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ABSTRACT

This article studies the language produced at Question Time in the House of
Cemmons. Fellowing Hasan (Halliday & Hasan 1985/1989), it will be argued that
centextual facters influence ¡o a very special way the cheices MPs make at the level
of discourse erganization, and in particular the strategies they use in topie manage-
mcm. Meta-Iinguistic expressions and tepic marking devices, rather infrequent and
marked in informal cenversation, are present lo ffie genre of oral questions iii the
Heuse of Cemmons. At the same time, every interventien lo the House has te fol-
mw the rules of the Erskine May cede, which means. in a genre as aggressíve as
Question Time, using a high number of politeness strategies. lo tbk centext, MPs
use politeness strategies fer a deuble funetion: te mitigate the threatening activity
en the ene hand. and te erganize the disceurse and the develepment of the tepic
en the ether.

1. INTRODUCTION

TUs article will attempt te study the influence of the institutional
context of Parliament en textual organhzation and more specifically en tepic
management in the speken genre of Question Time in the Heuse of Cem-
mons

Estudios Ingleses de la Universidad C¼mplutense,5. 169/183, Edit. Complutense, Madrid. 1997.
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2. CONTEXT

2.1. Theorerical background

Lcckie-Tarry (1993:40) identifies two major groups of studies wbich in
tbe Hallidayan tradition relate a text witb its context: tbosc which focus Qn
dic study of register, and diese which fecus en the study of genre:

The term ‘register’ tends to be the more neutral, gencralized and embracing
term, having a wider currency ¡a the language teaching area. and a sironger bis-
torical basis. It teads ro suggest a tocus Qn the liaguistie side of ihe text-context
paradigm, un pattecns of lexis and syntax rather ihan Qn discourse structure oc
textual organization, and Qn sections of discoucsc smaller than ihe whole texí.
‘Genre’, ja contrasí. has ihe bree of suggesting the priocity of dic coatext as a
‘conventiona[ized occasion’ over linguistie forms and patterus, the text as a
complete event, with formalized organizational sehemata.

TEN article falis within the seope of genre studies. The research une pos-
tulated by 1-lasan (Halliday & Hasan 1985/1989) allows tbe analyst to study
the relationship between the eontext and the overalí organization of texts.

Hasan (¡bid) works with I-Ialliday’s concept of Context of Situation and
the variables of Ficid, Tenor -aud Mode:

The FIELD OF DISCOURSE tebas lo what is happeaing, tu Ihe nature of
the social action that is taking place (...)

The TENOR OF DISCOURSE refers lo who is taking part, fo ihe nature
of ihe participanis, their statuses ami roles (...)

Thc MODE OF DISCOURSE refers to whal pací the language is playing,
what it is that the participaats are expecting Ihe language todo for them ¡fi that
situation (...).(Halliday & Hasan 1985/1989:12)

In relation with these parameters, Hasan introduces dic concept of Con-
textual Configuration (CC) (op. ciÉ 55):

A CC is a speeific set of values thai realises ticid, tenor, and mode.(...) Wc
need dic notion of CC for talking about the siructure of dic text because it is
ihe specific features of a CC —thc values of the variable— that permit síate-
¡neats about ihe text’s siructure a CC can predicí the OBLIGA’1ORY (1)
and the OPTIONAL (2) elemenis of a tcxt’s sicucture as well as theic SE-
OUENCE (3 and 4) vis-it-vis each other and the possibility of iheir ITERA-
TION (5).

TEe characteristies of the CC of a text dircctly influenee the text struc-
ture, in both its obligatory and its optional elements, as well as dic order in
which they appear. This influence is so evident that a direct relationship can
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be established between a text’s CC and its genre (op. cd. 63). Thus, it
becomes possible to talk about Ihe structure potential of a given genre, or
its Generie Structure Potential.

Martin’s approach to context (1992) is similar to Hasan’s (ibidl), in «the
correlation proposed between sehematie structure and fielá, mode and
tenor options; for botE Martin ami Masan, staging redounds with social
contexta (1992:505). Howevcr, Martin’s approach differs from Hasan’s in
that (ibid) «there is a network of relationships underlying register which re-
lates text types to each otber in ways tbey cannot be inter-related con-
sidered from 4w perspective of any one register variable». Martin argues
that Hasan’s vicw associates text structure and genre mainly with the field
variable: «obligatory elemenís of structure appear to derive from fleid, with
variations in generic structure controlled by tenor and mode. This means
thaI there is a very strong association between field, text structure and
genre.» (op. cd. 504).

