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Chapter 1. Introduction

In recent years, presidential speech has elicited comprehensive studies, with scholars
using different terms to describe the process by which politicians influence the public. Some
scholars tend to call the process of the president— public communication, an act of persuasion
rather than manipulation. For example, Mutz, Sniderman, and Brody (1999) consider this process
"a legitimate feature of political discourse" (p.437) because politics is about struggle for power,
and language is a dynamic tool in the political process. However, other scholars underscore that
there is always an attempt to exploit political language to manipulate facts, influence people, and
change their minds to gain their support. Emeren (2005, p. xiii) claims that speech “boils down

to intentionally deceiving one's addressee.”

During periods of crisis, on the one hand, presidents intend to hide their failures at
managing the crisis to win people's support. On the other hand, citizens are looking to their
presidents to explain the event and discuss alternative resolutions (Hicks, 2005). Similarly,
Adkins and Gregg (2003) maintain that a president is required to restore stability and generate
order from the chaos during a crisis, and in return they need the people's support for their
policies and action. The reciprocal relation between the president and the public pave the road to
make recipients accept the information introduced by authoritative sources as self-evident truths
(Van Dijk, 2000), especially when they do not have enough information and knowledge to

challenge the authoritative discourse (Nesler et al., 1993; Wodak, 1987).

In times of crisis, presidents might use the speech to manipulate facts, or evade their
responsibilities and failed policies, but interestingly, they would receive different responses from

the public. For example, in the Six Day War, 1967, Egyptians were deceived by media and



thought they won the war against Israel, but all of sudden they realized they were defeated in the
war. It was a shock, but President Gamal Abd El Nasser came out to address Egyptians on June
Oth, and he succeeded to gain the public support despite his failure to manage the crisis. Nasser's
speech, which included several efficient discourse strategies, succeeded to influence the majority
of the public. It is noteworthy to mention that the President, in his speech, asked the public to
support his decision to resign which was refused by masses of people who poured into the streets
on the following day carrying Nasser's picture and chanting "we are all your soldiers.” In
addition to Nasser’s efficient discourse strategies, the media was monopolized, as it used to be
the mouth piece of the government, and the public rarely had access to transnational media
outlets.

On the contrary, Hosni Mubarak received an opposite response when he addressed the
nation three times during the 2011 revolution: on January 25", 28", and February 1¥'. Whenever
Mubarak addressed the people, including the demonstrators who revolted against the
government, they became more determined to topple Mubarak and his government. During the
2011 revolution, the President was not the only source of information, but there were also
transnational satellite channels, such as Al Jazeera, and social media, which reported on the crisis

from different perspectives than the state perspective.

Both Mubarak and Nasser made concessions in their speeches, trying to overcome the
crises in which Nasser offered his resignation and asked the public to support such a decision,
while Mubarak promised to implement political and economic reforms, and amend articles in the
constitution 1971 (Mubarak, Hosni, 2011, February 10). Nonetheless, they received different
responses from the public, and these different responses elicited questions on what are the

discourse strategies used in the presidential speeches during crises? And are presidential



speeches influenced by the socio-political context, where the crisis took place? The current study
attempts to study these questions and contributes in the field of Egyptian political speech by

studying three speeches of Egyptian presidents during different contexts of crisis.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

Ceasa, Thurow, Tulis, and Bessette (1981) note that presidents use public speeches to
“govern the nation” (p.159) through discourse strategies, which are employed to gain people's
hearts and minds. The importance of the political speech, as the president's "primary tool,"
increases in times of “international and domestic strife” (Eshbaugh, 2010, p.2), in which people
are hungry for information to understand the situation and the policies to overcome the crisis; in
return presidents seek to control the situation under the pressure of instability, chaos, and time

(Minielli, 2006).

In such periods, Wilson (2001) argues that presidents used to hide their failed policies to
manage the crisis by employing “particular formulation of words” (p.399) in their public
speeches. In other words, the language in crisis speeches is selective in the sense of “what it

highlights and in what it masks” (Edelman, 1977, p.44).

Accordingly, as it is clear that Presidents use language to serve their ends, the current
study's main purpose is not to unmask these ends, but rather to highlight the discourse strategies
used by Egyptian presidents during periods of crisis in different socio-political contexts. The
study also compares the similarities and differences between different presidents' discourse

strategies.



1.2. Significance of the study

The political speeches are a pivotal tool in the hands of presidents to achieve multiple
ends: to communicate, alter their political situation, persuade the public, demonize dissidents,
inform the public with their policies, and other tasks (Eshbaugh, 2010, pp 1-4). The necessity of
analyzing the presidential speeches and identifying their discourse strategies stem from the
importance of generating citizens’ culture awareness of the political persuasion embedded within

the speech.

Crisis has become a major cornerstone of the modern presidential speeches, and public
reaction to crisis speeches is considered to be an essential measure of their success or failure.
The current study obtains its significance through analyzing speeches of Egyptian presidents
during periods of crisis to understand their discourse strategies while communicating with the

public.

Moreover, this study mainly fills the gap relating to the political speeches of Egyptian
presidents, as there is a lack of literature in analyzing the speeches of Egyptians presidents in the
contemporary history, such as Mubarak, Morsi, and Sisi. It also seeks to fill the gap of literature

in analyzing Egyptian political discourse.



CHAPTER 2. Literature Review

This literature review section explores the discourse strategies used in presidential
speeches and the theoretical methods that will be used in the current study. The main goal is to
understand the discourse strategies used by presidents to explore strategies used in the current
study’s three presidential speeches. The section is mainly divided into two parts. The first deals
with the discourse strategies of presidential speeches, which branch out into three mains themes:
general discourse strategies, religious reference, and establishing speaker-addressee relationship.
The second part describes the theoretical methods of: Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA),

Discourse Historical Analysis (DHA), Cooperative Principle (CP), and Positioning Theory.

2.1. Discourse strategies of presidential speeches

2.1.1. General discourse strategies

Public speech is an effective channel through which the president of a nation
communicates with the audience. Several scholars have studied presidential speeches to reveal
the discourse strategies they use in order to maintain their authority by winning the people’s
hearts and minds. Batchelor (1998) used content analysis to examine twenty (20) American

nomination acceptance speeches from 1960 to 1996.

Overall, Batchelor contends that the socio-political context influences presidential
speeches. For example, the political changes in the U.S.A. during the 1960s and 1970s were
reflected in the Presidents' nomination acceptance speeches. The issue switched to social and
economic issues during the 1980s, mirroring the socio-economic changes that took place in the
nation. Accordingly, the surrounding environment affected the content of speeches to a large

extent.



Hicks (2005) argues that the surrounding environment during periods of crisis prompts
presidents to use common strategies to seek the addressees' support. In his study, Hicks looked at
speeches of two different American presidents during times of crises. Franklin D. Roosevelt on
December 7, 1941 due to Japanese attacks on Pearl Harbor and George W. Bush on September
11,2001 due to terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center. Hicks concluded that both presidents
tended to distract the public's attention from the crises by demonizing the enemy who plotted

against the U.S.

Both Roosevelt and Bush also used common strategies to manipulate facts, though they
faced different genres of crisis in different socio-political contexts. One of these strategies was
group orientation, also known as “inclusion” (Hicks, 2005), in which the presidents sought to
unite themselves with the public and share the experience together. Group orientation is
measured through the number of pronouns used in the speech. For example, Franklin Roosevelt
only used the singular pronoun ‘I’ four times, as he attempted to stress the need for “group

identity and commitment by restricting the usage of the first person pronoun” (Hicks, 2005).

Another common strategy used by both Roosevelt and Bush was telling the story through
the frame of “good vs. evil,” by which they “devoted significant time to demonizing the enemy,
characterizing America as a victim” to win the public’s support and sympathy for the Presidents’
decision to declare war. Additionally, in both speeches a large effort was dedicated to discussing

the Presidents' conceptualization of the crisis rather than delivering the facts (Hicks 2005).

Some of the common strategies used by American presidents during crises were used by
other presidents worldwide, such as Egyptian President Gamal Abd El Nasser, and Sri-Lankan

President Mahind Rajapaska.



Surenthiraraj (2013) examined Rajapasksa' six speeches before and after the conflict "

from 2008 to 2012. The findings show that the President used the frame of "good vs. evil" to
inform the addressees about the crisis in which he described the Tamil people as victims, using
terms such as “innocent Tamil people” and phrases like “people who suffered terrorism.”
Conversely, Rajapaska portrayed the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) as villains in his

99 <¢ 29 <

speeches, characterizing them as ““separatist”, “ruthless”, “terrorist organization” and “fearsome.”

The strategy of inclusion is also used by Nasser in his “resignation speech” that was
delivered after the Six Day War in 1967, i.e. the so called “Nekssa” (setback), through the
efficient selection of pronouns. Abdel Latif (2010) in his study concludes that Nasser employed
several other strategies in the “resignation speech,” such as the strategy of “euphemism,” which
he used to alleviate the significant losses in the war by using ambiguous or inaccurate terms. One
good example to support such a conclusion is Nasser's usage of “Nekssa” (setback) instead of
“defeat” to minimize the dramatic consequences of the Six Day War. Nasser also used an
“omission” strategy in which he failed to mention several facts regarding the Six Day War, such
as the Israeli annexation of Sinai to mitigate the shock of the defeat and losses to the population

(Abdel Latif, 2010).

To narrow down the scope of reviewing literature about presidential speeches, the
following section focuses on discourse strategies used by presidents in the Arab region during

contemporary crises.

"Actors of the conflict are the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), the Tamil People, Sri- Lankan
Armed Forces, Government, and the International community.



Maalej (2012) went a step further to highlight the use of a code switching strategy in the
Tunisian president's speeches. He notes that Zein El Abeidine’s first and second speeches were
delivered in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), but he switched to using dialect in his last speech
before being ousted on January 14th, 2011. The shift from MSA to dialect was interpreted as a
strategy to appeal to the public. Although El Abidiene switched to dialect language in his last
speech, he failed to gain the sympathy of Tunisians because the shift from MSA to dialect
happened suddenly, and the public were not convinced of the sincerity of his appeal since he had
never previously spoken to them in Tunisian dialect. Similarly, using Modern Standard Arabic in
Mubarak's speeches is interpreted as the “linguistic style of an authoritarian regime” (Abdel
Latif, 2010), and it is one the factors that led to “distancing Mubarak from his audience” (Maalej,

2012).

In contrast, there are some Arab presidents who know how to effectively employ a code
switching strategy such as Egyptian President Nasser who "seems to have been well aware of the

effects of mixing dialect and MSA" (Mazraani, 1997, p. 214).

2.1.2. Establishing Speaker-Addressee relationship

As briefly mentioned above, using pronouns is part of an “inclusion” strategy, but it can
also reveal presidents' hidden messages, such as clarifying the president-addressee relationship.
A review of the literature analyzing presidential speeches reveals a common model of pronoun
dichotomies, such as Linton’s (1988, p.109) classification: “we /us” versus “them / their”. A
president aligns himself with the people via pronouns such as “we” and “our” on the one hand,
while attributing a negative evaluation to the demonized other side through the use of “them" or

"their”.



Maalej (2012) used a quantitative methodology to count the number of pronouns used by
the former Tunisian President, Zine El Abiediene, who delivered three speeches during the
Tunisian uprising in 2011. Maalej (2012) found that El1 Abidine’s first two speeches featured the
"we-they" dichotomies, while the last speech constructs two models of dichotomies, which were
“I-you” and “we-they”. Maalej (2012) argues that the reason underlying the pronoun shift

between the first two speeches and the last speech is as follows:

The first two speeches were given when he [the former Tunisian president] still
held most of the power, while in his last speech he was seeking a scapegoat to
blame all the trouble on. (p.684)

On the other hand, Sadat employed possessive and plural pronouns for the purpose of
inclusion and exclusion. In his speech that was delivered after the “bread riots” in 1977, he
aimed at dividing addressees into two parties, using the dichotomies of “us vs. them". He also
used indirect pronouns such as "shabina" (our people) to exclude the addressees who participated
in the riots, which he blamed for collaborating with foreign elements, including the former

Soviet Union [now Russia] (Abdel Latif, 2011).

However, Gamal Abd El Nasser used plural pronouns to engage the public rather than
distance them. For instance, in his “resignation speech” he used “we” 80 times while using “I” 40
times (Abdel Latif, 2010). “We” in Nasser's speech invokes solidarity between him and the

public to overcome the crisis or defeat.

Establishing the president-addressee relationship is not only measured through the
selection of pronouns, but also via the selection of words and phrases to accommodate and

influence the desired addresses. For instance, Sadat carefully used abstract words and attributions



to address the Egyptian-Israeli conflict in the Knesset in 1977, and avoided negative attributions
toward Israel. A strong emphasis was placed on joint efforts by both Egypt and Israel
(Littlefield, 1979, p.10). On the other hand, Sadat addressed the same issue in the Egyptian
parliament in 1971 and 1973, but phrased it differently: “Israel was depicted negatively”
(Littlefield, 1979, p.12). This shift stems from the diverse audiences that Sadat addressed which

led him to modify the communication in order to achieve political gains.

2.1.3. Religious Reference

Using religious reference is one of the discourse strategies that becomes a prominent part
in presidential speeches, either to promote specific policies or to strengthen their authority
(Wyatt, 2006; Abdel Latif, 2011). Additionally, several scholars argue that the increasing the
usage of religious reference reflects either the religiosity of presidents or the orientation of the

addressees (Wyatt, 2006; Israeli, 1998).

Religious references include the use of sacred texts such as verses from the Quran or the
Bible. It may also include the use of religious figures, or referents, or featuring divine invocation

such as "Allah's will" or "God's will".

It is interesting to highlight the use of religious reference in presidential speeches
worldwide to understand what underlies this strategy. In the modern era, American presidents
relied on religious reference in their speeches to different degrees. For example, Ronald Reagan
and George W. Bush utilized religious excerpts in many more of their speeches than other
presidents. Bush believed that “he, personally, was ordained by God to become president”

(Wyatt, 2006, p.102).

10



Similarly, in 1980, during the cold war with the Soviet Union, when Reagan was
challenged by evangelicals who were pro-nuclear freeze, he used several religious tactics to
accommodate addressees: identifying himself as a praying man, featuring his conservative
believes, and introducing himself as a man who stands in the face of evil. Moreover, Reagan
used a religious frame to portray American- Russian relations (the former Soviet Union) as good

versus evil (Newman, 2007)

In Egypt, religion is an important component in the society and Egyptian presidents'
usage of religious references in their speeches deserves to be considered. Religious reference in
the Egyptian context includes verses from the holy Qur'an, the holy name of Allah, and other
religious themes such as sayings of the Prophet Muhammad (pbuh) and faithful words, such as

InshAllah (God’s will).

One of the common strategies used by Sadat in his speeches was religious reference
which, as a result, elicited a wide range of analyses to explain Sadat's usage of religious themes.
Mohammed (1990) examined a corpus of Sadat's speeches from 1970-1978 that had an influence
in the political arena locally, regionally, and globally. The findings illustrate that one of the most

common strategies used by Sadat was religious reference.

Israeli (1998) claims that Sadat's "religiosity and attachment to the holy Qur'an and to the
basic tenets of Islam can be traced to his rural background," which is consistent with Sadat's

personality (p.20). Sadat's biography Al Bahth A'n El Zat, (Search for Self), reflects the tenacity

11



of his rural and conservative background. Furthermore, he used to borrow verses from both the

Qur'an and the Bible to prove, explain, or support his arguments .

In contrast, Abdel Latif (2011) and Mohammed (1990) suggest that Sadat used religious
themes not only as a discourse strategy to influence addressees, but in some cases he used them

to restrict addressees' responses to his speeches.

Mohamed (1990) claims that Sadat used religious reference (37) times in the selected
speeches (p139), introducing two arguments underlying Sadat's usage of religious reference.
Firstly, "Sadat had the intention to pave the road for Islamist groups to contribute in the political
life" (citation source) as a tool to combat the communists and Nasserists in Egypt. Secondly,
exploiting the religious spirit to "guarantee the full obedience to the ruler (Sadat) with no

complain against Sadat's policies" (p.143)

Likewise, Abdel Latif (2011) reiterated the same argument that Sadat excerpted verses
from the Quran to describe any given political situation for twofold purposes: firstly, serving
political ends through using sacred excerpts from the holy Qur'an. Secondly, Sadat exploited the
restrictions that govern "how believers respond to divine discourse" to limit citizens' responses

towards his claims (p.12).

Furthermore, Sadat frequently attributed actions and its implications to “A/lah” as a
justification for his political decisions. After 18 days of “bread riots,” Sadat delivered a speech
on February 5™, 1977 where he presented “Allah” as being on “our side” ('Our' refers to Sadat

and public) and supporting what “we” are doing against “others”. In that sense, he used the

? For more details on Sadat’s usage of Qur’anic verses, please check his biography EIl Bahth A'n El Zat
(Searching for the Self), pp. 109; 115

12



dichotomies of “us vs. them” to divide the addressees between believers and infidels (Abdel

Latif, 2011).

The arguments introduced in regards to Sadat's exploitation of religious reference,
suggested that he used the language of religion to make the language of politics sacred and
restrict public's responses. However, such arguments seem somewhat biased for the following
reasons: firstly, Egyptians, since pharaonic times and before the appearance of monotheistic
religions, are known for their religiosity. Additionally, Egyptians, in their daily life, use many
religious themes repetitively and spontaneously such as InshAllah (God willing), E/

HamdoleAllah (Thanks to God) and other common phrases.

Secondly, religious reference is globally used by leaders, such as American presidents,
who utilize religious themes in order to communicate with the hearts and spirits of their fellow
people. Thirdly, both Abdel Latif (2011) and Mohammed (1990) claim that Sadat used non-
verbal communication in his speeches to stress his religiosity, and one of their common
examples is the black circle that appeared on Sadat's forehead. It is worth mentioning that this
sign appears naturally on men's foreheads who pray often, so Sadat was making a religious

statement by having one.

Overall, religious reference is used at different levels by Egyptian presidents in their
speeches. Sadat used to introduce himself publicly as the "faithful president" who seeks to
establish a country of "sciences and faith” and "religiously, Sadat established himself as leader of
the Islamic faith" (Littlefield, 1987, p.5). Conversely, neither Nasser nor Mubarak used religious

reference in their speeches even during crises. For example, Nasser never attributed any of the

13



crises to he faced as the President of the nation to Allah; rather he used to declare his own

responsibility (Nasr 1981, p.346).

2.2. Theoretical Framework

2.2.1. Ciritical Discourse Analysis

Critical Discourse Analysis was first developed by Norman Fairclough in his book,
language and power (1989), in which he suggests a three dimensional framework to study any
given discourse: text, discourse practice, and socio-political context. In the early 1990s, the
University of Amsterdam hosted a symposium where most of the prominent specialists in
discourse analysis gathered, Teun Van Dijk, Norman Fairclough, Gunther Kress, Theo van
Leeuwen and Ruth Wodak. They discussed "theories and methods of Discourse Analysis
specifically CDA" (Wodak et al., 2009, p.3). The symposium attained useful findings, but CDA
as a framework was significantly marked when Van Dijk released Discourse & Society journal in

1990, focusing on the relationship between text and cognitive social representations.

With roots in applied linguistics, philosophy and anthropology (Wodak et al., 2009),
CDA posits that language is "exploited by individuals" to achieve particular ends (Shukry, 2013,
p.173), one of which is exercising the power (Jiger & Maier, 2009, p.151) between social actors
and addressees. Thompson (2002) and Van Dijk (2001) argue that CDA helps to detect the link
between the use of language and the exercise of power by analyzing either spoken or written text
structures. This process could be examined by observing the speakers' language and their power
to position themselves toward other social actors, such as the President when he distanced

himself from whom he called rioters and characterized them as devils.
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In addition to detecting language-power relationships, CDA aims to introduce an
explanatory description and systematic interpretation of social life reflected in the discourse
(Luke, 1997), which is a form of social practice that "constitutes the social world and is
constituted by other social practices" (Jorgenson & Phillips, 2002, p.61). CDA reveals this social
practice by studying the relationship between language use and the construction of meaning

(Wislon, 1990, p.12)

Essentially, CDA does not entail a single approach, but a series of interdisciplinary
approaches (Jorgenson & Phillips, 2002, p.1) that needs a unified theoretical framework or
methodology, as Van Dijk (2001) states that CDA does not have a unitary theoretical framework.
There are many approaches of CDA, and these may be theoretically and analytically quite

diverse (pp353- 354).

