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本文报告了一项关于当代中国新闻访谈中受访者面对难题保全自我面子的研究。基于对西方访谈和Brown 和 Levinson面子理论的文献回顾，本文建立了研究的理论框架：面对难题，受访者为了维护、赢得面子而采取回避策略，按照补偿行为的多少可以分为三个等级，即“非公开的回避”、“带有补偿行为的回避”和“不带任何补偿的公开回避”。

研究文本来自中央电视台新闻频道“面对面”中的12次访谈节目，其中6期为对政治人物的访谈，6期为对非政治人物的访谈。节目中，采访者经常以犀利的提问风格将受访者置于难于正面回答又不知如何回复的困难境地。经过分析，得出以下主要结论： 

1、 该节目的访谈问题较为尖锐，对政治人物和非政治人物提问的尖锐程度无明显差异。面对多数难题，两种受访者都倾向于违反合作原则而选择回避以求在公众面赢得“个人形象”。受访者的社会身份对回避策略的使用方面无明显影响。

2、 采访者回避策略的三个等级中：“带有补偿行为的回避” （包括做出辩解、疏远威胁、中和矛盾、模糊命题等方式）使用频率最高，其次是“非公开的回避”，“不带任何补偿的公开回避”使用频率最低。这表明受访者通过语用努力选择适当的语言形式维护自身面子并尽量避免直接回避。

3、 问题的尖锐程度与回避的含蓄程度呈正相关。回避威胁正面面子问题的含蓄程度稍高于威胁负面面子问题。

总之，受访者之所采取回避策略，部分原因在于采访者的问题含有威胁面子的因素，其命题内容对受访者正面或负面面子的威胁，其语言形式对回答方式的限制和诱导。由于采访者在访谈中占据主导地位，受访者既要通过各种回避策略来维护自己的面子，同时也要考虑采访者在访谈中的主导地位，避免触犯采访者。

Brown 和 Levinson面子理论侧重讨论保全他人面子，而本文则尝试探讨受访者如何在自身面子受威胁时采取回避策略，即保全自我面子的需要如何决定言语内容和形式。面子受威胁成度越高，受访者采取的回避策略越含蓄。

该课题今后可以在更大的样本基础上对中国新闻访谈的面子问题进行深入研究，并比较中西方两种文化中访谈的话语特点。也可以继续研究说话者在其他语境中如何保全自我面子。
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This study investigates the face-saving evasive behavior in contemporary Chinese news interviews within the framework of Brown and Levinson’s Face Theory. The researcher proposes a model of the interviewees’ face-saving efforts, covering such strategies as bald on-record evasion, on-record evasion with redressive action, and off-record evasion that are used to sustain, protect, or enhance face, positive or negative. 

The main corpus of this study consists of twelve news interviews, six with politicians and six with non-politicians, of a Chinese interview program called “Face-to-face” in which the interviewer tends to raise a barrage of tough questions that are hard to respond to straightforwardly and thus put the interviewees in a dilemma of how to answer the questions raised to them. 

The analyses of the data yield the following results:

1．Faced with face threats contained in tough questions, both the politicians and non-politicians tend to evade these questions in their face-saving attempts. Thus, the difference in interviewees’ social identities does not obviously influence their choice of evasion strategies.

2． The interviewees most frequently use the on-record evasion with redressive action which is typically realized by using techniques of justification, neutralization, estrangement and hedging which make it possible for interviewees to deal with tough question without risking the loss of much face. 

3．A positive, though slight, correlation is found between the toughness of questions and the implicitness of interviewees’ evasion. The evasion of positive face threats is a little more implicit than that of negative face threats.
In general, interviewees’ uncooperative evasive behaviours result from the consideration of face threats as embodied in the interviewer’s questioning. The employment of FTAs on the part of the interviewer makes it difficult for them to give a direct answer without having their face threatened. The unequal transactional role in favor of the interviewer—especially the right to ask questions involving threat to the interviewees’ positive or negative face in terms of both propositional content and the constraint on the direction of the interviewees’ verbal responses—often compels the interviewees to resort to evasion in order to protect their face while not offending the interviewer. 
As an examination of the communicative features of news interviews, the present study fills the gap left by Brown and Levinson (1987) so that the theory of politeness becomes a dichotomy: saving others’ face and saving one’s own face. Saving self-face refers to cases in communication where the need to protect and enhance one’s own face influences what one says and the way he says it. The degree to which self-face is threatened by the other influences the choice of evasive strategies. The greater the self-face loss is, the more implicit strategies one would choose.
The future research can be carried out on a larger sample size to dig into the face-threatening events in Chinese news interviews. It will be interesting, too, to compare Chinese interviewees’ evasion strategies with their counterpart in the west to find out whether and how culture influences the aspects of face threats posed in news interview and how the speaker would maintain face in response to face attack from others.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION
The chapter first introduces the object of the present study, notably to investigate the interviewees’ evasion in dealing with tough questions. Then the researcher explains the need for and the significance of such research.

1.1 Object of the Study

On August 8, 2004, the Chinese Olympic delegation arrived in Athens for the Athens Games. A journalist raised a question to Cui Dalin, Chinese delegation’s deputy chef-de-missions at a press conference.
记者：如果不出意外，中国的奥运会金牌总数本届将超过100枚。第一百枚金牌有可能出现在哪个项目上？

崔大林：……我认为中国的第100枚金牌可能在乒乓球、羽毛球、跳水、射击、体操、举重等项目上产生。

(Zou, 2005)
Interviewer: The Chinese delegation is expected to reach its 100-gold mark.
In which event would China win the 100th gold medal in its Olympic history?

Cui Dalin: I think we will win the 100th gold medal in events of table-tennis, badminton, diving, shooting, gymnastics, weightlifting, etc

Here, no one could claim for sure in which event the 100th gold medal was to be won. Forced to give an answer, Cui Dalin purposefully flouted the Maxim of Manner under the Cooperative Principle (Grice, 2002) to avoid a potential future self-face loss in case his prediction would not be borne out in the end.
Utterances like Cui’s replies that are meant to be self-defensive abound in interviews. There is a common perception that politicians are frequently evasive under the pressure of questioning from the news media (Bavelas, Black, Chovil, & Mullet, 1990; Bull & Mayer, 1988, 1993; Zhao, 2000; Macaulay, 2001; Clayman, 2001; Heritage, 2002; Leon, 2004), and this perception is not without merit. An ongoing answer is that journalistic questioning of interview programs in contemporary China tends to be adversarial rather than deferential. (Ye & Zhao, 2000; Zhao & Gao, 2000; Luo, 2000) In news interviews, journalists raise questions that are unflattering or hostile in nature. Supposed to cooperate rather than remain silent when facing tough questions in live-cast programs, interviewees, including but not limited to politicians, have to respond to the questions even if they are unwilling to actually give answers. In some cases, straightforward answers may damage interviewees’ self-images, career prospects, and personal reputations (Zhu & Lei, 1999). To avoid consequences like these, interviewees may be tempted or even compelled to be evasive, more or less explicitly, in the face of hostile questioning. 
The objective of the present paper is to contribute to the existing research on how people react to face threats, actual and potential alike. Since an exhaustive treatment of this complex subject is beyond the scope of a thesis like this, the author will limit his study to the context of news interviews to illustrate some of the interviewees’ efforts in managing responses to primarily save their face. The database consists of twelve news interviews of a Chinese interview program called “面对面” (“Face to Face”). The politeness theory proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) will be applied to the investigation on how participants in interviewees save face when it comes under threat. 
1.2 Need for the Study

In China, the use of evasion in dealing with tough questions is a largely neglected topic in the study of news interviews particularly in the scope of linguistics. Previous research mainly reminds the interviewers of the interviewees’ evasion tendency, and focuses on the skills of raising questions to seek interviewees’ straightforward responses (see Zhao, 2000, Chapter 5; Luo, 2000, Chapter 11; Ye & Zhao, 2000). 

From a language-as-communication perspective, speakers realize communicative intention with particular linguistic forms. A pragmatic examination of the reasons for and characteristics of Chinese interviewees’ evasion is needed to broaden the existing studies. With the development of pragmatics as a new branch of study and the dissemination of the techniques of conversational analysis, the detailed analysis of the news interview is drawing wide attention in recent years. A large number of studies have been carried out on such topics as the orality and literacy of public discourse (O’Connell, & Kowal, 1998), speaker roles and discourse marker use (Fuller, 2003), dialogicality (O’Connell, Kowal, & Dill, 2004), the construction of identities and relations through voicing and ventriloquizing (Lauerbach, 2006), and media references (Fetzer, 2006). Focusing either on the discourse characteristics of interview questions or on the interviewees’ equivocation, almost all of the previous research is qualitative. This provides a starting point for a quantitative study to dig deeper into issues such as follows: To what extent do interviewees evade questions? How certain are evasive practices associated with face threats? What factors influence the choice of evasion strategies? Besides, since the previous studies have been taking database from political interviews, some research on non-political interviews will be complementary and equally important to reach a comprehensive understanding of news interviews. 
1.3 Significance of the Study

To a general extent, this research can be viewed as partly a complement to the study of politeness, specifically to the classical Face Theory proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987). The existing theories share a common focus on speakers’ polite efforts in maximizing expression of polite beliefs to others and minimizing it to self. For instance, both Leech (1983) and Brown and Levinson (1987) have concentrated on speakers’ efforts to save the face of the other, without systematic attention to their efforts to save their own face. In considering polite and impolite linguistic behavior, Leech (1983) suggests “[confining] our attention mainly to competitive and convivial illocutions, with their corresponding categories of negative and positive politeness.” To him, “conflictive illocutions tend, thankfully, to be rather marginal to human linguistic behaviour in normal circumstances” (Leech, 1983, p.105). However, there are contexts in which conflictive illocutions, i.e. cases where “illocutionary goals conflicts with social goals” (ibid), are rather more central. That is why the present work endeavors to investigate how interviewers threaten the face of others, i.e. interviewees, by raising tough questions, and more importantly, how interviewees would minimize the expression of impolite beliefs to themselves in order to save the face of self. (See Chart 1.1)
 Chart 1.1 Difference of Focuses between Existing Studies and This Study
	
	Polite to other
	Polite to self

	Existing Studies
	＋
	－

	This Study
	－ (Interviewer)
	＋(Interviewee)


The taxonomy of tough questioning will be set up based on the observation of the face-threatening acts embodied in the interviewer’s questions. A research focusing on face-threatening interview questions may have important implications for politeness theory, as well as for studies of discourse in general and the role of participants’ face in discourse in particular.
More importantly, I will try to describe strategies interviewees employ to avoid answering questions. It is crucial to research what the recipient of face threat or attack does, since the response to an utterance can reveal much about how that utterance is to be taken. Quantitative analysis will help investigate whether and how such variables as toughness of questions and interviewees’ social roles affect the interviewees’ choice of strategies. It will be argued that interviewees employ a complex set of strategies for maintaining their face not because they are intrinsically doing so but because the interview questions are tough in content and binding in pragma-linguistic forms. 
Turning to practical consequences, this study, by analyzing evasive behaviors in a Chinese interview program, may contribute to a better understanding of the linguistic features of evasion in TV news interviews. This will be valuable for interviewees to deal with face-threatening questions and for interviewers to detect evasive responses. In addition, starting from this study, a comparison can be made between Chinese interviewees’ behaviors and those in the West.

1.4 Structure of the Thesis
The thesis consists of six chapters:

Chapter One gives a brief introduction to the objective and the significance of the study, together with a statement of the overall structure of the thesis.

Chapter Two reviews previous research on discourse features of news interviews, discusses the requirement of cooperation between the participants in the interviews, and introduces the previous studies on interviewees’ evasive practices. 

Chapter Three contextualizes the present research in the framework of Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory and prepares an empirical background for the examination of evasion in a Chinese interview programs.