However, tUs is not totally the case, because Hasan (op. ciÉ 56) ¡nsists
that in order to define a Contextual Configuration «we need to see the total
set of features —al! 4w selected values of the three variables— as one configu-
cation, rather than attempting to relate aspects of the text’s structuce to indi-
vidual ‘headings’>. Nevertheless, Martin’s views about genre as «a pattern of
register patterns» can be illuminating (op. ciÉ507).

2.2. (½ntextualConfiguration of Question Time

Tbk article aims at esíablishing lEe influence of the parliamentary con-
text of Question Time on text síructure and topical management. lEus, it
seems prioritary to define the genre of Question Time in terms of its Contcx-
tual Configuration. Firsí of alt. Question Time is to be distinguished from
various other parliamentary genres. Question Time refers to the space of time
in the House of Commons from Monday to Thursday, from two thirty to
three thirty. in which Members of Parliament from both sides of the House,
Govcrnment and Opposition, can put questions to Mcmbers of the Govern-
ment henches. (For tlie sake of simplicity, no distioction will be made here
between Prime Minister Question Time and ordinary quest¡ons, and written
questions will not be considered at alí. This study refers lo oral questions ex-
clusive ¡y).

TEe FIELD of the genre, following the indicat¡ons from Erskine May’s
Treatise on 11w Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage ofParliamení(1989:287),
is ask¡ng ¡br (and giving) information about the government of the country, and
pressing for action. However, in ceality, as Silk notes (1989:185), the main
activity of Question Time is challenging the Ministers oc MPs of the other
pacty, and congratulating the MPs (oc Ministers) of one’s own.
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The procedure of the quesíions is extremely formal. Questions for oral
answer are delivered lo tEe clerks at the Table in writing, a fortnight before
they are actually answered. This mcans tE-it ILe person to whom the queslion
is directed can prepare Ihe answer carefully. Initial questions are never for-
mulated orally. lEe Speaker calis lEe question number, aud then lEe answer
to tEal question is delivered orally. [mmediately aher this initial exehange, tEe
Speaker calís upon ILe MP who put the tirsí question lo make a supplemen-
lary, aná lEen olber members of botE sides of lEe House lo ask furíher sup-
plemenlary questions. Once tEese are resolved, Ihe Speaker moves on to
another question, and Ihe procedure is repeated.

From the point of view of lEe content, initial questions are usually bland,
in the sense thaI tLey do not surprise anyone, aiid are somewhat out of date.
l-Iowever, supplerneníary queslions are usually aggressivc. As Silk (op. cit. 185)
explains,

The minister is briefed by civil servants about the potential supplemen-
tanes buí has tu íhink quickly lo respond tu awkward points, aad it is here
that backbenchers hope lo shine on the occasions when they catch a minister
unawares or are able to expuse an anca of policy which is embanrassing tu lEe
governrncnt.

Anolber important issue wilh respect lo topic is that a supplcmentary
question musí only refer tu Ihe answer uut of wLich it immediately arises.
TEe main íopic of the initial question must be maintained. or cIsc lEe Speakcr
will interrupt the MP making Ihe supplemenlary.

TEe TENOR of lEe genre is cunstituted by the relationships belween MPs
and members of tEe Government. TEe main issue to consider is Power diffe-
rential. Tu Question Time, almusí every speaker (ur polential speaker) Las iLe
same power. It is true that MPs have lEe rigEt lo ask questions which can be a
source of troublc for Ministers, buí Ministers can answer aggressively as well.
Moreover, tbey Lave the possibilily of not answering a given question, if they
do not wisL lo do so.

TIte Socia! Distance belwccn alí Mernbers of Parliamení is greal, insiitu-
tionalized, aud regulated througE Erskine May’s Procedure. Thc reason is ex-
plained by Boulíon, furmer Clerk of ILe Housc, (1992:8) when he notes that
«lEe whole character of pnoceedings in the Chamber is adversarial», aud thcre-
fore «sorne rules of order or self-restrainl are required». MPs and Ministers
Lave to talk to each olLer notas private individuals, but as offlcial representa-
tives: «no Member should refer lo anolher by name. Bach Member must be
distinguished Ly lEe office Le Lolds, hy Ihe place he reprcsents un Ly other
designations (...)» (May 1989:380). Similarly, as a means lo acLieve indirecí-
ness, alí questions and answers are fluí directed lo iLe real interlocutor, but to
tvtadam Speaker. By so duing «Personalities are kepí al arm’s length» (Boul-
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Ion ibid.). SiIk’s (1989:92) commeníary lo Ihis rule is tEal «TUs form of cir-
cumiucution does give a breaíhing space for lEe MP speaking, and perhaps
does something toavoid personal abuse”.

