
 
 
 
 
 

 

THE LANGUAGE OF COLLAPSING POWER 
 

A Cognitive-Linguistic Critical Discourse Analysis 
 of the Arab Spring Speeches of Mubarak  

 
 
 
 

 
MOHYI EL DEEN MUHAMMAD HASAN SALEH SALEH  

MAZIAD 
 
 

 
 
 

This dissertation is submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 
Department of Middle Eastern Studies 

University of Cambridge 
Darwin College 

April 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

DECLARATION 

I hereby declare that this dissertation is the result of my own work 
and includes nothing which is the outcome of work done in 
collaboration except as declared in the Preface and specified in the 
text. It is not substantially the same as any that I have submitted, or, 
is being concurrently submitted for a degree or diploma or other 
qualification at the University of Cambridge or any other University 
or similar institution except as declared in the Preface and specified 
in the text. I further state that no substantial part of my dissertation 
has already been submitted, or, is being concurrently submitted for 
any such degree, diploma or other qualification at the University of 
Cambridge or any other University or similar institution except as 
declared in the Preface and specified in the text. It does not exceed 
the prescribed word limit for the relevant Degree Committee.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 1 

THE LANGUAGE OF COLLAPSING POWER  
A Cognitive-Linguistic Critical Discourse Analysis of the Arab Spring Speeches of Mubarak 

 
MOHYI EL DEEN MAZIAD 

 

ABSTRACT  

This thesis problematizes how power was represented, marked, negotiated, then stripped down, 
in the speeches delivered by the ousted Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak, during the Arab 
Spring Revolution in Egypt.  

Seven linguistic, paralinguistic, cognitive-linguistic, argumentative, and multimodal features 
have been investigated and triangulated systematically as markers of power: deixis, 
presupposition, frames, hidden dialogicality, logical fallacies, stumbles, and backdrops. 

The thesis is organized into seven chapters, in addition to an introduction and a conclusion. The 
first chapter lays necessary theoretical foundations and proceduralizes core methodological 
operationalisations; the second, third, and fourth chapters investigate the first, second, and third 
speeches of Mubarak, respectively. Within that context, Chapter Two introduces the new 
cognitive-pragmatic concept of Classifying WE, which accounts for the ‘problematic’ 
behaviour of the ‘political’ pronoun WE pragmatically, by not considering it a random, 
contradictory, flat, circular construct, as the ‘Wandering WE’ (Petersoo 2007) does, but as a 
strategic, systematic, complex, hierarchical structure that encodes sets of multiple referents and 
social actors, ranked at varying levels of power or submission and inclusion or exclusion. 
Similarly, Chapter Five introduces the new cognitive-pragmatic notion of Nested 
Presuppositions (NestPs), and develops a relevance-theoretic model that explains its 
manipulative information structures and processing dynamics. Chapter Six compares the three 
speeches intertextually, on the afore-mentioned five levels, and contrasts Mubarak’s language 
of power, i.e. his pre-Arab Spring discourse, with his language of collapsing power, i.e. his 
Arab Spring speeches. Chapter Seven problematizes power as control and traces the 
mechanisms of text, context, and mind control exercised by Mubarak, in an attempt to develop 
a typology of his language of collapsing power.  

This thesis has attempted to add three theoretical and methodological contributions to 
knowledge: it has established a transdisciplinary, harmonious, and fruitful dialogue among 
disciplines that have long been considered discordant, i.e. Cognitive Linguistics, Critical 
Discourse Analysis, and Argumentation (Heart 2011: 174; Nunez-Perucha 2011: 97-100), and 
has introduced the two new cognitive-pragmatic notions of Classifying WE and Nested 
Presuppositions, which have so far been applied successfully to two other corpora of 
presidential speeches, proving that both concepts can be nominated as global analytical tools in 
Cognitive Linguistics and Critical Discourse Analysis.  
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0.  Exordium  

 

This thesis investigates ‘strategic language’, i.e. texts and utterances whose ‘systems and 

structures’ vary as a function of the power of the speaker or writer as well as of the socio-

political contexts within which such a language is embedded (van Dijk 2007: 5-6). More 

specifically, this is a Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) of the corpus of the speeches delivered 

by the ousted Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak during the Arab Spring revolution in Egypt.   

The dimensions of power to be analysed are those closely related to language use and its 

pragmatic functions, particularly ‘those properties of discourse that are most typically 

associated with the expression, confirmation, reproduction or challenge of the social power of 

the speaker(s) or writer(s) as members of dominant groups’ (ibid). Those dimensions are to be 

problematized at the micro-, meso, and macro-levels, starting from the premise that the three 

mechanisms of the discursive reproduction of ‘power abuse’, i.e. context control, discourse 

control, and mind control, are interconnected, which methodologically implies that ‘social 

analysis is related to discourse analysis’ so closely that ‘such a relationship also requires 

cognitive analysis’ (ibid: 12).  

Cognitive-linguistics is, therefore, to play a central role in this thesis: it is going to establish the 

missing link among the three mechanisms of the discursive reproduction of power abuse, by 

mapping the macro-level, socio-political analysis of context control onto its corresponding 

micro-level analyses of linguistic text control, cognitive mind control, and multi-modal, para-

linguistic context control, i.e. Cognitive Linguistics is intended to relate power abuse to 

discourse abuse.  

Cognitive mind control is to be partly investigated through Argumentation, i.e. 'the linguistic 

and cognitive action pattern' that 'has the pragmatic purpose of persuasion' (Reisigl 2014: 72-

3): it is the abstract, cognitive-linguistic, problem-solving pattern, that consists of complex 

networks of statements and(or) utterances, realized by sequences of thematically, formally, 

and(or) functionally interrelated speech acts, whose function is to, non-violently and 

methodically, refute or corroborate validity claims, in order to ultimately achieve persuasion or 

manipulation (Kopperschmidt 2000: 59-94). The evaluative analysis of argumentation can be 

functional (Toulmin 1969), formal structural (Kienpointner 1992), and(or) propositional 

(Wengeler 1997, 2003; Rubinelli 2009).  
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Content-related analysis is the approach to be adopted in this thesis; it is particularly convenient 

for CDA, on more than one ground: First, propositional analysis aims at distinguishing between 

sound and fallacious argumentation through the investigation of 'ideology, subject positions, 

contested claims and justification strategies' (Reisigl 2014: 92). Moreover, content-related or 

‘material’ topoi, i.e. ‘recurring content-related conclusion rules that are typical for specific 

fields of social action, disciplines, theories, etc.’ (ibid: 77), are more informative than formal 

topoi, because of their capability to reveal the 'character of discourse' (ibid).  

Each of the speeches of Mubarak is, therefore, to be investigated linguistically, cognitive-

linguistically, argumentatively, and multi-modally: person deixis, presupposition, frames, and 

hidden dialogicality are to be problematized as markers of text control; logical fallacies are to 

be identified and analysed as markers of mind control; and backdrops, performance, and 

stumbles are to be decoded and triangulated, as markers of context control.  

The thesis is organized into seven chapters, in addition to an introduction and a conclusion. The 

first chapter lays necessary theoretical and methodological foundations: it defines CDA and the 

role played by power in it, formulates the research question, specifies the primary source 

materials, and proceduralizes the methodology to be followed.  

The second chapter analyses the first speech of Mubarak: it begins by reviewing previous 

literature on Mubarak’s language of power, as investigated by Dunne (2003). The chapter then 

critiques the only study of the deictic system of Mubarak, i.e. (Maalej 2013), and draws the 

conclusion that there were gaps in the theoretical framework and methodological tool employed 

by Maalej, particularly the concept of ‘wandering we’ (Petersoo 2007). I then introduce the new 

pragmatic concept of Classifying WE and explicate how it fills the specific research gaps I 

identified in Maalej (2013), as well as the generic gaps identified by Levinson (1983; 2003) 

and Wilson (1990) in the canonical pragmatic analysis of deixis. The chapter then explores the 

socio-political structures of power, as manifested in the political system in Egypt, and 

chronicles the most salient events that affected the balance of power before the delivery of the 

first speech of Mubarak. The chapter then investigates the deictic system Mubarak employed, 

the logical fallacies he committed, the multi-modal visual prompts he used, the most salient 

frames he operated, and the paralinguistic way he performed his first speech. Chapters three 

and four follow the same pattern in analysing the second and third speeches of Mubarak, 

respectively.  

Chapter Five problematizes the most salient information structure employed by Mubarak, by 

introducing the new cognitive-pragmatic notion of Nested Presuppositions. The chapter begins 
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by defining pragmatic presupposition and identifying research gaps in its relevant literature. I 

then introduce the notion of NestPs, define it, develop a relevance-theoretic model that explains 

its manipulative information structures and cognitive mechanisms, and demonstrate how 

Mubarak complicated that already sophisticated type of presupposition by emotionalizing it.  

Chapter Six compares the results of the analyses of the three speeches, on the intertextual level. 

Chapter Seven capitalizes on the previous six chapters, interweaves them, and develops a 

typology of Mubarak’s language of collapsing power, by problematizing power as control and 

examining the layers and sub-layers of linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, paralinguistic, 

argumentative, and multimodal control exercised by Mubarak in his speeches. The thesis ends 

with a conclusion that summarizes its findings and suggests further research.  
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CHAPTER ONE              

1. Literature Review and Methodology 

1.1. Theoretical Framework  

1.1.1. Critical Discourse Analysis  

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is the trans-disciplinary, problem-oriented, and socially 

situated approach of Discourse Analysis (DA) that critically investigates how hegemonic 

ideologies, identities, and (social, economic, political, ... etc.) inequalities are expressed, 

muffled, justified, reproduced, and (or) (de)legitimized through language; CDA has an 

emancipatory agenda, i.e. empowering the public by raising their critical awareness of the 

ideological operations of language (Kress 1990; van Dijk 1993b, 2001a; Fairclough & 

Wodak 1997; Wodak 2001a; Blommaert 2005; Reisigl & Wodak 2009; Hart & Cap 2014).  

CDA differs from DA in five main respects: CDA investigates 'macro-' or ‘meso-topics’ that 

side with the 'socially discriminated groups’; CDA exposes hidden power relations critically 

and recommends 'practical' solutions, when possible; CDA pays particular attention to 

context; CDA maintains that the relation between language and social structures is 

‘mediated’ not 'deterministic' (Fairclough & Wodak 1997: 271-80); and CDA is 'discourse 

analysis with an attitude' (van Dijk 2001a: 96) or 'agenda' (Wodak & Meyer 2009), i.e. taking 

the side of those suffering injustice against the power elites that enforce, support, justify, or 

maintain that injustice (van Dijk 1993b: 252). Critical Discourse analysts, therefore, adopt 

strong stances on injustice, and play an intellectually active role in society (Slembrouck 

2001: 37; Billig 2003: 38; Blommaert 2005: 6).  

 

1.1.2. Power in CDA: the language of power and the power of language  

The concept of ‘power’ is a defining characteristic of CDA, the latter being ‘specifically 

interested in theory formation and critical analysis of the discursive reproduction of power 

abuse and social inequality’ (Van Dijk 2008c: 1). Power is, however, not an easy concept to 

investigate, because it is ‘mostly invisible’ (Wodak et al. 2009: 10) and ‘is as complex as it 

is fuzzy’ (Van Dijk 2008c: 1).  

This thesis problematizes and defines power in terms of ‘control’, i.e. ‘control of one group 

over other groups and their members’ (ibid: 9). Such an approach is based on three main 
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premises: (1) 'language indexes and expresses power, and is involved when there is 

contention over and challenge to power’, as it ‘provides a finely articulated vehicle for 

differences in power in hierarchical social structures'; (2) texts are considered as (a) 'sites of 

struggle in that they show traces of differing discourses and ideologies contending and 

struggling for dominance', (b) 'manifestations of social action [...] determined by social 

structure', and (c) 'the result of collusion' among different powers; (3) Language is 

considered as a correlate indicator of power (Wodak et al. 2009: 10-17). 

Three main mechanisms will, therefore, be identified as the constituents of ‘the fundamental 

process of the reproduction of power through discourse’ (Van Dijk 2008c: 9): context 

control, discourse/text control, and mind control (ibid: 9-12).  

Context control is the first mechanism in the process of control: Contexts control discourses, 

discourses control minds, and minds control actions; it is therefore in the best interest of 

those in power to control contexts, in the first place, as a means of ultimately controlling the 

wishes, moods, minds, and hence actions of the people. Context control typically starts from 

controlling access to mass media and monopolizing the (re)creation, (re)production, and 

(re)circulation of hegemonic narratives, i.e. deciding who produces news, whose actions are 

to be considered ‘the news’, who organizes press conferences, who to invite, whom to 

interview, which public mood to engineer at particular which time, and whose socio-political 

definitions and evaluations to be adopted as 'the common sense' (ibid: 10). 

The second mechanism is discourse/text control, i.e. controlling the topics that can or should 

be talked about and the form they can or should be presented in (ibid: 10-11). The third 

mechanism is 'mind control', which is the most complex, indirect, and effective form of 

control: it results from discourse control and can result in action control. Mind control does 

not only involve how texts or utterances are understood, but also how the complex, cognitive 

representations and processes involved in the ‘personal and social knowledge, previous 

experiences, personal opinions and social attitudes, ideologies and norms or values’ of the 

public can be exploited in order to influence them and change their minds and attitudes (ibid: 

09-10).  

These three mechanisms can be exercised for ‘neutral and positive ends’, such as parenting, 

education, medical treatment, and protection by the police and good governance (ibid: 17). 

CDA is, however, particularly interested in the critical analysis of ‘power abuse’ or 

‘domination’, i.e. ‘the various kinds of communicative power abuse […] such as 

manipulation, indoctrination, or disinformation’ which violate the fundamental social and 
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civil rights of the people ‘in the interest of those in power, and against the interest of others’ 

(ibid: 18-19).  

1.2. Methodology and Literature Review 

1.2.1. Research Question  

This thesis attempts to answer the following research question: What are the characteristic 

features of the Arab Spring speeches of Mubarak, on the linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, 

argumentative, multimodal, and paralinguistic levels?  

1.2.2. Primary Source Materials  

The primary source materials to be investigated in this thesis are the three speeches delivered 

by Mubarak during the Egyptian Arab Spring Revolution, i.e. since the beginning of the 

protests on 25 January 2011 and up till his ouster on 11 February 2011. The three speeches 

are available on YouTube: the first can be accessed at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NbIBXNKMUhs; the second at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y4Ty6UuuUL4; and the third at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9_06qCKV3bE. The three speeches have been 

transcribed, Appendices 1-3, and translated, Appendices 4-6.  

1.2.3. Tokens, numbering, translation, and transliteration 

Tokens are cited in two ways in this thesis: short tokens, consisting of a few words, are 

cited within the relevant paragraph, with their transcribed Arabic in italics, followed by my 

English translation between parentheses, e.g. نونطاوملا ةوخإلا  al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn 

(Brother citizens). Longer tokens, involving excerpts of phrases, sentences, or whole 

utterances, are numbered separately, with the transcribed Arabic first, followed below by 

my English translation, for example:  

 اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ                   
ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā 
The youth of Egypt are indeed its dearest wealth  

 

The numbering system I am following consists of three components: First, there will be an 

upper-case letter followed by a number indicating the number of the appendix in which the 

cited token may be found. Second, there will be a second numeral, separated from the first 

by a full stop, indicating the paragraph number, of that appendix, which contains the token. 

Third, there will be a third numeral, separated from the second by a colon, indicating the 



 14 

number of that token within the series of tokens cited in the chapter so far. Thus, a token 

numbered (M1.5:20) means that the token may be found in the fifth paragraph of Appendix 

M1, and that it is the twentieth token in the chapter.  

 

All transcription in the thesis follows the romanization scheme adopted by Encyclopaedia 

of Arabic Language and Linguistics (EALL) (Versteegh, Eid, Elgibali, Woidich, Zaborski 

2006: 515-520), whose symbols are summarized in Table (1.1) below. All excerpts are 

transcribed as they are pronounced in the speeches. Mubarak made many grammatical 

errors and mistakes in the case and mode endings of many words, e.g. هذھ ْلوحتت نأ لبق 

ماعلا َماظنلا َددھت ٍبغش ِلامعأل ،ْتارھاظتلا  *qabla ʾan tataḥwal hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt li-ʾaʿmāli šaġabin 

tuhaddida n-niẓāma l-ʿām (before these demonstrations turned into acts of riot, threatening 

public order); I have made no attempt to correct such mistakes, preferring to document and 

transcribe them as they were uttered.  

 

Arabic  EALL Arabic EALL 

 ء  -  ا

 ى ,  ا

ʾ 
 
ā 
 

 ṭ ط

 ẓ ظ b ب
 

 ʿ ع t ت
 

 ġ غ ṯ ث
 

 ,j ج
ǧ 
 

 f ف

 q ق ḥ ح
 

 K ك x خ
 

 l ل d د
 

 m م ḏ ذ
 

 n ن r ر
 

 h ه z ز
 

 w و s س
ū 

aw 
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 y ي  š ش

ī 
ay 
 

   ṣ ص
 

   ḍ ض
 

Table (1.1): EALL Romanization Scheme adopted in the thesis 

Finally, all translations are my own: I have tried my best to translate into idiomatic English, 

but have also been equally keen on reflecting the Arabic linguistic and rhetorical structures 

and features as authentically as possible in my English translation.  

 

1.2.4. Procedural Operationalization  

1.2.4.1. Levels of Critique  

Critique in this thesis proceeds systematically at three levels: from a micro-level analysis of 

a specific linguistic feature in a speech, e.g. deictic expressions in the first speech; to a mini-

level, text-internal analysis of more than one feature within the same speech, e.g. deixis, 

frames, internal polemic, and fallacies in the first speech; to a meso-level, intertextual, 

discourse-internal analysis that compares the three speeches, in an attempt to reach a 

generalization at the level of discourse. All analyses, at the three levels, are conducted 

against the backdrop of the macro socio-political relations of power held at the time of 

delivering every speech. 

1.2.4.2. Methodological Triangulation  

Research in this thesis is embedded within (cognitive) pragmatics, which has been defined as 

‘simply […] the analysis of meaning which is beyond what has been said, and it is accepted 

that locating each meaning may involve more than one procedural method of analysis’ 

(Wilson 1990: 7), because ‘[M]eaning is a particularly slippery term […] and the construction 

of meaning within contexts, or specifically political contexts, involves more, of course, than 

a purely linguistic dimension (ibid: 179).  

This thesis is, therefore, methodologically triangulatory: Each speech is to be investigated by 

at least four methods of analysis: linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, argumentative, and 

multimodal. I have devised this particular synergy in order to respond to the most frequently 
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repeated criticism of CDA, i.e. its failure to establish a link between the ways people talk and 

the ways they think:  

CDA aims to be a theory of the relation between cognition and 

the textual representations of reality […] I am not convinced that 

CDA provides testable claims about such relations […] If 

language and thought are to be related, then one needs data and 

theory pertinent to both (Stubbs 1997: 1, 5, 6).  

I think the methodology synthesized in this thesis has established that missing link: Cognitive-

linguistic analysis will examine the linguistic representations of the cognition of Mubarak, i.e. 

how his language, intentionally and unintentionally, revealed his ideologies and beliefs. The 

argumentative analysis will identify the fallacies he committed while trying to substantiate his 

arguments. The para-linguistic and multi-modal analyses are predicated on the fact that all the 

speeches at issue are modally hybrid, i.e. cast in more than one semiotic modality: spoken, 

performed, and viewed; hence, these two levels of analysis will investigate the utterances over 

which Mubarak stumbled and the backdrops against which he chose to deliver their speeches, 

in order to explicate their significance. Following is a brief review of these four components.  

1.2.4.2.1. Cognitive Linguistic analysis   

The importance of cognitive-linguistic analysis is established by the relationship between 

language and ideology: the former being defined as the vehicle and the material representation 

of the latter (Fairclough 1995: 73) and the latter as a system of beliefs that has to be 

investigated socio-cognitively through the former (van Dijk 1998: 126). Such a dialectic 

relationship acquires particular significance in the language of politics, which is ‘eminently 

ideological’ and ultimately geared towards the legitimization of power (abuse), by 

manufacturing consent and (or) suppressing dissent on a given worldview (van Dijk 2003: 

208). Hence, the language of politics ‘can only be adequately described and explained when 

we spell out the socio-cognitive interface that relates it to the socially shared political 

representations that control political actions, processes, and systems’ (van Dijk 2002: 234).   

Four cognitive-linguistic phenomena are to be investigated in this thesis: Deixis, Pragmatic 

Presupposition, Frames, and Hidden Dialogicality. They have been selected because of their 

particular significance: deixis is '[T]he single most obvious way in which the relationship 

between language and context is reflected in the structures of language themselves' (Levinson 

1983: 54). Presupposition aims at establishing a common ground between the speaker and the 
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hearer, by passing the assumptions of the former as premises agreed-upon by the latter, and 

hence is an important detector of ideology and underlying relations of power (Yule 1996: 29). 

Frames have occupied a central position in fields as diverse as linguistics, anthropology, 

cognitive psychology, and artificial intelligence, because of their ability elucidate many fuzzy 

areas of linguistics, particularly discourse analysis (Tannen 1979: 137-9, 141; Dunne 2003: 

21, 37). Hidden dialogicality plays an important role in the processes of producing and 

consuming (political) discourse, by explicating and identifying the unheard voices of the 

hidden dialogical partners whom ‘the producers of the utterances expect, fear, hope, or wish 

[…] to be there’ (Scollon 1999: 9–10), and by pulling ‘back the curtain that hides the wizard 

behind it who is ventriloquating what appears to be the main discourse’ (ibid: 9). Following 

are brief accounts of those four components. 

1.2.4.2.1.1. Reference, indexicality, deixis, and anaphora    

Deixis is an important linguistic phenomenon in the study of political discourse (Van Dijk, 

1995; Fairclough, 2001), because it is the 'single most obvious way in which the relationship 

between language and context is reflected in the structures of language themselves' (Levinson, 

1983: 54). It proves descriptively essential to start with positioning deixis within its broader and 

narrower contexts of reference, indexicality, and anaphora.  

Reference studies how linguistic forms are used to designate entities in the world (Matthews, 

1997: 312); it has been closely associated with indexicality and deixis: philosophers, e.g. Peirce 

(1955), argue that the former represents the route into reference, and linguists, e.g. Bühler 

(1934), contend that the latter is the source of reference.  

Indexicality refers to the ‘broader phenomena of contextual dependency’ (Levinson, 2003: 2) 

and can be defined in terms of four main characteristics: existential relationship between the 

indexical sign and its object of reference, semantic deficiency, attentionality, and intentionality. 

In other words, although the indexical sign is in a relationship of ‘dynamical coexistence’ with 

its referent, the descriptive content of the former is insufficient to identify the latter without 

resorting to contextual support, i.e. ‘funnelling’ the attention of the addressee to spatio-temporal 

contextual clues that enable the addressee to reconstruct the referential intentions of the speaker 

(ibid: 08-13). 

Deixis denotes the ‘narrower linguistically-relevant aspects of indexicality’ (ibid: 2): it 

'encodes' extra-linguistic aspects of the context, whose analysis is required for the proper 

understanding and interpretation of the utterance (Levinson 1983: 54, 62, 68; Mühlháusler & 
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Harré 1990: 9-10). Deictic expressions, also known as deictics, are thus ‘ready-made’ indexical 

expressions that have ‘a contextual variable built into their semantic conditions’, hence they 

necessarily invoke features tied directly to the context of utterance (Levinson, 2003: 14, 21). 

Deictics exhibit a gradient of contextual dependency, ranging from pure or dedicated deictics, 

i.e. exclusively deictic expressions that have no anaphoric use, to weak deictics, i.e. deictic 

expressions that can be used demonstratively for emphasis (ibid).  

Deictics are classified into the five categories of person, place, time, discourse, and social 

deixis: Person deixis encodes the roles of participants in the speech event; place or space deixis 

encodes spatial locations relative to those of the participants in the speech event; time deixis 

encodes the temporal points and spans anchored to the time at which an utterance was spoken; 

discourse or text deixis encodes references to prior segments in the unfolding discourse within 

which the utterance occurs; and social deixis encodes aspects of the social identities, status, and 

rank of participants (Levinson, 1983: 62-90). This paper focuses on person deixis, because it is 

implicitly or explicitly present in every utterance (ibid: 62; Lyons, 1977: 638).  

The last referentially related concept is anaphora, which signifies a relationship of co-

referentiality, i.e. picking out the same referent, between two elements in the discourse: an 

anaphor and an antecedent, where the former is unified with the latter and depends on it for the 

determination of its semantic value (Levinson, 1983: 67).  

In spite of these definitions and distinctions, deixis is still considered one of the most puzzling 

and understudied core areas of linguistics: it has no adequate metalinguistic apparatus, no 

coherent cross-linguistic typology of most of the types of its expressions, no clearly defining 

boundaries, and no consensus on whether the whole topic belongs to semantics or pragmatics 

(Levinson, 1983: 61, 68, 92; 2003: 1, 5). Following are some of the most problematic issues 

relevant to the topic of this paper.   

First, the broader class of indexical expressions is itself not very clearly demarcated: on the one 

hand, some of the inherently deictic expressions ‘can be used non-deictically, e.g. anaphorically 

[…] or non-anaphorically’ (Levinson, 2003: 30-31); on the other, some deictic terms can be 

interpreted as both deictic and anaphoric at the same time, in the same sentence (Lyons, 1977: 

676; Levinson, 1983: 67).  

Second, although anaphora is prototypically categorized as non-deictic (Levinson, 1983; 

Diessel, 1999), anaphoric expressions ‘with their directional specification from the current 

point in the text, make clear the underlyingly deictic nature of anaphora’ (Levinson, 2003: 49), 



 19 

that ‘clear conventional deictic component’ renders anaphors so closely related to deictics that 

it is not always possible to distinguish them (ibid). Furthermore, many of the standard anaphoric 

expressions ‘like third person pronouns in English, are general purpose referring expressions – 

there is nothing intrinsically anaphoric about them, and they can be used deictically […] or non-

deictically but exophorically’ (ibid: 49). Finally, and most importantly, ‘the property of 

indexicality is not exhausted by the study of inherently indexical expressions [i.e. deictics]. For 

just about any referring expression can be used deictically’ (Levinson, 2003: 8).    

 

1.2.4.2.1.2. Frames   

Frames, also known as scripts or schemata, are ‘structures of expectations’ that are based on 

past knowledge and experience of the world and evoked by a speaker, for themselves and for 

other participants in discourse, in order to organize their world knowledge in a manner that 

enables them to exchange the signals necessary for determining the level of abstraction at which 

a message is intended, and to predict relationships and interpretations regarding new events, 

experiences, and information. Frames can be thought of as the past operating ‘as an organized 

mass rather than as a group of elements each of which retains its specific character’ (Bartlett 

1932: 197); they are ‘actively doing something all the time; […] carried along with us, 

complete, though developing [...] from moment to moment’ (ibid: 201). The concept of frame 

is originally a psychological one, but ‘the physical analogy of the picture frame’ has been used 

to characterize it (Bateson 1972: 186). 

Linguistically speaking, a frame is ‘a data-structure for representing a stereotyped situation’ 

(Minsky 1975: 212). In other words, it is ‘any system of linguistic choices [...] that can get 

associated with prototypical instances of scenes’, the latter being ‘any kind of coherent segment 

of human beliefs, actions, experiences or imaginings’ (Fillmore 1975: 124). Frames can be 

identified through frame indicators, i.e. the linguistic devices indicating the operations of 

frames in discourse. These include omissions, additions, repetitions, negatives, contrastive 

connectives, conditionals, qualifiers, presuppositions, backtracks, hedges and hedge-like words 

or phrases, modals, inexact statements, generalizations, approximations, inferences, evaluative 

language, interpretations, moral judgements, incorrect statements, voice, markers of 

discomfort, and false starts (Dunne 2003: 37-39, 99; Tannen 1979: 166-177). 
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1.2.4.2.1.3. Interdiscursivity: hidden polemic, hidden dialogicality, and overt dialogicality  

Given that language is both constituted by and constitutive of social interactions, and that 

discourse is an ‘inherently’ and ‘entirely’ social phenomenon that ‘lives, as it were, beyond 

itself’ (Bakhtin 1981: 291), texts can be considered as artifacts of discursive events and residues 

of social interaction (Scollon 1998: 4). No text is therefore completely original, and no writer 

or speaker disturbs ‘the eternal silence of the universe’; rather, instances of discourse are 

implicitly or explicitly connected to each other; every new instance represents a link in the 

complex chain of texts, builds on it, polemicizes with it, or presupposes it (Bakhtin 1986: 69); 

and every new instance brings with it the conventionalizations of its own social practice that 

had been established and developed over its previous history (Scollon 1998: 15). This process 

through which producers of texts ‘appropriate’ instances of previous discourses, produced by 

themselves or by others, has been termed interdiscursivity, polyvocality, intertextuality, and 

(or) appropriation (Dunne 2003: 36).  

 

Moreover, languages are ‘directly intentional’ and ‘clear’ for their speakers, but ‘for those not 

participating in the given purview, these languages may be treated as objects, as typifactions, 

as local color’ (Bakhtin 1981: 289). The reason why languages, including political discourse, 

may sound opaque to non-participant outsiders can be attributed to a form of interdiscursivity 

called hidden polemic, through which internally polemical discourses respond indirectly to an 

implicit discourse while seeming to be directly addressing another explicit one: they are 

‘directed toward an ordinary referential object, naming it, portraying, expressing, and only 

indirectly striking a blow at the other’s discourse, clashing with it, as it were, within the object 

itself. As a result, the other person’s discourse begins to influence authorial discourse from 

within. For this reason, hidden polemical discourse is double-voiced, although the 

interrelationship of the two voices here is a special one’ (Bakhtin 1984: 196). Internally 

polemical discourses are not restricted to ‘hostile’ discourses that have ‘a sideward glance at 

someone else’s hostile word’ only; they can include apprehensive discourses that unfold 

cautiously in fear of a hostile response, i.e. discourses that ‘literally cringe in the presence or 

the anticipation of someone else’s word, reply, [or] objection’ by having ‘a thousand 

reservations, concessions, loopholes and the like’ (ibid). When the implicit discourse is not 

hostile, the interdiscursive process is called hidden dialogicality (ibid: 197). The hidden voice 

of the implicit speaker, in both hidden polemic and hidden dialogicality, manifests itself, in one 

form or another, in the tone, structure, and (or) meaning of the new instance of discourse: ‘each 

present, uttered word responds and reacts with its every fiber to the invisible speaker, points to 
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something outside itself, beyond its own limits, to the unspoken words of another speaker’ 

(ibid). Hidden polemic and hidden dialogicality are the opposites of overt polemic which refers 

directly to an explicit discourse and refutes it (ibid).  

 

1.2.4.2.2. Argumentative analysis: Fallacies    

There has been no systematic treatment of fallacies, neither in traditional nor modern logic 

(Tindale 2007: xiv); their Standard Treatment exemplified in normative modern logic suffers 

from serious theoretical and practical shortcomings (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1995: 130).  

The first list of fallacies was compiled by Aristotle; he listed thirteen types of fallacies, called 

them ‘sophisms’ and(or) ‘elenches’, and classified them into in dictione, i.e. fallacies dependent 

on language, and extra dictionem, i.e. fallacies independent of language. The in dictione 

fallacies are Equivocation, Amphiboly, Composition, Division, Accent, and Figure of Speech; 

the extra dictionem fallacies are Accident, Secundum Quid, Ignoratio Elenchi, Petitio Principii, 

Affirming the Consequent, Post Hoc, Ergo Propier Hoc, and Plurium Interrogationum.  

Fallacies have been defined in various ways: ‘flaws in the rational properties’ of a persuasive 

message (Gronbeck, McKerrow, Ehninger & Monroe 1990: 414), arguments that seem valid 

but are not valid (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1995: 130), a ‘faux pas of communication’ 

(Van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1995: 130), ‘argumentative moves that seem good when they 

are not’ (Jacobs 2000: 273), ‘arguments that contain common or seductive errors in reasoning’ 

(Woods et al. 2004: 328), ‘deficient move in an argumentative discourse or text ‘(van Eemeren 

& Grootendorst 2004: 158)’, ‘weak inferences, or even deceptive argumentation tactics used to 

unfairly get the best of a speech partner’ (Walton 2007: 21), and a speech act that infringes any 

of the rules of Critical Discussion and hence impedes the rational resolution of a difference of 

opinion (van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2015: 168-9).  

In terms of classification, fallacies have been divided into various types: fallacies dependent on 

language and fallacies independent of language; fallacies in evidence, in reasoning, and in the 

language of the persuasive message (Gronbeck et al. 1990: 414-417; Berko et al. 1989: 470-

479); fallacies of relevance and fallacies of ambiguity (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004: 

159); fallacies of ambiguity, presumption, and irrelevance (Woods et al. 2004: 330); and 

correlational and causal fallacies versus fallacies of structure (Tindale 2007: 41-173). 

The methodological operationalization of fallacies adopted in this thesis starts from the 

Aristotelian list and adds to it the subsequent types suggested by modern logicians; more 
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specifically, Warnick (2000), van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, 2004), Tindale (2007), 

Van Eemeren, Garssen, and Meuffels (2009), van Eemeren (2015), and Walton (2014, 2016).  

Fallacies will be problematized semantically, syntactically, and rhetorically, by investigating 

three main indicators: the lexical keywords the three presidents used to label different actors 

and their actions, the most salient syntactic structures they constructed in order to carry 

fallacious propositional content, and the tropes they employed to reach implicit fallacious 

conclusions.  

Given that ‘[D]iscourse analysis that claims to be critical is well advised to rely on a normative 

model when doing argumentation analysis’ (Reisigl 2014: 79), this thesis will take as its 

normative model the Pragma-Dialectic theory of Argumentation (PDA) as developed by van 

Eemeren and Grootendorst (1987, 1992, 1995, 2004), van Eemeren, Garssen, and Meuffels 

(2009), and van Eemeren (2015).  

PDA considers the study of argumentation a special branch of pragmatics that methodically 

integrates the descriptive and normative perspectives of argumentation by formulating ten rules 

for the resolution of differences of opinion, as summarized in the table below. Only observing 

all the rules constitutes a sufficient condition for resolving a difference of opinion; any violation 

of any of the rules obstructs the resolution process and is hence considered a fallacy (van 

Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1995: 130-131; van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2015: 166-168).  

Rule (1) Parties must not prevent each other from advancing standpoints 
or from casting doubt on standpoints. 
 

Rule (2)  A party that advances a standpoint is obliged to defend it if asked 
by the other party to do so. 
 

Rule (3) A party’s attack on a standpoint must relate to the standpoint 
that has indeed been advanced by the other party. 
 

Rule (4) A party may defend a standpoint only be advancing 
argumentation relating to that standpoint. 
 

Rule (5) A party may not disown a premise that has been left implicit by 
that party or falsely present something as a premise that has been 
left unexpressed by the other party.  
 

Rule (6) A party may not falsely present a premise as an accepted starting 
point nor deny a premise representing an accepted starting point. 
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Table (1.2): The Ten Commandments of Critical Discussion  

(van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2015: 166-168) 
 

1.2.4.2.3. Multimodal, paralinguistic analyses  

Linguistic analysis alone is insufficient, as it ‘represents only one level of analysis’ of the 

complex ‘political enterprise’ (Wilson 1990: 180): ‘what is traditionally understood by 

language is but one manifestation of it’ (Blommaert 2005: 3). Other nonlinguistic, contextual 

aspects of communication, e.g. nonverbal 'semiotic devices’, do have a communicative 

potential that contributes significantly to the process of meaning-making, because ‘discourses 

are often multimodally realized, not only through text and talk, but also through other modes 

of communication such as images’ (van Leeuwen 2006: 292).  

This thesis considers all semiotic modalities as forms of social practice, dialectically 

inseparable from the socio-linguistic structures within which they are produced and consumed. 

The analytical approach adopted by this research is, therefore, a transmodal semiotic one: 

speeches will be analysed as combinations of written linguistic signs, spoken performances, 

and visual media prompts. Multi-modal contexts and backdrops will be identified, analysed, 

and related to the implicit, as well as explicit, value system of the speaker and his audience.  

 

 

 

Rule (7)  A party may not regard a standpoint as conclusively defended if 
the defence does not take place by means of an appropriate 
argumentation scheme that is correctly applied. 
 

Rule (8) A party may only use arguments in its argumentation that are 
logically valid or capable of being validated by making explicit 
one or more unexpressed premises. 
 

Rule (9) A failed defence of a standpoint must result in the party that put 
forward the standpoint retracting it and a conclusive defence of 
the standpoint must result in the other party retracting its doubt 
about the standpoint. 
 

Rule (10)  
 

A party must not use formulations that are insufficiently clear or 
confusingly ambiguous and a party must interpret the other 
party’s formulations as carefully and accurately as possible. 
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CHAPTER TWO       

 

2. The first speech of Mubarak 
 

2.1. Previous Literature 

2.1.1. Dunne (2003)  

Dunne (2003) investigated Mubarak’s pre-Arab Spring discourse of power, and drew the 

conclusion that his discourse replicated his practice: he employed linguistic hedges as well as 

other devices in order to construct a nuanced identity that projected him as both democratic 

and ‘firmly in control’, and replicated the existing ‘top-down power balance between the 

government and civil society’ (ibid: 127). That public discourse of the powerful Mubarak 

portrayed a ‘political field on which the only valid players are the state, institutions licensed 

and regulated by the state, and the individual, isolated citizen’; it reflected a ‘top-down, 

centrally controlled power structure’ that foregrounded the inability of citizens to ‘change 

their government via a democratic process’ (ibid: 130). Such relations of power were 

replicated and maintained by discursively isolating the citizen; demonizing, cutting down to 

size, and linking to undesirable phenomena any political parties, non-governmental 

institutions, or anyone who would criticise Mubarak and (or) pose a potential challenge to his 

democratic record or ‘state supremacy’; and pledging heavily to hold fair elections and 

increase the share of opposition seats in parliament, in a hedging manner that gave the 

impression that he had made promises and at the same time had not. In short, the discourse of 

the powerful Mubarak replicated ‘the strong president-weak political opposition dynamic’ 

(ibid: 125).  

  

2.1.2. Maalej (2013) 

The only study that investigated the person deixis of Mubarak is Maalej (2013). It considered 

Mubarak the deictic center and concluded that he manipulated pronouns in order to 

misrepresent the revolution as 'demonstrations', not 'peaceful protests' (ibid: 633). This is a 

pioneering study conducted by an eminent professor who has enriched the library of modern 

Arabic discourse analysis with many important publications. Nevertheless, five main 

comments need to be pointed out about this important study.   
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First, the study was not very accurate in its calculation of the exact numbers of occurrences 

of all the pronouns it investigated. The study claims that there is only one occurrence of the 

second-person plural pronoun YOU in the antepenultimate speech (ibid: 634), where in reality 

there are two; that the penultimate speech counts thirty-one occurrences of I versus nine of 

WE (ibid: 646), where in reality these are thirty-seven versus eleven; that the last speech 

included sixty-one instances of I compared to twenty-eight of WE (ibid: 655), where in reality 

these are seventy-seven and forty-two; and that the three speeches included one-hundred and 

twenty-one instances of I against sixty-five of WE and fifteen of YOU (ibid), whereas in reality 

these are one-hundred and forty-seven against ninety and twenty respectively. Finally, it might 

be relevant to point out that Mubarak delivered his second speech, on the first of February, 

2011, not the second as Maalej states (ibid: 645).  

 

Second, the study assigned references to some pronouns in a manner that may not be very 

convincing. For example, Maalej argues that the deictic pronoun in kamā ʾannanī rajulun min 

rijāli quwātina l-musallaḥa (Also, I am indeed a man of the sons of our armed forces), in the 

penultimate speech is ambiguous and could be a 'royal-WE' that refers to Mubarak to the 

exclusion of the people (2013: 648). This interpretation might have been plausible if the 

relations of power were in favour of Mubarak at the time of delivering the second speech. I 

think this instance is one of the Third Class WE in which Mubarak attempted to legitimize 

himself by associating himself with the armed forces 'which many Egyptians respect highly' 

(El Manawy 2012: 155).  

 

Moreover, Maalej argues that the ‘WE’ in wa sayḥkumu t-tārīxu ʿalayya wa ʿalā ġayrī bi-mā 

lanā aw ʿalaynā (and history will judge me as well as others for our merits and demerits) is 

an 'inclusive of the leadership, i.e. the DPE [Mubarak], his government, and the ruling party' 

(ibid). I would like, first, to cite the complete utterance from its beginning, then suggest what 

could be a more accurate translation of it:  

(M2.22:1) 
 اذھ َّنإ ،اھبِعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ةلیوط َنینس نم ُهاضق امب ُزتعی ،مویلا مكیلإ ُثدحتی يذلا كرابم ينسح َّنإ
 ُتعفادو ،ھلجأ نم ُتبراحو ،تشِع ھیف ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم ِلك ُنطو وھ املثم ،ينطو وھ ،ْزیزعلا ،ْنطولا
  .انیلع وأ انل امب ،يریغ ىلعو ّىلع ُ خیراتلا ُمكحیسو ،ْتومأ ِھضرأ ىلعو ْ،ھِحلاصمو ،ِھتدایسو ،ِھضرأ نع

 
ʾinna Husni Mubārak allaḏi yataḥadaṯu ʾilaykum al-yawm yaʿtazu bi-mā qaḍāhu min 
sinīna ṭawīlah fī xidmati miṣra wa šaʿbihā. ʾinna hāḏa l-waṭan al-ʿazīz hwa waṭani, 
miṯlamā hwa waṭanu kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, fīhi ʿišt, wa ḥārabtu min ʾajlih, wa 
dāfaʿtu ʿan ʾarḍihi wa siyādatihi, wa maṣāliḥih wa ʿalā ʾarḍihi ʾamūt, wa sayḥkumu t-
tārīxu ʿalayya wa ʿalā ġayrī bi-mā lanā aw ʿalaynā. 
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Hosni Mubarak who is speaking to you today is indeed proud of the long years he has 
spent at the service of Egypt and its people. This dear homeland is indeed my homeland, 
as it is the homeland of every Egyptian man and woman. In it, I have lived; I have fought 
for its sake; I have defended its land, sovereignty, and interests; and on its soil I die, and 
history will judge me as well as others for our merits and demerits.  

 

Contra to the argument made by Maalej (2013), the possessive pronoun 'our' in the above-

quoted utterance can be argued to be an instance of the Third Class WE, through which 

Mubarak attempted to relinquish power strategically and assimilate himself into the people by 

equating himself not only to ordinary Egyptian men and women, but also to his political 

opponents, a pronominal decision that signifies the steep change in the relations of power at 

the time of delivering the second speech.  

 

Furthermore, Maalej argues that the last WE in the penultimate speech is 'ambiguous between 

two readings: A royal-WE and an inclusive “WE”' (ibid) and concludes that it 'cannot be 

inclusive of the Egyptians or the people because the DPE [Mubarak] was talking about a 

peaceful transfer of power in the hands of the sons of the people' (ibid). I think this sentence 

is self-contradictory and the WE at issue is an instance of the inclusive Third Class WE through 

which Mubarak assimilated himself into the people in order to hold them co-responsible for 

finding an 'honourable' solution to the problem of transferring power, as I will explain in detail 

later.  

 

In addition, Maalej argues that, in the ultimate speech, the filling of the two OURs in fī 

iqtiṣādina wa sumʿatinā d-dawliyyah 'our economy and our international self-image' is 

ambiguous and 'seem to be cynical and outrageous, and do not include the Egyptians' (ibid: 

652). These two occurrences of OUR can be argued to be derivative instances of the bonding 

Third Class WE which Mubarak employed in an attempt to establish a bond with the people 

on the grounds of common losses and suffering, as I will explain in detail later. Similarly, I 

believe that all the occurrences of WE and OUR in that utterance are instances of the inclusive 

Third Class WE, not the exclusive WE as Maalej (ibid: 653) argues.  

 

Third, the study interpreted the functions of some deictic pronouns in a non-holistic manner. 

For example, Maalej considers the utterance in which Mubarak said to the people ʾinnī lā 

ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā ka-miṣriyyin 

(I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, but indeed as an Egyptian 
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man) as a 'gesture to seek closeness to and communality with them' (2013: 644). I think the 

second part of that utterance is too significant to be overlooked, because Mubarak says in it:  

 
(M1.21:2) 

 َةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ
 

 ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā 

ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā 

ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman. 

  

 I am indeed not addressing you today as a President of the republic only, but indeed as 

an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland 

and who exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

It might be more plausible to argue that Mubarak was attempting to establish as many layers 

of authority and power as possible in this utterance: he started by foregrounding his legal 

power, as the President of the Republic, in the first part of the utterance, then doubled that 

authority, against which the people were revolting, by adding a second, higher-level layer of 

spiritual authority that people cannot easily revolt against, as it appeals to their religious and 

cultural subconscious. The implied argument in that utterance can be explicated as follows: 

God/Fate has selected Mubarak to shoulder the responsibility of the homeland as the 

President. If God does not consider Mubarak fit for the job, He would have never selected 

him. Therefore, if the people were questioning the fitness of Mubarak for presidency, they 

would be questioning the judgment of their God.  

 

Moreover, Maalej argues that the 'imbalance between "I" and "WE"' in the penultimate speech 

'suggests a clear persistence on the part of the DPE [Mubarak] to stick to individualism, 

egocentrism, and self-centeredness […] All the "I" instances were "presidential-I"' (2013: 646 

& 647). Maalej also draws the same conclusion after analysing the ultimate speech, 

contending that Mubarak was 'a self-centred, individualistic, and egocentric old man. He did 

not feel the need to make communality with the rest of Egyptians' (ibid: 655). These two 

conclusions might have been plausible if the relations of power were in favour of Mubarak at 

the times of the delivering the second and third speeches, which was not at all the case. 

Mubarak, the experienced politician, was seeing his power collapsing and taken from him by 

the very youth he had ignored. It is, thus, unlikely that he would employ I to express his 
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individualism and presidential ego-centrism and detach himself from the people at that 

particularly critical time, as Maalej argues. Mubarak did exactly what any veteran politician 

would do in such a situation, i.e. employing I manipulatively to represent himself modestly 

and positively and stir the feelings of pity and sympathy of the people, as will be explained in 

detail later. 

 

Furthermore, Maalej concludes that 'when it comes to political responsibilities, achievements 

and commitments, the DPE [Mubarak] used "I"' (2013: 648). This might not be a very precise 

conclusion: Mubarak evaded responsibilities and commitments by first using the Second Class 

WE which blamed responsibility on the cabinet, then the Third Class WE to hold the people 

co-responsible with him for finding a solution, as will be explicated later in the analysis. 

Finally, Maalej argues that the function of framing Egypt as the mother, Egyptians as the sons 

and Mubarak as the father is to create 'an emotive blend between Egypt and President […] 

which establishes a close link between the DPE [Mubarak] and Egypt' (ibid: 650). The 

strategic function of that Conceptual Metaphor can be argued to go beyond that interpretation 

to impose some sort of religious parental authority which obliges the children, i.e. the 

revolutionary youth, to obey their metaphorical father, i.e. Mubarak, otherwise they would be 

disobeying the teachings of religion by committing the second gravely sin after disbelief in 

God, i.e. ingratitude to parents. 

 

Fourth, Maalej (2013) did not only reduce the most 'complex' and 'problematic' pronoun, i.e. 

WE, to a simple, binary pronoun of an ‘inclusive WE’ versus an ‘exclusive WE’, but also was 

not very consistent in the references he assigned to each WE of them. For example, Maalej 

argues in some instances that the referents of the ‘inclusive WE’ are the President, his 

government, and ruling party (ibid: 644, 648), then in other instances, the President, his 

government, his ruling party, and the people (ibid: 645). Moreover, Maalej (2013) left the 

references of many occurrences of WE unresolved, considering them merely 'ambiguous' 

(ibid: 648, 652). 

 

Finally, the study concentrated mainly on the two pronouns I and WE, to the exclusion of 

other important and revealing pronouns, e.g. HE, when used by Mubarak to encode himself; 

THEY when used by Mubarak to first encode the protesters, then all the Egyptians; and hāʾu 

l-ġaibah ةبیغلا ءاھ , which can be argued to correspond to the English ITS, when used by 
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Mubarak to encode Miṣra wa šaʿbahā (Egypt and its people) and detach them from the 

speaker. 

 

2.1.3.  Wandering WE  

The origins of the 'wandering we' go back to the observation made by Riggins (1997: 8) that 

the deictic pronoun WE can be used in a 'contradictory' manner within the same text, an 

observation upon which Petersoo elaborated and based his introduction of the concept of 

'wandering we' which describes the 'contradictory use of the deictic expression "we"' (2007: 

429). Maalej (2012) borrows this concept, maintaining that it explains the 'contradictory' uses 

ben Ali and Mubarak made of WE in their Arab Spring speeches.  

Considering the broad grounds of pragmatics, semantics, and genre, I believe that the 

'wandering we' is not the most appropriate concept to use for explaining the deictic decisions 

made by ben Ali, for more than one reason. First, and most importantly, the uses ben Ali made 

of WE are systematic, tactical, non-contradictory, and hence cannot be described as 

'wandering' (Maziad, forthcoming). Moreover, a careful examination of the manner in which 

the 'wandering we' operates can demonstrate the inherent deficiency of the concept itself; the 

'wandering we'  

wanders between various forms of inclusiveness — from an exclusive 

newspaper "we" to an inclusive Scottish "we" and/or to an all-inclusive 

British "we" — or, indeed, vice versa. Sometimes the "we" wanders 

spatially — at one moment, the "we" becomes "them", or "they" become 

"us" (Petersoo 2007: 429)  

The 'wandering we' thus can be argued to be a pragmatically vacuous and semantically ill-

defined concept that needs further qualification, in terms of its reference, scope, and function. 

Finally, Petersoo (2007) introduced the 'wandering we' in an attempt to describe, not explain, 

the rhetoric of 'banal nationalism' in Scottish and British newspapers, i.e. he was drawing 

upon a discourse type whose genre, conventions, topics, socio-political contexts, and goals 

are all so disparate from those of the Arab Spring political speeches, under investigation, 

which were delivered at an erupting revolutionary moment, with the sole aim of tactically 

manipulating the addressees, in order to stop the revolutions and maintain power (abuse). 
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2.2.    Classifying WE  

Maalej (2012, 2013) base his depiction of person deixis, as a circular structure where the 

president stands at the centre, on the definition of the 'deictic field' suggested by Hanks (2005) 

and on the description provided by Levinson (1983). Hanks defines the deictic field as 'a 

special kind of threshold in the fine structure of communicative practice, a threshold at once 

individual and social, cognitive and embodied, emergent and durable, language and 

nonlanguage' (2005: 201 in Maalej 2012). Levinson describes the deictic center as an 

'egocentric' construct, out of which 'concentric circles' 'radiate', distinguishing different zones 

of spatial proximity (1983: 63-4). I argue that this circular construct does not fit the strictly 

hierarchical structure of the socio-political system in the Arab world, nor the pivotal role 

played by the relations of power within that system.  

I am thus introducing the new concept of Classifying WE which attempts to fill in the gaps 

identified by Levinson, i.e. deixis is an important yet underexplored phenomenon which 

'surprisingly' lacks 'adequate theories and frameworks of analysis' (1983: 61). More 

specifically, the Classifying WE capitalizes on the recommendation, made by Levinson, that 

in order to 'capture the social aspects of deixis, we would need to add at least one further 

dimension, say of relative rank, in which the speaker is socially higher, lower or equal to the 

addressee and other persons that might be referred to' (ibid: 64). The new concept of 

'Classifying WE' provides this missing dimension of relative rank, by encoding the 

hierarchical positions and relations of power holding between speaker(s) and addressee(s) in 

a hierarchical structure that specifies their relative ranks and anchors them to the socio-

political coordinates of the context of the utterance.  

Instead of using the ‘wandering we’, which has proved unsuccessful in accounting for the 

pronominal decisions made by ben Ali and Mubarak, in terms of the six aspects of 

contextualization, structure, function, scope, power relations, and underlying ideologies, 

which will be explicated later, I intend to apply instead the new concept of Classifying WE to 

investigate the pronominal system employed by Mubarak.  

The Classifying WE, as illustrated in Figure (2.2) below, consists of four classes: the grand 

First Class WE, which encodes the Speaker (S) (i.e. the ousted Presidents) to the exclusion of 

everyone else; the Second Class WE, which encodes the Speaker (S) and their Cronies (C), 

and combines them in the same deictic field as one entity, to the exclusion of everyone else 

(i.e. the ousted Presidents and their cabinets); the Third Class WE, which assimilates the 
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Speaker (S) into the Addressee (A), and excludes the Other (O) (i.e. combining the Presidents 

and the non-protesting people, to the exclusion of the protesters); and the Fourth Class WE, 

which although it semantically assimilates the Speaker (i.e. the Presidents) into the Addressee 

(i.e. the people), it pragmatically encodes the Addressee and the Other only (i.e. the non-

protesting people and the protesters), to the exclusion of the Speaker (i.e. the Presidents). The 

Fourth Class WE is the most manipulative class of the Classifying WE, as it allows the speaker 

to not only tactically remove the differences and iron out the problems between himself and 

the addressee(s), but also to claim for himself the status of an ordinary member of the 

addressee(s), make implicit authority claims to speak for them, and hence obscure the tactical 

position, political interests, and precepts of the speaker and transpose them as those of the 

addressee(s). Following are examples of the four classes of Classifying WE: 

- First Class WE 
(M2.21:3)  

ً اكسامتو ًةقث َرثكأ ،اھَلبق ِھیلع تناك امم ىوقأ ،ةنھارلا ِفورظلا نم) ظلا نم( َرصِم ُجرختس
ِ  مدع ىلعً اصرح ُرثكأو ُ،ھَحلاصم ُققحی امبً ایعو ُرثكأ وھو ،اُنبعش اھنم ُجرخیس ،ارارقتساو
 .ھلبقتسمو ِهریصم يِف طیرفتلا

 
sa-taxruju miṣra mina ẓ-ẓurūfi r-rāhinah ʾaqwā mimmā kānt ʿalayhi qablahā, 
ʾakṯara ṯiqatan wa tamāsukan, wa stiqrāran, sa-yaxruju minhā šaʿbuna wa hwa 
ʾakṯaru waʿyan bi-mā yuḥaqqiqu maṣāliḥahu wa ʾakṯaru ḥirṣan ʿalā ʿadami t-
tafrīṭi fī maṣīrihi wa mustaqbalih. 
 
Egypt will survive these current circumstances stronger than it was before, and 
more confident, unified, and stable. Our people will become more aware of 
what realizes their interests and more eager not to waive their destiny and future. 

 
- Second Class WE 

(M1.23:4) 
 ِھیلع يضمنس ،ْءارولا ىلا ٍدادترا وأ ْ،ھنع َعوجر ال ،هانرتخا يذلا ِحالصإلا َقیرط َّنإ 
 نم ِدیزملا َوحن ،ٌةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ْ،ھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِلالقتسال انَمارتحا ُدكؤت ،ْةدیدج ٍتاوطخب
 ِعفرو ْ،ةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل ٌةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ،ْنینطاوملل ِةیرحلا نم ِدیزملاو ْ،ةیطارقمیدلا
 يدودحمو ،ْءارقفلا ِبناج ىلإ ِفوقولل ٌةدیدج ٌتاوطْخو ،ْتاَمْدِخلا ِریوطتو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم
 .ْلخدلا

 
 ʾinna ṭarīqa l-ʾiṣlāḥi llaḏi xtarnāh, lā rujūʿa ʿanhu ʾaw irtidādin illa l-
warāʾ. sa-namḍi ʿalihi bi-xuṭūwāṭin jadīdah tuʾakidu iḥtrāmana l-istiqlāli l-
qaḍāʾ wa ʾaḥkāmih 

 
The way of reform we have chosen is indeed neither reversible nor 
does it have a U-turn. We will go through it with new steps that 
confirm our respect for the independence of the judiciary and its 
verdicts 
 

- Third Class WE 
(M1.22:5) 

 ،ْدحاو ٍبعشو ٍةدحاو ٍةمأك اھانھجاو امدنع ،اھیلع انبلغت ْ،ةبعصً اتاقوأ ،لبق نمً اعم انزتجا دقل
 .ْفادھأ نم ،ِھیلإ ىعسن ام انددحو ،انَتھجوو ،انَقیرط انْفِرع امدنعو
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 la-qad ijtaznā maʾan min qabl ʾawqātan ṣaʿbah, taġalabnā ʿalaihā ʿindamā 
wājahnāhā ka-ʾummatin wāḥidah wa šaʿbin wāḥid, wa ʿindamā ʿarifnā 
ṭarīqanā wa wijhatanā wa ḥaddadnā mā nasʿā ʾilayhi min ʾahdāf.  

 
We have indeed survived hard times together; we have surmounted 
them when we faced them as one nation and one people, and when we 
knew our way and our destination and specified our targets. 
 

- Fourth Class WE 
(M1.6:6) 

 عم ِةطرشلا ِتاوق لماعت يف ً،احضاو َكلذ َناكو ،تامیلعتلا ِهذھ ِذیفنتب ةموكحلا ْتمزتلا دقل
 يملسلا رھاظتلا يف مھِقحلً امارتحا ،اھتایادب يف ،مھتیامح ىلا ترداب دقف ،انِبابش
 

 la-qad iltazamat ʾalḥukūmah bi-tanfīḏi hāḏihi t-taʿlīmāt wa kāna ḏālika 
wāḍiḥan fi taʿāmuli quwāti š-šurṭah maʿa šabābinā faqad bādarat ilā 
ḥemāyatihim fī bidāyātihā iḥtirāman li-ḥaqihim fi t-taẓāhuri s-silmī  

 
 The government has indeed committed itself to implementing these 
directives, as evidenced in the way the police dealt with our youth and rushed 
to protect them, at the beginning, in respect of their right to protest peacefully 

 
Semantically speaking, the four classes of the Classifying WE can be captured by the 

following semantic features: First Class WE (+S, -C, -A, -O), Second Class WE (+S, +C, -A, 

-O), Third Class WE (+S, +A, -C, -O), and Fourth Class WE (-S, -C, +A, +O).  

Pragmatically speaking, these four classes of WE correspond to four levels of power and social 

statuses: The First Class WE encodes the highest level, i.e. the absolutely powerful Speaker 

mounting the top of the socio-political hierarchy; the Fourth Class encodes the lowest level, 

i.e. the socio-politically down-trodden and powerless Addressee(s) at the bottom of the 

hierarchy.  

The four classes of the Classifying WE also perform the two main tactical functions of 

inclusion and (or) exclusion, in addition to other secondary functions, e.g. (un)marking the 

power, authority, and(or) superiority of the Speaker, threatening the Addressee directly 

and(or) indirectly, stirring the emotions of the Addressee, praising and(or) criticizing the 

Addressee … etc. The relationship between power and inclusion is an inverse one: The most 

powerful class, i.e. the First Class WE which encodes the President in his absolute powers, is 

the most exclusive class, as it excludes everyone else, even his own cronies. The further the 

Classifying WE goes down the pyramid of power, i.e. away from the President, the less 

powerful and the more inclusive it becomes, until it reaches the bottom of the socio-political 

hierarchy of power, where the powerless people are encoded, manipulated, and criticised by 

the Fourth Class WE.  
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The Fourth Class WE, which encodes the people, to the exclusion of the President and his 

cabinet, is the most manipulative class of the Classifying WE: it simultaneously performs the 

multiple functions of encoding a YOU, covering the binary YOU-versus-I detachment implied 

in YOU, and replacing it with a pseudo-inclusive fake bonding that facilitates the passing of 

any message without suspecting its unilateral accusatory content. 

This can be explained simplistically in terms of the WE used by doctors to ask about the 

medical conditions of their patients, e.g. 'How are WE feeling today?' Although that medical 

WE assimilates the speaker (i.e. doctors) to the addressee (i.e. patients), it encodes the latter 

only. The Fourth Class WE is similar to that communicative medical WE in terms of reference 

only, but differs significantly in its strategically manipulative functions: it creates a fake 

deictic field that gives the appearance of assimilating the speaker to the addressee, establishing 

an affective and empathetic bonding between them, in a manner that softens the sharpness of 

the content of the communicated message and diverts the attention of the addressee away from 

the ulterior motives of the speaker by presenting the latter as a member of the former. The 

Fourth Class WE, therefore, can be argued to be a manifestation of a higher level of power, 

i.e. soft power, which abandons direct threatening in favour of a softer, subtler, more 

mitigated, and consequently more effective power: ‘Threats and personal attacks are often 

more effective if they are made in veiled terms or indirectly. Sometimes they are so indirect 

that there is even an explicit denial that the intention is to put pressure on the other party or to 

attack him personally (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004: 180-1). 

This new concept of Classifying WE addresses the shortcomings of the 'wandering we' in 

terms of the six aspects of contextualization, structure, function, scope, power relations, and 

underlying ideologies, which are all not accounted for properly by the 'wandering we'. The 

Classifying WE depicts person deixis not as random, contradictory, flat, circular constructs, 

as the ‘wandering we’ does, but as tactical, systematic, complex, hierarchical structures that 

encode sets of referents, where the powerful speaker presides over the top, and all the other 

less powerful social actors lie beneath him at varying levels of power or submission and 

inclusion or exclusion.  

The Classifying WE can therefore enrich the study and analysis of person deixis by positioning 

the pragmatic behaviour of WE along the indices of the wider socio-political contexts within 

which the deictic expression is produced; by detecting and explicating the relations of power 

holding between the speaker and the addressee(s) as expressed, suppressed, and negotiated by 

person deixis; by problematizing the tactical functions of inclusion and exclusion performed 



 34 

by this highly political pronoun; and by uncovering the hidden ideologies that trigger certain 

tactical uses of the deictic expression. 

 
 
   

x 1st Class WE (most powerful, most exclusive = 
The President  

     [+ Speaker (President),  
              - Cronies (Cabinet),  
              - Addressee (People),  
              - Other (Protesters), 

       + power]   
 

x 2nd Class WE (less powerful, less exclusive) = 
The President and his Cabinet  

 [+ Speaker (President),  
  + Cronies (Cabinet),   
  - Addressee (People),  
  - Other (Protesters)] 
 

X           3rd Class WE (less powerful, most inclusive) = 
The President and non-protesting people  
    [+ Speaker 
(President),  

      + Cronies (Cabinet),  
+ Addressee (non-protesting 
People), 

      - Other (Protesters)]  
 

x 4th Class WE (least powerful, pseudo-
inclusive and most manipulative) = The 
People (addressee) 

 [- Speaker (President),  
  - Cronies (Cabinet),  
  + Addressee (People) 
  + Other (Protesters) 
   - Power 
   + Manipulation]  
    

 

 

 

Figure (2.1) Structure, Referents, and Features of the Classifying WE 
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2.3. Structure of society: Dialectic socio-political relations of power  

2.3.1. Political system and structures of power in Egypt 

The political system in Egypt under Mubarak was ‘monarcho-republican’, i.e. a quasi-

monarchical political structure, engineered by Arab republican-presidents-for-life who 

governed almost like kings, creating dynasties for themselves, passing on power to one of 

their family members, and exercising highly monarchical practices, e.g. adopting a luxurious 

royal life-style and surrounding themselves by large entourages (Owen 2012: ix-xi, 26).  

 

The constituent structures of power in monarchical republics and the roles played by them can 

be summarized in the concept of ‘security state’, i.e. a state rigidly arranged in a hierarchical 

order of power and importance: At the top, preside the president, his nuclear family, the 

presidency, and a narrow circle of elite advisers who are carefully selected from the military, 

the security services, and the business sector. Second in order of power come the senior 

commanders of the military, the intelligence agencies, the police, and a small circle of crony 

capitalists who fund the regime in exchange for political influence and a share in the state 

lucrative deals and contracts. Third in order are the different organs of the civilian 

administrative system: ministers, provincial governors, and the single-party of the state, 

followed by the state arms of ideological legitimation and control as represented in the 

apparatuses of education, official media, tame judiciary, and the equally tame religious 

establishment (Owen 2012: 9, 37-9).  
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Figure (2.2) Hierarchical structure of Power in monarchical republics 

 
2.3.2. Chronicle of the Egyptian Revolution before the first speech 

Mubarak delivered this speech in the evening of January 28, 2011, i.e. three days after the 

beginning of the revolution. Up until the afternoon of the day of delivering this speech, 

Mubarak and his senior ministers were confident of their full control over the situation (El 

Manawy 2012: 63, 75, 77, 86, 87, 106, 134), believing that the Egyptian people are 'a dead 

body' that would never revolt (ibid: 17, 68, 74) and if they dare to do so, security forces are 

too strong to allow their protests to 'move a single one hair in the body of the regime' (ibid: 

77). Hence, the Minister of Interior Habeeb el Adli announced in public newspapers on 

January 23 that 'everything is under control' (ibid: 64), then repeated on January 25 that 'the 

security apparatus is capable of deterring any protests’ because ‘Egypt is not Tunisia' (ibid: 

75, 88), and confirmed in the morning of the day of delivering this speech that he was 

controlling the streets of Egypt 'as if he were playing a video game' (ibid: 138-9).  

 

Contra to these official expectations, around 20.000 Egyptians protested on the Police Day, 

i.e. January 25, calling it 'The Day of Anger' (BBC News 2011, January 26). The number of 

protesters in Tahrir Square only was estimated by tens of thousands; they started repeating 

the slogan 'depart', for the first time, on the second day of the protests (Ghonim 2012a: 284, 
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—————————————————————- 
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287-8). A few hours before Mubarak delivered this speech, the headquarters of the ruling 

NDP party in Cairo and some other cities were set on fire (Ghonim 2012a: 328; Al Jazeera 

2011, January 28).  

 

Mubarak and his regime responded to the protests from the perspective of power: imposing 

a media blackout on the protests (Ghonim 2012a: 293, 299; El Manawy 2012: 79); blocking 

Twitter, Facebook, and many other online news websites; cutting off all communication 

services, including landline calls, cell phone calls, text messaging, and Internet services 

across the country (Reuters 2012, January 24; Ghonim 2012a: 287, 299, 301, 325; El-Amrani 

2011, January 28; Finley 2011, January 28; El Manawy 2012: 78); detaining and kidnapping 

prominent activists and protesters (AFP 2011, January 27); firing tear gas bombs and rubber 

bullets intensively to disperse a sit-in, of ten thousand protesters, as estimated by the 

government, in Tahrir Square after the mid-night of the 25th (Ghonim 2012a: 287-8); 

clashing violently with hundreds of thousands of peaceful protesters in Cairo, Alexandria, 

Suez and other cities, on the 'Friday of Anger' (Reuters 2012, January 24; Fahim & El-

Naggar 2011, January 25; The Daily News Egypt 2011, January 28); ordering snipers to 

shoot protesters dead, tanks to run over some protesters in central Cairo and security forces 

to bombard protesters with Molotov bombs (Ghonim 2012a: 327-8, 334); withdrawing 

police forces suddenly and completely from the streets and police stations in order to create 

a state of chaos and security disarray (ibid); opening many prisons and facilitating the escape 

of thousands of prisoners who committed acts of looting, robbery, arson, and sabotage 

(Reuters 2012, January 24; Steinvorth & Windfuhr 2011, January 30); sending generic text 

messages to all cell phone numbers, asking the people to evacuate the streets immediately 

and return to their houses to safe-guard them against thugs (The Daily News Egypt 2011, 

January 28); and finally, a few hours before delivering this speech, ordering the deployment 

of the army and imposing a curfew from 06pm till 07am (Reuters 2012, January 24; CBS 

News 2011, January 28; Ghonim 2012a: 329).  

 
2.4. Structure of the first speech of Mubarak 

The first speech is divided structurally into three sections, each starting with the vocative 

al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother citizens). Thematically, every section is divided into 

three sub-sections: an introduction that marks one or more of the powers of Mubarak; a 

conclusion that frightens and(or) threatens the opponents of Mubarak; and a body that 

represented Mubarak positively and his opponents negatively, in the first section; presented 

implicit compromise and positive-other representation, in the second section; and 
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motivated the people by using abstract, vague language, in the third. Mubarak, 

therefore, embedded all the bodies of the three sections between appeals to fear and threats; 

he sandwiched the most important piece of information in the speech, i.e. his sacking of 

the government, between five appeals to fear and threats, two before and three after. 

 

The whole speech is bracketed with two appeals to the religious sense of the people, by 

starting with the opening verse associated with reciting the Holy Qurʾān, i.e. bi-smi llāhi 

r-rahmāni r-rāhīm (In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most Merciful) and 

concluding with the Islamic greeting of departure as-salāmu ʿalaikum wa raḥmatu llāhi wa 

barakātuh (peace, mercy, and blessings of Allah be upon you). 

 

After setting the tone of the speech as formal and serious, through the Islamic starter, 

Mubarak marked his legal power by using the vocative ʾal-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother 

citizens), which connotes a legal hierarchy at the top of which Mubarak resides, as the 

president of all citizens. That new vocative represented a clear shift from the formulaic ʾ al-

ixwah wa l-ʾxawāt (Brothers and sisters) which Mubarak had been using repeatedly in his 

speeches over the past thirty years.  

 

Mubarak then appealed to the fears of the people by describing the situation as ‘delicate’ 

and by implicating that the people were neither serious, honest, well-intentioned, nor 

patriotic. He then dedicated four paragraphs to represent himself and his government 

positively: he was the democratic president who had allowed the protests to take place and 

the protesters to express their opinions; he had been following the protests closely and 

listening to the demands of the protesters; he had ‘granted wide spaces of freedoms to the 

people’; and he felt ‘all the sorriness’ for the victims who died from the protesters and the 

police. His government and police abided by his instructions and protected the protesters, 

although the latter turned to ‘rioting’, ‘threatening public order,’ and ‘obstructing daily 

life’.  

 

Mubarak concluded the first section with two indirect threats mixed with fear. He started 

the first with a premise stating the obvious fact that he was the president of the republic, 

reinforced it by emphasizing that he was authorized by the constitution to be the arbitrator 

among authorities, then mitigated the sharpness of that compound threat by jumping, 

within the same utterance, to the disconnected and incoherent conclusion that 'sovereignty' 
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will always be to the people, and that he would always stick to their right to express their 

opinions. The second threat was in the form of an admonition that ‘a fine line separates 

between freedom and chaos’ and that Mubarak would not allow Egypt to be over-swept to 

'dangerous slippery slopes' that no one knows their repercussions on the present and future 

of Egypt. He concluded this section with a warning that Egyptians should be cautious, so 

as not to repeat the many examples of surrounding countries that were overs-wept to chaos, 

without preserving their stability, nor achieving any democracy.  

 

Mubarak started section two with the same appeal to his legal power, as represented in the 

same legal vocative ʾal-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother citizens), preceded this time by the 

particle ʾayuha (O). He then repeated two sequences of a partial positive-other 

representation, followed by a proper positive-self representation juxtaposed with a strong 

negative-other representation, and ended the section with three consecutive appeals to fear.  

 

The first positive-other representation took the form of a hedged praise of the protests as 

expressing ‘legitimate aspirations’ towards ‘more’ democracy and ‘more acceleration’ of 

the efforts Mubarak had already made ‘to besiege unemployment, improve living 

standards, fight poverty, and confront corruption decisively.’ He followed that partial 

positive-other representation with a highly qualified positive-self representation, 

juxtaposed with a negative-other representation, by arguing that he was very aware of the 

aspirations, pain, suffering, and problems of the people; that he had been working hard on 

solving them on a daily basis; and that those aspirations and problems would not be 

achieved or solved through violence or chaos. 

 

Mubarak then praised the non-protesting youth as the most valuable asset Egypt had; 

juxtaposed that conditional positive-other representation with a demonization of the 

protesting youth as anarchists, looters, saboteurs, and arson attackers; and followed both 

accounts with a positive-self representation that depicted himself as the reformist president 

who was committed to 'continuing' the political, economic, and social reform he had 

initiated, and who had always ‘sided with the poor', combatted unemployment, and 

provided more education, health, and housing services to the youth. Mubarak then 

threatened indirectly that the continuation of those services was contingent upon 

maintaining the safety and stability of Egypt. He followed that indirect threat with two 

negative-other representations, one explicit and the other implicit, and mixed both with 
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fear, by describing the protesters as plotters 'shaking stability and preying on legitimacy', 

and by calling upon every Egyptian man and woman to prioritize the interests of their 

homeland and defend their ‘gains’, because arson attacks and sabotage would not achieve 

their aspirations.  

 

Mubarak started section three with the same appeal to his legal power, by using the same 

vocative ʾayuha l-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (O brother citizens), then accumulated three other 

levels of power, by appealing to his executive, moral, and professional powers, arguing 

that he was not addressing the people as the president of the republic only, but also as the 

man selected by Fate to shoulder the responsibility of the country, and as the man who had 

exhausted his life defending this homeland, in war and peace.  

 

Mubarak then mitigated those four appeals to power by assimilating himself motivationally 

into the people, on the grounds that they had survived hard times together, and by 

metaphorically confirming that the ‘road to reform’ he and the people had chosen did not 

have a U-turn, and that they would continue it with 'new steps' that ‘confirm’ 'our' respect 

for the independence of the law and its verdicts, that allow ‘more’ democracy and ‘more’ 

freedoms to the people, and that combat unemployment, improve living standards, develop 

services, and support the poor. He concluded with a didactic confirmation that 'our' future 

would be determined only by 'our' aims and goals and that the only way to achieve that was 

'awareness, work, and struggle', keeping in 'our' 'minds and consciences' the good of the 

homeland.  

 

Mubarak followed those three motivational sub-sections with a justificatory appeal to fear 

followed by an appeal to power: he started with the emphatic statement that the protests 

had cast fear and apprehension in the hearts of the majority of Egyptians and made them 

afraid of being over-swept to more violence, chaos, destruction, and sabotage; then, he 

used that statement as a justificatory premise to introduce his power as the solution to that 

situation: being the first man responsible for safeguarding the security of Egypt and 

Egyptians, he would not allow that fear to ‘obsess our citizens’. Mubarak followed those 

two frightening and threatening appeals with his announcement of the most important piece 

of information in the speech, i.e. his sacking of the government and his intention to form a 

new one, on the following day, with 'clear and precise instructions'. He followed that 

important concession with two other threatening and frightening appeals, stating that he 



 41 

would not hesitate to take whatever decisions it would take to safeguard the safety, security, 

and stability of ‘Egypt and its people, and praying to Allah to protect ‘Egypt and its people’. 

He concluded the speech with the Islamic greeting of departure as-salāmu ʿalaikum wa 

raḥmatu llāhi wa barakātuh (Peace, mercy, and blessings of Allah be upon you). 

 

2.5. Structures of power:  

2.5.1. Linguistic manifestations of power: Deictic and anaphoric analysis of the first 

speech of Mubarak   

2.5.1.1. First-person singular pronoun ‘I’  

Deictically speaking, Mubarak employed the first-person singular pronoun 'I ', in its 

subjective, objective, and possessive forms, thirty-one times in his first speech, to 

perform three main functions: representing himself positively, establishing his 

authority and marking his power, and issuing threats.  

 

First, Mubarak employed the deictic pronoun ‘I’ to represent himself positively, in 

twenty instances, as the well-informed president who has been closely following the 

protesters, their demands (M1.4:7), and those who traded on the protests (M1.5:9), 

the democratic presidents who has instructed the government to allow the protesters 

to express their opinions and demands (M1.4:8), the sympathetic presidents who is 

sorry for the innocent victims who died (M1.5:10), the democratic president who has 

underscored the sovereignty of the people and their right to express their opinions 

(M1.8:11), the president of the people (M1.9:12) who knows their pain and suffering 

and who has been working incessantly on alleviating them (M1.13:13), the president 

who has established political, economic, and social reform (M1.15:14), the president 

of the poor (M1. 16:15), the president who has regulated economic reform in order 

to minimize the suffering of the poor (M1.16.16), the president selected by fate to 

shoulder the responsibility of Egypt (M1.21:17), the responsive president who has 

met the demands of the protesters by sacking his government (M1.27:18), and the 

defending president who has been safeguarding Egypt, its people, and their security 

(M1.27:19).  

 
(M1.4:7)   

 .ھیلإ ْتعدو ِھب ْتدان امو ،تارھاظتلا لوأب ًالوأ ُتعبات دقل
 la-qad tābʿtu ʾawalan bi-ʾawal at-tẓāhurāt wa-mā nādat bi-hi wa-daʿat ilayh. 

I have indeed closely followed up the protests and what they advocated and called 
for 
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(M1.5:9)  

 اھتاراعشب ِةرجاتملاو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ِةجوم ِءالتعال ،ضعبلا ْتالواحم ُتعبات مث 
 ṯumma tābaʿtu muḥāwalāt al-baʿḍ li-ʿtilāʾi mawjati hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt wa-l-

mutājarah bi šiʿārātihā 
 Then, I followed up the attempts of some people to take a free ride of the wave of 

these protests and to trade on their slogans 
 

(M1.4:8) 
 مھُبلاطمو َنینطاوملا ءارأ نع ریبعتلل ،اھمامأ ِةصرفلا ِةحاتا ىلع ُددشُت ،ةموكحلل يتامیلعت تناك 

  kānat taʿlīmātī li-lḥukumah tušadidu ʿalā itāḥati l-forṣah amāmāha li-l-taʿbīr ʿan 
ʾārāʾi l-mwāṭinīn wa-maṭālibihim 

 my instructions to the government emphasized giving them the opportunity to 
express the opinions and demands of the people.  

 
 (M1.5:10)   

 ْءایربا ایاحض نم ُةنع ْترفسأ امل ،فسألا َلك ُتفِسَأو 
 wa ʾsiftu kulla l-ʾsaf lima ʾsfarat ʿanhu min ḍaḥāya ʾbriyyāʾ 

and I was sorry all the sorriness for the innocent victims who died as a result.  
 

(M1.8:11) 
 يأرلا ِةیرح ِةسرامم يف ِھقحب ً،امئاد ُكسمتأ َفوسو ،ْبعشلل َةدایسلا نأ ،لظأ َفوسو ًارارم ُتدكأ 
 ْریبعتلاو

 ʾakadtu mirāran wa sawfa ʾaẓal anna s-siyādata li-l-šaʿb wa sawfa ʾatamasaku 
dāʾiman bi-ḥaqihi fi mumārasat ḥuriyyati r-raʾī wa t-taʿbīr 

 
 I have indeed reiterated, and will continue to do so, that sovereignty is to the 

people, and I will always adhere to their right to exercise the freedoms of opinion 
and expression 

 
(M1.9:12)  

 مھِئارآ ِءادبإ يف َنینطاوملا ِةیرحل ،ْزایحنالا َلك ُزاحنأ ذإ ،يننإو
 wa innanī ʾiẓ anḥāzu kulla l-inḥiyaz li-ḥurriyyati l-muwātinīna fi ibdāʾi ʾarāʾihim,  
 While I side completely with the freedom of citizens to express their opinions  
 
(M1.13:13) 

 ً،اموی اھنع ْلصفنأ مل ْ.ھتاناعمو ِھمومھ َردق ،ًادیج ُملعأو ،ْبعشلل ِةعورشملا ِتاعلطتلا ِهذھ يعأ ،يننإ
 ْموی َلك اھِلجأ نم ُلمعأو

 ʾinnanī ʾaʿī hāḏihi t-tataluʿāti l-mašrūʿah li-l-šaʿb wa ʾaʿlamu jayyidan qadra 
humūmihi wa muʿānātih. lam ʾanfaṣil ʿanhā yawman wa aʿmalu min ajlihā kulla 
yawm  

 
 I am indeed aware of these legitimate aspirations of the people; I know well the 

amount of their pain and suffering. I have never been detached from them for a 
single day, and I work on solving them every day.  

 
(M1.15:14) 

 يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،ّيسایسلا ِحالصالا ِةلصاومب ،ْعزعزتی ال ٌتباث يعانتقا َّنإ 
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 ʾinna iqtināʿī ṯābitun la yatazaʿzaʿ bi-muwāsalati l-iṣlāḥi s-siyyāsī wa l-iqtiṣādī wa 
l-ijtimāʿī 

 
 My conviction is indeed unshakably firm in continuing the political, economic, and 

social reform  
 
(M1.16:15)   

 ُربكأ َداصتقالا َّناب ً،اعنتقم ،ماودلا ىلع ِبعشلا ِءانبا نم ِءارقفلل ،ْلظأ فوسو ُتزحنإ )َحنإ( دقل
 ُمھَدْحو َنییداصتقالل َكرتُی نأ نم رُطخأو

 la-qad inḥaztu wa sawfa aẓal li-l-fuqarāʾi min ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb ʿalā d-dawām, 
muqtaniʾan bi-ʾanna l-iqtiṣād aʾkbaru wa ʾaxtaru min an yutraka li-l-iqtiṣādiyyīna 
waḥdahum 

 
 I have indeed taken the side of the poor people, all the time, and I will continue to 

do so, because I am convinced that economy is too big and dangerous to be left to 
economists alone.  

 
(M1.16:16)   

 ُھُلْمتحی امم َعرسأب يضمت ال يك ،يداصتقالا ِحالصإلل ،ِةموكحلاِ تاسایِس طبض ىلع ُتصِرَحو
 مھِتاناعم نم ْدیزُی امب وأ ،ْبعشلا َءانبا

 wa ḥariṣtu ʿalā ḍabṭi siyāsāti l-ḥukumah li-l-islāḥi l-iqtiṣādyī kay la tamḍī bi-
asraʿa mimmā yaḥtamiluhu ʾabnāʾa š- šaʿb aw bimā yuzidu min muʿānātihm 

 
 And I have been keen on regulating the economic reform policies of the 

government, so as not to let them proceed at a pace faster than that which the sons 
of the people can endure or that which might increase their suffering. 