Similarly, Wodak and Meyer (2009) stress the importance of applying more than one
approach to reach a lucrative conclusion and to study the research topic from different
perspectives (p.2). The current study applies two approaches of CDA: Fairclough's approach
(1989) and the discourse historical approach of Wodak and Reisigl (2001). These approaches

examine the discourse within its political context with emphasis on discourse strategies.

Fairclough's Approach

Norman Fairclough (1989, 1992) viewed CDA as a research tactic rather than a
"direction of thought" or analytical framework. He defines CDA as an approach seeking to
systematically explore the "opaque relationship of causality" (Jergenson & Phillips, 2002, p.61)
between the three main levels: (a) text, (b) discourse practice, and (c) a wider socio- political

context. Text refers to the discourse itself, either spoken or written; while discourse practice

15



intends to examine the process of text production such as the role of speechwriters (1992, p.135).
It is superficial to analyze the text in isolation from the larger context which might include all the
external factors that affect the text's content such as the political or social situation. The three

levels discussed by Fairclough are shown in Fig.1

Text
Discourse
’ Practices

Socio-
political
context

Fig.1: Fairclough’s Approach of CDA

Furthermore, CDA is able to detect the complex relations of communication between
people (Kress, 1990, p.92), such as the president-public relationship that could be revealed by
analyzing presidential speeches. One of CDA's main characteristics is “dialectical” (Fairclough
& Wodak, 1997, p.55), in which discourse contributes "to the shaping and reshaping" of social
relations and reflects them (Jorgenson & Phillips, 2002, p.61). An example to illustrate the
"dialectical relationship" of CDA is when a President, during a crisis, attempts to influence the
public and, in return, the public constitutes a part of the president's concern while preparing the
speech. Concurrently, both the President and the public respond to a given context, in which
language in CDA is "a form of action through which people can change the world... and in a

dialectical relationship with other aspects of the social." (Jergenson & Phillips, 2002, p.62)

This dialectical relationship reflects the presidents' position toward the public, knowing

that the relationship is “ranging from a hypothetical state of complete equality (the dimension of

16



solidarity) to complete inequality (the dimension of power)” (Kress, 1990, p.86). Solidarity in
speeches could be observed through analyzing the use of pronouns. For example, when former
British Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, sought to express solidarity with British people, she
used inclusive 'we' as an "indefinite pronoun referring to solidarity". Concurrently, when
Thatcher wanted to distance her relationship with the public in her discourse, she used pronouns
such as 'T', or mentioned her authoritative position as 'PM', and, in other situations, she used
specifics such as 'the people' to call on citizens to remind them they are followers (Fairclough,

2000, pp179-187).

Most importantly, Fairclough, (2000) in his analysis of Thatcher's interview -with
Michael Charlton on BBC Radio 3-, did not consider the second level of discourse practices
which studied the process of writing the speech, focusing on the role of the speech writer.
Regardless of who has written the speech, once it’s delivered by the President, they stand as
responsible for it and has approved it before delivery. In addition, the speech writers have most
likely collaborated with the President or, at least, discussed the ideas he wants to express and are

familiar with his style.

Fairclough further argues it is not necessary to include the three levels; rather it depends
on the research question and the scope of the project (Jargenson & Phillips, 2002, pp76- 82).
Accordingly, this study excludes the level of discourse practices for the following reasons:
firstly, in Egypt, there is no available and accurate data or literature review regarding the process
of presidential speech production. For instance, some scholars and politicians (Abdelatif, 2011;
Dunne, 2000) mention that Mohamed Hassanien Heiekel is the one who wrote most of Nasser's
speeches, but they did not refer to their sources. Also, there is no available data regarding the

speechwriters of Morsi, Mubarak, and Sadat.
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Secondly, Newman (2000) concludes that there was no "regular speechwriting staff" of
Egyptian presidents, rather there were contributors of politicians, journalists, and secretaries who
were responsible for drafting the speech. For instance, Mubarak did not rely on one person to

write his speeches (Dunne, 2000, p.60).

Thirdly, the scope of this study is to find out the discourse strategies in the crisis speeches

of Egyptian presidents rather than examining the discourse production process.

In the current study, Fairclough’s approach of CDA is used as a general framework to
analyze the presidential speeches within their wider socio-political context. However, this
approach relies on the analyst’s interpretation to the text, and it did not provide guidance of how
to avoid any possible biases while analyzing the speech. Accordingly, it is useful to implement

methodological triangulation by using multiple approaches of CDA to avoid biases.

Discourse-Historical Analysis (DHA)

One methodological way to avoid CDA analysts' biases is to implement triangulation by
engaging multiple approaches. In addition to using Fairclough’s approach, this study uses
Discourse-Historical Analysis (Resigl & Wodak, 2009), which allocates certain discourse
strategies to analyze any given speech. Identifying discourse strategies is a useful measure to

avoid the analyst’s biases while interpreting the speech.

While CDA attempts to provide a general framework by exploring the relationship
between the text and its context, DHA takes the discourse a step further to detect discourse
strategies employed by the speaker, which is the scope of interest of the current study. In other

words, CDA in this study attempts to explain the relationship between the presidential speeches
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and the political context, but DHA is used to unfold the following strategies: predication and

argumentation.

Predication strategy is the discourse characterization of “social actors, or objects, or
phenomena, or events” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, p.94). It is important to examine how the
presidents describe the crisis, and the social actors involved in the crisis to conclude his position

and stance toward the situation.

The speaker’s characterizations of the social actors might be negative or positive, but this
raises a question: does the speaker introduce an appropriate argument to support his/her stance?
In this regard, argumentation strategy deals with the “justification and questioning of claims”
introduced by the speaker (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, p.94). This strategy seeks to examine the
arguments introduced by the speaker to support his stance towards the social actors involved in

the situation.

One more reason to use DHA is the approach's hypothesis which posits that discourse
power emanates from its users as "discourse is not powerful on its own," but "it is a means to
gain and maintain power by the use of powerful people." More specifically, it is centrally
concerned with examining the language use of those in power such as presidents who have more
chances to shape linguistic forms according to their interests (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, p.88). The
above hypothesis is compatible with the goal of the current study in the sense that it is concerned

with examining presidential speeches.

2.2.2. Cooperative Principle (CP)

After studying the speeches within their political context and identifying their discourse

strategies, it is important to conclude whether the communication between public and President
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is successful in light of pragmatic approach that based on Grice's (1975) ideas and called
Cooperative Principle. Grice (1975) developed CP to establish criteria of successful
communication (Schiffrin, 1994, p.203), which, based on "the assumption that when people
interact they are guided by a basic principle of cooperation”, that operates a series of maxims

(Wilson, 1990, p.34).

Grice further postulates that communicators should follow the four maxims: 1) quantity,
2) quality, 3) relation, and 4) manner (Gumperz, 1982; Chilton & Schéftner, 2002). When any of
these maxims are violated, meanings known as “implicatures” are conveyed (Chilton &
Schéftner, 2002, p.12). For instance, when a speaker delivers irrelevant speech that does not fit
the demands of the public, it could be interpreted as an indication of the speaker's failure to meet
people demands. The current study examines if different Egyptian presidents successfully
communicated with the public by fulfilling the four maxims, and, in case they violated one of the
maxims, what does that indicate? Specially, Grice (1975) states that "the ostentatious violation of

a maxim will make a person liable to mislead" (p.49)

The Gricean maxim of quantity examines the amount of information delivered in the
speech. It answers the question: does the speaker introduce enough information to the addressee?
However, the information could be valid or nonsense. This is determined through finding out the
quality of the utterance. A presidential speaker should provide adequate evidence to support his/
her arguments to successfully address the people. The most important factor for the speaker to
get his/her message across is relevancy to the larger context. This is addressed in the current
study by examining the relevancy of the speeches to its larger political context. Finally, the

speech's content should follow the maxim of the manner in sense of coherence, avoiding
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obscurity and ambiguity. Presidents should present clear and specific arguments which help the

addressee easily understand and follow the discourse.

2.2.3. Positioning Theory

Identifying the text-context relationship, discourse strategies, and the success of
communication between presidents and public helps to understand Egyptian presidents' stance
toward both the crisis and the public. This understanding is according to "positioning theory”,
developed by Harré and colleagues, which clarifies the connection between language use and
meaning construction (Davies & Harr¢, 1990; Harré & Moghaddam, 2003; Harré & van
Langehove, 1999). From this perspective, the discourse reflects the speaker's identity and the self
in the course of communication. Thus, positioning can be considered as a "conceptualization of

doing identities in talk" (Andreouli, 2010, p.4)

In discourse, once the speaker identified his/her position, s/he locates others within social
relations (Davies & Harré, 1999, p.35), which reveals the relationship taking place between
speakers and listeners. It has been viewed as an "interactionist" concept which implies
"discourse construction of personal narration" (Tirado & Galvez, 2007), and speaker's position

might be called stance (Bloor, M., & Bloor, T. 2007, p.32).

When speakers use a language and take a position, they give themselves a specific
identity and impose a different one on others. Usually, the self "is represented through the single
pronoun 'I' while other is positioned in relation to the self" (Daves & Harre, 1990, p.47).
Likewise, Ochs considers "position" as the mediating path between linguistic forms and social
identities (Bassiouney, 2012, p109). As such, positioning is identified as the dynamic

construction of personal identities in relation to the other (Daves & Harre, 1990).
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Chapter 3. Methodology

After reviewing previous studies and identifying the common methods used to analyze
the presidential speeches, this section will introduce the method of the current study along with

the theoretical framework.
3.1. Method

In this study, CDA is meant to analyze a corpus of political speeches of three recent
Egyptian presidents during times of crises: Hosni Mubarak's “2011 revolution speech” on
January 28", Mohamed Morsi's 2013 "One Year Accountability" on June 26", and Abdel Fattah

El Sisi's 2015 "Sinai attacks” on January 31st.

This purposive sample has been selected for several reasons. Firstly, there is a common
factor between the selected speeches, which is the timing of delivery during crises. However, the
public response to the Egyptian Presidents’ speeches was different. Accordingly, the current
study attempts to detect the common discourse strategies and differences between Presidents

with respect to the larger context of the political situation.

Secondly, some presidents shared common motives that led to crisis. To illustrate this
point, both the Mubarak and Morsi's eras suffered economic and political deterioration that led to
public discontent, outrage, and demonstrating until overthrowing both regimes. By detecting the
discourse strategies in both speeches, the study suggests the reasons of presidents-public

ineffective communication with respect to the political context.

Thirdly, and supplement to the previous point, it is useful to examine the similarities and

differences of discourse strategies between Mubarak and Morsi on one hand, and Al-Sisi on the
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other hand. The latter succeeded to win the people’s support despite the security, political, and
economic challenges he faced during his rule after two revolutions: the 2011 revolution and the

June 30 mass demonstrations in 2013.

3.2. Method of Analysis

Bayram (2010, p.28) suggests two levels of CDA that are similar to Fairclough's
approach, and illustrated in the figure below. The first level is a macro level, which is concerned
with studying the political situation or context when the crisis took place to fully understand the
reasons behind the delivery. It is noteworthy to mention that the limitation of studying discourse
context is: “how can one decide how much contextual knowledge is necessary?” (Jenner &
Titscher, 2000, p.27) To avoid such a limitation, it is important to introduce an argument of

selecting a particular context, while approaching the findings.

The second level is the linguistic micro level, which is concerned with studying the
speech’s components, including person deixis, themes, code-switching, and repetition. These
components are considered to be a part of discourse strategies that aim to measure the speaker's
position and his relationship with the addressees. In Figure2, Bayram’s two levels are

summarized and divided into each level’s components, as discussed above.
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Fig.2: Bayram’s two levels of CDA

CDA

Each speech is divided into paragraphs to find out the main themes which include: how
each President tells the story, including the introduction, body, and conclusion, counting the
repetitive words that presidents stressed on. The next step is to quantify the amount of pronouns
used in the selected speeches, knowing that in Arabic there are some pronouns embedded within

the verb which is counted, such as the following excerpt of Sisi’s speech:
“Ehna gena ‘la tanzim fi akwa halato, tamzim ba’lo snin tawela.”

“We challenged an organization [referring to the Muslim Brotherhood] in its strongest

status, a well-organized organization for long years.”

In the above quote, EAina means “we”, but gena is a combined verb with an embeded
pronoun, and the word means “we challenged.” There are also two more important variables of

discourse strategies that should be discussed in details which are: person deixis and code-

switching.
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Person Deixis

Person deixis is one of the discourse strategies that mirror the speaker-addressee
relationship in which “deixis constructs social relations with persons along variable social
distances from the deictic center” (Maalej, 2012, p.684). In other words, the pronouns measure
the distance between the speaker and addressee, and these pronouns are used in political

discourse to manipulate people and achieve persuasive effects (Wilson, 1990; Zupnik, 1994).

Furthermore, Pennycook argues that pronouns are “deeply embedded in naming people
and groups” (1994, pp174-175). For example, 'we' as a pronoun in speeches could be interpreted
as a tactic of involvement or detachment, thereby pronouns opens up a whole series of questions
about language, power, and representation. In presidential speeches there is usually one speaker,
and the speaker occupies the center that constantly refers to the self as 'I' with addressees and

referents situated at some points.

Code- Switching

Code-switching occurs when a speaker switches between language varieties, which could
be two different languages, or two varieties of the same language. For example, a speaker might
switch between Arabic and English, or switches between classical and dialectic of the same
language. Some scholars argued that code-switching “often happened subconsciously, in which
people may not be aware that they have switched between two varieties” (Wardaugh, 1998,
p.103). In contrast, Holes (2004) claims that the practice of switching between two varieties,
which dated back to 1950s, is used as a persuasive strategy in the political speech, in which

politicians use it to “ensure smooth communication” (p.6) with addressees.
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Scholars also suggest several reasons behind code-switching, such as an expression of
solidarity with the addresses (Gal, 1978; Milroy, 1987) by using the same variety of language, or
it might be used as distancing strategy by speaking different language from the addressees
(David, 1999). It is also used to attract addressees’ attention, convey personal feelings, deliver
cultural expressions, establish relationship with the addressees, and to reiterate specific message

using different varieties (Gal 1979).

The current study is concerned with analyzing code-switching between varieties of
Arabic, which includes two main varieties: (1) Modern standard Arabic (MSA) or fusha, (2)
Egyptian Colloquial Arabic (ECA). Some scholars, such as Mazraani, added on more levels to
Arabic varieties which is Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA). She identified it as “an intermediate
level that lies between MSA and dialect” (Mazraani, 1997, p6). In that context, code-switching
indicates the shift between the Arabic two varieties: MSA and ECA, and figure 3 demonstrates

the Arabic varieties, including ESA.

—a

Fig.3: Varieties of Arabic Language
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Some scholars such as Holes (2004), Maalej (2012), and Mazraani (1997) argue that
MSA is the classical Arabic, which is close to the language in the Quran and it is usually used in
formal discourse and formal communication channels. Scholars agree that MSA is an
inappropriate vehicle for expressing emotions, in particular during crises (Mazraani, 1997, pp
29- 30; Holes, 2004, p.350). Rather, it is likely to be used whenever the speaker is “constructing
an abstract argument, or recalling historical events, or expanding new political ideas” (Mazraani,
1997, p.189). Moreover, it is also used when the speaker distances himself from the audience and
it could be interpreted as the tone of authority. On the contrary, ECA is used in every day
conversation and it is the level of the language that is understood by the majority of people,

including illiterate and literate.

The common strategy used in political discourse is switching between the two varieties:
MSA and ECA, to communicate simultaneously the emotions of addressee and construct
authority. The main motive behind this recurrent code switching is to keep the audience's

attention (Mazraani, 1997, p.213).

3.3. Theoretical Framework

The current study does not attempt to posit a set of rules that apply to crisis speeches, but
rather to provide an understanding of the discourse strategies utilized by Presidents during times
of crisis. To reach such findings, this study follows multidisciplinary approaches of CDA: the
Fairclough approach (1989), the Discourse- Historical Analysis (Resigl &Wodak, 2009), the
insights of pragmatic approach which are based on the ideas of H.P. Grice (1975) and called the

Cooperative Principle, and the positioning theory as a backdrop.
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3.4. Research Questions

The current study attempts to fill the gap in the literature review of the Arab political
speech, as it focuses on studying and analyzing three speeches of Egyptian presidents during

times of crises. The study mainly seeks to answer the following questions:

RQI1. How have Egyptian presidents portrayed the crises?

A. What are the discourse strategies used by Egyptian presidents in their speeches

in times of crisis?

B. What are the similarities and differences between the three Egyptian presidents?

RQ2. How did Egyptian presidents effectively communicate with the public in times of crisis?

A. To what extent does each speech present qualitative and quantitative information?

B. To what extent does each speech present clear and relevant information?
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Chapter 4. Results and Discussion

This section will demonstrate the analysis of the three speeches delivered by three
Egyptian presidents during times of crises in contemporary history. For each speech, the analysis
provides the socio-political context surrounding each crisis, and overall conclusion, which
includes the speech’s structure, tone, language varieties, and the fulfillment of Grice’s four
maxims. Much of the detailed analysis is provided by analyzing the social actors, their

attributions, and the Presidents’ usage of pronouns, and repeated words and phrases.

The 2011 Revolution

Socio-Political context

Former President Mohamed Hosni Mubarak served as an Egyptian Air Force officer in
1950, and he was promoted to Air Chief Marshal in recognition of his initial strong performance
during the war of 6 October of 1973. Mubarak was also appointed, by his predecessor President,
Anwar Sadat, as Vice President of Egypt in 1975. Mubarak's presidency lasted almost thirty
years since he first took office in 1981, after Sadat's assassination, ending in February 2011 when

he stepped down after 18 days of wide demonstrations all over Egypt.

The momentum of the 2011 revolution reflected a cumulative history of political,
economic, and social issues that led to the people’s outrage on January 25™ Ttis noteworthy that
throughout Mubarak’s presidency, he achieved some successful policies domestically and
regionally. Especially considering his predecessor, President Sadat, “left a heavy burden to his
Vice-President [Mubarak] in 1981, both economic and political” (Amin, 2013, p.3). However, he
ruled Egypt for thirty years and during this period he was responsible for Egypt’s decline on

several fronts. During Egypt’s Mubarak era, there was an increase in the power of the security
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apparatus and the concentration of the executive branch of authority in the hands of the President
and his aides, which hindered the democratic path and the peaceful transition of the power. One
prime example of Mubarak’s control of the power was the electoral fraud in the November 2010
parliamentary elections, during which there were rumors about the imminent succession of

Gamal Mubarak to take the Presidential office after his father.

The political system during Mubarak's era lacked the framework for a democratic transfer
of authority due to the concentration of the power. The fraudulent parliamentary election in
November 2010 was one of the most critical events that ignited Egyptian anger on January 2011,
as "the election rigging took place immediately before the revolution" (Amin, 2013, p.108). The
2010 election resulted in a parliament controlled by the National Democratic Party ', which
won more than 93 percent of all seats, leaving only four seats to opposition parties. The 2010
election resulted in a “tense relationship between the regime and the people, which made the

entire political situation in the country untenable” (Osman, 2013, p.204).

Lesch further contends that "the exclusion of opposition forces" from the parliament was
accompanied by a “systematic crackdowns” to arrest opposition candidates with no charges on
the pretext of the country’s emergency law, which has been in force since Sadat’s assassination
to fight Jihadi terrorism (2012). During his early years in the presidential office, Mubarak
“expanded the Egyptian state security and central force to sustain control” (Amin, 2013, p.75).
Declaring the emergency law over a period of years, and expanding the authority of security

forces paved the road to absolute power of the president, which impeded the rule of law.

