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Absrmct L
There is power asymmetry in cd;um..]mm discoursé. Cotirtroom professional such as Judges, '
magistrates, lawyers and prosécuiors have power over the defendants and witnesses. This
paper artempls 1o provide'an explanatory ‘account.of linguistic. ‘communication between -
legal professionals such as Iawycm and .prosecutors, and the .witnesses, with a view 1o
showing the power prcva!cnt in the courtroom discourse. To. this end, various forms of
questions such as WH—quc.';rIam nftermnue quemm:s y.-z.ﬂ’na que.rrmﬂ.! and dtcfnmlfw
questions ' are ana!ys:d 1o’ acmum “for ! the d!’.rcur.ﬂve pmc:fc:: berween - the .
qu}.frs.-",nm:ecumrs and witnesies; Oné af the J:cy .mgge;ﬂ.!aﬂ: of this paper is that narrative
mode is :ndupsnmbfc in the fact-finding process, which:explains why itiis favoured during. ;-
direct examination. ;: Also,’ questions that coniain propositions and presuppositions are
strong weapons for the j:awym-, n controlling, convincing :md | persuading the witnesses ta
endorse their ideas. The n'naf}'.i'ﬂ' cprn:d ay# in ﬁ:e paper sugge.rr rhe fact rﬁaf Idh[}er.l
mam.faut ﬂ'ghl' cm:.rml of caurrrdam dlmur.ie HirhedEhen i 2
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KEY WDRDS powcr asymmatry, cmss—:xammatmn qu:stmn, answ::r dlr:f.‘:t-
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Historical hackgrnund nf forensic llngulstlm’langunge and Inw
It is" evident that ]mgulnfs hd\ru’beéﬁ directing: théii- attention " to ‘theé ‘realities ind
mmPlcmtms of inferactions in’ the mhér professional fields of enquiry. ﬁu'thh initial
stages' of forensic Iingutsticnﬂmgunga and the' law, "lingidists''Who ‘0ffer expe
Opinions’ on language "in 'legal 'settings jlm ‘did ‘s0 * witholt "belng " atware ’ of fth
“"'ﬂlﬁlcal procedures beifig used by hilfhcr colleagues, Then, there Weré'ho ﬂll‘dii'liﬁﬂd
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bodies or journals and books iﬁ‘t']uj_llif}' for 4 ,?“RJEFE‘T‘W or field. Also no
fficial documentation of such consultations. :

- ;‘Iﬂwt:\'cr. Ui situation afterwards improved. French and Coulthard (1994) i

their editorial introduction of the birth of the journal Forensic Linguistics report tha

several Jinguists and phoncticiang have become ,fﬂ,‘fﬂl"'cd n tjurcpsm ":mo work,
: fessional organizations, One, the

‘whi ed in the formation of two profe. :
;:tll;intlgzn]mitsmiminn of Forensic ;i_n_éqisgibs; '(MFI:.) was fuunded' in 1992,
Among its objectives is to provide a forum’ for the mte'rchﬂngﬂ of ideas and
informnation about forensic applications of linguistic analysis Bﬂ"‘:fﬂ!].'!f'- _._.A]F“r_ it
organises annual conferences, prints newsletters and the'journal Forensic Linguistics
cte. Furthermore, it engages in,compiling. an -international . register qf- qualified
linguists who are prepared to act as.expert witnesses. The ‘second organization, the
Intemational Association for Forensic Phonetics (IAFP) was founded'in 1991, *
IAFP, in addition to organizing conferences 'and' séminars,' serves "as the
registered professional body for phoneticians i.ﬁ}?:{jlvp in fqr"qﬁis.iq‘;ﬁrf}g'lgf . Through its
professional conduct committee,. IAFP. hasyformulated a,code of, conduct which is
binding on the activities of its members... . na g st ady A0 o 3 e ow
Shuy (2001) traces the progress of forensic linguistics/language ‘and ‘the law in
the United States of America from the 1970°5' to' thie ‘present “and ‘réports that by
1970’s due to vast improvements in electronics and lthhépﬂﬁsla‘gc:?f‘nei-.ﬁl Iﬁv{s related to

r.:]l;':uclrnnic_ surveillance, the government had bégun to increase its use of fnped
evidence in matiers of white-collar and organized crime., Also, coincidentally, it was
during this same period,, linguistics. was , expapding  its, domain to include the
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systematic analysis of language beyond the level of sentence and jts study of meaning

beyond the levels of words. “Discourse analysis”, “Pragmatics™, “Socech s
éﬁﬁﬁ“ﬂﬂhignjﬁxﬁngﬁ: and other, suchterms began, to find. their, way into
merge them in e ane of dise advent of, thesg twa, developments, made it possible to

thered by Law enforee s s analysis to analyze the tape recorded conversation
Bal i Y Ay en‘orcement agencies as evidence against suspects (Shuy. 2001y
1.5 INscourse . analysis is funih e ' SUSpects (Shuy, 2001).
(authors of

er used, in the, stylistic identification, of
. . R L T Ty | i Bosmgflpald
language, use,, of, voice; identification, i, the

