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Abstract 

This paper is trying to examine whether or not manipulation exists in political speeches by 

investigating the last speech given by the Egyptian ex-president, Mubarak, during the 

revolution of January 25th, 2011. The study is conducted, mainly, by applying Critical 

Discourse Analysis theory to the text under examination with the aim of pointing out 

manipulative features. By adopting Critical Discourse Analysis as an overall theory, the 

study revealed that many classical manipulative strategies have been used all over the 

speech like: positive self- presentation and negative other-presentation, reflections of in-

group-out-group ideology, emotionalizing the argument, asserting one’s power and 

discrediting the opponents, and finally tendency towards nationalism in order to 

manipulate the cognition of the audience.  
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1- Introduction 

Under the broad umbrella of the term Political discourse, many kinds of political-related topics 

are found such as parliament debates, governmental conferences, political pamphlets, political 

speeches and even political car stickers. 
1
 This paper deals with only one kind of political 

discourse, namely political speeches, and in particular one political speech given by the former 

Egyptian president, Hosni Mubarak after the revolution against him and his regime on January 

25, 2011. 

         Political speeches are means by which politicians manifest, impose or argue their 

ideologies in order to convince the audience of the legitimacy of their purposes. The audiences 

are usually motivated to agree to the legitimacy of the purposes of the speaker if the speaker, in 

our case, the politician, succeeds to persuade them mentally, emotionally and morally. The 

power of „persuasion‟ entails many devices and strategies that the hearer or the reader can 

perceive either consciously or unconsciously. According to Van Dijk, „persuasion‟ has positive 

associations and gives the audience a full picture of the argumentation so that they are free to 

accept or not accept the argument. On the other hand there is another kind of persuasion called 

„manipulation‟ which has negative associations and a more negative role is assigned to the 

audience as argumentation is not clear enough to give them the chance to make a free choice. 
2
 In 

this paper I am focusing on the signs of the manipulative strategies.  To this end, I am using a 

variety of theories that share together to point out the features of manipulation in the text.  The 

critical discourse analysis theory (CDA) is the main theory in this paper.  

2- Aim 

 In crucial times, it is common that the speaker manipulates the audience and tries to affect their 

understanding of the events in a way that benefits his/her own interest. 
3
  In his address to the 

                                                           
1
  Ädel, Annelie, 2010, p 592   

2
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p360-361 

3
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 368  
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nation, Mubarak, did not submit to the will of the demonstrators who asked him to „leave‟.
1
 

Instead, he strived to keep his authority and rule as a president to the end of his electoral period. I 

am assuming that in order to reach his goal in staying in power and appease the crowds; he has to 

use a very powerful language that should be at a high level of influence to affect millions of 

rebels and millions of citizens. I am hypothesizing that since he did not listen to the crowd and 

tried to get around their demands to impose his own terms using language as a medium, this 

language might be not only persuasive but also manipulative.  I would like in this paper to 

examine the possibility that he is manipulating his people to stay in power. My study is trying to 

answer two questions: Has the ex-president used any manipulative strategies in the text?  If he 

did, what are they?  

 

 3- Terminology 

For the aim of making this paper as simple as possible and make it easy for the reader to follow 

subsequent sections of the paper, I am providing in this section definitions of the unfamiliar 

terms and concepts that will be used in the theoretical background and data analysis sections.  

 

3.2- Framing 

Framing is „„a central organizing idea or story line that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of 

events, weaving a connection among them. The frame suggests what the controversy is 

about…‟‟
2
  

 

3.3- Episodic and thematic frames 

“Episodic frames present an issue by offering a specific example, case study, or event oriented 

report (---). Thematic frames, on the other hand, place issues into a broader context”.
3 

                                                           
1
 http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/02/10/f-mubarak-speech-media-roundup.html 

2
 Gamson, W.A.,& Modigliani, 1987, p 143 

3
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 170 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/02/10/f-mubarak-speech-media-roundup.html
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Episodic frame introduces an issue by providing ‘‘ specific example, case study or event oriented 

report’’. 1 For example, when the aim is to discuss unemployment, a tragic story about an unemployed 

person is provided. On the other hand, if the same issue is tackled by the thematic frame, it provides a 

broader contextual scope, e.g. introducing reports by economy experts, provide statistics followed by 

comments by ‘‘economists and public official’’ to show the influence of economy on unemployment.2 

3.6 - Metaphor 

A metaphor is „„a figure of speech in which a word or phrase is applied to an object or action to 

which it is not literally applicable‟‟. 
3

 

 

4- Material 

The transcript of the speech given by Mubarak was downloaded from Al Jazeera.net on April 13, 

2013. The speech was aired on February 10, 2011. The process of scripting the presidential 

speeches involves many unseen hands that construct the text. Despite that, „„presidents are 

responsible for their own communications‟‟ because they shape them to their purposes.
4
 Based 

on that assumption, the speech is assigned to the ex-president Mubarak who is fully responsible 

for it.  

 

5-Persuasion and manipulation: what is the difference? 

Before starting to analyze the text, it is important to pinpoint the difference between the two 

interrelated terms „persuasion‟ and „manipulation‟. Wodak (1987), as referred to by Van Dijk,  

noted that the main difference between persuasion and manipulation is that in the case of 

persuasion, the audience are free to accept the argumentation or not.  A positive role is assigned 

to the audience in the case of persuasion as they are free to react as they want depending on their 

acceptance to or rejection of the argumentation.  Unlike that is the case of manipulation. A more 

passive role is assigned to the manipulated audiences which are not free to react as they lack the 

                                                           
1
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 171 

2
 Cf. Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 171 

3
 See http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/metaphor?q=metaphor 

4
 cf. Whissell,Cythia, 2010, p 82 

http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/metaphor?q=metaphor
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sufficient knowledge to resist the manipulation.
1
 Van Dijk has introduced four „„contextual 

criterion‟‟ that may result in making the audience unable to „„resist, detect or avoid 

manipulation‟‟. 
2
 These four criterion are: 

1. The lack of the „„relevant knowledge‟‟ and because of that the recipients cannot formulate „„a 

counter-argument against false, incomplete or biased assertions‟‟. 
3
  

2. „„Fundamental norms, values and ideologies that cannot be denied or ignored‟‟.
4
 

3. „„Strong emotion, traumas, etc. that makes people vulnerable‟‟.
5
 

4. „„Social position, profession, statue, etc. that induce people into tending to accept the 

discourse‟‟.
6
 

 It is important as well to bear in mind that “boundary between (illegitimate) manipulation and 

(legitimate) persuasion is fuzzy, and context dependent”.
7
 Still, an analysis can judge a text to be 

manipulative if discourse is in the advantage of the manipulator and against the interest of the 

recipients. 
8
 Given this distinction between persuasion and manipulation, manipulation can be 

defined as: a social and discursive act that aims to reproduce   power of the elite which is against 

the interest of the people and results social inequality.
9
 With this definition in mind, I am 

conducting my discourse analysis. 

 

 

6- Theoretical Background 

Despite the fact that many approaches have been introduced to the field of Critical Discourse 

Analysis (CDA), still, there is no definite methodology for CDA.
10

 There are no definite 

analytical tools related to the field of CDA, since the choice of these tools depends on the 

question/s of the study.
11

  For the purpose of this paper, I am using CDA as the broad theory of 

                                                           
1
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 361 

2
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 375 

3
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 375 

4
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 375 

5
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 375 

6
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 375 

7
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 361 

8
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 363 

9
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 364 

10
 Martínez , Dolores Fernández, 2007, p 126 

11
 Meyer(2001) as referred to by  Martínez , Dolores Fernández, 2007, p 126,27 
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my study. I am using CDA because its aim is to point out any textual feature that appears to be 

an attempt of the speaker to manipulate the audience.
1
 

                Under the broad theory of CDA, I am combining two theories: on the one hand, I am 

searching for the „classical‟ manipulative strategies suggested by Van Dijk (2006).  On the other 

hand, I am searching for two manipulative  strategies suggested by Huckin (1997). These two 

strategies were mentioned in other literature as well. They were mentioned by Gross (2008 ) and 

Charteris-Black (2011)  and that is why I am searching for them.  

                According to Van Dijk, manipulation is a form of „„social power abuse, cognitive mind 

control and discourse interaction‟‟.
2
 In order to uncover manipulation  - given Van Dijk‟s 

definition-  one has to look for signs of manipulation by means of examining the social context, 

the ideology presented in the text and lastly, the textual structure. This paper will try to study 

these three aspects and will try to pointing out any classical strategy of manipulation. 

                We have to keep in mind that not every manipulative strategy should be found in every 

manipulative text, 
3
 and that only an examination of the text can uncover which kind of 

manipulative strategies are used. Still, there are some „classical strategies‟ in the manipulative 

discourse like: „„emphasizing one‟s power and moral superiority
4
, discrediting one‟s opponents, 

providing details of the „ facts‟, polarization between Us and Them
5
, negative other-presentation,  

ideological alignment (democracy, nationalism) , emotional appeals. 
6
 Van Dijk also indicates 

clearly that implicit-fallacious- arguments are commonly used in manipulative discourse and 

that, because he says they are common, I am going to look for these too. 