3 Following the 2011 revolution, on April 12, the National Democratic Party was dissolved by the court.
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The mechanism of Egypt's presidential election was changed in 2005 to be contested
elections instead of referendum to give a chance for multiple candidates to run in the presidential
elections. Although contested elections in 2005 provided a chance for Egyptians to select their
President among the elected candidates, the political life was controlled by Mubarak and his
ruling party, dissolved National Democratic party, which led to “fraud [and unfair] elections”
(Lesch, 2012, p.18). Some scholars noted that Mubarak’s ruling system was “a hybrid regime,”
(Ottaway, 2003, p.3), as it shared the characteristics of both an autocratic and a democratic order
(Rutherfold, 2013, p.16). Similarly, Ottaway (2003) argues that Mubarak’s political system
contains legislatures, an independent judicial system, and civil society organizations, but there is
no transfer of power through authentic and transparent elections (p.3). The facade of elections
and a multi-party political environment “allowed the regime to claim progress and some political

development, and to diffuse some of the masses’ anger” (Osman, 2013, p.206) for some period.

The 2011 revolution’s motives were not only political but also economic, the revolution’s
popular slogan concluded the people demands, which were “Bread, Freedom, and social justice.”
The concentration of power in the hands of elites, who surrounded Mubarak, went hand in hand
with wealth concentration, by which “one percent controls almost all the wealth of the country”

(El-Mahdi & Marfleet, 2009, p.18).

Insisting on mobilizing power and authority in the hands of the President and his aides
impacted presidential- public relationship, which was “increasingly highly confrontational
between an oppressor and the oppressed” (Osman, 2013, p.205). Additionally, Mubarak during
his last years was not concerned to communicate the public in a more personal way, such as
Nasser and Sadat who used to involve Egyptians in their political rhetoric. The widening gap

between Mubarak and the public affected the president’s management of the 2011 revolution.
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The January 28" speech

Overall conclusion

The speech was delivered at midnight after a lengthy and momentous day. Overall,
Mubarak violated Grice’s two maxims, in which he violated the maxims of quantity and quality
of information. The quantity of the information provided in the speech was too short to fit the
incident, as people waited for long to hear from Mubarak and his decisions to contain the crisis
and restore stability. In addition, he provided an abstract idea of the crisis without detailed
arguments. For example, Mubarak discussed his understanding of nation's aspirations and the
ambitious vision of the people who demonstrated, but he did not address how he would meet

people’s demands. In the following sentence, he said:

Dear fellow citizens, these demonstrations came to express legal aspirations to
expedite the process of dealing with unemployment, improving lifestyle,
confronting poverty, and combatting decisively corruption. (Author’s
translation)

Then Mubarak assured the public "decisive" measurements to eliminate poverty,
unemployment, and corruption, but he did not explain how he would do so. In other words, he
did not provide much information about the policies to revive the Egyptian economy and
decrease the percentage of unemployment. Violating the maxim of quality of information
implied the lack of concrete policies to address Egypt’s real challenges that led to the 2011
revolution. However, the speech was relevant and clear; Mubarak addressed the crisis directly

without using vague or irrelevant phrases.

The tone of the speech was authoritative, monotonous, and negligent. Mubarak used
Modern Standard Arabic throughout the whole speech. As mentioned in the theoretical

framework, MSA is used when the speaker constructs an abstract argument, or recalling
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historical events, or expanding new political ideas (Mazraani, 1997, pp 29- 30; Holes, 2004,
p.350). Mazraani (1997). Also, MSA is the tone of authority when the speaker seeks to distance
himself/ herself from the audience. In Mubarak's speech, he used only MSA to build abstract
arguments, as he talked about his policies of dealing with Egyptian chronic problems, but never
mentioned his detailed plans. Mubarak also failed to address the real reason behind the 2011

revolution which was the Minister of Interior’s violations against human rights.

Moreover, throughout the entire speech, Mubarak emphasized his authoritative position
as the President of the nation. In the introduction, he said: "my instruction to the government was
stressing the necessity to provide an opportunity to the masses ..." In the following paragraph, he
added: "The government committed to my instructions." In paragraph (14) he said: "I am not
addressing you only as a President but also as an Egyptian...," and in the conclusion, he

mentioned his direct responsibility as President of Egypt to "maintain stability and safety."

Structure of the Speech

The speech was well structured, as Mubarak introduced the speech by identifying the
"crisis," then discussed the reasons and possible policies to overcome it. He concluded the

speech informing the people of the decisions he had taken to meet people demands.

In the introduction, from paragraph (1) to (5), Mubarak highlighted three themes: 1)
Egypt is an influential country in the region, 2) choice between democracy or stability, 3) the
freedom of speech and the right to demonstrate with respect to the law, 4) peaceful

demonstrations penetrated by infiltrators.

Mubarak started his speech describing the then current situation a "critical moment," but

he did not provide Egyptians with detailed information about the crisis. In fact, not all Egyptians
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were aware of the demonstrations’ circumstances. At the time, Egyptians were divided into three
categories: those who organized and participated in the demonstrations ), others who followed
the crisis through different TV channels and social networks, and some Egyptians were not

following the incident at all.

Mubarak further stressed the right to demonstrate "peacefully" as long as it did not
violate the rule of "law and constitution," warning that there is a "fine line" between freedom of
speech and chaos. In the introduction, in paragraphs (1) — (5), he differentiated between two
stages of the demonstrations. The first stage, which he claimed was peaceful and led by
"peaceful demonstrators," but then he stated that the later stage was penetrated by "infiltrators"
who instigated riots and violence which led to the death of "innocent casualties from the police

and demonstrators".

Additionally, Mubarak warned the addressees that these violent demonstrations
threatened the nation’s security, assuring Egypt's influential role in the region was targeted by
regional and international players who seek to destroy the country. Likewise, he asked the
addressees to monitor the situation on the ground in the neighboring countries who failed to

achieve either stability or democracy, referring to the situation in Iraq and Tunisia.

Detailed information was introduced in the body of the speech from Paragraph (6) to (13)
where Mubarak highlighted two themes: 1) reasons underlying the crisis and 2) government
policies to meet the people’s demands. Mubarak showed his understanding of the reasons that

led to the demonstrations and the people’s outrage, by saying “I understand the aspirations of the

* The term "demonstrations" is used in the current study to describe the first stage which led to the 2011
revolution and forced the former President Mohamed Hosni Mubarak to relinquish his rule of Egypt.
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people,” though he reduced those reasons to Egypt’s decline in socio-economic status. It is worth
mentioning that the 2011 revolution was first led by political movements and human rights
activists on the police anniversary of January 25™. The demonstrations on that day were mainly
fueled because of the Minister of Interior’s alleged violations against citizens, and the
demonstrators’ demands were only to restructure the ministry, but soon the demands escalated
aiming at ousting Mubarak's system. However, Mubarak did not refer to the major reason of
MOTI’s alleged violations, instead he focused on corruption, poverty, and the high rate of
unemployment. Furthermore, he referred to the previous problems without providing statistics or
the surrounding consequences to get the addressees involved in the reasons that led to the crisis.

In short, the speech was shallow and widened the gap between Mubarak and his addressees.

After reviewing the causes that led to the demonstrations, Mubarak talked about his
government's policies to combat and resolve these chronic issues. Again, Mubarak was not clear
enough in discussing his policies and the procedures on the ground. Rather, he discussed general
thoughts of “economic, political, and social reforms,” without informing the addressees of the
detailed and actual plans that the government would pursue to meet the people’s demands.
Accordingly, the ambiguity and brevity of the speech increased, and this reduced Mubarak’s

credibility.

Additionally, Mubarak increased the ambiguity of the speech when he mentioned the
government's efforts to reduce the unemployment rate, improve Egypt's economy and politics.
For years, during the Mubarak era, a large segment of Egyptians lost trust in the government’s
achievements and progress due to the spread of corruption, nepotism, and bribery. Mubarak did
not consider such a gap between Egyptians and the government, but he reminded them of the

"government's achievements over the past years."
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The conclusion was a vital portion in the speech for several reasons, as Mubarak used a
contradictory tone of both authority and inclusion. He also emphasized his actual decisions to

overcome the crisis, and warned of the consequences of “riots and violent demonstrations.”

Mubarak used a contradictory strategy of exclusion and inclusion in which he used the
authoritative tone, saying: “I am not talking to you as a President of state,” reminding the
addressees of his official position. Concurrently, he used the emotional approach and inclusion
strategy to align himself with the addressees when he continued to say “... but also as an
Egyptian whose destiny put me in charge of the country, ... we have passed together a very
critical time before when we stood up as one nation ...” Although Mubarak used the emotional
approach, he did not hesitate to warn of taking decisive measures against "those who threatened

the stability and the security of Egyptians."

Mubarak declared his direct responsibility for maintaining stability, but he ignored his
responsibility for the socio-political decline in Egypt. He chose to blame the then-Prime
Minister Mohamed Nazif's cabinet for the critical situation, as he asked the cabinet to resign.
However, Mubarak did not present concrete arguments in the speech to clarify his decision of
replacing government, ending the speech with a vague sentence: “I will designate a new
government starting from tomorrow with clear and specific assignments to deal decisively with
the priorities of the current situation.” He did not identify the “priorities of the current situation,”
which might be interpreted either as a warning against demonstrators or firm policies to deal
with the government rooted corruption. In the context of the speech, the sentence was interpreted

by the public as a warning because, in the following paragraph, Mubarak directly warned of

taking any decision, which would protect the nation from chaos.
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After reviewing the speech’s main themes and structure, it is important to shed light on
Mubarak’s discourse strategies. The following table 1 clarifies how Mubarak used the
predication strategy, which identifies his stance towards the social actors involved in the 2011
revolution. The stance is measured by tracking Mubarak’s attributions to the actors, and these

attributions might be negative, positive or neutral.

Table 1. Predication Strategy/ Social Actors in Mubarak’s Speech

Actor Stance Attributions
Demonstrators Neutral peaceful, infiltrators
Youth Positive Precious

Police Positive protective

As discussed above, Mubarak distinguished between two types of demonstrators:
peaceful demonstrators, and rioters. He also argued that the demonstrations on January 25™
started peacefully, but were infiltrated by rioters who carried out “sabotage acts and created
chaos”. On January 25, groups of young activists led the first spark in the revolution, and
Mubarak sought to satisfy this segment and contain their outrage by saying “Egypt’s youth are
the most precious and they build the future.” In addition to the youth, Mubarak talked about the
nation and featured them as “fearful, insecure, and unstable,” because of the violent acts led by
rioters. Concurrently, he stressed that he understood the nation’s economic and political

“sufferings, which would not be solved by setting fires and attacking public properties.”
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On January 28", there were fierce clashes between the police and demonstrators, which
led to deaths among the protestors. In Mubarak’s speech, he justified the “decisive measures”

of the police, saying:

The government abided by my instructions, which was apparent in the police
forces’ dealing with youth [demonstrators], they [the police] took the initiative
to protect the demonstrations at the beginning [...] before it turned into riots.

In addition to identifying Mubarak’s stance towards the social actors involved in the
2011 revolution, counting and monitoring the usage of pronouns reflects the President’s
position towards himself and the addressees. Mubarak’s usage of pronouns in the speech also
explains whether he showed solidarity with the Egyptians, or if he distanced himself. Table 2

illustrates in numbers the usage of singular pronoun, exclusive ‘we’, and inclusive ‘we’.

Table 2. Person Deixis in Mubarak’s Speech

Pronouns No. of Repetition
I 30
We (self- referencing) 15
We (solidarity with people) 16

Mubarak used the pronoun “I” 30 times to portray himself in relation to the crisis and
addressee, and he used the inclusive “we” 16 times. Inclusive “we” is used when Mubarak
referred to himself along with the Egyptians. The huge gap between using “I”” and inclusive
“we” indicates Mubarak’s exclusive strategy, as he intended to feature himself as the focus of

attention.
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Repeated word is a part of discourse micro- analysis that reflects some deep thoughts of
the speaker or his desire to bring the addressee’s attention to specific ideas, as table 3 shows the

repeated words in Mubarak’s speech.

Table 3. Repetition of Words in Mubarak’s Speech

Repeated Words No. of Repetition
Nation (Egypt- Country) 14
Law and constitution 3
Freedom of expression 5
Chaos 8
Citizens 3
Youth 3
Democracy 3
Stability 3

Mubarak repeated the word "nation" 14 times. Nation also used a category to include
both Egypt and country. Mubarak sought to bring the attention of the addressee to the importance
of Egypt by repeating the word “nation” at such a high level. Obviously, he mentioned in the
introduction that Egypt is a "pivotal state" stressing on its importance through repeating the word

several times.

Using “citizen” 3 times indicated Mubarak’s eagerness to include all segments of
Egyptians without differentiating between males or females, Muslims or Christians, and young
or old. He addressed the citizens of Egypt, and did not exclude any segment based on religion or

ethnicity or gender.
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In his speech, he also stressed the theme of "choosing either chaos or democracy,"
repeating “freedom" 5 times compared to "chaos" 8 times. The difference is not huge between
the repeated numbers of the two words, though Mubarak focused on featuring the negative
consequences of the demonstrations, which he described as "chaotic". Chaos in the speech
referred to "riots and violence" that took place during the 18 days of demonstrations such as
cutting off main roads, and setting fire to vital governmental institutions. On the other hand,
Mubarak stressed the importance the freedom of speech and the citizen’s right to demonstrations

but he emphasized as well the importance of respecting the "law and constitution."

The June 30 Mass Uprising

Socio-political Context

On June 30, 2012 Mohamed Morsi became the first elected president, after the 2011
revolution, with a civilian background, as he was an engineering professor who had taught at
Zagazig University. Morsi served in the Egyptian parliament from 2000-2005 as a representative
of the Muslim Brotherhood. In the wake of the 2011 revolution, Morsi was arrested along with

other Brotherhood members, but he escaped from prison two days later on January 30.

Since taking office in 2012, Morsi vowed in his inaugural speech to be a president for
“all Egyptians,” but his rule perceived by some Egyptians as “repressive and cumbersome”
(Housdon, 2013, p.72). Morsi sought to consolidate the Muslim Brotherhood’s power by
appointing “Brothers to head key ministries” (Trager et al., 2012). Some Egyptians noted that the
Muslim Brotherhood, the oldest political Islamist organization, which Morsi belonged to, failed
to practice politics when they got the chance to rule Egypt. Rather, they sought

“brotherhoodisation of the state” (Gerbaudo, 2013, p.105) to dominate instead of achieving the
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goals of the 2011 revolution: democracy, freedom, and social justice. Moreover,
“brotherhoodization” also meant to influence Egypt’s identity of being a moderate Islamic
country, and changed to be an Islamic state, without tolerating the minorities, as “[the] attacks
against minority groups, including Shias and Christians have risen [in 2012]” (Housdon, 2013,
p.76). Relatively, Pope Tawadros, the Pope of Alexandria, said in his interview on Sky News
Arabia: “for the first time in [Egypt’s] Islamic history, the papacy was attacked in April 7,
2013,” referring to the involvement of the Muslim Brotherhood and Morsi’s administration. The
Pope also added that after ousting Morsi on July 3", 2013 the Brotherhood launched a

“systematic attacks on 70 Churches all over Egypt.”

Morsi and his Islamist group, the Brotherhood, did not implement inclusive policies to
contain different segments of society and address the nation’s core problems, which led to the
“largest public demonstrations” on June 30 (Housdon, 2013). Egypt’s constitution is a prime
example to illustrate the latter conclusion, in which the constitution was drafted by a constituent
assembly that was dominated by Islamist parties, including the Brotherhood and Salafist Al-Nour
party, without “a single Christian” representative (Mohyeldin, 2014). Although the assembly was
dissolved by the Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC) due to a technicality issue, it continued its
work and began “a marathon overnight session” on November 29, 2012 (Mohyeldin, 2014) to
finalize the constitution and send it to then President Morsi in the early morning, despite a
boycott by secular and liberal parties. It is also noteworthy that only four women out of 85

members had voted on the draft, all these women belonging to Islamist parties.

The drafting of the constitution and the President’s approval to hold a referendum
without seeking a compromise with the opposition forces led to a political crisis and further
public outrage, in which tens of thousands of people poured into streets calling for the
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administration’s downfall. As a result, more than 50 people were killed on January 2013

according to BBC report (BBC,2015).

In addition to challenging the judicial system and marginalizing opposition in Egypt’s
constitution 2012, Egypt’s economic situation deteriorated, as prices increased immensely, the
public debt increased while the Egyptian pound lost 10 percent of its value since January 2013
(Houdson, 2013; Gerbaudo, 2013). The widespread Egyptian outrage was climaxed by two main
crises: energy shortage and power outage. During the last months of Morsi’s presidency, Egypt
witnessed an energy crisis, which caused endless lines at gas stations all over the country and
frequent power outages. Lakhal (2014) said that “the proportion of the electrical power deficit in
the period from June 2012 to June 2013 amounted to 25 percent” (p.140). The then-
administration failed to present the public with a comprehensible solution to the problem, as
former Prime Minister Hisham Kandeel in a public speech suggested that families should “wear
cotton clothes and gather in one room to save power,” and Morsi stated that “the power outages
were due to an additional 7 million air conditioners” (Lakhal, 2014, p.140), and he blamed the

crisis on “smuggling operations” implemented by Mubarak’s former businessmen.

In terms of smuggling operations, Egyptians widely shared the opinion that the Morsi
administration was involved in smuggling subsided gasoline and diesel to Hamas in the Gaza
Strip. Al-Ahram online and the Palestinian Maan news agency reported on February 19, 2013
that Egyptian border guards “have blocked an attempt to smuggle around 20,000 liters of diesel
fuel and gasoline via tunnels under the border with Gaza Strip.” Al-Monitor also quoted the
South Sinai General supplies Director Tharwat Afifi saying “smugglers collect the subsided fuel
in tanks from filling stations, and then smuggle it to the Gaza strip...” Ibrahim Zahran, former

head of Oil Company, said to Al-Watan on July 2013 that the energy crisis was due to “the
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smuggling of more than 40 percent of fuel per day to the Gaza strip.” Former ministry of
Petroleum, Osama Kamal Addin, said to ONTV that “about 20 percent of diesel was smuggled to
Gaza,” stressing that “Morsi was aware of these smuggling operations, but did not take any

action to stop it.”

Morsi won the presidential elections after the 2011 elections, when Egyptians were
exhausted due to two years of instability, insecurity, and deteriorated economic situation. The
Egyptian people expected the President to fulfill the revolution’s promises and signal positive
indications of new Egypt. However, the perceived arrogance of the President’s administration
and his Islamist group detached them from the public’s demands, so they underestimated the

power of the public and did not expect the June 30 revolution.

Morsi’s One Year Accountability Speech, June 26, 2013

Overall Conclusion

Although Morsi stated that the reason for delivering a speech on June 26, 2013 was to
present an “accounting” of his accomplishments during a year of presidency, the timing of its
delivery came four days before the June 30 Mass Uprising revolution, when masses of Egyptians
went out into streets to demonstrate against Morsi’s ruling due to Egypt’s deteriorated economy,
and politics (as discussed in socio-political context section). It is worth mentioning that June 30
was preceded by calls for an early presidential election to replace Morsi’s ruling system, and
these calls were led by a political movement known as Tamarod. After failing to force Morsi to
hold early elections, Tamarod and other political forces started to mobilize the public opinion for

mass demonstration on June 30, 2013.
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Code- switching between MSA and ECA was used in Morsi’s speech as a strategy of
inclusivity and building solidarity with Egyptians, but sometimes he relied on unorthodox
language choices, including some vernacular words which did not fit a presidential speech.
These words are: “Rakhar” (other), “there are 32 families “beymoso” (absorb or suck) Egypt’s

economy, “benzem instead of benzene” (gasoline), “teta’” (fed up).

Generally, the speech was too long, as it lasted for two and half hours; in some parts, it
was ambiguous, irrelevant and delivered contradictory messages. Morsi violated all four of
Grice’s maxims: 1) quantity, 2) quality, 3) relation, and 4) manner (Gumperz, 1982; Chilton &
Schéftner, 2002), leading to several "implicatures" (Chilton & Schiffner, 2002, p.12). In the case
of Morsi’s speech, he violated the maxims as he did not directly address Egypt’s critical
problems during his era, and through the speech he sought to manipulate the public by blaming
his failure on Mubarak’s regime. The speech content also exceeded the amount of information

needed by the public, and in some parts he provided irrelevant information.