A tEird imporlaní element lo cunsider within Ihe Tenor is iLe party tu
whicE MPs and Ministers hclung. MPs uf lEe same party are, in principie,
political friends, aud wEen tLey inlerací thcir main aim is tu suppurt lEe
hearcr’s Face, and so tu creale solidarity. TEis íype uf interaclion abounds
witE whal Brown and Levinson (1978, 1989) have termed «positíve polite-
ness síralegies». On tEe other hand, MPs of differenl parties are, a priori, pul-
ilical enemies, and Ihe main aim of thcir political interactiun is tu attaek lEe
oíher’s pulitical Face. TEerefore, it is nut surprising lo find a Eigh dcnsity of
what Brown ami Levinson (1978, 1987) Lave called <Facc-TEreatening
Acís» ‘.

1 sEalí consider nuw iLe MODE. In Question Time lEe language role is
cunstitutive. TEe medium presenís sorne difliculties in its definition, because
it Las a mixed nature. Inícraction is prcduminantly oral, witE the exceptiun of
íhe initial adjacency pair: ILe firsí question is wriltcn, aná lEe first answen is
probably prepared in writing lo be delivered ora!ly. TEe oral debate tEal
emerges from tEe inilial queslion is nol necessanily natural aná sponlaneous.

Supplemcntary questions can be prepared in advance, and it is a fact thaI
Minislers try tu foresce every possible supplemenlary, and sometimes even
rehearse thcrn. Nevenlheless, it is impossibJe tu foresee the coerse uf ILe de-
bate. and lEe degree of sponlaneily probably mercases as MPs are called un
lo make supplementanics. Thercforc, tEe result is Ealf-way hclwcen spunta-
neuus ami prepared language.

Language in Question Time is subject tu Erskine May’s rules uf forrn.
TEe quesíiuns musí nol be loo long, and musí nut contain offensive expnes-
sions (May 1989:287). TEe qucstiuns and answers have lo be furmulaled in
what May Las called «panliamentary language» (op. cit. 380): «Guod temper
and moderation are Ihe characterislies of parliamentary language. Parliamen-
tary language is neven more desirable lEan when a Member is canvassing lEe
opinions aad cunduct uf bis opponents ia debate». TUs norm, together wilh
the rules designed lo mainlain iLe distance betwcen lEe spcakcrs, resulí in iLe
uccurrenee of a lype uf language whicb is Eighly institulionalized, ricE in con-
venlionalized tcrms of address. politeness sírategies and formulas.

Finally, texí síruclure and topic managemení are condilioned by lime
cunstrainís. Members of Parliament are aware uf dic fact thai when thcy huid
Ihe fluor, íhey only Lave seconús lo speak. TEl5 cEronolugical difficulty leads
tu the pruduction of a type uf speceh rcmarkably siructured and compací.
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3. TOPIC

3.1. Theoretical Background

In urder lo identify lEe organization of the genre uf Queslion Time witE
respecí lo Tupie, it is necessary tu agree un sume bnief theorelical considera-
tiuns aboui lEe cuncepí of Tupic ilseIL

TEe main concern of lEis study is ihe concept uf Discoarse Topie,
and lEe means un sírategies used by MPs lo mark Tepic cEange or Topic
developmenl. TEe nution adopled in this anide is van Dijk’s Topic of dis-
course or Topic of conversaliun (1977), whicE wurks with lEe cuncepí of
«abuutness»: «ABOUTNESS (...) should be established in (con-) textual
lerms, perLaps in such a way thaI a discourse ura passage of lEe discuursc is
abuut sumelhing if Ibis sumething is referred tu by mosí phrases wiiL lupie
funetiun» (1971:119).

Van Dijk explains (op. c1t133-4) lEal «a cuncepí un a conceptual sínuclure
(a prupusitiun) may becume a diseuurse lupie if it HIERARCHICALLY
ORGANIZES ILe conceptual (propositiunal) síructure uf lEe sequenee».
TEere is a Discourse Tupie, wEicb is global, cuvering a wEule passage, and
witEin it lLere can be more Local Topies, ur Sub-topics, whicL are relaled tu
lEe Discourse Topic, usually as a pan of it.

In lEe case of lEe genre of Questiun Time, lEe prublem uf deciding what
is ihe discuunse lopie of lEe quesliun is solved by lEe Hansard cdilors. At ihe
beginning of cacE questiun. ihe editurs write wLat tEey consider lEe questiun
is abuol. TEis will be accepted as the Topie of ihe wEole texí. TEe differenl
topies related tu tEis Discuursc Tupie intruduced in Ihe suppíementary
questions will be called Local Topics or Sub-topics.

