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In his speech before the Central Council in Ramallah on April 26, 2014, president 

Mahmoud Abbas of Palestine made good use of some rhetorical devices, namely, inclusive “we” and commissive and directive 

speech acts to gain the support of his people. Inclusive „we‟ or generic use of first-person plural pronoun (referred to hereinafter as 

1PPP), which has interesting connotations and rhetorical effects in discourse and has been ignored by grammarians (Wales, 1996), 

was executed professionally by Abbas. He managed to reiterate what had been said or done during years of negotiations with the 

Israelis as if the entire community and not Palestinian leaders alone conducted these negotiations. In other words, Abbas claimed 

the right to speak on behalf of the entire community to rekindle hopes and memories. This intentional use served rhetorical effects, 

namely, disclaiming personal responsibility of the derailment of the negotiations on the one hand and exempting Palestinian 

Authority leaders from any wrong doings or mishaps regarding the concessions (as claimed by rivals) made since Oslo on the other 

hand. On many occasions, president Abbas made several promises through commissive speech act as indications of power since 

powerless cannot make promises. It is used as a reminder to his opponents and rivals that he is still in power and in command. 

Fairclough (1989) and Pennycook (1994) argue that the use of 1PPP as well as I-reference (First-person singular pronoun 1PSP) is 

often political and implies power relationships.   

  

Introduction 

Language permeates in all our actions and activities. It plays an important and decisive role in our life. If 

language is so vital in our life, we should know more about it than the mere fact that we use it on daily basis. 

Because it is there living with us, some believe that its existence and our own are merely a sheer coincidence, 

i.e. we take it for granted. Language use is an aggregate work of art. This type of art is nurtured and is not 

acquired by default, i.e. „some‟ people acquire this kind of art by being members of particular social groups, 

institutional groups, or speech communities in combination with full knowledge of the surrounding context. The 

vocabulary of an individual or group is an index of what is important to that individual or group. Language users 

whether producers (writers/speakers) or receivers (readers/hearers) rely on multi-faceted techniques in delivering 

or interpreting linguistic messages. As for writers/speakers, knowledge of the language system (semantics, 

phonology, syntax) and the surrounding context (audience, culture, social norms) is a prerequisite for delivering 

a concise message. With regard to the readers/ hearers, interpreting the message depends primarily on their 

knowledge of the techniques employed by the writers/speakers. Language enables man both to express himself 

and to orient himself to the world and society because his sense of the world depends largely on it. 

Because of globalization and the formulation and dissemination of new ideas, coining new terminology becomes 

inevitable. The uncontrolled evolution of technical terms can no longer be relied on to ensure unambiguity in the 

use of language. Words are loaded with new shades of meaning by their users; this leads to confusion and lack 

of communication and gives rise to tampering with the truth and manipulation. I am not claiming here that 

knowledge of the language system and the surrounding context by the receiver is not required. What is meant is 

that the way writers/speakers stage and word their message is of greater importance because it limits and directs 

the receiver‟s perception and foci. Because writers and speakers, especially when they are in powerful positions, 

rely heavily on the way they word their message and on rhetorical techniques, readers/hearers must be vigilant in 

order not to fall in the writers‟/speakers‟ snares. Language of advertising, for example, appeals more to senses 

rather than to cognition by creating new realities through the use of glamorous language and combining words 
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with pictures; in visual advertisements, persuasion through tampering with viewers‟ feelings and emotions 

necessitates that seeing overshadows hearing. In political speeches, employing the art of lexical choices such as 

I-reference, we-reference, and speech acts is crucial in the process of reaching out for the public and selling 

one‟s point of view. The reader/hearer becomes vulnerable and under the mercy of the writer/speaker especially 

when the former is a layman who is thwarted by the shrewdness of the latter. 

Language use is meant to be transparent and unambiguous, and language is used to describe reality. Under 

certain circumstances, language is also used to suppress, and/or create new realities through deception, 

manipulation and oppression. Language is not a neutral device, and man can be menaced by other man‟s words. 

By the use of discourse especially by those in powerful positions, the foundations are laid for the production and 

reproduction of asymmetries in the distribution of power and deepening of social inequalities. This is where 

critical discourse analysis intervenes to uncover these inequalities and provokes the intrepidity of the dominated 

groups who are victims to this faulty way of using discourse.      

 

Rhetoric  

The main intent in this study is to use the term „rhetoric‟ to refer to written or oral discourse that intentionally or 

unintentionally alter attitudes and mobilize actions because this kind of discourse is formed and planned. 

Rhetoric can be defined as the study of man‟s symbolic attempts to make order of his life, to discover who he is, 

and to interact with others in ways that make his life more satisfying. In this sense rhetoric includes the study of 

the persuasive dimension of all language (Campbell, 1972). 

Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) is an approach to textual coherence and organization (Mann & Thompson, 

1988). Coherence is achieved by discourse markers (connectives) that signal the presence of a particular 

relationship. These coherence relations are paratactic (coordination and repetition) and hypotactic 

(subordination) relations that hold across two or more text spans (Taboada, 2006). 

According to the rhetorical theory, style is demarcated as one of the five pillars of rhetoric (the other four pillars 

are: invention, arrangement, memory and delivery) and should be at the very heart of studying the practice of 

everyday life (Corbett & Connors, 1999; Crowley & Hahee, 1999; de Certeau, 1984). Cintron (1997) argues that 

style can be taken as a central issue when analyzing the relations between power and language. Poetic 

dimensions of discourse are crucial in the process of persuasion. They contribute largely to meaning making and 

mediation in socicultural context (Poveda, 2002; Mishler, 1999; Gee, 1991; Hymes, 1982). Georgakopoulou 

(1998: p. 322) postulates that „poetic keys or dimensions in discourse such as the use of rhythmic patterns and 

various forms of repetition including parallelism are among the means through which speakers may solicit 

identification through their discourse styles‟. Burke (1969) elaborates on the concept of identification and that 

rhetorical persuasion is achieved through a process of identification. He contends that rhetoric involves the use 

of word by human agents to form attitudes or to induce actions in other human agents. According to Burke, 

employing situationally appropriate stylized language, speakers generate communion (identification) between 

themselves and their audience. Apparently, speakers‟ language becomes audience‟s own language through 

responsive evaluation and a change in the audience‟s future behaviour takes place. 

The study of rhetoric discourse embodies the investigation of the relation that holds between man and his 

language, the symbolic relation between man and the world around him, and the relation between man and the 

others. Rhetorical discourses share the following characteristics: first, rhetorical discourse is „propositional‟-that 

is, formed from complete thoughts (Campbell, 1972). It is prose discourse planned and structured in a consistent 

and coherent fashion to justify and announce certain conclusions; in this sense, it is considered an „art‟ of 
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rhetoric or persuasion. Second, rhetorical discourse is „problem solving‟. What constitutes a problem is the 

difference between what is wanted and what exists, or the discrepancy between one‟s personal goals, or values, 

and the existing structures, procedures and conditions. This characteristic focuses on the evaluative, subjective, 

and personal dimension essential to rhetoric (Campbell, 1972). 

Rhetorical discourse is concerned with values and norms that the individual and society should adopt. This is the 

advisory nature of this type of discourse. It always gives advice, takes position, evaluates and makes 

judgements. Third, Rhetorical discourse is „public‟, i.e. addressed to others. It is concerned with social matters 

that are of interest to social actors within societies. These social issues need concerted actions (Campbell, 1972). 

Fourth, rhetorical discourse is „practical‟; it does not aim at sharing information, but rather at making change 

(Campbell, 1972). Fifth, rhetorical discourse is „poetic‟. The term „poetic‟ refers to the degree to which a 

discourse displays ritualistic, aesthetic, dramatic and emotive qualities. Eloquence is crucial in this type of 

discourse. The hearer expects rhetoric to be part of public rituals and to reinforce cultural values. He is also 

expected to be touched moved by this type of discourse by speaking of his experiences and feelings. Rhetoric 

that lacks or ignores this characteristic is more likely to be judged as ineffective (Campbell, 1972). 