                                                           
1
 Huckin,T.N , 1997, p 80  

 
2
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 359 

3
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 379 

4
 ‘Moral superiority’ is a step towards positive self-presentation (Van Dijk 2006: 378).  In this paper I will 

use the term positive self-presentation more as it is more general.  
5
 This term is almost based on the (US-THEM categorization) which is basically dividing people to‟ US‟ or 

the „in-group‟ and „THEM‟ which is an „out-group‟  (Van Dijk 2000: 80). After creating the two groups, the 

difference between them is emphasized and that is „polarization‟.  In this paper, I am using the term „in-group-out-

group ideology‟and „ polarization‟ depending on the . 
6
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 379 
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Emphasizing the power, position and authority can be emphasized through the use of „„formal 

setting, attire, tone of the voice, lexical choices and so on‟‟
1
.  On the other hand, the speaker 

manifests his moral superiority by showing that he is democratic, caring, courageous, firm, etc. 

Discrediting the opponent by assigning bad acts to him is common in manipulative discourse. 

This could be done through the Us and Them categorization.
2
 

Giving partial, biased or misleading „facts‟ and then mentioning a lot of details about this „fact‟ 

in order to make it look like „real‟ is a  strategy of manipulation. 

The polarization between Us and Them is closely related to the in-group-out-group division.
3
 In 

this strategy the speaker is designing the text by making two groups: the „US‟ group and the 

„THEM‟ group. This may be developed to assigning good things to the former group and bad 

things to the latter one.
4
  

The overall strategy of positive self-presentation and bad other-presentation entails the 

assignment of good acts to Us and bad ones to Them.  Using this strategy the speaker is stressing 

his morality, superiority and power and at the same time discrediting his opponent and maybe 

blaming him for the bad events or situations.
5
  

The ideological alignment towards abstract issues like „democracy‟ or „nationalism‟ aim to shed 

light on more abstract issues and not focus on the real event.  

Emotional appeal entails the use of emotion arousing phrases, „„dramatic rhetoric‟‟
6
 and so on 

that help to make the audience less resistant to manipulation.  

Implicit-fallacious-argument is a strategy in which the speaker associates the opponent to the 

enemy. 
1
 Clearly, associating someone with the enemy will help to bad present and discredit that 

person 

                                                           
1
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 376 

2
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 376 

3
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2000, p 81 

4
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2000, p 80 

5
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 373    

 
6
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 376 
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              Huckin mentions several strategies for manipulation; manipulating the genre (doing 

things that one should not do within a specific genre), framing, foregrounding/backgrounding, 

presupposition (on text and sentence level), exploiting styles, connotations, labels, metaphor etc.
2
 

I am searching only for two of these strategies; framing and metaphors. I am searching for these 

two strategies because they are mentioned in other literature as well.  According to Van Dijk 

manipulation „„takes place by text and talk‟‟.
3
  As our aim here is to investigate a text,  a 

systematic text analysis schema that helps in uncovering manipulative strategies is needed. For 

that purpose, I am relying on a method suggested by Huckin (1997)
4
. This method helps to 

divide the text to different levels; the text-level, the sentence-level and the word and phrases –

level. By dividing the text, it will be  easier to search for  the classical strategies, mentioned by 

Van Dijk and Huckin,  in different textual layers and gives a better insight about whether 

manipulation is used or not and if used, in what way.  

The text is not something that is arbitrary designed. It is rather a unified unit. The way the 

content of the text is presented and manifesting the perspective of the author is called „framing‟. 

5
 Examining the frame will help to uncover the author‟s perspective and in which way he 

structured the frame to communicate his ideological views. This investigation will show whether 

it could affect the audience or not, the manipulative strategies could be pointed out.  

According to Charteries-Black (2011), metaphors have a „„cognitive and effective 

appeal‟‟ and „„contribute to persuasion‟‟. 
6
 By investigating the kind of metaphors used and if 

they imply any cognitive or emotional appeal that affects the free choice of the audience, I will 

be able to see if these metaphors help in manipulating the audience or not. Metaphors will be 

investigated by the critical metaphor theory that will be introduced latter in this section.  

In addition to Huckin‟s theory, I am making use of another theory suggested by Gross (2008). 

The theory suggests that framing affects the audiences‟ emotional reaction towards the text by 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
1
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 378 

2
 Huckin,T.N , 1997, p 81-84 

3
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 360 

4
 Huckin,T.N , 1997, p 86 

5
 Huckin,T.N , 1997, p 82 

6
 Charteries-Black, Jonathan, 2011, p 2 
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affecting their cognitive evaluation of the event or phenomenon.
1
 Gross tried to study the 

emotional effect of two kinds of frames: the episodic frame and the thematic one. In her 

experiment, she found that the „„rhetorical devices such as episodic framing influence emotional 

response‟‟
2
. It also shows that episodic framing is „„operating via both affective and cognitive 

routes‟‟. 
3
 This means that using episodic frames affects the audience‟s cognition. The main 

premise that the literature of framing is based on is that: frames guide people‟s thoughts and they 

do this because they highlight certain aspects of the event/policy.
4
 

If the analysis of  „framing‟ shows that the episodic frame is used in a way that affect the 

emotions, the cognition and hence, the reaction of the audience in a way that  serves the interest 

of the speaker, it will be a sign of manipulation. Framing is important to my study as it shows 

another side of manipulation manifested in making use of the special features of frames in order 

to affect the opinion of the audience by affecting their emotions and perception and thus pushing 

them to take particular reaction that serves the speaker‟s interests.  

           I am also making use of the „critical metaphor analysis theory‟ when examining 

metaphors in the word-level analysis. „The critical metaphor analysis theory‟ is suggested by    

Charteris-Black and aims at uncovering the intention and ideology of the politician which are 

hidden in the language usage.
5
 The theory involves three stages: identifying the metaphor, 

interpreting and then explaining it.
 6
 A metaphor can be identified by seeing if the word „‟is used 

with a sense that differs from another more common or more basic sense‟‟
7
. Charteris-Black has 

argued that the use of metaphors in political speeches plays an important role in affecting the 

cognition and emotions of the audience.
8
 According to him, metaphors affect the mental 

perception of the audience and hence, their emotions and indirectly their reaction.
9
  It is 

noteworthy that Charteris-Black is adopting Van Dijk‟s criteria that differentiate between 

persuasion and manipulation just as this paper does. 

                                                           
1
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 172 

2
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 183 

3
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 183 

4
 Gross, Kimberly, 2008, p 170   

5
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan 2004, p43 was quoted in  Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 45   

6
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 45   

7
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 45   

8
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 2 

9
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 50,51 
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 As the aim of my study is investigating the existence of manipulative strategies in the speech, I 

find that the critical metaphor analysis theory is a good complement to the overall CDA theory as 

it helps to uncover the ideology and intentions of the speaker and thus helps to uncover 

manipulation.  

 

7-  Method 

There are many aspects that can be studied in a political address. For instance, studying its 

phonology, semiotic aspects, in which the tone, facial expressions and the speaker‟s way of 

dressing, hair style, etc, are taken in account, and many other perspectives of study. This paper 

deals with only the written text as a source of discursive data. The original text is written in 

Arabic but I am providing a translation for the quotations I am using in my study. I translated the 

quotations in a way that makes the Arabic text comprehensive and readable. I made my best to 

provide, as far as I could, the closest natural equivalent to the original text and was faithful to the 

intended meanings of the text. Still, I did not provide a word-for-word translation.  

             As manipulation is found mainly in talk and text, and as my aim is to point out any 

manipulative strategies in the text, I am making use of Huckin‟s suggested text-analysis method. 

The analysis deals with three levels:  the whole text-level, the sentence-level, and the words and 

phrases-level. 
1
 In each of these levels, I will search for the previously mentioned strategies.  I 

find this method useful because it deals with three different levels of the text and hence, give a 

better insight into the data which helps to unmasking how manipulation is designed and used. As 

Huckin suggested, I dealt with the text as a whole in the beginning, then, I examined every 

sentence and, finally, went through each single word.  

       

            In each part of the „data analysis‟ section, I am beginning with providing examples.  All 

the examples are presented in Arabic and then translated into English. After examples, a 

discussion and interpretation is given in order to connect the findings to the concept of 

manipulation.   

                                                           
1
 Huckin,T.N , 1997, p 86 
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8- The Social Context 

During 30 years, Mubarak ruled Egypt. He founded the National Democratic Party (NDP) which 

became over time the most legally powerful party in the country.  On the 25
th

 of January , 2011, 

people of Egypt demonstrated in many parts of Egypt especially in Tahrir (liberation) square in 

Cairo and in many other important towns all over the country. „„The main drivers of the unrest 

have been poverty, rising prices, social exclusion, anger over corruption and personal enrichment 

among the political elite, and a demographic bulge of young people unable to find work‟‟. 
1
 For 

16 days, from 25 January to 10 February, people demonstrated in the streets calling for Mubarak 

to „leave‟ and resign without any reaction from the president. The importance of this speech lies 

in the fact that it was the first formal reaction from the president addressing the demonstrations.  

Instead of submitting to the people‟s will, Mubarak chose to delegate power to his newly 

appointed vice-president, Omar Suleiman, make some constitutional reforms and lift the state of 

emergency law sometime in the future
2
. In so doing Mubarak chose to stay in his position and 

hold his title which is to his advantage and against the peoples‟ who wanted full reformation 

leading to a better life.    