 
(M1.21:17) 

 َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
  ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ َةیلوئسم

 ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa 
innammā ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan 
wa ʾamḍā ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman 

 
 I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, but indeed as 

an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this 
homeland and who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 
(M1.27:18)  

 ،ْدغلا نم ًارابتعا ،ْةدیدجلاَ ةموكحلا ُفلكأ َفوسو ،ْمویلا اھِتلاقتساب ِمدقتلا ْ،ةموكْحلا نم ُتبلط دقل
 ْةنھارلا ِةلحرملا ،ْتایولوأ عم ِمساحلا ِلماعتلل ،ْةددحمو ٍةحضاو ٍتافیلكتب

 la-qad ṭalabtu mina l-ḥukūmah at-taqadumi b-istiqālatiha al-yawm, wa sawfa 
ʾukalifu l-ḥukumata l-jadīdah, iʿtibāran mina l-ġad bi-taklīfātin wāḍiḥatin wa 
muḥadadah li-l-taʿāmuli l-ḥāsimi maʿa awlawiyāt al-marḥalati r-rāhina 

 
 I have indeed requested the government to submit its resignation today and will 

charge the new government effective tomorrow with clear and precise instructions 
for dealing decisively with the priorities of the current stage.  
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(M1.27:19)  

 ُتمسقأ يتلا ْ،ةنامألاو ُةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف ،اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو
 اھیلع ِةظفاحملاب ،ْنطولاو ِهللا َمامأ ً،انیمی

 sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrāriha wa ʾamāni šaʿbiha, fatilka hiya l-
masʾūliyatu w-l-ʾamānah allati ʾaqsamtu yamīnan ʾamāma llāhi wa l-waṭan bi-l-
muḥāfaẓati ʿalaihā 

 
 I will defend the security and stability of Egypt and the safety of its people. That is 

the responsibility and the trust I have taken the oath in front of Allah and the 
homeland to safeguard.  

 
The second function Mubarak employed the first-person singular pronoun ‘I’ to perform 

was establishing and anchoring his authority and marking his power, in five instances: 

legally, spiritually, professionally, and morally. Legally, he is the President of the Republic 

who has the constitutional powers to arbitrate among authorities (M1.8:20); spiritually, he 

is the man selected by fate to be the President of the republic (M1.21:21); professionally, 

he is the fighter who has exhausted his life defending Egypt and its people in war and peace 

(M1.21:21); and morally, he is the person sworn by Allah and the homeland to safeguard 

Egypt and its people (M1.27:22).  

(M1.8:20)  

 ْروتسدلا يل اھلوخ يتلا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ

  ʾinnanī karaʾīsin li-l-jumhuriyah wa muqtaḍā as-salāḥiyat allati xwalaha lī ad-dustur, 
kaḥakamin bayna s-suluṭāt 

  I, in my capacity as the president of the republic, and by virtue of the powers conferred 
upon me by the constitution as the arbitrator among authorities  

(M1.21:21)  

 َةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ

  ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā 
ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā 
ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman 

  I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, but indeed as an 
Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland and 
who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

(M1.27:22)  

 .اھیلع ِةظفاحملاب ،ْنطولاوِ هللا َمامأ ً،انیمی ُتمسقأ يتلا ْ،ةنامألاو ُةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف
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  fa-tilka hiya l-masʾūliyatu w-l-ʾamānah allati ʾaqsamtu yamīnan ʾamāma llāhi wa l-
waṭan bi-l-muḥāfaẓati ʿalaihā 

  That is the responsibility and the trust I have taken the oath in front of Allah and the 
homeland to safeguard.  

Third, Mubarak employed the deictic pronoun I to issue indirect threats and warnings in 

six instances. He called upon the people indirectly to be honest and sincere and to 

prioritize the interests of the homeland (M1.3:23); he warned that he would not allow 

Egypt and its people to be over-swept to dangerous slippery slopes (M1.9:24); he 

requested the people to protect their homeland and earnings from the protesters 

(M1.19:25); he threatened indirectly that he would not allow the protesters to frighten the 

people (M1.26:26), and he warned that he would take any decision necessary to safeguard 

the security and stability of Egypt and its people (M1.27:27). 

(M1.3:23)  

 ،دصقلا َةمالس ىخوتت ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصو ًةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ 
 .نطولا َحلاصو

  ataḥadaṯu ilaykum fī ẓarfin daqīq yafridu ʿalainā jamīʿan waqfatan jādatan wa-
ṣādiqatan maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd wa ṣāliḥa l-waṭan. 

  I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and 
honest stance with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland.  

 (M1.9:24)  

 ٍتاقلزنمل ،اھِبعشِبو اھب ِفارجنالا ِمدعبو ،اھرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلاب ،ْردقلا ِتاذب ُكسمتا
 ْةریطخ

  ʾatamasaku biẓāti l-qadr bi-l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrāriha wa bi-ʿadami l-
injirāfi bi-ha wa bi-šaʿbihā  li-munzalaqātin xaṭīrah 

  I adhere, as strongly, to safeguarding the security and stability of Egypt and not 
allowing it and its people to be over-swept to dangerous slippery slopes 

 (M1.19:25) 

 ،مھِنطو ِةیامحل اوُدصتی نأو ،ْنطولا ِحلاص َةاعارم ،ةیرصِمو ٍّيرصِم ِلكبو ،اِنبابشب ُبیھأ يننإ 
 مھِتابستكمو

  ʾinnanī ʾahību bi- šabābina  wa bi-kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, murāʿāta ṣāliḥi l-
waṭan, wa ʾan yataṣadaw li-ḥimāyati waṭanihim wa muktasabātihim  

  I am indeed calling upon our youth and upon every Egyptian man and woman to 
consider the interest of the homeland and to stand up for protecting their homeland 
and their earnings. 
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 (M1.26:26) 

 َكلذب َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسم ًالمحَتُم) ًالمتحم (يِنِنإو 
 ،اَنِریصم ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ،ًادبأ
 .انِلَبقتسمو

  waʾinnanī mutaḥamilan masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fi l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-
muwāṭinīn, lan asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa lihāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa 
ʿalā muwāṭinīnā, wa lihāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa 
mustaqbalina 

  Shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 
citizens, I will indeed never allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our 
citizens nor that apprehension to cast its shadows on our fate and future.   

 (M1.27:27)  

 ٍتافیلكتب ،ْدغلا نم ًارابتعا ْ،ةدیدجلا َةموكحلا ُفلكأ َفوسو ،ْمویلا اھِتلاقتساب ِمدقتلا ،ْةموكْحلا نم ُتبلط دقل
 ِةیأ ِذاختا يف ْنواھتأ ْنل يننأ ،ْدیدج نم ُلوقأو ،ْةنھارلا ِةلحرملا ،ْتایولوأ عم ِمساحلا ِلماعتلل ْ،ةددحمو ٍةحضاو
 اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو ،ْمھنامأو ،ْمھنمأ ،ْةّیرصِمو ٍيرصِم ِلكلُ ظفحت ،ٍتارارق

  la-qad ṭalabtu mina l-ḥukūmah at-taqadumi bi-stiqālatihā l-yawm, wa sawfa 
ʾukallifu l-ḥukūmata l-jadīdah, iʿtibāran mina l-ġad bi-taklīfātin wāḍiḥatin wa 
muḥaddadah li-l-taʿāmuli l-ḥāsimi maʿa awlawiyāt al-marḥalati r-rāhinah. Wa 
ʾaqūlu min jadīd, ʾannanī lan ʾatahāwan fi itixaḏi ʾayati qrārātin taḥfaẓu likuli 
miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah ʾamnahum wa ʾamānahum, wa sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni 
miṣra wa stiqrāriha wa ʾamāni šaʿbiha, 

  I have indeed requested the government to submit its resignation today and will 
charge the new government effective tomorrow with clear and precise instructions 
for dealing decisively with the priorities of the current stage. I am saying it again: I 
will not indeed hesitate to take any decisions that save the security and safety of 
every Egyptian man and woman and I will defend the security and stability of Egypt 
and the safety of its people.  

 

2.5.1.2. Third-person singular pronoun ‘HE’ 

A deictically related pronoun to the first-person singular pronoun I is the third-person singular 

pronoun HE of which Mubarak made an original usage by employing it twice to assign himself 

the spiritual and professional roles of the man selected by Fate to shoulder the responsibility 

of Egypt and of the warrior who had exhausted his life defending Egypt in war and peace, 

respectively.  
(M1.21:28) 

 اذھَ ةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا

ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā 
ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā 
ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman 
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I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, but indeed as 
an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this 
homeland and who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

This can be considered as a revealing pronominal decision, because even when Mubarak 

was describing himself as an Egyptian man and a defender of Egypt, he deictically selected 

the role of the President, not that of the Egyptian man or the defender, to be his origo and 

his principal role and point of reference. He did so by using the anaphoric third-person 

singular pronoun HE to refer to himself as an Egyptian man, and the uniting deictic firt-

person singular pronoun I to encode himself as the president. These pronominal decisions 

resulted in foregrounding the President, backgrounding the Egyptian man selected by Fate, 

identifying Mubarak with the former, and detaching him from the latter.  

 

2.5.1.3. First-person plural pronoun ‘WE’: Classifying WE 

2.5.1.3.1.  First Class WE  
Mubarak employed the First Class WE, which encodes himself to the exclusion of 

everyone else, only once in the whole speech, in order to attribute the Egyptian people to 

himself, calling them muwāṭinīnā (our citizens):  

(M1.25-26:29) 

 ىلع َفوخلا ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأ نم ِةحساكلا ِةیبلغألا ِبولق يف ْتقلأ ْ،ةیضاملا ُةلیلقلا ُمایألاو ،ْمویلا َثادحأ َّنإ
 .ْبیرختلاو ،ِریمدتلاو ،ىضوفلاو ،ْفنعلا نم ِدیزملا ىلا ِفارجنالا نم َبسحتلاو ،اھِلبقتسمو ،ْرصم
 ،ًادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسم ًالمحَتُم) ًالمتحم (يِنِنإو
 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل َحمسأ ْنل

 
ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯa l-yawm wa l-ʾayāmu l-qalīlatu l-māḍiyah ʾalqat fī qulūbi l-ʾaġlabiyati 
l-kāsiḥa min abnāʾi š-šaʿb al-xawfa ʿalā miṣr wa mustaqbalihā, wa t-taḥasuba mina 
l-injirāfi ila l-mazīdi mina l-ʿunf wa l-fawḍā wa t-tadmīri wa t-taxrīb. waʾinnani 
mutaḥamilan masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fi l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-muwāṭinīn, lan 
asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa lihāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿalā muwāṭinīnā, 
wa lihāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa mustaqbalina 

The incidents of today and the past few days have indeed cast within the hearts of the 
overwhelming majority of the sons of the people fear for Egypt and its future and 
apprehension about being over-swept towards more violence, chaos, destruction, and 
sabotage. Shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the 
homeland and citizens, I will never ever allow that. I will never allow this fear to 
obsess our citizens nor that apprehension to cast its shadows on our fate and future.   

 

It is only after he had prepared the people mentally for this grandly authoritative First 

Class WE that Mubarak employed it: He embedded it between two appeals to fear and 
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authority, first creating fear in the minds of the people, by triggering the image of a 

violent, chaotic, destroyed, and sabotaged Egypt, then introducing his authority as the 

deterrent of falling into such a frightening scenario. The initial arousal of nationalistic 

and personal fears, therefore, justified the subsequent authority claim made by Mubarak, 

and legitimized his attribution of the people to himself, and his speaking and acting on 

their behalf, under the pretext that he was trying to save them an imminent national 

catastrophe. The sharpness of that hierarchical First Class WE was immediately mitigated 

by following it, within the same sentence, with two bonding Third Class WEs that 

assimilated Mubarak into the people again (M1.26:29).  

 
 

2.5.1.3.2. Second Class WE 
Mubarak employed the Second Class WE, which encodes himself and his government 

and combines them in the same deictic field, four times, to perform the two functions of 

representing himself and his government positively and evading full responsibility for the 

economic and political problems in Egypt. First, Mubarak used the Second Class WE to 

reverse all the criticisms levelled at him and his consecutive governments and present 

them as achievements, by depicting himself and his government as the fighters of 

unemployment; the providers of education, health, and housing services (M1.17:30); the 

democratic and economic reformists; the guardians of liberties and freedoms; the 

defenders of the independence of the judiciary; and the saviours of the poor and those on 

low income (M1.23:31). Second, and more importantly, since Mubarak, his government, 

and the people all knew that the 'achievements' Mubarak was listing were in reality the 

serious problems that triggered the revolution, after he and his consecutive governments 

failed to find solutions for them over his thirty-year rule, he employed the Second Class 

WE in order to evade full responsibility for those chronic failures, by inserting his 

government with him in the same deictic field, implicating that he was not acting alone 

and that others should also shoulder their share of responsibility. 
 (M1.17:30) 

 ِبابشلل اِھریغو ،ْناكسإلاو ،ْةحصلاو ،ْمیلعتلا ِتامَدَخ نم ،ِدیزملا ِةحاتإو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل انَجِماَنرِب ّنإ
 ْنینطاوملاو

  ʾinna birnāmijanā li-muḥāṣarati l-bitālah wa ʾitāḥati l-maziydi min xadamāti t-taʿlīm 

wa ṣ-ṣiḥḥah wa l-ʾiskān wa ġairihā li-l-šabāb wa l-muwaṭinīn 

 

  Our program to besiege unemployment and provide more services of education, 

health, housing, ... etc.  to the youth and citizens  
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(M1.22:31) 

 ُدكؤت ْ،ةدیدج ٍتاوطخب ِھیلع يضمنس ،ْءارولا ىلا ٍدادترا وأ ،ْھنع َعوجر ال ،هانرتخا يذلا ِحالصإلا َقیرط َّنإ 
 ،ْنینطاوملل ِةیرحلا نم ِدیزملاو ،ْةیطارقمیدلا نم ِدیزملا َوحن ٌ،ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ،ْھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِلالقتسال انَمارتحا
 ِبناج ىلإ ِفوقوللٌ ةدیدج ٌتاوطْخو ،ْتاَمْدِخلا ِریوطتو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم ِعفرو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحملٌ ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ
 .ْلخدلا يدودحمو ،ْءارقفلا

 
  ʾinna ṭarīqa l-ʾiṣlāḥi llaḏi xtarnāh, lā rujūʿa ʿanhu ʾaw irtidādin illa l-warāʾ. sanamḍi 

ʿalihi bi-xuṭūwāṭin jadīdah tuʾakidu iḥtrāmana l-istiqlāli l-qaḍāʾ wa ʾaḥkāmih 

xuṭūwātin jadīdah naḥwa l-mazīdi mina d-dīmuqrāṭiyah wa l-mazīdi mina l-ḥurriyyah 

li-l-mūwāṭinīn, xuṭūwātin jadīdah li-muḥāṣarati l-biṭālah wa rafʿi mustawā l-maʿīšah 

wa taṭwīri l-xadamāt, wa xuṭūwātin jadīdah li-l-wqūfi ilā jānibi l-fuqarāʾ wa maḥdūdi 

d-daxl. 

 

  The way of reform we have chosen is indeed neither reversible nor does it have a U-

turn. We will go through it with new steps that confirm our respect for the 

independence of the judiciary and its verdicts; new steps towards more democracy and 

more freedom to the citizens; new steps to besiege unemployment, raise living 

standards, and improve services; and new steps towards standing beside the poor and 

those on low income.  

 
2.5.1.3.3. Third Class WE  

Mubarak employed the Third Class WE, which assimilates himself into the people, in 

twenty-six instances in his first speech, in order to perform the two main functions of 

polarizing the people and establishing solidarity with the 'good' pole of them.  

 

Although the Third Class WE is the most bonding and inclusive class of the Classifying 

WE, as it assimilates the President at the top of the pyramid of power into the people at 

the bottom, Mubarak employed it manipulatively in order to first polarize the people into 

good-us and bad-protesters, then to assimilate himself into the good-us. He first 

represented himself as the democratic, reformist president who had allowed the 'wide 

spaces of freedoms of expression and press and other liberties' which he and the good 

people were witnessing (M1.7:32). Then, he juxtaposed these positive attributes of 

himself and the good people with a demonization of the protesters as violent anarchists, 

saboteurs, and arson attackers (M1.13:33), whose goal is to spread anarchy, plunder 

public and private properties, and knock down what Mubarak and the good people had 

built (M1.14:34). 
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 (M1.7:32) 

 اھل ناك ام ،ةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِماوعألا َلالخ ،ةیجاجتحا ٍتافقو نم اھلبق ُهاندھش امو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ َنإ 
 اھتحاتأ يتلا ،ْتایرحلا نم اھِریغو ،ةفاحصلاو ،ریبعتلاو ،يأرلا ةیرحل ،ةضیرعلا ِتاحاسملا الول ،متت نأ
 .عمتجملا ىوقل ،ٍقوبسم َریغ ٍلعافت نم ْرصم ُهدھشت ام الولو ،بعشلا ءانبأل ِحالصالا تاوطخ

 ʾinna hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt wa mā šahidnāhu qablahā min waqafātin iḥtijājiyah xilāla l-

ʾaʿwāmi l-qalīlati l-māḍiyah mā kāna lahā an tatim lawlā l-misāḥāti l-ʿarīḍah li-

ḥurriyyat ar-rʾaī wa t-taʿbīr wa s-saḥāfah wa ġairihā mina l-ḥurriyyāt allati atāḥat’hā  

xuṭūwāti l-ʾislāḥ liʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb wa lawlā mā tašhadhu misr min tafāʿulin ġayra 

masbūqin li-quwā l-mujtamaʿ  

 

 Indeed, these demonstrations as well as the protesting stands we witnessed over the 

past few years would have never happened without the wide spaces of freedom of 

expression, opinion, and press, and the other freedoms that have been made available 

to the people by the steps of reform, and by the unprecedented interaction among the 

forces of society that Egypt is witnessing now.  

 

(M1.13:33)  

 ُھعنصت نلو ،ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا ھُقُقحی نل ،ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو ،ْتالكشم نمُ ھھجاون ام َّنكل
 ىضوفلا

 lakinna ma nuwājihuhu min muškilāt wa mā nasʿā ilayhi min ahdāf lan yuḥaqiquhu l-

lugūʾa ila l-ʿunf wa lan taṣnaʿahu l-fawḍā 

 

 But, the problems we are facing and the goals we are aspiring to achieve will not be 

attained by resorting to violence, nor will they be accomplished by chaos  

 

(M1.14:34)  

 ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا ِرشنل ىعسی نم مھنیب َسدنی نأ ،مھبُ أبرتو
 .هانینب ام ِمدھو

 wa tarbaʾu bi-him an yandassa bayna-hum man yasʿā li-našri l-fawḍā wa nahbi l-

mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah wa ʾišʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa hadmi mā banaynāh. 

 

 and it is distancing them from allowing to sneak among them those who seek to spread 

anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and knock down what 

we have built. 

 
The solidarity Mubarak attempted to establish with the ‘good’ pole by employing the 

Third Class WE was based on four grounds: suffering the same current problems together 

(M1.13:35); surviving hard times together (M1.22:36); having the same choices, destiny, 
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goals, and future (M1.26:38); and sharing the responsibility for achieving those goals 

(M1.24:37; M1.28:39).  

 (M1.13:35)  

 ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو ،ْتالكشم نمُ ھھجاون ام 
  ma nuwājihuhu min muškilāt wa mā nasʿā ilayhi min ahdāf 

 the problems we are facing and the goals we are aspiring to achieve 

 

 (M1.22:36)  

 امدنعو ،ْدحاو ٍبعشو ٍةدحاو ٍةمأك اھانھجاو امدنع ،اھیلع انبلغت ْ،ةبعصً اتاقوأ ،لبق نمً اعم انزتجا دقل 
 ْفادھأ نم ،ِھیلإ ىعسن ام انددحو ،انَتھجوو ،انَقیرط انْفِرع

 la-qad ijtaznā maʾan min qabl ʾawqātan ṣaʿbah, taġalabnā ʿalaihā ʿindamā 

wājahnāhā ka-ʾummatin wāḥidah wa šaʿbin wāḥid, wa ʿindamā ʿarifnā ṭarīqanā wa 

wijhatanā wa ḥaddadnā mā nasʿā ʾilayhi min ʾahdāf.  

 

 We have indeed survived hard times together; we have surmounted them when we 

faced them as one nation and one people, and when we knew our way and our 

destination and specified our targets. 

 

(M1.24:37) 

 ،ِيعولاب ىوس ،اھِقیقحتل ٍلیبس نم انمامأ َسیلو ،انَلَبقتسمو انرَئاصم ُددحتس يتلا يھ ،اَنَفادھأو انَتاَرایخ َّنإ 
 َلبقتسم انْرِئامضو اِنلوقع يف ىعرنو ْ،ھیلع ينبنو ،ْهانققح ام ىلع ُظفاِحُن ،ْحافكلا )فكلا(و ِلمعلاو
 .نطولا

 ʾinna xiyārātanā wa ʾahdāfanā hiya llatī sa-tuḥaddidu maṣāʾiranā wa mustaqbalanā, 

wa laysa ʾamāmanā min sabīlin li-taḥqīqihā siwā bi-l-waʿyī wa-l-ʿamali wa-l-kifāḥ, 

nuḥāfiẓu ʿalā mā ḥaqqaqnāh, wa nabnī ʿalaīh wa narʿā fī ʿuqūlinā wa ḍamāʾirinā 

mustaqbala l-waṭn. 

 

 Our choices and goals are indeed what will determine our fates and future; we have 

no way to achieve them other than awareness, work, and struggle, saving what we 

have achieved, building on it, and keeping in our minds and consciences the future of 

the homeland. 

 

(M1.26:38)  

 ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ،ًادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل 

 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم ىلع
Wa ʾinnanī mutaḥamilan masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fī l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-

muwāṭinīn, lan asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa li-hāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa 

ʿalā muwāṭinīnā, wa li-hāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa 

mustaqbalinā. 



 52 

Shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 

citizens, I will never ever allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our citizens 

nor this apprehension to cast its shadows on our destiny and future.   

 

 (M1.28:39)  

 اناطخ ِقیرطلا ىلع َددس 
 saddada ʿalā ṭ-ṭarīqi xuṭānā 

 guide our steps towards the right path  

The above-mentioned four grounds were not balanced, numerically and temporally: Mubarak 

employed the Third Class WE only once to talk about the current problems he and the Egyptians 

were facing (M1.13: 33), and twice to describe the achievements he and the Egyptian people had 

made together, using the two generic and abrupt phrases mā banaynāh (what we have built) 

(M1.14: 34) and mā ḥaqqaqnāh (what we have achieved) (M1.24: 37). On the other hand, he 

employed the Third Class WE eight times to talk about the hard times he and the Egyptians had 

survived together in the past (M1.22:36; M1.24:37), and fourteen times to talk about sharing the 

same future goals and the responsibility for achieving them (M1.13:35; M1.24:37; M1.26:38; 

M1.28:39). The solidarity Mubarak attempted to establish with the people was therefore mainly 

based on future goals and aspirations, not on current affairs or specific past achievements.  

 
2.5.1.3.4. Fourth Class WE    

Mubarak employed the Fourth Class WE six times, in order to indirectly accuse the protesters, 

as well as whoever did not support him, of being ill-intentioned and disregardful of the 

interests of the homeland. The Fourth Class WE enabled Mubarak to swiftly pass his serious 

accusations, which sometimes amounted to disloyalty, without having to worry about their 

sharp implications, as it covered him deictically with a collective façade of bonding with the 

people, and represented him as if he were speaking about himself and the people together, 

while in reality he was distancing himself and implicating that the protesters were ill-

intentioned, unpatriotic (M1.3:40), disloyal (M1.19:43) rioters (M1.6:41) and anarchists 

(M1.10:42).  
 (M1.3:40)  

 ،دصقلا َةمالس ىخوتت ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصو ًةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ
  .نطولا َحلاصو

 ataḥadaṯu ilaykum fī ẓarfin daqīq yafridu ʿalaina jamīʿan waqfatan jādatan wa-ṣādiqatan 

maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd wa ṣāliḥa l-waṭan. 

  

 I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and honest 

stance with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland. 
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 (M1.6:41)  

 مھِقحلً امارتحا ،اھتایادب يف ،مھتیامح ىلا ترداب دقف ،انِبابش عم ِةطرشلا ِتاوق لماعت يف ً،احضاو َكلذ َناكو
 َماظنلا َددھت ٍبغش ِلامعأل ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ْلوحتت نأ لبقو ،نوناقلا ِراطإ يف َمت ،املاط ،يملسلا رھاظتلا يف
 .نینطاوملل ْةیمویلا َةایحلا ُقیعُتو ،ماعلا

 kāna ḏālika wāḍiḥan fi taʿāmuli quwāti š-šurṭah maʿa šabābinā faqad bādarat ilā 

ḥemāyatihim fī bidāyātihā iḥtirāman li-ḥaqihim fi t-taẓāhuri s-silmī ṭālamā tamma fī ʾiṭāri 

l-qānūn wa qabla ʾan tataḥwal hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt li-ʾaʿmāli šaġabin tuhaddida n-niẓāma 

l-ʿām wa tuʿīqu l-ḥayāta l-yawmiyyah li-l-muwāṭinīn.  

 

 That was evidenced in the way the police dealt with our youth and rushed to protect them, 

at the beginning, in respect of their right to protest peacefully within the framework of law, 

before these demonstrations turned into acts of riot, threatening public order and 

obstructing the daily life of citizens.   

 
(M1.10:42)  

 ًةیطارقمید الف ،ْساكتنالاو ىضوفلا ىلا ِبوعشلاب ْتقلزنا ،ْةدیدع ٍةلثمأ نم انب ُطیحی امم ْرذاحُن ْنأ انیلعو
   .ْتَظَفَح ًارارقتسا الو ،ْتققح

 wa ʿalainā an nuḥāḏir mimmā yuḥīṭu binā min ʾamṯilatin ʿadīdah inzalaqat bi-š-šʿūbi ilā 
l-fawḍā wa l-ʾintikās, fa-lā dimuqrātiyatan ḥaqqaqat wa lā stiqrāran ḥafaẓat. 

 We have to be cautious of the many examples, around us, which slid the people towards 
chaos and setback, without achieving democracy or maintaining stability.  

 
(M1.19:43) 

 ْنطولا ِحلاص َةاعارم ،ةیرصِمو ٍّيرصِم ِلكبو ،اِنبابشب ُبیھأ يننإ  
 ʾinnanī ʾahību bi-šabābinā  wa bi-kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, murāʿāta ṣāliḥi l-waṭan 
 I am indeed calling upon our youth and upon every Egyptian man and woman to consider 

the interest of the homeland 
 

 
 

2.5.1.4.  Second-person plural pronoun ‘YOU’  

Relevant to the Fourth Class WE, which can be considered as a manipulative, indirect 

YOU, is the second-person pronoun YOU which Mubarak employed only twice in the first 

speech, in order to establish his power and anchor his authority on more than one level. 

In the first instance, he used the second-person pronoun YOU to warn the people that he 

was addressing them at critical times that necessitate seriousness, honesty, well 

intentions, and patriotism; he did so after establishing the relationship between himself 

and the people as one between the President and his citizens, by addressing them as al-

ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn, (brother citizens) (M1.3:44).  

 

In the second instance, he also used this deictic pronoun after addressing the people as 

ʾayuha l-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (O Brother citizens), in order to assume two other levels of 
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authority, in addition to his legal one as the President of the republic, i.e. the spiritual 

authority of the man selected by Fates to be the President and the  professional authority 

of the fighter who had exhausted his life defending Egypt and its people (M1.21:45). 

Mubarak did not employ the Fourth Class WE in either of these two instances and opted 

for the ordinary, open, non-problematic second-person pronoun YOU because he wanted 

to establish his authority and specify his relation with the people in a manner as clear as 

possible and because the message he was sending was not accusatory, hence he did not 

need the manipulative subtlety embedded in the Fourth Class WE.  

 (M1.3:44)  

 ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصو ًةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ ،نونطاوملا ْةوخإلا
  .نطولا َحلاصو ،دصقلا َةمالس ىخوتت

al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn, ataḥadaṯu ilaykum fī ẓarfin daqīq yafridu ʿalaina jamīʿan 
waqfatan jādatan wa-ṣādiqatan maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd wa ṣāliḥa l-
waṭan. 

I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and honest 
stance with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland.  

 

(M1.21:45)  

 ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ ،نونطاوملا هوخإلا اھیأ 
  ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ َةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا

  ʾayuha l-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn, ʾinni lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-

jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala 

masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman. 

 

  O brother citizens, I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, 

but indeed as an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of 

this homeland and who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

 

2.5.1.5. hāʾu l-ġaibah  

Mubarak employed hāʾu l-ġaibah ةبیغلا ءاھ  (the H of the Absent), which corresponds to the 

English ITS and(or) THEIR, in eleven instances in the first speech. Given that hāʾu l-

ġaibah distances the noun it is suffixed to and absents it from the deictic center of the 

speaker, it resulted in detaching Mubarak from Egypt, its stability, and its people 

(M1.9:46); from Egypt and its region (M1.10:47); from Egypt, its youth, and its future 

(M1.14:48); from Egypt and its sons (M1.19:49); from Egypt and its future (M1.25:50); 
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from Egypt, its stability, and the security of its people (M1.27:51); and from Egypt and 

its people (M1.28:52).  

(M1.9:46)  
 ٍتاقلزنمل ،اھِبعشِبو اھب ِفارجنالا ِمدعبو ،اھرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلاب ،ْردقلا ِتاذب ُكسمتأ 
 ْةریطخ

ʾatamasaku bi-ẓāti l-qadr bi-l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrāriha wa bi-ʿadami l-
injirāfi bi-hā wa bi-šaʿbihā  li-munzalaqātin xaṭīrah 
 
I adhere, as strongly, to safeguarding the security and stability of Egypt and not 
allowing it and its people to be over-swept to dangerous slippery slopes 
 
 

 (M1.10:47)  

 ًاریثأتو ،ًالَقِثو ،ًارودو ً،اناكس ،اھِتقطنم يف ٍةلود رُبكأ يھ َرصم نإ 

ʾinna miṣra hiya ʾakbaru dawlatin fī minṭaqatihā, sukkānnan wa dawran wa ṯiqalan 
wa taʾṯīran 
 

 Egypt is indeed the biggest country in its region, in terms of population, role, weight, 

and influence  

 (M1.14:48)  

 ،اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )نك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ 

 ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā, wa hiya tataṭallaʿu ilay-him kay yaṣnaʿū 

mustaqbalahās 

 The youth of Egypt are indeed the dearest it has and it is looking up at them to make 

its future 

 (M1.19:49)  

 اھِئانبأو َرصِم ُتاعلطت ُققحتت ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ىلع ِءادتعالاو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإب سیلف 

 fa-laysa bi-išʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa l-ʾiʿtidāʿi ʿalā l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah, 

tataḥaqaqu taṭaluʿātu miṣra wa ʾabnāʾiha, 

 It is not by setting fires and vandalizing public and private properties that the 

aspirations of Egypt and its sons can be achieved 

 (M1.25:50) 

 َفوخلا ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأ نم ِةحساكلا ِةیبلغألا ِبولق يف ْتقلأ ْ،ةیضاملا ُةلیلقلا ُمایألاو ،ْمویلا َثادحأ َّنإ
 اھِلبقتسمو ،ْرصم ىلع

  ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯa l-yawm wa *l-ʾayāmu l-qalīlatu l-māḍiyah ʾalqat fī qulūbi l-ʾaġlabiyati 

l-kāsiḥa min abnāʾi š-šaʿb al-xawfa ʿalā miṣr wa mustaqbalihā 
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 The incidents of today and the past few days have indeed cast within the hearts of the 

overwhelming majority of the sons of the people fear for Egypt and its future 

 (M1.27:51)  

 اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو

 wa sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrārihā wa ʾamāni šaʿbihā 

 I will defend the security and stability of Egypt and the safety of its people 

 (M1.28:52)  

 اھَبعشو ،ْرصِم ُهللا َظِفح 

 ḥafiẓa Allāhu Miṣra wa šaʿbahā  

 May Allah safeguard Egypt and its people and guide our steps towards the right path  

 

2.5.2.  Argumentative manifestations of power: Logical analysis of the fallacies in the first 

speech of Mubarak  

Mubarak committed thirteen fallacies in his first speech: petitio principii (the fallacy of 

begging the question), argumentum ad metum (appeal to fear), slippery slope argumentum ad 

consequentiam (argument from consequences), argumentum ad baculum (appeal to 

force/threats), argumentum ad fidem (appeal to religion), bifurcation fallacy (black and white 

fallacy), argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to emotions), argumentum ad superbiam 

(appeal to pride), straw man fallacy, red herring fallacy, ignoratio elenchi (irrelevant 

conclusion), argumentum ad hominem (personal attack), and argumentum ad populum 

(appeal to popular favour).  

 

The fallacy most frequently committed in this speech is petitio principii (the fallacy of begging 

the question), i.e. presupposing a conclusion, that is not likely to be known or admitted by the 

addressee, and ‘smuggling’ it into the wording of premises (Tindale 2007: 72-77); this fallacy 

is ‘essentially fallacious’ because it is a presumptive argument from authority (Whately 1848: 

513). Mubarak committed this fallacy in fifty-seven instances in order to presuppose 

controversial propositional content, that represented himself positively and his opponents 

negatively, and to pass that content as agreed upon premises whose truth value is taken for 

granted: Mubarak had instructed the government to give the protesters the opportunity to 

express their opinions (M1.4:53); the protests were hijacked and their slogans were traded on 
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(M1.5:54); the police were protecting the protester, but the latter turned violent and chaotic 

and threatened public order (M1.6:56); The protests took place because of the democracy, 

liberties, and freedoms of expression, opinion, and press that Mubarak had nurtured 

(M1.7:58); Mubarak had always stressed that sovereignty is to the people and had always 

safeguarded their right to exercise the freedoms of opinion and expression (M1.8:59); 

Mubarak had always sided with the right of the citizens to express their opinions (M1.9:61); 

Egypt was a state of law run by the constitution (M1.10:62); Mubarak had combatted 

unemployment, improved living standards, and fought poverty and corruption before the 

protests (M1.12:63); Mubarak was well aware of the aspirations, suffering, and pain of the 

people and had been working on alleviating them on a daily basis (M1.13:64); the protesters 

were violent anarchists (M1.13:64); Mubarak considered the Egyptian youth the most 

valuable asset in Egypt, but they allowed anarchists, plunders, saboteurs, and arson attackers 

to sneak among them (M1.14:66); Mubarak had started political, economic, and social reform 

and was keen on continuing it in order to establish a free, democratic, open society 

(M1.15:67); Mubarak had always sided with the poor and regulated economic reform policies, 

so as not to affect them adversely (M1.16:68); and Mubarak was adamant to continue the 

social, economic, and political reform he had started; to confirm his respect for the judiciary 

and its independence; to establish more democracy, freedoms, and employment; to improve 

living standards and services; and to increase support for the poor and those on low income 

(M1.23:69). In addition to their being instances of the presumptive petitio principii (fallacy of 

begging the question), all these instances violate the Pragma-Dialectic Rules 6, 7, and 8 of 

Critical Discussion.  

 

 (M1.4:53)  

 .مھبلاطمو َنینطاوملا ءارأ نع ریبعتلل ،اھمامأ ِةصرفلا ِةحاتا ىلع ُددشُت ،ةموكحلل يتامیلعت تناك 
  kānat taʿlīmātī li-l-ḥukumah tušadidu ʿalā itāḥati l-forṣah amāmāha li-l-taʿbīr ʿan ʾārāʾi l-

mwāṭinīn wa-maṭālibihim 

  my instructions to the government emphasized giving them the opportunity to express the 

opinions and demands of the people.  

 
(M1.5:54)  

 اھتاراعشب ِةرجاتملاو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ِةجوم ِءالتعال ،ضعبلا ْتالواحم ُتعبات مث
  ṯumma tābaʿtu muḥāwalāt al-baʿḍ li-ʿtilāʾi mawjati hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt wa-l-mutājarati bi-

šiʿārātihā  

  Then, I followed up the attempts of some people to take a free ride of the wave of those protests 

and to trade on their slogans  
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(M1.5:55)  

 .ةطرشلا ِتاوقو َنیرھاظتملا نم ،ْءایربا ایاحض نم ُةنع ْترفسأ امل ،فسألا َلك ُتفَِسأو

  wa ʾasiftu kulla l-ʾasaf li-ma ʾasfarat ʿan-hu min ḍaḥāyā ʾabriyyāʾ mina l-mutaẓāhirīn wa 

quwāti š-šurṭah 

   and I was sorry all the sorriness for the innocent victims, from the protesters and the police, 

who died as a result.  

 

(M1.6:56)  

 ،مھتیامح ىلا ترداب دقف ،انِبابش عم ِةطرشلا ِتاوق لماعت يف ً،احضاو َكلذ َناكو ،تامیلعتلا ِهذھ ِذیفنتب ةموكحلا ْتمزتلا دقل
 يملسلا رھاظتلا يف مھِقحلً امارتحا ،اھتایادب يف

  la-qad iltazamat ʾalḥukūmah bi-tanfīḏi hāḏihi t-taʿlīmāt wa kāna hāḏa wāḍiḥan fi taʿāmuli 

quwāti š-šurṭah maʿa šabābinā faqad bādarat ilā ḥemāyatihim fī bidāyātihā iḥtirāman li-

ḥaqihim fi t-taẓāhuri s-silmī  

  The government has indeed committed itself to implementing these directives, as evidenced in 

the way the police dealt with our youth and rushed to protect them, at the beginning, in respect 

of their right to protest peacefully  

 

(M1.6:57)  

 .نینطاوملل ْةیمویلا َةایحلا ُقیعُتو ،ماعلا َماظنلا َددھت ٍبغش ِلامعأل ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ْلوحتت نأ لبق

  qabla ʾan tataḥwal hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt li-ʾaʿmāli šaġabin tuhaddida n-niẓāma l-ʿām wa tuʿīqu 

l-ḥayāta l-yawmiyyah li-l-muwāṭinīn  

   before these demonstrations turned into acts of riot, threatening public order and obstructing 

the daily life of citizens.   

 

(M1.7:58) 

 ِتاحاسملا الول ،متت نأ اھل ناك ام ،ةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِماوعألا َلالخ ،ةیجاجتحا ٍتافقو نم اھلبق ُهاندھش امو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ َنإ
 الولو ،بعشلا ءانبأل ِحالصالا تاوطخ اھتحاتأ يتلا ،ْتایرحلا نم اھِریغو ،ةفاحصلاو ،ریبعتلاو ،يأرلا ةیرحل ،ةضیرعلا
 .عمتجملا ىوقل ،ٍقوبسم َریغ ٍلعافت نم ْرصمُ هدھشت ام

  ʾinna hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt wa mā šhhidnāhu qablahā min waqafātin ʾiḥtijājiyah xilāla l-ʾaʿwāmi 

l-qalīlati l-māḍiyah mā kāna lahā an tatim lawlā l-misāḥāti l-ʿarīḍah li-ḥurriyyat ar-rʾaī wa 

t-taʿbīr wa s-saḥāfah wa ġairihā mina l-ḥurriyyāt allati atāḥat’hā  xuṭūwāti l-ʾislāḥ liʾabnāʾi 

š-šaʿb wa lawlā mā tašhadhu misr min tafāʿulin ġayra masbūqin li-quwā l-mujtamaʿ.  

 

  Indeed, these demonstrations as well as the protesting stands we witnessed over the past few 

years would have never happened without the wide spaces of freedom of expression, opinion, 

and press, and the other freedoms that have been made available to the people by the steps of 
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reform, and by the unprecedented interaction among the forces of society that Egypt is 

witnessing now. 

 

(M1.8:59)  

 نأ ،لظأ َفوسو ًارارم ُتدكأ ،ْتاطلسلا نیب ٍمكحك ،ْروتسدلا يل اھلوخ يتلا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ
 ْبعشلل َةدایسلا

  ʾinnanī karaʾīsin li-l-jumhuriyah wa muqtaḍā as-salāḥiyat allati xwalahā lī ad-dustūr, 

kaḥakamin bayna s-suluṭāt, ʾakadtu mirāran wa sawfa ʾaẓal anna s-siyādata li-l-šaʿb  

 

   I, in my capacity as the president of the republic, and by virtue of the powers conferred upon 

me by the constitution as the arbitrator among authorities, have indeed reiterated, and will 

continue to do so, that sovereignty is to the people 

 

(M1.8:60)  

 .نوناقلا ِمارتحاو ،ْةیعرشلا ِراطإ يف َكلذ َمت املاط ،ْریبعتلاو يأرلا ِةیرح ِةسرامم يف ِھقحب ً،امئاد ُكسمتأ َفوسو
  wa sawfa ʾatamasaku dāʾiman bi-ḥaqihi fi mumārasat ḥuriyyati r-raʾī wa t-taʿbīr and I will 

always adhere to their right to exercise the freedoms of opinion and expression  

 

(M1.9:61)  

 مھِئارآ ِءادبإ يف َنینطاوملا ِةیرحل ،ْزایحنالا َلك ُزاحنأ
   anḥāzu kulla l-inḥiyāz li-ḥurriyyati l-muwātinīna fi ibdāʾi ʾarāʾihim 

   I side completely with the freedom of citizens to express their opinions 

 

(M1.10:62)  

 ْنوناقلاو ُروتسدلا اھُمُكحی ٍتاسسؤم ُةلود يھو ً،اریثأتو ً،الَقِثو ً،ارودو ً،اناكس ،اھِتقطنم يف ٍةلود رُبكأ يھ َرصم نإ
   ʾ inna miṣra […] dawlatu muʾasasātin yaḥkumuhā d-dustūru wa l-qānūn 

   Egypt is indeed the biggest country in its region, in terms of population, role, weight, and 

influence, a country of institutions, governed by the constitution and the rule of law. 

 
(M1.12:63)  

 ِةرصاحم ِدوھج يف ِعارسالا نم ِدیزملاو ،ةیطارقمیدلا نم ٍدیزمل ٍةعورشم ٍتاعلطت نع َربعتل ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ تءاج دقل
   .ْداسفلل ٍمسح ِلكب يدصتلاو ،ْرقفلا ِةحفاكمو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم ِنیسحتو ،ةلاطِبلا

  la-qad jāʾat hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt li-tuʿabira ʿan taṭaluʿātin mašrūʿah li-mazīdin mina d-

dīmuqrātiyah wa l-mazīdi mina l-isrāʿi fi juhūdi muḥāṣarati l-biṭālah wa taḥsīni mustawā l-

maʿīšah wa mukāfaḥati l-faqr wa t-taṣadī bi-kulli hasmin li-l-fasād. 

  These demonstrations have indeed aimed at expressing legitimate aspirations towards more 

democracy and more acceleration of the efforts of besieging unemployment, improving living 

standards, and fighting poverty and confronting corruption decisively.  

 



 60 

(M1.13:64)  

 َلك اھِلجأ نم ُلمعأو ً،اموی اھنع ْلصفنأ مل .ْھتاناعمو ِھمومھ َردق ً،ادیج ُملعأو ،ْبعشلل ِةعورشملا ِتاعلطتلا ِهذھ يعأ يننإ
 ْموی

  ʾinnanī ʾaʿī hāḏihi t-tataluʿāti l-mašrūʿah li-l-šaʿb wa ʾaʿlamu jayyidan qadra humūmihi wa 

muʿānātih. lam ʾanfaṣil ʿanhā yawman wa aʿmalu min ajlihā kulla yawm 

  I am indeed aware of these legitimate aspirations of the people; I know well the amount of their 

pain and suffering. I have never been detached from them for a single day, and I work on 

solving them every day. 

 

(M1.13:65)  

 ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا ھُقُقحی نل ،ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو
  mā nasʿā ilay-hi min ahdāf lan yuḥaqqiquhu l-lugūʾu ilā l-ʿunf wa lan taṣnaʿahu l-fawḍā   

  the problems we are facing and the goals we are aspiring to achieve will not be attained by 

resorting to violence, nor will they be accomplished by chaos 

 

(M1.14:66)  

 ِرشنل ىعسی نم مھنیب َسدنی نأ ،مھبُ أبرتو ،اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )نك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ
 .هانینب ام ِمدھو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ،ْةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا

ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā, wa hiya tataṭallaʿu ilay-him [XXX] kay yaṣnaʿū 
mustaqbalahā wa tarbaʾu bi-him an yandassa bayna-hum man yasʿā li-našri l-fawḍā wa nahbi 
l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah wa ʾišʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa hadmi mā banaynāh. 

 

The youth of Egypt are indeed the dearest it has and it is looking up at them to make its future 
and it is distancing them from allowing to sneak among them those who seek to spread 
anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and knock down what we 
have built.   

 

 

(M1.15:67)  

 ٌرح ،ٍيرصم ٍعمتجم ِلجا نم ،يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،ّيسایسلاِ حالصالا ِةلصاومب ،ْعزعزتی ال ٌتباث يعانتقا َّنإ
 ملاعلا ىلع ُحتفنیو ،ْرصعلا َمیق ُنضتحی ،يطارقمیدو

  ʾinna iqtināʿī ṯābitun la yatazaʿzaʿ bi-muwāsalati l-iṣlāḥi s-siyyāsī wa l-iqtiṣādī wa l-ijtimāʿī 

min ajli mujtamaʿin miṣriyyin ḥurrun wa dīmuqrāṭī yaḥtaḍinu qiyama l-ʿaṣr wa yanfatiḥu ʿalā 

l-ʿālam.  

 

  My conviction is indeed unshakably firm in continuing the political, economic, and social 

reform, for the sake of a free, democratic Egyptian society that embraces modern values and 

opens up to the world.  
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(M1.16:68)  
 نأ نم ُرطخأو ُربكأ َداصتقالا َّناب ً،اعنتقم ،ماودلا ىلع ِبعشلا ِءانبا نم ِءارقفلل ،ْلظأ فوسو ُتزحنإ ) [XXX]َحنإ( دقل
 ُھُلْمتحی امم َعرسأب يضمت ال يك ،يداصتقالا ِحالصإلل ،ِةموكحلاِ تاسایِس طبض ىلع ُتصِرَحو ،ُمھَدْحو َنییداصتقالل َكرتُی
 .مھِتاناعم نم ْدیزُی امب وأ ،ْبعشلا َءانبا

   la-qad [XXX] inḥaztu wa sawfa aẓal li-l-fuqarāʾi min ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb ʿalā d-dawām, 

muqtaniʾan bi-ʾanna l-iqtiṣād ʾakbaru wa ʾaxtaru min an yutraka li-l-iqtiṣādiyyīna 

waḥdahum, wa ḥariṣtu ʿalā ḍabṭi siyāsāti l-ḥukūmah li-l-islāḥi l-iqtiṣādyī kay la tamḍī bi-

asraʿa mimmā yaḥtamiluhu ʾabnāʾa š- šaʿb aw bimā yuzidu min muʿānātihim 

 

  I have indeed [XXX] taken the side of the poor people, all the time, and I will continue to do 

so, because I am convinced that economy is too big and dangerous to be left to economists 

alone. And I have always been keen on regulating the economic reform policies of the 

government, so as not to let them proceed at a pace faster than that which the sons of the people 

can endure or that which might increase their suffering. 

 

(M1.23:69)  

 انَمارتحا ُدكؤت ْ،ةدیدج ٍتاوطخب ِھیلع يضمنس ،ْءارولا ىلا ٍدادترا وأ ،ْھنع َعوجر ال ،هانرتخا يذلا ِحالصإلا َقیرط َّنإ 
ٌ ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ،ْنینطاوملل ِةیرحلا نم ِدیزملاو ،ْةیطارقمیدلا نم ِدیزملا َوحن ٌ،ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ،ْھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِلالقتسال
 .ْلخدلا يدودحمو ،ْءارقفلا ِبناج ىلإ ِفوقولل ٌةدیدج ٌتاوطْخو ،ْتاَمْدِخلا ِریوطتو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم ِعفرو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل

  ʾinna ṭarīqa l-ʾiṣlāḥi llaḏī ixtarnāh, lā rujūʿa ʿanhu ʾaw irtidādin illa l-warāʾ. sa-namḍī ʿalihi 

bi-xuṭūwāṭin jadīdah tuʾakidu iḥtrāmana l-istiqlāli l-qaḍāʾ wa ʾaḥkāmih, xuṭūwātin jadīdah 

naḥwa l-mazīdi mina d-dīmuqrāṭiyah wa l-mazīdi mina l-ḥurriyyah li-l-mūwāṭinīn, xuṭūwātin 

jadīdah li-muḥāṣarati l-biṭālah wa rafʿi mustawā l-maʿīšah wa taṭwīri l-xadamāt, wa 

xuṭūwātin jadīdah li-l-wqūfi ilā jānibi l-fuqarāʾ wa maḥdūdi d-daxl.  

 

  The way of reform we have chosen is indeed neither reversible nor does it have a U-turn. We 

will go through it with new steps that confirm our respect for the independence of the judiciary 

and its verdicts; new steps towards more democracy and more freedom to the citizens; new 

steps to besiege unemployment, raise living standards, and improve services; and new steps 

towards standing beside the poor and those on low income.  

 

The second most frequently committed fallacies were argumentum ad metum (appeal to fear) 

and slippery slope argumentum ad consequentiam (argument from consequences), which both 

appeal to the fears of the audience by foreseeably citing the allegedly unfavourable 

consequences of an action as a premise, in order to conclude that the action should not be 

taken, because it is the first step in a sequence of events that will lead to a horrible outcome 

(Tindale, 2007: 183-189; Fearnside & Holther, 1959: 94). Mubarak committed these fallacies 

in twenty-seven instances in order to frighten the people of the protests and the protesters, 

arguing that they had caused Egypt and Egyptians to go through critical times (M1.3:70); 
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protests and protesters were spreading anarchy, jeopardizing the security and stability of 

Egypt, over-sweeping it to dangerous slippery slopes, and threatening public order and social 

peace with unknown present and future repercussions (M1.9:71; M1.17:73); protests and 

protesters had dragged other countries to chaos, deprived them of their stability, and did not 

lead them to any democracy (M1.10:72); protests and protesters did not only allow criminals 

to spread chaos, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and sabotage what 

Egyptians had built (M1.14:74; M1.19:77), but also involved plotting against Egyptian 

stability and legitimacy (M1.18:76); protests and protesters hindered the program Mubarak 

had initiated for fighting unemployment and providing more education, health, and housing 

services (M1.17:73); protests and protesters were threatening not only Egypt, but also the 

earnings of Egyptians (M1.19:77); and protests and protesters allowed fear and apprehension 

to obsess the overwhelming majority of Egyptians and threatened their safety and security as 

well as those of Egypt  (M1.26:79; M1.27:80).     
(M1.3:70)  

.نطولا َحلاصو ،دصقلا َةمالس ىخوتت ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصوً ةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ 
  

    ataḥadaṯu ilaykum fī ẓarfin daqīq yafridu ʿala-ina jamīʿan waqfatan jādatan wa-ṣādiqatan 

maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd wa ṣāliḥa l-waṭan 

 

    I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and honest 

stance with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland.  

 

(M1.9:71) 

 ُكسمتا ،مھِئارآ ِءادبإ يف َنینطاوملا ِةیرحل ،ْزایحنالا َلك ُزاحنأ ذإ ،يننإو ،ىضوفلاو ِةیرحلا َنیب ُلصفیً اعیفرً اطیخ َّنإ
 ،ْماعلا َماظنلا ُددھُت ْ،ةریطخ ٍتاقلزنمل ،اھِبعشِبو اھب ِفارجنالا ِمدعبو ،اھرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلاب ،ْردقلا ِتاذب
  .ھلبقتسمو ْنطولا ِرضاح ىلع ،اھِتایعادتو ،اھادم ٌدحأ ُملعَی الو ،يعامتجالا َمالسلاو

    ʾinna xaiṭan rafīʿan yafṣilu bayna l-ḥurriyyah wa-l-fawḍā. wa innani ʾiẓ anḥāzu kulla l-

inḥiyāz li-ḥurriyyati l-muwātinīna fi ibdāʾi ʾarāʾihim, ʾatamasaku bi-ẓāti l-qadr bi-l-ḥifāẓi 

ʿalā ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrāriha wa bi-ʿadami l-injirāfi bi-hā wa bi-šaʿbihā  li-munzalaqātin 

xaṭīrah, tuhadidu n-niẓāma l-ʿām wa s-salāma l-ijtimāʿī wa la yaʿlamu ʾaḥadun madāhā 

wa tadāʿiyātihā ʿalā ḥādiri l-waṭan wa mustaqbalih. 

 

    A fine line is indeed separating between freedom and anarchy. While I side completely 

with the freedom of citizens to express their opinions, I adhere, as strongly, to safeguarding 

the security and stability of Egypt and not allowing it and its people to be over-swept to 

dangerous slippery slopes that threaten public order and social peace, and have unknown 

scope and repercussions on the present and future of the homeland.  
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(M1.10:72)  

 الو ،ْتققح ًةیطارقمید الف ،ْساكتنالاو ىضوفلا ىلا ِبوعشلاب ْتقلزنا ْ،ةدیدع ٍةلثمأ نم انب ُطیحی امم ْرذاحُن ْنأ انیلعو
    .ْتَظَفَح ًارارقتسا

    wa ʿalainā an nuḥāḏir mimmā yuḥīṭu binā min ʾamṯilatin ʿadīdah inzalaqat bi-š-šʿūbi ilā 

l-fawḍā wa l-ʾintikās, fa-lā dimuqrātiyatan ḥaqqaqat wa lā stiqrāran ḥafaẓat. 

 

    We have to be cautious of the many examples, around us, which slid the people towards 

chaos and setback, without achieving democracy or maintaining stability.   

 

(M1.17:73) 

 ،ْنینطاوملاو ِبابشلل اِھریغو ،ْناكسإلاو ،ْةحصلاو ،ْمیلعتلا ِتامَدَخ نم ،ِدیزملا ِةحاتإو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل انَجِماَنرِب ّنإ
 ،ْھنمآو ًةرقتسم ،ْرصِم ىلع ِظافحلابً انھر ُلظت

    ʾinna birnāmijanā li-muḥāṣarati l-bitālah wa ʾitāḥati l-maziydi min xadamāti t-taʿlīm wa 

ṣ-ṣiḥḥah wa l-ʾiskān wa ġairihā li-l-šabāb wa l-muwāṭinīn taẓalu rahnan bi-l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā 

miṣr mustaqiratan wa ʿāminatan 

 

    Our program to besiege unemployment and provide more services of education, health, 

housing, ... etc.  to the youth and citizens does remain contingent upon keeping Egypt stable 

and secure,  

 

(M1.14:74) 

 ىعسی نم مھنیب َسدنی نأ ،مھبُ أبرتو ،اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )نك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ
 .هانینب ام ِمدھو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ،ْةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا ِرشنل

    ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā, wa hiya tataṭallaʿu ilay-him kay yaṣnaʿū 

mustaqbalahā wa tarbaʾu bi-him an yandassa bayna-hum man yasʿā li-našri l-fawḍā wa 

nahbi l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah wa ʾišʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa hadmi mā banaynāh. 

 

    The youth of Egypt are indeed its dearest wealth and it is looking up at them to make its 

future and it is distancing them from allowing to sneak among them those who seek to 

spread anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and knock down 

what we have built. 

 

(M1.17:75) 

 ،ْنینطاوملاو ِبابشلل اِھریغو ،ْناكسإلاو ،ْةحصلاو ،ْمیلعتلا ِتامَدَخ نم ،ِدیزملا ِةحاتإو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل انَجِماَنرِب ّنإ
 يف ،ْلبقتسملل ُھُلامآو ُھُتابستكم ُعضی ال ،ْقیرعو ٍرضحتم ٍبعشل ًانطو ،ْھنمآو ًةرقتسم ،ْرصِم ىلع ِظافحلابً انھر ُلظت
 .ْحیرلا ِبھم

    ʾinna birnāmijanā li-muḥāṣarati l-bitālah wa ʾitāḥati l-maziydi min xadamāti t-taʿlīm wa ṣ-

ṣiḥḥah wa l-ʾiskān wa ġairihā li-l-šabāb wa l-muwāṭinīn taẓalu rahnan bi-l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā miṣr 
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mustaqiratan wa ʿāminatan, waṭanan li-šaʿbin mutaḥaḍirin wa ʿarīq la yaḍaʿu 

muktasabātuhu wa ʾāmāluhu li-l-mustaqbal fī mahabi r-rīḥ. 

 

    Our program to besiege unemployment and provide more services of education, health, 

housing, ... etc.  to the youth and citizens does remain contingent upon keeping Egypt stable 

and secure, a homeland of modern, civilized people who do not let their earnings and future 

aspirations twist in the wind. 

 

(M1.18:76) 

 ِةعزعزل ،كلذ نم َدعبأ ٍططخمل ،ْقئارحو ىضوفو ٍبھن نم َثدح ام ُزواجتی ،ْتارھاظتلا ِهذھ َلالخ ،ْثدح ام َّنإ
  .ةیعرشلا ىلع ِضاضقنالاو ،ْرارقتسالا

    ʾinna ma ḥadaṯa xilāla hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt yatajāwazu ma ḥadaṯa min nahbin wa fawḍā wa 

ḥarāʾiq, li-muxaṭaṭin abʿada min ẓālik, li-zaʿzaʿati l-istiqrār wa l-inqiḍāḍi ʿalā š-šarʿiyah. 

 

    What has happened during those demonstrations goes indeed beyond the looting, chaos, 

and arsons that took place to represent a plot aiming at shaking stability and preying on 

legitimacy.  

 

(M1.19:77) 

 سیلف ،مھِتابستكمو ،مھِنطو ِةیامحل اوُدصتی نأو ،ْنطولا ِحلاصَ ةاعارم ،ةیرصِمو ٍّيرصِم ِلكبو ،اِنبابشب ُبیھأ يننإ
 اھِئانبأو َرصِم ُتاعلطت ُققحتت ،ْةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ىلع ِءادتعالاو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإب

      ʾinnanī ʾahību bi-šabābinā wa bi-kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, murāʿāta ṣāliḥi l-waṭan, 

wa ʾan yataṣadaw li-ḥimāyati waṭanihim wa muktasabātihim fa-laysa bi-išʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq 

wa l-ʾiʿtidāʿi ʿalā l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah, tataḥaqqaqu taṭaluʿātu miṣra wa 

ʾabnāʾihā 

 

    I am indeed calling upon our youth and upon every Egyptian man and woman to consider 

the interest of the homeland and to stand up for protecting their homeland and their 

earnings. It is not by setting fires and vandalizing public and private properties that the 

aspirations of Egypt and its sons can be achieved 

 

 (M1.25:78) 

 ،ْرصم ىلع َفوخلا ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأ نم ِةحساكلا ِةیبلغألا ِبولق يف ْتقلأ ،ْةیضاملا ُةلیلقلا ُمایألاو ،ْمویلا َثادحأ َّنإ
  .ْبیرختلاو ،ِریمدتلاو ،ىضوفلاو ،ْفنعلا نم ِدیزملا ىلا ِفارجنالا نم َبسحتلاو ،اھِلبقتسمو

    ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯa l-yawm wa l-ʾayāmu l-qalīlatu l-māḍiyah ʾalqat fī qulūbi l-ʾaġlabiyati l-

kāsiḥa min abnāʾi š-šaʿb al-xawfa ʿalā miṣr wa mustaqbalihāʾinna ʾaḥdāṯa l-yawm wa *l-

ʾayāmu l-qalīlatu l-māḍiyah ʾalqat fī qulūbi l-ʾaġlabiyati l-kāsiḥa min abnāʾi š-šaʿb al-

xawfa ʿalā miṣr wa mustaqbalihā, wa t-taḥasuba mina l-injirāfi ila l-mazīdi mina l-ʿunf wa 

l-fawḍā wa t-tadmīri wa t-taxrīb. 
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    The incidents of today and the past few days have indeed cast within the hearts of the 

overwhelming majority of the sons of the people fear for Egypt and its future and 

apprehension about being over-swept towards more violence, chaos, destruction, and 

sabotage.  

 (M1.26:79)  

 اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ً،ادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسمً المحَتُم) تحم (يِنِنإو
 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا

    Wa ʾinnani [XXX] mutaḥamilan masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fī l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-

muwāṭinīn, lan asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa li-hāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿalā 

muwāṭinīnā, wa li-hāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa mustaqbalina. 

 

    Shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 

citizens, I will never ever allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our citizens nor 

that apprehension to cast its shadows on our fate and future.   

 

(M1.27:80)   

 َرصم ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو ،ْمھنامأو ،ْمھنمأ ،ْةّیرصِمو ٍيرصِم ِلكلُ ظفحت ،ٍتارارق ِةیأ ِذاختا يف ْنواھتأ ْنل
 .اھیلع ِةظفاحملاب ،ْنطولاو ِهللا َمامأ ً،انیمی ُتمسقأ يتلا ،ْةنامألاو ُةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف ،اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو

    lan ʾatahāwan fī itixāḏi ʾayyati qarārātin taḥfaẓu li-kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah 

ʾamnahum wa ʾamānahum, wa sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrārihā wa ʾamāni 

šaʿbihā, fatilka hiya l-masʾūliyatu w-l-ʾamānah allati ʾaqsamtu yamīnan ʾamāma llāhi wa 

l-waṭan bi-l-muḥāfaẓati ʿalaihā 

 

    I will not indeed hesitate to take any decisions that save the security and safety of every 

Egyptian man and woman and I will defend the security and stability of Egypt and the 

safety of its people. 

 

The third most frequently committed fallacy was argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to 

emotions), i.e. engaging the emotions of pity and mercy of the hearer and drawing upon them 

in a compelling manner that distracts their attention and unjustifiably interferes with their 

judgement and rational reasoning (Tindale 2007: 113-117). Mubarak committed this fallacy 

in order to stir the emotions of the people in fifteen instances, twelve on nationalistic grounds 

and three on personal ones. Nationalistically, he mitigated the sharpness and formal 

connotations of the legal vocative al-muwāṭinūn (citizens) by preceding it with the emotional 

kinship title al-ʾixwah (brothers) thrice, called upon the people to prioritize the national 

interests of their homeland (M1.3:81), praised the youth of Egypt as its dearest asset and 
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advised them to work hard to protect their own earnings and their country which needed them 

badly (M1.14:84; M1.19:85), and assimilated himself into the people by arguing that as he 

and them had survived hard times together, when they united and shared the same way, goals, 

and destination (M1.22:87), it is their responsibility to safeguard their country, build it, and 

keep its future in their minds and consciences (M1.24:88). Personally, he expressed his 

sorriness for the killed protesters and policemen (M1.5:82), confirmed that he had been living 

the pains and suffering of the people and working on alleviating them day by day (M1.13:83), 

and reminded the people that he had exhausted his life defending Egypt and its people in war 

and peace (M1.21:86). 

 

(M1.3:81) 

 ،دصقلا َةمالس ىخوتت ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصو ًةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ
 .نطولا َحلاصو
 

    ataḥadaṯu ilaykum fī ẓarfin daqīq yafridu ʿala-ina jamīʿan waqfatan jādatan wa-

ṣādiqatan maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd wa ṣāliḥa l-waṭan. 

 

    I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and honest 

stance with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland. 

 

(M1.5:82)  

 ْءایربا ایاحض نم ُةنع ْترفسأ امل ،فسألا َلك ُتفِسَأو
    wa ʾasiftu kulla l-ʾasaf li-ma ʾasfarat ʿan-hu min ḍaḥāyā ʾabriyyāʾ 

    and I was sorry all the sorriness for the innocent victims, from the protesters and the 

police, who died as a result.  

 

(M1.13:83)  

 ُلمعأو ً،اموی اھنع ْلصفنأ مل .ْھتاناعمو ِھمومھ َردق ،ًادیج ُملعأو ،ْبعشلل ِةعورشملا ِتاعلطتلا ِهذھ يعأ ،يننإ
 ،ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا ھُقُقحی نل ،ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو ،ْتالكشم نمُ ھھجاون ام َّنكل ،ْموی َلك اھِلجأ نم
 .ْداجلا ْصلخملا ،ْلمعلاو ،ينطولا ُراوحلا ُ،ھُعنصیو ُ،ھقِقحی امنإو ،ىضوفلا ُھعنصت نلو
 

    ʾinnanī ʾaʿī hāḏihi t-tataluʿāti l-mašrūʿah li-l-šaʿb wa ʾaʿlamu jayyidan qadra humūmihi 

wa muʿānātih. lam ʾanfaṣil ʿanhā yawman wa aʿmalu min ajlihā kulla yawm, lakinna ma 

nuwājihuhu min muškilāt wa mā nasʿā ilay-hi min ahdāf lan yuḥaqiquhu l-lugūʾu ilā l-

ʿunf wa lan taṣnaʿahu l-fawḍā, wa innama yuḥaqiquhu wa yaṣnaʿuhu l-ḥiwāru l-waṭanī 

wa l-ʿamal al-muxliṣ al-jād.  
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    I am indeed aware of these legitimate aspirations of the people; I know well the amount 

of their pain and suffering. I have never been detached from them for a single day, and I 

work on solving them every day. But, the problems we are facing and the goals we 

are aspiring to will not be achieved by resorting to violence, nor will they be 

accomplished by chaos, but will be achieved and established by national dialogue 

and sincere, hard work. 
 (M1.14:84) 

 مھنیب َسدنی نأ ،مھبُ أبرتو ،اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )نك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ
 .هانینب ام ِمدھو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا ِرشنل ىعسی نم

    ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā, wa hiya tataṭallaʿu ilay-him kay yaṣnaʿū 

mustaqbalahā wa tarbaʾu bi-him an yandassa bayna-hum man yasʿā li-našri l-fawḍā wa 

nahbi l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah wa ʾišʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa hadmi mā banaynāh. 

 

    The youth of Egypt are indeed its dearest wealth and it is looking up at them to make its 

future and it is distancing them from allowing to sneak among them those who seek to 

spread anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and knock down 

what we have built. 

 

(M1.19:85) 

 ،مھِتابستكمو ،مھِنطو ِةیامحل اوُدصتی نأو ،ْنطولا ِحلاص َةاعارم ،ةیرصِمو ٍّيرصِم ِلكبو ،اِنبابشب ُبیھأ يننإ
 ،امنإو ،اھِئانبأو َرصِم ُتاعلطت ُققحتت ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ىلع ِءادتعالاو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإب سیلف
   .ْنطولا ِلجأ نم ،ِداھتجالاو ،ِراوحلاو ،ِيعولاب ،ْلضفألا ِلبقتسملل ،ْتاعلطتلا ِهذھ ُققحتت
 

    ʾinnanī ʾahību bi-šabābinā wa bi-kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, murāʿāta ṣāliḥi l-waṭan, 

wa ʾan yataṣadaw li-ḥimāyati waṭanihim wa muktasabātihim, fa-laysa bi-išʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq 

wa l-ʾiʿtidāʿi ʿalā l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah, tataḥaqqaqu taṭaluʿātu miṣra wa 

ʾabnāʾihā, wa ʾinnamma tataḥaqaqu hāḏihi t-taṭaluʿāt li-l-mustaqbali l-afḍal, bi-l-waʿyi 

wa l-ḥiwār wa-l-ijtihād min ajli l-waṭan. 

 

    I am indeed calling upon our youth and upon every Egyptian man and woman to consider 

the interest of the homeland and to stand up for protecting their homeland and their 

earnings. It is not by setting fires and vandalizing public and private properties that the 

aspirations of Egypt and its sons can be achieved, but those aspirations towards a better 

future can be achieved by awareness, dialogue, and hard work for the sake of the 

homeland.  
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(M1.21:86) 

 ،نطولا اذھ َةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ

 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو

ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā 
ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā 
ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman 
 
I am indeed not addressing you today as a President of the republic only, but indeed as 
an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland and 
who exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

(M1.22:87)  

 انْفِرع امدنعو ،ْدحاو ٍبعشو ٍةدحاو ٍةمأك اھانھجاو امدنع ،اھیلع انبلغت ْ،ةبعصً اتاقوأ ،لبق نمً اعم انزتجا دقل
 .ْفادھأ نم ،ِھیلإ ىعسن ام انددحو ،انَتھجوو ،انَقیرط

    la-qad ijtaznā maʾan min qabl ʾawqātan ṣaʿbah, taġalabnā ʿalaihā ʿindamā wājahnāhā 

ka-ʾummatin wāḥidah wa šaʿbin wāḥid, wa ʿindamā ʿarifnā ṭarīqanā wa wijhatanā wa 

ḥaddadnā mā nasʿā ʾilayhi min ʾahdāf. 

  

    We have indeed survived hard times together; we have surmounted them when we faced 

them as one nation and one people, and when we knew our way and our destination and 

specified our targets.  

 

(M1.24:88) 

 ،ِيعولاب ىوس ،اھِقیقحتل ٍلیبس نم انمامأ َسیلو ،انَلَبقتسمو انرَئاصم ُددحتس يتلا يھ ،اَنَفادھأو انَتاَرایخ َّنإ
 .نطولا َلبقتسم انْرِئامضو اِنلوقع يف ىعرنو ْ،ھیلع ينبنو ،ْهانققح ام ىلع ُظفاِحُن ،ْحافكلا  )فكلا (و ِلمعلاو

    ʾinna xiyārātanā wa ʾahdāfanā hiya llatī sa-tuḥadidu maṣāʾiranā wa mustaqbalanā, wa 

laysa ʾamāmanā min sabīlin li-taḥqīqihā siwā bi-l-waʿyī wa l-ʿamali wa l-kifāḥ, nuḥāfiẓu 

ʿalā mā ḥaqaqnāh, wa nabnī ʿalaīh wa narʿā fī ʿuqūlinā wa ḍamāʾirinā mustaqbala l-

waṭn  

    Our choices and goals are indeed what will determine our fates and future; we have no 

way to achieve them other than awareness, work, and struggle, saving what we have 

achieved, building on it, and keeping in our minds and consciences the future of the 

homeland. 

 

The fourth most frequently committed fallacy is argumentum ad baculum (appeal to 

force/threats), i.e. drawing a conclusion on the basis of an appeal to force or threats that is 

irrelevant to determining the truth or falsity of the argument at issue (Tindale 2007: 108-113). 

Mubarak committed this fallacy, in twelve instances, in order to anchor his power, establish 

his authority, and threaten the people indirectly and directly: he called them al-muwāṭinūn 
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(citizens) thrice, a vocative that invokes as its legal counterpart, at the other end of the 

communication continuum, the title of President; he flagged up his position twice by 

mentioning that he is the President of the republic (M.8:89; M1.21:90); he highlighted his 

constitutional powers as the arbitrator among the authorities (M1.8:91) and the guardian of 

the security, stability, and safety of Egypt and its people, who will not hesitate to take any 

decisions to safeguard and protect them (M1.26:92; M1.27:93); and he added a divine level 

of authority by arguing that he was assigned the responsibility of Egypt by Fates (M1.21:94). 
(M1.8:89) 

 ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ
     ʾinnanī ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyah 

I, in my capacity as the president of the republic  

 

(M1.21:90) 

 بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
    ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb  

I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only 

 

(M1.8:91)  

 ْتاطلسلا نیب ٍمكحك ،ْروتسدلا يل اھلوخ يتلا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو
    muqtaḍā as-salāḥiyat allati xwalahā lī ad-dustūr, kaḥakamin bayna s-suluṭāt, 

     by virtue of the powers conferred upon me by the constitution as the arbitrator among 

authorities  

 

(M1.26:92)  

 اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ً،ادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسم ًالمحَتُم) ًالمتحم (يِنِنإو
 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا

    wa ʾinnanī mutaḥamilan masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fī l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-muwāṭinīn, 

lan asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa li-hāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿalā muwāṭinīnā, 

wa li-hāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa mustaqbalina. 

 

    shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 

citizens, I will indeed never ever allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our 

citizens nor that apprehension to cast its shadows on our fate and future. 

 

(M1.27:93)  

 نع ُعفادأ َفوسو ،ْمھنامأو ،ْمھنمأ ،ْةّیرصِمو ٍيرصِم ِلكل ُظفحت ،ٍتارارق ِةیأ ِذاختا يف ْنواھتأ ْنل يننأ ،ْدیدج نم ُلوقأو
 ِةظفاحملاب ،ْنطولاو ِهللا َمامأ ً،انیمی ُتمسقأ يتلا ،ْةنامألاو ُةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف ،اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ
 .اھیلع
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    wa ʾaqūlu min jadīd, ʾannanī lan ʾatahāwan fī itixāḏi ʾayyati qarārātin taḥfaẓu li-kulli 

miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah ʾamnahum wa ʾamānahum, wa sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni miṣra wa 

stiqrārihā wa ʾamāni šaʿbihā, fa-tilka hiya l-masʾūliyatu w-l-ʾamānah allati ʾaqsamtu 

yamīnan ʾamāma llāhi wa l-waṭan bi-l-muḥāfaẓati ʿalaihā. 

 

    I am saying it again: I will not indeed hesitate to take any decisions that save the security 

and safety of every Egyptian man and woman and I will defend the security and stability 

of Egypt and the safety of its people. That is the responsibility and the trust I have taken 

the oath in front of Allah and the homeland to safeguard.  

 

(M1.21:94)  

 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ َةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك
    ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā ḥayātahu 

min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman. 

 

    as an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland 

and who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

The fifth most frequently committed fallacy is argumentum ad hominem (personal attack), 

i.e. analysing or arguing a case not on its merits, but by emotively attacking the personality, 

motives, or background of its proponent (Tindale 2007: 81-97). Mubarak committed this 

fallacy in six instances by attacking the behaviour, motives, and background of the protesters 

instead of refuting their arguments and demands: he described them as free riders who 

exploited the protests and traded on their slogans (M1.5:95) and violent anarchists, plunderers, 

saboteurs, rioters, arson attackers, and fear mongers who aimed at destabilizing the country 

and preying on legitimacy (M1.14:96; M1.18:97; M1.25:98; M1.6:99; M1.26:100).   

 
(M1.5:95)  

 اھتاراعشب ِةرجاتملاو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ِةجوم ِءالتعال ،ضعبلا ْتالواحم ُتعبات مث
    ṯumma tābaʿtu muḥāwalāt al-baʿḍ li-ʿtilāʾi mawjati hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt wa-l-mutājarati bi-

šiʿārātihā 

    Then, I followed up the attempts of some people to take a free ride of the wave of these 

protests and to trade on their slogans 

 

(M1.14:96)  

.هانینب ام ِمدھو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا ِرشنل ىعسی نم  
    man yasʿā li-našri l-fawḍā wa nahbi l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah wa ʾišʿāli l-

ḥarāʾiq wa hadmi mā banaynāh. 
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    those who seek to spread anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, 

and knock down what we have built. 

 

(M1.18:97) 

 ،كلذ نم َدعبأ ٍططخمل ،ْقئارحو ىضوفو ٍبھن نم َثدح ام ُزواجتی ،ْتارھاظتلا ِهذھ َلالخ ،ْثدح ام َّنإ
 .ةیعرشلا ىلع ِضاضقنالاو ،ْرارقتسالا ِةعزعزل

    ʾinna mā ḥadaṯa xilāla hāḏihi t-taẓāhurāt yatajāwazu ma ḥadaṯa min nahbin wa fawḍā wa 

ḥarāʾiq, li-muxaṭaṭin abʿada min ẓālik, li-zaʿzaʿati l-istiqrār wa l-inqiḍāḍi ʿalā š-šarʿiyah.  

 

    What has happened during those demonstrations goes indeed beyond the looting, chaos, 

and arsons that took place to represent a plot aiming at shaking stability and preying on 

legitimacy.  

 

(M1.25:98)  

  .ْبیرختلاو ،ِریمدتلاو ،ىضوفلاو ،ْفنعلا نم ِدیزملا ىلا ِفارجنالا نم
    al-injirāfi ila l-mazīdi mina l-ʿunf wa l-fawḍā wa t-tadmīri wa t-taxrīb. 

    over-sweping towards more violence, chaos, destruction, and sabotage.  

 

(M1.6:99) 

 .نینطاوملل ْةیمویلا َةایحلا ُقیعُتو ،ماعلا َماظنلا َددھت ٍبغش ِلامعأ
    ʾaʿmāli šaġabin *tuhaddida n-niẓāma l-ʿām wa tuʿīqu l-ḥayāta l-yawmiyyah li-l-

muwāṭinīn. 
    acts of riot, threatening public order and obstructing the daily life of citizens.   

 

(M1.26:100)  

 انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل
    hāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿalā muwāṭinīnā 

    this fear to obsess our citizens 

 

The sixth most frequently committed fallacy was argumentum ad fidem (appeal to religion), 

which Mubarak committed in five instances by opening the speech with the Islamic starter bi-

smi llāhi r-rahmāni r-rāhīm (In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most 

Merciful) and concluding it with the Islamic greeting of departure as-salāmu ʿalaikum wa 

raḥmatu llāhi wa barakātuh (peace, mercy, and blessings of Allah be upon you); by arguing 

that he was selected by Fates to shoulder the responsibility of Egypt and Egyptians 

(M1.21:101); by contending that the only reason why he was staying in power was to honour 

the oath he had taken before Allah and the homeland to protect Egypt (M1.27:102); and by 
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supplicating to Allah to protect Egypt and its people and to guide them to the right path 

(M1.28:103). 
 

(M1.21:101) 

 اذھَ ةیلوئسم َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ
 ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نم ُھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا

    ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb, wa innammā 

ka-miṣriyyin šāʾati l-aqdāru an yataḥamala masʾūliyata hāḏa l-waṭan wa ʾamḍā 

ḥayātahu min ajlihi ḥarban wa salāman. 

    I am not addressing you today as the President of the republic only, but indeed as an 

Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland and 

who has exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 

(M1.27:102)  

 َمامأ ً،انیمی ُتمسقأ يتلا ْ،ةنامألاو ُةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف ،اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو
 .اھیلع ِةظفاحملاب ،ْنطولاو ِهللا

    wa sawfa ʾudāfiʿu ʿan ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrārihā wa ʾamāni šaʿbihā, fatilka hiya l-

masʾūliyatu w-l-ʾamānah allati ʾaqsamtu yamīnan ʾamāma llāhi wa l-waṭan bi-l-

muḥāfaẓati ʿalaihā.  

    I will defend the security and stability of Egypt and the safety of its people. That is the 

responsibility and the trust I have taken the oath in front of Allah and the homeland to 

safeguard.  

 

(M1.28:103)  

 اناطخ ِقیرطلا ىلع َددسو ،اھَبعشو ،ْرصِم ُهللا َظِفح
    ḥafiẓa Allāhu Miṣra wa šaʿbahā wa saddada ʿalā ṭ-ṭarīqi xuṭānā,  

    May Allah safeguard Egypt and its people and guide our steps towards the right path 

 

The seventh most frequently committed fallacies are bifurcation (black and white fallacy), 

argumentum ad superbiam (appeal to pride), and straw man, which Mubarak committed 

twice, each. The bifurcation fallacy, i.e. inappropriately assuming the existence of only two 

contradictory alternatives, was committed by Mubarak in two instances when he argued that 

a fine line separates between freedom and anarchy (M1.9:104) and that the freedom of the 

people to express their opinions and maintaining the security and stability of Egypt are 

mutually exclusive (M1.9:105).  
 (M1.9:104) 

 ىضوفلاو ِةیرحلا َنیب ُلصفیً اعیفرً اطیخ َّنإ
    ʾinna xaiṭan rafīʿan yafṣilu bayna l-ḥurriyyah wa-l-fawḍā.  
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    A fine line is indeed separating between freedom and anarchy 

 

(M1.9:105)  

 َرصم ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلاب ،ْردقلا ِتاذب ُكسمتا ،مھِئارآ ِءادبإ يف َنینطاوملا ِةیرحل ،ْزایحنالا َلك ُزاحنأ ذإ ،يننإو
 اھرارقتساو

    wa innani ʾiẓ anḥāzu kulla l-inḥiyāz li-ḥurriyyati l-muwātinīna fi ibdāʾi ʾarāʾihim, 

ʾatamasaku bi-ẓāti l-qadr bi-l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni miṣra wa stiqrāriha 

    While I side completely with the freedom of citizens to express their opinions, I adhere, as 

strongly, to safeguarding the security and stability of Egypt 

 

Mubarak committed argumentum ad superbiam fallacy (appeal to pride), i.e. appealing to the 

personal and (or) nationalistic pride of the hearer, in two instances, when he praised Egyptians 

as being deeply rooted in civilization (M1.10:106) and Egypt as the most important and 

influential country in its region (M1.17:107). Finally, Mubarak committed the straw man 

fallacy, i.e. misrepresenting the position of the opponent by refuting a proposition that varies 

significantly from that advanced by them (Tindale 2007: 19-28), in two instances, when he 

neglected all the demands of the protesters and argued that they wanted to solve the problems 

of Egypt through violence, chaos, arson attacks, and sabotage (M1.13:108; M1.19:109).  
 

