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Abstract
The present study examines the testimonies of former President
Mohamed Hosni Mubarak and former Minister of the Interior,
Habib Al-Adly, in the case of storming Egyptian prisons and
Eastern borders during the 2011 events in Egypt. By employing the
Griffiths Question Map developed by Griffiths and Milne (2006)
and Zuczkowski et al's (2014) Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing model, the study examines the types of questions asked
to Mubarak and Al-Adly in the case in question. It also investigates
how both witnesses construct epistemicity in their testimonies as
well as the relation between the types of questions asked and the
epistemic positions adopted by Mubarak and Al-Adly in their
testimonies. Results reveal that both witnesses received a number
of productive questions (e.g. open questions and probing questions)
and unproductive questions (e.g. multiple questions and forced
choice questions). It has been found that epistemicity is constructed
in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies by employing a number of
lexical and morphosyntactic markers to take up the Knowing,
Unknowing and Believing positions. The analysis also shows that
Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Knowing position more frequently
than the Unknowing and the Believing positions when answering
productive and unproductive questions. The frequency of
occurrence of the Knowing position is higher when answering
productive questions in the testimonies of both Mubarak and Al-
Adly.
Keywords: Epistemicity - storming prisons - Eastern borders -
Griffiths Question Map - the Knowing, Unknowing and Believing
model.
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1. Introduction

The court is an important legal institution whose mission is
to do justice in every case to make sure it is served to all those who
need it because justice "represents the legal system used to achieve
fair treatment of people, a medium to advocate the equality of all
citizens before the law and the supremacy of the law above
everyone" (Sanni, 2016, p. 1). Therefore, the language used in
courtroom interaction differs from the one used in daily
conversations, different speech events as well as different types of
professional and institutional interaction. Indeed, language is an
essential means in delivering justice in the judicial process, in
general, and courtroom proceedings, in particular, since "laws,
judgments, judicial proceedings are all conducted through
language" (Sanni, 2016, p.1). In the courtroom, language is used by
judges, prosecutors, attorneys, counsels and witnesses for various
purposes such as examination, cross-examination, persuasion,
conviction, acquittal, and eliciting information. Questioning
witnesses is part and parcel of trials as their testimonies have an
impact on the final verdicts. Therefore, the communication of
knowledge on the part of witnesses and the degree of certainty
(knowledge), uncertainty (belief) or neither certainty nor
uncertainty (unknowledge) of information play an important role in
shaping the judge's knowledge and the verdict reached. One
important Egyptian court case in which the degree of knowledge,
unknowledge or belief communicated in the witnesses' testimony
was a central part of the trial is that of "storming prisons and
Eastern borders". Two key witnesses in this case whose
testimonies were broadcast and received wide attention are former
President Mohamed Hosni Mubarak and former Minister of the
Interior Habib Al-Adly.
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2. Aims of the Study

Language is the foundation stone of judicial institutions
which practice law, including courts "in which not only what is
said determines the verdict, but indeed also how it is said"
(Mortensen & Mortensen, 2017, p. 401). Participants in courtroom
proceedings, including judges, attorneys and witnesses, employ
language in the form of question-answer exchanges to gain
thorough and detailed knowledge on the various cases examined
and provide admissible evidence. Therefore, the types of questions
asked and not only witnesses' testimonies but also their
epistemicity, i.e. the degree of certainty displayed when making
statements concerning having certain, uncertain or no knowledge
about the case presented, play an essential role in the final ruling
made. This is because the questions asked in trials give witnesses
"a chance to tell their own stories, to build acceptability and thus
persuade the jury of their version of facts" (Monsefi, 2012, p. 46).
The different degrees of certainty and uncertainty are expressed
using lexical and morphosyntactic markers. In this respect, the
present study attempts to answer the following research questions:

1- What are the types of questions asked by the judge in the court
case of storming Egypt's Eastern borders and springing key
Muslim Brotherhood figures from prison?

2- How is epistemicity (epistemic stance) constructed in the
testimony of Mubarak and Al-Adly?

3- What is the relation between the types of questions asked and
the Knowing, Unknowing and Believing positions adopted by
Mubarak and Al-Adly in their testimonies?

3. Data and Methodology

The testimonies of former President, Hosni Mubarak, and
former Minister of the Interior, Habib Al-Adly, in the retrial of
former President Mohamed Morsi and other key figures in the
Muslim Brotherhood in the "storming prisons and Eastern borders"
case constitute the data of the present study. It is considered one of
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the most sensitive cases as it concerns Egypt's national security
which has been endangered during the early days of the January
25™ Revolution when militants from the Gaza strip breached the
country's Eastern border, infiltrated through the tunnels, attacked
police headquarters, killed police and armed forces personnel,
attacked jails, and freed Muslim Brotherhood figures from a
number of prisons across the country. Mubarak's 90-minute
testimony took place on Wednesday, December 26, 2018. Al-
Adly's testimony on October 28, 2018, which lasted for three
hours, is analyzed in the present study. Videos of Mubarak's and
Al-Adly's testimonies have been downloaded from YouTube and
manually transcribed by the researcher. It is believed that the
extreme importance and sensitive nature of the case have an effect
on the Knowing, Unknowing and Believing epistemic positions
taken by Mubarak and Al-Adly in their testimonies.

Two frameworks are employed in the study to examine the
types of questions directed to Mubarak and Al-Adly as well as the
epistemic positions adopted by each witness in his testimony.
These are: the Griffiths Question Map (GQM) developed by
Griffiths and Milne (2006) and the Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing (KUB) model proposed by Zuczkowski et al. (2014). To
analyze the data, the qualitative and quantitative approaches are
used. In the qualitative analysis, illustrative examples of the
different types of productive and unproductive questions as well as
of the lexical and morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing,
Unknowing and Believing positions are underlined and interpreted.
The examples are translated into English but the analysis is carried
out on the Arabic version since this is the mother tongue of both
witnesses and the language used in the trial. In the quantitative
analysis, the judge's questions are classified into the two categories
given in the GQM, namely the productive and unproductive
categories. The types of each of these categories which have been
found in the data are manually counted. Similarly, the lexical and
morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing, Unknowing and
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Believing positions employed in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
testimonies are manually counted. The frequency of occurrence of
the types of productive and unproductive questions and the lexical
and morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing positions in the data are tabulated, then differences in the
frequency of occurrence of all the analyzed types of questions and
markers of the three epistemic positions in Mubarak's and Al-
Adly's testimonies are interpreted.

4. Theoretical Background

4.1 Forensic Linguistics

Forensic linguistics is a growing area of applied linguistics
that examines the interaction between language and judicial
settings. It refers to "the interface between language, crime and
law, where /law includes law enforcement, judicial matters,
legislation, disputes or proceedings in law" (Olsson, 2008, p. 3).
Since law is considered a linguistic institution, in Forensic
Linguistics, linguistic knowledge and methods are applied to
forensic texts and contexts, including police investigations, crimes,
civil legal processes, threatening letters, trials, authorship
detection, judicial procedures, emails, text messages and suicide
notes (Farinde, 2008; Monsefi, 2012; Oxburgh et al., 2016). Thus,
Forensic Linguistics covers a wide range of topics ranging from
legal language to plagiarism detection, and has a broad scope that
includes, but is not limited to, Forensic Phonetics, Forensic
Stylistics, Forensic Discourse Analysis and Courtroom Discourse
(Coulthard & Johnson, 2010; Sanni, 2016).

4.2 Courtroom Discourse

Since a court is a judicial institution where fair hearings and
trials take place to promote justice, courtroom talk and interaction
are essential components of the courtroom as an institutional
context (Catoto, 2017; Monsefi, 2012; Sanni, 2016). Accordingly,
courtroom discourse is primarily concerned with the analysis of the
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language employed in courtroom proceedings which include
"presentation of evidence, hearing testimonies of both parties,
discourse between witnesses/defendants and interrogators, and the
promulgation of decision" (Ceballos & Sosas, 2018, p. 18).

In court proceedings, the focus is on the analysis of legal
language as object, process and instrument. As an object, legal
language highlights its tenacity due to the linguistic features and
structures used in it. As a process, the interaction in which legal
language is used and how it — legal language — establishes and
maintains institutional power are analyzed. As an instrument,
analysis of court proceedings shows how legal language is used to
achieve social goals (Ceballos & Sosas, 2018; Susanto, 2016;
Stygall, 1994). Moreover, examining the legal language used in
courtroom proceedings reflects how meaning is produced in the
trial as well as how the use of language establishes power relations
in the court (Ceballos & Sosas, 2018; Mooney, 2014; Olsson,
2004; Stygall, 1994; Susanto, 2016). The act of questioning that
takes place in court proceedings is the most distinctive linguistic
feature that characterizes legal talk in various forensic settings such
as police interviews, examination and cross-examination in court
trials (Holt & Johnson, 2010, p. 21).

4.3 The Griffiths Question Map (GOM)

In the Griffith's (2006) Question Map, the different types of
questions are divided into two categories: productive and non-
productive. Productive questions are the proper way to obtain an
appropriate account or data from interviewees concerning a case.
They are divided into open questions, probing questions and
appropriate closed yes/no questions. Open questions elicit full
responses from witnesses who are obliged to provide truthful
answers and accurate accounts of the events of the story relevant to
the case. Examples of open questions include "Describe everything
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that happened in the shop?" and "Tell me about the argument with
your wife?" Probing questions are intrusive and require giving
specific answers with respect to the details of the case. They
usually start with question words like "who", "what", "why",
"where", "when", "which" or "how". These questions help obtain
more details following a witness' initial account of the story. An
example of probing questions is "You said you pushed your wife
over, which part of her body hit the ground first" Appropriate
closed yes/no questions such as "Did you strike the other man more
than the one time you have described?" are used to conclude a
topic, draw definite remarks, confirm or clarify a point and
establish legal points after open and probing questions have been
asked (Catoto, 2017; Griffiths & Milne, 20006).

