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ABSTRACT

This study examined the interactional patterns and comntiugcatrategies employed by interlocutors on
Silverbird Television’s (STV) ‘Head to Head’ talk showogramme. In conversations that are interactive, people are
expected to adhere to the norms of conversation. This analysed the discourse of participants on the show witbva vi
to finding out if those norms are adhered to or not andifa¢hat accounted for the strategies and patterns observed
Interactive episodes were purposively selected. Theeptsof Conversation Analysis and Pragmatics were emplayed
analyzing the data for this study. The talk shows werehdglaly conversational order, employing features of turn-taking,
adjacency pairing, feedbacks and repair. The Intervievetatdd the pattern and mode of the interaction in mosscase
The cooperative principle is also not always adhered tthé talk show discourse as there is outright flouting ef th
maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner. The paenprinciple is most of the time not observed by the

Interviewer in a bid to get his discussants reveal pertiméormation.

KEYWORDS: Television Talk Shows, Silverbird Television, Interactl Patterns, Communicative Strategies,

Cooperative and Politeness Principles
INTRODUCTION

Interaction is one of the tenets that every speech contynupiholds. Every member of the community interacts
with one another for one reason or the other. They expressideas, feelings and emotions when interacting. In both
formal and informal settings, people engage in conversatibat are interactive. Interaction usually beginshvah
exchange of greetings among people and rolls over into conesisaReople maintain relationships through dialogues
with one anotherRright, 1996;Banathy & Jenlink, 2005). The interaction may lead to casigeace, depending on how it

is handled. It is done in many ways and in different padgte

Communication touches every sphere of human activity andfatmis all of man’s actions because it is
necessitated by his need to interact with othemsti serves as a means of social interactt@rt{augh, 2005)This is so
because it helps us understand ourselves, to keep in todtbtivirs, to understand them and relate well with thers. It i
also the medium through which relationships are estadisextended and maintained. James, Ode, and Soola (1990)
share that communication is the process by which one p@sargroup) shares and imparts information to angibeson
(or group) so that both people (or groups) clearly undeistae another. They further explain that communicationdts
just the giving of information. It is the giving of undemstiable information and receiving and understanding of the

message. Communication is the transferring of a messagether party so that it can be understood and acted upon.
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It is, therefore, clear that as part of the proces®ofalisation in a society, communication is indispensable.eTher
is also the pertinent need to acquire rules for appropriate coitative interaction. That is why learning to communicate
includes the proper use of languagsdthas, 1990For example, one may be told how to act and what tmsawt in
particular places, at certain times and to particulaplge One also learns effective use of language for aomwation
from the interactions observable among people around. Forgagson, much of what is learnt is implicit, that isyjeme
spelt out or explained. Rather, they are absorbed as pgrbwing upPridham, 2001)Communication skills, therefore,
ought to be developed by all whose aim it is to use languagerferaningful and successful interaction. This can be done
by considering what applicable and acceptable interacti@ttérps and communicative strategies exist in the language.
Factors such as how to introduce open and close a topic, mcijguairings, turn-taking and conversational repairs, among
others, are strategies to be equipped with for meaningfuhettenal exchanges. For this, Richards and Schmidt (1983)
identify eight of such communication strategies as: apprdiomaword coinage, circumlocution, borrowing, miming,

topic shifts and topic avoidance.

According to Richards and Schmidt (1983), ‘approximation’ ismrmunication strategy that entails the selecting
of another word in place of the right word in the targeguage. The word selected must, however, be synonymous with
the original word. ‘Word coinage’ refers to a coinedravto be used by a speaker in an event he or she doesawothe
right word for the expression to be made. ‘Circumlamnitrefers to the use of a paraphrase or descriptionvgdrd in a
case where the right word is not known. Also, ‘borrowiisga communication strategy that can be used when a word in
the target language cannot be remembered. Consequently, @usulgdrd from the mother tongue can then be used.
‘Miming’ refers to acting out the word at the end of an expoesmstead of saying it. Furthermore, ‘topic shiftstorcs
when one changes the topic under discussion for lack of agegaaeabulary or lack of confidence to continue the
discussion. Additionally, ‘topic avoidance’ is a strategy thHbws the speaker to avoid introducing certain topics

especially for lack of vocabulary.

The importance of developing communication strategies fectfe conversations cannot, therefore, be
overemphasized. Such communication strategies may be loEb@s ‘self-initiated repairs and requests for assistance
which occurs when the speaker is trying to express ptsider which the target language vocabulary is lacking’
Apparently, these are needed in order to keep conversations §aittgconversations on television talk show programmes
are interesting to listen to as one observes how thegegies are applied or managed in discourse and the ovézellaf

those on the conversational goal.