Chapter Four renders a complete description of the research design including the research questions, database, data collection and analysis.

Chapter Five reports and discusses the results yielded by the study in accordance with the sequence of the research questions.

Chapter Six summarizes the major findings, proposes the theoretical and practical implications, points out the limitations of the study, and suggests some directions of future research.

Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter consists of six sections. The first section reviews studies on the discourse features of the news interviews. The second section analyzes the question constraints on answers and introduces the concept of the evasion from the perspective of Grice’s Cooperative Principle. Section Three reviews how tough questions tempt interviewees to save face. Previous studies on impoliteness and classification of face threats are introduced in Section Four to prepare for the framework in the current study. The fifth section reviews previous research on interviewees’ evasion strategies. The last section is a summary.
2.1 News Interview

News interviews have been described as a case of structured social discourse, whereby deviations from the norms of everyday talk are reflected in the following three aspects.

First, unlike private discourse, news interview interaction is a public discourse that unfolds as a series of explicit or implicit questions and answers. The turn types are preallocated:


Interviewer Question

Interviewee Answer

Interviewer Question

Interviewee Answer 
The asymmetrical division of labor has been noticed by linguists. Clayman (1988) argues that “IRs [or interviewers] frequently produce evaluative statements, many of which disagree with, criticize, or otherwise challenge an IE [or interviwee]” (as cited in O’Connell et al., 2004, p. 187). Greatbatch (1988, p. 404) argues that interviewees, for their part, “routinely treat IR’s statement turn components as preliminaries to questioning turn components. [...] Departures from the standard question-answer format are frequently attended to as accountable and are characteristically repaired.” 
Weizman also point out that
“perhaps the most evident constraint lies in turn-taking systems which depart substantially from the way in which turn-taking is managed in conversation [...] These the turn-taking systems involve the differential allocation of turn types among the participants; notably, the interactions are organized in terms of question-answer sequences, in which questioning is allocated to the interviewer and answering to the interviewee” (2003, p. 383).

The question-answer framework may seem obvious, but its very obviousness makes interview as distinct form of interaction. Clayman and Heritage define news interview as “a course of interaction to which the participants contribute on a turn-by-turn basis, for the most part by asking and answering questions” (2002, p. 13).
Second, unlike daily conversation, news interviews are characterized by preparedness. O’Connell et al (2004) regard interviews to be dependent on preplanning, especially for the part of the interviewer. Interviewers are “typically bound to a certain level of literacy: the expected formality, the interrogatory format, and time limits of the situation all demand preparation” (2004, p. 189). They have to prepare techniques or methods to control the interviews so that by asking question after question they can elicit enough information and viewpoints from the interviewees. Similarly, the interviewees are informed of the interview topics.
Third, in news interviews, each speaker fulfills simultaneously two roles: the transactional and the social. Brown and Yule (1983) distinguish two functions of language use. That function which language serves in the expression of content is described transactional, and that function involved in expressing social relations and personal attitudes is described as interactional. Participants of news interviews also play such roles. On the one hand, speakers have obligations to “convey factual or propositional information” (Brown & Yule, 1983, p. 2) as participants in the discourse event, and play transactional role. For example, the interviewer has the obligation to manage the interview, and the interviewee to provide information and to speak his mind. In the present study, the scheme of speakers’ interactional role, i.e. the interpersonal use of language between the interviewer and interviewee, is expanded to a social one, i.e. between the two participants as well as their relations with the extra-interview society. The reason is that in news interviews, speakers do not only play the transactional role to exchange turns in conversations. Each speaker, the interviewer or the interviewee, forms his relationship with the public. Speakers’ role also consists of the their social obligations in the relevant extra-textual script, for example the interviewer’s credibility as journalist, and the interviewee’s obligations in his role as judge, minister, physician, sportsman, etc. 
This study defines the news interview by adopting Clayman and Heritage’s definition (2002) mentioned above (see Chapter Three of the thesis)
2.2 The Observance of Cooperative Principle in News Interviews

The interchange between interviewers and interviewees is a conversation, albeit a rather formal one with several characteristics reviewed above. According to Grice’s Cooperative Principle (CP), participants of conversations are expected to “[make their] conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which [they] are engaged” (2002, p. 26).
The four maxims of the CP are as follows:

Maxim of Quantity: make your contribution as informative as is required; do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

Maxim of Quality: do not say what you believe to be false; do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Maxim of Relation: be relevant.

Maxim of Manner: avoid obscurity; avoid ambiguity; be brief; be orderly.

Grice’s CP and his four maxims are instrumental in setting criteria to distinguish evasive responses from cooperative ones. A question is usually followed by an answer, in accordance with the preference for contiguity in adjacency pairs; moreover, the news interview format involves the activity of questioning where the journalist asks questions to which the interviewee observing the CP responds. 
Quirk et al (1985) define question as a semantic class which is primarily used to seek information on a specific point. They propose three major classes of questions according to the expected answer: Yes-no questions which expect affirmation or negation, e.g. Have you finished the book? Wh-questions which typically expect a reply from an open range of replies, e.g. What’s your name? and alternative questions which expect as the reply one of two or more options presented in the questions, e.g. Would you like to go for a walk or stay at home? (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik, 1985, p. 806)

In Ex 1, the response is not cooperative since it cannot be located on the positive/negative continuum which is expected or predicted by the yes-no question.

Ex 1. G: Is he here in Hong Kong”
S: Oh I don’t want to talk about who he is.

G: No, I wouldn’t ask you but I just wondered if he worked here um.
(Tsui, 2000, pp. 166-167)
Wh-questions are “defined in terms of the propositional set, indicated by the unknown variable presupposed by the question” (Wilson, 1990, p. 172). For example, a “where” question presupposes an unknown variable constrained to the set of places. A “when” question presupposes an unknown variable constrained to the set of time. Consequently, if the responses are not limited in the set of options determined by the propositional organization of the wh-questions, these responses are regarded as evasive. (Ex 2, 3 below)
Ex 2. C aksed B how much he is earning a month. 

C: So how much? I bet you’re getting about three quid an hour, aren’t you?

B: Well-

C: More?

B: Not?

C: Thirty-five hour week.

B: Nor after tax.

C: No, not after tax, the actual rate.

B: Oh yeah.

C: Three-twenty? Three forty?

B: I lost about a hundred in tax, which is a bit…
Ex 3. D was telling C about a novel that he has read which says that one thing Satan could not do is die.
C: How do you know the devil can’t die/

D: Oh Jesus, I’m just TELLing you.

(Tsui, 2000, pp. 166-167)
 In Ex 1, S indicates that he is unwilling to supply information. In Ex 2, B never flatly refuses to supply information, but he has not supplied the requested information, either. In Ex 3, D’s reply indicates that C’s elicitation for an explanation is unjustified.

Additionally, the inability to cooperate should be distinct from the unwillingness to cooperate. If the interviewee cannot provide the exact information required by interview questions, he is faced with clash as the demands of one maxim infringing another. In this sense, he is unable to be cooperative rather than unwilling to be cooperative. The inability to cooperate due to clash is not regarded as evasion in my study.
2.3 Interviewees’ Exposure to Tough Questions

Interview questioning is changing from a deferential type to a tough one as “interviewers [gain] more authority to set the agenda and pose challenging questions” (Elliott & Bull, 1996, p. 52). Linguists have been paying close attention to the questioning, pragmatic functions of questions, discourse norms, semantic structure of question-answer pairs in interviews (Macaulay, 2001; Heritage, 2002; Leon, 2004), reaching a consensus that interview questions have become more difficult for interviewees to give a direct reply.
The interviewer pursues the toughness in part through the propositional content of the questions, raising matters that threat the interviewees’ face. The toughness is also implemented through the linguistic form of the questions. In some cases, the content and the form combine to place interviewees in a difficult or awkward position. Heritage (2002) studies the “negative interrogative” exemplified by turns that begin with interrogative frames like “Isn’t…”, “Doesn’t this…”, and “Don’t you…” Such questions in news interviews “are quite commonly treated as expressing a position or point of view.” (2002, p. 1428) rather than understood as questioning in the information seeking sense. Heritage argues that “the negative interrogative involves propositions that evaluate the interviewee’s conduct, or that that of superior, allies or friends in critical, negative or problematic terms” (p. 1439). Leon (2004) further studies the bias in the format of French news interviews, paying particular attention to yes-no questions. “Semantic features charactering yes-no interrogatives are used by the interviewer as resources to design questions towards agreement” (2004, p. 1894). However, because of the semantic and pragmatic constraints imposed by biased questions on answers, the interviewee can neither agree nor disagree with the expected answer. Leon gives an example in which a question is oriented towards agreement that the French government is helpless, but in such a way that the interviewee as French Prime Minister cannot answer it because of his public position, or his social role. (Ex 4)

Ex 4. (Michel Rocard/J-M. Colombani/HV/4-20-1989)

J    But all the same, there is no doubt that this horror calls for humanitarian action and that France was actually alone on this field of /humanitarian/ action=


[
MR  indubitably

J    =does the situation which prevails in this country [Lebanon] which you said has made commitments, which anyway was historically linked to France, doesn’t this reflect some sort of French helplessness today and beyond that a kind of European helplessness, because we have heard France on this subject, but not the Europeans.

(Leon, 2004, p. 1888)
The biased question is one oriented to a preference for the answer which the interviewee cannot give. Thus, interviewees are frequently placed in the situation of having to defend themselves against losing face, as they are being confronted with a high proportion of questions which are intrinsically difficult to answer.
Besides saving their own face, interviewees have to make efforts to sustain the interviewer’s face. From the transactional perspective, the interviewer feels it legitimate to make a request for information and expect support from the interviewees. Refusing to answer questions is face threatening for the interviewer because the speech act involves the rejection of the request and thus challenge the positive face want of the interviewer by implying some level of disagreement with the interviewer. Politeness Theory therefore predicts that the interviewees will employ linguistic devices which address the positive face want of the interviewers. From the social perspective, the interaction between interviewers and interviewees is also the one between social beings in which every participant’s interest lies in “maintain[ing] each other’s face” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 61). The public setting of news interviews provide a level of seriousness. The interviewers and their questions are regarded to be representing the public or the audience. Before the interviewers, interviewees are well-spoken, not excessively emotional, and answerable to the interviewer who is in control of the agenda. Since they have undertaken to be publicly questioned, they are obliged to save the interviewer’s face by responding to the questions put to them, even if they are unwilling to actually answer them. 
To conclude this part, tough questions forces interviewees to deal with challenges to their own face, and try to reduce potential face-threat to the interviewer. To help understand how tough questions threaten face, the following part reviews an impoliteness model and an attempt to classify face threats.

2.4 Impoliteness and Classification of Face Threats

2.4.1 Culpeper’s impoliteness framework
Brown and Levinson (1987) provide a list of Face-threatening acts (FTAs), which are categorized according to two parameters: whether the acts threaten negative or positive face and whether they threaten the hearer’s or the speaker’s face. After examining the politeness strategies raised by Brown and Levinson, Culpeper (1996) builds a framework for impoliteness in relation to these. Impoliteness superstrategies for Culpeper are ‘opposite’ in terms of orientation to face, i.e. instead of maintaining or enhancing face, they are designed to attack face, but not necessarily opposite in other pragmatic ways (e.g. from a Gricean point of view, the opposite of bald on record is off-record). The superstrategies are summarized here.
(1) Bald on record impoliteness. It is typically deployed “where there is not much face at stake, and where there is an intention on the part of the speaker to attack the face of the hearer.”
(2) Positive impoliteness. The use of strategies designed to damage the addressee’s positive face wants.

(3) Negative impoliteness. The use of strategies designed to damage the addressee’s negative face wants.