One example to illustrate irrelevancy in Morsi’s speech was in paragraph (28), as he
mainly discussed the state’s challenges in improving tourism and investments, but within the
paragraph, he raised an off record conversation with Kamal Shazly, a prominent politicians in
Mubarak’s era. Moreover, this conversation was not related to either tourism or investment, but
rather about Mubarak regime’s corruption and stealing. After sharing this off record

conversation, he resumed his talk about national investment.

Morsi’s speech also contains contradictory messages, which might lead to audience
distraction and impact the quality of information. One prominent example is the presidential

campaign in 2012, where Morsi vowed to tackle five key issues within the first 100 days of his
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presidency: the security vacuum, traffic congestion, fuel shortages, bread scarcities, and poor
public sanitation. However after one year of his presidency he admitted in his speech on June 26,
2013 the failure to solve these problems, and he blamed Mubarak’s cronies for leading a
counterrevolution to cause him and the 2011 revolution to fail. Other examples of contradictory
messages are also present. Morsi stressed the media freedoms in paragraph (33) and his tolerance

with what he called “media violations,” but afterwards, he used a threatening tone, saying:

A law to ban the imprisonment of journalists... and I gave up my right in media
cases that abused my personnel, I practiced and still practicing the utmost
patience on the excessive use of freedom, which turned into unacceptable
violation,” then he threatened saying “I want to say a year is enough.

Another contradictory message can be found in paragraph (27), when Morsi discussed

the energy crisis, saying:

The problem of gasoline and petrol is known for all, at each time we solved it, it
returned again because there is a real crisis. We as a state falling a short, but a
large part of the crisis is artificial and created by a network of opportunists.

In the above quote, Morsi admitted the shortage of his administration to tackle the
energy crisis, but again he found a scapegoat and blamed ““a network of opportunists,” referring

to Mubarak’s regime.

These contradictory messages were a result of targeting two different segments of the
audience: revolutionaries, and the old administration of Mubarak. Morsi sought to contain
revolutionaries by admitting his failure as a President to meet their aspirations after the 2011
January revolution, but he also sought to threaten Mubarak’s regime to stop their alleged
attempts to fail him as a president. However, these contradictory messages led to confusion and

ambiguity, which violated the maxim of manner.
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Although the speech’s main goal was to provide the public with a statement of
accounting for a year of Morsi’ presidency, the content was irrelevant in which Morsi did not
explain or clarify his failures to tackle Egypt’s key issues. He only stressed the transparency and

accountancy, but he rarely referred to the president’s shortages managing the state’s challenges.

Morsi’s violations of the four maxims implied the lack of concrete vision to solve
Egypt’s political and economic problems. His prolonged televised speech reflected a maneuver
to manipulate the presidency’s failure to face the challenges, while blaming the previous

administration for these challenges and their continued attempts to destroy the state.

Structure of the Speech

As mentioned above Morsi violated the maxim of manner and clarity, as he used
contradictory messages, phrases, and information. However, the structure of the speech was
clear, as he started introducing the reasons behind delivering the speech, then moved to the body,
which includes an evaluation of his presidency and the government’s performance during a year
of ruling. Morsi also concluded the speech by demonstrating his strategic vision and directing

several messages to different segments of the society.

Although the speech’s structure is clear, it lacks cohesiveness, as some paragraphs are
irrelevant to each other. For example, Morsi said in paragraph (5): “I will start by giving an
account of myself and the presidential institution [during a year of presidency],” then in the
following paragraphs he blames Egypt’s “current challenges, sufferings, and complicated
problems” on Mubarak and his men, accusing them “for leading counterrevolution.” Morsi did
not discuss in this portion of speech his responsibility as President of the state and his failures to

resolve Egypt’s chronic problems.
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Another example lies in Paragraph (7) where Morsi declared he would provide the
audience with a brief overview of his policies during the year. In the following paragraphs until
paragraph (12), he discussed the map of political forces and parties after the 2011 revolution and
their failure to “represent different segments of the society and to include the youth.” However,
he did not address the failure of his policies to solve Egypt’s economic, energy, and electricity
crises, which had fueled outrage among Egyptians before the delivery of the speech. In
paragraph (12) he said: “This is (a brief) about me and the presidency,” neglecting his
responsibility in Egypt’s critical problems, but he ended the paragraph referring to the counter-

revolution and its role in inciting crises to fail the revolution and his [Morsi] ruling.

One more example, in paragraph (33) Morsi expressed respects of “media freedoms™ and
talked about “media violations against presidency.” Within the paragraph he referred to former
leader of Fatah Mohamed Dahlan, saying “Media hosted Mohamed Dahlan who sent his
poisonous [messages] everywhere against Egypt.” Most of the irrelevant paragraphs were
improvised by Morsi who used a mixed style of delivering the speech, as he read from the
written speech, and sometimes he improvised. Improvisation is an inclusive strategy to attract the

public’s attention, but it should be relevant and consistent with the speech content.

In the speech, Morsi referred to several social actors involved in Egypt politics after the
2011 revolution. Table 4 demonstrates the President’s stance towards these social actors, as he

used either negative or positive attributions, but he avoided neutral stances.
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Table 4. Predication strategy/ Social Actors in Morsi’s Speech

Actor Stance Attributions

Mubarak’s Regime Negative criminal- oppressor- corrupted-
dictator- leading
counterrevolution- vandal

Armed Forces Positive brave- golden and great
leadership- powerful- protective-
honored officers

Ministry of Interior Positive brave- challengeable- fulfil their
duties- honorable- victims of
conspiracy

Media & Business Negative Freedom abusers- violate law-
propagate hatred rhetoric- incite
strife- loyal to Mubarak- escape
paying taxes-

Judiciary System & Attorney | Negative politicized- lacked transparency-

prosecutor unfair

Political forces and parties Negative Stubborn- selfish- unconstructive
opposition

Arab countries Negative Conspirators

Morsi used a common strategy by presidents in their speeches, which is to demonize the

other. In the speech, Mubarak’s ruling era was blamed for all the challenges and failures that

Morsi faced. For example, Morsi blamed Mubarak and his aides for creating the electricity

shortage crisis, saying:

But one of the strange things is that someone belongs to the old criminal regime
[referring to Mubarak] bribed an employee in power plant to cut off the
electricity for longer hours.
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Morsi negatively described Mubarak’s era, calling it “criminal,” “oppressor,” and
“corrupt.” As mentioned above, Morsi used every chance in his speech to scapegoat Mubarak
and his aides to reduce his own responsibility of failing to meet Egyptians’ aspirations after the

2011 revolution.

He not only demonized Mubarak’s administration, but he also demonized some
governmental institutions and political forces. For example, Morsi expressed skepticism
about the judiciary system, as he commented in paragraph (18) on the request of appealing
against the legitimacy of the presidential elections. This led to his wining as a President
saying “[we have] a respectful Judiciary system that can check such a case,” his comment
was followed by laughter and applause among the audience ), which implied a mocking of
the judiciary system. When the audience continued laughing, Morsi responded saying “no,
seriously I am speaking; seriously we have a respectful judiciary.” The whole scene reflects a
relationship of distrust between the presidency and the Egyptian judiciary, but Morsi insisted
on avoiding any direct clashes with one of Egypt’s critical institutions so he delivered
embedded messages containing mistrust in the judiciary system’s transparency and justice.
Moreover, while he discussed in paragraph (34) his orders to designate an investigative
committee to reopen the 2011 revolution’s martyrs and injuries case, he was skeptical saying
“we are waiting this time for fair verdicts,” which further supports the argument that Morsi

did not trust Egypt’s judiciary system.

> Morsi delivered his speech in the conference hall, attended by officials and an audience believed to
belong to the Muslim Brotherhood.
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Furthermore, Morsi’s arguments to support such an accusation against the judiciary
system were weak, one of the arguments he introduced was a personal experience with a
judge during the parliamentary election in 2005, saying: “he [the judge] forged the elections
in front of my eyes.” The question raised here is why Morsi did not use his authorities as a
president and ordered to re-investigate what he called “forgery case”? Why he did not
introduce the evidences he had to the prosecution? The purpose of telling unreliable stories of
“forged judges” was intended to indirectly demonize the judiciary and blaming them for

forgery for the sake of Mubarak’s former administration.

On the other hand, Morsi praised and positively featured the security apparatus,
including the Interior Ministry and Armed Forces, and he advocated their role and “immense

efforts” to restore security, and stability. In paragraph (19) he said:

I totally understand the [ministry of] interior’s efforts, no one tells me where is
the [ministry of] interior [referring to the absence of the police,] the [ministry
of] interior is doing its job, which is huge and difficult, the minister of interior

and his men [referring to duty officers] do not sleep, but the mission is very
difficult.

Responding to the clashes between Security Central Forces and protestors on the Nile
Corniche in March 2013, Morsi justified the police’s failure to accomplish their mission
efficiently, by blaming the Judiciary system that acquits “criminals,” referring to “defendants
who violated the law,” according to Morsi. In this regard, he also used non- verbal
communication to mock the transparency of the Egyptian judiciary saying “heeeh [referring to

an ironic laugh], adding “and after all they were acquitted.”

Morsi further discussed the deteriorated security situation, blaming demonstrations,
which he said “obscured the stability and Egypt’s progress.” He negatively attributed the

demonstrations and repeated Mubarak’s narrative by saying “the peaceful demonstrations were
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penetrated by rioters, who carried out violent acts.” Simultaneously, he again praised the role of
police and justified their deficiency in chasing criminals by blaming “some [unfair] courts’
verdicts [against duty officers] for having a negative impact on the security apparatus
performance.” In this paragraph, Morsi added the vague phrase “it’s been said how can you
judge me and then asking me to maintain security?” referring to verdicts against duty officers.
So it was not clear if Morsi meant to neglect security violations or he just reflected on

narratives shared among security officers.

Additionally, Morsi’s usage of pronouns clarifies his position towards the addressees.
As shown in table 5, he intended to feature himself as the center of attention by referring to
himself 337 times, using either singular pronoun “I” or exclusive “we”. He used the pronoun
“I” 213 times to portray himself in relation to the crisis and addressee, and he used the

inclusive “we” 94 times.

Table 5. Person deixis in Morsi’s Speech

Pronouns No. of Repetition
I 213
We (self- referencing) 124
We (solidarity with people) 94

Although Morsi heavily used the singular pronoun “I,” which indicates a distant

relationship with Egyptians, he attempted to build solidarity with them too. For example, in
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paragraph (5) he engaged the Egyptians into his one year experience in the presidency, using
inclusive “we” for 13 times in return of 3 times of singular (I). The following sentence in
paragraph (5) illustrates the above argument, as he used inclusive “we” 3 times, “together” 2
times, and “all Egypt and her people” once to stress on the principle of solidarity with

Egyptians.

I stand before you today to declare transparently the brief of my first year
including the achievements and the difficulties and failures we faced, to
recognize together, together all of us, all Egypt and her people, what we have
achieved and we have not.

Notably, Morsi mostly used inclusive “we” to engage Egyptians in the responsibility of

the state’s challenges, as in paragraph (22) he repeated inclusive “we” 14 times saying:

I am standing today in front of you to transparently declare my statement of
accountability to review our promises, including what have been achieved and
what challenges we suffered so that we, all of us, all of Egypt and its nation
realize what we have achieved and what we did not achieve. We want too much,
we achieved some of these goals, but we failed in achieving some other goals,
and we still face challenges [...]

Additionally, he used phrases to narrow the distance with Egyptians, for example he
identified himself as an “Egyptian citizen,” “helpless as Egyptian citizens,” and a “kind
president”. However, Morsi at each time he used these phrases, he would shortly reminded
Egyptians with his official titles, using phrases such as “the president of the state,”
“Commander- in- Chief,” and the “Head of Police.” Accordingly, Morsi was eager to use both
inclusive and exclusive strategies to maintain a balance in his relationship with addressees,
including Egyptians, the governmental institutions, and political forces. One good example of
Morsi’s mixed strategy of building solidarity with Egyptians but also distancing them is in
Paragraph (4), he said: “Oh Egypt’s great nation, I am standing in front of you today, I am

Mohamed Morsi, the citizen before being a President in charge of the nation’s destiny,” so
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shortly after praising Egyptians and introducing himself as a citizen, he mentioned his official

title as a President of the nation.

Morsi also excluded the addressees when he used an exclusive “we” to refer to himself
and some governmental institutions. In the following sentence “we succeeded in building new
and balanced civilian- military relationship,” he used exclusive “we,” referring to the

presidency and Armed Forces.

Repeated words also reflect Morsi’s deep thoughts, by stressing certain ideas. In table 5,

the repeated words are counted, attached with an explanation behind the repeated words.

Table 6. Repeated Words in Morsi’s Speech

Repeated Words No. of Repetition
Allah, God 43
Honestly, transparency 6
Revolution 39
Legitimacy 8
Ikhwan [the Muslim Brotherhood] 2
Egypt, state, nation 74
But 40

Scholars argue that using a religious reference reflects either the religiosity of the
presiden or the nature of addressees (Wyatt, 2006; Israeli, 1998). Morsi used religious reference
as a strategy to influence the majority of Egyptians who are Muslims, and to win their hearts. He

also used religious references to justify the shortage of accomplishing the mission he promised to

53




achieve within 100 days of presidency, as he concluded the speech by reciting the verse in
Qur’an: “[...] Our Lord, do not punish us, if we forget or fall into error [...].” Interestingly,
Sadat used the same strategy of using verses in Qur’an in his speeches, but Abdel Latif (2011)
suggested that presidents’ usage of Qur’anic verses aims “to restrict addressees' responses to the
speech.” However, in Morsi’s case, it is engaging to the audience to recognize the burden on the
president who faced huge challenges. In addition, Morsi’s background as a member of the
Muslim Brotherhood played a factor in using religious phrases, particularly when he

spontaneously repeated “Allah” or “InshAllah.”

Moreover, Morsi attributed the occurrence of the 2011 revolution to Allah, as he said in
paragraph (4) “when Allah allowed the revolution to occurr.” Morsi also relied heavily on

using religious phrases, as he started by a prayer saying:

O Allah, to You is praise as befits the Glory of Your Face and the greatness of
your Might.

Ml alic 5 dlea s Pl s LS saall @l b b seal
In the following paragraph, he greeted the Muslims for the expected holy Ramadan
during which Muslims fast. Morsi concluded his speech using a Quranic verse excerpted from

(surat Al-Bakra) to support his main argument, which is the success and the failure of his one

year presidency, as the verse saying:

Allah burdens not any soul beyond its capacity. It shall have the reward it earns,
and it shall get the punishment it incurs. Our Lord, do not punish us, if we
forget or fall into error, and our Lord, lay not on us a responsibility as Thou
didst lay upon those before us. Our Lord, burden us not with what we have not
the strength to bear, and efface our sins, and grant us forgiveness and have
mercy on us, Thou art our Master, so help us Thou against the disbelieving
people.
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Morsi mentioned the revolution 39 times, and he talked about the 2011 revolution as if
he were the legitimate leader who refused to call some segments in the society as
revolutionaries, citing some media figures and politicians. In paragraph (14) he mentioned
specific names such as prominent journalist Makram Mohamed Ahmed, and former Prime

Minsiter Ahmed Shafiq, ridiculing that these figures consider themselves as revolutionaries.

Repeating “legitimacy” 8 times indicated that Morsi wanted to stress on his legitimacy,
which gained via elections and the polls, amid Egyptian’s and political forces’ outrage towards
his policies. He also implied that removing his administration should be implemented via

legitimate channels otherwise the democracy would vanish.

Morsi repeated “transparency” 3 times, and one of the tactics he used to show
transparency is reporting the number of increasing wages and the states’ budget. However, he
provided this information without visual processing to facilitate the Egyptians’ concentration
and understanding, given the fact that Egypt witnesses 25.9% illiteracy, according to a report
conducted by the Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS) for the

year 2013.

Both Mubarak and Morsi were very similar in their discourse strategies during the times
of crises, as they demonized the others and blamed them for plotting against Egypt’s stability
and sovereignty. The two Presidents featured themselves as the center of attention in their
speeches, in which the usage of singular pronoun “I,” exceeded the number of using inclusive

“we,” which is used to build a relationship with the addressees. The question raised is does Sisi
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use the similar strategies in his Sinai’s speech? The following section provides an analysis of

the speech to reveal his discourse strategies.

Sinai Attacks

Sociopolitical Context

Although the socio-political context of the Sinai attacks requires spotlighting Sinai’s
background with terrorism, it is also important to highlight Sisi’s background as an intelligence
officer who has deep knowledge about Egypt, particularly Sinai and terrorist groups. As a
result, his background informed his speech’s content in which he demonstrated that he knew

how to approach Egyptians and gain their support.

Sisi was unknown to the public until he became Minister of Defense on August 12",
2012. Since then, the Egyptian media stirred controversial debate about his background and
ideology, as rumors speculated that Sisi was part of a “sleeping cell for the Muslim
Brotherhood” (Aly, 2014, p.3). This rumor was first launched by TV anchor Tawfik Okasha, an
influential Egyptian voice via Faraeen TV channel, as he had earlier predicted the removal of
Marshal Field Hussein Tantawi, Minister of Defense, and the appointment of Sisi to fill the
position. Okasha also emphasized Sisi’s “religiosity,” saying his “wife wearing nekab
(covering all her body except eyes, referring to his conservative family),” Okasha intended
such rumors to suggest that Sisi leans towards the MB ideology. However, it was later
discovered that these rumors were invalid and were apart of plan to protect Egypt against the
MB’s the perceived “plot to take over the military, the intelligence services, and the interior

ministry” (Aly, 2014, p.3).
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In just three years, Sisi achieved major progress in his career; going from Director of
Military Intelligence and Reconnaissance in 2011 to become the youngest member of the
Supreme Council of Armed Forces. In 2012, Morsi removed Tantawi to assign then-Colonel
Gen. Sisi, who was promoted in 2014, under former President Adly Mansour, to Field Marshal,
and then rapidly ascended to the presidency of Egypt. Sisi had been exposed to the
international community by attending the Joint Command and Staff College in the UK and the
U.S. army’s elite academy at West Point, where he submitted a thesis on “Democracy in the

Middle East.”

Sisi’s first influential public appearance was in April 2012, celebrating Sinai Liberation
Day and this was the first time he addressed Egyptians. In that speech he stressed the strength
of military-civilian relationship, which had been deteriorated during the ruling of Supreme
Council of Armed Forces in 2011/2012, refuting any claims that the army would harm any
civilian. Another influential statement delivered by Sisi was on July 2013, when he declared “a
road map statement” to isolate Morsi from his position as a President of Egypt, and instead
appoint Adly Mansour. This statement was delivered at a critical time when masses of
Egyptians were demonstrating all over Egypt, demanding the removal of Morsi, and the armed
forces intervened for the second time ® to protect the state’s sovereignty. The military
intervention “was widely applauded by opposition political parties and the overwhelming

majority of the millions of protestors.” (Carafone et al., p.1)

% The first time was on February 11th, 2011, when the then Gen. Omar Sulieman announced that Mubarak
relinquished the presidency and assigned the Supreme Council of Armed Forces to rule the country.
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Removing Morsi and eliminating the rule of the Muslim Brotherhood led “many
Egyptians” to view Sisi as “a savior, while others —primarily supporters of the MB- saw him in

retrospect as having conspired [against Morsi],” and considered June 30 as a coup (Aly, 2014,

p.-3).

Following the removal of Morsi, the Muslim Brotherhood and other Islamist groups led
two major sit-ins in two vital districts in Cairo, Rabaa and Nahda square, where thousands
demonstrated and camped for more than 45 days. Several Islamic affiliated channels, including
Sharia TV, broadcast the sit-ins live, which contained “violent and terror calls” against the state
as a response to “Sisi’s removal off Morsi,” using words such as “we are going to crush you”
(Nadi, August 2014). One of the most common videos shared on social networks, was a clip of
MB senior leader Mohamed Beltagy saying “what is happening now in Sinai [referring to
terrorist attacks targeting army, police, and gas pipelines] as a response to the military coup
would be halted immediately when Sisi declared the regression of the coup, and the return of
the President [referring to Morsi]” (Al-Arabiya TV, July 2013). Notably, terrorist acts
“increased in Sinai exponentially with Morsi’s removal” and after dispersing Rabaa and Nahda
sit-ins (Gold, 2014, p.3). Dyer and Kessler (2014) noted that Sinai attacks “increased fifteen-
fold in just one month [after Morsi’s removal], and it has remained far higher than before the

Brotherhood’s fall from power” (p.42).

