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Abstract

Metapragmatics studies the language that describes and characterizes
language use; facework refers to the communicative acts used to repair and
restore self-face and sometimes to protect or threaten other-face. This research
paper attempts to uncover the correlation between metapragmatics and facework.
Metapragmatics is a relatively new field to be investigated practically. Explaining
its crucial role in choosing and identifying facework strategies employed in Iraqi
Arabic trials of political figures could be a challenging topic to tackle. To bridge
the gap, the paper tries to answer two fundamental questions: What are the
indicators of the metapragmatic expressions used in the Iraqgi Arabic courtroom
discourse? And what are the facework strategies fulfilled by these metapragmatic
expressions? Accordingly, the objectives of this paper are 1) to identify the
metapragmatic expressions in this discourse and 2) to investigate the facework
strategies fulfilled by these expressions. This is done by analyzing Iragi Arabic
extracts of Aldujail case, examining metapragmatic indicators and
metacommunicative awareness, as well as facework micro strategies in courts
(Culpeper & Haugh, 2014; Penman, 1990). The paper concludes with
metapragmatic expressions that explicate facework strategies in Iragi Arabic legal
discourse, emphasizing mutual metapragmatic awareness for effective
communication,

Keywords: facework, metacommunicative awareness, metapragmatics, Penman's
micro strategies (1990)
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1. Introduction

Metapragmatic awareness is the heart of metapragmatics. Metapragmatics is the
use of language about the use of language. Metapragmatic awareness is the
knowledge of the pragmatic dimension of communication. According to
Culpeper and Haugh (2014, p.240), Metapragmatic awareness can be
characterized into three forms: Metacognitive, meta-representational, and
metacommunicative awareness. The paper at hand focuses mainly on the third
form, metacommunicative  awareness. One  essential aspect of
metacommunicative awareness is evaluating self and others, which can be
significantly demonstrated by face and facework. Face is "the positive social
value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume s/he has
taken during a particular contact”(Goffman, 1967, p. 5); it reflects the
interlocutor's social identity or reputation s/he desires to uphold in a specific
social setting. Goffman has considered it the essence and the structural feature of
interaction, whereas facework refers to the actions and tactics done to maintain,
improve, or save face.

A close connection between language and law is embodied in legal or courtroom
discourse. Legal discourse displays dexterously how language is used to achieve
specific communicative objectives and goals. The participants' ability to decode
the meanings beyond the semantic meanings and keep communication
accordingly can be attributed to their knowledge of language use, i.e.,
metapragmatic awareness. It facilitates their communication, expresses their
attitudes, and decodes their relational distance.
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The trial of Saddam and his comrades occupied the opinion of the public and the
world at its time (2005). In order to study the Iragi Arabic legal discourse, certain
portions of the trial were purposefully selected and analyzed using a developed
model. This selection was made for two reasons. Firstly, the chosen extracts were
deemed to be representative of the discourse. Secondly, they contained numerous
reflexive comments from various participants in the court, such as the judge,
prosecutor, defendant, and witness. These reflexive comments indicate their
metapragmatic awareness, including their evaluations, attitudes, and
interpersonal relationships.

This research paper highlights the correlation between metapragmatics and
facework in Iraqi Arabic legal discourse of the twentieth-century political trials.
It explains how metapragmatic utterances reflect the participants' awareness and
the strategies they use to manage their public image. It contributes to linguistic
and legal studies.

The structure of the remainder of the current research paper is as follows: Section
two tackles basic concepts: Metapragmatics, metapragmatic and
metacommunicative awareness, metapragmatic indicators, and face and
facework. Section three offers the methodology followed in the analysis,
including data collection, the developed model of analysis, and the analytical
procedure. Section four encompasses the analysis of the chosen extracts. Section
five presents the conclusions of the study.

2. Metapragmatics

Mey (1993, p.271) defines metapragmatics as "reflections on the language users'
use," and he points out that a pragmatic description needs a meta-level, where the
factors and the facts of the analysis are put in a comprehensive explanatory
framework, and the analyst is busy beyond the current context. He claims that the
speaker invokes metapragmatics to shift from the level of talking about something
to that of discussing the talk itself. He describes metapragmatics as "a pragmatic
discussion on pragmatics”(p. 270). Culpeper and Haugh (2014, p. 239), drawing
on the work of Verschueren (2000), have explained metapragmatics from a
different perspective, stating that it refers to the use of language by ordinary users
or observers which reflects their awareness of the various ways that language can
be used to interact and communicate with others.

Metapragmatics presents what speakers are doing, why, and how. Metapragmatic
language use enables speakers to construct their own and others' language as
straightforward or misleading, precise or vague, true or false, cooperative or
uncooperative, to create or preserve appropriate social relationships (Hubler &
Bublitz, 2007, p. 3).
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Cameron (2004, p. 314) has assured the exact scope of metapragmatics,
explaining that metapragmatic language is basically when “talk about talk”
proceeds as a commentary on the communicative standards or when speech
describes a discussion about what language does in specific contexts, in addition
to the fact that understanding metapragmatics is crucial in comprehending how
linguistic behavior connects to a larger moral order.

To sum up, metapragmatics is pragmatics about pragmatics, i.e., it clarifies how
the interlocutor reflexively comments and elaborates on what has been said and
the unsaid, which enables him/her to communicate appropriately.

When people communicate, they usually have two goals in mind: One is the
informational goal, which is studied in pragmatics, and the other is the
interpersonal goal, which is related to metapragmatics. The informativeness of
what one says depends on the context and what one wants to communicate. To
achieve the interpersonal goal, one should consider at least two critical elements:
risk management and emotional expression. It is essential to be aware of elements
because they can affect how well the conversation goes and the relationship
between the people involved. The appropriateness of the interactants'
metacommunication depends on their metapragmatic awareness (Lee, 2007,
p.122).