(4) Sarcasm or mock politeness. Sarcasm (mock politeness for social disharmony) is clearly the opposite of banter (mock impoliteness for social harmony).
(5) Withhold politeness. Keep silent or fail to act where politeness work is expected.
Cases of positive impoliteness and negative impoliteness can be found in the interview context, while (1), (4), and (5) are beyond the research in this thesis.

2.4.2 Jucker’s study of face issue in interviews

An initial attempt to relate the concepts concerning face to interviews was made by Jucker (1986). His work on face in news interviews is largely based on Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory. Reference is also made to Leech’s Politeness Principle (1983), which involves six maxims for what constitutes socially acceptable behavior. Jucker (1986) suggests thirteen ways in which the interviewers may threaten the interviewee’s face.

A. Future act of interviewee: 
a. Commit yourself to doing something,
b. State your opinion.

B. Interviewee’s opinion: 
a. Confirm your opinion, presupposing that it is demeaning,
b. Accept discrepancy between your opinion and your actions,
c. Accept discrepancy between your opinion and reality.

C. Past action associated with interviewee: 
a. Accept that the reason for doing that action is demeaning,
b. State that the action is demeaning,
c. Confirm the action,
d. Take responsibility to the action,
e. Justify the action,
f. Take action against something.

D. Other’s face: State that other’s face is demeaning.

E. Interviewee’s face: state that your own face is demeaning.
However, no clear model concerning the relationship between questions and responses is proposed, since the face threat categories are not linked systematically to different ways of answering the question. 
2.5 Interviewees’ Evasion Strategies

Previous research has touched upon the interviewee’s evasion but focused on politicians’ evasion. Several principal means by which politicians attempt to avoid face threatening material are reviewed below.

Agenda-shifting: Greatbatch (as cited in Elliot & Bull, 1996, p. 52) describes how political interviewees “create opportunities to change topic and steer the course of interaction in a more advantageous direction, either prior to or following the response to a question.” This is done when the interviewee, limited to responding to questions posed by interviewer, tries to secure a certain amount of control in an interview. 

Equivocation: Bavelas et al (as cited in Zhang, 2001, p. 29) investigate the situation in which equivocation occurs and argued that in political interviews politicians are frequently placed in an “avoidance-avoidance” conflict, but nevertheless a reply is still expected. They dispute the widely held view that politicians fail to answer because they are intrinsically evasive or dishonest, and suggest that equivocation frequently occurs because “the politician is essentially trapped by a question which affords no escape from damaging consequences” (as cited in Elliot & Bull, 1996). A study by Bull and Mayer (1993), involving the analysis of eight political interviews from the 1987 British General Election, confirms the perception that politicians do frequently fail to answer the question in political interviews. There is a high rate of equivocation in the interviews analyzed.

Modal uncertainty: Simon-Vandenbergen examines the feature of interviewers’ discourse in the use of modal (un)certainty. The research shows that the modal choices are functional and can be related to the speaker’s attempts to maintain their face. When politicians are presented with face-threatening questions which they have to deal with, hedging and uncertainty features reflect a position of “defendant”. The “evasiveness” is illustrated through the use of “well” and parenthetical verbs such as “I think,” “I guess,” “I imagine” by the “hedging politician” (1997, p. 351).
Besides, Bull and Mayer (1988) classify interviewees’ evasive practices into eleven categories: ignoring the question, acknowledging that the question without answering it, questioning the question, attacking the question, attacking the interviewer, declining to answer, making poetical points, giving incomplete answer, repeating answer to previous question, stating that the question has already been answered, apologizing (as cited in Wilson, 1990, p. 168). However, they give no account of how they obtain that taxonomy.
Despite the rich literature as reviewed above, some issues have not been fully touched upon. For example, when interviewers are raising tough questions, whether and how will interviewers keep the weights of the face threats in such a level that the questions can cut off the options for escape on the one hand and elicit enough information on the other? What factors influence interviewees’ choice of evasion strategies to negotiate the different threats to their own face and at the same time practice politeness to the interviewers? Besides, the relation between interviewer skills and the skills of the interviewees has been studied qualitatively. Quantitative studies may help us to pay much closer attention to the specific practices through which interviewees deal with questions.

2.6 Summary


In this chapter, news interviews were distinguished from daily conversation in three aspects. Also discussed was the requirement on interviewees to cooperate with the interviewers by observing the Cooperative Principles when they are answering questions. Then effort was made to view how the content and linguistic form of interview questions threat interviewees’ face. Some related studies on evasive strategies were introduced. In order to fill in the gaps between previous studies and my object of research, the following chapters will provide a framework of face model in analyzing face threatening aspects in news interviews and the interviewees’ efforts to preserve their face. A feasible methodology will be designed for quantitative investigation of the relationships between different variables which have not been tackled by existing research.
Chapter Three

The CONCEPTURE FRAMEWORK
This chapter aims to establish the conceptual framework to analyze interviewees’ evasion in relation to tough questions. The first section defines key terms in the thesis. Section Two introduces Brown and Levinson’s Face Theory. The third section focuses on my taxonomy of tough questions in terms of face threats. Devices to strengthen or weaken the threats will also be discussed. The fourth section adopts the evasive practices that other researchers have studied to build the taxonomy of evasion strategies in the present study.
3.1 Definition of Key Terms
The event of interview in my research is defined as a public and planned course of interaction in which the participants participate by either asking or answering questions. It is a locus of direct encounters between a journalist and a certain public figure both of whom fulfill the transactional and social roles in the interviews. The interviewer is the participant who raises questions to set agenda for responses by establishing topical domains and requesting recipient to perform various types of actions within those domains. The interviewee in the study is defined as the participant expected to provide answers that address the agenda of topics and tasks posed by a previous interview question. Although the audiences’ participation during the conversation between the interviewer and the interviewee is excluded, they are still regarded as a third party in the speakers’ minds. In the domain of news interviews, the audience does not have a direct impact on the process of negotiating meaning. However, they “react in an indirect manner through commenting on the discourse and exchanging their opinions with other members of the audience” and thus influence “what can and cannot be said and for ways of saying and not saying” (Fetzer & Weizman, 2006, p. 140).

Evasion is defined as the interviewee’s intentional non-observance of one or more maxim of Cooperative Principle as attempts to save his face which is threatened by tough questions. Evasive response is intended to be uncooperative in order to avoid direct answering. (See Ex 5)

Ex 5  A: Mr. Smith, did you steal this television?

B: Isn’t it nice weather today?

This response is meant to avoid answering the question or to derail the interviewer. There is no doubt that the interviewee is not cooperating.

However, it is not always a straightforward issue to draw a hard and fast line around what is and what is not evasion. The reply in Ex 6 (Lines 2-3) is considered to be an answer to rather than evasion of the question.

Ex 6. An interview with Murdoch, a media magnate and owner of Britain's notorious tabloid The Sun
　
1 记 者：赚钱是让你感觉最快乐的事情吗？ 

2 默多克：当然还有快乐的家庭，

3          这个应该是第一位的。 

1 Interviewer: Is making profits the most pleasant thing for you?

2 Murdoch: Of course having a happy family is also a pleasant thing. 

3        I’d say it is the most important for me.

In this case, the interviewee does not give an agreeing or disagreeing answer to the Yes-No question raised by the interviewer. The response does not, on a superficial level, answer the question. On a deeper level, however, it does in fact provide an answer, although indirectly. Murdoch points out that a happy family matters the most to him, indicating a disagreeing answer to the question of whether making profits is the most pleasant thing for him. In this sense, he observes the CP and his answer can be classified as a straight one. This type of superficially unresponsive reply, it should be noted, is not termed evasive.

3.2 Face Theory
Classic studies on face are carried out by Goffman who characterizes face as “the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact” (1959, p. 5). According to Goffman’s theory, face is socially negotiated during the course of an interaction and people tend to adopt various strategies in an attempt to preserve face. Goffman specifies two kinds of “face work”, the avoidance process (avoiding potentially face threatening acts) and the corrective process (performing a variety of redressive acts). He suggests that people can be concerned to preserve not only their own face, but also that of others, and that in many relationships people come to share a face in the presence of third parties. Therefore, an improper act on the part of one member of the group can become a source of embarrassment for the others.

Brown and Levinson (1987) utilize Goffman’s notion of face in formulating a model of politeness involving a distinction between negative and positive face. “Negative face” refers to “the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his action be unimpeded by others” (p. 62). It can be threatened when speaker does not intend to avoid impeding addressee’s freedom of action, for example posing pressure in relation to some future action (p. 65). “Positive face” means “the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others” (p. 62). It can be threatened, for example, by a disagreement, an expression of disapproval, or a negative evaluation of some aspects of addressee’s positive face.

Brown and Levinson argue that if one wishes to perform a potentially FTA, but wishes to maintain the face of those involved, one will undertake politeness work appropriate to the face threat of the act. They work out a set of strategies employed by rational agents to avoid face-threatening acts or to minimize the face threat. (1987, pp. 69-70)
(1) Bald on record—the FTA is performed “in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way possible.” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 69).

(2) Positive politeness—the use of strategies designed to redress the addressee’s positive face wants.

(3) Negative politeness—the use of strategies designed to redress the addressee’s negative face wants.

(4) Off-record—the FTA is performed in such a way that “there is more than one unambiguously attributable intension so that the actor cannot be held to have committed himself to one particular intent” (ibid).

(5) Do not do the FTA.
The choice of a particular strategy is determined by the weightiness of an FTA: the weightier the FTA, the higher the number of strategy a speaker will choose. An FTA’s weightiness is computed using the following formula:
Wx =D(S,H)+P(H,S)+R
in which, the authors explain:
“Wx is the numerical value that measures the weightiness of the FTAx, D(S,H) is the value that measures the social distance between S and H, P(H,S) is a measure of the power that H has over S, and Rx is a value that measures the degree to which the FTA x is rated an imposition in that culture.” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 76)
Looking closely, we find that this formula is intended for other-politeness only. It does not explain or predict what a speaker will do when faced with an FTA that threatens self-face. Besides, whether the relative power and degree of imposition seem to determine how toughly interviewers raise questions need examining as done in the following chapter. The social distance between the participants, however, does not appear to have a bearing on the interviewer’s decision of the toughness of the question. The interviewer, for instance, would not ask questions differently according to how well he knows the interviewee in person. Thus Brown and Levinson’s model needs repairing for the analysis of actual practices in news interviews.

3.3 Taxonomy of Tough Questions in News Interviews

3.3.1 Threats to positive and negative face

Culpeper’s (1996) categories of impoliteness and Jucker’s (1986) classification of face threats as reviewed in Chapter Two serve as a point of departure for setting up a taxonomy of tough questions in the present study. The tough questions can be grouped into two types:

A. Tough Questioning Involving Threats to Interviewees’ Positive Face: This kind of questions threatens the interviewee’s positive-face want, by indicating (potentially) that the interviewer does not care about the interviewee’s wants for reputation or prestige in the public. The questions may create negative evaluation on some aspect of the interviewee’s positive face (competence, public persona, etc). This type can cover several of Jucker’s categories, such as accepting that the reason for doing that action is demeaning, stating that the action is demeaning, stating that other’s face is demeaning, stating that your own face is demeaning, etc. See Ex 7.

Ex 7. An interview with Murdoch
1 记者：在英国有人认为您是一个‘肮脏的淘金者’，听到批评的时候你
2      是什么感受呢?

1 Interviewer: In Britain, you are regarded as a dirty gold-rusher. How do you think of the criticism?

When interviewing Murdoch, the interviewer calls Murdoch’s public image into question target by requesting some demeaning information about Murdoch and in doing so threatens his positive face.
Also, instead of employing such politeness strategies as seeking agreement and presupposing common ground (Brown & Levinson, 1987), the interviewer would threaten the face by damaging common ground or avoiding agreement with the interviewee. In Ex 8, Hong Zhaoguang, a doctor who studies cardiovascular system, turns to give lectures to disseminate knowledge of how to keep healthy. The interviewer expresses the disagreement with him by implying that that Hong should return to his job in the field of cardiovascular system. The question damages Hong’s positive face need to be agreed and supported..

