has been a debate over the effectiveness of
such a policy in raising education standards in the United Kingdom. Cameron positions
himself within the front who believe that academies help to improve education standards,
and provide more power access for head-teachers and teachers rather than bureaucrats.
The controversy also relates to the compulsion element of the intended policy. In other
words, the policy was originally intended for schools that are described as
struggling/underperforming but the government’s 2016 white paper forces even outstanding

schools to convert into academies. The proposal received heavy criticism from Labour, the
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teacher’s union, and even some backbench Conservatives, which eventually resulted in
dropping the legislation.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): mr Speaker we appear to be heading into some kind of fantasy

02 land here ((laughter sounds)) ((1PPFC: MOCK)) ((1Ss-CIM)). the Institute
03 for fiscal studies the Institute for fiscal studies (0.5) states that school spending
04 is expected to fall by at least 7% in real terms in the next four years (0.5) the
05 biggest cut since the 1970s. so why on earth is the Prime Minister proposing to
06 spend £1.3 billion on a top-down reorganisation that was not in his

07 manifesto? ((LPPFC))((1Ss-CIM)) teachers don't want it parents don't want it
08 (.) governors don't want it (.) headteachers don't want it (.) and even his own
09 MPs and councillors don't want it ((1Ss-PRF)). can't he just think again and

10 support schools and education not force this on them?

11 ((APPFC))((1Ss-CPS))

In this PMQs, the Leader of Opposition Jeremy Corbyn embarks on a series of attacks
against the then Prime Minister David Cameron over the latter’s determination to force a
blanket scale in implementing the academisation of schools in the United Kingdom.

In the above extract, the Leader of Opposition employs various strategies to attack the
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the Prime Minister such as ridiculing the latter’s
arguments, raising CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURES and PRESUPPOSITION in the
minds of the audience. These strategies may be seen as being grouped within a face attacking
PREFACE followed by a CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION structured as a yes/no
question. The current extract is intended to exemplify a CONTENTIOUS
PRESUPPOSITION; hence, other impoliteness strategies included in the above extract
won’t be elaborated on here.

In an earlier discourse, Corbyn attacks Cameron by reporting multiple opposing
arguments from Conservative cabinet members, such as the former chair of the Education
Committee, head-teachers, parents, and parent governors. These arguments centre on the
uncertainty of the evidence that academies raise and/or enhance education, the amount of
time and resources required following such a top down reorganisation, the futility of
imposing a policy seen as unnecessary and unfitting by the people involved. To such
arguments Cameron responds with counter arguments. Hence, in the current extract, lines 1-

2, Corbyn mocks the Prime Minister by implicating, via flouting Grice’s quality maxim, the
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unfeasibility of the latter’s arguments which, according to Corbyn, have no basis in reality.
Corbyn continues his face attack by further implicating, via quality flouting rhetorical
question, the nonsensicality/irrationality of Cameron’s top down reorganisation of schools,
lines 5-7. Then, the Leader of the Opposition explicitly reports the rejection of Cameron’s
academisation policy by the relevant people, lines 7-9. Corbyn concludes his turn by creating
a face attacking or CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION comprising a lexical
presupposition embedded in a yes/no structural presupposition.

The lexical presupposition is triggered by the iterative word ‘again’ which implies that
the Prime Minister had thought of the academisation before and his thinking was not
supportive of schools and education but rather coercive. This CONTENTIOUS
PRESUPPOSITION is embedded within and enhanced by a further presupposition
structured as a yes/no question. This interrogative structure creates a presupposition
involving the disjunction of possible answers, namely either the Prime Minister can think
again and support schools and education and not force this on them or he cannot think again
and support schools and education and will force this on them. The latter disjunct is the face
attacking possibility.

The question of deciding which of these possible disjuncts is the one highlighted by the
speaker may be determined with the help of the immediate surrounding linguistic
environment, namely the presupposition triggered by the iterative word ‘again’ explained
above, and the all the face threatening preface in the present extract. All of these linguistic
structures attack the Prime Minister’s policy of academisation and contribute to boosting
and highlighting the second face attacking disjunct presupposed by the interrogative
structural presupposition. Hence, it could be said that the lexical and structural
presupposition work in harmony to attack the prime Minister. Together with other devices,
Corbyn employs presuppositions to attack the Prime Minister and to indicate the
ineffectiveness of Prime Minister‘s decisions and the latter’s tendency to force his own

vision on the electorate.
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To turn to CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE, the extract below exemplifies the use of

this strategy in the current Iraqi corpus.

[Extract 22, Al-Obaidi’s Interrogation, Aug 2016]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (3) above. In the extract below,
Nassaif is aiming to show how the then Minister of Defence Al-Obaidi is misusing the budget

for personal benefits.]

01 Nassaif: ... spending 2793% million on refurbishing properties which are not owned by

02 the ministry of defence( . ) hence the expenditure violates the relevant legal
03 regulations as these properties belong to the council of ministers((LPPFC))...
04 the minister refurbished the guests' house in the ministry of defence for 60$
05 million then for a second time it was refurbished for 31$ million (0.5) setting
06 cameras 9% million ( . ) air conditioning 5% million ( . ) refurbishing mr

07 minister's house for 21$ million...in total the minister spent 74$million to

08 refurbish houses that are neither his nor the property of the ministry of defence
09 (0.5) these documents indicate this (. )((1PPFC))((I1Ss-PRF)) this is a

10 dissipation of public funds? ((1PPFC))((1Ss-CIM))( . ) isn't this a

11 contravention of regulations or not ? ((1PPFC))((1Ss-CIM))

12 Al-Obaidi: indeed these properties do belong to the council of ministers (. ) but they
13 have been assigned to the ministry of defence with official decrees(0.5)

14 hence it is within legal regulations to use defence funds to refurbish these
15 properties... | have rented the guests' house from the council of ministers (.)
16 ((CI1Ss-R/DCQ)) | dare anyone to say they have has spent a single dinar on
17 this! ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) ( .) the refurbishment costs are all from my own
18 pocket (. )((CI1Ss-R/DC)) if there's anything proves otherwise it can be

19 investigated ((CISs-TPR))

Through the PREFACE to her question, lines 1-9, Nassaif states explicitly the various
improper facets of spending Defence budget. Namely, using the budget to renovate public
property that doesn’t belong to the Ministry of Defence. This is face attacking for Al-Obaidi
as it challenges his proficiency and integrity. Nassaif continues the attack by concluding the
PREFACE with two rhetorical questions which trigger the CONTENTIOUS
IMPLICATURE which implicates that Al-Obaidi’s expenditure of Defence budget is
squandering of public money for personal interests and a professional misconduct. To these
accusations, Al-Obaidi rebuts Nassaif’s claim that the properties in question do not belong
to the Ministry, lines 13-15. Then he challenges Nassaif or anyone in the audience to prove

that he has refurbished his house using public funds. Instead he indicates that the relevant
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costs are from his personal pocket inviting the audience to refer to legal authority to prove

this.

The example below illustrates the use of CONTERTIOUS IMPLICATURE to attack
each other in the British parliament.
[Extract 23, PMQs/ 20 Jan 2016-CC]
[Context: In July 2015, the Tory government announced through its Chancellor George
Osborne its plans to axe maintenance grants and replace it with maintenance loans starting
from September 2016. The maintenance grant was a non-repayable amount of money that
the British government provided for full time students to help with the living costs before
September 2016. It was estimated that such a change will hit low-income students. The Tory
government passed its plans through a legislation committee without being scrutinised and
voted on in the Commons and the Lords. Both the controversial cuts and the lack of
parliamentary scrutiny were the focus of severe criticism as these grants help a half a million
of the poorest students with the costs of living in a university. Moreover, criticisms of these
cuts were intensified as the Conservatives, in their previous coalition government with the
Liberal Democrats in 2010, had raised the cap on tuition fees to £9,0000 per year, following

the Browne Review on Higher Education.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab):... in 2010 his government in 2010 mr Speaker the

02 Prime Minister's government trebled tuition fees to £9,000 (.) defending it by
03 saying that they would be increasing maintenance grants for students from
04 less well-off backgrounds. they are now scrapping those very same grants (.)
05 they used to boast about being increased ((1PFC))((1Ss-PRF)). where is the
06 sense in doing this?((1Ss-CIM)) why are they abolishing those maintenance
07 grants? ((1Ss-CIM))((1PFC))

The above extract is taken from a session in which the Leader of the Opposition Jeremy
Corbyn raises the issue of axing maintenance grants to attack Conservative’s educational
policy. Earlier in this session, Corbyn reports questions from students protesting against
Cameron’s education cut, as it will create further financial turmoil for hundreds of thousands

of them. Then, in what constitutes the PREFACE in the current extract, Corbyn moves on to
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demonstrate that maintenance grants came as part of a Conservative government package
that included trebling tuition fees, lines 1-5. In other words, the Conservative Government
have trebled tuition fees in 2010 and in return they have pledged to increase maintenance
grants to compensate the rise in tuition fees. Moreover, Corbyn indicates, in an earlier
discourse, that no mention was ever made in the Conservative manifesto to end these grants.
The PREFACE, lines 1-5, focuses on attacking the Conservative government’s face for
failing to implement its pledges, hence damaging their credibility, reliability and
trustworthiness.

In lines 5-7, Corbyn introduces his questions which demonstrate the futility of the
Conservative’s educational decision or policy. The attack is conducted through
CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATUREs structured as rhetorical questions that flout Grice’s
quality maxim. In the first question, viz. ‘Where is the sense in doing this?’, Corbyn enquires
about the rationality behind abolishing maintenance grants. The audience will realise that
Corbyn’s enquiry is insincere if only they consider the previous discourse in which the
addresser, Corbyn , has already provided his opinion regarding the rationality of such a
policy. Assuming that Corbyn is cooperative, the audience will look for another relevant
interpretation. The most relevant interpretation here is a negative answer to Corbyn’s
question, i.e. there is no sense in doing that. Hence, Corbyn’s question ‘where is the sense
in doing this?’ implicates that there is no sense in abolishing maintenance grants or
abolishing maintenance grants is nonsensical. The same process of inferring can be followed
to generate Corbyn’s intended meaning for the second rhetorical question in lines 6-7,
namely ‘why are they abolishing those maintenance grants?’, which would implicate they
shouldn’t be abolishing those maintenance grants. Both of these IMPLICATUREsS are
CONTENTIOUS as they implicate the futility of the Conservative government’s decision

which goes hand in hand with the attack initiated in the PREFACE.
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4.9.3.4 CONFLICTUAL QUESTION
Bull & Wells (2012:38) propose that questions in the discourse of PMQs may be constructed
so as to create a communicative conflict where all possible replies have negative
consequences for the addressee. Bull & Wells (2012:38) argue that such conflictual
questions can be face-threatening. Moreover, the conflictual situation creates a pressure for
the addressee to equivocate, which is self-damaging per se. In other words, the addressee
does not provide a direct, and explicit reply to the conflictual question but rather evades it.
Instead, he/she resorts to a self-promoting narrative, or attacking the questioner. That is how
equivocation is understood in the current research. This strategy is illustrated with examples
from the Iragi and British parliaments respectively below.

The example below illustrates the use of a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in the
current Iraqi political discourse.

[Extract 24, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 2" Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this particular
extract, Al-Saady demonstrates how the Minister of Trade violates and abuses legal

regulations to protect his family members who are facing accusations of corruption.]

01 Al-Saady: ... is he aware of these incidents? or he isn’t ((ISs-CFQ) ((1PPFC))
02 Al-Sudani: this man contravened several institutional regulations since holding the

03 office (. ) the first thing is that he transferred many employees form the

04 Ministry of Electricity to the Ministry of Trade (. ) without our knowledge
05 nor consent (0.5) ((CI1Ss-AT: 1SOFC)) moreover he blackmailed the State
06 Company for Grain Trade and built an extravagant house using public

07 funds ((CISs-AT: 1SOFC)). | have not been informed of any threat by

08 mr Abdual Hadi (0.5) he did not inform me neither orally nor in a written

09 form ((CISs-R/DC)) ... in 2006 and 2007 the security condition

10 was very difficult and dangerous (0.5) he informed me that he had faced

11 several assassination attempts ( . ) so | offered him a position in one of our
12 Commercial Attaché out of my good will ((CISs-R/DC))...

13 Al-Saady: ... mr minister says he blackmailed the State Company for Grain Trade and
14 built an extravagant house ... he says he blackmailed and he is corrupt (. ) do
15 you reward such a person and make him a consultant so that he initiates

16 corruption in another place? ((1PPFC)) ((1Ss-CIM)) you reward him instead
17 of investigating his allegations ... if the general inspector was corrupt the

18 minister covered it up and if he was honest in his claims the minister treated
19 him unfairly and did not cooperate with him to fight corruption((1PPFC))...
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The above extract is a repetition and a continuation of extract 16 cited above to exemplify
PREFACE in the Iraqi parliament. The repeated parts are included here for ease of access.
After posing a series of alleged accusations for the Minister of Trade in the PREFACE, Al-
Saady introduces his question in which he inquires whether the Minister is aware of the
complaint/allegations expressed by the ex-inspector or not, line 1. At first, the Minister
counter attacks the ex-inspector in line 13-18.Then in his response to Al-Saady’s question,
Al-Sudani denies having any knowledge of the ex-inspector’s allegations of corruption, lines
7-9. Moreover, Al-Sudani adds that the reason behind the ex-inspector’s transferral to an
overseas post is due to a consideration to the latter’s circumstances, namely escaping several

assassination attempts.

Al-Saady’s parliamentary question in the extract above is a CONFLICTUAL
QUESTION. To paraphrase, Al-Saady’s question above creates a communicative conflict
for Al-Sudani in which all possible replies have negative consequences for the latter.
Considering that Al-Saady’s question is a polar question, two alternatives are possible here
as an answer, namely a yes, viz. affirmative reply, or a no, viz. negative reply. An
affirmative reply would mean that Al-Sudani was aware of the ex-inspector’s
complaint/allegations concerning the corruption of the former’s brothers yet the Minister did
take any institutional action. This would in turn raise further questions as to why hasn’t the
Minister Al-Sudani taken any action as the institutional regulations would require. These
questions are face attacking for Al-Sudani as they imply that he is unwilling to reveal the
truth about these allegations. In other words, not conducting an investigation would imply
that the Minister Al-Sudani is covering up the corruption of his two brothers which is face

attacking for him as it challenges his credibility, integrity, and neutrality.

The negative reply to Al-Saady’s question would indicate that the Minister Al-Sudani
was not aware of the ex-inspector’s complaint/ allegations which is what Al-Sudani claims

in lines 7-9. However, in a later discourse, Al-Saady illustrates an official letter written by
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the ex-inspector addressed to the Minister in which the ex-inspector explains his complaint
in full. Hence, it has been face attacking for the Minister to respond to the CONFLICTUAL

QUESTION.

Moreover, Al-Sudani also explicitly states that the ex-inspector has violated several
official regulations, has blackmailed other institutions and abused public funds for personal
interest. In other words, Al-Sudani is implying that the ex-inspector himself is corrupt. Even
though Al-Sudani is aware of the ex-inspector’s alleged dishonest behaviour at the Ministry,
he has not taken any action to discipline the ex-inspector. Instead, Al-Sudani claims that he
has transferred the ex-inspector to an overseas post in one of lIragi Attachés out of a
consideration for the latter’s circumstances. Working in an Attach¢ is regarded as a privilege
in the Iraqgi culture hence Al-Saady describes the job transferral as a reward in lines 11-12.
Not taking any disciplinary action against the allegedly corrupt ex-inspector but instead
rewarding him with a post in an Attaché is also face attacking for the Minister as it challenges

Al-Sudani’s credibility and integrity as well.

Another instance of using a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION is provided with an extract

from the British Corpus below.

[Extract 25, PMQs /6 Jan 2016-CC]

[Context: In Dec 2015 severe floods hit Yorkshire and Lancashire which affected thousands
of people in the north of England. The then Prime Minister David Cameron was criticised
for not learning the lessons from previous flooding crises. In other words, he was attacked
for ignoring and rejecting calls from flood experts and consequently not being able to defend
and protect people and their properties. For example, in winter 2014 a wave of floods hit
the south of England causing disastrous damages, and the coalition government was ill-
prepared due to cuts in capital spending on flood defences by 27% year by year starting
from 2010. These cuts came despite the recommendations of the 2007 Pitt Review to increase

flood defence funding.]
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01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): mr Speaker of course the rainfall was excessive (.)

02 of course the river levels were high (.) but! the Prime Minister still not

03 answered the question on the Leeds flood protection scheme(0.5)

04 ((1Ss-MQA)) | give him an opportunity to do in a moment ((1PPFC)).

05 in 2014 Cumbria county council applied

06 for funding for new schemes in Keswick and Kendal (.) both were turned
07 down and both areas flooded again in the last few weeks((1LPPFC))

08 ((1Ss-PRF)). does the Prime Minister believe that turning down

09 those schemes was also a mistake? ((IPPFC)) ((1Ss-CPS)) ((IS-PFTA))

10 ((1Ss-CFQ))((2EQRS-AI))?

11 Cameron (PM, Con): we are spending more on flood defence schemes and stacking
12 up a whole series of schemes that we will spend more on (.) ((CISs-

13 PPF:1PFC)) but let me make this point to him (.) if he is going to spend
14 £10 billions on renationalising our railways (.) where is he gonna find the
15 money for flood defences? ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) the idea the idea that this
16 individual would be faster in responding to floods when it takes him three
17 days to carry out a reshuffle is frankly laughable (0.5) ((C1Ss-AT:MOCK))
18 mr Speaker since | walked into the Chamber this morning(.) his shadow

19 foreign minister resigned (.) his shadow defence minister resigned (.) he

20 couldn't run anything ((CI1Ss-AT: 1PPFC)).

The above extract is taken from a session during which the Leader of the Opposition
raises the issue of government’s failure to properly manage the flooding crisis that hit several
parts in northern England. In the above extract, line 2-3, the Leader of the Opposition
explicitly indicates Cameron’s, the then Prime Minister , failure to answer a previous
question regarding the government’s intention to proceed with a flood protection scheme for
Leeds. This strategy can be face attacking in the context of PMQs (see 4.9.3.5 below). Then
Corbyn moves on to employ another face attacking strategy, i.e. posing CONFLICTUAL
QUESTION. Corbyn asks Cameron whether he thinks/agrees that declining to provide flood
defence funds for Cumbria county council was also a mistake, lines 8-9. Here the possible
answer for the conflictual yes/no question would either be yes, i.e. turning down those
schemes was also a mistake, or no, i.e. turning down those schemes was not also a mistake.
If Cameron responds with an affirmative answer, then he would be admitting/confessing his
own wrong doing. In other words, he would be admitting not only declining Cumbria flood
schemes but also admitting that such a decline was a mistake.

Consequently, Cameron would be acknowledging his inability to make effective
decisions, hence pinpointing a weakness in his management skills. This would be a damage
to his PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE as it attacks/challenges his leadership qualifications
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of effective management and future credibility. Moreover, by responding with an affirmative
reply Cameron would not only condemn this particular decision to turn down Cumbria flood
schemes but it would also confirm turning down the Leeds schemes, via the presupposition
trigger ‘also’, and admitting that both were bad decisions.

Whereas if Cameron replies with a denial/negative answer, then he would be
admitting having turned down these schemes, via presupposition, but rejecting that the
decline of these schemes was a mistake. To deny that such a decline is not a mistake goes
against reality which has shown that the current defences could not stand in the face of the
flooding but rather failed to do so. Consequently, this option turns to be face threatening for
Cameron as well, as it demonstrates inadequate management skills.

As both answers have negative consequences for Cameron, it could be said that
Corbyn’s question creates a communicative conflict which pressures the Cameron to evade
answering the question, i.e. equivocate. As can be seen , in lines 11-20, Cameron does not
answer Corbyn’s question instead he promotes the positive face of his government, lines 11-
12, attacks the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of Corbyn, lines 13-15, including mocking
him, lines 15-17, and then attacks Corbyn’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE again in lines
18-20.
4.9.3.5 INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA
Bull & Wells (2012:39) indicate that one strategy to express impoliteness in PMQs discourse
is to request the addressee to perform a self-damaging act. Within the context of PMQs, Bull
& Wells (2012:39) provide instances of such FTAs that include: apologising, criticising
his/her own party, or admitting the failure of a policy adopted by one’s own party when in
office. This strategy is illustrated with an example from the British parliament below.

[Extract 26, PMQs/ 29 Jun 2016-CC]

[Context: The current extract is taken from the first PMQs session that followed the EU

referendum which took place in 23 June 2016. The LO raised various key issues to criticise
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the Conservative Government’s record over the years. Among these issues was child poverty.
Corbyn quoted figures released the day before by the Department for Work and Pensions.
These figures show that child poverty has risen by 200,000 children over the past year. They
indicate that 29 per cent of children, approximately 3.9 million, are now categorised as in

poverty.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab):mr Speaker government figures government figures released

02 yesterday (.) show the number of children living in poverty has jumped by

03 200,000 in a year (.) to a total now a disgraceful total of 3.9 million children
04 in this country living in poverty ((1PPFC)) ((1Ss-PRF)).does he not think he
05 should at the very least apologise to them and the parents that have been failed
06 by his government (0.5) ((1Ss-PFTA)) and do something about it so that we
07 do reduce the level of child poverty in this country? ((LPPFC))((1Ss-CIM))
08 Cameron (PM, Con): If he wants to deal with the figures let me give them to him.

09 income and inequality has gone down. average incomes have grown at their
10 fastest rate since 2001 (.) ((CISs-PPF: 1 PPFC)) he asks about poverty (.)

11 there are 300,000 fewer people in relative poverty since 2010 (0.5) half

12 a million fewer people in absolute poverty since 2010 ((CISs-PPF:

13 1 PPFC)). look If he is looking for excuses about why he and | were on about
14 the referendum (.) frankly he should look somewhere else. and I have to say
15 to the honourable gentleman he talks about job insecurity and my two months
16 to go(.)it might be in my party’s interests for him to sit there (.) it's not in the
17 national interest and I would say (.) for heaven’s sake man go!

18 ((CISs-AT: 1FC-PI))

The extract starts with a PREFACE in which Corbyn quotes and criticises the rise in the
number of children in poverty under the Conservative government. In lines 4-6, Corbyn
requests an apology from the then Prime Minister David Cameron on behalf of children and
their parents for failing to provide a decent living standard for children in Britain. In the
political domain, an apology can be defined as a speech act that is employed to express
remorse or guilt either for performing a past offensive act by the speaker or for being directly
and/or indirectly responsible for its occurrence (Murphy, 2015). This definition implies a
recognition of the faultiness/offensiveness of the past act and the responsibility for it. Hence,
if Cameron decides to comply with Corbyn’s request to apologise, then he would be
admitting his direct and/or indirect responsibility of the offensive act, which is face
damaging for him. Therefore, Cameron opts not to publically apology for the increase in the
number of children in poverty. Instead, Cameron provides statistics showing the reduction

in the number of children in poverty since he took office in 2010, lines 11-12. Cameron
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concludes his turn by criticising Corbyn’s performance with regard to EU referendum, and
asks him to resign.

4.9.3.6  METALANGUAGE of QUESTIONS and ANSWERS

Harris (2001:460) notices that impoliteness may occur due to the non-compliance with the
question/answer format governing the PMQs sessions. Members of the Oppositions, mostly
the Leader of the Opposition, use this strategy to hold the Prime Minister accountable for
not answering questions. As an impoliteness strategy the METALANGUAGE of Q&A
consists of a direct, explicit declaration/reference by the questioner, namely the Leader of
the Opposition, that the addressee, namely the Prime Minister, has not answered a question
though being repeated for several times within the same or previous PMQs session. To such
questions the Prime Minister usually equivocates the answer. This is how the current
researcher codes this category.

[Extract 27, PMQs /6 Jan 2016-CC]

[Context: See the context for extract 25 above.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): mr Speaker it is very strange that when I've asked a question about

02 Leeds flood defence (.) then on Cumbria flood defence(.) the Prime Minister
03 still seems unable to answer ((LPPFC))((1S-MQA)). can he NOW tell us if

04 there's going to be funding for those schemes? ((1PPFC)) ((1Ss-CFQ))

05 ((1Ss-CPS)) ((2EQRS-AI))

06 Cameron (PM, Con): we have increased and continued to increase the spending on

07 flood defences. we are spending more in this Parliament (.) and for the first
08 time it is a six-year spending perspective which is £2.3 billion extra on flood
09 defences((CISs-PPF:1PFC)) money that would not be available if we trashed
10 the economy in the way that he proposes ((CI1Ss-AT: 1PPFC))

In the above extract, the Leader of the Opposition makes an explicit reference to the fact
that the Prime Minister, Cameron, has not replied to two previous questions posed by
Corbyn. These questions relate to whether or not Cameron will provide the essential funding
to implement flood protection schemes for both Leeds and Cumbria which were cut by
Cameron himself. However, Cameron did not answer Corbyn’s question, i.e. he did not
affirm neither deny issuing such cuts to flood defence spending. Instead, the Prime Minister

has equivocated in his replies. The equivocation occurs as Corbyn’s questions are creating a
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communicative conflict for Cameron in which both alternative replies would be
consequential for him, i.e. face attacking. Cameron cannot deny he issued cuts in flood
defence schemes which caused huge damages to many people in those areas; neither can he
affirm that he restores those flood spending cuts as this would confirm he had them cut
previously and at the same time it would restrict his future freedom of action. Hence by
explicitly stating Cameron’s failure to provide an answer, Corbyn will be enhancing and
enforcing the face attack expressed through the earlier CONFLICTUAL QUESTIONS.

At the same time, the explicit declaration of Prime Minister’s failure to answer the
question may be seen as a request to account for not providing the answer. This request is
made with the expectation that the Prime Minister will not be able to comply with. To
intensify the attack, Corbyn repeats the earlier CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in lines 3-4.
As expected, Cameron does not provide an account on his failure to provide a reply to
Corbyn’s earlier questions. Neither does he answer the repetitive conflictual questions about
flood defence in the current extract. Instead, Cameron engages the audience with a party
promotion discourse followed by an attack of Labour’s economic policy as indicated in lines
6-10.

4.9.4 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies in Response Turns

The framework adopted in this research to explore patterns of response to impoliteness
employed in the current binary corpora includes strategies identified in Culpeper’s (1996),
Culpeper et al.’s (2003), Bousfield’s (2007), and Bull & Wells’ (2012) frameworks. The
following introduces and exemplifies these counter-impoliteness strategies.

4.9.4.1 OFFER AN EXPLANATION

This strategy is identified by Bull & Wells (2012:42) in which the questionee/politician
provides the audience with explanations, justifications to counteract the attack. This strategy
can be illustrated with the examples from the Iragi and the British parliaments respectively

below.
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[Extract 28, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 15t Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this extract, Al-
Saady is accusing the Minister of covering up the corruption of certain employees by
intentionally refusing to comply with arrest warrants for those employees.]

01 Al-Saady: mr minister covers up corrupt employees (. ) ((1PPFC)) this is mr

02 minister's confidential and urgent letter to Al Smawa court... we would like
03 to inform you of our dissent to surrender the following suspects Kayis Naseeb
04 Mohammed Hanoon ((1PPFC)) ((ISOFC))...

05 Al-Sudani: indeed this issue is still under examination in the relevant court...as a

06 ministry we have received arrest warrants for some of our employees ( . ) then
07 the same court namely Al Samawa court have sent us a letter requesting the
08 view of the ministry on this issue ...the standard legal position is to conduct
09 an investigation and decide accordingly whether to agree on surrendering

10 them to the court or not (0.5) and that is what we have done((CISs- EXP))

In the extract above, Al-Saady’s turn consists of a lengthy PREFACE, 70 words,
comprising a series of negative assessments of Al-Sudani’s conduct regarding the covering
up of five employees suspected of an alleged corruption.

Al-Saady’s turn may be deemed impolite because it directly/explicitly accuses Al-Sudani
of fostering/encouraging the corruption. These direct accusations implicitly question,
challenge, and threaten the Minister’s eligibility for the position as they implicitly show his
inadequacy, incompetence in taking effective decisions. Moreover, these accusations may
also imply the Minister’s involvement in the alleged corruption.

The Minister responds to Al-Saady’s accusations by providing a background information
on the issue followed by an explanation of the standard procedures adopted in this case and
similar ones. The Minister states that in this case, the relevant institution, viz. Al-Samawa
court, issued a letter to the Ministry of Trade requesting its official/institutional
stanceregarding the alleged corruption. The standard procedures require the Ministry to
conduct an internal investigation to decide whether the alleged suspects to be sent to trial or
not, claims the Minister. Then the Minister, viz. Al-Sudani, asserts that he has complied with
the standard procedures regarding the corruption of five of his employees.

The extract below illustrates the use of this strategy in the British Parliamentary corpus.
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[Extract 29, PMQs/14 Oct 2015-CC]

[Context: In the extract below, Callum McCaig, then a member of parliament for Aberdeen,
makes an off-record accusation against David Cameron, the then Prime Minister, and the
Conservative government of acting unfairly towards Scotland in terms of the latter’s
allocation of a specific taxation program to support apprentice training in the UK, namely
the apprenticeship Levy. This accusation among many others in the British political scene
stems from a broader grievance narrative initiated by the National Scottish Party as part of

their campaign for Scotland’s independence from the United Kingdom.]

01 McCaig (SNP): ... the Scottish government has estimated (.) that the apprenticeship

02 levy introduced er by the chancellor in the July budget will raise £391

03 million from Scotland (.) with £146 million of that coming from the public
04 sector (.) as yet there has been no confirmation that a single penny of that
05 will come to Scotland to fund our distinct modern apprenticeship

06 programme (0.5) will the Prime Minister confirm today that Scotland will
07 receive our fair share of this funding (.) ((LPPFC))((1Ss-CPS)) or are we
08 seeing another pig in a poke ((1PFC)) ((1Ss-CPS)) from this supposed one
09 nation government?

10 Cameron (PM, Con): 1 wanna say to the honourable gentleman is that we haven't
11 yet set the rate of the apprenticeship levy or (.) indeed, set what level of

12 business size has to be before it starts paying it (0.5) but the guarantee | can
13 give him is that Scotland will be treated fairly (.) and will get its full and fair
14 share of any apprenticeship levy (.) ((CISs-EXP)) but as ever with SNP (.)
15 they invent a grievance before it even exists((cheering from Government
16 members)) ((CISs-AT: 1PFC))

In the above extract, McCaig is attacking Cameron’s political competence, leadership,
and integrity. The former’s accusation, lines 6-9, is expressed through presuppositions. The
presuppositional structure comprises two interrogative elements. In the first interrogative
structure, viz. © will the Prime Minister confirm today that Scotland will receive our fair
share of this funding’, the assertive part of the question, the noun phrase ‘fair share’,
presupposes the existence of a fair share of the apprenticeship Levy. However, the
interrogative structure introduces a further presupposition that signifies a guarantee or non-
guarantee to receive the desired alternative, namely the fair share for Scotland. This
presupposition is enhanced through the second interrogative structure, viz. ‘or are we seeing

another pig in a poke from this supposed one nation government?’.
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The second interrogative structure presupposes that there have been previous instances
in which the central government of Westminster treated Scotland unfairly, i.e. Scotland did
not receive a fair share. This presupposition is triggered through the use of the iterative form
‘another’. What is interesting is McCaig’s idiomatic choice, i.e. ‘pig in a poke’, in reference
to ‘unfair share’ which is more elaborative than a noun phrase as it adds further details, i.e.
that Scotland pays its fair share of the deal but in return does not get what it should get. The
first presupposition aims to attack Cameron as it directly addresses the Prime Minister

whereas the second targets Cameron’s government.

Cameron counteracts these accusations by offering an explanation, namely that the
apprenticeship program is still under examination, and confirms that Scotland will receive
its fair share. It could be said that OFFER AN EXPLANATION to counter an attack is a
defence mechanism. However, Cameron further follows his explanatory account here with
an attack against the Scottish National Party, lines 14-16, which may serve as an indication

that McCaig’s attack is perceived as offensive.

49.4.2 REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION

Bull & Wells (2012: 40) indicate that one strategy in replying to an attack is to refute the
attack by proving or showing that it is false. Below is an example from the Iragi Parliament.
[Extract 30, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 2" Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. Here, Al-Waeli
claims that Al-Isawi is not stern in executing administrative disciplinary measures issued
against specific employees. These actions, as Al-Waeli claims, are part of a covering up
process, a corruption, which influence and damage the service introduced by the Mayoralty
of Baghdad to the general public.]

01 Al-Waeli : mr Speaker the director of contracts department is also an employee at

02 the deputy manager’s company((1PPFC)) ...director of legal affairs

03 department the director of contracts department who are all employees at
04 Al-Sumood company... the director of contracts ((named Adil Ibrahim))
05 is disciplined in ten cases ((L1SOFC))((1PPFC))((1Ss-PRF)) ...

06 Al-Isawi: you mentioned that he is an employee at Al-Sumood give me a single
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07 evidence he is an employee at Al-Sumood (0.5)((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) this

08 information is inaccurate and imprecise 100% ((CISs-R/DC))

09 ((C1Ss-AT))... and he ((namely Al-Waeli)) mentioned that mr Adil Ibrahim
10 is an employee at Al-Sumood (.) and he is not an employee at Al-Sumood
11 ((Cl1Ss-R/DC)) and | wish he presents any official document that proves
12 that Adil Ibrahim is an employee at Al-Sumood_((CISs-AT)). and he

13 ((means Adil Ibrahim)) is not junior to the deputy manager as mr member
14 mentioned (.) never junior to the deputy manager (0.5) ((CI1Ss-R/DC))

15 departments of contracts control and inspection are directly under my

16 authority as they supervisory units

In the above extract, Al-Waeli attacks a group of corrupt employees affiliated to the
Mayoralty of Baghdad through the PREFACE to his parliamentary question. In his account,
Al-Waeli claims that those corrupt employees, including Adil lbrahim, the director of
contracts Department, are employees in a private firm named Al-Sumood. Al-Waeli claims
that those employees abuse their authorities in the Mayoralty of Baghdad to benefit the
private company.

Al-Waeli focuses on uncovering one of them, namely the director of Contracts, Adil
Ibrahim. In addition to being an employees at Al-Sumood, Al-Waeli shows that Ibrahim has
been disciplined in ten legal charges for which he has not received the recommended
disciplinary action as it was ceased by the Mayor of Baghdad, Al-Isawi. Moreover, Al-
Waeli, in a subsequent part of the current interaction, claims that the Mayor of Baghdad
provides the necessary cover for those employees including Ibrahim. Hence, by accusing
these corrupt employees Al-Waeli is also attacking the Mayor of Baghdad. In other words,
Al-Waeli’s is attacking Al-Isawi’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE, namely attacking his
credibility, integrity. To such accusations, the Mayor, Al-Isawi responds with a rebuttal. The
rebuttal may be seen as occurring in two collaborative forms here: an implicit and explicit
denial. Al-Isawi begins the denial by challenging Al-Waeli to prove the authenticity of his
claims, lines 6-7, which is an attack against the latter but also an implicit emphatic denial of
Al-Waeli’s claims. Then Al-lsawi boosts his denial with an emphatic explicit denial in line

8 in which he asserts emphatically that Al-Waeli’s information is incorrect. In line 10 and
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14, Al-Isawi for the third time refutes Al-Waeli’s claim that Ibrahim is an employee at Al-
Sumood explicitly.
An example of rebutting in the British Parliament is demonstrated below.

[Extract 31, PMQs/15 June 2016-CC]

[Context: The extract below recalls the 2011 notorious phone-hacking trial in the United
Kingdom. In brief, Rupert Murdoch, the owner of a former national newspaper in the United
Kingdom, namely the The News of the World, was forced to close down the newspaper after
the conviction of some of the defunct newspaper’s journalists, such as the editor Andy
Coulson, of a conspiracy to illegally hack phones of politicians, celebrities and crime
victims. In May 2010, Coulson was appointed by David Cameron as the director of
communication in Downing Street. Later on, Cameron officially apologised and admitted
that Coulson’s appointment was a wrong decision. Cameron also, initiated a public inquiry
to examine the practices, and ethics of the press headed by Lord Justice Leveson. Section
40 of the Crime and Courts Act (2013), was written in response to the recommendation of

Lord Leveson.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): three years ago mr Speaker there was a cross-party agreements for

02 the implementation of section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act (0.5) and to

03 proceed with Leveson 2 once criminal prosecutions were concluded (0.5) the
04 Prime Minister will be aware that today there is a lobby of parliament by the
05 victims of phone hacking (0.5) the prime minister said a few years ago that we
06 all did too much cosying up to Rupert Murdoch (.) ((LPPFC)) ... but will the
07 Prime Minister give a commitment today that he will meet the victims of press
08 intrusion and assure them that he will keep his promise on this? ((1PPFC))

09 Cameron (PM, Con): ...in terms of the Leveson issue (.) we said that we’d make a

10 decision about the second stage of this inquiry once the criminal investigations
11 and prosecutions were out of the way (0.5) they are still continuing so that is
12 the situation there (.) ((CI1Ss-EXP)) I have met with victims of press intrusion
13 and I am happy to do so again((C1Ss-EXP)) but I think right now people can
14 accuse me of many things(.) but I think cosying up to Rupert Murdoch

15 probably is not one of them ((C1Ss-R/DC))

In the PREFACE to his parliamentary question, the Leader of the Opposition Jeremy
Corbyn attacks the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the then Prime Minister, namely

David Cameron. In the interaction above, Corbyn inquires about the destiny of executing
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section 40 of the above mentioned Act, in attempt to activate the legislated Act in question,

lines 1-5.