.siﬁ.tte.q .documents,..in, the pattemed,
iscovery of systematic language parterns that serves as profiles of suspects, and in
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the identification of crucial passages in civil cases suf:rf as disputes over contracts, ‘
Fn‘,dur;:t waming lnhpls, nndidghtificaiiﬂ'n (Shu};f.'Z\_‘Jﬂl)."_“ SO A A L e :
In addition to these bodies, there are a lot of publicitions and atticles on forensic
linguistics which had been published in' the 1990s. For example, articles on language
and'the law (Gibbons, 1994} ‘Levi and Walker, '1990; Ricber and Stewart, 1990;),
books on the language of courtroom (Solan, 1993; Stygall, '1994) bilingualism in the'
courtroom’ (Berk-Seligson,” 1990; - Mocketsi;, *1999) and- aircraft " communication -
breakdown (Cushing; '1994) Shuy, 2001).According to Frenth and Coulthard (1994)
among others, Forensic Lingui'sgic;'ni‘h'us'lincludt:':"'I wettd S ""t i 2
S o oa ORI TL N e o, T A oL TV TR ‘..f_ gt
« Forensic speaker identification undertaking from audio recordings by phoneticians;
methodologies, reliability, practice in'différent countries;!* -/ #1721 4
* Reliability of speaker recognition evidence provided by witnésgag;’ + 7 & - <. 4100
* Organization of speaker identificationi parades and voicé live-ups for lay witnesses:
+ Uses of auditory phonetic’and ‘acoustic’ analysis in' déférmining the cantént of noisy
and difficult audio recnrdingé:'“ H _-l:;l *."H 0 .-u_: FUASLITN N | Y .ol Yook '."" e
* Speaker profiling: uses of Phonetic, 'Sociolinguistic and Dialectical data in
determining ¢.g. regional and social background of unknown'speakers' i ‘criminal
rmnrdings; aaa s i Ll
* Forensic comparison of handwritten samples e e 2 ,
* Uses of lexico-grammatical analysis in resolving atthorship of disputed texts; ' - -
* Lexico-grammatical- and' semantic méthodologies: for ‘the determination’ of bias‘in *
judicial summaries; and''- .'.:_ . r:..{r:::..!! FT TR hPY :;...ETJ..L.. St BRI DL
* Semantic analysis and thé use of dﬁt;i:f{nrﬁ psycholinguistic sfiidies'in the resolution *
of copyright and patenting disputes‘over branld 'ltiamf:'s'.; slogans and 'n'i:l_vlcrtisir':g texts.' "
oo CRRATE B PR SET) X (S B T T R B M et 3 S e T R L | [ R F e SE Y
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2.1 Questions in coppt ‘" rx Yot b cb ot i Lty L s
As this study focuses on the questions used in the court, this section is going to be
devoted to courtroom questions. It is also apposité’ to’ devole ‘this' section to
"'L"'::“;m Questions because much of courirdom conVersation"dwells' on the
q" . D ﬂﬂﬂwll:r s-?qﬂﬁn?ﬁ'uw!:.. P TH MR Y a2ty cens] a2 adnigl 0.0 4
SRR LT VTR BT T d TP TRT R DHA B T T R PRI '."l'tt:Jtl.:'.-il
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s in col d fferent ﬁ'ﬂm qu¢5110n5 m c:-r.hcr cunt;:xts- :r'::.hf::(;s :Es?auk
Questions in cuurt are di bk be asked by the _]udgtIS. awye prosecutory.
in the courtroom, questions can ol s just to, answer these qucstmns Thls is unlike
The witnesses' and defendants', ion between two colleagues whe.reby any of,the
in other contexts such as cﬂn'.'ersn d far one person alﬂnc. Thus, qucstmmng

erve
two.can ask questions and is not mﬂly foé ﬂmsc whn forma part ‘of the court System_

procedure in court is reserved primart 1980;.1984;,1989; 1994),, | .,
clerks (Hards, s
e.g. J]udghcs muglstmtt:shl;\‘ifﬁ:'fwsﬂ must_ ﬂngwcr thc qucstmns put to lhnm by the
A the courtroom, fgn:t: of que.stmns in court has been compared

judges, lawyers and prosecutors. Th [ [972) This is because like a summons which the

to the force of summons Scheglo
: witnesses must alsu respund m questmns in murl withuug

witnesses must rcspund lo,
which they can be charged with cnntcmpl OFOONTE: 4.oviazans o s :
Questions compel a response.. The most gcncral thing we can say about queﬂmm .

is that they compel, require, and ma;,' even demand a rcspﬂnsc (Gcﬂd}r 19'?3} Fm

cxamplc, by asking the fu]lnwmg questmns the que.stmner is waiting for answm* -

Savendh SRR 0 e okl T2N000%
I }er:syﬂurnnme? b on o g dund Gt Lt it ot o sonaunend

2 What happened there? i sebbe st
, TIATEIN | HETLY JL TN (R T Wy, Moy
Luchjenbroers (1997:481) cumbnrates [hls by, explammg that que.stmns in court m '
funda.zm:nmlly defi ned as a summuns m rf:pl;y.'r the . 3pcakcri cumpr:ls,, requ:ms or.
demands that the addressee responds, and functions as elimtahun for. mfarmauun.
requests, suggestions and ironical assertions, The force of, questmns mm b: cnmpamd
to the force of commands, as dascussed abov .‘."e‘_b'hen a;qcmg qucauqns. thg qumuqnu- *

is asking' the addressee to answer just like in a cnnunrmd’ where lﬂmﬁbﬂd}f Whﬂ

commands expects the addressee 1o do something, For f.:xamplt. I oif o0t Freanls 1 8

f'r 3 3 Cfg,-;e;f;.-_- dﬂﬂrft‘-‘rfmm::;‘n&) v By enoitrogp ot g daguaes bt ..': £ :_.-:
4 W?r_era are you gojng ? {quﬂ-ﬂmn‘} II ST R HT li-r:-utf.-:-n VRN VIR E
JEL UOURSTAT N N L

B T L P '."?" \' "h . .I"
addressee tq perform an autlun by' Glﬂéljng the tliloér, t.'m:r

er hstcncr to reply by giving him/her an answar. .
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2.2 Questions and power

In courtroom dls“““‘_ﬁﬂi questions and power are closely interwoven, };is the study is
devoted to power as 1t manifests in courtroom discourse, it is necessary to discuss the .
relationship bﬁl‘f‘v’ﬂﬂﬂ-f]u*‘-ﬂﬁﬂns and.power here. In court, a question is a source of -
POWET. AS_GHIY the judge, magistrate, lawyer and prosecutor can ask questions in,l
court, this gives them power over the witnesses and defendants; .+ «, = . ., .. .
In court, the power: that.the courtroom officials (judges, -magistrates, lawyers,
prosecutors) have rests on the power inherent in'questions. As.much'of the discmn; ;
in court is based on question and answer sequences, questions are the weapons that
lawyers have to control the witnesses’ and defendants’ ‘testimonies (Rigney 11999),
Using question, a lawyer can challenge; blame, suggest and direct the testimonyof the
witness (Rigney 1999: 835). Stygall (1994:120)-also supports this by explaining that
courtroom questions are a-powerful tool for attomeys, who use them to-control the
flow of discourse, requesting particular information in-a certain fashion, presenting
the story in the order they decide to impose, which does not necessarily follow the
temporal succession of the actual events.-In other words, this means thit the lawyers
can ask any questions.at any-time:. With.their questions they-can jump from topic to:

topic which is to their.benefite.g.z o i sy e oo i L in s g et
" TR R AL A LU T AR/ R M TR R B DUCCENETE (T
5 Lawyer: Who actually measured the land for.you? «v:i )= i 0w 1000
Witness: I don’t know, But we met many people there.
Lawyer: -+ ‘Any dbcmhIgivgﬂ-rﬂ.yau onthe land?; v Wi i, [
Witness: ' .- We were not given any document. i )\ ot i g

. Lawyer:: - Wheri'did.the killing of ljesha'people stop? ::+.\ ‘ot fo 14
© +Witness: . . When the Owu people’came:: ++.'s v b o) s 590
IR AR L DR PR T P T P FPEAL S TR e rn e ")
In the example above, the I‘queg'fhas been asking questions about: the-'land the
Witness is farming’on.before jumpingto.thé question, about. racial sar.between two
tibes which has: i bearing on the: preceding question.i:This shows the, lawyers’
power and freedom in choosing 'an’y  topic® they. like: .. The .power. that;the judges,
lawyers, and prosecutors have over.the defendants angd witiiéss i very enormous,
The defendants and the witnesses must answer any lype of qmsﬁhpf put to them

% L]
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This is initself a reflection of  power. a'lng
defendants:and witnesses are compelled to ansWer qum?ﬁ; TEF( fg:;tjgpcrson) m-th?:j
sensitive matters, no matter. how degrading they “‘_“.‘fd?ﬂ- -Walker (1 R T
as the result of the unequal distribution of power In the t:nurtmumal e afﬂxl
part of the data used for this study, the defence lawyer asks a personal =

witniess. ' The witness initially refuses to answer.until the judge: pmval_ls on .llm Ihm.
hcmustahsw:rallqucstiunspuscdmhimhg-h:: B LI .

cither by .the judge or the' Jawyers.