Some television talk show programmes entail a lot t#ringation from the interviewer to the interviewee, on
religious, political, economic and social issues. &t{987) identifies four codes that are presumably employed/in T
interviews. One is the questioning technique which gogssideration to the kind of questions that are asked ayd of
conveying them to the interviewee. There are neutral agidedt questions which suggest to the interviewee that the
interviewer is not biased. Conversely, there are loadatirect questions that clearly indicate to the intervietes an
attempt is being made by the interviewer to cornerduiich place him in a tight situation. Atiba (1987, p. 10) notes:

The use of different kinds of questions by the interviesets the stage for the
interview itself. The way the questions are formulatelll dgtermine to a large extent

the amount and quality of the information that will be olgdinAlso, the way questions
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are asked is an important factor in the form of intioacthat will ensue during the

course of the interview.
He Further Notes that

During the course of an interview questions are posed by teeviewer to the
interviewee in order to obtain information. The nature ofitfiermation exhibited can
be verbal or nonverbal. The information can be factualtdudinal. Finally, there can
be various reasons why interviewees submit themselves ittexrogation by another
individual. All of these points seem to indicate tharéhis good reason to consider the

interview as a special form of interaction, with soeiatl psychological implications...
(p-18)

The second group of verbal code is the rules of etiqubtejs, the formal rules for polite behaviour in sociaty
in a particular group. Such rules define the way theruntw on the show commences, proceeds and ends. This implies
that the way the interviewee is introduced and referred pari@mount. Another rule of etiquette has to do with theof
interrupting a speech by another speaker. Most of the time interviewee is interrupted and not allowed to complgiat
he or she is saying before the interviewer moves omaéthar question. At other times, the interviewee is giveie lit

chance to express his or her opinion. Occasionally, thougmttreiewee is given the opportunity to reply at length.

Verbal feedback is another code that enhances the interaE#edback is provided to the interviewer to the
interviewee and vice versa, in the form of expressions suchhas ‘yes’, ‘I see’, ‘hmmm’ and so on. This kind of
feedback can serve as reinforcement to what the spesakaying, both in terms of encouraging him to continuentgl
and sometimes, in the sense of indicating agreement wigh i& being said. The last of the verbal codes identified by
Atiba (1987) is voice intonation. This is used to indicatee@grent, but more often, it is used to indicate disagreement,
disbelief and doubt. Atiba explains that the use of voice itimmas sometimes purposive and at times unconscious, but

the extent to which it is used can have an impact on theeaf the interaction taking place.’

This study examined how conversations are managed betwedntehdewer and the interviewee so as to
highlight the patterns of interaction and communicativategies employed. The extent of adherence or otherwise to the
norms of conversation as well as the factors that keaduch outcomes are also examined. Sometimes, there are
digressions and shifts from the topic of conversation and thyslead to a non-realisation of the conversational gds.
interactional patterns and communicative strategiesle¥ision programmes is a fertile area of study to beoeag! This

study focused on one television talk show by a private-dvelevision (TV) station, namely, ‘Head to Head’ on STV.
Theoretical Framework

This study is hinged on the concept of Conversation Ana(@#9 and the pragmatic principles of cooperation
and politeness. The practice of CA comes from the Ametiealition of sociology and is concerned with the management
of conversation and how communication is achieveerr(er, 2004) It was developed in the late 1960s and 1970s
principally by the sociologist Harvey Sacks and his cissociates Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (&l&uy,
1974; 1978). Clark (2007) argues that CA is a markedly datteregl form of discourse analysis. It starts with the
conversation itself and the data determines the structatedjories, while discourse analysis starts with a litigulseory
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based on a patterning of units and then fits conversation tondbel, thus viewing conversation as a product.

CA is applied to everyday conversations as well as strutinteractions in institutions and elsewhefgdss&
Gerhardt, 2012)The overall pattern of face-to-face conversation vagiestly according to such factors as where the
conversation takes place, the social relationship betweepattigipants and the topic of conversation. Hence, Clark
(2007) notes that CA focuses on the conversation itself in ¢odéiscover patterns, distributions and formation of rules

that can then be applied to subsequent pieces of discoursercBg2@01, p. 89) sees CA as

Amicroanalytic approach, which takes apparently mundane andnarkable spoken
interactions and finds intricate patterning in the way #@weyorganized. Just as putting
a snowflake under a microscope reveals structure anglegity which are not visible
to the naked eye, so putting talk under the CA microscopenilefazes what we
normally take for granted, and reveals the unsuspemtetplexity of our everyday
verbal behavior.

There are features that CA examines in conversatidrey are: openings and closings, turn-taking and adjacency
pairing, and feedback and repairs, among others.