(M1.10:106) 

 ًاریثأتو ً،الَقِثو ً،ارودو ً،اناكس ،اھِتقطنم يف ٍةلود رُبكأ يھ َرصم نإ
    ʾinna miṣra hiya ʾakbaru dawlatin fī minṭaqatihā, sukkānnan wa dawran wa ṯiqalan wa 

taʾṯīran 

    Egypt is indeed the biggest country in its region, in terms of population, role, weight, and 

influence, 

 

(M1.17:107)  

 ْقیرعو ٍرضحتم ٍبعشلً انطو
      waṭanan li-šaʿbin mutaḥaḍirin wa ʿarīq 

    a homeland of modern, civilized people  

 

(M1.13:108)  

 ىضوفلا ُھعنصت نلو ،ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا ھُقُقحی نل ،ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو ،ْتالكشم نم ُھھجاون ام َّنكل
    lakinna ma nuwājihuhu min muškilāt wa mā nasʿā ilayhi min ahdāf lan yuḥaqqiquhu l-

lugūʾu ilā l-ʿunf wa lan taṣnaʿahu l-fawḍā  

    But, the problems we are facing and the goals we are aspiring to achieve will not be attained 

by resorting to violence, nor will they be accomplished by chaos  
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(M1.19:109)  

 اھِئانبأو َرصِم ُتاعلطت ُققحتت ،ْةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ىلع ِءادتعالاو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإب سیلف
     fa-laysa bi-išʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa l-ʾiʿtidāʿi ʿalā l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah, 

tataḥaqaqu taṭaluʿātu miṣra wa ʾabnāʾiha 

    It is not by setting fires and vandalizing public and private properties that the aspirations 

of Egypt and its sons can be achieved  

 

Finally, the least frequently committed fallacies were ignoratio elenchi (fallacy of irrelevant 

conclusion) and argumentum ad populum (appeal to popular favour). Mubarak committed 

ignoratio elenchi, i.e. drawing a conclusion that is irrelevant to the premises or refuting 

premises that are different from those advanced by the opponent (Tindale 2007: 34-36), in 

one instance, when he started with two premises from the threatening argumentum ad baculum 

that marked his power, then drew an irrelevant conclusion from argumentum ad populum 

(M1.8:110). He also committed the argumentum ad populum fallacy (appeal to popular 

favour), i.e. emotively tailoring the premises of an argument in a manner that appeals specifically to 

the popular favour, beliefs, sentiments, prejudices, and common knowledge of the audience (Tindale, 

2007: 105-108), in one instance, when he stated that he had instructed the government to submit 

its resignation in response to the demands of the protesters.  

 

(M1.8:110) 

 َفوسو ًارارم ُتدكأ ،ْتاطلسلا نیب ٍمكحك ،ْروتسدلا يل اھلوخ يتلا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ
 ِراطإ يف َكلذ َمت املاط ،ْریبعتلاو يأرلا ِةیرح ِةسرامم يف ِھقحب ً،امئاد ُكسمتأ َفوسو ،ْبعشلل َةدایسلا نأ ،لظأ
 .نوناقلا ِمارتحاو ،ْةیعرشلا

   ʾinnanī ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyah wa muqtaḍā as-salāḥiyat allati xwalahā lī ad-dustūr, 

kaḥakamin bayna s-suluṭāt, ʾakadtu mirāran wa sawfa ʾaẓal anna s-siyādata li-l-šaʿb wa 

sawfa ʾatamasaku dāʾiman bi-ḥaqihi fi mumārasat ḥuriyyati r-raʾī wa t-taʿbīr, ṭālama 

tamma ḏālika fī iṭāri š-šarʿiyyah wa ʾiḥtirami l-qānūn. 
  

    I, in my capacity as the president of the republic, and by virtue of the powers conferred 

upon me by the constitution as the arbitrator among authorities, have indeed reiterated, and 

will continue to do so, that sovereignty is to the people, and I will always adhere to their 

right to exercise the freedoms of opinion and expression, as long as it is practiced within 

the framework of legitimacy and respect of the law. 

 

(M1.27:111)  

 ٍةحضاو ٍتافیلكتب ،ْدغلا نمً ارابتعا ْ،ةدیدجلا َةموكحلا ُفلكأ َفوسو ،ْمویلا اھِتلاقتساب ِمدقتلا ،ْةموكْحلا نم ُتبلط دقل
 ْةنھارلا ِةلحرملا ،ْتایولوأ عم ِمساحلا ِلماعتلل ْ،ةددحمو
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    la-qad ṭalabtu mina l-ḥukūmah at-taqadumi bi-stiqālatihā l-yawm, wa sawfa ʾukallifu l-

ḥukūmata l-jadīdah, iʿtibāran mina l-ġad bi-taklīfātin wāḍiḥatin wa muḥaddadah li-l-

taʿāmuli l-ḥāsimi maʿa awlawiyāt al-marḥalati r-rāhinah. 

 

    I have indeed requested the government to submit its resignation today and will charge the 

new government effective tomorrow with clear and precise instructions for dealing 

decisively with the priorities of the current stage.  

 

2.5.3. Multi-modal markers of power in the first speech of Mubarak: Backdrop and 

Stumbling  

Mubarak delivered this speech from his presidential palace, standing, and wearing a grey suit; 

his carefully combed and youthfully dyed hair sharply belied the deep wrinkles on his face, 

the difficulty with which he was trying to open his eyes, and his tired, hoarse, and sometimes 

rattling voice. He stumbled at four instances in this speech, the propositional content of which 

can be proven unsubstantiated.  

 

He first stumbled over the two words kay yaṣnaʿū (to make) ), when he was saying that 

Egyptian youth were the dearest wealth Egypt had and that it was looking forward to them to 

make its future (M1.14:112): 

(M1.14:112) 

 اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )نك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ
    ʾinna šabāba miṣr huwa ʾaġlā mā ladayhā, wa hiya tataṭallaʿu ilay-him kay yaṣnaʿū (XXX) 

mustaqbalahā 

    The youth of Egypt are indeed its dearest wealth and it is looking up at them to make its 

future 

 

Gelvin argues that Egyptian youth resorted to the virtual cyberspace of the internet in order to 

create an alternative community of protest, after they were not allowed any space in the real 

'grim political sphere' they were living in (2015: 55); they were politically alienated, not only 

in Egypt, but in the whole Arab world which was ‘a veritable kingdom of the old', with its 

most influential six presidents over sixty, by 31 December 2010 (Owen 2012: 172).  

 

Second, Mubarak stumbled over the word inḥaztu (I have sided) when he was saying that he 

had always sided with the poor (M1.16:113):  
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 (M1.16:113)  

 َكرتُی نأ نم ُرطخأو ُربكأ َداصتقالا َّناب ً،اعنتقم ،ماودلا ىلع ِبعشلا ِءانبا نم ِءارقفلل ،ْلظأ فوسو ُتزحنإ )َحنإ( دقل
 ُمھَدْحو َنییداصتقالل

    la-qad inḥaztu (XXX) wa sawfa aẓal li-l-fuqarāʾi min ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb ʿalā d-dawām, 

muqtaniʾan bi-ʾanna l-iqtiṣād aʾkbaru wa ʾaxtaru min an yutraka li-l-iqtiṣādiyyīna 

waḥdahum 

    I have indeed taken the side of the poor people, all the time, and I will continue to do so, 

because I am convinced that economy is too big and dangerous to be left to economists 

alone 

 

International reports confirm that the gap between the rich and the poor became the widest 

and deepest during the rule of Mubarak (Owen 2012: 67-8); that Mubarak’s family, associates, 

and cronies were the main source of corruption in the country; and that one of the striking 

examples in which Mubarak acted against the national economic interest of Egypt and the 

Egyptians was when he sold Egyptian natural gas to Israel at lower than the world market 

price, in a secretive deal brokered by his close friend Raafat Salem and executed by an 

offshore company owned by his son Gamal (Owen 2012: 181). 

 

Third, Mubarak stumbled over the word wa-l-kifāḥ (and struggle) when he was saying that 

the only way to achieve 'our goals' was hard work and struggle (M1.24:114): 

 
(M1.24:114)  

 ِلمعلاو ،ِيعولاب ىوس ،اھِقیقحتل ٍلیبس نم انمامأ َسیلو ،انَلَبقتسمو انرَئاصم ُددحتس يتلا يھ ،اَنَفادھأو انَتاَرایخ َّنإ
 ْحافكلا  )فكلا(و

    ʾinna xiyārātanā wa ʾahdāfanā hiya llatī sa-tuḥadidu maṣāʾiranā wa mustaqbalanā, wa 

laysa ʾamāmanā min sabīlin li-taḥqīqihā siwā bi-l-waʿyī wa-l-ʿamali wa-l-kifāḥ [XXX] 

 

    Our choices and goals are indeed what will determine our fates and future; we have no way 

to achieve them other than awareness, work, and struggle 

 

Gelvin contends that although forty-four percent of Egyptians worked more than one job, they 

counted as poor or extremely poor, with ‘2.6 million people so destitute that their entire 

income cannot cover their basic food needs' (2015: 39-40); on the other extreme, the ruling 

NDP party of Mubarak was an exclusive 'club whose board divided political and economic 

spoils among themselves' (Owen 2012: 53). 
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Fourth, Mubarak stumbled over the two words waʾinnanī mutaḥamilan (shouldering my), 

when he was saying that he was going to shoulder his 'first responsibility' for safeguarding the 

security of Egypt and Egyptians (M1.26:115):  
(M1.26:115)  

 اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ً،ادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسمً المحَتُم) تحم (يِنِنإو
 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا

    waʾinnanī mutaḥamilan (XXX)  masʾūliyatī al-ʾūlā fi l-ḥifāẓi ʿalā ʾamni l-waṭan wa l-

muwāṭinīn, lan asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan. lan asmaḥa lihāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿalā 

muwāṭinīnā, wa lihāḏa t-taḥasub an yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi ʿalā maṣīrina wa mustaqbalina 

    shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 

citizens, I will indeed never allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our citizens 

nor that apprehension to cast its shadows on our fate and future.   

 

International correspondents stated that it was Mubarak and his regime who adopted the 'burnt 

land' policy, during the Egyptian Revolution, by cutting communication, withdrawing the 

police from the streets and police stations, opening prisons, and employing hired muscle to 

attack the protesters and civilian people (Reuters 2012, January 24; Steinvorth & Windfuhr 

2011, January 30; CNN 2011, February 2; El-Amrani 2011, January 28; Finley 2011, January 

28; AP 2011, February 2; Ackerman 2011, February 2; RT 2011, February 2; Ghonim 2012a: 

287, 299, 301, 325, 356-7 & 359; Owen 2012: 188; Gelvin 2015: 44 & 53). 

 

Mubarak thus stumbled in his first speech when he was expressing unsubstantiated 

propositional content. This conclusion can also be related to the fact that he avoided looking 

straight at the camera, or the eye of his imagined interlocutors, most of the time, while 

delivering this speech: he kept looking instead to the right, left, and upwards excessively, 

although he had no audience around him to look at, as he was delivering the speech from the 

studio attached to his presidential palace (El Manawy 2012:178).  

 

2.5.4. Frame analysis of the first speech of Mubarak     

Mubarak activated thirteen frames in his first speech: seven to stir the fears of the people and 

at the same time demonize the protesters (M1.3:23; M1.14:66; M1.19:85; M1.24:37; 

M1.25:78; M1.26:79; M1.27:27) and six to represent himself positively (M1.12:63; 

M1.13:83; M1.15:67; M1.16:68; M1.21:86; M1.23:31). This section analyses those frames, 

in terms of the pragmatic functions they were assigned, the linguistic devices Mubarak 

employed within them, and whether those devices succeeded or failed to perform their 

intended functions.  
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First, the pragmatic function of the Slippery-Slope frame (M1.3:23), through which Mubarak 

attempted to stir the fears of the people by arguing that they were in ẓarfin daqīq (delicate 

situation), was weakened by the implicature generated by his call upon all the people, not only 

the protesters, to have waqfatan jādatan wa-ṣādiqatan maʿa n-nafs tatawaxā salāmata l-qaṣd 

wa ṣāliḥa l-waṭan (a serious and honest stance with the self that seeks good intent and the 

interests of the homeland). That call generated the three deniable implicatures that Egyptians 

were neither serious nor honest with themselves, that they were ill-intentioned, and that they 

were not seeking the interests of Egypt, otherwise the call Mubarak made upon them would 

be irrelevant.  

 

Second, the pragmatic function of the More-Democracy frame (M1.12:63), through which 

Mubarak attempted to establish a bond with the protesters by arguing that their protests were 

expressing legitimate aspirations, was weakened by three linguistic features: qualifiers, 

implicative relations, and weak verbs. In terms of qualifiers, the indefinite qualifier   ٍدیزم

mazīdin (more), in the phrase mazīdin mina d-dīmuqrātiyah (more democracy), generated the 

two implicatures that Mubarak had already established democracy before the protests, and 

that the protesters were asking for more of that existing democracy. Similarly, the definite 

qualifier ِدیزملا  al-mazīdi (more), in the phrase al-mazīdi mina l-isrāʿi fi juhūdi muḥāṣarati l-

biṭālah (more acceleration of the efforts of besieging unemployment), generated three 

implicatures: (1) Mubarak had already started ‘besieging’ unemployment, (2) he had done so 

in an accelerated manner, and (3) the protesters were not content with the pace of that 

accelerated besieging and were demanding ‘more’ of that acceleration. The third linguistic 

device that weakened the pragmatic function intended by this frame was the weak noun ِةرصاحم  

muḥāṣarati (besieging), which demonstrated that the ultimate goal of Mubarak was besieging 

unemployment, not eliminating, or at least reducing, it, a goal that was neither revolutionary, 

nor even strong, enough to appease the protesters. These three linguistic devices sent the 

messages that Mubarak was not only misrepresenting the political situation in Egypt prior to 

the revolution, but also the demands of the protesters, and hence cast doubts on his sincerity 

and weakened the bonding function he intended by this frame. 

 

Third, the pragmatic function of the President-of-the-People frame (M1.13:83), through which 

Mubarak attempted to empathize with the people by repeating twice that he knew well their 

legitimate aspirations, pain, and suffering; that he had never been detached from those pains 

and suffering; and that he had been working on solving them on a daily basis, was weakened 
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by three linguistic devices: contrastive connectives, negatives, and abstract language. First, 

the contrastive connective َّنكل  lakinna (but), which denies not only its preceding clause, but 

also its ‘entire preceding set of statements’ (Tannen 1979:170), cancelled the above-

mentioned six repeated propositions and hence undermined Mubarak’s attempt to elongate 

their retention in the minds of the people. Second, given that a negative is generally used only 

when its affirmative would otherwise be expected (Tannen 1979: 170) and that it ‘indicates 

that an expected action failed to take place’ (ibid:161), the three negatives ًاموی اھنع ْلصفنأ مل   lam 

ʾanfaṣil ʿanhā yawman (I have never been detached from them for a single day), ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا  

ھُقُقحی نل  lan yuḥaqiquhu l-lugūʾu ilā l-ʿunf (will not be achieved by resorting to violence), and 

ُھعنصت نل ىضوفلا   lan taṣnaʿahu l-fawḍā (nor will they be accomplished by chaos) suggested that 

Mubarak was expecting the corresponding affirmatives of those negatives. Furthermore, the 

three negatives were then cancelled by their succeeding emphatic contrastive connective امنإو  

wa ʾinnama (but) which further confirmed their corresponding affirmatives, instead of 

negating them. Third, the two solutions suggested by Mubarak were phrased as two generic, 

abstract noun phrases, i.e. ينطولا ُراوحلا  al-ḥiwāru l-waṭanī (national dialogue) and ْصلخملا ْلمعلا 

ْداجلا  al-ʿamal al-muxliṣ al-jād (sincere, hard work), the former was a cliché repeated too 

frequently that it lost its meaning (Owen 2012: 173- 6), and the second was too vague to 

suggest any concrete meaning, let alone a specific action plan at that time of national crisis. 

 

Fourth, the pragmatic function of the Valuable-Youth frame (M1.14:66), through which 

Mubarak attempted to establish a bond with the protesting youth, by describing them as the 

most valuable thing Egypt has, was weakened by two paralinguistic and linguistic features: 

stumbling and implicative evaluative language. First, given, that stumbles are a scientifically 

and criminologically proven indicator of deception (Gamson, Gottesman, Milan, Weerasuriya 

2012: 3), Mubarak’s stumble while praising the youth, as indicated by the triple X within the 

extract, suggested that he was not telling the truth. Second, the evaluative cluster of the six 

negative verbal and nominal phrases, i.e. مھبُ أبرت  tarbaʾu bi-him (it distances them from), مھنیب  

سدنی   yandassa baynahum (sneak among them), ىضوفلارشن  našri l-fawḍā (spreading anarchy), 

ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھن   nahb l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa-l-xāṣah (plundering public and 

private properties), ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإ  ʾišʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq (setting arson attacks), and  هانینب ام ِمدھ  hadm 

mā banaynāh (knocking down what we have built), did not only create and reinforce an air of 

pejorative connotations, but also generated the deniable, accusatory implicatures that the 

protesters were anarchists, looters, saboteurs, and arson attackers; otherwise, it would be 

irrelevant for Mubarak to admonish the protesters not to be so. Mubarak, therefore, praised 
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the protesting youth, in this frame, once, while stumbling, and accused them implicitly of 

committing six criminal activities. 

 

Fifth, the Continuous-Reform frame (M1.15:67), in which Mubarak pledged to ‘continue’ his 

political, economic, and social reform, is remarkable, in terms of its implicative relations: It 

is one of two instances, in the whole speech, in which Mubarak admitted implicitly that there 

was room for improvement in the fields of liberties, democracy, and openness to the outer 

world, and hence implicating that Egypt under his rule was not free, democratic, modern, or 

open to the world. Mubarak further weakened that already implicit pledge by employing the 

noun muwāsalat (continuing), which generated the implicature that he had already started 

political, economic, and social reform, and that all he was pledging to do was continuing that 

reform. 

 

Sixth, the pragmatic function of the President-of-the-Poor frame (M1.16:68), through which 

Mubarak attempted to represent himself positively, as the president of the poor, who had 

always sided with them, and regulated the economic reform policies of the government so as 

not to increase their suffering, was weakened by four paralinguistic and linguistic features: 

stumbling, over-qualification, negatives, and weak verbs and adverbs. First, Mubarak 

stumbled, over the second word of the frame, as indicated by the triple X in the excerpt 

(M1.16:68), i.e. while uttering the principal verb of the frame inḥaztu (I sided with). Such a 

paralinguistic feature, which is considered a typical indicator of deception (Gamson, 

Gottesman, Milan, Weerasuriya 2012: 3), aborted his positive-self representation attempt, 

from the beginning of the frame. Second, Mubarak employed five qualifiers within this short 

frame: he started it with the emphatic particle دقل  la-qad (indeed) to confirm his siding with 

the poor, reinforced it with the qualifying parenthetical phrase ْلظأ فوسو  wa sawfa aẓal (and 

will continue to do so) in order to extend the past tense of the verb to the present and future 

tenses, and emphasized both qualifiers with the temporal adverb ماودلا ىلع  ʿalā d-dawām (all 

the time); he then employed the two consecutive comparatives رُطخأو ُربكأ   ʾakbaru wa ʾaxtaru 

(too big and too dangerous) to describe his conception of the impact of the economic reform 

policies on the poor. That five-layer over-qualification diverted the attention of the people 

from the propositional content of the frame, directed it towards the qualifiers themselves, and 

triggered questi+-ons about the reasons why Mubarak was employing five emphatic qualifiers 

and repeating them. Third, Mubarak employed three negatives: two implied in the two 

comparatives ʾakbaru wa ʾaxtaru min an yutraka (too big and too dangerous to be left) and 
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one in kay la tamḍī (so as not to proceed); such negatives indicated that their ‘affirmative was 

expected’ (Tannen 1979:148), and suggested that Mubarak did not expect the people to 

believe his statements about his siding with the poor and hence negated their affirmative 

expectations and over-emphasized them. 

 

The last unsuccessful linguistic device Mubarak employed in this frame was six weak and 

passive verbs and adverbs: (1) the weak, past-tense, generic verb ُتزحنإ  inḥaztu (sided with) 

did not specify any presidential measures or aspects of his claimed siding with the poor; (2) 

that verb of siding was further weakened by its succeeding mental, non-performative, weak 

adverb ًاعنتقم  muqtaniʾan (convinced), which qualified the already weak verb of siding by 

denoting a state of mind that is not necessarily associated with an action or action plan; (3) 

the weak, past-tense verb تصِرَح  ḥariṣtu (I was keen) sounded passive, timid, and 

incommensurate with the presidential and constitutional powers that Mubarak was marking 

in the previous frames; (4) the passive-voice verb َكرتُی  yutraka (to be left) cancelled the 

previous attempts Mubarak made to attribute the agency of regulating economic reform 

policies to himself, and rendered the process of regulation agentless; (5) the negated weak 

verb ُھُلْمتحی   yaḥtamiluhu (endure) generated the two implicatures that (a) Mubarak did not 

mind the suffering of the people as long as they could endure it, and that (b) he regulated 

economic reform policies not because he wanted to eliminate or reduce that suffering, but 

because he did not want it to proceed at a level faster than that they could endure; and (6) the 

verb ْدیزُی  yuzidu (increase) corroborated the negative implicatures triggered by the previous 

verb yaḥtamiluhu, by suggesting that Mubarak regulated economic reform policies, not 

because he wanted to eliminate or stop the suffering of the people, but because he did not want 

that suffering to increase. Those five qualifiers, one stumble, three negatives, and six weak 

verbs and adverbs weakened the pragmatic function of representing Mubarak positively, as 

the President of the poor. 

 

Seventh, the pragmatic function intended by the Slippery-Slope-II frame (M1.19:85) was 

weakened by five linguistic devices: deniable implicatures, negatives, contrastive 

connectives, indefinite nouns, and weak language. First, the call Mubarak made upon the 

protesters and all Egyptians to consider the interests of Egypt and to defend it, and not to set 

arson attacks or to vandalize public and private properties generated the four deniable 

implicatures that both the protesters and all the Egyptian people were not considering the 
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interests of Egypt, that they were not protecting it, and that they were arson attackers and 

vandalizers; otherwise, it would be irrelevant for Mubarak to address them with such a call. 

 

Moreover, the negative statement laysa bi-išʿāli l-ḥarāʾiq wa l-ʾiʿtidāʿi ʿalā l-mumtalakāti l-

ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah, tataḥaqqaqu taṭaluʿātu miṣra wa ʾabnāʾihā (It is not by setting fires and 

vandalizing public and private properties that the aspirations of Egypt and its sons can be 

achieved) indicated that its ‘affirmative was expected’ (Tannen 1979:148) and hence cast 

doubts on the judgement of not only the protesters, but also all Egyptians. That negative effect 

was reinforced by the use of the indefinite noun taṭaluʿātu (aspirations), which generalized, 

mystified, and hence devalued the aspirations of the Egyptian people. Both the negative 

statement and the weak indefinite description were then cancelled by the contrastive 

connective ʾinnamma (but), which denied its preceding clause (Tannen 1979: 170) and hence 

confirmed its corresponding affirmative. 

 

Mubarak concluded this frame with suggesting an alternative solution to protesting, which he 

phrased in the form of a clutch of three consecutive nouns: يعولا  al-waʿyi (awareness), al-

راوحلا  ḥiwār (dialogue), and داھتجالا  al-ijtihād (endeavour), which all were too abstract and 

weak to meet the demands of the protesters: the first noun indicated a mental state, not an 

action; the second is a cliché that had lost its meaning in the Arab world (Owen 2012: 173-

176); and the third originated in religion and refers to a jurisprudential act whose doer is 

rewarded even if they make a mistake, as long as they are well-intentioned.  

 

Eighth, the pragmatic function of the President-by-Divine-Decree frame (M1.21:86), through 

which Mubarak attempted to triple his power by listing his presidential, divine, and 

professional authorities, was weakened by five linguistic devices he employed: negatives, 

qualifiers, contrastive connectives, indefinite descriptive forms, and self-reference. 

 

Mubarak started the frame with the emphasized negative ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ 

بسحف  ʾinnī lā ʾataḥadaṯu ʾilay-kum al-yawm ka-raʾīsin li-l-jumhūriyyati faḥasb (I am indeed 

not addressing you today as a president of the republic only). Given that a negative statement 

is used only when ‘its affirmative would otherwise be expected’ (Tannen 1979: 170), the 

above-mentioned negative confirmed its corresponding affirmative which Mubarak was 

trying to negate, i.e. he was addressing the people in his capacity as a president. The 

weakening effect of that negative was reinforced by the qualifier بسحف  faḥasb (only), which 



 83 

underplays its preceding statement and marks the ‘expectation that MORE was expected’ 

(ibid: 153); that qualifier created the impression that Mubarak expected the people to think 

that he had not fulfilled his role as a president, hence he accumulated divine and professional 

authorities in the rest of the utterance, in an attempt to anchor and buttress his insufficient 

presidential authority. Both the negative and the qualification were then cancelled by the 

contrastive connective امنإو  wa innammā (but) which does not only deny its preceding clause, 

but its entire preceding set of statements (ibid: 170).  

 

The pragmatic function of empowering himself with multiple layers of power, which Mubarak 

intended by this frame, was particularly undermined by his employment of the two indefinite 

nouns ٍسیئر  raʾīsin (a president) and ٍيرصم  miṣriyyin (an Egyptian man) to describe himself: 

both indefinite descriptive forms had the accumulative effect of discursively weakening his 

claimed presidential and divine authorities and making them sound less specific, less 

emphatic, less forceful, and hence less powerful. The first indefinite noun represented him not 

as THE only one current President of Egypt, but as an unmarked president, who was not 

different from any other former or future president; the second indefinite noun represented 

him as an ordinary Egyptian man, not as THE only one Egyptian man singled out by Fate to 

be THE President, as he was trying to argue.  

 

Ninth, the Road-to-Reform frame (M1.23:31), through which Mubarak attempted to establish 

a bond with the protesters, by arguing that he had already started the reform process they were 

calling for, and by admitting indirectly that more could be done in the fields of democracy, 

freedoms, unemployment, living standards, services, and poverty, was undermined by three 

linguistic devices he employed: negatives, repetitions, and weak language. 

 

Mubarak started this frame with two emphatic negatives that repeated his denial of any 

potential عوجر  rujūʿa (retrogradation) or ٍدادترا  irtidādin (retrogression) on the ‘road to reform’. 

Given that a negative ‘expresses the defeat of an expectation that something would happen’ 

(Labov 1972: 380-381) and that a repetition represents ‘a departure from straight narrative 

syntax’ (Tannen 1979: 167), those two negatives and the repetition of two semantically related 

nouns combined to direct the attention of the people towards thinking about the expectation 

that was defeated and the reason behind such a syntactic deviation, and hence emphasized 

their corresponding affirmatives and suggested paradoxically that Mubarak had expected the 

people to believe that there were going to be retrogradation or retrogression.  
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Moreover, the rhetorical effect Mubarak intended by starting the frame with the emphatic 

particle َّنإ  ʾinna and by repeating the two nouns rujūʿa and irtidādin was weakened, first, by 

the indefiniteness of those two nouns, which made them sound less emphatic and less forceful, 

and, second, by the negative, regressive meanings of those two nouns, which conflicted with 

the positive and progressive image Mubarak was trying to depict through the road to reform 

metaphor.   

 

Furthermore, the pledges of reform which Mubarak made were undermined by the qualifier 

and the six weak verbs and nouns he employed: The central noun phrase upon which he built 

the whole frame, i.e. ِحالصإلا َقیرط  ṭarīqa l-ʾiṣlāḥi (road to reform) is an abstract, metaphorical 

road that cannot be specifically defined or practically measured; his intended action plan for 

reform was based on the weak verbal phrase ِھیلع يضمنس  sa-namḍī ʿalihi (we will go down it), 

qualified by the indefinite, slow-paced unit of movement ٍتاوطخ  xuṭūwāṭin (steps), which 

showed neither the direction nor the distance of the intended movement; his targeted goals 

were (1) performing the weak verb ُدكؤت  tuʾakidu (confirm) on the abstract, non-specific noun 

انَمارتحإ  iḥtrāmana (our respect); (2) performing the two weak acts of ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحم  muḥāṣarati 

l-biṭālah (besieging unemployment) and ْءارقفلا ِبناج ىلإ ِفوقولا  al-wqūfi ilā jānibi l-fuqarāʾ 

(standing beside the poor); and (3) taking new indefinite, non-specific steps ٌةدیدج ٌتاوطخ  (new 

steps) ْنینطاوملل ِةیرحلا نم ِدیزملاو  ْ،ةیطارقمیدلا نم ِدیزملا َوحن   naḥwa l-mazīdi mina d-dīmuqrāṭiyah wa 

l-mazīdi mina l-ḥurriyyah li-l-mūwāṭinīn (towards more democracy and more freedom to the 

citizens). The qualifier ِدیزملا  al-mazīdi (more) generated the implicature that Mubarak had 

already established democracy and freedoms, and that all he was pledging to do was new steps 

towards more of those already existing democracy and freedoms. In a similar vein, the verbal 

phrase ِءاضقلا ِلالقتسال انَمارتحا ُدكؤت tuʾakidu iḥtrāmana l-istiqlāli l-qaḍāʾ (confirm our respect for 

the independence of the judiciary) generated the implicature that Mubarak had already 

respected the judiciary and was pledging to take new steps towards confirming that respect. 

 

Finally, Mubarak assigned agency, in this important frame, either metaphorically or elusively: 

The subject who is supposed to perform the acts of respecting the independence of the 

judiciary and its verdicts, establishing more democracy and liberties, raising living standards, 

improving services, and standing beside the poor is the indefinite, non-specific, metaphorical 

noun ‘steps’, not Mubarak or his government. Similarly, the subject who chose the road to 

reform that was supposed to lead to and implement the above-listed goals is the most 

politically problematic pronoun WE, whose referent cannot be anchored decisively. Such 
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weak and metaphorical verbs and nouns were neither clear nor commensurate with the 

revolutionary momentum, expectations, and demands of the people at the time of the 

revolution; hence, they weakened the pragmatic function intended by the frame.  

 

Tenth, the Hard-Work frame (M1.24:37), through which Mubarak called upon the protesters 

to stop their protests and join his national dialogue, was weakened by seven linguistic devices 

he employed: indefinite, vague descriptive forms; abstract nouns; weak verbs; repetitions; 

negatives; stumbles; and deniable implicature. 

 

Mubarak started the frame with four indefinite, vague nouns, arguing that انَتاَرایخ  xiyārātanā 

(our choices) and اَنَفادھأ  ʾahdāfanā (our goals) are what is going to determine انرَئاصم   

maṣāʾiranā (our fates) and انَلَبقتسم  mustaqbalanā (our future). The indefiniteness and 

vagueness of those four nuclear nouns mystified them more and made them sound non-

specific, non-concrete, and non-practical. Mubarak followed those nouns with the negative 

ىوس اھِقیقحتل ٍلیبس نم انمامأ َسیل  laysa ʾamāmanā min sabīlin li-taḥqīqihā siwā (we have no way to 

achieve them other than) in order to introduce his suggested tripartite solution of ِلمعلاو ِيعولا 

ْحافكلاو  al-waʿyī wa l-ʿamali wa l-kifāḥ (awareness, work, and struggle). Given that a negative 

statement is used when a corresponding affirmative has been mentioned, when the content of 

such a corresponding affirmative is considered likely, or when the speaker holds the 

affirmative to be true (Givon 1979 as cited in Wilson 1990), that negative suggested that there 

are ways to achieve the goals of the people other than the abstract solution of awareness, work, 

and struggle which Mubarak suggested. 

 

The initial vagueness of the frame was further reinforced by the two weak and passive verbs 

that Mubarak employed as part of his suggested solution, i.e. ْهانققح ام ىلع ُظفاِحُن   nuḥāfiẓu ʿalā 

mā ḥaqaqnāh (maintain what we have achieved) and نطولا لبقتسم انْرِئامضو  اِنلوقع يف ىعرنو   narʿā 

fī ʿuqūlinā wa ḍamāʾirinā mustaqbala l-waṭn (keep in our minds and consciences the future 

of the homeland). The first verb is a non-progressive one concerned with making sure that 

what has been achieved does not decrease, without necessarily trying to add to or to improve 

upon it; the second is a non-performative, abstract verb whose domains are the minds and 

consciences of the people. Finally, the stumble Mubarak made while pronouncing the word 

ْحافكلا  ‘struggle’ weakened the pragmatic force of the frame and made Mubarak sound hesitant 

and unsure about what he was saying. 
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Furthermore, the fact that Mubarak was admonishing the people to adopt awareness, work, 

and struggle; to safeguard what they had already achieved and to build upon it; and to consider 

the future of Egypt in their minds and hearts triggered deniable implicatures that cast doubts 

on their ethics and patriotism; otherwise, Mubarak’s call would be irrelevant.  

 

Eleventh, the Slippery-Slope-III frame (M1.25:78), through which Mubarak attempted to 

infuse fear within the people, was undermined by six linguistic devices: indefinite nouns, 

inferences, over-qualification, repetition, negatively evaluative language, and performance. 

 

Mubarak started this frame with the emphatic particle َّنإ  ʾinna (indeed), followed by the 

indefinite noun َثادحأ  ʾaḥdāṯa (incidents), which he employed as the subject of the frame, in 

order to argue that those incidents had cast fear and apprehension in the hearts of the 

overwhelming majority of Egyptians; however, the indefiniteness of this subject weakened its 

agency and made it sound less specific and less threatening.  

 

Moreover, the over-qualification of the frame, as represented in the emphatic particle َّنإ  ʾinna 

(indeed), the adjective ةحساكلا  al-kāsiḥa (overwhelming), the qualifier ِدیزملا  al-mazīd (more), 

the repetition of the negatively evaluative and semantically related nouns of َفوخلا  al-xawf 

(fear) and بسحتلا  at-taḥasub (apprehension), and ْفنعلا  al-ʿunf (violence), ىضوفلا  al-fawḍā 

(chaos), ریمدتلا  at-tadmīr (destruction), and ْبیرختلا  at-taxrīb (sabotage), which all belong to the 

semantic domains of fear and catastrophe, delineated a frightening picture of a catastrophic 

situation in which the protesters were committing criminal acts, terrorizing the people, and 

destroying the country. However, the exaggerated tone of that argument was foregrounded by 

the fact that Mubarak based his argument, and the whole frame, on inferences, i.e. ‘statements 

which could not be known from observation […] for example when subjects report characters’ 

thoughts, feelings, and motivations’ (Tannen 1979: 173).  

 

Finally, Mubarak employed his voice in a performative manner in this frame, making it the 

most vocally vibrant one in the speech: he paused before and after every word, and elongated 

and pronounced every evaluative word slowly and emphatically, which gave those words 

extra weight and significance, and made them sound more frightening. That careful theatrical 

performance contrasted with his previous stumbles, suggested that he was not spontaneous, 

cast doubts on his sincerity, and weakened the pragmatic function intended by the frame. 
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Twelfth, the pragmatic function of the Slippery-Slope-IV frame (M1.26:79), through which 

Mubarak threatened that he was not going to allow fear to obsess the ‘citizens’, was 

undermined by five linguistic devices he employed: negatives, repetition, anaphoric hāḏa, 

evaluative language, and stumbles.  

 

Mubarak started with two consecutive negatives: the qualified negative ًادبأ َكلذب َحمسأ نل  lan 

asmaḥa bi-ḏālika ʾabadan (I will never ever allow that), followed by the more elaborative one 

انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل َحمسأ ْنل   lan asmaḥa li-hāḏa l-xawf an yastaḥwiḏa ʿ alā muwāṭinīnā 

(I will never allow this fear to obsess our citizens), which instead of confirming the first, 

reinforced the impression that Mubarak expected the people to think that he was going to 

allow the negated scenario to happen, because a negative is used when a corresponding 

affirmative has been mentioned, when the content of such a corresponding affirmative is 

considered likely, or when the speaker holds the affirmative to be true (Givon 1979 as cited 

in Wilson 1990). Moreover, Mubarak’s employment of the anaphoric اذھ  hāḏa (this), which 

indicates ‘that this “frame” has been in the speaker’s mind even though [s]he has not 

mentioned it overtly’ (Tannen 1979: 148), suggested that the fear and apprehension, argued 

by Mubarak to be in the hearts of the people, were in reality in his own mind.  

 

Furthermore, the negatively evaluative language Mubarak employed in this frame, i.e. the 

nouns ْفوخلا  al-xawf (fear) and ْبسحتلا  at-taḥasub (apprehension) and the verbs َذوحتسی  

yastaḥwiḏa (obsess) and ِھلالظب َيقلی  yulqiya bi-ẓilālihi (cast its shadows) delineated a 

frightening image of fear as a gigantic ghost that was about to haunt the people and cover 

them with its shadows; an image that exaggerated the feelings of fear which Mubarak was 

trying to stir in the people and justified his interference with whatever measures it might take, 

in order to free Egypt and ‘the citizens’ from that fear.  

 

Finally, voice played an important role in weakening this frame and undermining its pragmatic 

function, in two different ways. First, Mubarak stumbled, at the beginning of the frame, while 

uttering the central word ًالمحَتُم  mutaḥamilan (shouldering), which resulted in weakening the 

force of the threat he was supposed to be performing by that utterance, and in presenting 

Mubarak in a non-threatening, and even laughable, position. Second, Mubarak stressed the 

two words َحمسأ  asmaḥa (allow) and ْفوخلا  al-xawf (fear) emphatically, by elongating them and 

pronouncing them slowly and carefully, in order to emphasize his authority, in the former, 

and exaggerate the intensify of fear, in the latter. However, the fact that Mubarak stumbled a 
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few seconds earlier, at the beginning of the frame, detracted from the emphasis he laid on 

those two words and weakened the pragmatic functions they were supposed to perform.  

 

Thirteenth, the Slippery-Slope-V frame (M1.27:27) is the most important one in the speech; 

it contained the decision of sacking the government, which was one of the demands of the 

protesters. However, the reconciliatory function intended by this frame was undermined by 

four linguistic devices: repetitions, over-qualifications, negatives, and deniable implicatures.  

 

Mubarak made six repetitions in this short, final frame: he repeated twice that he was going 

to defend the security and stability of Egypt and Egyptians, repeated the noun ِنمأ  ʾamn 

(security) twice and its derivative ِنامأ  ʾamān (safety) twice, and used the two closely related 

words ُةیلوئسملا  al-masʾūliyatu (responsibility) and ْةنامألا  al-ʾamānah (trust). Although 

repetition elongates the repeated message in the memory and hence is a useful strategy for 

reinforcing the communicated message, over-repetition ‘not only fails to further improve 

memory, but actually reverses and eliminates the benefits that brief periods of repetition 

impart on long-term semantic memory' (Kuhl & Anderson 2011: 964); it diverts the attention 

of the receiver from the repeated content of the message and directs it to the function intended 

by the repetition (ibid: 970, 971). 

 

Moreover, the emphatic negative ٍتارارق ِةیأ ِذاختا يف ْنواھتأ ْنل يننأ  ʾ annanī lan ʾ atahāwan fī itixāḏi 

ʾayyati qarārātin (I will not indeed hesitate to take any decisions) suggested its corresponding 

affirmative, i.e. Mubarak expected the people to think that he would hesitate to take such 

decisions. That corresponding affirmative was also reinforced by the heavy qualification 

Mubarak employed in the frame: he started it with the emphatic particle دقل  la-qad (indeed) to 

confirm that he had sacked the government, employed the emphatic particle يننأ  to emphasize 

the negative, used the qualifier  ِةیأ  ʾayyati (any) to confirm unreservedly that all decisions 

were on the table, and employed the qualifier ِلك  kulli (every) to extend the coverage of 

security to all Egyptian men and women. Finally, Mubarak’s repetition of his intention to 

defend the security, stability, and safety of Egypt and Egyptians generated the deniable 

implicature that the protesters were representing a threat to Egypt and Egyptians and justified 

his threats not to allow that to happen.  
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CHAPTER THREE         

 

3. The Second speech of Mubarak 
 

3.1. Structures of society: Dialectic Socio-Political Relations of Power    

Although the second speech was delivered three days only after the first, those three days 

were very eventful that they tipped the balance of power drastically in favour of the 

protesters. 

The first speech of Mubarak disappointed the protesters, as it did not only disregard their 

demands for dissolving the parliament, sacking the cabinet, and amending the constitution, 

but also demonstrated that ‘Mubarak was too stubborn and disrespectful of the people to 

understand the seriousness of the situation’ (El Manawy 2012: 177, 183, 204, 244, 255). 

Thousands of people responded, to the speech, by taking to the streets in solidarity with the 

protesters. Protests on the day of delivering this speech, i.e. February 1, were massive: AP 

described them as the largest and most organized since the beginning of the revolution; 

Reuters estimated the number of protesters in Tahrir Square only by more than 200.000; the 

BBC reported the number to be between 100.000 and 250.000; and Al Jazeera reported that 

the number of the protesters in Tahrir Square and central Cairo was over one million. Similar 

massive protests took place in Alexandria, Suez, and other governorates all over the country 

(Reuters 2012, January 24; Al Jazeera 2011, February 2). 

Authorities responded to the spread of the protests by extending the curfew twice: imposing 

it from 04:00 pm till 07:00 am first, then from 03:00 pm till 08:00 am. Nevertheless, tens of 

thousands of protesters defied the curfew, took over the streets (Reuters 2012, January 24), 

and started an open sit-in in Tahrir Square (Ghonim 2012a: 343). Opposition forces called 

for a country-wide public strike on Monday and a million-man-march to the presidential 

palace, the Parliament, and the TV headquarters on Tuesday (Ghonim 2012a: 345; 

Associated Press 2011, January 31; Al Jazeera Live Blog 2011, January 30). By the time 

Mubarak delivered this speech, the death toll among the protesters was at least 100 (Reuters 

2011, January 29). 

Mubarak was not losing power and control over the street only, but also on other very critical 

fronts. The police apparatus collapsed by the evening of January 28 (Gelvin 2015: 53; El 

Manawy 2012: 8, 151-3). Head of the News Sector in the State TV, Abdul Lateef El 
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Manawy, reports that Mubarak suspected a military coup was underway, and privately 

blamed the Minister of Defence, Field Marshal Tantawy, for not deploying the army forces 

in a timely manner and for not taking decisive measures to stop the protests on the first two 

days of the revolution. Mubarak thus ordered State Security to tap the phones of all the 

members of the Military Council and asked his close ally and Chief of Staff, Lt. Gen. Sami 

Annan, to truncate his visit to Washington D.C. and return to Cairo immediately (Bumiller 

2011, January 28; El Manawy 2012: 223). 

In an attempt to peacefully withdraw the powers of his Minister of Defence, Mubarak offered 

Tantawy to be his Vice-President, then, Prime Minister, on 29 January 2011, but Tantawy 

declined both offers. Mubarak became furious and asked Tantawy to leave the Presidential 

Palace immediately, head for his house, and wait there, which technically meant sacking him 

and putting him under house arrest. Tantawy, however, defied the orders of Mubarak and 

left the Presidential Palace to the Center of the Command of the Armed Forces (CCAF) and 

stayed there. El Manawy argues that Mubarak realized at that point that he could not sack 

Tantawy; he visited CCAF in the morning of the following day, in an attempt to resolve or 

at least contain the conflict with him. After Mubarak left CCAF, Tantawy visited the TV 

building, shook hands with the protesters and the people in Tahrir Square, and ordered the 

video tape of that visit to be broadcast on state TV, in defiance of Mubarak (El Manawy 

2012: 221-224).  

Those unfavourable developments forced Mubarak to adopt a carrot-and-stick approach: He 

sacked his Prime Minister; ordered a cabinet reshuffle; appointed a Vice-President, for the 

first time in his thirty-year rule (Reuters 2012, January 24); deployed more military forces 

in Cairo and helicopters and fighters over Tahrir Square (ibid); allowed the continuation of 

the escape of thousands of prisoners to terrorize civilians and spread chaos (Ghonim 2012a: 

342); stopped the broadcast of Al Jazeera Channel in Egypt; closed all the roads leading to 

the capital Cairo; and shut down railroads all over the country (Ghonim 2012a: 345). Those 

measures proved unsuccessful, as millions of protesters kept demonstrating in Cairo and 

other cities demanding the departure of Mubarak. 

 

3.2. Structure of the second speech  

 The second speech is divided structurally into three sections, each beginning with the vocative 

al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother citizens). Thematically, the speech can be thought of as 

consisting of three layers, corresponding to its three sections: the first stirs the fears of the 
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people; the second represents Mubarak positively, and deprives him of his powers and accedes 

to the demands of the protesters, in a hedged manner; and the third stirs the personal and 

nationalistic emotions of the people. Mubarak therefore sandwiched the compromises he made 

to the protesters between intense fear and emotions. The speech is bracketed with two appeals 

to the religious sense of the people, i.e. the opening Qurʾānic starter bi-smi llāhi r-rahmāni r-

rāhīm (In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most Merciful) and the concluding 

Islamic greeting of departure as-salāmu ʿalaikum wa raḥmatu llāhi wa barakātuh (peace and 

blessings of Allah be upon you).  

 

Mubarak followed the opening Islamic starter, which set the tone of the speech as one of 

formality and seriousness, and represented him as a pious man seeking the blessing of God, 

with a marking of his legal power, by addressing the people with the legal vocative al-ʾixwah 

al-muwāṭinūn (Brother Citizens), which set the relationship between him and the people as one 

between the President and his citizens. 

 

Mubarak then started an extended appeal to fear, consisting of five consecutive appeals, the 

first and last of which aimed solely at stirring the fears of the people, whereas the three appeals 

in the middle mixed fear with positive-other representation followed by negative-other 

representation: the protests were ‘testing Egypt and its people’ and were about to over-sweep 

both of them to the 'unknown'; the protests were started by ‘honourable youth and citizens’, but 

were soon ‘exploited’ by violent, confrontational anarchists; the protests were turned from ‘an 

elegant and civilized manifestation of practicing the freedoms of opinion and expression’, to 

‘unfortunate confrontations’ steered and controlled by inciters, looters, arson attackers, 

saboteurs, road blockers, and vandalizers; Mubarak and the people were living ‘painful days’, 

obsessed with concern, anxiety, and premonition of what ‘the future hides’ for them, their 

families, and their country; because of all those fears, both the people and the armed forces had 

to deal with the situation wisely and patriotically. That complex appeal to fear performed four 

functions: evoking and intensifying fear in the minds of the people, dividing their front into 

good and bad protesters, demonizing the bad protesters, and implicitly representing the armed 

forces and the people negatively.  

 

The second section contained the most important proposition in the speech, i.e. Mubarak’s 

decision not to step down immediately and to stay in power till the end of his presidential term. 

He embedded that critical statement, which was against the demands of the protesters, between 
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four preparatory preceding paragraphs, and five emphatic succeeding ones. Two of the four 

preceding utterances divided the people by praising the protesters and mildly criticizing ‘some 

political forces’ whom Mubarak did not identify; the other two represented Mubarak positively 

as a patriotic, reformist, responsible, and trust-worthy president, who was not aspiring to power. 

Mubarak then expressed that important statement in a challenging style, and followed it with 

five paragraphs that marked his power, but in a hedging manner that made such a marking look 

like a response to the demands of the protesters. He concluded the section with a soft 

relinquishing of his power, mixed with a religious appeal.  

 

Mubarak started the second section with the same appeal to his legal power, by addressing the 

people with the vocative ʾayuha l-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (O Brother citizens), followed it with 

a juxtaposition of a positive-self representation with a negative-other representation, by 

depicting himself as the responsive President who formed a new government in response to the 

demands of 'our youth', and instructed the Vice-President to hold a national dialogue with all 

political forces, but ‘some political forces’ were unpatriotic, prioritized their own agendas, and 

refused his invitation, leaving him no option other than resorting to the people and addressing 

them directly through this speech.  

 

Mubarak reinforced his previous positive image with two other positive-self representations. 

The first listed five premises in order to drew the conclusion that he should stay in power: he 

had never been a 'seeker of power or authority', he had offered Egypt a lot in war and peace, he 

was a son of the armed forces, he had never betrayed trust nor abandoned responsibility or duty; 

therefore, it was his prime responsibility to stay in power, in order to protect Egypt and 

Egyptians, restore the security and stability of the country, and ensure a peaceful transition of 

power to whom the people would choose in the coming presidential elections. The second 

positive-self representation was mixed with an emotional appeal that depicted Mubarak as an 

honest man who was not intending to nominate himself for the new presidential elections, 

because he had spent enough of his life serving Egypt and ‘its people’, 'but' now he wanted to 

conclude his service to the country in a way that would ensure the delivery of ‘the banner’ and 

‘the trust’ in a constitutional and legitimate manner that would guarantee the ‘dignity’, 

‘stability’ and ‘security’ of the homeland.  

 

Abruptly, the speech took a completely different turn when Mubarak switched from that soft 

emotional tone he had been adopting to a defiant, threatening one, by using the challenging 
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clause ʾaqulu bi-ʿibārātin wāḍiḥa (I am saying in unequivocal sentences) to start the utterance 

that expressed his decision to stay in power till the end of his presidential term, and by 

concluding the same utterance with the power-marking prepositional phrase bi-mujabi mā 

yuxawiluhu liya ad-dustūr min ṣalāḥiyāt (according to the powers conferred upon me by the 

Constitution).  

 

Mubarak escalated that power-marking tone in the following five sub-sections, by issuing 

directives to the different bodies of the state: ‘inviting’ the parliament to ‘discuss’ amending 

the constitution; ‘demanding’ the parliament to ‘abide by the verdicts of the judiciary’; 

promising to ‘follow up on’ the new performance of the new government, so as to ensure that 

it would express ‘the people and their aspirations’; ‘instructing’ the police apparatus to ‘serve’ 

and ‘protect’ the citizens ‘with complete respect for their rights, freedoms, and dignity’; and 

‘demanding’ the supervisory and judiciary authorities to ‘continue’ pursuing the corrupt and 

investigating those who caused the security disarray.  

 

He concluded this section on a soft tone that mixed an emotional appeal with a religious one, 

by describing his directives as a pledge to the people, and praying to Allah to help him fulfil 

that pledge, so as to conclude his offering to ‘Egypt and its people’ in a manner that would 

satisfy Allah, the homeland, and ‘its sons’. 

 

The third and last section consists of three intense emotional appeals, two nationalistic and one 

personal, followed by two short appeals to fear and religion. Mubarak started the section with 

the same marking of his legal power, by addressing the people with the vocative ʾayuha l-

ʾixwatu l-muwāṭinūn (O Brother citizens), following it with a nationalistic, optimistic, 

emotional appeal in which he confirmed that Egypt would survive those circumstances stronger, 

more confident, more unified, and more stable and that its people would be ‘more aware of 

what would realize their interests’ and ‘keener on not waiving their future and destiny’.  

 

Mubarak followed that short, nationalistic, emotional appeal with a longer, subtler, personal, 

emotional one, in which he distanced himself from Hosni Mubarak the President and spoke as 

Hosni Mubarak the old man, who was proud of the long years he had spent serving ‘Egypt and 

its people’, fighting for its sake, and defending its land, sovereignty, and interests, and who was 

not requesting more than being allowed to die and be buried in his homeland, like any other 

‘Egyptian man or woman.’ He followed that personal emotional appeal with another 
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nationalistic emotional one, in which he praised Egypt as an eternal, noble homeland, whose 

banner had been passed among the hands of its generations, and hence it was the responsibility 

of this generation to guarantee the continuation of that tradition, with pride, honour, and dignity. 

 

He concluded this section and the speech with two appeals to religion, through which he prayed 

to Allah to protect ‘this homeland and its people’ and greeted the people with the Islamic 

greeting of departure. 

 

To sum up, the first section of the speech acted as an introduction that raised the fears of the 

people and intensified them, in order to prepare for introducing the power of Mubarak, in the 

second section, as the solution to that fear, by representing him as the strong, defiant president 

who was staying in office till the end of his term and who was not only in control of all the 

bodies of the state, but also was issuing instructions to them. The third section mitigated that 

power and covered the flaws implied in the hedges Mubarak made, by heightening the personal, 

nationalistic, and religious emotions of the people.  

 

3.3. Structures of power  

3.3.1.  Linguistic manifestations of power: Deictic and anaphoric analysis of the second 

speech of Mubarak    

3.3.1.1. First-person singular pronoun ‘I’  
Mubarak used the first-person singular pronoun 'I' thirty-nine times in his second speech 

in order to perform three functions: anchoring and marking his power, representing himself 

positively and his opponents negatively, and stirring the feelings of pity in the people.  

 

The first function Mubarak employed the first-person singular pronoun I to perform was 

establishing his authority, at the beginning of the speech, by setting the relation between 

himself and the people as one between the President and his citizens (M2.3:1). He then 

used I to mark his power by issuing direct executive orders to the parliament, the 

government, the police apparatus, and the supervisory and judiciary authorities (M2.14:2; 

M2.15:3; M2.16:4; M2.17:5; M2.18:6) and by indirectly flagging up his constitutional 

powers against whoever would oppose his stay in office (M2.13:7).  

 (M2.3:1) 

  .ْلوھجملا ىلإ ،مھِبو اھب َفرجنت نأ ُداكتو ،اھَبعشو َرصِم ُنحتمت ،ْةبعص ٍتاقوأ يف ،ْمكیلإ ُثدحتأ
   ʾataḥadaṯu ilai-kum fi awqātin ṣaʿbah tamtaḥinu miṣra wa šaʿbaha wa takādu ʾan 

tanjarifa bihā wa bihim ilā l-majhūl. 
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I am addressing you at critical times that are testing Egypt and its people and are about to 
over-sweep both of them into the unknown. 
 

(M2.14:2) 

 ِةسائرل ِحیشرتلا َطورش ُلدعی امب ،روتسدلا نم "77"و "76" نیتداملا ِلیدعت ِةشقانم ىلإ ،ھَیسلجمب َناملربلا وعدأ يننإ
    .ةسائرلل ٍةددحم ٍتارتف ُدمتعیو ،ةیروھمجلا

ʾinnanī ʾadʿū l-barlamāna bi-majlisayhi ilā munāqašati taʿdīli l-mādatayin 76 wa 77 
mina d-dustūr, bimā yuʿaddilu šurūṭa t-tarašuḥi li-riʾāsati l-jumhūriyya, wa yaʿtamidu 
fatarātin muḥddadatin li-r-riʾāsah. 
 
I do call upon the parliament in both its chambers to discuss amending articles 76 and 77 
of the Constitution, in order to amend the conditions of nomination for presidential 
elections and set specific term limits.  

 
(M2.15:3)  

 ،ٍةیعیرشت ٍتالیدعت نم اھب ُطبتری امو ،ةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلا هذھ ِةشقانم نم ،ھَیسلجمب ُيلاحلا ُناملربلا َنكمتی يكلو
 ِمازتلالاب ،ناملربلا ُبلاطأ يننإف ْتاشقانملا هذھ يف ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك ِةكراشملً انامضو ،روتسدلل ِةلمكملا ِنیناوقلل
 .ءاطبإ َنود ،ةریخألا ِةیعیرشتلا ِتاباختنالا ىلع ِنوعطلا يف ،ھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِةملكب

wa li-kay yatamakana l-barlamānu l-ḥāliu bi-majlisayhi min munāqašati hāẓihi t-
taʿdīlāti d-dustūriyyah, wa ma yartabiṭu bihā min taʿdīlātin tašrīʿiyah li-l-qawānīni l-
mukammillati li-d-dustūr, wa ḍamānan li-mušārakati kāfati l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, fī hāḏihi 
l-munāqašāt, faʾinnani ʾ uṭālibu l-barlamān bi-l-iltizāmi bi-kalimati l-qaḍāʾi wa ʾ aḥkāmih 
fi ṭ-ṭuʿūni ʿalā l-intixābāti t-tašrīʿiyati l-ʾaxīrah, dūna ibṭāʾ 

 
In order for the current parliament, in both its chambers, to be able to discuss these 
constitutional amendments as well as the related legislative amendments of the laws that 
complement the Constitution, and in order to ensure the participation of all political forces 
in these discussions, I do demand the parliament to abide by the word and verdicts of the 
judiciary, on the legal contestations made against the latest legislative elections, without 
delay.  

(M2.16:4)  
 ،اھؤادأ يتأی نأو ،بعشلل َةعورشملا َبلاطملا ُققحی ٍوحن ىلع ،اھِتافیلكتل ِةدیدجلا ِةموكحلا ِذیفنت َةعباتم يلاوأ فوس
 ،رقفلا ِةحفاكمو ،لمعلاِ صرف ةحاتإلو ،يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،يسایسلاِ حالصإلل ِھعلطتو ،ْبعشلا نع ًاربعم
 .ةیعامتجالا ِةلادعلا ِقیقحتو

sawfa ʾuwālī mutābaʿata tanfīḏi l-ḥukūmati l-jadīdati li-taklīfātihā,ʿalā naḥwin yuḥaqiqu 
l-maṭāliba l-mašrūʿata li-l-šaʿb, wa ʾ an yʾatī ʾ adāʾuhā muʿabiran ʿ ani š-šaʿb, wa taṭluʿihi 
li-l-iṣlāhi s-siyāsī wa l-iqtiṣādi wa l-ijtimāʿi, wa li-itāḥat furaṣi l-ʿamal wa mukāfaḥati l-
faqr wa taḥqīqi l-ʿadālati l-ijtimāʿiyah. 

 
I will continue following up on the new government’s execution of its assigned duties, in 
a manner that realizes the legitimate demands of the people, and ensures that its 
performance expresses the people and their aspirations to establishing political, 
economic, and social reform; securing job opportunities; fighting poverty; and realizing 
social justice.  
 

 (M2.17:5)  

 ٍفرشو ٍةھازنب ،ْنینطاوملا ِةیامحو ،ْبعشلا ِةمدخ يف ِهرودب ِعالطضالاب ،ةطرشلا َزاھج ُفلكأ يننإ ،قایسلا ِتاذ يفو
  .مھتماركو ،مھتایرحو ،مھقوقحل ،ْلماكلا ِمارتحالابو ،ْةنامأو
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wa fī ḏāti s-siyāq, ʾinnani ʾukalifu jihāza š-šurtah bi-l-iḍṭilāʿi bi-dawrihi fi xidmati š-šaʿb, 
wa ḥimāyati  l-muwāṭinīn, bi-nazāhatin wa šarafin wa ʾamānah wa bi-l-iḥtirāmi l-kāmili 
li-ḥuqūqihim wa ḥurriyyatihim wa karāmatihim. 
 
Within the same context, I do charge the police apparatus with carrying out its duty in 
serving the people and protecting the citizens with integrity, honor, and faithfulness and 
with the complete respect for their rights, freedoms, and dignity.  
 

(M2.18:6)  

 ،نیدسافلا ِةقحالم ِةلصاومل ٍتاءارجإ نم ُمزلی ام ،روفلا ىلع َذختت نأب ،ْةیئاضقلاو ِةیباقرلا ْتاطلسلا ُبلاطأ يننإ امك
 ،ْنارینلا ِلاعشاو ،ْبھنلاو ِبلسلا ِلامعأب اوماق نَمو) ِمو( ،ينمأ ٍتالفنا نم ُرصم ُھتدھش امیف ،نیببستملا َعم ِقیقحتلاو
 .نینمآلا ْعیورتو

ka-ma ʾinnani ʾuṭālibu l-suluṭāt ar-riqābiyyati wa l-qaḍāʾiyyah biʾan tataxiḏa ʿala l-fawr 
mā yalzamu min ʾijrāʾātin li-muwāṣalati mulāḥaqati l-fāsidīn wa t-taḥqīqi maʿa l-
mutasabibīn fi-mā šahidat’hu miṣru min infilātin ʾamniyin wa man qāmū bi-ʾaʿmāli l-
salbi wa l-nahb wa išʿāli n-nīrān wa tarwīʿ alʾāminīn.  
 
I also do demand the judicial and supervisory authorities to immediately take necessary 
measures to continue pursuing the corrupt and to investigate who caused what Egypt 
witnessed of security disarray and who perpetrated acts of robbery, looting, arsons, and 
terrorization of the peaceful people.  
 

(M2.13:7)  

 ،ْتاءارجإلاو ِریبادتلا ُذاختا َمتی يك ،ةیلاحلا يتیالو نم ،ةیقبتملا ِرھشألا َلالخ ُلمعأس يننأ ،ْةحضاو ٍتارابعب ُلوقأ
 .تایحالص نم ،روتسدلا َيل ُھلوخی ام ِبَجومب ،ْةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالل ِةققحملا

ʾaqulu bi-ʿibārātin wāḍiḥa, ʾannani sa-ʾaʿmalu xilāla l-ʾašhuri l-mutabaqiyati min 
wilāyati l- ḥāliyya, kay ya-timma t-ixāḏu t-tadābīri wa l-ijrāʾāt al-muḥaqīqati li-l-intiqāli 
s-silmi li-l-sulṭah, *bi-mujabi mā yuxawiluhu liya d-dustūr min ṣalāḥiyāt 
 
I am saying in unequivocal sentences that I will work in the remaining months of my 
current term on taking the precautions and measures necessary for the peaceful transition 
of power, according to the powers conferred on me by the Constitution.  
 

Second, Mubarak employed I to represent himself positively and his opponents 

negatively: He is the responsive, democratic, and reformist president who invited the 

opposition to dialogue, but because they are unpatriotic exploiters, they refused his 

invitation and abandoned, him in order to achieve their own private agendas (M2.9:8; 

M2.10:9; M2.11:10; M2.11:11). He is the responsible, God-fearing son of the armed 

forces who neither betrays nor abandons responsibility, who has exhausted his life serving 

Egypt and its people in war and peace, whose main responsibility is to restore stability 

and security and protect the people, who has not intended to nominate himself for a sixth 

term in presidency, and who wants to stay in power only to ensure the safe transition of 

power to whom the people would choose (M2.12:12; M2.13:13; M2.22:14). Protesters, 

on the other hand, are violent, confrontational, and unpatriotic anarchists, inciters, 
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thieves, looters, arson attackers, road blockers, vandalizers, and exploiters, preying on the 

constitution that Mubarak is safeguarding (M2.10:15; M2.18:6; M2.4:16; M2.10:17). 

 

(M2.9:8)  
 َبئان ُتفلكو ،مھِتلاسرو اِنبابش ِبلاطم عم ُبواجتت ْ،ةدیدج ٍتافیلكتو ٍتایولوأب ْ،ةدیدج ٍةموكح ِلیكشتل ُترداب دقل
 ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك عم ِراوحلاب ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر

  la-qad bādartu li-taškīli ḥukūmatin jadīdah, bi-ʾawlawiyātin jadīdah, tatajāwabu maʿa 
maṭālibi šabābina wa risālatihim, wa kallaftu nāʾiba raʾīsi l-jumhūriyyah bi-l-ḥiwār 
maʿa kāfati l-quwā as-siyāsiyah  

  
  I have indeed taken the initiative of forming a new government, with new priorities and 

instructions, that respond to the demands of our youth and their message, and I charged 
the vice-president with holding dialogue with all the political forces 
 

(M2.10:9)  
 ْبعشلا ِءانبأل ًةرشابم ،ْمویلا يثیدحب ُھجوتأ يننإف ،ْةمئاق ُلازتال ٌةوعد يھو ،ْراوحلل يتوعدل ،ْضفرلا اذھل ِرظنلابو

  wa bi-l-naẓari li-hāẓa r-rafḍ, li-daʿwati li-l-ḥiwār, wa hiya daʿwatun lā tazālu qāʾimah, 
fa-ʾinnani ʾatawajahu bi-ḥadīṯī l-yawm mubāšaratan li-ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb 

  
 In response to that rejection, of my invitation to dialogue, which is still extended, I am 

indeed addressing my speech today directly to the sons of the people 
 

(M2.11:10) 
 ُھتمدق امو ،ةیلوئسملا اھیف ُتلمحت يتلا ،ةبیصعلا َفورظلا ُبعشلا ُملعیو ،هاج وأ ٍةطلس َبلاطً اموی نكأ مل يننإ 
 نع يلختلا وأ ،ةنامألا ُ ةنایخ ،يعبط نم َسیلو ،ةحلسملا اِنتاوق ِءانبأ نم ٌلجر يننأ امك ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِنطولل
 ةیلوئسملاو ِبجاولا

  ʾinnani lam ʾakun yawman ṭāliba sulṭatin aw jāh, wa yaʿlamu š-šaʿbu ẓ-ẓurūfa l-ʿaṣībah 
allati taḥamaltu fīha l-masʾūliyah, wa ma qadamtuhu li-l-waṭani ḥarban wa salāman, 
kama ʾannani rajulun min rijāli quwātina l-musallaha, wa laysa min ṭabʿī xiyānatu l-
ʾamānah, aw at-taxalli ʿani l-wāgibi wa l-masʾūliyyah. 

 
 I have indeed never ever been a seeker of authority or power, and the people know the 

critical circumstances at which I shouldered responsibility, and what I have offered the 
homeland in war and peace. Also, I am indeed a man of the sons of our armed forces; it 
is not in my nature to betray trust or abandon duty and responsibility.  
 

(M2.11:11) 

 يمحت ٍءاوجأ يف ،ةطلسلل ِيملسلا ِلاقتنالا ِقیقحتل ،ْنطولا ِرارقتساو ِنمأ ُةداعتسا يھ ،نآلا يلوألا يتیلوئسم َّنإ 
 .ةلبقملا ِةیسائرلا ِتاباختنالا يف بعشلا ُهراتخی نمل ةیلوئسملا ِملست ُحیتتو ،نییرصِملاو َرصِم

  ʾinna masʾūliyyati al-ʾūlā al-ʾān hiya istiʿādatu ʾamni wa stiqrāri l-waṭan, li-taḥqīqi l-
intiqāli s-silmyī li-l-sulṭah, fi ʾajwāʾin taḥmī miṣra wa l-miṣriyyīn, wa tutīḥu tasalumi l-
masʾūliyyah li-man yaxtāruhu š-šaʿb fi l-intixābāti r-riʾāsiyati l-muqbilah. 

  
 My primary responsibility now is indeed restoring the security and stability of the 

homeland, in order to ensure a peaceful transition of power, in circumstances that 
protect Egypt and Egyptians and allow receiving the responsibility to whoever the 
people would choose in the coming presidential elections. 
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(M2.12:12)  

 دقف ،ةدیدج ٍ ةیسائرٍ  ةرتفل َحشرتلا يوتنأ نكأ مل ىنأ ،ْنھارلا ِفرظلا نع ْرظنلا ِفرصبو ،قدصلا ِلكب ُلوقأو
 ِلجأ نم يلمع متتخأ نأ ىلع صرحلا َلك ٌصیرح ،َنآلا يننكل ،اِھبعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ْرمعلا نم يفكی ام ُتیضق
  .روتسدلا ْمرتحیو ةیعرشلا ُظفحی امبو ،ةرقتسم ٌةنمآ ٌةزیزع ُرصمو ،ھَتیارو ُھَتنامأ َمیلست ُنمضی امب ،ْنطولا

  wa ʾaqulu bi-kulli ṣ-ṣidq, wa bi-ṣarfi n-naẓar ʿani ẓ-ẓarfi r-rāhin, ʾanni lam ʾakun 
ʾantawi t-tarašuḥa li-fatratin riʾāsiyatin jadīdah, fa-qd qaḍaytu ma yakfī  mina l-ʿumr, 
fī xidmati miṣra wa-šaʿbihā, lakinna-ni lʾana, ḥarīṣun kulla l-ḥirṣ ʿalā ʾan ʾaxtatima 
ʿamali min ʿajli l-waṭan, bi-ma yaḍmanu taslīma ʾamānatahu wa rāyatahu, wa miṣru 
ʿazīzatan ʾāminatan mustaqirah, wa bi-ma yaḥfaẓu š-šarʿiyah wa ya-ḥtarimu d-dustūr. 

 
I am saying with all frankness, and regardless of the current circumstance, that I was 
not intending to nominate myself for a new presidential term, as I have indeed spent 
enough of my life at the service of Egypt and its people. But now I am indeed absolutely 
determined (emotional tone) to conclude my work for the homeland in a way that 
ensures handing over its trust and banner, while Egypt is honoured, secure, and stable, 
and in a manner that safeguards legitimacy and respects the constitution.  
 

(M2.13:13) 

 ،ْتاءارجإلاو ِریبادتلا ُذاختا َمتی يك ،ةیلاحلا يتیالو نم ،ةیقبتملا ِرھشألا َلالخ ُلمعأس يننأ ،ْةحضاو ٍتارابعب ُلوقأ
 .تایحالص نم ،روتسدلا َيل ُھلوخی ام ِبَجومب ،ْةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالل ِةققحملا

 
  ʾaqulu bi-ʿibārātin wāḍiḥa, ʾannani sa-ʾaʿmalu xilāla l-ʾašhuri l-mutabaqiyati min 

wilāyati l- ḥāliyya, kay ya-timma t-ixāḏu t-tadābīri wa l-ijrāʾāt al-muḥaqīqati li-l-
intiqāli s-silmi li-l-sulṭah, *bi-mujabi mā yuxawiluhu liya d-dustūr min ṣalāḥiyāt. 

  I am saying in unequivocal sentences that I will work in the remaining months of my 
current term on taking the precautions and measures necessary for the peaceful 
transition of power, according to the powers conferred on me by the Constitution.  

 
(M2.22:14) 

 ،ْنطولا اذھ َّنإ ،اھبِعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ةلیوط َنینس نم ُهاضق امب ُزتعی ،مویلا مكیلإ ُثدحتی يذلا كرابم ينسح َّنا
 ،ِھضرأ نع ُتعفادو ،ھلجأ نم ُتبراحو ،ْتشِع ھیف ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم ِلك ُنطو وھ املثم ،ينطو وھ ،ْزیزعلا
  .انیلع وأ انل امب ،يریغ ىلعو ّىلع ُ خیراتلا ُمكحیسو ،ْتومأ ِھضرأ ىلعو ،ْھِحلاصمو ،ِھتدایسو

  ʾinna Husni Mubārak allaḏi yataḥadaṯu ʾilaykum al-yawm yaʿtazu bi-mā qaḍāhu min 
sinīna ṭawīlah fī xidmati miṣra wa šaʿbihā. ʾinna hāḏa l-waṭan al-ʿazīz hwa waṭani, 
miṯlama hwa waṭanu kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, fīhi ʿišt, wa ḥārabtu min ʾajlih, wa 
dāfaʿtu ʿan ʾarḍihi wa siyādatihi, wa maṣāliḥih wa ʿalā ʾarḍihi ʾamūt, wa sayḥkumu t-
tārīxu ʿalayya wa ʿalā ġayrī bi-mā lanā aw ʿalaynā. 

 
  Hosni Mubarak who is speaking to you today is indeed proud of the long years he has 

spent at the service of Egypt and its people. This dear homeland is indeed my homeland, 
as it is the homeland of every Egyptian man and woman. In it, I have lived; I have fought 
for its sake; I have defended its land, sovereignty, and interests; and on its soil I die, and 
history will judge me as well as others for our merits and demerits.  

 
(M2.10:15)  

 ْبعشلا ِءانبأل ًةرشابم ،ْمویلا يثیدحب ُھجوتأ يننإف ،ْةمئاق ُلازتال ٌةوعد يھو ،ْراوحلل يتوعدل ،ْضفرلا اذھل ِرظنلابو
  wa bi-l-naẓari li-hāẓa r-rafḍ, li-daʿwati li-l-ḥiwār, wa hiya daʿwatun lā tazālu qāʾimah, 

fa-ʾinnani ʾatawajahu bi-ḥadīṯī l-yawm mubāšaratan li-ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb 
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  In response to that rejection, of my invitation to dialogue, which is still extended, I am 

indeed addressing my speech today directly to the sons of the people 
 
(M2.4:16)  

 ِرھاظتلا يف مھقح اوسرام ،ْءافرش َنینطاومو ٍبابشب ْتأدب ،ْةیساق ٍتارابتخاو ،ْةبیصع ٍثادحأل ُنطولا ُضرعتی
 ِفنعلا ىلإ ِءوجللاو ،ىضوفلا ِةعاشإل يعس نم ،مھلغتسا ام ناعرس ،مھتاعلطتو ،مھمومھ نع ًاریبعت ،يملسلا
   .اھیلع ِضاضقنالاو ،ْةیروتسدلا ِةیعرشلا ىلع ِزفقللو ،ةھجاوملاو

  yataʿaraḍu l-waṭanu liʾaḥdāṯin ʿaṣībah wa xtibārātin qāsiyah badaʾat bi-šabābin wa 
muwaṭinīna šurafāʾ, mārasū ḥaqahum fī t-taẓāhuri s-selmi, taʿbīran ʿan humūmihim wa 
taṭaluʿātihim, surʿāna mā staġallahum man saʿā li-išāʿati l-fawḍā wa l-lujūʾi ilā l-ʿunfi 
wa l-muwājaha wa li-l-qafzi ʿalā š-šarʿiyati d-dustūriyah wa l-inqiḍāḍi ʿalaihā.  

 
  The homeland is experiencing grave events and tough tests, started by honourable youth 

and citizens who exercised their right to protest peacefully and express their concerns 
and aspirations, but they were soon exploited by those who sought to spread chaos and 
resort to violence and confrontation, in order to jump over constitutional legitimacy and 
pounce upon it.   

 
(M2.10:17)  

 ِفرظلل ٍةاعارمَ نودو ،ةصاخلا ِمھتادنجأبً اكسمت ،ْراوحلل ُةوعدلا هذھ َضفر نم ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا نم َكانھ ّنكل
 اھِبعشو َرصمل ،ْنھارلا ِقیقدلا

  lakinna hunāka mina l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, man rafaḍa hāḏihi d-daʿwatu li-l-ḥiwār, 
tamasukan bi-ʾaǧindātihim al-xāṣah wa dūna murāʿātin li-ẓ-ẓarfi d-daqīqi r-rāhin li-
miṣra wa šaʿbihā   

  But, there are some of the political forces who have declined this invitation to dialogue, 
sticking to their private agendas, with no consideration of the current delicate 
circumstance of Egypt and its people 

 
The last function Mubarak performed by ‘I’ was stirring the emotions of pity in the people 

by strategically relinquishing all his powers, at the end of the speech, and representing 

himself as an old ordinary Egyptian man who had exhausted his life serving Egypt and 

its people, fighting for their interests and defending their sovereignty and land, and who 

was requesting no more than being allowed to die and be buried on the soil of his beloved 

country (M2.22:14).  

 

To sum up, the principal pragmatic function Mubarak performed by employing the first-

person singular pronoun I was self-legitimization: he did so by representing himself 

positively, in nineteen instances; appealing to his constitutional powers, in ten instances; 

and softening and mitigating the previous two functions by appealing to the emotions of 

the people, in six instances. He therefore manipulated this ‘innocent pronoun’ in order to 

exercise a subtle form of soft power, that started with a positive-self representation in 

order to legitimize himself, followed by an appeal to his powers in order to threaten the 

people indirectly, and concluded with  an appeal to the pity and fear of the people in order 
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to mitigate the previous threat, intensify their fear and emotions, and hence justify his 

power and present himself and his power as the solution that can dispel the fear of the 

people and prevent the potential chaos.  

 

3.3.1.2. Third-person singular pronoun ‘HE’  
Mubarak employed the anaphoric third-person singular pronoun HE in a manner that made 

it referentially and pragmatically synonymous with the deictic first-person singular 

pronoun I, when he used it thrice to encode himself in the penultimate emotional appeal, 

he made at the end of the speech (M2.22:14). By referring to himself with HE instead of I, 

Mubarak detached the man from the president in himself, and hence performed more than 

one strategic function.  

 

First, such a deictic detachment could be considered as a tactic within the wider strategy 

of relinquishing power, which Mubarak adopted in this speech, in order to represent 

himself positively as a non-seeker of power. This interpretation is corroborated by the fact 

that in the sentence that followed that appeal Mubarak made his most intense emotional 

appeal in the speech, in which he requested to be treated like an ordinary Egyptian man 

and be allowed to die and be buried on the soil of Egypt.  

 

Second, the anaphoric HE which Mubarak employed instead of the deictic I could be 

considered as an attempt to distance the speaker from the spoken message, and hence add 

a tone of factual objectivity to the highly personal and subjective content of the message. 

Finally, given the sensitivity and emotional intensity of the appeal within which this 

anaphoric-turned-deictic pronoun is employed, on the one hand, and the complexity of the 

relations of power, on the other, this deictic detachment could be considered as a face-

saving tactic that enabled Mubarak the President to speak on the tongue of Mubarak the 

ordinary Egyptian man, in order to stir the pity of the people with the latter without hurting 

the presidential pride and ego of the former.   

 

3.3.1.3. First-person plural pronoun ‘WE’: Classifying WE 
3.3.1.3.1. First Class WE 
Mubarak employed the First Class WE, which encoded himself to the exclusion of 

everyone else, thrice in the second speech, in order to exercise the moral authority of the 

godfather or spiritual leader who, in the first instance, had the power to admonish the 

people and the army that they had to choose between chaos and stability and to act wisely 
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(M2.7:18) and, in the second instance, who could transcend the turbulent present of the 

country to foretell a prosperous future in which the people will be more aware of what 

realizes their own interests and more keen on defending their future (M2.21:19).  

 (M2.7:18) 

 ،ْرارقتسالاو ىضوفلا َنیب ام َرایتخالا ْ،ةدایقوً ابعش ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ،ْةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِمایألا ِثادحأ نإ
 ىصقأب ،ةحلسملا اُنتاوقو ،انُبعش ھعم َلماعتی نأ ُنیعتی )عی( ً،اریاغمً ایرصِمً اعقاوو ْ،ةدیدجً افورظ انمامأ ُحرطتو
 .اھِئانبأو ،َرصم ِحلاصم ىلعِ صرحلاو ،ْةمكحلا نم ٍردق

  ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯi l-ʾayāmi l-qalīlati l-māḍiyah tafriḍu ʿalainā jamīʿan, šaʿban wa 
qiyādah, al-ixtiyāra mā bayna l-fawḍā wa l-istiqrār, wa taṭraḥu ʾamāmanā ẓurūfan 
jadīdah, wa wāqiʾan miṣriyyan muġāyiran [XXX] yataʿaiyanu ʾan ya-taʿāmala 
maʿahu šaʿbunā wa quwātunā l-musallaḥah bi-aqṣā qadrin mina l-ḥikmah wa l-ḥirṣi 
ʿalā maṣāliḥi miṣra wa ʾabnāʾihā. 

 
 The events of the last few days do impose upon us all, people and leadership, 

choosing between chaos or stability, and set in front of us new circumstances and a 
different Egyptian reality, with which our people and armed forces have to deal, at 
the highest level of wisdom and keenness on the interests of Egypt and its sons.  

 
(M2.21:19)  

 ،ارارقتساوً اكسامتو ًةقث َرثكأ ،اھَلبق ِھیلع تناك امم ىوقأ ،ةنھارلا ِفورظلا نم فرظلا نم َرصِم ُجرختس
 ھلبقتسمو ِهریصم يِف طیرفتلا ِ مدع ىلعً اصرح ُرثكأو ،ُھَحلاصم ُققحی امبً ایعو ُرثكأ وھو ،اُنبعش اھنم ُجرخیس

  sa-taxruju miṣra mina ẓ-ẓurūfi r-rāhinah ʾaqwā mi-mmā kānt ʿalayhi qablahā, 
ʾakṯara ṯiqatan wa tamāsukan, wa stiqrāran, sayaxruju min-hā šaʿbuna wa hwa 
ʾakṯaru waʿyan bi-mā yuḥaqiqu maṣāliḥahu wa ʾakṯaru ḥirṣan ʿalā ʿadami t-tafrīṭi 
fī maṣīrihi wa mustaqbalih. 

 
 Egypt will survive these current circumstances stronger than it was before, and more 

confident, unified, and stable. Our people will become more aware of what realizes 
their interests and more eager not to waive their destiny and future.  

 
It is worth pointing out that Al Jazeera Channel broadcasted this second speech on a split 

screen, with Mubarak delivering the speech on the left half of the screen and the protesters 

in Tahrir Square on the right one. A multi-modal examination of that video, which can be 

accessed on YouTube, shows that immediately after Mubarak uttered the second instance 

of this First Class WE, the protesters in Tahrir Square became outraged and started waving 

their flags, and some their shoes, shouting 'depart'. Such an immediate, spontaneous, and 

adamant rejection demonstrates that the protesters neither believed nor accepted that 

Mubarak could assume such a kind of spiritual authority.  

 
3.3.1.3.2. Second Class WE  
Mubarak abandoned the Second Class WE, which combined himself and his cabinet in the 

same deictic field, completely in this speech, in what seems to be an attempt to detach 
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himself from his own cabinet and to wash his hands of the responsibility for any economic, 

social, or political problems.  

  

3.3.1.3.3. Third Class WE 
Mubarak employed the Third Class WE, which assimilated himself into the people, in 

eight instances in his second speech, in order to perform five strategic functions. First, he 

attempted to infuse fear among the people, from within them, i.e. he first presupposed the 

existence of a state of common fear, concern, anxiety, and premonitions, then established 

a bond with the people based on their common suffering of that presupposed state 

(M2.6:20). After establishing that bond, Mubarak used the Third Class WE to legitimize 

himself and justify his stay in power, by underscoring that he was an officer of 'our' armed 

forces, and as an officer in duty he could not abandon responsibility or leave power in 

such circumstances (M2.11:21). Third, Mubarak employed the Third Class WE to 

perform the new function of relinquishing his power voluntarily and equating himself to 

ordinary Egyptians, even those who opposed him (M2.22:23). Fourth, Mubarak used the 

Third Class WE as a face-saving device, in order to avoid looking like a defeated president 

who acceded to the demands of the protesters, by sacking his cabinet and appointing a 

Vice-President (M2.9:22). Finally, Mubarak used the Third Class WE in order to 

indirectly hold the people co-responsible for securing an ‘honourable’ transition of power 

(M2.23:24).  