2.1 Metacommunicative and Metapragmatic Awareness

Metacommunication is an essential feature of interaction and is considered a key

concept in communication (Andersen, 2009, p. 654). Ruesch & Bateson (1951,
pp:207,209) explained that "metacommunication is an act of communication”
between two or more individuals that communicates information about either the
communication itself or the relationship between the interlocutors or both; it is
communication about communication, including all the exchanged propositions
and cues about codification and the relationships between the individuals. Thus,
meaning is comprehended basically as negotiation from these two levels.

Metapragmatic awareness can be defined as "the set of beliefs and intuitions that

any speaker of any language possesses about how and why speakers make choices
in producing utterances." (Ruhil, 1998, p. 19). Verschueren (1995, p. 370) and
Hubler (2011, p. 119) have ensured that speech community members gather
knowledge about their conversation, patterns, norms, styles, etc. This knowledge
is related to the pragmatic dimension of communication; therefore, it may be
identified as metapragmatic knowledge or awareness that makes folk ideologies
of language and pragmatics. Metapragmatics adds another layer to pragmatics by
considering what is appropriate in language use from the speaker's perspective
and the hearer's.
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Therefore, the shared metapragmatic awareness can be linguistic, encyclopedic,
semiotic, and intertextual. It is the knowledge that concerns language as socially,
historically, and culturally determined behavior; it is about our 'being in the
world." ( Caffi, 1993, p. 34).

Craig & Sanusi (2000), cited in Bridges (2019, p.58), outlines two categories of
metapragmatic awareness. The first is an individual's metapragmatic awareness,
also known as self-referential metapragmatics. The second is a commentary on
other people's language, known as other-referential metapragmatics. An example
of self-referential metapragmatics is when someone says, "l don't want to be rude
but..." before monitoring their speech and being aware that what follows may be
inappropriate. Conversely, other referential metapragmatic acts involve assessing
the contribution of another speaker, such as saying, "You are saying nonsense."

We interpret and evaluate our and others' words and actions and reflexively
interpret and evaluate their meanings from others' perspectives. Watzlawick et al.
emphasized that effective communication depends on the ability to
metacommunicate, which is closely related to self-awareness and awareness of
others. In their words, "the ability to metacommunicate appropriately is not only
the condition sine qua non of successful communication but is intimately linked
with the enormous problem of the awareness of self and others™ (1967, p. 53).

Culpeper and Haugh (2014, p. 242) introduce three key types of reflexive
awareness underpinning the ability to recognize or talk about pragmatic
phenomena: metacognitive, meta-representational, and metacommunicative
awareness. Metacognitive awareness refers to the reflexive presentation of the
cognitive level of information for participants, whether it is new, known, or
expected information. Meta-representational awareness embraces reflexive
representations of the intentional states of self and others (as in their thoughts,
beliefs, attitudes, desires, intentions, etc.) or pragmatic meaning representations.
Finally, metacommunicative awareness expresses the reflexive evaluations and
interpretations of talk, which arises from our awareness of self and others as social
beings.

Throughout what is mentioned above, it is evident that we include the perspective
of others in our interpretations and evaluations of pragmatic phenomena. This
kind of perspective-taking underpins the two forms of metacommunicative
awareness critical to social interaction: interactional and interpersonal awareness.
An essential manifestation of metacommunicative interactional awareness is
what is commonly termed 'recipient design,’ where meanings and actions are
reflexively designed with particular recipients in mind, i.e., considering a specific
recipient. Metacommunicative interpersonal awareness involves reflexive
evaluations of relations with and attitudes toward others. The focus is on how
manifestations of reflexive awareness of interpersonal relations (such as face,
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status, and so on), attitudes (such as like/dislike, disgust, and so on), and
evaluations (such as politeness, impoliteness, and so on) critically depend on a
reflexive awareness of self vis-a-vis other (Culpeper and Haugh (2014, p. 253) as
shown in figure (1).

Figure (1)
Culpeper and Haugh's(2014) Metapragmatic Awareness

Meracommunicaton Awareness

Interpersonal Awareness

Interactionsl Awareness

‘ Reflexive Evaluation of
Reciplent Design Relations with Attitudes towards
Others Dthers.

Reflexively Designed Face, status, Like, dislike,
Meanings of Actions L 1 17175 W—.

Politeness and

Impoliteness

Reflexive Awareness of
Self and Other

It can be deduced that there is a strong relation between metapragmatic
awareness, i.e., the knowledge of the pragmatic rules that requires awareness of
both linguistic and contextual knowledge, and metacommunicative awareness
that expresses the reflexive evaluations, the nature of the interpersonal relations,
appropriateness, and interpretations of the social speech events.

2.2 Metapragmatic Indicators

It is worth noting that one can achieve successful communicative purposes and
effects by fully understanding the indicators of metapragmatic awareness. Some
scholars have identified different types of metapragmatic expressions and
indicators (MPEs, henceforth) from a linguistic or a discursive perspective, such
as Verschueren (1999, 2000); Penz (2007); Ran (2013) as well as metadiscourse
markers, which can be considered as metapragmatic indicators, by Hyland (2005,
2008). Various terms have been used to label the metapragmatic expressions and
indicators, such as “linguistic traces” of metapragmatic awareness (Verschueren,
1999, 2000), metapragmatic utterances (Hlbler & Bublitz, 2007; Tanskanen,
2007), and metapragmatic comments (Ciliberti & Anderson, 2007; Pizziconi,
2007; Sinkeviciute, 2017).

