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The Public Accounts Committee: dialogistic positioning and face threatening acts in public.
House of Commons Select Committees are largely concerned with examining the work of government departments. These committees have a minimum of 11 members, who decide upon the line of inquiry and then gather written and oral evidence. Findings are reported to the Commons, printed, and published on the Parliament website. The government then usually has 60 days to reply to the committee's recommendations. the Public Accounts committee has a role that crosses departmental boundaries. Parliament TV carries live and archived coverage of all UK Parliament proceedings taking place in public, including select committee meetings. Extracts from the hearings are included in Broadcasts such as Today in Parliament or Westminster Hour and when something of note occurs then they might even be included in a news bulletin. Extracts have been reproduced on Youtube, both by members of the public and by MPs themselves, some of whom are accused of using the committee hearings for ‘grandstanding There are 25000 pages regarding the Public Accounts Committee on Google News and it  might be considered the most high profile committee whose talk is regularly broadcast and whose chair, Margaret Hodge, is a household name. 
As a form of accountability interviewing the committee hearings have none of the time constraints usually involved in the questioning of politicians and provides a forum where individual members of the public can bring their ordinary expertise to be heard as well as those under fire who have to convince the committee, and the public of their expertise. It enables a sustained course of questioning of those in authority, rather than the exchange of soundbites in press conferences and in the chamber and can have an impact on government policy. The committee, its hearings and reports are all sites for dialogistic positioning, that is to say the means by which speakers and writers adjust and negotiate the arguability of their propositions and proposals (Martin and White 2003); the terms of the arguability of any utterance can be varied by adjusting the dialogistic status of the utterance, by varying the way in which it is positioned to engage with past, present or future communicative exchanges. In these hearings the formality and openness of the procedures, means that the participants are constantly involved in complex intertextual activity. Their testimony has to remain consistent and coherent with previous written  statements and with the documents; anything said can be subject to close questioning  but also displayed as a transcript on the website for public scrutiny. Thus a number of dialogues are enacted beyond the question and response dialogue of giving testimony. This paper uses a CADS approach  (Partington 2004, Partington et al 2013)to examine the linguistic strategies and preferred patterns used by the committee and their interlocutors in a corpus of  transcripts of around 300,000 words. Unusually for such formal proceedings the questioners seem able to openly threaten both the affective and the competence face of their interlocutors. and we will consider also the press uptake of the events in terms of perceptions of the dialogistic positioning of the participants which tends to be seen in a somewhat gladiatorial light. Corpus Linguistics provides the methodology for identifying significance in terms of comparative frequency; Discourse Analysis is concerned with meaning in context and the qualitative interpretation of units of discourse. CADS, a hybrid of the two disciplines, is the methodology used here in the analysis of the data