 
(M2.6:20)  

 امو ،نییرصِملا نم َةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َباتنا يذلا ُفوخلا وھ ،انَبولق ُعِجوی ام َرثكأو ،ْةملؤمً امایأً اعم ُشیعن
 .مھِدلب ِریصمو ِلبقتسمو ،مِھتالئاعو ،مِھیوذلو ،مھل ،ُدغلا ِھب يتأیس ام َلوح ،ْسجاوھو ٍقلقٍو جاعزنا نم مھرواس

   naʿīšu maʿan ʾayāman muʾalimah, wa ʾakṯara ma yujiʿu qulūbanā hwa l-xawfu allaḏi 
intāba lʾġlabiyata l-kāsiḥata min l-miṣriyyīn, wa mā sawarahum min inziʿājin wa 
qalaqin wa hawājis, ḥwla mā sayʾatī bi-hi l-ġadu la-hum wa li-ḏawīhim wa ʿāʾilātihim 
wa mustaqbali wa maṣīri baladihim 

 
   We are living together painful days: what aches our hearts most is the fear that has 

possessed the over-sweeping majority of Egyptians; the concern, anxiety, and 
premonitions that have preoccupied them of what might befall them, their families, 
and relatives the following day; and the future and destiny of their country.  

 
 (M2.11:21)  

 ةیلوئسملاو ِبجاولا نع يلختلا وأ ،ةنامألا ُ ةنایخ ،يعبط نم َسیلو ،ةحلسملا اِنتاوق ِءانبأ نم ٌلجر يننأ امك
   kama ʾannani rajulun min rijāli quwātina l-musallaha, wa laysa min ṭabʿī xiyānatu l-

ʾamānah, aw at-taxalli ʿani l-wāgibi wa l-masʾūliyyah  
  Also, I am indeed a man of the sons of our armed forces; it is not in my nature to 

betray trust or abandon duty and responsibility.  
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(M2.22:22)  

 .انیلع وأ انل امب ،يریغ ىلعو ّىلع ُ خیراتلا ُمكحیسو
   sayḥkumu t-tārīxu ʿalayya wa ʿalā ġayrī bi-mā lanā aw mā ʿalaynā. 
   history will judge me as well as others for our merits and demerits.  

 
(M2.9:23) 

 مھِتلاسرو اِنبابش ِبلاطم عم ُبواجتت ْ،ةدیدج ٍتافیلكتو ٍتایولوأب ْ،ةدیدج ٍةموكح ِلیكشتل ُترداب دقل
   la-qad bādartu li-taškīli ḥukūmatin jadīdah, bi-ʾawlawiyātin jadīdah, tatajāwabu 

maʿa maṭālibi šabābina wa risālatihim  
 

  I have indeed taken the initiative of forming a new government, with new priorities 
and instructions, that respond to the demands of our youth and their message 

 
(M2.23:24)  

 .لیج دعب ً،الیج ،ھماركو ٍةعفرو ٍةزعب ِكلذ َقیقحت َنمضن نأ ،انیلعو
   wa ʿalainā an naḍmana taḥqīqa ḏālika bi-ʿizatin wa rifʿatin wa karāmah jīlan baʿda 

jīl. 
   and we are responsible for ensuring that this is taking place with pride, honour, and 

dignity, one generation after another.   
 
3.3.1.3.4. Fourth Class WE  
Mubarak did not at all use the Fourth Class WE, which issues indirect accusations, in this 

speech, because the relations of power were clearly in favour of the protesters, and hence 

he was not in a position to accuse them even indirectly.  

 
3.3.1.4.  Third-person plural pronoun THEY      
Mubarak unintentionally rendered his bonding Third Class WE ineffective by his excessive 

use of the detaching obviative THEY which he employed twenty-six times to reference not 

only the protesters and his political opponents who ‘exploited’ them, but also all the 

Egyptian people (M2.21:32; M2.17:31; M2.16:30; M2.10:29; M2.9:28; M2.6:27; M2.4:26; 

M2.3:25) 

 (M2.3:25)  
 ْلوھجملا ىلإ ،مھِبو اھب َفرجنت نأ ُداكتو ،اھَبعشو َرصِم ُنحتمت ،ْةبعص ٍتاقوأ

awqātin ṣaʿbah tamtaḥinu miṣra wa šaʿbaha wa takādu ʾan tanjarifa bihā wa bihim ilā 
l-majhūl. 
critical times that are testing Egypt and its people and are about to over-sweep both of 
them into the unknown. 

 
(M2.4:26)  

 ،مھلغتسا ام ناعرس ،مھتاعلطتو ،مھمومھ نع ًاریبعت ،يملسلا ِرھاظتلا يف مھقح اوسرام ،ْءافرش َنینطاومو ٍبابشب
 .اھیلع ِضاضقنالاو ،ْةیروتسدلا ِةیعرشلا ىلع ِزفقللو ،ةھجاوملاو ِفنعلا ىلإ ِءوجللاو ،ىضوفلا ِةعاشإل يعس نم

šabābin wa muwaṭinīna šurafāʾ, mārasū ḥaqahum fī t-taẓāhuri s-selmi, taʿbīran ʿan 
humūmihim wa taṭaluʿātihim, surʿāna mā staġallahum man saʿā li-išāʿati l-fawḍā wa 
l-lujūʾi ilā l-ʿunfi wa l-muwājaha wa li-l-qafzi ʿalā š-šarʿiyati d-dustūriyah wa l-
inqiḍāḍi ʿalaihā.  
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honorable youth and citizens who exercised their right to protest peacefully and express 
their concerns and aspirations, but they were soon exploited by those who sought to 
spread chaos and resort to violence and confrontation, in order to jump over 
constitutional legitimacy and pounce upon it.   

 
(M2.6:27)  

 يتأیس ام َلوح ،ْسجاوھو ٍقلقوٍ جاعزنا نم مھرواس امو ،نییرصِملا نم َةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َباتنا يذلا ُفوخلا وھ
 .مھِدلب ِریصمو ِلبقتسمو ،مِھتالئاعو ،مِھیوذلو ،مھل ،ُدغلا ِھب

l-xawfu allaḏi ntāba lʾ aġlabiyata l-kāsiḥata min l-miṣriyyīn, wa mā sawarahum min 
inziʿājin wa qalaqin wa hawājis, ḥwla mā sayʾatī bi-hi l-ġadu la-hum wa li-ḏawīhim wa 
ʿāʾilātihim wa mustaqbali wa maṣīri baladihim. 
 
The fear that has possessed the over-sweeping majority of Egyptians and what 
preoccupied them of concern, anxiety, and premonition of what might befall them, their 
families, and relatives the following day; and of the future and destiny of their country.  
 

(M2.9:28) 
 َبئان ُتفلكو ،مھِتلاسرو اِنبابش ِبلاطم عم ُبواجتت ْ،ةدیدج ٍتافیلكتو ٍتایولوأب ْ،ةدیدج ٍةموكح ِلیكشتل ُترداب دقل
 ،ّيطارقمیدلاو ّيسایسلاِ  حالصإلل ،ةراثملا ایاضقلاِ  ةفاك َلوح ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك عم ِراوحلاب ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر
 ،ْنمألاو ،ْءودھلا ِةداعتساو ،ةعورشملا ِبلاطملا هذھ ِقیقحت ِلجأ نم ،ْةیعیرشتو ٍةیروتسد ٍتالیدعت نم ھُبَلطتی امو
 .رارقتسالاو

la-qad bādartu li-taškīli ḥukūmatin jadīdah, bi-ʾawlawiyātin wa taklīfātin jadīdah, 
tatajāwabu maʿa maṭālibi šabābinā wa risālatihim wa kallaftu nāʾiba raʾīsi l-
jumhūriyyah bi-l-ḥiwār maʿa kāfati l-quwā as-siyāsiyah, ḥawla kāfati l-qaḍāya l-
muṯārah li-l-islāḥi s-siyāsī wa d-dīmuqrātī, wa mā yataṭalabuhu min taʿdīlātin 
dustūriyah wa tašrīʿiyah, min ajli taḥqīqi hāḏihi l-maṭālibi l-mašrūʿah, wa stiʿādati l-
hudūʾa wa l-ʾamn wa l-istiqrār. 
 
I have indeed taken the initiative of forming a new government, with new priorities and 
instructions, that respond to the demands of our youth and their message, and I 
instructed the vice-president to hold dialogue with all the political forces, about all the 
raised issues of political and democratic reform, and what it requires of constitutional 
and legislative amendments in order to realize those legitimate demands and restore 
peace, security, and stability.  

 
(M2.10:29) 

 ِفرظلل ٍةاعارَم نودو ،ةصاخلا ِمھتادنجأبً اكسمت ،ْراوحلل ُةوعدلا هذھ َضفر نم ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا نم َكانھ ّنكل 
 ُھجوتأ يننإف ،ْةمئاق ُلازتالٌ ةوعد يھو ،ْراوحلل يتوعدل ،ْضفرلا اذھل ِرظنلابو ،اھِبعشو َرصمل ،ْنھارلا ِقیقدلا
 ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم لكلو ،ْھبابشو ،ِھخویش ،ْھطابقأو ،ِھیملسم ،ْھِلامعو ،ِھیحالفب ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأل ًةرشابم ،ْمویلا يثیدحب
 .ھتاظفاحمو ِھضرأ ِعاستا ىلع ،ِھندمو ْنطولا ِفیر يف

lakinna hunāka mina l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, man rafaḍa hāḏihi d-daʿwatu li-l-ḥiwār, 
tamasukan bi-ʾaǧindātihim al-xāṣah wa dūna murāʿātin li-ẓ-ẓarfi d-daqīqi r-rāhin li-
miṣra wa šaʿbihā, wa bi-n-naẓari li-hāẓa r-rafḍ, li-daʿwati li-l-ḥiwār, wa hiya daʿwatun 
lā tazālu qāʾimah, fa-ʾinnani ʾatawajahu bi-ḥadīṯī l-yawm mubāšaratan li-ʾabnāʾi š-
šaʿb, bi-fallāḥihi, wa ʿummālih, muslimīhi wa ʾaqbātih, šiūxihi wa šabābih, wa li-kulli 
miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, fī rīfi l-waṭan wa mudunihi, ʿalā itisāʿi ʾarḍihi wa muḥāfaẓātih. 
 
But, there are some of the political forces who have declined this invitation to dialogue, 
sticking to their private agendas, with no consideration of the current delicate 
circumstance of Egypt and its people. In response to that declination, of my invitation 
to dialogue, an invitation that is still extended, I am indeed addressing my speech today 
directly to the sons of the people, their farmers and workers, their Muslims and 
Christians, their elderly people and youth, and to every Egyptian man and woman in the 
countryside, cities, and governorates all over the country. 
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(M2.16:30)  
 ،اھؤادأ يتأی نأو ،بعشلل َةعورشملا َبلاطملا ُققحی ٍوحن ىلع ،اھِتافیلكتل ِةدیدجلا ِةموكحلا ِذیفنت َةعباتم يلاوأ فوس
 ،رقفلا ِةحفاكمو ،لمعلاِ صرف ةحاتإلو ،يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،يسایسلا ِحالصإلل ِھعلطتو ،ْبعشلا نع ًاربعم
 .ةیعامتجالا ِةلادعلا ِقیقحتو

sawfa ʾuwālī mutābaʿata tanfīḏi l-ḥukūmati l-jadīdati li-taklīfātihā,ʿalā naḥwin 
yuḥaqiqu l-maṭāliba l-mašrūʿata li-š-šaʿb, wa ʾan yʾatī ʾadāʾuhā muʿabiran ʿani š-šaʿb, 
wa taṭluʿihi li-l-iṣlāhi s-siyāsī wa l-iqtiṣādi wa l-ijtimāʿi, wa li-itāḥat furaṣi l-ʿamal wa 
mukāfaḥati l-faqr wa taḥqīqi l-ʿadālati l-ijtimāʿiyah. 
 
I will continue following up on the new government’s execution of its assigned duties, 
in a manner that realizes the legitimate demands of the people, and ensures that its 
performance expresses the people and their aspirations to establishing political, 
economic, and social reform; securing job opportunities; fighting poverty; and realizing 
social justice.  

 
(M2.17:31)  

 ،ْةنامأو ٍفرشو ٍةھازنب ،ْنینطاوملا ِةیامحو ،ْبعشلا ِةمدخ يف ِهرودب ِعالطضالاب ،ةطرشلا َزاھج ُفلكأ يننإ
  .مھتماركو ،مھتایرحو ،مھقوقحل ،ْلماكلا ِمارتحالابو

 
ʾinnani ʾukalifu jihāza š-šurtah bi-l-iḍṭilāʿi bi-dawrihi fi xidmati š-šaʿb, wa ḥimāyati  l-
muwāṭinīn, bi-nazāhatin wa šarafin wa ʾamānah wa bi-l-iḥtirāmi l-kāmili li-ḥuqūqihim 
wa ḥurriyyatihim wa karāmatihim.  
 
I do instruct the police apparatus with carrying out its duty in serving the people and 
protecting the citizens with integrity, honor, and faithfulness and with the complete 
respect for their rights, freedoms, and dignity.  

 
(M2.21:32)  

 ُجرخیس ،ارارقتساوً اكسامتو ًةقث َرثكأ ،اَھلبق ِھیلع تناك امم ىوقأ ،ةنھارلا ِفورظلا نم فرظلا نم َرصِم ُجرختس
 ھلبقتسمو ِهریصم يِف طیرفتلا ِ مدع ىلعً اصرح ُرثكأو ،ُھَحلاصم ُققحی امبً ایعو ُرثكأ وھو ،اُنبعش اھنم

sa-taxruju miṣra mina ẓ-ẓurūfi r-rāhinah ʾaqwā mi-mmā kānt ʿalayhi qablahā, ʾakṯara 
ṯiqatan wa tamāsukan, wa stiqrāran, sayaxruju minhā šaʿbuna wa hwa ʾakṯaru waʿyan 
bi-mā yuḥaqiqu maṣāliḥahu wa ʾakṯaru ḥirṣan ʿalā ʿadami t-tafrīṭi fī maṣīrihi wa 
mustaqbalih. 
 
Egypt will survive these current circumstances stronger than it was before: more 
confident, cohesive, and stable. Our people will survive it more aware of what realizes 
their interests and keener on not waiving their destiny and future. 

 
       

3.3.1.5. Second-person plural pronoun ‘YOU’  
Finally, Mubarak employed the deictic pronoun YOU two times only in the second speech, 

bracketing it at the beginning and the end. He first employed YOU at the beginning of an 

appeal to fear in order to specify his addressees, evoke their fear of the 'unknown' slippery 

slope to which the protesters were over-sweeping the country, and reinforce the President-

Citizens relationship which he had established in the appeal to authority immediately 

preceding that appeal to fear (M2.3:33). Mubarak employed YOU again, at the end of the 

speech, within his most powerful and emotionally loaded appeal, in which he requested the 

people indirectly to allow him to die on the soil of Egypt (M2.22:34). Mubarak, therefore, 

acknowledged the temporal and spatial presence of the people by addressing them directly 
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with the deictic pronoun YOU, only when he was appealing to their fears or stirring their 

emotions.  

(M2.3:33) 

  .ْلوھجملا ىلإ ،مھِبو اھب َفرجنت نأ ُداكتو ،اھَبعشو َرصِم ُنحتمت ،ْةبعص ٍتاقوأ يف ،ْمكیلإ ُثدحتأ
   ʾataḥadaṯu ilai-kum fi awqātin ṣaʿbah tamtaḥinu miṣra wa šaʿbaha wa takādu ʾan 

tanjarifa bihā wa bihim ilā l-majhūl. 
 

 I am addressing you at critical times that are testing Egypt and its people and are about to 
over-sweep both of them into the unknown. 
 

(M2.22:34)  
 ،ْنطولا اذھ َّنإ ،اھبِعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ةلیوط َنینس نمُ هاضق امب ُزتعی ،مویلا مكیلإ ُثدحتی يذلا كرابم ينسح َّنا
 ،ِھتدایسو ،ِھضرأ نع ُتعفادو ،ھلجأ نم ُتبراحو ،ْتشِع ھیف ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم ِلك ُنطو وھ املثم ،ينطو وھ ،ْزیزعلا
 .انیلع وأ انل امب ،يریغ ىلعو ّىلعُ  خیراتلا ُمكحیسو ،ْتومأ ِھضرأ ىلعو ،ْھِحلاصمو

   ʾinna Husni Mubārak allaḏi yataḥadaṯu ʾilaykum al-yawm yaʿtazu bi-mā qaḍāhu min 
sinīna ṭawīlah fī xidmati miṣra wa šaʿbihā. ʾinna hāḏa l-waṭan al-ʿazīz hwa waṭani, 
miṯlama hwa waṭanu kulli miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah, fīhi ʿišt, wa ḥārabtu min ʾajlih, wa 
dāfaʿtu ʿan ʾarḍihi wa siyādatihi, wa maṣāliḥih wa ʿalā ʾarḍihi ʾamūt, wa sayḥkumu t-
tārīxu ʿalayya wa ʿalā ġayrī bi-mā lanā aw mā ʿalaynā. 

 
 Hosni Mubarak who is speaking to you today is indeed proud of the long years he has 

spent at the service of Egypt and its people. This dear homeland is indeed my homeland, 
as it is the homeland of every Egyptian man and woman. In it, I have lived; I have fought 
for its sake; I have defended its land, sovereignty, and interests; and on its soil I die, and 
history will judge me as well as others for our merits and demerits.  

 
 

3.3.2. Multi-modal markers of power in the second speech of Mubarak: Backdrop and 

Stumbling 

Mubarak delivered this speech on 1 February 2011, from his presidential palace, as indicated 

by the logo of the Presidency of the Republic on the podium in front of him and the curtains 

behind him. He is delivering the speech standing, and is wearing the same grey suit and tie he 

was wearing while delivering the first speech.  

 

The first and most striking multi-modal observation in the speech is the way in which Mubarak 

performed the first 'Brother Citizens' vocative in the speech. Although the steepness of the 

President-Citizens relations of power implicated in and evoked by that vocative was intended 

to be mitigated by foregrounding the friendly term of address 'Brother' in order to mitigate the 

sharp legal connotations implied in the nucleus 'citizens', the harsh rising intonation in which 

Mubarak pronounced this vocative and the fixated, threatening gaze he made to the people 

while pronouncing it, suggested that Mubarak did not only mean to render the qualifier 
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'Brother' semantically vacuous, but also to reverse its pragmatic function to be one of indirect 

intimidation and threatening.  

 

In terms of delivery, Mubarak stumbled, as represented by the triple (XXX) sign in the 

utterances below, at seven instances in this speech: when he was talking about (1) the 'new 

circumstances and the different Egyptian reality […] imposed' by the revolution (M2.7:35), 

(2) the rejection of his initiative by the opposition forces (M2.10:36), (3) the instructions he 

gave to the supervisory and judiciary authorities to pursue the corrupt and those who caused 

the 'security disarray' (M2.18:38), (4) his certainty that Egypt would survive its 'current 

circumstances' stronger and more united than before (M2.21:39), (5) his commitment to 

secure a smooth transition of power to the new generations (M2.23:40; M2.23:41), and (6) his 

statement 'with all the frankness' that he did not intend to nominate himself for a sixth term in 

presidency (M2.12:37). 

 

 (M2.7:35) 

 ُحرطتو ،ْرارقتسالاو ىضوفلا َنیب ام َرایتخالا ْ،ةدایقوً ابعش ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ،ْةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِمایألا ِثادحأ نإ
 ،ْةمكحلا نم ٍردق ىصقأب ،ةحلسملا اُنتاوقو ،انُبعش ھعم َلماعتی نأ ُنیعتی ً،اریاغمً ایرصِمً اعقاوو ْ،ةدیدجً افورظ انمامأ
 .اھِئانبأو ،َرصم ِحلاصم ىلعِ صرحلاو

   ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯi l-ʾayāmi l-qalīlati l-māḍiyah tafriḍu ʿalainā jamīʿan, šaʿban wa qiyādah, 
al-ixtiyāra mā bayna l-fawḍā wa l-istiqrār, wa taṭraḥu ʾamāmanā ẓurūfan jadīdah, wa 
wāqiʾan miṣriyyan muġāyiran, (XXX)  yataʿaiyanu ʾan ya-taʿāmala maʿahu šaʿbunā wa 
quwātuna l-musallaḥah bi-aqṣā qadrin mina l-ḥikmah wa l-ḥirṣi ʿalā maṣāliḥi miṣra wa 
ʾabnāʾihā.  

 
 The events of the last few days do impose upon us all, people and leadership, choosing 

between chaos or stability, and set in front of us new circumstances and a different 
Egyptian reality, (XXX) with which our people and armed forces have to deal, at the 
highest level of wisdom and keenness on the interests of Egypt and its sons.  

 
(M2.10:36)  

 ِقیقدلا ِفرظلل ٍةاعارمَ نودو ،ةصاخلا ِمھتادنجأبً اكسمت ،ْراوحلل ُةوعدلا هذھ َضفر نم ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا نم َكانھ ّنكل
 اھِبعشو َرصمل ،ْنھارلا

  lakinna hunāka mina l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, man rafaḍa hāḏihi d-daʿwatu li-l-ḥiwār, 
tamasukan bi-ʾaǧindātihim al-xāṣah wa dūna murāʿātin li-l-ẓarfi (XXX) d-daqīqi r-rāhin 
l-miṣra wa šaʿbihā  

 
 But, there are political forces that have declined this invitation to dialogue, sticking to 

their private agendas, with no consideration of the current (XXX) delicate circumstance 
of Egypt and its people 

 
(M2.12:37)  

 ةدیدج ٍ ةیسائرٍ  ةرتفل َحشرتلا يوتنأ نكأ مل ىنأ ) ننأ( ،ْنھارلا ِفرظلا نع ْرظنلا ِفرصبو ،قدصلا ِلكب ُلوقأو
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   wa ʾaqulu bi-kulli ṣ-ṣidq, wa bi-ṣarfi n-naẓar ʿani ẓ-ẓarfi r-rāhin, ʾanni (XXX) lam ʾakun 
ʾantawi t-tarašuḥa li-fatratin riʾāsiyatin jadīdah 

 
 I am saying with all frankness, and regardless of the current circumstance, that I was 

(XXX) not intending to nominate myself for a new presidential term  
 

(M2.18:38)  

 ،نیدسافلا ِةقحالم ِةلصاومل ٍتاءارجإ نم ُمزلی ام ،روفلا ىلع َذختت نأب ،ْةیئاضقلاو ِةیباقرلا ْتاطلسلا ُبلاطأ يننإ امك
 ،ْنارینلا ِلاعشاو ،ْبھنلاو ِبلسلا ِلامعأب اوماق نَمو) ِمِمو( ،ينمأ ٍتالفنا نم ُرصم ُھتدھش امیف ،نیببستملا َعم ِقیقحتلاو
 .نینمآلا ْعیورتو

   ka-mā ʾinnani ʾuṭālibu l-suluṭāt ar-riqābiyyati wa l-qaḍāʾiyyah biʾan tataxiḏa ʿala l-fawr 
mā yalzamu min ʾijrāʾātin li-muwāṣalati mulāḥaqati l-fāsidīn wa t-taḥqīqi maʿa l-
mutasabibīn fi-mā šahidat’hu miṣru min infilātin ʾamniyin wa man (XXX)  qāmū bi-
ʾaʿmāli l-salbi wa l-nahb wa išʿāli n-nīrān wa tarwīʿ alʾāminīn  

 
 I also do demand the judicial and supervisory authorities to immediately take necessary 

measures to continue pursuing the corrupt and to investigate who caused what Egypt 
witnessed of security disarray and who (XXX) perpetrated acts of robbery, looting, 
arsons, and terrorization of the peaceful people 

 
(M2.21:39)  

 ُجرخیس ،ارارقتساوً اكسامتو ًةقث َرثكأ ،اھَلبق ِھیلع تناك امم ىوقأ ،ةنھارلا ِفورظلا نم فرظلا نم َرصِم ُجرختس
 ھلبقتسمو ِهریصم يِف طیرفتلا ِ مدع ىلعً اصرح ُرثكأو ،ُھَحلاصم ُققحی امبً ایعو ُرثكأ وھو ،اُنبعش اھنم

   sa-taxruju miṣra mina ẓ-ẓurūfi (XXX) r-rāhinah ʾaqwā mi-mmā kānt ʿalayhi qablahā, 
ʾakṯara ṯiqatan wa tamāsukan, wa stiqrāran, sayaxruju minhā šaʿbuna wa hwa ʾakṯaru 
waʿyan bi-mā yuḥaqiqu maṣāliḥahu wa ʾakṯaru ḥirṣan ʿalā ʿadami t-tafrīṭi fī maṣīrihi wa 
mustaqbalih 

 
 Egypt will survive these current (XXX) circumstances stronger than it was before, and 

more confident, unified, and stable. Our people will become more aware of what realizes 
their interests and more eager not to waive their destiny and future 

 
(M2.23:40)  

 اھِئانبأ ِدعاوس نیب اھُتنامأو اھُتیار ُلقتنت ً،ادبأُ ةدلاخلا يھُ ةقیرعلا ُرصمو ،نولئاز َصاخشألاو ،ٍقاب َنطولا نإ
   ʾinna l-waṭana bāqin wa l-ʾašxāṣa zāʾilūn, wa miṣru l-ʿarīqatu hiya l-xālidatu (XXX)  

ʾabadan, tantaqilu rāyatuhā wa ʾamānatuhā bayna sawāʿidi ʾabnāʾihā  
 
 The homeland is indeed everlasting, but persons are ephemeral, and noble Egypt is 

forever (XXX) eternal; its banner and trust passing among the arms of its sons 
 

(M2.23:41)  
 .لیج دعب ً،الیج ،ھماركو ٍةعفرو ٍةزعب ِكلذ َقیقحت َنمضن نأ ،انیلعو

   wa ʿalainā an naḍmana taḥqīqa ḏālika (XXX)  bi-ʿizatin wa rifʿatin wa karāmah jīlan 
baʿda jīl. 

   and we are responsible for ensuring that this is taking place (XXX) with pride, honor, and 
dignity, one generation after another  

 
Plethora of factual incidents, analyses, and viewpoints prove false the propositional content 

of six of these seven utterances at which Mubarak stumbled. First, in terms of the claim 
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Mubarak made, and stumbled at, that his invitation to national dialogue was rejected by the 

opposition forces, Ghonim (2012: 63, 70) confirms that there was no real opposition in Egypt 

under Mubarak and attributes that mainly to the fact that the organizational body responsible 

for approving the establishment of new political parties was headed by the Secretary General 

of the ruling NDP, Safawat el-Shareef, who ‘politically assassinated’ any viable alternative to 

Mubarak. Similarly, El Manawy argues that 'state leadership fought a battle against civilian 

opposition parties, besieging them economically and restricting their political action, which 

resulted in creating a state of chronic emaciation in all opposition parties (2012: 23). Finally, 

the representatives of the protesters confirmed that the national dialogue announced by 

Mubarak was merely a 'media show' that tricked them into two unannounced, yet video-taped, 

appearances with the Minister of Interior and the Prime Minister (Ghonim, 2012a: 417-27). 

 

In a similar vein, the claim Mubarak made, and stumbled at, that he had instructed the 

judiciary and supervisory authorities to pursue the corrupt and those who caused the security 

disarray can be easily proven unsubstantiated by Owen (2012: 69) and Kienle (1998: 219-35) 

who maintain that corruption in Egypt was mainly a corruption of the elite, i.e. the close 

associates of the Mubarak family who had a huge stake in the continuation of his regime and 

to whom the state assets were sold at less than their value. As regards those who caused the 

security disarray, Steinvorth and Windfuhr (2011, January 30) maintain that there were 'orders 

from the very top to free known felons from the prisons, to arm them, and let them mingle 

with protesters.' This view is shared by many independent sources who confirm that it was the 

Egyptian government that employed 'hired muscle' to attack the protesters and cause the 

security disarray (CNN, 2011, February 2; Ackerman, 2011, February 2; AP, 2011, February 

2; RT, 2011, February 2; Owen, 2012: 188; Ghonim, 2012a: 356-7).  

 

Moreover, the claim Mubarak made, and stumbled at, that he was certain that Egypt would 

survive its 'current circumstances' stronger, more coherent, and more stable than it was before, 

can be refuted by the argument made by Steinvorth and Windfuhr (2011, January 30) who 

confirmed that Mubarak adopted a 'burnt land' policy when he dealt with the protests. Finally, 

the claim Mubarak made, and stumbled at, that he would secure a smooth transition of power, 

contradicts with the analytical observation made by Owen (2012: 70, 72, 144-6. 153) that 

Mubarak demonstrated 'unmistakable signs' that he was not only intending to stay in office 

for life but also to arrange for his son Gamal to succeed him in power.  
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The seventh utterance at which Mubarak stumbled was when he talked about the 'new 

Egyptian reality' imposed by the protests. It can be concluded that Mubarak stumbled in the 

second speech either when he was not telling the truth or when he was talking about his loss 

of power.  

 

 

3.3.3. Argumentative manifestations of power: Logical analysis of the fallacies in the 

second speech of Mubarak 

Mubarak committed twelve fallacies in his second speech: argumentum ad misericordiam 

(appeal to emotions), argumentum ad populum (appeal to popular favour), argumentum ad 

hominem (personal attack), argumentum ad baculum (appeal to force/threats), petitio 

principii (the fallacy of begging the question/presupposition), argumentum ad metum (appeal 

to fear), slippery slope argumentum ad consequentiam (argument from consequences), 

argumentum ad fidem (appeal to religion), gambler’s fallacy, bifurcation fallacy, ignoratio 

elenchi (irrelevant conclusion), and argumentum ad superbiam (appeal to pride).  

 

The most predominant fallacy in this speech is argumentum ad populum (appeal to popular 

favour), which Mubarak committed in thirty-four instances, in order to endear himself to the 

protesters, by nominating them positively as ‘honourable youth’ (M2.4:26); by calling their 

protests an ‘elegant and sophisticated way of expressing their opinions’ and their demands 

‘legitimate’ (M2.5:42); and by listing the decisions he had taken to accede to their demands: 

He had formed a new government and instructed the vice-president to hold national dialogue 

with all political powers, and had invited all political forces to join it, but the opposition 

rejected that dialogue and prioritized their partisan interests (M2.9:28; M2.10:29); he had 

‘invited’ the parliament to ‘discuss’ the suggested constitutional amendments and ‘requested’ 

it to dismiss its members who were illegally elected (M2.14:2; M2.15:3); he had ‘assigned’ 

the police to serve the people and protect their rights, freedoms, and dignity (M2.17:31); he 

had ‘called upon’ the judiciary to continue targeting the corrupt and to identify those 

responsible for the security disarray (M2.18:6); he promised to supervise the performance of 

the new cabinet, so as to ensure that it was meeting the demands of the protesters (M2.16:30); 

he confirmed that the only reasons he was staying in power were to protect Egypt and the 

Egyptians, to restore the security and stability of the homeland, and to hand power to whoever 

the people would choose in free and fair elections (M2.11:11; M2.12:12; M2.13:13); and he 
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invoked Allah to help him perform his duties in a manner that would satisfy the people 

(M2.19:43).  

 
(M2.5:42)  

 ْریبعتلاو ِيأرلا ِةیرح ِةسراممل ٍرضحتمو ٍقار ٍرھظم
  maẓharin rāqin wa mutaḥaḍirin, li-mumārasati ḥurriyyati r-rʾayi wa t-taʿbīr,  
  an elegant and civilized manifestation of practicing freedoms of opinion and expression  

(M2.19:43)  
 يئاطع َمتتخأ يك ،ھب ِءافولا يف ينَقفوی نأ ،هللا وعدأ ،ةیلاحلا يتیالو نمِ ةیقبتملا ِرھشألا َلالخ ،ْبعشلل يدھع وھ َكلذ
 .هَءانبأو ،ْنطولاو َهللا يضری امب ،اھِبعشو َرصمل

ḏālika hwa ʿahdī li-š-šaʿb xilāla lʾašhuri l-mutabaqiyati min wilāyati l-ḥāliyya, ʾadʿū 
llaha ʾan yuwafiqani fī l-wafāʾi bihi kay aʾxtatima ʿaṭāʾī li-miṣra wa šaʿbihā bi-mā 
yurḍī llaha wa l-waṭan wa ʾabnāʾah. 
 
This is my pledge to the people during the remaining months of my current term. I pray 
to Allah to help me honor it, so as to conclude my offering to Egypt and its people in a 
way that satisfies Allah, the homeland, and its sons.  

 
The second most frequently committed fallacies were argumentum ad metum (appeal to fear) 

and slippery slope argumentum ad consequentiam (argument from consequences) which 

Mubarak committed, in thirty-one instances, in order to heighten the fears of the people, by 

listing the economic, social, personal, and nationalistic ‘catastrophic consequences’ of the 

protests (M2.3:33; M2.4:26; M2.5:44; M2.6:20; M2.7:18; M2.10:29; M2.11:10; M2.24:45). 
 (M2.5:44)  

 اھُكرحُت ،ْةفسؤم تاھجاوم ىلإ ،ْریبعتلاو ِيأرلا ِةیرح ِةسراممل ،ٍرضحتمو ٍقار ٍرھظم نم ،ْتارھاظتلا كلت تلوحت
 ِلامعأب ْ،هَرارقتساو ِنطولا َنمأ ْتفدھتساو ،ْرانلا ىلع ِتیزلا ِبصو ِدیعصتلا ىلإ ْتعس ،ْةیسایس ًيوق اھیلع ُنمیھتو
 ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملاو ،ْةلودلا ِقفارم ىلع ٍءادتعاو ،ْتاقرطلل ٍعطقو ،ْقئارحلل ٍلاعشاو ،ْبھنو ٍبلسو ،ْضیرحتو ٍةراثا
 .رصِم ِضرأ ىلع ،ِةیسامولبدلا ِتاثعبلا ِضعبل ٍماحتقاو ،ْةصاخلاو

taḥawalat tilka t-taẓāhurāt min maẓharin rāqin wa mutaḥaḍirin, li-mumārasati ḥurriyyati 
r-rʾayi wa t-taʿbīr, ilā muwājahātin muʾasifah, tuḥarrikuhā wa tuhaiminu ʿalaihā quwan 
siyāsiyah saʿat ilā t-taṣʿīd wa ṣabi z-zayti ʿala n-nār, wa stahdafat ʾamna l-waṭan wa 
stiqrārah, bi-ʾaʿmāli ʾiṯāratin  wa taḥrīḍ wa salbin wa nahb wa išʿālin li-l-ḥarāʾiq wa 
qaṭʿin li-l-ṭuruqāt wa ʾiʿtidāʾin ʿalā marāfiqi d-dawlah wa l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-
xāṣah wa iqtiḥāmin li-baʿḍi l-baʿaṯāti d-diplumāsiyah ʿalā ʾarḍi miṣr. 

 
Those protests were turned from an elegant and civilized manifestation of practicing 
freedoms of opinion and expression to unfortunate confrontations, steered and controlled 
by political forces that sought escalation, poured oil on fire, and targeted the security and 
stability of the homeland, through acts of provocation, incitement, robbery, looting, 
arsons, road-blocking, vandalization of state utilities and public and private properties, 
and storming some diplomatic missions in Egypt. 

 
(M2.24:45)  

 ھبعشو ،نطولا اذھ هللا َظفح
  ḥafiḏa llāhu hāḏa l-waṭan wa šaʿbah 
  May Allah safeguard this homeland and its people! 

 
The third most frequently committed fallacy was petitio principii (the fallacy of begging the 

question/presupposition), which Mubarak committed in thirty instances in order to presuppose 
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the following unsubstantiated, controversial arguments that represented himself positively and 

his opponents negatively, and pass them as agreed-upon, factual premises whose truth values 

were taken for granted: the Egyptian people knew that Mubarak had never sought power or 

authority; Mubarak had shouldered the responsibility of Egypt at hard times; Mubarak had 

offered Egypt a lot in war and peace; Mubarak was not intending to nominate himself for 

another presidential term; Mubarak had spent sufficient time of his life serving Egypt and its 

people; the only reason Mubarak was staying in power was his keenness on handing over 

power in a constitutional and legitimate manner, through fair and free elections; and the 

protesters were violent anarchists, instigators, looters, arson attackers, and vandalizers 

destabilizing the country and targeting constitutional legitimacy (M2.4:26; M2.5:44; M2.6:20; 

M2.7:35; M2.11:11; M2.12:37; M2.13:13; M2.16:30; M2.21:39). 

 

The fourth predominant fallacy was argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to emotions), 

which Mubarak committed in twenty-nine instances, in order to stir and heighten the personal 

and nationalistic emotions of the people in a compelling manner that would distract their 

attention and spin their rational reasoning. He clustered his emotional appeals in three main 

networks: the Egypt network, the Egyptians network, and the Mubarak network. 

 

The Egypt emotional network embedded nine nationalistic emotional appeals, arguing that 

Egypt was eternal, whereas individuals were inevitably dying; the banner of the civilized, 

immortal Egypt had been rotating among the arms of its sons for ages, and this generation 

should continue doing so with pride, honor, and dignity; and Allah will protect Egypt and its 

people from all dangers, evils, and plots (M2.21:19; M2.23:40; M2.23:41; M2.24:45). The 

Egyptians emotional network consisted of six appeals: the Egyptians were living ‘painful 

days’, their hearts were aching, and they were obsessed with over-sweeping fear and 

suspicions, hence they should act wisely and prioritize the interests of Egypt and its sons 

(M2.2:46; M2.6:20;  M2.7:35; M2.8:47). 
(M2.2:46)  

   نونطاوملا ةوخإلا
  al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn  
  Brother Citizens 
 
(M2.8:47) 

   نونطاوملا ُةوخإلا اھیأ
  ʾayuha al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn 
  O brother citizens 
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The Mubarak complex of emotional appeals was the longest, most intense, and hence most 

effective; it embedded fourteen personal and nationalistic emotional appeals: Mubarak 

presented himself not as the president, but as an ordinary old Egyptian man who had never 

sought power or authority; he had offered Egypt many sacrifices, in war and peace; he was so 

proud of the long years he had spent serving Egypt and its people; he was one of the ‘sons of 

our armed forces’, hence treason or evasion of responsibility were not his manners; he loved 

Egypt as much as any other Egyptian did; he had spent his life on its soil, fighting for its sake, 

land, sovereignty, and interests, and was going to die on that very soil, not in any other place; 

he was so keen on concluding his service to Egypt in a manner that would guarantee its pride, 

security, and stability; and he was going to leave it to history to judge what he had done 

(M2.11:10; M2.11:11; M2.12:12; M2.19:43; M2.22:14).   

 

The fifth most frequent fallacy was argumentum ad hominem (personal attack) which 

Mubarak committed, in eleven instances, in order to divide the protesters into ‘honourable 

youth and citizens’, on the one hand, and violent anarchists, saboteurs, and inciters, targeting 

the security and stability of Egypt and taking a free-ride of the protests of the good citizens, 

on the other (M2.4:26; M2.5:44; M2.10:36). 

 

The sixth most frequent fallacy was argumentum ad baculum (appeal to force/threats) which 

Mubarak committed in seven instances, by addressing the people with the vocative ‘Brother 

citizens’ thrice, by appealing to his constitutional and presidential powers twice, and by stating 

‘in unequivocal terms’ that he was staying in power till the end of his presidential term 

(M2.2:46; M2.8:47; M2.13:13; M2.20:47). One important non-verbal aspect of the 

argumentum ad baculum fallacy in this speech is the threatening fixated gaze which Mubarak 

made to the people while uttering the first ‘Brother citizens’, which can be considered as a 

multi-modal, non-verbal manifestation of the argumentum ad baculum. 

 

The seventh most frequent fallacy was argumentum ad fidem (appeal to religion), which 

Mubarak committed in five instances by opening the speech with the Islamic starter and 

concluding it with the Islamic greeting of departure, by invoking Allah to help him fulfil the 

promise he had made to the Egyptian people, by stating that he wanted to conclude his 

presidency in a manner that would satisfy Allah, and by invoking Allah to protect Egypt and 

its people (M2.1:48; M2.19:43; M2.24:45; M2.25:49). 
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 (M2.1:48)  

            میحرلا ِنمحرلا ِهللا ِمسب
  bi-smi llāhi r-rahmāni r-rāhīm  
  In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most Merciful 
 
(M2.25:49)  

  ھتاكربو هللا ةمحرو مكیلع مالسلاو
  wa s-salāmu ʿalaikum wa raḥmatu llāhi wa barakātuh 
  Peace and blessing of Allah be upon you 

 
The eighth most frequent fallacy was the gambler’s fallacy which Mubarak committed in two 

instances, by confirming that Egypt was going to survive its crisis stronger, more coherent, 

and more stable than it was before, and that the Egyptian people were going to emerge from 

that ‘crisis’ more aware of their interests and more adamant to control their future (M2.21:19).  

 

The least frequently committed fallacies were the bifurcation fallacy, ignoratio elenchi 

(irrelevant conclusion), and argumentum ad superbiam (appeal to pride). Mubarak 

committed the bifurcation fallacy in one instance, when he stated that the Egyptian people 

had to choose between ‘chaos or stability’ (M2.7:35). He committed the ignoratio elenchi 

fallacy, in one instance, when he drew a conclusion from irrelevant premises (M2.15:50). 

Finally, Mubarak committed the argumentum ad superbiam in one instance, when he praised 

the Egyptian people as carriers of the banner of the eternal, civilized Egypt (M2.23:40; 

M2.23:41). 
 (M2.15:50)  

 ،ٍةیعیرشت ٍتالیدعت نم اھب ُطبتری امو ،ةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلا هذھ ِةشقانم نم ،ھَیسلجمب ُيلاحلا ُناملربلا َنكمتی يكلو
 ِمازتلالاب ،ناملربلا ُبلاطأ يننإف ْتاشقانملا هذھ يف ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك ِةكراشملً انامضو ،روتسدلل ِةلمكملا ِنیناوقلل
 .ءاطبإ َنود ،ةریخألا ِةیعیرشتلا ِتاباختنالا ىلع ِنوعطلا يف ،ھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِةملكب

   wa li-kay yatamakana l-barlamānu l-ḥāliu bi-majlisayhi min munāqašati hāẓihi t-
taʿdīlāti d-dustūriyyah, wa ma yartabiṭu bihā min taʿdīlātin tašrīʿiyah li-l-qawānīni l-
mukammillati li-d-dustūr, wa ḍamānan li-mušārakati kāfati l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, fī 
hāḏihi l-munāqašāt, faʾinnani ʾuṭālibu l-barlamān bi-l-iltizāmi bi-kalimati l-qaḍāʾi wa 
ʾaḥkāmihi fi ṭ-ṭuʿūni ʿalā l-intixābāti t-tašrīʿiyati l-ʾaxīrah, dūna ibṭāʾ. 

 
   In order for the current parliament, in both its chambers, to be able to discuss these 

constitutional amendments as well as the related legislative amendments of the laws 
that complement the Constitution, and in order to ensure the participation of all political 
forces in these discussions, I do demand the parliament to abide by the word and verdicts 
of the judiciary, on the legal contestations made against the latest legislative elections, 
without delay. 
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3.3.4. Frame analysis in the second speech of Mubarak  

Mubarak activated ten frames in this speech; they can be classified in terms of their 

pragmatic functions and linguistic features as internally polemical frames that aimed at 

negotiating the relations of power between Mubarak and his opponents (M2.4:16; M2.5:44; 

M2.7:18; M2.10:29); weak and vague language frames that aimed at relinquishing the 

powers of Mubarak  (M2.9:28; M2.11:10; M2.11:11; M2.12:12; M2.14:2; M2.15:3; 

M2.18:6); and emotive frames that aimed at stirring the emotions of the people (M2.6:20; 

M2.22:14).  

 

3.3.4.1. Internally polemical Frames 

As explained in Chapter One, internally polemical frames are those that operate at two levels 

of communication, in order to respond indirectly to an implicit discourse while seeming to be 

directly addressing another explicit one (Bakhtin 1984: 196). The Exploited-Honorable-Youth 

frame (M2.4:16) is the first internally polemical frame in the second speech: it operates at two 

levels and sends three simultaneous messages.  

 

The first two messages were direct and addressed to the Egyptian people and the protesters, 

in order to stir the nationalistic fears of the former, by arguing that Egypt was experiencing 

ْةیساق ٍتارابتخاو ْةبیصع ٍثادحأ  ʾaḥdāṯin ʿaṣībah wa xtibārātin qāsiyah (grave events and tough 

tests), and to appease the latter by praising them as ِرھاظتلا يف مھقح  اوسرام ْءافرش َنینطاومو ٍبابش   

مھتاعلطتو ،مھمومھ نع ًاریبعت ،يملسلا  šabābin wa muwaṭinīna šurafāʾ mārasū ḥaqahum fī t-taẓāhuri 

s-selmi, taʿbīran ʿan humūmihim wa taṭaluʿātihim (honourable youth and citizens who 

exercised their right to protest peacefully and express their concerns and aspirations).  

 

Given that indefinite descriptive forms minimize the size of the described noun and make it 

sound less emphatic and less concrete (Dunne 2003: 39-40), the pragmatic functions of those 

two direct messages were weakened by the indefiniteness of the six nouns Mubarak employed 

in them: the gravity and fear intended by the two nouns ٍثادحأ  and تارابتخا  were minimized by 

their indefiniteness; the praise intended by describing the protesters as ءافرش  was weakened by 

their indefinite description as just بابش  and نینطاوم ; and the acknowledgement and appreciation 

of مھمومھ  and مھتاعلطت  were mitigated and devalued by their indefiniteness. 

 

The third message was indirect and operated on two levels, surface and deep. On the surface 

level, Mubarak was praising the protesters and the people as honorable but exploited, without 
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specifying who exploited them ىضوفلا ِةعاشإل  يعس نم مھلغتسا ام ناعرس    surʿāna mā staġallahum 

man saʿā li-našri l-fawḍā (they were soon exploited by those who sought to spread chaos). 

Given that ‘the core aim of pragmatics is to account for what Lycan (1986) has called 

“implicative relations”. These include what Lycan calls “secondary meanings” or “invited 

inferences”; meanings which are not strictly part of a sentence’s logical form (semantic 

meaning)’ (Wilson 1990: 20), the inference invited by this vague frame is that Mubarak was 

referring to the Muslim Brotherhood group, since it was the group specified and named by the 

first statement of the Ministry of Interior, on 25 January 2011, as the mobilizer of 10.000 

protesters who were throwing stones at the police and vandalizing public utilities (El Manawy 

2012: 94). Mubarak was, therefore, on the surface level of this frame, criticizing the Muslim 

Brotherhood indirectly and accusing them of ‘exploiting’ the ‘honorable’ protesters.  

 

On the deep level, Mubarak employed three linguistic devices to send the Muslim 

Brotherhood the indirect, discreet message that he was willing to negotiate with them; those 

linguistic devices are indefinite relative pronouns, syntactic backgrounding, and weak verbs.  

 

Pronominally speaking, Mubarak neither named nor specified the Muslim Brotherhood as the 

force responsible for exploiting the protesters or committing the crimes he listed; he 

referenced them with the most vague, indefinite, and generic relative pronoun in Arabic, i.e. 

نم  man (those/who/whom), which can be used to reference singular, dual, plural, masculine, 

feminine, subject, and (or) object referents (Al-Hammadi, Al-Menshawy, Atta 1994: 17). 

Syntactically, Mubarak delayed the mention of that already weak and non-specific subject till 

the second half of the utterance, a syntactic backgrounding that resulted in further weakening 

its agency.  

 

Semantically, Mubarak employed a series of five consecutive weak verbs and nouns to 

describe the acts of that unspecified subject who ‘exploited’ the protesters: (1) the principal 

verb he used, i.e. يعس  saʿā (sought), was weak, indecisive, and non-incriminatory, as it did 

not accuse the Muslim Brotherhood of committing those crimes, but of only seeking or 

attempting to commit them; (2) the weak, abstract noun ِةعاشإ   išāʿat (spreading), which is 

mostly associated in Arabic with ‘spreading news’, is used to describe spreading al-fawḍā 

(chaos), an act that is collocationally described by the stronger verb ثادحإ  iḥdāṯ 

(executing/implementing); (3) the weak noun ِءوجللا  al-lujūʾ (resorting to), which primarily 

means ‘seeking refuge in’ or ‘being forced to do something’, was used to describe committing 
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violent acts, an activity that  is collocationally described by the stronger and incriminatory 

verbal phrase فنع لامعأ باكترا  irtikāb aʿmāl ʿunf (committing acts of violence); (4) the verb 

ىلع زفق  qafza ʿalā (jumped over) is used to metaphorically describe violating constitutional 

legitimacy, an act that is collocationally described by the stronger and incriminatory verb 

كھتنا   intahaka (violated); and (5) the strongest and most aggressive verb employed by 

Mubarak in this frame was a metaphorical one, i.e. يلع ضقنا  inqḍḍa ʿalā (pounce upon) whose 

source domain is the animal kingdom, where stronger predatory animals pounce upon their 

weaker preys (Muʿjam Lisān Al-ʿarab; Al-Muʿjam Al-ġanni; Al-Qāmūs Al-Muḥīt, as cited in 

Al Maany Online Arabic Dictionary).  

 

The weakness, imprecision, and hence evasiveness of those verbs and nouns made the acts 

they described too vague to be punishable by law. Mubarak could have easily employed the 

most lexically relevant verbs and nouns that habitually collocate with the acts he was 

describing, but he opted for using those less related, less accessible, and hence more 

cognitively taxing verbs in order to operate this frame at a deep level and send a message to 

the Muslim Brotherhood that he was not yet considering them criminals, that he was not 

intending to indict them for the acts he claimed they had committed, and that he was willing 

to negotiate with them.   

 

The hidden polemic of this double-voiced frame, therefore, sent two simultaneous yet 

contrastive messages: a surface-level message that criticized the Muslim Brotherhood 

indirectly and blamed them for the criminal acts that accompanied the protests, and a deep-

level message that assured the Muslim Brotherhood that Mubarak was still willing to negotiate 

with them. Since implications are defeasible inferences, i.e. not statements of facts that can 

be denied without contradiction (Wilson 1990: 20-1, 24), Mubarak cannot be held responsible 

for this interpretation and can very easily deny it. 

 

The second internally polemical frame in this speech was the Hijacked-Elegant-Civilized-

Protests frame (M2.5:44), which operated at two levels, sent three messages, and performed 

two pragmatic functions. 

 

At the surface level, this frame sent two direct messages: the first praised the protesters by 

describing their protests as ْریبعتلاو ِيأرلا ِةیرح ِةسراممل ٍرضحتمو ٍقار ٍرھظم  maẓharin rāqin wa 

mutaḥaḍirin li-mumārasati ḥurriyyati r-rʾayi wa t-taʿbīr (an elegant and civilized 
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manifestation of practicing freedoms of opinion and expression); the second stirred the 

personal and nationalistic fears of the people by arguing that their elegant and civilized 

protests were turned into criminal acts: ٍةراثا ِلامعأ  ʾaʿmāli ʾiṯāratin  (acts of provocation), 

ْضیرحت  taḥrīḍ (incitement), ٍبلس  salbin (looting), بھن  nahb (robbery), ْقئارحلل ٍلاعشا  išʿālin li-l-

ḥarāʾiq (arsons), ْتاقرطلل ٍعطق  qaṭʿin li-l-ṭuruqāt (road-blocking), ِتاكلتمملاو ْةلودلا ِقفارم ىلع ٍءادتعا 

ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ʾiʿtidāʾin ʿalā marāfiqi d-dawlah wa l-mumtalakāti l-ʿāmmati wa l-xāṣah 

(vandalization of state utilities and public and private properties), and ِتاثعبلا ِضعبل ٍماحتقا 

ِةیسامولبدلا  iqtiḥāmin li-baʿḍi l-baʿaṯāti d-diplumāsiyah (storming some diplomatic missions).  

 

The third message was indirect and operated at two levels: on the surface level, it accused ًيوق 

ْةیسایس  ‘political forces’ of steering and controlling the protests and targeting the security and 

stability of Egypt. Although Mubarak did not specify who those ‘political forces’ were, his 

vague statement invited the inference that he was talking about the Muslim brotherhood, for 

the reasons explained earlier. On the deep level, the frame sent an indirect message to the 

Muslim Brotherhood that Mubarak was willing to acknowledge them as a legal political force 

and to negotiate with them. Such a message was sent through six linguistic devices: 

nomination strategies; passive voice; syntactic backgrounding; weak, vague, indefinite verbs 

and nouns; and qualifiers.  

 

First, Mubarak named the perpetrator who committed the above-mentioned acts of 

provocation, incitement, looting, robbery, arsons, road-blocking, and vandalization  ًيوق 

ْةیسایس   quwan siyyāsiyah (political forces), a name that does not reflect the criminal nature of 

those acts. As explained in the previous frame, the culprit accused, by the Ministry of Interior, 

of committing those acts was the Muslim Brotherhood, which was at the time of delivering 

this speech a ‘banned, illegal group’ (El Manawy 2012: 19-20). By calling the Muslim 

Brotherhood a ‘political force’, Mubarak was sending them the indirect messages that he was 

no longer considering them a banned, illegal, terrorist group, as he used to call them, and that 

he was willing to acknowledge them as a legal, political force, in spite of the list of crimes he 

had accused them of. 

 

Moreover, Mubarak employed the passive voice in ٍرضحتمو ٍقار ٍرھظم نم ،ْتارھاظتلا كلت تلوحت، 

ْةفسؤم تاھجاوم ىلإ ،ْریبعتلاو ِيأرلا ِةیرح ِةسراممل  taḥawalat tilka t-taẓāhurāt min maẓharin rāqin wa 

mutaḥaḍirin, li-mumārasati ḥurriyyati r-rʾayi wa t-taʿbīr, ilā muwājahātin muʾasifah (Those 

protests were turned from an elegant and civilized manifestation of practicing freedoms of 
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opinion and expression to unfortunate confrontations), in order to avoid naming or specifying 

the subject who turned the civilized protests into confrontations, and to depict the process as 

agentless. Moreover, when he mentioned those non-specific ‘political forces’ who were 

steering and controlling the protests, he backgrounded them to the object position.  

 

Furthermore, Mubarak employed thirteen weak verbs and nouns to describe the criminal acts 

he accused the Muslim Brotherhood of committing: (1) the vague and non-incriminatory verb 

ْتعس  saʿat (sought) portrayed the Muslim Brotherhood as only seeking or attempting to 

commit those acts, without confirming whether they had committed them or not; (2) Mubarak 

used the two vague, metaphorical nouns ِدیعصتلا  at-taṣʿīd (escalation) and ْرانلا ىلع ِتیزلا ِبص  

ṣabi z-zayti ʿala n-nār (pouring oil on fire), which do not constitute specific crimes punishable 

by law, to describe the acts he accused the Muslim Brotherhood of committing; (3) the least 

metaphorical and most specific verb he employed, i.e. تفدھتسا  istahdafat (targeted), was 

weakened by the indefiniteness of the nine consecutive nouns that followed it and represented 

the crimes of the Muslim Brotherhood:  ,ʾiṯāratin (provocation)  ٍةراثا ,ʾaʿmāli (acts) ِلامعأ 

ْضیرحت  taḥrīḍ (incitement), ٍبلس  salbin (looting), ْبھن  nahb (robbery), ْقئارحلل ٍلاعشا  išʿālin li-l-

ḥarāʾiq (arsons), ْتاقرطلل ٍعطق  qaṭʿin li-l-ṭuruqāt (road-blocking), ٍءادتعا  ʾiʿtidāʾin 

(vandalization), and ٍماحتقا  iqtiḥāmin (storming). The indefiniteness of those nine nouns 

belittled the crimes they described; minimized their size, gravity, and danger; and hence 

weakened their intended frightening effect. Finally, the qualifying determiner ضعب  baʿḍi 

(some) limited the scope of the act of storming and mitigated its intended threatening effect.  

 

The third internally polemical frame in this speech was the Chaos-OR-Stability frame 

(M2.7:18) whose hidden dialogicality operated at two levels and sent two messages. At the 

surface level, Mubarak was addressing the people and advising them to choose between chaos 

or stability, and to join hands with the Military, in order to wisely and patriotically face the 

new circumstances and reality imposed by the protests.   

 

At the deep level, Mubarak was sending an indirect message to his Minister of Defence and 

commanders of the Military, as suggested by the implicative, deep-level relations in the 

following two utterances  

 (1) 
 ىضوفلا َنیب ام َرایتخالا ،ْةدایقوً ابعش ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ْ،ةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِمایألا ِثادحأ نإ
  ْرارقتسالاو
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ʾinna ʾaḥdāṯi l-ʾayāmi l-qalīlati l-māḍiyah tafriḍu ʿalainā jamīʿan, 
šaʿban wa qiyādah, al-ixtiyāra mā bayna l-fawḍā wa l-istiqrār   
 
The events of the last few days do impose upon us all, people and 
leadership, choosing between chaos or stability 
 

(2)  
 ىلع ِصرحلاو ْ،ةمكحلا نم ٍردق ىصقأب ،ةحلسملا اُنتاوقو ،انُبعش ھعم َلماعتی نأ ُنیعتی
 .اھِئانبأو ،َرصم ِحلاصم

yataʿaiyanu ʾan ya-taʿāmala maʿahu šaʿbunā wa quwātunā l-
musallaḥah bi-aqṣā qadrin mina l-ḥikmah wa l-ḥirṣi ʿalā maṣāliḥi 
miṣra wa ʾabnāʾihā  
 
With which our people and armed forces have to deal, at the highest 
level of wisdom and keenness on the interests of Egypt and its sons 

 

Both (1) and (2) invite the inference that Mubarak suspected that his Minister of Defense 

and commanders of the army were plotting against him; that might be the reason why he 

decided to send them an indirect message through this frame. In (1), by conjoining the two 

nouns ْةدایقوً ابعش  šaʿban wa qiyādah (people and leadership), Mubarak was warning the 

commanders of the army that they themselves, not only the people, were going to suffer 

from the chaos that would ensue from the way the army was handling the protests. 

Moreover, the admonition he made to the people and the armed forces in (2), through the 

strong modal ُنیعتی   yataʿaiyanu (have to), that they had to exercise the highest possible 

levels of wisdom and patriotism, generated the two deniable implicatures that both the 

armed forces and the people were acting unwisely and that they were not keen on the 

interests of Egypt and Egyptians; otherwise, Mubarak’s call upon them to do so would be 

pragmatically irrelevant.  

 

This interpretation is corroborated by the narrative of Abdul Lateef El Manawy, Head of 

the News Sector in Mubarak’s state TV, who reported that Mubarak was not happy with the 

performance of the army and that he criticized, in his inner private circles, his Minister of 

Defense, Field Marshal Tantawy, for not deploying the army in a timely manner and for not 

taking decisive measures to stop the protests on their first two days. Mubarak, therefore, 

asked his Chief of Staff, Lieutenant General Sami Annan, to truncate his visit to the States 

and to return immediately to Egypt; ordered State Security to tap the phones of all the 

members of the Military Council (El Manawy 2012: 223); and ordered the Minister of 

Defense, while meeting with him on 29 January 2011, to leave the presidential palace 

immediately, head for his home, and wait there for further instructions, which technically 
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meant that Mubarak was sacking his Minster of Defense. Field Marshal Tantawy did not go 

home, and headed instead for the Ministry of Defense, in defiance of the orders of Mubarak 

(ibid: 221-222), and a few days later issued Communique Four, in which he told the 

Egyptian people that ‘your Armed Forces realize the legitimacy of your demands and 

confirm that peaceful freedom of expression is guaranteed to all, that the Armed Forces are 

deployed in the streets to protect you and safeguard your security […] and that we did not 

and will not resort to the use of force against this great people’ (El Manawy 2012: 260). 

These important developments, which took place shortly before the delivery of this speech, 

corroborate the inference that Mubarak was sending an indirect message to his Minister of 

Defense and commanders of the army through the hidden polemic of this frame.   

 

The last internally polemical frame in this speech was the They-Prioritized-Their-Agendas 

frame (M2.10:29), whose hidden polemic operated at two levels and performed four 

pragmatic functions. At the surface level, Mubarak was addressing the Egyptian people 

directly, after the declination of his national dialogue invitation, by some political forces 

who prioritized their own agendas over the national interests of Egypt. At the deep level, 

Mubarak employed six linguistic devices, i.e. nomination, definiteness, minimization, 

implied and explicit negation, repetition, and implicature to perform four pragmatic 

functions.  

 

First, by using the definite noun phrase ةیسایسلا يوقلا  al-quwā as-siyyāsiyah (the political 

forces) to refer to the Muslim Brotherhood, Mubarak added weight and importance to them, 

acknowledged them, and sent them the indirect message that he was willing to consider 

them as a legitimate political force, not as an illegal, banned group, as they were officially 

classified. Moreover, by preceding that positive nomination with min at-tabʿīḍ, in نم َكانھ 

ةوعدلا هذھ َضفر نم ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا  hunāka mina l-quwā s-siyāsiyah, man rafaḍa hāḏihi d-

daʿwatu (there are some of the political forces who have declined this invitation), Mubarak 

was putting pressure on them, by reminding them that they were only one of many other 

political forces, and that he could resort to those other forces if the Muslim Brotherhood 

continued to decline his invitation.  

 

Furthermore, Mubarak employed three consecutive negatives to reproach the Muslim 

Brotherhood mildly: The negation implied in the verb َضفر  rafaḍa (declined); the explicit 

negation in َرصمل ْنھارلا ِقیقدلا  ِفرظلل ٍةاعارمَ نود   dūna murāʿātin li-ẓ-ẓarfi d-daqīqi r-rāhin li-
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miṣra (with no consideration of the current delicate circumstance of Egypt); and the 

negative implied in the noun ْضفرلا  ar-rafḍ (declination). The first negative evoked the 

impression that Mubarak expected the Muslim Brotherhood to accept his invitation, because 

‘a negative generally is used only when its affirmative would otherwise be expected’ 

(Tannen 1979: 170); the second negative suggested that Mubarak expected the Muslim 

Brotherhood to consider the delicate circumstances of Egypt and its people, because a 

‘statement of what it was not is evidence of an expectation that it should have been’ (ibid: 

165); and the third negative confirmed and repeated for the third time that Mubarak was 

expecting the Muslim Brotherhood to accept his invitation to dialogue. Mubarak then 

inserted the fourth negative in the parenthetical phrase ْةمئاق ُلازتال ٌةوعد يھو  wa hiya daʿwatun 

lā tazālu qāʾimah (an invitation that is still extended), in order to implicitly invite the 

Muslim Brotherhood to dialogue through the deniable implicature triggered by the 

parenthetical clause.  

 

Although Mubarak intended this frame to perform the surface-level functions of 

representing himself positively and the Muslim Brotherhood negatively, and the deep 

functions of appeasing the Muslim Brotherhood by implicitly acknowledging them as a 

political force, of putting pressure on them and reproaching them for declining his 

invitation, and of re-inviting them to join his dialogue, the four negatives he employed 

weakened both the surface-level and deep level pragmatic functions. On the surface level, 

the four negatives triggered questions about the reasons why Mubarak had officially 

classified the Muslim Brotherhood as an illegal and banned group if he was calling them a 

political force and expecting them to accept his invitation to dialogue and to prioritize 

national interests. On the deep level, the three repetitions Mubarak made of the declination 

of his invitation represented him as a weak president, who was desperate to hold talks with 

the Muslim Brotherhood, and who turned to the people only after he was abandoned by a 

group he was banning and considering illegal.  

 

Finally, Mubarak employed eight qualifications in this frame: he used the emphatic particle 

يننإ  innanī (indeed) to confirm that he was addressing his speech to Egyptians, the qualifying 

determiner لك  kulli (every) to include all Egyptians in that address, and the adverb ًةرشابم  

mubāšaratan (directly) to underscore that there were no intermediaries between him and 

the people. Moreover, he qualified Egyptians according to five criteria: professionally as 

ھِلامعو ،ِھیحالف  fallāḥihi wa ʿummālih (farmers and workers), religiously as ْھطابقأو ،ِھیملسم  
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muslimīhi wa ʾaqbātih (Muslims and Christians), regionally ِعاستا ىلع  ،ِھندمو ْنطولا ِفیر يف   

ھتاظفاحمو ِھضرأ  fī rīfi l-waṭan wa mudunihi, ʿalā itisāʿi ʾarḍihi wa muḥāfaẓātih (in the 

countryside, cities, and governorates all over the country), in terms of age groups ھخویش  

ْھبابشو  šiūxihi wa šabābih (elderly people and youth), and in terms of gender ةیرصمو ٍيرصم  

miṣriyyin wa miṣriyyah (Egyptian man and woman). Those eight qualifications suggested 

that the utterances of Mubarak were losing their perlocutionary force, hence he had to 

repeatedly qualify what he was saying, in order to compensate for that loss of perlocutionary 

force. 

   

3.3.4.2. Weak, vague language frames  

The first frame Mubarak activated in order to relinquish his power was the I-Have-Initiated-

and-Instructed frame (M2.9:28), through which he attempted to appease the protesters by 

arguing that he had acceded to their demands, by forming a new government and starting a 

national dialogue. That frame was, however, weakened by six linguistic devices: qualification, 

repetition, indefinite nouns, weak language, unsubstantiated content, and syntactic structures.  

 

In terms of qualification, Mubarak started the frame with the emphatic particle دقل  la-qad 

(verily/indeed) to emphasize that he had taken initiative and formed a new government; he 

repeated the pre-determiner ةفاك ِ  kāfati (all) twice to underscore that his national dialogue 

included all political forces and discussed all political and democratic reform issues; and he 

repeated the qualifying adjective ْةدیدج  jadīdah (new) twice, to confirm that his government was 

a new one and his instructions to it were new.  

 

Although those five qualifiers aimed at emphasizing the compliance of Mubarak with the 

demands of the protesters, they created a sense of unreal exaggeration, which clashed with 

unspecificity and vagueness created by the indefiniteness of the most important six nouns in 

the frame, i.e. ةموكح  ḥukūmatin (new government), ٍتایولوأ  ʾawlawiyātin (priorities), ٍتافیلكت  

taklīfātin (instructions), ِبلاطم  maṭālibi (demands), مھِتلاسر  risālatihim (message), and ٍتالیدعت  

taʿdīlātin (amendments). That indefiniteness undervalued the new government, de-

concretized its instructions and priorities and made them sound unspecific, belittled and 

mitigated the demands and message of the youth, minimized the constitutional and legislative 

amendments, and hence weakened the significance and functions intended by those important 

words. 
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Although Mubarak was more specific in this speech than he was in the previous one, in terms 

of acknowledging and mentioning the specific demands of the protesters, he was not as 

specific in the verbs he employed to describe his response to those demands. He employed 

three problematic verbs to describe the important actions he argued he had taken, in response 

to the demands of the people: He first used the verb ُترداب  bādartu (I have taken the initiative) 

which was not substantiated by the world knowledge of the people, who knew that when 

Mubarak sacked his government and formed a new one, he was not taking initiative, but was 

forced to do so by the country-wide protests against him.  

 

He followed that unsubstantiated verb immediately with the prepositional phrase ٍةموكح ِلیكشتل 

ْةدیدج  li-taškīli ḥukūmatin jadīdah (of forming a new government) which is both vague and 

unsubstantiated: first, it did not specify whether he had formed that new government or not 

yet; second, it described the new government as new, in spite of the fact that it consisted of 

fourteen new ministers and sixteen old ones from the previous government (El Manawy 2012: 

250). Moreover, Mubarak employed the relatively weak verb ُبواجتت  tatajāwabu (respond to) 

to describe the approach of the new government to the demands of the protesters, such a verb 

was not up to the revolutionary expectations of the protesters who were expecting stronger 

and more performative verbs like ذفنت  tunafiḏu (implement) or  ققحت tuhaqiqu (accomplish). 

Similarly, the condescending and detaching verb ُتفلك  kallaftu (instructed) which Mubarak 

employed to argue that he had instructed his Vice President to hold national dialogue was not 

the most pragmatically appropriate one to use: it marked the power of Mubarak, against which 

the people were revolting, and connoted that he was washing his hands of any responsibility 

for the success or failure of that dialogue and blaming any potential problems on his Vice 

President. 

 

Those weak and vague verbs, which allowed Mubarak to, first, hedge around the measures he 

argued he had taken in response to the demands of the protesters, and, second, to exonerate 

himself from any specific responsibility or commitment, weakened the appeasing pragmatic 

function he intended by this frame.  

 

The second power relinquishing frame Mubarak activated in this speech was the I-have-

Never-Sought-Authority frame (M2.11:10; M2.11:11), through which he aimed at 

representing himself positively, as the president who had offered Egypt many sacrifices in 

war and peace, and who was willing to hand over power. Those two pragmatic functions were, 
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however, weakened by five linguistic devices he used: negatives, vague and abstract language, 

qualification, repetition, and implicative relations. 

 

Mubarak employed four negatives in this frame, two explicit and two implicit. He started the 

frame with the negative هاج وأ ٍةطلس َبلاطً اموی نكأ مل  lam ʾakun yawman ṭāliba sulṭatin aw jāh (I 

have indeed never been a seeker of authority or power, for one day), which he emphasized 

twice by the two qualifiers يننإ  ʾinnanī (I indeed) and ًاموی  yawman (for one day/never). He 

then used the second explicit negative يعبط نم َسیل  laysa min ṭabʿī (it is not in my nature), 

followed by the two negatives implied in the nouns ةنامألا ُ ةنایخ  xiyānatu l-ʾamānah (betrayal 

of trust), and ِبجاولا نع يلختلا  at-taxallī ʿani l-wājibi (abandonment of duty). Given that ‘a 

negative generally is used only when its affirmative would otherwise be expected’ (Tannen 

1979: 170), those four negatives combined to create the impression that Mubarak expected 

the people to think that he had been seeking authority and power and that it was in his nature 

to betray trust and abandon responsibility.  

 

The linguistic device that weakened the pragmatic functions intended by this frame most was 

the vague language Mubarak employed in three instances: First, he used the two non-specific 

nouns ِنمأ ʾamni (security) and ِرارقتسا  istiqrāri (stability) to describe his primary responsibility 

at that time, without specifying what those security and stability involved, nor how he was 

planning to restore them. Second, he used the two vague clichés ةطلسلل ِيملسلا ِلاقتنالا  al-intiqāli 

s-silmyī li-l-sulṭah (the peaceful transition of power) and نییرصِملاو َرصِم يمحت ٍءاوجأ يف  fī ʾ ajwāʾin 

taḥmī miṣra wa l-miṣriyyīn (in circumstances that protect Egypt and Egyptians), without 

specifying what that transfer meant, nor how it was going to be procedurally implemented. 

Third, Mubarak avoided using the precise and relevant term ةسائرلا  (presidency) which belongs 

to the political domain of power transfer he was talking about, and used instead the abstract, 

vague, and under-specified word al-masʾūliyyah (the responsibility) which belongs to a 

completely different domain. That vagueness can be interpreted as an attempt on the part of 

Mubarak to evade his responsibility for triggering and implementing the specific 

constitutional measures and procedures associated with the precise political terms he avoided. 

 

Furthermore, the weakening effect created by that strategic vagueness was reinforced by two 

linguistic devices Mubarak employed. First, he used the wrong form of the noun to talk about 

handing over presidency, i.e. he used the noun مُّلَسَت  tasallumi (receiving) in نمل ةیلوئسملا ِملست 

بعشلا ُهراتخی  tasallumi l-masʾūliyyah li-man yaxtāruhu š-šaʿb (receiving the responsibility to 
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whoever the people would choose), instead of using the right form which is میلست  taslīm 

(handing over), because Mubarak was the agent who was going to do the act of میلست  to the 

prospective president, who was going to receive it and perform the act of مُّلَسَت . Second, instead 

of referring to the prospective president with his title, i.e. the ‘prospective president’, the ‘new 

president’, or any other honorific that suits a president, Mubarak referenced the prospective 

president with the most vague pronoun in Arabic, i.e. man (who/whom/whose), which can be 

used to reference singular, dual, plural, masculine, feminine, subject, and (or) object referents 

(Al-Hammadi, Al-Menshawy, Atta 1994: 17); he even relegated that pronoun to the object 

position, in order to further devalue that prospective president and detract his agency.  

 

The third power relinquishing frame in this speech was the I-was-Not-Intending-to-Run-for-

a-New-Term frame (M2.12:12), through which Mubarak attempted to convince the people 

that he was not intending to run for a sixth presidential term. That pragmatic function was 

weakened by five linguistic devices he employed: negatives, qualifiers, voice, contrastive 

connectives, and vague abstract language.   

 

Mubarak employed the negative to prepare for and express the most important piece of 

information in this frame. He first used the negative implied in the parenthetical phrase ِفرصب 

ْنھارلا ِفرظلا نع ْرظنلا  bi-ṣarfi n-naẓar ʿani ẓ-ẓarfi r-rāhin (regardless of the current 

circumstance) in order to deny that his following statement was a result of the pressure put on 

him by the protests. He followed that implied negative immediately with the emphatic, explicit 

one ةدیدج ٍ ةیسائر ٍ ةرتفل َحشرتلا يوتنأ نكأ مل ىنأ  ʾannī lam ʾakun ʾantawī t-tarašuḥa li-fatratin 

riʾāsiyatin jadīdah (I was not intending to run for a new presidential term) in order to confirm 

that he was not intending to run for another presidential term. That important negative was 

emphasized by twelve qualifiers: the adverbial, prepositional phrase قدصلا ِلكب  bi-kulli ṣ-ṣidq 

(with all the truthfulness), which contained three qualifiers: (1) the emphatic particle ِلك  kulli 

(all), which is called in Arabic rhetoric kullu l-kamāliyyah ُةَّیلَامَكلا ُّلُك   (the ‘all’ of perfection), 

as it marks the completion and perfection of the noun it is added to (Al-Muʿjam Al-ġanni; Al-

Muʿjam Al-Wasīt as cited in Al-Maany online Arabic Encyclopedia); kulli qualified the noun 

aṣ-ṣidq (truthfulness) and marked its perfection and completion; (2) the adverb قدصب  bi-ṣ-ṣidq 

(with truthfulness) which qualified the act of saying in ُلوقأ  ʾaqulu, and (3) the definite article 

لا  al- in قدصلا  aṣ-ṣidq which qualified the noun قدص  ṣidq; (4) the conjoined parenthetical 

prepositional phrase ْنھارلا ِفرظلا نع ْرظنلا ِفرصبو  wa bi-ṣarfi n-naẓar ʿani ẓ-ẓarfi r-rāhin (and 

regardless of the current circumstance), which further qualified the act of saying in ʾaqulu; 
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(5) the past emphatic particle نكأ  ʾakun, which qualified and emphasized the verb يوتنأ  

ʾantawī; (6) the intensifier tāʾu l-imʿān which Mubarak inserted into the triliteral verb ىون  

nawā (intend) to intensify its pragmatic force, making it ىوتنإ  intawā; (7) the emphatic particle 

دق  qad (indeed) (8) the emphatic letter nūnu t-tawkīd in يننكل  lakinnanī (I indeed am); (9) the 

emphatic cognate accusative صرحلا َلك ٌصیرح  ḥarīṣun kulla l-ḥirṣ (keen, all the keenness); (10) 

kullu l-kamāliyyah in the previous cognate accusative, which completed and perfected 

Mubarak’s keenness; and (11) the definite article لا  al- in صرحلا  l-ḥirṣ; and (12) the intensifier 

tāʾu l-imʿān which Mubarak inserted again into the triliteral verb متخأ  xatama (conclude) 

making it متتخأ  ʾaxtatima.  

 

Given that a negative statement is used when a corresponding affirmative has been mentioned, 

when the content of such a corresponding affirmative is considered likely, or when the speaker 

holds the affirmative to be true (Givon 1979 as cited in Wilson 1990), the above mentioned 

two negatives, together with their twelve qualifications, triggered a rhetorical effect opposite 

to that intended by Mubarak and emphasized their corresponding affirmatives, in an equally 

highly qualified manner, i.e. they suggested that Mubarak was not speaking truthfully at all; 

that his statement was a direct result of the protests; and that he was indeed intending to run 

for a sixth presidential term.  

 

That reversed rhetorical effect was reinforced by Mubarak’s use of the wrong connective, i.e. 

the contrastive connective in يننكل  lakinnanī (but I indeed am), which he employed to connect 

two similar sets of statements. Given that the four statements that preceded this contrastive 

connective were (1) Mubarak was speaking with all truthfulness, (2) Mubarak was speaking 

regardless of the protests, (3) Mubarak was not intending to run for a new presidential term, 

and (4) Mubarak had spent enough of his life serving Egypt and its people, and given that the 

two statements that followed that contrastive connective were (1) Mubarak was so keen on 

concluding his work for Egypt in a manner that would guarantee its stability, safety, and pride 

and (2) Mubarak was keen on safeguarding legitimacy and respecting the constitution, the 

connective most appropriate for connecting those two similar sets of statements is the 

conjunctive و wa (and), not the contrastive يننكل  which Mubarak employed. Given that 'but’ 

marks ‘the denial of an expectation not only of the preceding clause (Lakoff 1971) but of an 

entire preceding set of statements’ (Tannen 1979:170) and that it ‘often introduces a negative 

statement’ that ‘marks the contrast with the expectation established by the preceding 
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statement’ (ibid: 151), يننكل  which Mubarak employed, negated its preceding over-qualified 

negatives and turned them into highly qualified affirmatives.  

 

Moreover, the weakening effect created by the afore-mentioned negatives, over-qualification, 

and wrong connective was reinforced by the vocal performance of Mubarak: he uttered the 

pronoun ىنأ  ʾannī (I) in a very quick and hesitant manner that he was about to stumble over it, 

which cast doubts upon the sincerity of that important statement.  

 

Furthermore, Mubarak continued to adopt strategic vagueness when he expressed important 

propositional content, i.e. he opted for the less familiar verbal forms, employed metaphorical 

language, and avoided specific, precise, relevant vocabulary. For example, when he expressed 

the most important two pieces of information in the frame and the whole speech, i.e. his 

intention not to run for a new presidential term and to conclude his political work, Mubarak 

avoided using the familiar and more accessible triliteral forms of the verbs يونأ  ʾ anwī (I intend) 

and متخأ  ʾaxtima (I conclude) and opted, instead, for the less familiar and hence more 

cognitively taxing quadrilateral forms, i.e. يوتنأ  ʾantawī  and متتخأ  ʾaxtatima.  

 

Moreover, Mubarak avoided using the exact, specific verbs and nouns that belong to the 

political domain of power transfer and handing over presidency, and used instead 

metaphorical, non-specific words that belong to other domains, e.g. ھَتیارو ُھَتنامأ َمیلست  taslīma 

ʾamānatahu wa rāyatahu (handing over its trust and banner), in what can be interpreted as a 

deliberate attempt to avoid precision and hence responsibility triggering and implementing 

the relevant constitutional steps and measures associated with the specific terms he avoided 

using.  

 

Finally, Mubarak expressed his two conditions for leaving power in vague, non-specific terms, 

i.e. ةرقتسم ٌةنمآ ٌةزیزع ُرصمو ،ھَتیارو ُھَتنامأ َمیلست ُنمضی امب  bi-mā yaḍmanu taslīma ʾamānatahu wa 

rāyatahu, wa miṣru ʿazīzatan ʾāminatan mustaqirah (in a manner that ensures handing over 

its trust and banner, while Egypt is honoured, secure, and stable), and ْمرتحیو ةیعرشلا ُظفحی امبو 

روتسدلا  wa bi-mā yaḥfaẓu š-šarʿiyah wa ya-ḥtarimu d-dustūr (in a manner that safeguards 

legitimacy and respects the constitution). Such a vague language mystified strategically the 

meaning of ‘trust’ and ‘banner’; the mechanisms intended for handing them over; and the 

measures and guarantors of achieving security, stability, and honour, and of safeguarding 

legitimacy and respecting the constitution. Such a strategic vagueness cast doubts on the 
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sincerity of Mubarak, as well as his seriousness about implementing the promises he was 

making. 

 

The fourth frame that relinquished the power of Mubarak in this speech was the extended 

Parliament-Police-Judiciary frame (M2.14:2, M2.15:3, M2.18:6), through which he attempted 

to represent himself positively as the responsive president who was ordering the various 

bodies of the state to implement the demands of the protesters. The most outstanding feature 

of that frame is its weak, vague language.  

 

Mubarak addressed the Parliament employing the weak, non-binding verb وعدأ  ʾadʿū (I invite) 

in  ʾinnanī ʾadʿū l-barlamāna (I do invite the parliament), and followed ھَیسلجمب َناملربلا وعدأ يننإ 

it with the weak noun  munāqašat (discussing), at a time when the protesters were  ةشقانم

expecting stronger  and more performative verbs and nouns, e.g. بلاطأ  ‘I demand’,  or  I‘  فلكأ 

instruct’ the parliament  to ammend’ the constitution. Similarly, the three pre-conditions ‘  لیدعتب

which Mubarak set for the Parliament to meet before ‘discussing’ the constitutional 

amendments were too vague and broad: identifying the relevant legislative amendments that 

complement the intended constitutional amendments at issue, including all political forces in 

the intended parliamentary discussions, and abiding by the verdicts given by the judiciary on 

the contestations over the results of the last legislative elections. The last pre-condition was 

particularly revealing, as it meant terminating the membership of the illegally elected 

members of Parliament, then holding new parliamentary elections, and after that ‘discussing’ 

the suggested constitutional amendments. This interpretation was reinforced by the negative 

ءاطبإ َنود  dūna ibṭāʾ (without delay) which Mubarak employed at the end of the last pre-

condition; that negative contrasted with the excessive delay implied by the previous three pre-

conditions and acted paradoxically to emphasize the impression that Mubarak was not serious 

about amending the constitution and that he was just playing for time. 