 

9- Data Analysis 

9.1-The text –level analysis 

A survey of the text shows that, the ex-president has named the addressees three times during his 

speech. I will discuss every one of these: 

 

Example 1 

أرٛجٗ أرٛجٗ ثذذ٠ضٟ ا١ٌَٛ ٌشجبة ِظش ث١ّذاْ اٌزذش٠ش ٚػٍٝ ارغبع أسػٙبالإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ، الأثٕبء شجبة ِظش ٚشبثبرٙب، 

، دذ٠ش الأة لأثٕبئٗ ٚثٕبرٗئ١ٌىُ ج١ّؼب ثذذ٠ش ِٓ اٌمٍت  

                                                           
1
 Asser, Martin , 2011 

2
 http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/02/10/f-mubarak-speech-media-roundup.html 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/02/10/f-mubarak-speech-media-roundup.html
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 Translation. 

Fellow citizens, my sons, the youth of Egypt. Today I am addressing the youth in Tahrir square 

and all over Egypt. I am addressing you all from the heart. A speech from a father to his sons and 

daughters.   

Analysis 

            In these very first lines, Mubarak is differentiating between three groups: the citizens in 

general, the younger generation of Egypt, and lastly those who are in Tahrir square „„١ذاْ ِ اٌزذش٠ش

‟‟. One cannot help wondering if all these three groups will not be included if the president chose 

to address his „fellow citizens‟ „„ْٕٛالإخٛح اٌّٛاؽ‟‟ instead of naming every group? By addressing 

three  different groups, he is trying first to distinguish between those who are not demonstrating 

and those who rebel. He creates a clear division between the two groups. He has developed this 

even further in the following sections of the text, as will be seen. If Mubarak chose to address all 

the „fellow citizens‟ „„ْٕٛالإخٛح اٌّٛاؽ ‟‟, the youth and the common citizen will be addressed as 

one unit. This kind of division, I would argue, is ideologically meant as a first step towards 

polarization between Us and Them, which is based mainly on the in-group „US‟ and  out-group 

„THEM‟ structure in which he is trying to ideologically differentiate between the „GOOD WE‟ 

and the „BAD THEM‟.  This step is even developed and is clearer in the following paragraph 

when saying: 

Example 2 

ألٛي ٌىُ ئٕٟٔ وشئ١ظ ٌٍجّٙٛس٠خ لا أجذ دشجب أٚ غؼبػخ أثذا فٟ الاعزّبع ٌشجبة ثلادٞ ٚاٌزجبٚة ِؼٗ، ٌىٓ اٌذشط وً 

بسط، أ٠ب وبْ ِظذس٘ب ٚأ٠ب وبٔذ اٌذشط، ٚاٌؼ١ت وً اٌؼ١ت، ِٚب ٌُ ٌٚٓ ألجٍٗ أثذا.. أْ أعزّغ لإِلاءاد أجٕج١خ رأرٟ ِٓ اٌخ

 رسائؼٙب أٚ ِجشسارٙب

 

Translation  

I am telling you as a president,  that I feel no shame to listen to the youth of my country or 

interact with them, but it is shameful and a mistake, the thing that I did not nor will accept, is to 

listen to a foreign dictations,  whatever the source or the  reasons might be 
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Analysis 

             In the above passage, Mubarak has pictured himself as a democratic leader who is not 

ashamed to listens and respects his people s‟ demands and interact with them  

 ,On the other hand .‟‟ئٕٟٔ وشئ١ظ ٌٍجّٙٛس٠خ لا أجذ دشجب أٚ غؼبػخ أثذا فٟ الاعزّبع ٌشجبة ثلادٞ ٚاٌزجبٚة ِؼٗ„„

his opponents, the rebels, are listening to foreign dictation „„لإِلاءاد أجٕج١خ‟‟. Mubarak is hinting 

that the rebels are traitors. As this accusation is implied and involves no evidence it can be said 

that it is fallacious. This implicit-fallacious-argument is common in the manipulative discourse. 

 When the speaker is assigning good qualities to himself and bad qualities to his opponents, it is 

regarded as a step towards positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation which is in 

the speaker‟s own interest and thus regarded as a manipulative strategy.
1
 

In his second addressing, Mubarak has chosen to address the younger generation that 

demonstrate first and the citizens in general second:  

Example 3 

الأثٕبء شجبة ِظش، الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ.. ٌمذ أػٍٕذ ثؼجبساد لا رذزًّ اٌجذي أٚ اٌزأ٠ًٚ ػذَ رششذٟ ٌلأزخبثبد 

ػبِب فٟ عٕٛاد اٌذشة ٚاٌغلاَ.. أػٍٕذ رّغىٟ ثزٌه،  06لذِزٗ ِٓ ػطبء ٌٍٛؽٓ لأوضش ِٓ اٌشئبع١خاٌّمجٍخ، ِىزف١ب ثّب 

ٚأػٍٕذ رّغىب ِّبصلا ٚثزاد اٌمذس ثبٌّؼٟ فٟ إٌٙٛع ثّغإ١ٌٚزٟ فٟ دّب٠خ اٌذعزٛس ِٚظبٌخ اٌشؼت دزٝ ٠زُ رغ١ٍُ اٌغٍطخ 

شح ٚٔض٠ٙخ رٛفش ٌٙب ػّبٔبد اٌذش٠خ ٚإٌضا٘خ.. رٌه ٚاٌّغإ١ٌٚخ ٌّٓ ٠خزبسٖ إٌبخجْٛ فٟ شٙش عجزّجش اٌّمجً، فٟ أزخبثبد د

 ٘ٛ اٌمغُ اٌزٞ ألغّزٗ أِبَ الله ٚاٌٛؽٓ، ٚعٛف أدبفظ ػ١ٍٗ دزٝ ٔجٍغ ثّظش ٚشؼجٙب ثش الأِبْ

Translation  

My sons, the youth of Egypt, my fellow citizens. I had confirmed with clear sentences, that could 

not be misunderstood,  that I will not run for the next presidential election. It is enough to serve 

my country for more than 60 years in both war and peace times.  I confirmed that and I had also 

confirmed that I will continue to take my responsibility in protecting the constitution and the 

profits of the people until it is time to transfer power to the person who is chosen by the people 

through fair elections next September. This is the oath I gave in front of God and the country and 

I will keep this oath until Egypt and its people are save and sound. 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Van Dijk,Teun A, 2006, p 373 
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Analysis 

            In the first lines of the address, Mubarak is stating very clearly that he determined to 

continue his electoral period and won‟t step down.  His motivation behind that is fulfilling his 

oath that he would protect the constitution and the national security.  If we keep in mind the 

tragic scenario that Mubarak faced when losing his power as a president and stepped down only 

one day after this speech, we might assume that there is another reason behind his decision. 

Stepping down from power made him face the anger of the people, get prisoned and sentenced 

for life after found guilty of the killing of the protestors.
1
 I would assume, on the light of the 

events after the speech, that Mubarak knew in advance what might happen and tried to avoid it.  

The manipulative strategy of the positive self-presentation is stressed in this passage as the one 

above. Mubarak emphasized his moral superiority by pictured himself as a man who is keeping 

his oath and is concerned with the national security and that is why he determined to keep his 

position. On the other hand, he implicated that those who won‟t help him in the amendments he 

is going to do are not concerned about the security of Egypt and hence not patriotic or even, like 

implicated before, are „traitors‟  „„  ٗٔٛخ‟‟. This kind of implication is fallacious and denotes one 

of the common manipulative strategies, namely the implicit-fallacious-argument. An example is 

when saying: 

 

Example 4 

  ؽشدذُ ٘زٖ اٌشؤ٠خ ٍِزضِب ثّغإ١ٌٚزٟ فٟ اٌخشٚط ثبٌٛؽٓ ِٓ ٘زٖ الأٚلبد

اٌؼظ١جخ، ٚأربثغ اٌّؼٟ فٟ رذم١مٙب أٚلا ثأٚي، ثً عبػخ ثغبػخ، ِزطٍؼب ٌذػُ ِٚغبٔذح وً دش٠ض ػٍٝ ِظش ٚشؼجٙب وٟ 

 ٕٔجخ فٟ رذ٠ٍٛٙب ٌٛالغ ٍِّٛط

Translation 

I proposed this vision as it is my responsibility to help my country to pass through crucial times. 

I am making sure that my vision becomes reality hour by hour. I am looking forward for the 

support of every one that loves Egypt and its people in order to make my vision comes true.  

 

                                                           
1
 Pizzey, Allan, 2012 
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              In the next quotation I would like to discuss the third addressing paragraph. In this 

section, Mubarak is addressing the citizens alone and excluding the younger generation:  

 

Example 5 

 

الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ.. ئْ الأ٠ٌٛٚخ ا٢ْ ٟ٘ اعزؼبدح اٌضمخ ث١ٓ اٌّظش١٠ٓ ثؼؼُٙ اٌجؼغ، ٚاٌضمخ فٟ الزظبدٔب ٚعّؼزٕب اٌذ١ٌٚخٚاٌضمخ 

سجؼخفٟ أْ اٌزغ١١ش ٚاٌزذٛي اٌزٞ ثذأٔبٖ لا اسرذاد ػٕٗ أٚ   

 

Translation  

My fellow citizens, our priority now is to regain the confidence between the Egyptians, the trust 

in our economy and international reputation, and to be sure that we will not give up the changes 

that we have started. 