Generally, MPEs are linguistic expressions that explicitly demonstrate the
speakers' reflexive awareness of language use to fulfill particular communicative

FoXF Eacd (1) () 50l gl I A 31 oy oloV) 3 Bl Al



Metapragmatics and Facework of Iraqgi Arabic Courtroom Discourse

goals or needs(Caffi, 1994, p. 2461 ). Silverstein (1993, p. 39) clarifies that
metapragmatic expressions refer to "linguistic signs that are about the pragmatic
code, about how to interpret the extra semantic meanings encoded in speech."

Caffi (2007, p.87) points out that in smooth interactions, the interlocutors often
know their position toward one another, and they may not need forms of MPEs
for further explanation or clarification. However, in troubled situations, speakers
spend much energy explaining their intentions (Watzlawick et al., 1967 in
Verschueren, 1995, p.370). This indicates that the use of MPEs displays that the
speaker has realized the problematic nature of the interaction, and s/he tries to
arouse the awareness that it is better to stop messages exchanging temporarily
and deal with the problem first. Liu and Ran (2016, pp. 463-79) have referred to
five kinds of MPEs: commentaries, performatives, message glosses, evidential,
and stance displayers for the sake of pragmatic manipulation across three
dimensions: The dimension of interactive procedure, the dimension of
interpersonal relationship or rapport management, and the dimension of the
Impact monitoring.

Culpeper and Haugh's (2014) classification of the metapragmatic indicators is
adopted in the current paper. They (2014, pp. 240-41) clarify that metapragmatics
includes the study of language usages that indicate the participants' reflexive
awareness about interactive or communicative activities. They range MPEs from
those expressed explicitly, when language use becomes the subject matter of
speech, to those that arise implicitly in the production of talk, which involves
anchoring non/linguistic forms to context. Accordingly, they have listed four
types of explicit indicators of metapragmatic awareness: 1) Pragmatic markers,
2) Reported language use, 3) Metapragmatic commentary, and 4) Social
discourse (see Figure 2).

Figure (2)
Culpeper and Haugh (2014) Metapragmatic Indicators

Culpeper and Haugh's (201 4) Indicators
Temporal deixi=
Spatial deixis
Pragmatic markers
Reported language use

Social discourse

Metapragmatic
CQnunEﬂtﬁry
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2.3 Face and Facework

Hiibler & Bublitz (2007, p.17) and Hubler (2011, p.12) have clarified that
metapragmatic comments are not only used to avoid or repair misunderstandings
but also to manage identities, evaluations of self and others and interpersonal
(dis)affiliation, i.e., metapragmatic studies play an essential role in enabling us to
tap into the evaluative field by our metacommunicative awareness. Our
evaluation of persons and relationships involving facework, im/politeness,
relational identity, and the like is “constituted not only in but through social
interaction” (Kasper, 2006, p. 282). Thus, face and facework should be
considered central to our relations with others during communication.

Goffman's definition of face is echoed in Brown and Levinson's face-saving
theory (1987) of politeness, and it has been the main component of theories of
(im)politeness for many scholars; the goal of their theory has been the meeting of
the communicators' face wants, both of the self and the other by using politeness
strategies. Hence, the terms ‘face’ and ‘facework’ are traced back to Goffman
(1967, p.5), who defined face as ‘‘the positive social value a person effectively
claims for himself by the line others assume s/he has taken during a particular
contact”; he has considered it as the essence and the structural feature of
interaction. Face is thus a public image; it is a kin to a 'stage mask' that people
carefully select and ‘wear' to conjure up specific images and effects" (Coupland
& Jaworsk, 2004, p. 22).

Facework refers to people's tactics and actions to preserve, improve, or save face,
which is the social identity or reputation a person desires to uphold in a particular
social setting. Facework is crucial to interpersonal communication because it
enables people to efficiently manage their social relationships and maintain social
harmony (Goffman, 1967, p. 16). Facework is mainly geared towards
counteracting events that threaten face.

Penman, in her Multiple Goals in Courtroom Discourse (1990), has developed an
interpretative approach applicable to ongoing courtroom discourse, which she
considers, following Brown and Levinson (1987, p.51), as an exciting context for
explaining politeness perspective because of its formal protocol that regulates
potential conflict. However, she keeps calling for expanding and modifying,
rather than displacing, Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness into a broader
facework framework that can be applied to ongoing discourse. Her approach is
"a crude model of how participants in the discourse process enact and infer their
own and others' facework manoeuvers"(Penman, 1990, p. 37). Her model consists
of four facework strategies. They are 1)Depreciating or Aggravating self- face or
the other-face, which is created in an unambiguous, directed, and scornful
manner; 2) Threatening self-face or other-face, using indirect strategies that
indicate lack of respect or contempt; 3) Protecting self-face or the other-face,
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using indirect strategies expressing respect, and 4)Mitigating or enhancing self-
face or the other-face that is right away caused by politeness and other strategies
that express respect (Penman, 1990, p. 21). According to her, facework is
understood to be simultaneously self-directed and other-directed.
Penman's(1990) model seems suitable for analysis in this study since it is
concerned with legal discourse ( see Figure 3).