Sinai turned into a hub of extremist groups after the 2011 revolution, as Egyptian
authorities, particularly security apparatuses, “have lost control of large swathes of Sinai,”
(Special Feature: Terrorism in Sinai) and this security vacuum allowed extremist groups to
expand their terror acts in Sinai, exploiting local Bedouins’ grievances against the government

due to years of marginalization and unfair treatment. Before 2011, Sinai Bedouins suffered
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major problems and were viewed as “second- class citizens” (Gold, 2014, p.6), for example, the
majority of the Bedouins were prohibited “to serve in the military or police” (Egypt: Bedouins
Begin to Demand equal Citizenship). Additionally, the Bedouins were viewed as “collaborators
of Israel’s fifteen-year occupation of the peninsula after the 1967 war,” (Laub, 2013 quoted
Economist reporter Nicolas Pelham), but this perception slightly changed after restoring Sinai

in 1973 and expelling Israel from the land.

Sinai’s location and its geography make it an “ideal [location] for smuggling through
the Peninsula” (Dyer et.al., 2014, p.15). The state’s shortage to provide infrastructure,
particularly in North Sinai, and equal job opportunities led to increased smuggling of
“narcotics, weapons, and human trafficking in and out of the Sinai” (Youssef, 2011). On the
other hand, following Israel’s withdrawal from Gaza strip in 2005 to be taken over by Hamas,
Egypt witnessed illegal activities along its border at the Gaza strip, including the building of
thousands of illegal tunnels, which contributed to smuggling in and out of the Sinai. Laub
(2013) noted that the blockade imposed on Gaza in 2007 amid fierce battle between Hamas and
Fath “created one of the world’s most lucrative markets for smuggling networks”. Smuggling
operations increased immensely after the breakdown of security in 2011, as it provided “further

opportunity for these existing smuggling networks to thrive” (Dyer, 2014, p.15).

The state’s failure to address Sinai residents’ problems paved the road to the rise of
extremist groups, including Salafi Jihadism, and it “provided a useful recruitment tool for
violent actors: offering youth a chance for revenge against the state” (Gold, 2014, p.12). Dyer
et.al argued that “Salafi groups” used the security vacuum following the 2011 revolution to
“recruit Bedouin youth” (2014, p.23). Although Sinai contained several extremists groups, such

as Ansar Bait al-Magqdis, Army of Islam, and Tawhid wal Jihad, the Muslim Bortherhood is
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always blamed for terrorism escalation in Sinai. This governmental and public rhetoric
developed after several threats delivered by the MB senior leaders, including the supreme
Guide of the MB Mohamed Badei who warned, during the Rabaa set-in, that “we are willing to
sacrifice our necks and our souls for him [referring to Morsi]” (Carafano, 2013, p.2). One other
argument supporting the perceived linkage between the MB and extremist groups in Sinai was
that Mohamed al-Zawabhiri, the Al-Qaeda leader’s brother allegedly warned “if the deposed
President was not returned to power, the Al-Qaeda affiliated groups, al-Salafiyya al-Jihadiyya

would take up arms against Egyptian authorities” (Sabry, 2014, p.29).

On January 29, 2015, Dae’sh affiliates in Sinia known as Wilayat Sinia (Province of
Sinai) launched several concurrent attacks, which targeted army and police facilities in Arish,
Sheikh Zuweid, and Rafah. The attacks caused huge losses among soldiers, with at least 32
deaths according to The Guardian. The incident sparked outrage among Egyptians and created
deep grievances. In return, Sisi immediately cut his visit to Ethiopia short and returned to

Egypt to address Egyptians’ grievances in such a critical moment.

The Sinai Speech

Overall Conclusion

Although Sisi delivered his speech two days after the Sinai attacks on January 29, 2015,
he explained his reason for the delayed timing of delivery as he started the speech, “it was
necessary to quickly cut off my visit and participation in the African Union Summit in
Ethiopia.” He then started introducing his condolences to the family of martyrs who had been
killed in the attacks. The Sinai attacks took place on the evening of January 29" which was

concurrent with Sisi’s participation in the African Union Summit in Ethiopia. Despite the
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importance of such a visit to strengthen Egypt-Africa relations and mitigate the tensions over
water conflict with Ethiopia, Sisi immediately cut off his visit to return back to Cairo,
addressing Egyptians on January 31%. He delivered his speech after his meeting with the
Supreme Council of Armed Forces, which delivered a statement on Friday, January 30™
reaffirming that “the attacks will not deter us from our holy duty to uproot it [referring to

terrorism] and destroy it,” according to Armed Forces spokesman.

Overall, Sisi’ Sinai’s speech was condensed, short, clear, and relatively met the
people’s demands to know about the crisis and the reasons behind the attacks. The tone of
speech was inclusive, transparent, open, and threatening to perpetrators of the attacks.
However, Sisi’s tone in this speech was completely different from his previous speeches where
he used to be calm and soft while addressing Egyptians. In this speech, he used a harsh tone, as
he sometimes shouted, increasing the volume, urging Egyptians to be “cautious and support

him and the state in their fight against terrorism.”

Sisi was eager to employ an inclusive strategy by using ESA, which is switching
between varieties MSA and ECA dialect. According to Mazraani (1997), using ESA is a
common strategy to communicate to the addressee’s emotions, construct authority, and to keep
addressee’s attention (p.213). In Sisi’s speech, he intended to communicate Egyptians’
grievances after huge losses in the Sinai attacks, but he also sought to maintain the prestige of
the setting where he delivered the speech, topping the Supreme Council of Armed Forces’
members. Nonetheless, he relied heavily on using ECA dialect in his speech to communicate
with the majority of Egyptians who use dialect in their daily conversation. With the use of the
ECA dialect, he meant to speak the public’s language to narrow the gap and include them in the

crisis and in finding possible means to confront it.
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In addition to using ESA to build solidarity, Sisi used several other tactics to closely
position himself in solidarity with Egyptians. For example, in paragraph (1) he said: “Let me
start my speech by extending my condolences not only to the families of martyrs, but also to all
of us, to all Egyptians.” In this quote, Sisi asked addressees to extend condolences to the
families of martyrs, himself, and Egyptians, using inclusive terms such as “/et me,” and “all of
us.” He also shared private conversations with the Egyptian media delegation in Ethiopia

discussing the developments in Egypt after the attacks, in paragraphs (1) and (2).

Pauses were also employed in Sisi’s speech to include Egyptians in his grievances, as
Mazraani (1997) argued that occasional pauses contribute to emphasize an idea, and
“psychologically to get the audience involved in the speech.” She also mentioned that Gamal
Abdel Nasser in the Nekssa (setback in 1967) speech used pauses throughout his speech to
engage the public and to express his sorrow. In addition, Sisi improvised the speech, as he had
not a written document to read from, so he needed these pauses to organize his ideas, thinking

about the language usage, and then delivering his thoughts.

Another inclusive strategy is posing questions to let addressees interact with the speaker
and think of expected answers. Sisi used this tactic to explain the context of the crisis and to

interact with Egyptians, for example in paragraph (1), he said:

We, Egypt, confront the most powerful underground organizations in the globe,
what does it mean? It means you Egyptians on June 30 and July 3™ took a very
serious decision in contemporary history.

In the above quote, Sisi introduced the crisis, then posed a question to let people think
of the current crisis, and then he used this question as a connector to move backwards and

reminded Egyptians of their earlier decision when they revolted against the MB ruling.
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Throughout this speech, Sisi also shared some off-record meetings to support his
arguments and engage them in the crisis. One of the important meetings he pointed to in his
speech was a confidential meeting between “a senior leader of the [MB] organization” and

himself as then-Defense minister, Sisi, on June 21%, 2013, saying

This senior leader kept telling for more than 40 minutes that we [the MB] will
bring fighters from all over the world to fight you.

Moreover, Sisi clarified the reason for sharing such a confidential story with the public,
saying “I am telling this to all Egyptians so that they became aware of whom we are dealing

with.”

Following the attacks, Egyptians were very angry and upset, and social media fueled
criticism against security gaps to protect their soldiers, facilities, and confront terror acts, which
led to huge losses among Army officers. However, after the speech, there was a shift in
reactions as some Egyptians applauded what Sisi had said, and this speech was generally
considered to be a successful communication. Sisi met Grice’s four maxims, as the speech was
short, clear, and relevant to the crisis. Although Sisi did not provide detailed quantitative
information about the exact number of losses and deaths of officers, he compensated for that by
clarifying that sharing military information during the times of crises would harm the nation’s
morale, including army and police. He also vowed to take revenge on those who committed
this crime, saying “we took measures [to respond], and I wanted to say we know those who

helped and funded you [the MB], and we would not leave them.”
Structure of the Speech

Sisi’s speech is cohesive but not well structured, as he kept going back and forth

between thoughts, stressing specific messages about the roots of the crisis and its
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consequences. It was not a classical speech in terms of starting with an introduction, then body,
and conclusion; rather, Sisi focused on communicating with Egyptians to support the President
in his “battle” to overcome the crisis. In support of this conclusion, Sisi in paragraph (1) said
“honestly, we need to think about range of vital thought,” and then he started to identify the
crisis, which is “confronting the most powerful underground organization in the globe [...] and
their violent and terror acts.” He also identified the crisis as a “complicated, strong, devilish,
prolonged confrontation” against what he called “the most powerful underground

organization.”

After identifying the crisis, Sisi moved through his talking points without a specific
order. For example, in paragraph (2), he raised the issue of maintaining the morale of the army
during times of crises and wars, then he moved to the role of media coverage, and finally he
stressed the importance of the Egyptian will and the president’s respect to their decision on
June 30, 2013. In the following paragraph, he returned back to stress the gravity of impacting
the morale of the army and police’s while confronting Egypt’s battle against terrorism. In
paragraph (5), he ended the speech with the point he previously mentioned, which is respecting
the Egyptian will. Despite of these structural inconsistencies, the speech was cohesive as ideas
are connected to each other, and Sisi moved smoothly through range of thoughts, using phrases

or posing questions or connectors.

In contrast to the previous Presidents, Sisi avoided negatively attributing the social
actors involved in the crisis. He neutrally described the perpetrators involved in the Sinai

attacks as shown in table 7.
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Table 7. Predication Strategy/ Social Actors in Sisi’s Speech

Actor Stance Attributions

International underground Neutral powerful- well organized-

organization [referring to the penetrative- successful- leading

MB] some countries-

Egyptians Positive Free will- changed the world-

Armed Forces and Police Positive Fighting the battle instead of
Egyptians- Egyptians’ sons

Despite Egypt’s “complexity and devilish confrontation” against the MB, according to
Sisi, he cautiously spoke about the criminal party involved in the Sinai attacks. First, he did not
name it, rather he called them “the most powerful underground organization” who responded to
Egyptians’ decision after removing Morsi and the MB ruling. This cautiousness reflects Sisi’s
intelligence background and the belief that the MB is the mother of other terrorist
organizations, such as Ansar Bait al-Magqdis. It is noteworthy that one of the recent conflicted
issues between Egypt and the U.S. during the fight against terrorism is that Washington refuted
to list the MB as terrorist organization, which clashed with the Egyptian government’s decision

to designate the MB as terrorist organization.

Sisi also did not negatively attribute the “underground organization,” but he neutrally

29 ¢c

picked up specific terms to describe their status as “well organized,” “penetrative,” “powerful,”
and “successful.” He also supported his argument of the organization’s power by stating that
“there are some countries led by their [the underground organization] senior leaders.” Egyptian

media speculated that Turkey was among these countries, claiming that President Recep

Tayyip Erdogan belongs to the MB.
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He also stressed the importance of Egyptians’ role in the state’s battle against terrorism,
praising their free will to choose their destiny and support their president, who will respect their
choices. In addition to the Egyptian citizens, he emphasized the military-civilian relationship,
pressing that military and police men are integral part of the society, describing them as
“Egyptians sons.”

Like Mubarak and Morsi, the number of singular pronoun “I” exceeded the number of
inclusive “we” in Sisi’s speech. The table below demonstrates Sisi’s usage of pronouns in the

Sinai speech.

Table 8. Person Deixis in Sisi’s Speech

Pronouns No. of Repetition
I 53
We (self- referencing) 12
We (solidarity with people) 29

Although the number of occurrences of the singular pronoun “I” exceeded the number
of inclusive “we”, Sisi used the pronouns efficiently to switch between solidarity and
authoritative tone. For example, he used “I” to declare his responsibility and authority as
former Defense ministry and current president, as seen in paragraph (1), “we need to review
range of thoughts that I wanted to stress it.” He used “we” to share and engage Egyptians in the
thoughts that the president, using “I”’, wanted to feature. He also used a mix of authoritative

tone and inclusive tone. Another example to support Sisi’s mixed approach of authority and
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solidarity is: “Did not we agree to share the role of building Egypt together, between me, you,

and the state’s institutions?”’

Repeated words and phrases in Sisi’s speech, shown in table 9, reflect his eagerness to
involve Egyptians in the crisis and the decision to resolve it. He also repeated several words

and phrases to stress certain ideas.

Table 9 .Repeated Words and Phrases in Sisi’s Speech

Repeated Words No. of
Repetitions

Allah, God 12
Honesty 1

I am ready to sacrifice my soul 2
Either Ruling or Killing You 3
You Egyptians took the Decision, Respect your Decision, Egyptians’ choice 17
Egyptians Will 4
Egyptians’ moral 3
Terrorism 5
Tahiya Misr [Long Live Egypt] 3

Sisi emphasized the necessity of Egyptians’ choice and free will, as he

29 ¢

mentioned “decision,” “choice,” and “will” (21) times. He constantly mentioned “decision,”
and “choice,” throughout the entire speech, but at each paragraph he signaled a different
message. In paragraph (1), he repeatedly said “you Egyptians took the decision, not anyone

else,” reminding Egyptians of their uprising to remove Morsi on June 30 and July 3 2013. It

is noteworthy that there was a western narrative suggesting the involvement of Egyptian
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Intelligence Services in leading up to the June 30 7’ mass uprising. Sisi in his speech sought to
refute such speculations by reaffirming that Egyptians, “not anyone else,” took the decision to
remove Morsi. In the following paragraph, Sisi mentioned “choice” 8 times within the context
of respecting Egyptians’ ability to choose. For example, he said “again, you the Egyptian
nation chose, and your choice for me [pause], when you choose, I will implement your choice
with all decisiveness, honesty, and faithfulness.” After two revolutions, where Egyptians
succeeded to remove two administrations, Sisi expressed appreciation and respect of
Egyptians’ choices, using different phrases such as “I will do whatever you want,” and “T will
implement whatever you point to.” He also implied that he would not stay in the presidency if
the people do not want him. In the last paragraph, Sisi returned to highlight his respect to
Egyptians’ will and choice, but within a religious context, saying “I respect my people’s
choice, my Egyptian people, because Allah asked us to allow people to choose even in

worshipping him [Allah].”

One of the most important phrases Sisi repeated in order to build solidarity with
Egyptians was “I do not care about anybody in this world except you, I do not care about
anybody except Egyptians.” He then added, “I am ready to battle the entire world, but you
should stand beside me, otherwise I could not, I could not resist without you, I cannot resist
without you Egyptians, you who changed the world now.” In the sentences above, he stressed
the importance of Egyptians in the political equation, not only on the domestic level, but also
on the international level. He argued that he could not resist the “world,” referring to the

international powers, which viewed the June 30 as “a coup,” such as the U.S. that banned the

" Please see Trager, E. (2015); Gresh, A (2013)
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military aid to Egypt after the removal of Morsi. Domestically, he also included Egyptians in

the state’s fight against terrorism.

Although he mentioned “honestly” only once, he used equivalent phrases to refer to the
same meaning, such as when he reminded Egyptians of his expectations that terrorist acts would
be retreated. He also repeatedly mentioned in the speech, “I did not hide it from you, I did not
hide from you,” clearly emphasizing his honesty with Egyptians since his request for a mandate
to fight terrorism on July 21. Likewise, when he urged Egyptians to support the state in its battle

against terrorism, he said “I could not change the world without you, this should be very clear.”

Sisi ended his speeches with “long live Egypt,” and repeated the phrase three times
subsequently. The phrase became Sisi’s signature to end most of his speeches. However, praising
Egypt to mark the end of the speech was not a common strategy in the speeches of Egyptian
presidents, but Sisi wanted to assure that the priority is given to Egypt rather than the President

and the nation.
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Table 10. Similarities and Differences of Discourse Strategies between the Three

Egyptian Presidents
Mubarak Morsi Sisi
Setting Direct televised speech, | Televised speech in a In the background, the
where Mubarak read conference hall, where Supreme Council For
from a written speech in | participants represented | Armed Forces appeared
studio located in the the government, the while Sisi improvised a
presidential palace. Muslim Brotherhood, televised speech
and audience was
believed to be
composed of people
belonging to the MB.)
Morsi used to read from
a written text, but he
also improvised.
Crisis The eruption of 2011 Energy crisis and Terror attacks on
Revolution Egyptian outrage before | military checkpoints and
the June 30 revolution facilities in Arish,
Sheikh Zuwied and
Rafah
Framing Crisis Peaceful demonstrations | Counter-revolution led | Egypt confronts the
infiltrated by rioters by Mubarak’s regime Muslim Brotherhood,
who responded to
removing Morsi
Tone of Speech Authoritative, Authoritative, Threatening, inclusivity,

monotonous, negligence

negligence, confusion,
ambiguous.

transparency, honesty

Structure of speech

Well-structured and
cohesive

Well- structured but not
cohesive

Cohesive but not
structured

Language

MSA

ESA with inappropriate
use of dialect

ESA

Discourse strategies

Emotional approach,
amplifying the crisis to
increase fears among
Egyptians, model of us
vs them, attributing
negatively the other

Religious reference,
model of us vs them,
attributing negatively
Mubarak’s former
regime, while praising
the current security
apparatuses

Religious reference,
inclusiveness, constant
pauses, model of us vs
them, using neutral
words to describe social
actors
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Conclusion

In the period 2011 to 2014, three recent Egyptian presidents have used speeches to
communicate with the public and to influence public opinion during times of crisis, but each of
them has had a different influence and impact. This study focused on the speeches in times of
crisis of three presidents: Mubarak, Morsi, and Sisi. The speeches are Hosni Mubarak's 2011
speech "the 2011 Revolution" on January 28™; Mohamed Morsi's "One Year Accountability” on
June 26th, 2013, and Abdel Fattah El Sisi's "Sinai attacks” on January 31, 2015.

Although there is no valid measure to identify each president’s influence on the public,
the removal of Mubarak and Morsi, after the 201 1revolution and the June 30, 2013 mass uprising
revolution, reflect the presidents’ failure to effectively communicate with the public. In contrast,
Sisi overcame the crisis by effectively communicating with the public and getting the support of
the majority of Egyptians. Grice’s four maxims setting the rules of successful communication
have been applied to the three speeches, concluding that Sisi violated the four maxims the least
which may account for the relative success of his speech, compared to the other two speeches
analyzed here. The following table demonstrates the similarities and differences between the
three Presidents and their usage of discourse strategies during crises.

Studying these political speeches within their respective socio-political context shows
that the type of the crisis influences the success of the speech to a large extent. For example
Sisi’s speech was not delivered during an existential crisis of absolute public outcry, whereas
Mubarak and Morsi were confronted with masses of Egyptians demonstrating to overthrow their
administrations. Besides, Egypt has faced terrorism in Sinai since at least 2004, so Sisi’s
administration would hold the sole blame for the crisis in Sinai and the expansion of Jihadi

groups. However, the attacks against military and police personnel and facilities in North Sinai
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on January 2015 sparked outrage among Egyptians who blamed the state for failing to protect
their security. Sisi responded to this outrage by delivering his speech two days after the incident,
so he had a chance to recognize the attitude and the mood of the public opinion to directly
address their fears and concerns.