 

Analysis  

 

        In the previous passage, Mubarak addressed citizens in general and did not mention the 

rebels „„ اٌضٛاس ‟‟ at all and this is the development of his distinction of the different groups from 

the very beginning. He is now excluding or omitting the rebels and addressing the citizens alone 

calling for nationalism and solidarity. My argument  is that, Mubarak aimed to make a division 

between the citizens „„ٓاٌّٛاؽ١ٕ‟‟ and the rebels „„اٌضٛاس‟‟ to make it easy to him to discard the 

rebels and assign bad deeds to them so that the other citizens will stop supporting them or even 

take them as national enemies „„  ٓأػذاء اٌٛؽ‟‟, hate them and take violent reaction against them. 

This kind of scenario is totally in the interest of the president who aims at regaining his power by 

suppressing the revolution. This assumption   is supported by his claim that the economy will be 

affected by the act of demonstrating and stating clearly that demonstrations „„  رظب٘ش‟‟  must be 

stopped. The following quotations are examples:  

 

Example 6 

ئْ ِظش رجزبص أٚلبرب طؼجخ لا ٠ظخ أْ ٔغّخ ثبعزّشاس٘ب ف١ضداد ِب أٌذمزٗ ثٕب ٚثبلزظبدٔب ِٓ أػشاس ٚخغبئش ٠ِٛب ثؼذ ٠َٛ، 

ِٕٗ ٠ٕٚزٟٙ ثّظش الأِش ئٌٝ أٚػبع ٠ظجخ ِؼٙب اٌشجبة اٌز٠ٓ دػٛا ئٌٝ اٌزغ١١ش ٚالإطلاح أٚي اٌّزؼشس٠ٓ  
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Translation  

Egypt is passing  crucial times. We cannot allow this to continue. The result will be increasing 

the harm that affected us and our economy day after day. If this situation continues, those who 

called for reforms will be the first ones affected by it. 

      The same strategies were used again in the following passage: 

 

Example 7 

 ٚاجٙذ اٌّٛد ِشاد ػذ٠ذح ؽ١بسا ٚفٟ أد٠ظ أثبثب ٚغ١ش رٌه وض١ش، ٌُ أخؼغ ٠ِٛب ٌؼغٛؽ أجٕج١خ أٚ ئِلاءاد

Translation 

 I faced death many times, as a pilot, in Addis Ababa and a lot more.  I did not yield to foreign 

dictations. 

 

Analysis 

In the previous example, Mubarak combined many strategies that sustain one another. He 

uses the fallacious implication that the rebels are traitors that listen to foreign dictations. By so 

doing, he is accusing them of disloyalty and hence, discrediting them. He polarizes between 

himself as a  powerful courageous loyal leader and „them‟ who listen to foreign dictations. This 

also manifests his  power and superior morality as he did not yield to foreign dictations and at the 

same time discredits his opponents. In other words, he is juxtaposing his heroism and 

nationalism to their, implicated, disloyalty and betrayal.  

 

                

To sum up the results of the discussion above, I found many strategies that are used for 

the aim of manipulation. I found an intensive use for the positive self-presentation and bad other- 

presentation in all the different sections of the text. Other strategies were found as well; the 

overall strategy of in-group-out-group was established from the very beginning by naming every 

addressee and distinguishing them. This was enhanced by the polarization between the „good 

president‟ and the „bad rebels‟. the implicit-fallacious-arguments were found in many instances. I 

found clear evidence of stressing one‟s power and morality superiority, discrediting the opponent 
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.Towards the end of the address,  the in-group-out-group ideology reached its ultimate goal by 

excluding the „rebels‟ from the address and include only the „citizens‟.  

 

9.1.2- Framing 

The ex-president has used two kinds of frames: the thematic frame when addressing the rebels 

and the episodic frame when addressing the citizens. I will argue that Mubarak has used these 

two frames when addressing the two different groups he created on purpose. The thematic frame 

is used when providing information about the president‟s reaction to the killing of the 

demonstrators, constitutional reforms and the emergency law. The most part that contains factual 

instances is the one concerning the constitutional reforms:  

Example 8 

ٌٚمذ رٍم١ذ أِظ اٌزمش٠ش الأٚي ثبٌزؼذ٠لاد اٌذعزٛس٠خ راد الأ٠ٌٛٚخ اٌّمزشدخ ِٓ اٌٍجٕخ اٌزٟ شىٍزٙب ِٓ سجبي اٌمؼبء ٚفمٙبء 

ٌذساعخ اٌزؼذ٠لاد اٌذعزٛس٠خ ٚاٌزشش٠ؼ١خ اٌّطٍٛثخاٌمبْٔٛ  . 

  

ِٓ  981ٚئٕٟٔ رجبٚثب ِغ ِب رؼّٕٗ رمش٠ش اٌٍجٕخ ِٓ ِمزشدبد، ِٚمزؼٝ اٌظلاد١بد اٌّخٌٛخ ٌشئ١ظ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ ٚفمب ٌٍّبدح 

 961اٌّبدح  ، فؼلا ػٓ ئٌغبء981ٚ 19ٚ 88ٚ 66ٚ 60اٌذعزٛس، فمذ رمذِذ ا١ٌَٛ ثطٍت رؼذ٠ً عذ ِٛاد دعزٛس٠خ ٟ٘ اٌّٛاد 

ِٓ اٌذعزٛس، ِغ رأو١ذ الاعزؼذاد ٌٍزمذَ فٟ ٚلذ لادك ثطٍت رؼذ٠ً اٌّٛاد اٌزٟ رٕزٟٙ ئ١ٌٙب ٘زٖ اٌٍجٕخ اٌذعزٛس٠خ ٚفك ِب رشاٖ 

 .ِٓ اٌذٚاػٟ ٚاٌّجشساد

  

رذم١مب ٚرغزٙذف ٘زٖ اٌزؼذ٠لاد راد الأ٠ٌٛٚخ ر١غ١ش ششٚؽ اٌزشش١خ ٌشئبعخ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ، ٚاػزّبد ػذد ِذذد ٌّذد اٌشئبعخ 

ٌزذاٚي اٌغٍطخ، ٚرؼض٠ض ػٛاثؾ الإششاف ػٍٝ الأزخبثبد ػّبٔب ٌذش٠زٙب ٚٔضا٘زٙب، وّب رإوذ اخزظبص اٌمؼبء ٚدذٖ ثبٌفظً 

 .فٟ طذخ ٚػؼ٠ٛخ أػؼبء اٌجشٌّبْ، ٚرؼذي ششٚؽ ٚئجشاءاد ؽٍت رؼذ٠ً اٌذعزٛس

  

اٌّطٍٛة ث١ٓ دّب٠خ اٌٛؽٓ ِٓ ِخبؽش الإس٘بة ِٓ اٌذعزٛس فأٗ ٠غزٙذف رذم١ك اٌزٛاصْ  961أِب الالزشاح ثاٌغبء اٌّبدح 

ٚػّبْ ادزشاَ اٌذمٛق ٚاٌذش٠بد اٌّذ١ٔخ ٌٍّٛاؽ١ٕٓ، ثّب ٠فزخ اٌجبة أِبَ ئ٠مبف اٌؼًّ ثمبْٔٛ اٌطٛاسب فٛس اعزؼبدح اٌٙذٚء 

 ٚالاعزمشاس ٚرٛافش اٌظشٚف اٌّٛار١خ ٌشفغ دبٌخ اٌطٛاسب
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Translation 

Yesterday, I received the first report  from the  committee that I formed of law and constitutional  

experts, this report includes the suggested constitutional adjustments of priority.  

As a response to the suggestion of the committee, and according to the authority I am entitled as 

a president according to the article nr. 180 of the constitution, I applied today for a request to 

adjust six constitutional articles. These articles are:  60 , 66 , 88 ,19,981. I also asked for the 

deletion of the article 179. I also confirm that I am ready to request, later on, for the adjustment 

that the constitutional committee suggest according to what it see right.  

The suggested constitutional adjustments of priority aim at facilitate the conditions of applying 

for the president position. It also aim at deciding a specific number of presidential periods. This 

will lead to the devolution of power. It also strengthens the control over the supervision of the  

elections to ensure free and fair elections. It also confirms that only the judicature has the right to 

verify the membership of members of parliament, and adjusted the conditions and procedures for 

requesting amendment of the constitution. 

 The suggestion of the cancellation of the article 179 aims at achieve the required balance 

between protecting the nation from the dangers of terrorism and  to ensure the respect of the 

rights  and civil liberty of the citizens. This will open the door to stop the emergency law 

immediately as soon as stability is restored and the availability of favorable conditions for the 

lifting of the state of emergency 

 

 Analysis 

This kind of frame – a frame that provides factual information - is suitable in the case of the 

rebels as they need to know the kind of measurements that are taken and hear the details of these 

measurements to feel secure and to sooth their anger. Still, I would argue here that Mubarak has 

tried to provide detailed, partial information to the rebels to manipulate them instead of to 

persuade them. When the people demonstrated and asked Mubarak to „leave‟, their causes, as 

mentioned in the „‟social context‟‟ section, cannot be solved by changing five articles and 

deleting one in which all of them concern the elections. We cannot imagine that the common 



21 
 

citizen has read the constitution and knows every article in it and what they imply.  He could 

possibly, talk about new job opportunity, economic reforms, take measurements against the 

corruption, etc. As he chose to tackle the issue that concerns him and his position, I would argue 

that he is manipulating the people.   By providing so much details to one side of the problem and 

give the impression of its major importance, he tried to make the „facts‟ (the reforms) seem more 

real than they really are.  

