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ABSTRACT

This research is motivated by the high number of defamation cases leading to criminal cases in Indonesia. The
aim of this study is to identify the impoliteness speech acts used by netizens on the social media platform Facebook.
This research employs 5 impoliteness strategies as proposed by Culpeper: Bald on record, Positive Impoliteness,
Negative Impoliteness, Sarcasm or Mockery, and Withhold Politeness, supported by Brown and Levinson's theory
of face-threatening acts. The findings of this study indicate that the Negative Impoliteness strategy is the most
frequently used impoliteness speech act, accounting for 35% of occurrences, while the Withhold Politeness
strategy is the least used with only 5% of occurrences. Commentators tend to utilize the Negative Impoliteness
strategy to criticize individuals who have attacked the collective face of their community.
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I.  Introduction

The phenomenon of political figures causing offense in Indonesia, leading to public discussions. These
instances of offense arise from the statements made by figures who should have good communication skills
(Wahyudi, 2019). Some statements have been considered as containing elements of discrimination and
undermining certain groups, such as referring to hijab-wearing students as "manusia gurun" (Putri, 2022). These
offensive remarks have triggered varied responses from netizens through social media and online news channels.

This research highlights the ethical issues concerning those in power, particularly their frequent
misstatements leading to offense. Several cases of offense include a politician insulting a particular ethnic group
(Siswanto, 2022), a public official offending a state institution (Effendi Simbolon controversy, 2022), and a
minister making inappropriate remarks about a specific community (Yasonna Laoly's apology regarding Tanjung
Priok, 2020). Some of these incidents have even resulted in police reports (Dilaporkan ke Polisi, Arteria Dahlan
Siap Patuhi Proses Hukum, 2022).

This research discusses the concept of "face-threatening acts" in human interactions, where individuals
use strategies to minimize face-threatening situations (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Face, according to Brown and
Levinson, represents an individual's self-worth, and interactions between individuals are guided by the agreement
to preserve each other's face. This study aims to explore face-threatening acts by political figures in online media
using the impoliteness approach to understand the intentions behind such utterances.

I1.  Theoretical Framework

Impoliteness refers to communication actions directed to produce attacks, threats to face, or disturb social
situations. Various scholars have discussed impoliteness as a Face Threatening Act (FTA), but there is no uniform
definition for it. According to Culpeper (2011), impoliteness is behavior that aggravates face in a specific context,
involving intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal FTAs delivered: (1) without mitigation in contexts where
it is required, and/or (2) with deliberate aggression to maximize the damage inflicted on face.

Culpeper (2005a) also defines impoliteness as either the speaker intentionally communicates a face-
attack or the hearer perceives and/or constructs the behavior as face-attacking, or a combination of both. Terkourafi
(2008) adds that marked rudeness occurs when the expression used is not conventionalized relative to the context
of occurrence, and impoliteness occurs when the expression used threatens the addressee's face, but no face-
threatening intention is attributed to the speaker by the hearer.

Impoliteness involves several conditions, as explained by Culpeper (2011). These conditions include face
attack, dominance and power, adherence to social norms, communication goals, emotional state, relationship
closeness, audience and setting, cultural differences, and politeness absence where expected.
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There are various strategies of impoliteness formulated by Culpeper based on Brown and Levinson's theory
of impoliteness. These strategies are deliberate actions aimed at attacking someone's face.

e Bald-on record: This strategy involves using intentionally offensive and vulgar language without considering
politeness. It includes using swear words or insulting language, which goes against social norms and is often
driven by anger.

e Positive impoliteness: In this strategy, the speaker deliberately attacks the positive face of others to
demonstrate dominance and power. It may involve making threats or ultimatums to show strength over
someone perceived as weak.

e Negative impoliteness: This strategy is used to attack the negative face of someone who wants to be free from
interference or constraints. It includes belittling, mocking, and intruding into someone's privacy.

e Sarcasm or mock politeness: Sarcasm is employed to indirectly attack someone's face by manipulating
language usage. It may be used in humorous contexts when both the speaker and the listener understand the
intended humor.

e  Withold politeness: This strategy is used when someone feels that politeness is expected in a particular
context, but they intentionally withhold it, causing impoliteness.

I11.  Methods

This study employs a qualitative descriptive research method to understand how groups or individuals
respond to a specific issue. The analyzed text is a news article containing offensive utterances. The qualitative
method is chosen as it focuses on understanding data in the form of words. The study refers to the impoliteness
theory of Face Threatening Acts (FTA) by Brown & Levinson (1987) and Culpeper (2011). These theories serve
as references since the data consist of statements made by a high-status individual, expected to use polite language.
The research data is presented in Bahasa Indonesia.

The data for the research is categorized into primary and secondary sources. Primary data is the main
focus of analysis, which includes news articles published on social media platform Facebook and netizens'
comments on those posts. Secondary data comprises research journals and theories that support the study. Out of
the 2054 comment data collected from the Facebook post, a specific method is used to select representative
comments for analysis due to the large volume of data.

IV.  Findings and Discussion

The researcher divided the research objects into two groups, namely the text of responses from LPDP
interviewees and the comments related to the text of the LPDP interviewee responses. There are a total of 427
utterances that the author documented and analyzed, allowing the identification of several impoliteness strategies
used. Additionally, in some utterances, the author found the use of multiple strategies simultaneously.

In the comments on the text of LPDP interviewee responses, the most frequently used impoliteness
strategy is Negative impoliteness, accounting for 35% (149 utterances), followed by Sarcasm or Mockery
impoliteness strategy with 25% (105 utterances), Bald on record with 10% (45 utterances), and Withhold
politeness with 2% (7 utterances). The researcher observed a uniqueness in the data, where 15% (65) of the total
comments showed no indication of using impoliteness strategies. These comments varied widely, with some
commentators providing comments that were completely unrelated to the context, such as discussing the Ukraine-
Russia war, providing statistics about developments in Arab countries, and even discussing the commentator's
childhood and comparing it with the present situation.

The research focuses on the phenomenon of political figures causing offense in Indonesia through their
statements, leading to public discussions and varied responses from netizens on social media platforms. The study
uses the impoliteness approach, based on the concept of "face-threatening acts" in human interactions, to explore
the intentions behind these offensive utterances.

Various impoliteness strategies have been identified in the comments related to the text of LPDP
interviewee responses. The most frequently used strategy is Negative impoliteness, followed by Sarcasm or
Mockery impoliteness, Bald on record, and Withhold politeness. Interestingly, around 15% of the comments did
not show any indication of using impoliteness strategies and were diverse in nature, discussing unrelated topics.

The findings shed light on the ethical issues concerning those in power and their frequent misstatements
leading to offense. It highlights the importance of understanding and addressing impolite communication from
political figures, as it can have significant implications for public perception and societal harmony.

Further research in this area can help in developing strategies to promote respectful and constructive
communication by political figures, contributing to a more harmonious and inclusive public discourse.
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