Ex 8. An interview with Hong Zhaoguang, a doctor who turns to disseminate popular science.
1 记者：也有人有这么一种说法，觉得您是个学心血管（专业）的医生，
2   而有自己的成就，所以你的本职工作还是应该去看病，为什么会把
3   那么多的精力投入到普通的科普工作上来？
1 Interviewer: There is a view that since you study cardiovascular system 
2  and make achievements in this field, you should do well as a doctor.
3  Why do you spend so much energy in disseminating popular science? 
B. Tough Questioning Involving Threats to Interviewees’ Negative Face: These questions threaten the interviewee’s negative-face want, by indicating (potentially) that the interviewer does not intend to avoid impeding the interviewee’s freedom of response. The interviewee’s negative face is not threatened immediately, but a commitment either to a future course of action or to a specific opinion reduces some of the interviewee’s personal freedom (i.e. the freedom not to do something). One case of this kind of questions is that the interviewer raises questions eliciting non-public information and future action of interviewees. See Ex 9.

Ex 9. An interview with Jiang Xiaoyu, Vice-President of Beijing Olympics Games Organizing Committee
1 记  者：今天访问你的目的只有一个，能不能告诉我们，即将公布的
2         会徽是什么样的？
1 Interviewer: I have only one aim to interview you today. Can you tell us 

2         what the 2008 Olympic emblem will look like?

As the image of the 2008 Olympic emblem had not been publicized by the time the interview was conducted, Jiang Xiaoyu was one of the few persons in the know. Here, the interviewer explicitly conveyed that he wanted Jiang Xiaoyu to reveal the information about the emblem, thus putting pressure on the interviewee.

The interviewer may also ask interviewees to comment on themselves or others significant to them, etc. See Ex 10, 11.

Ex 10. An interview with Richard C. Levin, president of Yale University
1 记  者：那你这次来中国的目的，我知道就是为了北大的耶鲁日。
2         你介意评论一下北京大学吗？
3         你觉得它跟耶鲁有差距吗？
1  Interviewer: I know that you come to Peking University for its Yale Day. 

2       Would you mind commenting on Peking University?

3        Do you think it falls short of Yale University?
Ex 11. An interview with Richard C. Levin
1 记  者：如果我没有记错的话，你们引以为豪的毕业生，小布什总统，
2        他在学校的成绩，毕业成绩只是C。 那这个是个好榜样呢，
3        还是一个不好的榜样，对于学生来说？
1 Interviewer: If my memory is correct, President George W. Bush, whom 

2        you are proud of, got C when he graduated. Is he a good example 

3        or a bad one for the students?
In Ex 10, the interviewer asks Levin, the President of Yale University, to comment on Peking University, and further narrow down the proposition with a Yes-No question (Do you think it fall short of Yale University?). Levin is thus left with the choice of ‘yes”, which bears negative comments on Peking University) or “no”, which might be seen as violating the Maxim of Quality since some of the informed audience know that Peking University is still far to become a first-rate world university. In Ex 11, the interviewer suggests that George W. Bush did not do well in his study, which in this formation seems difficult to deny. The question (Is he a good example or a bad one for the students?) thus brings Levin in conflict between arguing that the President is a good example to maintain his face as U.S. President and stating that he is a bad example to threaten his face. Questions in both Ex 10 and Ex 11 put pressure on the interviewee’s freedom and in doing so threaten his negative face.

3.3.2 Linguistic devices to strengthen and weaken FTAs

Toughness is manifested not only in the propositional content of the question, but also in the linguistic form with which the interviewer structures the question. When raising tough questions, the interviewer would behave by virtue of practical means-ends reasoning to satisfy stated ends, i.e. to keep the interview going on in an expected and appropriate direction. Therefore, the interviewer often has to make a rational assessment of the face risk to the interviewee and modify the question in an attempt to strengthen or reduce the weight of the face threat. 

A. Strengthening Devices

Interviewers can use biased questions to convey an expectation for a particular kind of response, and in dong so strengthen the face threat. One kind of the biased questions is what Leech (1983) calls loaded yes-no question. Consider Ex 11.

Ex 11. An interview with Murdoch
1 记者：要创造经济效益最直接的途径就是您所讲到的要吸引大家
2 的眼球，而吸引大家眼球最好的方法，也许是花边新闻，《太阳报》
3 成功的例子就说明了这个，您不觉得是这样吗？
1 Interviewer: The easiest way of making profits is to catch everyone’s 

2   eyes as you said. The best way of catching eyes may be creating 

3   tidbits. The success of the Sun exemplifies that. Don’t you think so?
In saying “Don’t you think so?” the interviewer indicates that “S has had, or believes H to have had, a disposition to believe that X.” This explains why the question expects the answer “yes”. In this case, because the propositional content threatens the interviewee’s positive face, the more oblique kinds of questions are progressively more impolite, more threatening, than the ordinary yes-no questions.
Interviewers also use alternative questions, to which the response options are to select one of 2-3 alternative presented in the question, and in doing so limit the interviewee’s responses to certain directions. 
B. Weakening Devices

In some cases, interviewers would choose prefaced questions relating to the speech act required of the interviewee (e.g. “Can you explain?”, “Can you tell me…?”) or relating to the speech act performed by the interviewer (e.g. “Can I ask you…?”). Interview questions fall into two large groups according to their syntactic realization: prefaced questions and non-prefaced ones. Compared with non-prefaced questions, which are in interrogative forms, the prefaced ones are less face-threatening in that the main propositional content of the question appears in indirect form in a subordinate clause.
Compare Ex 12 a and Ex 12 b:

Ex 12 a. 记  者：你能不能告诉我，你最大的缺点是什么？

Interviewer: Can you tell me what your disadvantage is?
and
Ex 12 b. 记  者：你最大的缺点是什么？

Interviewer: What is your disadvantage?

Prefaces as illustrated in (Ex 12 a) have been termed “hedged performatives” (Leech, 1983, p. 139). They have “the general form of a performative sentence, and… may count as the performance of the illocutionary act denoted by the performative verb… [and] it contains a modal or semimodal” (Fraser 1976, p. 187). In (Ex 12 a) the interviewer uses the performative verb “to tell” together with the modal “can”. Leech (1983, p. 140) notes that hedged performatives are devices of politeness, reducing the seriousness of impositions. Brown and Levinson (1987) likewise see hedged performatives as devices to reduce the force of face-threatening speech acts.

Interviewers also may quote either real or possible opponents of the interviewee. This allows the interviewers to impersonalize the disagreement with or criticism towards the interviewee. 
Still consider Ex 7 repeated below,

1 Ex 7. 在英国有人认为您是一个‘肮脏的淘金者’，听到批评的时候你
2 是什么感受呢?

1 In Britain, you are regarded as a dirty gold-rusher. How do you think 

2 of the criticism?

Mentioning “You are regarded as…” indicates that the interviewer is not expressing his personal opinion, but representing the public to convey the criticism. Thus the interviewer can avoid revealing his own opinion and avoid criticizing the interviewee personally.

The interviewer would also give reasons for asking a certain question. The following question constitutes a fairly serious FTA to the interviewee’s positive face: the interviewee cheats the public since his donation is merely for show. In order to reduce the force of FTA the interviewer adds a disarming account. Conveying that the interviewer is sensitive to the interviewee’s face want, (Ex 13 a) is a more tactful variant of (Ex 13 b).
Ex 13. An interview with Niu Qun, who promised to donate all his possessions and his body to the charity when he was on the position of vice-mayor of Mengcheng County.
a. 记 者：可能我们下面的提问有些苛刻，但是我们必须要问，因为你捐的太彻底了，所以我们必须问明白，实际你把这些东西捐给了你自己？
The following questions may be harsh, but we have to ask. You donated all you have, so we must make it clear whether you in fact donated all the things to yourself.

b. 记 者：你是不是把这些东西捐给了你自己？
Have you donated all the things to yourself?

To conclude this part, the tough questions in the current study can be described with Chart 3.1.

Chart 3.1 Taxonomy of Tough Questions

	
	Threat to negative face 
	Threat to positive face

	Plain Questioning
	
	

	Modified Questioning
	Strengthened FTA
	
	

	
	Weakened FTA
	
	



The present study regards the threat on the interviewees’ positive face to be more serious than the threat on negative face. As mentioned in Chapter Two, the interviewee has already relinquished the right to freedom of action by undertaking to respond to the question. Jucker (1986) shares the same view that negative face is held to play a more minor role. The first category by Jucker, “committing yourself to doing something [and] stating your opinion”, a threat to the interviewee’s negative face is regarded the least face-threatening. Jucker also points out that it is maintaining positive face that is of particular importance in news interviews, especially in the case of who they are oriented towards external support, depending for their survival on making a sufficiently good impression to influence voters. Therefore, for interviewees who have more need for appraisal, support, and agreement than that for freedom of action, positive-face threats bear more seriousness than negative-face threats.
3.4 Interviewees’ Evasion of Tough Questions

Theoretically, when an interviewee is confronted with a tough question—an exacerbated FTA—he has two choices open to him: he can either accept the threat to their face or evade the tough question. In accepting the face threat, the recipient may, for instance, apologizes or assume responsibility for the impoliteness act being issued in the first place. Thus, criticism and complaints from the interviewer might be met with an apology. This option involves increased face threat to the interviewee. However, the option of accepting the FTA is not pursued here.

The evasion need not of course be verbal. The interviewee does not give any verbal reply to the question until the interviewer moves on to ask the next question.  The interviewee may indicate his evasion of the question by, for example, lowering his head and saying nothing. The following part concentrates on the verbal behaviour: how the interviewee linguistically evades questions on record and off record.

3.4.1 On-record evasion

Evading baldly, without redress, involves doing it in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way possible. The evasion is manifest to the degree that the interviewee communicates his unwillingness to cooperate with the interviewer by refusing to provide answers at all that bears on the question. For instance, by saying “No comments”, the interviewee unequivocally expresses the intention of avoiding answering a certain question. By employing the strategy of evading questions baldly on record, which costs least verbal efforts, the interviewee evades the tough question straightforwardly. He can get credit for outspokenness, avoiding the danger of being considered to be a manipulator or a liar. He can also avoid the danger of being misunderstood. However, the strategy has an obvious disadvantage: it shows explicitly the interviewee is reluctant to cooperate with the interviewer, and that is not expected by the interviewer and the media audience. To minimize the damage, the interviewee can redress his evasion. 

In doing on-record evasion with redressive action, the interviewee attempts to counteract the potential face damage of the FTA with modifications or additions, and indicates clearly that no uncooperativeness is intended and the interviewee takes the interviewer’s face into consideration. The interviewee may strive to give reasons for why he does not answer the question. For Ex 14, Shi Meilun, former Vice-Chairman of the State Security Supervision Commission, is asked to comment on China’s stock market. She points out that a supervisor should not comment on stock market (b).
Ex 14. An interview with Shi Meilun, who was appointed Vice-Chairman of the State Security Supervision Commission after working in Hong Kong for five years. 
记  者：对整个股市的评价你能讲吗？

史美伦：a. 我不愿对股市作评价。

        b. 我不愿对股市作评价。不单只是现在，以前做监管的时候也不对股市作评价。现在他是牛市是熊市，一般人对这个指数的上下来作评价，做监管者不应该对股市，对指数太敏感。

Interviewer: Would you mind commenting on the general condition of China’s stock market?

Shi Meilun: a. I don’t want to comment on it.

          b. I don’t want to comment on it now, nor have I given comments before. People usually to tell a bull market from a bear one according to the stock price. However, as a supervisor, I shall not pay too much attention to the up-and-downs of the market.