' i : 3. 2% i . AT ORIt e O TR A "l

6: ¢ 'Lawyer: Do you like the accused woman as a woman? » " ..
Witness: -~ Why should 1 like her like a woman? * .. >0 =t e h

o Judge: = ' Youmust answer straight!’: "uccid G50 vt il et

"t Lawyer:- ! Do you like the accused liké awoman? ... "nti .00t 0

. Witness: - It is because I like her that I lend her money. .~.:t. . ** '

TIN5t SUC U e TR EORRE LGS Y B gt NG Y g

In the example ‘above, the witness is reluctant l:u}ariswer:llm Jawyer’s personal :

questions about his love for the accused person bécause he knows where the question

is leading to. But the judge intervenes, stating that he.must answer straight and-that is :

why he answers the question by force. The following are given as their source of

power by Walker (1987:58-59):' i~ b ve gy otb vy 0 £ Pl
U 1% TOPSRE 1 L BRI S € BN

a) A sociocultural base of power — the:court.is an institution where disputes
are settled formally and this vests power on the court officials. .- = ..

b} A legal base of power- in court, theré: are bodies of law which govern

procedures for discovering what thé evidence'is and for presenting it later

at trial. These terms give altorneys and judges power over defendants and
Lo wl'.!l:lexu.r. Poo vl it 0oy faet sl el T S Wi da 3T
*~c)wA linguistic base of power- In addition:to the sociocultural and légnl-bnsm;ii--r:
"1 of power from which' attorneys operate, thére'is ‘also the linguistic :which |~
« 'y rests off the POWﬂﬂfqutﬂion:_:(w.]m 1987:58-59).0 i 1.0 i.ut Lan 1. ey
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2.3 Courtroom Answers

Courtroom discourse comprises questions and answers (in court). Questions in court
are impossible to ignore, Though in everyday conversation, speakers feel obliged to
answer questions posed to, them,; in courtroom discourse, it is imperative for the
witnesses o answer the questions posed to them. Moeketzi (1999) explains that a
witness, who refuses to answer.a question in the courtroom without a valid reason,

may be charged with contempt of ,court, .and the law £goes as far ag providing
sanctions and even punishment for such misdemeanour. He/she could be imprisoned
for a period of up to five years, depending on -the seriousness of the offence
(Mocketzi, 1999:67). LIS PN U PR '

. Courtroom answers. must be : accurate. and. precise.. The . most -.important

requirement for courtroom answers js that they will.be, truthful: Moeketsi (1999:71)
explains that in order.to secure the truth in evidence, trial procedure requires that all
participants who present testimony take an oath that they will tell the truth, and
nothing but the truth. These participants are invariably.the accused and the witnesses,

Mocketsi explains further that lawyers who conduct cross-examination may ot take

the oath because, first; the law does not allow. theni to-lead any evidence, and second,
questions do. not have any truth: value; ie.'a question can never.be true or false,
Magistrates do not need to, take the oath ejther, because their function in the court is
mainly to advise and to adjndicat %0 3RO o B 8 gt L L, e L e, 5]
;.. Questions in, court usually contain, (as'is, the .naturc .of declarative quesiions.
Yesino questions, aliemnative questions) propositions of the lawyers especially,during
Cross-examination and this will influence the, type: of, answers given. . Loftus. (1975,
977) has revealed..in herstudies; of simulated’ court proceedings, how the
maniputation of semantic presupposition of question can (i)significantly altér the truth
vahue of the answers 1o0..those questions;. (ii), affect the, content. of the following
questions; and (iif) affect the verdict. Loftus identified the following phenomena as

aing an effect on witness testimonies: L il T L
L AT PRrT B

¥

® Y Tt et gt ne e o i tesng ac ok BN TN T RPRELFI I TN X ¥ §
2r'y3) --lh.'?.se\’?ﬁt}' of question yerbs affects answers . ... - AL T ) TR

. P).ithe choice of a definite or indef nite article can alter.the response,”, ., 1., s

~t:€)- implicating false information in a question can lead a witness to report it as a
el - o B pgd B R ] l._" e T - s W ot ahcmA e g AR e i
L '.-‘ﬁ'-iFL et h i it et e 0 ey e Lo 0 e Bl T renitds
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. : "“‘.'I-;I‘.,
e . R | ST L od: misleadmg mfc}rmﬂﬂﬂ": th'ﬁjf El‘E ltss

S e : I|1 y
o d) When subjects are E-IPUS‘-"d L0 dc nes.'"
L }lcunt" dent il’thmr comrect 1'|;'=5I1“3'“5“'-‘s than of their incorrect ©

ressive, dgpravating” -and active
\ 16 are asked questions in-an agg

c} :m?::cﬁigy will report an incident they have WltnESSEd as bcmg nms:_er and

! tral manner.’ P

. more violent than those asked in a more neu
. . f)*"Substantively leading questions cn-:nurage (stllmqua}cd? :]11'1:12'::1'5 1o gwclsl_t glull*t?;

-+ verdict, more so than neutral questions.* +- 7. F

g) ‘When a witness has seen a number of people cnmrmttmg dlffﬂmnt acts,
't leading questions make him/her more llkciy to’ 1dcnufy the wmng pc.rson as

¥r.9 hcmgmspnnmblcfcrugwcnact" ilF T 33 SR ke di e D 08 NG
y Tmeh et om0 0% ] nike ik (Luch]cnbroﬂrs 1993 152)