Man can influence and be influenced because s/he is a rational human being capable of conceptualizing 

alternatives, and as a social being, s/he needs to belong to a group or society to satisfy his/her physical (food, 

shelter, sex, etc.) and psychological (courage and honesty) needs. Man is also able to detect, identify and 

interpret stimuli around him in order to assign meaning and then uses these meanings to determine his future 

behaviour (Campbell, 1972). 

Rhetoric arises out of conflict-within an individual, between individuals, or between groups. A perception of a 

problem (a straddle between existing condition and desired change) initiates a conflict. The conflict becomes 

public when an individual assumes that other people recognize the conflict as he perceives it (Campbell, 1972). 

Contemporary public rhetoric, rather than being conciliatory, provokes argument and dissent (Campbell, 1972). 

 The interest of studying rhetoric in discourse is associated with Michael Billing. It came to be known as 

„rhetorical psychology‟. There are tow distinct approaches to the definition of the term „rhetoric‟ through 

history. The first (positive approach), views rhetoric as the technique of using language effectively and as an art 

of using speech to persuade, influence or please. The second (negative approach), is considered a contemporary 

approach in which rhetoric is viewed as a shallow type of speaking that is concerned with effect rather than 

content (Wooffitti, 2006). 

 
 Recently, there are interests in the study of rhetoric in which discourse is viewed as a persuasive tool: „most 

centrally, perhaps, rhetoric is a bout persuasion. Thus, for example, we might wish to examine the discourse of 

economists, philosophers or historians as persuasion; in other words, as discourse that is in some sense akin to 

what such prototypical persuaders as editorialists, advertisers, and politicians do. Fleshing out the ties between 

rhetoric and persuasion a bit more, we can say that rhetoric is the form that discourse takes when it goes public; 

that is , when it has been geared to an audience, readied for an occasion, adapted to its end. Rhetoric is thus a 

pragmatic act; its functions those of symbolic inducement (Simons, 1989: pp. 2-3). 

Billing (1991: p. 44) argues that „discourse is argumentative in nature and common sense is dilemmatic, and we 

cannot understand the meaning of a piece of reasoned discourse unless we know what counter positions are 

being implicitly or explicitly rejected‟. He focuses more on the persuasive nature of discourse. Billing also 

rejects the cognitivist explanation of social action; he does not accept the idea that we think before we speak 

then we express our thoughts and opinions in talk. He believes that talk has an argumentative character and 
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defines it as „thinking in action‟, i.e. we do think in the process of producing words, but primacy is assigned to 

social activities: „Cognitive psychologists have assumed that thinking is a mysterious process, lying behind 

outward behaviour. However, the process and counter response of conversation is too quick for it to be the 

outward manifestation of the real processes of thought. The remarks are the thoughts: one need not search for 

something extra, as if there is always something lying behind the words, which we should call the „thought‟ 

(Billing, 2001b: p. 215). 

Rhetorical psychology and discourse analysis show similarities in their focus on ideology. Billing argues that 

ideologies-ways of thinking which support asymmetries in power and advantage- are sedimented in discourse. 

The way we think and talk about the world and the different issues in our daily life is invariably laden with 

attitudes and assumptions that eventually give rise to particular type of social organisation. „Ideologies are 

intrinsically rhetorical. For they provide the resources and topics for argumentation and thereby for thinking 

about the world‟ (Billing, 1990: p.18).  

Discourse 

 

The functionalist approach perceives language as language in use, i.e. a social practice. Fairclough (1989); 

Fasold (1990); Brown & Yule (1983) and Grimshaw (1981) contend that the study of discourse is the study of 

any aspect of language use, and that the analysis of discourse is, without doubt, the analysis of language in use. 

They all advocate for a dialectical conception of language and society whereby language and society 

complement each other; linguistic phenomena are social phenomena.    

 

Argumentative discourse  

A cursory survey of everyday affairs shows the extent of their variability. The world we live in is marked by 

disputes and disagreements. This is applicable to all kinds of our daily activities: family talk, institutional talk, 

interviews, etc. Our mundane interactions are rife with disagreements, rebuttal, accusations, complaints and 

criticisms. Arguments are a natural outcome since the outset of this life, and it is mandatory that we engage in 

arguments with other people and sometimes even with ourselves. 

Traditionally, argumentation is defined as the content of a public speech (Benoit, Hample & Benoit, 1992). 

Wayne Brockriede argues that arguments are not in statements but in people. They are made by people, 

discovered among them in changing forms, and arguments always deal with problematic ideas, i.e. argument is 

personal (Benoit, Hample & Benoit, 1992). Daniel O‟Keefe explains that the term „argument‟ refers to two 

different senses or two different phenomena. First, it is viewed as a type of communicative act where only one 

person is involved (e.g. commands, apologies, invitations, etc.). Second, argument is viewed as an interaction 

where more than one actor are involved (e.g. quarrels, discussions, debates, etc.). In the first one, an argument is 

viewed as something that a person makes, while in the second one, it is viewed as something that people have. 

O‟Keefe views argument as interpersonal (Benoit, Hample & Benoit, 1992). Dale Hample criticised O‟Keefe‟s 

classification of argument; he insists that a third sense is required to complete the understanding of O‟Keefe‟s 

two senses. Hample calls it the cognitive dimension of argument-the mental process by which arguments occur 

within people; it includes a wide variety of cognitive accomplishments which are considered crucial 

prerequisites for the argument to take place and to gain continuity. These cognitive accomplishments include the 

perceptual and inferential experience of noticing an argument or the need for one, the information processing 

which is applied to the argument and its potential parts, the creative energies that generate new arguments or 

responses to them, etc. Hample insists on the psychological dimension of argument (Benoit, Hample & Benoit, 

1992).  

  May 2014  e-ISSN: 1857-8187   p-ISSN: 1857-8179                                                                                    Research paper 



 

Page | 69  
Anglisticum Journal (IJLLIS), Volume: 3 | Issue: 5 |  

 

Argumentation is a form of discourse that attempts to persuade and influence readers through the use of a 

connected series of conceptual relations, violation, value, significance and opposition in order to establish 

apposition or claim (Toulmin 1958; Beaugrande & Dressler 1981; Andrews 1989; Teefelen 1991; Rottenberg 

2000). 

Beaugrande & Dressler (1981) identify the classification of text type along function lines. They defined three 

text types: descriptive, narrative and argumentative. They define the argumentative texts as „those utilized to 

promote the acceptance or evaluation of certain beliefs or ideas as true vs. false, or positive vs. negative. 

Conceptual relations such as reason, significance, violation, value, and opposition should be frequent. The 

surface texts will often show cohesive devices for emphasis and insistence, e.g. recurrence, parallelism and 

paraphrase‟ (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981: p.184). 

In general, argumentative text is the form that attempts to persuade the listener/reader to accept a claim posted 

by the speaker/writer regardless of the manner through which this acceptance took place. 

Argumentation texts are of two types. The first is through-argumentative. It follows the organizational plan of 

thesis cited to be argued-substantiation-conclusion. There is no existence to an opposite view in this type (Hatim 

1989a, 1989b, 1991, 1997; Hatim & Mason 1990). The second type is the counter-argumentative. It follows the 

organizational plan of thesis cited to be opposed-opposition or rebuttal of the thesis cited-substantiation of the 

rebuttal-conclusion (Hatim 1989a, 1989b; Jaber 2001).  

Hatim (1990, 1997) argued that these two types of argumentation are culturally oriented. He illustrated that 

English tends towards counter-argumentation and there is a tendency in Arabic towards through-argumentation. 

He did not deny that a combination of both types is found in both English and Arabic. Hatim (1991) postulates 

that Arabic writers/speakers have historically had the option to develop counter-arguments, i.e. presenting the 

opponent‟s view and countering it. In modern Arabic, a preference is given to a different type of argumentation 

in which no reference is given to an opposing view. Instead, an argument with an explicit concessive (e.g. the 

use of „although‟) is presented. Koch (1983: p. 47) found out that „culture dominates rhetoric conventions‟. She 

argued that English is made linguistically cohesive through subordination, while Arabic argumentation achieves 

persuasion through repetition and paraphrasing. El-Shiyab (1990) found out that English uses less cohesive 

devices than Arabic, And Arabic uses lexical repetition not only as a cohesive device but also as a tool for 

persuasion
10

. 