Wilh respect tu topie change, many authors have investigated Ihe differences
beíween lEe genre uf informal conversaliun and other lypcs of mure formal
genres. It has ufien been nuled lEal in informal conversalion lEe use of mela-
language in textual and tupie urganizatiun is considered infrequení, and is a
markcd uptiun. Van Dijk (op. ciÉl4O), fur example, says that

Changes ob íopic are subject lo ecníain coasírainis within the same discourse
un cuavensation. Whereas in casual cveryday convensations topics may follow
each olLer wiihout much of a sysiematic connection (uñen a commoa arguniení
un predicate is sufficienl as a conditiun of changc ), tupie sequencing in
discounses folluwing sinicten conventional rules musí satisfy a nLímber of
conditions similar tu ihuse deiermining the linear connection and coherence
of sentences.

Levinsun (1983:313) quuting Sacks (1971, April 5), eomments thai «ihe
relative frequency of marked lupic sEifts (...) is a measure oía ‘lousy’ conver-
sation».
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On Ihe olber Eand, in genres such as business conversatiuns, the musí
frequent melhod of textual organizalion is melalanguage (Slalpers 1992).
In daily spoken discourse, the use of metalanguage lo introduce a new lopic
can be seen as aggressive, and even manipulating. Huwever, in business
eunvcrsations metalanguage is seen, raiher, as a bald-on-reeurd slralegy, in a con-
lexí in which lime is money. Efficiency and organizalion are valued oven subtlety.

3.2. Topic management in Question lime. An example

TEe main aim uf lEis paper is lo sludy how lEe CC of Questiun Time in-
bluences ILe choices al lupie. Por Ihis purpose, une quesliun has been selecíed
among ILe hundreds of quesliuns lEal uccur yeanly al Queslion Time ~. It is
Question 4 of 27 January 1993, directed tu lEe Sccrciary uf Síate br ihe Envirun-
mení. The Discuurse Tupie of lEe wLole exchange is Local Govcrnment Cor-
rupliun. Por the purpuses of analysis, ibis question was preferred lo othcrs
because uf its lenglE. Sume oral questions are four turns long, wEieh is not
cnough lo shuw clearly lEe lype of lupie organization used in lEe genne. This
question, Luwever, consisís of 11 speakers and 29 lurns, which allow fur
cumplex urganizalional relalions. (Fur ILe sake of brevily 1 will cuncenírale
un lEe firsí len turns, wEich are repruduced in lEe Appendix).

Queslion 4 of 27 January was opened by twu initial questions in wniling, ILe
reasun being thai boíL queslions (4 and 7) refer lo the same lopic. TEis fact, tu-
gelEer wiih ILe nalure of Ihe diseourse topie itself, corruplion, annuunces the
polentiW ~tggressiveness of lEe exchange.

Mr. Riddick and Mr. Batiste, bulh Conservalive MPs, ask lEe Secretary of
Síale for ILe Environmení, Mr. Huward, abuui ILe possibility of taking actiun lo
cuí corruptiun in local governments. Mr. Huward gives a typical answer wilhouí
íoo mimE contení, whieh opens Ihe turn of suppíemenlanies. Mr. Riddick and
Mr. Batiste are lEe firsí unes tu be called. Boih speakers denouncc curruplion in
local Labuur governments, lEus producing indirecí allacks against lEe Laboun
parly. Mr. Huward agrees wilE lhem. Immediaíely aflerwards, lEe Speakcn calis
un two Labour MPs, Mr. Fraser aud Mr. Keiih Hill, wLo defend lEe Labuur pu-
sition. always witLin lEe same general topie. Mr. Howard answers Iheir ques-
duns rejecling iheir defenee. (Ihe debate betwecn boíL sides of ILe House con-
tinues, buí for Ihe purpuses uf lEis arlicle ihese ten turns are enough).

la the lEird tura, Mr. Riddiek uses bis supplemenlary tu enumerate a serles
uf accusations againsí ILe local Labuur governments. He articulates bis turn in
lwo muyes. (1 will use the lerm Move, afler my uwn modified version uf Tsui
(1994), in ILe sense of caeh of lEe parís in which a speaker divides Lis/Len in-
terventiun (see Pérez de Ayala 1996). In cacE muye. ILe discourse takes a new
direclion and ILe speaker develops a new funclion). TEe firsí muye is ILe
enumeralion uf cases uf corruplion:
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Turn 3.— Mr. Riddiek: (Move 1) Nepoiism in Munklands, a £10 milliun
fraud in Lambeth, ¡nismanagemeal in Sheffield, a £40 milliun fraud in Hackney
and yet mure prubably tu come out ---yel Ihe sarne councils furever demand
more muney from the Government. Ls thai nut a disgrace? (...)