On the other hand, Mubarak and Morsi underestimated “the expected crises,” as they
knew the timing of demonstrations, and were aware of Egyptians’ frustrations and essential
demands. However, they were “shocked” by the large demonstrations that poured into streets all
over Egypt, and the situation on the ground grew in a very quick pace, so both of them did not
employ the efficient discourse strategies to successfully communicate with the public and
overcame the crises. For instance, Mubarak in his speech provided abstract solutions to deal with
Egypt’s challenges, which caused people’s anger, such as the deteriorated relationship between
the police and civilians. Morsi did not directly address Egyptians fears from the Muslim
brotherhood’s ruling, which based on excluding large segments of society who do not belong to
the MB, and he also evaded his responsibility as a president by blaming Mubarak’s regime for
Egypt’s chronic problems such as power outage.

Moreover, the study supports that the speech is an essential tool of communication
between Egyptian presidents and the public, particularly during a crisis. Waldman (2003) argues
“successful leadership in crisis requires that the public trust the leaders to tell the truth,” (p.120)
and this means that the President would not succeed in his communication with the public unless
he has already built a relationship of trust with the public. For example, when Mubarak delivered
his speech during the 2011 revolution, he was not successful due to the lack of trust on the part
of Egyptians. In Morsi’s case, his policies influenced the relationship with the majority of

Egyptians so that his speech during the crisis was not applauded. However, Sisi came as a
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“savior” to eliminate the Muslim Brotherhood affiliated President Morsi, and since then Sisi was
eager to build a trusted and confident relationship with Egyptians, including the MB
sympathizers who were not involved in crimes. So when Egypt faced an escalation in terrorism,
which led to huge losses among soldiers in Sinai, specifically the Sinai attacks, Sisi had a good
foundation upon which to build his communication process with Egyptians during the crisis, and
the speech had its influence on the public, as Sisi remained in power.

Although the three speeches were delivered in different periods and in different socio-
political contexts, there are common strategies used by the three Egyptian presidents in their
speeches when addressing the public in times of crisis. These common strategies are:
“inclusion”, “invoking conspiracy”, “foreign intervention”, “commemorating the president’s
achievements”, and “emotional approaches.”

Both Mubarak and Morsi shared very similar discourse strategies, such as demonizing the
“other.” Mubarak described demonstrators as “rioters” who harm the state’s national security.
Morsi also blamed Mubarak for “plotting” against the 2011 revolution and described him as
“criminal.” In contrast, Sisi used neutral terms to describe the social actors involved in the crisis,
for instance, he described the Muslim Brotherhood, whom he blamed for involving in Sinai
attacks, as “well organized, powerful, and an international underground organization.”

An authoritative tone is clearly prominent in the speeches of Mubarak and Morsi, as they
used to remind Egyptians of their official posts as “president of the state.” Using the singular
pronoun “I”’; which exceeded their usage of inclusive “we,” influenced the distance between
them and the Egyptians. However, Sisi avoided the authoritative tone be mentioning several
times that he “would strictly obey the people’s desire and decision, and respect the Egyptians’

will,” (quoted Sisi’s speech, 2015). He also relied heavily on using the singular pronoun “I”.
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Religion is an important component of Egyptian culture, and some Egyptian presidents
used religion as a discourse strategy to effectively communicate with the addresses. Using
religious references within the political speech “strengthens the authority of the speaker,” (Abdel
Latif, 2011, p.57), and the current study demonstrates that both Morsi and Sisi used religious
phrases in their speeches. Sisi used religious references to legitimize the state’s fight against
terrorism, and communicate the religious side of Egyptians. Similarly, Morsi sought successful
communication with Egyptians by using religious references, but sometimes he seems to be
artificial in using this discourse strategy. For example, he ended his speech by reciting a verse of
the holy Qur’an from a written paper, which he brought it out of his jacket. In contrast, Mubarak
rarely used religious phrases in his speech; instead he stressed the secular concept of citizenship,
which deals with all citizens based on their identity as Egyptians regardless their religions.

A large percentage of Egyptians are illiterate, so using simple variety of Arabic or using
Egyptian Colloquial Arabic would impact the communication between the presidents and the
public. Morsi and Sisi were eager to switch between ECA and Modern Standard Arabic to
guarantee the maxim efficiency of their speeches, and to keep public attention. In return,
Mubarak’s monotonous speech relied on the usage of MSA.

The limitation of this study is the lack of analyzing Fairclough’s second level of CDA
approach, which is the process of producing the speech. Tracking the speechwriter and the
surrounding circumstances, when the speech was produced, will further the understanding of
discourse strategies. Although the current study referred to the settings where the speeches where
delivered, it lacked in-depth analysis on the medium used by the three presidents. Accordingly

further studies are needed on studying the media channels used by Egyptian presidents to
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communicate with the public in the times of crisis. Also further studies are needed on discourse

strategies used by Arab and Egyptian politicians in crisis speeches.
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Excerpts of Morsi’s Year of Accountability Speech (only 2 pages out of 17pages)

(0 ol (i

0 el
(QJA)X\UA;)S‘A‘L\‘?&U

Lt (L) 2emas Ui 2Dl Ty il Lipa  clillals aae 5 lgm s IOl s ik LS dand) ll oy i el
"B ) sedy ¢ lal G sakall a5 (gl (I s soma (gl Y

dal () Jast o oLl 1aa 5 Al 038 33)ay 8 ) saansl adinll jeme Cand 1y 3abiadl 5 lasad) el a1 55 5891 gl
e ol s KU el Gl ) g el 17 sl G cluan ) e sl o Al g a5l Aall Lages jucaa
A J 5 clasan oS 4 an i O a3 Cunall i () J 3515 i Lasen il 5 le S8 (ol 5 Ll 5 planall
Ll ) agidbacal 5 48 31 agilad W o)l Baymall L) 58 baad aill a8l 5 ) 51 Wilagd o aSxa an il o)y )f
A U8 Y 55 6l cilSla Lagas

dal el smam e S8 Ll g sl W Ll Lile e (305 2011 by 25 3555 ¢l g 283 daglanll jcaa s 58
Olase 8 aSalal i g diaale e Ao Laia¥) Allaadl 5 4l JSU 5 Jandl Jal e 4pall dal ey daiill Jal ey )8y
L\SLJU:‘;J\BJ:\J;J\)a.aael_\.\@d.:y‘h});.lMA);AL)A@MM\@}M\::MMM\M&J}‘)&)&J\

Lo pla

oean (e J el Gas N G ST T U8 (el (ol sall (o ye dan hal sall Ul o sall pSalal il aalaall joma andly
i e s Sa lglal O bl 58 Y I A jeaay el g sabiy ilag e AT Gl saS aSalal (il il Sl 5 Al
o Jaad iy ¥ ) s jliaall 5 485ISA Euan aSianY aSalal il calS alladl g dy a5 opad) Allall e
o (613 el S ) L e platy peae (B Guiad) e aad Ua) GlEal) jleda) b alali ) il sall (i e

Ll calusil (sl (g ) gilay Lo Jiosall ALY 5 38 (e pd 56 (e pudd eaala 36 e s13) s 3all apmall alldall HUail)
L5128 paal) 5 ol g g 5l allall g aal) o 5 il Qi liile Baa) 5 ) BIS 5 el Juiads (8L S35l 031 L
clan Lielal il g Ua g Liada clia aaf e 685 Y Jaality (il Uisle (55 pans ae (3 5k (3 Uy allal
PRPP

(e oliilela s il sha (o 4 Biat lag 250 5 e 4 e JS V) (ale il RIS AlaG (oY o sal) oSalal il
3y Loy i La g et ol Lo g ain (o Liadaias) (301 La Ll 5 jpume JS LIS Tae ol jail ¢ ae | o€ il clilas) 5 Oy saica
g S slal 3kl A A ale pSas Gled s iband Lialal J) ey s L&YY (aany (3L ity eLadY) (any Liia ¢

Gaad JSDg elacl 55 5 S5 e i g Lgnd Ll laigy alS Glladl L) s sl 038 8 (Y1 4l La S ¢y el (S

oSie aallal Lo 1S cilaal) e il 5 Al el slad e ) 6L ) (55038 s pmma) (i lan Al S plal 5 (udlie
Al ol 5 Ll bl 5 Lele i lalaa¥) e Ganiig a gl (L (e A 50 (8L 5 el g i o )
A sl ol 338 e peme S lilae gl A5 jeme (e 53 ¢ o8 IS (5355 o JS Adasi s (08 JS 05885 ) 5
S Lle 4y 2

91


http://www.aswatmasriya.com/news/view.aspx?id=6bc27c5a-6109-46d1-92e3-408ecd92d0b3
http://www.aswatmasriya.com/news/view.aspx?id=6bc27c5a-6109-46d1-92e3-408ecd92d0b3
http://www.aswatmasriya.com/news/view.aspx?id=6bc27c5a-6109-46d1-92e3-408ecd92d0b3
http://www.aswatmasriya.com/news/view.aspx?id=6bc27c5a-6109-46d1-92e3-408ecd92d0b3

CliaatAa 55 eme o 2af o G825 Y S A8l (S dasen L g3 JSAIL plin 91 0585 o il i€ el
Al Al ha gl 23gn 5 o 3l ol Aadal el Ly jat 2agy (s3e aly b)) callaill g QUaginY) ¢ 8 i€ Ciliaa cdae
Ll ol avan sy 31 Y L 130 5 o gdll g JLEN (e

Y G Al Vsl a3l (5 el oasband) ) ENL YY) Giah Y 63 5 4ie W i Y Al gala®BY) sail) Al
Y Jal gall e dlan sa Alladl oda ) Uilia 5l Lo ) aS83IS) g aSa jlal e oAl Lule (i s Lgie saal 5 llas
gl O Sl s Sl 83 e JalS ale day Il apkiies W ALAS L o) 58 Lgae Jaladill 5 Lo ol ie W1 5 Lgagd (e

oAl e a il 8l G AaSall g a1 (e Gl 3 Al 1 A e s oy aSaa T g T g Lagh 3aa) 5 4380 f 405

Bl ey peme B it (S 2l a0 auim g B Y 5 Ll pe a8 G 50

HE clala 8 lladl buda Ul g al Blal sl s Ulal cunals 501 508 6 ol gl 13 Caliall pa canglial
O 8 sl il U ean) g asgaaai (815 0 )l 5 Undllld (o318 438 (inde 23S 00 caabaind Lo a8 e Lydl & caal
Labpadl G5 (st ) ey Canll gy pail) By alall 85 Lalle 15168 20k (ol 5 Uialy g Labes 0 ST (0 Ay 5
oAbl gl o L) 65y satl (o 28 i gl) () <y agial aa V) s Uadll oo Lavie <y puail) (K1 cll (g S
L jley (55l Lile 588 Ly y a5 g5l 38 gl s sale 90 (o atare I (h peadl) e Ul A g £y 2l
WY 55 lala ) o (ol any ae Gadile L) 5300 juae ke (LS Lite U ) ge <yl 5 (LIS Ligle 5 LIS Liallisl 5 i€
Jshall ¢ mny ae LIS i g Uiaa ol L) LiSLa Lo 1 o Ao L) of can Ll B 5la) 3 agial ) 1 sSTiay 5 2oy Lo oSl
Ly 58 Jysal O 28 gl (o 8 Canginl 6 S Calaad ) Jaiady Leod (Biain (1 g 0L 55 ) anra g Algas A
ey (ol 5 SV a8 ALY Cile) Y] cuind g Al Jusd) 0 g ¢ dgatiy ol Al ) AL gl

4,0 Cladlal e Led Y Ledlaal Gaias s & i (S5 6l ol citdl alad) JOA A jlaall (81 Lglals (e il sall
AR g

Dl (e g jea g bl s 5 O Al jall 038 (35 g gl g pasall e ginhy 43l 5 gusall () 1S 181 e U

L s Lelady SV 1S (Vs (5 L a3 el g sl (e s 3 da ) (e s 2 J s 585 0ol dalian (33ay
Jeni e (aya g dan 5821 ) (g (81 el g punall 8 il mllas B Ghaela s Al g pasall B ilia (B iaele oY
S5 il of il A jlaall calisl al g Jusl ald el s 8 e JB a8l 3 aley jpeea Ul S UG 5 gal)
O ) 5283 2g1S (Lt 1 5S L (p pemaall IS e Baa) 5858 (A il 25 ey (G peaall 5 55 clgdlanl (3iiad i oy
O led Y Lgdlaal (3iad s o a S5 i) of il aSlae oile Ul Al 8 3y yad B paivnn cLany s Laglill 5 Leld
sae A8y 5 jbe it wual s Ll e Jola e led Y 5 A sl il el 5 JSLa (8 Ay s 43 )3 Clalia)

Lsha

3 e glgial b Lalie SIS () 4S5 o ety aslaas & Jlod IS Ll UaslT 3) agimall of oy jle )50l Canglial canglial
Aoy A& ) a8 agial o s Cagial colhad G gea Lo 1Y) (bl aY) s cuadl a2V Glaal 3 5 ¢ jal 4l Uaal
osle Al nlpnad) Ay el ol 5 Ao sitall dppml) ilgat¥) ol LA Ll g Sflat 23855 ) i) day Apulpnd) 1 3aY)

&b UlSe 2 ol il (5 58 S dplial (5 58 Of il A jlaal) (1 maeal) Clagian 43S (3 saiall 4o b 5 Ay
e iy uale dmya ) aa5 Y (o8l a2 e LS g Apuband) leall ) i &Y 5 ARIEN Gl 3aY) (e el
Ay 4 s i) ) 1 o iy clgalldan s Ll g o pnill Gaalaall g & ) sl g s U e Ao g5 5
IS maad O i s Lae st Lo Al slall (8 a5 o] il

O s agia Ghasll o A cpall e SH Jaadl 4,085 Caaliall ) a2y o aend) (e ) s 40 )28 Cuaglial
Cale S ells oS ol i) 5 48 jral Jilis 5 (3 L) La (o il A jlaal) (€05 agaill allail) (I 6 slosll 5 43 guunall

92



85 duapa a2 L) 5 AS LA e s Lgia S 188 Lgapali g Ledlasiad (o peald 13a () il 4 jaill <l yuall
Bl Al 4 Lgie L A Al aildae 351 38 50 1S3

i a5 Al ¢ lia Y1 e Al el (e Lial omai Jasd) s da joa IS5 40 g8 Al ) disise e 5 e 12
elae 3,5 a2 Cualy e cllia ol Jile e 350 0 AY) e 13 A gie 53 juan e gla Y1 ol s
)il

Ll 5 ) jeae aadains 13le & e llia A 8 o) il elac B ) 6l oda caaliy (e lia o Jile e 48 Y
Usng s el sl N Aeludl Golic gla ) AlSa) ot 5iy (e dllin Jalal) 5 Lgalle 5 LgiaY i o 5 ) shaiall 4l
L sln Vs Line 4wl ey W (e Uity (e o DU gy 30 ALIal 5 ISa1 5 gl 5 ool

LS )8 e OIS €1 e S sa deal dene o S ) sl (e LealS Al (i L8 gl aal gl Ay e cilals
IS gea Y Al Dl (58 s ade LSy JA L D1l (e B iyl Gga s ed Ol sl e Ul J st

‘2(4..)] cB;\)géL:\..v

4y sl g Aadalil) g Cainll (e da ghaiay Wl g 5 s Adal jRapal) 4y il Coy AU lae (8 laga jeaaclael A4l

aadl) AUl e | IS A Cppndiaall WSy ) Cag yma Y B30l Cilsus e 8 LI sl 5 o sl 5 iy il
) Jam o yaall aldail (S e ) s s aa Ly g Leunid g Lgdn Lelal () 5 (iagi aay peme |58 g O agale e
O Jlall (oany C s anll 5 5 d8al) 5 (BN ax 50 13gs (pdas g 0 gam (Y] (e i il g ile g
)55 il el iy 0 a3 DU (RS | piile J g0 canns pall o 525 Uil i

Cuay amd dea g Lol A g o8 ) Jdad pe il o)) W) Laas Gl Y ik g A jlae Slia AT il
Ay W muary )V (590 oo o 2 1ia g 4 ) A oo
Aol g aSal) 8 il agai g ddal yiagall 448 511 5 Adabid) J gl & dpula) W) ) ol o 8

b bl e s ddalu I aa (a al O S aga alal e Jl Les o (e oliail Lo g Ca gl i Ul
D)l (e g gkl jian B e (e Uy el Lal Liada 4l Lallda 35S 4dlis) b S5 prsall AlLl el 5 138 il ¢ o

5 Apals 43y ylay Adali) J gl Uis) ol 2 5230 WIS jeme Jal 1y cliey (e LY 55 alind (S S G jals Ul (g ) s
b cleassdyy ) laaie adinall (8 & et LB Ay 8 ly S Leie 3 sa g 035 duda jlas (o jule (LS Ll
Al 3l (e ddalidl e 23l 5 ddalid) e 2308l ae ddaldl ) ghaiad W 5 jlisy 5 b gadiin (el ¢aSall

Lbal jiepall dglaall ac) 8 (he Aoy A2 ) Al 1) e sl 5 8 DAl 5 50l J sl ae Jiladl) Gany o jlia) ol
Caia Ul g gl) ) 5o 5 caaliall 84S Ll (e pmiial 5 dae L ol 3V 5 6 saiall A & 5 b sn o 8
@8 e Jualdll SV 3LV 0 g ge Jaaid aliin 90 (b e Lia je 5 ) 5y i Jf A Lial) 35 5 430 ol8
A8 g 9aill 39 ¢ o Aalandl 555 Ciile (o) Juiall Al 1 ls e dpn 5 e Jeliy dldia €0 ) gill 2e
Lind oW1 e s Ul G on st ¢l ying Ul e po GIAN die 83 5a 5 Gy saill 355 il g5 elidas
iz e jlus do ) sad) 0l ) 53 saaall il cadala g o) gSlaa o S Jile e Ul Y s ulills &l jLis o 3l
S5 gl Oslsag 5 sl el e eV 58 Gamy Cilaiay ) i 3g-die granald aIS alail) Aoy 8 el Jiladl)
51 Lol (55 5a g g g ol 5 L) gz itiasl sl Jalas o 138 cdadal japall oyl o (5 3 328 5l o pacd ga A jlaa
IS J sy Jlac 5550 208 Wlanll sl Jal y ead A glaie dpuad 8 dgle adle €)1 e 3 deal iy celan)
geonal 4l olaa | 5228y cal g gy Lin ) Gulil) iany 58 59 20 <Y Y5 Aaa ya (92 epSall allai QBB e i ma g aalens

93



ol il el 3 S il ale 3 S A adle 3 S Al adle 135 S Ayl agle 13 3 Gaaglall (e A
dalal z3sa )5S0 o OS¢ ean (8 Jad) s o (Sar Y 58 (e lan & eal) cliadll A e o )81 Lanka Ul
Ul s eali s el daal desa e 430 (308 ey Azl laviy W dladll 3 plall eliac] aa lan 4y 2
3all 8 aals Ul Lie o) LAY )5 (oY) a4 G al 2005 (e Gada 4 e Ul sl dagle (el
3l eliact aal 1y cadle () gelan 55 he ol 10 (8 sanna e IS A dal y llal 48 55 3 N 3 Y

oy 3l ) g1y (m g jhall 2a) 522 ania 98 (V) (in dme Ging l el o o g sl 8l ) ALl
e (e Ul Gy (38 g1 (i 43 Cale Livie Lia) e jad (i) lile 4005 dala 8 (585 ae i Ul 1o dyn <l g 33l
s O s Ll il g sae ge ol pelall jaa Lgd a8 <) jlbla Ao gane cale calall cann 56 le Ul oo it
Y 53 (ke 98 i 8 ghy ol Uil Aaimaal) A8 8l Jluss Liinsd J 5 (e sl 3k (g 3 (ke US 5Lkl

Ot pmaall (53 ARy yoaal) Jias ¢ Y 92 (g sale 148 G gans ST (e il e 332 (ya Ll i o3 Lgadi (53 3 lukal
Olile g ad s 2elisa <l bl 10 0o i Jle (a1 5283 050 A3 G eaaal) AR (g U sga bl 4301)
AIS alladl Lo ey S Al cclilasiV) e gell daa 4y e dals ablasy) e ela oo ell iy daSadll 7 5 5
oy Lty 5 a1 AU Uladl sl 5 200 (il 8 Aalusall ol gal) LS ) ag) 5 6adS 1 5 sganall Lilhy 5 (ol
b adh (LAY e edags @l gy 4S 1y axy iy ) siaall AaSadl) ) B Guany I 28 5okl 5 4 ) stall ASadl)
13) aas o yine olialll alS Ul cany alSiy canny al Ul Al 4g) Cagdly (oS Coyry o sine slial (ARS8 yy5 38
el Y $ad o)y alS ad ey Canlla (il sga Lgd gy 4lals (e Lgd sy 41310 (e sl <l glad i 5 Lia 8 (S
Shile sl W Lladll €51 3) e cam Y aladl (il @ll iy calad) i) e alianii) ) dpadl) ¢ ) siea