Turn-Taking

Clark (2007) is of the view that turn-taking is central te structure and management of conversation. The
speaker is expected to utilise three basic strategieglpatake the turn, hold the turn and yield the turn. Clarksote

A point in conversation where a turn of place is possible Isctal transition relevance
place. When listeners do not wait for a TRP before ldpgathis is an interruption;
whereas if they anticipate a turn being completed, mishai entry and come in

before the end, this is overlap. (p. 68)

Clark further explains that participants in a conversadio not usually feel comfortable when there is a pause and
suppose it extends beyond about 10 seconds, they tengitdiliers’ such as ‘um’, ‘well then’, to break thédence and
continue the conversation. The turn-taking framework giigesto adjacency pairs, since turns that are takest mlate to
the previous turrifuro, 2001;Ford, Fox & Thompson, 2002)

Adjacency Pairs

Adjacency pair is another framework for a meaningfiiéraction. Cameron (2001, p. 94) refers to adjacency
pairs as ‘a sequence of two utterances, each by a diffepeaker’. Adjacency pair has also been seen as ‘utterances
produced by two successive speakers such that the secormhagtés identified as related to the first as an expected
follow-up. The two form a pair — the first utterance constitutirfgst pair part and the next utterance constitutisgend
pair part.’ (Richards & Schmidt, 1983, p. 128) Exampleadjacency pairs that make for turn-taking include: Gneeti
Greeting, Summons-Answer, An Invitation-An Acceptance, Assessment-An Agreement, and A Complaint-An
Apology. These are ‘preferred responses’. There are algoédisred responses’ in that they are not the usually expected
responses to questions that are asked. For example, thedspair parts in the following list shows ‘dispreferred
responses’: Compliment-Rejection, Shift, Return; ComplBenial, Excuse, Justify, Challenge; Offer-Reject; and
Request-Put off, Challenge, Refusal. Richards and Schmidt ($888pst that students and other learners of a language
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should strive to learn the stock of adjacency pairs #iat available in that language so that they can effegtivel

communicate, given any context or setting.
Pragmatics

Pragmatics is primarily concerned with unspoken or imphieéanings in language. Malmkjaer and Anderson
(1981, pp. 354, 416) note that the name Pragmatics becstai@ished by H. P. Grice’s work in 1975 and 1978, in his
theory of conversational implicature. According to Came00¢, p. 68), Pragmatics is ‘the field of enquiry thatlslea
with how language can be used to do things and mean things in ogdl situations’. She further notes that ‘making
meaning is a dynamic process involving the negotiation edinimg between the speaker and the hearer, the context of
utterance (physical, social and linguistic) and the nmgapbtential of an utterance’. More to this, Pragmaticgewed as
‘the use of language in goal oriented speech situation whe&kpeaker is using language in order to produce &ydarti
effect on the mind of the hearer (Cummings, 2005, 2009; Let®83; Verschueren, 2002; Verschueren, Ostman,
&Blommaert, 2003).

The notion of implicature was presented by Grice (1975)pidposed that there is a relationship between logic
and conversation. He made a distinction between the lagieahing of words and their broader interpretations which he
referred to as ‘implicatures’ that arise out of the raled principles of conversation. Implicature standa paradigmatic
example of the nature and power of pragmatic explanation iofuistic phenomenon. According to
Grice, there are two types of implicature: the convansal implicature and the cooperative principle.

Cooperative Principle

Grice (1975) argues that there is a ‘cooperative principlédiice when people interact with one another. The
cooperative principle (CP) assumes that there is a tacitrstadding between speakers which in turn leads to their
cooperation in a meaningful way. The cooperative principlesadg on four underlying rules. Grice (1975, p. 45) defines
the cooperative principle as ‘a rough general principle whitigipants will be expected to observe, namely: make your
conversational contribution such as it is required at tgesat which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or idirect the
talk exchange in which you are engaged'. In order to comvjily this principle, speakers need to follow a numbesutif-
principles which Grice broke down into four ‘maxims’, namehaxim of quantity, maxim of quality, maxim of relation

and maxim of manner.

The maxims of quantity relate to the amount of informationbe provided. The contribution is to be as
informative as is required for the current purposes of theasge, but not more informative than is required. The maxims
of quality relate to how true the contribution made ispaker is expected not to say what is believed to be talsieat
for which adequate evidence is lacking. The maximglation have to do with making contributions that are relevdr.
maxims of manner concern not so much with what is saidhbwt it is said. On this maxim, there is need to avoid

obscurity and ambiguity. Focus is on being brief and orderly.
Politeness Principle

Leech (1983) suggests that the politeness principle is ;xae compelling than the cooperative principle. He
notes that ‘if speakers have to choose between being coepefiatiormative, truthful, relevant and perspicuous) and

being polite, they would normally choose to be polite’otiner words, politeness affects the application of the eadiye
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principle. Brown and Levinson (1987) define politeness ims$eof positive and negative face needs. Maybin and Mercer
(1996) note that positive face relates to the desire to &é ikd admired and are supplied through greetings, compliments
and other direct expressions of approval. Negative faceeVvewrelates to the desire not to be imposed upon and is
fulfilled by accompanying requests with apologies, hedging esgjes (like ‘kind of’ or ‘I think maybe’) and using other
forms to avoid a face threatening act. Actions that impwseither the positive or negative face are those reféored

Face Threatening Acts (FTAS).