Figure (3)

Penman's(1990) micro strategies in courts

-explain reasons ~admit inappropriateness of action
< QXPress magnanimity -defend truthfuiness -concede “self accusation

“say positive things about self «defend appropriateness of action -give defence -confess Wrongs, faults
« seck sympathy ~sardonic comments re self

PN

-accept direction
-admit constraint
-accepts

srelinquish control
~submit to Impositions

-open, direct
-insistent denial
-defiant resistance
-hedged question ~demand
luse conventional -direct order
indirectness to question
lqueation with politeness
-seek agreemont
“ChAEnge ranonany
\ -challenge motivation
S 1 -callenge truthfulness
.indicate attention uestion rationality -chalienge recall

e - -expose inconsistencies
~OXpPress irony or wit ~queation recall
-Suugest reasons

-insult, belittle, redicule

The selected data are extracted from lraqi court discourse within the trial of
Saddam, and seven defendants in the alleged events in Aldujail in 1982; Saddam
Hussein's motorcade was ambushed in an assassination attempt. These extracts
are representative of the legal discourse. The researchers collect the data from the
public domain to accomplish the paper's aim.

3.1 The Model of the Analysis
The model according to which the data is analyzed is developed as follows:

The metapragmatic indicators put forward by Culpeper and Haugh (2014) are
adopted because they cover a wide range of factors and elements that very likely
help determine and recognize different types of metapragmatic expressions.
Additionally, it is worth noting that types of reflexive (metapragmatic)
awareness: metacognitive awareness, meta-representational awareness, and
metacommunicative awareness are fundamental in comprehending the
metapragmatic phenomenon and its effect on communicating the intended
interpretations of pragmatic acts and meanings in addition to the attitudes and
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interpersonal relations and evaluations of self and other. Evaluations of self and
others are beneficial to recognize the behavior of the interactants and assign their
relational distance in the interaction; this is characterized by Penman's (1990)
facework micro-strategies in courtroom discourse.

3.2 Procedures of Analysis

This section aims to display the steps of identifying and analyzing the extracts
selected according to the model developed. This will be as follows:

1. Detecting the metapragmatic expressions suggested by Culpeper and Haugh's
(2014) indicators, which involve the temporal and spatial deixes, pragmatic
markers, reported language, social discourse, and metapragmatic
commentary with all its types.

2. Determining the kinds of reflexive awareness: Metacognitive awareness,
Metarepresentational awareness, and Metacommunicative awareness
following the forms of metapragmatic awareness (Culpeper & Haugh, 2014).

3. Elaborating on the three dimensions of the reflexive presentation of the
information cognitive status in the metapragmatic expression (its epistemic,
given/ new, and denotic status).

4. Identifying the reflexive representation of the utterances and the intentional
states and attitudes of the interlocutors demonstrated by the meta-
representational awareness.

5. Clarifying the interpretations and evaluations of the expressions by the
reflexive metacommunicative awareness about self and others.

6. Defining the relational distance and the interpersonal constraints between self
and others relies on Penman's facework micro strategies (1990) used in
courtroom discourse.

4. Analysis

The following extracted chunks were between Raouf Abdulrahman, the judge,
Jaafar Almosaway, the prosecutor, and Abd Hmood, Saddam's former
presidential secretary, as a witness; the exchange is available for public service at
(www.youtu.be/NTilb-iJUgs). It was translated, thankfully, with the help of the
professional sworn translator, Asst. prof Hameed Mana Daikh
(hmddaikh@gmail.com).

Extract 1:
Y Gabiaial (e at 131 asd) ) O S agiall Abicd ¢ ga o ) e s daSaal) ; azalal)
B3 (8 o sy a5l ) Oegiall 5o al) 515l Gasa . GAY) gaLaA) G £ g gall (iny
3l (3 o s ) 1S Aial) cilgad) ay Gal) il ga ) aa gaale (il Sl 130l el
1900 ylal)
Judge: The court asks you a question in light of the defendant Barzan
Ibrahim's questions .. If they are within the security's jurisdiction, that is to say;
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the matter is under the security's jurisdiction ..; among the lawsuit papers, the
defendants who were arrested they arrested in the Intelligence Department, so if
this is the case, why didn't they take them to the security departments, | mean the
security authorities. They were detained by the Intelligence Department?!

dadalia ) il slrall G SV Jean 5S) ) ) il 5 il | IS dgiBg 13 AR 1o gen 2
e el JEiad J 985 JA Jiad ) il (e 1K Dl il slaall e (o)) ) (i) : azall)
O 138 g e dalis (pe 138 o)) Gl el Ji8 e IS Cpamy () () G dalad) e Jae dals
i e glaa Al il 0 138 5 e 00 13 (o shasy ) 6S5 @l il dal
Abd Hmood: If they were, at that time, in the Intelligence Department, then it
Is possible that there may be a clash of information (the judge's interruption: a
clash) until the information is corrected.., for example, a lot of intelligence arrest,
let us say, it arrests people from the general security jurisdiction till it is
discovered by the intelligence that this one is from the security jurisdiction and
this one is from the intelligence jurisdiction, then they distinguish this is the role
of security, and this is the role of the intelligence ... | mean, this is my
information, I mean.