Bringing up a scandal that demonstrates Cameron’s self-confession of wrong doing is an
attack to Cameron’s POLITICAL FACE, as it undermines the effectiveness of his decision
making abilities. Corbyn further challenges Cameron by accusing him of flattering, pleasing
Murdoch at the expense of justice which is an attack at Cameron’s righteousness and moral
conduct, lines 5-6. In response, Cameron provides an explanatory account, lines 9-12, on
why the implementation of section 40 has not yet happened, and he welcomes the phone
hacking lobby, line 13. He thus refutes Corbyn’s claim that he was behaving towards the

phone hacking affair with the mind-set of pleasing Murdoch.

4.9.4.3 ATTACK

Counter attack is another responding strategy in the discourse of PMQs as indicated in Bull
& Wells (2012:41). In this strategy, the questionee/politician responds to the attack by
attacking back. Below are examples from the Iraqgi and British parliaments respectively.

[Extract 32, Al-Obaidi’s Interrogation, Aug 2016]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (3) above. In a prelude to his
answers, Al-Obaidi declared that the reason behind his interrogation is because he refused
to join in corruption offers/deals. In other words, Al-Obaidi insinuated that some corrupt
parliamentarians have unfairly arranged for him to be interrogated. Upon requests from
many Iraqgi parliamentarians, the Minister of Defence started to expose those members and

their corruption.]

01 Al-Obaidi: Al-Karbouli came to me saying that there are 1300 Hummers in Texas

02 which are cheap and could be useful for the Iragi army... we checked

03 with the Americans who were laughing at our inquiry...then it turned out that
04 the lining level in those vehicles is not as required and they only cost 60$
05 thousand. it was supposed that we buy these Hummers from the

06 manufacturing company for 124$ thousand and claim it was sold to the

07 ministry of defence for 360$ thousand (0.5) that was the deal. by the

08 Al-Mighty Allah Al-Karbouli comes and informs me that this is

09 mr Speaker's deal ((C1Ss-AT:1PPFC)) and keeps asking me about it
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10 on daily basis//

11 Al-Karbouli: liar by the Al-Mighty Allah (he is) a liar ((1FC-P1))

12 Al-Obaidi: by the Al-Mighty Allah no one lies except your face ((CISs-AT:1FC-PI))
13 by the Al-Mighty Allah no one lies except your face ((C1Ss-AT:1FC-P1))
14 ( )

15 Al-Obaidi: respect yourself ((CI1Ss-AT:1FC-PI)) respect yourself ((CISs-AT:1FC-
16 PI))

17 ( )

18 Al-Obaidi: by Allah there’s no one immoral except your revolting face

19 ((CI1Ss-AT:1FC-PI)) look no one by Allah no one has destroyed Irag

20 except your dirty faces ((CISs-AT:1FC-P1)) (you) depraved ones ((CISs-
21 AT:1FC-PI)) (you) vile/ immoral ones ((CISs-AT:1FC-PI))

22 ( )

23 Al-Obaidi: it is not acceptable that he continues assaulting me and | keep quiet it is
24 not acceptable mr speaker ’if they don’t respect themselves/stop what they
25 are saying, then by Al-Mighty Allah I will insult them back very

26 cruelly’((CISs-AT:1FC-PI))

27

In the above extract, the conventional pattern of interrogation in which the questioner
performs the challenging, questioning, and attacking is reversed. In other words, the
questionee, the Minister of Defence Al-Obaidi ceased the questioner from posing her
questions for a period of time and started launching an attack on several Iraqi
parliamentarians including the Speaker of the House. Politically speaking, this has been a
significant incident as the questioner attacked not only members with opposite political

affiliations but he mainly attacked members with the same political membership.

In this session, Al-Obaidi exposed several corruption and bribery deals that were offered
to him by those corrupt politicians and their associate businessmen. In lines 1-9, Al-Obaidi
attacks Al-Karbouli and the Speaker of the House by explicitly unveiling the specifics of a
fraudulent deal planned by these politicians as claimed by Al-Obaidi. The alleged deal
entails that Al-Obaidi being the Minister of Defence to initiate a contract with an American
company to provide defective, and cheaper in price Hummers for the Iragi Army. However,
both the faultiness and real cheaper price of these vehicles has to be kept as a secret among
the parties involved and the official contract to declare a different price, namely higher than
the price actually paid for it. Consequently, the parties involved in the deal, i.e. allegedly Al-
Karbouli, the Speaker and Al-Obaidi, to benefit from the discrepancy in price. These alleged

accusations of corruption pose attack against the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of both
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Al-Karbouli, and the Speaker of the House as it questions their integrity and credibility.
Moreover, the face attack/impoliteness escalates into a different level when Al-Karbouli
attacks back the Minister of Defence using personal insults, namely calling him ‘a liar’ as
indicated in line 11. Then Al-Obaidi insults Al-Karbouli and the other politicians involved

in this also using personal insults as shown in lines 12-13, 18-21, 24-26.

The extract below demonstrates the use of the counter strategy ATTACK in the current
corpus of PMQs. The extract below exemplifies how the Prime Minister attacks various

manifestations of FACE such PERSONAL, PERSONAL POLITICAL, and PARTY FACE.

[Extract 33, PMQs/11 Mar 2015-CE]

[Context: See the contextualisation of extract 7 above.]

01 Miliband (LO, Lab): mr Speaker these are pathetic feeble excuses. ((1FC-PI))

02 can we now take it (.) that there are no circumstances that he will debate me
03 head to head between now and the general election?((1PPFC))

04 Cameron (PM, Con): we have had four years of debates (.) and we have found out (.)
05 he's got no policies he's got no plan he's got no team and he's got no clue of
06 running the country ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)). but the truth mr Speaker is this
07 (0.5) Labour are now saying that they cannot win the election. here is the the
08 leaflet they put out in Scotland(.) ah | think the SNP might be interested in
09 this. at the general election we need to stop the Tories being the largest party.
10 they are not trying to win (0.5) they are just trying to crawl through the gates
11 of Downing street on the coattails of the SNP (( cheering sounds from the

12 government members)) ((CISs-AT: 1PFC)). so what he's got to do is prove
13 he is not a chicken and rule that out ((CISs-AT:1PPFC))

In relevant previous PMQs sessions, Miliband has launched several endeavours to tease,
attack Cameron to participate in these debates. In the above interaction, Miliband is
recycling the same accusations he made at previous relevant PMQs regarding Cameron’s
stance on the Broadcasters’ TV debates. Namely, he describes Cameron’s justifications as
‘pathetic feeble excuses’, implying that Cameron is avoiding these debates because he is
scared, frightened of engaging in a TV debate with him in fear of losing the debate. Such
accusations continue in subsequent discourse as Miliband attacks Cameron stating ‘why is
he chickening out of the debates with me?, and ¢ why does he not show a bit more backbone

and turn up for the head-to-head debate with me—anytime, anywhere, any place?’.
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In the current exchange, Cameron strikes back at Miliband and attacks the latter’s
POLITICAL FACE. In other words, Cameron states that the Leader of the Opposition lacks
the political competence to run the country as ‘he's got no policies he's got no plan he's got
no team and he's got no clue of running the country’, lines 4-6. Cameron then proceeds to
attack the Labour party by attacking their election campaign strategy. In lines 9-11, Cameron
implies that Labour’s strategy is not to ‘earn’ an election victory properly, but to benefit
from the growing popularity of the SNP. He claims that Labour is aiming for a deal with the
SNP who supports and campaigns for Scotland’s independence from the rest of the United
Kingdom. Hence, accusing Labour of risking the unity of the United Kingdom. Cameron
further attacks Miliband and by challenging him to deny, rebuff such a deal — otherwise he

is a ‘chicken’, i.e. coward.

4.9.4.4 PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE

In this strategy, the questionee engages the audience in a self-promoting discourse. In other
words, the politician provides an account, brief or lengthy, regarding his/her
accomplishments, measures, and decisions in handling an issue or an aspect of an issue that
is being questioned, and challenged. This strategy is also adopted from Bull & Wells
(2012:40). This strategy is exemplified below with examples from the Iragi and the British
parliaments respectively.

[Extract 34, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 2"9 Session, Nov 2011]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (2) above. In this extract, Al-
Waeli continues to unveil the alleged corruption by manifesting how Al-Isawi mal-executes
institutional regulations regarding the appointment of general managers which affects the

quality of the public service.]

01 Al-Waeli: I ask about the appointment of Mosa Dishar (.) under what legal decree was

02 he appointed ?(.) ((LPPFC))((1SOFC)) ((1Ss-DQ)) and what are his

03 professional qualifications?

04 Al-lIsawi: ... indeed there were suspicions that mr Mosa Dishar's degree certificate

05 is forged we sent an authentication request to the relevant university twice

06 and they replied that the degree is not forged ((CISs-EXP)). a year ago | met
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07 the assistant dean of the relevant university who is a relative of mine and

08 personally requested a further authentication (.) the assistant dean brought me
09 the authentication document personally (0.5) this time it was confirmed that
10 the degree is not original. accordingly | initiated a joint investigation

11 through the general inspector's office at the mayoralty of Baghdad and the

12 general inspector at the ministry of higher education (0.5) the forgery was

13 confirmed and mr Dishar was removed from his post ((CI1Ss-PPF:1 PPFC))

In the above extract, Al-Waeli questions and challenges the Mayor of Baghdad with
regard to how the latter appoints one of the general managers at the Mayoralty of the capital
city, namely Mosa Dishar’s appointment. In a subsequent discourse, Al-Waeli shows how
the appointment of Dishar contravenes the official regulations and how his unfit modest
professional and academic qualifications resulted in poor public service. In particular,
Dishar’s appointment was based on a forged academic certificate. Hence, Al-Waeli’s
question in lines 1-2 may be considered as attack to the Mayor of Baghdad, Al-Isawi, who
is accountable of Dishar’s appointment. The attack also implies an accusation of covering
up a corruption. Al-Isaw responds to the attack by providing an explanation of the
administrative procedures following the appointment of Dishar using official documents,
lines 4-6. Then Al-lsawi shows his personal and institutional contribution in unveiling the
forged academic background of Dishar, i.e. resorts to PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE. In lines
6-10, Al-lsawi states that although the first request of authentication confirmed the
originality of Dishar’s certificate, still he used his personal connections to reconfirm the
originality of Dishar’s certificate for a third time. In lines 10-13, Al-Isawi then demonstrates
that all necessary institutional actions has been taken upon proving the forgery of Dishar’s
academic degree.

The example below demonstrates the use of PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE in the present
PMQs corpus. The example includes structures that can be regarded as promoting
PERSONAL POLITICAL and PARTY FACE.

[Extract 35, PMQs/16 Dec 2015-CC]
[Context: The National Health Service, viz. NHS, is a classic and recurrent theme in the

discourse of PMQs. Due to its indispensableness to the general public, the NHS is usually
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weaponised in political party battles. In this session, the Leader of the Opposition, Corbyn,
criticises the Prime Minister, David Cameron, upon failing to manage the NHS, as relevant

trusts at the time forecast a £2.2 million deficit by the end of 2015.]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab):... if he's so happy mr Speaker about the national health service

02 (0.5) could he explain then (.) why he's decided to cancel the publication of
03 NHS performance data this winter? ((jeering sounds from the Opposition

04 members)) ((1PPFC)) ((1Ss-CPS)) and there was a time (0.5) when

05 the Prime Minister was er (.) all in favour of transparency (0.5) it's not

06 long ago (.) in fact it was 2011 when he said and | quote (.) information

07 is power. it lets people hold the powerful to account giving them the tools

08 they need to take on politicians and Bureaucrats (.) is it because the

09 number of people being kept waiting on trolleys in A&E has gone up

10 more than fourfold that he does not want to publish those statistics?

11 ((1PPFCQ)) ((1Ss-CPS))

12 Cameron (PM, Con): first of all the data that he quoted in his first question was not
13 published before this government came into office ((cheering sound from the
14 government members)) ((CISs-PPF: 1PFC)).that's right and let me quote

15 him some data about the NHS (0.5) let me just take an average day to day

16 compared with five years ago when | became Prime Minister (.) on an average
17 day on the NHS today(0.5) there are 4,400 more operations (.) there are 21,000
18 more out patient appointments ((CISs-PPF: 1PPFC))

In the above extract, Corbyn attacks Cameron’s inadequate policies and measures in
running the NHS by alluding to their consequences, such the increase in the number of
patients kept waiting in trolleys in Accidents and Emergency units. In lines 2-3, Corbyn
presupposes that Cameron has cancelled the publication of NHS performance report for
winter 2015. He then proceeds to provide a motive behind that cancellation through another
presupposition in lines 8-10. He claims that Cameron has concealed NHS information
because it proves the inefficiency of his economic decisions. Hence, both presuppositions

are attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of Cameron.

To these face attacks, Cameron responds by highlighting the results of implementing his
government’s measures in the NHS, namely by PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE. For example,
in lines 12-13, he states that the figures Corbyn is quoting in his questions were not
accessible before his government, i.e. the Conservatives, took office. Hence, he PROMOTES
POSITIVE FACE of the Conservative cabinet and/or party. Cameron further markets his

own NHS achievements such as the increase in the number of surgeries, and out-patients
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appointments since he took office in 2010, lines 16-18. Thus, Cameron PROMOTEsS his

POLITICAL FACE.

4945 ABROGATION

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, this strategy is not listed in studies investigating
impoliteness in political discourse. However, it is recognised in (Culpeper et al., 2003:1656)
who define it as “ the abrogation of personal responsibility for the actions or events that
caused the interlocutor to issue a face damaging utterance in the first place’’. In their
research, the abrogation takes place through a shift in social or discoursal role. Switching in
social role involves shifting from being a private citizen to public servant whereas shifting
in discoursal roles involves acting a representative role. In other words, it involves a denial
of personal responsibility by passing it on others. The following extract shows an example
of abrogation in the Iraqi parliament.

[Extract 36, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 2" Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this extract, the
questioner Al-Saady challenges Al-Sudani’s intentional disregard for De-Baathification
procedures in relation with a specific employee at his office. De-Baathification is a post
2003 policy implemented to eliminate the existence and influence of the Iragi Baath party in
all political and public institutions in Iraq. The party is constitutionally and legally banned
in Iraq at the time being. For politicians, not adhering to De-Baathification policy, which
was later on enacted as a legislation known as Accountability and Justice Act 2008, has
serious social and political implications. Indeed, confirming to have no ties with the Baath
party, through an official letter from the Justice and Accountability Commission, is a
prerequisite to have a high ranked governmental post and/or political career in Irag. Hence,
De-Baathification became a common and effective tool for political struggle in the country.]

01 Al-Saady: mr minister mentioned that the National De-Baathification Committee

02 has issued several contradictory letters in relation to Mahmood

03 Al-Shahmany (.) however I have at my disposal the principle and

04 the only letter (0.5) the letter clearly states that procedures of

05 De-Baathification applies to Mahmood Al-Shahmany (0.5) and no minister
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06 should keep him in any post within the public sector ( .) not

07 only that mr minister did not activate De-Baathificarion measures but
08 he transferred Al-Shahmany to ministry of Trade when he took office
09 there ((LPPFC))((1Ss-PRF))...

10 Al-Sudani: regarding the De-Baathification issue the letter mentioned by the
11 questioner was issued before being appointed in the ministerial office
12 ((C1Ss-AB))(.) the letter of De-Bathification was issued in March 2005
13 when | was not a minister of trade in the first place ((C1Ss-AB)) ...

In this example, the questioner employs a set of propositions to express accusations
against the then Minister of Trade for not activating De-Baathification measures. In lines 1-
7, Al-Saady claims that Al-Sudani, as a Minister of Education at the time, received only a
single official letter informing him that Al-Shahmany is eligible to De-Baathification policy.
Hence, the Minister should have activated the relevant procedure and removed him from his
post in the Ministry. Instead, the Minister kept Al-Shahmany in his post back then and
transferred him to the Ministry of Trade when Al-Sudani held the Ministry’s office. Hence,
Al-Saady is accusing the Minister of not complying with the De-Baathification policy and
protecting a former member of the Baath party.

In response to this accusation, Al-Sudani denies responsibility of having to adhere to the
De-Baathification letter as he was not in office back at the time of issuing the official
decree/letter. In other words, the Minister passes the responsibility to whomever was in

office at the time of issuing the letter in question.

4.9.4.6 UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS

This strategy is not included within the studies that investigated impoliteness in the political
and or parliamentary discourse such as Bull et al. (1996), Harris (2001), and Bull & Wells
(2012). However it surfaced in my corpus, both in the Iragi and the British parliaments. In
this strategy the politician/questionee underrates/makes light of the face attack in an attempt
to dismiss it. Culpeper et al. (2003:1567) include a similar strategy, namely “dismiss: make
light of the face damage, joke”. Culpeper et al. 's (2003:1567) strategy is an example of mock
impoliteness/ritualistic banter or ritualistic insults (Labov, 1972). However, the samples

included under the current strategy in my study do not involve an element of
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humour/jockery. Indeed, the impoliteness is genuine, i.e. the questionee intends to belittle
the impoliteness produced by the questioner. Hence, it can be regarded as an offensive
strategy like the ones stated in Culpeper (1996: 358). This strategy is exemplified below with

examples from the Iraqi and the British parliaments respectively.

[Extract 37, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 15t Session, May 2009]

[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this extract, Al-
Saady attempts to uncover the various dimensions of corruption in the Ministry such as its
failing policy to deliver the many items of the ration to the Iraqi people, and its ill, suspicious

management of the budget.]

01 Al-Saady: ...on page 33 it says that two amounts of money were transferred to

02 unknown destinations (0.5) the first amount is 18 million dollars in

03 31/10/2007 and the second 27 million dollars in 24/1/2008 (0.5) even till

04 today the ministry has not identified the destination to which the money was
05 transferred to nor the purpose of the transfer (1PPFC)) ((1Ss-PRF)) ...

06 Al-Sudani: the Federal Board of Supreme Audit takes notes and sends these notes to
07 all ministries (0.5) the ministries responds to these notes with absolute

08 transparency (.) there are points which we recommend changing and there
09 are points that needs to reviewed and double checked (0.5) but to

10 assume/expect/say that the minister is responsible of knowing where did this
11 dollar go and where did that dollar come from ((C1Ss-USI))

12 (( loud noises from parliamentarians )) please let me continue this is indeed
13 a very detailed issue

14 Al-Saady: the issue is very serious (.) it is not as insignificant as he states it

In his attempt to uncover the alleged claims of corruption in the Ministry of Trade, Al-
Saady resorts to inspectorial governmental reports to support/prove his claims. In the above
extract, Al-Saady refers to an item in a report issued by the Federal Board of Supreme Audit
which records two suspicious transfers of huge funds to unidentified source(s), lines 1-5. Al-
Saady points out that neither the purpose nor the destination of the transfer has been resolved
at the time of speaking. By illustrating these critical details, Al-Saady is attacking Al-Sudani
by showing the latter’s inefficiency in the management of governmental funds. Moreover,
the disappearance of public funds in this manner may indicate a possible embezzlement

issue. In other words, Al-Saady’s attack may be considered as an implied accusations of
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embezzlement of public funds by the Minister of Trade. To these accusations, Al-Sudani
provides various different responses such as denying to receive the relevant document prior
to the interrogation, lines 9-12, explaining relevant procedures in such situations, lines 13-
16, and underrating the suspicious funds transfer as insignificant. In line 18, the Minister
indirectly states that the amount of lost funds is too small to be worth considering, namely
‘this dollar go and where did that dollar come from’. In other words, Al-Sudani is
UNDERSTATiIng THE IMPOLITENESS to lessen Al-Saady’s attack among the audience
by misrepresenting the relevant situation. Al-Sudani also states that it isn’t within his job
description to be aware of such tiny details which he describes as too unimportant, and
rejects being accountable for it. The Minister’s condescending attitude created an uproar in

the session which interrupted the continuity of Al-Sudani’s response to the accusations.

To illustrate this counter strategy in the current PMQs, consider the extract below.

[Extract 38, PMQs/18 Mar 2015-CE]

[Context: In this exchange, a Labour member of parliament, henceforth MP, namely Liz
Mclnnes accuses the then Prime Minister David Cameron of favouritism, i.e. to intentionally
disregard the execution of relevant parliamentary procedures to cover up the malpractice

of Conservative members.]

01 Mclnnes (Lab): mr Speaker (0.5) the Prime Minister has a record of looking the other

02 way (.) when it comes to allegations (.) of wrongdoing in his own team.

03 he did it with Andy Coulson and he is doing it now with the honourable

04 member for Welwyn and Hatfield (0.5) ((jeering from the Opposition

05 members)) ((1Ss-PRF)) can the Prime Minister explain (.) why he's been

06 so quick to rule out an investigation into his own party’s chairman?

07 ((APPFC))((1Ss-CPYS))

08 Cameron (PM, Con): | would have thought really with all the things happening in the
09 part of the world that she represents she could have come up with a better
10 question ((laughter sounds))((CI1Ss-USI)). my right honourable friend has
11 acknowledged that he made a mistake(0.5) but his entry in the register

12 of members’ financial Interests was correct ((CI1Ss-EXP)). so | really think
13 she is barking up at the wrong tree. but while I am here (.) 1 am sure she will
14 want to welcome that in her constituency the claimant count has FALLEN
15 BY 54% SINCE THE LAST ELECTION ((CISs-PPF: 1PFC))
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In the PREFACE, Mclnnes accuses Cameron of attempting to cover up that a
Conservative member, namely Grant Shapps, has had a second job for almost a year after
being elected as an MP. Moreover, she uses the expression ‘has a record’ to imply a pattern
of covering ups, i.e. to imply that Cameron’s conduct of covering ups is systemised and
indefinite. To exemplify this pattern, she recalls the Coulson affair in which Cameron turned
a blind eye to Coulson’s dubious history and appointed him as Downing Street
communication director. As mentioned earlier, extract 31 above, Coulson was involved in
illegal phone hacking allegations that were later found to be true. Then Mclnnes raises
Shapps’ case who has conceded working as a millionaire web marketer' while being an MP
despite his previous repeated firm denials. Namely, Mclnnes accuses Cameron to cover up
Shapps’ violation through a presuppositional interrogative structure in lines 5-6. Hence,
Mclnnes is attacking Cameron’s POLITICAL FACE as she attacks his integrity. Cameron
responds to these attacks by understating, trivialising it, lines 8-9. He tells the Labour MP
that there are other more important issues within her constituency to inquire about. He then
proceeds to OFFER AN EXPLANATION defending Shapps, and PROMOTE the
Conservative PARTY’s FACE by quoting Claimant Count figures in Mclnnes’s

constituency which had risen since Conservatives took office in 2010.

4.9.4.7 OPT OUT ON RECORD

This strategy is also not included within the studies that investigated impoliteness in the
political and or parliamentary discourse such as Bull et al. (1996), Harris (2001), and Bull
& Wells (2012). However, it manifested itself in the Iraqi corpus within the current study.
In this strategy, which is identified in Culpeper et al. (2003:1566), the politician/questionee
attempts to conclude the impoliteness by refusing to further contribute/respond to it. This

strategy is exemplified below with an example from the Iraqi corpus.

[Extract 39, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 15t Session, May 2009]

[Context: See the context of extract 37above.]
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01 Al-Sudani: ... these issues need a detailed investigation into it (0.5) as the Minister of

02 Trade | request to have access to it to be able to respond (.) | have no detailed
03 answer now ((CI1Ss-OPR)) I don’t have an answer now because I can’t

04 recognise these amounts of money mentioned earlier (0.5 ) | request to have
05 access to the report he holds

The above extract is a continuation of the interaction cited in extract 37. Following
accusations of incompetence and possibly public funds embezzlement by Al-Saady, the
Minister of Trade has employed various strategies to counter the impoliteness as mentioned
above. Among these strategies is to OPT OUT ON RECORD, namely to declare that he will
not contribute further in the interaction or in responding to that particular incident of funds
disappearance, lines 2-3. Moreover, Al-Sudani provides a justification for using this strategy
in lines 3-5. Al-Sudani’s justification seems invalid as Al-Saady demonstrates, in a later
discourse, that the report in question is circulated regularly to the Minister of Trade. Thus
this strategy, namely OPT OUT ON RECORD, may be an attempt to avoid/escape the

impoliteness by trying to conclude it.

4.9.4.8 THIRD PARTY RECOURSE

This strategy is also not part of the studies that explored impoliteness in the political and or
parliamentary discourse such as Bull et al. (1996), Harris (2001), and Bull & Wells (2012).
However, it manifested itself in the Iragi corpus within the current study. In this strategy,
the questionee/politicians requests resorting to a dominant third party, who has power over
the participants, to resolve/conclude the impoliteness. This strategy seems similar to a
strategy recognised in Bousfield (2007:2204) called “dominant third party intervention’’.
However, in Bousfield’s strategy no mention is made of the third party being requested yet
it actually intervenes and concludes the impolite situation. My version of this strategy is

exemplified below with an example from the Iragi corpus.

[Extract 40, Al-Sudani’s Interrogation, 2" Session, May 2009]
[Context: For a full contextualisation of this extract see 4.4.1 (1) above. In this extract, the

questioner Al-Saady attempts to unveil the alleged corruption in the Iragi Ministry of Trade
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by showing how Al-Sudani is covering up corrupt employees and consequently, how he is
failing to perform his duties.]

01 Al-Saady: ...regarding the minister's two brothers whom he falsely informed the

02 courts that they are not affiliated with the ministry of trade (0.5) in yesterday's
03 session mr minister said that even if they possess official IDs (.) they are not
04 employees at the ministry of trade ... | don't know how does the ministry

05 provides official IDs for such a sensitive post as the secretary of the minister
06 to an individual who is not officially affiliated with the ministry? how would
07 he use this ID? where would he use this ID? ((1PPFC))((1SOFC))

08 ((1Ss-CI1M)) amid of all kinds of security breaches in the country nowadays...
09 Al-Sudani: ...this issue is now in the hand of the judicial authorities which will

10 investigate and reach a decision whether we are correct or not (.) whether

11 we are_claiming things or not(0.5) law will prove all these things and we

12 leave it for the judicial authorities because this issue is under consideration
13 in relevant courts ((CISs-TPR))

In an earlier discourse, Al-Saady has demonstrated with evidence how the Minister of
Trade Al-Sudani has misinformed the relevant judicial authorities, namely Al-Simawa court
about his brothers’ status within the Ministry. Namely, Al-Sudani informed Al-Simawa
court, through an official letter, that two of his brothers are not employees at the Ministry of
Trade, though both were carrying official IDs that indicate their affiliation with the Ministry
when arrested. Al-Sudani denied that his two brothers are employees at the Ministry even if

they are provided with official institutional 1Ds.

In the current extract, Al-Saady attacks the Minister for issuing, and providing
institutional IDs for individuals who are not officially affiliated with the Ministry, as Al-
Sudani claims. Al-Saady implies that such an irresponsible act may cause security breaches
which can result in catastrophic consequences for the Iraqi people, i.e. opens a possibility
for suicide bombings. Al-Sudani attempts to seal off the attack by proposing to resort to a
dominant third party, i.e. THIRD PARTY RECOURSE, which has power over both the
questioner and the questionee. In other words, Al-Sudani invites the questioner and the
whole audience to resort to the relevant judicial authorities to determine whether he has taken

the appropriate measures concerning his brothers’ condition or not, lines 11-13.
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410 Summary

In this chapter, | have first reiterated my research questions so as to show how these are
addressed in terms of the theoretical and methodological frameworks adopted in the this
research. Then I have elaborately justified the current research’s methodological stance.
Next, | introduced the sampling frame adopted in the selection of corpora for analysis in this
study. What follows is a thorough account of the nature of the Iraqi and British corpora
selected for analysis in this research. A moderate reference was also made to the challenges
of collecting corpora in the Iraqgi setting. | have also demonstrated the representation system,
both transcription and translation, employed for the in-text inclusion of the Iragi and British
corpora. Moreover, | have explained how frequencies have been measured in this study. An
explanative account of the interactional structure of Iragi parliamentary interrogations and
British PMQs discourse has been provided next. Afterwards, | have explicated the analytical
framework, and the relevant analytical procedures adopted in the study at hand. Then | have
introduced and exemplified the analytical categories adopted to address the questions posed

in this research.

In the next chapter, | introduce the empirical findings of investigating the nature of

impoliteness in the current Iragi and British parliamentary discourse.

182



5 Chapter Five: Impoliteness in the Iraqi and British Parliaments

5.1 Chapter Outline

The present chapter introduces the results relevant to the three aspects of impoliteness being
examined in the current research. Namely, (1) the types of impoliteness defined by the
specific FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS that are affected or infringed,
as outlined in the Methodology Chapter, (2) the linguistic strategies, both discoursal and
pragmatic, employed by relevant parliamentarians in invoking/expressing impoliteness, and
(3) the relevant patterns of response to such impoliteness strategies which may, in turn,

involve further types of impoliteness as in (1).

In this chapter, I will first introduce the various types of impoliteness occurring in the
Iragi and British parliaments respectively along with their distributions. | will then present
the linguistic strategies employed by Iragi and British parliamentarians to express these types
of impoliteness and their frequencies. This part is followed by the presentation of the
frequencies relevant to the use of counter-impoliteness strategies in Iragi and British
parliaments. Next, | introduce a comparison of the relevant aspects of impoliteness in the
Iragi and British parliaments at all three levels. The chapter is concluded by a summary of

its content.

5.2 Impoliteness Types in the Iragi and British Parliaments

This section showcases the findings from the analysis of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British
parliaments with specific reference to the FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY
RIGHTS that are affected in the investigated parliamentary sessions. These parameters of
impoliteness were initially derived from the framework introduced in Chapter Four, namely

Spencer-Oatey's (2008), Bull et al.'s (1996) and Culpeper's (2011a) frames.

However, the overall framework was adapted to include elements from Bull et al.'s

(1996), Harris' (2001), Culpeper's (1996), Culpeper et al.'s (2003), Bousfield’s, (2007),
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Spencer-Oatey's (2008), Culpeper's (2011a), and Bull & Wells' (2012) frameworks, and
further categories were adjusted following preliminary analysis of the data, as explained in

the Methodology Chapter.

It is worth noting that the results relevant to the types of impoliteness recognised in
the current Iraqi and British parliamentary discourse include only those occurring in
questioning turns. In other words, the types of impoliteness introduced here include only
those impolite utterances produced by the relevant questioners in the Iragi parliament and

by the Leaders of Opposition and MPs in the British parliament.

As for the relevant impoliteness types in answering turns, i.e. produced by the
relevant questionees in the Iragi parliament and the Prime Minister in the British one, these
will be introduced within one of the counter impoliteness strategies, namely the ATTACK

strategy.

Moreover, for each of the parameters investigated in the current study, the findings
are presented both in terms of word percentages and number of occurrences. However, these
two measures of frequency are introduced separately, namely the word percentages are
introduced first in tables and pie graphs whereas the number of occurrences are presented
afterwards in bar charts. The findings for both the Iragi and British settings respectively are

presented in the following sections below.

5.2.1 Impoliteness Types in the Iragi Parliament
This section demonstrates the types of impoliteness that surfaced in the Iragi corpus based
on the relevant parameters (FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS). These

impoliteness types are presented in table 5.1 below in terms of word percentages.
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Table 5.1 The Distribution of Impoliteness Types in the Iraqgi Parliament by Word

Percentage
Words Word
Impoliteness Types Percentage
FACE SENSITIVITIES 12129 91.65 %
(1FC))
Total
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE 9908 74.79 %
((LPPFC))
PARTY FACE 123 0.93 %
((IPFC))
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE 2094 15.81 %
((1SOFQ))
PERSONAL FACE 4 0.03 %
((LFC-PI)) Total
Personalised Negative Assertions 4 0.03 %
SOCIALITY RIGHTS 1118 8.44 %
((2RS)) Total
EQUITY RIGHTS 943 712 %
((2EQRS)) Total
Cost Benefit Considerations 126 0.95 %
((2EQRS-CB))
Fairness and Reciprocity 183 1.38 %
((CEQRS-FR))
Autonomy and Imposition 634 4.79 %
((2EQRS-AI))
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS 175 1.32%
((2ARS)) Total
Involvement 81 0.61%
((2ARS-1V))
Empathy 94 0.71 %
((2ARS-EM))
Total Words = 13247
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Table 5.1 above shows the distribution of impoliteness types and subtypes in the Iraqi
corpus. The size of the relevant linguistic realisations are introduced both in terms of a word
count and a percentage. The table above shows that two superordinate concepts/factors,
namely FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS are involved in activating

impoliteness in these parliamentary interrogations.

Table 5.1 above also displays the subordinate concepts/factors that diverge from the
above mentioned superordinate ones. Overall, the table above indicates that the size of the
linguistic realisations employed in communicating impoliteness that involves FACE
SENSITIVITIES is much greater than that used in expressing SOCIALITY RIGHTS related

impoliteness.

The table also illustrates that almost three quarters of the realisations involving
FACE SENSITIVITIES are utilised to attack PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE in the Iraqgi
parliament. Whereas the slightest amount of language has been deployed in attacking
PERSONAL FACE in these parliamentary interrogations. Furthermore, table 5.1 above
demonstrates that impoliteness deriving from infringing EQUITY RIGHTS utilises a bigger
range of language than impoliteness triggered by breaching ASSOCIATION RIGHTS in the

Iraqi parliament.

As illustrated in table 5.1 above, impoliteness arising from attacking FACE
SENSITIVITIES in total has deployed 12129 words, which accounts for approximately 92%
of the total Iraqi corpus (see the pie graph in figure 5.1 below). By contrast, SOCIALITY
RIGHTS related impoliteness in total uses only 1118 words which constitutes nearly 8% of

the total corpus as indicated in the pie chart below.
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Figure 5.1 The Distribution of Impoliteness by Main Type (Face Sensitivities and
Sociality Rights) in the Iragi Parliament

Word Percentage for the Superordinate Types of Impoliteness in
the Iraqgi Parliament

' M FACE SENSITIVITIES

SOCIALITY RIGHTS

According to table 5.1 above, it is clearly evident that impoliteness initiated by
attacking PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE uses 9908 words compared to impoliteness
arising from attacking PARTY FACE which required only 123 words. In addition,
impoliteness activated by attacking SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE in the Iraqi parliament
uses 2094 words, as shown in table 5.1 above, which accounts for nearly a sixth of the total

corpus (see the pie chart in figure 5.2 below).

Figure 5.2 The Distribution of Impoliteness by Subtypes in the Iraqi Parliament

Word Percentage for Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Face

H PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE
PERSONAL FACE

M SIGNIFICANT OTHERS' FACE

= Autonomy and Imposition

H Involvement
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Interestingly, linguistic realisations of impoliteness ascribable to PERSONAL FACE
attacks, in questioning turns, have used solely 4 words in total. Table 5.1 also demonstrates
that realisations of SOCIALTY RIGHTS impoliteness in total comprises 1118 words which
forms slightly above 8% of the total corpus (see also the pie chart in figure 5.1 above).
According to table 5.1 above, the total realisations of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related
impoliteness in the Iraqi parliament consist of those realisations arising from breaching
EQUITY RIGHTS and ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. The former type of impoliteness
comprises a range of realisations composed of 943 words compared to the realisations of the

latter type which consists of 175 words.

The realisations of EQUITY RIGHTS related impoliteness comprise the linguistic
realisations of its subordinate concepts, namely the realisations of breaching Cost Benefit
Considerations (126 words), Fairness and Reciprocity (183 words), and Autonomy and

Imposition (634 words).

As shown in table 5.1 above, realisations of impoliteness ascribable to violations of
Autonomy and Imposition are greater (4.79%) than those ascribable to violations of Cost
Benefit Considerations (0.95%) and Fairness and Reciprocity (1.38%). Moreover,
realisations of impoliteness triggered by violations of ASSOCIATIONS RIGHTS in the
Iragi parliament comprise those triggered by breaches of Involvement (81 words) and

Empathy (94 words).

The word distribution of impoliteness main types, whether triggered by FACE
SENSITIVITIES or SOCIALITY RIGHTS, may be suggestive of the frequency of
occurrence of these concepts in the current Iraqi parliamentary corpus. In other words, both
the word distribution and the frequency rates for these categories increase and/or decrease

simultaneously in the current Iragi corpus.
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Figure 5.3 below illustrates the frequency of occurrence, with its respective
percentage, for impolite utterances that are provoked by the two superordinate key
concepts/factors of impoliteness in the Iragi parliament, namely FACE SENSITIVITIES and

SOCIALITY RIGHTS.

Figure 5.3 The Occurrences of Impoliteness by Main Type (Face Sensitivities and
Sociality Rights) in the Iragi Parliament

The Frequency of the Superordinate Types of Impoliteness in the
Iraqgi Parliament

300
256

250
200
150

0,
100 89.82%

50 2
10.17%
0 -
FACE SENSITIVITIES SOCIALITY RIGHTS
((1FQ)) ((2R9))
Total Total

H frequency Percentage

Overall, impoliteness deriving from attacks to FACE SENSITIVITIES occur more
frequently than impoliteness resulting from infringing SOCIALITY RIGHTS. According to
the bar graph in figure 5.3 above, the frequency of FACE SENSITIVITIES related
impoliteness in total makes of slightly under 90% of the total corpus (256 hits) compared to
the occurrences of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness in total which account for

just over 10% of the total corpus (29 hits).