Thc tupie is «Curruptiun in local guvernmenís is a disgrace>. However,
Mr. Riddick elaborates un Lis turn, prcsenting in a secund muye Ihe tupic uf
lEe cunsequences uf corruption: «Curruplion is betraying the puonesí people
in socicty». TEis secund muye carnes a topic sLifl, aJways wilLin Ihe same
discuurse lupie. Interestingly, Ibis lupic shifl is intruduced by meafis uf an in-
lerrugative thaI contains twu politeness straiegies, Pusitive Pulileness 4 «Use
in-group identity mankers”, and Pusilive Politeness 5 «Seek agreemení»:

Turn 3.— Mr. Riddick: (...) (Move 2) Does my right hon. and learned Friend
agree thai grussly incompetení management by Labour authonities is uot unly
rippiag ofí local puíí laz payens, buí hiiiing and betraying the puoresí peuple in
ah society who su depend un thc services provided by ihuse local authonities?

Turn 4 eorresponds lo Mr. Huward’s answer, an agrcement with Mr. Rid-
dick’s accusatiun. Turn 5 conveys lEe nexí supplemenlary quesliun, by Mr
Batiste, also aceusing ILe Labour party. BoíL turns, 4 and 5, only Lave une
muye, wiíE no tupie develupmenu

Tunn 6 cunlains Mr. Huward’s answer lo Mr. Batisle’s question, wilE twu
muyes and a topic eLange. Mr. Howand begins Lis turn agreeing witL Mr. Ba-
lisle’s aceusaliun tu lEe Labuur parly:

Turn 6.— Mr. Howard: (Muye 1> My hon. Friend rnakes a typically shrexvd
and importaní point — [InierraptionjWhai he says is eatirely accu¡ate. (...)

Howeven, lLere is a sudden ehange uf style, wEich coincides wilh a cEange
of lEe topie, due tu ILe interruptiun. The Hansard transeriplion dues nol
indicate wEo interrupís, buí we can guess lEal it is prubably ILe comments of
ILe Labour party. UnLesiíalingly, Mr. How~ird síups talking abuní corruption,
and censures Labuur MPs’ altitude severely:

Turo 6.— Mr. Howard: (...) (Maye 2)1 should have thoughí that un Ihis une
question today we mighí see sume sigas of humiliiy in Ihe Labourparty insicad
ofihe reaction of dic pastfew minutes.

Influenced by ILe situaliun, Mr. Huward produces a very sudden topic
cLange. Once mure, in lEe tupie change —which is simulíaneuusly a change uf
muye— lLere oecurs a politeness stralegy, tUs time 0ff reeurd 14 «Displace
Ihe Hearer».

TEe tulluwing adjacency pair introduces a queslion by a Laboun MP, Mr.



lopie managemeul w Question Time: coníextual cousírwnís 177

Fraser, wEo attempts tu defend Labuur autEorities from curruptiun. Mr.
Fraser’s turn is an example of guod strucluring in three muyes. TEe firsí intro-
duces lEe tepic of lEe defenee, wiíE lEe conjunclive adjunct «Finsí»:

Turn 7.— Mr. Fraser: (Move 1) TEe Secretary ob Síate wilI be awae thaI cur
iníeresís are Ihose of vutees, of tenanís and of consuiners. Finsí, will he confirm
thai the allegations in the chief execulive’s repurí en Lambeth are nui princi-
pally against eouncilluns? (...)

TLe second muye cemprises a tepic sEifí, an aitack lo tEe guvernmenl
audil service. TEe muye is marked wilL an explicil signal, lEe adjuncl «See-
undly», and strategy number 1 uf negative politeness. «Be conveníionaííy in-
direcí”:

Turn 7.— Mr. Fraser: (...) (Mote 2) Secundly, whai un eanth has the audii ser-
vice been doing for the pasí 10 yeans? It was quick enuugh te suncharge couacil-
lors over political acis. Why on earih has nul ihe audil senvice, wiih a growiag
budget, been able tu de-ii wiih ihe matíers coníained ja dic chief exccutive’s
report? (Move 3) Will ihe Secretary uf Síate look al the way in which Ihe audil
service has considered these malicrs as well as atibe principal issues involved?

Ihe tEird muye, in wEich Mr. Fraser asks fur actiun with respecí tu lEe
functiuning uf ILe audil service, presents no tupic sLifi. Summarizing, turn 7
is carefully síruclured in lEree muyes, wilh a topie sEifí afler dic firsí une, irl-
troduced by a combinalion uf melalanguage and politeness sínalegies.

Mr. Heward respends in lwo muyes —tirsí, lo lEe requesí fur acliun con-
cerning ihe audil service, prumising tu do sumelLing; and lEen erilicising Mr.
Fraser fur Lis actiuns as an MP— wLicE form a very bricf Iunn witE a lopie
cEange in ihe middle. TEis lopie change is iníruduced by stralegy number 5
uf negative polileness, «Give defenence’:

Turn 8.— Mr. Howard: (Move 1) 1 shall louk al alí relevaní aspects of lEe
malter. (Move 2) TEe hon. Gentíeman might have done betíer tu ask what he,
as a Mcmber of Parliament for Lambeth, was doing bor ihe pasí 10 years.