Brown and Levinson (1987) list a number of positive and negpbliteness strategies. Positive politeness: show
interest in the hearer, claim common ground with the heseek agreement, and give sympathy. Negative padiseie

conventionally indirect, minimize imposition on the heabeg forgiveness and give deference.

METHODOLOGY

The data for this study is an extract from an STV talk siposgramme, ‘Head to Head'. The episode was
selected purposively for its highly interactive and convessatinature. A voice operating recording system was used to
record the conversation as the interview was conducted amidoair€V, after which the conversation was orthograplyical

transcribed to facilitate analysis.
ANALYSIS

Using aspects of CA and the pragmatic principles of cooperatid politeness, the analysis for this study is done
and presented in tables. Comments are made on the findidggesented as a discussion. In the following presentation,
the interviewer is represented as ‘I, while the resiem is represented as ‘R’, for the sake of brewityo, the dialogue is

numbered for ease of reference in the analysis.

The analysis is sub-grouped into Analysis 1 and Analgsié\nalysis 1 is based solely on the Cooperative
principle and is shown on tables one to four, while Analysis based on the Cooperative principle and the Politeness
principle and is shown on tables five and six. Comments ade fetlowing each table, based on what was observed from
the data. This extract is a dialogue between Victor dyéne interviewer and staff of STV, and Prince Ukachukwu
Nicholas, the then gubernatorial candidate of the ANfPAhambra State, on October 19, 2009. The conversation revolved

around electoral issues.
Analysis

The analysis in this section is based on the Cooperatiocigle and is shown on tables one to four.

Table 1
Text Cooperative Principle
I: You're welcome to today’s
edition of Head to Head on STV,
Prince Ukachukwu.
R: The pleasure is mine. . The opening statement and response is adequate in terms of

I: There are so many issues
besieging politics in Anambra at
this time.

R: Of course, yes. There are lots
of problems and there is em
confusion in the air.

I: But I want to ask you now.
You are the candidate of the
ANPP?

R: Yes.

quantity and manner.

. The respondent in (4) flouts the maxim of quantity by being under-
informative. He says that there are problems but does not mention what they
are.

. The respondent in (6) observes the maxim of quantity, quality and
manner. He gives just the right amount of information, is truthful about it
and is brief. as the answer should be.
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The conversation is opened through the use of an adjaceircyhaad is, Statement-Response. A statement is
made by the interviewer and response is given by themdspt. They observe the conversational norm of opening an
interaction. The interviewer promptly introduces the tdpicdiscussion in turn (3). There is also an adjaceraiy ¢f a
Statement-Response in (3 and 4). This is achieved througkekh®y of turns respectively by the interviewer and

respondent. An adjacency pair of a question and answer \&@dédrom turns (5 and 6). In this case, the answer in &) is

preferred response.

Table 2
Text Cooperative Principle
I: Andy Uba says he doesn’t want any election to
hold. Do wou still think there’s gomng to be an
election m 20107
ER: If you
. The mterviewer violates the maxim of cooperation

I: especially when he wants to continue, when he
wants the Appeal Court to grant him the penmission
to continue staying at the Goverment house since
this was stopped short.

R: INEC surprisingly er told us that vou know, we
should send m our, our name. we read the guidelnes
for for for our elections and then sumply to, er, I don’t
know, face the Appeal held m Court by Andy Uba.
They said it, yes, and now about twenty-five
candidates have emerged from em vanous parties and
now that things are going peacefully and we're told
that they er they're em adjownng definitely forreal
and em em moreover since we're supposed to take
over for campaign. So there’s total confusion in the
air.

I: 30 which meansthat what you are about to do and
twenty four others could be an effort n futility 7

R: Well er we're we're waiting for the er for the the
the

I: Then in the event that the mling is not favourable
to wou and other candidates, I mean, if INEC decides
to sav, OK this is what the Appeal Court miles: Andy
Uba takes off, so what happens to all the activities?
E: All I will sav is that we're waiting for the court
ruling since the case is in the Court of Appeal.

since he does not allow his respondent make his point
especially after having selected him as the next speaker by
his pausing after the question he asksn (7).