 

Moreover, Mubarak employed two minimizing structures and two weak nouns when he 

addressed the judiciary: the structure of mā at-tabʿīḍ in  ٍتاءارجإ نم ُمزلی ام  mā yalzamu min 

ʾijrāʾātin (necessary measures), which combined with the indefiniteness of ʾijrāʾātin to 

unspecify and minimize the force of those intended measures. Also, when he talked about 

corruption, Mubarak used the weak noun ةقحالم  mulāḥaqati (pursuing), which was not up to 

the high expectations of the protesters who were demanding revolutionary trials, or at least 

more decisive actions for punishing the corrupt. Similarly, Mubarak employed the weak noun 
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ِقیقحتلا  at-taḥqīqi (investigating) in ينمأ ٍتالفنا نم ُرصمُ ھتدھش امیف ،نیببستملا َعم ِقیقحتلا  at-taḥqīqi maʿa 

l-mutasabibīn which, together with the minimizing structure تالفنا نم ُرصمُ ھتدھش ام   mā 

šahidat’hu miṣru min infilātin ʾ amniyyin (literally: what Egypt witnessed of security disarray), 

and the indefiniteness of the noun تالفنا  created the impression that Mubarak was belittling 

that security disarray, and was not intending to punish the perpetrators who caused it severely. 

 

Finally, the pledge Mubarak made at the end of this frame was weakened by two linguistic 

devices: demonstratives and implicatures. First, Mubarak referred to his pledge by the 

distancing demonstrative َكلذ  ḏālika, not the proximal اذھ  hāḏa which indicates that its referent 

‘has been in the speaker's mind’ (Tannen 1979:152) and hence would be the most 

grammatically effective demonstrative in that context. Moreover, Mubarak supplicated Allah 

to help him fulfil his pledge, an act that generated two deniable implicatures: Mubarak might 

not be able to fulfil ‘that’ pledge; if that happens, it would mean that Allah did not help him, 

and hence there must be an unknown divine wisdom in not fulfilling that pledge.  

 

The weakness, vagueness, and unspecificity which Mubarak adopted strategically and 

systematically when he talked about his plans to respond to the demands of the protesters were 

replaced by strong, precise, and performative language when the actions he was talking about 

were going to mark his power or add to it. For example, when he talked about his prospective 

supervisory plans over the new government, he employed the precise nouns ِذیفنت  tanfīḏi 

(execution) and ِتافیلكت  taklīfāt (assigned duties) (M2.16:4). Such a contrast cast doubts on the 

sincerity of the claims Mubarak was making about his intention to hand over power. 

 

Similarly, when Mubarak informed the people that he was staying in office till the end of his 

term (M2.13:13), he started the frame with the clause ْةحضاو ٍتارابعب ُلوقأ  ʾaqulu bi-ʿibārātin 

wāḍiḥa (I am saying in unequivocal sentences), which included two qualifiers: the adverbial 

prepositional phrase bi-ʿibārātin wāḍiḥa which qualified his act of saying, and portrayed him 

as a powerful man who was in a position to explicitly emphasize what he was saying and to 

warn the people against misunderstanding him. The second qualifier was the present 

continuous tense in which Mubarak expressed his verb ʾaqulu, a tense that elongated the act 

of saying and hence emphasized and intensified the power, challenge, and warning implied in 

it. Second, the prepositional phrase تایحالص  نم روتسدلا َيل ُھلوخی ام ِبَجومب    bi-mujabi mā 

yuxawiluhu liya ad-dustūr min ṣalāḥiyāt (according to the powers conferred on me by the 
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Constitution) marked his presidential authority and generated the implicature that he was 

threatening to use his powers if any attempt was made to remove him.  

 

On the other hand, that ‘unequivocal’, authoritative, emphatic language which Mubarak 

employed to mark his power was contrasted by the vague language he used, within the same 

frame, to talk about his plans of handing over power. First, he employed the passive construct 

ْةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالل ِةققحملا ،ْتاءارجإلاو ِریبادتلا ُذاختا َمتی يك   kay ya-timma itixāḏu t-tadābīri wa l-ijrāʾāt 

al-muḥaqīqati li-l-intiqāli s-silmi li-l-sulṭah (in order for the precautions and measures 

necessary for the peaceful transition of power to be taken) in order to present the process of 

power transfer as an agentless one, and hence evade taking responsibility for it. Moreover, the 

two nouns at-tadābīri and l-ijrāʾāt were too vague.  

 

3.3.4.3. Emotive frames 

The first emotive frame Mubarak activated in this speech was the Slippery-Slope frame 

(M2.6:20), through which he attempted to stir the personal and nationalistic fears of the 

people. That pragmatic function was however weakened by five linguistic devices: 

qualification, indefinite nouns, syntactic structures, repetition, and inference.  

 

In terms of qualifiers, Mubarak employed the adverb ًاعم  maʿan (together) to qualify the verb 

ُشیعن  naʿīšu (we are living) and hence assimilate himself into the people by emphasizing that 

he was living those painful days together with them. However, that air of bonding was soon 

denied by the following qualifier and referencing forms he employed: the strong, definite 

adjective َةحساكلا  al-kāsiḥata (the over-sweeping) suggested that the fear Mubarak was talking 

about was obsessing the over-sweeping majority of Egyptians, but not Mubarak himself; a 

suggestion that was  reinforced by the third-person references Mubarak used after that 

adjective, i.e. مھرواس  sawarahum (preoccupied them), مھل  la-hum (for them), مِھیوذل  li-ḏawīhim 

(for their relatives), مِھتالئاع  ʿāʾilātihim (their families), and مھِدلب  baladihim (their country). 

Those five third-person references detached and distanced the people from the deictic field of 

Mubarak and hence cancelled the bonding he created by the first qualifier.  

 

Moreover, Mubarak employed four indefinite nouns to describe the ًامایأ  ʾayāman (days),  

ٍ جاعزنا  inziʿājin (concern), ٍقلق  qalaqin (anxiety), and ْسجاوھ  hawājis (premonitions) 

experienced by the over-sweeping majority of Egyptians. The indefiniteness of those nouns 

minimized, unspecified, and mitigated the feeling of fear intended by them. That weakening 
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effect was reinforced by the syntactic structure of mā at-tabʿīḍ in جاعزنا نم مھرواس ام  mā 

sawarahum min inziʿājin wa qalaqin wa hawājis (what preoccupied them of concern, anxiety, 

and premonition) which belittled those concern, anxiety, and premonition and weakened their 

intended pragmatic force. 

 

Furthermore, Mubarak repeated many related lexical items in this frame: the adjective  ْةملؤم   

muʾalimah (painful) and the verb ُعِجوی  yujiʿu (aching), the two verbs َباتنا  intāba (obsessed) 

and مھرواس  sawarahum (preoccupied), and the three nouns جاعزنا ٍ  inziʿājin (concern), ٍقلق  

qalaqin (anxiety), and ْسجاوھ  hawājis (premonition). Such a repetition, which was supposed 

to reinforce the intended meaning, was weakened by the indefiniteness of the repeated nouns, 

the inconsistency between the bonding and detaching effects created within the same frame, 

and the fact that Mubarak based the whole frame on his own inferences, i.e. ‘statements which 

could not be known simply from observation […] as for example when subjects report 

characters' thoughts, feelings, and motivations’ (Tannen 1979: 173). Finally, given that 

inferences reveal more about the expectations of the speaker than about those of other 

characters (ibid), this frame, which Mubarak intended to underscore the fear of the people, 

suggested that Mubarak was the one who was ‘preoccupied’ with fear. 

 

Second, the Old-Man-Speaking-to-You-Today frame (M2.22:14) succeeded to perform its 

assigned pragmatic function, of stirring the sympathy of the people with the old-man 

Mubarak, because of seven linguistic devices: evaluative language, reference, strong verbs 

and nouns, juxtaposition, grammatical tense, qualification, and voice. 

 

The most salient feature of this frame is its evaluative language, whose emotional tone 

Mubarak initiated by starting the frame with referring to himself, emphatically, in the third-

person as مویلا مكیلإ ُثدحتی يذلا كرابم ينسح َّنإ  ʾinna Husni Mubārak allaḏi yataḥadaṯu ʾilaykum 

al-yawm (Hosni Mubarak who is speaking to you today is indeed). Such a preference of this 

less familiar referring form to the simple first-person pronominal(s) can be interpreted as an 

indicator of role identification, i.e. ‘speakers who have a variety of roles […] wish to specify 

a particular role relevant to the unfolding discourse’ (Wilson 1990:78).   

 

Moreover, that evaluative language was also reflected in the emotional vocabulary of the 

frame, which Mubarak regimented in five juxtapositional pairs: Mubarak’s pride and his 

service of the people; the old Mubarak today and the young Mubarak long years ago; Egypt 
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of Mubarak and Egypt of Egyptians; the homeland of life, fighting, and defending and the 

homeland of death; and the merits and demerits of Mubarak versus the merits and demerits of 

others. 

 

Those juxtapositional pairs performed strategic rhetorical functions: the first juxtaposition 

reconciled Mubarak with the people, by lowering and harnessing the highest thing he had, i.e. 

his pride, to the lowest thing they had, i.e. their service; the second juxtaposition bridged the 

present and past of Mubarak and summoned the latter up by reminding the people that the old 

man who was standing in front of them was once a strong, young fighter and that he had 

exhausted his strength and youth in defending them; the third juxtaposition, which was 

emphasized four times by the emphatic particle َّنا  ʾinna, the pronoun وھ  hwa twice, and the 

determiner ِلك  kulli, equated Mubarak the president to ordinary Egyptian men and women and 

ironed out any superiority or conflict of interests among them; the fourth juxtaposition 

established a logical relation that justified the indirect plea Mubarak made to the people to 

allow him to die on the soil of Egypt, by arguing that he had spent his life in Egypt, fought for 

its sake, defended its land, sovereignty, and interests, and hence he was entitled to die on its 

soil; and the fifth juxtapositions compared Mubarak historically to other political leaders and 

presented him as confident of his achievements. 

 

The emotional tone of this frame was also intensified by the six strong nouns and verbs 

Mubarak employed. He started with the positively connotative verb ُزتعی  yaʿtazu (prides 

himself) to describe his feelings when serving the people; he employed the strong, positive, 

yet modest noun ِةمدخ  xidmati (service) to describe his political career; he used the strong verbs 

ُتبراح  ḥārabtu (I fought) and ُتعفاد  dāfaʿtu (defended) to further describe his service for Egypt 

and its people; he employed the strong and highly emotional verb ْتومأ  ʾ amūt (I die) to describe 

the last stage of his service, and expressed it in the present tense, instead of the future, in order 

to connote that he was dying soon, and hence stir stronger and deeper emotions and sympathy; 

and he used the strong, performative, and grand verb ّىلع ُ خیراتلا ُمكحیس  sayḥkumu t-tārīxu 

(history will  judge) to describe how his legacy will be evaluated by history. 

 

Finally, the vocal performance of Mubarak played an important role in the success of this 

frame, which was the most vocally vibrant in the speech: Mubarak started the frame by 

uttering his name in a deep, soft, and low intonation that made him sound modest and self-

denying; he elongated the adjective ةلیوط  ṭawīlah (long) and paused after it, in a manner that 
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emphasized the length of the years he had spent serving Egypt; he pronounced the three words 

ِةمدخ يف   َرصم  fī xidmati miṣra (at the service of Egypt) slowly and emphatically to connote 

devotion and commitment; and he uttered the clause ينطو وھ  ْزیزعلا ،ْنطولا اذھ َّنإ   ʾinna hāḏa l-

waṭan al-ʿazīz hwa waṭani (This dear homeland is indeed my homeland) in a performatively 

slow and emphatic manner, adding particular weight and significance to the adjective  زیزعلا  

by pausing before and after it. 

 

Mubarak also modulated his voice theatrically in this frame: he uttered the verb تشِع  ʿišt (I 

lived) softly and deeply, in a low intonation that suggested modesty and self-denial, then 

juxtaposed it by following it immediately with raising his voice loudly while pronouncing the 

two verbs ُتبراح  ḥārabtu (I fought) and ُتعفاد  dāfaʿtu (I defended) in a forceful, emphatic 

intonation that was reinforced by an accompanying sharp and assertive hand movement. That 

strong performance was then juxtaposed with the deep, emotional intonation with which he 

uttered the verb تومأ  ʾamūt (I die) in low, soft, and almost crying voice. Mubarak concluded 

this performance with pronouncing the last clause slowly and emphatically, adding a tone of 

soberness, gravity, and wisdom commensurate with the grandness implied in the judgement 

of history.  
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CHAPTER FOUR        

 

4. The third speech of Mubarak 

 
4.1. Structures of society: Dialectic socio-political relations of power   

This speech was broadcast on February 10, 2011, i.e. nine days after the emotional second 

speech in which Mubarak stirred the sympathy of the people deeply, by assuming the role 

of the old father and family man, not the president. That 'cleverly crafted' and 'ugly divisive' 

speech did not only touch ‘a lot of hearts' by its 'emotional tone’ (Ghonim 2012a: 392), but 

also caused a 'clear rift' in the front of the protesters in Tahrir Square, convincing some of 

them to leave the square and call for giving the ‘old man’ one last chance (ibid: 292, 392, 

354).  

 

Mubarak can be argued to have survived the attempts of his ouster by that emotional speech, 

which won the sympathy of 'millions of Egyptians' in a manner that surprised even some of 

the power centres inside the regime itself (El Manawy 2012: 286). Shortly after the second 

speech, thousands of pro-Mubarak protesters demonstrated in Mostafa Mahmoud Square in 

Cairo, in front of the TV Building, and in other places (Ghonim 2012a: 355; El Manawy 

2012: 382). Although some online activists, international correspondents, and senior 

officials in the regime reported that those pro-Mubarak protesters were a mixture of 

policemen, government workers, and 'hired muscle' (CNN 2011, February 2), who were paid 

400 Egyptian pounds each (Ghonim 2012a: 356-7) and ‘assigned’ to gather and demonstrate 

in 'pre-arranged and coordinated protests organized by the Presidency, the ruling NDP party, 

and some of its affiliated businessmen' (El Manawy 2012: 282-4, 301), it cannot be denied 

that some of those protesters were sincere supporters of Mubarak, moved by his emotional 

second speech.  

 

The positive effect of the second speech did not last long: government forces, supported by 

thugs, started attacking the protesters and shooting live ammunition at them in Alexandria, 

Port Said, Suez, and other governorates. The most significant incident, which was later 

called the Camel Battle, took place in Cairo on 2 February 2011, when the unarmed sit-ins 

in Tahrir Square were attacked by more than five hundred thugs riding camels and horses 

and armed with knives, swords, and Molotov cocktails at around three o’clock in the 

afternoon. At eight thirty in the evening, Head of the State TV News Sector, Abdul Lateef 



 136 

El Manawy, was ‘ordered’ to switch off the live broadcast cameras in Tahrir Square ‘because 

the picture is going to be ugly’ (El Manawy 2012: 308); after mid-night, ‘snipers, stationed 

on the bridge, started targeting the protesters and firing live ammunition at them' (Ghonim 

2012a: 359). The clashes continued until the morning of the following day, without 

interference from the police or the army forces which were surrounding the Square (CNN, 

2011, February 2; AP 2011, February 2; Ackerman 2011, February 2; RT 2011, February 2; 

Owen 2012: 188; Gelvin 2015: 53; Ghonim 2012a: 356-7).  

 

On the following day, the protesters in Tahrir Square displayed ID cards, of police officers 

and NDP members, which they found on the attackers they had captured overnight; the 

protesters accused the police and ruling NDP party of organizing the Camel Battle by 

clothing police officers in plain clothes, backing them with thugs and admitting them into 

the Square to attack the protesters (CNN 2011, February 2; Ghonim 2012a: 356). The death 

toll among the protesters rose to more than three-hundred (Human Rights Watch 2011; 

Williams 2011; South African Press Association 2011).  

 

The Camel Battle signalled the end of the Mubarak regime, in spite of the fact that the official 

announcement of that end came nine days later (El Manawy 2012: 9). More than a million 

protesters responded to the Camel Battle by joining the sit-ins in Tahrir Square, in a million-

man-march, on 4 February, which they called the 'Friday of Departure', demanding Mubarak 

to step down immediately (Press TV 2011, February 2; Bodenner 2011, February 4).  

 

The numbers of protesters in Tahrir Square kept increasing; the areas they were sitting in 

kept expanding to include the TV building, Abdeen presidential palace, the streets 

surrounding the two chambers of parliament, and the Cabinet; and their demands rose to the 

immediate dissolution of the cabinet and the two chambers of parliament, on the top of the 

immediate departure of Mubarak. Labour unions staged general strikes, involving more than 

20.000 workers, across the country (Muir 2011, February 8; AFP 2011, February 9; VOA 

News 2011, February 9; Al Jazeera English 2011, February 10). Calls were also made for a 

million-man-march on Friday, February 11, to march to the presidential palace and force 

Mubarak out of power (Ghonim 2012a: 433).  

 

On the other end of the continuum of power, Mubarak continued to lose power and control 

not only over the street, but also over his own very close men. El Manawy reports that many 
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people and officials were wondering about the role of the armed forces which announced, 

from the beginning of the protests, that they were protecting the protesters, but adopted a 

'too lenient' stance that did not take decisive or firm measures to stop the clashes between 

the protesters and the police. El Manawy then concludes that after the convention of the 

Supreme Council of Armed Forces (SCAF) without its Supreme Commander, i.e. Mubarak, 

on February 09; the announcement of Communiqué Number 1 on February 10; and the many 

video-taped visits of the Minister of Defence Field Marshal Tantawy to the protesters in 

Tahrir Square, and his friendly talks and hand-shaking with them, it became clear to all 

political forces that the 'contradiction' in the behaviour of the armed forces and the 

intelligence was due to the fact that 'their real aim was not to protect the protesters as much 

as to intensify the pressure on Mubarak, in order to force him to resign, and consequently 

abort his project of bequeathing presidency to his son Gamal (El Manawy 2012: 337, 338-

9, 389, 398, 399-400).  

 

Mubarak was thus forced to sacrifice more senior top officials and higher heads in the 

regime, in order to save his own head: He forced his son Gamal to resign from his two top 

positions in the ruling NDP party as Assistant Secretary General and Secretary of the Policy 

Committee; sacked the steel magnate Ahmed Ezz, who had been the principal financer of 

the party and the closest associate of Gamal Mubarak, from his top position in NDP (Owen 

2012: 72); removed his loyal ex-Minister of Media Safwat el-Sherif from his position as the 

head of the Second Chamber of Parliament, the Shura Council, and also from his top 

positions in the ruling NDP (Ahram Online 2011, February 5); dismissed his Minister of 

State for Legal Affairs, Mufeed Shehab, who was publicly known as the ‘private legal tailor’ 

of Mubarak; and sacked his Presidential Chief-of-Staff, Zakaria Azmy, who was publicly 

known as the Crocodile, from the party (El-Hennawy 2011, February 5). Mubarak also 

ordered the arrest of some less influential ministers, banned others from travel, and froze 

their bank accounts (Ahram Online 2011, February 5; El-Hennawy 2011, February 5).  

 

In an attempt to further appease the protesters, Mubarak did not only sack the backbone of 

his regime, i.e. the Minister of Interior, Habeeb el-Adli, and put him under house arrest 

(Egypt Independent 2011, February 3), he also charged him before the military Supreme 

State Security Court with causing breakdown in public order, ordering live fire on protesters, 

releasing prisoners from jails (Hammond 2011, February 7), and masterminding the 

bombing of the Two Saints Church in Alexandria, on the New Year's Eve, which killed 24 
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Egyptian Copts and injured 90 others (Copts United 2011; Ismail 2011, February 7). El-Adli 

had blamed that bombing on the Palestinian Army of Islam, in the speech he delivered in his 

last celebration of the Police Day, on January 23, 2011, i.e. two days before the revolution 

(ibid; El Manawy 2012: 61). Finally, Mubarak was also forced to release activist Wael 

Ghonim, the anonymous admin of the famous page 'We are all Khalid Saeed', who was 

kidnapped by state security on January 27 (Google 2011, February 7).  

 

4.2. Structure of the third speech 

This speech is divided into three sections: the first is addressed to both the protesters and the 

non-protesting people, using the two vocatives al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother citizens) 

and al-ʾabnāʾu šabāba miṣra wa šābātiha (The sons, male and female youth of Egypt); the 

second is also addressed to the protesters and the non-protesting people, using the two 

vocatives al-ʾabnāʾu šabāba miṣr (The sons, youth of Egypt) and al-ʾixwah al-muwātinūn 

(Brother citizens); and the third is addressed to the non-protesting people only, starting with 

the vocative al-ʾixwah al-muwātinūn (Brother citizens). The speech is bracketed with two 

appeals to religion, i.e. the opening Islamic starter bi-smi llāhi r-rahmāni r-rāhīm (In the 

Name of Allah, the Most Merciful, the Most Compassionate) and the concluding Islamic 

greeting of departure as-salāmu ʿalaikum wa raḥmatu llāhi wa barakātuh (Peace and 

blessing of Allah be upon you).  

 

The first section consists of three main thematic components: power relinquishment by 

Mubarak, mixed with excessive praise of the protesters, and embedded between four 

emotional appeals. Mubarak started his first emotional appeal with the new vocative al-

ʾabnāʾu šabāba miṣra wa šābātiha (The sons, male and female youth of Egypt), which he 

used for the first time in this speech; he then further specified those youth as ‘the youth of 

Egypt in Tahrir Square and all over the country’, considered them ‘as’ his ‘sons and 

daughters’, and praised them as a ‘symbol of a new Egyptian generation, that calls for change 

to the better and adheres to it, and dreams of the future and makes it.’  

 

Mubarak reinforced that fatherly appeal with an emotionally stronger one, in which he 

confirmed to the protesters that the ‘bloods’ of 'their' martyrs and injured ones would not go 

in vain, and that he was going to punish the perpetrators with all 'fierceness, decisiveness, 

and utmost deterrent penalties'. He then addressed his third emotional appeal to the families 
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of the killed protesters, telling them that he was ‘pained all the pain for them, as you were 

pained’ and that his heart was ‘ached by what happened to them, as your hearts were ached.’ 

 

Mubarak followed those three emotional appeals with an excessive praise of the protesters, 

and a seeming surrender to their demands coupled with a relinquishment of his power: he 

confirmed to them that his response to their 'voice' and 'demands' was irrevocable; that he 

was ‘determined, all the determination’ and ‘keen, all the keenness’ on fulfilling his 

promises to them, ‘with no return or retreat’, because of his 'firm conviction' of the 'sincerity 

and purity' of their intentions and the 'legitimacy and fairness' of their demands, and because 

‘mistakes’ are likely to happen in any country. He concluded the first section with a 

nationalistic emotional appeal, in which he argued that although he was the president of the 

republic, he was not ashamed of ‘listening to the youth of his country and responding to 

them’; but, he would never listen to ‘foreign dictations’.  

 

Mubarak then started the second section, in which he alternated among relinquishing his 

power, acceding to the demands of the protesters, and appealing to their emotions, in a 

manner similar to what he did in the first speech. He, however, decreased the number and 

intensity of his emotional appeals, and increased those of relinquishing his power and 

representing himself positively. He started the section with addressing it to the protesters 

and the non-protesting people, using the two vocatives al-ʾabnāʾu šabāba miṣr (the sons, 

youth of Egypt) and al-ʾixwah al-muwātinūn (Brother citizens). Then, he listed the measures 

he had taken in response to the demands of the protesters, embedding them between an initial 

religious appeal and a concluding emotional one: he was not running for a sixth presidential 

term; he was staying in power only to ensure a safe transition of power in the coming 

presidential elections; he had laid down a vision that would respond to the demands of the 

protesters and transfer power in a constitutional manner; he had done so out of his sense of 

responsibility and had been working on it and following it ‘hour by hour’; he started a 

national dialogue with ‘the youth who called for change’ and agreed with them on forming 

two constitutional and follow-up committees; he instructed the rapid completion of 

investigating the 'sad tragic events' which resulted in the death of the 'martyrs of Egypt'; and 

he 'requested' amending the six constitutional articles that facilitate nomination for 

presidency, set a fixed number of presidential terms, facilitate judiciary supervision on 

elections, ‘confirm the exclusive jurisdiction of the judiciary’ to rule on the legitimacy of 
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the membership of parliament, and review the measures required for amending the 

constitution.  

 

Mubarak then started the third section which contained the most important piece of 

information in the speech, i.e. his decision to delegate his presidential powers to his vice-

president. He embedded that important proposition between nine appeals to fear and pity, 

three preparatory appeals to fear and a fourth to pity preceding the announcement, and five 

reinforcing appeals to emotions succeeding it.  

 

Mubarak started this section with addressing it to al-ʾixwah al-muwātinūn (Brother citizens) 

only, to the exclusion of the protesters. He followed that vocative with a complex of three 

emotional appeals that raised the social, economic, and political fears of the people, 

personally and nationalistically: he stated that the priority was to restore confidence among 

the Egyptian people, confidence in 'our' economy, and confidence in 'our' international 

reputation, so as not to increase 'our' losses; he repeated twice that the situation had nothing 

to do with himself, but was all about the present and future of ‘Egypt and its sons’; and he 

concluded with a war metaphor through which he warned that all Egyptians were in the same 

'ditch', and had to participate in the national dialogue in the spirit of ‘a team, not that of 

enemies’, in order to restore confidence in 'our economy', bring assurance and security to 

'our' citizens, and return natural life to the Egyptian street. 

 

Mubarak followed those three fear appeals with a long emotional one, consisting of thirteen 

short, sharp sentences that appealed to the personal and nationalistic emotions of the people, 

by listing the sacrifices he had offered Egypt and Egyptians: he exhausted his life in the 

military, defending the land and sovereignty of Egypt; he fought its wars and witnessed its 

defeats and victories; he raised the Egyptian flag over Sinai; he ‘faced death’ several times; 

he resisted foreign dictations, safeguarded peace, and worked on the revival of ‘Egypt and 

its sons’; and he never sought authority or fake popularity. He concluded that emotional 

appeal with a very touching and emotionally loaded complaint about the way he was 

mistreated by some of the sons of his homeland, and how that hurt him deeply; he followed 

that highly emotional appeal with his announcement of the most important piece of 

information in the speech, i.e. his delegation of his presidential powers to the vice-president.  
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Mubarak then triggered a complex of five emotional appeals, four nationalistic, praising the 

strength, will, civilization, independence, zeal, pride, dignity, spirit, cohesion, and identity 

of the Egyptian people, and a fifth mixing personal and nationalistic emotions, depicting 

Mubarak and Egypt as an inseparable union, and highlighting the image of the president who 

had exhausted his life defending a homeland, that he had never parted with, and would never 

do so until he was buried in its soil. He intensified the implied pragmatic function performed 

by that appeal, i.e. his indirect request to the protesters to allow him to stay and die in Egypt, 

by another emotional appeal that put pressure on them by praising them as hospitable, proud, 

honourable, and dignified people. Mubarak concluded that section and the speech with two 

appeals to fear and religion: the first prayed to Allah to save Egypt a safe country and guide 

its people, and the second greeted the people with the Islamic greeting of departure. 

 

4.3. Structures of power  

4.3.1. Linguistic manifestations of power: Deictic and anaphoric analysis of the third 

speech  

4.3.1.1.   First-person singular pronoun ‘I’ 

Mubarak employed the first-person singular pronoun I seventy-seven times in his third 

speech, in order to perform six main functions: representing himself positively, in forty-

four occurrences; gearing his powers to accede to the demands of the protesters, in sixteen 

instances; flattering the protesters and adulating them, in seven occurrences; imploring the 

people indirectly and stirring their feelings of pity, in six instances; assuming a moral and 

religious parental role over the protesters, in five instances; and denying his political and 

executive powers and distancing himself from the political conflict over power. 

 

The most predominant function Mubarak performed through the first-person singular 

pronoun I was positive-self representation. He portrayed himself as the old fighter who had 

been ill-treated by his countrymen after he had exhausted his life defending them and their 

country (M3.22:1); the responsible president whose stay in power was only to honour his 

oath to Allah and his respect of the constitution and the people (M3.10:2); the proactive 

president who worked hard to suggest a constitutional solution to the crisis and formed two 

committees to achieve that (M3.11:3; M3.12:4; M3.14:5); the modest president who was 

not too arrogant to listen to the demands of the protesters, but who was also so strong that 

he did not succumb to foreign dictations (M3.7:6); the patriotic president who prioritized 

the interests of the country and delegated his powers to the Vice-President (M3.23:7); and 

the fair, decisive president who was keen on punishing the perpetrators who committed 
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crimes against the protesters (M3.4:8). An important marker of Mubarak’s loss of power, 

in this speech, is his refrain from juxtaposing his positive-self representation with any 

negative-other representation of the protesters, as he kept doing in the previous two 

speeches.  
(M3.22:1)  

 نم ِةیحضتلاو ،ْنطولل َءالولاو ،ةیرصملا ِةیركسعلا َفرش ُتملعت امدنع ،نآلا َرصم ِبابش َلثمً اباش ُتنك دقل
 ِراسكنالا َمایأ ُتشع ،اھِتاراصتناو ،اھمِئازھب ،ُھبورح ُتدھِش ،ھَتَدایسو ِھضرأ نعً اعافد ً،ارمع ُتینفأ ،ھلجأ
 َتوملا ُتھجاو ،ءانیس َقوف َرصم َملع ُتعفر َموی ،يتایح َمایأ ُدعسأ ،ریرحتلاو ِرصنلاو ،ِروبعلا َمایأو ،لالتحالاو
 ُتظفاح ،ْتاءالمإ وأ ٍةیبنجأ ٍطوغضلً اموی ْعضخأ مل  ،ریثك َكلذ ِریغو ،ابابأ سیدأ يفو ً،ارایط ،ةدیدع ٍتارم
ً اموی َعسأ مل ، اھِئانبا ِلجا نمو ،اھِتضھن ِلجأ نم  ُتدھتجا ، اھِرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ ِلجأ نم ُتلِمع ، مالسلا ىلع
 يف ُزِحُیو ،كرابم ينسح وھ نم َنوفرعی ،بعشلا ِءانبأ نمَ  ةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َّنأ ، ْقثأ ، ةفئاز ٍةیبعش وٍأ ةطلسل
 .ينطو ينب  ،ضعب نم ،مویلا ِھیقالأ ام ،يسفن

 
   la-qad kuntu šāban miṯla šabābi miṣra lʾān ʿindamā taʿllamtu šarafa l-ʿaskariyati l-

miṣriyyah, wa l-walāʾa li-l-waṭan, wa t-taḍḥiyati min ʾajlih. ʾafnaytu ʿumran difāʿan 
ʿan ʾarḍihi wa siyādatih, šahidtu ḥurūbahu bi-hazāʾimihā wa ntisārātihā, ʿištu 
ʾayyama l-inkisāri wa l-iḥtilāl, wa ʾayāma l-ʿubūri wa n-naṣri wa t-taḥrīr. ʾasʿadu 
ʾayyama ḥayāti yawma rafaʿtu ʿalama miṣra fawqa saināʾ, wājahtu l-mawta marrātin 
ʾadīdah, ṭayyāran wa fī adis abābā, wa ġayri ḏālika kaṯīr. lam axḍaʿ yawman li-
ḍuġūṭin ajnabiyatin aw imlāʾāt. ḥāfaẓtu ʿalā s-salām. ʿamiltu min ajli ʾamni miṣra wa 
stiqrārihā. ʾijtahdtu min ʾajli nahḍatihā wa min ajli ʾabnāʾihā. lam ʾasʿā yawman li-
sulṭatin aw šaʿbiyatin zāʾifah. ʾaṯiqu fī anna l-ʾaġlabiyata l-kāsiḥah min ʾabnāʾi š-
šaʿb yaʿrifūna man hwa ḥusnī mubārak, wa ya ḥizzu fī nafsī mā ʾulāqihi l-yawma min 
baʿḍi banī waṭani 

 
 I was indeed a youth like the current youth of Egypt, when I learnt the honour of the 

Egyptian military, allegiance to the homeland, and sacrifice for its sake; I have 
annihilated a life defending its land and sovereignty; I have witnessed its wars, in their 
defeats and victories; I have lived the days of defeat and occupation and the days of 
crossing, victory, and liberation; the happiest day of my life was when I raised the flag 
of Egypt over Sinai; I have faced death several times: as a pilot, in Addis Ababa, and 
in many other situations; I have never succumbed to foreign pressures or dictations; I 
have safeguarded peace; I have worked for the security and stability of Egypt; I have 
tried my best for the sake of its renaissance and for the sake of its sons; I have never 
sought power or fake popularity; I trust that the over-sweeping majority of the sons of 
the people know who Hosni Mubarak is, but it hurts me to see how some of the sons 
of my homeland are treating me today.  

 
(M3.10:2) 

 نم ُھُتمدق امب ُ،ایفتكم ،ةلبقملا ِةیسائرلا ِتاباختنالل يحیشرتَ مدع ،ْلیوأتلا وأ َلدجلا ُلمتحت ال ٍتارابعب ُتنلعأ دقل
 ،الثاممً اكسمت ُتنلعأو ،كلذب يكسمت ُتنلعأ ،مالسلاوِ  برحلا ِتاونس يف ً،اماع 60 نم َرثكأل ،نطولل ٍءاطع
 َةطلسلا ُمیلست َمتی ىتح ،بعشلِا حلاصمو ،روتسدلا ِةیامح يف ،يتیلوؤسمب ِضوھنلا يف يضملاب ،ردقلا ِتاذبو
 ُتانامضلا اھل ُرَفوت ،ةھیزنو ٍةرح ٍتاباختنا يف ،لبقملا ربمتبس لبقتسم رھش ،نوبخانلا ُهَراَتخی نمل ،ةیلوؤسملاو
 َرب ،اھِبعشو َرصمب َغلبن ىتح ،ھیلع ُظفاحأ َفوسو نطولاو ِهللا َمامأ ُھُتمسقأ يذلا ْمسقلا وھ كلذ ، ةھازنلاو ِةیرحلا
 .نامألا

 
    la-qad ʾaʿlantu bi-ʿibārātin lā taḥtamilu l-jadala ʾawi t-tʾawīl, ʿadama tarašuḥī li-l-

intixābāti r-riʾāsiyati l-muqbilah, muktafiyan bimā qadamtuhu min ʿaṭāʾin li-l-waṭan, 
li-ʾakṯara min 60 ʿaman, fi sanawāti l-ḥarbi wa s-salām. ʾaʿlantu tamasukī bi-ḏālik, 



 143 

wa ʾaʿlantu tamasukan mumāṯilan, wa biḏāti l-qadr bi-lmuḍiyi fi n-nuhūḍi bi-
masʾūliyyatī, fi ḥimāyati d-dustūr wa maṣāliḥi š-šaʿb, ḥattā yatimma taslīmu s-sulṭata 
wa l-masʾūliyyah li-man yaxtāruhu n-nāxibūn šahra (XXX stumble) sibtimbir al-
muqbil, fi intixābātin ḥurratin wa nazīhah, tuwaffaru lahā aḍ-ḍamānātu l-ḥurriyyah 
wa n-nazāhah (XXX stumble). ḏālika huwa l-qasam allaḏi ʾaqsamtuhu ʾamāma llahi 
wa l-waṭan wa sawfa ʾuḥāfiẓu ʿalayh, ḥatta nabluġa bi-miṣra wa šaʿbihā barra l-
ʾamān. 

 
I have indeed stated in sentences that do not allow misinterpretation or argumentation 
that I am not nominating myself for the coming presidential elections, content with 
what I have offered the homeland over more than 60 years, in war and peace. I have 
announced my commitment to that, and announced similar commitment, that is 
equally emphatic, to continue shouldering my responsibility of safeguarding the 
Constitution and the interests of the people, until power and responsibility are handed 
over to whom electors will choose in the coming September, in fair and free elections, 
for which guarantees of freedom and fairness will be secured. That is the oath I have 
taken before Allah and the homeland and I will honour it until we take Egypt and its 
people to a safe harbour.  

 
(M3.11:3)  

 َةیعرشلا ُمرتحی امب ،نونطاوملاو ُبابشلا ھیلإ اعد ام ِقیقحتلو ،ةنھارلا ِةمزألا نم ِجورخلل ًةددحم ًةیؤر ُتحرط دقل
 ھئانبأ َبلاطمو ،انعمتجم َرارقتسا ققحی وٍحن ىلعو ،اھُضوقی الو ،ةیروتسدلا

 
   la-qad ṭaraḥtu ruʾayatan muḥaddadatan li-lxuruji mina l-ʾazmati r-rāhinah wa li-

taḥqīqi mā daʿā ʾilayhi š-šabābu wa l-muwāṭinūn, bi-mā yaḥtarimu š-šarʿiyata d-
dustūriyya, wa lā yuqwiḍuhā, wa ʿalā naḥwin yuḥaqiq istiqrāra mujtamaʿinā, wa 
maṭāliba ʾabnāʾih 

 
 I have indeed laid down a specific vision for exiting the current crisis, and for 

realizing what the youth and citizens have asked for, in a manner that respects 
constitutional legitimacy, not undermines it, and in a way that accomplishes 
the stability of our society and the demands of its sons  

 
(M3.12:4)  

 اھقیقحت يف َيضملا ُعباتأو .ةبیصعلا ِتاقوألا هذھ نم ِنطولاب ِجورخلا يف يتیلوؤسمب امزتلم ،ةیؤرلا هذھ ُتحرط
ٍ عقاول ،اھِلیوحت يف َحجنن يك ،اھِبعشو رَصم ىلع ٍصیرح ِلك ِةدناسمو ِمعدلً اعلطتم ،ةعاسب ًةعاس لب ،لوأب ًالوأ
 .ةلسابلا ُةحلسملا انُتاوق ،ِهذیفنت ِنامض ىلع رُھست ،ةدعاقلاِ  عستمو ،ضیرع ٍينطو ٍقفاوت َقفو ،سوملم
 

   ṭaraḥtu hāḏihi r-ruʾyah, multaziman bi-masʾūliyyatī fī l-xurūj bi-l-waṭan min hāḏihi 
l-ʾwqāti l-ʿaṣībah wa utābiʿu l-muḍiyya quduman fī taḥqīqihā ʾawalan bi-ʾawal, bal 
sāʿatan bi-sāʿah, mutaṭaliʿan li-daʿmi wa musānadati kulla ḥarīṣin ʿalā miṣra wa 
šaʿbihā, kay nanjaḥa fī taḥwīlihā li-wāqiʿin malmūs, wifqa tawāfuqin waṭaniyin ʿarīḍ, 
wa mutasiʿi l-qāʿidah, tasharu ʿalā ḍamāni tanfīḏihi quwātuna l-musallaḥatu l-
bāsilah 

 
 I have laid down this vision out of my commitment to my responsibility for leading 

the homeland out of these critical times, and I have been closely following up on its 
implementation, hour by hour, looking forward to the support and assistance of 
everyone who is keen on Egypt and its people, in order to succeed in transforming it 
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into a concrete reality, according to a broad national consensus, that has a wide base, 
and whose implementation is to be guaranteed by our intrepid armed forces. 

 
(M3.14:5)  

 اتلك ُلیكشت َيتأی نأ ىلع ،ْتصِرَح دقلو ،بعشلا َمامأ ِھب ُتدھعت امل ،نیمألا ِذیفنتلاَ  ةعباتم ىلوتت ،ةعباتملل ٍةنجل 
 درجتلاو ِلالقتسالاب اھل ِدوھشملا ،ِةیرصملا ِتایصخشلا نم ،نیتنجللا

 
   lajnatin li-l-mutābaʿah, tatawallā mutābaʿata t-tanfīḏi l-ʾamīn limā taʿahadtu bihi 

ʾamāma š-šaʿb, wa la-qad ḥariṣt ʿalā ʾan yaʾtiya taškīlu kiltā al-lajnatayin, mina š-
šxṣiyāti l-miṣriyyah, al-mašhūdi lahā bi-l-istiqlāl wa t-tajarud 

 
 a follow-up committee that undertakes the follow-up of the honest implementation of 

what I have promised the people. I was keen that the formation of both committees 
comes from Egyptian dignitaries, well-known for their independence and impartiality  

 
(M3.7:6)  

 ،ھَعم ِبواجتلاو ،يدالب ِبابشل ِعامتسالا يف ً،ادبأ ًةضاضغ وأً اجرح ُدجأ ال ،ةیروھمجللٍ سیئرك يننإ ،مكل ُلوقأو 
ً ایأ ،جراخلا نم يتأت ٍةیبنجأ ٍتاءالمإل َعمتسأ نأ ً،ادبأ ُھُلبقأ نلو مل امو ،بیعلا َلك َبیعلاو ،ْجرحلا َلك َجرحلا نكل
 .اھُتارربم وأ ،اھعُئارذ تناكً ایأو ،اھرُدصم تناك
 

   wa ʾ aqulu lakum, ʾ innani ka-raʾaīsin li-l-jumhūriyya, lā ʾ ajidu ḥarajan ʾ aw ġaḍāḍatan 
abadan fi l-istimāʿi li-šabābi bilādi wa t-tajāwubi maʿahum, lakinna l-ḥaraja kulla l-
ḥaraj, wa l-ʿayba kulla l-ʿayb, wa mā lam wa lan *ʾaqbaluhu [ʾaqbalahu] ʾabadan, 
ʾan ʾastamiʿa  li-imlāʾātin ʾajnabiyah tʾatī mina l-xārij ʾayyan *kānat [kana] 
maṣdaruhā, wa ʾayyan kānat ẓarāʾiʿuhā ʾaw mubbarirātuhā. 

 
   I am indeed saying to you, in my capacity as a president of the republic that I do not 

find any embarrassment or shame at all in listening to the youth of my country and 
responding to them, but the embarrassment, all the embarrassment, and the shame, all 
the shame, and what I did not and will not ever accept is to listen to foreign dictations 
that are coming from abroad, regardless of their source, and regardless of their pretexts 
or justifications.  

 
 (M3.23:7)  

 ،ًةظحل ُزاتجت َرصِم َنأب يبناج نمً اعانتقاو ،يلاحلا ِبعصلا ِقرتفملاَ ةروطخً امامت يعأ ذإ يننإف ،لاح ِةیأ ىلعو
 ،ٍرابتعا يأ َقوف ،ًالوأ َرصِم َعضن نأو ،نطولل ایلعلا ِةحلصملَا بیلغت ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ،اھِخیرات يف ًةقراف
 وحنلا ىلع ،ةیروھمجلاِ سیئر ِتاصاصتخا يف ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر ِبئان َضیوفت ُتیأر دقف ،رخآ ٍرابتعا َلكو
 .روتسدلا ُهددحی ،يذلا

   wa ʿalā ʾayati ḥāl, fa-ʾinnanī ʾiḏ ʾaʿī tamāman xuṭūrata l-muftaraqi ṣ-ṣaʿbi l-ḥālī, wa 
iqtināʿan min jānibī bi-ʾanna miṣra tajtāzu laḥẓatan fāriqatan fī tārīxihā, tafriḍu 
ʿalainā jamīʿan, taġlība l-maṣlaḥati ʿuliyā li-l-waṭan, wa ʾan naḍaʿa miṣra ʾawalan, 
fawqa ʾayyi ʿtibār wa kulla iʿtibārin ʾāxar, fa-qd raʾaytu tafwīḍa nāʾibi raʾīsi l-
jumhūriyyah fī ixtiṣāsāti raʾayīsi l-jumhūriyyah, ʿalā n-naḥwi l-laḏi yuḥaddiduhu d-
dustūr. 

 
 Anyway, while I am indeed completely aware of the gravity of the current critical 

conjuncture, and based on my conviction that Egypt is passing a defining moment, in 
its history, that imposes upon us all the prioritization of the higher interest of the 
homeland and to put Egypt first, above any consideration and every other 
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consideration, I have decided to delegate the powers of the President of the republic 
to the Vice-President as per the constitution. 

 
(M3.4:8)  

 ِةبقاعم يف ،ْنواھتأ نل يننأ ،دكؤأو ،اردھ َعیضت نل مكاحرجو مكِئادھُش َءاْمَد َنأ ،ءيش ِلك َلبق مكل )ككل (ُلوقأ
 نم ،نوناقلا ُماكحأ ُهررقت ام ىصقأب ،انِبابش ِقح يف اومرجأ نیذلا ُبساحأسو ،مسحلاو ِةدشلا ِلكب ،اھنع َنیببستملا
 َعجوأو ،متملأت املثم ،مھِلجأ نم ،ملألا َلك ُتملأت يننأ ،ءایربألا ایاحضلا ِءالؤھ ِتالئاعل ،ْلوقأو .ةعدار ٍتابوقع
 مكَبولق َعجوأ امك ،مھل َثدح ام يبلق

 
   ʾaqulu lakum qabla kulli šayʾ, ʾanna *damāʾa [dimāʾa] šuhadāʾikum wa jarḥākum 

lan taḍīʿa hadara. wa ʾuʾakid ʾannanī lan ʾatahāwan fi muʿāqabati l-mutasabibīna 
ʿanhā bi-kulli l-šiddati wa l-ḥasm, wa sa-ʾuḥāsibu allaḏīna ajramū fī ḥaqqi šabābina 
bi-ʾaqṣā ma tuqariruhu ʾaḥkāmu l-qānūn min ʿuqūbātin rādiʿah. wa ʾaqūl li-ʿāʾilāti 
hāʾulāʾi ḍ-ḍaḥāyā al-ʾabriyāʾ, ʾannanī taʾalamtu kulla l-ʾalam min ʾajlihim, miṯlamā 
taʾallamtum, wa ʾawjaʿa qalbī mā ḥadaṯa lahum, kamā ʾawjaʿa qulūbakum. 

 
   I am saying to you before everything that the bloods of your martyrs and injured ones 

will indeed not go down the drain; I confirm that I will not be lenient in punishing its 
perpetrators with all fierceness and decisiveness; and I will punish those who 
committed crimes against our youth with the most deterrent sentences stipulated by 
the law. I am saying to the families of those innocent victims that I was indeed pained 
all the pain for them, as you were pained, and my heart was ached by what happened 
to them, as your hearts were ached. 

 
 

The second function Mubarak performed through the first-person singular pronoun I was 

gearing his powers to implement the demands of the protesters, by confirming that his 

promise to punish their attackers was 'irrevocable' (M3.5:9; M3.4:10; M3.15:11), and by 

asserting that he had acceded to their demands and ‘requested’ the amendment of the 

constitution (M3.16:12). 

  
(M3.5:9)  

 ِءافولا ىلع ،مزعلا لك ٌمزاع ،يننإو ،ھیف َةعجر ال ٌمازتلا وھ ،مكُبُلاطمو مكِتلاسرو مكِتوصل يتباجتسا ّنأ ،مكل ُلوقأ
 ءارولا يلا ٍةدوع وأ ،ٍدادترا َنود ،ِهذیفنت ىلع ،صرحلا َلك ٌصیرحو ،ْقدصلاو ،ِةیدجلا لكب ،ھب ُتدھعت امب

 
   ʾaqulu lakum ʾanna istijābati li-ṣawtikum wa risālatikum wa maṭālibukum, hwa 

iltizāmun la rajʿata fīh, wa innani ʿāzimun kulla l-ʿazm ʿalā l-wafāʾi bi-mā taʿahadtu 
bihi, bikulli l-jiddiyah wa ṣ-ṣidq, wa ḥarīṣun kulla l-ḥirṣ ʿalā tanfīḏihi dūna irtidādin 
ʾaw ʿawdatin ilā l-warāʾ 

 
 I am saying to you that my response to your voice, message, and demands is an 

irrevocable commitment, and I am indeed determined, all the determination, to fulfil 
what I promised, with all seriousness and sincerity, and I am keen, all the keenness, on 
implementing it with no return or retreat. 
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(M3.4:10)  

 ِةبقاعم يف ،ْنواھتأ نل يننأ ،دكؤأو ،اردھ َعیضت نل مكاحرجو مكِئادھُش َءاْمَد َنأ ،ءيش ِلك َلبق مكل )ككل (ُلوقأ
 نم ،نوناقلا ُماكحأ ُهررقت ام ىصقأب ،انِبابش ِقح يف اومرجأ نیذلا ُبساحأسو ،مسحلاو ِةدشلا ِلكب ،اھنع َنیببستملا
 َعجوأو ،متملأت املثم ،مھِلجأ نم ،ملألا َلك ُتملأت يننأ ،ءایربألا ایاحضلا ِءالؤھ ِتالئاعل ،ْلوقأو .ةعدار ٍتابوقع
 مكَبولق َعجوأ امك ،مھل َثدح ام يبلق

 
   ʾaqulu (XXX stumble) lakum qabla kulli šayʾ, ʾanna damāʾa (XXX stumble) 

šuhadāʾikum wa jarḥākum lan taḍīʿa hadara. wa ʾuʾakid ʾannani lan ʾatahāwan fi 
muʿāqabati l-mutasabibīna ʿanhā bikulli l-šiddati wa l-ḥasm, wa saʾuḥāsibu allaḏīna 
ajramū fī ḥaqqi šabābina bi-ʾaqṣā ma tuqariruhu ʾaḥkāmu l-qānūn min ʿuqūbātin 
rādiʿah.  

 
 I am saying to you before everything that the bloods of your martyrs and injured ones 
will indeed not go down the drain; I confirm that I will not be lenient in punishing its 
perpetrators with all fierceness and decisiveness; and I will punish those who committed 
crimes against our youth with the most deterrent sentences stipulated by the law. 
 

(M3.15:11)  
 تزھو ،انبولق تعجوأ ،ةنیزح ٍةیواسأم ٍثادحأ يف ،رصم ِءانبأ نم َءادھش نمُ هاندقف ام َءازإ يننإف ،كلذ نع ًالضفو
 اھِجئاتن ُةلاحإو ،يضاملا ِعوبسألا ِثادحأ لوح ،تاقیقحتلا نم ِءاھتنالا ِةعرسب يتامیلعت ُتردصأ ،نطولا َریمض
 .ةعدار ،ٍةینوناق ،ٍتاءارجإ نم ،مزلی ام اھنأشب َذختیل ،ماعلا ِبئانلا ىلإ ،روفلا ىلع
 

   wa faḍlan ʿan ḏālika, fa-ʾinnani ʾizāʾ mā faqdnāhu min šuhadāʾ min ʾabnāʾi miṣr, fī 
ʾaḥdāṯin mʾasāwiyatin ḥazīnah ʾawjaʿat qulūbanā, wa hazzat ḍamīra l-waṭan, ʾaṣdartu 
taʿlīmātī bi-surʿati l-intihāʾi mina t-taḥqīqāt, ḥawla ʾaḥdāṯi l-ʾusbūʿi l-māḍī wa ʾiḥālatu 
natāʾijihā (XXX stumble) ʿala l-fawr ʾilā n-nāʾibi l-ʿām, li-yataxiḏa bi-šʾanihā ma 
yalzam, min ʾigrāʾātin qānūniyatin rādiʿah. 

 
   In addition to that, and in response to the martyr sons of Egypt whom we lost in tragic, 

sad events that ached our hearts and shook the conscience of the homeland, I have 
indeed instructed the speedy completion of investigating the events of last week and the 
immediate referral of their results to the Chief Prosecutor, in order to take the necessary 
deterrent, legal measures. 

 
(M3.16:12) 

 ِلاجر نم ،اھُتلكش يتلا ةنجللا نم ْةحرتقملا ،ةیولوألا ِتاذ ِةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلاب ،لوألا َریرقتلا سمألاب ُتیقلت دقلو
 ُریرقت ُھنمضت ام عمً ابواجت ،يننإو .ةبولطملا ِةیعیرشتلاو ،ِةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلا ِةساردل ،نوناقلا ِءاھقفو ِءاضقلا
 ُتمدقت دقف ،روتسدلا نم 189 ةدامللً اقفو ،ةیروھمجلاِ سیئرل ،ةلوخملا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،تاحرتقم نم ِةنجللا
 نم 179 ةداملا ِءاغلإ نعً الضف .189و 93و 88و 77و 76 داوملا يھ ،ةیروتسد ٍداوم ِتس ِلیدعت ِبلطب ،مویلا
 روتسدلا

 
   wa la-qad tallaqaytu bi-l-ʾams at-taqrīra l-ʾawal, bi-t-taʿdīlāti d-dustūriyah ḏāti l-

ʾawlawiyyah, al-muqtaraḥah mina l-lajnah allati šakaltuhā min rijāli l-qaḍāʾai wa 
xubarāʾi l-qānūn, li-dirāsati t-taʿdīlāti d-dustūriyyati wa t-tašrīʿiyati l-maṭlūbah, wa 
ʾinnani tajāwban maʿa mā taḍamanahu taqrīru l-lajnah min muqtaraḥāt, wa muqtaḍā 
aṣ-ṣalāḥiyāti l-muxawalah li-raʾ īsi l-jumhūmriyyah, wifqan li-lmādah 189 mina d-
dustūr, fa-qd taqdamtu l-yawm bi-ṭalabi taʿdīli sitti mawādin dustūriyah, hiya l-mawād 
76, 77, 88, 93, 189, faḍlan ʿan ʾilġāʾi l-mādah 179 mina d-dustūr 
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 I did receive yesterday the first report on the top-priority constitutional amendments, 
suggested by the committee I have formed, from legal experts and the judiciary, to study 
the required constitutional and legislative amendments. In response to the suggestions 
included in the report of the committee, and by virtue of the powers vested in the 
President of the republic, as per article 189 of the constitution, I have indeed submitted 
a request today for amending six constitutional articles: these are articles 76, 77, 88, 93 
and 189, and the annulment of article 179 of the constitution   
 

Mubarak also employed I to flatter the protesters and adulate them: by telling them that he 

was proud of them and that he was addressing them from his heart (M3.3:13); by praising 

their intentions as sincere, their demands as fair and legitimate, and their will as unbreakable 

(M3.6:14); and by empathizing not only with them, but also with their families and loved 

ones (M3.4:15). Mubarak also employed I to assume the moral and religious roles of the 

father and godfather of the protesters (M3.3:13; M3.10:2) and to implore the people 

indirectly by stirring their feelings of pity with the old father and fighter who was being ill-

treated by his ungrateful sons whom he had exhausted his life defending (M3.22:1). Finally, 

Mubarak used I to relinquish his power, by eliminating himself from the equilibrium of 

power and denying to have any role in the whole struggle over power (M3.21:16).  
 

(M3.3:13) 

 ،بلقلا نم ٍثیدحبً اعیمج مكیلإ ُھجوتأ ،اھِضرأ ِعاستا ىلعو ،ریرحتلا ِنادَیمب ،رصِم ِبابشل ،مویلا يثیدحب ُھجوتأ
 ،لضفألا ىلإ ِرییغتلا ىلإ وعدی ،دیدج ٍيرصم ٍلیجل ًازمر ،مكب ُزتعأ يننإ ،مكل ُلوقأ ،ھتانبو ِھئانبأل ِبألا ُثیدح
 .ھُعَنصیو ،لبقتسملاب ُُملحیو ،ھب ُكسمتیو

   ʾatawajahu bi-ḥadīṯi l-yawm li-šabābi miṣr, bi-maidāni t-taḥrīr, wa ʿalā itsāʿi ʿarḍihā, 
ʾatawajahu ʾilai-kum jamīʿan bi-ḥadīṯin mina l-qalb, ḥadīṯu l-ʾabi li-ʾabnāʾihi wa 
banātih. ʾaqulu lakum, ʾinnani ʾaʿtazu bikum ramzan li-jīlin miṣriyyin jadīd, yadʿū ila 
t-taġyyīri ʾila l-ʾafḍal wa yatamasaku bih, wa yaḥlumu bi-l-mustaqbal wa yaṣnaʿuh.  

 
 The sons, male and female youth of Egypt: I am addressing my speech today to the 
youth of Egypt, in Tahrir Square, and all over the country. I am addressing you all with 
a speech from the heart, a speech of the father to his sons and daughters. I am saying to 
you that I am indeed proud of you as a symbol of a new Egyptian generation, that calls 
for change to the better, adheres to it, and dreams of the future and makes it. 
 

(M3.6:14)  
 ةعورشمو ُةلداع ُبلاطم يھ ،مكَبلاطم نأبو ،مكِكرحتو ،مكایاون ِءاقنو ِقدصب ،دیكأ ٍعانتقا نم ُقلطنی ،ْمازتلالا اذھ نإ 

 
   ʾinna hāḏa l-iltizām, yanṭaliqu min iqtināʿin ʾakīd, bi-ṣidqi wa naqāʾi nawāyākum wa 

taḥarukikum, wa bi-ʾanna maṭālibakum hiyya maṭālibu ʿādilatun wa mašrūʿah 
 

   This commitment does stem from a firm conviction of the sincerity and purity of your 
intentions and movement and that your demands are indeed fair and legitimate demands 
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(M3.4:15)  
 ،مھل َثدح ام يبلق َعجوأو ،متملأت املثم ،مھِلجأ نم ،ملألا َلك ُتملأت يننأ ،ءایربألا ایاحضلا ِءالؤھ ِتالئاعل ،ْلوقأو
 مكَبولق َعجوأ امك
 

    wa ʾaqūl li-ʿāʾilāti hāʾulāʾi ḍ-ḍaḥāyā al-ʾabriyāʾ, ʾannanī taʾalamtu kulla l-ʾalam min 
ʾajlihim (XXX stumbling) miṯlamā taʾallamtum, wa ʾawjaʿa qalbī mā ḥadaṯa lahum, 
kamā ʾawjaʿa qulūbakum 

 
   I am saying to the families of those innocent victims that I was indeed pained all the 

pain for them, as you were pained, and my heart was ached by what happened to them, 
as your hearts were ached. 

 
(M3.21:16) 

 يف ،ْرصمبً اقلعتم ُرمألا َتاب امنإو ،كرابم ينسحب ًةقلعتم تسیل ،يصخشب ًةقلعتم ْتسیل ،ةنھارلا َةظحللا َّنإ
 اِھئانبأ ِلبقتسمو ،اھِرِضاح
 

   ʾinna l-laḥẓata r-rāhinah layst mutaʿaliqatan bi-husnī mubārak, wa ʾinna-mmā bāta l-
ʾamru mutaʿaliqan bi-miṣr, fi ḥāḍirihā wa mustaqbali ʾabnāʾihā.  

 
 The current moment has indeed nothing to do with my person, it has nothing to do with 
Hosni Mubarak, but it is all about Egypt, in its present, and the future of its sons.  

 

4.3.1.2. Third-person possessive pronoun HIS 

A deictically relevant pronoun to I is the third-person singular possessive pronoun HIS, 

which Mubarak used, once, to describe his speech to the protesters as one  'of a father to 

HIS sons and daughter' (M3.3:17). Mubarak aimed at establishing a parental bonding with 

the protesters by calling them ‘sons and daughters’; however, instead of calling them his 

own sons and daughters, by using the first-person possessive pronoun MY, he 

inadvertently employed the third-person possessive pronoun HIS, which resulted in 

detaching him from the protesters. Moreover, Mubarak detached himself from himself by 

referring to himself as 'Hosni Mubarak' twice: in an attempt to deny his role in the struggle 

over power, in the first instance (M3.21:16), and to complain about his maltreatment at 

his old age, and hence stir the pity of the people, in the second (M3.22:18).  

 (M3.3:17)  
 ھتانبو ِھئانبأل ِبألا ُثیدح ،بلقلا نم ٍثیدحبً اعیمج مكیلإ ُھجوتأ

ʾatawajahu ʾilai-kum jamīʿan bi-ḥadīṯin mina l-qalb, ḥadīṯu l-ʾabi li-ʾabnāʾihi wa 
banātih. 
I am addressing you all with a speech from the heart, a speech of the father to his sons 
and daughters 
 

 (M3.22:18)  
 كرابم ينسح وھ نم َنوفرعی ،بعشلا ِءانبأ نم َ ةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َّنأ ْقثأ

  ʾaṯiqu anna l-ʾaġlabiyata l-kāsiḥah min ʾabnāʾi š-šaʿb yaʿrifūna man hwa ḥusnī 
mubārak 
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  I trust that the over-sweeping majority of the sons of the people know who Hosni 
Mubarak is 

 

4.3.1.3. First-person plural pronoun ‘WE’: Classifying WE 

4.3.1.3.1. First Class WE 

Mubarak employed the First Class WE, which encodes himself to the exclusion of 

everyone else, only once in his third speech, in order to represent himself positively as 

the responsible patriotic president whose only one reason for staying in power was to 

honour his oath, to Allah and the homeland, and to safeguard the country and the people 

(M3.10:2). 

 

4.3.1.3.2. Second Class WE 

Mubarak did not use the Second Class WE, which encodes himself and his cabinet 

together and combines them in the same deictic field, at all in this speech, in an attempt 

to detach himself from his own cabinet and blame the responsibility for the economic, 

political, and social problems on them.  

 

4.3.1.3.3. Third Class WE 

The Third Class WE is the most predominant class of WE in this speech; Mubarak 

employed it in forty-one instances in order to perform two main functions 

simultaneously: establishing a bond with the protesters, their families, and the people, 

while representing himself positively. For example, when he bonded with the protesters, 

he did so from the perspective of the fair, strong president who was determined to restore 

their rights and punish the perpetrators who killed their fellows (M3.4:10); when he 

empathized with the families of the protesters, he exported himself as the decisive 

president who had ordered the speedy completion of investigations and the immediate 

referral of their results to the Chief Prosecutor to take necessary measures (M3.15:11); 

when he assimilated himself into the people as members of the same society, he did so 

within the vision of the national dialogue he had called for (M3.11:3; M3.13:19); when 

he bonded with the armed forces, he did so within his suggestion that they supervise the 

implementation of his vision (M3.12:4); when he bonded with the people on the grounds 

of their common economic losses, he suggested avoiding that by continuing his national 

dialogue plan (M3.19:20); and when he flattered the people and appealed to their 

emotions of national zeal and pride, he did so as the guardian of the country who had 

exhausted his life defending it and its values (M3.25:21; M3.26:22; M3.27:23).  
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 (M3.13:19)  

 ،ةیسایسلا ىوقلا ةفاكو ،رییغتلا ىلإ َةوعدلا اوداق نیذلا َرصم َبابش ُمضی ،ًءانبً اینطو ًاراوح ،ْلعفلاب انأدب دقل
 ،حیحصلا ِقیرطلا ِةیادب ىلع انمادقأ ُعضی ،ْفقاوملاو ِءارآلا يف ،ٍيئدبم ٍقفاوت نع ،راوحلا اذھ َرفسأ دقلو
 ِةطیرخ ىلإ ،ھیلع ُقافتالا مت امل ،ةضیرعلا ِطوطخلا نم ِھب ِلاقتنالل ُھُتلصاوم ُنیعتیو ،ةمزألا نم ِجورخلل
 ،نآلا نم ،ةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالا ِقیرط ىلع ،موی دعبً اموی يضمت ،ددحم ٍينمز ٍلودجبو ،ةحضاو ٍقیرط
  .لبقملا ربمتبس ىتحو

 
  la-qad badʾnā bi-l-fiʿl ḥiwāran waṭaniyyan bannāʾan, yaḍumu šabāba miṣra 

allaḏīna qādu d-daʿwata ʾilā t-taġyīr, wa kāfat al-quwā as-siyāsiyah, wa la-qad 
ʾasfara hāḏa l-ḥiwār, ʿan tawāfuqin mabdaʾiyin, fī l-ʾārāʾi wa l-mawāqif, yaḍaʿu 
ʾaqdāmana ʿalā bidāyati ṭ-ṭarīqi ṣ-ṣaḥīḥ li-l-xurūji mina lʾazmah. wa ya-taʿayanu 
muwāṣalatuhu li-l-ʾintiqāli bihi mina l-xuṭūṭi l-ʿarīḍah li-mā tamma l-itifāqu 
ʿalaih, ilā xārīṭati ṭarīqin wāḍiḥah, wa bi-jadwalin zamaniyin muḥaddad, tamḍī 
yawman baʿda yawm, ʿalā ṭarīqi l-intiqāli s-silmī li-l-sulṭah, mina lʾān, wa ḥatta 
sibtimbir al-muqbil. 

 
  Indeed, we have already started a constructive national dialogue that encompass 

the youth of Egypt who led the call for change, as well as all political forces. This 
dialogue has indeed yielded in a preliminary agreement, in views and stances, that 
lays our feet on the beginning of the right track, that leads out of this crisis. It has 
to be continued in order to transform it from the broad lines that have been agreed 
upon to a clear road map, with a specific timetable that proceeds on a daily basis, 
down the road of the peaceful transition of power, from now until next September.  

 
 
(M3.19:20) 

 ،ةیلودلا اِنتَعمسو اِنداصتقا يف ِةقثلاو ،ضعبلا ُمھُضعب َنیِیرصملا َنیب ْةقثلاُ ةداعتسا يھ ،نآلا َةیولوألا َّنإ
  .ھیف َةعجر وأ ،ھنع َدادترا ال ،هانأدب يذلا ْلوحتلاو َرییغتلا نأ يف ِةقثلاو

 
  ʾinna lʾawlawiyata l-ʾān, hiya istiʿādatu ṯ-ṯiqatu bayna l-miṣriyyina baʿḍuhumu l-

baʿḍ, wa ṯ-ṯiqati fī iqtiṣādina wa sumʿatinā d-dawliyyah, wa ṯ-ṯiqati fi ʾanna t-
taġyyira wa t-taḥwul allaḏi badʾanāhu, la irtidāda ʿanhu , aw rajʿata fīh. 

  The priority now is indeed to restore confidence among Egyptians themselves, 
confidence in our economy and our international reputation, and confidence that 
the change and transformation we have started have no reverse or return. 

 
(M3.25:21) 

 انسل اننأ ُتبثنس ،يعاولاو ِرضحتملا ِراوحلاب ،بعشلا ِبلاطم ِقیقحت ىلعَ اَنتردق ،نییرصِملا ُنحن ُتبثنس
 ِءانبأ ُبلاطمو ،عراشلا ُضبن ىوس ،انُتارارق انل ُعنصی الً ادحأ َنأو ،دحأ نم ٍتامیلعت ُذخأن الو ،دحألً اعابتأ
 .نطولا

 
  sa-nuṯbitu naḥnu l-miṣriyyīn, qudratanā ʿalā taḥqīqi maṭālibi š-šaʿb bi-l-ḥiwāri l- 

mutaḥaḍiri wa l-wāʿī, sa-nuṯbitu annanā lasnā ʾatbāʿan li-ʾaḥad, wa lā nʾaxuḏu 
taʿlīmātin min ʾaḥad, wa ʾanna ʾaḥdan lā yaṣnaʿu lanā qrārātunā, siwā nabḍu š-
šāriʿ, wa maṭālibu ʾabnāʾi l-waṭan. 

 
  We, Egyptians, will demonstrate our ability to realize the demands of the people, 

through civilized, rational dialogue; we will prove that we are not followers of 
anyone, that we do not take orders from anyone, and that no one can make our 
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decisions for us, other than the pulse of the street and the demands of the sons of 
the homeland.  

 
(M3.26:22)  

 اھِتیوھو ،اھِتماركو ،رصِم ِةزعب انكِسمتبو ،بعشلا اذھ ِكسامتو ِةدحوبو ،نییرصِملا ِمزعوِ حورب ،كلذ ُتبثنس
    .ماع فالآ ِةعبس نم ِرثكأل ،هَُرھوجو اِندوجو ُساسأ يھف ،ةدلاخلاوُ ةدیرفلا
   

  sanuṯbitu ḏālika, birūḥi wa ʿazmi l-miṣriyyīn, wa bi-wiḥdati wa tamāsuki hāḏa š-
šaʿb, wa bi-tamasukinā bi-ʿizzati miṣr, wa karāmatihā, wa huwiyatihā l-farīdatu 
wa l-xālidah, fa-hiya ʾasāsu wjūdinā wa jawharuh li-akṯari min sabʿati ʾālāf ʿām. 

 
  We will prove that, with the spirit and resolve of Egyptians, with the unity and 

solidarity of these people, and with our adherence to the dignity of Egypt, its honor, 
and its unique, eternal identity, which is the foundation and essence of our 
existence for more than seven thousand years. 

 
(M3.27:23)  

 ُشیعتس ،اُھبعش َمادو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس ،اھُبعشو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس 
 ،مھِطابقأو مھِیملسم ،انِلافطأو اِنبابشو ،انِخویش ِبولق يف ىقبتس ،انیفقثمو ،انِلامعو انیحالف نم ٍدحاو ِلك يف
 .اِنئانبأ نم ،دعب دلوی مل نم ِرئامضو ِلوقع يفو
 

  sa-taʿī šu hāḏihi r-ruḥu fīnā mā dāmat miṣru wa šaʿbuhā, sa-taʿī šu hāḏihi r-ruḥu 
fīnā mā dāmat miṣru wa dāma šaʿbuhā, sa-taʿī šu fī kulli wāḥidin min fallāḥīnā wa 
ʿummālinā, wa muṯaqqafīnā, sa-tabqā fī qulūbi šiūxinā, wa šabābinā, wa ʾaṭfālinā, 
muslimīhim wa ʾaqbātihim, wa fī ʿuqūli wa  ḍamāʾiri man lam yuwlad baʿdu min 
ʾabnāʾinā. 

 
  This spirit will live within us as long as Egypt and its people continue to exist. This 

spirit will live within us as long as Egypt continues to exist and as long as its people 
continue to exist. It will live within each one of our farmers, workers, and 
intellectuals. It will remain in the hearts of our elderly, youth, children, Muslims, 
and Christians and in the minds and consciences of our sons who have not been 
born yet.   

  
4.3.1.3.4. Fourth Class WE 

Because the relations of power were not in favour of Mubarak at the time of delivering 

this last speech, he did not employ the Fourth Class WE at all, because he was in no 

position to accuse the people or the protesters of anything, even indirectly.  

 

4.3.1.4. hāʾu l-ġaibah  

Mubarak employed hāʾu l-ġaibah, which corresponds to the English pronouns ITS and THEIR, 

in seventeen instances, none of which was successful, as they all resulted in detaching Mubarak 

from 'Egypt' (twice), 'the Egyptians' (twice), 'Egypt and its people' (six times), the 'current crisis' 

of Egypt (two times), 'its identity', 'its history', 'its honour', 'its present', 'its sons', their demands, 

and their future (four times) (M3.10:24; M3.11:25; M3.12:26; M3.21:27; M3.23:28 ; 
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M3.24:29; M3.26:30; M3.27:31; M3.29:32). Those seventeen instances suggested that 

Mubarak was not only detached from the protesters, but also from Egypt and ‘its people’.  

(M3.10:24)  
 نامألا َرب ،اھِبعشو َرصمب َغلبن ىتح

   ḥatta nabluġa bi-miṣra wa šaʿbihā barra l-ʾamān  
   until we take Egypt and its people to a safe harbour) 
 
(M3.11:25)  

    ھئانبأ َبلاطمو ،انعمتجم َرارقتسا ققحی وٍحن ىلعو
   ʿalā naḥwin yuḥaqiq istiqrāra mujtamaʿinā, wa maṭāliba ʾabnāʾih,  
   in a way that accomplishes the stability of our society and the demands of its sons 
 
(M3.12:26)  

 اھِبعشو رَصم ىلع ٍصیرح ِلك ِةدناسمو ِمعدلً اعلطتم
   mutaṭaliʿan li-daʿmi wa musānadati kulla ḥarīṣin ʿalā miṣra wa šaʿbihā 
   looking forward to the support and assistance of everyone who is keen on Egypt and its 

people 
 
(M3.21:27)  

 ِلبقتسمو ،اھِرِضاح يف ،ْرصمبً اقلعتم ُرمألا َتاب امنإو ،كرابم ينسحب ًةقلعتم تسیل ،يصخشب ًةقلعتم ْتسیل ،ةنھارلا َةظحللا َّنإ
 ،ءاقرفلا َسیلو ِقیرفلا ِحورب ،هانأدب يذلا ِينطولا َراوحلا َلصاون نأ ،انیلعو ،نآلا ٍدحاو ٍقدنخ يفً اعیمج َنییرصملا َّنإ .اِھئانبأ
 ،نامألاوَ  نانئمطالا انینطاوملو ،ھیفَ ةقثلا اِنداصتقال َدیعنلو ،ةنھارلا اھَتمزأ َرصم َزواجتت يك ،رحانتلاو ،ِفالخلا نع ً،ادیعبو
 .ةیعیبطلاُ ةیمویلا ھَتایح ،يرصملاِ عراشللو
 

   inna l-laḥẓata r-rāhinah layst mutaʿaliqatan bi- ḥusnī mubārak, wa ʾinna-mmā bāta l-
ʾamru mutaʿaliqan bi-miṣr, fi ḥāḍirihā wa mustaqbali ʾabnāʾihā. ʾinna l-miṣriyyina 
jamīʿan fī xandaqin wāḥidin alʾān. Wa ʿalaynā ʾan nwāṣila l-ḥiwara l-waṭaniyi allaḏi 
badʾanāh bi-rūḥi l-farīq wa laysa l-furaqāʾ, wa baʿīdan ʿani l-xilāfi wa t-tanāḥur, kay 
tatajāwaza miṣr ʾazmatahā ar-rāhinah (XXX stumble), wa linuʿīda li-qtiṣādinā aṯ-ṯiqata 
fīh, wa li-muwāṭinīnā l-iṭmiʿnāna wa-l-ʿamān, wa li-l-šāriʿi l-miṣriyyi, ḥayātah al-
yawmiyyatu ṭ-ṭabīʿiyyah 

   The current moment has indeed nothing to do with my person, it has nothing to do with 
Hosni Mubarak, but it is all about Egypt, in its present, and the future of its sons. All 
Egyptians are indeed in one ditch now, and we have to continue the national dialogue that 
we have started in the spirit of a team, not enemies, and away from disagreement and 
battling, in order for Egypt to survive its current crisis (XXX stumble) and in order to restore 
confidence in our economy, assurance and security to our citizens, and natural daily life to 
our streets. 

 
 (M3.23:28)  

 اھِخیرات يف ًةقراف ،ًةظحل ُزاتجت َرصِم
  miṣra tajtāzu laḥẓatan fāriqatan fī tārīxihā   
  Egypt is passing a defining moment, in its history) 
 
(M3.24:29)  

 ٍقدصب ،ْدیدج نم اِھمادقأ ىلع ُفقتس ،اھِبعش ُةدارإ َرسكنت نل  .اھَتَمزأ ُزواجتت َفوس َرصِم َّنأ ،نیقیلا َملع ُملعأ يننإ
 .نیتماشلا َةتامشو ،نیدئاكلا َدیك ُدرتسو ،اھِئانبأ ُلك ،اِھئانبأ ِصالخإو
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   ʿinnanī aʿlamu ʿilma l-yaqīn ʾanna miṣra sawfa (XXX stumble) tatajawazu ʾazmatahā. lan 
tankasira irādatu šaʿbīhā. sa-taqifu ʿalā ʾaqdāmihā min jadīd, bi-ṣidqin wa ʾixlāsi 
ʾabnāʾihā, kullu ʾabnāʾihā, wa satarudu kaida l-kāʾidīn wa šamātata š-šāmitīn. 

 
   I do know for certain that Egypt is going to (XXX stumble) survive its crisis; the will 

of its people will not be broken; it will stand to its feet again, by the faithfulness 
and sincerity of its sons, all its sons, and it will defeat the machination of those 
machinating against it and the plotting of those plotting against it.   

 
(M3.26:30)  

 ةدلاخلاوُ ةدیرفلا اھِتیوھو ،اھِتماركو ،رصِم ِةزعب انكِسمتب
   bi-tamasukinā bi-ʿizzati miṣr, wa karāmatihā, wa huwiyatihā l-farīdatu wa l-xālidah 
   our adherence to the dignity of Egypt, its honor, and its unique, eternal identity 
 
(M3.27:31)  

 اُھبعش َمادو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس ،اھُبعشو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس
   sa-taʿī šu hāḏihi r-ruḥu fīnā mā dāmat miṣru wa šaʿbuhā, sa-taʿī šu hāḏihi r-ruḥu fīnā mā 

dāmat miṣru wa dāma šaʿbuhā 
   This spirit will live within us as long as Egypt and its people continue to exist. This spirit 

will live within us as long as Egypt continues to exist and as long as its people continue to 
exist. 

 
(M3.29:32)  

 هاطخ ِقیرطلا ىلع َددسو ،ُةَبعش ىعرو ً،انما ًادِلَب ،رصِم َُهللا ظفِح
   ḥafiẓa llāhu miṣr, baladan ʾāminan, wa rʿā šaʿbahu, wa saddada ʿalā ṭ-ṭarīqi xuṭāh.   
   May Allah save Egypt, a safe country, and may He safeguard its people and direct their 

steps to the right path  
    

4.3.1.5. Second-person plural pronoun ‘YOU’  

Mubarak employed the second-person plural pronoun YOU in sixteen instances in this speech: 

fourteen to address the protesters themselves and two times to address the families of the 

killed protesters. Mubarak coupled every instance of YOU with excessive flattery of the 

protesters: he called them the symbol of a new generation who dreams of change for the better 

and makes it (M3.3:13); he considered their injured and dead fellows ‘innocent victims’ 

(M3.4:15); and he described their intentions as ‘pure’ and ‘sincere’ and their demands as ‘fair’ 

and ‘legitimate’ (M3.6:14). He also qualified his pain by repeating twice that he was pained 

'all the pain' by the death of their 'innocent victims' (M3.4:15) and by repeating thrice that he 

would penalize the perpetrators with the most deterrent sentences (M3.4:10).  

    

4.3.2. Multi-modal markers of power in the third speech of Mubarak: Backdrop and 

stumbling  

Multi-modally speaking, Mubarak can be seen and heard trying to muffle a deep sigh, 

immediately before starting the speech. He is delivering the speech from the same presidential 
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palace, and is wearing the same dark grey suit and tie he was wearing in the first and second 

speeches. He looked very exhausted, compared to the previous two speeches. Anger, 

disaffection, and disappointment are clear on his facial expressions; his sharp, intimidating 

look at the camera while uttering the initial vocative al-ʾabnāʾu šabāba miṣra wa šābātiha 

(The sons, male and female youth of Egypt), as demonstrated in Caption (4.1), reversed the 

pragmatic function of that supposedly endearing vocative to a threatening one. Similarly, 

when he addressed the youth with the supposedly endearing vocative ‘the sons, youth of 

Egypt’, he frowned, avoided looking at the camera, and uttered the vocative in a manner that 

showed clear disaffection, as shown in caption (4.2) below. 

 

 

 

Caption (4.1) 
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Caption (4.2) 

The speech is montaged, there is a clear cut in the video after two minutes and six seconds from 

the beginning of the speech, as indicated by the post-cut increased distance between Mubarak 

and the camera, brighter colours of the picture, higher angle of shooting the video, faster speed 

of delivery, less angry and more theatrical performance and tone, and the papers that were put 

in front of Mubarak to read from, instead of the autocue he was reading from, at the beginning 

of the speech.  

In terms of delivery, Mubarak stumbled at eight instances in this speech: (1) immediately before 

uttering the sentence in which he confirmed to the protesters that the ‘bloods’ of their 'martyrs 

and injured ones' would not go down the drain and that he would punish the perpetrators with 

the most decisive and fierce sentences (M3.4:10), (2) while uttering the word ‘bloods’ in the 

phrase 'the bloods of your martyrs and injured ones' (M3.4:10), (3) when he told the families of 

the killed protesters that he was 'pained all the pain' by their losses (M3.4:15), (4) when he 

stated that he would hand over power to whomever the people would choose in the elections to 

be held in the coming September (M3.10:2), (5) when he confirmed that guarantees of fairness 

and freedom would be secured for those elections (M3.10:2), (6) when he said that he had 

instructed the rapid investigation of the incidents of killing the protesters and the immediate 

referral of the results to the Chief Prosecutor to take the necessary ‘deterrent measures’ 

(M3.15:11), (7) when he said that all Egyptians should continue the national dialogue he had 
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initiated in good faith (M3.21:27), and (8) when he said that he was 'very certain' that Egypt 

would brave through its crisis (M3.24:29). Plethora of facts, incidents, and analytical 

observations can prove false the propositional content of those eight utterances at which 

Mubarak stumbled.    

First, as regards the 'perpetrators' who killed the protesters in the Camel Battle and whom 

Mubarak promised to bring to justice and punish severely, international journalists, 

correspondents, and news agencies confirmed that violence against the protesters in Tahrir 

Square was orchestrated by the Egyptian authorities; that those who attacked the protesters were 

a mixture of 'hired muscle', government workers, and policemen in plain clothes; and that the 

counter-protests were organized by the presidency, the ruling NDP, and their affiliated 

businessmen. A journalist reported to the CNN that she eye-witnessed police officers in uniform 

entering hotels on the way to Tahrir Square, coming out wearing civilian clothes, then mingling 

with the pro-Mubarak protesters. Analysts concluded that the Camel Battle must have been 

planned by security agencies, corroborating their argument by the observation that neither the 

police nor the army forces intervened to stop the Battle, in spite of the fact that they were 

surrounding the square (CNN 2011, February 2; Ackerman 2011, February 2; AP 2011, 

February 2; RT 2011, February 2; Owen 2012: 188; Ghonim 2012a: 356-7). 

The specific details of the Camel Battle can be reverse-engineered from the account chronicled 

by the spokesperson of Mubarak regime, i.e. El Manawy, who reports that the Camel Battle 

took place after the pro-Mubarak protests gained momentum in Cairo and their organizers in 

the Presidency, the ruling NDP party, and State Police decided to use them to 'sweep' the 

revolutionaries off Tahrir Square and 'clean' it (2012: 282-4, 293, 301-2). 

Hence, on 2 February 2011, at around 03:00pm, the army units protecting and surrounding the 

TV Building allowed the pro-Mubarak protesters to cross their lines, riding camels and horses 

and heading towards Tahrir Square. At around 06:00pm, new groups of 'assigned' attackers and 

'hired' thugs arrived to the Square and kept attacking the protesters ‘relentlessly’, ‘as if they 

were executing an order to evacuate the square at any cost and no matter what’ (ibid). At around 

07:30pm, the Armed Forces announced repeatedly on TV that the protesters had to evacuate 

Tahrir Square immediately, because there were 'provocative elements heading towards the 

Square, carrying balls of fire to throw at the protesters in the Square' (ibid: 296, 305, 307). At 

around 08:30pm, the presidency, the army, and the intelligence ordered El Manawy 

unanimously to stop the live broadcast of the state TV from Tahrir Square and to switch off all 
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the cameras they have there, because 'the picture will be ugly soon' – although the order was 

issued in Arabic, the word 'ugly' was said in English (ibid: 308).  