Biber 1988, 1989 classifies texts according to the sets of syntactic and lexical features that co-occur frequently 

in them; he found out that argumentative texts tend to employ modals of prediction, necessity and possibility, 

conditional clauses, intensifiers, lexical repetition, rhetorical questions. To him, theses features play a crucial 

role in persuasion.  

The term „argument‟ connotes disagreement. Written as well as spoken argumentative texts require that 

language users (writers and speakers) start by a succinctly stated point of view. This point of view should be 

followed by either evidence to support it or a counter-argument or point of view. Persuasion and argumentation 

have the same goal, namely: to influence. Argumentation and persuasion go back to the ancient Greece. The 

Greek called the language of persuasion “rhetoric‟
11

. Argumentation of the oratory discourse is meant to change 

the opinions of the others and to express the speaker‟s/writer‟s point of view. Rhetoric (the art of persuasion) is 

                                                           
10

. Abbadi, R. The Construction of Arguments in English and Arabic: A Comparison of  Linguistic Strategies Employed 
in Editorials. Available from: ling.mq.edu.au/translation/ctir-working-papers [Accessed 2 May 2008]. 
11

. Argumentative Texts: Structure and Characteristics Free Essay. Available from: 
http://www.freeessys123.com/essay21860/argumentative text.html [Accessed 2 October 2008]. 
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very important in politics where the ultimate aim is always to win the hearer/reader to the speaker‟s/writer‟s 

side
12

. Argumentative texts differ from the scientific ones in that the former tends to be subjective while the 

latter is objective in nature. 

In argumentative texts, the author may opt for „logos‟ (logic) and addresses the reason such as „there will be 

fatal consequences if we follow this plan because…‟. According to him/her, appealing to the audience‟s reason 

is the most effective way of convincing them to change thief future behaviour. S/he may opt for „ethos‟ (ethical) 

; the author here may choose to touch on the shared ideas between him/her and the audience of what is just and 

fair (e.g. „I agree with you‟, „I am convinced too that we should do this…‟). A crucial weapon the speaker/writer 

may use for the sake of persuasion is „pathos‟ (emotions)
13

. Persuasion is achieved through a careful choice of 

emotive expressions. Also is very compelling in persuasion is the use of anecdotes (narrative personal 

experiences in particular) to illustrate the main point.  

The use of rhetorical devices such as rhetorical questions, repetition, etc. is also crucial in the argumentative 

texts to achieve persuasion. Using a quotation from an authority (a writer, a poet, a politician, a sacred text, etc.) 

is a strategic tactic used to make people change the way they think. The language user (speaker/writer) in an 

argumentative text must seek a common ground between him/her and the listener/reader; this generates trust and 

acceptability. Maintaining coherence in discourse by using discourse markers (however, although, but, on the 

other hand, therefore, on the contrary, etc.) is significant in keeping the listener/reader connected. One must not 

forget the importance of the rhetorical devices (rhetorical questions, humour, emotive language, metaphors, 

irony, repetition, exaggeration, anecdotes) in the formation of the argumentative discourse. These devices are the 

tools that pave the way for persuasion.  

Vocative discourse  

A vocative text targets thoughts and suggestions, rather than being declarative and final, and aims to show experience 

rather than addressing rationality (van Manen, 1997). In other words, it appeals to the feelings and emotions. Its 

language is used to encourage knowing through the senses and to prompt knowing that is felt and that has texture 

(Todres, 1998). An important purpose of such discourse is to touch readers by making them indispensable and 

indivisible part of it. Vocative texts tend to be characterized by five textual elements: concreteness, evocation, 

intensification, tone, and epiphany (van Manen, 1997). What is of importance for this research is concreteness, 

evocativeness, and tone. Concreteness refers to the use of specific and particular descriptions that place an experience 

concretely in the life world, and helps readers/listeners identify closely with what they are reading or listening to. 

Concreteness prompts readers to appreciate the experience in terms of their own lived experiences (van Manen, 1997). 

In vocative discourse, the reader is addressed directly. In this case, the major intent is to help readers/listeners start 

orienting to both the content and lived nature of the experience. This is achieved by incorporating direct quotes or 

events from previously lived or encountered experiences. Evocation involves using words to evoke and vividly reveal 

the experience. Evocation contrasts sharply with concreteness, whereas concreteness anchors the experience, 

evocation evokes lived meanings extending beyond immediate real experience (van Manen, 1997). Tone or tenor of 

discourse, i.e. the relationship or the degree of closeness between the addressor and the addressee, denotes the way in 

which readers/listeners are addressed. The goal is to instill the text with a tone that speaks to readers/listeners in a 

direct, feeling, and stirring manner (van Manen, 1997). 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
12. Various Texts: Text Type. Available from: http://englischlehrer.de/texts/texttypes.php [Accessed 2 October 2998]. 
13. Write a More Effective Argument. Available from: http://www.englishbiz.co.uk/mainguides/argue.htm [Accessed 2 October 2008]. 
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Speech acts 

Whenever we engage ourselves in a talk exchange, we do things (asking questions, making promises, 

apologising, etc.). In the 1930s, when positivism was in reign, utterances were judged as meaningful or 

meaningless based on true/false scale (Mey, 1993; Levinson, 1983;). This lasted until Wittgenstein introduced 

his slogan „meaning in use‟ and that utterances are explicable when related to their context (Levinson, 1983).  

When humans produce grammatical stretches of language, they perform actions. Actions performed via 

language are called speech acts. These acts are either compliments, invitations, promises, complaints, apologies 

or requests (Yule, 1996). Speech acts are actions that take place in the real world and they make changes in the 

exited state of affairs. In his stance as an opponent to positivism and in affirming that language is a form of 

action, the philosopher John Austin made a distinction between „constative utterances‟ (utterances in which 

something is said that can be evaluated along a dimension of truth) and „performative utterances‟ (utterances in 

which something is done which can be evaluated along a dimension of felicity (appropriateness)). For example, 

„I promise to buy you a car‟ is not felicitous unless I really intend to buy you a car and there is a commitment to 

do so. Later, Austin replaced his constative-performative terminology by a three-fold distinction: 

a- Locutions: the act of saying something. In 

„I promise to buy you a car‟ 

b- Illocutions: what is done in saying something. 

I made a promise 

c- Perlocutions: what is done by saying something. 

I made you count on my promise and start taking driving lessons to get your driver‟s license. 

(Verschueren, 1998: p. 22) 

 John Searle continues Austin‟s paradigm by introducing his speech act formula „Fp‟, where „F‟ stands for 

„illocutionary force‟ (the action side of every speech act), and „p‟ stands for „proposition‟ (the content side of the 

speech act) (Yule,1996; Verschueren, 1998; Levinson, 1983). Searle also systematised Austin‟s „felicity‟ and 

proposed that every speech act must meet the following conditions: 

a- Propositional content condition (for a promise, for example, the content must          be about a 

future event and that the event will be carried out by the speaker). 

b- Preparatory condition (for a promise there are two preparatory conditions: the event will not 

happen by itself and there will be a beneficial effect). 

c- Sincerity condition (for a promise, the speaker intends to carry out the future action). 

d- Essential condition (creating an obligation to carry out the action). (Verschueren, 1998: p. 23). 

 Searle did not like Austin‟s taxonomy of speech acts into „verdictive‟, „expositive‟, „exercitive‟, „behabitive‟, 

and „commissive‟ (Mey, 1993). Austin‟s insistence on the existence of the speech act verb as a prerequisite for a 

speech act to be considered as such was criticised by Searle. Leech (1983) criticised Austin when the latter 

supposed that verbs in English correspond one-to-one with categories of speech act. He adds „Austin‟s 

classification into verdictives, exercitives, commissives, behabitives and expositives is a prime example of what 

I have called „illocutionary-verb fallacy” (Leech,1983: p. 176). Searle 1977 argued that speech acts differ not 

only because of the difference that holds between the two speech acts verbs, but rather there are many levels that 

contribute to the existence of such difference. One should not identify speech acts verbs with speech act type 
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(Levinson, 1983; Searle, 1977). For example, the two different speech act verbs „to order‟ and „to command‟ are 

the same in reality. Searle puts his claim as there are several quite different principles of distinction: that is, there 

are different kinds of difference that enable us to say that the force of this utterance is different from the force of 

that utterance‟ (Searle, 1977). Searle also stated that „differences in illocutionary verbs are a good guide, but by 

no means a sure guide to differences in illocutionary acts‟ (Searle, 1975: p. 28).  