* The respondent in {10} is being overly-infonmative,
thereby flouting the maxim of quantity. His response should
be to the guestion, ‘do you think there’s going to be an
election in 20107 Howewer, he proceeds with telling how
they zent in names, read guidelines, 23 candidates emerged,
and so on. At the end of lus supposed answer, he just said,
‘there’s total confusion m the aw’ By saying thiz he
observes the maxim of quality in that he said that which he
knew to be true.

. The respondent in (12) fails to answer the question
because he likely knows that the assumption made by the
interviewer could be true. He, therefore, flouts the four
maxims in his not being mformative, truthful and relevant,
and in his being obscure.

* The respondent agam m ({14) flouts the maxmm of
quantity by being under-mformative. His lack of cooperation
i1z displayed m his absolute refusal to answer the question,
“what happens to all the activities?”

In the data, the interviewer asks a question in (7),lpnéélds the turn, but takes the turn again without alihmyvi
the respondent to make his point. Also, since the respondestndt give a clear cut answer in (10), the interviensdtes

an inference as to what the respondent’s answer implagitionally, there is an adjacency pair of question and answer

(13 and 14).
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Table 3
Text Cooperative Principle
I: OK. Em, [ want to ask you. Let’s zero it down to
2010. You are a Chartered Accountant? . The maxims of quantity, quality and manner are
R: Yes. observed here as the response by the respondent shows in
I: You are a Stockbroker? (16 and 18). He answers the question adequately, says the
R: Thank vou. truth, especiallyas thereis evidence to back it, and he is

I: As a professional in these fields, what are you
looking for?

R:YesI'm

I: What are vou looking for in Government house,
Awlka?

R: Er, Government house Awka. Yes, thank vou
very much_If you say, say before 1966 when Dr. M.
I Okpara was the Govemnor of the Eastern region,
we were the first in everything You see, em, you
see, we were, we built er Universitv of Nigeria,
Nsukka The the the er the West built er whats
called ere m University of Ibadan. The North replied
with Ahmadu Bello University. We built SCV. The
West replied with er National Bank. The North
replied with Bank of the North. East, still the East
were the first We built so many things. We built
TransAmadi Industrial Estate. These things were
built by the government.

brief — as seen in his tworesponses, “ves” and ‘thank you’.

. The respondent in (22) flouts the maxims of
quantity, relation and manner. His response was under-
informative as it does not reveal the answer to the
question of what he is looking for in the govemment
house. Also, he flouts the maxim of relation in that the
answer he gives does not in any way relate to the question
and as such, the question remained unanswered. What is
more, rather than being brief and straightforward, he
engages in history lessons about past achievements by the
previous Eastern governors. However, by flouting these
maxims, the respondent could want the interviewer to
infer that based on what the previous Eastern govemors
had done — such as building of schools and banks — he
also hopes to achieve the likes and more, if given the
power to rule.

There is an introduction of a sub-topic which is signaled®@¥’, by the interviewer. The interviewer asks a

guestion in (19), but interrupts the respondent in (20) and goes aheadify his question in (21).

Table 4

Text

Cooperative Principle

I: But what are you going to do
differently from every other person
because vyou're sounding like a
normal politician always talking about
this and thatespecially when they are

not yet there?

R: Hmmm. Now my brother, have
vou gone to my State? If vou crossed
er Niger, I mean, Asaba, Delta State,
and you want to cross to Onitsha to
Upper Iweka and even beyond that,
I'll say, these places need to be
beautified.

I T'll tell vyou
beautification bring
Anambra State?

R: Se- security, that’s another phase
I: Edochie was kidnapped in the same
area.

R: Yes. What I'm saying

I: And a lot of people like you

R: Yes

I: do not live in there because of the
insecurity in the area.

R: Yes.

again. Will
security to

. The response given by the respondent in (24) clearly flouts the
maxims of quantity and manner. He does not give adequate information as
to what he was going to do differently. He only mentions the need for
some places to bebeautified, but does notsay ifthe beautification of such
places is his major goal of desiring to get into office. This leads to his
flouting the maxim of manner. His response may be considered ambiguous
since it lacks clarity. The interviewer even had to mention the pressing
need of insecurity in the State, since the respondent did not consider it a
major bane that ought to be immediately addressed over that of
beautification.

. The respondent observes the maxims of quality and manner in
that he agrees to the fact that thereis insecurity in the State and that people
areafraid toreside in the area. He is also brief in acknowledging this, as
shown in (32).

The adjacency pair in (23 and 24) is Question-Questiba.interviewer asks a question that made him yield the

turn. However, the respondent answers him with a questhus.ig referred to as a dispreferred response. Alsp(2&a
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and 26) is a question and an answer, and this is a prefeggohse. The interviewer, however, interrupted the tutheof

respondent in (28), since he felt that he had not finished malsmpint.
Analysis 2

The analysis in this section is based on the Cooperativeiple and the Politeness principle and is shown on

tables five and six.