Unproductive questions are associated with poor
questioning and include five types of questions. These are: the
inappropriate closed yes/no questions, leading questions, multiple
questions, forced choice questions, and opinion or statement.
Inappropriate closed yes/no questions such as "Could you describe
the man who pushed you?" allow witnesses to give undetailed
answers and can decrease the range of responses available to
witnesses. Leading questions make witnesses give an answer in
formal content (e.g. "Are you normally that aggressive after
drinking?"). Multiple questions include several sub-questions
asked at once, thereby making it difficult to determine the one the
witness is expected to answer. This is seen in "How did you get
there, what did you do inside and when did you first decide to steal
the car?" This type of questions can also include multiple concept
questions in which the witness is asked about two concepts at once,
as in "What did they look like?" Forced choice questions provide
the witness a limited number of responses which affects the
amount of information given on the case. This is shown in "Did
you kick or punch the other woman?" In opinion or statement,
rather than asking a question, opinions are given and statements
put out to witnesses, as in "I think you did assault the other person"
(Catoto, 2017; Griffiths & Milne, 2006).
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4.4 Epistemicity in Discourse

Stance is an important aspect of daily communication in
human discourse. Du Bois (2007) defines stancetaking as "a public
act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt
communicative means, of simultaneously evaluating objects,
positioning subjects (self and others), and aligning with other
subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of the sociocultural
field" (p. 163). Wu (2004) holds that "stance is a speaker's
indication of how he/she knows about, is commenting on, or is
taking an effective or other position toward the person or matter
being addressed" (p. 3). Stance also "refers to the particular
viewpoint or enunciational position of the speaker/writer or of
some other subject of conception, which reflects their attitudes,
assessments and knowledge concerning the designated event
and/or the communicated proposition" (Marin-Arrese, 2011, pp.
194-195). Stancetaking is further defined as "a form of social
action, involving the expression of the speaker's/writer's personal
attitudes, beliefs or assessments concerning events and their
commitment with respect to the communicated proposition”
(Marin-Arrese, 2013, p. 411). These definitions indicate that stance
expresses a speaker's attitude and viewpoint towards an issue,
his/her evaluation of a person or a matter, commitment to the
content of a proposition, and display of knowledge with respect to
an issue.

Stancetaking is of two types: effective stance and epistemic
stance (epistemicity). The former refers to the speaker's/writer's
assessment of a person, an issue or an event, and position regarding
the necessity, desirability or possibility of the occurrence of events
(Marin-Arrese, 2011, 2013; Tracy, 2011). Acts of effective stance
aim "at determining or influencing the course of reality itself, and
play a direct role in persuasion and in the legitimization of actions"
(Marin-Arrese, 2013, p. 411). Epistemic stance, which is the focus
of the present study, refers to the speaker's/writer's display of
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certainty or doubt with respect to a proposition or state of affairs,
and his/her commitment to the truth of the information provided
(Keisanen, 2007; Marin-Arrese, 2015; Szczyrbak, 2018; Tracy,
2011). This is indicated by Marin-Arrese (2015) who holds that
acts of epistemic stance

pertain to the positioning of the speaker/writer with
respect to knowledge about described events and their
commitment to the validity of the communicated
information. They are characteristically aimed at the
legitimization of the assertions, through the expression of
speaker/writer's degree of certainty regarding the
realization of the event and/or the reference to the sources
and modes of access to that knowledge. (p. 211)

Accordingly, markers of epistemic stance indicate concern with the
hearer's acceptance of the speaker's certainty or doubt regarding
knowledge about events. They also signal evidence to prove the
truth of a proposition, the source of information and perspective
from which information is provided (Biber et al., 1999; Marin-
Arrese, 2013).

4.5 The Knowing, Unknowing and Believing Model

The different degrees of certainty or uncertainty depend on
the source of information and the way it was obtained, i.e.
evidentiality. Information can be gained through perception (i.e.
the five senses and proprioception) and cognition (i.e. memory,
imagination, thought, etc.). For example, verbal expressions such
as "I know", "I remember", "I see", "I think", "I imagine", "I
believe" and "I suppose" are evidential markers as "opinions,
beliefs, imagined scenarios, suppositions etc. are also considered to
be modes of knowing and in this respect are sources of
information" (Philip et al., 2013, p. 9).

In the KUB model, proposed by Zuczkowski et al. (2014),
there are three evidential and epistemic categories of information
that represent different stances speakers adopt to position
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themselves in relation to the information communicated in
interaction. These are: the Known (certain), the Unknown (neither
certain nor uncertain) and the Believed (uncertain).

The Known includes the information that speakers/writers
communicate as certain based on evidentiality (i.e. what they
perceive) or epistemicity (i.e. what they infer/deduct). For
example, in "I see that Mary is on the beach", certainty is
expressed through the evidential perceptual verb "I see", which is
the source of information, and the declarative structure (Szczyrbak,
2018; Zuczkowski et al., 2014). Thus, the Knowing position refers
to "all information that speakers/writers sat they 'Know' in the
broadest sense (i.e. they perceive, remember, etc.)"(Philip et al.,
2013, p. 10). When a speaker/writer communicates a piece of
information as Known (evidentiality), he/she is also
communicating it as being certain (epistemicity). Similarly,
information communicated as certain is also communicated as
Known (Bongelli, 2012, 2013; Zuczkowski et al., 2014).

The Unknown refers to the information that speakers/writers
communicate as neither certain nor uncertain because they lack it.
The missing information has to be present since otherwise
speakers/writers cannot communicate certainty or uncertainty. For
example, in "I do not know where Mary is" and "Where is Mary?",
the speaker/writer indicates lack of evidential knowledge of Mary's
location. Thus, the absence of the source of information creates an
informational gap that lacks epistemic commitment (Philip et al.,
2013; Szczyrbak, 2018; Zuczkowski et al., 2014).

The Believed refers to information that expresses a
speaker's/writer's beliefs, suppositions, opinions, doubts and
assumptions. In other words, the Believing position comprises
information that is communicated not as known but as probable,
possible or uncertain, i.e. "information that speakers/writers say
they do not know if or do not know whether" (Philip et al., 2013, p.
10). For example, in saying "I do not know if Alex is on the beach"
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or "[ think that Mary is on the beach", "I think", which is an
evidential cognitive marker, indicates uncertainty as the speaker
communicates knowledge about the possibility or likelihood of the
situation but does not know if it is true. Thus, information that
speakers/writers communicate as Believed is communicated as
being uncertain and vice versa (Bongelli at al., 2012, 2013; Philip
et al.,, 2013; Szczyrbak, 2018; Zuczkowski et al., 2014). The
difference between the Believed (i.e. not knowing whether) and the
Unknown (i.e. not knowing) is that absence or lack of knowledge
characterizes all information communicated as Unknown.
However, information that represents beliefs, doubts or
suppositions is uncertain or unconfirmed (Philip et al., 2013,
Zuczkowski et al., 2014).

To sum, information communicated as certain 1is
communicated as something that is known to be true (the Known).
Information communicated as uncertain is not known whether it is
true or false (the Believed). Information communicated as neither
certain or uncertain is communicated as unknown (the Unknown).
(Bongelli et al., 2013; Zuczkowski et al., 2014).

4.6 Markers of the Known, the Unknown and the Believed

According to Zuczkowski et al. (2014) the Known/Certain,
Unknown and the Believed/Uncertain are indicated in texts by
employing a number of lexical and morphosyntactic markers. A
summary of these markers is shown in Table (1) which is adopted

from Zuczkowski et al. (2014, p. 129).
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Table (1): Lexical and morphosyntactic markers of the Known, the
Unknown and the Believed

Markers Known Unknown Believed
Lexical markers | Evidential verbs (I | Negative form of | Epistemic verbs
remember) the evidential | (I suppose)
verbs of the
Epistemic verbal | Known (I don't | Verbal epistemic
expressions (I | remember) expressions (it is
have no doubt) possible)
Adjectives
Epistemic Epistemic
adverbials (surely) adjectives  and
adverbials
(likely, perhaps)
Modal verbs
Morphosyntactic | Clauses in the | 'Literal' Modal verbs in
markers present, past and | interrogatives conditional and
future with no | (i.e. excluding | subjunctive
lexical evidential | rhetorical moods
or epistemic | questions,
marker question tags, | If clauses
etc.)

Epistemic future

As shown in table (1), Known information (certainty) is indicated

in texts by means of three groups of lexical markers. The first of

these is evidential verbs in the first person singular or plural in the
present simple tense (e.g. "I remember", "I know", "I see"), or in
the third person singular or plural (e.g. "it tastes like", "it brings to
mind", "it reminds me", "they recall me", "they remind me"). The
second group comprises epistemic verbal expressions of certainty
(e.g. "I am convinced", "I have no doubt", "I am sure"). The third
group of lexical markers of the Known is epistemic adverbials such
as "surely", "undoubtedly", and '"certainly". Morphosyntactic
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markers that communicate Known information are present, past
and future declarative sentences in the indicative mood even in the
absence of epistemic or evidential markers as in "Alex was on the
beach yesterday" and "Peter will be at home tomorrow" (Bongelli
et al., 2012, 2013; Riccioni et al., 2013; Philip et al., 2013).

Lexically, the Unknown is expressed through the negation
of the evidential verbs that indicate the Known when used in the
affirmative (e.g. "I don't remember", "I don't know", "I don't see").
The negative forms of these verbs signal absence or lack of
certainty rather than uncertainty (Believed). The same applies to
adjectives whether they are with negative prefixes such as "The
cause of the technical fault is unknown" or whose copular verb is
used in the negative (e.g. "The cause of the glitch is not known").
Literal interrogatives are morphosyntactic markers of the Unknown
as the interrogative pronouns "who...?", "where...?", "what...?",
"when...?" and "how...?" signal that the speaker/writer has no
information about an issue or a person (Philip et al., 2013;
Szczyrbak, 2018; Zuczkowski et al., 2014).