In addition, Searle put twelve dimensions along which speech acts can be different. They are: „the illocutionary 

point (when we make a speech act, we ask ourselves what is the point behind making such an act? In a speech 

act such as the „directive‟, the point is to give an order), direction of „fit‟ (the word fits the world, i.e. the fit 

between language and reality), expressed psychological state (a state of mind, such as a belief can be expressed 

in a number of different ways using different speech acts), force (the difference between utterances could be 

attributed to the difference in the illocutionary force. The terms „suggest‟ and „insist‟ have different forces), 

social status (any utterance has to be situated within the context of the speaker‟s and hearer‟s status in society in 

order to be properly understood), interest (as a preparatory condition, interests of interlocutors should be 

reflected by the speech act), discourse related functions (speech acts refer to the context in which they are being 

uttered), content (separating out speech acts in accordance with what they are about), speech act verb 

(statements are not prefaced by anything that even remotely resembles the speech act verb), societal institution 

and speech acts (institutions not only allow for and determine the illocutionary point of the appropriate speech 

act, but also they are construed through the macro-social use of the appropriate language), speech acts and 

performatives (only certain speech acts have a performative character, i.e. the property of doing what they 

explicitly say), and style (for most people, the way we say things-that is the speech acts we avail ourselves of 

when saying certain things-is more important than the content)‟ (Mey, 1993: pp.151-162). 

Searle categorised five different speech acts. They are: the representative (assertions that carry the values „true‟ 

and „false‟, and they should fit the world to be considered true), directive (the speaker wants the hearer to do 

something in order to achieve a goal), commissive (changing the world by means of creating an obligation that 

carried out by the speaker), expressive (expressing an inner state of the speaker such as apologising), declaration 

(they bring about some alteration in the status or condition of the referred such as announcing husband and wife 

in a marriage ceremony by the priest at a church). 

For Searle, the communicative function of every speech act is determined by the combination of the 

speaker‟s/writer‟s intention and the felicity conditions. Speaker‟s/writer‟s instances of language use (speech 

acts) function according to their intentions because of the prior knowledge the listeners/writers have and share 

that apply to these performances. 

Austin and Searle agree that language is an instrument of action and not just of speaking. People perform speech 

acts whenever talk exchanges take place regardless of the performative characteristic. Linguists and 

philosophers should focus on the illocutionary aspects of the language use rather than on the dubious distinction 

between locutionary and illocutionary acts (Searle, 1969; Levinson, 1983).  

 

Textual analysis 

This paper studies the use of inclusive „we‟ (we-reference or 1PPP), I-reference (1PSP), and commissive and 

directive speech acts and their rhetorical indications in president Abbas‟ discourse before the Central Council in 

Ramallah on April 26, 2014; a copy of Abbas‟ speech is found in the Appendix. Since tribe, family and extended 

family constitute power marker in the Arab social world, Abbas resorted to the argumentation strategy of „vox 

pop‟ (the voice of the people) to achieve persuasion. He distanced himself from his discourse using 1PPP to 
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speak for the whole community via the use of inclusive „we‟. When he talked about what the Palestinian 

Authority has achieved so far, he invoked the people‟s voice and wishes, and he proclaimed that these 

achievements reflect the needs and the desires of the people, and that the Palestinian people were partners with 

the PA in the negotiations and the taken measures during the past years. By doing so, Abbas succeeded in no 

small measures in safeguarding himself at the personal level from being held responsible for the failure of the 

arduous and fruitless negotiations on the one hand and the mishaps committed since Oslo Accords on the other 

hand, and eventually portrayed himself as an insider. In other words, he implicitly stated that „if we succeeded, 

we succeeded together, and if we failed, we failed together, i.e. disclaiming direct responsibility.  This 

demagogic tone (to speak for the community) is prevalent throughout the speech. President Abbas wanted to 

instil confidence into the Palestinian people that he is from the people to the people.  I-reference was used on 

several occasions in Abbas‟ discourse as an indication of power and authority. In doing so, Abbas maintained 

the powerful position as the president and the decision maker. I-reference was used by Abbas as a reminder to 

the Israelis and rivals as well that he is on the powerful side. The following table shows the frequency of the 

generic use of 1PPP:  

Pronoun Frequency 

Inclusive „We‟ 176 

I-reference 38 

 

The generic use of 1PPP and the use of 1PSP are interspersed throughout the speech. Examples to illustrate this 

are: 

We-reference: 

- We hold this Council under difficult and complex… 

- We continue and will not give up… 

- Today we have different issues… 

- Which we must not lose sight of the start… 

- We speak today and hopefully we can take it all… 

- We wrote a letter to Mr. Netanyahu… 

- We are the authority and not the power, so we're going to the United Nations… 

- We cannot and do not accept… 

- We believe and insist that prisoners are returning to their homes, and here we have two serious 

precedents in the past will not be repeated… 

- We said the same words that we will refuse… 

- We will go to international organizations… 

- And we will say to the State of Israel as an occupying power, you are responsible for 

everything here, all these blanks here, please take your responsibilities… 

- We recognized the State of Israel… 

- That's what we had on the issue of negotiations and reconciliation… 

 

I-reference: 

- What do we have? We have a very important question I asked before I left to the United 

Nations, and I was told what you'll get from this recognition? I'll get one thing is that the 

Palestinian land occupied in 1967 is the land of State under occupation, and no longer as seen 

by Israelis and still see it even now disputed territory… 

- I am flexible and reasonable, and must deal with matters with wisdom… 
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- I waited in my Office… 

- According to John Kerry and asked us to meet either in Egypt or Saudi Arabia, I choose, and 

agreed to resume negotiations on the basis of the 1967 borders… 

- I took a decision of the General Assembly that the State of the Palestinian territory is the 1967 

borders with Jerusalem as its capital… 

- I must read each word… 

- Why am I committed? 

- I recognized Israel, I renounce violence and terror, and I recognized the international 

legitimacy and recognition, and I am committed to international obligations… 

- I asked former Egyptian President Mohammed Morsi for this project…  

 

As for the speech acts used in Abbas‟ discourse, commissive and directive speech acts are seen at the end of his 

speech. This is an indication that president Abbas is very well familiar with discourse progression and 

formulation with regard to rhetorical devices. He concluded his discourse by making promises he can keep as 

the head of the Palestinian state. Knowing that only powerful people can make promises, Abbas consolidates his 

powerful position as the incontestable president. In doing so, he constructs overt authorial presence. Examples to 

illustrate this are: 

Examples of commissive speech acts: 

، ضمَٛ ذحٌؼًّ ػٍٝ جٌهح٘ ذحٌٍٓطس، أِح جٌّفحٚٞحش فٟٙ ٖأْ ِٓ ٖإْٚ ِٕظّس جٌطك٠ٍٍ، ٤ٔٙح والحكىمة التي ستأتي ستكىن كالحكىمات السابقة

ضّػً وً ٖؼرٕح ٤ْٚ جٌطفحٜٚ ذحُْ وً جٌٗؼد ِٚٛحٌف وً جٌٗؼد ٚأٌٚٙح ج٩ٌؾث١ٓ، ٚجٌّٕظّس ٟ٘ جٌطٟ ضّػٍُٙ ٚضٍػٝ ِٛحٌكُٙ ٟٚ٘ جٌطٟ ضكّٟ 

فالحكىمة تأتمز بأمزي وسياسيتي، أنا معتزف بإسزائيل وهي معتزفة وأنا أنبذ العنف والإرهاب، وأنا معتزف بالشزعية الدولية وً ِح ٠كطحؾٛٔٗ، 

 وهي معتزفة، وأنا ملتزم بالالتزامات الدولية والحكىمة ستنفذ الاتفاقيات الدولية التي وقعنا عليها

Translation: The upcoming government will be the same as the previous ones. The government is subject to my 

orders and policy. I recognize Israel and the upcoming government recognizes Israel too. I denounce violence 

and terrorism, and the government does too. I recognize the international legitimacy, and the government does 

too. I am committed to signed international agreements, and the government is committed as well.   