Table 5
Text Cooperative Principle Politeness Principle
I: Mow, wou were ths ANFP . The = dent i (34 . The intarviewsar performs an
Chairman. d 36) ob - f_-spﬂ-z:: et m i E FTA, but with negative politsnass. By
R: Was. anc 2hjohsarves e manims o saving, ‘that’s not democratic, is it7

I: And vou andsd up not sezing quantity, qﬂaltf_:':. ral.m.-:-n a;d {39}, he gives the respondant the
anvone alse in ANFP Anambra to & fwewar, 1M S| opportunity to sav ne, thershy

in (38), he flouts the
. rasponse in (18], he flouts the P
come out as a candidata. L p (38). This i minimizing ths thrsat to the
R: Yas. maxim of mamnar. 1S 15 50 | o cpondant's face.

bacause his responss sesms
ambigunous since hs savs ‘was’
and alse “no’.

I: You could make up, sorry, vou
lookad foraway to make surs that
vou smergad.

R: Yas. Mo! That's not tue

I OK. You were the State
Chairman. So svervons sxpactad
that vou would be a father figure in
Anambra politics as far as ANPP is
concarnad That' s not democratic, is

it?

R: Ho

I: But vou gave the position to

wvoursalf as a candidats. . The intsrvizwsr parforms a
R: I will tell wou. First of all, ar, I bald on record FTA. Ha asks the
was instrumental am, in fact, by quastiondiractly, without mitigation,
2001 therawas a1, 21, this national that is, without politenass. Ha avan
frontier and er IMSA that ar margad insinuates that tharaspondant bribad
to bacome UNDP and I said I was his way through to smerge as the
not going to un, but the national party’s candidata — (4 5).

leadership of the party and the
Anambra peopls, em leadership of
tha party saw in me fine qualitias
good esnough that I'm fi-

I: even when wou wers not in the
party from the outsat?

R: Eh7 Sorrvy? ] The interviswer goss on to
I: Even when vou wera not in that thraaten the negative face of the
party. S0 you used your financial respondent. He uses the ‘no mitigation
might to bulldezs svervbody into strategy’ inaddﬂss“ingtheraspoﬂiant
coming out as the candidats. in{47). Ha shows no respact for the
R: Mo ne no no, listan, listante me. raspondent’ s positive face, that is, his
Wa only moved from UUNFF to AFP dasira to be approved and likad by
to strengthen, to give birth to others. Bw  asserting that the
I: To be the Chairman so that you raspondant usad his financial might to
can introduce woursalf as the bulldozea evarvbody, itis as though he
candidats. wara telling the audisnce that his
R: I want to, I want wou to respondent is a erook and a corrupt
un{jlar;t.:];i me. UNDE and w . Tha respondant in (42) o -

Eave to ANFP. Ars you . The response  of the

undarstanding whatI"m saving? So ;_SI flouts T':! Lt im -:-Equml.:t;_v. respondent bears out the fact that he
that was that The marriage of | F* E025 DatL 10 mamody lans, | o) is imaes a5 ha sa
UNDP and va birth t listing the things that lad to the E'h&thfﬂtm his image as he s_a:ua.-d
l‘:‘]D‘ I:Il_ AFF Eave | formation of the party. l;rustfatadmdunhapp}': as shown in
AMFF. It was unanimous. (48]

The turn-taking in lines (33-41) is remarkable. Both intereieand respondent took turns without interruptions.
However, in (46), the interviewer interrupts the respafgdbe respondent by not allowing him complete the poinvas

making.
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Table 6
Text Cooperative Principle Politeness
. The intarviewer in {31) asks
the quastion in such a way that the
I: Did vou threatan them to achisva respondent is placed in a tight cormer.
that? . In tums (51-38), ths | H2hedno option but to provide an

R: Threaten? I'm telling wou that it
was, | said they cames togsther and
plzaded with me. Don’t vou hear ma?
Thew said, “pleass comeand rulaus’.
I: It means vou wers not willing to
mun

R: Motthat I was not willing to un.
I: You wers an unwilling candidata!
R: Ho! I, I at first had to consult.

I: You wara not willing.

E: Ho!

I: Youjust said that ther cams to beg
wou to mmn,

R: Thev said they saw qualities in ma
and thew kneow what is happening in
Anambra State that I am the only
person that can

I: OK. Was that not what vou wars
looking for all along?

ER: Ho! You se2 when people sez

I: Now what do we belisve? You
wers not looking for this?

E: Yas.

I: You wars unwilling

E: No! Mot rzallv. Don't use ths
word “unwilling’. Thev cames to ma.
I: But they had to beg vou. Thev
didn’t have to beg vou.