When addressing the citizens, Mubarak used the episodic frame. He made himself an 

example of dedication and heroism.  It helps by highlighting some aspects (e.g. Mubarak‟s 

heroism during the October war  and the attempts to assassinate him). By doing so, he tried to 

arouse the sympathetic reaction of the audience and giving a good picture of himself. An 

example is: 

Example 9 

رؼٍّذ ششف اٌؼغىش٠خ اٌّظش٠خ ٚاٌٛلاء ٌٍٛؽٓ ٚاٌزؼذ١خ ِٓ أجٍٗ.. أف١ٕذ ػّشٞ  ٌمذ وٕذ شبثب ِضً شجبة ِظش ا٢ْ، ػٕذِب

دفبػب ػٓ أسػٗ ٚع١بدرٗ، شٙذد دشٚثٗ ثٙضائّٙب ٚأزظبسارٙب، ػشذ أ٠بَ الأىغبس ٚالادزلاي ٚأ٠بَ اٌؼجٛس ٚإٌظش 

بسا ٚفٟ أد٠ظ أثبثب ٚغ١ش رٌه ٚاٌزذش٠ش.. أعؼذ أ٠بَ د١برٟ ٠َٛ سفؼذ ػٍُ ِظش فٛق ع١ٕبء، ٚاجٙذ اٌّٛد ِشاد ػذ٠ذح ؽ١

وض١ش، ٌُ أخؼغ ٠ِٛب ٌؼغٛؽ أجٕج١خ أٚ ئِلاءاد، دبفظذ ػٍٝ اٌغلاَ، ػٍّذ ِٓ أجً أِٓ ِظش ٚاعزمشاس٘ب، اجزٙذد ِٓ 

أجً ٔٙؼزٙب، ٌُ أعغ ٠ِٛب ٌغٍطخ أٚ شؼج١خ صائفخ.. أصك أْ الأغٍج١خ اٌىبعذخ ِٓ أثٕبء اٌشؼت ٠ؼشفْٛ ِٓ ٘ٛ دغٕٟ ِجبسن، 

ِب ألال١ٗ ا١ٌَٛ ِٓ ثؼغ ثٕٟ ٚؽ٠ٟٕٚذض فٟ ٔفغٟ   

Translation 

 I was a young man, a youth just like all these youth, when I have learned the honor of the 

military system and to sacrifice for the country. I have spent my entire life defending its land and 

its sovereignty. I have witnessed and attended its wars with all its defeats and victories. I have 

lived during defeat and victory. During the victory in 1973, my happiest days were when I lifted 

the Egyptian flag over Sinai. I have faced death several times when I was a pilot. I also faced it 

in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia and elsewhere. I did not submit nor yield to foreign dictations or 

others. I have kept the peace. I worked towards the Egyptian stability and security. I have 

worked to the revival in Egypt and the prosperity. I did not seek authority. I trust that the 

majority -- the vast majority of the Egyptian people know who is Hosni Mubarak, and it pains 

me to what I have -- what I see today from some of my fellow citizens. 
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Analysis 

 In this passage, Mubarak mentions his youthhood and how he participated in the October war 

„„ اوزٛثش دشة ‟‟and raised the flag over Sinai „„  ع١ٕبء‟‟and how he survived many assassination 

attempts during his presidential period.  All these instances are aiming at emotionalizing the 

argument and motivating the audience to sympathize him. By so doing, he is motivating the 

citizens to support him out of pity and thus, he could regain his authority and power which the 

rebels are challenging in the Tahrir square.  According to Van Dijk, mentioning emotion 

arousing instances is emotionalizing the argument and is one of the classical manipulative 

strategies.  

Following the suggestion of Huckin and examining the framing of the text, I found three 

strategies of manipulation:  providing details of the „ facts‟, emotional appeal and the classical 

good self-presentations and  bad other-presentation.  

 

9.2- Sentence- level analysis 

A survey of many sentences revealed that the importance is clearly given to the president and his 

actions. Examples are:  

Example 10 

ٌٓ أرٙبْٚ فٟ ِؼبلجخ اٌّزغجج١ٓ ثٙب ثىً اٌشذح  وأؤكد أننيلجً وً شٟء، ئْ دِبء شٙذائىُ ٚجشدبوُ ٌٓ رؼ١غ ٘ذسا،  أقول لكن

اٌز٠ٓ أجشِٛا فٟ دك شجبثٕب ثألظٝ ِب رمشسٖ أدىبَ اٌمبْٔٛ ِٓ ػمٛثبد سادػخ سأحاسةٚاٌذغُ، ٚ . 

Translation  

I am telling you before anything, that the blood of the martyrs and the injured will not go in vain. 

I assure you that I am going to punish those who caused this blood fiercely. I will see that those 

who are found to be guilty are punished as extreme as the law allows.  

 

Example 11 

 

وّب أٚجغ لٍٛثىُ ، وأوجع قلثيوً الأٌُ ِٓ أجٍُٙ ِضٍّب رأٌّزُ إنني تألمتٌؼبئلاد ٘إلاء اٌؼذب٠ب الأثش٠بء:  أقولٚ  
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Translation 

 I am telling the families of those innocent victims that I was hurt as they did and my heart ached 

just as theirs.  

 

Example 12 

وً اٌؼضَ ػٍٝ اٌٛفبء ثّب رؼٙذد ثٗ  وإنني عازمئْ اعزجبثزٟ ٌظٛرىُ ٚسعبٌزىُ ِٚطبٌجىُ ٘ٛ اٌزضاَ لا سجؼخ ف١ٗ،  أقول لكن

ظذق، ٚدش٠ض وً اٌذشص ػٍٝ رٕف١زٖ دْٚ اسرذاد أٚ ػٛدح ٌٍٛساءاٌجذ٠خ ٚاٌثىً   

Translation 

 I am telling you that my response to your demands is a commitment without retreat. I am 

determined to fulfill this commitment with all the seriousness and faithfulness. I am so careful to 

put my commitment in to action with no retreat. 

Analysis 

               In each of the previous passages, the speaker used the „„preposed agent pronoun‟‟ (أ) 

which equals (I) in English. The occurrence of the preposed pronoun is not meant to emphasize 

the actions of the agent but more to assert his identity.
1
 

       With this intensive usage of the pronoun „I‟ in the introduction section when addressing the 

rebels mainly, I would argue that the priority in the text is given to the president, his acts, what 

he says, what he will do or decided to do, what he believes or feels, in short the importance is 

given to his identity and thus stressing his superiority and power as a president.  Mubarak  is the 

doer in every single sentence above mentioned  examples whereas the opponent, the protesters, 

are in the „patient‟ position which is  a passive position.  In so doing, Mubarak tries to dominate 

the audience by opposing power over them. This power and domination contrast with the free 

will associated to persuasion and, hence, is a sign of manipulation.  

To summarize, the analysis discovered one classical strategy, which are emphasizing one‟s 

power  

                                                           
1
 Badawi, Elsaid, Michael G.Carterand Adrian Gully, 2004, p 359 
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9.3- The word-level analysis 

9.3.1- Metaphor 

 With the help of critical metaphor analysis theory, I am going to discuss three kinds of 

metaphors used in the address: metaphors from the family-domain, metaphors from the war-

domain and lastly personification. Metaphors serve an ideological purpose that helps in the 

overall strategy of positive in-group-presentation and negative out-group-presentation which 

emotionally affect the audience.
1
 

    The first striking metaphor is a metaphor drawn from the domain of the‟ family‟ and used at 

the very beginning of the address:  

Example 13 

بسم الله الرحمن الرحيم.. الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ، الأثٕبء شجبة ِظش ٚشبثبرٙب، أرٛجٗ ثذذ٠ضٟ ا١ٌَٛ ٌشجبة ِظش ث١ّذاْ اٌزذش٠ش 

حديث الأب لأتنائه وتناتهٚػٍٝ ارغبع أسػٙب، أرٛجٗ ئ١ٌىُ ج١ّؼب ثذذ٠ش ِٓ اٌمٍت،   

Translation 

In the name of Allah, the merciful, the compassionate, Fellow citizens, my sons, the youth of 

Egypt. Today I am addressing the youth in Tahrir square and all over Egypt. I am addressing you 

all from the heart. A speech from a father to his sons and daughters.   

Analysis  

In the above quotation, when stating that the speaker is a „father‟ it raises an intimate and 

emotional feeling between  the  „father‟ „„الأب‟‟ and  his „sons and daughters‟ „„أتنائه وتناته  ‟‟. To 

put it another way,   Charteries-Black explained that the use of metaphors from the family 

domain helps in imparting a feeling of security and the desire to protect this family, the nation.
2
 

In our case here, Mubarak has chosen to picture the nation as a „family‟ in which he is the 

                                                           
1
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 32 

2
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 29 
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„father‟ who will protect this family.  By so doing, he purposes to stimulate the audience to listen 

to him and submit to his argument and at the same time push them to feel the urgent desire to 

protect the family by ceasing to revolt and by stopping those who revolt.  