In lEe fulluwing lurn Mr. KeitE Hill, Labour MP, produces tEree muyes,
wEieL constilute a secend altempí lo defend lEe Labuur pusitiun, ceriainly
subíler Ihan lEe previuus une. TEe firsí muye is an evalualiun uf ILe measures
taken by ihe Cunservalives. TEe tepic, Mr. Hill’s ideas un curruption. TLe se-
cond muye introduces a lopie shifl, prulection tu Lambeih employees. There
is still anolEer tupie shifl, witE ILe third muye, whieL is a prupusal lo Ihe
Censervalives lo accepí parí of lEe respensibilily in lEe cases uf corruptiun.
FacE uf lEe muyes, and Lence eacE uf ILe tupic sEifís, is iniruduced by ques-
tien. due le lEe obligatiun wilhin lEe genre uf Question Time tu fermulate
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questions. These queslions, or ralber, inlerrogatives, become formulaic
polileness síralegies, (stralegies number 2 of negalive poíiieness «Queslion,
hedge»):

Turn 9.— Mr. Ke¡th Hill: (Move 1) WiIl Ihe Secretary uf Staie accepí thai ¡ny
hon. Fricnd ILe Member fon Vauxhalí (Ms. Hoey) and 1 recugnise thaI 11w
initiative thai Ee has taken is inevitable, aad thaI Laboun Mernbers will nut
tolerate fraud and maladminisiratiun, wherever and wheneven u may uccur?
(Move 2) Can he ensure thaI, in alí inquines which may be underiaken, fulí
proleclion is afforded lo lEe many Lambeth empluyees whu have suught tu do
ari honest day’s work lot an honesí day’s pay in difficuli circumslances? (Move
3) Does he recognise thaI the paramuunt cunccrn is for firm and fasí action by
buth Ihe Govennment and the council in cuoperatiun, because both agencies
have allowed the matter tu persisí for lar loo long?

In summany, tLrce muyes whicL develop local lopies, introduced by pulile-
ness síralegies.

In TiO, Mr. Huward respunds iu lEese tEnee muyes witE anotEer tEree,
which mirrur ihe íLree local lopies prupused by Mr Hill. In lEe firsí une Mr.
Huward thanks Mr Hill fur Lis evaluation of ILe Conservative aclion. In lEe
second Le reassures Mr. Hill abuut empluyees’ pruleelion. Finally, in ihe
tEird muye Le rejecís alí respunsibilily in Ihe cases of corrupliun:

mm ¡O.— Mr Howard: (Move 1)1 welcurne te Iirst pan obthe hun. Genl-
leman’s remarks. (Move 2)1 am sure thai Ihe police will give carelul considera-
tion when protection is necessany aud appropriate. (Muye 3) As lar as respon-
sibiliiy fon such matters is concerned, u was ihe Labour councií ob Ihe London
borough ob Lambeih which gui mio Ihis mess, aad it is thai cuuacil which musí
gel uní uf it.

Frorn ihe puínt uf view of lupie managemení, replies in Questiun Time
are more cumplex lLan questions. An MP pulting a questiun —as Mr. Hill in
mm 9— is under Ihe ubligatiun lo produce interrugatives wLicL, as Las been
seen, are used as une uf the means lo introduce topic sLift. In lEe case of ILe
neplies tu quesíiuns, Luwever, MPs do aol Lave ILe Eelp of inierrugatives,
and Eave tu resurí tu dilferení siritíegies. In ILe firsí muye uf mm 10, Mr.
Huward uses slralegy number 15 uf positive politeness, «1 wclcome ...» («Give
gifts lo H>), and also melalanguage, «lEe firsí parí». In ILe secund muye, Pusi-
tive politeness strategy number 15 is used again, «1 am sure thaI...». TEe tLird
muye is iníruduced wilL meialanguage, «As faras respunsibility fon sucE mal-
lers is cuneerned».
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4. INFLUENCE OF THE CC OF QUESTION TIME ON TEXTUAL

ORGAN IZATION

TEe anaíysis Las sEown Euw puliteness siralegies introduce new topics
and Luw íLey signal íupic sEifts in tEe genre of Question Time. Al tEis
puiní it becomes necessary lo recapilulale tEe actual influence uf ILe con-
textual configuralion of Questiun Time, deseribed aboye, un ILe cLoices
made hy MPs al ILe level uf tupie managemení. TEe influence of cacE of
lEe contextual faeturs cuuld be summarized in ILe fulluwing points (Figu-
re 1):

Figure 1. Influence uf tbe contextual faclurs un ILe stralegies used for
Tupie Management in Question Time.