R: Mo, no nono. myer, mybrothar, I
tell vou thatI've been onthe sidaline
watching what has been happenins in
Anambra Stats.

I: As a partnership?

R: On, on on ANFP ticket. I'm very
qualifisd with sxperisnca. I hawve
avervthing and incidsntallv teo, I
have what soms of tham donothave.
I have managad politicians for over
five wears. It's not zasv. That is
sxpefisncs.

I: Alright, Princa Ukachukvwu. Wa
thank wou so much for coming on
todav’s adition of the programme.
E: Thank vou, too.

I: We'll s22 vou some other time on
another adition of Hezad to Head.

cooperative principls is obsarved by
both the interviewsr and the
raspondent. The right amount of
information is given, the truth
prasumably said, the answers ars
relavant, brisf and unambiguous.

. The respondsnt in (67)
flouts the maxim of quantity and
thus, the maxim of manner. His
rasponse to the gusstion in (66]
should hava baen straightforward
and simple. However, he proceads
with telling how qualifisd and
experiencad he is and what makes
him so, thus being elaborate in his
speach.

answar to ths guestion. Ths
intarviswer didnot sk to ba polits
at all in the way hs framed ths
guastion.

. The respondant’s answer in
(307 shewshis dasire to savahis face.
S0 hs asks the interviewer,
‘threaten”™ and goes on to explain
himself. On his part, he trias to use
tha nagative politanass by asking tha
imtarviswer in (300, ‘don’t vou hear
meT" This is mors polite bacause he
could also have asked, “how could
wvou suggest that I threatenad them™
. Also, in ({33), the
intarviswar  bluntly  talls  the
respondent, “You wers an unwilling
candidate.” Again, in (39), he says,
‘0K, was that not what vou wears
looking for all along? By his
statemant in {33), the interviswarwas
impolitaly tzlling the raspondant that
ha was an unwilling candidata. His
statement in {39 was too blunt and
implizs that onzis notusuallvbeg=d
to go for such elactoral position and
as such, it could onlv ba that the
raspondent is pratending about his
being baggad to ba the candidata. Ha
rzally must have had an interest in
that positionand had dons evarythine
possible to achi=vait, wat ha did not
want to own up to that possibility.
. Bv the very direct remarks
the interviewsr makss to the
respondent, he shows no ragard for
the raspondent’s negative face, that
is, his naad to be indspand ant and not
beunduly imposad on. Ths rasponsss
of the raspondsnt in (63 and 63)
show how much struggla ha put up to
save his face, Obviously, tha wayv the
intarviewer phrasad his quastions is
not polite and seems to be gearad
towards making the raspondent say
what ha doas not want to say, agrae
with a point he may later raprat, or
axposs what his real intantions ars.

In the data just considered, the turn-taking happened to beuetiethe interviewer interrupted the respondent in
turns (58 and 60). This is followed by other pairs that eaéized in their turns as Question-Answer, Statemesp&ese,
and Greeting-Greeting. The conversation is closed witteatigg by the interviewer to the respondent for being ptese
for the interview. The respondent also responds with atigggeexpressing thanks to the interviewer. In all, the
conversational features of turn-taking and adjacency pairarg observed in full operation in the data.
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Turn-Taking and Adjacency Pairs
The following pairs were observed in the data:
Question-Answer: turns (5, 6, 11, 12, 15, 16, 25, 26, 39, 40559-6
Question-Question: turns (23, 24, 49, 50)
Statement-Response: turns (1-4, 17, 18, 62-65)
Self-initiated repairs: turns (37 and 44)
SUMMARY

This study has investigated and found that there are intmmatpatterns and communicative strategies that are
observable in TV talk shows, in the case of STV's ‘Headead’ programme. In some cases, the interviewer seeniz t
concerned with his position as the one doing the questioning aswuthsdid not give his respondent enough ground to
comment on the issues raised. Perhaps, the interdst ofterviewer is to make people see him as a toughvietver. He
may be interested in the fame this may bring him. Howehe effect of this pattern of interaction with his responded
to a heightened, anxious atmosphere especially for themgspowho felt that he must have to save his face. From the
study, it seems that the interviewer dictates the ppatied mode of interaction, the way the conversation unfoldssan
carried out. At some points when the interviewer remainéd aad yielded the turn, it followed that the respondedt di
not feel pressured, but took the turn and endeavoured to risakeiht. Obviously, in most of the cases, the interviewer

interacted in such a way as to pressure the respondagrteie with his own point of view.