 ٔكٓ ٌٓ ٔمرً ج٨ػطٍجف ذحٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س

Translation: The Palestinian government will never recognize Israel as a “Jewish state” 

 ْٕٚطٍّ فٟ ً٘ج جٌؿٙى ْٕٚٓطٍّ فٟ ً٘ج جٌّٛلف

Translation: The Palestinian government will not interfere in the Syrian issue. 

Examples of directive speech acts: 

 ٚأٔح ألٛي أٔٗ ٨ ٠ٛؾى لىِ ٨ ضٛؾى ِفحٚٞحش

Translation: I say (Abbas) „No Jerusalem, no negotiations‟. 

 ٚج٨ٔمٓحَ ١ْٕطٟٙ ْٚطؼٛو جٌٛقىز ج١ٕ٠ٌٛس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س

Translation: Division (between Fatah and Hamas) will end and the Palestinian national unity will prevail. 
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Conclusion 

When we interact, our interpretation of the talk exchange is not restricted to interpreting words and sentences, 

but rather larger stretches of language (texts). Interpreting and analysing these texts take a totally different 

trajectory other than mere linguistic analysis, i.e. semantic analysis alone is not a reliable procedure for 

conveying the intended meaning. A text must be linked to a context of situation and a context of culture 

(transformed into discourse) in order to be adequately interpreted; the semantic meaning must be conjoined with 

the pragmatic one. 

As language users, we use language and we abuse it at the same time; language is under the mercy of our 

thoughts. Because we make constant choices from the available wide range of linguistic elements (grammatical, 

phonological and semantic), and because our choices are loaded with intentions and motivations to maintain or 

to achieve personal goals and purposes, we are the ones to be blamed for producing and reproducing 

inequalities, dominance and asymmetries in power within the social structure. 

We shape and create different realities in societies by our discourse. Discourse is the flow of knowledge that 

determines individual and collective doings and formative actions that shape societies; it can be viewed as sui 

generis material realities. As a result, it creates asymmetries in power within societies; it does that because it is 

institutionalised, regulated and linked to action. Discourse caters for some institutions in societies and has 

ideological effects (Parker, 1990). 

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) seeks to uncover inequalities caused by the abusive ways of using language in 

societies. It seeks to explain the enormity of using discourse (through abusing language) by certain powerful 

individuals and groups. CDA takes the part of the underprivileged and tries to unearth and expose the twisted 

linguistic means used by the privileged to sustain or intensify inequalities and asymmetries of power in societies.  

A quick look at President Abbas‟s discourse conspicuously shows that particular stylistic peculiarities are 

inherent in his discourse. Persuasion through identification with the Palestinian public is a strategy used in 

Abbas‟s discourse. He managed to construct intimacy with his Palestinian audience. Right after the speech, 

moved Palestinian masses took to the streets to express their support to their leadership. This was made possible 

by the use of rhetorical devices, namely, inclusive „we‟ and commissive and directive speech acts. Dominance of 

the use of generic 1PPP and 1PSP is prevalent in president Abbas‟ discourse. Abbas relied heavily on the use of 

inclusive „we‟, and, on many occasions, he alternated between the 1PPP and 1PSP in his discourse to disclaim 

any personal responsibility of any wrong doing on the one hand and as a sign of power on the other hand. 

Commissive and directive speech acts were used as markers of power and authority to indicate to the Israelis, the 

world and his domestic rivals that he is still in command.  
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Appendix 

(Abbas’s speech in Arabic) 

 ...ج٤نٛجش ٚج٦نٛز

 

و٩َ ِىٌٍ ذإٔٔح ٔؼمى ً٘ج جٌّؿٍّ فٟ ظً ظٍٚف ٚؼرس ِٚؼمىز، ٌٚىٓ ٠كىٚٔح ج٤ًِ ٚلى ٔىْٛ ًٖ٘ ج٠٤حَ ٍٕٚٚح ئٌٝ يٌٚز جٌطؼم١ى ٚجٌٛؼٛذحش فٟ وً ِح 

ٔٛجؾٙٗ ِٚح ٔفؼٍٗ، ٌٚىٕٕح ْٕرمٝ ٚحِى٠ٓ ِطّٓى١ٓ ذكمٕح ٚذػٛجذطٕح، ٨ٚ ِفٍ ٌٕح ئ٨ أْ ًٔٛ ئٌٝ قمٛلٕح وحٍِس ذالحِس جٌىٌٚس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س جٌّٓطمٍس ٚػحّٚطٙح 

جٌمىِ ج٠ٌٍٗف، ً٘ج ٘ٛ ٘ىفٕح ًٖٚ٘ ٟ٘ غح٠طٕح، ًٚ٘ج ِح وٍْٕح ق١حضٕح ِٓ أؾٍٗ ًٌٌٚه ٔكٓ ِٓطٍّْٚ ٌٚٓ ١ٔأِ ِّح ٔؼ١ٗٗ ِٓ ٚؼٛذحش ِٓ ٞغ٠ٛحش ِٓ 

 .جذطُجَجش

 

ن٩ي ج١ِٛ١ٌٓ جٌّح١١ٞٓ ذٍَ ج٤ًِ ذأْ ٕ٘حن ػٛوز ئٌٝ ٚقىز جٌٗؼد جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ، ًٚ٘ج ٤ٍِ ٠ؿد ػ١ٍٕح أْ ٔطّٓه ذٗ ٚٔٗى ذحٌٕٛجؾً ػ١ٍٗ، ٚجٔطظٍٔح 

 .ْٕٚطكىظ ػٓ ً٘ج ٠ٛ٠ً ٚٚرٍٔح ٚػح١ٕٔح، ٌٚىٓ آْ ج٤ٚجْ أْ ٔمطف غّحٌ ً٘ج جٌٛرٍ ٚٔٓطؼ١ى ٚقىز جٌٗؼد جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ

 

ٌى٠ٕح ج١ٌَٛ لٟح٠ح ِهطٍفس ٨ ذى أْ ٔطٕحٌٚٙح ٤ْ وٍٙح لٟح٠ح ْحنٕس، فحٌّفحٚٞحش أٍِ ْحنٓ، ٚل١ٟس ج٤ٍْٜ أٍِ ْحنٓ، ٚل١ٟس جٌّٛحٌكس أٍِ ٚجػى، 

ٕٚ٘حن جٌمىِ جٌطٟ ٠ؿد أ٨ ضغ١د ػٓ ذحٌٕح أذىج، ٚأ٨ ٕٔٓح٘ح أذىج، ٚأْ ٔطًوٍ٘ح ٚٔؼًّ ِٓ أؾٍٙح فٟ وً جٌّٕحْرحش، ٤ٔٙح ػحّٚس وٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ ٟٚ٘ جٌمٍد 

ئٞحفس ئٌٝ يٌه ٨ .  ػحّٚس ٌٙح1967ِٚٓ وٚٔٙح ٨ ضٛؾى وٌٚس، ٌٚٓ ٔمرً أْ ضىْٛ ٕ٘حن وٌٚس ٌفٍٓط١ٓ ِٓ وْٚ أْ ضىْٛ جٌمىِ جٌٍٗل١س جٌطٟ جقطٍص ػحَ 

ذى أْ ٔطٕحٚي ذحٌركع ٚجٌطّك١ٙ ِٓأٌس أنٛضٕح ج٩ٌؾث١ٓ فٟ ٠ٌْٛح، ٘إ٨ء ج٠ًٌٓ ػحٔٛج ٠ٚؼحْٔٛ جٌٟٗء جٌىػ١ٍ وْٚ أْ ٠ىْٛ ٌُٙ ئد فٟ يٌه، لى ضىْٛ ِٓ 