There are at least two options (a, b) for her to choose when she intends to evade the question. By using the option a, Shi evades on record without redressive action, baldly. In b, however, by emphasizing that there is a principled rationale underlying the refusal, the redressive action depersonalizes the refusal, i.e. the evasion of a particular question is a general responses applied to all questions of that proposition.

Another common method of on-record evasion with redressive action is to claim that the information necessary to answer the question is unavailable, or cannot be provided under current circumstances. Giving reasons is a way of conveying the interviewee’s willingness to be a cooperator and implying his knowledge of and sensitivity to the interviewer’s wants. Several of evasive practices classified by Bull and Mayer (1988), e.g. “states that the question has already been answered, apologizes” are also on-record evasion with redressive actions. For a detailed presentation, refer to Section 5.2.1.

3.4.2 Off-record evasion

These practices are used mainly in the talk that departs from the topical agenda of the question, or what Tiersma (2002:392) calls “superficially responsive statement: [a] reply appears to respond a question but in fact not do so.” What makes the evasion off record is that the interviewee moves beyond the parameters of the question, saying and doing things that are not called for. He also conceals any explicit acknowledgment of the fact that an evasion is in progress. Responses in the following interview exemplify practices of this type. In Ex 15, Murdoch is asked to tell the reason why his wife attracts him so much. 


Ex 15. An interview with Murdoch
1 记 者：那她到底什么吸引你呢？从我们通常人的观念来看，你们俩的

2       年龄差距，你们俩的文化背景都是很大的区别的。

3 默多克：我的文化和我的年龄可能没什么关系，当然我的妻子和我的

4    年龄比较不同，这是事实。我很幸运能够讨到这么一个年轻的妻子。

5 记 者：她到底对你有什么样的影响呢？

1  Interviewer: What attracts you so much? For the ordinary 

2   people, you and your wife differ a lot in ages and culture backgrounds.

3  Murdoch: My culture background and age do not matter too much. It is a 

4  fact that we have an age gap. I am very lucky to marry such a young wife. 5  Interviewer: Then what influences does she have on you?


By literally repeating part of the interviewer’s question, “the difference of ages and culture backgrounds” between the husband and the wife, the interviewee appears to be moving straightforwardly to tell why his wife is so attractive to him. But in fact, he expresses his satisfaction with marrying his wife. (Lines3-4)

If done with enough subtlety, the evasion may escape the notice of the interviewer and many audience members. Methods of agenda-shifting reviewed in the previous chapter falls into this group.
Strategies of evasion in this study are briefly outlined below (Chart 3.2). These are systematically related to the degree of explicitness, which is greater in “give no verbal reply” and decrease as it goes down the list to “Evade off record”. 
Chart 3.2 Types of Evasion Strategies

	Interviewees’ Evasion
	Explicitness of Evasion

	Evade
	1. Give no verbal reply
	High


Low 

	
	On record
	2. Without redressive action, baldly
	

	
	
	3. With redressive action
	

	
	4. Off record
	


3.5 Summary

In this chapter I tried to establish a face model as an approach to studying interviewees’ evasion. Tough questions would threaten interviewees’ positive or negative face, and the interviewer would use various devices to strengthen or weaker the face threats where necessary. In response, the interviewees would give face issue higher rating than cooperation in certain situations of interviews. Having shown how a question is tough and a response is evasive, I shall be on the way of investigating to what extent FTA questions would lead to evasion, how interviewees evade in different ways, for example, by giving precedence to one strategy rather than another, and whether social roles of interviewees have effects on their strategies. Both face threats and degrees of evasion need measuring on some consistent scales of values. This will be the task of the next chapter.

Chapter Four

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the researcher will introduce the methods used in the empirical part of this study on the tough interview questions and evasion strategies used by interviewees. The research questions will be stated at the very beginning of this chapter, followed by the introduction to the sources of data, the ways of collecting the data and the methods of analyzing the data.

4.1 Research Questions

My aim now is to investigate how and why interviewees evade questions. I will apply the framework of face theory that have been outlined in the previous chapter, to the description and explanation of evasion. The research questions are as follows:

1.
To what extent do interviewees evade questions? Do interviewees with different social roles differ in the frequency of evasion? If so, how?
2.
How do interviewees achieve the realization of on-record and off-record evasion strategies? 
3.
Does the toughness of questioning corresponds to the interviewees’ choice of evasive strategies?
4.2 Data Collection

The main corpus of this study consists of 12 news interviews lasting a total of six hours. They were all produced in a live program called “面对面” (“face to face”) on CCTV news channel. The 30-minute program is put on TV at 20:10 every weekend and rebroadcast on the afternoon of Sunday, Monday, Wednesday and Thursday. As the profile of the program claims, the face-to-face interview is aimed at eliciting “Who did what, and why?” The interviewees come from different backgrounds in various fields such as culture, education, sports, politics, economics, etc. However, the interviewees, known for their deeds which raise public discussion, are invited to tell their stories or talk on certain issues of public concern. The interviewer, Wang Zhi, is good at raising a barrage of tough questions that are hard to respond to straightforwardly and thus puts interviewees in a dilemma of how to answer questions. The interview under study is a situation in which only one interviewer and one interviewee interact and in which indirect addressees play no active role.
There have been altogether 245 programs up to December, 2005, two interviews every week, but only the first twelve programs from Jan. 7，2003 to March. 27, 2004 were selected as the primary database due to the pressure of research time. Six politician interviewees were selected with the interval of two among the interviews. Six non-politician interviews were chosen with the interval of fourteen. All the transcripts of these 12 programs were downloaded from CCTV’s website. The following table briefly introduces the selected interviews.

Chart 4.1 A Sketch of the Twelve Interviews
	Interviewees
	Interviewees’
Social Roles
	Interview Topic(s)
	Date

	Politician Interviewees
	Niu Qun
	Former actor elected vice-major of a county
	Niu’s achievements in the position; his donation of his wealth and body
	Jan.10, 2003

	
	Wang Qishan
	Newly appointed Beijing Mayor
	A debate on the preventi on of SARS
	May 2, 2003

	
	Zhu Shanlu
	An education official
	The organization of the nationwide entrance examination during the SARS period
	June 1, 2003

	
	Wu Renbao
	Chief of China’s richest village
	Inside story of the village
	July 28, 2003

	
	Jiang Xiaoyu
	Vice-President of Beijing Olympic Games Organizing Committee
	An inquiry about the 2008 Olympic emblem before it was unveiled
	Aug.4, 2003

	
	Li Jinhua 
	Auditor General of China
	The “auditing storm” stirred in 2003
	Jan.10, 2004


(Continued on the next page)
(Continued)

	Non-politician Interviewees
	Hu Run
	A British known for tracking down China's super-wealthy
	Doubts on the authority of his wealth ranking, and the reason behind the ranking
	Jan.7, 2003

	
	Shui Junyi
	A star journalist reporting the war of Iraq from Baghdad
	The experience of reporting the war of Iraq
	April 12,2003

	
	Cai Zhenhua
	Former head coach of Chinese Table Tennis team
	An interview after the Chinese team won 4 of all the 5 gold medals in the championship
	May 31,2003

	
	Yang Liwei
	China’s astronaut
	An interview before the decision of who would become China’s first astronaut
	Oct.16,2003

	
	Li Dan
	AIDS activist who established a small non-profit orphanage 
	One man against AIDS
	Dec. 1,2003

	
	Jacky Cheung
	A canto-pop star who donates lots to charity
	Motivation behind Jacky Cheung’s devotion to charity
	Feb.21,2004


4.3 Data Analysis

4.3.1 Ranking the weight of FTA in tough questions


First, questions are assigned on the two categories: those involving positive face threats, and those involving negative face threats. 

Second, within each category, questions are divided into three groups according to different devices the interviewer employ when they are doing FTA: strengthening, plain, weakening devices.

Third, a coding system is devised to be used as a basic framework for measurement of potential threats to face generated by questions in the interviews. The typology includes 6 degrees of face threat. The FTA is ranked with 6 as the most face threatening and 1 as the least.
Chart 4.2 Ranking of Weight of FTA in Tough Questions
	
	Threat to negative face 
	Threat to positive face 

	Weakened FTA
	1
	2

	Plain FTA
	3
	4

	Strengthened FTA
	5
	6


4.3.2 Developing a coding system for the interviewees’ evasion

A coding system for analyzing the directions of responses which might be given by the interviewees is devised. 

(1) First, the researcher examines whether a reply is an evasion to the tough question according to the definition of evasion given in the literature review chapter. The non-evasion replies are assigned 0 point.

(2) The interviewees’ evasive practices are grouped into four categories: 1) give no verbal reply, 2) evade on record, baldly, 3) evade on record with redressive action, 4) evade off record. According to the degree of explicitness, the distinction among the evasive practices can be conceived of as a scale, with the four types assigned from 1 to 4 points.
Chart 4.3 Taxonomy of IE’s Response and Assignment of Evasion Values
	IE’s Response
	Value of Evasive Efforts

	Accept FTA/Do not evade
	0

	Give no verbal reply
	1

	Evade on record
	Without redressive action, baldly
	2

	
	With redressive action
	3

	Evade off record
	4


Chapter Five

  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the results of the empirical study and the discussion. The first part provides the general information about the extent to which interviewees evade tough questions. In the second part, the research will discuss various evasion strategies employed by the interviewees when they are confronted with FTAs of different severities. The third part will examine and explain the influence of the toughness on the interviewees’ choice of on-record or off-record evasion strategies. 

5.1
Frequency of Face Threats and Interviewees’ Evasion

In the twelve interviews, the interviewer raises a total of 584 questions, 134 of which are tough ones, with the distribution of each category shown in Table 5.1. For most of the time, interviewees are encountered with plain threats (83, 62.0%) to their positive and negative face. The devices of strengthening FTA (34, 25.3%) are employed more frequently than those of weakening FTA (17, 12.6%). Thus, the statistics supports the comments that the journalistic questioning of interview programs tend to be adversarial rather than deferential as reviewed in Chapter Two.
Table 5.1 Distribution of Face Threats in the 12 Interviews
	
	Threat to

 negative face
	Threat to 

positive face
	Total

	Weakened FTA
	3 (2.2%)
	14 (10.4%)
	17 (12.6%)

	Plain FTA
	40 (29.9%)
	43 (32.1%)
	83 (62.0%)

	Strengthened FTA
	20 (14.9%)
	14 (10.4%)
	34 (25.3%)

	Total
	63 (47.0%)
	71 (52.9%)
	134




Table 5.2 shows how frequently tough questions and interviewees’ evasive practices occur in each interview.



Table 5.2 Tough Questions and Evasion in Each Interview

	Interviewees
	Tough Questions (T)
	Evasion (E)
	Percentage of Evasion  (E/T)

	Niu Qun
	35
	29
	82.9%

	Wang Qishan
	8
	7
	87.5%

	Zhu Shanlu
	1
	0
	0

	Wu Renbao
	12
	6
	50.0%

	Jiang Xiaoyu
	8
	7
	87.5%

	Li Jinhua
	14
	7
	50.0%

	Hu Run
	16
	14
	87.5%

	Shui Junyi
	7
	5
	71.4%

	Cai Zhenhua
	9
	5
	55.6%

	Yang Liwei
	5
	3
	60.0%

	Li Dan
	9
	5
	55.6%

	Jacky Cheung
	10
	7
	70.0%

	Total
	134
	95
	70.9%




The toughness of the twelve interviews varies a lot. Niu Qun receives the largest number of tough questions (35 times). Niu Qun and Hu Run practiced the largest number of evasion. They two altogether evade 43 times, accounting for 45.3% of the total (95). Zhu Shanlu receives only one tough question and he does not evade it. Despite that case, the percentages of evasion (evasion/tough questions) in the other eleven interviews range from 50.0% (Wu Renbao and Li Jinhua) to 87.5% (Wang Qishan, Jiang Xiaoyu and Hu Run). This means that the interviewees share the common tendency to preserve face by evading tough questions most of the times rather than by giving cooperative answers.