Vo Akl Jad A Y dgale i saal g dlla saie g dball Jad 8 3R e Jaxil Y Ul e jle Ay 41S el
Lal gl Lol 80 O 11 /31 (B Coald 5 L€ ) (3] ol Aiad 580 ke Coan) Ll (S0 s Luaill
3 Jgpmall Gae SUAT 5 con 5l iialivee Cand ) daal il ey Al aSaall Glia ye 45V 5V Slaall
OsSoak eV aladl Cilil) e yam (Al 4y Co gl AlDA (e (Jliile AaSaall Aalal) 4l 3 S )y 800 aalisse
UH D g o s Lgw iy () dis (e 138 Aallie oaic (5 el (55l 5 ) gl Jh 3 5 jeae 2a) 5 sl g,V e
e IS 138 1586 Ul ¢ 3UY) e e Jai ¢ sn b pa g pamnaig Ay Jysh jua ey diull Bilis a4l s
Aanil B geaiall (82 o seaall 680 AIS AL ) gy o 0 slslag Gia W) e 05 a6 Y 58 el g5 Gilia Lail il
s agaan s danlalll jaly (galadl) 8 as by cduadall) jaly ) sile danl 48580 8 os s bl jalnsag
(o O ey ) galla A agadl) AUl Ul ae 1S jain g ) i) (a0 e g adg 03500 ¢ )5 Jsn Lat ASall 4) Dl
¢ allaie Ul el iy allda aal o ) 8305 Glile Gl aga )5 yaly Lie 48 5 pusall ) 5a¥) 5 ) 50W) (lams | saddiinand < gl
chal 4ia g cble gl g ol e oo jalaia ¢ Jimyod 5 ) jalaia « jalliie cp HLall 8 48an 5 (iLS  elule
CSas Y iy L aiha ol any clile <l Lo s 4ae g 3 AN Calldaa saie ) Glal) sl jallaiall o) ¢ ilale
Sl 1l L 1S Ghagle J 5 grasnal) e 52 el slhe sl Al g ()5S ¢

ABLE 5 )an 5508 dagaay st Adalall Adalall oy J 58 as o sl (gl Gadla) 5568 JSo s Aalalall 5 sema Lalad agl il
85 Sy Gl ) 5l 5 505wl g o gl clan 5508 dagall ST ¢ sainnae allla s A Al 5 ¢llaiae Lial cas
CLhoaY Ol o A88s dal e dlee 3 3ke Alie (52 g it Alise (5 (02 aplaal) duall (e o gl

dghal jiaall LIV OBA e (il O 5 CaDEAY L) el Lo G jlaall Calias o 50085 IS5 5 las las Jas agdil Ul
e o () 5 i) e aliaiiD auad i o 5L o Il L 2 ) Y s L Ll claul 5L o J81 Y g agdl Y S
llia (@l Jads Ladal ¥ 5 @l Jadi ()] juaa o 48y i) dgida gl A jlaalls Ul piilae e ol uilae (IS5 6L gilac
(o agbalial ol 3 el s Qa8 Ladga agd ) sang ol () uiha sl 28 80 5 (g 5 5301 (e D) s YY) il
Alladl 8 (e pusia Liall JS 03 a0 seally 1o cCppaai g (o al) and 5 g g ) alail) Lis) S0 o gl (g ey
e Led Ay il Ao ) ddal jianal) A jlaall sa 138 Lo alu@i¥) g @l ira e (XS allall A jlaa g dpde b

94



Ui L) (ol gl 15l e gianall de ) Bl & 585l Uil 3y ginnall e ) ) Udes aedl) B (35 3 538
Jax aabie Sladf ea cal lads g alMA (e ey s Lidie ) g Ldie oy ) sl dpe 5l

L 5 e ¥ 5 g2 el (3 ALl 5 ATV Gulin 8 Leblan) ity chadli Aom 5y 2l Ja e csni
Lren Lo a5l 4y iy Ao 5l lls Qi) & (ST o gide (a6 (e ¢t Y g 2aY

cleat e JUE) a5 08 WS Cagal 55 Jie alAh Y le el g sludV g abadl) (e Jle e g Al caleas

Aa 5Y B Ugaiil s Ja¥) Gyl V) Liplaed 4383 5 aSlladly o eaiall aladl ) jhaii Lo s dlada aSes 4LY)
2555 Glal aal & ) e lan¥) Alaall ol damall 5l 25 5,5 55 Calaal e OV is Liis 13le (2Ol ) guadl
(s 13l A g gusall a5 die LIS s Cagal s il

Jsaa G dila (s (5,0 Jad a4 sale 20 e ST Glad) allail) Ll ) llaall a2 ) e Laia ) Allasl)
5 ) LB | g Alile 32 ) i) Sl ) ¢y el

g sV s yall 35D Y1 sl g (e ) goliia (il ge (g gile 1.9 250n 3 Jsaall 5 il 5 )l g s 13l
8 pa cpgelia gl Cpuad (e ) galdia) G X3 A guae () [50 cpalad) HalSl (e alea G sada 1.2 cdzia 700 S
(e bl 5o Osale 1.2 daall (g3 gaae aen o derd 4in Jlle 9 oy Al ey Glilaall claal 5 (ppida sall 15553l
L) 59 (Sl g Cuadli H 38 Jlaa¥) o) o yie) hal s () gale 67 83k 55 ) da glaie (puad A gal) 4883 e o Slall dadd
silsr e el ¢ 08 Ll g Al 3yl e sl cpualill (e ol 31 el Call490  Axbi 20 Liae s 3k JS;
Ulasdl e dale ll 590 s paall o S8 sl (il (e Jida (gl 13 cazin 400 izl G (102013
Lag ) fae agin call 1O oo B8 (o adde 3L AN IS cpall e e ) 3all Jliaa (e Clual g Call52 clie | (438 gall
SN a3l jae o i Wl xS glile audally 6K Y L3S 5 cuad 1) ) gladll oda ddaall 5 aalatll Claraia
x50 Ul e a3 S i «2014/2013 8 i Jlde 172 (A1 2011 /2010 4sis Jhle 96 (0o 33 52 Y)
AL A 60 (o Jond) ) 23y (5 ey Y

sl Ayl agin Jle 4.4 A sal) (e Al e Anbusall Ol 58l) S o5 agaa (5353 535 81 sl Gulna s 1 g 5
Uil g s 138 5 ¢35kl 5 agilisy il sl 5 S 8l 5 S5 cilibiinn g (s ple (e Agaill Sl IS (g0 a3k e sl
AUS oy Lo Lelal (3 e eas 5 9-6 (9o a5 Laie i) il il (Y ) oLl (gipns 23] (4 o

¢ dal e Gaslilaall ad ) 35k e Gl shad LSl AAIS e G sl dalell <l ghadll (any sda 338 2ny JaSia

ped A Sl g

Osale 350 Leal pan S5 aSall alind palill e Jlan Jal 1 Gt ) i g )i 281 J 81 o aal sbaBY) e Ll
1970 4 Aen ) ) JE8) ¢ & das ) dianl g5 00 (sl el &l 5l day Loyl ¢ Ly s ie Al i) 4ia
Jal ol Gt ) alial ¥ 53 Jlle 5 el 308 5 4y Suall () 50l agale Libial sl ¢ ¥ 50 Jlle 2 (a0 gle jeae S
50 (o) Ao Hadl A0 gl <ol 3 ANl L) AUl bl g )Y 50 Jlle 27 (A A saaall ol ) cdan yy il bl gl
DY Jle 177 s (Brod ¢ ¥ 50 ke 35 A JAll & saal) ity cmlall o pa ey Jlle 15 Lali) o35 ¢ ¥ 50 ke
Y52 ke 2012 €2012 i Y50 Jlle 212 Jss () deas A sanall Jlea) of (s el I alail) (g il o
Lol Jall pan Lol b an iy o S Al oS0 81 iy P 8 Jn Aol el S0 i el a5 LA Lide (0
(..) 12 b oa y giud g A8l saa o) ¥ 522

95



3 g8iall 5 o) il (e ST saal ) 9IS el (Jale e S L) Al (e g gall aeall plas ddall (e B AlS5
Al s 8 Ulay (Y1 g Ll 8 2 m sall e et Ul (V) aa gy W 33Y) e 5 Y cdgin ke 100 (00 ST
ol Al Al g il o) gl il aia ke 74 Uy g 5 cclld Ll WS g 4gin 120 (e (28] Sladsall 4, gl
ol Bllae iy el Gl - laal 5 83l i jas g LA b sla gl Lok Ul B Jae g A0 LY gudl
UCE) Jaaldi | ga pi ¢ inia paise Cplale 15308 o) )55l & lael plal (83 ¢ sidall 8 ol iny (oands Ul il 5 ¢ punily
Alay (o g Ausill 138 o 5155 4o slaia nimy (a5 (e L) ys ity aeall 85 jae A1S5a 4 clgud Uial U Ll
a5 jlae (Sl Ul 5 clle Juatly Qi) () 5al5 (gie Uile Ly Jua) aal sl LeS i 8L 5 cn il U5 S
) el 5 s O8Il 1523 155 (e Gl | smman 5 a5 Alle (S0 ja Aasall ) gus 9 8 slandl (5 a5 Adasa e
dbase 15 i 5% Ll 81 el s A S Al e bagda ) 3 @5 G ke (e Linl g jma Jae ) |18 g ol
e ledad e JS caaalldd g yra Y saall 5 o Sl A0S LIS Liiall ) 65 53 838 ) slany duseds g s (aall (e dipde
Sl S0 W)y g ) 5 Alxita e V) (e lan B8 A (S0 ¢y yeaile A 508 Lin) 5 A8l 3 31 8 Y 4 ¢ S
Al ol At aalil) G Al yals adall a2 Bl dacal 5 ddad 5 Llay el 5 sacai Lidie 5 pelliaall colanal

Allia | ) gom 5 Cliliad g Cogislsa g (§ b adad 48 aly (8 ) s ol (61 ) el L jan 00 Aalpud) Al
Jsa Gaebaiall G 31 53 @l g8 8l BV () g SR 8] (e 5 o 53 o) gall Caaany g By (el o 0 ) )

Crrob Ol Jlanll o sy s iy s iy oy iy s yadl) o 15550 Gt 8 ecn s Uate g3 Lt el e
peSasa 1 3l Liplia Uil deLaalld ¢ 56y | sl Cpny s (400) cComal yans (oo sl 2 515l 5 3800 (0 s
aal callal) Caliy 3 g dad ey 220 ALl 8 2a) 5 200 2 ) (A s AR g g e (Al agSiai ¢ S 4l
Lo (o (s Lal aiillal Ul 30 5l & 5 e o clin) ¢pall pingd A (haa e 38 L & Jary Uil 38 L b Janiy
ASula s (s e Wi J 33 (pe 5 sS nt uty (85 Ll g (s oS0 503 canly (O sale (g S g ) gl 0Y s o
Ulia 53 OVAY) (e Lad ¢« O AY) i ol 5 2Y b 0 Gl emsha sy (lile dala aebin aa gl o ¢ Jika
) S Y Ll S5 dalandl Jla )5 eadY) Lailaa HS3) ke Ul Mad g dilasss & Jiady 00 JS a8 ¢ e
! (8 anal Ul 1 gladsl U 5 aalliin) il saly dalias dal o oS0 can) 5 4LS gl agle Gadl 58 5 B Jadlas (el
sl S dalud) jile glis dalud) dpani 8 Gile A S5 1y B gy Dl s dalind) il 3 3le coS Ul dala
sans buda 33l ) () gale (60 ) il ) gala (A ga Lidie 3l 503 JS (e a1 Ual) o) ol il o) o pd S g e

Sle s e g s bdelon b ¢ rliw Gliba s Jiila Led craall o Aa 8 juadY) 3 Ls 8 - 5 yia <l )
e g3 GV callall T ) L W e dalasal) e calandl 35 18D 2 50ke IS5 sSal s Lialy Aalias
S B e gl

Cae L) Lt danlially of ¢ guall 318 Aidaia o skl (55 (5 S Aaa s o jbia (e | simans | 5SIS 5 ¢ laiinY) ciYlae Linid
Sl e on Seliy 5 e (58 yaa dbl 5 Ul giud chan jeadd Apnily Juill 48 sa o o S8 Ul ual Al Y
Lial eme 2¥ 5 Uiaf ccue g2 28N Jsbae e cdad W5 Ll 5 (00 gLl gl (0580 s Ul con 4y jidia Uial o) 151 i
2 gL (e Y 1 5h sk 8 i) a5 eLedl 5 cpllaall ccue el Lgmant (o sl 88 qia o3 cpadall (30 (el

S AN JlaS dan (L)) e e )l g )t U Ayl 8558 (60 cadls (e Y s g 35 () 538 Lglanion
A e g of callail) J sl b jledall 8 ) sl ) 5Sla o Aol U g jledal s 5l 5 Ao Ailyd) dasa 5SSy
8 pudis 8 alaa | g A8l e ) gSaiad o polE e Liald | g8 puity | gl alil @ dala o oll 8 jule Ul alil 85 e Ul aes
sl ) glA o) g8 e lile sl pdae Jagliaal §gaa ) o Aliand) g il Al 48 o e Jlae Y LadUa 4lilia (1< aL)
(..) b dal) cul B jeas 8

Laabs celinn yaaad g Cpanill Culia gy gl 3L cdalaai®U (pllE yee Ual dlgale (ilaziaing pas ¢ flaniain pas
L e W 80 s Le S dala O 1ol ¢ ouial 5l o a5 il U1 oL g g )i 1) (3 5l

96



i Aty S (e Ay pecnall Ay €11 AS 5N Lgansd A8 5 i (laaly o 5 CaiSie BV (o2 Jasl Le S ¢ ilas
850 0T 1S a1 528 () 338 g ally (18l 20 (s 58 6552 ilele KUY Y g gaim 5l ABDle Ll oy S
& b8 A bl Uil (g je (g oY 58 palihy ol (L) Sl lie (J Aae) ) i (e b slsag G ilad Ais O sale
@ b b 2l ) adadin Al ) oda 8 8D sl 5 o AL a3l B ) 61 yeae Al ) Ll el SI1 g o od JS
olad ki o oy ds

S0 S ol ol S 5 iy Slal) a1 o RIS g3 el g ey i e ISR 6Ly 580 e Ll
10 o) & gaie o) canl s alal (a3 aie gl iy iy (el (S e (L) Ol e | SEL (5 ing L
LgS adad 1y chyl il (Jlie (1200835 9610 caad L) Gidaie (liie USOIgiul (ids (Saa Jb <3 ikl Gadl
oo Ginkaitia Juile % 15-10 sl llas J sy 03 53 Casel) 033 el 3¢Sl e Ayl Aol S | oS Sl (I
padal) oUaill e s oo gy Hlall lalall e ST il e Vg g il e Y g daled) il gall e Y 5 cildinnal)

6 M o il b Limity csllan 5 5 5 40 3 S el ol oSl ety Al sail S 5 b aels Q1 g e 62 o sl
L@-‘:).jjj“\-."QA‘QL“—LW6éﬁuﬂm\e}g.-."C}),-.‘e}gjhbjﬂ.;(gt-.’jéﬁ\dﬁ}icﬁﬂ)w\d):‘ﬁC})ﬁ‘Qbu
2 Jub bal Lagae 7 5y Al g agia 20 4lliae aa 00 Al gl cddassy Aala Y g el U jeSl) adad allaa baghad 3 e

uLulS: \A;o):lﬁd:\miju\JMYb}Q}JL&é)M}CJu\wgwjguﬁ\mwuul{: \JA):\JS

Gade (L) sl Gildasall sy glile 3y 6d juai (p il Ual OS] msia canld SUaall Gany A ¢luiana Gl sall

Als el 5 A3l s gusall 385 G e @i G sle A O yle Jes (ke (slas

Rl Ol ol ¢ )R Gia o 4 pal) il o JLaSiuly 4358 3o 3B (5 S ABUY) () s Ao ()
oAl e IR aaxd ¢l J) gl (B 55 O Apai (g sy cAaaii Y 1EY) G () i) of czlinall
aly) e Uadl) 288 g dabudl 5 Jlaiia) e g il 830 sld 550324 51 22 Jiag 3 il <l jalladl
Gt A ) sl il (8 gia (B e Liiria iledl) Cualii of Ly HY 50 ke 15 (A ilealdl @l i Jaa
(...) . jallaall 5 ladlill g O geal) g |88 ¢ gan) 138

OS5 o) 5 iy Jpxil dalall Gandl (51 5l s 4y DA ey Ad (g peae il jlan ) st LS A L Ll
6 Mg o A LS Gl il o) J 81l 3V @b e s Y A lalaiall 4 ) ginal) e W) Al e (e JU)
OIA Gl sl Al 5 Condil) Anlad Wb 5 &y giaal) s ddal janall Jilaa sl o i ) sl e J35 o (S
Sloall Gaumy s Y AV ans A1 58 Gand) 4 jla A1 ) gl (=15 ¢ 530 W 5 DLt e JAS Ol (Say
OV Lgahadin) and) ¢ a3

tie sp Ay sgand) Gt ) die ey ) Adalul) CulS Ladie (3¢ (A yaa o silE Jsli aDle W5 iy jall (o el Bl
Idl;ch)éml\c_aléjqu_msidjujm)uﬂ‘wsa‘;)zguwgmdcd)m}‘wg&aﬂgkgﬁ;ww@\
s ety ) i) Jimy Jsne (e Jsfre e sl e 5sladll Aajn N ciliay 3l Ayl Jlesiaad 8 L) jaY)
O Al 3 il cuno s, lisaane (iaane cue Cue o i Y] allia i ed bl W sl O (o i (oam
u:\lcz\:\ads‘;r‘aw@dw&S\u%d@%&j‘j‘u‘ym\‘j‘)‘;\uﬁdhﬁwad&w‘ds.luﬁj
@Aac\)udm‘fﬁﬂc:ghs;\mm\dﬁ\}bh\wu:\sqcexadc@swmuﬁ)m‘cﬁelﬁg@;‘j
e g2 Y L aglle oSa e S e Jalill siall 3 agie o) agaen oy Sue HlSal agdle Gl il
LY e aal g b Jliee V5 Ganalans (oliine

Lo Ales A0l e o () AlaY) Clmaall g e OIS (558 Gulaa ) O 8 5 e 4g Caadi g 5 e
i Al JSE5 A el I35 )8 il liaddl g elagll) (§g8a Cala (ady Lagd iS5 Jaall aainall DML

97



) Al o b pall o2a Alsle AlSal Ul 8 g L) 8 cilaSlaal) sale ) 5 daSanall W 5l Jlus )l 5 (3ilia
el 4l Sl 521 LIS (Rl (3 (ppngiial ) 5 L)) Canlln 1 201 058 5 Q) fad s s 2y A Al 5 b
Fipmill b i o)) 55l sy (e A (e Sl B Kiam T30 5935 (g3 2 pane (ihana A (e S8 €40

R Ol AV JsE B gl s cadl (Jliy 430 3 53 Gl IS a Saladl L) e $050a

elail) (S i oSal) i g olaill oLl WLl 3 ilin 3 sm s ate (e sl (ilin uals 8 A geall kS )
DSV AL e Ui g (e ) aladl il Jla 8 Al 4 aeld L (JIa 3 sl el i (el
iy ol Uy g 2l g (1) (28 A 2l a3 aSall il 8 agsdil Ladll (e sac @lld ST LS 4 A0 (5

el dena ¢ U saa g pedl als ) 8 ) shn () Cpeanan (b (B OSU5 chan (e S ema b S Jleel s A U
ST eliall ) g0 agle Cungs deal calie Uy 3LEN Lo ol ¢ada) Caula Leaddl ) puial) (o g il i e cayl Jany
dale ) ) saaly aa ke Alial (Y glaa dal 55 SIS 4y e Uy 3Ll Lgle Tl wlliats agedd) 43 jlle 3 (e
Lia) ) Il (e Lizdal Y glae aal 53 ¢l jain Y Sl andy (e GlaS 5 cddlazd) (pe @y (Sae adi] Jale g a4l
2l O aomall 138 slaiall e g ang 038 dgle Blabs a5 JS s g aal iibude lile J gk Ul (U1 A
MY eV 38 ol O ol GUa gW) (55 8w anaty dala Gl ¢@alEIL Glacane Gl Ga ST (gl
Lexda (o Yo il juim g (993 ple ¢(aaY) dana s Cingr Jaal aga (531 83 53 sm ) pgale b nll Jila s JS pgra
(S Aandl e gy O gadion 43 a8l pahy VL agdl 58 agile ) shalun