It was widely believed that Mubarak, his son Gamal, or their supporters were responsible for 

the Camel Battle, until the March 2018 presidential elections campaign, when Mubarak’s Chief 

of Staff Lt. Gen. Sami Anan was detained on 23 January after expressing his intention to run 

against the incumbent Abdel Fattah el-Sisi in the presidential elections. Anan’s Counsellor, 

Judge Hisham Genena, a former lawyer, police officer, prosecutor, and head of the Central 

Auditing Organization, said that he feared for Anan’s life and threatened that if Anan was 

subjected to bad treatment or torture, he would release ‘dangerous top secret’ files, kept outside 

the country, that would ‘implicate’ ‘government leaders’ (The Telegraph 2018, February 13) 

and ‘“many people” in the deadly events that have unfolded in Egypt since 2011’ (Middle East 

Eye 2018, February 13). After making that statement to HuffPost Arabic, Genena survived an 

‘assassination attempt’ with serious injuries on 27 January, then was detained on 13 February 

2018 (ibid). 

Mubarak might therefore have stumbled in instances (1), (2), and (3) because he felt guilty for 

the killing of those protesters by his regime, because he felt that things got out of his control 

and that other powers inside his regime were plotting against him and implicating him, or 

because he did not know who killed the protesters and hence did not know how he could call 

the killers to account. 

In a similar vein, the repeated statements Mubarak had made in his previous presidential 

speeches that he was staying in office 'till the last breath' he had (Qandil 2008: 63) and the 

'many unmistakable signs' he demonstrated of his determination to not only be re-elected as 

president in the 2011 elections, but also to stay in office for life, and to 'vigorously prepare' and 

'groom' his son Gamal for succeeding him in power (Owen 2012: 70, 72, 144-6), prove false 

the propositional content of stumble (4).  

Moreover, the analytical observations that 'ballot stuffing' was so familiar in Egyptian elections 

under Mubarak that it undermined the efficacy of elections as a legitimating device (Owen 

2012: 72) and that the Egyptian presidential elections were considered as a 'farce' because they 

were so rigged by the police in so many different ways (Ghonim 2012: 61-3 & 195; Gelvin 

2015: 65), that they had 'set new standards for repression and fraud' (Brownlee, Masoud, 

Reynolds 2015: 2) indicate that Mubarak was not telling the truth when he said that ‘guarantees 

of freedom and fairness would be secured’ for the coming presidential elections (5). 
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Furthermore, the confirmation made by the representatives of the revolutionaries that the 

national dialogue announced by Mubarak was merely a 'media show' that aimed at tricking 

them into two unannounced, yet video-recorded, appearances with the Minister of Interior and 

the Prime Minister (ibid: 417-27), proves false the assertion Mubarak made, and stumbled at, 

that Egyptians should continue the national dialogue he had started in good faith (7). Similarly, 

the fact that Mubarak adopted the 'burnt land' strategy as a response to the protests (Steinvorth 

& Windfuhr 2011, January 30) proves false the assertion he made, and stumbled at, that he was 

certain that Egypt would brave through 'its crisis' (8).  

Finally, Mubarak might have stumbled when he called upon the Egyptian people to act in the 

spirit of the team, because he was repeatedly accused of dividing Egyptians and creating a 

'sectarian congestion' between Muslims and Christians in the interest of the survival of his 

regime (Qandil 2008: 6). Such accusations were corroborated when Mubarak charged the 

backbone of his regime, i.e. the Minister of Interior, Habib el-Adli, with causing security 

disarray, ordering live fire on the protesters, withdrawing security forces from the streets, 

releasing prisoners from jails (Reuters 2011, February 7), and masterminding the bombing of 

the Two Saints Church in 2011 (Ismail 2011, February 7; Copts United 2011). Many Egyptians 

considered those accusations an indictment of Mubarak, himself, and his regime, arguing that 

el-Adli would have never committed such crimes, without the permission of Mubarak, who 

scapegoated him in order to save his own head.  

The specifics of the charge of bombing the Two Saints Church were particularly shocking: 

Interrogations referred to leaked reports, based on UK intelligence services, that el-Adli had 

built up 'a special security system that was managed by 22 officers and that employed a number 

of former radical Islamists, drug dealers and some security firms to carry out acts of sabotage 

around the country in case the regime was under threat to collapse', in order to 'gain increased 

western support for the regime' (Ismail 2011, February 7). Similarly, the Coptic Church 

Attorney, Joseph Malak, accused el-Adli of criminal responsibility and collusion on more than 

one ground: the security forces guarding the church were withdrawn nearly one hour before the 

blast; the Prosecutor General froze investigations into the case and imposed a media blackout 

on it; no one was formally charged in that case; and although all the arrested 20 Muslim suspects 

were exonerated by the Prosecution, they were not released and had been held as 'political 

detainees' (Copts United, 2011). 

Mubarak, therefore, stumbled in his third speech when he was either feeling guilty or when he 

was not telling the truth. 
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4.3.3. Argumentative manifestations of power: Logical analysis of the fallacies in the 

third speech 

Mubarak committed seven fallacies in this speech: argumentum ad populum (appeal to 

popular favour), argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to emotions), argumentum ad 

metum (appeal to fear), slippery slope argumentum ad consequentiam (argument from 

consequences), argumentum ad fidem (appeal to religion), argumentum ad baculum 

(appeal to force/threats), and petitio principii (the fallacy of begging the 

question/presupposition). 

 

The most predominant fallacy was argumentum ad misericordiam, which Mubarak 

committed, in eighty instances. The novel and most salient characteristic of this fallacy 

in this speech is that Mubarak clustered its tokens in five thematically connected 

networks, and positioned them strategically at the end of the speech, i.e. the Egypt 

network of fallacies, the Egyptian people network of fallacies, and the Mubarak network 

of fallacies. The five networks aimed at performing the generic function of heightening 

the emotions of the people in a manner that aimed at distracting their attention and 

interfering with their rational reasoning; the more specific functions differed according 

to the theme of each network. 

 

The Egypt and the Egyptians networks of fallacies performed three pragmatic functions: 

presupposing negative, unsubstantiated premises about the theme of the network, i.e. 

Egypt and the Egyptian people; taking the truth value of those presuppositions for 

granted; indirectly criticising the people for the presupposed premises; and packaging the 

presuppositions and the criticisms in the wording of seemingly positive and encouraging 

propositions whose aim appeared to be enthusing optimism. For example, the first Egypt 

network of fallacies which Mubarak committed towards the end of the speech carried five 

presuppositions: Egypt was a woman in crisis; the will of the Egyptian people was about 

to be broken or was already broken; Egypt collapsed or at least was no longer standing to 

her feet; at least, some of the Egyptian people were not sincere or honest; and there were 

people plotting against Egypt and rejoicing at her misfortune (M3.24:29). Similarly, the 

following Egyptians network of fallacies which looked like an encouraging utterance, 

implicated eight emotionally loaded nationalistic presuppositions: Egyptians were not 

acting in a civilized manner, Egyptians became followers to others, Egyptians were taking 

orders from others, Egypt-related decisions were made for the Egyptians abroad, 
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Egyptians were not assimilating the Egyptian spirit, Egyptians lacked unity and 

coherence, and Egyptians were not assimilating the unique and eternal pride, honour, 

dignity, and identity of Egypt, which had characterized it for thousands of years 

(M3.25:21; M3.26:22; M3.27:23). The whole utterance would be irrelevant if those 

implicatures were not triggered.  

 

The Mubarak network of fallacies was the most complex and most strategic, in terms of 

its propositional content, number of constituent fallacies, timing, and function. It 

consisted of three sub-networks: Mubarak-the-fighter sub-network, Mubarak-the-

president sub-network, and Mubarak-the-old-man sub-network.  

 

Mubarak the fighter joined the military and learnt the honour of loyalty to Egypt when he 

was at the age of the protesters; he exhausted his life defending Egyptian land and 

sovereignty; he witnessed Egypt’s wars, defeats, and victories; he lived its days of shame, 

occupation, crossing, victory, and liberation; and he raised the liberation flag over Sinai, 

marking the happiest day of his life. Mubarak, the president, maintained peace, 

safeguarded the security and stability of Egypt, attempted to revive it, worked in the best 

interest of its people, and had never succumbed to foreign pressures or dictations. 

Mubarak the old man faced death several times for the sake of Egypt, was well known by 

the majority of the people, had never sought power or authority, and was hurt by the 

ingratitude he was met with, at this old age, by some of his countrymen (M3.10:2; 

M3.22:1). Mubarak the president was completely aware of the gravity of the historical 

moment Egypt was passing, prioritized the interests of Egypt over his own interests as 

well as any other interests, and relinquished all his powers to his vice-president 

(M3.23:7). Those two sub-networks performed the pragmatic function of legitimizing 

Mubarak militarily and politically.  

 

The third Mubarak sub-network of fallacies performed the two pragmatic functions of 

intertwining Mubarak and Egypt as two inseparable constituents of one entity, and stirring 

the sympathy of the people with Mubarak the old man who was asking for no more than 

being allowed to die and be buried on the soil of his beloved country. Mubarak had lived 

for the sake of Egypt; Mubarak had safeguarded the responsibility and trust of Egypt; 

Egypt would remain above individuals and above every one until Mubarak delivers its 

banner and trust; Egypt had been the aim, the goal, the responsibility, and the mission of 
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Mubarak; Egypt had been the beginning, the journey, and the destination of the life of 

Mubarak; Egypt was the land of the birth of Mubarak and would be that of his death; 

Egypt had been the dear homeland that had never parted with Mubarak and with which 

he would never part until it covers him with its soil; and Egypt would remain a generous, 

honourable, proud, and dignified people (M3.28:33). 

(M3.28:33) 

 َقوف ،ةیقابلا يھ ،رصِم ُلظتسو ،ھَتَنامأو ِھتیلوؤسملً اظفاح ،نطولا اذھ ِلجأ نم ُتشِع يننأ ،دیدج نم ُلوقأ
 ،رمعلا ُةیادب ،بجاولاو ُةیلوئسملاو ،ةیاغلاو ُفدھلا يھ ،اھَتیارو اھَتناما ْملسا ىتح ىقبتس ،عیمجلا َقوفوِ صاخشألا
 ،هارثو ھبارت ينیراوی ىتح ،ھقرافأ وا ينقرافی ال ً،ازیزعً ادلب ُلظتس ،تامملاو ایحملا ُضراو ،هاھتنمو ،هراوشمو
  .ةماركلاو ِةزعلا َروفوم ،ِةیارلاو ،سأرلا َعوفرم ،رھدلا َدبا ىقبیَ امیركً ابعش ُلظتسو

ʾaqūlu min jadīd, ʾannanī ʿištu min ajli hāḏa l-waṭan, ḥāfiẓan li-masʾūliyatihi wa 
ʾamānatahu. wa sa-taẓlu miṣr hiya l-bāqiyah, fawqa l-ašxāṣ, wa fawqa l-jamīʿ. sa-
tabqā ḥatta ʾusallim ʾamānatahā wa rāyatahā, hiya l-hadafu wa l-ġāyah, wa l-
masʾūliyatu wa l-wājib. bidāyatu l-ʿumr, wa mišwāruhu wa muntahāh, wa ʾarḍu l-
maḥyā wa l-mamāt. sataẓalu baladan ʿazīzan la yufāriqunī wa lā ʾufāriquh, ḥatta 
yuwārīnī turābahu wa ṯarāh, wa sataḍlu šaʿban karīman yabqā ʾabada d-dahri 
marfūʿa r-rʾas wa r-rāyah, mawfūra l-ʿizzati wa l-karāmah.  

I am saying again, that I have indeed lived for this homeland, shouldering its 
responsibility and trust, and Egypt will remain eternal above persons and above all. It 
will remain, until I deliver its responsibility and its banner, the aim and the target; the 
responsibility and the duty; the beginning of lifetime, its journey, and its destination; 
and the land of living and death. It will remain a dear homeland that will never part 
with me, nor will I part with it, until its soil and dust bury me; it will remain hospitable 
people whose heads and banners will forever be high, in abundant dignity and honour.  

In terms of timing, the Mubarak networks sandwiched the most important proposition in 

the speech, i.e. the delegation of the presidential powers of Mubarak to his vice-president. 

Moreover, by concluding the speech with the highly emotional Mubarak-the-old-man 

network of fallacies, Mubarak had strategically positioned it in the cognitive Focus of 

Attention of the people, i.e. the position of the most recently processed and hence most 

active proposition in the mind of the people, and ensured that he was leaving them 

emotionally heightened and sympathetic with him. Finally, in terms of the number of 

constituent fallacies, the Mubarak networks were the longest and most complicated of all 

the other networks; consisting of twenty-five fallacies. 

The second most predominant fallacy was argumentum ad populum, which Mubarak 

committed in fifty instances in order to establish a bond with the protesters, by tailoring 

his premises in a fashion that appealed specifically to their beliefs, sentiments, prejudices, 

and demands: He started the speech by specifying his addressee as the protesters in Tahrir 
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Square, addressed them with the new endearing vocative ‘the sons and youths of Egypt’, 

told them that he was proud of them (M3.3:13), described their demands as fair and 

legitimate (M3.6:14), consoled the families of the killed protesters and promised them to 

severely punish those who killed their sons (M3.4:15), confirmed that his promises to 

them were irrevocable (M3.5:9), admitted that ‘mistakes had been made’ (M3.6:14), 

confirmed that he was not nominating himself for a new presidential term and repeated 

that he was staying in power only to respect the constitution, safeguard the interests of the 

people, hold free and fair elections, and lead Egypt and its people to safety (M3.10:2), and 

listed the actions he had taken to meet the demands of the protesters (M3.11:3; M3.12:4; 

M3.13:19; M3.14:34; M3.15:11; M3.16:12; M3.17:35; M3.19:20), including the 

delegation of  his presidential powers to the vice-president (M3.23:7). 

(M3.14:34)  

 امو ،روتسدلا يف ِةبولطملا ِتالیدعتلا ةسارد ىلوتت ،ةیروتسد ٍةنجل ِلیكشت َلوح ىقالت دق ،ينطولا َراوحلا اذھ َّنإ
 ِھب ُتدھعت امل ،نیمألا ِذیفنتلاَ  ةعباتم ىلوتت ،ةعباتملل ٍةنجل ِلیكشت َلوح ىقالت امك ،ةیعیرشت ٍتالیدعت نم ھیضتفت
 ِلالقتسالاب اھل ِدوھشملا ،ِةیرصملا ِتایصخشلا نم ،نیتنجللا اتلك ُلیكشت َيتأی نأ ىلع ،ْتصِرَح دقلو ،بعشلا َمامأ
  .ءاضقلا ْلاجرو ،يروتسدلا ِنوناقلا ِءاھقف نمو ،درجتلاو

ʾinna hāḏa l-ḥiwāra l-waṭanī, qad talāqā ḥawla taškīli lajnatin dustūriyah, tatawallā 
dirāsata t-taʿdīlāti l-maṭlūbah fī d-dustūr, wa mā taqtaḍīh min taʿdīlātin tašrīʿiyah, 
kamā talāqā ḥawla taškīli lajnatin li-l-mutābaʿah, tatawallā mutābaʿata t-tanfīḏi l-
ʾamīn limā taʿahadtu bihi ʾamāma š-šaʿb, wa la-qad ḥariṣt ʿalā ʾan yaʾtiya taškīlu 
kiltā al-lajnatayin, mina š-šxṣiyāti l-miṣriyyah, al-mašhūdi lahā bi-l-istiqlāl wa t-
tajarud, wa min fuqahāʾi l-qānūni d-dustūrī, wa rijāli l-qaḍāʾ. 

his national dialogue has indeed agreed on the formation of a constitutional 
committee that undertakes the study of the required constitutional amendments and 
the legislative amendments they require. It has also agreed on forming a follow-up 
committee that undertakes the follow-up of the honest implementation of what I have 
promised the people. I was keen that the formation of both committees comes from 
Egyptian dignitaries, well-known for their independence and impartiality, and from 
constitutional law jurists and the judiciary. 

(M3.17:35)  

 ِددمل ٍددحم ٍددع ِدامتعاو ،ةیروھمجلا ِةسائرل ِحیشرتلا ِطورش َریسیت ،ةیولوألا ِتاذ ْتالیدعتلا ِهذھ ُفدھتست
 ُدكؤت امك ،اھِتِھازنو اھِتیرحلً انامض ،ْتاباختنالا ىلع ِفارشإلا ِطباوض ِزیزعتو ،ةطلسلا ِلوادتلً اقیقحت ،ةسائرلا
 ِلیدعت ِبلط ِتاءارجإوَ طورشُ  لدعُتو ،ناملربلا ِءاضعأ ِةیوضعو ِةحص يف ِلصفلاب ُ،هَدحو ِءاضقلا َصاصتخا
 ِةیامح َنیب ،بولطملا ِنزاوتلا َقیقحت ُفدھتسی ُھنإف ،روتسدلا نم 179 ةداملا ِءاغلإب ،ْحارتقالا امأ .روتسدلا
 َمامأ ،ْبابلا ُحتفی امب ،نینطاوملل ِةیندملا ،ْتایرحلاو ِقوقحلا ِمارتحا ِنامضو ،باھرإلا ِرطاخم نم ،ْنطولا
 .ئراوطلا ْةلاح ِعفرل ،ةیتاوملا ِفورظلا ِرفاوتو ،ْرارقتسالاو ِءودھلا ِةداعتسا َروف ،ئراوطلا ِنوناقب ِلمعلا ِفاقیإ

tastahdifu hāḏihi t-taʿdīlāt ḏāti l-ʾawlawiyah taysīra šurūṭi t-tarašuḥi li-riʾāsati l-
jumhūriyya wa iʿtimādi ʿadadin muḥaddadin li-muddadi r-riʾāsah, taḥqīqan li-
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tadawli s-sulṭah, wa taʿzīzi ḍawābiṭi l-išrāfi ʿalā l-intixābāt, ḍamānan li-ḥurriyyatihā 
wa nazāhatihā, kamā tuʾakidu ixtiṣāṣa l-qaḍāʾi waḥdahu bi-l-faṣli fī ṣiḥati wa 
ʿuḍwiyati ʾaʿḍāʾi l-barlamān, wa tuʿadilu šurūṭa wa ijrāʾāti ṭalabi taʿdīli d-dustūr. 
ʾamma l-iqtirāḥ bi-ilġāʾi l-mādah 179 mina d-dustūr, fa-ʾinnahu yastahdifu taḥqīqa 
t-tawāzuni l-maṭlūb, bayna ḥimāyati l-waṭan, min maxāṭiri l-irhāb, wa ḍamāni 
iḥtirāmi l-ḥuqūq wa-l-ḥurriyyāt al-madaniyah li-l-muwāṭinīn, bi-mā yaftaḥu l-bāb 
ʾamāma ʾīqāfi l-ʿamal bi-qānūni ṭ-ṭawāriʾ, fawra stiʿādati l-hudūʾi wa l-istiqrār, wa 
tawāfuri ẓ-ẓurūfi l-mwātiyah li-rafʿ ḥālat aṭ-ṭawāriʾ. 

These top-priority amendments aim at facilitating the conditions of nomination for 
presidency; approving a fixed number of terms in presidency, in order to ensure 
rotation of power; reinforcing the checks of judiciary supervision over elections, in 
order to guarantee their freedom and fairness; confirming the exclusive jurisdiction 
of the judiciary to rule upon the legitimacy and validity of parliamentary membership; 
and amending the conditions and measures of requesting constitutional amendments. 
As for the proposal to scrap article 179 of the constitution, it aims at achieving the 
required balance between protecting the homeland from the perils of terrorism and 
ensuring the respect of the civil rights and liberties of the citizens, in a manner that 
opens the door for stopping the Emergency Law once calmness and stability are 
restored and the suitable circumstances are met for lifting the state of emergency. 

The third most frequent fallacies were argumentum ad metum and slippery slope 

argumentum ad consequentiam, which Mubarak committed in thirteen instances in order 

to frighten the people of the personal, social, and financial consequences of the protests 

(M3.19:20; M3.20:36: M3.21:16). 

(M3.20:36)  

 ٍرارضأ نم ،انداِصتقابو انب ُھتقحلأ ام ُدادزیف ،اھِرارمتساب َحمسن نأ ُحِصی ال ،ةبعصً اتاقوأ ُزاتجت ْرصِم ّنإ
 ،حالصإلاو ِرییغتلا ىلإ اوعد نیذلا ُبابشلا اھعم ُحبصُی ،ٍعاضوأل ،رمألا رَصمب يھتنیو ،موی َدعبً اموی ،رئاسخو
   .اھنم َنیررضتملا َلوأ

ʾinna miṣr tajtāzu ʾawqātan ṣaʿbah, lā yaṣiḥu ʾan nasmaḥa bi-stimrārihā, fa-yazdādu 
ma ʾalḥaqat’hu bi-nā wa bi-qtiṣādinā min ʾaḍrārin wa xasāʾir, yawman baʿda yawm, 
wa yantahī bi-miṣra l-ʾamr, li-ʾawḍāʿin yuṣbiḥu maʿahā ašabābu l-aḏīna daʿaw ilā 
t-taġyīri wa l-iṣlāḥ ʾawala l-mutaḍarirīna minhā. 

Egypt is indeed braving through hard times, which we should not allow to continue, 
so as not to increase the damages and losses they have inflicted upon us and upon our 
economy day after day, and so as not to end up with Egypt in conditions that would 
make the youth who called for change and reform the first to suffer. 

The fourth most frequent fallacy was argumentum ad fidem, which Mubarak committed 

in six instances in order to establish a bond with the protesters on religious grounds, by 
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opening the speech with the Islamic starter and concluding it with the Islamic greeting of 

departure (M3.1; M3.30), by stating that he had taken an oath to Allah to safeguard Egypt 

(M3.10:2), and by invoking Allah thrice to protect Egypt and its people and to guide them 

to the right path (M3.29).  

The fifth most predominant fallacy was argumentum ad baculum, which Mubarak 

committed in five instances, not to threaten the protesters, as he did in the previous two 

speeches, but to mark his power in a manner that would endear him to them, by telling 

them, in two instances, that although he was the president, he was not embarrassed to 

listen to them or to meet their demands (M3.7:6), and that he had already requested the 

amendment of the constitution, in response to their demands (M3.16:12). In the other three 

instances Mubarak marked his power over his own supporters, not over the protesters by 

addressing them with the legally hierarchical vocative al-ʾixwah al-muwātinūn. 

The least frequent fallacy was petitio principii, which Mubarak committed, in three 

instances, not to pass his unsubstantiated propositions as facts, as he did in the previous 

two speeches, but to presuppose that he had already responded to the demands of the 

protesters, in an attempt to appease them (M3.13:19; M3.21:16)  

4.3.4. Frame analysis of the third speech of Mubarak  
Mubarak activated seventeen frames in this speech: they can be categorized in terms of 

their pragmatic functions and linguistic features into seven evasive frames that employed 

weak and vague language in order to relinquish the powers of Mubarak, seven emotive 

frames that attempted to stir the emotions of the people, and three internally polemical 

frames that attempted to negotiate the new relations of power.  

 

4.3.4.1. Power-relinquishing, weak, vague language frames  

First, Mubarak activated the I-will-Honour-My-Promises frame (M3.5:9), at the 

beginning of the speech, in order to confirm to the protesters that he was determined to 

fulfil his promises to them, a pragmatic function that was weakened by three linguistic 

devices he employed: over-qualification, repetition, and negatives.  

 

Mubarak employed nineteen qualifiers in this frame, making over-qualification its most 

salient linguistic feature: He emphatically qualified his own act of saying by opening 

the frame with the assertive verb ُلوقأ  ʾaqulu (I am saying); he qualified his implied 
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addressee by explicating مكل  lakum (to you); and he qualified the demands of the 

protesters by referring to them with the three consecutive nouns مكِتوص  ṣawtikum (your 

voice), مكِتلاسر  risālatikum (your message), and مكُبُلاطم  maṭālibukum (your demands) 

which glorified the protesters and their demands and represented Mubarak as keen on 

responding to everything related to them. 

 

The most qualified point in the frame is Mubarak’s commitment to fulfil his promises 

to the protesters, which he emphasized with fourteen qualifiers: The explication of the 

implicated pronoun وھ  hwa (is) which referenced and emphasized his commitment; the 

negative ھیفَ ةعجر ال  la rajʿata fīh (irrevocable) which further qualified that commitment 

by denying and blocking any possible retreat; the emphatic letter nūn at-tawkīd in يننإ  

innanī (I am indeed) which asserted its subsequent cognate accusative; the cognate 

accusative مزعلا لك ٌمزاع  ʿāzimun kulla l-ʿazm (determined, all the determination), which 

qualified his determination to fulfil his promises; the emphatic kullu l-kamaliyyah which 

Mubarak inserted in the middle of the previous cognate accusative in order to complete 

and perfect it; the definite article لا  al- which Mubarak attached to the noun of the 

cognate accusative, al-ʿazm, in order to emphasize it; the adverbial prepositional phrase 

ْقدصلاو ِةیدجلا لكب  bi-kulli l-jiddiyah wa ṣ-ṣidq which included three qualifiers: the 

emphatic kullu l-kamaliyyah which completed and perfected its two subsequent nouns 

aj-jiddiyah (seriousness) and aṣ-ṣidq (sincerity) and the two definite nouns which 

qualified the manner of his fulfilment of his promise; the second cognate accusative 

ḥarīṣun kulla l-ḥirṣ صرحلا  َلك ٌصیرح   (keen, all the keenness) which emphasized his 

keenness on fulfilling his commitment; the emphatic kullu l-kamaliyyah in the middle 

of the cognate accusative; the definite article al- which Mubarak attached to the noun 

of the cognate accusative, al-ḥirṣ; and the two final negatives ٍدادترا َنود  dūna irtidādin 

(with no return) and ءارولا يلا ٍةدوع وأ  ʾ aw ʿ awdatin ilā l-warāʾ (or retreat) which bracketed 

the frame by repeating its opening negative.  

 

However, those nineteen qualifiers, six repetitions, and three negatives, which were 

supposed to reinforce the appeasing function of the frame by confirming that Mubarak 

was resolved to respond to the demands of te protesters, created instead an air of unreal 

exaggeration, cast doubts on the sincerity of Mubarak, and directed the attention of the 

people towards the reasons behind such heavy qualification, redundant repetition, and 

defensive negation.  
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Second, the second power relinquishing frame, i.e. Mistakes-Happen (M3.6:14), is a 

significant one because of its implicative relations: it contained an implicit 

acknowledgement of Mubarak that his regime had made mistakes. He prepared for that 

indirect admission by starting the frame with an excessive praise of the intentions, 

actions, and demands of the protesters, a new strategy completely different from his 

previous one of embedding his responses to the demands of the protesters within threats; 

this new laudatory tactic can be considered as another marker of his loss of power, at 

the time of delivering this speech.  

 

Mubarak emphasized his introductory praise with seven qualifiers: the emphatic particle 

نإ  ʾinna (indeed), which introduced the frame and emphasized Mubarak’s commitment; 

the demonstrative اذھ  hāḏa (this), which specified Mubarak’s commitment and made it 

present in the minds of the hearers; the adjective دیكأ  ʾakīd (firm), which qualified and 

reinforced his conviction; the noun ِءاقن  naqāʾi (purity), which combined with its 

preceding noun ِقدص  ṣidqi (sincerity) to reinforce the praise of the intentions and 

movement of the protesters; the second emphatic particle نأب  bi-ʾanna (indeed), which 

qualified the demands of the protesters; the explication of the emphatic pronoun يھ  

hiyya, which referred to its preceding noun مكَبلاطم  maṭālibakum (your demands) and 

further qualified it; the repetition of the noun ُبلاطم  maṭālibu (demands), which added 

more weight and significance to the demands of the protesters; and the adjective ةعورشم  

mašrūʿah (legitimate), which combined with its preceding adjective ُةلداع  ʿ ādilatun (fair) 

to further qualify the demands of the protesters.  

 

Mubarak followed that laudatory introduction with an implicit admission that his regime 

had made mistakes, by arguing that mistakes are likely to happen in any political system 

and in any country, but the important thing is to admit and correct them as soon as 

possible, and hold those who committed them to account. He achieved and maintained 

that implicitness through two linguistic devices: indefiniteness and nominalization. He 

used the two indefinite nouns ٍماظن niẓāmin (system) and ةلود  dawlah (country) in order 

to unspecify the political system and the country he was talking about, i.e. Egypt; he 

also intensified their indefiniteness by preceding each noun of them by the generalizing 

determiner يأ  ʾayyi (any), which unspecifies the noun following it (Lisān Al-ʿarab as 

cited in Al-Maany online encyclopaedia). Moreover, Mubarak employed the three 

nominal forms فارتعالا  al-iʿtirāfu (admitting), ُحیحصت  taṣḥīḥ (correcting), and ِةبساحم  
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muḥāsabati (holding to account), instead of their corresponding verbal ones, in order to 

present the three processes as agentless, and hence avoid specifying or mentioning the 

agents who are responsible for performing those acts of admission, correction, and 

holding to account.  

 

Third, the pragmatic function of the This-is-My-Last-Term-in-Office frame (M3.10:2), 

through which Mubarak attempted to appease the protesters by confirming that he was 

not intending to run for the coming presidential elections, was weakened by three 

linguistic devices: over-qualification, passivization, and stumbles. 

 

Mubarak employed eleven qualifiers in this frame: the emphatic particle دقل  la-qad 

(indeed), which contained two qualifiers: lām at-tawkīd and qad, which both qualified 

the assertive verb ُتنلعأ  ʾaʿlantu (I have stated); the adverbial prepositional phrase 

ْلیوأتلا وأ َلدجلا ُلمتحت ال ٍتارابعب  bi-ʿibārātin lā taḥtamilu l-jadala ʾawi t-tʾawīl (in sentences 

that do not allow misinterpretation or argumentation), which contained two qualifiers: 

the negative lā taḥtamilu l-jadala, and the definite noun at-tʾawīl, which both qualified 

their preceding noun ʿibārātin; the repetitive verbal phrase كلذب يكسمت ُتنلعأ  ʾaʿlantu 

tamasukī bi-ḏālik (I have announced my commitment to that), which qualified its 

preceding utterance by repeating its assertive verb ʾaʿlantu and introducing the 

commissive noun tamasukī (my commitment); the parallel, conjoined phrase wa 

ʾaʿlantu tamasukan mumāṯilan الثاممً اكسمت ُتنلعأو  (and announced a similar commitment), 

which repeated the assertive verb ʾaʿlantu  for the third time and the commissive noun 

tamasukan for the second time; the adverbial prepositional phrase ردقلا ِتاذب  bi-ḏāti l-

qadr (that is equally emphatic), which qualified its preceding qualifying phrase; the 

definite noun ةیلوؤسملا  al-masʾūliyyah (the responsibility) which was following the noun 

َةطلسلا  as-sulṭata (the power) in order to emphasize it; the adjective ةھیزن  nazīhah (fair) 

which followed the adjective ٍةرح  ḥurratin (free) in order to reinforce it; and the 

repetition of the previous two adjectives in their nominal forms, i.e. ِةیرحلا  al-ḥurriyyah 

( the freedom) and ةھازنلا  an-nazāhah ( the fairness). 

 

Furthermore, Mubarak employed two passive structures to describe his plan of 

transferring power. The first passive, i.e. نوبخانلا ُهَراَتخی نمل ةیلوؤسملاو َةطلسلا ُمیلست َمتی ىتح  

ḥattā yatimma taslīmu s-sulṭata wa l-masʾūliyyah li-man yaxtāruhu n-nāxibūn (until 

power and responsibility are handed over to whomever electors will choose), enabled 
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him to depict the process of power transfer as an agentless one, and hence exonerated 

him from his constitutional responsibility for initiating, conducting, supervising, and 

handing over power to his successor. Moreover, Mubarak further mystified that process 

of power transfer by referencing the prospective president with the most vague, 

indefinite, and generic relative pronoun in Arabic, i.e. man (those/who/whom), which 

can be used to reference singular, dual, plural, masculine, feminine, subject, and (or) 

object referents (Al-Hammadi, Al-Menshawy, Atta 1994: 17). The second passive, 

which Mubarak used to talk about the guarantees of freedom and fairness that were to 

be secured for the coming presidential elections ةھازنلاو ِةیرحلا  ُتانامضلا اھل ُرَفوت   tuwaffaru 

lahā aḍ-ḍamānātu l-ḥurriyyah wa n-nazāhah (for which guarantees of freedom and 

fairness will be secured), enabled him to avoid specifying the subject who was to be 

held responsible for securing those guarantees.  

 

The suspicions raised by the strategic vagueness of those two passives were 

corroborated by the stumble, the mispronunciation, and the grammatical mistakes 

Mubarak made in this frame. He stumbled when he talked about the date of the new 

presidential elections  

 لبقملا ربمتبس] لبقتسم[stumble رھش ،نوبخانلا ُهَراَتخی نمل ،ةیلوؤسملاو َةطلسلا ُمیلست َمتی ىتح

 ḥattā yatimma taslīmu s-sulṭata wa l-masʾūliyyah li-man yaxtāruhu n-nāxibūn šahra 

[mustaqla - stumbling] sibtimbir al-muqbil (until power and responsibility are handed 

over to whom electors will choose in the coming September). He also mispronounced 

the whole phrase ةھازنلاو ِةیرحلا ُتانامضلا اھل ُرَفوُت ةھیزنو ٍةرح ٍتاباختنا يف  fi intixābātin ḥurratin 

wa nazīhah, tuwaffaru lahā aḍ-ḍamānātu l-ḥurriyyati wa n-nazāhah (in fair and free 

elections, for which guarantees of freedom and fairness will be secured). Finally, he 

made the grammatical mistake of adding the definite article al- to the definite noun 

ḍamānātu which is already defined by addition. Those stumble and mispronunciation 

suggested that something was not right with Mubarak and hence undermined his 

credibility.  

 

Fourth, the pragmatic function of the National-Dialogue frame (M3.13:19), through 

which Mubarak attempted to appease the protesters by confirming that he had started a 

national dialogue in preparation for transferring power, was weakened by the vague 

language he employed.  
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He started the frame with the weak verb انأدب  badʾnā (we’ve started), which suggested 

that what had been done was just a beginning and that a lot of ‘dialoguing’ was still to 

be done. The weakness of that verb was foregrounded, paradoxically, by the three-layer 

emphasis Mubarak put on it: the two emphatic particles lām at-tawkīd and qad in دقل  la-

qad (indeed), which preceded the verb, and the qualifying prepositional adverbial phrase 

ْلعفلاب  bi-l-fiʿl (already) which followed it. Mubarak then expressed the supposedly 

important object of that verb in the indefinite form ًاراوح  ḥiwāran (a dialogue), which 

made it sound less specific, less concrete, and less significant.  

 

Furthermore, Mubarak used the indefinite, weak noun ٍقفاوت  tawāfuqin to refer to the 

result of his dialogue, a selectional choice that was problematic on more than one 

ground: the semantic domain of this noun is personal relations, where it principally 

means ‘harmony’ or ‘accord’ (Almaany online Encyclopaedia); however, Mubarak 

employed it in the political domain to mean agreement on political opinions, and 

avoided the more relevant, accurate, precise, and hence cognitively accessible noun قافتا  

itifāqin (agreement), in order to avoid precision and hence responsibility, and continue 

the strategic vagueness he had been adopting systematically. That imprecise noun 

allowed him a manoeuvring space to reply, if asked about the agreement he claimed he 

had reached, that it was a personal tawāfuqin, not a formal itifāqin.   

 

Moreover, Mubarak further mitigated that indefinite, vague noun, i.e. tawāfuqin, by 

following it with the weak qualifying adjective ٍيئدبم  mabdaʾiyin (preliminary), which 

further weakened its already weak pragmatic force and connoted that the tawāfuq 

‘agreement’ was neither binding nor well-developed. The indefiniteness, weakness, and 

imprecision of that important noun and the mitigation caused by its qualifying adjective 

were contrasted with the two-layer emphasis created by lām at-tawkīd and qad in the 

second دقل  la-qad (indeed/verily) which preceded them.  

 

Furthermore, the increasingly weak pragmatic force of the frame was significantly 

undermined by the verbal clause in which Mubarak said that the goal behind both his 

dialogue and its ensuing tawāfuq was to حیحصلا ِقیرطلا ِةیادب ىلع انمادقأ ُعضی   yaḍaʿu 

ʾaqdāmana ʿalā bidāyati ṭ-ṭarīqi ṣ-ṣaḥīḥ (lay our feet on the beginning of the right 

track), which suggested that the dialogue Mubarak was talking about was still standing 

at the beginning of a metaphorical road that has not been even started. Finally, the last 
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sentence of the frame cancelled the viability of those already weak dialogue and its 

tawāfuq, by stating that they were not feasible in their current form, that they were just 

broadlines, and that they had to be translated to a roadmap 
 ةحضاو ٍقیرط ِةطیرخ ىلإ ،ھیلع ُقافتالا مت امل ،ةضیرعلا ِطوطخلا نم ِھب ِلاقتنالل ُھُتلصاوم ُنیعتی

 ya-taʿayanu muwāṣalatuhu li-l-ʾintiqāli bihi mina l-xuṭūṭi l-ʿarīḍah li-mā tamma 

l-itifāqu ʿalaih, ilā xārīṭati ṭarīqin wāḍiḥah (It has to be to continued in order to 

transform it from the broad lines that have been agreed upon to a clear road map.  

 

Fifth, Mubarak activated the I-have-Formed-a-Committee frame (M3.14:34) in order to 

appease the protesters by confirming to them that he had already started the process of 

amending the constitution; however, that pragmatic function was weakened by the 

vague language he employed.  

 

The main verb Mubarak used in this frame was the Form Five verb ىقالت  talāqā which 

has ten meanings in Arabic: to assemble, band together, collect, come together, 

congregate, gather, get together, join, meet, and rally (Al-Muʿjam Al-Wasīt, Al-Muʿjam 

Al-ġanni, Al-Muʿjam Ar-rāʾid, Muʿjam Al-Luġah Al-ʿarabiyyah Al-Muʿāṣirah, Lisān 

Al-ʿarab, and Al-Qāmūs Al-Muḥīt, as cited in Almaany online Arabic Encyclopaedia). 

The meaning of ‘to agree on’ which Mubarak employed this verb to denote, twice in 

this frame, is not one of the established meanings of this verb. Mubarak, therefore, 

avoided using any of the verbs that mean ‘to agree’ and opted instead for employing a 

non-related verb and twisting its meaning, in order to avoid precision and hence evade 

responsibility and accountability for what he was saying. 

 

In a similar vein, Mubarak used a grammatically and syntactically vague structure to 

describe the process of forming the two committees he was talking about 

 ةیرصملا ِتایصخشلا نم ،نیتنجللا اتلك ُلیكشت َيتأی نأ ىلع ،ْتصِرَح دقلو

 wa la-qad ḥariṣt ʿalā ʾan yaʾtiya taškīlu kiltā al-lajnatayin, mina š-šxṣiyāti l-miṣriyyah 

I have indeed been keen that the formation of both committees comes from Egyptian 

dignitaries 

 

He used the past tense to describe his keenness on forming the two committees, then 

switched to the present tense to refer to the process of forming the two committees. Such 

a combination made it difficult to determine whether the two committees had already 

been formed or whether they were still in the process of formation. Moreover, Mubarak 
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inserted the unnecessary verb َيتأی , used it as an auxiliary verb, and conjugated it to agree 

with the following noun taškīlu (formation), in a manner that depicted the formation 

process as an automatic one, and obscured his role and cancelled his agency in selecting 

the members of both committees. Such a linguistic tactic saved Mubarak any criticism 

that he might have formed the two committees from his supporters. Finally, the weak 

noun dirāsata in  روتسدلا يف ِةبولطملا ِتالیدعتلا ةسارد  , which Mubarak used to describe the 

task he assigned to the new constitutional committee, connoted that he was not serious 

about amending the constitution and that the committees he claimed he had formed 

aimed at wasting time.  

 

Sixth, Mubarak activated the I-have-Requested-the-Amendment-of-the-Constitution 

frame (M3.16:12) in order to appease the protesters by arguing that he had responded 

to their demands and requested the amendment of the constitution; however, that 

pragmatic function was weakened by the language he employed. 

 

He used the weak verbal phrase ِبلطب ُتمدقت  taqdamtu bi-ṭalabi (I submitted a request) to 

describe his response to the recommendations of the constitutional committee: such a 

phrase has negative connotations of slow bureaucracy and red tape, and hence was not 

up to the expectations of the protesters, who anticipated a strong, performative, and 

commissive language. Moreover, the weakness of that verb was foregrounded by and 

contrasted with the three qualifiers that Mubarak employed before it, in order to mark 

his power: the emphatic particle يننإ  ʾinnanī (I indeed am), the first parenthetical phrase 

ةیروھمجلا ِسیئرل ،ةلوخملا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو  wa muqtaḍā aṣ-ṣalāḥiyāti l-muxawalah li-raʾ īsi 

l-jumhūmriyyah (by virtue of the powers vested in the President of the republic), and 

the second parenthetical phrase روتسدلا نم 189 ةدامللً اقفو  wifqan li-lmāddah 189 mina d-

dustūr (as per article 189 of the constitution). Those three strong and power-marking 

qualifiers contrasted with the verbal phrase taqdamtu bi-ṭalabi and intensified its 

weakness.  

 

Moreover, when Mubarak expressed his willingness to amend more constitutional 

articles, he did so by employing three linguistic tools that maintained his strategic 

vagueness: nominalization, semantic ambiguity, and indefiniteness. He used the three 

nominal forms ِدیكأت  tʾakīdi (confirmation), دادعتسالا  al-ʾistiʿdād (the readiness), and ِمدقتلل  

li-t-taqdum (the submission), instead of their corresponding verbal ones, in order to 
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avoid having to specify the subject of those verbs, and hence absolved himself of the 

responsibility for implementing such amendments. Also, when he talked about the time 

of amending those further constitutional articles, he used the indefinite, vague 

prepositional phrase قحال ٍتقو يف  fī waqtin lāḥiq (at a later time) which did not commit 

him to any specific time.  

 

In a similar vein, when Mubarak talked about the demand of scraping article 179, which 

allows him to impose Emergency Law, he did not only use the weak, non-binding noun 

ْحارتقالا  al-iqtirāḥ (the suggestion) which demoted the demand to just a suggestion, but 

also qualified, or rather mitigated, that noun with the vague, non-conclusive, conditional 

phrase 
 ِرفاوتو ،ْرارقتسالاو ِءودھلا ِةداعتسا َروف ،ئراوطلا ِنوناقب ِلمعلا ِفاقیإ َمامأ ،ْبابلا ُحتفی امب

 .ئراوطلا ْةلاح ِعفرل ،ةیتاوملا ِفورظلا

bi-mā yaftaḥu l-bāb ʾamāma ʾīqāfi l-ʿamal bi-qānūni ṭ-ṭawāriʾ, fawra 

stiʿādati l-hudūʾi wa l-istiqrār, wa tawāfuri ẓ-ẓurūfi l-mwātiyah li-rafʿ 

ḥālat aṭ-ṭawāriʾ 

in a manner that opens the door for stopping the Emergency Law once 

calmness and stability are restored and the suitable circumstances are met 

for lifting the state of emergency (M3.17:35). 

 

Finally, Mubarak’s use of the adjective لوألا  al-ʾawal (the first) to qualify the report he 

had received from the constitutional committee invited the inference that there were 

going to be other reports before the constitution could be amended, and hence implicated 

that he was playing for time. 

 

Seventh, the last power-relinquishing frame activated by Mubarak in this speech is the 

Anyway frame (M3.23:7), which contained the most important information in the 

speech, i.e. Mubarak’s delegation of his powers to his vice-president. The frame consists 

of a long conditional whose conditional phrase is separated from its complement, or 

jawāb aš-šarṭ, by six qualifying phrases that kept repetitively paraphrasing the 

conditional phrase in an attempt to justify the complement. 

 

Mubarak started the frame and the conditional with a conditional phrase that contained 

six qualifiers يلاحلا ِبعصلا ِقرتفملا َةروطخ يعأ ذإ  fa-ʾinnanī ʾiḏ ʾaʿī tamāman xuṭūrata l-

muftaraqi ṣ-ṣaʿbi l-ḥālī (while I am indeed completely aware of the gravity of the 
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current critical conjuncture): the emphatic particle يننإف   fa-ʾinnanī, which consisted of 

three emphatic particles: al-fāʾ, the emphatic particle inna, and the emphatic letter nūn 

at-tawkīd; the adverb ًامامت  tamāman (completely), which qualified and intensified the 

awareness of Mubarak; the noun َةروطخ  xuṭūrata (gravity) which, although its meaning 

is implied in the noun it qualifies, i.e. قرتفملا  al-muftaraq ‘the conjuncture’, its 

explication further qualified it; the definite adjective ِبعصلا  aṣ-ṣaʿbi (the critical) which 

also qualified al-muftaraq; the conjoined adverbial phrase يف ًةقراف ً،ةظحل ُزاتجت َرصِم َنأب 

اھِخیرات يبناج نمً اعانتقاو   wa iqtināʿan min jānibī bi-ʾanna miṣra tajtāzu laḥẓatan fāriqatan 

fī tārīxihā (and based on my conviction that Egypt is passing a defining moment, in its 

history), which is a paraphrased repetition of the conditional phrase preceding it; the 

verbal phrase نطولل  ایلعلا ِةحلصملاَ بیلغت ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت   tafriḍu ʿalainā jamīʿan, taġlība l-

maṣlaḥati ʿuliyā li-l-waṭan (that imposes upon us all the prioritization of the higher 

interest of the homeland), which qualified the historical moment highlighted in the 

preceding phrase, and was qualified by and repeated in its subsequent three phrases نأ 

،ًالوأ َرصِم َعضن  ʾan naḍaʿa miṣra ʾawala (to put Egypt first), ٍرابتعا يأ َقوف  fawqa ʾayyi 

ʿtibār (above any consideration), and رخآ ٍرابتعا َلكو  wa kulla iʿtibārin ʾāxar (and every 

other consideration). 

 

After regimenting those eleven qualifiers, Mubarak concluded the conditional by 

mentioning its complement, which contained his delegation of his powers to the vice-

president. He used the less authoritative verb ُتیأر  raʾaytu (literally I have seen or 

considered appropriate, to mean I have decided), and further restricted the complement 

and the declaration by the adverbial prepositional phrase روتسدلا ُهددحی ،يذلا وحنلا ىلع  ʿalā 

n-naḥwi l-laḏi yuḥaddiduhu d-dustūr (as per the constitution).  

 

Although Mubarak backgrounded that important announcement by relegating it to the 

end of the frame, and qualified it with eleven qualifying phrases, in order to justify it 

and hence save the face of the president, the first three words in the frame, i.e. ِةیأ ىلعو 

لاح  wa ʿalā ʾayati ḥāl (anyway), announced indirectly that Mubarak had already lost his 

power, because ‘anyway’ ‘is a common type of evidence that an expectation is violated 

[…] it functions as an admission of defeat’ (Tannen 1979: 150).  
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4.3.4.2. Emotive frames 

First, the first emotive frame employed by Mubarak in this speech was the opening Father-

and-HIS-Sons frame (M3.3:13): he started it with the new fatherly vocative al-ʾabnāʾu 

šabāba Miṣra wa šābātiha (the sons, male and female youth of Egypt), which he employed 

for the first time to address the protesters, and establish close, warm, and emotional father-

sons relations with them, instead of the legally hierarchical relations triggered by the 

vocative al-ʾixwah al-muwāṭinūn (Brother citizens), which he used systematically in the 

previous two speeches. 

 

Mubarak also employed new nomination strategies, in this frame, that reflected the steep 

changes in the relations of power between himself and the protesters: He did not call them 

free riders, traders, rioters, violent anarchists, looters, saboteurs, or arson attackers aiming 

at shaking stability and preying upon legitimacy, as he did in the first speech; nor did he 

describe them as exploited honourable youth and citizens, who were waiving their destiny 

and future, and unaware of what realizes their interests, as he did in the second speech; but 

he glorified them as  
 ھُعَنصیو ،لبقتسملاب ُُملحیو ،ھب ُكسمتیو ،لضفألا ىلإ ِرییغتلا ىلإ وعدی ،دیدج ٍيرصم ٍلیجل ًازمر

 ramzan li-jīlin miṣriyyin jadīd yadʿū ila t-taġyyīri ʾila l-ʾafḍal wa 

yatamasaku bih, wa yaḥlumu bi-l-mustaqbal wa yaṣnaʿuh 

a symbol of a new Egyptian generation that calls for change to the better 

adheres to it, and dreams of the future and makes it.  

 

The appeasing function intended by this frame was, however, weakened by three linguistic 

devices Mubarak employed: over-qualification, indefiniteness, and anaphoric reference. 

 

Over-qualification is the most salient feature of this frame: Mubarak employed seven 

qualifiers to emphasize everything he was saying: He qualified his speech thrice, by 

emphasizing its time مویلا  al-yawm (today), its source بلقلا نم  mina l-qalb (from the heart), 

and its target رصِم ِبابشل   li-šabābi miṣr). He also qualified the protesters four times: by 

specifying those in Tahrir Square once ریرحتلا ِنادَیمب  bi-maidāni t-taḥrīr (in Tahrir Square), 

those all over Egypt once اھِضرأ ِعاستا ىلع ʿalā itsāʿi ʿarḍihā (all over the country), and both 

of them twice ًاعیمج  مكیلإ   ʾilai-kum jamīʿan (to all of you). Only one of those seven qualifiers 

added new information to the propositional content of the frame; the other six were 

redundant, detracted from the intended emphatic force of the frame, represented the speech 
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acts of Mubarak as lacking their due presidential perlocutionary force, and hence marked 

his loss of power.   

 

Moreover, the laudatory pragmatic function which Mubarak intended to perform by 

describing the protesters with the two consecutive indefinite nouns ramzan (a symbol) and 

jīlin (a generation) was weakened by the indefiniteness of the two nouns, which made them 

sound less emphatic, less specific, and less concrete. Furthermore, the third-person 

pronouns which Mubarak used in the parenthetical phrase ھتانبو ِھئانبأل ِبألا ُثیدح  ḥadīṯu l-ʾabi 

li-ʾabnāʾihi wa banātih (a speech of the father to his sons and daughters), in order to claim 

the role of the father of the protesters, resulted in detaching and distancing him from the 

protesters, and highlighted paradoxically that he was addressing them, not as their father, 

but in a manner similar to that in which a father addresses his sons and daughters; the 

former implicature could have been triggered by the use of the first-person pronouns, i.e. 

يتانبو يئانبأل يثیدح  ḥadīṯī li-ʾabnāʾī wa banātī (my speech to my sons and daughters).   

 

Second, Mubarak activated the emotive Blood-of-the-Martyr frame (M3.4:8) in order to 

console the protesters; however, that pragmatic function was weakened by four linguistic 

devices: over-qualification, repetition, negatives, and stumbles. 

 

Mubarak employed eighteen qualifiers in this frame: he qualified his own act of saying 

thrice, by using the assertive verb ُلوقأ  aqulu (I am saying) to say that he was saying, by 

explicating the implied, yet obvious, pronoun of the addressee مكل  lakum (to you), and by 

the adverbial phrase ءيش ِلك َلبق  qabla kulli šayʾ (before everything). Mubarak also qualified 

his pain over the death and injury of the protesters with eight qualifiers: the second present 

continuous assertive verb ُلوقأ  ʾaqūl (I am saying), which qualified his very act of saying; 

the emphatic particle nūn at-tawkīd in يننأ  annanī (I indeed), which confirmed his agency; 

the emphatic cognate accusative ملألا َلك ُتملأت  taʾalamtu kulla l-ʾalam (I was pained all the 

pain), which qualified, intensified, and emphasized his pain; kullu l-kamaliyyah which 

Mubarak inserted in the middle of the previous cognate accusative in order to complete 

and perfect it; the prepositional phrase مھِلجأ نم  min ʾajlihim (for them), which explicated 

the implied, yet obvious, cause of his pain; the phrase متملأت املثم  miṯlamā taʾallamtum (as 

you were pained), which further qualified his pain and related it to that of the families of 

the killed and injured protesters; the conjoined synonymous verbal phrase َثدح ام يبلق َعجوأو 

مھل  ʾawjaʿa qalbī mā ḥadaṯa lahum (my heart was ached by what happened to them), which 
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paraphrased and repeated its preceding phrase in order to intensify his pain; and the phrase 

مكَبولق َعجوأ امك  kamā ʾawjaʿa qulūbakum (as your hearts were ached), which further qualified 

his pain and attempted to establish a bond between his aching heart and those of the families 

of the protesters. However, the stumble Mubarak made while saying min ʾajlihim (for 

them), weakened the accumulative emphatic bonding he had been building. 

 

Mubarak also qualified his determination to punish the perpetrators who killed and injured 

the protesters with seven qualifiers: the strong assertive verb دكؤأ  ʾuʾakid (I confirm); the 

emphatic particle يننأ  nūn at-tawkīd in annanī (I indeed); the emphatic particle kullu l-

kamāliyyah in مسحلاو ِةدشلا ِلكب , which completed and perfected his intended decisiveness and 

firmness; the conjunction of the definite noun مسحلا  al-ḥasm (decisiveness) with its 

semantically related definite noun ِةدشلا  aš-šiddati (fierceness), in order to reinforce their 

connotations of strength and power; the combination of the negative clause يف ،ْنواھتأ نل 

اھنع َنیببستملا ِةبقاعم  lan ʾatahāwan fī muʿāqabati l-mutasabibīna ʿanhā (I will not be lenient 

in punishing its perpetrators) and its synonymous affirmative paraphrase انِبابش ِقح يف اومرجأ  

نیذلا ُبساحأسو  sa-ʾuḥāsibu allaḏīna ajramū fī ḥaqqi šabābina (I will punish those who 

committed those crimes against our youth); and further qualifying the affirmative clause 

with the prepositional phrase ةعدار ٍتابوقع نم ،نوناقلا ُماكحأ ُهررقت ام ىصقأب  bi-ʾaqṣā ma 

tuqariruhu ʾaḥkāmu l-qānūn min ʿuqūbātin rādiʿah (with the most deterrent sentences 

stipulated by the law), which is itself internally qualified by the strong superlative ʾaqṣā 

and the adjective rādiʿah). However, Mubarak stumbled while uttering the second word of 

the frame, i.e. ʾaqulu lakum (I am saying to you) and mispronounced the three words َءاْمَد  

dimāʾa (bloods), مكِئادھُش  šuhadāʾikum (your martyrs), and مكاحرجو  jarḥākum (injured ones), 

which weakened the emphatic tone he attempted to build up by the eighteen qualifiers. 

 

Although Mubarak intended those qualifiers, repetitions, and negatives to emphasize the 

consoling function of the frame, the three linguistic devices combined to weaken that 

intended function: the over-qualification and repetition created an air of exaggeration, 

diverted the attention of the hearers away from the repeated and qualified messages, and 

directed it towards the rhetorical aims behind such heavy repetition and qualification. Such 

an air was reinforced, first, by the negatives which suggested that Mubarak was expecting 

the people to think that he was going to cover up those crimes and let them go unpunished, 

and, second, by the stumbles Mubarak made while uttering significant words in the frame.  
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Third, Mubarak activated the Old-Father-Ingrate-Children frame (M3.22:1) in order to 

appeal to the pity of the people, on personal and nationalistic grounds.  

 

Personally, Mubarak started the frame with the assertive, past-tense verb ُتنك  kuntu (I was), 

emphasizing it twice by lam at-tawkīd and the emphatic particle qad  and ,(indeed)  دقل

following it with the noun اباش ً  šāban (a youth), in order to stir the pity of the people with 

the old man they were looking at, and remind them that he was once a young man like the 

youth who were protesting against him. Mubarak then employed the emotive, assertive, 

strong verb ُتینفأ  ʾafnaytu (I have annihilated) to connote that he had no life left, and to 

emphasize that his life since he was young had been exhausted completely in defending 

the land and sovereignty of the people who were protesting against him. He then raised the 

level of his sacrifices and heightened its accompanying emotional tone by using the 

assertive, performative, strong verb ُتھجاو  wājahtu (I have faced) and intensified its force, 

and hence his heroism, by following it with the abstract noun َتوملا  al-mawta (death) and 

by qualifying the whole verbal phrase with the intensifying four adverbial clauses ٍتارم 

ةدیدع  marrātin ʾadīdah  (several times), ًارایط  ṭayyāran (as a pilot), ابابأ سیدأ يفو   fī adis abābā 

(in Addis Ababa), and ریثك َكلذ ِریغو   ġayri ḏālika kaṯīr (in many other situations). 

 

Professionally, Mubarak employed the positive verb ُتملعت  taʿllamtu (I learnt) to say that he 

had learnt the honour of the Egyptian military when he was at the age of the protesters, and 

emphasized the constructive connotations of that verb by qualifying it with three conjoined 

noun phrases loaded with nationalistic emotions: ةیرصملا ِةیركسعلا َفرش  šarafa l-ʿaskariyati 

l-miṣriyyah (the honour of the Egyptian military), ْنطولل َءالولا  al-walāʾa li-l-waṭan 

(allegiance to the homeland), and ھلجأ نم ِةیحضتلا  at-taḍḥiyati min ʾajlih (sacrifice for its 

sake). The inferences invited by this triple qualification is that while the protesters were 

using the strength of their youthfulness to destroy the country and allow foreign dictations, 

Mubarak was using his strength to build and defend Egypt, when he was their age. 

 

Mubarak then narrowed down his so far abstract argument, by listing specific instances of 

the sacrifices he had offered ‘Egypt and its people’: he used the assertive verb ُتدھِش  šahidtu 

(I have witnessed) to denote that he was very close to the wars, defeats, and victories of 

Egypt; he followed that verb with the more involving, assertive verb ُتشع ʿištu (I have lived) 

to depict himself as one of the people who had actually lived the days of crossing, victory, 

and liberation; and he employed the assertive verb ُتعفر  rafaʿtu (I have raised) to remind 
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the people specifically that he was the president who raised the Egyptian flag over Sinai, 

declaring the liberation of the last occupied part of Egypt. He qualified that verb by 

preceding it with the fronted predicate يتایح َمایأ ُدعسأ   ʾasʿadu ʾayyama ḥayāti (the happiest 

day of my life), in order to attract the attention of the people and establish a connection 

between his personal happiness and their national dignity. 

 

Mubarak’s successful employment of strong language stopped at that point; he then used 

a series of four weak verbs, starting with the assertive verb ْعضخأ  axḍaʿ (I succumbed), 

which he negated then emphasized that negation twice by the time adverbial ًاموی  yawman 

(one day) and the noun  ْتاءالمإ  imlāʾāt; he then used the static verb ُتظفاح  ḥāfaẓtu 

(safeguarded) which although it argued that he had safeguarded peace, it connoted that he 

did not dynamically promote it; he also employed the weak verb ُتلِمع  ʿamiltu (I have 

worked for) which sounded too generic; and he concluded with the verb ُتدھتجا  ʾijtahdtu (I 

have tried my best) which originated in jurisprudence, and according to which if someone 

in charge ‘tries his best concerning a certain case until he reaches what he thinks is the right 

decision […] he will have a double reward if his ruling is sound and correct […]: One 

reward is for his effort and keenness and the other for reaching the right decision. However, 

if he makes his best effort and does not reach a correct ruling, he will have a single reward 

for his diligence’ (Hadeethenc.com). Mubarak was therefore implying that even if he had 

made mistakes, he should be given credit for trying his best, based on the religious ruling 

of ʾal-ijtihād.  

 

Mubarak concluded both the personal and professional scenarios of the frame with a highly 

emotional sentence: In its first part, he confirmed his confidence that the over-sweeping 

majority of Egyptians knew the sacrifices he had made; in the second, he employed a highly 

emotional phrase that is widely used in colloquial Egyptian Arabic to express love-based 

disappointment, pain, and sadness يسفن يف ُزِحی  ya ḥizzu fī nafsī (it hurts me). That highly 

emotive sentence represented Mubarak as a reproaching old father who was ailed by the 

ingratitude of his sons whom he had been defending all his life; that implicated reproach 

was reinforced by Mubarak’s emotional delivery of this sentence, which made it effective. 

 

Fourth, Mubarak followed the previous frame with four other frames: the We-will-Never-

be-Broken frame (M3.24:29), the We-are-Free frame (M3.25:21), the Egyptian-Identity 

frame (M3.26:22), and the Egyptian-Spirit frame (M3.27:31).  The most outstanding 
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characteristic of those four frames was their highly emotional and metaphorical language, 

which personalized Egypt as a human being who, although in crisis, was able to survive, 

stand to her feet again, and defeat her enemies. Mubarak also prescribed that the exit of the 

crisis was through نییرصِملا ِمزعو ِحور  rūḥi wa ʿazmi l-miṣriyyīn (the spirit and resolve of 

Egyptians), ةدلاخلاو ُةدیرفلا اھِتیوھو ،اھِتماركو ،رصِم ِةزعب انكِسمت   tamasukinā bi-ʿizzati miṣr, wa 

karāmatihā, wa huwiyatihā l-farīdatu wa l-xālidah (our adherence to the dignity of Egypt, 

its honour, and its unique, eternal identity) (M3.26:22). Finally, Mubarak continued to 

avoid using precise political terms to describe the process of power transfer and employed 

instead non-political, vague, and abstract nouns that have moral and religious connotations, 

e.g. ةنامألا  ʾal-ʾamānah (the trust) and  .ar-rāyah (the banner) (M3.28:33)  ةیارلا

 

4.3.4.3. Internally polemical frames  

The first internally polemical frame in this speech was the No-to-Foreign-Dictations frame 

(M3.7:6) which Mubarak activated to perform two pragmatic functions: repeating his 

readiness to respond to the demands of the protesters, and denying his acceptance of foreign 

dictations. However, the wo functions were weakened by four linguistic devices he used: 

over-qualification, indefiniteness, contrastive connectives, and hidden dialogicality. 

 

In terms of qualification, Mubarak used fifteen qualifiers in this short frame: six to 

emphasize the first function and nine to reinforce the second. On the one hand, he  

emphasized his readiness to respond to the protesters by using the assertive verb لوقأ  ʾ aqulu 

(I am saying), whose continuous tense marked its duration and confirmed the act of saying; 

the explication of the implied addressee pronoun مكل  lakum (to you), which involved the 

protesters and made them present in the picture; the emphatic particle نإ  ʾ inna in يننإ  ʾ innanī 

(I indeed), which emphasized the agency of Mubarak; the addition of the negative noun 

ًةضاضغ  ġaḍāḍatan (shame) after the equally negative one ًاجرح  ḥarajan (embarrassment) to 

further qualify it; the negative emphatic time adverb ًادبأ  abadan (at all) which qualified its 

preceding negative; and the addition of the positive, definite noun بواجتلا  at-tajāwubi 

(responding) after the equally  positive, definite one ِعامتسالا  al-istimāʿi (listening to).  

 

However, the emphatic tone intended by those six qualifiers was weakened by three 

linguistic devices: indefiniteness, contrastive connectives, and negatives. Mubarak used 

the indefinite form to mark his power by saying ةیروھمجلل  سیئرك يننإ   ʾinnanī ka-raʾaīsin li-l-

jumhūriyya (in my capacity as a president of the republic), instead of the definite and hence 
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more emphatic structure ٍسیئرك يننإ ةیروھمجلا   ʾinnanī ka-raʾaīsi l-jumhūriyya (in my capacity 

as the president of the republic). The indefiniteness of the structure he employed mitigated 

the very power he intended to mark. Moreover, the contrastive connective lakinna (but) 

cancelled the above-mentioned six qualifiers, because it denies its ‘entire preceding set of 

statements’ (Tannen 1979:170). Furthermore, given that a negative statement is used when 

a corresponding affirmative has been mentioned, when the content of such a corresponding 

affirmative is considered likely, or when the speaker holds the affirmative to be true (Givon 

1979 as cited in Wilson 1990), the negative ًاجرح ُدجأ ال  lā ʾajidu ḥarajan (I do not find any 

embarrassment), which Mubarak emphasized with six qualifiers, three before and three 

after, reinforced its corresponding affirmative, in an equally emphatic manner, and 

suggested that Mubarak, as a president of the republic, finds its embarrassing and shameful 

to listen and respond to the youth of Egypt. 

 

On the other hand, Mubarak employed nine qualifiers to emphasize his rejection of foreign 

dictations: the two consecutive kullu l-kamāliyyah ُةَّیلَامَكلا ُّلُك  (the ‘all’ of perfection), which 

marks the completion and perfection of the noun it is added to (Al-Muʿjam Al-ġanni; Al-

Muʿjam Al-Wasīt as cited in Al-Maany online Arabic Encyclopedia), in ْجرحلا َلك َجرحلا   al-

ḥaraja kulla l-ḥaraj (the embarrassment, all the embarrassment) and بیعلا َلك َبیعلا  al-ʿayba 

kulla l-ʿayb (the shame, all the shame), completed and perfected the embarrassment and 

shame Mubarak was talking about; the relative phrase ًادبأ ُھُلبقأ نلو مل ام   mā lam wa lan 

ʾaqbaluhu ʾ abadan which contained three qualifiers: the past-tense negative lam ʾ aqbaluhu 

(what I did not accept), the future negative lan ʾaqbaluhu (what I will not accept), and the 

emphatic negative time adverb ʾabadan (never); the verbal phrase جراخلا نم يتأت  tʾatī mina 

l-xārij (coming from abroad) which immediately followed the adjectival phrase ٍتاءالمإ 

ٍةیبنجأ  imlāʾātin ʾajnabiyah (foreign dictations) and qualified its source; and the three 

consecutive negative repetitions اھرُدصم تناكً ایأ  ʾ ayyan kānat maṣdaruhā (regardless of their 

source), اھعُئارذ تناكً ایأ  ʾayyan kānat ẓarāʾiʿuhā (regardless of their pretexts), and وأ اھُتارربم   

ʾaw mubbarirātuhā  (or justifications).  

  

Finally, the second part of this frame is internally polemical, and can be best understood in 

terms of the socio-political contexts of the speech; more specifically, the calls that had been 

made, before the speech, upon Mubarak to step down:  The American president had stated 

that ‘the transfer of power in Egypt should start now’ because ‘change is inevitable’ and 

‘the current situation cannot continue’ (EL Manawy 2012: 286-287); the French President 
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had renewed his wish to see ‘a specific and quick transfer of power in Egypt, with no 

delay’; and the Turkish president had ‘urged Mubarak to start a power transfer sooner not 

later’ (ibid: 287). Such adverse relations of power manifested themselves in the indefinite 

noun ٍتاءالمإ  imlāʾātin (dictations) which enabled Mubarak to remind the people that there 

were international pressures on him, without having to specify the content of those 

‘dictations’, nor those who were dictating them.  

 

The second internally polemical frame in this speech was the Our-Intrepid-Armed-Forces 

frame (M3.12:4), which operated at two levels and sent more than one message: On the 

surface level, Mubarak was informing the people that he had laid down a vision for exiting 

the crisis and was calling for their help, in order to turn it into a reality. On the deep level, 

the last phrase of the frame, i.e. انُتاوق ،ِهذیفنت ِنامض ىلع ُرھست ،ةدعاقلاِ  عستمو ،ضیرع ٍينطو ٍقفاوت َقفو 

ةلسابلا ُةحلسملا  wifqa tawāfuqin waṭaniyyin ʿarīḍ, wa mutasiʿi l-qāʿidah, tasharu ʿalā ḍamāni 

tanfīḏihi quwātuna l-musallaḥatu l-bāsilah (according to a broad national consensus, that 

has a wide base, and whose implementation is to be guaranteed by our intrepid armed 

forces), suggested that Mubarak was sending his Minister of Defense and commanders of 

the military, who were getting out of his control, the indirect messages that he had an 

important role for them to play in his new initiative, and that he would not take critical 

decisions without their agreement.  

 

Moreover, this frame was also significant in terms of its weak language: Mubarak opened 

it with the weak verb ُتحرط  ṭaraḥtu (I have laid down), and followed it with the noun  ةیؤرلا  

ar-ruʾyah (the vision) which connoted that his plan to exit the crisis was no more than an 

imaginary, futuristic, mental image that was not necessarily concrete nor well developed. 

He then reinforced the abstractness of that vision and his inability to implement it, when 

he called upon the people to assist him in order to سوملم ٍعقاول اھِلیوحت يف َحجنن  nanjaḥa fī 

taḥwīlihā li-wāqiʿin malmūs (succeed in transforming it into a concrete reality).   

 

Third, the last internally polemical frame in this speech was the I-have-Lived-for-this-

Homeland frame (M3.28:33), with which Mubarak concluded the speech on a highly 

emotional tone. In terms of emotional language, Mubarak concluded the frame with two 

parallel sentences: the first was that Egypt هارثو  ينیراوی ىتح ھقرافأ وا ينقرافی ال ًازیزع ًادلب ُلظتس  

ھبارت  sataẓalu baladan ʿazīzan la yufāriqunī wa lā ʾufāriquh, ḥatta yuwārīnī turābahu wa 

ṯarāh (It will remain a dear homeland that will never part with me, nor will I part with it, 
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until its soil and dust bury me), which triggered the implication that Mubarak had decided 

not to leave Egypt, as ben Ali did in Tunisia, and that he was determined to stay there until 

he dies and is buried in its land. The second sentence was conjoined with the first, repeated 

its main verb, and stated that Egypt َعوفرم رھدلا َدبا ىقبی   امیركً ابعش ُلظتس   َروفوم ،ِةیارلاو ،سأرلا 

ةماركلاو ِةزعلا  sataḍlu šaʿban karīman yabqā ʾabada d-dahri marfūʿa r-rʾas wa r-rāyah, 

mawfūra l-ʿizzati wa l-karāmah (and it will remain hospitable people whose heads and 

banners will forever be high, in abundant dignity and honour). This second sentence was 

internally polemical, with a hidden dialogicality that operated at two levels. 

 

At the surface level, Mubarak was praising the Egyptian people as hospitable, honourable, 

and dignified. On the deep level, he was indirectly appealing to their hospitality, sense of 

honour, and dignity, in order to forgive the old man in him, not necessarily the president, 

and to allow him to die and be buried in Egypt. The adjective َامیرك  karīman (hospitable) 

resonated with the traditional culture and religious heritage of the people, reminding them 

that as hospitable people, they should never refuse the request of an old man to be buried 

in his land, even if he were their enemy, let alone the man who had defended them and 

their country; it also harped on the Prophetic Saying ‘He does not belong to us who does 

not show mercy to our young and honour our old’ (Hadeethenc.com). 

 

In a similar vein, the two nouns ِةزعلا  al-ʿizzati (dignity) and ةماركلا  al-karāmah (honour) 

resonated with the famous Arabic saying لذ موق زیزع اومحرا   irḥamū ʿazīza qawmin ḏall 

(have mercy on an honourable man who has lost his power) and stirred the pity of the 

people with the old man who was once the most powerful man in the country. Those 

emotionally, culturally, and religiously resonant words, therefore, sent indirect messages 

that evoked and activated the deeply-rooted cultural and religious images, memories, and 

emotions of the people, and prepared for his indirect request to be allowed to stay and die 

in Egypt.  
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CHAPTER FIVE        

5. Nested Presuppositions (NestPs) 

The most salient syntactic structure employed by Mubarak in his three speeches is a new, 

complex type of presupposition that has not been described in the books of pragmatics.  

That structure was first used by the ousted Tunisian president ben Ali who employed it 

extensively in his first two speeches, using a non-emotive language. Mubarak adopted the same 

complex structures of ben Ali, but loaded them with emotional propositional content that 

performs more indirect, sophisticated pragmatic functions.  

This chapter introduces this new pragmatic concept which I termed Nested Presuppositions 

(NestPs), traces its origins, and develops a relevance-theoretic account that explains its 

cognitive dynamics and manipulative mechanisms.   

5.1. Pragmatic presupposition 

Although the literature on presupposition almost exceeds that written on any other topic in 

Pragmatics, a great deal of it is 'obsolete and sterile’ (Levinson 1983: 167), and has failed to 

reach a consensus on even a definition or a set of defining properties (Peccei 1999: 19). 

Aspects of disagreement include whether presupposition is a relation between sentences, 

statements or speakers and assumptions (Frege 1892; Strawson 1950; 1952); whether the 

locus of presupposition is speakers, sentences or both (Keenan 1971; Brown & Yule 1983; 

Levinson 1983; Yule 1996; Simons 2003; Richardson 2007; Stalnaker 2011); and whether 

presupposition refers to a specific homogenous phenomenon or a range of heterogeneous 

phenomena (Levinson 1983; Green 1989; Huang 2007). These competing views have yielded 

many conflicting definitions of presupposition, each tackling it from a different perspective. 

 

One of the most comprehensive definitions of presupposition is that proposed by Stalnaker 

(1972: 387-8) in which he argues that to ‘presuppose a proposition in the pragmatic sense is 

to take its truth for granted, and to presume that others involved in the context do the same.’ 

He recast this definition, two years later, in the following Grice-like formula:  

A proposition P is a pragmatic presupposition of a speaker in a given 
context just in case the speaker assumes or believes that P, assumes 
or believes that his addressee assumes or believes that P, and 
assumes or believes that his addressee recognizes that he is making 
these assumptions, or has these beliefs (1974: 473). 
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The importance of the conditions of sincerity and cooperation, which Stalnaker foregrounded 

in the second definition, are also underscored by Verschueren (1999) who confirms that for 

an utterance to be meaningful and successful, its presupposed propositions must be shared as 

common knowledge by both the speaker and the hearer.  

 

5.1.1. Types of presupposition  

In spite of their disagreement on a definition of presupposition, researchers have agreed on 

identifying some prototypical examples that represent the different types of presupposition 

and their presuppositional triggers, the latter being the linguistic ‘inducers’ or 'clues' used to 

communicate the meaning implied in a presupposition.  

 

Out of the thirty-one types of presuppositional triggers ‘isolated’ by Karttunen (1973; 1974), 

Levinson selected only thirteen and considered them ‘the core of the phenomena that are 

generally considered presuppositional’: definite descriptions, factive verbs, implicative verbs, 

change of state verbs, iterative verbs, verbs of judging, temporal clauses, cleft sentences, 

implicit clefts with stressed constituents, comparisons and contrasts, non-restrictive relative 

clauses, counterfactual conditionals, and questions (1983: 184). 

 

There are less comprehensive classifications of presuppositional triggers: Short (1989) 

classified them into existential, linguistic and pragmatic; Yule (1996) categorized them into 

existential, factive, lexical, structural, non-factive and counter-factual and Maingueneau 

(1996) reduced them to two broad categories of presuppositions triggered by linguistic 

structures and presuppositions triggered by the relation between utterance and context.  

 

5.2. Nested Presuppositions 

5.2.1. Theoretical framework: Relevance Theory  

Relevance Theory (RT) is a cognitive, psychological, inferential theory of communication 

that aims at interpreting utterances, as well as any other ‘ostensive stimulus’, in terms of 

cognitive processes (Wilson 1998; Sperber & Wilson 1985, 1995, 2002; Wilson & Sperber 

2004). RT is constructed upon three key concepts: The Cognitive Principle of Relevance 

(CGPR), the Communicative Principle of Relevance (CMPR) and the presumption of 

Optimal Relevance (OR).  
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CGPR states that human cognition is ‘geared to the maximisation of relevance’ (Wilson & 

Sperber 2004: 249), and CMPR assumes that every ‘ostensive stimulus conveys a 

presumption of its own optimal relevance’ (ibid: 254). CMPR is thus based on the CGPR 

and the Gricean concept of Inferential Communication (IC) which considers 

communication ‘a process of inferential intention attribution’ (ibid: 254). Wilson and 

Sperber added an extra layer of intention to IC and called it Ostensive Inferential 

Communication (OIC), contending that it involves ‘a. The informative intention: The 

intention to inform an audience of something, [and] b. The communicative intention: The 

intention to inform the audience of one’s informative intention’ (ibid: 255). While the 

fulfilment of the communicative intention is a prerequisite for understanding, the fulfilment 

of the informative intention depends on whether the audience trusts the communicator or 

not, a condition not necessary for mere recognition. Every act of OIC is based on the use 

of an Ostensive Stimulus (OS): a stimulus intentionally designed to attract the attention of 

the audience and focus it on the meaning intended by the communicator; consequently, it 

is more capable than any other stimulus of generating 'precise and predictable' anticipations 

of relevance (ibid: 255).  

 

The third key concept in RT is the presumption of Optimal Relevance (OR) which regulates 

the effort-effect balance: 

[1] An ostensive stimulus is optimally relevant to an audience iff:  

a. It is relevant enough to be worth the audience’s processing effort;  

b. It is the most relevant one compatible with the communicator’s 

abilities and preferences (ibid: 256).  

Finally, RT suggests a comprehension procedure for testing and constructing hypotheses 

about the meaning intended by the speaker, based on CGPR and OR. The inferential 

comprehension procedure, which applies at both the explicit and implicit levels, i.e. for the 

identification of explicated content and explicatures, and the recovery of implicatures, 

directs the hearer to:  

[2] a. Follow a path of least effort in computing cognitive effects: Test 

interpretive hypotheses (disambiguations, reference resolutions, 

implicatures, etc.) in order of accessibility. 

b. Stop when your expectations of relevance are satisfied (ibid: 259).  
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5.2.2. Definition of NestPs  

NestPs are cognitively taxing information structures which nest several layers of participant-

new-information contents (NI) that are ideological, unshared by the hearer and not satisfied 

by the objective context; take their truth value for granted; build upon them and package them 

in linguistic structures that are typically associated with participant-old information (OI), in 

order to deliberately manipulate the hearer.  

 

In other words, NestPs are difficult-to-process information structures that are strategically 

devised to carry, flash then hide several propositions that are neither substantiated nor shared 

by the hearer. Nevertheless, the speaker presents those NI contents as true, OI common 

knowledge and tactically casts them in linguistic structures associated with shared OI, in order 

to implicitly sell them to the hearer in a manipulative linguistic transaction. Moreover, NestPs 

are manipulative not only because they disguise NI in the form of OI by carrying the former 

in structures typically associated with the latter, but also because NestPs attack the cognitive 

system of the hearer with multiple such structures at the same time, which results in cramming 

the short-term and working memories of the hearers, dissipating their processing capacities 

and preventing them from evaluating the presupposed propositions properly, as will be 

explained in detail in the following section.  

 

5.2.3. Information structures (IS) & packaging in NestPs  

The structuring of information in NestPs can be best illustrated through an authentic example. 

Following is an extract from the first speech delivered by the ousted President of Tunisia Zine 

El Abidine ben Ali, on 27th December 2010, in response to the Arab Spring Jasmine Revolt 

in Tunisia:  

Ex. (1):  
 ةیممألاو ةیلودلا تائیھلا لبق نم نیمثتو ٍرٍیدقت لحم يھً ایعونوً ایمك میلعتلا لاجم يف ةقومرم جئاتن انققح ذإو
 .فقثم ٍبعش ءانب لجأ نم انتسایس يفً اتباثً ایرھوجً ارایخ مسجی كلذ ناف ةصتخملا

 
waʾiṯ ḥaqqaqnā natāʾija marmūqatan fī majāli t-taʿlīm kammiyyan wa nawʿiyyan 
hiyya maḥalu taqdīrin wa taṯmīn min qibal al-haiʾāt ad-duwaliyyah wa l-
ʾumamiyyah al-muxtaṣah, fa-ʾinna ḏālika yuǧassimu xiyāran ǧawhariyyan ṯābitan fī 
siyyasatinā min aǧli bināʾi šaʿbin muṯaqqaf 

 
While we have achieved outstanding results in the field of education, qualitatively 

and quantitatively, which received appreciation and recognition from specialized 

international and UN-affiliated bodies, this indeed signifies a constant, fundamental 

choice in our policy of building an educated nation. 
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In terms of message segmentation, the nuclear constituent of NestPs is the Core (C), which 

corresponds in Example (1) to the proposition ‘we have achieved outstanding results’. The 

Core is the most dubious and problematic proposition in NestPs, because it does not have a 

truth value, nor does it constitute a common ground. That is the reason why the speaker buries 

the Core as deeply as they can at the bottom of NestPs, as visually illustrated in Figures (5.1) 

and (5.2) below. All the following propositions, in NestPs, can be thought of as Layers (L#) 

accumulated to cover the dubious Core, by pushing it as far as possible from the active 

processing of the Focus of Attention (FOA). Layers also act as post-modifiers that take the 

truth value of the Core for granted and build upon it. In Example (1), those are L1, L2, L3, L4 

and L5. The highest layer of NestPs is called the Top Surface Layer (TSL). Since it is the last 

proposition the hearer receives and consequently the most active one in the FOA, TSL needs 

to have unproblematic content. In Example (1), TSL corresponds to ‘building an educated 

nation’.  

 

          TSL 
           Core      L1    L2     L3     L4       L5                       
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure (5.1): Message segmentation in NestPs 
 

In terms of packaging, the two main strategies of NestPs for assigning degrees of prominence 

and (or) subordination to constituent presuppositions is foregrounding and (or) 

backgrounding, respectively. The core, being the most dubious proposition, is assigned the 

least possible degree of prominence by being buried inside multiple embedded 

presuppositions and consequently backgrounded and relegated to the back of attention and 

processing. On the other hand, the TSL which constitutes an unproblematic part of the 

common knowledge of the speaker and the hearer is foregrounded and fronted to attention, 

processing, and evaluation. As Figure (5.2) below illustrates, gradation in colour and font 

refers to the different Layers of presuppositions nested deliberately to background the Core 

and foreground the TSL. 