As for the frequency of the subtypes of FACE SENSITIVITIES impoliteness, the

results of each individual type along with its percentage is indicated in figure 5.4 below.
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Figure 5.4 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Face Sensitivities) in the Iraqi
Parliament

The Frequency of Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Face
Sensitivities) in the Iraqi Parliament
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In general, impoliteness utterances arising from attacking PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE have the largest proportion of occurrences among the other manifestations of face
recognised in the current Iraqi corpus (see the bar chart in figure 5.4 above). Moreover,
realisations of impoliteness activated by attacking PARTY FACE and PERSONAL FACE

score the least in terms of their frequency rate.

According to the bar graph in figure 5.4 above, impoliteness involving attacks against
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE occurred as many as 210 times, representing precisely

73.68% of the total percentage.

Next in order of frequency, is SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE related impoliteness,
which scores 43 hits, constituting slightly above 15% of the total corpus. The lowest number
of occurrences is represented by the realisations of PARTY FACE and PERSONAL FACE,

viz. a single occurrence vs. two occurrences respectively.

The various subtypes of SOCIALTY RIGHTS related impoliteness recognised in the

current Iraqi corpus are indicated in figure 5.5 below.
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Figure 5.5 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Sociality Rights) in the Iraqi
Parliament

The Frequency of Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Sociality
Rights) in the Iraqgi Parliament
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It is clearly evident from the bar graph above that realisations of EQUITY RIGHTS
related impoliteness score remarkably higher than the realisations of ASSOCIATION
RIGHTS related impoliteness in the current Iragi parliamentary corpus. The figure above
also shows that among the subtypes of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness, the
greatest number of occurrences goes to realisations of impoliteness resulting from imposing

on the freedom of other parliamentarians, viz. Autonomy and Impositions impoliteness.

In the current Iraqgi corpus, realisations of EQUITY RIGHTS related impoliteness in
total score as many as 25 hits representing exactly 8.77% of the total percentage. Realisations
of Autonomy and Impositions related impoliteness score 21 hits among the total number of
occurrences for EQUITY RIGHTS related impoliteness. Both realisations of impoliteness
ascribable to infringements of Cost Benefit Considerations and Fairness and Reciprocity

occur twice in this corpus (see the bar graph in figure 5.5 above).
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In general, ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related impoliteness is very infrequent, with
only four occurrences in the total Iragi corpus (1.4%). Within the subtypes of
ASSOCIATIONS RIGHTS, Involvement related impoliteness is represented once, whereas
the realisations of Empathy related impoliteness is represented three times in the total corpus

(see the graph in figure 5.5 above).

5.2.2 Impoliteness Types in the British Parliament
The previous section has illustrated the types of impoliteness in the Iraqi setting, whereas in
this section | present the manifestation of impoliteness in the British parliament along the
same parameters. The analysis of the British corpus, namely the 19 PMQs, is summarized

in table 5.2 below.
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Table 5.2 The Distribution of Impoliteness Types in PMQs by Word Percentage

Words
Impoliteness Types Word
Percentage
FACE SENSITIVITIES ((1FC)) 8137 87.84 %
Total
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE ((1PPFC)) 5539 59.78 %
PARTY AFCE 1404 15.16 %
((IPFC))
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE ((1SOFC)) 1073 11.58 %
PERSONAL FACE ((1FC-PI)) 121 1.31%
Total
Third Person Negative Direct Reference 77 0.83 %
Third Person Negative Indirect Reference 29 0.31%
Condescension 15 0.16 %
SOCIALITY RIGHTS ((2RS)) 1126 12.15 %
Total
EQUITY RIGHTS 1063 11.47 %
((2EQRS)) Total
Autonomy and Imposition 1063 11.47 %
((2EQRS-AI))
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS ((2ARS)) Total 63 0.68 %
Involvement ((2ARS-1V)) 63 0.68 %
Total Words = 9263

Table 5.2 above displays the types of impoliteness employed in the present British
Corpus, namely in the PMQs, along with the size of their relevant realisations both in terms
of word count and its percentage. As indicated in the above table, British parliamentarians,
in questioning turns, tend to use two main types of impoliteness when attacking each other,
namely FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness. The above table

also shows the subtypes of impoliteness in the current PMQs corpus.
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In terms of size, FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in total appears to give
rise to a greater amount of linguistic realisations than that of SOCIALITY RIGHTS. The
results in the above table show that realisations of impoliteness defined by FACE
SENSITIVITIES in total deploy a total of 8137 words compared to those provoked by
breaches of SOCIALITY RIGHTS which in total account for 1126 words. Moreover, as
demonstrated in table 5.2 above and the pie chart in figure 5.6 below, realisations of
impoliteness arising from attacking FACE SENSITIVITIES constitute approximately 88%
whereas those of SOCIALITY RIGHTS form only 12% of the total corpus of impolite

utterance in the present PMQs corpus.

Figure 5.6 The Distribution of Impoliteness by Main Type (Face Sensitivities and
Sociality Rights) in PMQs

Word Percentage for the Superordinate Types of Impoliteness in
PMQs

M FACE SENSITIVITIES
SOCIALITY RIGHTS

Table 5.2 above shows that among the subtypes FACE SENSITIVITIES related
impoliteness, realisations of impoliteness initiated by attacking PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE constitute the largest portion, viz. 59.78%, whereas realisations of impoliteness
caused by attacking PERSONAL FACE comprise only 1.31 % of the total corpus size (see

the pie graph in figure 5.7 below for a better visualisation).
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Meanwhile impoliteness types initiated by attacking PARTY FACE accounts for
15.16 % compared to attacks at SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE which has scored merely

11.58 % of the total (see table 5.2 above).

As for subtypes of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness, realisations of
impoliteness defined by infringing Autonomy and Imposition, with 11.47 % of the total
corpus, score higher than Involvement related impoliteness, which scores just 0.68% of the

total corpus (see the pie chart in figure 5.7 below).

Figure 5.7 The Distribution of Impoliteness by Subtypes in PMQs

Word Percentage for Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Face

ities and Sociality Rights) in PMQs
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B PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE
PERSONAL FACE
B Autonomy and Imposition
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The size of samples realising FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS
impoliteness may be indicative of the frequency of occurrence for these concepts in the
current PMQs corpus. To paraphrase, the word distribution and the frequency rates of these

categories tend to be in a direct proportion, i.e. increase and/or decrease simultaneously.

Figure 5.8 below displays both the frequency of occurrence and its respective
percentage for impolite utterances provoked by the two key concepts/factors that surfaced

in the current research, namely FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS.
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Figure 5.8 The Occurrences of Impoliteness by Main Type (Face Sensitivities and
Sociality Rights) in PMQs
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As the bar chart above shows, FACE SENSITIVITIES impoliteness is more frequent
(222 occurrences, constituting 83.15% of the total frequency of impoliteness types) than
SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness (45 occurrences forming 16.85% of the total
frequency). As for the frequency of the subtype of FACE SENSITIVITIES impoliteness, the
results of each type along with its percentage is indicated in the bar graph below.
Figure 5.9 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Face Sensitivities) in PMQs
The Frequency of the Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Face

Sensitivities) in PMQs
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Figure 5.9 above demonstrates that impoliteness occurrences due to attacking
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE are the most frequent (scoring 152 hits with a 56.93% of
the total percentage of overall types) compared to the other related types of FACE
SENSITIVITIES impoliteness. For example, impoliteness occurrences that emerge from
attacks targeting PARTY FACE in PMQs come second in order, scoring 32 hits with 11.98%
of the total percentage of overall types whereas attacks against SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’
FACE account for 26 impoliteness hits (with 9.74%) in the overall PMQs corpus. However,
impoliteness arising from attacking PERSONAL FACE is not as recurrent as other types of
FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in this PMQs corpus. Namely, PERSONAL
FACE impoliteness has manifested itself through only 12 occurrences in the PMQs corpus
at issue. SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness also manifested itself in various
subtypes as indicated in figure 5.10 below.

Figure 5.10 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Sociality Rights) in PMQs
The Frequency of the Subordinate Types of Impoliteness (Sociality

Rights) in PMQs
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The bar graph in figure 5.10 above illustrates the frequency and the corresponding
percentage for the subtypes of SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness found in the current

PMQs corpus.
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Impoliteness utterances defined by breaches of SOCIALITY RIGHTS score 45 hits
with 16.85% in the current PMQs corpus. SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness manifests
itself through two subordinate types in the current PMQs corpus, namely EQUITY RIGHTS
and ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related impoliteness. Overall EQUITY RIGHTS in total
accounts for a bigger proportion of occurrences than ASSOCIATION RIGHTS
impoliteness, as indicated in the bar chart above. The former scored 42 hits, constituting
15.73% of total frequency of the overall occurrences of impoliteness types vs. only 3
occurrences of impolite utterances prompted by breaches of ASSOCIATION RIGHTS
which account for 1.12 % of the total. Moreover, as indicated in figure 5.10 above, the
category EQUITY RIGHTS manifests itself through impoliteness arising from Autonomy

and Imposition breaches only.

Other subcategories of EQUITY RIGHTS impoliteness such as COST-BENEFIT
CONSIDERATIONS and FAIRNESS and RECIPROCITY impoliteness have not surfaced
in the British corpus. Hence, in the British corpus, the only impoliteness forms emerging
for breaching EQUITY RIGHTS are those that impinge on the freedom of action of
parliamentarians. These utterances occurred 42 times with 15.73% of the total percentage of
all impoliteness types in the current PMQs corpus. ASSOCIATION RIGHTS impoliteness
also manifested itself through a single subcategory in the current PMQs corpus, namely

through Involvement, occurring three times, 1.12% of the total.

5.3 Linguistic Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqi and British Parliaments

In this section, | will present the linguistic strategies employed by Iragi and British
parliamentarians respectively to convey impoliteness (FACE SENSITIVITES attacks and
SOCIALITY RIGHTS breaches) in initiation turns. As explained in the Methodology
Chapter, these linguistic strategies comprise a range of discoursal and pragmatic

communicative features deployed to convey impoliteness.
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These strategies are used to express any of the impoliteness types identified earlier,
FACE SENSITIVITIES and/or SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness. No attempt is
made to establish a link between the impoliteness types and the linguistic strategy. These
strategies involves elements from Harris (2001), and Bull & Wells (2012). The relevant
impoliteness strategies which were detected in both Iraqi and British settings will be

introduced respectively in the following sections below.

5.3.1 Linguistic Strategies of Impoliteness in the Iragi Parliament
This section presents the distribution of the linguistic strategies used to convey impoliteness
in the Iraqgi corpus. The main findings are summarized in table 5.3 below both in terms of

word count and percentage.

Table 5.3The Distribution of Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqi Parliament

Impoliteness Strategies Words Word Percentage
PREFACE ((I1Ss-PRF)) 6412 71.1%
DETAILED QUESTION 689 7.64 %
((155-DQ))

CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION 681 7.55 %
((1Ss-CPS))
CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE 1036 11.48 %
((1Ss-CIM))
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION 204 2.26 %
((1Ss-CFQ))

Total Words = 9022

In general, table 5.3 above demonstrates that realisations of the category PREFACE
forms the greatest proportion compared to other impoliteness strategies in the current Iraqi
corpus. In contrast, the lowest proportion of linguistic realisations belongs to the category

CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in the same setting. Both DETAILED QUESTION and
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CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION have approximately a similar size of linguistic

realisations in the present Iragi corpus.

We can see from table 5.3 above that the impoliteness strategy PREFACE deploys a
range of realisations composed of 6412 words which stands for precisely 71.1% of the total
corpus. As it is indicated in the Methodology Chapter, PREFACE mainly comprises explicit
explanations/propositions communicating impoliteness. Therefore it is expected for this
strategy to utilise large/big range of linguistic realisations compared to other strategies in

both the Iraqi and the British corpora.

In the present Iraqi corpus, viz. parliamentary interrogations, the size of linguistic
structures realising a PREFACE is exceedingly lengthy (see Appendix J) compared to its
counterpart in PMQs corpus. Hence, the large size of its realisations in the current Iraqi

corpus.

The next strategy in order is CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE, e.g. ¢ e s s Ja
$oam 5 4,8 calay linY “(Is it necessary for an asphalt contract to have a monopolistic
approach?). This strategy has been used over 1036 words, making up 11.48 % of the total

realisations of impoliteness strategies in the Iraqi discourse (see table 5.3 above).

As indicated in table 5.3, realisations of DETAILED QUESTION and
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION have approximately a similar size. The strategy
DETAILED QUESTION, e.g. ¢ 4ia) iy &5l s 4la a5 28all pae 0o Jlul UW” (What are the
qualifications, background, integrity, and competence of the contracts manager?), employs
689 words. Whereas the strategy CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION, e.g. ¢ < il (sila
AN Y 5 el 5 Ll e ¢ ie 1o dga) 50 Cllaal aai (These aircrafts are used to fight ISIS,
you are not supposed to use them as a taxi for yourself and your beloved ones) or © _s& <l

413=% (You are/were supposed to suspend him), utilises 681 words in total.
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CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, e.g. ¢ 4laais (il 138 (35 Ja caludll s g0 5 5l o8 Jsiyg
Sl andy g o dy S (g ldan)” (He says that he blackmailed and established corruption, do you
reward him by appointing him as a consultant to continue his corruption?), utilises the
smallest amount of realisations, namely 204 words, compared to the other strategies in the

Iragi corpus.

The word distribution of these strategies may be suggestive of their respective
occurrences in the current corpus. In the current Iraqgi parliamentary corpus, both the word
distribution and the frequency rates of these strategies increase and/or decrease

simultaneously.

Figure 5.11 below provides the occurrences and the relevant percentage of the above

mentioned impoliteness strategies.

Figure 5.11 The Occurrences of Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqi Parliament

The Frequency of Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqgi Parliament
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It is evident from the bar chart in figure 5.11 above, that the strategy PREFACE has
the greatest number of occurrences, whereas CONFLICTUAL QUESTION scores the least

frequency among the set of impoliteness strategies recognised in the current Iragi corpus.
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PREFACE has been used as many as 91 times which represents precisely 42.13% of

the total percentage of strategies in the Iraqi corpus.

The next strategy in order of frequency is CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE which
has occurred as frequently as 49 times, constituting exactly 22.68% of the total corpus in the
current set of data (see the bar chart in figure 5.11 above). My analysis indicates that Iraqi

parliamentarians violate Grice’s (1975) maxims to construct face attacking implicatures.

The most frequent kind of implicature in the current Iragi corpus is the one created
by flouting the maxim of quality, for example ‘4245 Glel jal g a4 lal Slel ) o5k s (What
kind of administerial and executive procedures are these?) to implicate that these are not the
correct administerial and executive procedures. Moreover, various grammatical structures,
such rhetorical questions, are employed, that infringe the quality maxim as in ¢ 43 Jséxe Ja
Saaobiall ale june b Leaii Al Als el ga ) sial) a8 gy g VYY) 3dxidaad us ) 8 (IS it reasonable
that he is the chairman of committee of contracts yet the one who signs the contract is the
project manager?) to implicate that it is not reasonable that he is the chairman of the
committee of contracts yet the one who signs the contract is the project manager or irony as
in ¢ sas s JsS Al w1845 (Look at the Minister who says he is prudent) to
implicate that the Minister is not prudent. My analysis indicates that face attacking
implicatures are mostly realised as rhetorical questions rather than irony under the overall
category of CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE. Namely, face attacking implicatures

structured as rhetorical questions occur as frequently as 38 times in the current Iragi corpus.

The next strategy in order of frequency is DETAILED QUESTION which scores 37
hits constituting just 17.13% of the total percentage of linguistic strategies (see figure 5.11

above).

The next strategy is CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION that occurs as many as
34 times, thus forming 15.74% of the total percentage of strategies in the present Iragi corpus

as indicated in the bar graph in figure 5.11 above. As presupposition is closely associated
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with specific linguistic structures, namely presupposition triggers, it is worth briefly

mentioning the most frequent types of such triggers in the current Iragi corpus.

My analysis reveals that Iraqgi parliamentarians, in questioning turns, employ certain

face threatening presupposition triggers more recurrently than others. Table 5.4 below

demonstrates, with examples, the most common presupposition triggers used in the current

Iraqi parliamentary interrogations.

Table 5.4 Presupposition Types in the Iraqi Parliament

Presupposition Type Presupposition Example
Trigger
Structural Presupposition Wh-questions

PAILY) LS calld 13l (why have
you breached the regulations of
the mayoralty?)

Yes/no questions

¢ o0l ) JSG ) aal Y e )
falall” (Isn’t it an obligation for the
Minister to assign an
investigative committee to verify
the general inspector’s
statements?)

Lexical Presupposition Implicative

expressions

‘Gle) ja) Aliphd e aay
&lEaY) 7 (Desists from
implementing de-Baathification
procedures)

Iterative

expressions

C o Alae e A8 5 AS A s
G S LS salalls AW (He brought a
firm and the firm is not registered
again as usual)

Counter factual If clauses

Presupposition

¢ Lﬁm-‘m Guaial e uay a US 1A
1a e aaan o) g Gl & JsY)
<ala’ (If we are prudent about
the head executive post in lIraqg,
we have to keep them out of such
interventions)
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The last strategy which has the smallest frequency among impoliteness strategies is
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION. This strategy occurs only five times in the Iraqi
parliamentary corpus, which forms 2.31% of the total percentage (see the bar chart in figure
5.11 above). Furthermore, my analysis reveals that the conflictual statement involves
creating two parallel face attacking/threatening situations for the questionee. These parallel
situations include confirming or denying a course of a governmental action as in ¢ o= & SY
glan G lim ) e (sl A1 L a1l sl (sl L 8l 8035 il con | ) sy S
3okl )0 55 655l Galaal daladl LY 05l 5 Sy sl S Jsi )80 a1 (He reports in
the letter that they are not personnel in the Ministry of Trade whereas these are the official
IDs when Mr. Sabah H. Hummadi was arrested it says[sic] the Minister’s secretary and the
Minister’s secretary ( . ) the General Secretariat for the Council of Ministers and the Ministry
of Trade). Here, the questioner confronts the Minister both with a letter issued by the latter
in which he affirms that his brothers are not employees in the Ministry of Trade and with
official IDs of his brothers that prove their affiliation with the Ministry. So the Minister has
to either confirm or deny issuing a letter in which he refutes the affiliation of his brothers
with the Ministry. In both cases, the Minister will lose face because the questioner is

displaying official 1Ds that prove the affiliation of the brothers with the Ministry.

Moreover, the combination or amalgamation of strategies discussed in Culpeperet al.
(2003: 1561-1562) is the norm in my Iragi parliamentary corpus as well. Both patterns of
strategies amalgamation identified in Culpeperet al.'s (2003) data set are recurrently
employed in the current Iraqi corpus. Culpeper et al.'s (2003) first pattern involves a
participant using a particular strategy repeatedly, and the second involves the participant

combining different strategies together.

In my data, the first pattern involves a politician repeatedly utilising a given strategy
within a single turn or even in multiple turns. For example, in extract 20 (see the

Methodology Chapter) the Iragi politician employs the strategy DETAILED QUESTION
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twice within the same turn, although not to enquire about the same specific information. On
the other hand, the second pattern of strategies amalgamation identified in my corpus
involves joining two or multiple strategies together in the same turn. For example, in extract
16 (see the Methodology Chapter) the Iragi parliamentarian employs a combination of
impoliteness strategies consisting of a PREFACE and a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in

the same questioning turn.

5.3.2 Linguistic Strategies of Impoliteness in the British Parliament
This section presents the range of impoliteness strategies used by British parliamentarians
in questioning turns, namely by the Leaders of the Opposition and MPs during PMQs
sessions. Table 5.5 below displays the range of impoliteness strategies and their distribution

in the current British corpus both in terms of word count and percentage.

Table 5.5 The Distribution of Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs

Impoliteness Strategies Words Word
Percentage
PREFACE ((1Ss-PRF)) 4817 59.29 %
DETAILED QUESTION 100 1.23%
((15s-DQ))
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION 1046 12.87 %
((1Ss-CPS))
CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE 720 8.86 %
((1Ss-CIM))
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION 624 7.68 %
((1Ss-CFQ))
INVITATION TO PERFORM FTA 621 7.64 %
((1Ss-PFTA))
METALANGUAGE of Q&A 197 2.42 %
((1Ss-MQA))
Total Words = 8125
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As indicated in the table above, both PREFACE and CONFLICTUAL
PRESUPPOSITION, respectively, account for the greatest proportion of linguistic
realisations among the linguistic strategies conveying impoliteness in the present PMQs
discourse. At the opposite end of the pole, METALANGUAGE of Q&A occupies
significantly a small range of realisations which amounts to 197 words only of the total

corpus for this set of strategies.

According to table 5.5 above, PREFACE, which consists mainly of
explanations/propositions communicating impoliteness, has utilised a range of realisations
composed of 4817, words representing 59.29% of the total corpus for the current set of
strategies. PREFACE is realised through linguistic structures of varying sizes, i.e. with
utterances composed of varying numbers of words, from a single sentence, as in ‘the Tory
party has been and remains the party of the rich and the privileged’ to a more detailed,
lengthy, explicit, and more direct criticisms of the government, the ruling party, and/or the
Prime Minister’s policies, and decisions, as in

‘mr Speaker I was asking through you the Prime Minister how many of the 11 million
renters (.) are living in homes that don't meet the decent homes standard and are
therefore, substandard. I’1l help him (.) one third of those in the private rented sector
don't meet the decent homes standard (.) Shelter has found that six out of 10 renters
have to deal with issues such as damp mould and leaking rooves and windows. It is
simply not good enough. millions are struggling to get the home that they deserve.
more families are slipping into temporary accommodation (0.5) elderly are threatened
with eviction. homelessness rising(0.5) too few homes are being built (.) social housing
under pressure. families forced into low standard overpriced private rented sector.

young people are unable to move out of the family home and start their own lives
((1PPFC)) ((I1Ss-PRF))’

The strategy CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION, e.g. ‘when did he lose his
nerve?’, comes second in terms of word count with 1046 words, namely 12.87 % of the total
corpus. Next in order is CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE, e.g. ‘why are they abolishing
those maintenance grants?’, which manifests itself through using a range of realisation

composed of 720 words with 8.86 % of the total corpus.

206



Then comes CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, e.g. ‘does the Prime Minister agree that
cutting these crucial services is a false economy?, and INVITATION TO PERFORM AN
FTA, e.g. ‘will he take the opportunity to apologise for deliberately dividing communities
in order to win cheap votes?’, which deploys approximately similar size of relevant

realisations, namely 624 and 621 words respectively.

Table 5.5 above also indicates that British parliamentarians, namely the Leader of the
Opposition and MPs, have utilised the least amount of language, just 100 words, when using
DETALIED QUESTION to attack the Prime Minister. Finally, METALANGUAGE of

Q&A s also realised through a small number of words, namely 197 words.

The size of the realisations of these impoliteness strategies may be suggestive of their
respective frequencies in the current PMQs corpus. That is to say, the word distribution and
the frequency rates of these strategies are in a direct proportion, i.e. increase and/or decrease
simultaneously. Figure 5.12 below shows the frequency and the relevant percentage of the
above mentioned impoliteness strategies that are employed in questioning turns for the

current research.

Figure 5.12 The Occurrences of Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs

The Frequency of Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs
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As shown in the bar chart above, the strategy PREFACE occurs most frequently in
the corpus whilst DETAILED QUESTION is the least frequent. The bar graph also shows a
descending pattern starting from CONTENSIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and ending with

METALANGUAGE of Q&A.

The bar chart in figure 5.12 demonstrates that Opposition members employ
PREFACE as many as 84 times to attack the Prime Minister, a frequency rate that represents

36.36 % of the total percentage of linguistic strategies.

Yet, DETAILED QUESTION features only five times among the total range of
linguistic strategies in the current PMQs corpus. My analysis confirms Bull & Wells'
(2012:37) observation that, in the context of PMQs ,such questions are mainly posed to
enquire about an exact figure/statistic. For example ‘can the Prime Minister tell us how much
worse off Kelly will be next year?’. However, the current study has also found that such
questions may also be used to inquire about a previous campaign promise which the Prime
Minister does not want to shed light on at the time of speaking such as ‘can the prime
minister tell the house where in his election manifesto did he put his plan to abolish

maintenance grants for all students?’.

The next strategy is CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION, which scores the second
highest frequency in the current set of strategies, namely 52 occurrences with a 22.51% of
the total percentage of strategies. In section 5.3.1, I illustrated the most frequent types of
presupposition triggers in the Iraqi corpus. As for the British corpus, my analysis has
revealed that British parliamentarians, namely the Leaders of the Opposition and MPs, tend

to employ certain face threatening presupposition triggers more recurrently than others.

Table 5.6 below demonstrates, with examples, the most common presupposition

triggers used in the current PMQs corpus.
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Table 5.6 Presupposition Types in PMQs

Presupposition Type Presupposition Example
Trigger
Structural Wh-questions

‘why did he break that promise?”’

Presupposition ‘where will the tax rises take place
as the £ 4.4 billion has to be found
from somewhere?’

Yes/no questions
‘can the Prime Minister explain (.)
why he's been so quick to rule out
an investigation into his own
party’s chairman?’
‘does the Prime Minister agree that
cutting these crucial services is a
false economy? ’

Lexical Presupposition Factive verbs
‘does he realise that many people
consider him to be a Prime
Minister who simply does not
understand the lives of millions of
people of this country who try to
live on modest incomes?’

Iteratives
‘will he today rule out increasing
them again?’
‘will the Prime Minister now listen
and learn?’

Counter factual Temporal clauses
‘when the Prime Minster leaves
Presupposition office in 70 days...’
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Due to the institutional rule in the British parliament that constrains parliamentarians
to structure their contributions as a question, the most frequent presupposition trigger in
PMQs is the interrogative structure, whether a Wh-question or a yes-no question. Moreover,
my analysis has revealed that the embedding of the presupposition trigger in a wide range of
various grammatical structures is very frequent and prevailing with the use of
presuppositions in the PMQs discourse. My analysis also demonstrates that, in some of the
utterances, multiple presuppositions interact to intensify the face attack. It is not within the
scope of the current study to specifically focus on the behaviour of presuppositions in PMQs
discourse, e.g. how they interact with implicatures to enhance impoliteness, hence no further

elaboration is necessary here.

The next following impoliteness strategy is CONTENIOUS IMPLICATRUE, which
scored 35 occurrences, amounting to 15.15% of the total percentage of strategies, as
indicated in figure 5.12 above. My analysis shows that British parliamentarians, namely the
Leaders of the Opposition and MPs, tend to exploit Grice’s (1975) cooperative maxims so
as to create face attacking implicatures. The most frequent kind of implicature in the current
PMQs corpus is the one created by flouting the maxim of quality, for example ‘how is this
fair?’ to implicate that it is not fair. Moreover, infringing the quality maxim manifested itself
through various structures such as rhetorical questions, for example ‘why is he chickening
out of the debates with me? °, or irony as in ‘those such as the Leader of the Opposition who
do not believe this have a defence policy inspired by the Beatles’ Yellow Submarine’ or as
in ‘let me invite the Prime Minister to leave the theatre and return to reality’, and comparison
as in ‘his promise on immigration makes the Deputy Prime Minister’s promise on tuition
fees look like the model of integrity’. My analysis shows that creating face attacking
implicatures through rhetorical questions is the most frequent of the CONTENTIOUS

IMPLICATURE occurrences, in the current PMQs corpus with 23 occurrences. My analysis
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shows that presupposition may coincide and cooperate, through existing in a single

embedded structure, with implicature to aggravate the face attack.

The next strategy is CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, which has occurred 26 times,

amounting to 11.25% of the total strategies in the current PMQs corpus, as shown in figure

5.12 above. As with the Iraqi corpus, the parliamentary question in the British corpus creates

a communication conflict through constructing two parallel FACE threatening and/or

RIGHTS infringing situations for the questionee, namely the Prime Minister. These parallel

situations include one of the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Assenting or rejecting to commit to a future policy as in ‘will the Prime Minister
confirm that his government will protect workers and back these reforms to stop the
undercutting and the grotesque exploitation of many workers across the continent?’
Providing or not providing a reply to a previously unanswered question as it was face
threatening as in ‘I wonder whether he will be able to help us with an answer today’
Agreeing or disagreeing that his/her government’s decision of terminating certain
public services, that is proven to cause negative consequences for part of the
electorate, is a false economy as in ‘does the Prime Minister agree that cutting these
crucial services is a false economy?’

To either confirm or deny a proposition, e.g. a future deficit that is predicted by other
governmental bodies, as in ‘will the Prime Minister confirm that NHS trusts are
forecasting a deficit of £2.2 billion this year?’

To either agree that breaking a promise, which is already broken, is an over denial or
to admit that breaking a promise, which is already broken, is a straightforward broken
promise as in ‘would he describe this as an over denial or simply a straightforward
broken promise?’

To admit that a colleague is wrong for condemning a party/government policy or to

admit that a colleague is right for condemning a party/government policy as in ‘isn't
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the honourable member for Chingford right when he says that this was a political
decision rather than one made in the interests of people in this country?’

7) To approve or disapprove of an action as in ‘S0 can the Prime Minister now
absolutely and categorically rule out any further cuts to welfare spending in the
lifetime of this Parliament? Simply: yes or no?’

8) To admit and approve to listen and learn from previous mistakes or to reject to listen
and learn from previous mistakes as in ‘will the Prime Minister now listen and learn
(0.5) and withdraw the £30 per week cut to disabled ESA employment and support
allowance claimants that his Government is pursuing?’

9) To vote with a Yes on a matter the PM’s previously advocated when in Opposition
or to vote with a No on a matter the PM’s previously advocated when in Opposition
as in ‘he should vote for one job not two (.) last chance: yes or no?’

10) To confirm or to deny a planned future government action as in ‘can he confirm that
the spending cuts (.) that he plans in the next three years will be even greater than
anything seen in the last five?’

11) To affirm/admit or to deny that a campaign promise, that has been broken, is indeed
broken as in ‘five years ago the Prime Minister promised to cut net migration to tens
of thousands (0.5) straight answer to a straight question is that a broken promise? yes
or no?’

12) To admit the possibility of ruling out further action or to deny the possibility, i.e.
admit the impossibility, of ruling out further action as in ‘can he rule out under a
Tory government a further cut in the top rate of income tax?’

13) To agree or to deny that a certain course of action, which was undertaken, was
another governmental mistake as in ‘does the Prime Minister believe that turning
down those schemes was also a mistake?’

This list is significant as it helps to further identify other potential FACE affecting and/or

RIGHTS infringing related impoliteness in this setting. What is more, it illustrates the kinds
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of communicative conflicts that may arise in PMQs. Using a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION
may also relate to a politician’s rhetorical skills as formulating such questions may require
more intellectual effort than, say a DETAILED QUESTION for example. And it also shows
a greater expertise in accommodating to the parliamentary rules and conventions while
achieving one’s political goals. The above list covers all occurrences of CONFLICTUAL
QUESTION:S in the current PMQs corpus. However, similar corpora may indicate other

types of such communicative conflicts as well.

The next strategy is INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA. My analysis demonstrates
that the Leaders of the Opposition and other MPs tend to employ this strategy as frequently
as 21 occurrences with a 9.09 %. In the current PMQs corpus, it was found that such FTAs

include the following:

1) To admit being frightened to lose in a political/campaign debate as in ‘why does he
not just cut out the feeble excuses (.) and admit the truth: he is worried he might lose
again?’

2) To congratulate/compliment the election figures of an opposing party leader as in ‘so
I am sure he would acknowledge the success of Nicola Sturgeon and the SNP in
being returned victoriously for a third time with 46% of the vote’

3) To apologise for a campaign policy that brings negative consequences for the overall
society or country as in ‘will he take the opportunity to apologise for deliberately
dividing communities in order to win cheap votes?’

4) To admit the failure of a previous foreign or economic policy and provide
commitment to avoid the failure in future decisions as in ‘will the Prime Minister
give an assurance that he has learned the lessons of Iraq of Afghanistan and of Libya
(0.5) and that he will never repeat them?’

5) To criticise/condemn the political, and economic choices of a colleague as in ‘so will

the prime minister take this opportunity (.) to condemn the opportunism (.) of 57 of
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6)

7)

8)

9)

his colleagues who are pro-leave (.) these are members who backed the bedroom tax
backed cutting disability benefits (.) and slashing care for the elderly (0.5) who
suddenly have now had a damascene conversion to the anti-austerity movement’.
To express regret for one’s failure to meet the least expectation of the electorate as
in ‘is it not time that the Prime Minister showed some guts and apologised to the
people of the north-cast?’

To express regret for an economic decision that alarmed a large proportion of the
electorate as in ‘will he apologise to my constituents, who have been scared witless
over the past week?’

To express regret for the misuse of national property as in ‘so will the Prime Minister
apologise not only to my constituent, but to the country for this gross misuse of
national property and revenue?’

To admit the failure in delivering a manifesto pledge as in ‘straight answer to a

straight question (.) is that a broken promise? yes or no?’

10) To acknowledge/admit a predictable future failure of a government policy as in ‘does

he agree with the Energy Secretary that Britain is likely to miss its target of getting

15% of our energy from renewables by 2020?°

11) To acknowledge the failure of a government’s policy as in ‘does the Prime Minister

believe that turning down those schemes was also a mistake?’

The above list counts for all acts that are considered as FACE damaging when performed

by the addressee only in the current PMQs corpus. Hence, it is not exhaustive of such a

category as different corpora may produce similar or different types.

The last impoliteness strategy in the current PMQs corpus is METALANGUAGE of

Q&A. This strategy has featured eight times in the current corpus, amounting to 3.46% of
the total corpus. My analysis reveals that this strategy is closely associated with another

impoliteness strategy, namely CONFLICTUAL QUESTION. As explained in the

214



Methodology Chapter, as an impoliteness strategy the METALANGUAGE of Q&A consists
of a direct, explicit declaration of by the Leader of the Opposition that the addressee, namely
the Prime Minister, has not answered a question though being repeated for several times

within the same PMQs session.

The association between these two strategies is that in such cases, the unanswered
question was found to be a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in all eight occasions. In other
words, each occurrence of a METALANGUAGE of Q&A strategy was preceded by a
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION in the current PMQs corpus. However, not every occurrence
of a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION was followed by a METALANGUAGE of Q&A
strategy. In other words, there were potential chances for METALANGUAGE of Q&A

strategy to surface but it was not recognised by the relevant politicians.

In addition, my analysis illustrates that some impoliteness strategies introduced in table
5.4 above may be performed within a single speaking turn such as PREFACE,
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and IMPLICATURE, INVITATION TO
PERFORM FTA. That is to say, these strategies are performed, and identified without the
need to follow/examine the kind of response to it in the next speaking turns. However, some
of these require multiple speaking turns to be recognised such as DETALIED QUESTIONS,

CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, and METALANGUAGE of Q&A.

Furthermore, both patterns of strategies amalgamation are also recurrent in my PMQs
corpus as well. For example, in extract 23 (see the Methodology Chapter) the Leader of the
Opposition Jeremy Corbyn utilises the same strategy, viz. CONTENTIOUS
IMPLICATURE, twice in the same turn. And in extract 17 (see the Methodology Chapter)
the Leader of the Opposition combines a PREFACE with a CONTENTIOUS

IMPLICATURE.

215



5.4 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqgi and British Parliaments

My analysis has shown that Iraqi and British parliamentarians resort to a range of response
patterns when they face an impolite utterance. The framework developed to account for
response patterns includes elements from
Culpeper’s (1996), Culpeper et al.’s (2003), Bousfield’s (2007), and Bull & Wells’ (2012)
frameworks. The sections below illustrate the range of such counter-impoliteness strategies

in the relevant settings respectively.

5.4.1 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi Parliament
My analysis reveals that Iragi parliamentarians employ a specific range of response patterns
when faced with impolite utterances. Table 5.7 below illustrates these patterns that surfaced
during the analysis of the Iraqi political corpus, along with their distribution both in terms

of a word count and a percentage.
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Table 5.7The Distribution of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi Parliament

Words Word

Counter-Impoliteness Strategies Percentage
OFFER AN EXPLANATION ((CISs-EXP)) 8153 46 %
REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION 1572 8.87 %
((CISs-R/DC))
ATTACK ((CISs-AT)) 5206 29.38 %
Total
ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE 2737 15.44 %
((CISs-AT: 1PPFQC))
ATTACK PARTY FACE 0 0%
((CISs-AT: 1PFC))
ATTACK SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE 2402 13.55 %
((CISs-AT : 1SOFQ))
ATTACK PERSONAL FACE 67 0.38 %
((CISs-AT : 1FC-PI))
PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE ((CISs-PPF)) 1646 9.29 %
Total
PROMOTE PERSONAL POLITICAL 1336 7.54 %
FACE
((CISs-PPF: 1PPFC))
PROMOTE PARTY FACE 0 0%
((C1Ss-PPF: 1PFC))
PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ 69 0.39 %
FACE
((CISs-PPF : 1SOFC))
OTHERS 241 1.36 %
((C1Ss-PPF: OTHERS))
ABROGATION ((CISs-AB)) 742 4.19 %
UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS 208 1.17 %
((C1Ss-USI))
OPT OUT ON RECORD ((CISs-OPR)) 52 0.29 %
THIRD PARTY RECOURSE ((CISs-TPR)) 143 0.81 %

Total Words = 17722
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As shown in table 5.7, OFFER AN EXPLANATION is the most frequently used
counter-impoliteness strategy in terms of word count whereas THIRD PARTY RECOURSE
Is the least used. In terms of their word count, the remaining categories can be listed in a
descending order as follows: ATTACK, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE, REBUT/DIRECT
CONTRADICTION, ABROGATION, UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS, and

THIRD PARTY RECOURSE.