@ﬁ\igﬂ\é&j}udﬁ}\wwub‘)\jé&dﬂ.\.b.aﬂ\ds.w‘f'f:f_gsu\J\_ﬁjuJ\J\t\A}QYJ\AAAA\)J
Lalim 3ol 2ay (521 gl S8l (§ gaiiall (a5l Jarically 3y g i lad) ol HLaiinl) Judasiy 3 g0 5 (ol sall

02 (8 4y aalus (52| e ol (g s Ja o8 Lail s ¢ el (33 (K15 jeme o 2aY die Gad aulially 5 5 ¢ seiinnall
A 5 b8V s 3l

L) €4 clial 83V Gamy (e el IS5 $LAEY1 (any (e i 5 Lile Jazucall 5 Lalaa) U jliand 505 4] glae 8 Lial
sl e g sl L iy e W 0 (e (551 i ST Lial Uiy S5 U (o e Lsndl Lol ) clialy |5

L) S0 calladl pea g LiET e g Linsil an (glal 5 aDis 3 B o jule Alie 3 B & sty L 5V ) ) €5 ganne
oS A Led Laal) 8 e

Al dexd Al Apa HAY jeae clidle sale ) Jal (e alladl <l JB 8 JIS (0 90 A gall il e e CS iy S jas il
s Y] il (G5 ) Apadl V) AS Ll ) (3 il (e sa s WBDle (e Cua a5 Lellaa) il
LSy ¢ 3UY) o L (5led ¥ (A Alall Ll (a1 L) o Aaa S alatin g o il Ll 5 jomne el
A sl maad dgaiill Jifivue Lles Lo 5 gl dlead Lpatill Jiiiune dles iBaa 5 ) pun V5 ) puia Y lase Led
(il mgn 53 gy LA US 3 sl e g gem n gl o (g gm s L) o (0 s s (g il
(Cmall A HaY Baniall Y gl (5 S (g Al WBdle a5 e Cua a5 saT alad st Uilalt 5 agrn Ll
ran e 5 Sl J 30 LapnsY 5 el J 5l e (gl oW ln o8 e o ja LS 5 591 iV g clanss
e Jrad Aol 540555 () 555 858 Ll et cJae ST IS alladl Uil deLua sale Y Sapaa Ay5 5 0 Say
BRaipns LI B (S 53 508 Dl gre Jha (A Bau Le (8855 3 a5 4pad) 5 ae AS jiliall Al ) g o gll] Sl Ladl
S mai  pal Y dl alay o) 55 108 el (5 AT S pe L gria dlay i lde i i i) 5 pladl) ciball Y5l ]
Al Do) 5 (33laal) 48 jra 8 aialll Lol yin) g bl jaiae el 205180 g8 Qs 4 5500 (a Jaca]

98



dle it sl 5 jpa cilbie Al Caiell Jlae s aiusall glaia W) Ala Ao ) 5L3Y1 4Y Al dhia) Alall Ll
Ligle ) 350324 (e ST cpbiaic) 53 alaa 5800 (o ST chualaial 4,58 4885 7700 (e ST lia (IS 2al
oo psall Biday oS 5l 3o )5 ok ol e ALl Lgamny o 5y S zlaiad 9400 alall 138 cilalaia¥) o2 & 538
Cilalaia¥) 3 S Jai Gl L RV s rliall sda & Sl (Sa i sSile il iny 518 oSile il el S
¢ 5 all sl g dpaaal) Sl 5 (3 kall adad Jia (5 paall painal e 4 e (& Al Chie Jlee ) Ll (S5 Al
(e e shaie JueSiul e ) saanan ¢ palall alell (e Jumdl (Y gaia sl IS ) 5 il smam a5 Ll el i sic |
808 e Ul U8 (e Al 5 lai ey a3 Jlea JIY 5 W) i gl () s () s callaill (el Y sl el
(...) 36l ol dda il Jlea elaf dal gy o) 5l anilly Ll 4a) 51

Gliall i diad 585 Jia sy pually pandl Lgnmny o ()l e ) dllin G L 0 5 0¥ 488K Qb (e
Jl sis e a8a J gy Jad) gl iy a8l Slea olol o o) LSl g Laluall e Z31aY) alSal (g
A5l b Al U e )l A Ll ) G cp ke (e 60 g g0 a5 4Ty Shaiall 1 e (3851 Ul €l ) el dasal
Usda 4a el iy Al naai s 138 Ciyad e Cig sk (b a5 pgnall ol ) dda )l Jla ) any 4S &l ey
i LY et Ui 5 g Slall (g 0 9 (5300 5 gualiall a1l el cplalall JS 5 21 5301 5 2 il 5 Lasas laall
Y a8 LSl ) Al Lgma abaill il 430 8 ) slaill (lamy ) geda ae ) (a8 Adaldl ¢l ¢ i

2l 1 gagiiasl cpall A i) olagd (o (1 100 Sy W g agann) 53 ageelid DA Aol s aleay Lo dalais o (S
pgen )y A i) elagd i (e g 85 dadh azalal) alall 8 dguiinl 38 5 a3 (e elagd (A asy JS cand ) dals

A

OS) KD 30 Y gl g S DS 5 ALY Glany i U ae ale Gl CSS day ol S 4S5 jeaal) el ol
338 () s agania Bel ) galla 5l (Al ghie Ul canlan (sl e cis )y salha o1 (i (papaall Galadl alail ¢ L
el agdle Luadd Ul o) agdas o sud wel i Ul el ) sletin (e sy 1 683 Jand @iy ¥ 5 338 J 58 mdina
Baulal) J) 591 ) seadituty (g a0 ebgall g A calil | g & (JRiis Qe | saans (DA cagh e AT jh 5 )5 s o
s alis ol ) sladi g Canidl) a5 Ada 1 aa dadalil) g L i) ) oS 1600 8 il a3 (el s L giaal) I
B (e ) sSaian 9838 (e | gSaial () () g gase clial)

() Qitisall Ay e aSallal of af c(aiela ) Hhat) iae luad CalS ay | ame Cluad (oS axy
o) ol il Calaal dala 8 o o) b Jan 8 lind g Lo ST g gl 8y 50 llaans 3l yani s = Saal 1Y
AL A 5 (5l Uiilonnn 5o JuSiiaad Lgw l 0¥ e Al ) culilaiay) J 8l 5 el IS 8 aiill asaal) ey il

,QIS‘)‘X\

s el slaial Gandl elgil) 53 5l aay usnse zrnal adinall gaaadl 50 Jadil Wk JSY) culaw ¢ i) o deal) (L3l
RN

(1) s SU e syl e sl Vb bl Jae A i Gl 300 5 ke Lol (a3 B8 8

O O Gladl) (Sl Caaa (sl ) Sl alady aladlW) g Uiy jad Ol L daDlaal Baas (981 il ladd) (S 1l
2L O sale i Ll B ) g B V) SN AT aas

99



i) Al

4 sl

Os5e2e 880 (e aglS ddanland) (5 68l 5l AV aaea (e dha el 4 ) giuall C3baatl) slac Y Al sl J55 (LG
sineall Gl e | ga S ael iaa |5 lidy ae | sulayd

il 5 a5 a5 Gl 3AY) (e painall ualic ZIS (e (pfiae aa dgila i) Aallaall Ule dial G55 B
stae e (30 sl 5 Al pall il e G i Aallian (383 LeiLE (e 3 sl ja¥) S aaail AlaY) Climaall
bl Aalias ey Ly il gl Jaall

2 e o) UOR () gilal gall gl (gomyad ) e Y 6 Cppaaniiall JS AL 31 (pa Cpadailaall 5 o1y ) sl il ]
L 3y Al A gall ()l Ul ladall) JS & il gall a3 Cpanntiall il ) & ) il Ly JS1 441
Lseandl Gudt) (e ilae S ¢ ) )5 Cplalaall 3 el ) oS La (5 ) LS A ) Calf UL 5 82 s 5 ) Sl
(...) .ba V) 8 Gaaiall oY 5 JS AN,

(Ol sall il alus e canial Al 0 3l Gllasa pard) 5 JS Caa lada
Ll g Gmaiilly Jaxd) e adiia i) 0 8 sl) cildance DNiuly (p sail) 5 ) ) 5 iS5 s Lulas
OV O g ol DA 45 40 G 4 3 30 Y Lasd clnl) (e agd O lisa (pantiy Gudablaall ol 1) el

£S5 () Al s Wil 3y peaddl 23U Qb )1 (e laae 4l () () saansd S (5 juaall ol il 521 53 58Y)
3an) g aly oY 5 Uial ¢ anl s oy o1 55 i clagan U el LS ) g ) 50 1o g o) 5085 5 10 5 ¢pmannaddl 3 5231 yhas))

Al Lgie Al upalal) ) S5 labiagy Lalla ) Al Glls el sall g 55 Ao Uy s Jand c3aa] 5 8E sl 5,05
yz}uawsmqm;)iusﬁsuﬁﬁiY@\#Jui,‘@q),:@\jws),ﬂm&g‘um
il Al) aas lan 38 58] S 5l g cLinand 3 30 6 55 ) il lall) 5l 3 5 laluciV) (als 38 (e Lgiladd
A )l 5 Al cellie ud eV @lAS Gl a¥) (aSlde ] 38 Dl JS 8 Le OS e (6201 Blid) alail) (e 45 5 ) sl
Ol ay ol ey andl legany Lo Liaja Gulil) ST ab Cpasusall 5 Gaalisall Gaaiaiall o 2855 4 jeaal) 4, 550a
Ghasl slael (aja Lo (4 ol 5 Ay sha 58 Jl s ale S Ll al iy semn (g2e (b (G pnaaS Laa Lk las a3
a) ol aail 1) i g ad ) e salud) e

Onpaall al jialy Jaas ) 85 e g 50 it s Al el gall i€ AL Aaluall el gall 4l Al )
Alen 8 )3l Lo 50 o 65 Ll 50V JulS 5Laa 5 A s Alle Al Sy ke o5 Cilusus el Aglaal 55 il & jlal

D L el ¢ o sall aiions ) al jianall J gl 20803 45 3) gie s By Se Fine lidle sl 8 Luses lisad ca5aall
Lo 8T (i yad (g Sl A sal) ibions 5o (o A sl (omas Gl sl (3 (8 Aa yma Al ol ) Ly gasia i 5 Lin
caluil 5l (DA 3 ga g (40 Fuia yre il a5 chalunall 8L A ) sl i) Ae Jgn pans 4l 43 Caa gy
dea a5l jeae Jao el su Gunn ABe Aaliall ol sl Al sall Ay ) A8De ) 5S5 Of 2y 1 Y (e llin J g8l ppenlld
O s Aalua) ol @l oY) Slal oo 4 ) sgandl Gty o (o 338U ol Y aes Lale aaiad Gl d88a) 35 S
Lalouail 5 oy clabunail 5 plavnily Jand Laland) (s gl 8 gl Bl s Aaduall ol il Lew ) o 5 Lazan A pall b5
a5 sivall (Al sal e Led o gas s 58 Lae Jad sl Gl ()93 0553 o3 JS (Al sal) i) 83L8 Cand

100



IR lan adasll L 5255 5 5 oL 4y Caald (6211 apdaall dadicall ol gl g0 Sagl dalisall o g8 Jadi 4 (3 3ule L)
Caanii g dabiall ol g8l Jadis a3 G jle a4 el sl Cpal 448 ) 5 Gy 5l 5 alawial1 g 4 5alaldl & jualall g 5 Ll
Cue 13 (e 13 138 Lo ¢l gl dalias (o ped A A yiall Lahal 5 Lella o el JS Lo ey (8 4y il (5 5k Lgie

Y138 Lala i 20 (A Coang Of canea Lo il 565 10 (8 dalusall cl 5l oS0 81 U o 581 5 Jy il LS i
slal el il oY sa ) b MR (55 o)) 2 5 Y A e o3 adaitias (diall albal) @ pai bada ¢ andl dxay

35 g (s el Lo o AlS jian and (e LY 5 i) 5 Aall JS pgd a8l s Al cdaliall ) il
Aaliall <l g8 52 leil) Laa ¢l gl el Ao 5 jalu (e Lina ) si g daadaml) A gall 03] o odat (e oY) 4 sty e e

O hsll Gl ¢ statan Ja ) dllia o Q) el Galill dlalal Gla gl 8 g ¢SWal 5 cililinia 8 2 il o jatiy
Sl s 50 e (i) Gany Lellaad Adlia) 4 5 5ue 028 5 2a) gl g8 (V) Aalisall il gl Jad 28 cCasmy o Sule S8

Als all 038 (8 cya gl gl e 3 el A8l dda 8l ae Al Gae (5SS Of L5 W 5o 13 LT AN

) Ala Laie La) cJoniue Lok | saaion (e cleday ) 58 ) G sman s Lol s Ll 5 ama (siducy ()5 oW 58 )
3 Ldadanil A glaa ) 5 () L) e (3 ) im Bl 55 )5 5L ol () halsal) <l @l &

Y o 0l aSae il el 2V 5a ¢ 0L aSae ) 1) She gt oS oS gaa ) 153" gl ) agiall L)
Gy sl A e (g s 812 Al 5 Jalis W &) sa (g Ghasl) B (B 0S5 L e aSilial puia 4 o ) slat aodaiial
B o8 098 5 le o aSlia] auia b (5 Sunll () 51 (s Sl ) 18 dalisall ol @l e ) NIEN & ) geanl)
(S5 280 & S il Qe 5 Jal) 5 5 ) Qe Ll il o e ol gl

Lasan aSac i g aSac ol clgn ool A 3f () slivny canla W o S W (631 ik gl oS5 50 ST dlalall 5 ) 5 5 4000 A0 )
O AL sl A (o ) S pS1 il A U A 3 oSl (12 i () Ay (31 k) (G S
(o) 2Sosn ) sa s

;L'Aﬂ\)}@J&}Xﬂu@\@)i}gh&ﬂ\ﬂ;)i@@\d)ﬁﬂﬁhﬂ\Mdﬁd‘wﬁwéﬁ\wuﬂ@m\ﬁuj\
cl_m.\i\.ns‘;u\:m.\j\M\u&\ﬁwwi}‘aw\m@LAJ@%}AA\@L@S]\&J\)Q‘Y\&)AHY u.uu\:uus
bzl (31 e Y1 (Y puml caslyad) g1 gl 3 510S 5 A aladin aad cddl) foa O A8 02 Y ransy Y Sl
(cr) oosinaall U 5 Ay il g diliadl) Cpithalial) (s ()58 & A (5 Blaill A ) & ja i (g1 5 bl oy

Ll gind LA 5 e 2l LTS Lall iall iy s SUAEY) ol e 3 e e iy ) siall daSaally cund
e pall b AT 3 el (53 Jla elaill ASAY

(Bl o O 18 53 i€ Al em IS5 S (L) (g A ) oelial) A jlaall (ge gL 53 el i jladll )
sl 0m L s e e puag im0 ) Al 8 g g 01y 50l gm0 m il A jlaall e 5 5

i Al el (e b 5 sl o sl iy Cadill g coiall Y1 an) o U il 8 (g Jaes sl 8 il
1 b RS L) iad; € )sa S O da g 5 b Pkl oo pall aaa 5 SIATY) cilileal] 8 LS $anl 5 (51
Wy )l 8 2ty () sallday Ledie aSlaS il suse o (o sy 3Ll $45 580 5 diaed) 5 3 saiaVU algti¥) 5 s sl
Dal) Gy A Jlaall J 58 ey cndy Vs Al o dle ) ISy s o L3 A jlaall (g € gilalis e sty
s sl s Biae g3l 4 adl 3355 Y 3L el

101



u'a:_.dd)i'\}cwm\a.gcjﬁgééjjdts‘)}o\JMQ;J&J}M&J)&O&MU&SU;\eNLMJ)ﬂekY‘GJE
ot LY 2Dle 1 e (Y el G Al U cillad g (il g 355 CladLil) i oo ) 588 65 Caaadle YY)
adl Y el 5 ol DU il sy e ol jhanall Jpatll ot CadSY1 i e < oSl (S Y oK1 6 5l
(...) A3y

\)Juo\eﬁ}i'é‘)ﬂ\wgﬁ}ﬁgﬂ\ﬁ\)b uu‘}“.,\?ﬁsjbé):g)}ﬁusamuaﬁﬂﬂﬁj}m&aﬁ ‘@L.A\el.kﬂ\tg@
‘C‘)LAJ\gﬂcv\dcy‘cael\jujt‘)\j.m&\gﬁuyb‘}d\@}ﬂua,_\j‘eﬁ}m‘jcugﬁ}‘j-\k_j}ﬁ\-ﬂds‘sﬂblgh:\.sh
Al Al am)“_;s@m‘i\ <l laill g dspall CJLAA.“ Glaaal g o sall QMQA(«S‘S\}A\ (‘AJ.AM\

B A o3 oy 1588 5 ) L) el el Ll Leavisi 3a0s Andem s 3 3ab Allae Ll cquanll ) 5,89 il
Ca Al Ja) Uy i) 2SS |y ST ¢S Gl A oK1 5 ) Ll e pa 8D (S0l 131 il e ) e 5 (3
AL 2l

ASLad) s ) glaa) jaladl) duales e | ghadla cp Sl o8l ) () ol 3 (il 5 agilea 53 DA e o pallaiall JS ) AL
oAl Gl sl a5 1 e menill sl s paldaill 5 il 1 i1 5 )3 ) 5 (da sill L Gl 5 (i 5l L
R

oadae Lial ¢ liie) JS U8 ald) Aalias cameal) dalias (358 ald) Aaliasd aludl jalaall Jg 3l g oS Jba IS 13 JSU
Lilaall saladl ol i jall 5 < ghaadl 32l ) giueall Uia Ao yine usus 38 Jandly 5 o e Bae Conainl 5 A 5 (0 sl (g
Lial daliall o g8l (o sl Ada i) Jlea (e ) sas Cile) ) (00 4355 L cpaandl el Jada g (bl sall o g gl e
eV Gt N A gl Gt ) I 5V aliall 3 LeLoaty ALalS A g pasar s dn 55 o8 Ladl (il sall (el e Jalial) 5 Cilusns 5l
dalias usnse Jaxy Ll 5 28 ki dga oo Gl s (381 55 OV o2 Al 8 3S ja JS cdalusal) ) il e ) il 5 o il
Ll L i 4y jlmn 353 L) o8 e uilh g5 5) A jlas (e o) g a4l (5 paaal) pll caanll dalinn (368 AL

A L () gS l e Ul callad)

pSalal e il o by el il laga AN Y 5 S jadl g aSia () 52aliu g oS) )Xie) 5 oS j2e ] 5 <8 ) il

Juat) sl oam 5 Y Ol (mmy re Jonioia o )SIL g 3l 38 (LY Tae il LY G 5 LS el
L () Ol i W Al lilaall 3 GG casll 3 JaV) 5 edayy (uan Ul (ary ae s ¢ue 5
A2, s celiy Lashae Loy ST s Ll (ile 53 a peae Cadle cdadh J 6Bl Loy Ly i Ualy Y] Jla o Sl8le (s
s a )l e S

Ly eaaniS) La Ll 5 s Lo el elgamun s V) Lo bl RIS, Y™ (CuSlall a0 48 55z JAT) zpas DU e Ul sy
abanll ) (Baa M Llad] i Lus o) LA Y

102



	Egyptian presidents' speeches in times of crisis: Comparative analysis
	Recommended Citation
	APA Citation
	MLA Citation


	tmp.1594242363.pdf.GxXlX