          

War-like metaphors are employed as well. An example is the following: 

Example 14 

 اٌّظش١٠ٓ ج١ّؼب فٟ خٕذق ٚادذ ا٢ْ

Translation  

 All the Egyptian are in one trench now 

Analysis 

The war-related metaphor sends many cognitive and emotional messages. First and foremost, it 

suggests the existence of enemies. If we keep in mind the president‟s implication when saying 

that the youth are listening to “foreign dictations” „„ ئِلاءاد أجٕج١خ رأرٟ ِٓ اٌخبسط‟‟, one might relate 

that to the enemy metaphor .  However, the ex-president did not specify the outside enemy 

explicitly but only implicitly, the one who listens and responds to the enemy is regarded as a 

traitor and, hence, an enemy, and thus those who demonstrate are the nations‟ enemies. The use 

of metaphor in political speeches, as in our case here, helps to deepen the notion of the positive 

presentation of supporters and the bad presentation of the opponents.
1
 Framing the opponent as 

an enemy by using metaphors from the domain of war were used by politicians, such as 

Thatcher, to negatively present their opponent.
2
 Using metaphors this way evoke more and more 

the notion of the in-group-out-group frame that was used all over the text. In so doing the 

speaker is not trying to persuade the audience but to manipulate them. By implying that the 

rebels are enemies to the nation, Mubarak falsifies their good intention towards the nation and 

their credibility. By so doing, Mubarak tries to suppress the revolution by making the people  

regard the rebels as enemies and traitors, which is obviously in the best interest of the speaker 

                                                           
1
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 32 

2
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 33 
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and that is a clear mark of manipulation.
1
 Still, the speaker provided no clear evidence of the 

purpose of using this metaphor or explicitly named the „enemy‟ which gives an evidence that he 

aimed at evoking the feeling of fear not to support the rebels otherwise they will be supporting 

traitors and hence they will be traitors as well. This kind of „„implicit –fallacious- argument‟‟ is a 

strategy of manipulation.
2
 

            Another feature of metaphors is the use of „personification‟ which was used in many 

passages like: 

Example 15 

  ئْ ِظش رجزبص أٚلبرب طؼجخ

Translation 

Egypt is passing crucial times 

Example 16 

عززجبٚص أصِزٙب ٌٚٓ رٕىغش ئسادح شؼجٙب، عزمف ػٍٝ ألذاِٙب ِٓ جذ٠ذ ثظذق ٚئخلاص أثٕبئٙب  ئٕٟٔ أػٍُ ػٍُ ا١ٌم١ٓ أْ ِظش

 وً أثٕبئٙب، ٚعزشد و١ذ اٌىبئذ٠ٓ ٚشّبرخ اٌشبِز١ٓ

 Translation 

 I know for sure that Egypt will survive this crises and  that her people‟s will not collapse. Egypt 

will stand on her feet again because of the faithfulness and truthfulness of her sons, all of them. 

She will make those who conspire against her pay back.   

Analysis 

The use of personification involves emotional and cognitive effect on the audience, or as  

Charteris-Black put it; „„The use of personification carries a strong expressive force because it 

evokes our feelings and beliefs about people and applies them to feelings and beliefs about 

                                                           
1
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 43,44, Van Dijk, Teun A, 2006, p 361 

2
 Van Dijk, Teun A, 2006, p 378 
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abstract political issues‟‟.
1
 This kind of metaphor is important as well in evoking patriotism and 

nationalism that are crucial in times of national crises.
2
 

          Using metaphors are vital in political speeches as it plays a great role to enable politicians 

to create their leadership identity and  also to be morally accepted in  the light of shared values 

between them and their addressees.
3
 Mubarak has chosen to be the „father‟ „„الأب‟‟, the youth 

who demonstrate are „„traitors‟„ and „„enemies‟„, Egypt, is a person that is suffering and is in 

danger. The expected reaction from these three messages is: saving the nation by unifying the 

nation (the family) under the „fatherly‟ leadership of the president and standing against the 

„traitors‟ (disobedient sons) for the good of all.  When combining these metaphors with the 

mention of the president‟s  heroism in his youthhood, assassination attempts, and his refusal to 

listen to any „foreign dictation‟ when saying : أخؼغ ٠ِٛب ٌؼغٛؽ أجٕج١خ أٚ ئِلاءاد ٌُ (I did not yield to 

foreign dictations), we conclude that it is a complete picture of good-self presentation vs. bad-

other presentation that use many textual features that spread all over the text , like in the 

previously discussed  framing, and in the agent-patient relations highlighted in the sentence-level 

analysis. The aim is to evoke the desired message: the president is „good‟ and the protestors are 

„bad‟ and this is a sign of manipulation.  

 To summarize, analyzing metaphors clarifies the use of six strategies: the in-group-out-group 

ideology, emotional appeal, positive self-presentation and negative other- presentation, 

discrediting the enemy, implicit –fallacious- argument,  and lastly, ideological alignment towards 

nationalism  

 

 10- Conclusion 

             The study aimed at investigating manipulation in the text by examining the existence of 

ten manipulative strategies suggested by Van Dijk and Huckin. All the manipulative strategies 

were found  in  the text. The manipulative strategies that were found in the text are as follows: In 

the text-level analysis, I found that Mubarak used  the implicit-fallacious-argument, discrediting 

the opponent,  positive self-presentation, the polarization between Us and Them which is based 

                                                           
1
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 257   

2
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 256   

3
 Charteris-Black, Jonathan,  2011, p 312 
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on the in-group-out-group ideology.  Discrediting the opponent and emphasizing one‟s morality 

were found as well. The sentence-level analysis found one  strategy; emphasizing one‟s power. 

The word and phrases-level analysis showed that Mubarak has tried to emotionalize his 

argumentation by mentioning his heroism in the October war and the many attempts to kill him. 

Conducting a sentence-level analysis shows that Mubarak , tried to manifest his power and 

exercise domination over his opponents.  A further investigation revealed positive self-

presentation and  bad other , the  in-group-out-group ideology, emotional appeal, discarding the 

opponent and align towards nationalism as well as the  use of implicit-fallacious-argument when 

aligning the rebels with the enemy without any evidence.  

The study shows that all the strategies are found in the text which means that this text was aimed 

to manipulate the people not to persuade them.    

It would be interesting if a study is conducted to investigate other semiotic aspects that 

might affect the audience, for example, the facial expressions of the president while giving this 

speech, his tone, his body language, etc, and then relating the findings to this study. 
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12-Appendix  

 

بسم الله الرحمن الرحيم.. الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ، الأثٕبء شجبة ِظش ٚشبثبرٙب، أرٛجٗ ثذذ٠ضٟ ا١ٌَٛ ٌشجبة ِظش ث١ّذاْ اٌزذش٠ش 

ٚػٍٝ ارغبع أسػٙب، أرٛجٗ ئ١ٌىُ ج١ّؼب ثذذ٠ش ِٓ اٌمٍت، دذ٠ش الأة لأثٕبئٗ ٚثٕبرٗ.. ألٛي ٌىُ ئٕٟٔ أػزض ثىُ سِضا ٌج١ً 

 .ِظشٞ جذ٠ذ ٠ذػٛ ئٌٝ اٌزغ١١ش ئٌٝ الأفؼً ٠ٚزّغه ثٗ ٠ٚذٍُ ثبٌّغزمجً ٠ٚظٕؼٗ

  

ٌٓ أرٙبْٚ فٟ ِؼبلجخ اٌّزغجج١ٓ ثٙب ثىً اٌشذح ألٛي ٌىُ لجً وً شٟء، ئْ دِبء شٙذائىُ ٚجشدبوُ ٌٓ رؼ١غ ٘ذسا، ٚأؤوذ إٟٔٔ 

 .ٚاٌذغُ، ٚعأدبعت اٌز٠ٓ أجشِٛا فٟ دك شجبثٕب ثألظٝ ِب رمشسٖ أدىبَ اٌمبْٔٛ ِٓ ػمٛثبد سادػخ

  

 .ٚألٛي ٌؼبئلاد ٘إلاء اٌؼذب٠ب الأثش٠بء: ئٕٟٔ رأٌّذ وً الأٌُ ِٓ أجٍُٙ ِضٍّب رأٌّزُ، ٚأٚجغ لٍجٟ وّب أٚجغ لٍٛثىُ

  

اعزجبثزٟ ٌظٛرىُ ٚسعبٌزىُ ِٚطبٌجىُ ٘ٛ اٌزضاَ لا سجؼخ ف١ٗ، ٚئٕٟٔ ػبصَ وً اٌؼضَ ػٍٝ اٌٛفبء ثّب رؼٙذد ثٗ  ألٛي ٌىُ ئْ

 .ثىً اٌجذ٠خ ٚاٌظذق، ٚدش٠ض وً اٌذشص ػٍٝ رٕف١زٖ دْٚ اسرذاد أٚ ػٛدح ٌٍٛساء

  

ِطبٌت ػبدٌخ ِٚششٚػخ، فبلأخطبء ئْ ٘زا الاٌزضاَ ٠ٕطٍك ِٓ الزٕبع أو١ذ ثظذق ٚٔمبء ٔٛا٠بوُ ٚرذشوىُ، ٚأْ ِطبٌجىُ ٟ٘ 

 .ٚاسدح فٟ أٞ ٔظبَ ع١بعٟ ٚفٟ أٞ دٌٚخ، ٌٚىٓ اٌُّٙ ٘ٛ الاػزشاف ثٙب ٚرظذ١ذٙب فٟ أعشع ٚلذ ِٚذبعجخ ِشرىج١ٙب

  

ٚألٛي ٌىُ ئٕٟٔ وشئ١ظ ٌٍجّٙٛس٠خ لا أجذ دشجب أٚ غؼبػخ أثذا فٟ الاعزّبع ٌشجبة ثلادٞ ٚاٌزجبٚة ِؼٗ، ٌىٓ اٌذشط وً 