P ‘ SRETHETES TR Sheiu®

'-. “I-' "': . 8 apls ¥ oai IR "I | i ] ‘

In addiunn. Loftus- faund 'in ‘her 19?5 rcsearch on: eycwltness mpnrts’ that 1f
witnesses have been asked: leadmg qucsucms :mmcdmlcly after the*event wlmcsscd,
their memory of that'event is influenced. Loftus’ found: that the' suggcstmn of false
prcsuppﬂsmons (e.g:, existence of an'object that did'not exist in the event scene) will
increase the - likelihood - that ‘subjects ‘willlater n-.purt ‘having - WImESSEd 'the
prcsuppuscd Objﬂ‘:lﬁ This is particularly 1mpnnan|: fur the' ngi:nan _]I.ld[ﬂlﬂl system,
where 'trials” aré hedrd 'several times before: Judgnments are “actually delivered.
Therefore, suggestions’ made i earlier trials ‘may' be’ femémbered as crimn n:latp,d
facts in subsequent irials {I.JJEh_]EIImeIS 1993 153}"" AR S T A B e R b T
ukﬂ'l!‘hel.: g:;:ﬂT ;:prl_:ﬂi :.r“?:ric is that a answern are’ usually det:rmmed by the qunsunn

+q ns |ﬂﬂdﬂd wnh msuppnsitmns can mflu:nca Ihn answe.rs

g[v:na:wcl!anmﬁu:nc: m-:mq:ujr of the' uvcnts being questioned, '+ vt v i
o .'*ha'fll'l il h-r.ll".'.r TH T Pl o Ul 1o gl {:IJ]"":-II‘

Tuj
3.0 The data TS| I

o llll'llir'..--'...'f'. .' A

'};hn; mzaah:;: ;f ;I;nnﬁ?]?:;g:cn; discourse which will be shown in this paper is derived
. cases recorded a’ the High Cnun of 'Ni

Magistrate Court’ of Nigerid overa peridd of 4' months. - The cases cnl[icc:z! ?::h:g:

initial appeararices, :xamlnatinna ¢
. ros
Among the cases covered were cases u:' ::aﬂan:;:l g POEtpnncm.:mSuandl full trials.

b n:akmg. Ian d mulin:.r, n:ntal andluw br::akmg assault and balter}' rape, thaft ;'musn

- W,
s
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3,1 Collection; . ;! onu o) iyt S (TR O R I ;
The cases cullected atthe High, Coun; o{ N:gcna wcrc cultccted,at lhe. ngh Cuurl; ﬂf ’
justice in Okitipupa, while those of the Mugmmlc s..Court, w::rr.-, cullpv_::lg:q at lh:
Magistratc Court, Ondo. The help of the justice and the maglslrnlc were enlisted for
the collection which they granted with the approval of the Chief Justice of lhu state.,
During the recording process, the rcsr:.amher of this 51ud_~,|r wns am:sted by a policeman
at the High Court of Justice, Okitipupa with the suppnn uf the lawyum in the court
who had complained that the recording was against the elhms of the pmﬁ:ssmn.
However, after he was sighted by the judge, he was released and permitted to
continue the recording. -BE'-GEUS:: this type of .scene uccurred many llmcs dunng Ihe

meording of this data, extract uf one of such scenes is g],\rgn beluw.“ i rig s P

4 L. 'l.r"!
7 Lawyer: Why are you recording the proceedings? - I
My lord, it is not aHawed. Why is he, remrdmg_ !Iu.-

.l R T : b iy -Pmc‘ﬂ‘fdmgs? vun r f e 1- =i “u l‘l O T C L 10 e JI.-I'"'". I I*"'.I'

Magistrate; It is for academ:cpmpase aav STl sl o
Lawyer: Has he taken permission from the court because you just déﬁ : 4
Lt dy il e oy come and start, recardmg Ihepmcecdbrlgs?
i - Magistrate:, Hehasmkf:npenm.ﬂmu-,..,,. R P
“ «dLawyer: ;- Why is he pointing it tg.me? , (. Cmg‘f hughs}. Tfmr is anmher

ahte e, |"j ‘.l-. l:}

d:menswnmthupmim'!dmg T
Researcher: It is for the sake of clear recording. . . N
PRI TR il WP S H VIR I K} I 1 Y3 BETTP TR T L O )IH* typtem iy RUN 8
Han}' scenes such as the one above, alsn uccurrui{ uring. the “r;acﬁrd:}}gs of the

courtroom discourse, but. the rcmrch:r was ahl: to’ ovm:um: ,all these due to the

PR ] bamane AWMy T

permission already granu:d for the mcmﬂmg h.v. thn']udgc HPA‘FHEI et Y SINY

; Lt} PR TR R 1"&" i 11
4.0 ) " gl 1 A 1L SO
Mﬂhod“]nﬂ- % = % enat 1M g 'wf"l ...'.-'.‘\"':'{ ST N £ A
vonte o e ' s B aE ey

4 l Unlt nf .ﬁ.“‘l}"h ]‘. "y, | 7 1I
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‘"31}'315 of question aud mnl.nhuﬁnns are r.lmm in terms of main «':luusmhJ This is
M€ in order to separate an instruction from a quﬂtiun of :tntemenl o, hamﬂms
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Ve Olanrewaju: Forensic linguisilcs! Power &

the: Gnit
tence would be too large for oF
opinions from the facts of the trial. Th:;?;::ltmns s nnn—ﬁmm und whmh o

analysis becaiise it will contaln some cor I Y R | 19 Pt W
bescpuratcdfmmlhumaincluusﬂcg i e .!.- b oy e ] barn’ Y sl e v

8 "Law_].:er- Cool down. Duu 't be rrerumm' It is normal in'Orido 'ngdam ai’ann

n:rr a ain.- But téll the court madam, what day
.Don't worry ‘about tiai ag : wem am; e yau

4 ¢ LS T i wer'me!" YG
o ‘of the week ldﬂirfl"rf ﬂﬂ?f A':Ifﬂr S I LT L8 (R o A

/ L
:Irr:fareacfmrh b e Lotk ey 2l cale g rv el

In ‘the example above, only’ the underhnﬂd clause is'ithe "part ‘that’ the Witness is
expected to answer. * Other bits’are instructions,-commands;' barrister’ s opinions and:

tnformation. , s o -
gy '.. W hp"‘."llh P U3 TOOTRS ST IR IRAPA R AR ] \
42Q"E5ﬁun t}'pﬂﬁ G J‘ o .'.'*. l.'| SN t‘ll \"! .ia'l.“ .h'

-The first variable concems the lawyers’ and. [JI‘DSECUIIDI'H qucstmns which are coded
noourdmg ln their specific type. "'"n.m Rttt U SR RS FAL L
R A T S .".l kbt gy ke 8 sl AR

0) No Question (NQ) Vreférst 1o ]aW}'crs‘ contrfbutmﬁs that do not add to the

crime nammvc: being cnnstmcted““'rhat la“spebch ‘act’ types: other than

' Guestions " or’ “statements “siich? Yag " n‘lstruétmns (as given :rabove) or
encouragements, - LT W LI '.l.l.l-'l'l o L T RA TS R i :
Goon - ""'-"' 91NN 'L"-h LAt sl -*"ﬂ' WA ;."-

1 ) Wi:f—ﬂl?cﬂmm (WHQ) refers to questmns that request an informative answer
g M ﬁﬁerrhar whatha,&pened?'-"- ELE ) BT C R T, D PRI O
2} Airanfar!ue quesr!ﬂns (ALTQ) thesé lirit ‘the- rcqulmﬂl msponsuim-a choice
+ between twio or'more | upunns. 'Conbider: 991 2101 Ture! Mg (el anteelnnug
Do you prefer English or Yoruba?