Table 5.7 above shows that when faced with impoliteness, questionees OFFER AN
EXPLANATION using a range of linguistic realisations composed of 8153 words which
constitute 46% of the total corpus (see also figure 5.13). The table also demonstrates that
Iragi governmental figures when questioned in the parliament tend to ATTACK employing
a range of realisations consisting of 5206 words. This size of realisations makes up 29.38%
of the total percentage of counter-impoliteness strategies in the Iragi corpus (see table 5.7

above and the pie chart in figure 5.13 below).

The next strategy in order of word count is PROMOTE A POSITIVE FACE which
uses 1646 words constituting 9.29% of the total corpus (see the pie chart in figure 5.13

below).

Questionees in the Iraqi parliament tend to REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION
an impolite utterance using a range of realisations comprising 1572 words which forms
8.87% of the total corpus (see table 5.7 above and figure 5.13 below). Lastly,
ABROGATION deploys a range of linguistic realisations consisting of 742 words (4.19%),
UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS uses 208 words (1.17%), THIRD PARTY
RECOURSE uses 143 words (0.81%), and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE employs 52 words

(0.29%), as indicated in table 5.7 above and figure 5.13 below.
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Figure 5.13 The Distribution of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi Parliament

Word Percentage for the Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the
Iraqi Parliament
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The size of the realisations for the counter impoliteness strategies demonstrated
above may be indicative of the frequency of occurrence for these strategies in this Iraqi
corpus. In other words, both the word distribution and the frequency rates of these counter

impoliteness strategies increase and/or decrease simultaneously.

The bar graph in figure 5.14 below demonstrates both the frequency and percentage
of occurrence for counter impoliteness strategies as employed by high ranked Iraqi

government officials when being questioned in the Iragi parliament.
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Figure 5.14 The Occurrences of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi Parliament

The Frequency of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the Iraqi
Parliament
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Overall, figure 4.14 indicates that ATTACK has the greatest frequency among the
other counter impoliteness strategies in the Iragi parliament whereas OPT OUT ON

RECORD is the least used.

Figure 5.14 demonstrates that lraqi government officials, when encountering
impolite utterances, tend to OFFER AN EXPLANATION as many as 103 times which
equals precisely 27.76% of the total percentage of counter impoliteness. At the same time,
they tend to provide a REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION as many as 68 times, forming
18.33% of the total percentage in the current Iraqi corpus (see figure 5.14 above). However,
these same Iraqi officials rely more on countering the attack, i.e. to ATTACK, which occurs
132 times constituting 35.58% of the total corpus. The counter impoliteness strategy
PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE has scored 30 hits during parliamentary interrogations which
comprises 8.09% of the total Iragi corpus in the current research. Furthermore,
UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS has occurred nine times (2.42%) in total whereas
ABROGATION was used 22 times which makes of 5.93% of the total corpus (see the bar

graph in figure 5.14 above).
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Finally, OPT OUT ON RECORD appears twice only, and THIRD PARTY

RECOURSE five times in the current Iragi corpus.

As ATTACK includes occurrences in which questionees faced impoliteness with
impolite utterances among the set of counter strategies, this point will be elaborated further
below. Moreover, ATTACK scored the highest in terms of the frequency of occurrences in
the current Iraqi corpus. The bar graph in figure 5.15 below demonstrates the frequency and
percentage of occurrence for the types of face that has been targeted by Iraqi

parliamentarians when attacking high ranked government officials.

Figure 5.15The Occurrences of Face Attack Types in Counter Impoliteness Strategies in
the Iraqi Parliament

The Frequency of Face Attack Types in Counter Impoliteness
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In general, ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE scores the highest frequency
whereas ATTACK PARTY FACE is non-existent in the current Iragi corpus as indicated in
the bar chart in figure 5.15 above. We can see that Iragi government officials have attacked
Iraqi parliamentarians’ PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE 67 times which comprises 18.06%
of the total percentage of counter impoliteness strategies (see figure 5.15 above) and 58% of

the total percentage of face attacks (see the pie graph in figure 5.16 below).

221



Moreover, ATTACK SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE has occurred 31 times which
stands for 8.35% of the total percentage for counter impoliteness strategies, as indicated in
figure 5.15 above and 27% of the total percentage of face attacks (see the pie graph in figure
5.16 below). Interestingly, Iragi officials when being questioned in parliamentary
interrogations have made no attempts to ATTACK PARTY FACE of their questioners (see
both figures 5.15 and 5.16). The bar chart in figure 5.15 above also illustrates that Iraqi
parliamentarians’ PERSONAL FACE has been attacked by government officials as many as
17 times constituting only 4.58% of the total percentage of counter impoliteness strategies

and 15% of the total face attacks (see the pie chart in figure 5.16 below).

Figure 5.16The Distribution of Face Attack Types in Relation to the Total Face Attack
in Counter Impoliteness Strategies

B ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE ((CISs-AT:1PPFC))

m ATTACK PARTY FACE
((CISs-AT:1PFC))

M ATTACL SIGNIFICANT OTHERS'
FACE ((CISs-AT:1SOFC))

ATTACK PERSONAL FACE
((CISs-AT:1FC-PI))

As indicated above, my analysis shows that government officials have attacked three
manifestations of Iraqi parliamentarians’ face, namely PERSONAL POLITICAL,
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’, and PERSONAL FACE. Attacks against parliamentarians’
PERSONAL FACE, e.g. ‘<X’ (you dog) employed in answering turns in this Iragi corpus

fall into four types as displayed in table 5.8 below.

222



Table 5.8 Conventionalised Impoliteness Formulae Types in Counter Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iragi Parliament

Conventionalised Impoliteness Frequency of Occurrence
Formulae Types

Idiomatic Insults 2
Personalised Negative Reference 4
Personalised Negative Vocative 7
Threats 3
Message Enforcers 1

Total= 17

In addition to attacking the various manifestations of face, my analysis demonstrates
that other key concepts/factors of impoliteness are involved in attacking the questioning
parliamentarians in the Iragi corpus. These key factors include EQUITY RIGHTS and
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS. In other words, government officials attacked Iraqi
parliamentarians through affecting their EQUITY RIGHTS and ASSOCIATIONS RIGHTS.
For example, these officials imposed on the parliamentarians’ freedom of action, i.e.
obstructed their autonomy, giving rise to EQUITY RIGHTS related impoliteness. For
instance ¢ Jie e S dga S5 (AT dgn (e aiip (3835 Lol Jl Abiadl) ClaaSl) Jlaa i o) s g
Jslay ALt Gl g daiy d2ala” (Lists of detailed quantities to be received, assessed by a third
neutral party which must be governmental such as Baghdad University, not a private
contractor). The present study reported 13 occurrences of Autonomy and Imposition related

impoliteness in answering turns.

As for ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related impoliteness, these instances include
situations in which impoliteness emerges due to questionee’s perception/expression that
their concerns, feelings, and interests are not (appropriately) shared. In other words,

impoliteness arises as a result of the absence of an expected EMPATHY from the questioner.
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For example ‘ 4! i Lyl oK1 cua i gl e it @llia () S ol i) Jaals ks Lol
sl Gulae CiSa ye (10 aul) e s” (AlSO asked to postpone the interrogation to have enough
time for preparation but it was unfortunately responded by the head of the parliamentary
office). In the current Iragi corpus, four occurrences of EMPATHY related impoliteness, in

answering turns, has been detected.

Moreover, | believe that it is significant to shed some light on the types of FACE
being promoted positively here as it can serve to enhance/establish the various types of face
that manifest themselves in the Iraqi corpus. The bar graph in figure 5.17 below displays the
frequency, with its respective percentage, of the FACE types being promoted in the current

Iraqi corpus.

Figure 5.17 The Occurrences of Face Promotion Types in Counter Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iragi Parliament
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In general, PROMOTE PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE has the largest frequency
compared to PROMOTE PARTY FACE which has not scored a single hit among the various

manifestations of face recognised in the current Iragi corpus.
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Figure 5.17 above illustrates that questionees in answering turns promote
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE as many as 20 times which equals 5.39% of the total
percentage of counter impoliteness strategies and 67% of the total FACE promotion, as
demonstrated in the figure 5.18 below. PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE scores
only three hits making of a very low proportion, namely 0.81%, of the total percentage of
counter impoliteness strategies (see figure 5.17 above) whereas it comprises 10% of the total

FACE promotion as indicated in the pie graph in figure 5.18 below.

My analysis shows that another category of FACE has been promoted in the Iraqi
corpus, namely PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE of relevant governmental institutions, such
as the Mayoralty of Baghdad, and commercial companies such as consultancy firms and

distribution companies for importing goods.

These bodies were promoted positively because their professionalism and expertise
were challenged as part of challenging the credibility/competence of the governmental
official who assigned governmental projects to them. Hence, promoting the positive face of
these bodies will indirectly PROMOTE the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the official
being interrogated. These bodies are grouped under the category OTHER which scored
seven hits constituting almost 2% of the total percentage of the counter impoliteness
strategies, as shown in figure 5.17 above and 23% of the total face promotion (see figure

5.18 below).
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Figure 5.18 The Distribution of Face Promotion Types in Relation to the Total Face
Promotion in Counter Impoliteness Strategies
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Moreover, the patterns of strategies amalgamation, identified in initiation turns
above, are very recurrently utilised by the relevant Iragi politicians in questioning turns as
well. For example, in extract 22 (see the Methodology Chapter) the questionee, Al-Obaidi,
employs multiple counter impoliteness strategies within a single turn, namely

REBUT/DIRCT CONTRADICTION twice, ATTACK and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE.

5.4.2 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies in the British Parliament
In section 5.3.2, | introduced the impoliteness strategies employed by the Leaders of the
Opposition and other MPs in questioning turns. In this section, | present the counter

impoliteness strategies as deployed by the Prime Minister in answering turns.

My analysis reveals that the Prime Minister employs a specific range of response
patterns when faced with impolite utterances. Table 5.9 below illustrates the counter-
impoliteness patterns that surfaced during the analysis of the present British political corpus,
along with the frequency of their relevant linguistic realisations both in terms of a word

count and a percentage.
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Table 5.9 The Distribution of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs

Words
Counter-Impoliteness Strategies Word
Percentage
OFFER AN EXPLANATION ((CISs-EXP)) 3402 32.54 %
REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION 574 5.49 %
((CISs-R/DC))
ATTACK ((CISs-AT)) 4973 47.56 %
Total
ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE 1582 15.13 %
((CISs-AT: 1PPFQC))
ATTACK PARTY FACE 2729 26.10 %
((CISs-AT: 1PFC))
ATTACK SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE 558 5.34 %
((CISs-AT : 1SOFQ))
ATTACK PERSONAL FACE 104 0.99 %
((CISs-AT : 1FC-PI))
PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE ((CISs-PPF)) 1448 13.85%
Total
PROMOTE PERSONAL POLITICAL 155 1.48 %
FACE ((CISs-PPF: 1PPFC))
PROMOTE PARTY FACE 1182 11.30 %
((CISs-PPF: 1PFC))
PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ 74 0.71%
FACE
((CISs-PPF : 1SOFC))
OTHERS 37 0.35%
((CISs-PPF: OTHRS))
UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS 59 0.56 %
((CIss-Usl))
Total Words = 10456

As indicated in table 5.9, the distribution of the strategies ATTACK and OFFER AN

EXPLANATION are greater than those of the other strategies in the present PMQs corpus.
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Whereas the strategy UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS accounts for a very
small proportion of the total corpus of Counter impoliteness strategies in the current PMQs
discourse. According to table 5.9 above, the Prime Minister employs exactly 47.56 % of his
total language to attack the Leader of the Opposition and other MPs. Whereas he uses almost
a third, which comprises 3402 words, of his/her language to provide explanations when
responding to impolite parliamentary questions. Moreover, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE
accounts for 13.85% of the total corpus employed by the Prime Minister when faced with

impoliteness.

In addition, the distribution of the linguistic realisations for the strategy
REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION comprises only 574 words of the total corpus in this
set of strategies. The Prime Minister utilises the lowest fraction of his language, namely 37
words, to promote the positive face of OTHERS. Furthermore, the strategies
UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS and PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE
also have low word distributions, namely 59 and 74 words respectively. For a better
visualisation, the above details are also shown in the pie graph below in terms of word

percentage.

Figure 5.19 The Distribution of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs

Word Percentage for the Counter Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs
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The distribution of the counter impoliteness strategies demonstrated above may be
indicative of the frequency of occurrence for these strategies in the current study. In other
words, both the word distribution and the frequency rates of these counter impoliteness

strategies increase and/or decrease simultaneously in the current PMQs corpus.

The bar chart in figure 5.20 below demonstrates both the frequency and percentage
of occurrence for counter impoliteness strategies as employed by the Prime Minister in the

present PMQs corpus.

Figure 5.20 The Occurrences of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs

The Frequency of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in PMQs
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As indicated in the bar graph above, ATTACK has scored the highest number of
occurrences compared to UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS which has scored the

lowest hits among the set of counter impoliteness strategies in the current PMQs discourse.

The Prime Minister resorted to OFFER AN EXPLANATION 60 times when faced
with impoliteness, which constitutes slightly more than a fifth of the total percentage of
counter impoliteness strategies in the current research. REBUT/DIRECT
CONTRADICTION appears only 17 times with 5.41 per cent of the total (see figure 5.20

above).
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In addition, the bar graph above demonstrates that the Prime Minister has attacked
his opponents in 158 occasions, which equals 50.32 % of the total percentage of strategies
in this set. Hence, it can be argued that half of the Prime Minister’s techniques to react to
impoliteness focuses on countering the impoliteness with a similar response, i.e. to counter

attack.

Moreover, the bar chart in figure 5.20 also shows that PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE
accounts for 24.52% of the total percentage of the counter impoliteness strategies employed
by the Prime Minister. Finally, the Prime Minister has UNDERSTATED IMPOLITENESS

only on two occasions in total.

In conclusion, it could be said that half of Prime Minister’s counter impoliteness
strategies tend to be attacking his opponents, and slightly above a quarter of his counter
impoliteness strategies are devoted to promoting FACE. He provides relevant explanations
at a ratio of 19 per cent of the total. In a descending order, the Prime Minister tends to
ATTACK, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE, and to OFFER AN EXPLANATION when faced

with impoliteness.

As ATTACK includes instances in which the Prime Minister faced impoliteness with
impolite utterances among the set of counter strategies, this point will be elaborated further
below. Moreover, ATTACK scored the highest in terms of the frequency of occurrences in
the current PMQs corpus. The bar graph in figure 5.21 below demonstrates the frequency
and percentage of occurrence for the types of face that has been targeted by the Prime

Minster when attacking Opposition including mostly their Leader.
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Figure 5.21The Occurrences of Face Attack Types in Counter Impoliteness Strategies in
PMQs
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Overall, the bar graph above demonstrates the Prime Minister’s tendency to attack
PARTY FACE more frequently than attacking the other types of FACE recognised in this
research. It also shows that attacks aimed at the PERSONAL FACE of a political opponent
and the FACE of SIGNIFICANT OTHERS in PMQs discourse are approximately similar in

terms of their frequency and respective percentage.

According to the bar chart above, ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE makes
up 14.33 per cent of the total percentage of counter impoliteness strategies and 32.37% of
the total percentage of face attacks (see the pie graph in figure 5.22 below). In other words,
the Prime Minister has attacked the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of Opposition
members as many as 45 times among the total number of face attacks. He attacked the
PARTY FACE of the Opposition at a ratio of about a quarter of the total percentage of
counter impoliteness strategies and slightly above half of the total FACE attacks (see the pie

graph in figure 5.22 below).
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As stated in the bar graph above, attacking SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE
comprises only 3.5% of the total percentage for counter impoliteness strategies, whereas
attacking personal face scores only 3.18% of the total. The attack of both these types of face

comprises 8% and 7% respectively of the total FACE attack percentage.

Figure 5.22 The Distribution of Face Attack Types in Relation to the Total Face Attack
in Counter Impoliteness Strategies
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As indicated above, the current investigation shows that the Prime Minister attacks
four types of FACE in PMQs. It demonstrates that, in addition to challenging the
PERSONAL POLITICAL, PARTY, and SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE, the Prime
Minister may attack the personal FACE of his/her opponents as in ‘the truth is he is weak
and despicable’. Personal insults employed by the Prime Minister in this research fall into

four types as displayed in the table 5.10 below.
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Table 5.10 Conventionalised Impoliteness Formulae Types in Counter Impoliteness
Strategies in PMQs

Conventionalised Impoliteness Frequency of Occurrence

Formulae Types

Third Person Negative Direct Reference 3
Third Person Negative Indirect Reference 4
Condescension 2
Dismissal 1

Total= 10

My analysis also indicates that one recurrent way of counter attacking the
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the Opposition is to ridicule or mock certain attributes
in the opponent. For instance, in the context of arming Trident, the utterance ‘all I can say
when it comes to Beatles’ songs is I suspect that the Leader of the Opposition prefers Back
in the USSR’, the then Prime Minister David Cameron mocks Corbyn’s attitude toward
Trident missiles and the latter’s alleged sympathy for Russians (see Appendix H). Moreover,
mocking is not confined to attacking only one type of face. Instead, it has been used to attack
all four manifestations of face that have been recognised in the current PMQs discourse.
Furthermore, in the present PMQs, mocking seems to be employed more frequently by the
Prime Minister to attack Opposition members rather than the opposite. Still, mocking was

used by Opposition Leaders (see the Methodology Chapter, extract 22).

In the context of countering impoliteness with impoliteness, i.e. to attack back,
SOCIALITY RIGHTS are also implicated. As my analysis shows, two types of rights are

relevant here, namely EQUITY RIGHTS and ASSOCIATION RIGHTS.
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For example, the Prime Minister impinged on the EQUITY RIGHT of Opposition

members by obstructing their autonomy, i.e. imposing on their freedom of action.

The current investigation recorded 16 occurrences of impoliteness in which the Prime

Minister impinged on Opposition’s freedom of action. In the current PMQs corpus, the

Prime Minister obstructs the freedom of action of Opposition members by requesting the

following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

To thank/compliment/support a policy introduced by the Government which was
face threatening to the Opposition if complied with or not. For example, ‘I really
think he ought to get up and say he supports the national living wage and thanks the
government for introducing it’.

To welcome/acknowledge the achievements of the Government by the Opposition
which may be face threatening for the Opposition whether complied with or not. For
instance ‘I note that we are on question four and there is still no welcome for the
unemployment figures’.

To commit oneself to rule out a certain tax in the future as in ‘Il HAVE RULED OUT
VAT (.) WILL HE RULE OUT NATIONAL INSURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS?
YES OR NO?”’

Other miscellaneous requests such as ‘and I say to its leader that it is his party and
he should sort it out” and ‘before we get a self-righteous lecture from Labour (.) |
would say to them LOOK AT YOUR RECORDS!’

As for ASSOCIATION RIGHTS, my analysis reveals that impoliteness surfaced due

to an absence of an expected INVOLVEMENT from the Opposition. In the present

study, all the three occurrences of impoliteness that were evoked through triggering the

concept of INVOLVEMENT were communicated by the Prime Minister. For instance

‘is he gonna welcome that at Christmas time (.) or doesn't he care about the reduction in

unemployment?’
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It is also worth noticing the types of FACE being promoted positively, as this may
help to establish the types of face recognised in PMQs discourse in general. Furthermore,
the category PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE scores second in order of frequency among
the set of counter impoliteness strategies introduced in figure 5.20 above. The bar graph
in figure 5.23 below displays the frequency, with its respective percentage, of the FACE

types being promoted in the current PMQs corpus.

Figure 5.23 The Occurrences of Face Promotion Types in Counter Impoliteness
Strategies in PMQs
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As shown in the bar graph above, PROMOTE PARTY FACE scores the highest
frequency compared to OTHERS, which scores the lowest, one occurrence, among the total
number of face promotion in the Prime Minister’s counter impoliteness strategies. The Prime
Minister shows a significant tendency to promote his own party face at a ratio of 21.97% of
the total percentage of counter impoliteness strategies, as indicated in figure 5.23 above. At
the same time, PROMOTE PARTY FACE constitutes 90% of the total FACE promotion, as

demonstrated in the pie chart below.

235



On the other hand, PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE is promoted only six times by
the Prime Minister to counter impoliteness and SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE only twice.
According to the pie chart in figure 5.24 below, both PROMOTE PERSONAL FACE and
PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE collectively constitute only a tenth of the total
percentage of FACE promotion. Similarly, the category OTHER in the British corpus
includes promoting the FACE of entities such country which accounts for only 0.32% of the

total.

Figure 5.24 The Distribution of Face Promotion Types in Relation to the Total Face
Promotion in Counter Impoliteness Strategies

B PROMOTE PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE ((CISs-PPF:1PPFC))

® PROMOTE PARTY FACE
((CISs-PPF:1PFC))

B PROMOTE SIGNIFICANT OTHERS'
FACE ((CISs-PPF:1SOFC))

In this PMQs corpus, strategies amalgamation is frequently used in questioning turns
as well. For example, in extract 25 (see the Methodology Chapter) the then Prime Minister
David Cameron employs various counter impoliteness strategies such as PROMOTE

PARTY FACE, ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE thrice in a single speaking turn.
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5.5 Comparison: Impoliteness in the Iragi and British Parliaments

In this section, I will compare the relevant aspects of impoliteness as utilised by the Iraqi
and British parliamentarians. Namely, | will compare the frequency of occurrences for the
main types of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments. This will be followed by
comparing the frequency of the subtypes of impoliteness, namely the subtypes of FACE
SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness. Then | present a
comparison between the frequency of the relevant Linguistic strategies utilised to convey
impoliteness in the Iraqi and the British parliaments. Finally, I compare frequency of

occurrence of the counter impoliteness strategies in both parliaments.

No comparison is made in terms of word distribution for the relevant categories in
the Iraqi and the British parliaments. The word distribution for the categories identified in
the current study tends to be in a direct proportion with the frequency rates for these
categories. In other words, both the word distribution and the frequency rates increase and/or
decrease simultaneously, hence the comparison of frequency rates is sufficient in this
context. Figure 5.25 below introduces the frequency rates of the main types of impoliteness

in the Iragi and British parliaments.
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Figure 5.25 The Occurrences of Impoliteness by Main Type (Face Sensitivities and
Sociality Rights) in the Iragi and British Parliaments

The Frequency of the Superordinate Types of Impoliteness in the
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Overall, FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness secured a greater number of
occurrences than SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness in both parliaments. Figure 5.25 above
shows that of FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in the Iragi and British
parliaments scored 256 vs. 222 hits respectively whereas realisations of SOCIALITY
RIGHTS impoliteness occur only 29 times in the Iragi parliament vs. 45 times in the British

one.

Moreover, realisations of FACE SENSITIVITIES impoliteness in the Iragi corpus
outnumbered their counterparts in the British corpus, namely 256 hits in the Iragi parliament
vs. 222 hits in the British one. In contrast, realisations of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related
impoliteness in the British parliament outnumbered their counterparts in the Iraqi setting. As
indicated in the bar graph in figure 5.25 above, SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness in the

British setting occur as many as 45 times compared to only 29 times for the Iraqi setting.
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As for the subtypes of impoliteness, figure 5.26 below demonstrates the frequency
of occurrence for the subtypes of FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in the Iraqi

and the British parliaments.

Figure 5.26 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Face Sensitivities) in the
Iraqgi and British Parliaments
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250 210
200
150
100
50 32 p 26
0
PERSONAL PARTY FACE SIGNIFICANT PERSONAL FACE
POLITICAL FACE ((1PFC)) OTHERS' FACE ((1FC-P1))
((1PPFC)) ((1SOFC))

M Iragi Corpus M British Corpus

As indicated in the bar chart in figure 5.26 above, impoliteness arising from attacking
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE in both parliaments are more frequent than those of the
other manifestations of face recognised in the current research. It also demonstrates that
PERSONAL FACE related impoliteness scores the least in both parliaments. Realisations
of impoliteness defined by attacking PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE in the lIraqi
parliament has occurred 210 times. Whereas in the British parliament realisations of

impoliteness arising from attacking PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE occurs 152 times only.

Furthermore, impoliteness resulting from attacking SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’
FACE occurs more frequently in the Iraqi parliament, viz. 43 times, than those in the British

parliament, viz. 26 times (see figure 5.26 above).
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However, impoliteness ascribable to attacking PARTY FACE scores 32 hits in the
British parliament compared to solely a single hit in the Iragi parliament as shown in figure
5.26 above. Finally, PERSONAL FACE is attacked twice in the Iragi parliament whereas
impoliteness related to attacks of PERSONAL FACE scores 12 occurrence in the British

parliament.

Moving to other subtypes of impoliteness, figure 5.27 below presents the frequency
rates of the various manifestations of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness in the Iraqi

and British parliaments.

Figure 5.27 The Occurrences of Subtypes of Impoliteness (Sociality Rights) in the Iraqgi
and British Parliaments
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Overall, impoliteness arising from violating SOCIALITY RIGHTS scores higher in
the British parliament than its counterpart in the Iragi parliament. Namely, realisations of
SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness occur 45 times in the British parliament
compared to 29 times in the Iragi parliament (see the bar graph in figure 5.27 above). In
addition, SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness in both parliaments has two further

manifestations, viz. EQUITY RIGHTS and ASSOCIATION RIGHTS impoliteness.
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Besides, EQUITY RIGHTS related impoliteness is more frequent than

ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related impoliteness in both parliaments.

In general, EQUITY RIGHTS impoliteness occurs more frequently in the British
setting more than its occurrence in the lraqi parliament. Namely, realisations of EQUITY
RIGHTS related impoliteness score 42 hits in the British parliament compared to 25 hits for
their counterparts in the Iraqgi setting, as indicated in figure 5.27 above. However, the total
occurrences of EQUITY RIGHTS impoliteness in the British parliament stems from a single
subtype of EQUITY RIGHTS, namely Autonomy and Imposition. In other words,
impoliteness arising from breaching EQUITY RIGHTS in the British parliament manifests
itself only through breaches of Autonomy and Imposition but never through breaches of Cost
and Benefit Considerations nor through infringements of Fairness and Reciprocity. In other
words, instances of impoliteness arising from infringing Cost and Benefit Considerations
and/or Fairness and Reciprocity have not surfaced in the current PMQs/British corpus.
Whereas realisations of Cost and Benefit Considerations related impoliteness occur twice
and Fairness and Reciprocity related impoliteness score two hits as well in the Iraqgi
parliament. In addition, realisations of impoliteness ascribable to breaching Autonomy and
Imposition occur as many as 21 times in the Iragi parliament and 42 times in the British

parliament, i.e. higher in the British parliament.

Figure 5.27 also shows the frequency of impoliteness resulting from violating
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS in both parliaments. ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related
impoliteness in the British parliament represent those realisations of impoliteness that arise
from infringing Involvement (three hits), as demonstrated in figure 5.27 above. That is to
say, realisations of both Empathy and Respect impoliteness have not surfaced in the current

PMQs/British corpus (see the bar graph in the figure 5.27 above).
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As for the Iraqi corpus, ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related impoliteness diverges into
those arising from breaches of both Involvement (one occurrence) and Empathy (three
occurrences). Whereas impoliteness related to lack of Respect are non-existent in both

parliaments (see figure 5.27 above).

Next is figure 5.28 in which | introduce the frequency of the linguistic strategies as
employed to convey impoliteness in questioning turns during parliamentary interrogations,

in the Iraqi parliament, and PMQs sessions in the British parliament.

Figure 5.28 The Occurrences of Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi and British
Parliaments
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In general, figure 5.28 above illustrates that the strategy PREFACE has the greatest
proportion of occurrences amongst the remaining impoliteness strategies both in the Iraqi
and British parliaments. Furthermore, figure 5.28 above shows that two linguistic strategies
have zero occurrences in the Iragi parliament, namely INVITATION TO PERFORM AN

FTA and METALANGUAGE of Q&A.
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The strategy PREFACE scores a higher number of occurrences in the Iraqi
parliament, viz. 91 hits, compared to 84 occurrences in the British parliament. The bar chart
in figure 5.28 above also indicates that Iragi parliamentarians have used more DETAILED
QUESTIONS, namely 37 times, than British parliamentarians who utilised it only five times.
The strategy CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION is more frequent in the British
parliament than the Iraqi one, i.e. the strategy occurs 52 times in the former parliament and

34 times in the latter one.

The next strategy is CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE which manifests a greater
frequency rate in the Iragi parliament than the British one. In other words, Iraqi
parliamentarians in the current study have utilised CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE 49

times, whereas British parliamentarians have used it 35 times only (see figure 5.28 above).

The next strategy is CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, which has recorded only five
occurrences in the lIragi parliament in contrast to the British parliament where it has

manifested a higher occurrence for this strategy, namely 26 hits.

The last remaining strategies, namely INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA and
METALANGUAGE of Q&A, have occurred 21 times and eight times respectively in the
British parliament. As mentioned earlier, both these strategies have not surfaced in the Iraqi

parliament.

Now, | turn to compare the distribution of counter impoliteness strategies in both
Iragi and British parliaments. Figure 5.29 below illustrates the frequency of each counter

impoliteness strategy in the Iragi and British parliaments.
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Figure 5.29 The Occurrences of Counter Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi and British
Parliaments
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As indicated in the figure above, the category ATTACK scores the highest
occurrence in both the Iragi and British parliaments. In addition, three counter impoliteness
strategies, namely ABROGATION, OPT OUT ON RECORD, and THIRD PARTY
RECOURSE, are absent in the British setting unlike the Iragi one. The bar chart in figure
5.29 above reveals that the relevant questionees in the Iraqgi parliament have resorted to
OFFER AN EXPLANATION when encountered impoliteness as many as 103 times

compared to British parliamentarians who used it only 60 times.

The category REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION has a greater frequency in the
Iraqi parliament, viz. 68 hits, than the British parliament in which it employed only 17 times.
The strategy ATTACK has occurred more in the British parliament, viz. 158 times, than the
Iragi one viz. 132 times only. Figure 5.30 below shows the distribution of types of Face

being attacked in the counter impoliteness strategies in the Iraqi and British corpora.
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Figure 5.30 Occurrences of Face Attack Types in Counter-Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iragi and British Parliaments

The Frequency of the Face Attack Types in Counter Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iraqgi and British Parlaiments
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The figure above shows that the Prime Minister has attacked the PARTY FACE of
his political rivals more than any other manifestations of face in the current PMQs corpus.
Whereas in the Iragi parliament, the questioner has never attacked the PARTY FACE. Other
manifestations of FACE, namely PERSONAL POLITICAL, SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’,

and PERSONAL FACE, have occurred in both settings though with dissimilar distributions.

Attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the opponent, in answering turns,
has the greatest occurrence in both the Iraqgi and the British corpus, viz. 67 vs. 45 times
respectively, among other manifestations of face except PARTY FACE in the British corpus.
When replying, the questionees in the Iraqi parliament have attacked SIGNIFICANT
OTHERS’ FACE 31 times compared to only 11 similar occurrences by Prime Minister in

the current PMQs corpus.

Finally, PERSONAL FACE has been attacked 17 vs. 10 times in the Iragi and British

corpora respectively.
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Moreover, mocking the four manifestations of FACE is very frequently employed
by the Prime Minister to attack his rivals in the current PMQs corpus. Nevertheless, mocking

have not surfaced the current Iraqgi parliamentary corpus.

In addition to aggravating the FACE SENSITIVITIES of political opponents, both
the Prime Minister, in the British parliament, and relevant questionees, in the Iragi one, have
employed other types of impoliteness in their replies. As indicated earlier, EQUITY
RIGHTS and ASSOCIATIONS RIGHTS related impoliteness were detected in answering
turns in the both parliaments. Namely, both relevant Iragi and British politicians have
attacked their rivals, in answering turns, through imposing on their freedom of action, i.e.
Autonomy and imposition related impoliteness. This type of impoliteness occurred 9 times
in the lIraqi corpus compared to 16 similar instances in the British corpus. However,
ASSOCIATIONS RIGHTS related impoliteness has manifested itself differently in both
settings. In the Iragi corpus, it manifested itself through Empathy related impoliteness which
scored four occurrences. Whereas in the British parliament, three instances of Involvement

related impoliteness were detected.

To PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE occurs 77 times in the British parliament whereas
it occurs 30 times only in the Iragi one. In other words, to respond to impoliteness by
promoting positive face has been used more frequently in the British parliament than in the
Iragi one. UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS has surfaced only nine times in the Iraqi
parliament in contrast to the British parliament which manifested two occurrences of this
counter impoliteness strategy. Furthermore, ABROGATION is employed 22 times in the
Iragi parliament compared to zero manifestations for this category in the British setting (see
figure 5.29 above). OPT OUT ON RECORD has occurred only twice in the Iraqi parliament
compared to five occurrences for the category THIRD PARTY RECOURSE in the same
setting. Both last two counter impoliteness strategies have recorded zero frequency in the

British parliament, as shown in figure 5.29 above.
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5.6 Summary

In the previous sections of the current chapter, | have introduced the categories related to the
aspects of impoliteness being investigated in the Iragi and British parliaments respectively.
Namely, | have first introduced the distribution of the main and subtypes of impoliteness in
the Iraqi and British corpora both in terms of word count and occurrences. ldentifying
impoliteness types is significant as it may uncover the relevant concepts/factors that underlie
the expression/interpretation of such impolite utterances in the Iragi and British parliaments.
This answers the first research question posed in the current research which investigates why

language users in these settings may regard certain utterances as impolite.

Secondly, | have introduced the frequency of particular linguistic impoliteness
strategies, discoursal and pragmatic, that has surfaced in the lIraqi and British corpora
respectively both in terms of word count and occurrences. This reveals the kind of
communicative strategies that are employed by politicians in the relevant parliaments. This
line of investigation answers the second research question in the present study which aims
to unveil the kind of linguistic strategies employed by politicians in initiation turns to convey

impoliteness in the relevant parliaments.

Thirdly, I have introduced the set of counter impoliteness strategies recurring in the
Iragi and British parliaments, together with their word percentages and number of
occurrences, respectively. This step in the investigation provides an answer for the third
research question which investigates the set of response patterns to impoliteness available to

Iragi and British politicians in the relevant parliamentary practices/activities.

Then | have introduced a comparison between the relevant aspects of impoliteness
mentioned above in the Iraqi and British parliaments. This comparison answers the last
research question in this study which explores the similarities and differences in the nature

of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments.
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In the following Chapter, | discuss the significance of these findings in the light of

the wider socio-cultural, religious, and linguistic context.
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6 Chapter Six: Discussion and Comparison of Findings

6.1 Chapter Outline

In the present chapter, | discuss the relevant similarities and differences in the nature of
impoliteness with regards the three parameters explored in this study. First, | will highlight
and discuss the similarities and differences with respect to the emerging types of
impoliteness in both the Iraqi and British corpora. This will also include clarifying the
significance of the factors underlying the expression/interpretation of impoliteness in these
settings and how the institutional parliamentary context may affect the occurrence/absence
of such factors under its boundaries. Then | move to discuss the interaction between the
relevant parliamentary settings and the use of particular linguistic strategies of impoliteness
in initiation turns. Next, | examine and relate the similarities and differences regarding the
use of counter impoliteness strategies in both parliaments to certain contextual factors. The

chapter is concluded with a summary of its content.

6.2 Discussion of Findings

The purpose of this study is to explore the nature of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British
parliaments by investigating three relevant aspects of the phenomenon in question. These
investigations are designed to unveil: 1) the key concepts/factors which evoke an
interpretation of impoliteness in the lIragi and British parliaments (the specific FACE
SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS involved) and, accordingly, the relevant types
of impoliteness these factors give rise to, 2) the discoursal and pragmatic strategies employed
by Iragi and British parliamentarians to communicate impoliteness in initiation turns, and 3)
the relevant counter impoliteness strategies utilised in these two settings. The results of
investigating these aspects of impoliteness have been introduced in the previous chapter. In
the following sections, I will compare and contrast the relevant impoliteness aspects in terms

of how they are expressed and used in both Iragi and UK parliamentary discourse.
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6.2.1 Types of Impoliteness in the Iraqi and British Parliaments
In this section, I discuss the similarities and differences in terms of the use and expression
of the FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY RIGHTS that underlie and influence the

interpretation of impoliteness in the current Iragi and British parliamentary discourse.

My findings show that impoliteness types, which are defined by the FACE
SENSITIVITIES they affect and the SOCIALITY RIGHTS they infringe, occur in both
settings (see figure 5.3 and 5.8). In other words, both Iraqi and British parliamentarians tend
to be impolite by attacking the FACE SENSITIVITIES of their rivals and/or breaching their
SOCIALITY RIGHTS. This may indicate that, despite the differences in the wider socio-
cultural, religious, and linguistic background of the two settings, the interpretation of
impoliteness is affected by similar parameters in the corresponding political contexts. This
similarity may be ascribable to the fact that both settings in question are institutions that are
adversarial in nature, i.e. the lragi and the British parliaments are institutions structured
along broadly similar rules and conventions of conduct. Hence, for example, ways of
attacking the adversary may be similar. However, this does not exclude the possibility that
the occurrence of impoliteness related to FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY
RIGHTS in the current parliamentary contexts may be a reflection of the occurrence of the
same types of impoliteness in non-institutionalised settings in the Iragi and British cultures.
Namely, non-institutionalised impoliteness may have influenced the present institutionalised
forms of impoliteness. However, it is not the within the scope of the present research to

specifically compare and correlate non-institutional impoliteness with an institutional one.