Table 5.3 shows that among the 134 tough questions, 95 are evaded, accounting for 70.9% of the responses. The on-record redressive evasion occurs in 61 cases (45.5% of the total evasive responses) to become the most frequently used strategy. The off-record evasion takes place 22 times (16.4%), followed by 12 on-record evasions without redressive action (9.0%). No case of “give no verbal reply” is found in the twelve interviews. Interviewees tend more to redress the evasion than evade baldly without redressive action. The redressive efforts evident in these face-to-face interactions indicate that when the interviewees are protecting their own face they are conventionally respectful to the interviewer’s face needs. Off-record evasion is more preferred by the interviewees than baldly on-record evasion, which means that interviewees can reduce the likelihood that the resistance will be noticed by taking steps to render it less apparent. The statistics above suggests that evasion is highly complex speech acts, often involving complex negotiation and the use of a number of face saving strategies to accommodate the uncooperative nature of the replies.

Table 5.3 Frequency of Each Kind of IE’s Response
	Interviewee’s Response
	Frequency

	Do not evade
	39 (29.1%)

	Give no verbal response
	0

	Evade on record
	Without redressive action, baldly
	12 (9.0%)

	
	With redressive action
	61 (45.5%)

	Evade off record
	22 (16.4%)

	Total
	134 (100%)



Table 5.4 shows the frequencies of face threats encountered by politicians and non-politicians.
Table 5.4 Face Threats to Politicians and Non-politicians
	
	Threat to 

negative face
	Threat to 

positive face

	
	Politician
	Non-politician
	Politician
	Non-politician

	Weakened FTA
	1
(0.7%)
	2 

(1.4%)
	7 

(5.2%)
	7 

(5.2%)

	Plain FTA
	23 (17.2%)
	17 (12.7%)
	25 (18.7%)
	18 (13.4%)

	Strengthened FTA
	12
 (9.0%)
	8 

(6.0%)
	8 

(6.0%)
	6 

(4.5%)

	Total
	36 (26.9%)
	27 

(20.1%)
	40 (29.9%)
	31 

(23.1%)


No significant difference has been found between politician interviews and non-politician interviews in terms of the questions’ toughness and the implicitness of the interviewees’ evasion. This indicates that despite the difference in the interviewees’ social identities, they receive similar degrees of face threats embodied in questions. The social identity also has no significant influence on the face-saving evasion efforts the interviewees are likely to make. 
Table 5.5 Toughness of Questions and Degrees of Evasion Efforts
	
	Identity
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	QUESTION
	Politicians
	76
	3.8421
	1.16679
	.13384

	
	Non-politicians
	58
	3.7069
	1.25668
	.16501

	EVASION
	Politicians
	57
	2.2368
	1.39397
	.15990

	
	Non-politicians
	38
	2.1552
	1.64158
	.21555


The Independent Samples Test shows that the questions politician interviewees receive are slightly tougher than questions put to non-politician interviewees, but the difference is not significant (p =.476) Politician interviewees evade 57 of the 76 questions (75.0%), while non-politicians evade 38 of the 58 questions (65.5%). The explicitness of evasion of politician interviewees is slightly higher than that of non-politicians, but the difference is not significant, either (p = .010). The two groups’ choices of evasion strategies are shown in Table 5.6 in detail.
Table 5.6 Politicians’ and Non-politicians’ Use of Evasive Strategies
	Interviewees’ Evasion
	Politician
	Non-politician

	Do not evade
	19 (25.0%)
	20 (34.5%)

	Give no verbal reply
	0
	0

	Evade on record
	Without redressive action, baldly
	10 (13.2%)
	2 (3.4%)

	
	With redressive action
	38 (50.0%)
	23 (39.7%)

	Evade off record
	9 (11.8%)
	13 (22.4%)

	Total
	76
	58


Table 5.6 shows that, in order to deal with tough questions, both politicians and non-politicians use the strategies of evading on-record evasion with redressive action most frequently. The frequency of using on-record evasion without redressive action differs between the two groups in that politicians (13.2%) evade baldly more frequently than the non-politician ones (3.4%) do. An undergoing explanation to the difference is that relative power between interview participants has values in determining how explicitly the interviewees evade questions. Politician interviewees have relative higher power over the interviewer than non-politicians do. This entitles politicians to more freedom for their speech act realization, and politician interviewees have more freedom to reject tough questions explicitly.
5.2 
Interviewees’ Choice of Evasive Strategies 

Once the interviewees decide to save face, they seek means to achieve it. As shown in Table 5.3, on-record evasion with redressive action makes up nearly half of the total cases. The following section would examine various realizations of evasion strategies qualitatively and discuss how the interviewees choose a certain strategy in dealing with different types of tough questions.
5.2.1 On-record evasion with redressive action

A. Justification. The interviewee can claim that he or she has compelling reasons for evading the question, thereby implying that he or she wouldn’t dream of challenging the interviewer’s transactional role of requesting for information. 

In Ex15, the interviewer asks Niu Qun whether the public should take his words seriously, a request for the interviewee’s comment on himself.

Ex 15. An interview with Niu Qun
1 记者：你说的话我们当真不当真？

2 牛群：这你分析着听吧，因为会说不如会听。我可以是玩笑着说，我
3  可以幽默地说，我可以玩着说，但是不是真的，实际上所有人都知道，

4  所有人都清楚。相声演员说话就要反着说，就跟我跟您这样对话，

5  实际上我要接受采访，我应该老老实实的，特别本分的，规规矩矩
6  在这儿接受你采访，实际我有时候成心跟你反着说，跟你叫板，较
7  劲，实际我也为了节目好看。 
1 Interviewer: Shall we take your words seriously?
2 Niu Qun: It depends on you, because the correct understanding is more

3  important than words themselves. I can speak with irony or humor. 

4  Actually everyone knows clearly whether my words are true or not. I 

5  should have answered questions honestly, since I have agreed to be 

6  interviewed. But sometimes I speak ironically and challenge your 

7  questions so that the interview program is more interesting and attractive.

The interviewee first casts his refusal to answer with “it depends on you” as a deliberate, willful choice. (Line 1) This can be heard as resistance to directly answer the question. It is more likely to cause embarrassment between the interviewer and interviewee. Taking the face of the interviewer into consideration, Niu Qun justifies his evasion on the basis that he employs various styles of replies in order to make the interview more interesting and attractive to the audience (Lines 6-7).
Justificatory accounts may also be offered by deflecting the responsibility of evasion from the interviewee and onto some circumstantial factor. For instance, the interviewee may suggest that he or she knows the answer but it is inappropriate to provide it under current circumstances. (See Ex 16)
Ex16. An interview with Jiang Xiaoyu
1记者：我记得你回到北京之后给他们留了一个悬念，罗格看完了之后
2  做了一个什么特别的举动?

3蒋效愚：对一个非常中国话的动作。这一点我们应该说，我暂时还不
4 能告诉。明天会徽公布以后，我就会可以告诉你，因为一旦要把非常
5 典型的中国化这个动作告诉了大家，我想具有中国文化的人，十有八
6 九我们的中国人会猜到我们的会徽可能是个什么东西。我相信中国人
7 有这个智慧。
1 Interviewer: I remember you left a suspense when you returned to Beijing. 
2  What action did Roger take after he watched the logo?

3 Jiang Xiaoyu: Yes, it was an action with distinct Chinese feature, but we 

4  should hold that I cannot tell you until the publication of the logo 
5  tomorrow. Once I tell you, most of the people understanding Chinese 
6 culture will realize what the logo is. I believe that we Chinese have this 
7  wisdom.
The question threatens the interviewee’s negative face since the description of Roger’s action may lead to revealing the information about the logo which is still held non-public. To minimize the imposition that the FTA effects, Jiang Xiaoyu expresses his unwillingness to cooperate. Notice that he does not merely assert that he doesn’t want to tell. In general, when a simple refusal is offered without any further explanation, it is likely to be pursued by the interviewer in a way that strongly implies the interviewee ought to give the answer in some form. Jiang Xiaoyu cites the principle of “maintaining secrecy”, arguing that to answer the question would be in advance of the formal publication of the logo of the 2008 Olympic Games (Line4).
On-record evasion with justifications is less hostile in character and causes less damage to the relationship between interviewers and interviewees. It is presented not as an obvious resistance to a particular question from a particular interviewer, but as general responses applied to all questions of that sort. Furthermore, this account, by proposing that direct answer would be inappropriate, can also be taken to imply that the question soliciting this answer is inappropriate. Thus, evasion with justification imply that any further efforts to elicit an answer will prove fruitless; they also inhibit follow-up questions and represent a strong bid to close down the entire line of inquiry.

B. Estrangement. This is a technique that involves constructing the interviewees’ replies to distance himself from the FTA embedded in the questions. The FTA-distancing mechanism makes it as if the interviewee is other than the target of the FTA, or at least not him alone.

For Ex 17, Jacky Cheung is asked whether his devotion to charity is backed by business motivation. The target is towards the interviewee himself, because the interview topic has been focusing on Cheung’s deeds. Instead of giving a direct answer, Cheung handles the question as the interviewer’s personal opinion to be commented on and goes further to show his agreement with the interviewer, thereby deflecting the target of the question towards others (Line 4).  The face threat to the interviewee is thus deleted. 

Ex 17. An interview with Jacky Cheung
1 王志：站在受施者这个立场，希望施与者一切都是真心的，可能有些
2 人不是这么做，我可能送一些东西给你，但是我是一个另外目的，商
3 业的目的?

4 成龙：是，很多人，我看见太多了。
5 王志：成龙有没有呢？
1 Wang Zhi: As an acceptor, I wish the benefactor is sincere. But not all the 

2     benefactors are so sincere. They have commercial purposes when they 

3     bestow on others.

4 Jacky: Yes, I have seen many cases.

5 Wang Zhi: Is Jacky Cheung like that?

This kind of technique bypasses the interrogation in a way the term “question” is modified according to its different uses by interviewees: questioning, wondering, opinion, comment, etc.
C. Neutralization. This technique strives to find an option of reply that reconciles the two contradictory propositions embedded in alternative questions. Cornulier (as cited in Leon, 2004, p. 1910) proposes an asymmetric conception where an alternative question is a succession of two elementary questions: P1? and P2 ?. The first is the question asked; the second is conditioned by the first. P1? if you don’t answer P1 ?, then P2 ?. It should be noted that alternative questions are often used to harass the interviewee and oblige him to answer. The interviewee is caught between the two parts of the question which are presented as the only possible answers. 
One solution is to neutralize the two parts by stating both propositions like Ex 18.

Ex 18. An interview with Niu Qun

1 记者：你是拔高自己，还是贬低自己？
2 牛群：连拔高带贬低。
1 Interviewer: Are you praising yourself or belittling yourself.

2 Niu Qun: Both.

Another way to answer is to reject both P1 and P2 and find a third option in between. For Ex 19,

Ex 19. An interview with Niu Qun
1 王志：在两年到任的时候，你希望大家是以一个
2       演员当县长的标准来要求你呢，
3       还是以一个县长的标准要求你？
4 牛群：我想还是一个准县长，或者说是感觉县长、品牌县长，这么一
5 个要求，我觉得更加合适。因为我毕竟不是公务员，不是按级上党校，
6 然后逐级提拔，或者说今后我还要从政，继续升官，不是这个概念，
7 只是想造福一方老百姓，来实现自己的一个人生的价值。 

1 Wang Zhi: Two years have passed since you were appointed the vice 

2  mayor of Mengcheng. Do you wish that people would evaluzte your job 
3 with the criterion of an actor working as an official or that of true official?