جٌٍّجش جٌٕحوٌز إٔٔح ذؼ١ىْٚ أٚ أذؼىٔح أٔفٕٓح ػٓ وً ِح ٠ؿٍٞ قٍٛٔح قّح٠س ٤ٍٕ٘ح ٖٚؼرٕح، ِٚغ يٌه ألكّٕح ِٓ ق١ع ٨ ٔىٌٞ ذّأْحز ؾى٠ىز ٩ٌؾث١ٓ ضٟحٟ٘ 

 . ئْ ٌُ ضىٓ أٚؼد ِٕٙح، فًٖٙ جٌمٟح٠ح جٌطٟ ٔطكىظ ف١ٙح ج١ٌَٛ ٚجٌطٟ ٔأًِ أْ ٔطّىٓ ِٓ ج٦قح٠س ذٙح ؾ١ّؼح1948ِأْحز 

 

 ػٕىِح 1974جٌّفحٚٞحش أ٠ٙح ج٦نٛز ضؼٕٟ جٌؼًّ ج١ٌٓحْٟ، أٞ إٔٔح ٠ٍٔى أْ ٔكًٛ ػٍٝ قمٕح ِٓ ن٩ي جٌّفحٚٞحش، ٚوحْ أٚي ئٖحٌز أػط١ٕح٘ح ٟ٘ فٟ ػحَ 

 لى أٌم١ٕح ذمٕرٍس ٌُ ضؿى لر٨ٛ ٌىٜ أقى ٟٚ٘ جٌىٌٚس 1969لٌٍٔح ئلحِس جٌىٌٚس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س جٌّٓطمٍس ػٍٝ ج٤ٌجٟٞ جٌطٟ ضطكٌٍ، ٚئْ وٕح لرٍٙح ٚفٟ ػحَ 

 .جٌى٠ّمٍج١٠س جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س

 

ؾثص ذغٛٓ ' وحْ ٌىٜ جٌم١حوز جٌؿٍأز جٌىحٍِس ِٓ أؾً أْ ضكىظ ذح١ٌٓح١ْس ٟٚ٘ ضكًّ ج٩ٌٓـ فٟ يٌه جٌٛلص، ٚوّح لحي ج١ٌٙٗى أذٛ ػّحٌ 1974ئيج فٟ ػحَ 

، ٚوحْ ؾحوج ؾىج فٟ يٌه جٌٛلص فغٛٓ ج٠ٌُطْٛ ٠ؼٕٟ ج٩ٌَٓ، ضؼحٌٛج ئٌٝ وٍّس ْٛجء، ٌُٚ ٠كًٛ '٠َطْٛ ٚذحٌرٕىل١س ف٩ ضٓمطٛج غٛٓ ج٠ٌُطْٛ ِٓ ٠ىٞ

ٖٟء، ٍِٚش ج٠٤حَ ٚضؼٍفْٛ إٔٔح أذؼىٔح ػٓ ٌرٕحْ ذحٌمٍٙ ٚذحٌمٛز ئٌٝ ضّٛٔ جٌهٍٟجء جٌطٟ ٔىٓ ٌٙح وً ج٨قطٍجَ ٚجٌطمى٠ٍ، يٌه جٌرٍى جًٌٞ آٚجٔح فٟ ٚلص ػُ 
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، ق١ع لٍٕح ٨ ذى أْ ٔؼطٍف ٤ٚٚي ٍِز فٟ ضح٠ٌم جٌٍٛجع 1988ف١ٗ جٌّأٜٚ، ٕٚ٘حن أ٠ٍك جٌّؿٍّ ج٠ٌٕٟٛ جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ فٟ جٌؿُجتٍ ٘ؿَٛ ج٩ٌَٓ فٟ ػحَ 

 ٚئلحِس جٌىٌٚس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س جٌّٓطمٍس ػٍٝ ًٖ٘ ج٤ٌٜ، ٌُٚ ٠ؿى ً٘ج جٌى٩َ ضؿحٚذح ئ٨ ِٓ جٌمٍس، ٚذؼٝ 1967جٌؼٍذٟ ج٦ٍْجت١ٍٟ ذحٌمٍجٌجش جٌى١ٌٚس ٚقىٚو 

 .جٌىٚي جٌطٟ جػطٍفص ذىٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ فٟ جٌّٕفٝ ٌٚىٓ جٌّرحوٌز ج١ٌٓح١ْس ذم١ص ػٍؾحء

 

ِٟٚص ج٠٤حَ ٚي٘رٕح ئٌٝ ِى٠ٌى ٚأ٠ٟح فٟ ي٘حذٕح ئٌٝ ِى٠ٌى وحٔص ٕ٘حن قىّس، فمى ٠ٍرٛج ِٕح ٠ٍرحش ضؼُؿُ أٚ ض٠ٍىٔح أْ ٍٔو ذحٌٕفٟ، ٚ٘ٛ إٔٔح ٌٕٓح ٚفىج 

ِٓطم٩، ٨ٚ ضّػً جٌمىِ ٨ٚ ضّػً ِٕظّس جٌطك٠ٍٍ، ٚلرٍٕح ٤ٕٔح ٌٛ ٌفٟٕح وٕح فٟ جٌهحٌؼ، ٚلرٍٕح أْ ٔىنً ٚفٟ وجنً ج٤ٌٚلس ٔمحضً ٕٚٔحًٞ ًٚ٘ج ِح قًٛ 

ٚضطًوٍْٚ وً ً٘ج، ٚضؼٍفْٛ ضّحِح إٔٔح ٔحٍٕٞح ٚفحٕٚٞح فٟ جٌى٠ٌٛىٌٚ، ئٌٝ أْ جٔفًٛ جٌٛفى ج٤ٌؤٟ ذٍغرس أٌو١ٔس ػٓ جٌٛفى جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ، ٠ؼٕٟ ونٍٕح ِغ 

جضفحق 'ج٤ٌوْ ٚضكص ؾٕحقٙح، ٚوحٔص ٕ٘حن ِفحٚٞحش جٌى٠ٌٛىٌٚ، ٍٕٚٚح ئٌٝ أْ ٕ٘حن ٚفىج فٍٓط١ٕ١ح ٚٚفىج أٌو١ٔح، ٚوحٔص ٕ٘حن جٌّفحؾأز جٌطٟ أّْٙح 

، ٚ٘ٛ ج٨ضفحق جًٌٞ وحْ ْررح فٟ ً٘ج ٨ؾطّحع جًٌٞ ٠ؼمى ج١ٌَٛ ٕ٘ح، ٚأٍْٚٛ ٘ٛ جضفحق ِرحوب ٌُٚ ٠ىع أقى أٔٗ جضفحق ٔٙحتٟ ٚقً جٌّٗىٍس ِٓ ؾ١ّغ 'أٍْٚٛ

ؾٛجٔرٙح، ذً لحي ٕ٘حن لٟح٠ح ْص ٠ؿد قٍٙح ٟٚ٘ جٌمىِ ٚج٩ٌؾث١ٓ ٚجٌكىٚو ٚج٤ِٓ ٚغ١ٍ٘ح، ١ٌّ نطأٔح أْ ِح قًٛ ًِٕ يٌه جٌٛلص ئٌٝ ٠ِٕٛح ً٘ج ٌُ 

 .ٔكًٛ ػٍٝ ٖٟء، ٤ْ ٕ٘حن ض١ّّٛح ِٓ ئٍْجت١ً أْ ٨ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘حن قً

 

ِٚح ٩ٔقظٗ ًٖ٘ ج٠٤حَ ِٚح ٍٚٚص ئ١ٌٗ جٌّفحٚٞحش ًٖ٘ ج٠٤حَ ٠ٚإوى ٌٕح أُٔٙ ٨ ٠ٍ٠ىْٚ ق٩ ػحل٩ ِؼم٨ٛ ػٍٝ أْحِ وٌٚط١ٓ ضؼ١ٗحْ ؾٕرح ئٌٝ ؾٕد ذأِٓ 

ٚجْطمٍجٌ، ٚجٌى١ًٌ ػٍٝ يٌه إٔٔح ي٘رٕح ذؼى يٌه ئٌٝ وحِد و٠ف١ى ٌُٚ ٔطّىٓ ِٓ جٌٛٚٛي ئٌٝ ٖٟء، ٤ْ ج٤فىحٌ جٌطٟ لىِص ٌُ ضىٓ ٚجٞكس جٌّؼحٌُ ِٚكىوز 