Although both types of impoliteness, i.e. FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIALITY
RIGHTS, do occur in both settings, their frequency of occurrence is different (see figure
5.25). My results show that Iragi and British parliamentarians tend to attack their rivals
through affecting their FACE SENSITIVITIES (256 times (89.82%) vs. 222 times (83.15%)

respectively) more than infringing the SOCIALITY RIGHTS of these opponents (29 times
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(10.17%) vs. 45 times (16.85%) respectively) (see also figures 5.3 and 5.8). This tendency
to attack the FACE SENSITIVITIES of political adversaries falls within parliamentarians’
choice of argumentation type they adopt to convince their audience of their stance on a
specific issue. In particular, by attacking the FACE SENSITIVITIES of a political opponent,
they attack the ethos of the rivals, i.e. their authority and/or credibility. On the one hand, this
might achieve the objective of the parliamentary practice in question and on the other hand
it may allow parliamentarians to exercise power over their opponents. That is to say,
attacking the FACE SENSITIVITIES of a political opponent is more politically
consequential/functional in this parliamentary practice. For example, in the Iragi parliament,
by attacking the FACE SENSITIVITIES of the questionee, the questioner is scrutinising the
government’s performance through highlighting its incompetence and failure in the hope of
disciplinary/reformative procedures. At the same time, the questioner, who is usually
affiliated with a political party different from that of the questionee, is unveiling the
incompetence, and undermining the authority of the political rival as an end in itself. The
same applies to PMQs in which the Leader of the Opposition scrutinises the policies and
decisions of the government by challenging the credibility and the authority of the Prime
Minister, i.e. by attacking the latter’s FACE SENSITIVITIES, whilst, at the same time,

exercising his political power over the Prime Minister and the ruling party.

The occurrence of FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in the current Iraqi
and the British corpora conforms to the findings of other studies of impoliteness in
parliamentary discourse, such as Harris' (2001), Bull, & Wells' (2012), and Murphy's (2014)

, which also identify the significance of FACE in attacking political rivals in such contexts.

As mentioned earlier, both Iragi and British parliamentarians tend to rely less on
attacks via infringing the SOCIALITY RIGHTS of their political opponents compared to
attacks via FACE SENSITIVITIES. As argued earlier, challenging the credibility and the

authority, i.e. affecting the FACE SENSITIVITIES, of a political opponent has more
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negative political consequences for the politician than infringing his/her SOCIALITY
RIGHTS. For example, denying an opponent their turn to speak, which may be interpreted
as being unfair, i.e. breaching EQUITY RIGHTS, may cause uncomfortableness for the
addressee. However, it will not be as embarrassing/damaging as demonstrating a rival’s
failure to run official responsibilities due to ineffective decision-making abilities, for
example. This may explain the low frequency rate for SOCIALITY RIGHTS impoliteness

in both parliaments as the ultimate goal of politicians is win over a rival.

Unlike the present study, earlier studies of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse,
namely Harris' (2001), Bull & Wells' (2012), and Murphy's (2014), have not
included/recognised instances of impoliteness that arise from infringing SOCIALITY
RIGHTS in their frameworks. Namely, these studies have not investigated EQUITY
RIGHTS related impoliteness, such as impoliteness arising from infringing the Cost benefit
and Fairness and Reciprocity expectations, or ASSOCIATION RIGHTS related

impoliteness, i.e. Involvement and Empathy expectations not being met.

The distribution of main the impoliteness types in the Iragi and British parliaments
respectively by word percentage, namely those arising from affecting FACE
SENSITIVITIES (12129 words (91.65%) vs. 8137 words (87.84%) respectively) and
infringing SOCIALITY RIGHTS (1118 words (8.44%) vs. 1126 words (12.15%)
respectively), is approximately similar (see tables 5.1 and 5.2). A possible explanation for
the minor discrepancy in the word percentage might be that there are no parliamentary rules
that could determine the type, and the length of the linguistic structures to be employed in
the Iraqi or British parliaments. In the Iragi parliament, it is the Speaker of the Council who
determines the length of an intervention. However, no objection is made to the form the
questions may take. Therefore, the questioner’s interventions in my Iraqi corpus were very

lengthy compared to those expressed in PMQs corpus which were more strictly managed.
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Moreover, in lraqi parliamentary interrogations, the participants are required to
support their claims with documentary evidence. Hence, both questioners and questionees
in the lraqi parliament recite official letters, whose textual content is a communication of
impoliteness, to support their arguments. Therefore, their interventions are relatively lengthy
compared to those of the Prime Minister’s and the Leader of the Opposition in the British
parliament. Thus, the size of the linguistic material conveying impoliteness may be affected

by the very nature of a given parliamentary practice and its relevant conventions and rules.

Unlike earlier studies of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse, namely Harris'
(2001), Bull & Wells' (2012), and Murphy's (2014), which refer only to face threatening
acts without specifying which type of face is being attacked or threatened, the current
research follows Bull et al. (1996) in recognising different manifestations of FACE
SENSITIVITIES. However, Bull et al.'s (1996) framework recognises only three FACES
for politicians in political interviews, namely PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE, PARTY
FACE, SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE. However, my research recognises an additional

option, namely PERSONAL FACE (see the Methodology Chapter, section 4.4).

My analysis shows that impoliteness subtypes defined in terms of attacking the four
manifestations of FACE occur with dissimilar frequency in the Iragi and British parliaments
(see figure 5.26). In practicing their parliamentary role, both the questioners in the Iraqi
parliament and the Leaders of the Opposition in the British parliament tend to attack
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE more recurrently (210 times (73.68%) vs. 152 times
(56.93%) respectively) than the other faces (see figures 5.4 and 5.9). This result is expected
considering the adversarial nature of the discourse in general and the nature of the particular
parliamentary practice in question. The ultimate objective behind parliamentary
interrogations and PMQs is to scrutinise government’s performance through assessing the
proficiency of the official involved, i.e. to assess attributes such as decision-making ability,

the ability to effectively implement a government policy and budget for example. It is these
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political attributes which take centre stage and are challenged, giving rise to frequent

examples of attacks to PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE.

A distinctive difference between the Iragi and British corpora is the occurrence of
impoliteness type defined by attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the Speaker
of the House. No examples of such attacks have been detected in the current PMQs sessions.
However, within the current Iraqi parliamentary corpus, attacking the Speaker’s
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE, namely Salim Al-Joubori’s, has surfaced in one of the
interrogation sessions, i.e. interrogating the Minister of Defence. The whole extract is
included in Appendix G in which the underlined sections represent attacks against the
Speaker of the parliament. As contextualised earlier, in a relevant example introduced in the
Methodology Chapter, viz. extract 32, the Minister of Defence claims that some
parliamentarians headed by the Speaker were blackmailing him to exploit Defence-related
resources for personal benefits at the expense of the public. Such accusations put the integrity
and the credibility of the Speaker in question as they imply that he profits from his
parliamentary position. What is interesting about this particular instance of attack to
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE is that it involved members of the same political Sunni
alliance. Hence, impoliteness in the Iragi parliament can arise from intraparty conflicts of
interest. Indeed, attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the Speaker in the Iraqi
parliament occurs outside interrogation sessions as well, for example in parliamentary

debates. Consider for example the extract below.

[Extract 1, Parliamentary Session, 10" Jan 2013]

01 Mr. Speaker Al-Nujayfi:... this is a way to create troubles in the session(.) if there is

02 an entity in the Council that wants to suspend its proceedings (0.7) let
03 them announce that((1PFC)) ... whoever tries to disobey we will

04 suspend his participation in the sessions (.) or expel from the hall () that
05 is enough this is not an acceptable way to talk to someone

06 Khalid Ghadhban: we are very keen to have the Council carry out its censorial role
07 (.) therefore we want the sessions to be held in a neutral objective

08 atmosphere (0.6) honestly it is noticed that you don’t devote the same

09 amount of attention to all representatives (.) you discriminate among

10 political parties (.) you don’t give them full time to speak and express

11 their opinion (.) and this has become a practice ((1PPFC))...in addition

254



12 your last statement included a reference to a specific bloc which aims to
13 suspend(0.5)confuse the Council this comment is also not acceptable not
14 acceptable at all (.) we hope to delete this from today’s records.

The above extract is part of a lengthy exchange between the then Speaker of the Iraqi
parliament, Al-Nujayfi, and members of the State of Law Coalition, in which both parties
take turns to attack each other. In lines 8-11, Ghadhban accuses the Speaker of political
partisanship in response to Al-Nujayfi’s repeated attacks against several members of the
State of Law Coalition on various occasions, as in lines 1-3 for example. It has to be pointed
out here that the then Speaker of the parliament is the chairperson of a Sunni political
Coalition, which is conflict with the State of Law Coalition, a Shia political Coalition. These
extracts, and several others observed in my lIraqi corpus, are manifestations that the
Speakership in the Iraqi parliament is prejudiced and politicised. This results from the lack
of a parliamentary rule that compels the Speaker in the Iraqi parliament to terminate his/her
political affiliation, i.e. become apolitical. Nevertheless, within the current PMQs corpus, no
occurrence was detected of impoliteness arising from attacking the PERSONAL
POLITICAL FACE of the Speaker nor that of politicians’ of the same political affiliation.
The absence of impoliteness defined by attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of
the Speaker may result from the fact that the Speaker’s position is apolitical in the British

parliament.

Another interesting instance of attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of a

politician in the Iragi parliament can be illustrated in the following extract below:
[Extract 2, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 1% Session, Nov 2011]

01 Al-Isawi: the invitation was issued by myself to Arab Contractors at the presence of

02 the Egyptian Chargé d’affaires and deputy chairman of the board...in the
03 implementation of contracts and the brother is a contractor and know how
04 things are // (( pointing to Al-Waeli with his hand))

05 Al-Waeli: who is the contractor? who is the contractor? //l am an engineer
06 Al-lsawi: I am sorry you

07 aren’t a contractor

08 Al-Waeli: and a military man! (0.5) I have never knocked the door of the mayoralty
09 thanks to Allah
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In the above extract, Al-lsawi’s reference to Al-Waeli as a ‘contractor’ is taken as
offensive by the latter. Here I can propose two possibilities for why this reference may have

annoyed Al-Waeli in this context.

The first possibility for the offensive interpretation can be ascribed to social stratification
in the lraqi society. In principle, jobs/careers that require academic degrees are more
prestigious than those that do not necessitate such requirements. In Irag, being an engineer
or a member of military institutions entails being a degree holder, while being a contractor
does not require an academic degree. Hence, being an engineer, or a military man is more
prestigious than being a contractor. That may be the reason why Al-Waeli has taken this as
offensive, as he is already a member of the Iragi parliament and a military engineer, i.e. he
has a prestigious career. Therefore Al-Waeli may have felt offended for being associated

with a less prestigious profession.

The second possibility for the offence is that by addressing Al-Waeli as ‘contractor’ Al-
Isawi may be alluding that the reason behind this interrogation is a conflict of interest. In
other words, Al-Isawi may allude that Al-Waeli, directly or indirectly, has been harmed by
the policies of the Al-1sawi, the Mayor of Baghdad. Judging from Al-Wael’s response in
line 6, in which he denies attending the Mayoralty ever for personal business, the second
possibility seems more plausible. In this case, the utterance in question is merely an instance

of attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of Al-Waeli as it questions his integrity.

However, the first possibility is still valid especially because Al-Waeli emphasizes what
his actual professional role is, namely an engineer and a military man, which can be taken
to be a rejection of or an objection to Al-Isawi’s addressing him as a ‘contractor’. In this
case, the utterance attacks his PERSONAL FACE, i.e. it degrades Al-Waeli’s
personal/private profession. This denotes that non-institutional aspects are activated and
challenged in an institutional setting, namely the Iragi parliament. Moreover, this example

helps to identify a further dimension of PERSONAL FACE attacks, i.e. degrading a

256



profession, in the parliamentary context along with personal insults identified in both

parliaments.

My findings demonstrate that the Leaders of the Opposition during PMQs employ more
PARTY FACE-related impoliteness than the questioners in the current Iragi parliamentary
interrogation corpus (see figure 5.26). That is to say, impoliteness arising from attacking
attributes that are shared by members of the ruling party was significantly more recurrent in
the British parliament, 32 instances 11.98%, than in the Iraqgi one, 1 occurrence 0.35% (see
figures 5.4 and 5.9). This may be because the political system in the United Kingdom adopts
a plurality/majoritarian democracy in which the government is formed by the party with the
largest number of seats after a general election and the next largest party becomes the

Official Opposition, i.e. two-party system.

The term two-party is used in Britain to describe a system in which two major parties
dominate the elections, and form the government and the Opposition. However, there are
other effective political parties which do win seats in the parliament and join the Opposition.
Hence, the party system is demarcated very clearly in the British parliament, which is also
represented by the physical spatial distribution of members (see figure 6.1 below). In the
figure below, government members are seated in the left hand benches and the Opposition

occupies the right hand benches facing each other.
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Figure 6.1 The Chamber of the House of Commons in Session

By contrast, the lIraqi system adopts a proportional representational/consensus
democracy in which all the mainstream political parties form the government. After a
nationwide parliamentary elections, the party or coalition of parties with the largest number

of seats form the government.

Moreover, cabinet formation must include members of all the other mainstream
political parties as well, to ensure that all political views are represented, at least
theoretically. Hence, the political system is a multi-party one, therefore the parties are not

demarcated clearly in the Iraqi parliament.

The spatial distribution of members in the lIraqgi parliament demonstrates the
consensus democracy (see figure 6.2 below). In the figure below, members of all Iraqgi

political parties are seated in random seats facing the Speaker of the parliament.
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Figure 6.2 Sessions Hall in the Iragi Parliament
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Due to these structural differences among the Iragi and the British parliaments,
impoliteness forms affecting PARTY FACE are more frequent in the British parliament.
Moreover, impoliteness arising from attacking PARTY FACE in the British parliament
involved a direct explicit reference to the party such as ‘the Conservatives’ or ‘the Labour
party’. For example ‘Tory bluster and condescension will not go down well in Scotland’.
PARTY FACE in the British parliament is also attacked through reference to a group of
party members as representatives of that party such as those forming the cabinet or a council
borough. For example ‘Conservative borough council has pocketed the additional money
that would have been used to allow pensioners to have access to trains’. This was an essential

criterion for coding this category.
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However, within the current Iragi parliamentary corpus the impoliteness occurrence
which was coded as affecting PARTY FACE did not involve an explicit mention of the party
in question, unlike in the British corpus. Impoliteness arising from attacks against PARTY
FACE was made through attacking representatives of that party. In other words, it was coded
as such because members of the same political party initiated attacks against the

parliamentarian who attacked their fellow party member, as indicated in the extract below.
[Extract 3, Al-Isawi’s Interrogation, 3™ Session, Dec 2011]

01 Al-Waeli: ...and this report mr Speaker I have received it yesterday...and this is a

02 statement of a professional manager who says that work progress has

03 reached only (48%) and what mr mayor declares in the press is

04 misleading ((1PPFC)) ((1PFC))

05 Al-Isawi: | won’t allow you to say misleading (. ) ((CISs-AT:1PPFC)) my

06 information is all correct and (0.5) your information is incomplete

07 selective ((CISs-AT:1PPFC))

08 Al-Waeli: | am your questioner and all my information is correct and yours is a

09 press release ((LPPFC)) ((1PFC))...1 dare you if Baghdadis drank water
10 by the 1% of October ((LPPFC)) ((1PFC))... the progress of the project
11 is slow and 1 insist it is (48%) ((LPPFC)) ((1PFC)) ((1Ss-PRF))...

12 Al-lgayli: mr Speaker interrogations are blessed ( . ) through which corruption and
13 deficiency is spotted...we request brief questions and answers we possess
14 numerous files against the questioner ((1PPFC)) that shall be left for Iraq
15 Al-Waeli: mr Speaker exposing files requires bravery and confidence (. ) and Al-
16 Igayli’s own files are well known ((1PPFC))...

17 Al-Isawi: ... and | request a witness from the State of Law coalition namely from
18 Al-Dawa party who informed me that Al-Waeli insisted on interrogating
19 me he will swear by Allah why has Al-Waeli refused to have me in the
20 parliamentary committee on integrity ((CI1Ss-AT:1PFC)) I insist on

21 bringing that witness in the next session

22 Al-Allag: Al-Waeli did this interrogation independently he wasn’t pushed by Al-
23 Dawa party nor State of Law coalition he practiced his role as a

24 parliamentarian... Al-Dawa party pushed no one and there are no political
25 motives here when Al-Isawi mentioned Al-Dawa party he should either
26 state the name of the witness now or it should be deleted from the records
27

The above extract is part of an interrogation held to question the then Mayor of Baghdad,
Al-Isawi. The questioner, Al-Waeli, challenges the incompetence of Al-lIsawi in monitoring
/supervising a project and accuses him of providing false information, lines 1-4 and 8-11.
This may be considered as an instance of PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE impoliteness as

the direct target of the attack is the Al-Isawi, as coded above. However, it is the intervention
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of Al-lgayli , who affiliates with the same political party that Al-lsawi affiliates to, in the
subsequent discourse that enables us to categorise the underlined utterances in lines 1-4 and
8-11 as attacking the PARTY FACE of both Al-lsawi and Al-Igayli, at least from Al-Igayli’s
perspective. The latter two politicians belong to Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, which is
in conflict over power with the State of Law Coalition, to which Al-Waeli belongs. In the
extract above, Al-Igayli accuses the questioner Al-Waeli of corruption and threatens to

expose his corruption, line 13-14 above.

Another evidence that the exchanges among Al-Waeli, Al-lsawi, and Al-lgayli are
turning into an instance of attacking a PARTY FACE is Al-Allaq’s intervention in lines 22-
26. Both Al-Waeli and Al-Allaqg belong to the State of Law Coalition. So when Al-lsawi, in
lines 17-21, requests to bring a witness from the State of Law Coalition to prove that Al-
Waeli’s motivation behind the interrogation is not for the public interest, Al-Allaq objects
and requests that the name of his political affiliation be withdrawn from the records, lines
25-26. Al-Allaq further explicates that his political party has no role in initiating the current
interrogation and that Al-Waeli is only practicing his parliamentary role to scrutinise the
government, lines 22-25. The above is evidence from the local linguistic context to support
the categorisation of the above exchange as impoliteness arising from attacks against

PARTY FACE.

Moreover, the positioning of parliamentary interrogations within the wider Iraqgi political
sphere provides an extra evidence for my case. Within the wider political sphere in Iraq,
parliamentary interrogation s are seen as one of the various manifestations of party battle.
Iragi mainstream parties compete amongst themselves to initiate interrogations for their
rivals’ candidates who occupy ministerial offices and/or high ranked officials so as to
uncover their alleged corruptions. In this context, parliamentary interrogation is an exercise
of political power and an indication of how powerful a political party is. A powerful and/or

ruling party manages to question its rivals’ ministerial candidates but will not allow for its
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own candidates to be interrogated. These interrogations count as party achievements, which
are made public and advertised afterwards in political campaigns. However, more direct and
explicit instances of impoliteness arising from attacking PARTY FACE are more frequent
in other parliamentary practices in the lraqi parliament, such as debates, for example extract

3 in the Methodology Chapter.

My analysis indicates that both Iragi and British parliamentarians tend to attack the
FACE of their opponent’s significant others. Though Iraqi parliamentarians seem to employ
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE related impoliteness, 43 instances 15.09%, more than the
British ones, 26 times 9.74% (see figures 5.4 and 5.9). The higher frequency of this type of
impoliteness may be a result of the widely-spread practice of familial, ethnic, and political
favouritism in the Iragi governmental institutions. To paraphrase, Iragi governmental
officials tend to utilise public resources for the advantage of their family members, members
of their own ethnicity or political affiliation. Hence, inspecting such a practice became a
common way to scrutinise and attack the integrity of politicians in the Iraqi society. In the
current PMQs corpus, impoliteness arising from affecting SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE

include the FACE of the following:

1) Colleague(s) of the rival politician, the latter being the Prime Minister, who may be
a member(s) of his/her government such as a secretary of state.

2) Politician/political leader allying with the political rival.

3) A president of an allied country.

4) Cross-party politicians sharing a similar stance on an issue.

5) A group of politicians/colleagues within the rival politician’s party.

6) A colleague of the rival politician, the latter being the Leader of the Opposition, who

may be a member of the shadow government.

On the other hand, in the present Iragi corpus, impoliteness arising from affecting

SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE include the FACE of the following:
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1) Politician’s/Minister’s family members.

2) Politician’s/Minister’s family members who are employees subordinate to the
Minister/politician.

3) (Senior/ high ranked) employees who are subordinate to the Minister/politician.

4) Businessmen/contractor involved in governmental/ministerial projects.

Unlike in the current British corpus, SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE in the Iraqi
parliament include the FACE of individuals outside the political sphere such as family
members, i.e. the impoliteness arises from activating relational components which are non-
institutional/non-political. This again could be ascribable to the common practice of

favouritism by Iraqgi politicians explained above.

Both Iragi and British parliamentarians in the current study employ impoliteness that
results from highlighting non-political attributes in their rivals, i.e. attributes that are
conventionally attacked in everyday social interactions. In other words, non-institutional
forms of impoliteness, for example personal insults, may coincide with institutional forms

of impoliteness, perhaps, to enhance and escalate the former.

Personal insults in the Iragi parliament revolve around themes such as accentuating the
moral superiority, social status and power, and sincerity of the accuser in contrast to the lack
of the these qualities in the addressee. For example, ¢ kils &’ (you immoral), ¢ adaall 4l 5 13
I ((he is) a liar by the Al-Mighty God (he is) a liar), and ‘W s 31 13) ¢l )L Laas” (shame
on you, how dare you say | destroy the military institution?), which implies the moral
superiority of the speaker. These particular attributes are highly valued among male
individuals in the Iraqgi culture. The linguistic form of these insults are either expressed
explicitly as in ‘i€ ¥) @3l alaall 4 5 (by the Al-Mighty God no one lies except your
revolting, repulsive face) or implicitly as in ‘adaall 4l 5 aedas =idal> (by the Al-Mighty God |
will insult them cruelly). Moreover, these personal insults abandon the institutionally

restrictive forms of address to be used in the parliament, namely the third person form of
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address. In articulating these insults, the Iraqi parliamentarians adopt a first person address
strategy, e.g. ‘<ludi o yial ludi 2 il (respect yourself respect yourself). This deviation may

be strategic, aiming to intensify the attack.

Another characteristic feature of personal insults in the Iragi parliament is the
intensification through the use of religious words such as using the name of God in the
Islamic world, i.e. 4 (Allah), or His attributes as ¢ ada=ll > (Al-Mighty), or mostly a
combination of both, i.e. ¢ mbsll &5 (Al-Mighty God). An exhaustive list of the all the
types of impoliteness arising from attacking the PERSONAL FACE in the present Iraqi

parliamentary corpus is provided in Appendix E.

Personal insults in the current PMQs corpus include references to character traits
such as the worthlessness, weakness and the lack of courage/bravery in the addressee. For
example, ‘the truth is he is weak and despicable’ and ‘he’s frit’. As with the personal insults
in the Iragi corpus, the relevant British parliamentarians employ both direct, e.g. ‘scared’,
and indirect, e.g. ‘when did he lose his nerve’ forms in expressing these insults. The personal
insults in the current PMQs discourse are mitigated through the use of the institutionally
constrained third person address mode, unlike their counterparts in the Iraqi corpus, e.g.
‘why is he so scared?’. An exhaustive, classificatory list of the all the types of impoliteness
arising from attacking the PERSONAL FACE in the current British parliamentary corpus is

introduced in Appendix F.

My findings indicate that both Iragi and British parliamentarians employ impolite
utterances defined by infringing some kind of SOCIALITY RIGHTS to attack their political
rivals (see figure 5.27). Both the Iragi and the British corpora include examples of two types
of SOCIALITY RIGHTS that influence impoliteness interpretation/expression, namely
EQUITY, 25 instances (8.77%) vs. 42 (15.79%) respectively and ASSOCIATION RIGHTS,
4 occurrences (1.4%) vs. 3 occurrences (1.12%) respectively, though with different

frequencies (see figures 5.5 and 5.10).
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Both Iragi and British parliamentarians in the current corpora tend to attack their
opponents more frequently by restricting their freedom of action rather than infringing
opponents’ other types of SOCIALITY RIGHTS (see figure 5.27). Hence impoliteness,
arising from breaching the Autonomy of politicians outnumbers other types of impoliteness
ascribed to infringing other types of SOCIALITY RIGHTS, 21 times (7.37%) vs. 42 times
(15.73%) in the Iragi and British parliaments respectively (see figures 5.5 and 5.10).

In this context, breaching the Autonomy of a politician occurs when requesting them
to perform actions which may result in negative political consequences for them. Moreover,
relevant British parliamentarians in the present corpus, namely Opposition members, have
employed more Autonomy related impoliteness than the questioners in the Iragi parliament
(see figure 5.27). A possible explanation for this variation may relate to the nature and
objective of the relevant parliamentary practice in question, namely parliamentary
interrogations and PMQs. In the British parliament, the official Opposition forms an
alternative/shadow cabinet which scrutinises the performance, and the policies of the cabinet
led by the Prime Minister. In this shadow cabinet, the Leader of the Opposition is perceived
as an alternative/shadow Prime Minister whose political role is to scrutinise the actions and
policies of the Prime Minister, to hold him/her accountable and offer alternative pathways
or policies. With such a perspective in mind, it is expected, if not inevitable, for Opposition
members and mainly their Leader to propose other measures and policies, courses of actions.
Hence, the current British corpus comprises instances of impoliteness, in which the Prime
Minister’s freedom of action is imposed on, e.g. being requested repeatedly to attend a TV
debate despite the latter’s explicit refusal to comply with the request.

In the lIraqgi parliamentary interrogations, on the other hand, the questioner’s
institutional and political role lies in scrutinising the performance of the government official
involved by identifying possible failure/negligence rather than introducing alternative
pathways. Therefore such interrogations do include instances in which a questioner provides

an alternative course of action being introduced as the legitimate one, after challenging and
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proving the inadequacy of the questionee’s measures and/or policies. However, such
instances are overall uncommon. This may explain the low occurrence of impoliteness
forms/types resulting from imposing on political rivals’ freedom of action in the current Iraqi
parliamentary corpus compared to its British counterpart.

Neither Cost-Benefit, nor Fairness and Reciprocity-related impoliteness are
represented in the current British corpus. On the contrary, Iragi parliamentarians are
confronted with a few utterances that are judged as impolite because these are perceived as
exploitive/disadvantageous and unfair to them.

It is has been noted that impoliteness types arising from infringing opponent’s right
to be treated fairly and without exploitation in the Iragi parliament are identified as such
based on impoliteness meta-pragmatic comments such as ‘ aloa | Cabad¥l 3 )l Ul | e 408 12a
cile | aloa dilyal a alya’, The phrase ‘<sbai¥l &) U (1 want fairness), ‘cse 4 13> (this is
unfair), ¢ &~ A5 ala &l s 2 (this is not acceptable/permissible according to Islamic
teachings), and ‘<lle ol (this is haram for you to do/say). The word “s/_~: haram’ is an
Arabic word which literally and pragmatically means that what is being said/done is
proscribed/forbidden according to the Islamic teachings. The word ‘elu~: haram’ is the
opposite of the Arabic ‘J>a : halal’ which means prescribed/ permissible according to
Islamic teachings. In Iraqi Arabic a very frequent equivalent phrase to ‘a!~’is to say ¢ 4
Jiise’ which means ‘God does not allow/permit what is being said/done’.

Other impoliteness meta-pragmatic comments which were spotted in the
identification of other types of impoliteness in the current Iragi parliamentary corpus include
¢ s> L 138 (this is not permitted/allowed), ‘Jsi=s 5« 134 (this is not reasonable/acceptable),
‘3 s s 1 (this is not something (accepted) to be said), and ‘wxe 13’ (this is a
disgrace/shame). However, pragmatically the phrase translates as ‘this is not acceptable’).
As an impoliteness meta-pragmatic comment, it explicitly denotes a negative evaluative
judgement as regards what has been said/done. Moreover, the word ‘eib / ayyb: «xe’ is the

folk term for an important concept in the Iragi society, and many Middle Eastern Islamic
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cultures as well. The concept designates behaviours which are unacceptable in a given
interactional situation, no matter what the grounds are for their unacceptability. This concept
is an umbrella category for anything that is socially prohibited/proscribed in such cultures.
Hence, it is closely related to the conceptualisation and identification of impoliteness in these
cultures. These impoliteness meta-pragmatic comments are seen as representations of those
evaluative judgements which are based on beliefs regarding what counts as impolite, polite,
etc. Thus the use of the word ‘a/_~: haram’ indicates that religion is part of the belief system
that underlies the conceptualisation of impoliteness in the Iragi parliament.

Conversely, the current PMQs corpus has not recorded as many impoliteness meta-
pragmatic comments, e.g. ‘this is disgraceful’, as in the Iraqi setting. Moreover, these meta-
pragmatic comments have not included religious words or socio-cultural notions.

As for types of impoliteness arising from infringing opponents’ ASSOCIATION
RIGHTS, both Iragi and British parliamentarians have employed utterances that display a
lack of involvement, viz. not showing interest in the political rivals’ concerns and interests ,
though their occurrences are very low (see figures 5.5, 5.10, and 5.27). In the Iraqi corpus,
Involvement-related impoliteness occurs when a questionee does not encounter the expected
amount of engagement in his/her interests and concerns from the questioner. Consequently,
the former makes an emotional request for an appropriate amount of engagement from the
questioner. The request is beneficial for the questionee as it aims to activate an in-group
status with the questioner. In the Iraqi parliament, its function is to gain support and leniency
from the questioner. Involvement-related impoliteness in the current PMQs corpus also
involves a request by the Prime Minister for the Leader of the Opposition to show interest
and acknowledgement in the former’s governmental achievement. Thus, the use of this type
of impoliteness may be seen as beneficial, i.e. achieving political aims, in both the Iragi and
the British parliaments.

Unlike the British parliamentarians, Iragi politicians in the current parliamentary

corpus deploy another type of impoliteness resulting from breaching another type of
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ASSOCIATION RIGHTS of their rivals, namely their right to be empathised with. As
exemplified in the Methodology Chapter (extract 15), the politician aims to invoke certain
sentiments, such as anger or humour or pity, in the audience, including the rival politician,
as part of his/her approach to persuasion. It could be argued that the use of this type of
impoliteness falls within politicians’ appeal to invoke the pathos, i.e. emotions, of the

audience as an approach of argumentation in this context.

Throughout the examples analysed in my corpora, the types of impoliteness, which
have been used by the relevant politicians, have been functional/strategic, i.e. served to
accomplish a political goal for a given party. It could be argued that all of these different
ways of attacking the political rival fall within the larger umbrella of politicians’ approach
to persuasion, namely their political rhetorical strategies. That is to say, the main factor for
the choice/decision as to which factor/concept is evoked in the communication/interpretation
of impoliteness is the efficiency of the resulting impoliteness type in achieving the political
goal within the particular political activity type. This is also influenced by the particular
politician’s choice of argumentation style and his/her skill/expertise in manipulating it. In
other words, the reoccurrence of certain types of impoliteness in both of the current political
settings, such as impoliteness arising from affecting FACE SENSITIVITIES of relevant
politicians, may relate to the fact that these recurring dimensions are institutionally valid for
the functioning of such institutions. Conversely, the absence of certain types of impoliteness
in one parliamentary corpus, such as the absence of Empathy- or Fairness and Reciprocity-
related impoliteness in the British parliament, and/or the two corpora, such as the absence
of Respect-related impoliteness in both the Iragi and British setting, may indicate that these
aspects of communication are marginally institutionalised/significant in such institutional
interactions compared to other dimensions such as FACE SENSITIVITIES related
impoliteness. Thus, the nature of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments is affected

and shaped by the political/institutional character of these two settings.
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Nevertheless, both the occurrence and the absence of any type of impoliteness, in the
current parliamentary corpus, does not exclude the possibility that similar or different types
of impoliteness may emerge in another political corpus.

Moreover, the absence of certain types of impoliteness in one and/or the two corpora
may relate to theoretical and methodological issues. The framework adopted to identify the
factors/concepts that underlie the expression/interpretation of impoliteness in the current
parliamentary corpora, namely Spencer-Oatey's (2008) and Bull et al.'s (1996), proved to be
helpful in this respect nonetheless it had its problems. Spencer-Oatey's (2008) theoretical
framework lacks a precise coding system/scheme for some of its categories, namely those
categories which manifest ASSOCIATION RIGHTS infringements, which results in having
closely related interwoven categories. The theoretical conceptualizations of “Involvement”
(as the principle that people should have appropriate amounts and type of activity
involvement with others) and “Empathy” (as the belief that people should share appropriate
concerns, feelings and interests with others) may seem distinguishable only on the surface.
However, in practice it is not easy to differentiate instances of these two categories,
considering the very broad coding criteria introduced for Involvement in Spencer-Oatey
(2002:537-538) and the lack of a specific coding for Empathy in Spencer-Oatey (2005:100).
Spencer-Oatey (2002:537), conceptualises Involvement as expressing a desire for
involvement. Accordingly, Spencer-Oatey (2002:537-538) exemplifies Involvement with
instances in which the addressee fails to show association with the speaker who was
expecting such an involvement. Moreover, Spencer-Oatey (2002:538) reports instances of
impoliteness resulting from the absence of an interpersonal, intergroup, and intragroup
association from the addressee as separate categories by themselves, i.e. not as types of
Involvement related impoliteness. However, the failure to show a sense of inclusion to a
group may be considered an instance of not showing Involvement when it is expected.

Hence, the lack of an interpersonal, intergroup, and intragroup association, when expected,
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is a type of impoliteness arising from the lack of Involvement. This is how it was coded in
my research.

As | have mentioned earlier, the category Empathy was only conceptually defined
but not clearly illustrated in Spencer-Oatey (2005:100). Moreover, its theoretical
conceptualization may be better seen as a type of Involvement, namely an affective
Involvement. According to Spencer-Oatey (2005:100), to empathize means that people
should share appropriate concerns, feelings and interests with others which may be seen as
showing an association, an involvement with them, particularly an affective one. Hence,
Empathy may be considered as one manifestation/type of Involvement. This approach to
coding ASSOCIATION RIGHTS, namely to Involvement and Empathy, is based on
observations from my data. However, this does not mean that Involvement-related
impoliteness includes only the types mentioned above. Further research could identify other
types as well.

The absence of some types of impoliteness in one and/or the two corpora may relate
to methodological issues as well. More specifically, methodological choices may underlie
the absence of Cost-Benefit- or Fairness and Reciprocity-related impoliteness in the British
parliament. The coding scheme for these two categories as with most of the other categories
in Spencer-Oatey (2002:536-536) is mainly dependent on participant’s understanding and
description of relevant incidents. Cost- Benefit and Fairness-related impoliteness are said to
occur when interactants perceive incidents in which they are exploited, disadvantaged and
unfairly dealt with respectively. In general, SOCIALITY RIGHTS, including Cost-Benefit
and Fairness related impoliteness, are coded either when RIGHTS are referred to explicitly,
I.e. explicit evaluative comments, or a reference is made to what should have been done or
not done. This was manageable in the Iraqi corpus as the rules, conventions, and the type of
the relevant parliamentary practice provided more space for more elaborate interventions.
Sometimes, these interventions included evaluative judgements, i.e. meta-pragmatic

comments on impoliteness, which provided insights into participants’ understanding of these
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incidents. However, PMQ rules, and conventions are more varied and inflexible, in terms
of the time and speaking turns, than the parliamentary interrogations in the lraqi parliament.
And even the extent of compliance with parliamentary rules and conventions is greater in
the context of PMQs than in the Iraqi parliament. Consequently, politicians’ interventions
are limited in PMQs compared to the interventions in the Iragi parliamentary setting. Thus
gaining participants’ evaluation of the impoliteness associated with particular utterances was
not possible very frequently.
To conclude, the nature of impoliteness in both the Iragi and British parliaments may
be affected by various political dimensions such as the objectives, rules, conventions of a
given parliamentary practice, and the political agenda of relevant parties. These aspects may
influence the argumentation strategies utilised by parliamentarians which may in turn affect
and shape the nature of impoliteness in a parliament. The theoretical and methodological
approach adopted in this research may have also had a bearing on the findings.
6.2.2 Linguistic Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi and British Parliaments
In this section, | compare and contrast another aspect of impoliteness investigated in the
current research, namely the range of discoursal and pragmatic strategies employed to

communicate impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliamentary corpora.

Both Iraqi and British parliamentarians in questioning turns have deployed a range
of linguistic strategies to communicate impoliteness, viz. PREFACE, DETAILED
QUESTION, CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and IMPLICATURE, and
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, except for two strategies which were absent in the Iraqi
corpora, namely INVITATION TO PERFORM FTA and METALANGUAGE of Q&A.
Despite their occurrence in both parliaments, these impoliteness strategies are
performed/delivered differently in the two parliaments. The dissimilarity in the performance

of these impoliteness strategies includes their distribution both in terms of word percentage
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(see tables 5.3 and 5.5) and frequency of occurrence (see figures 5.11 and 5.12) in the Iraqi

and the British parliaments respectively. Further differences are discussed below.

In the context of both parliaments, the strategy PREFACE consists of direct, explicit
contextualising propositions that attack the FACE SENSITIVITIES and/or infringe the
SOCIALITY RIGHTS of political rivals. Hence, in this research these propositions
constitute the PREFACE which may be followed by a DETAILED QUESTION, or
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION or a question which pragmatically expresses a

CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION or CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE.

In the Iragi parliamentary interrogations, questioners have deployed this strategy slightly
more often, namely 91 times (42.13%) (see figure 5.11), than it was used by the Leader of

the Opposition in the PMQs corpus, namely 84 times (36.36%) (see figures 5.12 and 5.28).