وً اٌؼ١ت، ِٚب ٌُ ٌٚٓ ألجٍٗ أثذا.. أْ أعزّغ لإِلاءاد أجٕج١خ رأرٟ ِٓ اٌخبسط، أ٠ب وبْ ِظذس٘ب ٚأ٠ب وبٔذ اٌذشط، ٚاٌؼ١ت 

 .رسائؼٙب أٚ ِجشسارٙب

  

http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/02/10/f-mubarak-speech-media-roundup.html
http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/genre?q=genre
http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/metaphor?q=metaphor
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الأثٕبء شجبة ِظش، الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ.. ٌمذ أػٍٕذ ثؼجبساد لا رذزًّ اٌجذي أٚ اٌزأ٠ًٚ ػذَ رششذٟ ٌلأزخبثبد اٌشئبع١خ 

ػبِب فٟ عٕٛاد اٌذشة ٚاٌغلاَ.. أػٍٕذ رّغىٟ ثزٌه، ٚأػٍٕذ رّغىب  06ِزٗ ِٓ ػطبء ٌٍٛؽٓ لأوضش ِٓ اٌّمجٍخ، ِىزف١ب ثّب لذ

ِّبصلا ٚثزاد اٌمذس ثبٌّؼٟ فٟ إٌٙٛع ثّغإ١ٌٚزٟ فٟ دّب٠خ اٌذعزٛس ِٚظبٌخ اٌشؼت دزٝ ٠زُ رغ١ٍُ اٌغٍطخ ٚاٌّغإ١ٌٚخ 

ٚٔض٠ٙخ رٛفش ٌٙب ػّبٔبد اٌذش٠خ ٚإٌضا٘خ.. رٌه ٘ٛ اٌمغُ  ٌّٓ ٠خزبسٖ إٌبخجْٛ فٟ شٙش عجزّجش اٌّمجً، فٟ أزخبثبد دشح

 .اٌزٞ ألغّزٗ أِبَ الله ٚاٌٛؽٓ، ٚعٛف أدبفظ ػ١ٍٗ دزٝ ٔجٍغ ثّظش ٚشؼجٙب ثش الأِبْ

  

ٌمذ ؽشدذُ سؤ٠خ ِذذدح ٌٍخشٚط ِٓ الأصِخ اٌشإ٘خ، ٌٚزذم١ك ِب دػب ئ١ٌٗ اٌشجبة ٚاٌّٛاؽْٕٛ، ثّب ٠ذزشَ اٌششػ١خ اٌذعزٛس٠خ 

ػٙب، ٚػٍٝ ٔذٛ ٠ذمك اعزمشاس ِجزّؼٕب ِٚطبٌت أثٕبئٗ، ٠ٚطشح فٟ راد اٌٛلذ ئؽبسا ِزفمب ػ١ٍٗ ٌلأزمبي اٌغٍّٟ ٚلا ٠مٛ

 .ٌٍغٍطخ ِٓ خلاي دٛاس ِغإٚي ث١ٓ وبفخ لٜٛ اٌّجزّغ ٚثألظٝ لذس ِٓ اٌظذق ٚاٌشفبف١خ

  

  ؽشدذُ ٘زٖ اٌشؤ٠خ ٍِزضِب ثّغإ١ٌٚزٟ فٟ اٌخشٚط ثبٌٛؽٓ ِٓ ٘زٖ الأٚلبد

، ٚأربثغ اٌّؼٟ فٟ رذم١مٙب أٚلا ثأٚي، ثً عبػخ ثغبػخ، ِزطٍؼب ٌذػُ ِٚغبٔذح وً دش٠ض ػٍٝ ِظش ٚشؼجٙب وٟ اٌؼظ١جخ

 .ٕٔجخ فٟ رذ٠ٍٛٙب ٌٛالغ ٍِّٛط، ٚفك رٛافك ٚؽٕٟ ػش٠غ ِٚزغغ اٌمبػذح، رغٙش ػٍٝ ػّبْ رٕف١زٖ لٛارٕب اٌّغٍذخ اٌجبعٍخ

  

اٌز٠ٓ لبدٚا اٌذػٛح ئٌٝ اٌزغ١١ش ٚوبفخ اٌمٜٛ اٌغ١بع١خ، ٌٚمذ أعفش ٘زا اٌذٛاس ٌمذ ثذأٔب ثبٌفؼً دٛاسا ٚؽ١ٕب ثٕبء ٠ؼُ شجبة ِظش 

ػٓ رٛافك ِجذئٟ فٟ ا٢ساء ٚاٌّٛالف ٠ؼغ ألذإِب ػٍٝ ثذا٠خ اٌطش٠ك اٌظذ١خ ٌٍخشٚط ِٓ الأصِخ، ٠ٚزؼ١ٓ ِٛاطٍزٗ ٌلأزمبي 

صِٕٟ ِذذد رّؼٟ ٠ِٛب ثؼذ ٠َٛ ػٍٝ ؽش٠ك ثٗ ِٓ اٌخطٛؽ اٌؼش٠ؼخ ٌّب رُ الارفبق ػ١ٍٗ، ئٌٝ خش٠طخ ؽش٠ك ٚاػذخ ٚثجذٚي 

 .الأزمبي اٌغٍّٟ ٌٍغٍطخ ِٓ ا٢ْ ٚدزٝ عجزّجش اٌّمجً

  

ئْ ٘زا اٌذٛاس اٌٛؽٕٟ لذ رلالٝ دٛي رشى١ً ٌجٕخ دعزٛس٠خ رزٌٛٝ دساعخ اٌزؼذ٠لاد اٌّطٍٛثخ فٟ اٌذعزٛس ِٚب رمزؼ١ٗ ِٓ 

ِزبثؼخ اٌزٕف١ز الأ١ِٓ ٌّب رؼٙذدُ ثٗ أِبَ اٌشؼت. ٌٚمذ دشطذ رؼذ٠لاد رشش٠ؼ١خ، وّب رلالٝ دٛي رشى١ً ٌجٕخ ٌٍّزبثؼخ رزٌٛٝ 

ػٍٝ أْ ٠أرٟ رشى١ً وٍزب اٌٍجٕز١ٓ ِٓ اٌشخظ١بد اٌّظش٠خ اٌّشٙٛد ٌٙب ثبلاعزملاي ٚاٌزجشد، ِٚٓ فمٙبء اٌمبْٔٛ اٌذعزٛسٞ 

 .ٚسجبي اٌمؼبء

  

خ دض٠ٕخ أٚجؼذ لٍٛثٕب ٚ٘ضد ػ١ّش اٌٛؽٓ، ٚفؼلا ػٓ رٌه فإٟٔ ئصاء ِب فمذٔبٖ ِٓ شٙذاء ِٓ أثٕبء ِظش فٟ أدذاس ِأعب٠ٚ

أطذسد رؼ١ٍّبرٟ ثغشػخ الأزٙبء ِٓ اٌزذم١مبد دٛي أدذاس الأعجٛع اٌّبػٟ، ٚئدبٌخ ٔزبئجٙب ػٍٝ اٌفٛس ئٌٝ إٌبئت اٌؼبَ 

 .١ٌزخز ثشأٔٙب ِب ٠ٍضَ ِٓ ئجشاءاد لب١ٔٛٔخ سادػخ

  

٠ٌٛخ اٌّمزشدخ ِٓ اٌٍجٕخ اٌزٟ شىٍزٙب ِٓ سجبي اٌمؼبء ٚفمٙبء ٌٚمذ رٍم١ذ أِظ اٌزمش٠ش الأٚي ثبٌزؼذ٠لاد اٌذعزٛس٠خ راد الأٚ

 .اٌمبْٔٛ ٌذساعخ اٌزؼذ٠لاد اٌذعزٛس٠خ ٚاٌزشش٠ؼ١خ اٌّطٍٛثخ
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ِٓ  981ٚئٕٟٔ رجبٚثب ِغ ِب رؼّٕٗ رمش٠ش اٌٍجٕخ ِٓ ِمزشدبد، ِٚمزؼٝ اٌظلاد١بد اٌّخٌٛخ ٌشئ١ظ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ ٚفمب ٌٍّبدح 

 961، فؼلا ػٓ ئٌغبء اٌّبدح 981ٚ 19ٚ 88ٚ 66ٚ 60رؼذ٠ً عذ ِٛاد دعزٛس٠خ ٟ٘ اٌّٛاد اٌذعزٛس، فمذ رمذِذ ا١ٌَٛ ثطٍت 

ِٓ اٌذعزٛس، ِغ رأو١ذ الاعزؼذاد ٌٍزمذَ فٟ ٚلذ لادك ثطٍت رؼذ٠ً اٌّٛاد اٌزٟ رٕزٟٙ ئ١ٌٙب ٘زٖ اٌٍجٕخ اٌذعزٛس٠خ ٚفك ِب رشاٖ 

 .ِٓ اٌذٚاػٟ ٚاٌّجشساد

  

ر١غ١ش ششٚؽ اٌزشش١خ ٌشئبعخ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ، ٚاػزّبد ػذد ِذذد ٌّذد اٌشئبعخ رذم١مب ٚرغزٙذف ٘زٖ اٌزؼذ٠لاد راد الأ٠ٌٛٚخ 

ٌزذاٚي اٌغٍطخ، ٚرؼض٠ض ػٛاثؾ الإششاف ػٍٝ الأزخبثبد ػّبٔب ٌذش٠زٙب ٚٔضا٘زٙب، وّب رإوذ اخزظبص اٌمؼبء ٚدذٖ ثبٌفظً 

 .فٟ طذخ ٚػؼ٠ٛخ أػؼبء اٌجشٌّبْ، ٚرؼذي ششٚؽ ٚئجشاءاد ؽٍت رؼذ٠ً اٌذعزٛس

  

ِٓ اٌذعزٛس فأٗ ٠غزٙذف رذم١ك اٌزٛاصْ اٌّطٍٛة ث١ٓ دّب٠خ اٌٛؽٓ ِٓ ِخبؽش الإس٘بة  961ِب الالزشاح ثاٌغبء اٌّبدح أ

ٚػّبْ ادزشاَ اٌذمٛق ٚاٌذش٠بد اٌّذ١ٔخ ٌٍّٛاؽ١ٕٓ، ثّب ٠فزخ اٌجبة أِبَ ئ٠مبف اٌؼًّ ثمبْٔٛ اٌطٛاسب فٛس اعزؼبدح اٌٙذٚء 

ٌشفغ دبٌخ اٌطٛاسبٚالاعزمشاس ٚرٛافش اٌظشٚف اٌّٛار١خ  . 