The Believed (uncertainty) is communicated via some
lexical and morphosyntactic markers. The former include epistemic
verbs (e.g. "I suppose", "I assume", "I believe", "I doubt", "I/we

nn

think", "I imagine", "it seems to me"), verbal epistemic expressions
(e.g. "it is probable", "it is possible", "I am not certain/uncertain",
"l am not sure"), epistemic adjectives (e.g. "possible", "likely",

nn

"unlikely"), adverbs (e.g. "perhaps", "probably") and modal verbs
such as "can", "could", "may", "might", "must", "would" and
"should" when used epistemically. Three groups of
morphosyntactic markers are used to communicate information.
The first is modal verbs used in the conditional and subjunctive
moods. The second group comprises conditional structures (i.e. If
clauses) in which the Believed is expressed in the protasis and

apodosis. The zero conditional is an exception as the present
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simple is used in both the protasis and apodosis, and "if" is
paraphrased by a temporal conjunction and does not communicate
uncertainty. The last group is the epistemic future which refers to
the conjectural use of "will" that can be paraphrased by other
Believed (uncertainty) expressions. For example, in a plausible
context, the phrase "He'll be at home now" when used to answer
the question "where is Peter?" is considered an epistemic future as
it can be paraphrased with "I think that Peter is at home" or
"Perhaps Peter is at home" (Bongelli et al., 2012, 2013, 2019;
Philip et al., 2013; Riccioni et al., 2013).

Previous research on courtroom discourse has mainly
focused on different aspects of questioning and cross-examination
(Biscetti, 2006; Catoto, 2017; Chang, 2004; Dong 2013; Eades,
2008; Gibbons, 2008; Hobbs, 2003; Monsefi, 2012; Sanni, 2016;
Satia, 2013; Tkacukova, 2010; Villanueva & Ranosa-Madrunio,
2016), argumentation in the courtroom (Jianmin, 2015; Mazzi,
2010; Toll & Shi, 2019; Toska, 2012), court judgments (Cheng &
Cheng, 2014; Cheng & Jiamin, 2018; Cruz & Parina, 2015;
Hernadez, 2017; Le et al., 2008; Ranosa-Madrunio, 2013; Moneva,
2013; Pei, 2015), and power in the court (Al-Gublan, 2015;
Olanrewaju, 2010; Supardi, 2016; Tehseem & Ali, 2015).
Although some studies have been conducted on evidentiality and
epistemic stancetakinng in courtroom discourse (Ibanez &
Kotwica, 2020; Mininni et al., 2014; Mortensen & Mortensen,
2017; Szczyrbak, 2013, 2014, 2018) a few studies have examined
epistemicity in witnesses' testimonies (Mortensen & Mortensen,
2017; Szczyrbak, 2018). Given the scant academic attention that
epistemic stancetaking in the courtroom discourse has received, the
presents study attempts to fill this gap in the literature by
examining epistemicity in the testimony of former President Hosni
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Mubarak and former Minister of the Interior Habib Al-Adly in the
legal case of breaching Egypt's Eastern borders and breaking jails.
To the researcher's knowledge, no studies have examined epistemic
stance in the testimonies of Arabic-speaking witnesses in general
or Arab politicians during or following the Arab spring in
particular.

5. Analysis
In this section, the different types of questions employed by

the judge in the "storming prisons and Eastern borders" case are
presented and analyzed. It also analyses the epistemic stances
adopted by Mubarak and Al-Adly in their testimonies by
presenting the lexical and morphosyntactic markers employed by
each witness to communicate Knowing (certain), Unknowing
(neither certain nor uncertain) and Believing (uncertain)
information concerning the case.

5.1 Types of Questions
The two main types of questions proposed by Griffiths and Milne

(2006) in the GQM, namely the productive and unproductive
questions, have been found in the data. As for the sub-types of
productive questions, open questions are asked to Al-Adly only
whereas probing questions and appropriate closed yes/no questions
are asked to both Mubarak and Al-Adly. Extract (1) demonstrates
an open question addressed to Al-Adly.

Extract (1)

agle il Lol 13l 48 5l 5 gaad) e Apial) jualiell (aey Jlus S Ja il
fsben ol ae palusall () A delan lald

(Judge: Was the infiltration of some foreign elements through the

Eastern borders an implementation of the agreement between MB

leaders and those of Hamas?)

(o)
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pad kel
(Al-Adly: Yes.)
el (e xSl (a5 o ol
(Judge: How did you make sure?)
LAy & Aday) i LIS alaal) : okal)
(Al-Adly: All events are interrelated.)
i juima Ul g 1l
(Judge: Explain to us.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In this example, when Al-Adly affirms that some foreign
elements infiltrated the Eastern borders to implement what has
been agreed upon between leaders of the Muslim Brotherhood and
those of Hamas, and justifies his assurance by saying &S cilaa¥)

"Uam ae 4k ji" (All events are interrelated), the judge asks an
open question, namely "¢ s W = " (Explain to us) to urge Al-
Adly to elaborate and give a longer and more detailed answer to
the previous question "felld e @St CaS 4" (How did you make
sure?), thereby giving more precise information and details to
prove what he says.

Extracts (2) and (3) present probing questions asked to
Mubarak and Al-Adly, respectively.

Extract (2)
Ol ezl 8 Lgiaaleay 1oald Al G sand) daad aodaind Ja ozl
(Judge: Can you determine the prisons they attacked to release
prisoners, as you state?)

PRI PP N PPX P U
(Mubarak: Mainly Wadi Al-Natroun prison.)

(o)
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s kil ol 5 4l Lalad o 5 phaill (g3l 5 2 aaldl
(Judge: Mainly Wadi Al-Natroun prison. Why Wadi Al-Natroun?)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (2), when Mubarak is asked to name the prisons
that were attacked to release prisoners, he says "Lslul (5 kil g2l 5"
(Mainly Wadi Al-Natroun). Focusing on this particular prison
although the judge wanted to know all other prisons that were
attacked drives him — the judge — to ask the probing question 4"
"tosokill gy (Why Wadi Al-Natroun?) to make the witness
provide reasons for his answer and explain the infiltrators' concern
with this prison in particular.

Extract (3)

o e

au cals u,gi ‘5..4\33\
(Judge: Where were the meetings held, and when was that
exactly?)

Flagaat @l IS e g lelalll &

O sAYT ol ae | shoan ) Gaelill) gy B sy CalS gl S Y r ol

il e Jall S e g erg s 8 SIS ulen o
(Al-Adly: I don't remember, of course. They were held in Beirut.
The two meetings that took place between MB leaders and Hamas

were held in Beirut. I don't remember the exact date.)

(Judge: What was the focus of these meetings?)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In this extract, AL-Adly is required to provide information
about the meetings that were held between MB leaders and Hamas.
After saying where the meetings took place, Al-Adly is asked a
probing question "flellll lli & Euoall )sae 8 " (What was the
focus of these meetings) so as to give detailed information about

(2]



Epistemicity in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's Testimonies in the "Storming
Prisons and Eastern Borders" case: The Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing Positions
Dr. Marwa Mohamed Khamis

(AaSaa Aale Alaa) 4 g 5l g Ao Laia ) g Auilaady) i gadl g bl pall Julll (531 9 Adaa

what went on in these meetings and what the parties involved in
them agreed upon.

Mubarak and Al-Adly were also asked appropriate closed
yes/no questions that aim to establish legal points as the witnesses
clarify their answers based on the content of the questions. This is
shown in extracts (4) and (5).

Extract (4)
olan (e oAV paliall ae cpalusad) 1aY) delen gl BaY) il
(Judge: Have you heard of the agreement between the Muslim

Brotherhood and elements from Hamas and the Palestinian
Movement?)

JSi ey Ul oY) dely ecdluasll 8 Giiide Ll Ul iiranse Y 2dl
Lsand (i pall (8 Ayl o dsana (i ) sisas o) ddll o lgaaa e
Osohill (635 Gl aghyjh b Ao Al QL] ey o ) sena Al ol e
SAY el
(Mubarak: No, I haven't heard about it. I don't get into details
concerning individuals. I know things in general. They attacked
Sheikh Zowaid and killed people. They attacked the police in Al-
Arish, the State Security Office and some police stations on their
way to Wadi Al-Natroun prison and the other prisons.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (4), the judge asks Mubarak a closed yes/no
question to know whether he heard about the agreement between
the Muslim Brotherhood and elements from Hamas and the
Palestinian Movement. Although the question is answerable by
either yes or no only, Mubarak, in addition to denying knowing

(o]
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about the agreement saying "_fisess " (No, I haven't heard about
it), provides extra information that is related to the question,
though not included in it, to clarify what he knows about the deeds
perpetrated by the parties that the judge asks about, namely Hamas
and the Muslim Brotherhood.

Extract (5)
il Joas Aol (el e 8 Jeas (i ) 8 deas A jpesil) 4y 1 alad)
Cpibal gl e ety @il 3 padlly clallall lia ) cliidl Jeas
Jan adiin naey o) JAY)
(Al-Adly: The devastation in Al-Arish first happened in the State
Security Office, Rafah checkpoint and the establishments there.
Citizens and personnel were heavily shot.)
¢ &"” o )s: j ;‘;_.z.\jl\
(Judge: Did this result in deaths?)
Lo 50 wgSue YV Ialla ol il W5 aals 03 Gisan I fsagaae (al sall
@Ol iyl I esas) g Adain g laa )€ T aae ¢ oaill lase (A deas
A a4 B S 00 ey Tl g (e Relenll s
Ay S (5 sia o B Al (5 s o ¢ an (g st o OS] (G setie
ket Gmar lad OIS (AT Ghalie s (el 8 deas I (5 s e
(Al-Adly: Of course it resulted in deaths. A foreigner who comes
to overthrow a regime doesn't care about the citizen's life. He
doesn't care how many will die or whether this person is an officer
or a soldier. This is what happened in Tahrir square. There were so

many deaths and one gun or weapon. At the time of shooting,
nothing is calculated. This happens afterwards when we start to
know the number of deaths and what was or was not destroyed.
What happened all over Egypt, whether in Cairo, Alexandria, Al-
Arish or other places, was destruction in every sense of the word.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

(o)
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In this extract, Al-Adly talks about the devastation that
happened in Al-Arish. When he says that the State Security Office,
Rafah checkpoint and other establishments were destroyed and
citizens and personnel were shot, the judge asks him a closed
yes/no question which is "8 e " (Did this result in deaths?).
Rather than merely confirming the presence of deaths, Al-Adly
explains the reason for the presence of a large number of deaths.
Although the judge's question requires yes or no as an answer with
no further explanation, Al-Adly deems it necessary not to say that
the acts committed in Al-Arish resulted in deaths but also to make
use of the context of the question to relate what happened in Al-
Arish to the destruction that swept through Egypt.