In addition, within a single questioning turn, these propositions are more extended,
elaborate, and repetitive in the Iragi parliament than in the PMQs, in which they are
consistently concise. In terms of word percentage, PREFACE showed a greater presence in
the Iragi context compared to the British one as indicated in tables 5.3 and 5.5. As explained
in section 6.2.1 above, questioners in the lIragi parliament recite the texts of official
documents and letters to authenticate their accusations and attacks. This typically happens
within their PREFACE, which may explain why PREFACEs are lengthier in the Iraqi

parliament than in the British setting.

In terms of sequencing the questioning turn, the predominant form in the present PMQs
corpus is a PREFACE/propositions followed by a polar question (yes/no). However, this
structure has not been consistently adopted by the questioners in the Iragi corpus. In Iraqgi

parliamentary interrogations, a questioning turn may consist of the following sequences:

1) Proposition/PREFACE + question.

2) Question + proposition/PREFACE.
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3) Proposition/PREFACE+ question+ proposition/PREFACE.

This variation in the structuring of a questioning turn may be seen as a result of
contextual factors such the lack of any parliamentary constraints on the duration of
parliamentary interventions in the Iragi setting or the nature of this particular parliamentary
practice, which requires devoting extra time to both the questioner and the questionee during

their speaking turns.

As explained above, the interrogative structure, viz. questions, are employed to function
asa DETAILED QUESTION, CONFLICTUAL QUESTION or expressa CONTENTIOUS
PRESUPPOSITION or IMPLICATURE. Regardless of the pragmatic function of questions,
both Iragi and British parliamentarians in the study at hand employ Wh- and polar questions.
This format may be more the result of conventional practice rather than actual prescription.
However, in the Iragi parliamentary interrogations, most often a PREFACE is not followed
by a question, i.e. the question is not articulated as it is implied or suggested. In such cases,
an implied question would be ‘what do you have to say about this?’ or ‘do you have

any/enough information/knowledge of about this?’ or ‘are/were you aware of this/that? ’.

Thus, once more, the form and performance of an impoliteness strategy may reflect the
different parliamentary rules and/or conventions that apply in either setting, whether these

are similar or varied.

The strategy DETAILED QUESTION is employed significantly more often by Iraqi
parliamentarians, namely 37 times (17.13%) (see figure 5.11), compared to its use by the
Leader of the Opposition in the current PMQs corpus, namely 5 times (2.16%) (see figure
5.12). Despite its occurrence in both parliaments, as an impoliteness strategy, DETAILED

QUESTION is carried out differently in the Iragi and British contexts.

A DETAILED QUESTION in the PMQs context is used to elicit very specific

information from the Prime Minister, e.g. a request for a specific figure whose disclosure is
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Face attacking for the latter. The Prime Minister in turn may not have access to the answer
at hand or does not want to bring it to public attention. Following the failure of the Prime
Minister to answer the DETAILED QUESTION, the Leader of the Opposition provides the

answer by him/herself, which intensifies the Face attack.

The same scenario is applicable in the Iraqgi parliament with some modifications. In the
Iragi parliamentary interrogations, a DETAILED QUESTION may be used to elicit specific
information regarding various aspects within the responsibilities of the questionee, e.g. how
he/she appointed specific general directors, how he/she assigned a contract to a company,
hence it is not used to inquire only about figures, as is the case with PMQs. Unlike the Prime
Minister, the questionee does provide an answer for the DETAILED QUESTION in the Iraqi
parliament. In the follow up turn, the questioner begins to challenge and refute the
questionee’s answer and provides a different reply, which is face-attacking for the former.
This sequence of a DETAILED QUESTION, an answer, then a follow up in which the
answer is refuted/challenged is repeated for the same question over many turns. This
particular pattern is very frequent/repetitive in the questioning of the Mayor of Baghdad, Al-
Isawi. Both the questioner Al-Sudani and Al-lsawi engage in a circular process in which a

given question is posed, answered, and then the answer is challenged over and over.

To turn to other strategies, CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION occurs in both
parliaments as well, though it is more frequent in the British setting than in the Iraqi one (52
times (22.51%) vs. 34 times (15.74%) respectively) (see figures 5.11, 5.12 and 5.28). My
analysis has demonstrated that both Iragi and British parliamentarians have employed a
similar range of presupposition structures/types in expressing impoliteness against their
political rivals (see tables 5.4 and 5.6). Moreover, both Iragi and British parliamentarians
favour structural presupposition in the expression of impoliteness, namely both tend to rely
more frequently on using interrogative structures to trigger these CONTENTIOUS

PRESUPPOSITIONS. This tendency may be expected in the light of the nature of the two
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parliamentary practices at hand, which are intrinsically designed to question government

representatives.

Another impoliteness strategy which occurs in both corpora is CONTENTIOUS
IMPLICATURE, although it is used more frequently in the Iraqi parliamentary corpus than
in the British setting (49 times (22.68%) vs. 35 times (15.15%) respectively) (see figures
5.11 and 5.12). Both Iraqi and British parliamentarians rely more on rhetorical questions,
which flout Grice’s quality maxim, to express a CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE
compared to other means of creating a conversational implicature such as irony. This
tendency to create an implicature through a rhetorical question may result from the nature
of the parliamentary practice that is designed to elicit information from the relevant
governmental officials through an interrogative structure. Implicitly expressing impoliteness
through CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and IMPLICATURE is the result of the
parliamentary constraints that prohibits the use of direct explicit offensive expressions

within both parliaments.

A further impoliteness strategy which occurs in both parliaments is the use of a
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION as in ‘Does the Prime Minister agree that cutting these crucial
services is a false economy?’. This particular strategy has been utilised remarkably more
often by the relevant British parliamentarians compared to their counterparts in the Iraqgi
setting (26 times (11.25%) vs. 5 times (2.31%) respectively) (see figures 5.11, 5.12, and
5.28). | propose that the reason behind this discrepancy is the level of skill and experience
of the relevant British politicians in parliamentary rhetoric in particular and in politics in
general. In terms of exercising and practicing politics and parliamentary business, Iraqi
politicians are less experienced because the modern parliamentary system was only
established in 2005, compared to the longevity of the relevant British politicians, as indicated
in the Cultural Contextualisation in Chapter Three. Unlike the questionees in the PMQs, the

questionee in the Iraqi parliament does reply to the CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, i.e. he/she
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does not equivocate. In other words, although faced with a communicative conflict created
by the questioner’s CONFLICTUAL QUESTION, the questionee selects an answer which
is as face-damaging or action-constraining as any other possible reply. This is picked up by
the questioner to launch an attack and confirm the alleged accusations. This deviation is
contradictory to what is predicted in Bull et.al (1996), namely that politicians equivocate
when faced with a CONFLICTUAL QUESTION. | propose that this deviation may result
from the Iraqi politicians’ inexperience in handling such situations or, in some cases, their
overwhelming trust in their political influence/power to avoid the negative consequences of
such replies. It may also be the case that Iragi speakers do generally prefer a more direct

communication style.

Two more strategies, namely INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA and
METALANGUAGE of Q&A, were recurrent in the British parliament but absent in the Iraqi
context (see figure 5.28). Both strategies entail awareness, and expertise in manipulating
certain parliamentary resources, i.e. rules, conventions and procedures, to attack one’s
political rival. For example, to attack an opponent using the strategy METALANGUAGE
of Q&A demonstrates a skill in pragmatically utilising the question/answer framework that
constrains the structure of a PMQs sessions in the British parliament. In other words,
employing such strategies is part of a politician’s rhetorical abilities or expertise. In this
regard, the relevant British parliamentarians may be more skilled compared to the Iraqi
parliamentarians (see the Cultural Contextualisation Chapter). Hence, the absence of these

two strategies in the Iraqi setting may be attributed to absence of such expertise.

In terms of the strategies used to convey impoliteness in the PMQs corpus , the above
mentioned results agree with the findings of previous studies such as Harris’ (2001) and Bull
and Wells’ (2012) which also report the occurrence of a similar range of impoliteness

strategies in their PMQs corpus. My study extends previous research by illustrating the
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occurrence of such strategies in a different political setting, namely the Iraqgi setting, and

shows how these are performed by Iragi parliamentarians.

These findings indicate that relevant contextual factors, such as the parliamentary
rules and conventions regarding the permissible/preferable types of linguistic structures to
be employed in a given parliamentary practice, politicians’ rhetorical experience
affect/shape the way impoliteness is expressed. These may affect politicians’ choice of the
linguistic structures, pragmatic and discoursal strategies employed in expressing
impoliteness. However, I am not disregarding the possibility that politicians’ use of these
linguistic strategies in conveying impoliteness may reflect the influence of the use of similar

impoliteness strategies in non-institutional settings.

6.2.3 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies in the Iragi and British Parliaments
In this section, | discuss the similarities and differences with regard to the use of response
patterns to impoliteness in the current Iragi and British discourse. In this research, | adopt
Culpeper et al.'s (2003:1564-1568) and Bousfield's (2007:2199-2201) perspective that some
of these counter strategies may be viewed as primarily defensive strategies, i.e. destined to
mainly save one’s or others’ face. These defensive counter strategies include OFFER AN
EXPLANATION, REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION, ABROGATION, and OPT OUT
ON RECORD. Equally, both PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE, which is originally introduced
in Bull & Wells (2012) and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE, which is a modification of a
strategy originally introduced by Bousfield (2007:2204) can also be seen as defensive along
the same lines. | also reject the dichotomization of response strategies into purely defensive
or offensive. Rather, | follow Culpeper et al.'s (2003) scalar view of these counter strategies,
namely that a defence strategy “has a secondary goal of attacking the face of the speaker”’
(Culpeper et al. 2003:1563), and an attack strategy “has the secondary goal of defending the

face of the responder’” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1563).
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In responding to impoliteness, some counter strategies were utilised by both Iraqi
and British politicians, namely OFFER AN EXPLANATION, REBUT/DIRECT
CONTRADICTION, ATTACK, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE, and UNDERSTATE THE
IMPOLITENESS though with different frequencies (see figure 5.29). Nonetheless, some
counter impoliteness strategies were absent in the present PMQs discourse, viz.
ABROGATION, OPT OUT ON RECORD, and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE (see figure
5.29). In other words, more variety of counter impoliteness strategies was displayed in the

Iragi corpus.

| propose that the objective behind the relevant parliamentary practices from the
questionee’s perspective and his/her relative political power affect the occurrence and/or

absence of these counter strategies and how frequent they occur in each corpus.

In the Iraqgi parliamentary interrogations, the goal of the questioned governmental
figure is primarily to refute the alleged corruption issues claimed by the questioning
parliamentarian. Besides, in this particular practice, the political/executive power of the Iraqi
government official is weaker than that of the questioner who decides what issues to inquire
about and what questions to raise about these aspects, although the questionee will be
provided access to these question in advance. Moreover, the questioner participates in a final
vote to determine whether or not the questionee’s answers are satisfactory and convincing
to refute the alleged corruption. A vote of no confidence is proposed if the questionee’s

replies prove unconvincing (see the Cultural Contextualisation Chapter, section 3.5).

In the British PMQs sessions, on the other hand, the Leader of the Opposition
institutionally has the power to decide what questions to ask from the head of the government
without the latter having a prior access to these questions. The Prime Minister, however, on
account of his/her executive powers, gets to indirectly set the agenda of possible topics for
such questions. Despite the Prime Minister being the most powerful figure in the British

political context, his/her political/executive power is weakened dynamically within the
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context of PMQs (see the Cultural Contextualisation Chapter, section 3.5). However, during
PMQs, the Prime Minister attempts to restore his/her power by demonstrating the validity
and efficiency of government policies and decisions, and disproving the arguments posed by

the Opposition. Besides, PMQs is a platform for party political point scoring.

In responding to impoliteness, Iragi government officials provide explanations more
than the Prime Minister does , viz. 103 times (27.76%) vs. 60 times (19%) respectively (see
figures 5. 14 and 5.20). Considering the position of the questioned officials in the Iraqi
parliament explained above, resorting more frequently to such a defensive countermove is
expected from the questioned official as it maximises their chances to disprove the allegation
set against them. By contrast, adopting such a defensive strategy so frequently risks showing
the Prime Minister in a weak position; thus, face loss risks are higher. Hence, the lower

occurrence of this counter strategy in the British parliament.

Likewise, Iragi government officials/politicians have denied/contradicted the
impolite propositional content expressed through questions significantly more than the
British Prime Minister has done in the current PMQs corpus, viz. 68 times (18.33%) vs. 17
times (5.41%) respectively (see figures 5. 14 and 5.20). Thus, again may be the defensive
nature of REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION is what makes this strategy more
favourable to Iragi officials/politician than to the British Prime Minister who may regard it

undermining his political power before an opponent.

Conversely, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE has been employed indicatively more by
the British Prime Minister in the current PMQs corpus than by Iraqi Ministers’ of State,
namely 77 times (24.52%) vs. 30 times (8.09%) respectively (see figures 5. 14 and 5. 20).
The relatively low frequency of this defence strategy in the Iragi parliamentary
interrogations may be attributed to an institutional convention that restrains excessively
boosting one’ positive face. In the Iraqi corpus, questionees have been repeatedly and

explicitly asked to not elaborate or extensively PROMOTE FACE, either by the Speaker or
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the questioning member. Such requests/appeals may reflect an institutional attempt to
conventionalise efficacy, and brevity in the Iragi parliament. However, the low occurrence
of the strategy under discussion may also be a reflection of a cultural tendency for

humbleness/modesty, which is religiously rooted in the Iragi society.

Despite its defensive nature, which may reflect negatively on the British Prime
Minister, PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE scored the second highest frequency among the
counter impoliteness strategies used by the Prime Minister (see figure 5.20). This relatively
high frequency contradicts the previous argument that correlates the use of a defence strategy
negatively with political power. It might be possible to argue that the Prime Minister here is
activating the secondary function of this particular defence strategy, i.e. he is primarily
attacking the Opposition by highlighting the achievements of the government, under his
party’s rule, to imply Opposition’s failure/negligence to accomplish such achievements
when the Opposition is in government. Hence, 90% of PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE
occurrences has been devoted to PROMTE PARTY FACE (see figure 5.24). Additionally,
many PROMOTE PARTY FACE occurrences in my PMQs corpus has been coupled by

ATTACK PARTY FACE occurrences. Consider the extract below.

[Extract 4, PMQs/10 Feb 2016-CC]

01 Cameron (PM, Con): we inherited mass unemployment (.) economy that

02 completely collapsed and a banking crisis ((CISs-AT:1PFC))

03 and now we've got zero inflation wages growing unemployment at
04 5% an economy growing and people able(.) for the first time to look
05 to their future and see (0.5) they can buy and own a house in our

06 country ((CISs-PPF: 1PFC))

The occurrence of the above mentioned counter strategies in the Iragi and British
parliaments comes in accordance with the findings of other studies of impoliteness in
parliamentary discourse, namely Harris (2001) and Bull & Wells (2012) which assert the

occurrence of similar strategies in their data as well.
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The well-known principle that the best defence is a good offence may explain why the
countermove ATTACK has scored the highest frequencies in both the Iragi and British
corpus compared to other countermoves, namely 132 times (35.58%) vs. 158 times (50.32%)
respectively (see figures 5. 14 and 5.20). Furthermore, both the relevant Iragi and British
parliamentarians have counter attacked their opponents by either affecting their FACE

SENSITIVITIES and/or infringing their SOCIALITY RIGHTS.

The occurrence of FACE SENSITIVITIES- and/or SOCIALITY RIGHTS-related
impoliteness in response turns, as well as in questioning turns, enhances the significance of
these factors in the expression/interpretation of impoliteness in both the Iraqgi and British
parliaments. However, impoliteness types defined by affecting the questioners’ FACE
SENSITIVITIES is greater than those types of impoliteness defined by infringing the
questioners’ SOCIALITY RIGHTS in both the Iraqi and the British parliaments. Namely,
FACE SENSITIVITIES related impoliteness in the Iraqi and the British corpora have
occurred 115 times vs. 139 times respectively whereas SOCIALITY RIGHTS related
impoliteness has occurred only 17 times vs. 19 times in the same settings respectively (see

the Findings Chapter, sections 5.4.1 and 5.4.2).

These results may confirm that FACE SENSITIVITIES is a more crucial factor than
SOCIALITY RIGHTS in the expression/interpretation of impoliteness in the current

parliamentary settings, whether in initiation or response turns.

My results also show that the British Prime Minister employs ATTACK as a counter
move more than Iragi parliamentarians do (see figure 5.29). Again, this may be attributed to
the disparity in the respective power of politicians involved, which is at stake in such
contexts. The greater a politician’s power, the more FACE to lose. Hence, the incentive to
ATTACK is greater with the British Prime Minister who is more powerful than the Ministers

being questioned in the Iragi parliament.
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Despite the high frequency of ATTACK in both corpora, the distribution of ATTACK
types with regard to FACE SENSITIVITIES is dissimilar in the two settings (see figure
5.30). In PMQs, the Prime Minister tends to ATTACK the PARTY FACE of his opponents
more than any other manifestations of face, namely 73 times (23.25%) (see figure 5.21). On
the other hand, Iragi government officials and Ministers do not make such similar attacks at
all in the Iragi corpus (see figure 5.15). These results support my earlier argument regarding
the effect of the form of the political system, whether majoritarian or consensus democracy,
on the type of FACE SENSITIVITIES to be provoked (see section 6.2.1). To paraphrase, a
two-party system may give rise to increased occurrences of ATTACK PARTY FACE-
related impoliteness, as in the current PMQs corpus. This is different from a multi-party
system in which chances of ATTACK PARTY FACE related impoliteness are low, if non-

existent, as in the current Iragi parliamentary corpus.

Both the interrogated Iragi politicians and the Prime Minister in this study have
employed PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE-related impoliteness, 67 (18.06%) times vs. 45
(14.33%) times respectively, moderately when attacking their rivals (see figures 5.15 and
5.21). This result underlines the role of this specific manifestation of FACE in the
parliamentary corpus, regardless of the specific turn in which it may occur. Likewise,
impoliteness defined by affecting SIGNIFICANT OTHERS’ FACE was present in response

turns as well.

Conventionalised impoliteness formulae, such as personal insults, i.e. ATTACK
PERSONAL FACE impoliteness, were the least used by both the relevant Iragi and British
politicians in response turns, viz. 17 times (4.58%) vs. 10 times (3.18%) respectively (see
figures 5.15 and 5.21). This result is expected considering the parliamentary constraint on
the use of such linguistic structures (see the Cultural Contextualization Chapter, sections
3.3.2and 3.4.2). It has to be pointed out that the occurrence of such types of impoliteness in

my corpora concurred with uncommon incidents such as political scandals, as in the present
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Iragi corpus, or significant political timings such as general elections, as in the current PMQs
corpus. (Tables 5.8 and 5.10 respectively have introduced the types of conventionalised
impoliteness formulae including personal insults which are employed by the interrogated
Iragi Ministers and the Prime Minister in the current binary corpora). A comparative account
of the characteristics of personal insults in particular was given earlier, namely in section
6.2.1, hence no further elaboration is necessary here. Moreover, an exhaustive list of these
conventionalised formulae, whether occurring in answering or response turns in both

corpora, is provided in Appendix E and F).

Although relevant studies of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse, i.e. Bull & Wells
(2012), include ATTACK within their framework of response patterns, they do not aim to
specify which type of FACE is under attack. Unlike Bull & Wells (2012), my study has
identified the type of impoliteness used in countermoves, and it shows whether such counter
strategies involve FACE SENSITIVITIES or SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness.
In addition, my research also identified the various manifestations of FACE being attacked

in these offensive countermoves.

The British Prime Minister and the relevant Iraqi politicians have also employed another
offensive countermove, namely UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS (see figure 5.29).
In this counter strategy, the Prime Minister and the lraqi Ministers attempt to render the
impoliteness as trivial and unworthy to be mentioned. Furthermore, this strategy also

belittles the political rival’s effort in highlighting it.

Mocking or ridiculing the different FACE SENSITIVITIES was frequently used by
the Prime Minister in the current PMQs corpus. It may be indicative of the relevant Prime

Minister’s rhetorical style, namely David Cameron’s. Below is an example of mocking the

PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the Leader of the Opposition, Jeremy Corbyn.
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[Extract 5, PMQs/23 Mar 2016-CC]

01 Corbyn (LO, Lab): ... if the initial in the initial announcement he proposed cuts to

02 PIPs then changed his mind. Isn't the honourable member for Chingford right
03 when he says that this was a political decision rather than one made in the

04 interests of people in this country? ((1PPFC))((I1Ss-CPS)).

05 Cameron (PM, Con): ... I don't want to be part of a government that doesn't

06 have the courage to pay off our debts and leave them instead to our children
07 and grandchildren. and that is the truth(0.5) what is dressed up as compassion
08 from the party opposite just means putting off difficult decisions (.) and

09 asking our children to pay the debts that we weren't prepared to pay ourselves
10 ((CISs-AT: 1PFC)). ((Jeering sounds from The Opposition members)). |

11 don't know why (.) I don't know why the shadow leader of the house is

12 shouting at me (0.5) mr Speaker we've got a very interesting document today
13 () we've got the spreadsheet of which Labour MPs is on which side. The

14 honourable lady is shouting(.) but it says here no no no no it says she

15 is neutral but not hostile. that's right. now the chief whip on the other hand
16 is being a bit quiet. look there are five categories mr Speaker(0.5) (( very

17 loud laughter sounds)) mr Speaker there are five categories we have core

18 support (( noise sounds)) I’ve got all day mr Speaker. we have core support(.)
19 I think you can include me in that lot very strongly ((loud laughter)). we've
20 got core plus(0.5) the chief whip is being a bit quiet because she is in hostile
21 ((loud laughter)). mr Speaker | thought | had problems! ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC:
22 MOCK)).

The above extract focuses on a reverse of an announced cut to a welfare benefit in
the budget 0f 2016 introduced by Cameron’s cabinet. Cameron’s government had announced
plans for cuts in a disability benefit, namely cuts in personal independence payments (PIP).
These controversial cuts were criticised by various political and non-political bodies and
individuals such as Labour, a number of Conservatives, and disabled charities to name only
few. Moreover, it is claimed that the cuts in PIP had caused a division within the
Conservative cabinet as they resulted in the resignation of the then Secretary for Work and
Pensions, lain Duncan Smith. The latter claimed that these cuts were not in the national
interest but namely for political reasons in reference to George Osborne, the then Chancellor

of the Exchequer.

In the above exchange, the Leader of the Opposition, is attacking Cameron’s
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE as he questions Cameron’s competency as Prime Minister
in managing the country’s financial affairs. It may also count as an attack at Cameron’s

leadership in scoring consensus between his Conservative cabinet members. In lines 2-4,
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Corbyn presupposes, through an interrogative structure, that the decision to include and then
cancel disability cuts was purely political in nature. To such accusations, Cameron attacks
the policies of Labour that leave national debts for future generations, lines 5-10. Cameron
continues attacking Corbyn by mocking the latter’s party leadership, i.e. Corbyn’s skill in
preserving the internal unity among his shadow cabinet. Cameron mocks the division in
Labour shadow cabinet by employing a leaked document that categorises the shadow cabinet
into five classes according to their loyalty to Corbyn. Raising such issues provokes irritation
between the Shadow cabinet members, and demonstrates the divisiveness within Labour.
Consequently, manifesting Corbyn’s inefficiency to create, and maintain the internal unity
within the party. By mocking Corbyn’s weak leadership, Cameron aims to create an
emotional response amongst his audience to persuade them of the validity of his argument.
In the current PMQs corpus, mocking was also used by other members (see the extract in

Appendix H).

Other studies of impoliteness in PMQs, such as Harris (2001) and Bull & Wells
(2012), have not referenced mocking as a way of attacking the various types of FACE,

whether in questioning or answering turns.

My findings indicate that three defensive counter impoliteness strategies, namely
ABROGATION, OPT OUT ON RECORD, and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE, have not
employed by the Prime Minister (see figures 5.20 and 5.29). | propose that the absence of
these defensive strategies in the British corpus may relate to the extent of FACE loss/damage
these can cause for the Prime Minister if opted for. To abrogate means to deny responsibility
by passing it to others. Thus, if the Prime Minister, viz. the politician holding the most
influential executive powers in the country and the head of the government who is
accountable for his/her government policies, denies responsibilities, the FACE damage is

immense.
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Likewise, to OPT OUT ON RECORD and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE may
jeopardise the Prime Minister’s PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE to a great extent. It seems
possible to argue that the Prime Minister’s choice of specific counter impoliteness strategies
better fits within a framework of how a politically powerful figure copes linguistically and

pragmatically while temporarily being in a weak position.

On the other hand, the interrogated Iragi Ministers possess less executive powers
relative to that of the British Prime Minister. Hence, to abrogate, refuse to reply to a question,
and to request a third party’s resolution may not seem face damaging for them. On the
contrary, these defensive countermoves may be the best choice to avoid face loss as these
strategies provide a departure/conclusion from the offensive situation, whether temporal or
permanent. With ABROGATION, Iragi Ministers permanently escape the
commitment/responsibility to a face attacking incident by passing it to others such as
previous ex-Ministers, other government departments or to a higher executive authority such
as the General Secretariat for the Council of Ministers. Whereas with OPT OUT ON
RECORD and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE, the departure from the face attacking situation
may be temporary. For instance, to use the counter strategy THIRD PARTY RECOURSE
entails the questionees’ requesting the intervention/resolution of a higher authority that has
power over both the questioner and the questioned Minister, such as the judicial authority.
But the resolution of the higher third party may not be in the interest of the questionee, i.e.
the resolution may assert the Minister’s responsibility of the offensive situation, hence the

departure from the offensive situation is temporal.

However, other factors may have influenced the Iraqi Ministers’ choices. The
seriousness of the offence may be a crucial incentive. For example, OPT OUT ON
RECORD, i.e. to decide/state not to reply to a face attacking question/proposition, was

utilised in a context in which the seriousness of the offence was extreme, namely implicit
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accusations of embezzling 45 million dollars by the then Minister of Trade Al-Sudani (see

figure 5.14).

These findings support how the current research views parliament as a
communicative context. As indicated in Chapter Three, | view parliament as an institution
with rules, conventions, and routines that both shapes the behaviour, including linguistic
behaviour, of political actors within its boundaries and gets affected by the interests, and
preferences of those political actors. Namely that parliamentarians submit to the constraints
posed by the institutional rules and structures in a way that best serves and protects their

interests, viz. a fusion of normative and rational choice institutionalism.

6.3 Summary

In this chapter, | have illustrated how various contextual dimensions, political or otherwise,
contribute to the nature of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliaments. The chapter
shows how the parliamentary, and maybe the wider socio-cultural context, establishes and
shapes similarities and differences with respect to certain aspects in the

communication/interpretation of impoliteness in both settings.

First, | have discussed the impact of the parliamentary context on the emergence of
specific type of impoliteness, namely FACE SENSITIVITIES- and SOCIALITY RIGHTS-
related impoliteness, in the Iraqi and British parliaments. For example, the two party-system
in the British parliament gave rise to the very frequent occurrence of PARTY FACE
impoliteness in the current PMQs corpus, both in initiation and response turns. On the other
hand, the multiple party-system resulted in almost non-existence of PARTY FACE

impoliteness in the Iragi parliament, whether in questioning and answering turn.

Secondly, | discussed the similarities and differences in the linguistic strategies
employed in conveying impoliteness in both parliaments. The discussion makes reference to
the impact of particular institutional and cultural factors on the choice of these strategies,

such as parliamentary conventions regarding the form of questions.
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Finally, 1 discussed the interplay between the use of the counter impoliteness
strategies employed in both parliaments and particular contextual factors such as the relative

power of parliamentarians involved

In the next chapter, | present the main conclusions and relevant recommendations for

further research.
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7 Chapter Seven: Conclusions, Limitations and Recommendations for

further Research

7.1 Chapter Outline

In this chapter, I highlight the final methodological, empirical and theoretical contributions
of this research with reference to the research questions, my analytical approach and the
empirical findings of my investigation of linguistic impoliteness in the Iraqi and British
parliamentary discourse. In section 7.2, | summarise my research findings with reference to
the main questions, and I highlight the theoretical contributions of the research with
reference to the concept of impoliteness. In section 7.3, | clarify the methodological
contributions of my research to the analysis of impoliteness in context, and acknowledge the
limitations of the present study. In the final section, | introduce suggestions for further

supplementary research.

7.2 Empirical and Theoretical Conclusions

The empirical contribution of this study lies in the application of the analytical
framework in investigating the nature of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliamentary
discourse. The main empirical and theoretical conclusions are summarised below in
connection with the aspects of impoliteness investigated in the current research, as set out in
the research questions. The empirical conclusions below demonstrate the similarities and
differences in the relevant aspects of impoliteness between the Iraqi and the British
parliaments and show how they reflect institution-specific and culture-specific influences on

the relevant aspect of impoliteness under discussion.

7.2.1 Types of Impoliteness
The first research question enquires into the factors that influence the
communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliaments. Using the

framework designed in this study, namely Bull et al's (1996), Spencer-Oatey's (2008) and
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Culpeper's (2011a) frameworks, my findings have shown that both FACE SENSITIVITIES

and SOCIALITY RIGHTS contribute to what is regarded as impolite in these two settings.

However, FACE SENSITIVITIES play a significantly more important role in
shaping the nature of impoliteness in these two settings compared to SOCIALITY RIGHTS.
Although SOCIALITY RIGHTS-related impoliteness does occur in both the current Iraqi
and British parliamentary corpora, manifestations of impoliteness defined by the FACE type
they attack are far more frequent in both the Iragi and British parliaments. The current
research has related this particular tendency to the objective behind the parliamentary
practices under discussion which influences the type of argumentation to be employed,
whether to invoke/attack rivals’ political character or infringe their expectation to act freely,

to be treated fairly, to be empathised with or be respected.

These results enhance the view that the concept of FACE is essential in the
conceptualisation of impoliteness in the context of political institutions, particularly in

parliamentary ones.

Moreover, impoliteness defined in terms of attacking FACE in both Iragi and British
corpora have been found to be orienting towards different manifestations of FACE. My
findings have shown that both Iraqi and British politicians attack their rivals’ FACE either
through attacking the latters’ PERSONAL POLITICAL, PARTY, SIGNIFICANT
OTHERS’, or PERSONAL FACE. These results signal the importance of adopting a multi-
layered FACE model of impoliteness when dealing with parliamentary discourse. In this
respect, my findings assert Bull et al.'s (1996) and Spencer-Oatey's (2008) proposals that at

least in particular contexts FACE is a multi-layered phenomenon

Accordingly, impoliteness arising from attacks aiming at politicians’ PERSONAL
POLITICAL FACE was considerably more frequent in both Iragi and British parliaments
compared to the other manifestations of FACE. The current study has ascribed the high

frequency of this type of impoliteness to the prevalence of ethos-based arguments in the Iraqi
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parliamentary interrogations and the British PMQs sessions. The high frequency also
indicates that PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE is more essential in the conceptualisation of
impoliteness in parliamentary settings, particularly in parliamentary practices similar to the

ones examined in the current research.

My findings have also highlighted a distinctive difference between the two
parliamentary corpora, namely the attack of the Iraqi Speaker’s PERSONAL POLITICAL
FACE, which has been non-existent in the current British corpus. This shows the impact of
the parliamentary context, viz. rules relating to the political affiliation of the Speaker, on

sculpting the nature of impoliteness within its boundaries.

However, my findings have also shown that PARTY FACE-related impoliteness is
more frequent in the British corpus compared to a marginal occurrence in the discourse of
the Iraqi parliamentary interrogations. This variation reflects the influence of the institutional
context on shaping impoliteness, namely the way a parliament and/or government is
structured by the political parties involved whether two-party or multiparty system, and by

the nature of specific parliamentary activities.

My findings have also shown that impoliteness defined by attacking SIGNIFICANT
OTHERS’ FACE occurs in both the Iraqi and the British corpora. This is further evidence

of the multi-layeredness, and complexity of FACE in these contexts

My research has also shown that impoliteness forms which are conventionally
employed in non-institutional social interactions, such as ‘you dog: << W’; ‘(he is) a liar by
the Al-Mighty Allah (he is) a liar: <3S adaall 45 ©I°; ‘weak and despicable’; ‘running
scared’; ‘chickening out’, are employed infrequently within the Iragi and Biritish

parliamentary contexts.

These conventional forms of impoliteness are used on rare occasions such as political

scandals or politically significant events such as general elections. My findings have
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indicated a variation in terms of the themes around which these conventional forms revolve.
For example, Iragi personal insults stress issues including moral superiority, social
status/power, such as ‘shame on you, how dare you :<l L& Luas * and sincerity, whereas the
British insults invoke character traits such as worthlessness, weakness and lack of
courage/bravery, such as ‘so scared’. Unlike the British insults, Iraqi personal insults
invoked religious words as a means of intensifying the insult. This reflects a culture-specific
difference in the nature of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British parliaments. Moreover,
personal insults in the Iraqi parliament are further intensified by employing the first person
mode of address, unlike the British insults which are mitigated by the adhering to the

institutional third person form of address.

These particular results indicate that culture-specific, e.g. religion, and institution-
specific dimensions, namely the (non-) adherence to institutional rules of address, shape the

expression of impoliteness in a given setting.

Examples of PERSONAL FACE-related impoliteness have not been detected in
other studies of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse such as Harris (2001), Bull & Wells
(2012) and Murphy (2014). These examples were identified in the current research due to
its purposive methodological framework and the incorporation of Culpeper's (2011a)

framework of conventionalised impolite formulae in English (see 7.3 below).

In addition, the occurrence of various manifestations of FACE-related impoliteness
indicates that particular contextual factors, such as the choice of particular rhetorical
strategies, the rules/conventions of particular parliamentary activities, and significant
political events, determine/shape which type of FACE can surface, and, consequently, what

constitutes the nature of impoliteness in these interactions.

Unlike Harris’ (2001), Bull & Wells' (2012) and Murphy's (2014) research, the
current investigation has been able to capture those instances of impoliteness defined by the

type of FACE being attacked by incorporating Bull et al.'s (1996) and Spencer-Oatey's
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(2008) multi-layered Face models into its theoretical and analytical framework (see 7.3

below).

Although examples of SOCIALITY RIGHTS related impoliteness are not as
frequent as FACE-related impoliteness, still particular RIGHTS appear to be relatively
significant in shaping the conceptualisation of impoliteness in the Iraqi and British
parliaments. My study has revealed that infringing some type of EQUITY RIGHTS is more
frequent and significant in the communication/interpretation of impoliteness in these two
settings. Of particular importance here is the infringement of a rival’s freedom of action,
which results into a considerable frequency of examples of Autonomy and Imposition related

impoliteness in both the Iragi and the British parliaments.

Overall EQUITY RIGHTS seems to be a more significant variable in shaping the
nature of parliamentary impoliteness than ASSOCIATION RIGHTS, both in the Iragi and
British parliaments. My analysis detected a greater occurrence of EQUITY RIGHTS-related
impoliteness than impolite utterances arising from depriving political rivals of their
expectations to be involved with, empathised with, and/or respected, viz. ASSOCIATION

RIGHTS-related impoliteness.

| have suggested that the greater frequency of Autonomy and Imposition-related
impoliteness, compared to other types of EQUITY RIGHTS-related impoliteness, in both
settings may be associated with the function of the relevant parliamentary practice in
question and the political significance of such attacks. This shows that Autonomy and
Imposition, viz. Brown & Levinson's (1987) negative face, is significant in shaping the

nature of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse.

The analysis also revealed a higher occurrence of impoliteness through meta-
pragmatic comments in the Iragi setting compared to the British PMQs context. The meta-
pragmatic comments in the Iragi corpus include references to culture-specific elements, such

as religion and folk notions as “—ue”, which contribute to the cultural conceptualisation of
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impoliteness. However, no such references appear in impolite meta-pragmatic comments
employed in the British setting. This indicates that parliamentary impoliteness in the Iraqi
setting is more explicitly influenced by the wider socio-cultural context than its counterpart

in the British context.

Due to the absence of particular types of ASSOCIATION RIGHTS-related
impoliteness, such as Respect-related impoliteness, or the low frequency of some
SOCIALITY RIGHTS-related impoliteness, namely Cost-Benefit- and Fairness and
Reciprocity- or Involvement- and Empathy-related impoliteness, in both parliaments, the
current research suggests that these factors are not particularly significant in shaping the
nature of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliaments. However, further supplementary
research, employing different and/or an integrated/mixed methodologies (for more detail,

see 7.4 below), may conclude otherwise.

Overall, my findings have clearly demonstrated how specific aspects of the
parliamentary institutional context affect the communication/interpretation of impoliteness
in both settings. Such contextual elements include argumentative strategies employed by
relevant parliamentarians, the function of the parliamentary practices at issue, the overall
rules and conventions of parliamentary procedures, and the specific rules relating to a
particular parliamentary practice, as well as the relative political power of parliamentarians
involved and the system of government by political parties. The current research has
thoroughly brought to light the effect of these institutional factors on defining impoliteness
in parliamentary contexts, in contrast to previous studies such as Harris (2001), Bull & Wells

(2012), and Murphy (2014), which marginally allude to such an effect, if any.

The influence of these institutional factors on defining parliamentary/political
impoliteness also demonstrates the fluid-like nature of the concept of impoliteness, i.e.

impoliteness takes the shape of its container.
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7.2.2 Linguistic Impoliteness Strategies
The second research question probes the range of the linguistic impoliteness strategies
employed by the Iraqgi and British parliamentarians in questioning turns. To detect these
strategies, this study has designed and operationalised a framework that draws on Harris'

(2001) and Bull & Wells' (2012) frameworks.