3) Positive Yes/No Questions (PYN) these include onl sitivelv :Biac
- questions that demand Yes/No answer-e.g. Y positively hiased

. Iz there any agreement between you and the'accuséd?:
td 2 ' ! L
4)n Neganve Ye.-.:d"fa Que.mans (NYN) are nng[urbuly biased !+t "0 i 2lpn, o0 r
qucstiuns that dcmand Yes/Noansfver 26! BUBAIC 03 L :.I ™hry

L T

4t gooh
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Is there not an agrecment between you and the accused
gt T v L PETSOR s y g st g (018 Y e 1
5) Pas:rwe declarative (PDC) lhr.sc :m: posuwcly blased slatnmcnts 1hat mn[am
the prcrpusumns of the questioner. ¢.g. -
A oI ot You will know if anybody was urmmd when your. wife was
counting, lhc  Tmoney,. , : '
. 6) Negmn'e declaratives (NDC) refers 0 ncgﬂlwcly biased statnmcnts c.2
You will not know if an_}bﬂdy was amumf when your wife was
WS, N .mumﬂlg the ma;my LERE g

L L] Pon [
Ll L
‘ [ A

R A LAk | e Y B TR £, T A
4.3 Answer type- I, ro 40t r] o ik Gua
The second variable shows the dlstrihuhun uf Wimess answcr t}rpt.s This mcIud:s
minimal, elaborated. and evasive answers 10 queshnns as well as thosé ‘occasions

when witnesses-give no mﬁponqc at all —wheth::r given an, uppnrumuy to mswr.r or
not. o i

‘ i AHANINITITIY e Ted e . aesth
e ﬂ) Backgraunded (BGR). refers to those m:casmns wh::n the wntnm gm:s no
response and also when s/he gives a rcspunse thaLm nnt an answpr or even
when s/he gives an answer th:u fmms t'hu lmmcdmte cuntcnt fnr the fnlluwmg
v qutﬂ.lﬂl’l 8 AR T TR Tor YRR P 5 MSCITOR | CROME 0L S ot B i W
r. ' . rfdﬂl‘l ;.,h:aw. -'".'.:, ks taje
Wh|l¢ the above cxamplc is a response, it doesn’ tcunsunne an answer.

1) Positive minimal Responsgs.(MR-Y) refers to only yes : answers Or answers
that are semantically synonymous with a yes answere.g. -
Yes, [ am not happy '
2) Negative Minimal Rg.tpoms (MR-N) include un]_',r no and other answers that

Tt mean no e.8: i G RO UPTROI (PRSI O,

W, g Tl Rl Nﬂfﬂ'ﬂﬂfwhim I :
it 3] Context: Response-x : (CTR-X) refers. the answer lu clow WH-quutiuns

“4t0 - which by nature specify a required element 1o be answered hy the wlmﬁh cg
' . Lawyer; . . ;- how many rooms are lhzr:!nyaurfmuu g A
Witness: Ten rooms TR0 IR N | m' y mf by D

r——'-——--
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EPTERT e RN
NPT ST S T REL I | KL

| Jonses-that do not provide the
4) Content Responses (CTR'ELH"B) e t{:l'!ra':ﬁll?', U LT T DAL T o W

required clement in the witness's IESPTF.:E RRRTTY I IRLF U [T SRR TR
; . ldon’tknow . - .. V. ' ase '
“'5) Positive” content Rc.rpmase-aiaﬁglﬁ mifgngEl:AB) Th provide
iti i ion to the ans i bsbriilis o :
E?:.;!:ﬁnl l."fm:l}];:?;:,}w your money, you ard, not going to continue with the
Y N L R cmﬂ?. Vo ' II.-I'i ' “I--.l..ll ' :-.:: -. I.. .-I. l :
Witness: yes I have told him beforé 10'pay my:money and wﬂ_f forgive
him. God's judgement is the most, powerful
6) Negative content Response-elaborated (C"I" R-H—ELAB) rtlaff_:xrs. -to:ﬂ]m
‘negative answers (o a yes/no question'e.g. " uil; -'--'f:rll?-! ':If.-!i'r.:-: haee 2 L
Lawyer: *= * * Did somebody assist hq{"iﬁ' rinnifg away2<='5unke Laint
" Witness: = No, after she had finished beating me, she then?' 2790 11
ran away : : e : 1
7) Content Responses-X-elaborated (CTR-X-ELAB) include elaborated
. responsés’to ' WH-questionsi.c: the ‘ansWér§ providé thesrequested element
o . plus additional informationi €.g:- «" 1" b ol Cali Loz LiLgea

Lawyer: =~ Who removed jout bucket that day?an »3in uii . i
Witness: On that morning, I was fetching water from my.tap after I had

removed their already full “bucket: 'When she arrived, she
" started beating me ' ¢\ e 0 1010 G Ly aee i ) ol
Génerally speaking, the sbove answer vaiues 4 R
] o U ;. onower values are closely related to the preceding
qutﬁllﬂﬂ t}w- LR Wl "'.“.- is TF"I‘I'I{J {Ii! '_-|1."l'rl-|-lir.. il ,]I:d: E
: X -.n- o T ..ln.:.i :J 'l.l' A Y i " {“.l..".l.‘ ‘t.:ll ntil] I:' .‘{ ) o

t". 1 [l .
' .J"" ¢ "'.“'l"‘i'l.h-‘. “l'l'll"ll.l“: "'.-,.‘.-""Iiﬁ; II.
} - will B -

have written about the power that the 1 ons. Y oyMmetrical in nature, «Many wrilers

The present writer is of the belior o BCs nd prosecutors’have over the witnesses:
L) Inhgunhc. this l;;JWEI‘WI.“ b: mlgéﬁr lhﬂ;[* in Nigeﬂﬂ.’\?hﬂm Eﬂg“ﬁh +is .not thé first -

have power over the witnesses' nore pervasive, (I js; hypothesized. that lawyer

throuph i onmd s
of data will be used to test this mugh quﬂsﬂnmng; and'in lhm section; .the ﬂnll"l’
LI TP s\ ¥ .

th'Pﬂlht:sis.