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

1. (FIELD)
Asking for and giving
infurmation

JI. (TENOR)
Erskiae May’s rules ob urder and
self-re straini

III. (MODE)
Erskine May’s rules of turn
lengíh aad of form (panliamen-
I.ary language)

- TOPIC MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

— Adjacency pair organizaliun
— Questions: Tupie introductiun lhruugh

inierrugatives
— Answers: Top¡c iníruductiun íhrough

metalanguage and polilencss sírategies

— Poliíeness sírategies and spccial forms
of address in the introduclion of muyes
ami topie shifís.

— Abrupí and marked lopie changes
— Use uf polileness straiegies io iniruduce

iupic.

— TEe Fieíd of Questiun Time (asking for and giving informatiun abuut
lEe guveramení of ihc euuntry) produces an adjaeency pair organizaliun.
Tupies arc introduced by interrugalives in questions, while answers are
organized wilL metalanguage and politeness sinategies, reflecling eaeh uf ILe
tupie sLifis intruduced by tEe interrugatives.

— Wiíhin lEe Tenor, lEe relationsEip bcíween MPs is regulaled by
Erskine May’s míes of self-restraint. These rules result in lEe pruduction uf
politeness sírategies and special íurms of address in lEe introduetiun of
muyes and tupie sLifls.
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— With respecí tu lEe Mude, lEere are a number uf nurms ¡u Enskine May
Ihal ailempt tu control turn lengiL as well as ILe lype uf language pruduced in
lEe Chamben. Time constrainís resulí in shurt iunns, aud in lEe produetion uf
abrupí and marked topie sEifís. These are obten iniruduced by polileness
stí-ategics, iii ari effoi-t lo produce «parliameníary language».

5. CONCLUSION

MPs in Quesliun Time are ubliged lo produce very sEurí turns, buí very
elaborale and LighIy organized wiiE respeel lo topic. Tupie sLifts are
frequení, very abrupí, and are usually introduced by lwu lypes of elements:
melalanguage, and Brown and Levinsun’s politeness sírategies.

This lype uf marked tupic develupment is clearly the resulí uf Questiun
Time cuníextual cunsírainís: MPs Lave tu abide Ly a very precise discuurse
tupic. Whatever lupie sEifís or develupmenís they introduce Laye tu be rele-
vaní lo ILe topic. 1)ue lo Ihe scarcity uf lime, topie shifts are exíremely
abrupí, as in business cunversaliuns. and havetobe mrked by melalanguage.

TEe appeamnce uf pulileness formulas and sírategies is due lo Ihe require-
ments of N4ay’s prucedure, thaI lEe language musí be parliameníary, thaI is.
muderate. In ILis genre MPs use puliíeness siralegies for a double funetiun:
un ILe une Land, tu fulluw May’s rules, and make íhe inleiactiun smuotLen;
un ILe other, tu manage ILe topie.

APPFNDIX
Question 4.27 January 1993.

Turn 1.— Mr. Riddick: (Move 1) Tu ask iLe Secreiary uf Siate for Ihe Envirunmení
it he will lauach an initiative lo cuí currupíiun in local guvernment.

Tun. 1.— Mr. Batiste: (Move 1) Tu ask ihe Secreiary uf Siate fur the Environmení
whaí reprcscntaíions he has received aboul local guvernnieni corrupiiun; and if he
~villmakc a siatemení.

mm 2.— Mr. Howard: (Muye 1) 1 am extremely concerned abuut recení reporis
uf corruption in local governmenl. 1 have every confidence thai they will be invesliga-
lcd thonoughly by ILe Audit Comm¡ssion and by ihe police. My officials Lave today
writlen tu Lambeíh council in respecí of breaches of cumpetiliun legislation. 1 shaíl
consider what action tu lake in iLe light uf jis reply.

Turn 3.— Mr. Riddiek: (Move 1) Ncputisrn in Munklands. a Lío million fraud in
Lambcth, mismanagemení in Shcffield. a £40 million fraud in Hackney and yei more
prubably tu come oui — yet ihe same councils forever demaud more money from ihe
Government. Is ihai nol a disgrace? (Muye 2) Dues my right Lun. and learned Friend
agree thai grossly ineompelení managemení hy Labour auihonities is fluí only ripping
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off local pulí iax payers, buí hitling and betnaying lEe puoresí people in society whu
so depend un ILe services pruvided by lhose local uthorities?

mm 4.— Mr. Howard: (Move 1) My hon. Friend is, as usul, absolntely right. Ai
the very time ihuse practices were rife, Ihe hon. Member fon Sheffield, Bnighíside
(Mr. Blunkett) was telling ILe Labuur pariy conference:

la Labuur Local Guveramení we are lEe vuice and Ihe face of iLe Labuur Party
in praclice.»