ٌٕمٛي ئْ ً٘ج ِمرٛي ٚغ١ٍ ِمرٛي، ٚجٔطٙص وحِد و٠ف١ى ٚؾحءش جٌّرحقػحش جٌطٟ لّٕح ذٙح ِغ ٌت١ّ جٌٌَٛجء ج٦ٍْجت١ٍٟ ج٤ْرك أ٠ٙٛو أٌٍّٚش، ٌٍٚطح٠ٌم، ًٖ٘ 

جٌّفحٚٞحش وحٔص ؾ١ىز ٚوحٔص ذٕحءز ٚضٕحٌٚص وً لٟح٠ح جٌٍّقٍس جٌٕٙحت١س، ٠ؼٕٟ ٌُ ٠ٍفٝ ج١ٌٓى أٌٍّٚش وّح ٠ٍفٝ نٍفٗ جٌٕمحٔ فٟ لٟح٠ح جٌٍّقٍس 

جٌٕٙحت١س، جٌكىٚو ٚجٌمىِ ٚج٩ٌؾث١ٓ ٚج٤ِٓ ٚجٌّٓط٠ٕٛحش، ٚوحْ ٕ٘حن ضرحوي فٟ جٌهٍجت١ ٚجٌٕٓد جٌّث٠ٛس ٚغ١ٍ٘ح، ٚوحٔص ٕ٘حن ؾى٠س وحٍِس أْ ًٔٛ ئٌٝ 

جٌكً ٠ؿد أْ ٠ؼٍٜ ػٍٝ جْطفطحء ٖؼرٟ'قً، ٚ '. 

 

٨ٚ ٠ٛؾى أقى ِٓ قمٗ أْ ٠ٛلغ ػٓ جٌٗؼد جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ ئ٨ ذؼى أْ ٠ؿٍٞ جْطفطحء ػحَ ٌىً جٌفٍٓط١١ٕ١ٓ فٟ وً ِىحْ غُ ٠مٌٛٛج ٚجفمٕح أٚ ٌفٟٕح، ٟٚ٘ ل١ٟس 

١ٌٓص ؾى٠ىز ٌُ ٔهطٍػٙح ج١ٌَٛ، ئّٔح ٟ٘ ل١ٟس لى٠ّس ًِٕ َِٓ ذؼ١ى، قطٝ ل١ً ٌٕح ئٔٗ ٨ ٠ٛؾى فٟ لٛج١ٕٕٔح جْطفحء لٍٕح ٌُٙ ٔهطٍع جْطفطحء، ٤ْ ج٨ْطفطحء 

ٌٍٞٚٞ، ج١ٌٓى أٌٍّٚش فًٗ ٚأفًٗ ٚنٍؼ ِطّٙح ذمٟح٠ح، غُ ؾحء ػٙى جٌٍت١ّ ج١ِ٤ٍوٟ ذحٌن أٚذحِح، جًٌٞ أًٌْ ١ِطًٗ ٚقحٚي ١ِطًٗ أوػٍ ِٓ ْٕس 

ٌمى أفٍٗص ْٚأٟٔٙ ِّٙطٟ'ٚٔٛف أْ ٠مٕغ ج٦ٍْجت١١ٍ١ٓ ذٛلف ج٨ْط١طحْ، ٚفٟ ٔٙح٠س ذؼػطٗ ٚفٟ ٔٙح٠س ِىضٗ ؾحءٔح ئٌٝ ٕ٘ح ٚلحي  '. 

 

فٟ ًٖ٘ ج٤غٕحء وطرٕح ٌْحٌس ١ٌٍٓى ٔط١ٕح٘ٛ لٍٕح ٌٗ ٨ ض٠ٍىْٚ ِفحٚٞحش ٨ٚ ض٠ٍىْٚ ٩ِْح، فأٔطُ وٌٚس جقط٩ي ًٚ٘ج جٌٛٞغ جٌمحتُ ٌٓ ٔمرً ذٗ، أٔطُ قىِٛس 

 جضهً لٍجٌج 2011-7-28جقط٩ي ٌٚٓطُ قىِٛس جقط٩ي، ٚٔكٓ ٍْطس ٌٕٚٓح ٍْطس، ًٌٌٚه ٔكٓ يج٘رْٛ ئٌٝ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز، ًٚٔوٍ أْ جٌّؿٍّ جٌٍّوُٞ فٟ 

ذحًٌ٘حخ ٌٍكٛٛي ػٍٝ جٌؼ٠ٟٛس جٌىحٍِس فٟ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز، ْٚرك يٌه لٍجٌجش ِٓ ٌؿٕس جٌّطحذؼس جٌؼٍذ١س جٌطٟ ٚجفمص ِؼٕح أْ ًٔ٘د ٥ٌُِ جٌّطكىز ٌٍكٛٛي 

 .ػٍٝ ػ٠ٟٛس وحٍِس

 

ز، ٚفٟ أٍْٚٛ ٌٍطح٠ٌم أذٍغص أ١ٍِوح أْ ٕ٘حن  ٍّ ٠ٚرىٚ أْ جٌرؼٝ فٟ جٌؼحٌُ ئٌٝ ٠ِٕٛح ً٘ج ٨ ٠أنًْٚ ؾى٠ح ِح قًٛ، ًٖٚ٘ ١ٌٓص أٚي ٍِز، ْٕؼ١ى جٌى

، ٌُٚ ٠أنًٚ٘ح ؾى٠ح ٚقًٛ ِح قًٛ، ٚلٍٕح 'وع ج٨ٚ٤و ٠ٍؼرْٛ'ِفحٚٞحش ٠مَٛ ذٙح ّٖؼْٛ ذ٠ٍ١ّ ٚأذٛ ِحَْ، ٚػٕى٘ح لحي ٠ٍَٚ جٌهحٌؾ١س ٌْٚ وٍْطٛفٍ 

ئٕٔح يج٘رْٛ ئٌٝ ِؿٍّ ج٤ِٓ ٚػٕىِح ٍٕٚٚح ئٌٝ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز، ٚؾىٔح ِؼحٌٞس ػ١ٕفس ؾىج ِٓ ج٠٤ٍجف وحفس، ٨ ضً٘رٛج ٌّؿٍّ ج٤ِٓ ْطهٍْٓٚ، ٔكٓ 

ٔؼٍف فٟ يٌه جٌٛلص إٔٔح ْٕهٍٓ، ٤ٕٔح ٔكطحؼ ئٌٝ ضٓغ وٚي ٌطمرً ِؼٕح قطٝ ٟٔغ جٌٍّف فٟ ِؿٍّ ج٤ِٓ، ٚؾرٕح جٌؼحٌُ وٍٗ ٍٖلح ٚغٍذح ّٖٚحي ٚؾٕٛذح ِٓ 

أؾً جٌكٛٛي ػٍٝ ضٓغ وٚي ٌُٚ ٔكًٛ ٚوحٔص ًٖ٘ جٌهطٛز ج٤ٌٚٝ، ٚجٌهطٛز جٌػح١ٔس ٟ٘ جٌف١طٛ ذاِىحْ جٌىٚي جٌىرٍٜ أْ ضٓطهىَ جٌف١طٛ، ٌٚىٓ ِغ يٌه 

 .أ٠ٍٕٚح أْ ًٔ٘د ٍٚٔمٟ وٍّس أِحَ جٌؿّؼ١س جٌؼ١ِّٛس ٠ٚحٌرٕح ذؼ٠ٟٛس وحٍِس ٚفٍٕٗح

 

لٍٕح ئيج ٌُ ٠ىٓ ً٘ج ِّىٕح فحٌكٛٛي ػٍٝ ػٟٛ ٍِجلد ٔٓؼٝ ػ١ٍٗ ًٚ٘ج ٨ ٠كطحؼ ئٌٝ ِؿٍّ ج٤ِٓ، ذً ٠كطحؼ ئٌٝ ض٠ٛٛص ٔٓرٟ فٟ جٌؿّؼ١س جٌؼحِس، ًِٕٚ 