  

الإخٛح اٌّٛاؽْٕٛ.. ئْ الأ٠ٌٛٚخ ا٢ْ ٟ٘ اعزؼبدح اٌضمخ ث١ٓ اٌّظش١٠ٓ ثؼؼُٙ اٌجؼغ، ٚاٌضمخ فٟ الزظبدٔب ٚعّؼزٕب اٌذ١ٌٚخ، 

 .ٚاٌضمخ فٟ أْ اٌزغ١١ش ٚاٌزذٛي اٌزٞ ثذأٔبٖ لا اسرذاد ػٕٗ أٚ سجؼخ ف١ٗ

  

ف١ضداد ِب أٌذمزٗ ثٕب ٚثبلزظبدٔب ِٓ أػشاس ٚخغبئش ٠ِٛب ثؼذ ٠َٛ،  ئْ ِظش رجزبص أٚلبرب طؼجخ لا ٠ظخ أْ ٔغّخ ثبعزّشاس٘ب

 .٠ٕٚزٟٙ ثّظش الأِش ئٌٝ أٚػبع ٠ظجخ ِؼٙب اٌشجبة اٌز٠ٓ دػٛا ئٌٝ اٌزغ١١ش ٚالإطلاح أٚي اٌّزؼشس٠ٓ ِٕٙب

  

بػش٘ب ِٚغزمجً ئْ اٌٍذظخ اٌشإ٘خ ١ٌغذ ِزؼٍمخ ثشخظٟ، ١ٌغذ ِزؼٍمخ ثذغٕٟ ِجبسن، ٚئّٔب ثبد الأِش ِزؼٍمب ثّظش فٟ د

 .أثٕبئٙب

  

ئْ اٌّظش١٠ٓ ج١ّؼب فٟ خٕذق ٚادذ ا٢ْ، ٚػ١ٍٕب أْ ٔٛاطً اٌذٛاس اٌٛؽٕٟ اٌزٞ ثذأٔبٖ ثشٚح اٌفش٠ك ١ٌٚظ اٌفشلبء، ٚثؼ١ذا ػٓ 

اٌخلاف ٚاٌزٕبدش، وٟ رزجبٚص ِظش أصِزٙب اٌشإ٘خ، ٌٕٚؼ١ذ لالزظبدٔب اٌضمخ ف١ٗ، ٌّٚٛاؽ١ٕٕب الاؽّئٕبْ ٚالأِبْ، ٌٍٚشبسع 

ظشٞ د١برٗ ا١ِٛ١ٌخ اٌطج١ؼ١خاٌّ . 

  

ٌمذ وٕذ شبثب ِضً شجبة ِظش ا٢ْ، ػٕذِب رؼٍّذ ششف اٌؼغىش٠خ اٌّظش٠خ ٚاٌٛلاء ٌٍٛؽٓ ٚاٌزؼذ١خ ِٓ أجٍٗ.. أف١ٕذ ػّشٞ 

دفبػب ػٓ أسػٗ ٚع١بدرٗ، شٙذد دشٚثٗ ثٙضائّٙب ٚأزظبسارٙب، ػشذ أ٠بَ الأىغبس ٚالادزلاي ٚأ٠بَ اٌؼجٛس ٚإٌظش 

ؼذ أ٠بَ د١برٟ ٠َٛ سفؼذ ػٍُ ِظش فٛق ع١ٕبء، ٚاجٙذ اٌّٛد ِشاد ػذ٠ذح ؽ١بسا ٚفٟ أد٠ظ أثبثب ٚغ١ش رٌه ٚاٌزذش٠ش.. أع

وض١ش، ٌُ أخؼغ ٠ِٛب ٌؼغٛؽ أجٕج١خ أٚ ئِلاءاد، دبفظذ ػٍٝ اٌغلاَ، ػٍّذ ِٓ أجً أِٓ ِظش ٚاعزمشاس٘ب، اجزٙذد ِٓ 
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غٍج١خ اٌىبعذخ ِٓ أثٕبء اٌشؼت ٠ؼشفْٛ ِٓ ٘ٛ دغٕٟ ِجبسن، أجً ٔٙؼزٙب، ٌُ أعغ ٠ِٛب ٌغٍطخ أٚ شؼج١خ صائفخ.. أصك أْ الأ

 .٠ٚذض فٟ ٔفغٟ ِب ألال١ٗ ا١ٌَٛ ِٓ ثؼغ ثٕٟ ٚؽٕٟ

  

ٚػٍٝ أ٠خ دبي، فإٟٔ ئر أػٟ خطٛسح اٌّفزشق اٌظؼت اٌذبٌٟ، ٚالزٕبػب ِٓ جبٔجٟ ثأْ ِظش رجزبص ٌذظخ فبسلخ فٟ ربس٠خٙب 

ٚأْ ٔؼغ ِظش أٚلا فٛق أٞ اػزجبس ٚوً اػزجبس آخش، فمذ سأ٠ذُ رف٠ٛغ رفشع ػ١ٍٕب ج١ّؼب رغ١ٍت اٌّظٍذخ اٌؼ١ٍب ٌٍٛؽٓ، 

 .ٔبئت سئ١ظ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ فٟ اخزظبطبد سئ١ظ اٌجّٙٛس٠خ ػٍٝ إٌذٛ اٌزٞ ٠ذذدٖ اٌذعزٛس

  

ئٕٟٔ أػٍُ ػٍُ ا١ٌم١ٓ أْ ِظش عززجبٚص أصِزٙب ٌٚٓ رٕىغش ئسادح شؼجٙب، عزمف ػٍٝ ألذاِٙب ِٓ جذ٠ذ ثظذق ٚئخلاص أثٕبئٙب 

أثٕبئٙب، ٚعزشد و١ذ اٌىبئذ٠ٓ ٚشّبرخ اٌشبِز١ٓوً  . 

  

عٕضجذ ٔذٓ اٌّظش١٠ٓ لذسرٕب ػٍٝ رذم١ك ِطبٌت اٌشؼت ثبٌذٛاس اٌّزذؼش ٚاٌٛاػٟ، عٕضجذ إٔٔب ٌغٕب أرجبػب لأدذ، ٚلا ٔأخز 

 .رؼ١ٍّبد ِٓ أدذ، ٚأْ أدذا لا ٠ظٕغ ٌٕب لشاسارٕب عٜٛ ٔجغ اٌشبسع ِٚطبٌت أثٕبء اٌٛؽٓ

  

ٚػضَ اٌّظش١٠ٓ، ٚثٛدذح ٚرّبعه ٘زا اٌشؼت، ٚثزّغىٕب ثؼضح ِظش ٚوشاِزٙب ٠ٛ٘ٚزٙب اٌفش٠ذح ٚاٌخبٌذح، عٕضجذ رٌه ثشٚح 

 .فٟٙ أعبط ٚجٛدٔب ٚجٛ٘شٖ لأوضش ِٓ عجؼخ آلاف ػبَ

  

عزؼ١ش ٘زٖ اٌشٚح ف١ٕب ِب داِذ ِظش ٚشؼجٙب، عزؼ١ش ٘زٖ اٌشٚح ف١ٕب ِب داِذ ِظش ٚداَ شؼجٙب، عزؼ١ش فٟ وً ٚادذ ِٓ 

ٚػّبٌٕب ِٚضمف١ٕب، عزجمٝ فٟ لٍٛة ش١ٛخٕب ٚشجبثٕب ٚأؽفبٌٕب، ِغ١ٍُّٙ ٚألجبؽُٙ، ٚفٟ ػمٛي ٚػّبئش ِٓ ٌُ ٠ٌٛذ ثؼذ ِٓ فلاد١ٕب 

 .أثٕبئٕب

  

ألٛي ِٓ جذ٠ذ.. ئٕٟٔ ػشذ ِٓ أجً ٘زا اٌٛؽٓ دبفظب ٌّغإ١ٌٚزٗ ٚأِبٔزٗ، ٚعزظً ِظش ٟ٘ اٌجبل١خ فٛق الأشخبص ٚفٛق 

 ."اٌج١ّغ

 

 

 

 

 

 