In this extract, a metalinguistic descriptor is detected, represented by the use of
the linguistic verb of action 'ask,' i.e., a metapragmatic indicator is utilized by the
speaker (judge) to monitor and plan the subsequent interaction between him and
the witness' The court asks you a question in light of the defendant Barazan
Ibraheem's questions ..". Reflexive awareness with its three kinds are salient
among the participants; the judge reflexively presents the cognitive status of the
pieces of information as known for the witness (epistemic status) in his reference
to 'the Intelligence Directorate and the Security Directorate." Using 'they' to refer
to "the detainees" and the temporal deixis ' at that time ' to refer to the time of the
assassination attempt in Aldujail helps to establish the common ground for both.
Moreover, he tries to clarify his speech by the metapragmatic utterance, 'If they
are under the security's jurisdiction, that is to say, the matter is under the
security's jurisdiction.' Depending on the metacognitive awareness, the judge
tries to direct the witness' attention to how he should process the upcoming
information. 'if this is the case, why were not they taking them to the Security
Directorate, I mean the security authorities? ' There is also the reflexive
representation of the questions given to the previous defendant, Barazan, when
the judge says (The court asks you a question in light of the defendant Barazan
Ibraheem’s questions... If they are under... '. The speaker (judge) echoes the
questions submitted previously, indicating the interpretative resemblance
(metarepresentation awareness). Concerning the third kind of reflexive awareness
(metacommunicative awareness), the speaker ( judge) reflects his institutional
status, power, and the relation type between him and the addressee as an
authoritative actor by representing himself as "the court" to control the exchange.
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By asking an open, direct question, the judge attempts to protect the other's face
wants by giving him some space to answer and clarify related issues. The witness
tries to protect his negative face by using hedge commitments 'if, could be, let us
say, for example'; moreover, he tries to avoid answering the judge's question by
suggesting evidential uncertainty about his information. By the metapragmatic
utterance' I mean, this is my information,' the witness summarizes his previous
speech. The facework strategies used by the witness are self-directed.

Extract 2:
aladl ot ) Al o Gigla ;i
The judge: Answer the prosecutor’s questions
a8y 58 yall OIS (e danall 1 Canad Ladie () ye DG ) IS o @l 8l < jS3 ralal) el
The Prosecutor: You mentioned in your sayings that they were three escorts
when you went to Aldujail. Who was the senior escort?
i JalS G ga el 5 JalS s 51 ) j0 Zlua p28Y 12
Abd: The senior is Sabah Mirza, Hussein Kamel, the late Hussein Kamel, and
me.
(Andalic) 2BV iny aniz e adl)
Prosecutor: Yes, that means the senior... (interruption)
O s pall g Ul g ad8Y1 (581 5all 3 5ila ari ) s Uiy adBY) gl adY) Y ) s gl adBY) 2
O 5 se US A3 (sainia 28] Lial Gaues 58 (o (331 e 98 5 (381 e L) B0 51 (e 3D LS JalS
Abd: The senior is Sabah Mirza because what is a senior! The senior means
the highest rank, so he is the head of the senior escort office me and the late
Hussein Kamel were first lieutenants. 1 am an escort, and he is an escort, but
Hussein is more senior than me. Three of us  were
present.
A S35 ) bl 23 aair el
Prosecutor: Yes, do you remember how many cars were there?
aba s panl e e LS B b Vo (e SiS) aae clilail oSl Ly )85 Gl jlud) 1
Abd: The cars are almost 30 cars, all of them Mercedes white and grey
a5 ) Sl 2 ) Jlans Alenl) o el Gt 20l (S e Jle 2l ol 220
Abd: The cars, | mean those of the President's motorcade; as for the protection
Platoon’s cars, they are Chevrolets, pickups, and GMCs; | mean, they are
different
¢ S Ll 3k gl IS 5 sk (5L plaa agiall 1 e adl)
Prosecutor: The defendant Saddam, in which car was he? In which car its color
was?

Al al) ) IS Gt daudl oo Lo @libail s Jasuialls oliSlail aSie L sh ing 1e
ol ¥ IS dgalalS Y Avalad) o) Ly e
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Abd: Its colour, | can't tell you its exact colour, but | will give you its sequence.
The President's sequence was the fifth or sixth car because three cars were in front
of it...
O bdl 5] Sk a1 el
Prosecutor: So, you do not remember the car’s colour?
A G ol SHILe dda el Adi Yo jla (o (sl ey Gl eleally Asdalald alia
 Ceeddias Lala Uial oy slila Lae
Abd: In fact, it could be either white or grey because if the bloodstained car is
white, then it is gray, and if this is gray, then the bloodstained is white. You know,
it was 20 years, actually, | do not remember the colour, but we always use these
two colours.
s el
The prosecutor: Which is...
B dad 13 ge bl ()51 aial (Faxd 1 oo aall dakilia ) Lo 1350 sl 2 2 (Aaalia)
(51 ginly) aall (u alal) e adll
(Interruption) Abd: The color is not that important? (interrupted by the
prosecutor: yes?) I mean, as a color of the car is not that valuable, Mr.
Prosecutor, like the event (mockingly)
gJ‘J“é Lad) Ui ;L;_:;J.d\
Prosecutor: I mean by my question
lial g Ay Cael STV Y e
Abd: Yeh, yeh, | know ... | mean, it is up to you.

From the very beginning, the judge identifies his role identity as the authoritative
side, which controls the organization of the turn-taking in the court by ordering
the witness to answer the prosecutors' questions ' Answer the prosecutor's
questions' The elements of information in the question 'the escorts, the senior
escort ' seem to be clear and known for the witness. This refers to the reflexive
presentation of the given information's cognitive status (epistemic status). Its
denotic status expected by the witness is clearly shown in the clarification of his
answer, "The senior is Sabah Mirza, because what is a senior! The senior is the
highest rank', by deciding on the best code. Reinforcing the communicative
norms of turn-taking in the court (question-answer form) guarantees the smooth
operation of the interaction inside the courtroom.