As for unproductive questions, it has been found that
inappropriate closed yes/no questions and multiple questions are
addressed to both Mubarak and Al-Adly. Leading questions are
asked to Mubarak only whereas forced choice questions are
addressed only to Al-Adly. No personal opinions or statements are
put either to Mubarak or Al-Adly instead of asking questions. In
answering inappropriate closed yes/no questions, both Mubarak
and Al-Adly give evasive answers, as shown in extracts (6) and

(7).

Extract (6)

sl Gaa ol Jlasill 138 Ge G ginsa agisny (aladl yand alaind Ja 1 aalil
a0l Jala

(Judge: Can you specify the ones responsible for the infiltration or

who actually infiltrated into the country?)

[ o5 ]
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il gl Vs ity by il Jao i Auda Jas i Jl il aa ol

Aaberdl gt sl
(Mubarak: They infiltrated. To infiltrate means to sneak or enter
the tunnel and come out. They spread and met people who
facilitated the process.)

0 Jala Y agllos Jagasiy | sal8 () (alasV1 eV 58 (ha 2 aalil
(Judge: Who are the ones who facilitated their infiltration into the
country?)

A agioh (38 e sl Jladi e il 1 e
(Mubarak: People from North Sinai. I don't know their identity.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In this extract, when the judge asks Mubarak if he can tell
who was responsible for the infiltration of foreign elements into the
country or who actually infiltrated, Mubarak does not give an
answer. Rather, he explains what "to infiltrate" means saying Jls"
"ok . S (To infiltrate...out) and says that when the intruders
crossed the borders, they went to different places and met people
who facilitated this process. Because Mubarak's reply is evasive as
he does not say who helped foreign elements cross the borders, the
judge repeats his question, saying "$234. ¥ «"(Who are the
ones...country?) to elicit a direct answer and he succeeds in doing
so as Mubarak answers directly saying "..elww Jd e ol
(People from North Sinai...).

Extract (7)
e alid 2 D gaadl el e 3 il e paliall ol cukad Ja sl

?Z\:IE‘)A;J\ de;j\

(Judge: Did these elements manage to take control of the border

crossing points after they infiltrated across the eastern borders?)

(o)




Epistemicity in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's Testimonies in the "Storming
Prisons and Eastern Borders" case: The Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing Positions
Dr. Marwa Mohamed Khamis

(AaSaa Aale Alaa) 4 g 5l g Ao Laia ) g Auilaady) i gadl g bl pall Julll (531 9 Adaa

Gl sl eled) Jldll dlae 383 & agielly dadll aa (e IS Ll 5 38 : Jalad)
b iy Ay ) il | panla lle S U jualiall s podl ine Lealg O
Lslae «g sumsall (i 5 ,AY1 Agall (o aludll (S5 oy ) Aalud) ) sardial g
Llee e @l @l elel) Glie (S eas Gl adially a2 ) ) (U} Gllee
Gl f 5l (7) Alaiall il 8 el g cailSE 3 gaadl e g OF S e s 4l
Alee g (g0 Lankad (g 4 Ul GSLESY) e ) gy Lasda JAJalL Ayiaal) 3 50
LSl
(Al-Adly: Part of the plan to infiltrate was to distract the forces. I
mean, the Bedouins and the elements who infiltrated attacked the
police stations and Rafah checkpoint, and used gun weapons. Al-
Qassam Brigades, on the other side, did the same thing. They used
RPGs and explosives to distract the forces so as not to know that
these elements will infiltrate through the cross-border tunnels.
Border Guard Forces in Area (C) and interior police forces were
involved in these fire fights. Of course, this facilitated the
infiltration of these elements.)
S iiate ¥ 55 yhandl agl (38a) 5 gyl 2 ualdl
(Judge: Yes but did they take control of the border crossing points
or not?)
3okl ek agl (gaadl; alal)
(Al-Adly: Of course they took control of these points).
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In extract (7), Al-Adly is asked about whether the foreign
elements that infiltrated across the borders managed to dominate
the border crossing points. Instead of providing a direct answer, he
evades the closed yes/no question by giving detailed, albeit
unrequired, information concerning how these succeeded in
illegally crossing the borders. Because this evasive reply does not

(o)
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answer the judge's question, he repeats the question again and asks
for a specific and direct answer which Al-Adly provides, saying
"k 3 jlawdl agd (38531 (Of course, they took control of these points).

Multiple questions are shown in extracts (8) and (9).

Extract (8)

oilen 38 n ALl a5 A D AN B )55 QS eumt By el Loy aldl)

GEY) e yeme J) Lelil luedi 358 pUal Jabs 4y peae 4y See e prinaly

a0l Jaly ) Bwl) e ABL J)sed) e A ulan cu el day & 4l
la glaa Slaic

(Judge: What do you think of what the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

stated, namely that Hamas made Egyptian military clothes in Gaza

to take them to Egypt through the tunnels, and that Hamas has

smuggeled liguid money through the tunnels into the country? Do

you have any information?)

Otz ¥ i e
(Mubarak: No, I don't.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (8), the judge tells Mubarak about two actions
carried out by Hamas in relation to the tunnels, namely making
fake Egyptian military clothes in Gaza to take them to Egypt
through the tunnels, and smuggling liquid money into Egypt
through the tunnels as well. The judge asks Mubarak a couple of
questions, one concerning his opinion of what the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs stated with respect to what Hamas did. The other
question is about whether he has any information regarding the
issue. These multiple questions are unproductive for two reasons,
the first of which is that they make it difficult for the witness to
know which question he is supposed to answer. The second reason
is that they allow the witness to avoid providing an answer. This is

(o)
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evident in Mubarak's response as he does not answer the first
question and denies knowing anything when asked about any
information he might have concerning the matter.

Extract (9)

£ (e pedlo ey 3da yil) Jla ) Al ge 8 Aalul) @l | pardinl Ja o alall
e ol b 8 Sladl da glad ¢ BaSYI pundiy gl J o ple lial Ja

(Judge: Did they use these weapons to attack policemen after

infiltrating through the tunnels? Do you know whether they

attacked ambushes and blew up gas pipelines at that time?)

Gl i led Joany Slad il Ll basha — ladl baglad dals AT o Jala)
alindl £ 5 e 2a sl e daly s b (g man bl se L sty (iedineg
A 5 LG8 Dl iy canlat 022l 4500l Lo il ey aaahy Laghy lS Ay lanalil
S Lt GVl g0 o) S Gl Gaad il 336 oy Ly
NS Gl }Lz.d\
(Al-Adly: Concerning the last point, it is true that gas pipelines
were blown up. It's not possible that an Egyptian does this. It must
be a Bedouin or a Palestinian. It always happened following an
action taken by the State like closing the Rafah crossing with Gaza
for security reasons. Events themselves confirm this information)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In this extract, the judge asks Al-Adly two questions at
once, one of which has to do with whether the foreign elements
attacked policemen after they infiltrated through the tunnels. The
second is about whether AL-Adly knows if they attacked police
ambushes and blew up gas pipelines. The fact that AI-Adly makes
it clear that he will answer the part related to the gas pipelines only

[ )
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indicates that these multiple questions are unproductive as they
limit the scope of answers that a witness can provide.

Extract (10) is an example of leading questions which are
addressed only to Mubarak.

Extract (10)
Ob AaSadl alal 2gd el (538 5all a1 I8 B =53 aale ol sl aldl)
Ge olie) 2 gaal) ol dibaiall e ALSH 5 kol ag il gadly ules yualic
Aaliey (ol dne ing by gl (e Ll Chustiie Jia il YT
Somn $53 S b bl 4] e sl A dllas)
(Judge: Major General Maged Noah, Leader of Central Security
Forces in Sinai, testified that elements from Hamas and the
Bedouins almost fully controlled 80 kilometers of the area behind
the borders from Rafah to Al-Arish from January 26 to mid
February. What do you think? Did this happen?)
A pcdadl e ol
(Mubarak: I can't confirm.)
Bl Lo JSy @ jUad) A Ly dgall L) S ol jan (e f43] 1 oaldl)
€251l
(Judge: Why? Weren't you a president at that time and were
supposedly notified of everything related to the borders?)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (10), the judge asks Mubarak about his take on
some information that was given by Major General Maged Nooh,
Leader of the Central Security Forces in Sinai, before the court
concerning Hamas and the Bedouins' control of 80 kilometers of
the area behind the border from Rafah to Al-Arish. When Mubarak
says that he cannot confirm this information, the judge asks the
leading question "fasasll | &b pas i (Weren't you...borders?)
that indicates suggestibility so as to try to elicit the expected

[ 100 |
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affirmative answer, namely that Mubarak, as President, used to
receive information regarding the borders.

An example for forced choice questions, which were asked
to Al-Adly only, is given in extract (11).

Extract (11)

&) dsasll e 4881 apaad)l pe Gl Al paliall CiSa Sl
o) AY) Aelaa AL (e Baclusay GlId IS Ja 5 Slealatil 5 ) sadl)

(Judge: How did the elements who infiltrated through the Eastern

borders manage to get to the prisons and break into them? Did this

happen with the help of MB leaders?)

Aadasll éé} é:\...u.'\ﬂ\ ;‘";de\
(Al-Adly: The coordination took place according to the plan.)
(Judge: A plan which was prepared beforehand or an immediate
one?)

Yoot e YA 5 Y0 Cilaal J8 (e Ld lahie Jsin e 3 g2 dadll ; Jolal)
Yo Ui L 4l @l gid (gl dlee ciliab d (S5 3aY) 2SN 5 2l 2l
e YO sl e oy 2l
(Al-Adly: This plan, as we say, was devised prior to the events that
took place on January 25 and 28. It was formulated since 2004, the
Arab Spring and all this American talk...The arrangement process
lasted for so long until the period preceding January 25. The
implementation started on January 25.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)
In this extract, when Al-Adly says "aball 385 Gl (The
coordination took place according to the plan) in answer to the
judge's question about how the foreign elements that infiltrated

[ 101
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through the tunnels managed to break into the prisons, and whether
they were helped by MB leaders, the judge asks the forced choice
question "fiki Y, 4al. 4ali" (A plan which was prepared
beforehand or an immediate one?) to seek clarification about
whether Al-Adly talks about a plan that was previously prepared or
one that they plotted on the spot. Al-Adly's response, in which he
states that it was an old plan, indicates that forced choice questions
provide witnesses with a restricted number of replies.