4 Niu Qun: I think I am still a would-be mayor, or a mayor playing the role 
5 of a brand. I am not promoted from a public civil servant, neither would I 
6 continue my career as an official. I just want to bring benefit to the people 
7 so as to realize the value of my life.
In Ex 19, two years after Niu Qun was appointed the vice-mayor of Mengcheng county, the interviewer asked Niu Qun how he wished people would view his job by giving two propositions. Neither part is acceptable to the interviewee. On the one hand, accepting “an actor working as an official” indicates that the interviewee holds that his job has not been done well. On the other hand, the interviewee violates the Modesty Maxim if he accepts “the criterion set for an official” which is too high to judge a green hand who used to be an actor. Both directions of answers would threaten the interviewee’s positive face in that he appears either incompetent or conceited. In his rejection, Niu Qun rejects both possibilities proposed by the question and gives a third way lying between the two extremes. (Lines 3-6)
D. Hedging. Interviewees are often faced with questions eliciting the interviewee’s comments to himself or others. And these questions are raised in the form of Yes-No interrogative. Using the extreme of “yes” or “no” to express one’s opinion is risky in that the answer would threaten the face of the interviewees or others significant to them. A device disarming the threat is to encode the hedge in the “weakeners ([particles] that soften or tentativize what they modify” (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 147) so as to “make [one’s] own opinion safely vague” (p. 116).

The interviewee may implicate that he or she is not fully and personally committed in the usual or unmarked way to the belief that the relevant state of affairs actually obtain. The interviewee’s replies involve something related to doubt and attribute his belief in question to someone other than the interviewee himself.
With this technique, the interviewee commitment may involve the expression of doubt of some kind. For Ex 20, Hu Run, who worked with Forbes, the U.S. magazine most famous for its annual rich list, was asked whether the subjects in the research give candid replies to his questions. The constraint set in the interviewer’s question is to answer “yes” or “no”. If “yes”, Hu Run takes risk of violating the Maxim of Quality. He cannot rule out the possibility that some subjects in his project did not tell the truth. If “no”, however, the negative comments on the subjects can both threaten their face and cause troubles in Hu Run’s public relations. In order to keep balance between the transactional role as an interviewee and the social role as a ranking maker who mixes with those business people, Hu Run chooses to be less committed toward his comments.
Ex 20. An interview with Hu Run
1 记者：你觉得他们在回答你问题的时候，够坦诚吗？

2 胡润：我希望他们跟我说实话，有时候，有一些人他们可能会稍微吹
3  牛一点点。
1 Interviewer: Do you think they answered your questions honestly?
2 Hu Run: I hope they told me the truth. Sometimes, some people may 

3  boast a little. 

With expressions of “I hope”, “sometimes”, “some people”, “may”, all of which implicate the lack of certainty, Hu Run is indicating that he is less than fully committed to the truth of the proposition that the rich give candid replies to Hu’s questions. Hu’s own degree of commitment is hardly inferable.

The interviewees may also “speak from knowledge or beliefs acquired via hearsay” (He, 2003, p. 149). That is, the belief in the truth of the proposition conveyed is to be attributed to another. For Ex 21, when asking Hu Run whether his ranking is helpful to those on the list, the interviewer marks his question with a word “really”. Similar to the “negative interrogative” analyzed by Heritage (2002, see Chapter Two), the mark turns a question eliciting information to the one which expresses a position or point of view that “evaluate the interviewee’s conduct” (ibid). To argue with the interviewer and save his face, Hu cannot agree or disagree too loudly.
Ex 21. An interview with Hu Run
1 记者：你觉得这个排行榜对上榜的人真的有帮助吗？

2 胡润：基本上去年我所有见过的人，今年都愿意见我。所以，他们觉
3  得可以的。 
1 Interviewer: Do you think the ranking is really helpful for those on the list?

2 Interviewee: Basically, the people I contacted last year are willing to meet 

3   me this year. Therefore, they think it helpful.

Hu Run infers that the reply is in accordance with the people he contacted last year and not necessarily with him, the implicature being that were those people willing to meet him, he would believe the truth that his ranking is helpful. Note that nothing is explicitly stated about the Hu Run’s own level of commitment. Hedges in these replies serve to avoid a precise communication of Hu Run’s attitude, thus disarming the threats to the face of him and the others.

5.2.2 Off-record Evasion

In Ex 22, Hu Run is asked why he quits his position as a chartered account in Arthur Andersen to do the wealth ranking for the business people in China. One of the propositions concerns “pays and conditions”, an incentive at which the Chinese traditionally scorn. If Hu Run accepts that as his motive, then according to Jucker’s criteria, Hu Run accepts “the reason for his doing the action is demeaning” (Jucker, 1986) in the eyes of the Chinese public. To avoid losing face, Hu Run launches his response with a repeat of a key word from the question why… (Line 2 in Ex 22)
Ex 22.  An interview with Hu Run
1  王志：我想知道为什么要做这件事？是因为你的兴趣呢，还是因为你
2        优厚的待遇？
3  胡润：为什么？我学过中文，我在这里留学了一年，1990年的时候
4 我也在安达信做过会计所以也是分析到很多中国的企业，也住过         5  这儿的。所以，我的经验跟普通的欧美人相应该是比较了解的。
1 Wang Zhi: I wonder why you want to do it. Is it because of your interest, or

2    excellent pay and conditions?

3 Hu Run: Why? I have learned Chinese. I studied in China for one year. In 

2 1990, I analyzed many Chinese enterprises when I worked as an account in 

3  Arthur Andersen. So, I know more about China than other foreigners.

By virtue of literally repeating the word “why”, the interviewee appears to be moving straightforwardly to answer the question. But he moved, in fact, to discuss what advantages he had when doing the ranking, a direction that goes beyond the question’s topical parameter. 

5.2.3 Evasion with a mixture of strategies

It is interesting to note that interviewees are not always sticking to one type of evasion strategies in one turn of reply. Instead, they can make use a mixture of strategies. An interviewee may evade question on record, either with or without redressive action, and then switches to off-record evasion strategy. Consider Ex 23, an interview with Cai Zhenhua, former coach of Chinese table tennis team,
Ex 23. An interview with Cai Zhenhua

1 记者：我也听到另外一种分析，和欧洲那些，像背包队员这些运动员
2 相比的话，我们的训练或者管理上，是不是有些太细了，以至于运动
3 员离开这个队伍以后，我什么都不会做了？
4 蔡振华：有这个可能。但是这个方面，比如说我们讲的中国的运动员
5 他是对乒乓球，要求中国运动员对他不是一个职业，是一个事业，深
6 化到对欧洲运动员来讲，他可能谈不到事业，他的理想是职业，不管
7 你再紧张的比赛，再重要的比赛，他相对比较松这个人，但是他犯
8 错误，因为他犯错误的概率可能更大。
1 Interviewer: I have heard other explanations. Compared with the training of 

2  European players, isn’t it so rigid of our training system that Chinese 

3  players do not know what to do once they are departed from the team?

4 Cai Zhenhua: Probably. But there is another side on this issue. Chinese 

5 players regard sports not as a profession but a career. The Europeans have a 

6 different view on sports. They consider table tennis a profession. Therefore, 

7 no matter how fierce the competition is, European players are not nervous 

8as Chinese counterparts, so Europeans are more likely to make mistakes.

As analyzed in Chapter Three, loaded yes-no questions, a kind of FTA strengthening device, are used by the interviewer to seek agreement. The underlying statement of interrogative clauses is offered to the interviewee as the expected answer. The interviewer’s question, in the form of loaded yes-no question (Isn’t it so rigid that…), suggests a preference of agreement from Cai Zhenhua: there are problems in the training system indeed. However, the expected answer built up by the interrogative is incompatible with the interviewee’s public position or social role. The direct acceptance of the criticism would be face threatening to the table tennis team. Because of the constraints imposed by loaded questions on answer, the interviewee can neither agree nor disagree with the expected answer and consequently has to evade the critical propositional content contained in the loaded question. Instead of giving direct answer of “yes” or “no”, Cai Zhenhua uses the particle “probably/maybe” (Line 4) to hedge the reply.
After the hedging, an on-record evasion device as analyzed above, the interviewee changes the proposition of the question by switching to statements emphasizing his point of view. The switch occurs at “but”: from then onwards he uses the confidence strategy, implying that the present training system has its own advantage over the European style. While the interviewee uses uncertain modality as a rescue technique to reduce the face threat, he becomes more confident to point out the disadvantage of the European training system. (Lines 4-8) As noticed by Simon-Vandenbergen, “what is good for us and bad for them attracts high-value modality items; what is good for them and bad for us attracts low-value items” (1997, p. 351). To use Simon-Vandenbergen’s words, with on-record evasion strategy, Cai Zhenhua negotiate the face threat implied in the question which is bad for him, and of course the Chinese table tennis team. Then he makes off-record strategy selection to turn the topic to what is bad for “them”, the European teams. In bring up the topic of commenting on the European teams, the interviewee preserves his own positive face.
It should also be noted that the interviewee also tries to create alliance by using address terms like “we” to refer to the Chinese and “he” to the European athletes. As Brown and Levinsoon notes, using an inclusive “we” is a device of “[calling] upon the cooperative assumption” and redressing FTAs (1987, p. 127). In this interview, as Cai Zhenhua is asked to make comments which may threaten the positive face of the Chinese team, he uses “we” and “he” to convey that he and the interviewer share viewpoints in some domain, and that they are cooperators. His transactional role as a questioned and face-threatened interviewee is weakened while his social role as a Chinese is highlighted. In other words, Cai establishes solidarity with the interviewer by emphasizing the Us vs. Them dichotomy.
The relative frequency of use of on-record and off-record evasion strategies may vary from one interview to another, depending on a number of factors, such as the nature of the topic of the interview, and of course the speaking style of the interviewee. The following section attempts to examine the effect of the questions’ toughness on the interviewees’ choice of evasion strategies.
5.3 The Toughness of Questions and Interviewees’ Evasion


The Bivariate Correlation Analysis shows that the correlation between the toughness of questions and the degree of interviewees’ evasion is 0.341 (p<0.01), which suggests that the tougher the questions are, the more implicitly interviewees will evade the question, although the correlation is not extremely high (Table 5.7).


Table 5.7 Correlation between Toughness and Evasion 

	
	QUESTION
	EVASION

	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.341(**)

	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.005

	N
	134
	134


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 5.8 Evasion of Each Type of FTA Questions

	
	WN
	WP
	PN
	PP
	SN
	SP

	Frequency of appearance
	3
	14
	40
	43
	20
	14

	Frequency of being evaded
	2
	6
	28
	30
	16
	13

	Percentage of evasion
	66.7%
	42.9%
	68.3%
	69.8%
	80.0%
	92.9%

	Degree of evasion efforts
	3.00
	3.00
	2.96
	3.30
	2.94
	3.23


(WN: Weakened Negative face threat; WP: Weakened Positive face threat; PN: Plain Negative face threat; PP: Plain Positive face threat; SN: Strengthened Negative face threat; SP: Strengthened Positive face threat.)

Table 5.8 shows that two of the three questions with weakened negative threats are evaded. Of the remaining five types of questions with different degrees of toughness, 42.6% of the questions with weakened positive face threat are evaded, while the evasion percentage of strengthened positive face threat is as high as 92.9%. The evasion percentage increases as face threats to the interviewees become more severe. It also worth noting that the implicitness of evasion of positive face threats (3.00, 3.30, 3.23) is slightly higher than that of the evasion of negative threats (3.00, 2.96, 3.23). 


The positive correlation between the toughness and the implicitness of evasion can be explained from two aspects.