The witness's reflection on his speech, 'Yes, the cars, | mean those of President's
motorcade; as for the protection faction's cars, they are Chevrolets, pickups, and
GMCs, I mean they are different" helps to clarify his answer by giving feedback
on his speech; these metapragmatic utterances are detected by the emotive-
cognitive process descriptor (mean). The prosecutor's commentary, 'So, you do
not remember the car's colour?' is a metapragmatic expression detected by the
pragmatic indicator 'So’; it expresses what the prosecutor concludes. The use of
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the temporal deixis "You know, it was 20 years, actually, | do not remember the
colour' involves a consideration of the cognitive status of the referent, which is
the time of Aldujail events. The metapragmatic exchange between the prosecutor
and the witness indicates the metacognitive awareness in their interaction. The
use of "actually" reflects a particular cognitive stance on the part of the speaker
(witness) vis-a-vis the recipient (prosecutor); its use indicates that what is coming
IS against the prosecutor's expectations, as clarified by Watts (1988).
The prosecutor's use of the statement as an indirect question in his meta utterance
' So you do not remember the car's colour?' restricts the recipient's freedom (the
witness), so it threatens his negative face; it is other-directed facework strategy.
Nevertheless, the witness keeps protecting his negative face by answering with
extensions. In his interruption of the prosecutor's speech, 'The colour is not that
important? (interrupted by the prosecutor: yes?) | mean, as a colour of the car
Is not that valuable, Mr. Prosecutor, like the event', the witness has attempted
to provide feedback and negotiate his preceding information in the discourse.
Moreover, he endeavors to protect his positive face, explaining the reasons for
not remembering ‘the color,” which illustrates the evaluative use of quotation.
Simultaneously, he threatens the negative face of the other (prosecutor) by
interrupting him. It is worth mentioning that the allocution used by the witness '
Mr. Prosecutor' seems to index respect and deference in theory, but he uses it
ironically. The prosecutor, in his turn, has noticed that, and he uses an explicit
metapragmatic utterance, 'l mean by my question' which reflects conflictual
attention. The witness directly aggravates his negative face by submitting to the
prosecutor's imposition, 'No, no, I know...I mean, it is up to you'. The
metapragmatic utterance 'Answer Mr. prosecutor's questions' is a direct order; it
depreciates the negative face of the other, according to Penman (1990). By saying
'Yes,' the witness aggravates his negative face because he submits to the judge's
imposition.
Extract 3:

¢ o) b Cuil s ;e
Prosecutor: You entered the orchards?

e dall ) ol Ll 593 o) (e Gt Hl ) o 53 () (B ) (e Al 33 W 5 Ciline Yt
Abd: I did not enter and did not get out of the car until Mr. President got out of
the car, and we got out with him. (Prosecutor: Yes) We opened fire ... | mean,
the protection cars opened fire.

oL caatid AL il el

Prosecutor: You, in particular, opened fire?
T Aoy Creali land)h Sk al 5 OV U U Caatide i) ll S dis | S 1Y e
" " Lt i o) Lgial 131 Gl 5l bl 000
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Abd: No, | was ... let me tell you why | did not open fire? Because my car was on
the left, its duty was to protect the president's car from the left; if it was caught
by fire, it could stop it...

P2 dadalia ) daaall e diase die 43l Qe ) gl G Sl aal @l Gians Gl @ S5 el

Dl dalud colS @lin culS il @l &5 ol (palall G all aa ) dleal) Juad el auad)
oY (e JISI
Prosecutor: You mentioned that one of the soldiers or guards told you that upon
his return from Aldujail (interrupted by Abd: I mean the commander of the
protection Platoon, who are the Special Guards) told you that there were
weapons and a Racal radio, etc.
prd e
Abd: Yes
Al & i i () Al A Ganads Loayl il 531 xie iy S Ll o el ¢ ) 1o )
) FAaluY) 51556 (s3a Al guiaaa WSall i i b
Prosecutor: All right, given that you were.., | mean, you had an administration,
and you also specialize in law. What is your interpretation that, in the judgment,
these devices or weapons were not seized?
OV s 2O Al 5 a5 Ay )l Jlae ) s jle il jalall cid gll AV Y : alall caall( dakilia)

o8 s al 3Ll (53 53 5 rae daalia) < SO LS dalud i IS o) dalad s3a Gl S8 Slaie

?uﬂ)}uﬁﬁ)uﬂ&%ﬁ)ﬂ\@dﬁ)&@\éﬂ\ J\)&@)SLA\J\A]}L@.’E}
Interrupted by the Prosecutor: No, no, at present, you have exercised
administrative work and responsibilities, then you must have an idea that these
are weapons. If there are weapons, as you have mentioned. (Interrupted by Abd:
there were), why were they not seized at that time, and why were they not
mentioned in the Revolution Court’s judgment; what is your interpretation, as far
as you know?

oo ostl Al alaia) ) aaliait) se Y Gainall Jlasi oSS @l jian el Gt
Abd: As far as | know, you can ask the concerned people because it is not my
specialization; | am responsible for protecting the president...

fLiled danall 3 jalae (s Ja il G el ) ;e ndll

Prosecutor: | mean, between getting off and leaving Aldujail completely?
(2255) O Alead) daad (g Jabtall (ol e Liad 5 ddadll 8L IS Gt )l gl ard tae
S sall eV gxie) ) iny Giel)
Abd: Yes, Mr. President was delivering the speech, and we heard the mutual
shooting between the protection platoon and the (hesitation) of the aggressors,

meaning those who attacked the convoy

The frequent endeavors of the witness to avoid misunderstanding are evident in
his following metapragmatic utterances: 'l did not enter or any one of the
protection, I mean the personal protection faction...', 'We opened the fire ... |
mean the protection cars opened the fire', 'l mean the head of the protection
faction who are the special guards,’ and ‘between the protection fraction and
the(hesitation) aggressors; meaning those who attacked the convoy.' This

Yo ad (V) () sl 2l IO Al ¢ iy A bl SIS 3 sl W



Metapragmatics and Facework of Iraqgi Arabic Courtroom Discourse

emanates from his metacommunicative and metacognitive awareness in
clarifying information so as not to be misunderstood. Simultaneously, he tries to
establish common ground in displaying new accurate information, which he
knows is essential for his innocence.