5.2 The Knowing Position in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
Testimonies

In their testimonies, Mubarak and Al-Adly employ a
number of lexical and morphosyntactic markers to communicate

their knowledge and certitude about certain pieces of information
conveyed in their responses to the judge's questions. In terms of the
lexical markers of the Knowing position, the data shows that
evidential verbs and epistemic adverbials occur in Mubarak's and
Al-Adly's responses whereas epistemic verbal expressions of
certainty are not employed by either witness. Extract (12)
demonstrates the use of the evidential verb "I know" in Mubarak's
answer to a question about the tunnels.

Extract (12)
0Ll 48 5l 2 panll e B3 sa e Sl A (IS o) Cla sl dlaie Ja : oaalll
(Judge: Do you know about the presence of tunnels on the Eastern
borders of the country?)
sl e Aplian 40 Lol Lo (€0 e slaall 028 (gaie 1)l
(Mubarak: I know this information but what happened before that

is sensitive to the national security.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

[ 102
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In this extract, the judge wants to know whether Mubarak
knows about the presence of tunnels on Egypt's Eastern borders.
When he asks Mubarak about this matter, he replies saying sxie"

"Gleglaall 028 (T know this information). The evidential verb "I
know" is employed to convey a high degree of certainty about the
truth of the information Mubarak has regarding this issue.

The use of the evidential verb "say" in Al-Adly's testimony is
shown in extract (13).

Extract (13)

fiEiata Y 3 sl agd (38a) ; oaldll
(Judge: Did they succeed in controlling the border crossing points
or not?)

Gy Claal) dala Joodlipand a8l e 5 5kl bl agd il Jalad)
856 ool S5 Al o3 paall g guimsall ) 0 S8 (A ine qiga (5T 3 Jaany
DI b iy e s B30 5558 by Ul Jomain S LU 55 Lesen
3 gg i)
(Al-Adly: Of course they did. I want to tell you something, your
honor. Nobody could have imagined the consequences of the
events that happened. All state agencies did not expect what
happened. I say this as a Minister of the Interior, I also heard it and
it was mentioned in witnesses' testimonies).
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In this extract, the judge wants to know whether the
infiltrators who illegally crossed the Eastern borders succeeded in
taking control of the border crossing points. Al-Adly asserts that
they managed to control these points. He also adds that the massive
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consequences of the 2011 events were not expected. To
communicate certainty and emphasize the truth of what he says,
Al-Adly uses the evidential verbs "s&" (I say this), "lieaw"
(heard it) and "<&" (it was mentioned).

The use of epistemic adverbials in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
responses is shown in extracts (14) and (15)

Extract (14)
B LSl ebsall ) o Jadl 4l Galall) eVsa oS5y Ja o alall
flganal ol IS 5 L ya
(Judge: Have these people carried out any deeds that could
jeopardize its security, freedom and autonomy?)
A ey ebasa (8 52 2ns A v ) adadly cladad el
(Mubarak: Definitely. These 800 persons surely jeopardized the
security of the country.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (14), the judge asks Mubarak about whether the
foreign elements that illegally crossed the tunnels committed
actions that could undermine Egypt's security, freedom and
autonomy. In his reply, Mubarak uses the two epistemic adverbials
"llad" (definitely) and "ekdl" (surely) to communicate absolute
certitude and ascertain the truth of the proposition.

Extract (15)

Al pualiall o dygad) yualiall o3 (e gl dpads e iy da o oaldl)
S 55 Coa sl puleal

(Judge: Did you manage to identify any of these Bedouins or the

elements affiliated to Hamas or the Iranian Revolutionary Guard

Corp?)
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L Jadin )60 (lanae oS 5 () Cllead) Jaald (il 3ol 1 alall
e slaall 38 Y ladie dalall il jilaall il glas saie off Sl Y A sall cpal Slea

(Al-Adly: Your honor, the minister doesn't interfere in these

details. The State Security Service undoubtedly has information.

The General Intelligence Service surely has this information.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In this extract, Al-Adly is asked whether he could identify
any of the Bedouins who helped infiltrators cross the borders or the
elements affiliated to Hamas or IRSC. Because AL-Adly does not
know the required information, he tells the judge that he, as a
minister, does not know details as there are other entities that have
all the details. To emphasize his knowledge and certainty about
what he says, he uses the two epistemic adverbials "<li Y"
(undoubtedly) and "a¥" (surely).

The data reveals that one more epistemic lexical marker,
which is not given in the KUB model, is employed in Mubarak's
and Al-Adly's testimonies, namely reference to shared epistemic
background knowledge. This is shown in extracts (16) and (17).

Extract (16)
Colliiall oY 5 (ra Lﬁi i 5 ﬂ).\;\ Ja @AN\
(Judge: Has he told you about the identity of any of these
infiltrators?)
i Omla ab Cigyea (K1 agigr Ge dala (Bl Y Y el
(Mubarak: No, no. He told me nothing about their identities but it's
known where they came from.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018a)
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In extract (16), Mubarak is asked whether former
Intelligence Chief told him about the identity of the elements that
illegally crossed the tunnels. Mubarak denies being told about their
identities and relies on common knowledge not only of the events
that took place in 2011 but also of the fact that everybody knows
that intruders crossed the tunnels from Gaza to Egypt to allude to
their identities. Reference to shared common knowledge is shown
in the use of "< =" (It's known).

Extract (17)
A Al 2gaal) e Apial) jualiall (amy Jsdn go Claglea dlaic Ja ;oaldl)
Claal e Ll 5 5l 3 ) g ralusall O s2Y) delen (o pualic g BUEYL
€ 058 o Al el alin 8 dllee (Ul il Yo
(Judge: Do you have information about the infiltration of foreign
elements through the Eastern borders in agreement with the
Muslim Brotherhood prior to the January 25 events following your
work in the State Security Service or as a minister?)

Glipmd) A1 e 38 580 3 g0l ey 536 gl G Le by 31 c ol
Conaal Bl GV o ) ity 5V (B solad xS @il g bl
L i€ il bl ool ay dala 0S5 dedm il Leba (oants
WIS 3 eiinds e JEY1 Al cnadli a1 38 Gk 8 R
Alsal) el Ja oo Lad s Ll Lol LeS sl
(Al-Adly: The tunnels between Gaza and the Eastern borders
started in the late 70s and 80s. At first, they were used for
communicative purposes but then huge cars and all sorts of things
were transported through the tunnels because the Palestinian side
made use of modern technology to dig the tunnels so they came to
be used for all purposes including, as we saw, carrying out deeds
that endanger state security.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)
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In extract (17), Al-Adly is asked about what he knows
regarding an agreement between foreign elements and the Muslim
Brotherhood to cross from Gaza to Egypt's Eastern borders through
the tunnels. To answer the question, Al-Adly starts by providing
information about the history of the tunnels, when they started,
why they were used and how they developed. He says that
Palestinians employed modern technology to develop various uses
of the tunnels, some of which are harmful. Al-Adly resorts to
shared background knowledge by saying s la s Ll Laals LS "
"ol el Jaw (including, as we saw, carrying out deeds that
endanger state security) to remind hearers of the unpleasant events
that took place in 2011 in Egypt which everybody is familiar with.
By referring to common knowledge, Al-Adly aims to gain support
and approval of his proposition that the tunnels were used for
harmful purposes such as jeopardizing state security.

Declarative sentences that lack lexical evidential or
epistemic markers are the morphosyntactic markers employed in
the data to communicate the Knowing position. These are shown in
extracts (18) and (19).

Extract (18)
SCSLY) el 8 ) gyl 13lal g : uzall)
(Judge: Why have they gone to these places?)

olbes Gos Al Cia e (pasa sall Gl | a iy liie sl (8 idl

Opalusal) ) AV (49

(Mubarak: They went to prisons to release prisoners belonging to
Hezbollah, Hamas and the Muslim Brotherhood

ol dpnally 5 ¢ alall

(Judge: What about the squares?)
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ol jlanl) i Voallay cplaall (b 558 (a5 T ey 1S bl B el e

AP
(Mubarak: In the squares, they shot fires from above. They
climbed up buildings and shot fire.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In this extract, the judge talks about the elements that
infiltrated into Egypt through the tunnels and asks Mubarak about
the reason they went to prisons and squares in large numbers. In
answering the judge's questions, Mubarak displays full knowledge
of the issue by using the two declarative sentences ¢yl (3"

"opaluall o)AV lie  (They went to prisons...Muslim
Brotherhood) and "_U )swan. .ol (4" (In the squares...shot
fire). These declarative sentences reflect Mubarak's certitude about
the truth of the information he provides as well as his desire to
assert that his responses are factual.