Also, there was the use of mannerisms and gap fillgweaally by the respondent. It seems that because of the
nature of the questions of the interviewer and the wayrbeepted them, the respondent got caught off-guard and
sometimes did not really know what to say. As a resfitthis, he used some lexical items repeatedly inretcét of
utterance and gap fillers such as ‘em’, and ‘er’ a lot. @ndly, the respondent may not have it as his habit to lsech
gap fillers and repetitions in his everyday speech. Neuesghebecause of the interview setting, he was forcepktamkshe
way he did, since he had to think of plausible answedsnaore important, provide them immediately the turs wialded

to him. That was an observable strategy the respondent useslite ¢hat the conversation continued.

The assumption is that people always bring in a cooperathevimeir in conversations. On this talk show, there
were abundant cases when the principle of cooperation was n@dagpiom the analysis of the data, the cooperative
principle with its maxims of quantity, quality, relation aménner, were sometimes observed, and sometimes fldoted.
most cases, the respondent flouted especially the maxiguanitity. This is evidenced in his refusal to give adequate
answers to some of the questions asked and this led tcooperation. At other times, he went on to give more
information than was asked of him, sometimes clutteringah®wvers with unnecessary details. By doing so, he also
invariably flouted the maxim of manner since he was nief land orderly as required. Some of those answers toeifd
be considered irrelevant as they did not relate in any wenetquestion he was asked. Perhaps, flouting those maxisns wa
a deliberate act by the respondent as he may not wantsteeheas incapable of providing answers to the questions posed
to him. That was also a strategy of keeping the conversgtioy. The interviewer too failed to observe the cooperati

principle at the point when he did not make his questions efeargh and had to repeat or modify them again.
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However, in some cases, the maxims of quantity, qualiigtion and manner were duly observed by the
respondent. He gave just the right amount of informationetbsiiave answers for which he had evidence of the fadt, sa
what was relevant, and was brief, orderly and unambiguous.shbiws that in TV talk shows, the cooperative principle is
adhered to as well as flouted, but it seems that thefjoarted most of the time as there is always the usadfdct speech

and the expectation that the hearer should make inferelacesvihat is being said.

There are aspects of conversation that lead to ordeorgadization in TV talks shows. Since no conversations
are predetermined, one cannot make bold to say what thef @enconversation would turn out to be. Using CA, this study
has analysed how the turn-taking system which is centrhktsttucture and management of conversations, was managed
by the participants on STV’s ‘Head to Head'. It was discetgighat the interviewer mostly selected the resporaieiite
next speaker. Furthermore, in order to assert his rolegasition, the interviewer, sometimes interrupted tire of his
respondent without allowing him to complete his turn. Thistteoverlaps in their discourse. Consequently, a viewgr ma
have had a hard time fathoming some of what was saitoae tpoints of interruptive overlaps and as such, the points

would have been missed.

This study also highlighted how the turn-taking was strudtime successive utterances and how each utterance
was functionally dependent on the previous one. Thlisdea discovery of how the utterances were paired. Rttharthe
supposed Question-Answer pairing expected, other exljgcpairs such as Question-Question, Statement-Response and
Greeting-Greeting were realised. There was also theca®f repair which was initiated by both the inteweér and his

respondent in order to keep the conversation going.

The principle of politeness is sometimes flouted or véalain the TV talk shows. It is expected that one tries to
be more polite to people who are socially distant ftom. However, in STV's ‘Head to Head’' programme, it was
observed that in most cases, the interviewer particuladyndt observe the politeness principle. He performed several
FTAs through his utterances and did not attempt to minimisertpesition he placed on the respondent. This is to say that
he did not even show that he realised that there was any thithe ‘face’ or reputation of his respondent. Assite he
did not think of phrasing most of his questions in a way thatved consideration or politeness. He asked his questions in
a very direct manner, even supposing the worst to be true ofdpendent. Of course, the respondent had to struggle to
save his image and counteract whatever negative impre$sbrmay have been held of him by the viewers of the
programme. Perhaps, being polite in this case may adt tlee interviewer to get the information he desires from his

respondent, being that politics is the controversial issue ciigifon.
CONCLUSIONS

This study has shown how the turn-taking mechanism, seguemganization such as adjacency pairing,
preference organization as seen in preferred and ‘disprdfeesponses, feedbacks and repairs, help to structure discour
on TV talk shows. The principles of politeness and caaer have also aided in highlighting what communication

strategies and interactive patterns were adoptetiebpdrticipants on the talk show.

Evidently, the conversation was not much of a cooperative Dhis is so because the interviewer
sometimes did not allow the respondent to make his pefotdinterrupting him. Also, the respondent showed feelings of
frustration, as though he was not being listened to and énigowints disregarded. The pragmatic principles of cooperation
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and politeness bore this out. It is, therefore, evideat some interviewers and of course, respondents, alreadyahav
mindset or position on the issues to be discussed and are dptoeshange their perspective regardless of the evidence

presented.
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