Turn 5.— Mr. Batiste: (Move 1) Is nut Ihe rooi cause of Ihe calalugue uf seandais
described by my hon. Friend iLe Member for Come Valley (Mr. Riddick) ILe fact
ihal in íuu mny Lbuur cuuncils fulí-time officers are beiag undermined by council-
lurs lrying tu lake over lEe day-lo-dy running of Iheir deparimeats, thereby under>-
mining thc officials and desiruying guod wurking praclices? Is aol meddlesome in-
compelence ILe reality ob ihe face of lEe Labourpanty in puwer?

Turn 6.— Mr. Howard: (Muye 1) My Lun. Fricad makes a typically shrcwd aud
impurtaní point [nierruptiun] Whaí Le says is entircly accurate. (Maye 2) l should
have thuught iLal un ihis une queslion iuday we might see sume signs of Lumiliíy in
ihe Labuur pariy instead of ILe reaction of ILe pasí few minutes.

Turn 7.— Mr. Fraser: (Maye 1) TLe Secretary ob St-ale will be aware thaI our míe-
resís are ihose of voleo, ob lenanís aud ob cunsumcrs. Firsí, will Le coafirra iLal iLe
allegalions ¡u the chief exccutiv&s repon un Lambeth are aut pnincipally againsí
councillors? (Move 2) Secondly. whaí un carih has ILe audil service been duing tor
ihe pasí l 0 years? II was quick enough tu surcharge cuuncillors uver political acís.
WLy on earih Las nol ihe audil service. wiih a gruwing budgei, been aLíe lude-al with
Ihe mattcrs cuntained in ihe chief execuiive’s reporí? (Muye 3) Will lEe Secreiary ob
Síate look at lEe way in which Ihe audil service has considered Ihese matters as well
as at Ihe principal issues invulved?

Turn 8.— Mr. Howard: (Muye 1)1 shall louk al ll relevaní aspecís of Ihe mallen.
(Muye 2) The hun. Gentíeman m¡ghí have done betíer lo ask whai he, as a Memben ob
Parliamení for Lambeth, wasdoing fur Ihe past ten yers.

Turn 9.— Mr. Keith Hill: (Muye 1) Will ILe Sccrciary of St-ate accepí ihal my hon.
Friend ihe Member bor Vauxhalí (Ms. Huey) and 1 recognise thaI the initiative thaI Le
has taken is inevitable. and thaI Labuur Members will aol ioleraíe fraud aad malad~
ministratiun, wherever and whenevcr u may uccur? (Maye 2) Can he ensure thaI,
in alt inquines which may he undertaken. IdI protection is afforded tu ihe rnany
Lambeth cmpluyees wLo have suught lo do an honesí day’s work bor an honesí day’s
pay in dibbicult circumsiances? (Mme 3) Does he recognise thai ihe paramounl con-
cern is for tirm aud bast action by buth ihe Govenamení aad Ihe cuuncil u co-uper-
abon. because boíL agencies have alluwcd the maller lo persisí for bar loo long?

1cm 10.— Mr. Howard: (Muye 1)1 welcome ILe firsí pan obihe Lun. Gentleman’s
remarks. (Muye 2)1 am sure thai ihe police will give careful considenation when pro-
leetiun is neccssary and apprupniaie. (Move 3) As far as responsibility for such mal-
tens is concerned, u was the Labour council of ILe London borough uf Lambeth
which gol mío lLis mess, and it is tLat council which musí gel out of it.
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i wuuid iike to thank Professor Angela liuwning and two anonymuus revicwers br iheir
ins¡ghtful comments tu this paper. which Lave proved invaluable.

2 This anide was written with¡n the framewurk of Ihe projecí Articulación del tópico en
inglés y en españul». directed by Pnoiessor Angela Duwning, in Madrid, and binanced by Ihe
Mmnmsterio de Educación y Ciencia. (DGICYT - PB94-0256). in Ihe prujecí ihe main cuneern
was with informal. uncontruiled conversatiun, buí fon Ihe sake of comparisun mure controlied
iypes of discourse werc considered.

Paul Siik huids an administrative post in ihe l-louse of Cummons.
(ioat]y (1994:151)) also dnaws a rciationship hetweenpuiiteness and ihe Tenor.
Parliamcatary copynight material is reproduced with ihe pcrmission ob thc Controiler <il

[-lcr Majesty’s Staiionery Officeun behalfoiPanliamení.
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