Extract (19)
alie g @l Lasss Cpalisall Gl A Y) delen ClBEN () 28D o Lo 1l
@ Lo asall ye dlaall e S ol geoally Sl A e s pules
Slaladall 13g] 1250 agl et 3l Cilae Lusall 4 g
(Judge: What is the relation between the agreements held between
the Muslim Brotherhood, as you stated, and elements from Hamas,
Hezbollah and IRSC and the infiltration through the borders? How
were they helped to implement this plan?)

aa) 58 L LY Al clidle o, cilaatill 5 o) A delan o A : lalal)
Lo ans s 8 oS acld aleny of gl (s YA alaill) Joo W Ll (e 53 (3
AU datdd Jolb a7 A slaial W 5K o ) e 8 La 32l Jae
1 s pSsaeld (85 mlall 1) o ay, dibanldl) Jlaall 3352 QS ok
o paill G L YA (o (3w IS Wl () 03 a) il () 51 i, ol
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Jsb e an 1508 o0 Joall e g0 of an palill de ase U Jl 0 peaae

Ldan Lo aedll | s dalull e 1 yeday
(Al-Adly: The relation between the Muslim Brotherhood and other
organizations is essential as it has existed since Hassan El-Banna
established the organization in 1928. He managed to establish a
large base. After it was established in Egypt, it was decided to

create extensions abroad, the first of which was in Gaza in
Palestine. Then he went to the Gulf and established a huge base
there. Members of the Muslim Brotherhood used this existence

because whenever there was a disagreement between the regime in
Egypt. starting from Abdel Nasser, and any country. they appeared
and found support...like what happened.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In extract (19), Al-Adly is asked about the relation between
the agreements held among the Muslim Brotherhood, Hamas,
Hezbollah and IRSC and the illegal crossing of the borders as well
as the help received to carry out the plan. To answer these
questions, AL-Adly resorts to using a number of declarative
sentences that have no evidential or epistemic markers. The aim of
these declarative sentences is twofold. First, they serve to present
historical facts about the emergence and spread of the Muslim
Brotherhood as well as about how this organization took chance of
any disagreement between the regime in Egypt and other countries
to their benefit. Second, they communicate Al-Adly's complete
knowledge of the background of the organizations he was asked
about and how they work against the interests of different
countries.
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5.3 The Unknowing Position in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
Testimonies

Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Unknowing position in
their testimonies to display lack of knowledge in answering

questions related to some details concerning the elements who
stormed the Eastern borders, the deeds they perpetrated or the
arrangement that took place between Hamas, Hezbollah, IRSC and
the Muslim Brotherhood to illegally cross from Gaza and create
chaos in Egypt. No morphosyntactic markers are employed to
indicate Mubarak's and AL-Adly's lack of knowledge. Lexically,
both witnesses express the Unknowing position through negating
mental verbs of the Known. This is shown in extracts (20) and
(21).

Extract (20)
A ol aley S LA (e sl 5 SV 028 (35 Ja 1zl
(Judge: Did the State know about digging tunnels and crossing the
borders through them?)
(o sl aad & pat) SV oS 8 (e B Al (g0 BY) 1 e
(Mubarak: The tunnels are an old story and had existed long before
January 25.)

€alS Lins (e 23S Jid 2l
(Judge: Since when?)
i) SHTY rel e

(Mubarak: I don't remember the years.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In this extract, when Mubarak is asked about whether the
state knew about the presence of tunnels along the Eastern borders
and their use to cross to Egypt, he replies saying that they had
existed long before January 25. When asked about the exact year in
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which these tunnels started to exist, Mubarak says "cuidl S35 Y (1
don't remember the years). In this reply, Mubarak negates the
mental verb "_S3I" (remember) to express lack of knowledge of
this piece of information.

Extract (21)
3saall ye clls Al Apial) paliall saclue ol 52 Y1 Clald Cadl Ja : aaldll
haladall 138 285 (& S aY) 6 Geall s dll g sles jualic (e 48 500
(Judge: Did leaders of the Muslim Brotherhood help foreign
elements from Hamas, Hezbollah and IRSC who infiltrated
through the Eastern borders to implement this plan?)

(g2 Adadill (e e Jualdl (faina ; alal)
(Al-Adly: I don't know details to answer this question.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

AL-Adly, in this extract, is asked about whether Muslim
Brotherhood leaders helped elements from Hamas, Hezbollah and
IRSC to cross the borders through the tunnels. By negating the
mental verb saying "Jualéi (ixiad" (T don't know details), Al-Adly
communicates his inability to provide an answer due to the absence
of the required information.

5.4 The Believing Position in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
Testimonies

In Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies, the Believing
position, which is the last epistemic stance, is indicated by markers
that show the doubts, beliefs and assumptions of each witness. No
morphosyntactic markers of the Believing stance have been found
in the data. Of the lexical markers proposed by Zuczkowsi et al.,
(2014) to represent the Believing position, only epistemic verbal
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expressions and epistemic adjectives have been found. They are
employed by Mubarak only, as shown in extracts (22) and (23).

Extract (22)
SUB g g pd ol JB il A Jlad) o2 S ) e aad b 2ol
(Judge: Did these acts result in any killings or attempted murder?)

0 a3 1l
(Mubarak: I'm not sure where...)

(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

In extract (22), the judge asks about the consequences of the
deeds carried out by the elements who infiltrated into the Eastern
borders and raided Egyptian prisons in 2011 to free members of the
Muslim Brotherhood. He wants to know whether their actions led
to killings or attempted murder. Mubarak's reply implies the
presence of killings and/or attempted murder but his use of the
epistemic verbal expression "C# geal (%" (I'm not sure where)
indicates missing information concerning the whereabouts of these
killings.

Extract (23)
043 1 5al8 ) Banaill) 8 Gl 4 5 il aaldl
(Judge: What do you think of the coordination between them?)

Al cleall Jia g3y (03 jprall laladl y Ganiill |3 3ls Aals IS el Hla
(Mubarak: Everything is possible...Other authorities get to know
about the coordination and such little things.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018a)

The judge, in this extract, asks Mubarak about his take on
the coordination between Hamas and the Muslim Brotherhood to
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create chaos in Egyptian streets. The gap in Mubarak's information
in this regard is indicated by the use of the epistemic adjective
"3 3a" (possible). By adopting a Believing position, Mubarak
communicates uncertainty about the coordination between Hamas
and members of the Muslim Brotherhood not only to infiltrate
Egyptian borders but also to create chaos in the streets.

In Al-Adly's testimony, the Believing position is not
indicated by any of Zuczkowski et al's (2014) lexical and
morphosyntactic markers. Lexically, this epistemic stance is
represented by adverbs such as "some", "about", "around" and
"somewhere", as shown in extract (24).

Extract (24)
Sl 1 slaa aa ¢ alal)
(Judge: How did they get in?)

158 g Gl Anpe Vo Js gsad) 71 Alcluse St dalall

Apoe Vo (s (plitie

(Al-Adly: Using cars...Those who raided the prisons used around
30 cars. These people rode about 30 cars.)

(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In this extract, Al-Adly is asked about the means the foreign
elements used to storm the borders through the tunnels. Al-Adly
tries to provide a precise answer not only by saying that these
elements crossed the borders using cars but also by giving the
number of cars used for this purpose. However, because he is not
sure about the exact number of cars, he only gives an estimate
number and indicates his uncertainty by using, and repeating, the
adverb " sa" (around).
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The morphosyntactic markers employed in Al-Adly's
testimony to represent the Believing position are phrases that
reflect uncertain knowledge such as "as far as [ know" and "as far
as I can remember". An example of these phrases is given in
extract (25).

Extract (25)
O Clelalll Gy da ) &5 4dls Yoo f e i il 3 el sall of @) 1 aaldl)
iyl an e ¢ Y sl Gupall s Gelen LS s 1A delen ilalg
ai il ca y il all) ells
(Judge: You stated that the conspiracy started in 2004 and that a
number of meetings between Muslim Brotherhood leaders and
those of Hamas and IRSC were monitored. Who were in these
meetings? How were they held?)

lead S Clealll 5 gy 4 Caad el (5l 3ol b ST Le s 1 o)
Uarys Jrdia A S Gules (8 b5 Gl s (oalill) a2 5 Ul aas
(e g e g, clalall
(Al-Adly: As far as I remember, your honor, the meetings were
held in Beirut and were attended by Saad El-Katatni, Mohamed El-
Baltagi and Hazem Farouk. The main parties in Hamas were
Khaled Mashal and other leaders who slipped my mind.)
(Sada El-balad, 2018b)

In extract (25), Al-Adly is asked about the meetings held
between leaders of the Muslim Brotherhood and those of Hamas
and IRSC. He is required to mention where these meetings took
place and the parties who attended them. Because AL-Adly is not
sure about the whereabouts of the meetings or the names of Hamas
leaders who attended them, he does not give a categorical answer.
Rather, he expresses his uncertainty using the phrases L <

" 3 (As far as I remember) and "Wla w3 & (" (slipped my
mind) which reflect doubtful information or knowledge.
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6. Results and Discussion

The total number of questions addressed to Mubarak and
Al-Adly is 144, 94 (65%) of which are productive questions and 50
(35%) are unproductive. This is in line with the nature of the trial

in question which derives judges to ask more productive than
unproductive questions to obtain vital information and details
concerning the illegal crossing of Egypt's Eastern borders. The
frequency of occurrence of the different types of productive and
unproductive questions found in the data is presented in table (2).

Table (2): Frequency of occurrence of the types of productive
and unproductive questions

Categories and Number of Number of Total
types questions questions
addressed to addressed to
Mubarak Al-Adly
Productive
questions
Open questions -—- 6 6 (6%)
Probing questions 30 14 44 (47%)
Appropriate  closed 28 16 44 (47%)
yes/no questions
Total 58 (62%) 36 (38%) 94 (100%)
Unproductive
questions
Inappropriate closed 14 6 20 (40%)
yes/no questions 6 - 6 (12%)
Leading questions 10 8 18 (36%)
Multiple questions --- 6 6 (12%)
Forced choice
questions
Total 30 (60%) 20 (40%) 50 (100%)
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As shown in table (2), the number of productive questions
addressed to Mubarak is more than those addressed to Al-Adly.
While Mubarak receives 58 productive questions (62% of the total
number of productive questions), Al-Adly faces 36 productive
questions (38% of the total). Mubarak has also received
unproductive questions more than Al-Adly (30 occurrences, 60%
of the total vs. 20 occurrences, 40% of the total). The difference in
the frequency of occurrence can be attributed to the fact that
Mubarak, due to his poor health condition at that time and the need
for a permission to release classified information, gave rather short
and direct answers. By contrast, Al-Adly tended to give elaborate,
longish, detailed and sometimes evasive answers. Accordingly, it is
possible that the different contributions and answering techniques
of both witnesses drove the judge to ask productive and
unproductive questions to Mubarak more than Al-Adly, hence the
difference in the number of productive and unproductive questions
asked to Mubarak and Al-Adly.