PR IR TR
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5.1 Question Types |

Table 1 below shows the distribution of question types used in both the examination
and’ Cross- -examination. * The'" -analysis identifies questions :in’ Ihmr vnnnus forms
ranging from WH-qucslmns to the declarative questions: " .+, =i

The first: glaring fact to-be noted about table' 1 .is the sharp contrast in the
distribution of WH-qucsuuns which is greater in percentage during examination stage
(62%) but by contrast is lower in cross-examination stage (18%). This finding
cunfurms to those existing literature in- Iega] discourse about’the contrast: between
.direct :xanunanun and cross-examination:: | The ‘direct examination stage is very
‘supportive and cmperauv: as nppused to the cross-examination stage which is hostile
and*unfriendly. - The prosecutors use WH:questions: to elicit maximal response and
more facts from the witnesses during'examination.: Since they.are acting on behalf of
the' Witnesses, they are-sympathetic towards them.. ‘Many. of the WH-questions that
they use are non-restricted ohes that-enable them to.get the real information about the
witness' version of reality fromi the witnesses.. On the.other hand the defence lawyers
'use WH-questions>sparingly at the:cross‘examination stage.. ‘They make. sure.that
they use restricted questions that require only naming a spec:lﬁc thing.. ‘I‘hls reveals

. ﬂ'tﬁpOWcrdlaxlawycrshavnavermummesses LU H AU VAP T SO s
W T AN e e RNt e e e B 3 TP RT SO
Tnhle 1 {]uestinn Types . | w et it R p s i R
I 34, SRR IR P TE SO REL IR TR ISP I DL BT U TR y
e Wl Exam* cibsv e Cross exam oo e v Total s 0 L
CHQT - INOR% C% 4| NO " R%: CH i.* * NO*

INQ 140 209 “121.0-=" TL151 79,17 128212 [ 191, 263 |+
| WHQ™ 1119 * 54:8" “62.6°" |98 4521 .183..5% (12171 +29.9. [
\ALTG ™ [4™267 2.0 1110 733510204 |15 . 21 |
PYN 24 279 126 - |62° 721" 11.6!.* 86 .+.11.8 .}

NYN - - - 3 . 100 05 3 04
.. | PDC 3 15 1.6 |194 985 36.2 197 4, 27.1. °|*
([NDCY Aot sl g w100 3 e | 17 0 .23 {1
/i o| TOTAL = |'190 2;52% 100%™ * 5361 73.8% * 100% «[ 726 . 100% -
it el ) PO, T PR L RS S FL AL AT TR SO I T I PTT I DEL I R
Yuli' e

I.-l ' -: I +£ 'r.l' j'i"l

LA LI R T T S I TR L - T ! T 58 50 2 ol P o m

-
-




o igogg SYN a0 LE 4

N '.II . oo e t hllhm‘ﬂ'llﬂmm

DT NITA TR B &

[ 3 [Nt TR P 171 b At
i dE RTINS ST T ;.' IJI"II:»IY;'I = Ncgati?p,ququ.QH:l.
Key: WHQ=WH-Question: 1 - = ¢ NDC=Negative Declarative,
e ecioaie o QT QUESLION 1YPES .y
¢t r 1PDC = Posilive Declarative.: .+ . 5 ;,-I,NQ = No question ,.iji:cisit,
ER gl i A o S i~
PN T - B b A g A ot R B
‘ Another-notable feature about this table.js. lhﬂl-m‘:?il':g SLL}TreahP\?cﬁniq the data 197,
used'are in cross-examination. '.Out_nf the 191|PPSI A 1 ot s
=36% 'occurs during cross-examination, cnntrasnng;_lshm:p Y. Withnl? -2 [,}-1 R
examination stage, This:is hardly. surprising howeyer, since;the Al oluie: detene
-lawyer is to impose his proposition and, his gwnwers':ipn-_nf; mal_lt}:,-an_tb_g i :climm::r
This is why the defence lawyers are a[wa:,ra-usulag positive,declaratives to proj o
‘propositions and to limit the responses of the witnesses to a bare acknnwlcdgen;epl o
- their own propositions.: This also reveals theipower that the; lawyers and prosecutors
" have over the witnesses, stemming from the form of questions they. ask.., Onthe other
hand; prosecutors during the direct pxaminaginn:stagug.alwa}:s 5a;kiqu¢_stjp_ps: that
Ecnerate narrative and maximal responses from the, witnesses.. -:HE“FEr'IthFFLI!"!@)'
make use of positive declarative questions, which explains why there are so few in
the direct examination stages 1%. : S it [ e
. .One other thing that is evident_from his table is the little use of negative
uestions throughout the data. Those ihat pécir are uséd ih crg i$-¢Xanination which
feveats the powerful nature”of negativequestions “and”the oppressing hiature” of the
croms- examination stage, -For example, negative’yes/ng'is 0,5% in cross examination
while 1t is nil in direct examination, - Also negative declarative ;constitutes -3% in
Ut Nigeria s ot pat-a e i direct examination. This couty e due s ooy
that Nigeria “Irm @ native English !pcaking'cuunlry: 616 il . '.:1::.”. F
R ' i, ‘0l ry R ' . .
52 .tnrwtr'l'ypé “y _—
This first analysis will aleo cons

These include analysing thoge con



=3

Awka Joumal of Lingujs,tjcg and Languages If.-‘"a.JILL:l' Vol. 5 flmﬂj 33

are the backgrounded type. Backgrounded are those expressions that witnesses are
not expected to respond to, and which precede the final contribution of the lawyer.
Also, almost half of the answers constitute minimal responses (40%). Minimal
responses indicate that the witnesses are just required to answer either yes/or no, or
just to mention the name of something. If the percentage of backgrounded questions
is added to that of minimal responses, then this means that 68% of all testimonies are
made up of the lawyers’ questions, Therefore, only 25% are just the witnesses’
responses that supply highly informative answers. This finding shows that the
witnesses are not allowed to narrate their own story. During cross-examination, the
lawyers do not want the witnesses to present their own ideas and arguments. This is
because they already have their own prepared ideas and arguments that they want to
present to the court. In this regard, they always want to prevent the witnesses
presenting narrative and factual details about their ideas and arguments. Instead, the
lawyers prefer them to be giving minimal responses which will suit their purposes.

Table 2 Answer types
Examination Cross Exam. Total ]
Answer type NoR% C% |No R% C% . |No C%
Backgrounded |40 207 189 | 153 793 320 193 8.0
MR-Y 14 143 66 |84 857 176 08 142
MR-N 2. 150 09 {38 950 - 80 40 58
CTR-X 60 432 283 |79 568 16 139 202
Minimal Resp. |76 27.4 358 |[201 726 42.1 277 40.2
CTR-ELAB 2 43 09 |44 957 = 92 46 6.7
CTR-Y-ELAB 14 298 66 |33 702 69 ] 42068
-NELAB 4 103 19 |35 87 = 73 39 .57
CTR-XELAB 76874 258 |11 126 23 adi@Pid26
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Vo ot ST ot o e beny ey g htesties go

el i e L i M) L T3 562 . ., 25.8! 1].219-318 4.