My findings have indicated that both Iragi and British parliamentarians make use of
particular impoliteness strategies, namely PREFACE, DETAILED QUESTION, and
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION and CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE,
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION. However, two strategies only occur in the British PMQs
discourse, namely INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA and METALANGUAGE of

Q&A.

Although recurrent in both parliaments, particular impoliteness strategies vary in

their frequencies and/or their delivery, as clarified below.

The strategy PREFACE is used frequently in both parliaments but it is more
elaborate and extended in the context of the Iraqi parliamentary interrogations. My results
have also shown that the sequencing of a questioning turn in the PMQs corpus is more
consistent than that in the Iragi parliamentary interrogations. The predominant structure in
the British PMQs is a PREFACE followed by a parliamentary question, whereas in the Iraqi
context there may be more than one PREFACE which may follow or precede the
parliamentary question. These variations result from the specific parliamentary
rules/conventions of conducting the relevant parliamentary practice at issue, namely

parliamentary interrogations and PMQs, in each setting.

Results from my analysis have shown that the relevant Iraqgi parliamentarians have
utilised the strategy DETAILED QUESTION more often than the Leader of the Opposition
in the British PMQs. Moreover, the strategy itself functions differently in the Iragi context.

In the British context, this strategy is used as an attack when the Leader of the Opposition
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enquires about a very specific figure, expecting that the Prime Minister may not answer it.
This expectation is built on an assumption that the Prime Minister either does not have the
specific figure at hand or does not wish to publicise it. The Prime Minister does avoid
providing the information which is later on introduced by the Leader of the Opposition. In
the Iraqi parliamentary interrogations, on the other hand, the questioner enquires about
specific information with the expectation that the questionee will provide an answer that is
unsatisfactory/inaccurate/untruthful from the questioner’s perspective. And the questionee
does provide an answer which is later on refuted/contradicted/falsified by the questioner.
This difference in the performance of a DETAILED QUESTION also reflects the particular
parliamentary conventions of conducting parliamentary interrogations and PMQs in the Iraqi

and British parliaments respectively.

My findings have illustrated that the strategy CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION
is more frequent in the British context. With regard to presupposition types, both Iragi and
British parliamentarians have employed structural, lexical, and counter factual
presuppositions. However, the most frequent type in both parliaments is structural
presupposition, in which yes/no or Wh-questions trigger the face attacking or a social

expectation infringing presupposition.

My analysis has also revealed that CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE is more
frequent in the lraqi parliamentary corpus. However, both the lIraqi and the British
parliamentarians make wider use of rhetorical questions, which flout Grice’s quality maxim,
to express a CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE, compared to other means of creating a

conversational implicature such as irony.

The tendency to express the FACE attacking or SOCIALITY RIGHTS infringing
PRESUPPOSITION or IMPLICATURE through an interrogative structure is a result of
complying with a parliamentary convention that requires the parliamentarian to phrase their

interventions as a question.
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My results have also shown that CONFLICTUAL QUESTIONS are used more often
in the British parliamentary corpus. Contrary to what is predicted in Bull & Wells (2012:38)
with reference to the British parliament, it has been found that Iraqi questionees provide an
answer, i.e. they do not equivocate, despite the communicative conflict. | suggested that
both the variation in the occurrence and the performance of this strategy may stem from the

discrepancy in the rhetorical skills between the relevant Iragi and British politicians.

My findings also have shown that both INVITATION TO PERFORM AN FTA and
METALANGUAGE of Q&A are non-existent in the Iraqi corpus. | suggested that this
absence may also be due to the discrepancy in the argumentation experience between the

relevant Iragi and British parliamentarians.

Overall, it was argued that the variation in the frequency and/or the performance of
the above mentioned impoliteness strategies may relate to particular contextual factors such
as the institution-specific conventions of conducting a parliamentary practice in each setting
or the rhetorical style/experience of the parliamentarians involved. Hence, contextual factors
may be seen to shape not only the FACE SENSITIVITIES and SOCIAITY RIGHTS that
are implicated in the relevant parliamentary discourse, but also the linguistic resources used

to express them.

Other studies of impoliteness, Harris (2001), Bull & Wells (2012), and Murphy
(2014), have not systematically demonstrated the effect of such contextual factors on

shaping the linguistic resources that parliamentarians employ to convey impoliteness.

7.2.3 Counter-Impoliteness Strategies

The third research question enquires into Iraqi and British politicians’ reaction to
impoliteness. My findings have shown that particular counter-impoliteness strategies are
prevalent in both the Iragi and British parliamentary corpora, namely OFFER AN
EXPLANATION, REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION, ATTACK, PROMOTE

POSITIVE FACE, and UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS. Whereas the remaining
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three, viz. ABROGATION, OPT OUT ON RECORD, and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE,
are used with variable frequencies in the Iragi corpus but are non-existent in the present

PMQs corpus.

Moreover, the analysis revealed a variation in the occurrences of the counter-
impoliteness strategies which are employed by the Iragi and British politicians. The strategy
ATTACK is the most frequent in both corpora, compared to other strategies in each data set.
The remaining counter-impoliteness strategies occur in the following descending order in
the Iragi corpus: OFFER AN EXPLANATION, REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION,
PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE, ABROGATION, UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS,
THIRD PARTY RECOURSE, and OPT OUT ON RECORD. Whereas the descending order
for the strategies in the British PMQs corpus is as follows: PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE,
OFFER AN EXPLANATION, REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION, and

UNDERSTATE THE IMPOLITENESS.

The current research has argued that the absence and/or the variation in the
occurrence of particular counter-impoliteness strategies in each corpus relates to the effect
of the defensive/offensive nature of these strategies on relevant politicians’ political power.
Building on Culpeper et al.'s (2003) perspective, this research assumes that particular counter
impoliteness strategies are primarily defensive in nature while others are mainly defensive.
Depending on a politicians’ respective power and the objective of the parliamentary practice,
defensive and/or offensive strategies may either weaken or restore/strengthen relevant
politicians’ political position/power. When a particular counter-impoliteness strategy
weakens politicians’ power, i.e. when face loss risks are high, then the strategy is either
excluded or used cautiously and/or infrequently. Conversely, when a counter-impoliteness
strategy has the potential to restore and/or strengthen politicians’ political power, i.e. when
face loss risks are low and face enhancement chances are high, then politicians opt for such

a strategy.
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Accordingly, my findings show that Iraqi Ministers employ OFFER AN
EXPLANATION and REBUT/DIRECT CONTRADICTION more frequently than the
British Prime Minister, as these defensive strategies maximise their chances to disprove the
allegation set against them; hence, these strategies restore their face. On the other hand, the
extensive use of these defensive strategies may weaken a British Prime Minister’s relatively
stronger political power, i.e. face loss risks are high; hence, the lower frequency of these

counter-impoliteness strategies in the current PMQs corpus.

My results have also shown that the strategy PROMOTE POSITIVE FACE is more
frequently used by British than Iragi parliamentarians. The higher occurrence of this
primarily defensive strategy in the current PMQs corpus is ascribed to its secondary function
of attacking a rival’s face, i.e. when the Prime Minister promotes his/her government’s
achievements, he/she is simultaneously attacking the Opposition’s face for not
accomplishing similar achievements. The relatively low frequency of this defence strategy
in the Iragi parliamentary interrogations may be attributed to institutional conventions of
brevity and efficacy and/or to a cultural tendency for humbleness/modesty, which is

religiously rooted in the Iragi society.

As mentioned above, my findings have illustrated that the strategy ATTACK is the
most frequently used in both the Iraqi and British corpora compared to other countermoves.
In both parliaments, the strategy ATTACK was performed by affecting rivals’ FACE
SENSITIVITIES and/or infringing their SOCIALITY RIGHTS. Within the ATTACK
strategy, impoliteness types defined by affecting the questioners” FACE SENSITIVITIES
have been more frequent than SOCIALITY RIGHTS-related impoliteness in both the Iraqi
and the British parliaments. The tendency to counter ATTACK by affecting the FACE
SENSITIVITIES of political rivals rather than infringing their SOCIALITY RIGHTS relates

to the effectiveness of an ethos-based argument in political contexts. This result also
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confirms the centrality of the notion of FACE in the communication/interpretation of

impoliteness in parliamentary contexts, whether in initiation or response turns.

My findings have also shown that, within the counter strategy ATTACK, targeting
rivals’ PARTY FACE is more common in the British PMQs corpus compared to other
manifestations of FACE. Whereas ATTACK PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE related
impoliteness is the most recurrent counter strategy in the Iraqi corpus, and no PARTY FACE
related impoliteness is used by the Iragi questionees. It was suggested that these particular
results reflect the influence of the relevant government system, whether two-party or multi-

party, on the type of FACE to be affected in communicating impoliteness.

Moreover, both the Iragi and the British parliamentarians utilise PERSONAL FACE
and SIGNIFICANT OTHERS?’ related impoliteness in response turns as well, as indicated
in my findings. The recurrence of various manifestations of FACE SENSITIVITIES-related
impoliteness in response turns also confirms my earlier argument of the need to adopt a
multi-layered model of Face when tackling impoliteness in a political context. In contrast to
my study, previous research of impoliteness in parliamentary discourse, such as Harris
(2001), Bull & Wells (2012), and Murphy (2014), have not highlighted the complexity of
Face in such contexts nor the importance of adopting a multi-layered model of Face to

encompass it.

As stated earlier, my findings have demonstrated that Iraqi questionees/Ministers
employ ABROGATION, OPT OUT ON RECORD, and THIRD PARTY RECOURSE,
whereas the British Prime Minister does not utilise any of these counter-impoliteness
strategies. I argued that these defensive strategies may jeopardise the Prime Minister’s
PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE to a great extent, hence their absence in the current PMQs
corpus. On the other hand, Iragi Ministers possess less executive power relative to that of
the Prime Minister, therefore these defensive countermoves may not be very face damaging

to them. Indeed, these counter strategies may be the best choice to avoid face loss, as these
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strategies provide a departure/conclusion from the offensive situation, whether temporal or

permanent.

Overall the analysis shows that the preference for specific counter-impoliteness
strategies in each setting is also dependent on various contextual factors such as the relative
political power of politicians’ involved, the purpose of a given parliamentary practice, the
effectiveness of particular argumentation styles and the system of structuring political parties
in the Iragi and British parliaments. As in the case of impoliteness strategies in initiating
turns, the choice of counter-impoliteness strategies in responses reflects institution-specific

aspects of the parliamentary context under discussion.

7.3 Methodological Conclusions and Limitations of the Research

The methodological contribution of this research has been the construction and modification
of an analytical framework suited to the analysis of impoliteness in the discourse of the Iraqi
parliamentary interrogations and the British PMQs sessions. The analytical framework was
designed so as to unveil the nature of impoliteness in these two settings with respect to (1)
the factors which underlie the communication/ interpretation of impoliteness, (2) the
linguistic strategies employed by relevant parliamentarians to convey impoliteness, (3) the

range of counter-impoliteness strategies in these two settings.

Following an approach that is both theory- and data-driven, the researcher designed
a framework comprising elements from Bull et al.'s (1996), Spencer-Oatey's (2008),
Culpeper's (2011a), Harris' (2001), Bull & Wells' (2012) , Culpeper's (1996), Culpeper et
al.'s (2003), and Bousfield’s (2007) theory contributions to conduct a comparative analysis

of the three aspects of impoliteness in the Iragi and British parliamentary corpus.

The integrated analytical framework falls into three main parts in accordance with
the dimensions of impoliteness being investigated here. The first part of the framework
comprises arguments/conceptualisations/structures from Bull et al.'s (1996), Spencer-

Oatey's (2008), and Culpeper's (2011a). This part was designed and operationalised to unveil
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the factors which underlie the interpretation of impoliteness in the lIraqi and British
parliaments. Originally, Spencer-Oatey's (2008) rapport management model was intended
to address this aspect of the investigation. Spencer-Oatey's (2008) was selected for its
theoretical modifications, empirical validation, and the deployment of cross-cultural data.
The theoretical modifications intended here include the adjustments Spencer-Oatey made on
Brown & Levinson's (1987) aspects of face, viz. negative and positive face. Positive face
modification signals the recognition of three levels of face concerns, i.e. an individual’s
desire of approval should extend to include three levels of self-representation: personal,
collective, and relational. Negative face modification is manifested through re-categorising

the notion of freedom of action and imposition as part of sociality rights and obligations.

However, Spencer-Oatey's (2008) Face levels were problematic in terms of its
application in the parliamentary context. The difficulty lies in the confusion and intersection
among Spencer-Oatey's (2008) collective and relational face when applied in the current
parliamentary context. According to Spencer-Oatey (2008), collective face signifies “the
membership to larger, impersonal groups” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996:83) whereas relational
face refers to “interpersonal relationships and interdependence with specific others” (Brewer
& Gardner, 1996:83). Considering the methodology adopted in the current research to collect
data, viz. pre-existing videos of naturally occurring parliamentary discourse, it would have
been difficult to differentiate whether a politician has a personalised attachment with

members of his/her own party and/or other politicians or not.

To resolve this methodological challenge, the researcher adopted Bull et al.’s (1996)
mulit-dimensional conceptualisation of face which is more relevant to the context of the
current research as it was specifically designed for a political setting, i.e. political interviews.
Namely, Bull et al.’s (1996) recognises three types of face within a political interview:
personal political face which signifies the attributes that individuate the politicians from

others; party face in which a member stands as representative of the party; significant others’
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face which signifies a relation with members of the same party or with political allies or a
friendly country or an electorate. However, in this research, I take significant others’ face to
signify a relation with significant (non-)political individuals only. Whereas the face of
significant entities such a country, an institution, or a country have been categorised as

OTHER (see Chapter Five, sections 5.4.1 and 5.4.2).

Moreover, my binary data repoted an occurrence of impoliteness forms that are
conventionally employed in non-institutional social interactions. These forms were not
addressed in Bull et al.'s (1996), Spencer-Oatey's (2008) frameworks. These attacks to face
have been accounted for by borrowing from Culpeper's (2011a) list of conventionalised

impoliteness formulae.

In addition, the current research also has discarded examining the impact of Spencer-
Oatey's (2008) interactional goals on defining impoliteness as having access/ knowledge to

such goals is not feasible considering the current research’s data collection methodology.

Overall, the integration of the analytical frameworks, namely Bull et al.'s (1996),
Spencer-Oatey's (2008), Culpeper's (2011a) theories, was successfully applied to reveal the
factors that influence the communication/interpretation of impoliteness in the Iragi and
British parliaments. Spencer-Oatey's (2008) rapport management model, in particular, has
enabled the current research to differentiate between impoliteness arising from attacking the
different manifestations of FACE and those ascribable to infringements of social and
institutional expectations. However, some of Spencer-Oatey's (2008) categories posed a

theoretical-methodological limitations for the current research.

These theoretical-methodological limitations mainly relate to categories Spencer-
Oatey's (2008) designated to encompass social expectancies viz. SOCIALITY RIGHTS,
except Autonomy and Imposition. The theoretical characterisation of EQUITY RIGHTS and
ASSOCIATION RIGHTS categories is generic, unclear and impractical. This has created

an overlap among particular categories, such as Involvement vs. Empathy and Cost Benefit
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vs. Fairness and Reciprocity, in the categorisation process. The category Respect, for
example, is so generic that it may include all instances of personal insults. In this case, what
is regarded as infringing one’s ASSOCIATION RIGHTS is also an attack at one’s particular
type of FACE SENSITIVITIES. To overcome this confusion, the researcher has resorted to
participants’ direct and indirect meta-pragmatic comments to identify and differentiate such
categories. Despite this, further thought ought to be given to the categorisation of these

notions in future studies.

Moreover, heavily relying on participants to specify and define the preconditions for
such categories/notions may not be feasible in all contexts. The impoliteness meta-pragmatic
comments has been very infrequent in the British parliament as indicated in my findings.
The infrequency of impoliteness meta-pragmatic data in institutional settings, in particular
parliamentary ones, highlights the inadequacy of such methodologies that rely on

participants’ understanding.

The second part of the integrated analytical framework has been constructed to
explore the linguistic strategies employed in the Iragi and the British parliaments. This
framework comprises elements from Harris (2001),and Bull & Wells (2012). The strategies
included in these studies successfully captured the linguistic resources employed in the
current Iragi and British parliamentary corpora. The third part of the analytical framework
has been designed to determine the reaction of Iraqi and British politicians’ reaction to
impoliteness. This part of the framework, which incorporates counter-impoliteness strategies
derived from Bull & Wells (2012), Culpeper et al. (2003), Culpeper (1996), and Bousfield
(2007), has also been constructive to encompass the response patterns utilised in these two

parliamentary practices.

One of the limitations of the present research relates to negligence of non-verbal
language. In the current research, no systematic analysis has been conducted to examine

politicians’ non-verbal aspects and how it contributes to the communication/interpretation
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of impoliteness in both settings. However, such forms of expression, such as body language,
have not been completely ignored in the identification of impoliteness in the current

research.

Further methodological limitations comprise various dimensions which mainly relate
to securing and analysing the Iragi parliamentary discourse. These methodological issues
involve the difficulty of accessing parliamentary discourse in the Iraqgi setting. From the start
of the current research up to the time of writing, the official site of the Iraqi parliament did
not provide means to download and save any of its parliamentary practices such as debates,
interrogations or committee meetings. This predicament has forced the researcher to rely on
the available parliamentary material uploaded on YouTube by personal users. This material
was limited in range as it only included recordings of one type of parliamentary practices,
namely parliamentary interrogations. Moreover, the sessions of these parliamentary
interrogations are incomplete and interrupted at some points. Also, the official transcripts

of such parliamentary practices are non-exhaustive and are often incomplete.

Another methodological challenge is the selection of an identical or similar
parliamentary practice in both the Iraqi and British parliaments. Although the Iraqi
parliamentary interrogations are similar to the British PMQs sessions in various significant
aspects, yet these are not exactly identical. Perhaps, a more directly comparable practice in
both parliaments would have been debates. However, these practices have only been made
available very recently on the Iraqi parliament’s official YouTube channel, but they are still
not downloadable. As a result, the researcher opted for the best available possibility, which
was to seek a high degree of similarity, rather than identicality, among the parliamentary

practices to analyse in this research.

A further methodological restriction is the impossibility of accessing relevant Iraqi
or British politicians for post analysis interviews or questionnaire. My findings would have

been more grounded if this access was an option, as it would have allowed me to probe in
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further detail the motivation behind the use of particular impoliteness and counter-

impoliteness strategies in the Iragi and British contexts.

An additional barrier is the lack of any relevant literature on Iraqi parliamentary
discourse, whether rhetorical or linguistic. This has deprived me of a benchmark against
which my findings could be compared or further explained for the sake of establishing a

firmer theoretical and/or practical basis for the findings.

7.4 Recommendations for Further Research
The findings and the methodological limitations of the present study, provide the

basis for conducting further research.

To redress the theoretical-methodological limitations related to the indefinite,
indeterminate characterisation of Spencer-Oatey's (2008) SOCIALITY RIGHTS categories,
impoliteness in a parliamentary context could be investigated by integrating the
methodological framework with a further post-analysis interview or questionnaire. In these
interviews and questionnaires, politicians may provide their understandings/ judgments on
the findings, particularly on whether instances of FACE SENSITIVITIES- and SOCIALITY
RIGHTS-related impoliteness constitute part of their understanding of what is parliamentary
impoliteness. Although having access to parliamentarians through interviews or distributing
questionnaires is realistically difficult, this may be facilitated by limiting the number of
politicians to be involved. In these interviews and/or questionnaires, politicians may be
asked to comment on the seriousness of the offence, the emotion it initiates, and how they
would label the behaviour described in the interventions specified by the researcher. These

dimensions are based on Culpeper (2011a:10).

Further possibilities for future research are to explore the interaction between
presuppositions and conversational implicature in a parliamentary discourse with reference

to impoliteness. My findings has revealed that presuppositions and implicatures may
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corporate to enhance the gravity of the offence or vice versa. This could be either confirmed

or refuted using further extensive, systematic empirical results.

Another aspect of impoliteness that is worthy of investigation in an Iraqi
political/parliamentary and non-institutional discourse is impoliteness meta-discourse. It is
believed, as shown through the findings, that these structures involve reference to folk and
religious notions that shape the understanding of impoliteness in the Iragi culture. One way
to do so could be by collecting impoliteness material that involve the use of such meta-
pragmatic comments using methodologies appropriate to the context under examination.
Then this material may be used to uncover the bases of the impoliteness judgements by the
participants’. In a society such as the Iraqi one, this may pin point which impoliteness
judgements are religiously-based and which ones are socially-based. My findings has
revealed that particular linguistic impoliteness incidents were judged as ‘<xue’(meaning
‘disgraceful”) which is non-religious, while others have been judged as ‘ 2/~ (meaning ‘not
allowed by God’). Such a study may further identify what is impolite in the Iraqi culture,

especially if conducted in various non-institutional contexts.
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weilall ((CISs-AT:1SOFC)) ((CISs-EXP)) explanation is done through attacking the face of a [regulations since helding the office
significant other.
2 | o caibpall o 6 S Agane S gD w pld Jas JgI | Continuation of reply to initiation 11 & question 1: | the first thing is that he transferred many
liale 9 6 ybull 85059 el gl 8059 The explanation is done through aftacking the face |employees form the Ministry of Electricity to the
15290 pli Yy ihlses. ((CISS-EXP]| of a significant other. Ministry of Trade without our knowledge nar
consent
3 [ b i el oyladl dnlell 45l o0 Cantinuation of reply to initiation 11 & question 1. | moreaver he balckmailed the State Company for
oo dwdasdl ‘The explanation is embedding an attack ata Grain Trade and built an extravagant house using
> oul s cudl el ilSy gl Jlgsl. ((CISS-EXPY) |significant other. public funds
((CISs-AT:1SOFC))
4 [asanll plul dglou ol &l J2 138 o2 sl s continuation of reply to initiation 11 & question 1: | I have documents indicating his atiempts to
= SIHE 5,2Lall. ({{CISs-EXP)) ((CISs-AT-1SOFC)) The explanation is embedding an atiack ata conclude direct contracts
- P22 Loop Mode significant other.
Time Interval: 00:01:01.885 - 00:01:12.873 10988 - .
5 | xe el 8 ge & gl @) dgz sl e obe xag sl ol | Continuation of reply fo initiation 11 & question 1: | I have not been informed of any threat by mr
q S Mg gads Sk i alg $olgll rebut direct contradiction, Abdual Hadi (0.5) he did not inform me neither
Volume 100 i 0l dsos Sl Jpuo¥l B ul & 2k U159 Lsio orally rior in ant writien form ...
03@ S, plg 1383 1380 yagill I caisyms ol
- o] eLal. ((CISS-EXP)) (CISS-AT-1SOFC))
((CI5s-RDC))
6 |y ym.uiayl&,g_q\uu 20075 20060l w955 | Continuation of reply to initiation 11 & question 1:  |in 2006 and 2007 the security condition was very
Settings o Al ol Lo 523 > difficult and dangerous (0.5) he informed me that
o clb Ll 20 s e dae i) alslaal oo e he had faced several assassination atlempts (. )
Automatic playback of media JB1Vs 8TV ay o SS9 o sl oel, 50 |offered him a position in one of our
. 5 iy 3k 3,85 3l dbaall claalall I 25 J2 commercial attache out of my good will
Create missing annotations 58l v e el 038 o ol B i U]
Show tier names 30y olall 1o I el wliile oY oible dadlen
c - ; Lo 325 guall | @3 aille adlso
Colors only an "No.” column “5yboe (0I5 RIDCY)(CIS-EXP) ((CISS-AT:
Navigate across column 1SOFC))
Scroll current annotation to center T | cwannlally coliianall s ol 8)lll ig @ Mo 0 ‘Continuation of reply fo initiaion 11 & question 1:
o db dgild oMo 0189 culinil] rebuts/contradicts
Configure... “ Al sl uisly £V i) losls Jokd &ybnll s
| anlall ol e daill Litmall_-as ol dsmall




Example 3: A Screen Shot of Al-Isawi’s Session in an ELAN Window

@ ELANG.2 @ = ) 75%@E) B Thuéi3dpm Q €
L ] [ ] 2 ELAN 5.2 - Isawi 2.eaf
File Edit Annotation Tier Type Search View Options Window Help

00:01:06 681
b |bs| s

Loop Mode

Time Interval: 00:01:02.300 - 00:01:10.340
Volume 100

Rate 100

Settings
Automatic playback of media
Create missing annotations
Show tier names.
Colors only on "No." column
Navigate across column
Scroll current annotation to center

Configure...

AN o e 8 eVl Uy 3]

an engineer and a military man (0.5) | have never
knacked the mayorality's door

No  Type 1:Arabic Text Type 2 : English Translation Type 3 : Linguistic Analysis
1D 1 S 04 (DS TAT 31 Gl S DRI L] I U1 MR TIRTRUO1 O] GOEAS
Jaall 3,0, Jslas gVl ¥slaall a5 ceila{(CISS- | the brother (( pointing to Al-Waeli with his hand))
AT:APPFC)) is a contractor and know how things are
IAl-Waeli Arabic \Al-Waeli English Al-Waeli Analysis
3 [ sl lalog s Suuns usigs Ui TJplaall 5iof Jglisll gie | WO is the contracior? wha is the contractor? |am | Reply o the previous reply. lsawi uses ” brother *

again and he is atiacking the collective face of Al-
'WAELLI, being a member of ICR WHICH distubes
annoys AIMWAEL. Social categories are brought
up here: contractor is less prestigious than
engineer, military officer. Taken as offensive.
Here are two possibilities 1o account for why this
mayfis laken as offensive by Al-Waeli. The first
possiblity relates to social stratification in the Iraqi
culture. In principle, jobs/careers that require
academic degrees are more prestigious than
those thatdo not necessiate such requirements.
Being an engineer, a member of the Iragi
parliament , or a member of some Iraqi military
institutions entails being a degree holder while
being a contractor does not need to possess an
academic degres. Hence, being an engineer, ora
military man is more prestigious than being a
contractor. That may be the reason why Al-Waeli
has taken this as offensive as he is a member of
ICR and a military engineer. The second
possibility here for the offance is that by
addressing Al-Waeli as contractor Al-lsawi may
be alluding that the reason behind this
interrogation is a conflict of interests. In other
words, that Al-Waeli directly or indirectly, has been
harmed by the policies of the Al-lsawi, the Mayor
of Baghdad.

Isawi Arabic

Isawi English

Isawi Analysis
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Appendix B:  British Corpus in an ELAN Window

Example 1: A Screen Shot of Cameron & Miliband Session in an ELAN

3 ELAN 5.2 - 25 Mar 2015 - CE.eaf

File Edit Annotation

Tier

]

00:09:42.734

Time Interval: 00:08:26.822 - 00:09:46 865 19944

Type Search View Options Window Help

[ Loop Mode

Window

No Type 1:English Text

Type 2: Linguistic Analysis

11 | mr Speaker there's only one person who is gonna raise taxes on

ordinary family and that's him ((1PPFC)) and he is gonna cut the

national health service((1PPFC)}((S-PRF)). and he didn't answer the
question((1PPFC))((IS-MQA))... and let's ask him a question about the
NHS (0.5) five years ago he promised no top-down reorganisation of the
NHS. now (_) this is an easy one (.) can he confirm that's a broken
promise? yes or no? ((1PPFC))((1S-CFQ))((1S-PFTA))((2EQRS-Al)

\Cameron (PM, Can) English

Cameron (PM, Con) Analysis

Tl el him what's happening in the NHS (0.5) 9,000 more doctors 7,000
more nurses and 20,000 more bureaucrats. but we've heard it now . a
clear promise on VAT from this side of the house ((CISs-PPF:PARTY
FACE)) and no answer on national insurance from that side of the house
(0.5) ((CISs-AT:1PPFC:MQA)) and it goes to a bigger point mr Speaker

‘Volume 100 () he's had five years to come up with an economic plan he's had five
years to work out some policies for the future of this country. he's had
0 five years to demonstrate some leadership() and he’s failed on every
Rate o count ((CISs-AT:1PPFC))
settings iliband (Lab) English

Automatic playback of media

Create missing annotations

Show tier names
O

[] Havigate across column

olors only on "N

olumn

[ scroll current annotation to center

Miliband (Lab) Analysis

@

nobody believes his promises on VAT () nobody believes his promises
on the national health service because he's broken his promises in this
parliament ((1PPFC))((1S-PRF}). now let's try him on one more (0.5)
three years ago he promised three years ago he cut the top rate of
income tax. can he rule out under a Tory government a further cut in the
top rate of income tax? ((1PFC))((1S-CPS)) ((S-CFQ))

hitps:/fwww.ft.com/content/0836f026-23e1-11e5-bdB3-71cbB0eB08c
hitps:/lwww independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/the-poor-are-paying-a-bi
gger-proportion-of-tax-than-the-rich-and-the-gap-is-widening- 10353954
hitmi
hitps:/lwwwindependent.co.uk/news/uk/palitics/the-graph-that-shows-ho
W-the-poor-are-paying-more-than-the-rich-in-tax-10353982 htmi
hitps:/lwww.newstatesman.com/politics/2015/04/tories-big-problem-they-
are-seen-party-rich-they-have just-made-it-worse

~George Osborne, the Chancallor, has insisted the Tories have no
plans for any tax rises after the election. But Labour points out that the
Tories made the same statement about VAT before the 2010 election,
only for Mr Osborme to inerease it from 17.5to 20 per cent in 2011 to
raise £13bn a year towards  deficit-reduction ((1s-CPS))
is lexical, namely the word further which presupposes tha there has
been cuts in income tax which is face threateninh to the PM and his Tory
government

Example 2: A Screen Shot of Cameron & Corbyn Session in an ELAN

3€ ELAN 52 - 20 Apr. 2016-CC.eaf

File Edit Annotation Tier

Type Search View Options

[] Loop Mode:

Time Interval: 00:10:30.203 - 00:11:21.450 51247

Volume 100

Rate o
O

Settings

Automatic playback of media

Create missing annotations

Show tier names
[m]

[] Navigate across column

olors only on "No.” column

[] Scroll current annotation fo center

Window

- o x
Window Help
No Type 1: English Text Type 2 Linguistic Analysis
popular consent. - understand((IS-CPS)) presupposes that there's anger, B
((1S-CIM))implicating that the PM should understand:rhetorical question.

(Cameron( PM, Con) English

(Cameron Analysis

Itis always good to get a lecture on diktats from someone whose press
secretary is an avowed Stalinist (0.5)((laughs from the Government
members))((CISs-AT: MOCK: 1PPEC)) but | wil pass over that | will pass over
that () the truth is creating academies is true devolution because you are

of course of course you will find pecple in local government who want to keep
things exactly as they are but the truth is one of the reasons | so strongly

putting power in the hands of headteachers and teachers () ((CISs-R/DC)) and

support academies is that when they fail they are intervened on so much faster

" This is a shocking slur on poor old Seumas Milne. Since he can't respond
himseff, for fear of ‘becoming the story’, he deserves a word of support. Milne
published a paper indicating that the 20 million deaths commonly ascribed to
Uncle Joe vastly exaggerate the real tally which stands at a whisker above

Stalin was a killer who wasn't as good at it as everyone believes " from The
SPECTATOR Lloyd Evans on

three million. This doesn't make Milne a ‘Stalinist'. He's simply pointing out that

20 April 2016
(0.5) local autherity schools are often left to fail year after year after year! |
think that one year of a failing school is one year too many (()((CISs-EXP)) let
us encourage academies build a great education system and have opportunity
for all our children
(Corbyn (LO, Lab) English Corbyn Analysis
3 |mr Speaker we appear to be heading into some kind of fantasy land here (( Again, here Corbyn attacks PM Cameron's personal political face through
laughter sounds)) ((1PPFC:MQCK))((IS-CIM)) _ the Institute for fiscal studies | mockery, mocking PM's comprehensibility. In other words, Corbyn is implying
the Institute for fiscal studies (0.5) states that school spending is expected to  [that the PM's vision here, namely how beneficiary is the convertion of schools
fall by at least 7% in real terms in the next four years (0.5) the biggest cut since |info academies, is unreal, imaginary and mostly undesired by people involved.
the 1970s. so why on earth is the Prime Minister proposing to spend £1.3 Corbyn attacked Tory plans to academise schools against their il
billion on a top-down reorganisation that was not in his
manifesto?((1PPFC))((IS-CIM)) teachers don't want it parents don't want it ()
governors don't want it (.)headteachers don't want it (.) and even his own mps
and councillors don't want it ((IS-PRF)). can't he just think again and support
schools and education not force this on them?
((1PPFC))((IS-CPS)) (2EQRS-AD)
[Cameron( PM, Con) English (Cameron Analysis
4

let me answer his question very directly about spending because we've
protected spending per pupil all the way through the last arliament and all the

places to make up for the woeful lack of action under the last Labour

government (0.5) that s the truth on spending((CISs-EXP)).

way through this parliament (0.5) and we're spending £7 billion on more school
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Appendix C: Category Search in ELAN

Example 1: A Screen Shot of 1SOFC Frequency Search in the Iragi Corpus
Using ELAN

N @ T @ mxED E Thuépm Q. Q
ass Search eaf files
Annotations
SearCh 1SOFC Search | Delincscuch comdy
regular expression case sensitive @=Searohroompletems

43 occurrences in 35 annotations in 34 files (0.033 seconds)

Nr File Tier Before Annotation After Parent Child Begin Time  End Time Duration
1 Elan ALObaidi  Nasaif Engl... .. whatis your son's relation (.} who threatens the Korean company (0.5) ... spending 27... 03:23:20.841 03:27:01261 00:03:40.420
2 lsawi 10. Al-Waeli Ar... clpsall islio 92 Tado Coilke Y] 56 Y aslall dgmsal] o el el By o o clowalll S50 00:01:24.966 00:02:36.010 00:01:11.044
3 lsawi 10 Al-Waeli Ar. o3l 9B gio 5l gl 156 cagall 03B cloga: aAlS, 6B gl 8 sax JoSe 6B i)l B3k .5l 31 I Ul 00:07:01.455 00:07:43.840 00:00:42.385
4 Isawi 4 AlWaali Ar. <l a5 aglne] el agadl 3] 3]s glol 33 e xial i (%100) Tolos lge gidl o) a5V ...5,1501 JSall 00:11:11.596 00:11:53.076 00:00:41.480
5 Isawi 4 AlWaell Ar.., w\ a2l 185-DQY)) Fuilasy Bl5 simed GUPRa3 tisns i ol 531 o)l o J59 s ol 0012557580 001305380 00:0007.800
6 Isawi 5 AlWaeli A aoll U gty el J5 e 5l 530 sgasall 1599 JS5) e w8 Y 0250 ol o1 gsino 2l 00:06:13.411 00:06:52.863 00:00:38 452
7 lsawi6 Isawi Arabic il ks 3 99 ld Jolaa il $ 2l dmploall oY Jplaall mul s 1af ol J8 uill au ((CISS-AT... 00:13:31.986 00:13:46.966 00:00:14.980
8 lsawi6 Isewi Arabic .. b i | 2 ((CISS-ATAAPPFC)) ((CISS-AT:A SOFC)} sl e piae bl ade i bl Iyl 00:13:56.796 00:14:09.110 00:00:12.314
9 Isawi 6 Isawi English mr Speaker I re... | insiston declaring the contracter's name ( .) he has been legally excluded 00:13:56.796 00:14:09.110
10 Isawi 7 ALWaeli Ar.. g 810 5 631 dasls mBlyd e sl dnasll 1Y ai3a0y pusill dgis  ...ghall 420 6B 00:01:26.030 00:03:28.990
11 Isawi 8 ALWaGIAL... .. Lo ot lig) & gt b o Y93 all 500 bl yso ] gl oc] dacal| 130 ] _ploslas quu ...a25515] olly sy 00:03:55.490 00:04:04.720 00:00:08.230
12 Isawi B Al-Waeli Ar. Ul 52l T Saigsss el g asliSy wllbso  Blo s p il 8 Jlul N P 00:08:24.990 00:08:34.638 00:00:08.648
13 lsawi 8 ALWaeli A sl 8 Jll g 0 05208 il cgisll & 205 58 by all S3lgall wris g, o .k J2 )l D 00:11:01.140 00:11:41.338 00:00:40.198
14 Isawi 8 ARWaEl AL .. pu5 ke deudl Lige ls At ol 329 cled) caing dolel L6815 el io)l sy dondl &85 ol 1380 00:12:25.863 00:12:53.101 00:00:27.238
15 Isawi 8 Al-Waell Ar. 185-)) FalaS & lag Toigulidl o2ias 58 Lo (i , parpo) dsmil s o JLaol U bl a1 S3bow 00:00:28.020 00:00:34.400 00:00:08 380
16 Isawi 9 AlWaeli A, Question 14. | ask about the appointment of Mosa Dishar () under what 1 follow up (Fal... 00:00:28.020 00:00:34.400 00:00:06 380
17 Sudany 611 Al-Saady A. (11PPFC)} ((1SOFC))({1Ss-DQ) el LSl 00:00:01.393 00:00:46.020 00:00:44.627
18 Sudany 6:1 ARSaady A.. .. glll LSy ((1PPFC))H(1SOFC))(1Ss-CFQ))ue gl gadsi 58 I 0liSd I Wikl a>Y  ((1PPFC))... 00:03:00.701 00:03:38.966 00:00:38.265
19 Sudany 6:1 Al-Saady A... ((1PPFC))... ((1PPFC)) ((1SOFCHI{ISs-CFQ)) 65119 amiio 1o lad Jsas JUSI ai 3 S ((1SOFC)) ((1P... 00:03:39.163 00:03:59.088 00:00:18.925
20 Sudany 6:1 Al-Saady A... ((1PPFC))... (SOFC)) ({1PPFC)) ((1Ss-DQY) ((1PPFC))... 00:04:26.020 00:04:54.183 00:00:28.163
21 Sudany 6:1 Al-Saady A... ((1SOFC)) (1F... (1PPFC)) ((1SOFC))(1Ss-PRF) (1Ss-CPS))(1Ss-CPS))(1Ss-DT]asic sl 00:04:57.650 00:05:41455 00:00:43805
22 Sudani 3:2 CISS-AT:1SOFC ) .cogslal ailliog ailols £l 82 S| alr ok J2 JILD  ..oBay b Jae s 00:00:48.066 00:00:54.765 00:00:06.699
23 Sudani 32 .58 4 pl5 Jar sl ol alSs &gl Jlsel o dskasl 3 B i wsenll 5, dolall a5l S5k o . 1iB 12 k9 5l 00:01:15.243 00:01:34.023 00:00:18.780
24 Sudani 3:2 S5l 5l #8 CISS-EXP)) ((C185-1)) & ieall 29820 plul Sl 0l o J2 01 138 e 3ibs $o).psbo g sl ol 00:01:42.873 00:01:47.108 00:00:04235
25 Sudani3:2 B e g ) g S e pl9 $9lgl 52 sl B G sl o) gz o o ol g ] o 00:01:53.985 00:02:20.503 00:00:26 518
26 Sudani3:2 otk 30 ol i I il i 593 T2 sy e ia¥] oyl wlS 20075 2006 ple 09,55 00:02:41.001 00:03:32.000 00:00:50.999
27 Sudani3:2 s aollo ga S ibga uly Jojles wlfs s 1y (8 I psiall se golgl ue 23 o> 00:05:51.600 00:06:04.138 00:00:12.538
28 Sudani 3:2 i D iz ST bl ey )l 6l o g alsy Clile g il WS ge lule Sy [y 00:06:05.116 00:06:30.786 00:00:25.680
29 Sudani 3:2 L e bl Sy sl ae bl Laiasall alal Ol it 135 B 353, ks s B eig 00:06:45.460 00:07:06.071 00:00:20611
30 Sudani 4:2 Al-Sudany... 151€ o5 ol Slgs 6 U8 Ul Gl gl Ul sl 50 G 5 Jgiie 5V il 00:04:36.013 00:05:15.245 00:00:38.232
31 Sudany 1:2 ALSaady A eooseisl nadl 5 el 55 gudll il 93] I il JB sl Ly Jinis | agtll o] dgusil, ((1PPFC))av.. 00:01:58.241 00:03:38.025 00:01:38.784
32 Sudany 1:2 Al-SaadyE... mrminister me... ..regarding the minister's two brothers whem he falsely informed the couts 00:01:58.241 00:03:38.025 00:01:39.784
33 Sudany2:2 Al-Saady A... Baligl e el istall a5 5 > el ol ahall 3l 55U sl cpihall suadl 13 la5 00:00:05.870 00:00:32.030 00:00:26.160
34 Sudany2:2 Al-Saady A. .s):-ll\ alaadl M,ng\wlt\ Iaﬁ‘w l.,ghxm adlae 8,80 ol an plall Giacall sl Bl S mgdl S8 00:02:02.271 00:04:43 651 00:02:41 380
35 Sudany 6:2 AlLSaadi Ar.. .55 sl sl SloWo Ga gl af go ple s Guoiy loNuall 19 529 591 alaail I Jaul 00:04:15.750 00:06:36.146 00:02:20.398