Table (2) shows that in terms of productive questions, open
questions are directed to Al-Adly only but not to Mubarak
probably because due to his position as Minister of the Interior
during the 2011 events, he is capable of providing truthful and
more accurate answers. Mubarak is asked more probing questions
because he is required to clarify some details concerning the case
in question. He is also asked more appropriate closed yes/no
questions than Al-Adly as these questions help elicit short and
specific answers which do not require further explanation and at
the same time help the witness make conclusive remarks
depending on the context of the question.

In terms of unproductive questions, table (2) shows that
Mubarak is asked inappropriate closed yes/no questions and
multiple questions more than Al-Adly. This can be attributed to the
judge's desire to elicit the required answers. However, these poor
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questions allow witnesses to give evasive and unspecific answers
rather than full and detailed ones. Leading and forced choice
questions occur the same number of times (6 times). Leading
questions are addressed to Mubarak only which suggests that the
judge probably was trying to help Mubarak provide the required
details by employing suggestive questions to suggest specific
answers. Because sometimes Al-Adly's responses did not directly
answer the judge's questions, forced choice questions were
employed to corner him to provide the specific and required
answers.

The data shows that Mubarak and Al-Adly make wide use
of the three epistemic stances in question, namely the Knowing
position, the Unknowing position and the Believing position. The
total number of occurrences of the three positions is 630. The most
frequently occurring epistemic stance is the Knowing position as it
occurs 567 times (90% of the total) followed by the Unknowing
position which occurs 36 times (6% of the total) then the Believing
position which occurs 27 (4% of the total). The difference in the
frequency of occurrence of the three epistemic stances shows
Mubarak's and Al-Adly's greater tendency to communicate deep
knowledge and absolute certainty, more than absence of
knowledge or uncertainty, when providing particular information
concerning storming Egypt's borders and prisons in 2011.

Lexical and morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing
position, the Unknowing position and the Believing position differ
in their frequency of occurrence in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's
testimonies. Table (3) demonstrates the frequency of occurrence of
lexical and morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing position in
Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies.
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Table (3): Frequency of occurrence of the markers of the
Knowing position in the data

Markers Frequency in | Frequency in Total
Mubarak's Al-Adly's
testimony testimony
Lexical Markers
Evidential verbs 5 10 15 (24%)
Epistemic verbal - - -
expressions
Epistemic adverbials 14 20 34 (54%)
Shared epistemic 4 10 14 (22%)
knowledge
Total 23 (36.5%) 40 (63.5%) 63 (100%)
Morphosyntactic
Markers

Past, present and 204 (40%) 300 (60%) 504 (100%)
future declarative
sentences with no
lexical evidential or
epistemic markers

Total 227 340 567

Table (3) shows that the lexical and morphosyntactic markers
representing the Knowing position in Al-Adly's testimony
outnumber those employed in Mubarak's testimony. The lexical
markers occur 40 times (63.5% of the total number of the lexical
markers of the Knowing position) in the former's testimony. They
occur 23 times (36.5% of the total) in the latter's. While there are
300 occurrences of morphosyntactic markers (60% of the total
number of these markers) in Al-Adly's testimony, there are 204
occurrences (40% of the total) in Mubarak's testimony. This shows
that in adopting this epistemic position, Al-Adly, based on what he
perceives (evidentiality) or deducts (epistemicity), seeks to convey
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information as known, certain and thus true more than Mubarak.
Al-Adly's use of lexical and morphosyntactic markers more
frequently than Mubarak is attributed to the nature of the testimony
given by each speaker. Mubarak's answers to the judge's questions
are rather short, direct and to the point. Sometimes he also repeats
the answers given to different questions. On the other hand, Al-
Adly provides lengthy, elaborate and sometimes irrelevant answers
to some questions. His detailed replies, in which he expresses
knowledge of the jail break issue, can be explained in light of the
fact that because of his position during the 2011 events, he had all
the necessary and incontestable information concerning the illegal
crossing of Egypt's Eastern borders and prison breaks. This
explains Al-Adly's desire to assert the truth and certainty of the
information provided in his testimony.

Concerning the Unknowing position, no morphosyntactic
markers have been found in the data. Table (4) presents the
frequency of occurrence of the lexical markers of the Unknowing
position in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies.

Table (4): Frequency of occurrence of the lexical markers of
the Unknowing position

Lexical Markers Frequency of Frequency of Total
occurrence in occurrence in
Mubarak's Al-Adly's
testimony testimony
Negative form of 30 (83%) 6 (17%) 36 (100%)
the evidential verbs
of the Known
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As shown in table (4), the Unknowing position in Mubarak's
and Al-Adly's testimonies is represented using the negative form of
the evidential verbs of the Known only. While this lexical marker
occurs 30 times (83% of the total number of occurrences of this
marker in the data) in Mubarak's testimony, it occurs 6 times only
(17%) in Al-Adly's testimony. The discrepancy in the frequency of
occurrence of this lexical marker in the testimony of Mubarak and
Al-Adly reflects the huge gap in the information Mubarak has
concerning the infiltration of foreign elements into the country and
storming prisons to free Muslim Brotherhood leaders. Mubarak's
lack of knowledge or missing information can partly be attributed
to his age and health condition and partly to his desire not to
disclose classified information before getting President Abdel
Fattah El-Sisi's permission to do so. As a Minister of the Interior in
2011, Al-Adly was always kept up to date with the goings on at
that time. Therefore, because he was well-informed about the
events, there was no room for his not knowing important
information except for details which, as he maintains, are known to
other authorities in the country. This explains the low number of
occurrences of lexical markers denoting the Unknowing position in
Al-Adly's testimony.

Table (5) demonstrates the frequency of occurrence of the
lexical and morphosyntactic markers denoting the Believing
position in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies.
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Table (5): Frequency of occurrence of the lexical and
morphosyntactic markers of the Believing position in the data

Lexical Markers Frequency of Frequency of Total
occurrence in occurrence in
Mubarak's Al-Adly's
testimony testimony
Lexical Markers
Verbal  epistemic 9 - 9 (39%)
expressions
Epistemic adjectives 10 - 10 (44%)
Adverbs - 4 4 (17%)
Total 19 (83%) 4 (17%) 23 (100%)
Morphosyntactic
Markers
Pharses with T 4 4
markers of
uncertain
knowledge
Total 4 27

In table (5), the lexical markers denoting the Believing position in
Mubarak's testimony outnumber those in Al-Adly's testimony.
Whereas there are 19 occurrences of these markers (83% of the
total) in Mubarak's testimony, there are 4 occurrences only (17%)
in Al-Adly's testimony. This reflects a higher degree of uncertainty
about some of the information he provides. Mubarak's uncertainty
can be attributed to his age and health conditions which might have
made him unable to remember some information. It can also be
attributed to the fact that, as he says in his testimony, as a President
he was only given general information about the case in question
but not the details which were only known to certain authorities.
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The Ministry of the Interior is one of these authorities, hence the
small number of lexical as well as morphosyntactic markers in Al-
Adly's testimony.

The study has investigated the relation between the types of
the questions asked to Mubarak and Al-Adly and the Knowing,
Unknowing and Believing positions they take in their testimonies.
It has been found that the stances in question occur in different
frequencies when they are adopted in answering the different types
of questions addressed to both witnesses. The frequency of
occurrence of the three stances adopted when answering the
productive and unproductive questions found in the data is shown
in table (6).

Table (6): Frequency of occurrence of the Knowing, Unknowing
and Believing positions in relation to the different types of
productive and unproductive questions

Types of Mubarak's testimony Al-Adly's testimony
questions
Productive Knowing | Unknowing | Believing Knowing | Unknowing | Believing
questions
Open --- - - 41 --- -
questions
Probing 70 9 9 70 2 2
questions
Appropriate 85 6 - 130 2 2
closed yes/no
questions
Total 155 15 (50%) 9 241 4 (67%) 4
(68%) @47%) | (711%) (50%)
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Unproductive
questions
Inappropriate 40 7 10 40 — 2
closed yes/no
questions
Leading 32 4 - - -—- -—-
questions
Multiple --- 4 - 23 2 2
questions
Forced --- - - 36 --- -
choice
questions
Total 72 15 (50%) 10 99 2 (33%) 4
(32%) (53%) | (29%) (50%)
227 30 19 340 6 (100%) 8
(100%) | (100%) | (100%) | (100%) (100%)
630

Table (6) shows that both Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the
Knowing position when answering productive questions more than
unproductive ones. Mubarak adopts this position 155 times (68%
of the total number of occurrences of the Knowing position in
Mubarak's testimony which is 227) when answering productive
questions and 72 times (32%) when answering unproductive ones.
Al-Adly adopts the Knowing position 241 times (71% of the total
number of occurrences of this position in Al-Adly's testimony
which is 340) when answering productive questions and 99 times
(29%) when answering unproductive ones. Concerning the
Unknowing position, Mubarak adopts this position the same
number of times when answering productive and unproductive
questions (15 occurrences, 50%). Al-Adly adopts the Unknowing

position when answering productive questions than
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unproductive ones (4 occurrences, 67% vs. 2 occurrences, 33%).
As for the Believing position, it is adopted by Mubarak when
answering unproductive questions more than when answering
productive ones (10 occurrences, 53% vs. 9 occurrences, 47%). Al-
Adly adopts the Believing position the same number of times in
answering productive and unproductive questions (4 times, 50%).
Thus, productive questions trigger responses that encourage the
adoption of the Knowing position more frequently in Mubarak's
and Al-Adly's testimonies. This reflects the desire of both
witnesses to convey full knowledge about the sensitive case in
question by providing all the information and details they know
about this issue.