 

		Core	
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Figure (5.2): Example of the information structures of NestPs  
 

 

 

TSL: Towards 
building an 

EDUCATED 
NATION

L5- in our 
POLICY

L4-this signifies
a constant 

fundamental 
CHOICE

L3-from the 
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international and 
UN-affiliated 

BODIES 

L2-those results 
received 

APPRECIATION 
& RECOGNITION

L1-Those results 
are 

OUTSTANDIN 
qualitatively & 
quantitatively

C- We have 
achieved 

RESULTS

ACTIVE 
FOCUS OF 

ATTENTION 

Transient faded 
proposition 
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5.2.4. Illustrative example of NestPs 

Following is a longer and more illustrative example of NestPs, extracted from the same speech 

of ousted President ben Ali:  

Example (2):  
 ثادحألا كلت ھتفلخ امل فسأن امك ةیسفنلا اھلماوعو اھفورظ مھفتن ةیعامتجا ةلاح ثادحألا هذھ قلطنم ناك نئلو 
 ریخلا نودیری ال نیذلا فارطألا ضعبل يسایسلا لالغتسالا ببسب اھیف غلابم داعبأ نم ھتذختا ام نأو رارضأ نم
 لیوھتلا دامتعاب لب رحت نود تاطلاغملاو بیذاكألا ثبت يتلا ةیبنجألا تازفلتلا ضعب ىلا نوؤجلیو مھدالبل
 لفاغتلا يغبنی ال قئاقح دیكأتو لئاسملا ضعب حیضوت ىلا انوعدی سنوتل يئادعلا يمالعإلا ينجتلاو ضیرحتلاو
   .اھنع

wa laʾin kāna muntalaqu hāḏihi l-ʾḥdāṯ ḥālatan ʾijtimāʿiyyah na-tafahamu ẓurūfahā 
wa ʿ awāmilahā an-nafsiyyah, ka-mā nʾsafu li-mā xallafathu tilka l-ʾaḥdāṯu min ʾ aḍrārin 
wa ʾanna mā itaxaḏathu min ʾabʿādin mubālaġin fīhā bi-sababi l-istiġlāli l-siyyāsī li-
baʿḍi l-ʾaṭrāfi laḏīna lā yurīdūna l-xaira li-bilādihim wa yaljaʾūna ilā baʿḍi l-talfazāt 
al-ajnabiyyah allatī tabuṯu l-ʾakāzīb wa l-muxalaṭāt dūna taḥarin bal b-iʿtimādi l-tahwīl 
wa t-taḥrīḍ wa t-tajannī al-iʿlāmī l-ʿadāʾī li-tunus yadʿunā ilā tawḍīḥi baʿḍi l-masāʾil 
wa tʾkīdi ḥaqāʾiqa lā yanbaġi t-taġāfula ʿanhā 
 
While the trigger of these events was one social case, whose circumstances and 
psychological factors we understand, we feel sorry for the damages that resulted 
from those events and took exaggerated dimensions, due to the political 
exploitation of some parties who do not want the good for their homeland, and 
resort to some foreign television channels that are hostile to Tunisia and 
broadcast lies and fallacies without scrutiny, adopting exaggeration, incitation 
and media defamation, all these call upon us to clarify some issues and confirm 
some facts that should not be overlooked. 

     

 Utterance Presuppositional 
trigger 

Presupposition Type of 
presuppositio

n 
1 
 

 ثادحألا هذھ •
hāḏihi l-ʾḥdāṯ 
These events 

• Definite NP 
(Demonstrative 
+ N) 
 

>> There exist events; • Specific 
Existential  

 قلطنم ناك نئلو • 2
wa laʾin kāna 
muntalaqu 
 
While the 
trigger  
 

• Conditional 
Clause  

>> There exists a trigger of 
these events; 

•  Specific 
Existential 

3 

 

 

 اھفورظ مھفتن •
 ةیسفنلا اھلماوعو

na-tafahamu 
ẓurūfahā wa 
ʿawāmilahā an-
nafsiyyah 
 

•  Factive 
epistemic verb  
 
• hāʾu l-ġaibah 

>>That trigger has 
circumstances and 
psychological factors; 

>> We understand the 
afore-mentioned 
circumstances and 
factors; 

• Specific 
Existential 

 
• Factive 

Epistemic 
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whose 
circumstances 
and 
psychological 
factors we 
understand 
 

4 

 

 

5 

 

 كلت ھتفلخ امل فسأن  •
 رارضأ نم ثادحألا

nʾsafu li-mā 
xallafathu tilka 
l-ʾaḥdāṯu min 
ʾaḍrārin 
 
we feel sorry 
about the 
damages that 
resulted  
 

• Factive emotive 
verb  

>> The above-mentioned 
events resulted in 
damages 

>> We feel sorry for those 
damages 

• Factive 
emotive 

 داعبأ نم ھتذختا ام  •
 اھیف غلابم

mā itaxaḏathu 
min ʾabʿādin 
mubālaġin fīhā 
 
The 
exaggerated 
dimensions it 
took 

 

• Change-of-state 
verb  

>> those damages were 
exaggerated 

• Other 

6 

 

 

 لالغتسالا ببسب •
 يسایسلا

 bi-sababi l-
istiġlāli l-
siyyāsī  
 
due to the 
political 
exploitation  

 

• Definite NP 
(definite article 
+ NP)  

 

>> There exists a political 
exploitation which 
caused the 
aforementioned 
exaggeration  

• Specific 
Existential 

 

7 

 

  فارطألا ضعبل •
 li-baʿḍi l-
ʾaṭrāfi 
 
by some parties 

 

• Prep + 
Determiner + 
NP 

  

>> There exist some 
parties who exploited 
that situation politically 

• Non-
Specific 
Existential 

8 

 

 

 نودیری ال نیذلا  •
 مھدالبل ریخلا

 

• Relative clause 
 

 

>> Those parties do not 
want the public good of 
their country 

 

• Other 
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laḏīna lā 
yurīdūna l-xaira 
li-bilādihim 
 
who do not want 
the good for 
their homeland  
 

9 

 

 

 تازفلتلا ضعب •
  ةیبنجألا

baʿḍi l-talfazāt 
al-ajnabiyya 
  
some foreign 
television 
channels 
 

• Determiner + 
NP  

 
  

>> There exist foreign TV 
channels to which the 
above-mentioned 
parties resort 

• Non-
Specific 
Existential 

10 

 

 بیذاكألا ثبت يتلا •
   تاطلاغملاو

allatī tabuṯu l-
ʾakāzīb wa l-
muxalaṭāt 
 
which broadcast 
lies and 
fallacies 

 

• Relative clause >>There are lies and 
fallacies broadcast by 
those channels 

• Other 
1.  

11 

 

 حیضوت ىلا انوعدی •
 دیكأتو لئاسملا ضعب
 يغبنی ال قئاقح
  اھنع لفاغتلا
 

yadʿunā ilā 
tawḍīḥi baʿḍi l-
masāʾil wa tʾkīdi 
ḥaqāʾiqa lā 
yanbaġi t-
taġāfula ʿanhā 
 
Call upon us to 
clarify some 
issues and 
confirm some 
facts that should 
not be overlooked 

• Factive 
Epistemic verbs  

• Definite NPs 
 

>> There exist issues 
>> There exist facts 
>> Some of those issues 

and facts are neither 
clear not confirmed 

>> Those issues and facts 
are overlooked 

• Specific 
Existential 

 

Table (5.1): Detailed analysis of the constituent presuppositions of NestPs in Example (2) 
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The Core of this twelve-Layer NestPs is the Specific Existential presupposition triggered by 

the definite NP (Demonstrative + N) which assumes that ‘>> there exist events’. Here, the 

ousted President of Tunisia is employing presupposition ideologically and manipulatively, not 

only to present his view as a taken-for-granted common ground, but also to build upon it: He 

is reducing the Revolution of the Tunisian people to mere ‘events’, attributing those 'events' 

to a single ‘one social case’ which he considered unworthy of explication, and employing the 

thickest type of implicature, i.e. Particularized Implicature, to implicate that it is 'one social 

case' and gloss over it in a vague manner. 

 

That 'one social case' which ben Ali implicated was the 26-year-old Tunisian man Tarek al-

Tayeb Muhammad Bouazizi, who was supporting his family by selling fruit and vegetables, 

until a policewoman confiscated his cart, slapped him, and beat him up when he objected. 

Bouazizi went to the police station and the municipal council to file complaints against the 

policewoman, but no official agreed to meet with him; he doused himself in paint thinner and 

set himself on fire in front of the local municipal council of his town, Sidi Bouzeid (Rifai 

2011; de Rosa 2011; al-Karama Forum 2011). His death triggered the Tunisian revolution 

which ousted ben Ali twenty-eight days later and started the domino effect of the Arab Spring 

revolutions in Egypt, Libya, Yemen, Bahrain, Syria, Algeria, and Sudan.  

 

In the following Layer of NestPs, ben Ali uses the conditional Clause (While + NP) to trigger 

the specific existential presupposition ‘>> There exist a trigger of those events’, in order to 

perform the pragmatic function of mitigation. He then uses hāʾu l-ġaibah in order to trigger 

the Specific Existential presupposition ‘>> There exist circumstances and psychological 

factors that lead to that’ and follows it with a Factive Epistemic verb to trigger the 

presupposition that ‘>> We understand those factors’. He also uses the Factive Emotive verb 

‘feel sorry’ to trigger the presupposition that ‘>> The events resulted in damages’. The last 

three presuppositions acted as an indirect acknowledgement of the problem and performed 

the reconciliatory function of sending a message to the revolutionaries that ben Ali was 

following the situation closely, and that he was sad for what was going one. He then employs 

the Change-of-State verb ‘were exaggerated’ to trigger the presupposition that ‘>> Those 

damages are exaggerated’, and the Definite NP (Definite Article + NP) to trigger the Specific 

Existential presupposition that ‘>> There exists a political exploitation which caused that 

exaggeration’.   
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Ben Ali, then, identifies the exploiters who committed the act of exaggeration through the 

prepositional phrase (Prep + Determiner + NP) structure which triggered the Non-Specific 

Existential presupposition that ‘>> There exist some parties who exploited the situation 

politically’ and the non-restrictive Relative Clause structure which triggered the 

presupposition that ‘>> Those parties do not want the public good of their country’. Ben Ali, 

then, uses a (Determiner + NP) structure to trigger the Non-Specific Existential presupposition 

that ‘>> There exist foreign TV channels’ to which the aforementioned exploiting parties 

resort. He describes what those channels broadcast by using a non-restrictive Relative Clause 

structure to trigger the presupposition that ‘>> there exist lies and fallacies broadcast by those 

channels’. All the previous seven presuppositions perform the functions of attacking, 

defaming, and demonizing the protesters.  

 

Finally, in the TSL, ben Ali employs Definite NP, Relative Clause and Factive Epistemic verb 

structures to trigger the Specific Existential presuppositions that ‘>> There exist issues and 

facts that are overlooked, not confirmed, and not clarified’.  

 

NestPs were, therefore, employed ideologically and strategically to disguise unsubstantiated, 

unshared propositions and present them as true, common-ground, presupposed facts: NestPs 

mitigated the political situation in Tunisia, by reducing the revolution to mere ‘events’, 

triggered by a single 'one social case'; NestPs covered the highly sensitive and mobilizing 

story of the self-immolation of Bouazizi, by dehumanizing him, reducing him to a 'case', and 

undermining his credibility by depicting him as a mentally ill man; and NestPs considered all 

the protesters as traitors conspiring with foreign media against their own country, and 

legitimized the interference of ben Ali as the source of clarification.  

 

Ben Ali smuggled all the above-mentioned presupposed propositions as taken-for-granted 

premises and built upon them to legitimize himself and the measures he had taken. NestPs, in 

this short utterance, have therefore performed the multiple manipulative functions of 

mitigation, Other-dehumanisation, Other-demonization, and Self-legitimisation. 

 

5.3. NESTPS as a manipulative form of informative presupposition 

Based on the premise that the presuppositions assuming specific propositions which implicitly 

transmit value-judgemental conceptions about how the world is and how it should be are to be 

considered ideological (Sbisà 1999: 492), NestPs are ideological. The fact that not all 
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ideological propositions are manipulative leaves NestPs at the crossroads of two potential 

paths: being classified as informative or as manipulative. This fundamental issue can be settled 

in light of the pragmatic definitions of informative presupposition, the Gricean Maxims and 

Conditions of Quantity, Quality, Manner and Sincerity, and the principles of Relevance 

Theory.  

 

5.3.1. Pragmatic definitions of informative presupposition 

Pragmatically speaking, Brown and Yule (1983) stipulate that presuppositions can 

communicate new unshared information if that information is neither 'controversial' nor 

'asserted'. In a similar vein, Stalnaker states that the definition of presupposition, in terms of 

common-ground, is valid in ‘normal, straightforward serious conversational contexts where 

the overriding purpose of the conversation is to exchange information’ (1974: 474). None of 

these three conditions is satisfied in NestPs: which communicate highly controversial 

information, in contexts that are far from being straightforward, for purposes that have nothing 

to do with exchanging information.  

 

NestPs also violate two important conditions specified by Stalnaker as defining characteristics 

of informative presupposition: the speaker should not 'have any particular mental attitude 

towards the proposition' nor should they 'assume anything about the mental attitudes of others 

in the context' (1972: 387).  The fact that the speaker employs NestPs in order to manipulate 

the cognitive processing system of the hearer entails necessarily that the speaker does have not 

only a mental attitude towards his presupposed propositions, but also a deliberate intent to 

manipulate the mental attitudes of the hearer. 

 

5.3.2. Gricean maxims 

In terms of Gricean pragmatics, NestPs violate more than one maxim at the same time. They 

first violate the Gricean Maxim of Quantity, by nesting many layers of presuppositions and 

consequently providing more information than required. NestPs also violate the Maxim of 

Quality, by presupposing unsubstantiated propositions and taking their truth for granted. 

Moreover, NestPs violate the Maxim of Manner, by being neither clear, nor brief, nor orderly. 

Finally, NestPs violate the Sincerity Condition, as the speaker knows that the content of the 

propositions he is assuming is unsubstantiated and unshared by the hearer; nevertheless, the 

former strategically presupposes the propositions, as true and shared common knowledge, in 

order to the manipulate the latter.  
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The fact that NestPs violate the pragmatic definitions of informativeness and the Gricean 

maxims of communication eliminates the possibility of their being informative and renders 

them manipulative. The sense of manipulation meant here is that defined by Rigotti as: 

A message is manipulative if it twists the vision of the world (physical as 

well as social - or human - actual as well as virtual) in the mind of the 

addressee, so that he/she is prevented from a healthy attitude towards 

decision (i.e., an attitude responding to his/her very interest), and pursues 

the manipulator’s goal in the illusion of pursuing her/his own goal (2005: 

68).  

 

This definition is in line with the argument advanced by van Dijk that the discourse employed 

to reproduce power, exercised discursively in the interest of the powerful and against that of 

the powerless, is an ideological and manipulative discourse (2006: 360).  

 

In NestPs, the speaker commits the hearers to his views, provides them with unsubstantiated 

information with which they are unlikely to agree in normal circumstances and manipulates 

their cognitive systems in order to achieve the strategic goal of maintaining unequal relations 

of power. NestPs are thus inherently ideological and manipulative. 

 

5.4. Manipulative information structures and cognitive mechanisms of NestPs 

Manipulation in NestPs can be problematized and accounted for relevance-theoretically in 

terms of information structures and cognitive mechanisms. 

5.4.1. Information structures  

5.4.1.1. Ostensive Stimulus (OS) 

An OS 'conveys a presumption of its own optimal relevance', i.e. it is engineered to behave 

as the strongest stimulus most capable of attracting the attention of a targeted audience and 

focusing it on the specific meaning intended by the speaker (Wilson & Sperber 2004: 254). 

In NestPs, the TSL functions as the OS which the speaker baits in order to trigger 

anticipations of optimal relevance in the cognitive systems of his audience, enticing them 

to assume that the TSL is the strongest and most relevant stimulus, and consequently the 

most rewarding one to process.  

 

The first manipulative aspect of NestPs thus lies in the fact that their TSL does not qualify 

for the position it occupies as the OS worthy of foregrounding and processing. This is 
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because the TSL is not optimally relevant: it is not the most relevant stimulus 'compatible 

with communicator's abilities and preferences' (ibid: 256) and it is not the stimulus most 

capable of generating 'precise and predictable' anticipations of relevance; consequently, it 

is not the strongest stimulus most worthy of processing. TSL is in fact a weak stimulus 

whose positive cognitive effects do not compensate for the effort required for processing it; 

thus, it should not have been foregrounded in the position it occupies.  

 

5.4.1.2. Cognitive Principle of Relevance (CGPR) 

NestPs are also manipulative because they exploit the universal tendency towards the 

maximisation of relevance, as informed by the CGPR, i.e. the human tendency to select the 

most optimally relevant stimulus in the environment and process it (ibid: 249). This 

manipulative exploitation is also performed by designing the TSL to act as the salient OS, and 

foregrounding it in the way that most attracts the attention of the targeted audience and best 

prompts the retrieval of specific contextual assumptions that warrant yielding the exact 

conclusion intended by the speaker. NestPs thus do not only anticipate the cognitive behaviour 

of the targeted audience, but also frame, channel and direct it strategically in order to achieve 

specific manipulative goals.  

 

5.4.1.3. Optimal Relevance (OR)  

NestPs are also manipulative because they violate the concept of OR, not only by their TSL, 

as explained above, but also by their other sub-structures. According to OR, it is in the best 

interest of the speaker, if they would like to communicate successfully with an audience, to 

formulate their message in the easiest and most cognitively accessible, economic and 

consequently rewarding manner to that audience. The speaker is also obliged to substantiate 

any claims they make with the evidence necessary to achieve the intended cognitive effects 

in the audience.  

 

NestPs do not fulfil any of these conditions. The producer of NestPs tactically segments, 

arranges, and packages the message in a convoluted and hard-to-process manner that 

backgrounds and buries the strongest proposition most worthy of processing, i.e. the Core, 

and foregrounds and assigns the highest degree of prominence to the weakest and least 

relevant stimulus, i.e. the TSL. This manipulative ordering enables the producer of NestPs to 

create a groundless, deceptive air of agreement with their audience, by hiding the most 

controversial proposition, flashing the shared one, and embedding, nesting, and disguising 
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multiple, unsubstantiated presuppositions in between, without establishing the truth values of 

any of them.   

 

5.4.2. Cognitive (Mis)Behaviour of NestPs  

5.4.2.1. Structure-content cognitive conflict (SCCC) 

Since pragmatic presuppositions are participant-old information shared by the interlocutors, 

they behave cognitively as backgrounded information that is not currently under active 

processing and do not go through the filters of relevance or the checks of further discussion 

(Simons 2004; von Fintel 2008; de Saussure 2012). 

 

NestPs, on the other hand, consist mainly of participant-new active information (NI) that is 

twisted to act as presuppositions by being carried in structures associated with old-

information (OI). This forced imposition of NI content in OI structures is likely to cause 

logical and cognitive conflict in the minds of the hearers. This conflict, which can be termed 

Structure-Content Cognitive Conflict (SCCC), results from the situation when the old-

information structures of NestPs are readily classified as relevant and prepared to be admitted 

into the long-term memory, while their new-information contents are still being processed, 

i.e. classified as new, disambiguated, explicated, inferentially resolved, checked for 

reconciliation against their old-information structures, etc., and ultimately classified as 

irrelevant. Figure (5.3) below attempts to depict this SCCC visually. 

 

Resolving this SCCC is cognitively taxing, in terms of the processing efforts it consumes at 

the expense of the overall processing capacity. SCCC thus causes a deficiency in the 

cognitive processing capacity of the hearer, which in turn incapacitates their cognitive 

checks, filters and controls allowing the unsubstantiated propositions and implausible 

arguments carried by NestPs to bypass those checks and filters and be admitted into the long-

term memory. 
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Figure (5.3): Structure-Content Cognitive Conflict in NestPs 

 

5.4.2.2. Minimum effort path (MEP)  

According to clause (b) of the definition of OR in [1], the speaker is expected to formulate 

their message in the easiest way their audience can understand. On the other end of the OIC 

situation, the hearer is entitled to follow a path of minimum effort and to stop processing upon 

reaching the first plausible interpretation that satisfies their expectations of relevance, as 

suggested by clauses (a) and (b) of the comprehension procedure in [2] (Wilson & Sperber 

2004: 256-259). Moreover, given the inverse relationship between relevance and effort in RT, 

the first and most easily constructed interpretation is most likely to enjoy the status of optimal 

relevance, because the speaker is expected to have cooperated and formulated his utterance in 

such an easy way that the first interpretation to strike the cognitive effort-effect balance, in the 

hearer, is to be deemed the one intended by the supposedly cooperative speaker. 

 

 

Relevant 

 

 

Irrelevant

 

 

 

 

Nested 
Presuppositions 

 

 

       Content 

             Structure 



 199 

In violation of clause (b) of the definition of OR in [1], the producer of NestPs tactically 

formulates their message in a complex and difficult-to-process manner: embedding many 

presuppositions in a large, deep nest; disguising and wrapping NI in the structures of OI; 

reversing the order of accessibility by backgrounding the strong stimulus, foregrounding the 

weak ones, and forcing the latter to function as an OS; and taking the truth value of many 

unsubstantiated propositions for granted and building upon them. On the other hand, the hearer 

of NestPs innocently follows the minimum effort path (MEP), by testing interpretive 

hypotheses in their order of accessibility and stopping when his expectations of relevance are 

satisfied, driven by good faith in the expectation that the speaker had observed clause (b) of 

OR and formulated his message in the easiest and most accessible way.  

 

As a result of these cooperatively and sincerely incompatible approaches adopted by the 

producer and the consumer of NestPs, the comprehension procedure in NestPs does not 

proceed as smoothly as informed and anticipated by RT. MEP fails to lead the hearer to 

construct relevant, anticipatory interpretive hypotheses that satisfy the expectations of 

relevance raised by the utterance itself, which imposes an extra processing load on the already 

strained cognitive processing system, that has been making hard attempts to solve the SCCC, 

and consequently dissipating more processing efforts and resources of the overall processing 

capacity of the hearer. This MEP failure, exacerbated by the waste of processing capacity 

caused by the SCCC, renders the cognitive system of the hearer vulnerable to what I call the 

process of Cognitive Underpassing.   

 

5.4.2.3. Cognitive Underpassing (CU)  

Cognitive Underpassing (CU) can be thought of as the total sum result of many factors that 

have joined forces to hamper the proper cognitive processing of the hearer: foregrounding the 

weak and non-optimally relevant TSL and backgrounding the strong and optimally relevant 

C; creating a cognitive conflict by casting NI propositional content in OI structures; 

harnessing many layers of finer nested presuppositions the testing and construction of whose 

interpretative hypotheses require complex, cognitively taxing processing; taking the truth 

value of those nested presuppositions for granted and building upon them without 

substantiation; attacking the cognitive system of the hearer with a large number of those 

presuppositions; manipulating the OR effort-effect formula by reversing the order of 

accessibility to the nested propositions; failing to establish relevance through the MEP; and 
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wasting many processing efforts in resolving the SCCC. All these factors combined together 

can result in a processing overload which strains the cognitive processing capacity of the 

hearer, renders it incapable of performing any further proper processing, and allows 

unsubstantiated claims and propositions to bypass Relevance Checking Controls and filters 

and to be accepted as relevant.  

 

In other words, this Cognitive Underpassing process takes place when the processing capacity 

of the hearer fails to handle the cognitive processing load caused by (1) the information 

structures, (2) the fallacious contents, and (3) the cognitive behaviour of NestPs, as visually 

illustrated in Figure (5.4) below. As a result, the Short-Term Memory and the Working 

Memory get gradually crammed and overstrained, until no processing capacity is left to check 

or verify incoming presuppositions. It is at that point that the Layers of NestPs take advantage 

of their structure, as already-relevant, low-cost, effect-producing, old-information, in order to 

bypass the truth/falsity and relevance-checking controls of the hearer and get admitted into 

their Long-Term Memory, as presupposed, checked, relevant propositions, with substantiated 

truth value.  
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  Figure 5.4: Cognitive Underpassing in NestPs 

 
 
 

 
5.5. Emotive NestPs of Mubarak 

Mubarak complicated the NestPs of ben Ali by emotionalizing them and assigning them extra 

indirect functions, in addition to the original ones assigned to them by ben Ali, i.e. passing 

unsubstantiated propositional content as agreed upon facts. Mubarak thus sophisticated the 

cognitive processing of NestPs and increased their manipulative potential. 
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For example, the following emotive NestPs performed three pragmatic functions: it 

presupposed negative, unsubstantiated premises and took their truth value for granted; it 

indirectly criticised the people for the presupposed premises; and it packaged the 

presupposition and the criticism in the wording of encouraging propositions whose aim seemed 

to be enthusing optimism and motivating the people.  

(M3.24) 
ِ صالخإو ٍقدصب ،ْدیدج نم اِھمادقأ ىلع ُفقتس ،اھِبعشُ ةدارإ َرسكنت نل  .اھَتَمزأ ُزواجتت َفوس َرصِم َّنأ ،نیقیلا َملع ُملعأ يننإ
 .نیتماشلا َةتامشو ،نیدئاكلا َدیك ُدرتسو ،اھِئانبأ ُلك ،اِھئانبأ

ʿinnanī aʿlamu ʿilma l-yaqīn ʾanna miṣra sawfa tatajawazu ʾazmatahā. lan tankasira irādatu 
šaʿbīhā. sa-taqifu ʿalā ʾaqdāmihā min jadīd, bi-ṣidqin wa ʾixlāsi ʾabnāʾihā, kullu ʾabnāʾihā, 
wa satarudu kaida l-kāʾidīn wa šamātata š-šāmitīn. 

 
I do know for certain that Egypt is going to survive its crisis; the will of its people will not be 
broken; it will stand to its feet again, by the faithfulness and sincerity of its sons, all its sons, 
and it will defeat the machination of those machinating against it and the plotting of those 
plotting against it.  

 
This NestPs thus carried five presuppositions: Egypt was in a crisis; the will of the Egyptian 

people was already broken or was about to be broken; Egypt was no longer standing to its feet; 

at least, some of the Egyptian people were not sincere or honest; and there were people plotting 

against Egypt and rejoicing at its misfortune.  

In a similar vein, the following NestPs which looks like an encouraging utterance, carried eight 

emotionally loaded nationalistic presuppositions: Egyptians were not acting in a civilized 

manner; Egyptians became followers to other countries; Egyptians were taking orders from 

other countries; Egypt-related decisions were made for the Egyptians abroad; Egyptians were 

not assimilating the Egyptian spirit; Egyptians lacked unity and coherence; and Egyptians were 

not assimilating the unique and eternal pride, honour, dignity, and identity of Egypt which had 

characterized it for thousands of years. 

(M3.25; 26) 

 الو ،دحألً اعابتأ انسل اننأ ُتبثنس ،يعاولاو ِرضحتملا ِراوحلاب ،بعشلا ِبلاطم ِقیقحت ىلعَ اَنتردق ،نییرصِملا ُنحن ُتبثنس
 ِحورب ،كلذ ُتبثنس .نطولا ِءانبأ ُبلاطمو ،عراشلا ُضبن ىوس ،انُتارارق انل ُعنصی الً ادحأ َنأو ،دحأ نم ٍتامیلعت ُذخأن
 ُساسأ يھف ،ةدلاخلاو ُةدیرفلا اھِتیوھو ،اھِتماركو ،رصِم ِةزعب انكِسمتبو ،بعشلا اذھ ِكسامتو ِةدحوبو ،نییرصِملا ِمزعو
      .ماع فالآ ِةعبس نم ِرثكأل ،هَُرھوجو اِندوجو

sa-nuṯbitu naḥnu l-miṣriyyīn, qudratanā ʿalā taḥqīqi maṭālibi š-šaʿb bi-l-ḥiwāri l- 

mutaḥaḍiri wa l-wāʿī, sa-nuṯbitu annanā lasnā ʾatbāʿan li-ʾaḥad, wa lā nʾaxuḏu taʿlīmātin 

min ʾaḥad, wa ʾanna ʾaḥdan lā yaṣnaʿu lanā qrārātunā, siwā nabḍu š-šāriʿ, wa maṭālibu 

ʾabnāʾi l-waṭan. sanuṯbitu ḏālika, birūḥi wa ʿazmi l-miṣriyyīn, wa bi-wiḥdati wa tamāsuki 

hāḏa š-šaʿb, wa bi-tamasukinā bi-ʿizzati miṣr, wa karāmatihā, wa huwiyatihā l-farīdatu wa 

l-xālidah, fa-hiya ʾasāsu wjūdinā wa jawharuh li-akṯari min sabʿati ʾālāf ʿām. 
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We, Egyptians, will demonstrate our ability to realize the demands of the people, through 

civilized, rational dialogue; we will prove that we are not followers of anyone, that we do not 

take orders from anyone, and that no one can make our decisions for us, other than the pulse 

of the street and the demands of the sons of the homeland. We will prove that, with the spirit 

and resolve of Egyptians, with the unity and solidarity of these people, and with our adherence 

to the dignity of Egypt, its honor, and its unique, eternal identity, which is the foundation and 

essence of our existence for more than seven thousand years. 
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CHAPTER SIX         

6. Intertextual Analysis of the speeches of Mubarak 

6.1. Linguistic Intertextuality 

6.1.1. Deixis:      

Mubarak responded to the rising power of the protesters, as chronicled in the previous 

chapters, by relinquishing his own power strategically; such a response was reflected in the 

deictic and anaphoric pronouns he employed, the pragmatic functions he assigned them, and 

the number of times he repeated them.  

 

First, when Mubarak was still powerful, i.e. in his first speech, he employed the first-person 

singular pronoun I, in thirty-one instances, to perform three functions: representing himself 

positively, marking his power, and issuing indirect threats. When he became less powerful, 

i.e. by the time he delivered the second speech, Mubarak dropped the threatening function 

completely, decreased the number of the instances that marked his power, assigned I the two 

new functions of stirring the pity of the people and instructing his cabinet to serve the 

protesters, and retained the function of representing himself positively.  

 

In the third speech, Mubarak was forced by the looming success of the revolution to almost 

double the frequency of I from thirty-nine in the second speech to seventy-seven in the third, 

to retain the function of positive-self representation and abandon all the other functions he had 

assigned the pronoun in the previous two speeches, and to assign the pronoun five new 

functions that contradicted its previous ones: gearing his executive powers to accede to the 

demands of the protesters, in sixteen instances; flattering the protesters, in seven instances; 

entreating the people indirectly, in six instances; assuming the emotionally, morally, and 

religiously loaded role of the old father of the protesters, in five instances; and relinquishing 

his power by excluding himself altogether from the struggle over power and denying to have 

any role to play in it, in one instance.  

 

Mubarak therefore manipulated the frequency of the deictic pronoun I and the functions he 

assigned it according to the level of power he had at the time of delivering each speech: He 

used the pronoun to mark his power and threaten the people when he was powerful, then 

twisted, reversed, and dropped those functions when he lost power. The only one function 

Mubarak allowed I to retain throughout the three speeches was positive-self representation, a 

deictic tactic upon which he drew heavily in order to legitimize himself.  
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Second, Mubarak made the anaphoric third-person singular pronoun HE referentially 

synonymous with the deictic first-person singular pronoun I by employing the former to refer 

to himself twice in the first speech, thrice in the second, and thrice in the third. In the first 

speech, Mubarak referred to himself in the third-person in order to claim the moral authority 

of the leader chosen by Fate to rule Egypt and the Egyptians. In the second speech, he reversed 

that function by assigning HE the three new functions of relinquishing his power, assuming 

the role of the civil servant, and saving the face of Mubarak-the-President when Mubarak-the-

man appealed to the pity of the people and requested to be treated like any ordinary Egyptian 

man who wanted no more than being allowed to die on the soil of his country. In the third 

speech, Mubarak employed HE to assume the role of the old father who was pained by the ill-

treatment of his ingrate sons and daughters, a role that is not only emotionally loaded, but also 

religiously charged, as it dictates the immediate obedience (surrender) of the sons and 

daughters (protesters).   

 

Mubarak thus manipulated the semantic content, anaphoric reference, and pragmatic functions 

of the third-person singular pronoun HE in order to assume moral authority, relinquish it, then 

appeal to the pity and religion of the people, according to the level of power he had at the time 

of delivering each speech.  

 

Third, Mubarak employed the ‘most problematic pronoun’, i.e. WE, in a revealing manner. In 

terms of the grand First Class WE, which encoded him exclusively, Mubarak employed it in 

the first speech to mark his executive and legal powers as the President. In the second speech, 

he mitigated that powerful function to be anchoring his moral and spiritual authorities. In the 

third speech, he further softened its function to be representing himself as the old father whose 

only one reason for staying in power was to protect his family (country). Mubarak, therefore, 

manipulated the grand First Class WE to suit the persona he was impersonating: the powerful 

President, the spiritual leader, then the protective, old, dying father.   

 

The Second Class WE, which encoded Mubarak and his cabinet and combined them in the 

same deictic field, to the exclusion of the people, was employed in four instances in the first 

speech, in order to establish a bond among Mubarak, his government, and his police apparatus 

and represent them as a harmonious body that had been working hard in the best interest of 

the people. Mubarak was then forced by the continuous collapse of his power, at the time of 

delivering the second and third speeches, to abandon the Second Class WE completely, in both 
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speeches, in an attempt to not only sever any relation that might connect him with his cabinet 

and police, but also to accuse them of killing the protesters and causing the security disarray. 

 

The Third Class WE, which is supposed to be the most bonding class of WE, as it assimilates 

the speaker into the addressee, was employed by Mubarak in the first speech to perform the 

two principal functions of polarizing the people into good-us and bad-them and assimilating 

Mubarak into the good-us pole. With the rise of the power of the protesters and the failure of 

the first speech to divide them, Mubarak assigned the Third Class WE four new functions in 

the second speech: endearing himself to the protesters, relinquishing his presidential power, 

saving his presidential face, and holding the people co-responsible for exiting the crisis. In the 

third speech, Mubarak increased the frequency of the Third Class WE to forty-one instances, 

compared to eight in the second speech, in an attempt to establish a bond with the increasingly 

powerful protesters and people.  

 

Mubarak thus manipulated the Third Class WE according to the level of power he had: he 

employed it to polarize the people, then decreased the frequency of its polarizing instances; 

used it to establish a bond with the people, by increasing the frequency of its bonding 

instances, then assigned it completely new functions and widened the scope of its sematic 

content to include not only the people but also his political opponents.  

 

Mubarak employed the Fourth Class WE, which semantically assimilates the speaker into the 

addressee and pragmatically encodes the latter only, in six instances in his first speech, in 

order to accuse the protesters and all the Egyptian people indirectly. In the second and third 

speeches, Mubarak was forced by the changing relations of power to abandon the Fourth 

Class WE completely, because he was in no position to accuse the people or the protesters, 

even indirectly. 

 

Finally, the second-person singular pronoun YOU was used by Mubarak only twice in his first 

speech, in order to mark his legal power. In the second speech, he assigned the pronoun the 

third function of infusing fear in the people, in order to justify the two other functions of 

marking his legal and spiritual powers. In the third speech, the success of the revolution forced 

Mubarak to not only increase the frequency of YOU to sixteen instances, compared to two in 

the first and second speeches, but also to change both the referent and function of the pronoun. 

All the sixteen instances of YOU, in the third speech, encoded the protesters, not the supporters 
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of Mubarak as was the case in the previous two speeches. YOU was also assigned, in the third 

speech, the brand new single function of flattering the protesters excessively, with no marking 

of any sort of power. That diametric reversal in the reference, frequency, and function of YOU 

reflected a parallel diametric reversal in the relations of power: Mubarak was forced in this 

speech to acknowledge the spatial-temporal existence of the protesters as an important player 

worthy of acknowledgement, repeated direct address, and excessive praise. The following 

Table (6.1) summarizes and compares the occurrences of these pronouns 

 

In terms of the systems of address Mubarak employed, he addressed the people with a vocative 

that appealed to his legal power, anchored his authority, and established his superiority, i.e. 

'Brother citizens', in the first speech. He then mitigated the sharpness of that appeal by 

preceding it with the particle 'O' which denotes personal closeness in Arabic. In the third 

speech, the looming success of the revolution forced Mubarak to not only single the protesters 

out for the endearing vocative 'the sons, male and female youths of Egypt', but also to call 

them the 'symbol' and the 'pride' of Egypt, not the traitors they were in the first two speeches. 

Speech 

Pronoun 

1st Speech 2nd Speech  3rd Speech Total/pronoun 

I 31 39 77 147 

He = I 2 3 3 8 

YOU 2 2 16 20 

 

 

 

WE 

1st 
Class 

1 3 1 5 

2nd 
Class 

4 0 0 4 

3rd 
Class 

26 8 41 75 

4th 
Class 

6 0 0 6 

Total 37 11 42 90 

hāʾu l-ġaibah 12 11 17 39 

THEY 25 26 8 59 

Table (6.1): Frequency of the deictic and anaphoric pronouns in the three 
speeches of Mubarak  



 208 

6.1.2. Frames    

Frame analysis demonstrated that the frames Mubarak activated in his speeches and the micro 

linguistic selectional choices he made within them replicated, and thereby reinforced, the 

macro socio-political relations of power held at the time of delivering each speech: The first 

speech reflected a top-down power structure similar to that characteristic of Mubarak’s 

discourse of power; the internal polemic and strategic vagueness of the second and third 

speeches depicted the new Arab Spring relations of power. Following is a summary of the 

most salient characteristics of the frames of each discourse.  
 

6.1.2.1. Pre-Arab Spring, top-down discourse 

Mubarak’s discourse of power, i.e. before the Arab Spring revolutions, reflected the existing 

‘top-down power balance’ (Dunne 2003: 127): it employed linguistic hedges that projected 

Mubarak as both democratic and ‘firmly in control’ (ibid); it confined political activity to the 

state and its institutions only; it reflected a ‘top-down, centrally controlled power structure’ 

that discursively isolated the citizens and emphasized their inability to ‘change their 

government via a democratic process’ (ibid: 130); it demonized, minimized, and linked to 

undesirable phenomena any political parties, non-governmental institutions, or anyone who 

would criticise Mubarak and (or) pose a potential challenge to his democratic record or ‘state 

supremacy’; and it pledged heavily to hold fair elections and increase the share of opposition 

seats in parliament, in a hedging manner that gave the impression that Mubarak had made 

promises and at the same time had not (ibid).  

A very similar top-down structure of power was depicted in the first speech of Mubarak: he 

activated seven frames to demonise the protesters and whoever opposed him, and six frames 

to represent himself and his government positively; he employed deniable implicatures to 

indirectly accuse the protesters and the people of committing criminal and unpatriotic acts, 

and to implicitly admit that there was room for improvement in the fields of democracy, 

freedoms, liberties, unemployment, corruption, poverty, and openness to the world; he 

indirectly acknowledged the aspirations and demands of the protesters, but mystified, 

deconcretized, minimized, and mitigated them, by expressing them in indefinite and (or) 

abstract descriptive forms; and he pledged to ‘continue’ reform, but exonerated himself and 

his government from any responsibility or commitment to do so, by expressing his reform 

plans in generic, abstract, vague language that is hard to define or measure, by making the 

implementation of his reform goals contingent upon non-specific conditions, by using weak 
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verbs that do not commit him to real acts of reform, and by assigning the agency of the acts 

of reform to either metaphorical or deictically elusive agents. Finally, Mubarak used 

qualifiers to confirm that he had already established reform and to misrepresent the demands 

of the protesters as being for more of the freedoms and liberties he had already allowed.  

The frames Mubarak activated in his first speech, and the micro linguistic and paralinguistic 

selectional choices he made within them, therefore, reflected the pre-revolution macro socio-

political relations of power, i.e. a ‘top-down, centrally controlled power structure’ (Dunne 

2003: 130) where Mubarak was in control. 

6.1.2.2. New Arab Spring Frames  

By the times of delivering the second and third speeches, the relations of power, between 

Mubarak and the people, on the one hand, and Mubarak and the armed forces, on the other, 

had changed radically. Those changes were reflected, quantitatively and qualitatively, in the 

frames he activated and the linguistic selectional choices he made within them.  

Quantitatively, the more Mubarak lost power, the more he suppressed the frames that marked 

his power and activated those that relinquished it and empowered the protesters. On the one 

hand, he decreased the number of the frames that represented himself and his government 

positively from six in the first speech to zero in the second and zero in the third; he decreased 

the number of the frames that demonized the protesters from seven in the first speech to two 

in the second and zero in the third; and he decreased the number of the frames that threatened 

the protesters from two in the first speech to zero in the second and zero in the third. On the 

other hand, Mubarak increased the number of the frames that relinquished his power and 

acceded to the demands of the protesters from one in the first speech, to four in the second, 

to seven in the third; and he increased the number of the internally polemical frames that 

operated at two levels of communication and sent indirect messages from zero in the first 

speech to four in the second and three in the third.  

Qualitatively, the most salient linguistic characteristics of the frames of collapsing power 

were their hidden dialogicality and strategic vagueness.  

6.1.2.2.1. Hidden dialogicality 

When Mubarak started to lose power, he employed double-voiced, internally polemical 

frames, i.e. frames whose ‘hidden dialogicality’ operates at two levels, ‘reacts with its 

every fiber to the invisible speaker, points to something outside itself, beyond its own 

limits, to the unspoken words of another speaker’ and responds implicitly to it, while 
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seeming to be directly addressing another explicit one (Bakhtin 1984: 196). Mubarak 

employed seven such frames, in order to negotiate the new relations of power, and send 

indirect, discreet messages that he was no longer able to send openly.  

 

In his second speech, he sent three internally polemical messages to the increasingly 

powerful Muslim Brotherhood group, and one to the commanders of the Military, while 

seeming to be addressing the ordinary Egyptian people and criticizing the Muslim 

Brotherhood. The messages he sent to the Muslim Brotherhood were to inform them that 

he was not considering them criminals and that he was willing to condone their violent 

acts, to negotiate with them, and to acknowledge them as a legal political force. He 

performed that function by naming the Muslim Brotherhood positively; by using the 

passive voice to depict as agentless the crimes he accused them of committing; by 

referencing them with syntactically backgrounded, vague, indefinite, and generic relative 

subject pronouns, that weakened their agency for those crimes; and by avoiding the use of 

the precise verbs and nouns that habitually collocate with the crimes he was describing, 

and regimenting instead a series of weak, metaphorical verbs and nouns that mitigated 

those crimes and made them too vague to be punishable by law. The last internally 

polemical message Mubarak sent was to the commanders of the army, through deniable 

implicatures, in order to indirectly criticize the way they were handling the protesters.  

 

In the third speech, Mubarak used internally polemical frames to send three indirect, 

discreet messages: two to the Egyptian people and one to the commanders of the military. 

He reminded the people of the international pressures put on him to step down, without 

overtly naming or criticising the more powerful presidents who put those pressures on him; 

he performed that function linguistically through indefinite nouns and adjectives. The 

second internally polemical message appealed to the emotions of the people and harped on 

their cultural and religious repertoire, in order to subtly request them to allow Mubarak to 

stay, die, and be buried in Egypt; he achieved that function linguistically by using emotive 

culturally and religiously resonant nouns and adjectives. The third internally polemical 

message was sent to the commanders of the military in order to assure them that Mubarak 

had a supervisory role for them to play in his new plan; he achieved that linguistically 

through positive nomination strategies and definiteness.  
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6.1.2.2.2. Strategic vagueness 

The second most salient linguistic feature of the frames Mubarak activated when he lost 

power is what I termed earlier strategic vagueness, i.e. his employment of deliberately weak, 

vague, metaphorical, abstract, irrelevant, evaluative, implicative, and hence evasive language 

to express important propositional content that relates to his responsibilities, promises, plans 

to transfer power, and responses to the demands of the protesters; the more he lost power, the 

more strategically vague he became. Following is a summary of the four principal features 

of that vagueness.  

The first feature of Mubarak’s strategic vagueness is its semantically and syntactically weak 

language. Semantically, Mubarak employed weak, ambiguous, non-performative, and non-

commissive verbs that enabled him to make generic promises and hedge on implementing 

them, without committing him to any specific action; he avoided using relevant verbs that 

belong to the political domain and used instead unrelated, imprecise verbs that are principally 

associated with other domains; and he further hedged on those already irrelevant, 

underspecified verbs by assigning them new meanings, not established as their original ones, 

in order to avoid precision, confuse the hearers, and evade responsibility. In a similar vein, 

Mubarak employed indefinite, unspecific, weak, and non-binding nouns that connoted 

abstract, futuristic concepts and aspirations, rather than concrete actions and measures.  

Syntactically, Mubarak achieved his strategic vagueness through one or more of the 

following syntactic structures and devices: he mixed more than one grammatical tense, within 

the same sentence, in a manner that made it difficult to determine whether the actions he was 

describing had been completed or not yet; he avoided using the familiar and more accessible 

triliteral verbal forms, and opted instead for the less familiar and hence more cognitively 

taxing quadrilateral forms, in order to confuse the hearers, avoid precision, and evade 

responsibility; he inserted redundant verbs and (or) nouns in order to cram his sentences, hide 

the subjects of the processes he was talking about, and hence conceal their agency; he used 

nominal forms instead of their corresponding verbal ones, in order to avoid having to specify 

the subjects of those verbs and hence absolve himself of any commitment to implement them; 

he employed the passive structure to depict some highly important processes, e.g. power 

transfer, as automatic and agentless, and hence exonerated himself from his legal and 

constitutional responsibilities for conducting such critical processes; he referenced his 

potential opponents with  the most vague, indefinite, and generic relative pronouns in Arabic, 

in order to devalue them; he employed distancing demonstratives in order to distance himself 
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subtly from the promises he had made; he employed minimizing particles, in order to belittle 

the problems he was trying to evade responsibility for; he employed indefinite nominal forms 

to condense, unspecify, and devalue important processes, and further intensified the 

indefiniteness of those important nouns by preceding them with generalizing, unspecifying 

determiners; he over-qualified his verbs, nouns, and structures through repetition, paraphrase, 

and (or) qualifiers that ranged between one emphatic letter and eleven qualifying phrases, 

within the same utterance; and he generated implicative relations in order to trigger deniable 

implicatures that no one can hold him responsible for. 

The second feature of the strategic vagueness of Mubarak is its evaluative language, which 

aimed at stirring and heightening the personal and nationalistic emotions of the people, in an 

overwhelming manner that would spin their rational reasoning, and suspend their critical 

judgement. Mubarak achieved such effects through four linguistic devices: replacing the 

legal, dry vocative system he had been using with an emotional, fatherly one; activating 

highly effective emotional frames, e.g. the old-dying-father-ingrate-children personal frame 

and the slippery-slope nationalistic frame; manipulating grammatical tenses in order to 

appeal emotionally to the people, e.g. talking about his life in the past tense and his death in 

the present, in order to connote that his days were numbered and that he was dying soon; and 

regimenting emotionally, culturally, and religiously resonant lexical items that evoke deeply-

rooted images and memories, in order to steer the behaviour of the people subconsciously.  

The third feature of the strategic vagueness of Mubarak is its metaphorical language, which 

he employed to perform seven functions: praising the protesters grandly and excessively; 

stirring the personal and nationalistic emotions of the people subconsciously and 

overwhelmingly; promising the protesters evasively; expressing his vision of how to exit the 

crisis vaguely; evading responsibility for implementing the important promises he had made 

by assigning it to metaphorical agents; mitigating the crimes committed by parties stronger 

than him; and avoiding the use of precise political terms and expressions, and employing 

instead metaphorical ones that have spiritual, moral, cultural, and religious connotations, in 

order to mystify, abstract, and underspecify the political processes he was describing, and 

hence evade his legal and constitutional responsibilities that are associated with the precise 

terms he avoided.  

Fourth, the last linguistic device through which Mubarak achieved his strategic vagueness 

was implicative relations, which he employed to trigger deniable implicatures that no one 

can hold him responsible for, e.g. his implicit acknowledgement that his regime had made 
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mistakes. The most implicative linguistic devices Mubarak employed were negatives and 

contrastive connectives: the former implicated that their corresponding affirmatives were 

expected and hence reinforced them paradoxically, and the latter denied their preceding sets 

of statements and undermined most of the premises upon which Mubarak established his 

arguments.  

Although such weak, vague, abstract, non-performative, metaphorical, imprecise, 

implicative, emotive, and avasive verbs, nouns, and structures allowed Mubarak to 

manoeuvre and hedge around the measures he had taken and the promises he had made, and 

exonerated him from any specific responsibility or commitment, they depicted him as lacking 

credibility, seriousness, and willingness to deliver those promises, and hence undermined his 

credibility and depicted him as playing for time. They also represented him as detached and 

unable to understand the protesters who were expecting strong, performative, revolutionary 

language that keeps pace with the momentum of their revolution. The results of his speeches 

were therefore not surprising: they were ‘very catastrophic’; instead of appeasing the people, 

they ‘backfired and inflamed the streets with angry, disappointed protesters’ (El Manawy 

2012: 413). 

 

6.2. Argumentative intertextuality  

The relations of power held between Mubarak and the protesters, during the Egyptian 

revolution, can be deduced logically from the types of fallacies he committed in his three 

speeches, their frequency, and the pragmatic functions they performed.  

 

First, holistically speaking, the more Mubarak lost power, the more he committed fallacies: 

one-hundred and thirty-one fallacies in the first speech, one-hundred and fifty-two in the 

second, and one-hundred and fifty-nine in the third.  

 

Second, the most significant logical marker of the loss of the power of Mubarak was the 

argumentum ad populum fallacy: when he was powerful, i.e. in his first speech, he committed 

this fallacy only once; when his power was shaken, i.e. in the second speech, he increased its 

occurrences to thirty-four; and when he lost power, i.e. in the third speech, he further increased 

them to fifty, in an attempt to establish a bond with the protesters by appealing specifically to 

their favour, beliefs, sentiments, and demands.  
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On the other hand, the most significant logical indicator of the power of Mubarak was the 

petitio principii fallacy: when he was powerful, he committed it in fifty-seven instances; when 

his power was shaken, he cut that number to almost its half, i.e. thirty instances; and when he 

lost power, he further reduced it to only three. Furthermore, those last three presuppositions 

were significantly revealing in terms of content and function: The only propositional content 

Mubarak could presuppose, at that time of no-power, was that he had already met the demands 

of the protesters; therefore, he did not only commit the authoritative petitio principii to cede 

his power, but also reversed its direction in order to hand over the authority implied in it to 

the protesters.  

 

Fourth, the argumentum ad misericordiam fallacy is another logical indicator of the loss of 

the power of Mubarak: he committed it in fourteen instances in the first speech, increased its 

instances to twenty-nine in the second, and did not only increase them to eighty in the third 

speech, but also clustered large numbers of the tokens of this fallacy in thematically coherent 

networks that performed multiple, complex, and subtle functions: mongering fear indirectly, 

criticizing the people indirectly while pretending to encourage them, endearing Mubarak to 

the protesters, legitimizing Mubarak on more than one plane, and stirring and heightening the 

sympathy of the people with him as an old man, in an overwhelming manner that distracted 

their attention and spinned their rational reasoning. In a similar vein, the argumentum ad 

baculum fallacy is another logical marker of the loss of the power of Mubarak: when he was 

powerful, he committed it in twelve instances, in order to mark his power and threaten the 

protesters; when his power was shaken, he reduced those instances to seven; and when he lost 

power, he further decreased them to five, addressed three of them to his own supporters, and 

reversed the pragmatic function of the other two in order to be endearing himself to the 

protesters, instead of threatening them, in a clear sign of the drastic change in the relations of 

power.   

 

Finally, argumentum ad metum and slippery slope argumentum ad consequentiam are two 

other indicators of the change in the relations of power. In the first speech, Mubarak 

committed argumentum ad metum in thirteen instances in order to frighten the people; in the 

second speech, when he realized that they had breached the barrier of fear, he decreased the 

number to six; and in the third speech, he further decreased it to five. The following Table 

(6.2) summarizes and compares the occurrences of the fallacies Mubarak committed in his 

three speeches 
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Table (6.2) comparison of the fallacies committed by Mubarak 

 

 Mubarak 

Fallacy 

First 
speech 

Second 
speech 

Third 
speech 

Total/fallacy 

1 petitio principii (the fallacy 
of begging the question/ 
presupposition)  
 

57 30 3 90 

2 argumentum ad metum 

(appeal to fear)  

27 31  13 71 

3 argumentum ad 
misericordiam 

(appeal to emotions) 

14  29 

 

80 

 

123 

 

4 argumentum ad baculum 

(appeal to force/threats) 

12  7     5 24 

5 argumentum ad hominem  

(personal attack) 

6 11 0 17 

6 argumentum ad fidem 

(appeal to religion) 

5 5 6 16 

7 Bifurcation fallacy   

(black or white fallacy) 

2 1 0 3 

8 Argumentum ad superbiam 

(appeal to pride) 

2 1 1 4 

9 Straw man 2 0 0 2 

10 red herring 2 0 0 2 

11 ignoratio elenchi  

(irrelevant conclusion) 

1 1 0 2 

12 argumentum ad populum 

(appeal to popular favour)  

1 34 50 85 

13 gambler’s fallacy 0 2 1 3 

 Total number of 
fallacies/speech 

131 152 159 442 
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6.3. Multi-modal intertextuality  

Mubarak stumbled in twenty instances in his three speeches: nineteen of which were when he 

was not telling the truth and one when he was talking about his loss of power. The fact that 

the frequency of his stumbles kept increasing from five in the first speech to seven in the 

second to eight in the third suggests that his stumbling can be interpreted as another marker 

of his loss of power. Moreover, stumbles have been proven scientifically and criminologically 

as a typical indicator of deception (Gamson, Gottesman, Milan, Weerasuriya 2012: 3): When 

liars tell lies, they have to cover those lies inwardly, by suppressing the truth and concealing 

their nervousness, and outwardly, by self-consciously monitoring and controlling their 

movements, in order to appear normal and honest. Such forced adaptations consume an 

extensive amount of cognitive resources and create a cognitive burden that strains the mental 

capacities of the liars and increases their vulnerability to stumbling (Gamson et al. 2012: 3-5; 

Meek, Phillips, Boswell, Vendemia 2013: 81-87).  
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CHAPTER SEVEN          

7. Typology of Mubarak’s Language of Collapsing Power 

Analysis of the corpus of the speeches under investigation demonstrated the existence of what 

can be termed Mubarak’s language of collapsing power, whose characteristics contradicted 

those of his discourse of power. This chapter defines that language of collapsing power, in 

terms of the dynamics of control it exercised through the three mechanisms of the ‘fundamental 

process of the reproduction of power through discourse’, i.e. ‘text control’, ‘context control’, 

and ‘mind control’ (Van Dijk 2007: 8-10). 

Each of the following sections starts with identifying the markers of text, context, and mind 

control, on the linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, paralinguistic, logical, and multimodal levels, as 

manifested in the selectional choices Mubarak made, then evaluates whether those selectional 

choices managed to perform the pragmatic functions assigned to them.  

7.1. Text Control: Linguistic markers of Mubarak’s language of collapsing power  

Mubarak’s language of collapsing power exercised text control through three cognitively 

taxing linguistic devices: deixis, Frames, and NestPs. Following is an evaluation of how each 

of those devices operated.  

7.1.1. Cognitively taxing linguistic structures 
7.1.1.1. Deixis  
7.1.1.1.1. Inconsistent deixis 
The most salient characteristic of the speaker-oriented deictic system of Mubarak is its 

inconsistency; the more he lost power, the more pronominally inconsistent he became. In 

the first speech, he assimilated himself into the people in thirty-two instances, but did not 

maintain that bonding throughout the speech and distanced himself from all the Egyptian 

people, in thirteen instances; from the protesters, in seven; and from Egypt, ‘its people', and 

‘their’ sons in sixteen instances. All in all, he established a bond with the Egyptian people 

in thirty-two instances and detached himself from them in thirty-six.  

 

In the second speech, the deictic inconsistencies of Mubarak became clearer, at the levels of 

the utterance and the sentence. Not only did he start an utterance with a bonding Third Class 

WE, in the first sentence, then switched to the absenting THEY or the detaching hāʾu l-ġaibah 

in the second, but also he switched among the three pronouns within the same sentence, 

while indexing the same referent. For example, he assimilated himself into the protesters, by 

using the Third Class WE; distanced himself from their ‘message’, by using the obviative 



 218 

THEY; polarized them into well-intentioned protesters and traitors, by using THEY again; 

then detached himself from both poles, by using hāʾu l-ġaibah, all within the same sentence.  

 

Mubarak was inconsistent not only in his switching among different pronouns to encode the 

same referent, but also in his employment of the same pronoun to encode different referents. 

For example, he first employed the obviative THEY, which is called in Arabic the Pronoun 

of the Absent, to refer to his 'unpatriotic' political opponents who 'exploited' the protesters, 

in two instances; to refer to the protesters themselves, in five instances; and to refer to all 

the Egyptian people, in nineteen instances. Given that ‘deictic expressions generally are used 

to express physical proximity, but also can be used (deliberately or not) to express emotional 

proximity to an event or set of circumstances’ (Levinson 1983: 81), the selectional choices 

Mubarak made invited the inference that he was holding his political opponents, the 

protesters, and all the Egyptian people at the same distance. That detachment was further 

reinforced by the possessive pronoun hāʾu l-ġaibah, which he employed in eleven instances 

to refer to 'Egypt and its people' and 'Egypt and its sons’, denoting that those Egyptian people 

and their sons were detached from him.  

 

In a similar vein, Mubarak assimilated himself into the protesters in one instance, detached 

himself from them in five, bonded with the Egyptian people in seven instances, and detached 

himself from them in forty, inviting the inference that the disconnect between him and the 

Egyptian people was wider than that between him and the protesters. Given that deictic 

expressions offer us  ‘a pronominal window into the thinking and attitude of politicians 

towards particular political topics and political personalities’ (Wilson 1990: 59),  ‘reveal 

ideological bias […] and […] present specific idiosyncratic aspects of the individual 

politician’s own personality’ (ibid: 76), the pronominal inconsistencies of Mubarak reflected 

the following conceptual consistencies: Mubarak distanced himself from the Egyptian 

people when he talked about the dangerous consequences of the protests, implicating that he 

was immune to those consequences; he separated himself from the people when he talked 

about 'their' fear of the future, inviting the inference that he was not afraid; and he detached 

himself from the people when he talked about 'their rights', 'their freedoms', 'their dignity', 

'their interests', 'their demands', 'their aspirations', and 'their future', generating the 

implicatures that he had rights, freedoms, dignity, interests, demands, aspirations, and future 

different from those of the people. 
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In the third speech, Mubarak was more deictically and anaphorically inconsistent. Although 

he employed the Third Class WE, in forty-one instances, to assimilate himself into the 

people, he detached himself from them in eleven instances, within the same sentences and 

phrases. He assimilated himself into the people when he talked about ‘our economy’ (thrice), 

‘our armed forces’, ‘our international reputation’, ‘our society’, ‘our citizens’, and ‘our 

existence’; he detached himself from them when he talked about 'their youth' (thrice), ‘their 

killed and injured protesters’, ‘their demands’, and the Egyptian street.  

 

Moreover, Mubarak employed the distancing THEY to refer to the perpetrators who killed 

the protesters, in three instances; the killed protesters, in four instances; and the Egyptian 

people, in one instance. Given that pronouns ‘serve as an indirect index of the general 

“deictic” placement of referents in each author’s world-view’ (Connor-Linton 1988:109), 

Mubarak’s employment of the same absenting and detaching pronoun to reference the 

victim, the perpetrator, and all the Egyptian people resulted in a deictic inconsistency that 

cast doubts on the sincerity of his utterances. 

 

Finally, Mubarak employed hāʾu l-ġaibah in sixteen instances, which resulted in further 

detaching him from ‘the people of Egypt’ (in six instances); from the 'sons of Egypt’, their 

demands, and future (in four instances); from 'Egypt' (twice); from 'the Egyptians' (twice); 

from the 'current crisis' of Egypt (twice); from the 'identity' of Egypt; from the 'history' of 

Egypt; from the 'honour' of Egypt; and from the 'present' of Egypt. Such a distribution invited 

the inference that Mubarak was not detached from the protesters only, but also from Egypt 

and the Egyptians, an argument corroborated by the incident reported by El Manawy that 

Mubarak and his regime were living in a world so different from that of the Egyptian people 

(2012: 47, 273, 387-8) that his son Gamal hired two famous American and British 

companies, specializing in public relations and media, in order to advise him on how to deal 

with the protests in Egypt (ibid: 142-3).    

 

7.1.1.1.2. Deictic cognitive load 
The heavy dependence of Mubarak on deixis and his manipulation of its content are 

predicated on the cognitively taxing nature of that highly political linguistic phenomenon. 

First, the relation between the sense and the thought of deictic expressions is neither direct 

nor transparent: Neither the verbal expression nor the written wording of deictics represents 

‘the complete expression of the thought; the knowledge of certain accompanying conditions 

of utterance, which are used as means of expressing the thought, are needed for its correct 
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apprehension, these include indexing as well as facial and gestural expressions (Frege 1952: 

24 as cited in Levinson 2003: 5-6). The establishment of that difference between what 

deictics mean, on the one hand, and what the speaker means by using them, on the other, i.e. 

the semantic vs. pragmatic values of deictics, and the complementation of the missing part 

of the thought underlying the deictics, add extra layers of mandatory cognitive processing, 

without which the deictically anchored expressions cannot be resolved.  

 

Second, that ‘semantic deficiency’ of deictics, i.e. the fact that ‘their descriptive content does 

not suffice to identify a referent’ (Levinson 2003: 10) results in their having ‘variable 

characters’, i.e. ‘constant meanings’ but systematically ‘varying referents’ (ibid: 14, 15). The 

process of identifying those different characters and resolving their various referents is 

taxing in terms of the cognitive processing efforts it consumes: The addressee is bound to 

fail in their attempt to identify the referent of a deictic expression after examining the 

semantic conditions imposed by it; they will be forced to seek a pragmatic resolution, first 

in the discourse, and failing that in the spatio-temporal circumstances of the context of the 

speech event. Such a semantic deficiency combined with the variable characters of deictics 

render them heavily dependent on pragmatic resolution, and consequently more taxing in 

terms of the cognitive processing efforts they consume (ibid).  

 

Finally, deictic expressions involve the embedding of existential, subjective, context-

dependent deictic systems in symbolic, objective, context-independent descriptive systems, 

a process which results in a hybrid system that cannot be reduced to either. The decoding 

and interpretation of that mediated and complex emergent system are costly in cognitive 

terms: the deictic meaning of the utterance has to be translated into deicticless absolute 

space/time coordinates, by first mapping contexts into the proposition, then casting the 

contextualized proposition in a non-indexical lingua mentalis that expresses the full 

propositional content of the utterance and makes sense of it. Given that deictics have 

attentional, intentional, and subjective features that resist any cashing out of their content in 

objective descriptions, the developed metalanguage is bound to fail in depicting the deictic 

content of the original deictic expression, in spite of the high cognitive price invested in 

generating it (ibid: 4-5, 19). 

 

7.1.1.2. Nested Presuppositions (NestPs) 
The most salient syntactic marker of Mubarak’s language of collapsing power is its NestPs, 

which are linguistically, pragmatically, and cognitively misbehaved utterances, deliberately 
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engineered to manipulate the cognitive processing systems of the hearers, by tactically 

segmenting, arranging, and packaging unsubstantiated propositional content in hard-to-

process structures, that background the strongest propositions, most worthy of processing, 

and assign the highest degree of prominence to the weakest and least relevant stimulus. 

Mubarak complicated the NestPs of ben Ali by emotionalizing their non-emotive language 

and hence made them more manipulative.  

 

The presumptive control Mubarak exercised through NestPs was a strong one: it enabled 

him to not only bypass his unsubstantiated, controversial propositional content as agreed 

upon factual premises that can be built upon, but also to create a cognitive processing load 

that dissipated the cognitive processing efforts of the people and hampered their processing 

capacity, by casting NI propositional content in structures typically associated with OI; by 

further arranging those structures in a complex, hard-to-process order that foregrounded the 

weak, non-optimally relevant propositions, backgrounded the strong, optimally relevant 

ones, manipulated the OR effort-effect formula, reversed the order of accessibility to those 

nested propositions, and hence caused the MEP to fail in leading the hearer to construct 

relevant, anticipatory interpretive hypotheses that satisfy the expectations of relevance raised 

by those utterances; by harnessing those structures in larger and deeper nested 

presuppositions that require complex, cognitively taxing processing for testing and 

constructing their interpretive hypotheses; and by attacking the cognitive system of the 

hearer with large numbers of such nested presuppositions, in a manner that tactically 

impeded their proper cognitive processing. 

 

Mubarak therefore exercised presumptive control on the information structures in which he 

cast the propositional content of his message and on the cognitive behaviour or the 

processing of those structures, but not on the propositional content carried by those 

structures. That two-level structural, cognitive control consumed a substantial amount of the 

processing capacity of the hearers and created a cognitive load that strained and hampered 

their processing capacity, but did not convince the people with the unsubstantiated content. 

 

7.1.1.3. Internally polemical and strategically vague language 
The frames Mubarak employed in his language of collapsing power are primarily 

characterized by their internal polemic and strategic vagueness. However, those internally 

polemical and strategically vague frames did not operate pragmatically in the exact manner 

he intended. 
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Although his strategic vagueness allowed him to hedge around the measures he had taken 

and the promises he had made, and exonerated him from any specific responsibility or 

commitment, it belittled, undervalued, mitigated, and hence weakened the pragmatic force 

of the actions he claimed he had taken or promised to take; represented them as insignificant; 

and represented Mubarak as not serious or unwilling to deliver his promises, and hence 

undermined his credibility. Moreover, although the passive, nominalization, minimization, 

distancing, and backgrounding structures enabled Mubarak to minimize the problems and 

crimes at issue and to hide their causers and perpetrators, they also represented him as keen 

on not identifying or punishing those causers and perpetrators, and hence aroused suspicions 

about his potential involvement in those problems and crimes.  

 

In a similar vein, the over-qualification connoted that Mubarak did not have much substantial 

content to say or to offer the protesters, and suggested that he was reasserting what he had 

already said in order to compensate for his utterances’ loss of their due presidential 

perlocutionary force, which in turn resulted from, and marked, his own loss of power. 

Furthermore, the negatives Mubarak used implicated that their corresponding affirmatives 

were expected and hence reinforced those affirmatives paradoxically. Also, the contrastive 

connectives cancelled their preceding sets of statements, and hence undermined most of the 

premises Mubarak built his arguments upon. Finally, the vagueness of the language Mubarak 

employed when he talked about his responsibilities and promises was starkly contrasted with 

and foregrounded by the clarity, specificity, precision, strength, and performativenes of the 

language he used when he represented himself positively or marked his power. Such a 

contradiction cast doubts on his sincerity and suggested that his vagueness and internal 

polemic were deliberately manipulative.  

 

7.2. Mind Control: Logical markers of the language of collapsing power  

7.2.1. Hard then Soft fallacies 

The mind control of Mubarak’s language of collapsing power was fallacious; however, the 

fallacies he committed most prevalently to exercise such control differed according to the 

level of power he had.  

When he was powerful, i.e. at the time of delivering his first speech, Mubarak attempted to 

control the minds of the people by predominantly committing the presumptive petitio principii 
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(the fallacy of begging the question/presupposition), which is considered ‘essentially 

fallacious’ because it is a sub-category of the arguments from authority, which in turn allow 

the speaker to presuppose an unsubstantiated conclusion and pass it as an agreed upon premise 

(Whately 1848: 513; Tindale 2007: 72-77). Exercising that specific type of authoritative, 

presumptive mind control emphasized the main trigger of the revolution, i.e. the authority of 

Mubarak, and hence backfired and contributed to the failure of the logical mind control he 

was trying to exercise in his first speech.  

Following the change in the relations of power, i.e. at the times of delivering the second and 

third speeches, Mubarak abandoned petitio principii (the fallacy of begging the 

question/presupposition) and committed, instead, the emotive fallacy argumentum ad 

misericordiam (appeal to emotions) more predominantly. Hence, his most successful speech 

was the second; it ‘won the sympathy of millions of Egyptians’ and ‘touched a lot of hearts’ 

(Ghonim 2012: 392).  

Nevertheless, although Mubarak kept increasing his appeal to the emotions of pity and fear of 

the people, which are well known to have a ‘tremendous impact’ on mass audience (Johnson 

2000: 269), as they overwhelm their critical judgement and indirectly suggest that they follow 

their impulses, instead of weighing all the evidence in the case (Walton 2007: 145), his logical 

mind control failed because of five main reasons. First, the extreme logical switch Mubarak 

made when he lost power - by abandoning the hard fallacies of power, i.e. the authoritative, 

presumptive fallacy petitio principii (the fallacy of begging the question/presupposition), the 

threatening fallacy argumentum ad baculum (appeal to force/threats), the attacking fallacy 

argumentum ad hominem (personal attack), and the frightening fallacy argumentum ad 

metum (appeal to fear), and by committing instead the soft fallacies of emotions, i.e. the 

bonding fallacy argumentum ad populum (appeal to popular favour) and the emotive fallacy 

argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to emotions) - represented him as logically 

contradictory and unconvincing, and suggested that his attempt to establish a logical bond 

with the people was not because he had genuine reasons to do so, but because he was forced 

to do so by his loss of power; hence, his argumentative decisions made him sound like a 

‘defeated man’ (Ghonim 2012: 213-4). Second, he appealed to the emotions of the people by 

using the wrong linguistic vehicle, i.e. Modern Standard Arabic which is the medium most 

inappropriate for expressing emotions, as it is distancing, depersonalizing, detaching, and 

loaded with connotations of formality and authoritative superior-inferior relationships 

(Shouby 1951: 286). Third, the emotiveness of his language was self-centred, not people-
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oriented, and hence did not resonate with the people. Fourth, his emotional appeals were long 

and exaggerated, and hence violated the brevity condition necessary for successful pathos, i.e. 

being brief, because ‘nothing dries more quickly than a tear’ (anon, as cited in Caplan 1954). 

Fifth, Mubarak failed to establish his credibility or ‘good ethos’, and hence lacked another 

prerequisite for successful pathos (Lee 1939: 66-8). 

In terms of patterning, Mubarak concentrated, buried, and foregrounded his fallacies in layers 

of Nested Presuppositions, emotionalized their contents, and hence made them highly 

manipulative.  

 

7.2.2. Strategic manoeuvring 

Pragma-dialectically, when an arguer meets their ‘dialectical obligations’ and, at the same 

time, achieves their ‘rhetorical effectiveness’, they are argued to have achieved strategic 

manoeuvring; if such a balance between dialectical and rhetorical objectives is not maintained, 

‘inconsistencies’, i.e. fallacies, arise and strategic manoeuvring gets ‘derailed’ (Van Eemeren 

& Houtlosser 2015: 173-5).  

 

Mubarak employed a self-centred, inconsistent deixis of power; created sophisticated 

syntactic structures that anchored his power by imposing his claims as undisputed facts, i.e. 

NestPs; cast those structures and deictic contents in the code of power, i.e. MSA; delivered 

his speeches against a backdrop that symbolized the negative semiotic field of his power, i.e. 

his presidential palace; and committed authoritative, presumptive fallacies that marked his 

power, i.e. petitio principii. Such linguistic, cognitive, argumentative, and multi-modal 

selectional choices resulted in sacrificing his ‘dialectical reasonableness’ for the sake of 

achieving his ‘rhetorical effectiveness’. The strategic manoeuvring of Mubarak, therefore, got 

derailed. 

 

7.3. Context Control: Multi-modal markers of Mubarak’s language of collapsing power  

Mubarak failed to exercise a proper context control over the time, place, medium, or 

modality of his speeches. Temporally, he delivered three speeches, totalling thirty-nine 

minutes and thirteen seconds, over the eighteen-day timespan of the Egyptian revolution; 

within the same timespan, Qaddafi, for example, delivered five speeches, totalling four 

hours, twenty-four minutes and fifty seconds.   
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In terms of place, Mubarak delivered his speeches against the backdrop of his presidential 

palace. Although he intended that seemingly powerful symbol of his legal, executive, and 

constitutional power to export his control and legitimacy, it undermined both of them, and 

functioned as a negative multimodal contextual frame, conceptual cue, and emotional 

prompt that channelled the minds of the people, at a subliminal level, in a direction opposite 

to that intended by Mubarak, by anchoring the speeches to contexts associated with the 

power abuse and state-sponsored corruption against which the people were revolting (El 

Manawy 2012: 35, 36), and hence delegitimizing him.  

 

In terms of delivery, the most salient two multimodal observations were the discrepancy 

between some of Mubarak’s linguistic messages and his paralinguistic performance of 

them, as well as his increasing stumbles. First, the discrepancy between some of the 

linguistic signs Mubarak was sending and his para-linguistic performance of them cast 

doubts on his sincerity, and undermined his credibility and ethos. Moreover, given that 

stumbling has been established as a significant scientific and criminological detector of 

manipulation and a typical indicator of deception (Gamson, Gottesman, Milan & 

Weerasuriya 2012: 3), Mubarak’s increasing stumbles suggested that he was not telling the 

truth. 

 

Finally, the more Mubarak lost power, the more he had his speeches shot, directed, and 

montaged unprofessionally, and the more he failed to control his linguistic and para-

linguistic delivery of them, by performing them poorly, and stumbling increasingly.  

 

7.4. Involvement vs. detachment  

Audience involvement is established through some or all of the following ‘discourse 

organizing strategies’: controlling the communication channel paralinguistically; providing 

specific details that enhance concreteness and imageability; personalizing the discourse; 

prioritizing people and relationships; emphasizing agency, i.e. actions and agents rather than 

states and objects; citing direct quotations, dialogues, conversations, and reported speeches; 

expressing the state of the mind of the speaker; being fuzzy; using emphatic particles; 

employing the traditional devices of rhetorical ornamentation; identifying with the audience 

emotionally; and requiring the audience to participate in the sense-making process (Havelock 

1963; Tannen 1982, 1988; Beeston 1983; Mazraani 1997). Mubarak employed only two of 

those twelve strategies, i.e. being fuzzy and using emphatic particles.  
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On the other communicative extreme, ‘audience detachment’ results from employing some or 

all of the following strategies: abstractness, combining many ideas and thoughts at once, 

emphasizing states and objects, rather than actions and agents, impersonality, and 

compactness (Chafe 1983: 1099). Mubarak did not only employ all those five strategies, i.e. 

delivering short speeches, predominantly characterised by cognitively taxing NestPs which 

nested large numbers of ideas and propositions in single utterances, but also used self-oriented 

deictic system that elevated him up the social and linguistic ladders and relegated the people 

to the bottom; committed self-centred, authoritative, presumptive fallacies that marked his 

power; and delivered his speeches from his presidential palace, which symbolized the negative 

triggers of the revolution, particularly power abuse and corruption. The language of 

collapsing power is therefore interpersonally more detaching than involving. 

 

7.5. Communicative competence 

By employing a complex, inconsistent deictic system, cognitively taxing NestPs; an 

incompatible, detaching code; strategically vague and internally polemical frames; 

authoritative and emotive fallacies whose strategic manoeuvring got derailed; and 

semiotically negative and delegitimizing backdrops, Mubarak violated the three conditions of 

Communicative Competence: grammatical skills, i.e. knowledge of the formal and 

consciously learnt rules that govern the formation of the words and sentences of the language; 

sociocultural skills, i.e. pragmatic knowledge of the most appropriate place, time, and context 

to use each level of the language; and communication skills, i.e. the good judgement as to 

when to best use the first skills according to the dictations of the second, in order to achieve 

the intended goals (Hymes 1971: 7; Widdowson 1979: 90;  Chen & Starosta 1996: 356). 

Mubarak’s language of collapsing power was, therefore, communicatively incompetent. 

 

 

7.6. Construction of Public Identity     

De Fina contends that a ‘speaker’s identity emerges through consistent use of certain pronouns 

with a stable referent and through the oppositions and connections established in the text 

between these referents and the referents of other pronominal and non-pronominal forms’ 

(1995: 379).  

Although Mubarak regimented all his deictic system to construct, reinforce, and change his 

public identities, the pronoun most indicative of that process is the anaphoric third-person 
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singular pronoun HE, which Mubarak twisted to function as a deictic first-person singular 

pronoun I, in each of his three speeches. Given that the employment of third-person self-

reference can be thought of as ‘an indicator of role identification’, i.e. ‘speakers who have a 

variety of roles […] wish to specify a particular role relevant to the unfolding discourse’ 

(Wilson 1990:78), Mubarak’s employment of this less common type of self-reference, and his 

avoidance of the simple, and hence more cognitively accessible pronominal I, can, therefore, 

be interpreted as a deliberate attempt to refer to himself not as an individual person, but as a 

holder of a ‘conceptual role’ (ibid), and hence to construct a specific public identity for himself.  

Mubarak used this third-person self-reference to construct various identities that differed 

according to the relations of power held between him and the people at the time of delivering 

every speech.  

In the first speech, Mubarak referenced himself with the third-person singular pronoun HE in 

order to construct for himself the two power anchoring identities of the Egyptian man selected 

by Fate to rule Egypt and who had exhausted his life defending the country in war and peace; 

he preceded those two anaphorically marked, moral and professional, identities with a 

deictically marked presidential one (M1.21:28). The medium of constructing those three 

identities is revealing, because even when Mubarak was foregrounding his moral and 

professional identities and backgrounding his presidential one, he deictically selected his 

presidential identity to be his origo (deictic center) and hence his principal role and main point 

of reference. He did so by referencing his moral and professional identities with the 

anaphorically detaching and distancing third-person singular pronoun HE, and by encoding his 

presidential identity with the deictically uniting and proximal first-person singular pronoun I.  

The two new identities performed more than one strategic function: The moral identity directed 

the attention of the hearers away from Mubarak the president, who might have failed in 

undertaking the responsibilities of his job, and focussed it on Mubarak the divine, who was 

selected and supported by God to be the president, and hence whose challenge would be a 

challenge of the judgement and will of God; the professional identity exported the image of 

Mubarak the protector, who had exhausted his life defending the country. The new anaphoric 

identities, therefore, manipulated the identification of the people, by rerouting their direct 

attention away from the problematic presidential identity of Mubarak, and focussing it on the 

more ambiguous, abstract, divine, and hence less accountable identity of the president selected 

by God. The new identity, therefore, helped Mubarak deflect responsibility, by inviting the 
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inference that whatever he had done should not be associated with him as an individual person 

or as a president, but with his identity as the man selected to rule by God.  

In the second speech, following the drastic changes in the relations of power, Mubarak reversed 

the power marking presidential, moral, and professional identities he had constructed in the first 

speech, and replaced them with the new power relinquishing identity of the civil servant who 

was proud of the long years he had spent serving ‘Egypt and its people,’ and who was claiming 

no more than his right to stay and die in his country, like any other Egyptian man (M2.22:14). 

He did so by referencing himself with the anaphoric third-person singular pronoun HE, within 

an emotional appeal.  

That anaphorically constructed new identity performed more than one function. First, it 

identified and distinguished between two Mubaraks: Mubarak the president and Mubarak the 

man. Second, it stripped the former of his presidential power, after it became a threat to him, 

and represented the latter as a modest, self-denying man. Third, by relinquishing the power of 

Mubarak the president and backgrounding him, the new identity suppressed any accusations 

that could be levelled at him, exonerated Mubarak the man from any official responsibilities 

associated with the dismantled personality, and foregrounded the rights of respect, sympathy, 

and gratitude entitled to Mubarak the old man. Finally, the new identity saved the presidential 

face of Mubarak the president by enabling him to speak on the tongue of Mubarak the ordinary 

Egyptian man, and to stir the pity of the people with him without hurting the presidential pride 

and ego of Mubarak the president.  

In the third speech, Mubarak employed the third-person singular pronoun HE to construct for 

himself the identity of the old father who was addressing his sons and daughters (M3.3:17), and 

who was pained by their ill-treatment (M3.22:18). Such an identity performed two strategic 

functions: First, it stirred the people’s emotions of pity and sympathy in an overwhelming 

manner that spinned their rational thinking, by activating a famous frame that is resonant 

culturally and emotionally. Also, Mubarak’s assumption of the identity of the father legitimized 

him conceptually and religiously, and dictated the immediate obedience (i.e. surrender) of his 

sons and daughters (i.e. the protesters) to his parental authority, otherwise they would be 

committing the second gravely sin after disbelief in Allah, i.e. ingratitude to parents.  

Deictically, Mubarak reinforced his anaphorically constructed identities through the deictic 

selectional choices he made: He employed the first-person singular pronoun I in the first speech 

to issue indirect threats, legitimize his power, and hence reinforce his powerful presidential 
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identity. In the second speech, he decreased the number of this pronoun’s power-marking 

instances, dropped its threatening function completely, and replaced it with the two new 

functions of stirring the pity of the people and instructing the cabinet to serve the protesters. In 

the third speech, Mubarak reversed the functions he had previously assigned to the first-person 

singular pronoun I and assigned it the new five functions that suited his new identity: gearing 

his executive powers to meet the demands of the protesters, flattering them, entreating the 

people indirectly and emotionally, and relinquishing his power by excluding himself altogether 

from the struggle over power. 