The witness attempts to avoid answering some questions to weaken his volitional
connection with the event. The metapragmatic utterances are instrumentalized for
constructing identity as a person, not in charge of the reactions made during the
accident.

The prosecutor's reflection on what was mentioned by the witness, "You
mentioned that one of the military or guard member had told you upon his return
from Aldujail...that he told that there were weapons...' can be considered as
metapragmatic since he elaborates on the quoted speech of the previous claims of
the witness to monitor the interrogation. In using the explicit metapragmatic
utterance ‘'l mean between getting off and leaving Aldujail completely,’ the
prosecutor tries to give feedback on and make a modification of his previous
speech. In the above extract, the prosecutor is the one who controls the arranged
turn-taking procedure in the court by directing a sequence of questions that the
witness should answer. However, the witness avoids answering some questions
by quoting the prosecutor's utterance,” As far as | know, you can ask the
concerned people because it is not my specialization; my specialization is
protecting the president...". He tries to protect his positive face, clarifying that his
job is protecting the former president, and simultaneously threatens the
prosecutor's negative face because of the correction he made.

Extract: 4

¢ diued ddad @llia 43k Chaal alal) e 4l
Prosecutor: You talked that there was a five-year plan?
leie Jualdi gricle o G Ul and ;e
Abd: Yes, it comes to my ears; | had no details about it
1.@_'1.:; dﬁ.\auﬁnﬂmuj\ﬁ_\w;\y&m ‘fm\
Prosecutor: You talked whether you heard it or did not have details about it
pxd e
Abd: Yes
sty il Gy el ey AL Janal) 8 dpesadl) ddadll gl JDIA Caaa 3y skl 5id ;e all
The Prosecutor: What was the development that took place during the five-year
plan in Aldujail, specifically after the dredging? According to your information,
what did they do, construct buildings and projects?
u.n)\.lA ﬁ}kj 3\4;.\4 Gladd
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Abd: Your honor, you know, according to my information, in districts and
sub-districts, there are no buildings; they provide services, health services, and
school development
Abd: I am speaking in general; | do not speak about Aldujail.
el e Gl il sl JSa s Y Y Y ¢ aladl el
The Prosecutor: No, no, do not speak in general; | am talking about Aldujail.
?J%JQQJL.A}S\M;%;@;M\
Prosecutor: As far as you know, is there a hospital in Aldujail?
il (ysld Jiadly Jeas Iy shaill 5 agllost (ppial gall Jlasi 0S5 e glaa (saicla 40l 5 12
oY) G e Ol s Jiaal)
Abd: Actually, I don't have information. You can ask the citizens about the
development that has happened in Aldujail. How was Aldujail, and how is it now?

Gal s Il Len) a il duial dga Sa) Jaaall 85Ul 33l Bala & e (e buda s e )
o) Gl pads s S Al iad el OIS 4l AeSaall 5 paal) culaiiall JYA (e (383
Gllia ()l s .., daaide dyial dga agil J 58 il g &yt sale, Ul 33Ul Ao Lglial Caad 3 )l
bl @llia (b V) S35 il g latiuall 8@l )5 Sy ol g Cual 8 G jaws aa
T el 5 palaiVL
The Prosecutor: Of course, when the shooting incident had happened in Aldujail,
a security system came, | did not want to name it, conducted an investigation.
Through the documents presented to the court, there was an investigation...this
security system did not mention that there was an injured person and a car was
hit as a result of the shooting .. What is your interpretation? And you are
saying that they are specialized security ... and there are injured, and cars have
been hit, and they did not mention that in the documents, and you mention now
that there are casualties in people and cars?
Sl lanas (3835 () il Aga (5Y e D bandl (3 Il Gl ) e el gla) ;e
coe 0 el g Glaall pabliaial e Y 4y ) sgand) ) Sl
Abd: Now, | will answer you about cars and people. First of all, for the cars,
any security system has no right to inspect the President of the Republic cars
because they are within the competence of protection and escorts...
.. G8aT (sl s Aial dga (5la 5a 1 o)
Prosecutor: But this is a security authority, and it is investigating ...!
e AV Agall (Y 13gy A8De Lelle (5 A dgal) dlaxd Uia ) e Ll laausl 12e (Rakilia)
Al Juaiy & jla I a5 il
Abd (interruption): Excuse me, when we went to Baghdad, the other side had
nothing to do with this because the other side was with the platoon, and the
casualties in the protection platoon...
19, bl e Gaadll 81 Sh ol Jisadl e i glas oo aall
Prosecutor: You did not answer my question; they did not mention the injuries in
the investigation...?!
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LSal Gt )l il ae Uy (ped B8 0 S LBy & ) (g0 48@s: ae
L Ladaiila
Abd: In fact, you know, at that time, | was an escort, so when we went with Mr.
President to our place, we were cut off...
) sy | gl 43 S0 5 alaa agiall Glen (e Jssasa s (381 pe caiS @l jliicly Al Jiga: ol
€. daalls Al ) sal dhant (o gad 2Shie (S JLie ) diala 2e Aol
Prosecutor: Last question: As you were an escort and responsible for protecting
the defendant Saddam, and you mentioned that you stayed for an hour after
the assassination accident, are you not afraid that other things might happen in
Aldujail ...?
¢ delu lsii s Julla (he B gas (5 sluas sa (A 4l Dlia el s ()5S 8 1 el
Prosecutor: In your opinion, for example, it may be that the event was not so
risky that you stayed for an hour?