Elab; Resp:'.+ [ 96 45.3: -*"'3‘3,1 CPPRORT 1075 R N V207, (R

T T | TR AL 3 T e 1T =0 TRl .'J 16,.6" '113."; 5-1-!: HAE )

= f a8 ' way ¥ W ':';4’1'3 ! |?9 ..45:? t - 5 iy

. -CTR-ELAB fa 94 543 lm 177 69.2 100 - 539 1001} -,

| TOTAL ' o 31%3[]_3 : F e T b 8w By

----- ol e & gl

il

o Planlelde 2T8ve it N b aili 4

Bl Tadd et e -ELAB = Content (Evasive), "
. = : msYBS,Cm. o e atl

SO el Ml Reshonses No CTR-Y-ELAB =Content elaborated, Yes ...

'”m_x‘;cﬂmcm (WH-Q) ... CTR-N-ELAB= Content claborated, No

# 4

. . ~CTR-X-ELAB=Content elaborated Wh-Q.: - -, ... .y . .0, 0,

AH IR T 1 [ bl Ll h I 1

eilsu';:vide:::t;ﬁu;ni the table is the high-proportion of elaborate responses (44%) in’

direct examination, and low proportion of same in cross-examination (16%) (lfll'l'll:Tlﬁl'lg.

'CTR-ELAB’, evasive responses). This is not surprising as the, finding, shows that-

during examination the emphasis is on ubtaiﬁiigﬁm_uin!um and na!*r_al_iyf informahnn
concerning the facts of the case from the witnesses. » During direct examiination, WH-

questions, especially the non-restricted type_ that will generate elaborated responses,
are more frequently used than during cross-examination.” « , | - s PR

between. minimal responses_in cross-examination (42%)_and examination (35%).
This slight difference is explained by the greater incidente of WH-question (CTR-X)
minimal responses during examination: It has already been shiown that WH-questions
are; more. frequent in ‘direct examination than'.in’ cross-examination, which ' are in
keeping with its friefidly natife., = =, ; - - T ' '
Another glaring finding that is evident from
of negative responses which confirms the finding of few questions found in table|2.
Much more glaring is’the negativie responses distribition, ‘which contrasts ‘sharply
St Yo e nion (% g s,
| g lure o : inati ! -

dl_""-,ff‘-}“?“-’!*“‘?":--.’;? 2a g PR rc?ﬂfx fmn u:uT f?d . min?h:-u 1) ior
of CTRX (WH g o Ih examiation stigs s fusiher shovin by the disiribuion

e “Auestion minimal responses) (28%) which also contrast slightly with

- Still 160king at the table i térmis of 18gal procédire; thigre iS”a ‘slight difference
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CTRFX-ELAB (WH-question content elaborated) (35%) during direct examination,
The higher occurrence of WH-question content elaborated (which generate, maxjmal
and narrative response) as compared to WI{-question minimal responses-during direct
examination suggests its friendly nature, LI ) b et
Furthermore, the fact thﬂ_t1 CTR-ELAB (content responses evasive) is higher in
coss-examination (9%) while 1" examination it is' :9% flrther" emphasizes'” the
mcooperative and hostile nature.of cross-examination: Since an evasive response is
reither positive nor negative, it shows that cross-examination is a challenging and
',t,:gumi:ﬂ[ﬂti\"ﬂ stage. i Y R TIREONC SRCTL T Y P/ I TYTR R H AU RN | ISR 4 |
Finally, in this section, the greater occurrence of backgrounded in cross-
eamination (32%) than™in “examiination ' (18.9%). furthér' gives' credence’' t" the
infriendly, uncooperative and hostile nature of cross-examination. During cross-
eramination, the lawyers: use speech. act:functions .moretto ‘control .and coerce :the
witnesses to their line of arguments,
; e gt mlt ad i et aly 0 S0 L Tu

T

60 Conclusion .\, it Sness o Vit ot e ot T

From the analysis above, we have seen how.question forms arv:: used by the 1awy¢:-é to
convince, control and coerce the witnesses, and how this reveals the power they have
over the witnesses. This'is made ‘possible' because of the asymmetrical ‘relationship
that exists between the judge, lawyers and prosecutors on one handand the défendant
ad the witnesses on.the other hand,. .We haye.also seen how the, forms of these
questions can constrain the type of responses. given. hy the ,witnesses.. This work
provides further empiricalievidence (from the!Nigerian perspective) for asymmetries
in power relations that often characterize typical courtroom discourses. Perhaps what
®main to be explored are the implip_qtigns.‘qf such _a;ym{qetgcul ‘rgla_!iqnst_hip:{p];
%uity, fairness and of course gpeedy dispensation of jiistice which further studies in
hal'ﬂil might provide solution tO.. v «.  cosdan Do ettt 1 LGV TH b
"“tlflld‘l'l'ladge:hehts At oty Bl i i R AR ..! ' o "o
The author is indebtéd to Professor-Jenny Thomas and Dr'Juné Luthjenbroers for
their comments on earlier drafts of this. paper. Also, the author, is, grateful. to the
sm:imm of International Education, New York (IE) for,prayiding.the-grant for this
y, . :




. power and asymmetrics In the Nigerfan courtroom discourse
Olanrewafu: Forensle Lingulstics! o R T T I

36

i . LR T LAY T
r Wl i LY T ] 1 P
!..; Bas # Fen.s I;-.-J i ll"' !-'J' -r"", 1, . -'__-‘_;: : L

i . ¥ ] I | .
i o i ) i alin R TRl [ Il l-I ‘, !, #p l " EL P (] y I- 'l n-...l‘

Hcfnfsenm & 19.911; T.-'r bff;'ngudf mu&rﬂﬂf" conirt -.\'merprerurr: in the jud.!'cfa! process.. c:m“w ;
Berk-Seligson, .

Uni'-'n::'slt}' of Chicago Press.