In terms of productive questions, table (6) shows that the
only position adopted by Al-Adly when answering open questions
is the Knowing position since these questions require him to
provide an accurate account of the events inquired about in these
questions. Both Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Knowing position
the same number of times (70 times) when answering probing
questions as these questions require specific answers and details so
as to give a full account of the story. Whereas Al-Adly adopts the
Unknowing and Believing positions twice only when answering
probing questions, Mubarak adopts these positions 9 times. This
can be attributed to Mubarak's inability to remember certain details
or his ignorance about these details. Moreover, when answering
appropriate closed yes/no questions, Al-Adly adopts the Knowing
position more than Mubarak (130 times vs. 85 times). This is in
line with Al-Adly's tendency to give longish and detailed answers
in which he conveys his knowledge of important information
concerning the infiltration through the borders. Despite the
difference in the number of times in which Mubarak and Al-Adly
adopt the Knowing position in answering appropriate closed yes/no
questions, both witnesses share the fact that they adopt this

(124



Epistemicity in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's Testimonies in the "Storming
Prisons and Eastern Borders" case: The Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing Positions
Dr. Marwa Mohamed Khamis

(AaSaa Aale Alaa) 4 g 5l g Ao Laia ) g Auilaady) i gadl g bl pall Julll (531 9 Adaa

position more frequently when answering this type of productive
questions more than the other types of the same category, i.e.
productive questions. This is important as these questions enable
witnesses to clarify key points and thus help establish conclusive
and legal points about the case in question. The importance of
appropriate closed yes/no questions also helps explain the few
number of occurrences of the Unknowing and Believing positions
in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies.

As for unproductive questions, table (6) shows that
Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Knowing position 40 times when
answering inappropriate closed yes/no questions. This indicates
that both witnesses opt to provide knowledgeable answers even
though these questions allow them to provide less-detailed ones.
These unspecific answers are shown in Mubarak's adoption of the
Unknowing and Believing positions less frequently than the
Knowing position when answering this type of unproductive
questions to convey uncertainty and lack of knowledge. He also
adopts the Believing position more than Al-Adly (10 occurrences
vs. 2 occurrences) when answering inappropriate closed yes/no
questions for the same reason. Because leading questions are
suggestive in nature, they encourage Mubarak to provide answers
in which he adopts the Knowing position more frequently than the
Unknowing position (32 occurrences vs. 4 occurrences). Since
multiple questions include several sub-types and forced choice
questions limit the number of responses available to a speaker, Al-
Adly adopts the Knowing position more than the Unknowing and
Believing positions when answering multiple questions. He also
adopts the Knowing position only when answering forced choice
questions. Mubarak only adopts the unknowing position to answer
multiple questions. Although inappropriate closed yes/no
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questions, leading questions, multiple questions and forced choice
questions are categorized as unproductive questions, the analysis
has revealed that they encouraged Mubarak and Al-Adly to adopt
the knowing position more than the Unknowing and believing
positions, thereby displaying full knowledge of the details and
events concerning trespassing Egypt's Eastern borders.

7. Conclusion

The present study has investigated epistemicity in the
testimony of former President Mohamed Hosni Mubarak and his
Minister of the Interior Habib Al-Adly. The Griffiths Question
Map proposed by Griffiths and Milne (2006) and the Knowing,
Unknowing and Believing model developed by Zuczkowski et al.
(2014) have been employed to examine the questions asked to
Mubarak and Al-Adly and the epistemic stances adopted by both
witnesses, namely the Knowing position, the Unknowing position
and the Believing position. In this regard, the study has attempted
to answer three research questions. First, what are the types of
questions asked by the judge in the court case of storming Egypt's
Eastern borders and springing key Muslim Brotherhood figures
from prison? Second, how is epistemicity constructed in the
testimony of Mubarak and Al-Adly? Third, what is the relation
between the types of questions asked and the Knowing,
Unknowing and Believing positions adopted by Mubarak and Al-
Adly in their testimonies?

Concerning the first research question, the analysis has
shown that productive and unproductive questions are addressed to
both Mubarak and Al-Adly. Mubarak has received both types of
questions more frequently than Al-Adly. In terms of the productive
questions, open questions are asked to Al-Adly only and although
probing questions and appropriate closed yes/no questions are
addressed to both witnesses, they are put to Mubarak more than Al-
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Adly. As for unproductive questions, it has been found that
inappropriate closed yes/no questions and multiple questions are
addressed to Mubarak more frequently than Al-Adly. Leading
questions and forced choice questions occur the same number of
times in the data. Whereas leading questions are addressed to
Mubarak only, forced choice questions are put to Al-Adly only.

Regarding the second research question, the analysis reveals
that Mubarak and Al-Adly construct epistemicity in their
testimonies by adopting three epistemic positions: the Knowing
position, the Unknowing position and the Believing position. These
positions are represented by using a number of lexical and
morphosyntactic markers. The number of lexical and
morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing position in Al-Adly's
testimony is higher than their number in Mubarak's testimony. Of
the lexical markers of the Knowing position developed by
Zuczkowski et al. (2014) only evidential verbs and epistemic
adverbials have been found in the data. It has also been found that
one more lexical marker which is not included in Zuczkowski et
al.'s framework is used to represent the Knowing position, namely
expressions that refer to shared epistemic knowledge. Zuczkowski
et al.'s morphosyntactic markers of the Knowing position are
employed in the data. These are clauses in the present, past and
future with no lexical evidential or epistemic markers.

No morphosyntactic markers of the Unknowing position
have been found in the data. Lexically, the Unknowing position is
represented in Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies by using the
negative form of the evidential verbs of the known. No instances of
adjectives with negative prefixes or negative copular verbs used to
lexically represent the Unknowing position have been found.
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Of the lexical markers of the Believing position put forward
by Zuczkowski et al., only verbal epistemic expressions, epistemic
adjectives and adverbs have been found in the data. While the first
two markers have been found in Mubarak's testimony only,
adverbs have been employed only by Al-Adly. The frequency of
occurrence of the lexical markers of the Believing position in
Mubarak's testimony is higher than in Al-Adly's. None of the
morphosyntactic markers of the Believing position given in
Zuczkowski et al.'s framework have been employed in Mubarak's
and Al-Adly's testimonies. Rather, it has been found that the only
morphosyntactic markers of this epistemic position in the data are
phrases that include markers of uncertain knowledge. These
markers have been found in Al-Adly's testimony only but not in
Mubarak's.

With respect to the third research question, the analysis
reveals that when answering productive and unproductive
questions, both Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Knowing position
more than the Unknowing and Believing positions. The Knowing
position occurs more frequently when answering productive, rather
than unproductive, questions in the testimonies of both witnesses.
The Unknowing position is adopted by Mubarak an equal number
of times when answering productive and unproductive questions. It
is adopted by Al-Adly when answering productive questions more
than unproductive ones. Whereas the Believing position is adopted
by Mubarak more when answering unproductive, rather than
productive, questions, it is adopted by Al-Adly equally when
answering both productive and unproductive questions.

As for the types of productive questions, it has been found
that when answering open questions, which are not addressed to
Mubarak, Al-Adly adopts the Knowing position only. When
answering probing questions, both witnesses adopt the Knowing
position more than the Unknowing and Believing positions.
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Mubarak adopts the Unknowing and Believing positions the same
number of times when answering probing questions and so does
Al-Adly. The frequency of occurrence of these two positions when
answering this type of questions is higher in Mubarak's testimony.
When answering appropriate closed yes/no questions, both
Mubarak and Al-Adly adopt the Knowing position more than the
Unknowing and Believing positions. However, the frequency of
occurrence of this position when answering this type of questions
is higher in Al-Adly's testimony. Moreover, when answering
appropriate closed yes/no questions, Mubarak adopts the
Unknowing position more than the Believing position whereas
these two positions are adopted the same number of times in Al-
Adly's testimony when answering this type of questions.

With regards to the types of unproductive questions, the
data shows that the Knowing position is adopted by Mubarak and
Al-Adly an equal number of times when answering inappropriate
closed yes/no questions. It is also adopted by both witnesses more
frequently than the Unknowing and Believing positions. Mubarak's
adoption of the Believing position is higher than Al-Adly's. When
answering this type of unproductive questions, Al-Adly does not
adopt the Unknowing position. It is adopted only by Mubarak.
Leading questions, which are not addressed to Al-Adly, are
answered by Mubarak by adopting the Knowing position more
than the Unknowing one. He does not take the Believing position
to answer leading questions. Mubarak adopts the Unknowing
position only to answer multiple questions. Al-Adly answers
multiple questions by adopting the Knowing position more than the
Unknowing and Believing positions which he adopts equally to
answer these questions. Forced choice questions, which are not
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addressed to Mubarak, are answered by Al-Adly by adopting the
Knowing position only.

The findings of the present study underscore the role
language plays in courtrooms to exercise power and control
through the question-answer exchanges that take place in court
trials. The different types of questions asked in the courtroom help
elicit substantial information. This is because the analysis has
shown that not only productive questions but also unproductive
ones have been employed to give a full account of the events and
circumstances surrounding the court case of storming Egypt's
Eastern borders and raiding prisons to free Muslim Brotherhood
figures. Indeed, it has been found that the unproductive questions
employed in the data, namely inappropriate closed yes/no
questions, leading questions, multiple questions, and forced choice
questions are answered by adopting the Knowing position more
frequently than the Unknowing and Believing positions by
Mubarak and Al-Adly so as to express their certainty of the
information they provide and thus assert the truth of their
statements.

The findings of the study also shed light on the ways in
which Mubarak's and Al-Adly's testimonies are epistemically
constructed to communicate known, unknown or believed
information concerning the court case in question. Through
employing a number of lexical and morphosyntactic markers to
convey the three epistemic positions, Mubarak and Al-Adly, as key
witnesses, presented important evidence that helped determine the
outcome and the verdict of the case as the Cairo Criminal Court
passed a life sentence on a number of key Muslim Brotherhood
leaders and figures.

As epistemicity is at the heart of legal discourse as it can be
constructed by formulating different types of questions, future
research can examine it in other cases that received wide attention
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such as the case known as the "trial of the century", the "Rabaa
dispersal" case and the "Qatar espionage" case. Epistemicity can
also be investigated in parliamentary discourse to study the
different types of questions asked by members of the Parliament to
ministers and how the latter take up the Knowing, Unknowing and
Believing epistemic positions to convey having certain, uncertain
or no knowledge or information concerning key matters they are
responsible for. Future research can also examine epistemicity in
media discourse by studying, for example, how politicians and
non-politicians construct different epistemic stances on different
domestic and foreign issues. These studies can also be carried out
cross-culturally.

Transcription Convention
omitted speech
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