First, since the interviewee has already relinquished the right to freedom of action by undertaking to respond to the question, the failure to fulfill his or her transactional role in front of a tough question may increase the threat to his or her face. There is the growth of a mass audience for television interviews, and this means that an interview may become a context of giving and gaining. On the one hand, interviewees are expected to provide information. On the other hand, they are also seeking media coverage in the hope of gaining supporters. The tougher questions are, the more expectation the public would have to hear the interviewee’s answer, and it is more pressing that interviewees create a cooperative image before the public. 

Besides, as Jucker (1986) argues, the positive face deserves more efforts to sustain than negative face does. If an interviewee is requested to provide non-public information, he can claim the right to refuse to respond to the request. However, suppose a question challenges the interviewee’s competence in his or her role as chairperson of some large corporation, by implying that he has made a wrong decision, a bald refusal to respond may be understood as default confirmation of the question’s proposition and may not help sustain the positive face. Thus, the interviewee has to make more efforts to think about which strategy best serves the ends, i.e. saving self-face:

1) To evade it on record baldly, for example, by saying “no comments”, clearly conveys the unwillingness to cooperate and costs the least pragmatic efforts.

2) To evade it on record with redressive action, for instance, by giving reasons for the evasion, helps to convey that the interviewee’s evasion is not intended and that the interviewer’s transactional role is respected.

3) To evade it off record, for instance, by changing the focus of the question, may cost the most pragmatic efforts but yield the most rewarding results. The off-record evasion, done successfully, would pass the questioning covertly. Although the interviewee gives replies beyond the parameter of the question, he gives an impression that he is responding to the question cooperatively.

In Ex 24, the interviewer asks the Hu Run about his business relation with Forbes. The question is pertaining to the interviewee’s privacy which involves whether Hu has received compensation from Forbes. (Line 2 in Ex 24)
Ex 24. An interview with Hu Run
1 王志：你们的关系是怎么样的？
2 胡润：这个其实是我和福布斯的事情，所以我今天不讨论这个。
1 Wang Zhi: What’s your relation with Forbes?

2 Hu Run: This is the business between Forbes and me, so I won’t talk about it.

The interviewee explicitly communicates his unwillingness to provide any information. Hu Run’s bald on-record evasion helps to preserve his privacy and thereby saves his positive face. 

In Ex 25, however, the same strategy does not work well. The interviewer raises his doubts of the accuracy of the annual wealth ranking. This question is tougher than the previous one in that it concerns whether Hu Run is able to attract as much attention in China as he did before. If Hu continues to reply “I do not want to talk about that” as he did to the previous question, the audience is more likely to interpret the evasion as a default confirmation that the Hoogewerf list is incomprehensive and wrong in its calculations, thus impairing Hu’s prestige already established in China. Therefore, Hu employs off-record evasion. 

Ex 25. An interview with Hu Run.

1 记者：那我们是不是可以据此认为，你这个排行榜是一个并不权威的排行2      榜？
3 胡润：你不要太细的看这些数字，你看这些数字看得太细，意义就没了。4      我觉得你要超越这个排行榜，最主要是你要了解这个人的故事，人
5      家是对比尔盖茨为什么感兴趣，当然是因为他钱多，但是他们感兴
6      趣，通过他可以选什么东西的，他这个财富英雄是怎么样的一个人，7      为什么他能发财，其他人不能发财呢？ 
1 Interviewer: Then according to this, can we say that your ranking is not 
2  authoritative?

3 Hu Run: You should not confine your attention only to the figures, otherwise 

4 the ranking is meaningless. I think you’d better expand your vision beyond the 

5ranking. The most important is to know the person. Why are people so interested 

6 in Bill Gates? Because he is rich. But people are more interested in what kind of 

7 person Bill Gates is, and why he can make profits while others cannot.

By implicitly changing the topic from the authority of the ranking to the examination of the wealthy people on the list, Hu eludes the grasp of the advancing line of questioning and in doing so more effectively realize the ends to defend his positive face in the public scene. (Lines 3-7)

Second, the set of evasive strategies involves the interviewer’s face. As analyzed in Chapter Two, news interviews are widely described as operating under a set of predetermined transactional constraints. These constraints specify that news interview talk should proceed as sequences of IR questions and IE responses to those questions. As the interviewer has the authority to set the agenda and expects his or her questions to be answered in a cooperative way, the interviewees’ evasion may be perceived as a face attack to the interviewer. The more explicit the evasion, the more face damaging it is to the interviewer. Thus, the interviewees’ perception of the seriousness of the face attack affects their speech act realization, to be specific, their choices of evasive strategies. Using the strategy of bald on-record evasion, the interviewee appears to counter face attack with face attack by apparently showing his unwillingness to cooperate. The strategies of redressive on-record evasion and off-record evasion, however, are more defensive in that the interviewees primarily defends their own face while trying not to attack the face of the interviewer. Interviewees who consider the offense more serious would find it necessary to take more efforts to mitigate the overall force of their evasion. The more serious the offense is rated, the more implicit the evasion would be. Interviewees who rate an offense as less serious see less need to make the evasion more implicit.
Chapter Six

CONCLUSION

This chapter summarizes the major findings of this study, followed by a brief discussion of theoretical and practical implications. Limitations of the study are also pointed out for the reference of future studies in this field.

6.1 Major Findings of the Study


The purpose of this paper was to investigate how interviewees would minimize the expression of impolite beliefs contained in the interviewer’s tough questions in order to save the self-face. The material for the research was taken from an interview program on CCTV in which the interviewer was good at raising tough questions of public interest and importance. The researcher chose transcript of twelve programs, six of politician interviews and six for non-politician ones. In examining the features of tough questions, a model for interviewees’ efforts to save their face was established. Then I proposed some evasion strategies along with Brown and Levinson’s work, and illustrated the strategies with examples. The qualitative and the quantitative analyses yielded the following findings:

1. The adversarial tendency of the interview does not coincide with the goal of the interviewees to sustain face and it results in avoiding giving straightforward replies. Faced with face threats contained in tough questions, both the politicians and non-politicians tend more to evade these questions in their face-saving attempts. In the twelve interviews, interviewees are brought to 134 tough questions, 71 of which threaten the interviewees’ positive face and 63 threaten negative face. Devices of strengthening FTA are more frequently than those of weakening FTA. The twelve interviewees evade 95 of the 134 tough questions. No significant difference is found between politician interviews and non-politician interviews in terms of questions’ toughness and the two groups’ choices of evasion strategies, although politicians employ the strategy of on-record evasion without redressive action more frequently than the non-politicians.
2. The on-record evasion with redressive action stands out as the most frequently used strategy by the interviewee, followed by the off-record evasion and on-record evasions without redressive action. No case of “give no verbal reply” is found in the twelve interviews. With such techniques as justification, neutralization, estrangement, hedging, etc., interviewees seek to redress the face threats to them. Interviewees occasionally employ off-record evasion strategy. On-record evasion strategies are sometimes followed by off-record evasion strategies so that the interviewees can convert unfavorable propositions in the questions into those good for them. These findings provide insights into the complexity of evasive behaviours to meet the ends of face-saving.

3. There is a positive correlation between the toughness of questions and the implicitness of evasive behaviour. The evasion efforts of the interviewees increase as the questions contain more face threats to them. It is also interesting to note that the implicitness degrees of evasion of positive face threats are slightly higher than those in the case of negative face threats.

In general, that interviewees are interpreted as ‘evasive’ can be partly attributable to the FTA strategies of the interviewer whose questions make it difficult for a respondent to give a more cooperative answer without losing their face. The unequal transactional role in favor of the questioner in interviews—especially the right to ask questions requiring specific yes-no answers and expecting preferred answers—often impels interviewees to protect themselves by resorting to evasion, on record strategies with redressive action in particular. Under the pressure from the interviewer and the subsequent media exposure, both politician interviewees and non-politician interviewees would package their responses as if they were filling the information gap targeted by the question.
6.2 Implications of the Study

In this paper, I have argued that self-face saving, a neglected topic, should be given attention and have proposed a model of FTA evasion within Brown and Levinson’s framework. The model proposed in this thesis makes similar claims to those of Brown and Levinson: speakers of a language have face needs. However, the model in my paper is an addition to Brown and Levinson’s theory which defines politeness in terms of speakers’ need to say things which help them to mitigate the imposition inherent in speech acts, and the face that those speech acts threaten includes the face of the speaker as well as the face of others. An examination of communicative events in news interviews, the present study fills the void left by Brown and Levinson so that the theory of politeness becomes a dichotomy: saving other’s face and save self-face. Saving self-face refers to cases in communication where the need to protect and enhance one’s own face influences what one says and the way he says it. The term ‘self’, it should be noted, does not only refer to the speaker himself, but also those aligned with the interviewee: his friends, colleagues, and even his profession. The politician interviewees will say things that maintain the image of the government. 

When self-face is attacked by the other, interviewees will make efforts to maintain, protect, or enhance self-face, resulting in various strategies to evade tough questions. There are four strategies available for an interviewee to choose in self-face saving efforts, which are similar to those of Brown and Levinson’s other-politeness:

1. Give no verbal reply 
2. Evade face threats on record baldly
3. Evade face threats on record with redress action
4. Evade face threats off record
A speaker will estimate the self-face threat to be greater if the degree to which self-face is threatened by other is greater, which means

A: The threat of the FTA is more severe;
B: The FTA is done with strengthened devices.
The degree to which self-face is threatened by the other influences the choice of the evasive strategies. The greater the self-face loss, the more implicit strategies one would choose. 

Some speech acts primarily threaten other-face, some primarily threaten self-face, and others threaten both. The strategies that speakers choose, which are based on the face threats of these acts, therefore, will have corresponding effects.

6.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research

This study has some limitations to the extent that the findings in this study are still best regarded as tentative at this stage.

First, this study is lack of theories that give an exact definition for the term “evasion”. This raises difficulties, including the question of the perspective from which evasion is to be assessed. Since interviewers’ and interviewees’ understanding may not be always transparent, while interviewer may treat a given response as improperly evasive, the interviewee who produces it may take it as an essentially valid way of dealing with a difficult question. The study does not take this gap of understanding into consideration.

Second, it is indicated that the evasion degree is related to whether the face threat is strengthened or weakened with devices, but the study does not dig deeper on issues of how to distinguish face threats with different gravities in the same targeted aspect of face, i.e. positive face or negative face. In interviews, questions of blaming with different propositional content will inflict different degrees of damage to interviewees’ face. For example, a question blaming the interviewee for receiving bribes is more severe in its threat to positive face than blaming him for not being healthy enough. Regrettably, the present thesis assigns the same point to the two face threats, thus resulting in the non-differentiation in measuring the toughness with so different gravities, either in positive face threat or negative one.
Third, the present research does not consider the effects of interview topics on the toughness of questions and interviewees’ evasion. In fact, the topic is an important variable to determine whether an interview is a confrontational or convivial event. For instance, the interview with Niu Qun focuses on the public doubt about his charity deeds as the leader of a county, resulting in more questions threatening his positive face; whereas, the interview with Zhu Shanlu, an education official, is aimed at discussing how the government would organize the nationwide entrance examination during the SARS period, leaving much less space for the interviewer to question Zhu’s personal deeds. As a result, thirty-five face-threatening questions occur in the interview with Niu Qun, while only one case of face threat is imposed on Zhu’s face. Neglect of the effect of interview topics will undermine the results of the research.

Fourth, due to the small sample size which is only limited to the source from a single Chinese interview program, the evasion strategies yielded from this study are tentative in nature, which need to be examined more closely in the future.
The future research can be carried out on a larger sample size to generate a more objective description of the face threatening events in Chinese news interviews. Besides, it will be interesting to compare Chinese interviewees’ evasion strategies with those in the west to find out how culture influences the aspects of face threats posed in news interview and how the speaker would save the face of self in response to face attack from others.
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