" L] 1 [} s
N L LT 11N e .-] _-"lr'; -nl.._:'__"

5 # i T -y
sl ' l‘r.'l-llpl

:  Chicagn Pross, N
Eushma.S 1994, an.i'wam'.r cmcagn Uﬂ“"’““}'p- ““‘.‘“ -"'“ B o e
Danet, B. 1988. ‘Baby’" or ‘Foetus': Lunsuasc and the *“"ﬂ"““‘ﬂn of mlity Sm!aﬂm. 32 187.219;. '

L]

H 1] j LG e 1) ) '[I Bo/? "y 0ebr g, ; el *
L)

i

D:.nct.E 1984, Studies nfl:gal discuursc. Teat 4, I 3, W ie v 4" '.!."::*l.-_ ;
Jf"

* |"'
Gm-:[;.-, E I?TE anard.s a thwr}' nf qu:atluinstlflﬂ Gﬁﬂﬁ}', E fd ;J Que.uﬂ::m )nnd' pnlfrmr.u
Cambndgc: Camhndgc Un:v:rm;,r Pn:ss T

: PRI A THT TT I TR TS L RRaIT T B ...:1::- :

~ French, P. & Coulthard, M 1994, Edimnal Inlmductmn. Forensic Hngui.mc:l (09 X7H S I TE R T e
RUEU I U G RATTHE T E Tt ]

Gibbons, 1. 1994, Language and the law. London: Longman, ' .

g g 7 1 *

Harris, 8. 1980, Language interaciion in magistrates” -::auﬂs Departm:ntﬂfLin;uis'l]Es'; Uﬁi;é:"li\t]rﬂ,l

Hnmngh.am. Enghmd Unpuhhshed Ph.D Thiesis Ml 1.2 iiith 0t 1 el 2 ol LOERN Ll i.»'
QI AT Y PUR LI LY s Bne te sipes a1

f-ﬂn:nnx-:. Vol. 49, 529, ) Aternational jjournal of. mﬁﬂfﬂn o

":";1'.! gt f'u”]' i "‘htl- s ll‘. "o '-,.'_- ;

}}:rm,s' 1989, Defendarit resistance o power and’ control in’ court, Tri: Cnlnman Hyweél' {nd-J Wﬂ'ﬂ&ﬂ'
with language, 131-164. Berlin: Mouton de'Gruytef, 1% v * +il7 m 1o LR
Hzrr!:.s 1994, Idmlug:cal exchan .

Wit Bes in Briligh mnnistntus cuuns. In Lan;uage and rﬁrkw I-m

T LI LI I By 8 L] 5 .
T NIUTLLG e o) b sanen o

Ifﬁ'J':‘:I:",'ﬁ'i?'rﬂ-k#{d‘??’!qm-:,@ﬂém;‘g;Inll'fr}u“""- '"'r'.n“ AT PO LI LT -:-!;n L L

e g

Loftus, E. F. 1977, Recons nstructjy,
(]
i Prr:peclivuin I.awann' PI.P-:IJ Memory Process in eyewitness Imt[mnnj. ln,Sa]f-l, B.. td-?k

ﬂfo
£, Vol 11; lhnTrlanmees + New York: PInnum 115*1 at: §

Luchjmbm 121993, Prage.:
' La Trobe Usivéréiy ,Au,.,,f:""" ”ff ’ﬂ fﬂﬂsua.rt prurmlng Unphbliahed Ph.D

e TSR 1];_ aiglnte

b !

|.l-

L] - —



L& I:."’- dal Y '11’.].;.‘, a1 balie e - | -Ilh'; LY |
" Awka Joumal of Linguistics and Languages (AJILL) Yol. 5 (2009) 137

i am;- T | AV oo -
| membmm J’ 199? In Yuur Own W":.rds "dt:::stmns :md ‘Answers in o' SU]:ln:mc court trial,

Joumnal of pragmaiics 27:477-503.

Manet, T. A, 1996. Trial rechniques. Bostom: Litile, Brown and Company,
S N TR AR R AT g [P BT A
Moeketsi, R. 1999, Discourse in a mni’lﬂmgnn! ﬂmf mufﬂhug:m! courtroom: A court interpreter's
guide. Pretoria: J. L Van Schaik Publishers. "

Ricber, R. W. & Stewart, W. A. 1990. The [nnguagc Sﬂlt:[ltlﬂt as expert in the setting. In"f.rma.r in
farrmmfurgnuncs: N:w ‘::mk ‘ﬂcadcm}' ﬂf Sclence.” 7" ”"‘ C B ERT o A

'1.

RS FEATEL A LI O T ST AL T RO T ..'. Ty
n,;my,ﬁ. 1999 Quemuningm mh:rprcied t:summly Famnrm Imgu}.mc.:* 6(1) 83- IDS AL
T JUor Ty Mown, oy

Schegloff, E. 1972. Sequencingin mmrerutmhal"opemngs In’ Gumperz, J ant!"D H}'m:ﬂ {l:ds.}
Dm-afam hsocwfmguiﬂfc.r 349-380 New Yﬁrk Holt: Rinchult'hnd Winston, ! b
R T L AR T TR T B - NEA LT Y e |.'|'. A AL l'l."-..l. i LI
Shuy, R. 2001 Discolirse nnnl}'ms in the Iegn] cnntext In Sch:ﬂ'nn D.; D: Taiinen & H: E Hnmlltﬂn.
]T::hr:wibml: af d!scaur.re mmi'ys:.r Maldén MLA: ‘Blackw:]l i’ubl:shmg"ﬂ?-dﬁi

N B R O W S T S FA T BT L L TR PO lu'?l,,_'; By !

Solan, LM 19'93 T?u Ianguagc of_rudge.r Chmag{:- Unwemt}' of Chlczga Press ™) ¢ o Lo

ST AT R0 UL A LT YT W DT FURNA T i

Stygall G. 1994. Trial language: Differential discourse processing and du'cursivr'fanﬁﬂfiam

Amstierdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
roib.anettal O]
Walker, A.' 1987 Linguistic manipulation, power and the. Icgal setting:, In. Kedar,. L.,(ed.) Power
¢+ through discourse. 57-79. Norwood, NI abtcx,[ il omte omadl sl i 2

Wnll:n- A.G."1993, Quutmning yaung ch:lcfrcn tn -:uuﬂ CA Iingmstu: casefsmdy In: Luw and ﬁunmn

E-thav!aur‘u’ull‘fﬂul IR R T O RR VR BT T TP L TEIY I U FTRROT | FLE § SRR TR0 TRART

il TR B TP TON B OPLI J FE T i S it e D 0) dearv o i R L .-:
Woodbury, H. 1984, Thg;rmmgm use of questions in court, Scmmtma 48,197-228. , niv v L1
N g IR 1T B PP T L B R L R T R L -_nll.! % R AR
Lhe' b Lt h.;:'.'..'-.rt.h P A T BV s A S T T Y R YLt LY I T K N
:.' ;.t.‘l.'l'.i ! I :;[“'.' iTake ) 7 ,"";I- L o PRl | f:.-‘}' :-':*;i vl [ l: -Hl { 4 aerid 1ot
B b Anvie anennLd ta el ol UL W LY T TN egg =AU i Lunas
Widelin et 1o etilnt sy ey Lil) SRR VI Y TP LEPUT] R} (319 AP IR S 1 TR PR