In the above extract, the quotative use of the witness' speech, "You talked that

there had been a five-year plan...' can be regarded as a metapragmatic expression
since it indexes the prosecutor's reflection on the witness' previous talk about the
five-year plan; intending to get specific information from the witness. ‘It comes
to my ears; | had no details about it' isa metapragmatic comment, usually utilized
in the Iragi social discourse'sew C=au'; it has a concurrent interpretation that the
speaker (witness) just heard about the matter at stake, i.e., ' five-year plan of
development,' clarifying that he had no details about it. It helps him minimize his
involvement or connection to this issue.
The metalinguistic descriptor, represented by the verb of action 'speak’ in 'l am
speaking in general; | do not speak about Aldujail' by the witness, facilitates
detecting the metapragmatic expression. Trying to avoid answering directly, the
witness generalizes his metacomment on the prosecutor's question," Did they
build hospitals?'. It can be noted that the prosecutor and the witness are aware of
the indexical use of 'they’ referring to the government members, i.e., they share
common ground related to metacognitive awareness. The metapragmatic
expression 'No, no, do not talk in general, | am talking about Aldujail' modifies
and clarifies what has been said by the prosecutor; nevertheless, the prosecutor
aggravates the witness' negative face when he demands him to speak specifically
about Aldujail.

Moreover, the temporal deictic expression 'now" and the active verb ' will
answer," which show the illocutionary force in ' Now I will answer you about
the cars and the people....", reflect the witness' intention to give feedback on the
ongoing interaction, i.e., it is considered a metapragmatic expression. The
pragmatic markers ' may, for example, represent the metapragmatic indicator for
" In your opinion, for example, it may be that it was not so risky that you stayed
for an hour?' by the prosecutor; they seem to be an attempt or a trap to get accurate
information. Accordingly, the prosecutor tries to threaten the witness' negative
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face by the use of the statement as a question and simultaneously protect the
positive face of the witness by suggesting reasons. These metapragmatic
utterances are clues to the interlocutors' metapragmatic awareness: Metacognitive
awareness is reflected in considering the given information, its epistemic and
denotic status by the use of the pragmatic markers, one type of Culpeper and
Haugh's metapragmatic indicators (2014). They are used in this extract to signal
how the given information should be understood. 'according to' indicates the
evidential status, 'you know' indicates the epistemic status, ' as far as | know"
indicates the precision of what is said, whereas ‘actually’ indexes that the coming
information is not accordance with the listener's( prosecutor) expectations; in
addition to ' in your opinion' and ‘according to your information’ which
indicate the evidential status of what is meant. The metacognitive awareness of
both the prosecutor and the witness is manifested in their everyday use of ' the
other side' instead of the explicit name referring to ‘the security agency.'

The meta-representational awareness indexes the reflexive representation of both
the prosecutor and the witness' utterances through the metapragmatic expressions
" You talked that there had been...' and 'Your honor, you know...". The
interlocutors' metacommunicative awareness is evident in instrumentalizing the
metapragmatic expression' You talked whether you heard or you did not have
details’ to reinforce the communicative norm in the court discourse, asking the
witness to explain his previous speech; furthermore, it reflects the ability of the
prosecutor in monitoring and organizing the discourse. It is worth mentioning that
the prosecutor's meta utterance,' You have not answered my question...they did
not mention the injuries in the investigation....?" is related to the violation of the
maxim of quantity, indicating the insufficient information the witness has given.
The witness' metapragmatic expression,’ In fact, you know, at that time, | was
an escort ..." helps handle the situation and reformulate his reply, which is
instrumentalized for constructing identity. All the questions set by the prosecutor
threaten the negative face of the witness, who often tries to protect his negative
face by explaining reasons for the actions and defending their appropriateness

5. Conclusion
A model has been developed in this paper to analyze specific extracts from a
session on Saddam’'s trial, based on Culpeper and Haugh's (2014) metapragmatic
awareness and indicators, as well as Penman's (1990) micro-strategies in courts.
The model links metacommunicative awareness and facework, indicating the
importance of mutual metapragmatic awareness for effective communication in
the courtroom. During the analysis, it was discovered that the judge, prosecutor,
and witness all possess metapragmatic awareness - the ability to think about and
discuss language itself - when using language in their questions or answers. These
metapragmatic utterances can be identified by specific indicators, such as
metalinguistic verbs (e.g., ask, mention, mean, remember, interpret, talked,
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speak), temporal deixis, reported language use, pragmatic markers (e.g., actually,
as far as | know, in your opinion, according to, you know), and social discourse.
Thus, the first question has been answered, and the first objective has been
accomplished.

The analysis revealed that the facework strategies employed in these extracts
were conveyed through metapragmatic utterances. The direct questions the judge
and the prosecutor asked were seen as threatening and aggravating to the witness's
negative face, as they limited his freedom of action. Meanwhile, the witness
attempted to preserve his negative face. Sometimes, the prosecutor attempted to
threaten the positive face of the witness by questioning his recalling, whereas he
was trying to protect his positive face by defending his answers. The analysis
manifested the self-directed and other-directed facework strategies. The witness
has performed the former strategies to protect his negative face and sometimes
his positive face. At the same time, the judge and the prosecutor have employed
the latter strategies to threaten or aggravate the other face, i.e., the witness's face.
Accordingly, the second question and objective have been accomplished.

The identified metapragmatic expressions in the Iragi Arabic legal discourse
illustrate its facework strategies. During the session, negative facework strategies
were more obvious than positive. Additionally, the self-directed facework
strategies appear positive, i.e., they are oriented to save and maintain self-face. In
contrast, the other-directed facework strategies are very likely negative, i.e., they
are directed to threaten or aggravate the other's face.
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