Similarly, Mubarak employed the ‘highly political’ first-person plural pronoun WE to reinforce 

the identities he was constructing: The grand First Class WE marked the executive and legal 

powers of his presidential identity, in the first speech; it then anchored the moral and spiritual 

authorities of his new identities, in the second; and it polished his third identity of the old, 

protective father, in the third. The Second Class WE reinforced the presidential power of 

Mubarak, in the first speech, and represented him, his government, and his police apparatus as 

a harmonious body. In the second and third speeches, the Second Class WE disappeared 

completely, in order to suppress the power of the previously constructed presidential identity 

and sever any relation that might remind the people of his connection with his revolted against 

cabinet and police. The Third Class WE enabled the powerful Mubarak, in the first speech, to 

polarize the people, and hence mark his power implicitly. In the second speech, it endeared the 

new spiritual Mubarak to the protesters and relinquished the presidential powers of his previous 

identity. In the third speech, the Third Class WE established an emotional bond between the 

new identity of the old father and his ingrate sons. The Fourth Class WE, enabled the powerful 

president to accuse the protesters and all the Egyptian people safely in the first speech, but 

disappeared in the second and third speeches, because the identities assumed in them were in 

no position to accuse the people or the protesters, even indirectly. 

Finally, the addressee pronoun YOU, which acknowledges the spatio-temporal existence of the 

protesters and the people, appeared only twice in the first speech, in order to reinforce the 

powerful identity of the president by marking it legally. However, the new power-relinquishing 

identities constructed in the second and third speeches forced Mubarak to change both the 

referent and function of YOU, by addressing it to the protesters, not to his supporters as he did 

in the first speech, and by assigning it the new single function of flattering the protesters 

excessively, with no marking of any sort of power. That diametric reversal in the reference, 



 230 

frequency, and function of YOU reflected a parallel diametric reversal in the identity Mubarak 

was assuming. 

Given that the most important fact about pragmatics is that ‘it draws our attention to the role of 

sequencing in the construction of pragmatic meaning; the fact that meaning may be constructed, 

reformulated and changed across turns’ (Wilson 1990: 6), it can be concluded that Mubarak 

regimented and manipulated his deictic and anaphoric pronominal systems in order to construct, 

reinforce, then change the persona he was impersonating at the time of delivering every speech, 

i.e. the powerful president, the spiritual leader, then the old, dying father, in order to negotiate 

the new relations of power by relinquishing some of his power, legitimizing himself, and hence 

maintaining his real power. 
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CONCLUSION                

This thesis has investigated the corpus of the speeches delivered by the ousted Egyptian 

president Hosni Mubarak during the Arab Spring revolution in Egypt, in an attempt to identify 

the characteristics of the language he used, at that particularly significant socio-political 

moment in history.  

Theoretical and methodological analyses triangulated seven features systematically: deixis, 

presupposition, frames, hidden dialogicality, logical fallacies, stumbles, and backdrops, and led 

to the conclusion that the Arab Spring discourse of Mubarak, henceforth referred to as his 

language of collapsing power, was manipulative, on the linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, 

paralinguistic, argumentative, and multimodal levels. 

First, linguistically, Mubarak employed a manipulative deictic system, and reinforced, twisted, 

dropped, and (or) reversed the semantic contents, pragmatic functions, and frequencies of its 

pronouns according to the level of power he had at the time of delivering every speech. The 

more he lost power, the more he abandoned the pronouns that marked his legal, presidential, 

constitutional, and executive powers; the more he adopted the pronouns that foregrounded his 

human, moral, and spiritual personae; the more he decreased the frequency of the pronouns that 

threatened and (or) criticised the people; and the more he increased the frequency of the 

pronouns that flattered them and addressed them endearingly. The system aimed at performing 

four principal strategic functions: dividing the people into good people and bad protesters; 

further dividing the protesters into well-intentioned protesters and anarchists; delegitimizing 

whoever opposes Mubarak, even if they were not protesters; and legitimizing him legally, 

constitutionally, professionally, spiritually, and morally. However, the increasing inconsistency 

of that system cast doubts on the truth value and sincerity of the speech acts of Mubarak, 

resulted in the failure of the pronominal system to perform the strategic functions assigned to 

it persuasively, and led to the failure of the speeches.  

Moreover, Mubarak was forced by the adverse change in the relations of power to employ 

double-voiced, internally polemical language, whose hidden dialogicality operated at more than 

one level of communication, in order to negotiate the new relations of power and send indirect, 

subtle messages to more powerful addressees, whom he was no longer able to address openly. 

Mubarak also employed strategically vague language, i.e. deliberately weak, metaphorical, 

abstract, irrelevant, evaluative, implicative, and hence evasive lexico-semantic items and 

syntactic structures, to express important propositional content that related to his 
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responsibilities, promises, plans to transfer power, and responses to the demands of the 

protesters. Although that strategic vagueness enabled him to hedge on his promises and to 

minimize the crimes and problems he wanted to evade responsibility for, it represented him as 

unwilling to identify and punish the perpetrators who committed and caused those crimes and 

problems, and hence aroused suspicions about his potential involvement in those crimes and 

problems. Moreover, that strategic vagueness contrasted with the strength, specificity, and 

performativeness of the language Mubarak used when he represented himself positively or 

when he marked his powers, and suggested that Mubarak’s vagueness was deliberate, tactical, 

and manipulative. Similarly, the pragmatic functions Mubarak tried to perform through his 

language were weakened by four main linguistic devices: negatives, contrastive connectives, 

over-qualification, and stumbles. The negatives combined with over-qualification to trigger a 

rhetorical effect opposite to that intended by Mubarak, and emphasized in an equally qualified 

manner their corresponding affirmatives; the contrastive connectives denied their preceding 

sets of statements, and hence undermined the premises upon which Mubarak built his 

conclusions; the over-qualification suggested that Mubarak had lost power, and that his 

repetitions aimed at compensating for his utterances’ loss of their perlocutionary force; and his 

stumbles suggested that he was not telling the truth, that he had lost power, or that he was afraid.  

Cognitively, the most salient cognitive-linguistic structure in Mubarak’s language of collapsing 

power is his Nested Presuppositions (NestPs), whose sophisticated information structures, 

condensed fallacious contents, and manipulative cognitive behaviour cause a cognitive 

processing load that hampers proper cognitive processing: NestPs foreground the weak, non-

optimally relevant TSL and background the strong, optimally relevant C; create a cognitive 

conflict by casting NI propositional content in OI structures; accumulate many layers of finer 

nested presuppositions the testing and construction of whose interpretative hypotheses require 

complex, cognitively taxing processing; take the truth value of those nested presuppositions for 

granted and build upon them without substantiation; attack the cognitive system of the hearer 

with a large number of those presuppositions; manipulate the OR effort-effect formula by 

reversing the order of accessibility to the nested propositions; fail to establish relevance through 

the MEP; and waste many processing efforts in resolving the SCCC. The combination of these 

factors results in a processing overload that strains the cognitive processing capacity of the 

hearer, renders it incapable of performing further proper processing, and hence allows 

unsubstantiated claims and propositions to bypass Relevance Checking Controls and filters and 

be accepted as relevant. 
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Mubarak’s language of collapsing power is, therefore, characterised by its heavy use of 

contextually dependent, semantically vacuous, and cognitively taxing linguistic devices: First, 

his deictic system employed non-unique referring expressions that had ambiguous, variable, 

and sometimes contradictory references that did not designate fixed entities, and the value of 

whose under-specified content needed to be instantiated by reference to non-linguistic 

information in the situation of utterance. Second, Nested Presuppositions are a sophisticated 

type of informative presupposition that depends for the resolution of their ambiguity on the 

mutual Old Information knowledge of the speaker and the addressee. Third, the frames 

Mubarak employed were internally polemical and strategically vague; hence, they responded 

indirectly to an implicit discourse, while seeming to be directly addressing another explicit one; 

they were addressed to ‘invisible’, external addressees, different from the ostensible, announced 

ones; and they depended for the deciphering of their hidden dialogicality on the extra-textual, 

socio-political knowledge of the world. Given that such semantic vacuity and cognitive 

sophistication were tactical, i.e. they aimed at deliberately manipulating the cognitive 

processing system of the addressees, Mubarak’s language of collapsing power is semantically, 

cognitively, and pragmatically manipulative. 

Second, argumentatively, Mubarak’s language of collapsing power is fallacious: When he was 

powerful, he appealed most to his authority and power and least to the people, by committing 

the hard fallacies of power, i.e. the authoritative, presumptive petitio principii (the fallacy of 

begging the question/presupposition), the frightening argumentum ad metum (appeal to fear), 

and the threatening argumentum ad baculum (appeal to threats), in order to presuppose 

unsubstantiated propositional content, pass it as factual, and stir the fears of the people. When 

he lost power, Mubarak abandoned those hard fallacies and committed the soft fallacies that 

appealed to the popular favour, emotions, national pride, culture, religion, beliefs, favour, 

sentiments, prejudices, and common knowledge of the people, i.e. the bonding argumentum ad 

populum and the emotive argumentum ad misericordiam fallacies. Mubarak’s language of 

collapsing power is, therefore, fallaciously emotive, presumptive, appealing to the people in a 

non-identifying manner, and hence is manipulative. Third, multimodally and paralinguistically, 

Mubarak’s language of collapsing power is poorly performed, unprofessionally montaged, 

linguistically-paralinguistically contradictory, and delivered against semiotically negative and 

delegitimizing backdrops.  

Mubarak regimented those linguistic, cognitive-linguistic, argumentative, and multi-modal 

devices in order to legitimize himself, by constructing various public identities that changed 
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according to the level of power he had at the time of delivering every speech: when he was 

powerful, he constructed for himself the two power anchoring identities of the Egyptian man 

selected by Fate to rule Egypt and the defender who had exhausted his life defending the country 

in war and peace. When his power was seismically shaken, i.e. by the time of delivering the 

second speech, Mubarak reversed the power marking moral and professional identities he had 

constructed in the first speech, and replaced them with the new power relinquishing identity of 

the civil servant, who was proud of the long years he had spent serving ‘Egypt and its people’ 

and who was claiming no more than his right to stay and die in his country, like any other 

Egyptian man. When Mubarak lost power, i.e. by the time of delivering the third speech, he 

denied any involvement in the struggle over power, and replaced the identity of the civil servant 

with that of the old father who was addressing his sons and daughters and who was pained by 

their ill-treatment and ingratitude.  

It can, therefore, be concluded that while the discourse of the powerful Mubarak replicated ‘the 

strong president-weak political opposition dynamic’ (Dunne 2003: 125), his language of 

collapsing power reflected the new weak-president, strong-protesters reality; while his 

discourse of power constructed a nuanced identity that projected him as both democratic and 

‘firmly in control’ (ibid: 127), his language of collapsing power denied his powers, kept 

constructing and changing his identities until it depicted him as a powerless old man whose 

only one aspiration was to be allowed to die and be buried in his country; while his discourse 

of power portrayed a ‘political field on which the only valid players are the state, institutions 

licensed and regulated by the state, and the individual, isolated citizen’ (ibid), his language of 

collapsing power depicted a new bottom-up, people-oriented power structure that anchored the 

supremacy of the protesters and the people, and represented the president as a powerless civil 

servant to them; and while his discourse of power replicated the existing ‘top-down, centrally 

controlled power structure’ that foregrounded the ‘inability’ of the people to ‘change their 

government via a democratic process’ (ibid: 130), his language of collapsing power 

underscored the ability of the youth to change not only the present, but also the future.  

In short, Mubarak’s Arab-Spring language was an ‘apprehensive language’, i.e. language that 

unfolds cautiously in fear of a hostile response, that ‘literally cringe[s] in the presence or the 

anticipation of someone else’s word, reply, [or] objection’, and that has ‘a thousand 

reservations, concessions, loopholes and the like’ (Bakhtin 1984:196). The apprehension of his 

language manifested itself on its three levels of control: The text control attempted by 

Mubarak’s language of collapsing power was weakened by its self-centered, inconsistent, 
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contradictory, cognitively taxing, and manipulative deictic system; by its presumptively 

authoritative, propositionally unsubstantiated, structurally and behaviourally complex, and 

cognitively non-rewarding Nested Presuppositions; and by its internally polemical, 

strategically weak, vague, abstract, metaphorical, evaluative, implicative, and hence evasive 

frames. The mind control attempted by Mubarak’s language was weakened by its logically 

fallacious, functionally contradictory, pragma-dialectically derailed, structurally sophisticated, 

and hence unconvincing arguments, which were cast in the wrong linguistic vehicle and based 

on unestablished ethos or pathos. The context control attempted by that language was 

undermined by the short duration of the speeches, the delegitimizing backdrop against which 

they were delivered, the increasing stumbles Mubarak made, the discrepancy between the 

linguistic content of some of his messages and his paralinguistic performance of them, and the 

poor direction and montage of the speeches. Finally, the overall pragmatic function performed 

by the speeches was weakened by their interpersonal detachment and communicative 

incompetence. Mubarak’s language of collapsing power was, therefore, an apprehensive, weak, 

collapsing language. 

Within this context of analysing Mubarak’s language of collapsing power, this thesis has added 

three theoretical and methodological contributions to knowledge: it has established a 

triangulatory, interdisciplinary dialogue among otherwise competing and almost non-

conversing disciplines, i.e. Cognitive Linguistics, Critical Discourse Analysis, Argumentation, 

and multi-modal semiotics, and has introduced the new pragmatic notion of Classifying WE 

and the new cognitive-pragmatic concept of Nested Presuppositions (NestPs). Following is a 

summary of these contributions.  

First, the theoretical and methodological triangulation established in this thesis has proven 

highly successful: the results of the linguistic and cognitive-linguistic analyses have 

corroborated and dove-tailed with their argumentative, multi-modal, and para-linguistic 

counterparts: The cognitive-linguistic finding that the most salient structure employed by 

Mubarak, when he had power, was Nested Presuppositions has been confirmed by the 

argumentative finding that the fallacy most predominantly committed by him, at that stage, was 

the presumptive, authoritative petitio principii (the fallacy of begging the question); those two 

results have been further corroborated by the deictic finding that the pronoun most frequently 

used by him was the authoritative, ego-centric first-person singular pronoun I. Finally, by 

analysing the speeches as combinations of written linguistic signs, spoken performances, and 

visual backdrop prompts, and by relating those semiotic modalities to the value systems of 
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Mubarak and the people, this thesis has attempted to widen the scope of the ‘language’ of the 

‘political enterprise’ to include transmodal, nonverbal semiotic devices that have a 

communicative potential, and to consider them as dialectically inseparable from the socio-

politico-cognitive-linguistic structures within which they were produced and consumed. This 

thesis has, therefore, moved beyond verbal ‘language’, in an attempt to draw a holistic portrait 

of the politics of sign in the language of collapsing power.  

Second, the thesis has filled in the ‘relative rank’ gap identified by Levinson (1983, 2003), the 

‘social impoverishment’ gap identified by Harre (1988), and the ‘social relations’ gap identified 

by Wilson (1990), by introducing the new pragmatic concept of Classifying WE, which encodes 

the relations of power holding between speaker(s) and addressee(s) in a hierarchical structure, 

that specifies their ranks and anchors them to the contextual socio-political coordinates of the 

utterance at issue. The Classifying WE also addresses the shortcomings of the 'wandering we' 

(Petersoo 2007), in terms of the six aspects of contextualization, structure, function, scope, 

power relations, and underlying ideologies, by depicting person deixis not as random, 

contradictory, flat, circular constructs, but as strategic, systematic, complex, hierarchical 

structures that encode multiple sets of referents, classified according to their varying levels of 

power or submission and inclusion or exclusion. The Classifying WE, therefore, enriches the 

study and analysis of person deixis, by positioning the pragmatic behaviour of WE along the 

indices of its wider socio-political contexts of production and consumption; by detecting and 

explaining the relations of power holding between the speaker and the addressee(s) as 

expressed, suppressed, and negotiated by that ‘problematic’ deictic expression; by 

problematizing the strategic functions of inclusion and exclusion performed by this ‘highly 

political’ pronoun; and by uncovering the hidden ideologies that trigger the strategic uses of 

this deictic pronoun.  

Third, the thesis has introduced the new cognitive-pragmatic concept of Nested Presuppositions 

(NestPs), which are linguistically, pragmatically, and cognitively misbehaved utterances, 

tactically engineered to manipulate the cognitive processing systems of the hearer, through their 

unsubstantiated propositional content, sophisticated information structures, strenuous cognitive 

behaviour, and manipulative pragmatic functions. The thesis has also developed a relevance-

theoretic cognitive model that accounts for their manipulative dynamics.   

Given that Cognitive Linguistics has been rapidly taking enormous strides as a major field of 

Linguistics and Cognitive Science, whereas CDA has been lagging behind (Hart & Cap 2014: 

2-15), this thesis can be argued to represent a step in the right direction: both the Classifying 
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WE and NestPs have been tested and applied successfully to more than one corpus of speeches, 

and hence can be nominated as global analytical tools in Cognitive Linguistics, Pragmatics, and 

CDA. 

In conclusion, this thesis has shed some light on the structures of power and dynamics of control 

exercised by the presidential discourse of a contemporary revolution that has re-shaped not only 

the present and future of the Middle East, but also the international geo-political map. That 

strategic language has been problematized not only as autonomous ‘verbal’ objects, but also as 

situated and interactive social, linguistic, cognitive, logical, and semiotic practices, by mapping 

the structures of society onto those of language, cognition, argumentation, semiosis, and power. 

It is a first step towards developing the new theoretical approach of Politico-Linguistics 

Discourse Analysis, which aims at unitarily demystifying power abuse, by exposing its 

corresponding patterns of language abuse, and hence enabling the people to recognize the 

linguistic and multi-modal shackles that have been cuffing their minds, as a first step towards 

breaking them.  
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Appendices  
Appendix One 

M1 
First Speech of Mubarak 

 

      میحرلا نمحرلا هللا مسب .1

         نونطاوملا ْةوخإلا .2

 َةمالس ىخوتت ،سفنلا عم ًةقداصو ًةداج ًةفقو ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفی ،قیقد ٍفرظ يف مكیلا ُثدحتأ .3

  .نطولا َحلاصو ،دصقلا

 ىلع ُددُشت ،ةموكحلل يتامیلعت تناك .ھیلإ ْتعدو ِھب ْتدان امو ،تارھاظتلا لوأب ًالوأ ُتعبات دقل .4

 .مُھبلاطمو َنینطاوملا ءارأ نع ریبعتلل ،اھمامأ ِةصرفلا ِةحاتا

 َلك ُتفِسَأو ،اھتاراعشب ِةرجاتملاو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ِةجوم ِءالتعال ،ضعبلا ْتالواحم ُتعبات مث .5

 .ةطرشلا ِتاوقو َنیرھاظتملا نم ،ْءایربا ایاحض نمُ ةنع ْترفسأ امل ،فسألا

 ،انِبابش عم ِةطرشلا ِتاوق لماعت يف ً،احضاو َكلذ َناكو ،تامیلعتلا ِهذھ ِذیفنتب ةموكحلا ْتمزتلا دقل .6

 ،نوناقلا ِراطإ يف َمت ،املاط ،يملسلا رھاظتلا يف مھِقحلً امارتحا ،اھتایادب يف ،مھتیامح ىلا ترداب دقف

 .نینطاوملل ْةیمویلا َةایحلا ُقیُعتو ،ماعلا َماظنلا َددھت ٍبغش ِلامعأل ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ ْلوحتت نأ لبقو

 ناك ام ،ةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِماوعألا َلالخ ،ةیجاجتحا ٍتافقو نم اھلبقُ هاندھش امو ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ َنإ .7

 ،ْتایرحلا نم اھِریغو ،ةفاحصلاو ،ریبعتلاو ،يأرلا ةیرحل ،ةضیرعلا ِتاحاسملا الول ،متت نأ اھل
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 ىوقل ،ٍقوبسم َریغ ٍلعافت نم ْرصمُ هدھشت ام الولو ،بعشلا ءانبأل ِحالصالا تاوطخ اھتحاتأ يتلا

 .عمتجملا

 ُتدكأ ،ْتاطلسلا نیب ٍمكحك ،ْروتسدلا يل اھلوخ يتلا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ .8

 يأرلا ِةیرح ِةسرامم يف ِھقحب ً،امئاد ُكسمتأ َفوسو ،ْبعشلل َةدایسلا نأ ،لظأ َفوسو ًارارم

 .نوناقلا ِمارتحاو ْ،ةیعرشلا ِراطإ يف َكلذ َمت املاط ،ْریبعتلاو

 يف َنینطاوملا ِةیرحل ،ْزایحنالا َلك ُزاحنأ ذإ ،يننإو ،ىضوفلاو ِةیرحلا َنیب ُلصفیً اعیفرً اطیخ َّنإ .9

 اھب ِفارجنالا ِمدعبو ،اھرارقتساو َرصم ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلاب ،ْردقلا ِتاذب ُكسمتا ،مھِئارآ ِءادبإ

 ،اھِتایعادتو ،اھادم ٌدحأ ُملعَی الو ،يعامتجالا َمالسلاو ،ْماعلا َماظنلا ُددُھت ،ْةریطخ ٍتاقلزنمل ،اھِبعشِبو

  .ھلبقتسمو ْنطولا ِرضاح ىلع

 اھُمُكحی ٍتاسسؤم ُةلود يھو ،ًاریثأتو ً،الَقِثو ،ًارودو ً،اناكس ،اھِتقطنم يف ٍةلود ُربكأ يھ َرصم نإ .10

 ىضوفلا ىلا ِبوعشلاب ْتقلزنا ،ْةدیدع ٍةلثمأ نم انب ُطیحی امم ْرذاُحن ْنأ انیلعو ،ْنوناقلاو ُروتسدلا

    .ْتَظَفَح ًارارقتسا الو ،ْتققح ًةیطارقمید الف ،ْساكتنالاو

  نونطاوملا ةوخإلا اھیأ .11
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 نم ِدیزملاو ،ةیطارقمیدلا نم ٍدیزمل ٍةعورشم ٍتاعلطت نع َربعتل ،ْتارھاظتلا هذھ تءاج دقل .12

 ِلكب يدصتلاو ،ْرقفلا ِةحفاكمو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم ِنیسحتو ،ةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحم ِدوھج يف ِعارسالا

    .ْداسفلل ٍمسح

 اھنع ْلصفنأ مل .ْھتاناعمو ِھمومھ َردق ،ًادیج ُملعأو ،ْبعشلل ِةعورشملا ِتاعلطتلا ِهذھ يعأ ،يننإ .13

 ُھُققحی نل ،ْفادھا نم ِھیلا ىعسن امو ،ْتالكشم نمُ ھھجاون ام َّنكل ،ْموی َلك اھِلجأ نم ُلمعأو ً،اموی

 ْصلخملا ،ْلمعلاو ،ينطولا ُراوحلا ُ،ھُعنصیو ُ،ھقِقحی امنإو ،ىضوفلاُ ھعنصت نلو ،ْفنعلا ىلا ُءوجللا

 .ْداجلا

 نأ ،مھبُ أبرتو ،اھَلَبقتسُم اوعنصی يك )ننك( مھیلإ ُعلطتت يھو ،اھیدل ام ىلغأ وھ ،ْرصِم َبابش َّنإ .14

 ِمدھو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإو ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ِبھنو ،ىضوفلا ِرشنل ىعسی نم مھنیب َسدنی

 .هانینب ام

 ِلجا نم ،يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،ّيسایسلا ِحالصالا ِةلصاومب ،ْعزعزتی ال ٌتباث يعانتقا َّنإ .15

 .ملاعلا ىلع ُحتفنیو ،ْرصعلا َمیق ُنضتحی ،يطارقمیدو ٌرح ،ٍيرصم ٍعمتجم

 ُربكأ َداصتقالا َّناب ً،اعنتقم ،ماودلا ىلع ِبعشلا ِءانبا نم ِءارقفلل ،ْلظأ فوسو ُتزحنإ )َزَحنإ( دقل .16

 ِحالصإلل ،ِةموكحلاِ تاسایسِ طبض ىلع ُتصِرَحو ،ُمھَدْحو َنییداصتقالل َكرُتی نأ نم ُرطخأو

 . مھِتاناعم نم ْدیُزی امب وأ  ،ْبعشلا َءانباُ ُھلْمتحی امم َعرسأب يضمت ال يك ، يداصتقالا
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 اِھریغو ،ْناكسإلاو ْ،ةحصلاو ،ْمیلعتلا ِتامَدَخ نم ،ِدیزملا ِةحاتإو ،ْةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحمل انَجِماَنرِب ّنإ .17

 ،ْقیرعو ٍرضحتم ٍبعشلً انطو ،ْھنمآو ًةرقتسم ،ْرصِم ىلع ِظافحلابً انھر ُلظت ،ْنینطاوملاو ِبابشلل

 .ْحیرلا ِبھم يف ،ْلبقتسمللُ ُھلامآوُ ُھتابستكم ُعضی ال

 نم َدعبأ ٍططخمل ،ْقئارحو ىضوفو ٍبھن نم َثدح ام ُزواجتی ،ْتارھاظتلا ِهذھ َلالخ ،ْثدح ام َّنإ .18

  .ةیعرشلا ىلع ِضاضقنالاو ،ْرارقتسالا ِةعزعزل ،كلذ

 ،مھِنطو ِةیامحل اوُدصتی نأو ،ْنطولا ِحلاص َةاعارم ،ةیرصِمو ٍّيرصِم ِلكبو ،اِنبابشب ُبیھأ يننإ .19

 ُتاعلطت ُققحتت ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملا ىلع ِءادتعالاو ،ْقئارحلا ِلاعشإب سیلف ،مھِتابستكمو

 نم ،ِداھتجالاو ،ِراوحلاو ،ِيعولاب ،ْلضفألا ِلبقتسملل ،ْتاعلطتلا ِهذھ ُققحتت ،امنإو ،اھِئانبأو َرصِم

   .ْنطولا ِلجأ

    نونطاوملا هوخإلا اھیأ .20

 َلمحتی نأ ُرادقألا ِتءاش ،ٍيرصمك امنإو بسحف ِةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك ،مویلا ْمُكیلا ُثدحتأ ال ينإ .21

  ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِةلجأ نمُ ھَتایح ىضمأو ،نطولا اذھ َةیلوئسم

 ،ْدحاو ٍبعشو ٍةدحاو ٍةمأك اھانھجاو امدنع ،اھیلع انبلغت ،ْةبعصً اتاقوأ ،لبق نمً اعم انزتجا دقل .22

 .ْفادھأ نم ،ِھیلإ ىعسن ام انددحو ،انَتھجوو ،انَقیرط انْفِرع امدنعو
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 ٍتاوطخب ِھیلع يضمنس ،ْءارولا ىلا ٍدادترا وأ ،ْھنع َعوجر ال ،هانرتخا يذلا ِحالصإلا َقیرط َّنإ .23

 ْ،ةیطارقمیدلا نم ِدیزملا َوحن ٌ،ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ْ،ھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِلالقتسال انَمارتحا ُدكؤت ،ْةدیدج

 ِریوطتو ،ةشیعملا ىوتسم ِعفرو ْ،ةلاطِبلا ِةرصاحملٌ ةدیدج ٌتاوطخ ،ْنینطاوملل ِةیرحلا نم ِدیزملاو

  .ْلخدلا يدودحمو ،ْءارقفلا ِبناج ىلإ ِفوقوللٌ ةدیدج ٌتاوطْخو ،ْتاَمْدِخلا

 ىوس ،اھِقیقحتل ٍلیبس نم انمامأ َسیلو ،انَلَبقتسمو انرَئاصم ُددحتس يتلا يھ ،اَنَفادھأو انَتاَرایخ َّنإ .24

 انْرِئامضو اِنلوقع يف ىعرنو ،ْھیلع ينبنو ،ْهانققح ام ىلع ُظفاُِحن ،ْحافكلا  )فكلا(و ِلمعلاو ،ِيعولاب

 .نطولا َلبقتسم

 َفوخلا ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأ نم ِةحساكلا ِةیبلغألا ِبولق يف ْتقلأ ْ،ةیضاملاُ ةلیلقلا ُمایألاو ،ْمویلا َثادحأ َّنإ  .25

 ،ِریمدتلاو ،ىضوفلاو ،ْفنعلا نم ِدیزملا ىلا ِفارجنالا نم َبسحتلاو ،اھِلبقتسمو ،ْرصم ىلع

  .ْبیرختلاو

 َحمسأ نل ،ْنینطاوملاو  ِنطولا ِنمأ ىلع ِظافحلا يف ،ىلوألا يتیلوؤسم ًالمحَتُم) ًالمتحم (يِنِنإو .26

 ىلع ِھلالظب َيقلی نأ ،ْبسحتلا اذھلو ،انینطاوم ىلع َذوحتسی نأ ْفوخلا اذھل َحمسأ ْنل ،ًادبأ َكلذب

 .انِلَبقتسمو ،اَنِریصم

 ،ْدغلا نم ًارابتعا ،ْةدیدجلا َةموكحلا ُفلكأ َفوسو ،ْمویلا اھِتلاقتساب ِمدقتلا ْ،ةموكْحلا نم ُتبلط دقل .27

 ْنل يننأ ،ْدیدج نم ُلوقأو ْ،ةنھارلا ِةلحرملا ،ْتایولوأ عم ِمساحلا ِلماعتلل ،ْةددحمو ٍةحضاو ٍتافیلكتب
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 ِنمأ نع ُعفادأ َفوسو ،ْمھنامأو ،ْمھنمأ ْ،ةّیرصِمو ٍيرصِم ِلكل ُظفحت ،ٍتارارق ِةیأ ِذاختا يف ْنواھتأ

 ،ْنطولاو ِهللا َمامأ ً،انیمی ُتمسقأ يتلا ْ،ةنامألاوُ ةیلوئسملا يھ َكلتف ،اھِبعش ِنامأو ،اھِرارقتساو َرصم

 .اھیلع ِةظفاحملاب

 . ةتاكربوِ هللاُ ةمحرو مكیلع ُمالسلاو ،اناطخ ِقیرطلا ىلع َددسو ،اھَبعشو ،ْرصِمُ هللا َظِفح .28
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Appendix Two 
M2 

Second Speech of Mubarak 
 

 
            میحرلا ِنمحرلا ِهللا ِمسب  .1

   نونطاوملا ةوخإلا .2

  .ْلوھجملا ىلإ ،مھِبو اھب َفرجنت نأ ُداكتو ،اھَبعشو َرصِم ُنحتمت ْ،ةبعص ٍتاقوأ يف ،ْمكیلإ ُثدحتأ .3

 مھقح اوسرام ،ْءافرش َنینطاومو ٍبابشب ْتأدب ْ،ةیساق ٍتارابتخاو ْ،ةبیصع ٍثادحأل ُنطولا ُضرعتی .4

 ِةعاشإل يعس نم ،مھلغتسا ام ناعرس ،مھتاعلطتو ،مھمومھ نع ًاریبعت ،يملسلا ِرھاظتلا يف

   .اھیلع ِضاضقنالاو ْ،ةیروتسدلا ِةیعرشلا ىلع ِزفقللو ،ةھجاوملاو ِفنعلا ىلإ ِءوجللاو ،ىضوفلا

 تاھجاوم ىلإ ،ْریبعتلاو ِيأرلا ِةیرح ِةسراممل ،ٍرضحتمو ٍقار ٍرھظم نم ،ْتارھاظتلا كلت تلوحت .5

 ْتفدھتساو ،ْرانلا ىلع ِتیزلا ِبصو ِدیعصتلا يلإ ْتعس ْ،ةیسایس ًيوق اھیلع ُنمیھتو اھُكرُحت ْ،ةفسؤم

 ،ْتاقرطلل ٍعطقو ،ْقئارحلل ٍلاعشاو ،ْبھنو ٍبلسو ،ْضیرحتو ٍةراثا ِلامعأب ،ْهَرارقتساو ِنطولا َنمأ

 ىلع ،ِةیسامولبدلا ِتاثعبلا ِضعبل ٍماحتقاو ْ،ةصاخلاو ِةماعلا ِتاكلتمملاو ْ،ةلودلا ِقفارم ىلع ٍءادتعاو

  .رصِم ِضرأ
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 نم َةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َباتنا يذلا ُفوخلا وھ ،انَبولق ُعِجوی ام َرثكأو ْ،ةملؤمً امایأً اعم ُشیعن .6

 ،مِھیوذلو ،مھل ،ُدغلا ِھب يتأیس ام َلوح ،ْسجاوھو ٍقلقوٍ جاعزنا نم مھرواس امو ،نییرصِملا

 .مھِدلب ِریصمو ِلبقتسمو ،مِھتالئاعو

 ىضوفلا َنیب ام َرایتخالا ،ْةدایقوً ابعش ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ْ،ةیضاملا ِةلیلقلا ِمایألا ِثادحأ نإ .7

 ،اُنبعش ھعم َلماعتی نأ ُنیعتی ،ًاریاغمً ایرصِمً اعقاوو ،ْةدیدجً افورظ انمامأ ُحرطتو ،ْرارقتسالاو

 .اھِئانبأو ،َرصم ِحلاصم ىلع ِصرحلاو ْ،ةمكحلا نم ٍردق ىصقأب ،ةحلسملا ُانتاوقو

   نونطاوملا ةوخإلا اھیا .8

 ،مھِتلاسرو اِنبابش ِبلاطم عم ُبواجتت ،ْةدیدج ٍتافیلكتو ٍتایولوأب ،ْةدیدج ٍةموكح ِلیكشتل ُترداب دقل .9

 ،ةراثملا ایاضقلا ِ ةفاك َلوح ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك عم ِراوحلاب ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر َبئان ُتفلكو

 هذھ ِقیقحت ِلجأ نم ْ،ةیعیرشتو ٍةیروتسد ٍتالیدعت نم ُھبَلطتی امو ،ّيطارقمیدلاو ّيسایسلاِ  حالصإلل

 .رارقتسالاو ،ْنمألاو ،ْءودھلا ِةداعتساو ،ةعورشملا ِبلاطملا

 ،ةصاخلا ِمھتادنجأبً اكسمت ،ْراوحللُ ةوعدلا هذھ َضفر نم ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا نم َكانھ ّنكل  .10

 يھو ،ْراوحلل يتوعدل ،ْضفرلا اذھل ِرظنلابو ،اھِبعشو َرصمل ،ْنھارلا ِقیقدلا ِفرظلل ٍةاعارمَ نودو

 ،ِھیملسم ْ،ھِلامعو ،ِھیحالفب ،ْبعشلا ِءانبأل ًةرشابم ،ْمویلا يثیدحبُ ھجوتأ يننإف ْ،ةمئاق ُلازتالٌ ةوعد
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 ِھضرأ ِعاستا ىلع ،ِھندمو ْنطولا ِفیر يف ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم لكلو ،ْھبابشو ،ِھخویش ،ْھطابقأو

   .ھتاظفاحمو

 ،ةیلوئسملا اھیف ُتلمحت يتلا ،ةبیصعلا َفورظلا ُبعشلا ُملعیو ،هاج وأ ٍةطلس َبلاطً اموی نكأ مل يننإ .11

 ُ ةنایخ ،يعبط نم َسیلو ،ةحلسملا اِنتاوق ِءانبأ نم ٌلجر يننأ امك ً.امالسوً ابرح ،ِنطوللُ ھتمدق امو

 ِرارقتساو ِنمأُ ةداعتسا يھ ،نآلا يلوألا يتیلوئسم َّنإ .ةیلوئسملاو ِبجاولا نع يلختلا وأ ،ةنامألا

 ةیلوئسملا ِملست ُحیتتو ،نییرصِملاو َرصِم يمحت ٍءاوجأ يف ،ةطلسلل ِيملسلا ِلاقتنالا ِقیقحتل ،ْنطولا

 .ةلبقملا ِةیسائرلا ِتاباختنالا يف بعشلاُ هراتخی نمل

 ٍ ةیسائر ٍ ةرتفل َحشرتلا يوتنأ نكأ مل ىنأ ،ْنھارلا ِفرظلا نع ْرظنلا ِفرصبو ،قدصلا ِلكب ُلوقأو .12

 صرحلا َلك ٌصیرح ،َنآلا يننكل ،اِھبعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ْرمعلا نم يفكی ام ُتیضق دقف ،ةدیدج

 ،ةرقتسمٌ ةنمآٌ ةزیزع ُرصمو ،ھَتیاروُ ھَتنامأ َمیلست ُنمضی امب ،ْنطولا ِلجأ نم يلمع متتخأ نأ ىلع

  .روتسدلا ْمرتحیو ةیعرشلا ُظفحی امبو

 ِریبادتلا ُذاختا َمتی يك ،ةیلاحلا يتیالو نم ،ةیقبتملا ِرھشألا َلالخ ُلمعأس يننأ ْ،ةحضاو ٍتارابعب ُلوقأ .13

 .تایحالص نم ،روتسدلا َيلُ ھلوخی ام ِبَجومب ،ْةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالل ِةققحملا ،ْتاءارجإلاو

 ُلدعی امب ،روتسدلا نم "77"و "76" نیتداملا ِلیدعت ِةشقانم يلإ ،ھَیسلجمب َناملربلا وعدأ يننإ .14

    .ةسائرلل ٍةددحم ٍتارتف ُدمتعیو ،ةیروھمجلا ِةسائرل ِحیشرتلا َطورش



 262 

 نم اھب ُطبتری امو ،ةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلا هذھ ِةشقانم نم ،ھَیسلجمب ُيلاحلا ُناملربلا َنكمتی يكلو .15

 هذھ يف ،ةیسایسلا يوقلا ِةفاك ِةكراشملً انامضو ،روتسدلل ِةلمكملا ِنیناوقلل ،ٍةیعیرشت ٍتالیدعت

 ِتاباختنالا ىلع ِنوعطلا يف ،ھِماكحأو ِءاضقلا ِةملكب ِمازتلالاب ،ناملربلا ُبلاطأ يننإف ْتاشقانملا

 .ءاطبإ َنود ،ةریخألا ِةیعیرشتلا

 ،بعشلل َةعورشملا َبلاطملا ُققحی ٍوحن ىلع ،اھِتافیلكتل ِةدیدجلا ِةموكحلا ِذیفنت َةعباتم يلاوأ فوس .16

 ،يعامتجالاو ،يداصتقالاو ،يسایسلاِ حالصإلل ِھعلطتو ،ْبعشلا نع ًاربعم ،اھؤادأ يتأی نأو

 .ةیعامتجالا ِةلادعلا ِقیقحتو ،رقفلا ِةحفاكمو ،لمعلا ِصرف ةحاتإلو

 ِةیامحو ،ْبعشلا ِةمدخ يف ِهرودب ِعالطضالاب ،ةطرشلا َزاھج ُفلكأ يننإ ،قایسلا ِتاذ يفو .17

  .مھتماركو ،مھتایرحو ،مھقوقحل ،ْلماكلا ِمارتحالابو ْ،ةنامأو ٍفرشو ٍةھازنب ،ْنینطاوملا

 ِةلصاومل ٍتاءارجإ نم ُمزلی ام ،روفلا ىلع َذختت نأب ،ْةیئاضقلاو ِةیباقرلا ْتاطلسلا ُبلاطأ يننإ امك .18

 اوماق نَمو) نِمو( ،ينمأ ٍتالفنا نم ُرصمُ ھتدھش امیف ،نیببستملا َعم ِقیقحتلاو ،نیدسافلا ِةقحالم

 .نینمآلا ْعیورتو ، ْنارینلا ِلاعشاو ،ْبھنلاو ِبلسلا ِلامعأب

 ِءافولا يف ينَقفوی نأ ،هللا وعدأ ،ةیلاحلا يتیالو نمِ ةیقبتملا ِرھشألا َلالخ ،ْبعشلل يدھع وھ َكلذ .19

  .هَءانبأو ،ْنطولاو َهللا يضری امب ،اھِبعشو َرصمل يئاطع َمتتخأ يك ،ھب
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   نونطاوملاُ ةوخإلا اھیا .20

ً اكسامتو ًةقث َرثكأ ،اھَلبق ِھیلع تناك امم ىوقأ ،ةنھارلا ِفورظلا نم فرظلا نم َرصِم ُجرختس .21

ِ  مدع ىلعً اصرح ُرثكأو ُ،ھَحلاصم ُققحی امبً ایعو ُرثكأ وھو ،ُانبعش اھنم ُجرخیس ،ارارقتساو

  .ھلبقتسمو ِهریصم يِف طیرفتلا

 ،اھبِعشو َرصم ِةمدخ يف ،ةلیوط َنینس نمُ هاضق امب ُزتعی ،مویلا مكیلإ ُثدحتی يذلا كرابم ينسح َّنا .22

 نم ُتبراحو ،ْتشِع ھیف ،ةیرصمو ٍيرصم ِلك ُنطو وھ املثم ،ينطو وھ ،ْزیزعلا ،ْنطولا اذھ َّنإ

 ىلعو ّىلعُ  خیراتلا ُمكحیسو ،ْتومأ ِھضرأ ىلعو ،ْھِحلاصمو ،ِھتدایسو ،ِھضرأ نع ُتعفادو ،ھلجأ

  .انیلع وأ انل امب ،يریغ

 نیب اُھتنامأو اُھتیار ُلقتنت ،ًادبأ ُةدلاخلا يھُ ةقیرعلا ُرصمو ،نولئاز َصاخشألاو ،ٍقاب َنطولا نإ .23

 اذھ هللا َظفح .لیج دعب ،ًالیج ،ھماركو ٍةعفرو ٍةزعب ِكلذ َقیقحت َنمضن نأ ،انیلعو ،اھِئانبأ ِدعاوس

 ھبعشو ،نطولا

  ھتاكربو هللا ةمحرو مكیلع مالسلاو .24
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Appendix Three 
M3 

Third Speech of Mubarak 
 

 .میحرلا ِنمحرلا هللا مسب .1

  ،نونطاوملا ةوخإلا .2

 ِعاستا ىلعو ،ریرحتلا ِنادَیمب ،رصِم ِبابشل ،مویلا يثیدحبُ ھجوتأ ،اھِتاباشو َرصِم َبابش ُءانبألا .3

 ،مكب ُزتعأ يننإ ،مكل ُلوقأ ،ھتانبو ِھئانبأل ِبألا ُثیدح ،بلقلا نم ٍثیدحبً اعیمج مكیلإُ ھجوتأ ،اھِضرأ

 .ھُعَنصیو ،لبقتسملاب ُُملحیو ،ھب ُكسمتیو ،لضفألا ىلإ ِرییغتلا ىلإ وعدی ،دیدج ٍيرصم ٍلیجل ًازمر

 ،ْنواھتأ نل يننأ ،دكؤأو ،اردھ َعیضت نل مكاحرجو مكِئادھُش َءاْمَد َنأ ،ءيش ِلك َلبق مكل )كل (ُلوقأ .4

 ام ىصقأب ،انِبابش ِقح يف اومرجأ نیذلا ُبساحأسو ،مسحلاو ِةدشلا ِلكب ،اھنع َنیببستملا ِةبقاعم يف

 َلك ُتملأت يننأ ،ءایربألا ایاحضلا ِءالؤھ ِتالئاعل ،ْلوقأو. ةعدار ٍتابوقع نم ،نوناقلا ُماكحأُ هررقت

 مكَبولق َعجوأ امك ،مھل َثدح ام يبلق َعجوأو ،متملأت املثم ،مھِلجأ نم ،ملألا

 لك ٌمزاع ،يننإو ،ھیف َةعجر ال ٌمازتلا وھ ،مُكُبلاطمو مكِتلاسرو مكِتوصل يتباجتسا ّنأ ،مكل ُلوقأ .5

 َنود ،ِهذیفنت ىلع ،صرحلا َلك ٌصیرحو ،ْقدصلاو ،ِةیدجلا لكب ،ھب ُتدھعت امب ِءافولا ىلع ،مزعلا

 .ءارولا يلا ٍةدوع وأ ،ٍدادترا



 265 

 ُبلاطم يھ ،مكَبلاطم نأبو ،مكِكرحتو ،مكایاون ِءاقنو ِقدصب ،دیكأ ٍعانتقا نم ُقلطنی ،ْمازتلالا اذھ نإ .6

 ُفارتعالا وھ ِمھملا ّنكل ،ةلود يأ يفو ،يسایس ٍماظن يأ يفٌ ةدراو ُءاطخألاف  .ةعورشموُ ةلداع

  .اھیبكترم ِةبساحمو ،ٍتقو ِعرسأ يف اھُحیحصتو ،اھب

 ،يدالب ِبابشلِ عامتسالا يف ،ًادبأً ةضاضغ وأً اجرح ُدجأ ال ،ةیروھمجلل ٍسیئرك يننإ ،مكل ُلوقأو  .7

 َعمتسأ نأ ،ًادبأ ُُھلبقأ نلو مل امو ،بیعلا َلك َبیعلاو ،ْجرحلا َلك َجرحلا نكل ،ھَعم ِبواجتلاو

  .اُھتارربم وأ ،اھُعئارذ تناكً ایأو ،اھرُدصم تناكً ایأ ،جراخلا نم يتأت ٍةیبنجأ ٍتاءالمإل

 ،رصم بابش ُءانبألا .8

  نونطاوملا ةوخإلا  .9

 ُ،ایفتكم ،ةلبقملا ِةیسائرلا ِتاباختنالل يحیشرتَ مدع ،ْلیوأتلا وأ َلدجلا ُلمتحت ال ٍتارابعب ُتنلعأ دقل .10

 ،كلذب يكسمت ُتنلعأ ،مالسلاوِ  برحلا ِتاونس يف ً،اماع 60 نم َرثكأل ،نطولل ٍءاطع نمُ ُھتمدق امب

 ،روتسدلا ِةیامح يف ،يتیلوؤسمب ِضوھنلا يف يضملاب ،ردقلا ِتاذبو ،الثاممً اكسمت ُتنلعأو

 ربمتبس لبقتسم رھش ،نوبخانلاُ هَراَتخی نمل ،ةیلوؤسملاوَ ةطلسلا ُمیلست َمتی ىتح ،بعشلِا حلاصمو

ُ ُھتمسقأ يذلا ْمسقلا وھ كلذ ، ةھازنلاو ِةیرحلا ُتانامضلا اھل ُرَفوت ،ةھیزنو ٍةرح ٍتاباختنا يف ،لبقملا

    .نامألا َرب ،اھِبعشو َرصمب َغلبن ىتح ،ھیلع ُظفاحأ َفوسو نطولاو ِهللا َمامأ



 266 

 ،نونطاوملاو ُبابشلا ھیلإ اعد ام ِقیقحتلو ،ةنھارلا ِةمزألا نم ِجورخلل ًةددحم ًةیؤر ُتحرط دقل .11

 ،ھئانبأ َبلاطمو ،انعمتجم َرارقتسا ققحی وٍحن ىلعو ،اھُضوقی الو ،ةیروتسدلا َةیعرشلا ُمرتحی امب

 نیب ،لوؤسم ٍراوح ِلالخ نم ،ةطلسلل ،يملسلا ِلاقتنالل ،ھیلعً اقفتم ًاراطإ ،تقولا ِتاذ يف ُحرطیو

 . ةیفافشلاو ،ِقدصلا نم ٍردق ىصقأبو ،عمتجملا ىوق ِةفاك

 ُعباتأو .ةبیصعلا ِتاقوألا هذھ نم ِنطولاب ِجورخلا يف يتیلوؤسمب امزتلم ،ةیؤرلا هذھ ُتحرط .12

 رَصم ىلع ٍصیرح ِلك ِةدناسمو ِمعدلً اعلطتم ،ةعاسب ًةعاس لب ،لوأب ًالوأ اھقیقحت يف َيضملا

 ُرھست ،ةدعاقلاِ  عستمو ،ضیرع ٍينطو ٍقفاوت َقفو ،سوملم ٍعقاول ،اھِلیوحت يف َحجنن يك ،اھِبعشو

  .ةلسابلاُ ةحلسملا اُنتاوق ،ِهذیفنت ِنامض ىلع

 ىوقلا ةفاكو ،رییغتلا ىلإ َةوعدلا اوداق نیذلا َرصم َبابش ُمضی ،ًءانبً اینطو ًاراوح ،ْلعفلاب انأدب دقل .13

 ِةیادب ىلع انمادقأ ُعضی ،ْفقاوملاو ِءارآلا يف ،ٍيئدبم ٍقفاوت نع ،راوحلا اذھ َرفسأ دقلو ،ةیسایسلا

 مت امل ،ةضیرعلا ِطوطخلا نم ِھب ِلاقتناللُ ُھتلصاوم ُنیعتیو ،ةمزألا نم ِجورخلل ،حیحصلا ِقیرطلا

 ِقیرط ىلع ،موی دعبً اموی يضمت ،ددحم ٍينمز ٍلودجبو ،ةحضاو ٍقیرط ِةطیرخ ىلإ ،ھیلع ُقافتالا

  .لبقملا ربمتبس ىتحو ،نآلا نم ،ةطلسلل يملسلا ِلاقتنالا

 يف ِةبولطملا ِتالیدعتلا ةسارد ىلوتت ،ةیروتسد ٍةنجل ِلیكشت َلوح ىقالت دق ،ينطولا َراوحلا اذھ َّنإ .14

 َ ةعباتم ىلوتت ،ةعباتملل ٍةنجل ِلیكشت َلوح ىقالت امك ،ةیعیرشت ٍتالیدعت نم ھیضتفت امو ،روتسدلا
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 نم ،نیتنجللا اتلك ُلیكشت َيتأی نأ ىلع ،ْتصِرَح دقلو ،بعشلا َمامأ ِھب ُتدھعت امل ،نیمألا ِذیفنتلا

 ْلاجرو ،يروتسدلا ِنوناقلا ِءاھقف نمو ،درجتلاو ِلالقتسالاب اھل ِدوھشملا ،ِةیرصملا ِتایصخشلا

  .ءاضقلا

 ،ةنیزح ٍةیواسأم ٍثادحأ يف ،رصم ِءانبأ نم َءادھش نمُ هاندقف ام َءازإ يننإف ،كلذ نع ًالضفو .15

 لوح ،تاقیقحتلا نم ِءاھتنالا ِةعرسب يتامیلعت ُتردصأ ،نطولا َریمض تزھو ،انبولق تعجوأ

 نم ،مزلی ام اھنأشب َذختیل ،ماعلا ِبئانلا ىلإ ،روفلا ىلع اھِجئاتنُ ةلاحإو ،يضاملا ِعوبسألا ِثادحأ

 .ةعدار ،ٍةینوناق ،ٍتاءارجإ

 يتلا ةنجللا نم ْةحرتقملا ،ةیولوألا ِتاذ ِةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلاب ،لوألا َریرقتلا سمألاب ُتیقلت دقلو .16

 .ةبولطملا ِةیعیرشتلاو ،ِةیروتسدلا ِتالیدعتلا ِةساردل ،نوناقلا ِءاھقفو ِءاضقلا ِلاجر نم ،اُھتلكش

 ِسیئرل ،ةلوخملا ِتایحالصلا ىضتقمو ،تاحرتقم نم ِةنجللا ُریرقتُ ھنمضت ام عمً ابواجت ،يننإو

 يھ ،ةیروتسد ٍداوم ِتس ِلیدعت ِبلطب ،مویلا ُتمدقت دقف ،روتسدلا نم 189 ةدامللً اقفو ،ةیروھمجلا

 ،دادعتسالا ِدیكأت عم ،روتسدلا نم 179 ةداملا ِءاغلإ نع ًالضف .189و 93 و  88 و 77 و 76 داوملا

 نم ُ،هارت ام َقفو ،ةیروتسدلاُ ةنجللا هذھ اھیلإ يھتنت يتلا داوملا ِلیدعت ِبلطب ،قحال ٍتقو يف ِمدقتلل

  .تارربملاو ،يعاودلا
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 ٍددع ِدامتعاو ،ةیروھمجلا ِةسائرلِ حیشرتلا ِطورش َریسیت ،ةیولوألا ِتاذ ْتالیدعتلا ِهذھ ُفدھتست .17

ً انامض ،ْتاباختنالا ىلع ِفارشإلا ِطباوض ِزیزعتو ،ةطلسلا ِلوادتلً اقیقحت ،ةسائرلا ِددمل ٍددحم

 ِءاضعأ ِةیوضعو ِةحص يف ِلصفلاب ُ،هَدحو ِءاضقلا َصاصتخا ُدكؤت امك ،اھِتِھازنو اھِتیرحل

 نم 179 ةداملا ِءاغلإب ،ْحارتقالا امأ .روتسدلا ِلیدعت ِبلط ِتاءارجإو َطورشُ  لدُعتو ،ناملربلا

 ِنامضو ،باھرإلا ِرطاخم نم ،ْنطولا ِةیامح َنیب ،بولطملا ِنزاوتلا َقیقحت ُفدھتسیُ ھنإف ،روتسدلا

 ،ئراوطلا ِنوناقب ِلمعلا ِفاقیإ َمامأ ،ْبابلا ُحتفی امب ،نینطاوملل ِةیندملا ،ْتایرحلاو ِقوقحلا ِمارتحا

  .ئراوطلا ْةلاح ِعفرل ،ةیتاوملا ِفورظلا ِرفاوتو ،ْرارقتسالاو ِءودھلا ِةداعتسا َروف

    نونطاوملا ةوخإلا .18

 اِنتَعمسو اِنداصتقا يف ِةقثلاو ،ضعبلا ُمھُضعب َنیِیرصملا َنیب ْةقثلاُ ةداعتسا يھ ،نآلا َةیولوألا َّنإ .19

  .ھیفَ ةعجر وأ ،ھنع َدادترا ال ،هانأدب يذلا ْلوحتلاو َرییغتلا نأ يف ِةقثلاو ،ةیلودلا

 نم ،انداِصتقابو انبُ ھتقحلأ ام ُدادزیف ،اھِرارمتساب َحمسن نأ ُحِصی ال ،ةبعصً اتاقوأ ُزاتجت ْرصِم ّنإ .20

 اوعد نیذلا ُبابشلا اھعم ُحبُصی ٍ،عاضوأل ،رمألا رَصمب يھتنیو ،موی َدعبً اموی ،رئاسخو ٍرارضأ

   .اھنم َنیررضتملا َلوأ ،حالصإلاو ِرییغتلا ىلإ

ً اقلعتم ُرمألا َتاب امنإو ،كرابم ينسحبً ةقلعتم تسیل ،يصخشب ًةقلعتم ْتسیل ،ةنھارلا َةظحللا َّنإ .21

 نأ ،انیلعو ،نآلا ٍدحاو ٍقدنخ يفً اعیمج َنییرصملا َّنإ .اِھئانبأ ِلبقتسمو ،اھِرِضاح يف ،ْرصمب
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 ،رحانتلاو ،ِفالخلا نع ،ًادیعبو ،ءاقرفلا َسیلو ِقیرفلا ِحورب ،هانأدب يذلا ِينطولا َراوحلا َلصاون

 ،نامألاو َ نانئمطالا انینطاوملو ،ھیفَ ةقثلا اِنداصتقال َدیعنلو ،ةنھارلا اھَتمزأ َرصم َزواجتت يك

  .ةیعیبطلاُ ةیمویلا ھَتایح ،يرصملا ِعراشللو

 ،ْنطولل َءالولاو ،ةیرصملا ِةیركسعلا َفرش ُتملعت امدنع ،نآلا َرصم ِبابش َلثمً اباش ُتنك دقل .22

 ،اھمِئازھب ُ،ھبورح ُتدھِش ،ھَتَدایسو ِھضرأ نعً اعافد ،ًارمع ُتینفأ ،ھلجأ نم ِةیحضتلاو

 ،يتایح َمایأ ُدعسأ ،ریرحتلاو ِرصنلاو ،ِروبعلا َمایأو ،لالتحالاو ِراسكنالا َمایأ ُتشع ،اھِتاراصتناو

 َكلذ ِریغو ،ابابأ سیدأ يفو ،ًارایط ،ةدیدع ٍتارم َتوملا ُتھجاو ،ءانیس َقوف َرصم َملع ُتعفر َموی

 َرصم ِنمأ ِلجأ نم ُتلِمع ، مالسلا ىلع ُتظفاح ،ْتاءالمإ وأ ٍةیبنجأ ٍطوغضلً اموی ْعضخأ مل  ،ریثك

 ، ةفئاز ٍةیبعش وٍأ ةطلسلً اموی َعسأ مل ، اھِئانبا ِلجا نمو ،اھِتضھن ِلجأ نم  ُتدھتجا ، اھِرارقتساو

 ام ،يسفن يف ُزُِحیو ،كرابم ينسح وھ نم َنوفرعی ،بعشلا ِءانبأ نمَ  ةحساكلا َةیبلغألا َّنأ ، ْقثأ

   .ينطو ينب  ،ضعب نم ،مویلا ِھیقالأ

 َرصِم َنأب يبناج نمً اعانتقاو ،يلاحلا ِبعصلا ِقرتفملا َةروطخً امامت يعأ ذإ يننإف ،لاح ِةیأ ىلعو .23

 َعضن نأو ،نطولل ایلعلا ِةحلصملاَ بیلغت ً،اعیمج انیلع ُضرفت ،اھِخیرات يف ًةقراف ً،ةظحل ُزاتجت

 يف ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر ِبئان َضیوفت ُتیأر دقف ،رخآ ٍرابتعا َلكو ،ٍرابتعا يأ َقوف ً،الوأ َرصِم

 .روتسدلاُ هددحی ،يذلا وحنلا ىلع ،ةیروھمجلا ِسیئر ِتاصاصتخا
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 اِھمادقأ ىلع ُفقتس ،اھِبعشُ ةدارإ َرسكنت نل  .اھَتَمزأ ُزواجتت َفوس َرصِم َّنأ ،نیقیلا َملع ُملعأ يننإ .24

 .نیتماشلا َةتامشو ،نیدئاكلا َدیك ُدرتسو ،اھِئانبأ ُلك ،اِھئانبأ ِصالخإو ٍقدصب ،ْدیدج نم

 ُتبثنس ،يعاولاو ِرضحتملا ِراوحلاب ،بعشلا ِبلاطم ِقیقحت ىلعَ اَنتردق ،نییرصِملا ُنحن ُتبثنس .25

 ،عراشلا ُضبن ىوس ،اُنتارارق انل ُعنصی ال ًادحأ َنأو ،دحأ نم ٍتامیلعت ُذخأن الو ،دحألً اعابتأ انسل اننأ

  .نطولا ِءانبأ ُبلاطمو

 ،رصِم ِةزعب انكِسمتبو ،بعشلا اذھ ِكسامتو ِةدحوبو ،نییرصِملا ِمزعو ِحورب ،كلذ ُتبثنس .26

      .ماع فالآ ِةعبس نم ِرثكأل ،هُرَھوجو اِندوجو ُساسأ يھف ،ةدلاخلاوُ ةدیرفلا اھِتیوھو ،اھِتماركو

 ،ُاھبعش َمادو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس ،اُھبعشو ُرصِم تماد ام انیف ُحورلا هذھ ُشیعتس .27

 ،انِلافطأو اِنبابشو ،انِخویش ِبولق يف ىقبتس ،انیفقثمو ،انِلامعو انیحالف نم ٍدحاو ِلك يف ُشیعتس

  .اِنئانبأ نم ،دعب دلوی مل نم ِرئامضو ِلوقع يفو ،مھِطابقأو مھِیملسم

 يھ ،رصِم ُلظتسو ،ھَتَنامأو ِھتیلوؤسملً اظفاح ،نطولا اذھ ِلجأ نم ُتشِع يننأ ،دیدج نم ُلوقأ .28

 ،ةیاغلاو ُفدھلا يھ ،اھَتیارو اھَتناما ْملسا ىتح ىقبتس ،عیمجلا َقوفو ِصاخشألا َقوف ،ةیقابلا

 ،ًازیزع ًادلب ُلظتس ،تامملاو ایحملا ُضراو ،هاھتنمو ،هراوشمو ،رمعلاُ ةیادب ،بجاولاوُ ةیلوئسملاو

 َعوفرم ،رھدلا َدبا ىقبی َامیركً ابعش ُلظتسو ،هارثو ھبارت ينیراوی ىتح ،ھقرافأ وا ينقرافی ال

  .ةماركلاو ِةزعلا َروفوم ،ِةیارلاو ،سأرلا
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 ،هاطخ ِقیرطلا ىلع َددسو ُ،ةَبعش ىعرو ً،انما ًادِلَب ،رصِمُ َهللا ظفِح  .29

 .ھتاكربو ِهللاُ ةمحرو مكیلع ُمالسلاو .30
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Appendix Four 
M4 

Translation of the First Speech 

1- In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate the Most Merciful 
 

2- Brother citizens 
 

3- I am addressing you in a delicate situation, that forces upon us all a serious and honest stance 
with the self, that seeks good intent and the interests of the homeland.  
 

4- I have indeed closely followed up the protests and what they advocated and called for; my 
instructions to the government emphasized giving them the opportunity to express the 
opinions and demands of the people.  

 
5- Then, I followed up the attempts of some people to take a free ride of the wave of those 

protests and to trade on their slogans, and I was sorry all the sorriness for the innocent 
victims, from the protesters and the police, who died as a result.  

 
6- The government has indeed committed itself to implementing these directives, as evidenced 

in the way the police dealt with our youth and rushed to protect them, at the beginning, in 
respect of their right to protest peacefully within the framework of law, before these 
demonstrations turned into acts of riot, threatening public order and obstructing the daily life 
of citizens.   

 
7- Indeed, these demonstrations as well as the protesting stands we witnessed over the past few 

years would have never happened, had it not been for the wide spaces of freedom of 
expression, opinion, and press, and the other freedoms that have been made available to the 
people by the steps of reform, and by the unprecedented interaction among the forces of 
society that Egypt is witnessing now.  

 
8- I, in my capacity as the president of the republic, and by virtue of the powers conferred upon 

me by the constitution as the arbitrator among authorities, have indeed reiterated frequently, 
and will continue to do so, that sovereignty is to the people, and I will always adhere to their 
right to exercise the freedoms of opinion and expression, as long as it is practiced within the 
framework of legitimacy and respect of the law.  

 
9- A fine line is indeed separating between freedom and anarchy. While I side completely with 

the freedom of citizens to express their opinions, I adhere, as strongly, to safeguarding the 
security and stability of Egypt and not allowing it and its people to be over-swept to 
dangerous slippery slopes that threaten public order and social peace, and have unknown 
scope and repercussions on the present and future of the homeland.  

 
10- Egypt is indeed the biggest country in its region, in terms of population, role, weight, 

and influence, a country of institutions, governed by the constitution and the rule of law. We 
have to be cautious of the many examples, around us, which slid the people towards chaos 
and setback, without achieving democracy or maintaining stability.   
 

11- O brother citizens,  
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12- These demonstrations have indeed aimed at expressing legitimate aspirations towards 
more democracy and more acceleration of the efforts of besieging unemployment, improving 
living standards, fighting poverty, and confronting corruption decisively. 

 
13- I am indeed aware of these legitimate aspirations of the people; I know well the amount 

of their pain and suffering. I have never been detached from them for a single day, and I 
work on solving them every day. But, the problems we are facing and the goals we are 
aspiring to will not be achieved by resorting to violence, nor will they be accomplished by 
chaos, but will be achieved and established by national dialogue and sincere, hard work. 

 
14- The youth of Egypt are indeed the dearest it has and it is looking up at them to make its 

future and it is distancing them from allowing to sneak among them those who seek to spread 
anarchy, plunder public and private properties, set arson attacks, and knock down what we 
have built.   

 
15- My conviction is indeed unshakably firm in continuing the political, economic, and 

social reform, for the sake of a free, democratic Egyptian society that embraces modern 
values and opens up to the world.  

 
16- I have indeed taken the side of the poor people, all the time, and I will continue to do 

so, because I am convinced that economy is too big and dangerous to be left to economists 
alone. And I have been keen on regulating the economic reform policies of the government, 
so as not to let them proceed at a pace faster than what the sons of the people can endure or 
at one that might increase their suffering. 

 
17- Our program to besiege unemployment and provide more services of education, health, 

housing, ... etc.  to the youth and citizens does remain contingent upon keeping Egypt stable 
and secure, a homeland of modern, civilized people who do not let their earnings and future 
aspirations twist in the wind. 

 
18- What has happened during those demonstrations goes indeed beyond the looting, chaos, 

and arsons that took place to represent a plot aiming at shaking stability and preying on 
legitimacy.  

 
19- I am indeed calling upon our youth and upon every Egyptian man and woman to 

consider the interest of the homeland and to stand up for protecting their homeland and their 
earnings. It is not by setting fires and vandalizing public and private properties that the 
aspirations of Egypt and its sons can be achieved, but those aspirations towards a better 
future can be achieved by awareness, dialogue, and endeavour for the sake of the homeland.  
 

20- O brother citizens, 
 

21- I am indeed not addressing you today as a President of the republic only, but indeed as 
an Egyptian man whom fate has decided to assign the responsibility of this homeland and 
who exhausted his life for its sake, in war and peace. 

 
22- We have indeed survived hard times together; we have surmounted them when we faced 

them as one nation and one people, and when we knew our way and our destination and 
specified our targets. 
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23- The road to reform we have chosen knows no retrogradation nor retrogression. We will 
go down it with new steps that confirm our respect for the independence of the judiciary and 
its verdicts; new steps towards more democracy and more freedom to the citizens; new steps 
to besiege unemployment, raise living standards, and improve services; and new steps 
towards standing beside the poor and those on low income.  

 
24- Our choices and goals are indeed what will determine our fates and future; we have no 

way to achieve them other than awareness, work, and struggle, maintaining what we have 
achieved, building on it, and keeping in our minds and consciences the future of the 
homeland. 

 
 

25- The incidents of today and the past few days have indeed cast within the hearts of the 
overwhelming majority of the sons of the people fear for Egypt and its future and 
apprehension about being over-swept towards more violence, chaos, destruction, and 
sabotage.  
 

26- Shouldering my first responsibility of safeguarding the security of the homeland and 
citizens, I will never ever allow that. I will never allow this fear to obsess our citizens nor 
this apprehension to cast its shadows on our destiny and future.   

 
27- I have indeed requested the government to submit its resignation today and will charge 

the new government effective tomorrow with clear and precise instructions for dealing 
decisively with the priorities of the current stage. I am saying it again: I will not indeed 
hesitate to take any decisions that safeguard the security and safety of every Egyptian man 
and woman and I will defend the security and stability of Egypt and the safety of its people. 
That is the responsibility and the trust I have taken the oath in front of Allah and the 
homeland to safeguard.  

 
28- May Allah safeguard Egypt and its people and guide our steps towards the right path  

 
29- and peace, mercy, and blessings of Allah be upon you.  
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Appendix Five 
M5 

Translation of the Second Speech 

1- In the name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most Merciful 
 

2- Brother Citizens,  
 

3- I am addressing you at critical times that are testing Egypt and its people and are about to 
over-sweep both of them into the unknown. 

 
4- The homeland is experiencing grave events and tough tests, started by honorable youth and 

citizens who exercised their right to protest peacefully and express their concerns and 
aspirations, but they were soon exploited by those who sought to spread chaos and resort to 
violence and confrontation, in order to jump over constitutional legitimacy and pounce upon 
it.   

 
5- Those protests were turned from an elegant and civilized manifestation of practicing 

freedoms of opinion and expression to unfortunate confrontations, steered and controlled by 
political forces that sought escalation, poured oil on fire, and targeted the security and 
stability of the homeland, through acts of provocation, incitement, robbery, looting, arsons, 
road-blocking, vandalization of state utilities and public and private properties, and storming 
some diplomatic missions in Egypt.  

 
6- We are living together painful days. What aches our hearts most is the fear that has possessed 

the over-sweeping majority of Egyptians and what preoccupied them of concern, anxiety, 
and premonition of what might befall them, their families, and relatives the following day; 
and of the future and destiny of their country.  

 
7- The events of the last few days do impose upon us all, people and leadership, choosing 

between chaos or stability, and set in front of us new circumstances and a different Egyptian 
reality, with which our people and armed forces have to deal with the utmost possible levels 
of wisdom and keenness on the interests of Egypt and its sons.  

 
 

8- O brother citizens                             
 

9- I have indeed taken the initiative of forming a new government, with new priorities and 
instructions, that respond to the demands of our youth and their message, and I instructed 
the vice-president to hold dialogue with all the political forces, about all the raised issues of 
political and democratic reform, and what it requires of constitutional and legislative 
amendments in order to realize those legitimate demands and restore peace, security, and 
stability.  

 
10- But, there are some of the political forces who have declined this invitation to dialogue, 

sticking to their private agendas, with no consideration of the current delicate circumstance 
of Egypt and its people. In response to that declination, of my invitation to dialogue, an 
invitation that is still extended, I am indeed addressing my speech today directly to the sons 
of the people, their farmers and workers, their Muslims and Christians, their elderly people 
and youth, and to every Egyptian man and woman in the countryside, cities, and 
governorates all over the country. 
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11- I have indeed never been a seeker of authority or power, for one day, and the people 

know the critical circumstances at which I shouldered responsibility, and what I have offered 
the homeland in war and peace. Also, I am indeed a man of the sons of our armed forces; it 
is not in my nature to betray trust or abandon duty and responsibility. My primary 
responsibility now is indeed restoring the security and stability of the homeland, in order to 
ensure the peaceful transition of power, in circumstances that protect Egypt and Egyptians 
and allow receiving the responsibility to whoever the people would choose in the coming 
presidential elections. 

 
12- I am saying with all the truthfulness, and regardless of the current circumstance, that I 

was not intending to run for a new presidential term, as I have indeed spent enough of my 
life at the service of Egypt and its people. But now I am indeed keen, all the keenness, 
(emotional tone) to conclude my work for the homeland in a manner that ensures handing 
over its trust and banner, while Egypt is honoured, secure, and stable, and in a manner that 
safeguards legitimacy and respects the constitution.  

 
13- I am saying in unequivocal sentences that I will work in the remaining months of my 

current term in order for the precautions and measures necessary for the peaceful transition 
of power to be taken, according to the powers conferred on me by the Constitution.  

 
14- I do invite the parliament in both its chambers to discuss amending articles 76 and 77 

of the Constitution, in order to amend the conditions of nomination for presidential elections 
and set specific term limits.  

 
15- In order for the current parliament, in both its chambers, to be able to discuss these 

constitutional amendments as well as the related legislative amendments of the laws that 
complement the Constitution, and in order to ensure the participation of all political forces 
in these discussions, I do demand the parliament to abide by the word and verdicts of the 
judiciary, on the legal contestations made against the latest legislative elections, without 
delay. 

 
16- I will continue following up on the new government’s execution of its assigned duties, 

in a manner that realizes the legitimate demands of the people, and ensures that its 
performance expresses the people and their aspirations to establishing political, economic, 
and social reform; securing job opportunities; fighting poverty; and realizing social justice.  

 
17- Within the same context, I do instruct the police apparatus with carrying out its duty in 

serving the people and protecting the citizens with integrity, honor, and faithfulness and with 
the complete respect for their rights, freedoms, and dignity.  

 
18- I also do demand the judicial and supervisory authorities to immediately take what is 

necessary of measures to continue pursuing the corrupt and investigating the causers of what 
Egypt witnessed of security disarray and the perpetrators of the acts of robbery, looting, 
arsons, and terrorization of the peaceful people.  

 
19- That is my pledge to the people during the remaining months of my current term. I pray 

to Allah to help me fulfil it, so as to conclude my offering to Egypt and its people in a way 
that satisfies Allah, the homeland, and its sons.  
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20- O brother citizens     
 

21- Egypt will survive these current circumstances stronger than it was before: more 
confident, cohesive, and stable. Our people will survive it more aware of what realizes their 
interests and keener on not waiving their destiny and future.  

 
22- Hosni Mubarak who is speaking to you today is indeed proud of the long years he has 

spent at the service of Egypt and its people. This dear homeland is indeed my homeland, as 
it is the homeland of every Egyptian man and woman. In it, I have lived; I have fought for 
its sake; I have defended its land, sovereignty, and interests; and on its soil I die, and history 
will judge me as well as others by our merits and demerits.  

 
23- The homeland is indeed everlasting, but persons are ephemeral, and noble Egypt is 

forever eternal; its banner and trust passing among the arms of its sons, and we are 
responsible for ensuring that this is taking place with pride, honor, and dignity, one 
generation after another.   

 
24- May Allah safeguard this homeland and its people! 

 
25- Peace and blessing of Allah be upon you 
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Appendix Six 
M6 

Translation of the Third Speech 
 

1- In the Name of Allah, the Most Merciful, the Most Compassionate 
 
2- Brother citizens 

 
3- The sons, male and female youth of Egypt: I am addressing my speech today to the youth of 

Egypt, in Tahrir Square, and all over the country. I am addressing you all with a speech 
from the heart, a speech of the father to his sons and daughters. I am saying to you that I 
am indeed proud of you as a symbol of a new Egyptian generation, that calls for change to 
the better and adheres to it, and dreams of the future and makes it. 

 
4- I am saying to you before everything that the bloods of your martyrs and injured ones will 

indeed not go down the drain; I confirm that I will not be lenient in punishing its 
perpetrators with all fierceness and decisiveness; and I will punish those who committed 
crimes against our youth with the most deterrent sentences stipulated by the law. I am 
saying to the families of those innocent victims that I was indeed pained all the pain for 
them, as you were pained, and my heart was ached by what happened to them, as your 
hearts were ached. 

 
5- I am saying to you that my response to your voice, message, and demands is an irrevocable 

commitment, and I am indeed determined, all the determination, to fulfil what I promised, 
with all seriousness and sincerity, and I am keen, all the keenness, on implementing it with 
no return or retreat.  

 
6- This commitment does stem from a firm conviction of the sincerity and purity of your 

intentions and movement and that your demands are indeed fair and legitimate demands. 
Mistakes are likely to happen in any political system and in any country, but the important 
thing is admitting them, correcting them as soon as possible, and holding those who made 
them to account.  

 
7- I am indeed saying to you, in my capacity as a president of the republic that I do not find 

any embarrassment or shame at all in listening to the youth of my country and responding 
to them, but the embarrassment, all the embarrassment, and the shame, all the shame, and 
what I did not and will not ever accept is to listen to foreign dictations that are coming from 
abroad, regardless of their source, and regardless of their pretexts or justifications.  

 
8- The sons, youth of Egypt, 

 
9- Brother citizens, 

 
10- I have indeed stated in sentences that do not allow misinterpretation or argumentation that 

I am not nominating myself for the coming presidential elections, content with what I have 
offered the homeland over more than 60 years, in war and peace. I have announced my 
commitment to that, and announced similar commitment, that is equally emphatic, to 
continue shouldering my responsibility of safeguarding the Constitution and the interests 
of the people, until power and responsibility are handed over to whom electors will choose 
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in the coming September, in fair and free elections, for which guarantees of freedom and 
fairness will be secured. That is the oath I have taken before Allah and the homeland and I 
will honour it until we take Egypt and its people to a safe harbour.  

 
11- I have indeed laid down a specific vision for exiting the current crisis, and for realizing 

what the youth and citizens have asked for, in a manner that respects constitutional 
legitimacy, not undermines it, and in a way that accomplishes the stability of our society 
and the demands of its sons, and at the same time offers an agreed-upon framework for the 
peaceful transition of power, through a responsible dialogue among all the forces of 
society, with utmost veracity and transparency.  

 
12- I have laid down this vision out of my commitment to my responsibility for leading the 

homeland out of these critical times, and I have been closely following up on its 
implementation, hour by hour, looking forward to the support and assistance of everyone 
who is keen on Egypt and its people, in order to succeed in transforming it into a concrete 
reality, according to a broad national consensus, that has a wide base, and whose 
implementation is to be guaranteed by our intrepid armed forces. 

 
13- Indeed, we have already started a constructive national dialogue that encompass the youth 

of Egypt who led the call for change, as well as all political forces. This dialogue has indeed 
yielded in a preliminary agreement, in views and stances, that lays our feet on the beginning 
of the right track, that leads out of this crisis. It has to be continued in order to transform it 
from the broad lines that have been agreed upon to a clear road map, with a specific 
timetable that proceeds on a daily basis, down the road of the peaceful transition of power, 
from now until next September.  

 
14- This national dialogue has indeed agreed on the formation of a constitutional committee 

that undertakes the study of the required constitutional amendments and the legislative 
amendments they require. It has also agreed on forming a follow-up committee that 
undertakes the follow-up of the honest implementation of what I have promised the people. 
I was keen that the formation of both committees comes from Egyptian dignitaries, well-
known for their independence and impartiality, and from constitutional law jurists and the 
judiciary. 

 
15- In addition to that, and in response to the martyr sons of Egypt whom we lost in tragic, sad 

events that ached our hearts and shook the conscience of the homeland, I have indeed 
instructed the speedy completion of investigating the events of last week and the immediate 
referral of their results to the Chief Prosecutor, in order to take the necessary deterrent, 
legal measures. 

 
16- I did receive yesterday the first report on the top-priority constitutional amendments, 

suggested by the committee I have formed, from legal experts and the judiciary, to study 
the required constitutional and legislative amendments. In response to the suggestions 
included in the report of the committee, and by virtue of the powers vested in the President 
of the republic, as per article 189 of the constitution, I have indeed submitted a request 
today for amending six constitutional articles: these are articles 76, 77, 88, 93 and 189, and 
the annulment of article 179 of the constitution, with a confirmation of the readiness to 
submit, at a later time, a request for amending the articles suggested by this constitutional 
committee, according to the reasons and justifications it sees. 
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17- These top-priority amendments aim at facilitating the conditions of nomination for 
presidency; approving a fixed number of terms in presidency, in order to ensure rotation of 
power; reinforcing the checks of judiciary supervision over elections, in order to guarantee 
their freedom and fairness; confirming the exclusive jurisdiction of the judiciary to rule 
upon the legitimacy and validity of parliamentary membership; and amending the 
conditions and measures of requesting constitutional amendments. As for the proposal to 
scrap article 179 of the constitution, it aims at achieving the required balance between 
protecting the homeland from the perils of terrorism and ensuring the respect of the civil 
rights and liberties of the citizens, in a manner that opens the door for stopping the 
Emergency Law once calmness and stability are restored and the suitable circumstances 
are met for lifting the state of emergency. 

 
18- Brother citizens, 

 
19- The priority now is indeed to restore confidence among Egyptians themselves, confidence 

in our economy and our international reputation, and confidence that the change and 
transformation we have started have no reverse or return. 

 
20- Egypt is indeed braving through hard times, which we should not allow to continue, so as 

not to increase the damages and losses they have inflicted upon us and upon our economy 
day after day, and so as not to end up with Egypt in conditions that would make the youth 
who called for change and reform the first to suffer. 

 
21- The current moment has indeed nothing to do with my person, it has nothing to do with 

Hosni Mubarak, but it is all about Egypt, in its present, and the future of its sons. All 
Egyptians are indeed in one ditch now, and we have to continue the national dialogue that 
we have started in the spirit of a team, not enemies, and away from disagreement and 
battling, in order for Egypt to survive its current crisis and in order to restore confidence in 
our economy, assurance and security to our citizens, and natural daily life to our streets. 

 
22- I was indeed a youth like the current youth of Egypt, when I learnt the honour of the 

Egyptian military, allegiance to the homeland, and sacrifice for its sake; I have annihilated 
a life defending its land and sovereignty; I have witnessed its wars, in their defeats and 
victories; I have lived the days of defeat and occupation and the days of crossing, victory, 
and liberation; the happiest day of my life was when I raised the flag of Egypt over Sinai; 
I have faced death several times: as a pilot, in Addis Ababa, and in many other situations; 
I have never succumbed to foreign pressures or dictations; I have safeguarded peace; I have 
worked for the security and stability of Egypt; I have tried my best for the sake of its 
renaissance and for the sake of its sons; I have never sought power or fake popularity; I 
trust that the over-sweeping majority of the sons of the people know who Hosni Mubarak 
is, but it hurts me to see how some of the sons of my homeland are treating me today.  

 
23- Anyway, while I am indeed completely aware of the gravity of the current critical 

conjuncture, and based on my conviction that Egypt is passing a defining moment, in its 
history, that imposes upon us all the prioritization of the higher interest of the homeland 
and to put Egypt first, above any consideration and every other consideration, I have 
decided to delegate the powers of the President of the republic to the Vice-President as per 
the constitution.  
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24- I do know for certain that Egypt is going to survive its crisis; the will of its people will not 
be broken; it will stand to its feet again, by the faithfulness and sincerity of its sons, all its 
sons, and it will defeat the machination of those machinating against it and the plotting of 
those plotting against it.  

 
25- We, Egyptians, will demonstrate our ability to realize the demands of the people, through 

civilized, rational dialogue; we will prove that we are not followers of anyone, that we do 
not take orders from anyone, and that no one can make our decisions for us, other than the 
pulse of the street and the demands of the sons of the homeland.  

 
26- We will prove that, with the spirit and resolve of Egyptians, with the unity and solidarity 

of these people, and with our adherence to the dignity of Egypt, its honor, and its unique, 
eternal identity, which is the foundation and essence of our existence for more than seven 
thousand years. 

 
27- This spirit will live within us as long as Egypt and its people continue to exist. This spirit 

will live within us as long as Egypt continues to exist and as long as its people continue to 
exist. It will live within each one of our farmers, workers, and intellectuals. It will remain 
in the hearts of our elderly, youth, children, Muslims, and Christians and in the minds and 
consciences of our sons who have not been born yet.  

 
28- I am saying again, that I have indeed lived for this homeland, shouldering its responsibility 

and trust, and Egypt will remain eternal above persons and above all. It will remain, until 
I deliver its responsibility and its banner, the aim and the target; the responsibility and the 
duty; the beginning of lifetime, its journey, and its destination; and the land of living and 
death. It will remain a dear homeland that will never part with me, nor will I part with it, 
until its soil and dust bury me; it will remain hospitable people whose heads and banners 
will forever be high, in abundant dignity and honour.  

 
29- May Allah save Egypt, a safe country, and may He safeguard its people and direct their 

steps to the right path  
 

30- And peace of Allah and His mercy and blessings be upon you. 

 

 