Example 2: A Screen Shot of CISs-EXP Frequency Search in the British
Corpus Using ELAN

3 Search eaf files - O

Annotations

Searchlcssexe
[] regular expression [_] case sensitive
150 5154 60 occurrences in 54 annotations in 18 files (0.647
Nr File Tier Before | Annotation | ater Parent child | BeginTime | EndTime
lar 2016-CE | Cameron . [IThe wants a debate () Ive ofiered a data(05) the week starting the twanty third of March((CISs-EXP)) why won'the say yas to t? |he said “anytim 6.326 | 000354634
lar 5-CE |Cameron (.. |lfhe wants a de... |he said “anytime, anyplace, anywhere”. | have fold him: 23 March —let's hold that debate ((CISs-EXP)). But | will tell him what | we've had four 3.774 | 00:06:01.126
lar 2016-CE |Cameron (.. |he has been off... We have cut net migration from outside the European Union((CISs-EXP)). We have crealed more jobs than the rest of the | shall tell the h. 7.882 34,642 00
ar 3-CE |Cameron (.. |My hen. Friend ... Thi country has met its NATO commitments, not only for 2% but to spend the meney on deployable equipment and forces, which |Of course, buse. 7.522 7.474 | 0G
lay 2016-CC |Cameron(P. n the posted workers directive, we are looking atthis matter closely and working with our partners. We see some meritin whatis |we are working 8.028 13.564 | 00
3y 2016-CC [Cameron(P... |we are working .. This is an area where we basically agres with each other about the European Union, so | wil tyto identfy a question in thatlot | This Govemme. 9:33.133 9.554] 0
lay 2016-CC |Cameron(P... | This is an area .. This Government have done more than any previous to make that our overseas territe d Crown | am delighted t 100451 145683 | 0C
8|14 0ct2015-CC |Cameron (.. | The factis that .. The hon. Gentieman talks about the reform of tax credits; let me tell him why that is necessary. Between 1998 and 2010, the bill _|The hon. Gentl.. 00:09:02.248| 00:10:22.592 | 00
914 0ct 2015-CC |Cameron(.. | The hon. Gent &t me deal with all the hon. Gentleman's points in turn. First, now that the housing association mevement is backing the Rightto |Iwould sayac.. 00:14.07.525 | 00:15:07.564 | 0C
10/14 0ct 2015-CC _|Cameron (.. | |'would say a c...| wanna say 1o the honourable gentieman is that we havent yet set the rate of the apprenticeship levy or, indead, setwhat level of 5:29.917 | 00:25:52.263 | 0
" 11[16 June 2016-.._|Cameron(P. ]In terms of the Leveson issue () we said thal weld make a decision about the second stage of this inquiry once the criminal__ | was delighled 3682 04 d
12|15 June 2016-... |Cameron(P... || was delighted ... [..] In terms of funds to help communities impacted by migration, we have a pledge in our manifesto that we are looking forward | There are veryf. 6:35.760 | 00.09:12.350 | 0
13/15 June. 5-... |Cameron(P... | [.]In terms of ... There are very few fimes when he and | are on the same side of an argument. For people watching at home, when the leaderof || would say ver. 2017 13 il
14[15 June 2016-.. |Cameron(P... |There are very .. | would say very directly to my hon. Friend that | have done this job for six years and, working with the Home Secrefary, | have || wil nick that s 8341 19 d
15[16 June 2016-.._|Cameron(P. | Iwill nick that 5. |ne and | are often on opposing Sides of arguments, but itsays volumes aboLt the breadth of the campaign to remain ina am very happ. 568,400 | 00:36:40.283 0
16[16 Dec 2015-CC |Cameron (... |firstof all the da... ] We are increasing the money thal is able to go into social care by having the 2% precept on fhie council fax so that local am glad fhal t 7477 08:36. d
| 17/16 Dec 2015-CC |Cameron (... | | am glad thatt.. |How can he possibly complain atout NHS funding when his party did not commit to fund the Stevens plan? ((CISs-AT: 1PPFC)) _|Letme join the ... 00:10:48.846 | 00:11:34.894 | 0(
| 18]16 5ep 2015-CC |CameronE... \What we need is a country where work genuinely pays, and that is why what our proposals do is reform welfare, but at the same | The country ha. 00.08:34.764 | 00:09:51.572 0C
' 19]16 Sep 2016-CC |Cameron E... [What we need .. |The country has to live within its means and we were Ieftan unafiordable welfare system and a system where work didnotpay | we have deliver 0:38.95: [ o
Cameron (. |which of his Kilc.. et me bring him closer to home and this genuinely the home in Doncaslor this is the answer here are the cancer wailing fimes for || am very glad | 54291 556/ 00
Cameron (.. |Everybody inih... We have made sure that halfa million more people have been referred for cancer treatment, and as a result, cancer survival rates | Let us look at 9:24.684 1 0
Cameron(.. | Letuslookat... | would have thought really with all the things happening in the part of the world that she represents she could have come up with |My hon. Friend ... 8: 4. il
Cameron (.. | Iwould have th... My hon. Friend is absolutely right Some 85% of the jobs that have been created over the last year have been created for 9 7. Il
Cameron( itis always good to get a lecture on diktals from someone whose press secretary is an avowed Stalinist (0.6)(laughs from the it me answer 7: 11810/ 0
Cameron( . |Itis always goo... lel me answer his question very direclly about spending because we've protected spending per pupil all the way through the last | my honourable 1 1221 d
Cameron (.. |My hon. Friend ... |First of all, people will recognise that there i no welcome for the thousands of people who have found work in our country What | say to Li 00:05:02.902 | 00:05:19.470 | 0(
Cameron irstof all, peop... What| say to Liam is that he is now in a country with a university system that has more people going to university than ever the sense in doi. 00.06:54.108 | 00:07.46.620| 0C
Cameron (.| What | say 1o Li.. he sense in doing this is we Want to uncap university places(,) so as many young people in our country who wantio go 1o | congratulate 8:38.666 | 00:0951.669 ] 0
Cameron (.| I will tell youwh... We have taken action, including the action on energy bills that will save these industries £400 million in this Parliament((CISs- 3:31.669 | 00:34:23.664 | 00
Cameron .. The tax credit changes are part of a package that includes a higher national living wage and tax reductions, and | think thatis the  |Of course we w.. 14:38.993 | 00:05:05.632 | 0(
Cameron (... | The tax credit c... (O course we want o help the sel-employed on low incomes, and that is why the people on the lowest incomes will continueto  |What we said b. 5:50.336 | 00:06.39. it
Cameron (.. |What wesaid b... [..]| met him back in November, and | am always happy to meet him and neighbouring MPs again. After this Question Time, | am 34:23736 | 00:35:36.6 U
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Appendix D: Frequency Measurements

Example 1: Calculating the Distribution of the Linguistic Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iragi Corpus

The Frequency of Occurrence for the Linguistic Impoliteness
Strategies in the Iraqi Corpus
Category Frequency Relative Frequency

PREFACE ((I1Ss-PRF)) 91 (91/216*100)
=42.13%

DETAILED QUESTION ((I1Ss-DQ)) 37 (37/216*100)
=17.13%

CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION 34 (34/216*100)
((1Ss-CPS)) =15.74%

CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE 49 (49/216*100)
((1Ss-CIM)) =22.68%

CONFLICTUAL QUESTION 5 (5/216*100)
((1Ss-CFQ)) =2.31%

Total= 216
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Example 2: Calculating the Distribution of the Linguistic Impoliteness
Strategies in the British Corpus

The Frequency of Word Percentage for the Linguistic Impoliteness
Strategies in the British Corpus
Category Words Word Percentage
PREFACE ((I1Ss-PRF)) 4817 (4817/8125*100 )
=59.29%
DETAILED QUESTION ((I1Ss-DQ)) 100 (37/8125*100)
=1.23%
CONTENTIOUS PRESUPPOSITION 1046 (34/8125*100)
((1Ss-CPS)) =12.87%
CONTENTIOUS IMPLICATURE 720 (49/8125*100)
((1Ss-C1M)) =8.86%
CONFLICTUAL QUESTION 624 (624/8125*100)
((1Ss-CFQ)) =7.68%
INVITATION TO PERFORM FTA 621 (621/8125*100)
((1Ss-PFTA)) =7.64%
METALANGUAGE OF Q&A 197 (197/8125*100 )
((1Ss-MQA)) =2.42%
Total= 8125
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Appendix E:  Conventionalised Impoliteness Formulae in the Iraqi

1)

Corpus

Personal Insults

Idiomatic Insults

[l 5 L yeah 3113 el jls L ]

The utterance <L i La®” js an idiomatic linguistic structure used as a powerful insult
to accompany, and/or counter an offensive expression in Iragi Arabic. The noun
‘& denotes ‘moustache’, and the verb ‘Luas  here could mean ‘shame on’. Thus,
the utterance literally could mean ‘shame on your moustache’.

Pragmatically, it signifies that what has been said, namely the offensive expression,
is completely, utterly not true. In other words, the accuser, viz. the utterer of the
offensive expression, is initially in a weak position in terms of launching the
accusation in the offensive expression because he stands as a more likely suspect for
it. Whereas whoever uses the phrase ‘<L Li La®” to counter the offensive attack has
the upper hand. Moreover, the phrase ‘<bjé La® also reflects a degrading,
demeaning tone to the addressee since it involves the noun ‘<, which denotes
moustache that in turn symbolises manhood in the Arab culture. Hence, the phrase
may mean something as ‘how dare you utter such nonsense, you are not man enough
to utter such lies’. It is mainly used in settings that preserve traditional Arab
traditions and it is exclusively employed in male contexts. The accusation is further
intensified with the accompaniment of the word ‘Allah: 4° meaning God. In the Arab
and Islamic cultures, the name of God, ‘Allah: <¥°, and His attributes, such as
‘Al‘adim: ak=)” meaning Al-Mighty, stand as the most frequent swearing structure,
among other religious expressions, as it involves the most sacred entity in these
cultures. Swearing with holy entities usually serves the function of enhancing,

intensifying the credibility of one’s statements as it is believed that falsely invoking

321



Allah as a witness will bring punishment. At last, the whole utterance may mean
‘shame on you, how dare you say I destroy the military institution’.

[daad) )5 aglan il |

The personal insult in this utterance, viz. ‘aela> 7l is an idiomatic expression in
Iraqi Arabic. The verb ‘z=k” denotes ‘to overthrow’ and the noun phrase ‘aelas’
means ‘their luck’. In Iraqi Arabic, the utterance means ‘I will insult them
immensely’. The insult is intensified with a double swearing structure, namely ¢ 4 5
~211” meaning by the Al-Mighty God. The whole utterance means ‘by the Al-Mighty
Allah I will insult them cruelly’.

. Personalised Negative Reference
[l V) 3Sle aplanl) ) 5 ]

In Arabic, the noun phrase ‘<<% literally means ‘your shape’. However,
pragmatically it signifies ‘your face’. Here the part, i.e. face, is used to refer to the
whole, viz. the individual. In the Iragi culture, usually such usage of the noun ‘Js&’
indicates a negative judgement. In other words, it is employed in a derogatory tone.
Again the insult is intensified by the use of a double swearing structure, namely * 4l 5
~b=1” meaning by the Al-Mighty God. The whole utterance means ‘by the Al-Mighty
Allah no one lies except your revolting, repulsive face’.
[l s Ll Sledily ]

The personal insult in this utterance involves the use of the word ‘=i’ meaning vile,
immoral. In addition, it also includes the use of the derogatory noun phrase ‘<liS&’
meaning your dirty face. The insult is again intensified with the swearing by Allah
structure. The utterance translates to ‘by Allah there’s no one immoral except your
revolting face’.

[5 %) cNSaV sl e Blall yed Le dna dil 5 2na Cigih |

The personal insult in this utterance manifests the plural form of the noun ‘J<¥’, viz,

‘J&” which also connotes a derogatory tone. Moreover, the negative judgement
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C.

1.

D.

1.

2)

1

embedded in the noun ‘JS&°, meaning ‘face’, is made explicit through a post
modification, namely by describing the face as “’dirty’’. The utterance means ‘look
no one by Allah no one has destroyed Iraq except your dirty faces’.
Personalised Negative Vocatives
[ ‘IS’ meaning ‘you dog’ ], [ ‘cealé L’ meaning ‘you corrupts’ ], [‘4aw’ | is
the plural form of ‘Jilw’ meaning ‘(you) depraved ones’] , [‘oxkils’ is the plural
form of ‘kil’, meaning ‘(you) vile/ immoral ones’], [ ‘cxkéls & meaning ‘you
viles/immorals’].
Personalised Negative Assertions
[ pelaall dll 5 SIS ],
The personal insult here involves the noun ‘<3’ meaning ‘liar’. The offence is
intensified both through repetition of the noun ‘<3 and the insertion of the double
swearing structure, namely ‘~d32ll & > meaning by the Al-Mighty God. The utterance
translates as ‘(he is) a liar by the Al-Mighty Allah (he is) a liar’.

Threats

[l o yin) Gl o yin) ], [adand) dl g agdan madal 3y agale 351 ol agud (ysa ying S,

In Iraqi Arabic, the utterance ‘<luis » yis)” meaning ‘respect yourself” may be regarded
as a threat when uttered as a counter-response to an offensive expression. In other
words, the utterance in question is a clear-cut that impoliteness is actualised, i.e. it
used to express a negative judgement. Grammatically speaking, the utterance
consists of the verb ‘sl which is in the imperative mood, an implied subject ‘you’,
an object ‘yourself’. Pragmatically, the utterance means ‘what you are saying/doing
is disrespectful/unacceptable, respect yourself and stop it’. Moreover, the repetition
of the utterance adds more intensity to the offense.

The second utterance to instantiate threats in the Iraqi setting is a conditional
structure that is common in Iragi Arabic. The conditional structure is composed of

two parts, viz. independent clauses, introduced by the particle ‘s meaning ‘if’. The
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particle ‘& is systematically used to express conditional propositions in standard
Arabic however, it only introduces the first independent clause in such contexts. In
contrast to standard Arabic usage of ‘s, the Iragi Arabic conditional structure
employs ‘5" in both of the independent clauses. In the present utterance, the first part
comprises ‘aeedi e yiny o which translates into ‘if they don’t respect
themselves/stop what they are saying ,...” or ‘either they respect themselves/ stop
what they are saying ,..." and the second independent clause is ‘I will insult them
back very cruelly’. Hence, the whole offensive expression here may translate into ‘if
they don’t respect themselves/stop what they are saying, then by Al-Mighty Allah 1
will insult them back very cruelly’ or ‘either they respect themselves/ stop what they
are saying, or by the Al-Mighty Allah I will insult them back very cruelly’.
3) Message Enforcers
1. [Nl cVIKEY il je Gloall jed Lo dsadlil g ana o sl ],

The message enforcer here is the verb ‘< s4” meaning ‘look’.
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Appendix F:  Conventionalised Impoliteness Formulae in the British

Corpus

1) Personal Insults

A. Third-Person Negative Direct Reference
this useless Prime Minister
like all bullies when the heat is really on he runs for cover

the truth is he is weak and despicable

I am looking at Alex Salmond’s poodle

Everyone knows that he’s running scared

there is only one there is only one person running scared of these debates and that is this

Prime Minister
chose to refer to the prime minister as chicken

he is running scared of these debates

he’s frit

is prove he is not a chicken and rule that out

B. Third-Person Negative Indirect Reference
so let me ask him again why is he so chicken when it comes to the Greens?
when did he lose his nerve?
why is he chickening out of the debates with me?

why doesn't he show a bit more backbone?

why is he so frightened of debating the Green party?
why is he so scared?

If he had an ounce of courage, he would rule it out

2) Condescension
these are pathetic feeble excuses

what a despicable and weak thing to do

but it’s frankly a pathetic excuse
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what a depressing spectacle

4) Dismissal as in “for heaven’s sake man, go!”
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Appendix G: Attacking the PERSONAL POLITICAL FACE of the
Speaker in the Iraqi Corpus

An Example
01 Al-Obaidi: I have submitted a request to the speakership and the general
02 secretariat of the parliament (.) to postpone the interrogation when | was
03 abroad but it was rejected...and again when | returned from Washington
04 | requested a postponement but it was rejected disappointedly (.) by the
05 director of the parliament office((2ARS-EM)) this is not acceptable in
06 institutional communication for a minister to be responded by a director. |
07 requested a postponement for a third time as the interrogation itself is
08 under consideration at the federal court hence the case should be
09 concluded then commence with the interrogation((2EQRS-ALI)).
10 Mr. Speaker Al-Joubori: mr. minister the request was proposed at the council(.) and
11 it voted against the postponement ...here I read the letter (( reads a script))
12 Al-Obaidi: there wasn’t a vote (.) your speakership demanded to conduct the
13 interrogation straight ((1PPFCYS)) ... and I’m inshallah certain and honest
14 with you all (.)if | have accepted plenty of offers | wouldn't have been
15 interrogated (0.5) among such offers is rejecting the corruption in the food
16 of Iraqi soldiers and that is why we have this interrogation today
17 ((APPFCS))... this is only the tip of the iceberg my brothers members of
18 the parliament
19 Al-Fatlawi:the minister's statement included accusations against the parliament ... |
20 demand a clarification in order not to accuse the whole council ...
21 Al-Obaidi: brothers inshallah I will be honest in all what | am saying. during the time
22 mrs representative Al-Fatlawi was interrogating me(.) some groups started
23 to strengthen their relations with me including businessmen and
24 disappointedly some parliamentarians
25 D
26 Al-Obaidi: then | must say it is Mohammed Al-Karbouli ((1PPFC))
27 . ((loud voices and clapping from members of the house))
28 Al-Karbouli: mr speaker you know at the time of the interrogation(.) we as a bloc used
29 to frequent him [...] no they must know (0.5) Itihad Al-Qiwa as a bloc was
30 standing with the current minister (.)at mr. Al-Nujayfi's house we agreed
31 to vote for him. this is what happened ((CI1Ss-EXP)) but the talk of
32 contracts! (.)let him state if he ever has given me a contract or | have
33 negotiated with him over a contract let him speak among everyone
34 here((C1Ss-R/DC)). I have not spoken to him for five months because he
35 yesterday has kicked out my nephew from the ministry as if the institution
36 is a private property of him this is ayab this is ayab mr speaker
37 Al-Obaidi: no never | haven't given you any contracts and | will not give you any if |
38 ever have given you I wouldn’t have been interrogated ((LPPFCS))
39 S
40 Al-Obaidi: mr Speaker | want to finish the rest of the story | want to finish it(.)you have
41 allowed me to start the story (. ) let me finish it

42 Mr. Speaker Al-Joubori: no you are not allowed to proceed
43 Al-Obaidi: feeding the Iragi army the Hummers contract the 1300 Hummers (0.5) the

44 armoured vehicles contract ((LPPFCS)) each one of these is a story

45 brothers...each one is a whole play

46 Mr. Speaker Al-Jabouri: what is being claimed now will all be investigated (.)the
47 initial understanding of these obscure accusations is that you were aware
48 of it hence you are an accomplice ((1PPFC))

49 Al-Obaidi: | have never kept quiet about it and reported it.

50

51 Al-Obaidi: mr Speaker if | was an accomplice (.) you wouldn't have sent me an
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52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

interrogation order ((1PPFCS)) ... you seated me and brought Muthana
Al-Samarai trying to compromise the army feeding contracts ((1PPFCS))
...they want to take the army feeding contract that is worth a trillion and
three billion (0.5) for their companies and supply the Iraqi soliders with
whatever gquality food to earn and accumulate money ((1PPFCS))
((LSOFC)) Muthana Al-Samarai the businessman, mr speaker and | were
sitting together and both trying to convince me to pursue a political career
together in future ... this needs money and you mr minister have all the
money needed. | asked how? they said you own the ministry of Iraqi
defence (.) and the budget of the Iraqi state lies within your reach. at last
they told me to announce the Iragi army feeding contract as a legal tender
and they will do the rest ((LPPFCS)) ((1SOFC))

they stated that | don't need to care about any interrogation and to run the
ministry as | wish and mr speaker will back me up...l swear by Al-Mighty
Allah this is what happened (0.5) this is the respected mr Speaker
((LPPFCS)) this is why I didn't want to attend this interrogation that is
led by him. is this a Speaker of the house? ((1PPFCS)) will the session be
impartial? ((LPPFCS)) will the voting be impartial? ((1PPFCS)) ... they
destroyed the military institution by forcing me to appoint corrupt and
worthless unqualified leaders officers (.) they brought major general Al-
Maksusy who was expelled for political reasons (0.5) insisting to appoint
in a very sensitive position because he is their friend ((1PPFC)). | feel
ashamed as a representative of the Iragi military institution to be
interrogated by such a corrupt person ((1PPFCYS)) if you all accept for the
military institution to be interrogated insulted in such a way then | will
resign!
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Appendix H:  An Example of Mock by an MP in the British

Parliament

[PMQs/20 Jan 2016-CC]

[Context- The current extract revolves around Jeremy Corbyn’s position on the renewal of
Trident, the United Kingdom’s nuclear programme. The Leader of the Opposition adopts a
disarmament policy on defence which constitutes an area of disagreement between the ruling
Conservative Party. Moreover, half of the Labour’s shadow cabinet and the Trade unions
oppose their Leader’s policy on Trident. To accommodate this, Corbyn proposed a
compromise that both maintains his position and protects defence jobs represented by the
Trade union. Corbyn’s proposition was to have Trident submarines and nuclear capabilities
without nuclear missiles. In other words, to build the new submarines to be operating
without the nuclear warheads. The extract also make reference to the Beatle’s, a 1960s
English rock and roll band, song and/or animated fantasy comedy film entitled Yellow
Submarine and Back in the USSR. The Yellow Submarine, whether the song and/or the film,
talks about an imaginative colourful under-the-sea world who are saved from evil powers
via a group of singers, the Beatles, in a yellow submarine. The yellow submarine Beatles
win over the evil powers and restore peace in the imaginative world armed with only love,

music, and witty remark.]

McCartney (Con): does my right honourable friend agree with me that our nuclear deterrent
(.) only works against our nation’s enemies if our nuclear submarines (.) are actually
equipped with nuclear missiles (0.5)((laughter sounds)) and that those such as the Leader of
the Opposition who do not believe this have a defence policy inspired by the Beatles’
Yellow Submarine (.) ((1PPFC: MOCK))((IS-CIM)) and shows that while members
opposite may twist and shout (.) their current leader certainly needs help? ((1PPFC))((1S-
CIM))

Cameron (PM, Con): | congratulate my honourable friend on his ingenious question(.) there
is a comic element to sending submarines to sea without missiles in (0.5) but in fact it is
absolutely serious because the deterrent has been on a cross-party basis (.)an absolutely key
part of our defence and making sure we've got the ultimate insurance policy (.) which we
support on this side and we should vote on in this house. and all | can say when it comes to
Beatles’ songs is I suspect that the Leader of the Opposition prefers “Back in the USSR ((
laughter sounds)) ((CISs-AT: 1IPPFC:MOCK))((1S-CIM))

329



In the above extract, the Conservative backbencher McCartney attacks the Labour
Party’s, the Official Opposition, position on arming the Trident, i.e. the British nuclear
programme. And in specific, he mocks the Opposition Leader’s stance on Trident by creating
an analogy with one of the Beatle’s song, namely Yellow Submarine. The analogy aims to
demonstrate that Corbyn’s stance on Trident is impractical and can only be applicable in an
imaginative world such as fiction films or songs. McCartney’s attack at Corbyn serves
another function, merely to pave the way for his Conservative Prime Minister, viz. Cameron,
to initiate, and continue the attack at the Leader of the Opposition. Cameron ceases the
chance, and in turn creates another mocking analogy using another song by the Beatles, i.e.
Back in the USSR. The analogy is intended to allude to Corbyn’s alleged sympathy for the
Russians since the song itself was criticised as expressing the Beatles’ supposed pro-Soviet

sentiments.
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Appendix I:  Scripts of Iragi Examples in Arabic

1) Extracts cited in Chapter Four: Methodology
Extract 1
s gobiiall ae i ) L) 0 Jsieall s e iy Jasll 5 36 US 5 Al 3 Jlas dasdl 5 cilee lad @l 15 sl
O 2l Y Gland i ) ae (S5 s aie dila )l sla g 5 e dilia )l & 5 e 84 el Ul Y
Gl sainY) dgige Jdl Y Sl S

2\.1\“3 u‘dﬁ}uwﬁ)sb);}.bqems‘&}wudgy(‘sms(;hﬁﬂms:\d@sﬁwy‘w\ ‘;3\)5‘
Dt g ) 4l G2 ¢ 805 €A o Sl

%JSM&LAJL.A;U\JC\:\ML@SG.SL«}&AU\ cM\d;ﬁ.ﬂﬂ]c«»\‘}]b\ 2(5}1-‘-“:\"-”
Vo) as el dlany Cy b 13 5 dedle) oy pal (e 3 ke clile slae il 5 daiaia LIS il slaa g S gadie Ul B )

LN i) \gle yeal s (Slia g g ptially Jaall i dans 3 sailay s | silild

Extract 3

Ol gl bﬁﬂL@ﬂéﬂY}@ﬂMYJé}\ﬂ\ ew\w('\\}O/\)EJLA\@L}u)Au\};SuY\M Sl
JESU 7 sl o da Lo A A WIA) U8 e 0% Lo il e ol (g iy (ol il g L
ook O Ol A gy e Ao AT ey Ja palaall Gty 2l Y Bl S0l gl (gt ) Al
Y ol el saiu

aaadl G ke - il Gl gill Gl ) )

Ao ) z ks Al el 3oy ¥ S saien Vg a3l (Jlae W) Jsan e ol gaia¥) ) gaia 3oy 13123
1alal el gt (e jlay O il

Extract 5

9o s pball Jlact (e %0 ¢ iy 0S5 13 J gl s allay 9 A8 80 Mgy o sl (g2l) s oS5 A8De (A Loy inas
33 5 5 4 ) sSI AS 3N U (e el ) (5 SN o 038 5 ) 5SU ()
Jail) 138 (g g g e sl i Al ABe Cuiidle Hedai 5l cua () (sandl gl

Extract 9
A o) Jlee ) dudil dpia) daidall S 58l ae bl Slail) dpaDlea dlay Cual 2l 533 s bl
(251 G pad) o sbuly g prilad o3 ¢y padl Al jaipe ddad g ddad o ¢alary Al aca g alinf Al aia
S Al G el 2 9 Y caal 5 (lape (S
DB G 138 el sl el 1 Sl
JaS) Ja ol il ) 8 i 134 (g sbual)

AL) Ja Q) U4 25 bl
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el i Al ol i) Galaa (5 2l

Sgade JaS) gl 5 3ol skt a3 Adlaiu) ge 138 O saind 138 ge 4leS) JA )l (ai 4aleS) J2 s sl
adlall gl KK

Extract 10

qmu)s:yuig_mM\}guyudwu;x\zgw\ss‘_;sm\ew\@q”usu\};hwd}ai - 3\al)
}A}W&\)Jd&u\u}@»«”A.u.uj\Jb\uju‘}wy‘wssubéhmngbd
we\}d.)};}e.lcu\_u\u.\;‘ Q_I}c.\.um.“d;.bs.muy‘ d.\s;.\“&_\;}‘\..uu;uu\

Extract 11

3 sl (a0 ganns 55135l it m il gl Gildae e S Lils Gl 2t Lavie 51350 e zsacll)
JJ}M\‘_A\Mﬂu\bJ\J}S\LA&uu&mmtﬁﬂ\nﬂ).@ﬂwﬂéuﬁj\&M\}Aﬂ@LLA):\sM}B}A”
Ji Clilee (a0 g Olladladlle 4e )6 ge 4da 2l i) o3 (A

50138 (L agle le ) 4ben 43 adde Glay Lol 4s e ) ) gaal) ey gla Aiga Ul 138 sale 138 1300 sl
s A Al e Gl gaial

Extract 13

Cualabe A gall ¢y Jlae AN A paall Jrand 5oy (AW Adasill WIS a5 ) 5l e ) bl jie V) jgae Ll
Nﬁﬁ\'&)\j;é\@j}&ym\jew\JM\QLBJMMMJJA\&&UQJE)FYNEM
Je 23x)) Jgo e 5 st il Cpal Cppial sall 1 Ay gl A8Ladl ) g Jsamn syl Laal 5 4y (s siiall (50
Ol gall g alud dgy allay aal y de 5 lud 4y adlay CAE e 5 alud 4y adday AU die g alud g adlay 138 aaal)

a3 gl 5 abie Ay gatll Al Al i ) Smn

disa Ll (1) a0y ST Ulan s 5 A 8l il 8 53l o iy () 59 (e bl e i U 150 s
ol sl 355 g Fe Sal) a6

Extract 15
ALY (A a5 TALY) (B el ] ) sl Al 5 gale Gt N Balans | S ;) Sl

ol (e 3 s JsS) ) e shaa dlie 131 el ) 800 b & 5 Canms Abia ) e 138 05 slosaall
alazy Lol 38D

Extract 16

Oma zlaa sl Al o) J8 e et ) Sladl) Gllee o) Lavie 50 sl ilall alad) Giitall (i a3 1 gaclad)
& Oms zla sa s sl ) ik 5 i gl alee (3 8L O dag aladl (RN 2l | 4l ga 2SS (5 e g2
plad) gl apudl g Bas) sl Asdall (8 )Y 60 Ble Am ) ()9S (31 3 9l 1) dlaa (g gualilyg 2 g8al) 8 Sld Shlee
s ol ) (o daa) (e s 22 (815 Dila slaall 03gy 4l 5 Gua Flaa 5550 F) apll Allae 3 il a5 s
) A 4 g 3 ¢80 a5 o) @l JuadY) (pa lilile g il lgial V) g ol an clila 2SI 13 U 35 o 3 8 il
Jsll gan] A (s lad Jliiiuue Canaia e e 5 (513 gaid) 23N e 5 ) o el G 6 sl (5 sl
alai Y gl Sla sheall o3gs aled Ja e Y13 el s amall Sl cmd | bl ol aeall o L gy La) A0

S e pana i 0 43 ol8 e gl 0l illie  BALIA 2Ll 520 (55 el Laen il 13 2300 s
sl 5 )l bl A0 ) Sy o8 L1 oy Uile (35205l 55135 ) el el 515 (30 (il sl (3
4 s a5l e il 2045 (51 ) .l ¢ sl Aol oLy IS AT pall ) gl (30 Aielanll b Uiy g
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ple gui'ﬁ..ﬁma! Lt ada jShy ol o iSe JS Y 5 (e IS (i a5 (sled) e 2l U (e
ad i Ula Jlge) A glaal Cua a3 J sty ) ol Lt g8 5 Tan jlad g o ) aua gl IS Y0V 5 Yo
LY L S A ) cilgalall I caa i Ja J Y 5 JSTY A s US55 (e e (i e

Extract 18
?wdgwgyﬁu\mm:\s):gi‘;csfdj C
G A5 ) O 5l gl g slusall

T 5 uu\‘ssmg\uu‘y\wé\”‘wmew)mw\g\ﬂmﬁmjas);dﬂ\:«s}; sl sl
4.5_)“}&_1):1\uﬂ}@\é&ﬁb‘}]\ﬂh\)\fﬁ@ﬁﬂ\n& u\chcu}eH|)MJMASJMGA}Y~~/\_1
Alase yf 5 daaradic pe 4S50 a0l 13 o daih g il w3501 il Basm e e oyl Gl Sl

A )ll Sl o3a

st sl A8 55 A8 i) dhe 8 0 5S5 o e (g Al A8 5 e AS) 5 ol 0 51 il A8 55 ) clial g glusal)
Ol ae Gl g daa JAll B ) 55 () S GBI )5l el s 6 50 sl 13 iy el S el
235 3815l y 50l 63 im A ool Sy (35l 028 g Ancs (ud Aum AN 51550l
iia L) g &y e 4855 ol Cplslaall 4858 (L A8 saa daia dan Al 555 (e 4885l 8358 00

Al il e (s A Al 5 )55 o 30 RS, 06 b ¢y il 5 (5 a0 AS 5 e

Extract 20

Lele (papall 5 3 alall A8 il Allaadl Ciraic) Ja 5 SAISY) 8 DY) diaaic) Al Qa8 Le Jhgad) 2 0 S
_}jlé.ﬂ\é‘;ﬂg\fuw\)l\Qw\@JM\gKB\%NJ?L@PJKﬂ\M%@uj?nﬂlbdjﬁﬁﬁad\.kjﬁoy
D18 138 Ll J s g 0l ) Ui aie | Y Ay Hall ety g (el ) cilaglaill 5 il 8 e Lo

10050 Gulaa

Extract 22

S5l sale e gl od (0 sS e i) oy guall A 50 Sl Sl ¢ salaY VA Gipea sl adl i
A 8 e glaall yHsdilaa s Jaali Taale Ve plaal) s dilam s laay Jaaliy o8 5l ) g laal)
Osle, YY) gile Copea sl and) J e Jaal pdle © 58 (adle 4 < jalS e aeats L gsde Yo
50 Ul 8 ) pem e g gema Ula VE (S o s e Ve plall ol Gue s s, i
D 138 clglal i) &gl JS3 Gyl al sl 03 5 (ligale YV Lgile Co g cplaall 5 ) 5 sl ISe il 5 o TSLe (pad

£Y ol Ll puall dallaa o3 coladl Jl

u\Su\LgAAJ\)M\:J\M\AY\w.@q)AM|b|) @Shm)\.).@_\hu‘)ga.\u\ c‘)\‘)jj\d;wa‘)\ﬂ\umum)
dﬁ;ﬂt}a}d\muu‘\ﬁjh‘_wuq;ﬁu),m\wﬂnﬁww\h\j\Jga@;uﬁmh\

Extract 24
alai Y ) €l sheall 03gy alad Ja i Y15 ladll 555 asaall Sl s L rsae L)
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2) Extract cited in Chapter Six: Discussion of Findings
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Appendix J:  An Example of a PREFACE in the lIragi Corpus

Interrogating the Minister of Defence Al-Obaidi [August, 2016)
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