-23 ذًٌص جٌىذٍِٛح١ْس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س ؾٙٛوج نحٌلس ِغ وٚي جٌؼحٌُ وٍٙح ِٓ أؾً جٌكٛٛي ػٍٝ جٌط٠ٛٛص ٚي٘رٕح فٟ 11-29ضح٠ٌم ي٘حذٕح فٟ جٌٍّز ج٤ٌٚٝ ئٌٝ 

 6 ٚلٍٕح ٨ ٠ٍٔى فٟ ًٖ٘ جٌىٌٚز جٌط٠ٛٛص فحٌضحـ جٌؿ١ّغ، ٌىٓ لٍٕح ٔكٓ ٠ٍٔى أْ ٔؿٍٞ جٌط٠ٛٛص ذؼى ج٨ٔطهحذحش جٌٍتح١ْس ج١ِ٤ٍو١س جٌطٟ وحٔص فٟ 9-2012

 29 ٔٛفّرٍ ٚ٘ٛ ئػ٩ْ جٌىٌٚس أٚ فٟ 15ٔٛفّرٍ ٚؾٍٜ ضغ١١ٍ جٌّٛػى، ٌٚىٓ ِحيج ضؼْٕٛ أٔىُ ْطً٘رْٛ ذؼى ج٨ٔطهحذحش، لٍٕح ًْٕ٘د فٟ أقى جٌطح٠ٌه١ٓ ئِح 

 ٔٛفّرٍ ٚوٕح فٟ غح٠س جٌطٛضٍ، ٤ٕٔح وٕح ٔهٗٝ ِٓ أ٠س أ٨ػ١د فٟ جٌؿّؼ١س 29ٔٛفّرٍ، ٚ٘ٛ ج١ٌَٛ جٌىٌٟٚ ٌٍطٟحِٓ ِغ جٌٗؼد جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ، ٚي٘رٕح فٟ ٠َٛ 

جٌؼحِس ضؼطً جٌط٠ٛٛص، ِٟٚص ج٤ٌِٛ ِطرح٠ثس ٚوأٔٙح ْٕٛجش ّْٚف ٨غ١ٕٓ أْ ٠طىٍّح فٟ ٚحٌف جٌٍّٗٚع، ّْٚف ٨غٕط١ٓ أْ ضطىٍّح ٞى جٌٍّٗٚع، غُ ألفً 

 . وٌٚس ١ٌٓص ِؼٕح ١ٌٚٓص ٞىٔح، ٚضٓغ وٚي ٞىٔح، ٚقممٕح ِح ٠ٍٔى41 وٌٚس ِؼٕح، 138ٚذحخ جٌٕمحٔ، ٚوحٔص جٌٕط١ؿس جٌطٟ ػٍّطّٛ٘ح ٟ٘ إٔٔح قٍٕٛح ػٍٝ 

 

ِحيج قممٕح؟ قممٕح ل١ٟس ِّٙس ؾىج ْأٌص ػٕٙح لرً أْ أغحوٌ ئٌٝ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز، ٚل١ً ٌٟ ِحيج ْطكًٛ ِٓ ً٘ج ج٨ػطٍجف؟ لٍص ْأقًٛ ػٍٝ ٖٟء ٚجقى 

 ٟ٘ أٌٜ وٌٚس ضكص ج٨قط٩ي، ٌُٚ ضؼى وّح ٠ٍج٘ح ج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ ٨ٚ ٠ُجٌْٛ ٠ٍٚٔٙح قطٝ ج٢ْ أٌٞح 1967ٚ٘ٛ أْ ج٤ٌٜ جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س جٌطٟ جقطٍص ػحَ 

ِطٕحَػح ػ١ٍٙح، ٚ٘ٛ ِح ٠رٌٍٚٔٗ ٤ٔفُٓٙ ٌىٟ ٠رْٕٛ ق١ػّح ٠ٗحءْٚ، ٚجٌى١ًٌ ػٍٝ يٌه أُٔٙ ٠رْٕٛ ػٍٝ أذٛجخ ٌجَ الله فٟ ِٓط٠ٕٛس ذ١ص أ٠ً فٟٙ ٌُٙ، ٠ٚرْٕٛ 

 ِٕظّس ِٚؼح٘ىز 63فٟ أٞ ِىحْ ٤ْ ج٤ٌٜ ِطٕحَع ػ١ٍٙح، ٚجٌٕمطس جٌػح١ٔس إٔٔح أٚركٕح وٌٚس ضكص ج٨قط٩ي ٌٕٚٓح ٍْطس، ًٚ٘ج ٠ؼط١ٕح جٌكك ذح٨ّٟٔحَ ئٌٝ 

ٚجضفحل١س و١ٌٚس، ػىٔح ٚوحْ ٕ٘حن ئٍٚجٌ ِٓ ئنٛجٕٔح ػٍٝ أْ ًٔ٘د ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس، فمٍٕح ئٕٔح ٨ ذى أْ ٔٛرٍ ٤ٕٔح ٨ ٠ٍٔى أْ ٔمطغ جٌكرحي ِغ وً جٌٕحِ، 
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 .ٚأٔح ٍِْ ٚػم٩ٟٔ، ٨ٚ ذى أْ ٔؼحٌؽ ج٤ٌِٛ ذكىّس

 

ٚؾٍش جضٛح٨ش ِغ ج٦وجٌز ج١ِ٤ٍو١س ٌٚقرٕح ذٙح، غُ ؾحءٔح جٌٍت١ّ ذحٌن أٚذحِح ئٌٝ ٕ٘ح فٟ ٠َحٌز وٌٚس ١ٌٚٓص ٠َحٌز ػًّ أٚ ٠َحٌز ِؿحٍِس، ٟ٘ ٠َحٌز 

وٌٚس ًٖٚ٘ وحٔص ِرحوٌز ١٠رس ؾىج ِٓ ج٦وجٌز ج١ِ٤ٍو١س، غُ ذىأٔح جٌكى٠ع و١ف ٔٓطأٔف جٌّفحٚٞحش، ٚوحْ ً٘ج جٌى٩َ فٟ جٌٍّّىس جٌؼٍذ١س جٌٓؼٛو٠س، ؾحء 

، 1967ج١ٌٓى ؾْٛ و١ٍٞ ٠ٍٚد ِٕح أْ ٍٔطمٟ ئِح فٟ ٍِٛ أٚ فٟ جٌٓؼٛو٠س، فأٔح جنطٍش جٌٓؼٛو٠س، ٚجضفمٕح ػٍٝ أْ ٔٓطأٔف جٌّفحٚٞحش ػٍٝ أْحِ قىٚو 

، ٤ْ ج٨ْط١طحْ أٍٚٗ غ١ٍ ٍٖػ١س 'ٔكٓ ٨ ٔؼطٍف ذح٨ْط١طحْ ِٓ جٌكؿٍ ج٤ٚي قطٝ ج٤ن١ٍ'ٚػٕىِح ضطٍق جٌركع ئٌٝ ج٨ْط١طحْ لٍص ٌٗ ذحٌكٍف جٌٛجقى 

 ٨ٚ1967 ألرً أْ ٠ُٟ جٌمُٓ أٚ يجن ٦ٍْجت١ً، فٟٙ أٌٜ فٍٓط١ٕ١س ِكطٍس، ٚأٔح أنًش لٍجٌج ِٓ جٌؿّؼ١س جٌؼحِس أْ جٌىٌٚس جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س أٌٞٙح ٟ٘ قىٚو 

 ٍِز ن٩ي 40ٚػحّٚطٙح جٌمىِ، لحي ٔىطفٟ ذًٙج، ٚذىأٔح جٌّفحٚٞحش ٚألٛي ٌٍطح٠ٌم ئْ ج١ٌٓى و١ٍٞ ذًي ؾٙٛوج نحٌلس، ٨ٚ ضٓطغٍذٛج ئيج لٍص ٌىُ جٌطم١ص ذٗ 

 .غّح١ٔس أٍٖٙ ٚٔٛف، غ١ٍ جٌٍمحءجش ج٤نٍٜ ٕ٘ح ٕٚ٘حن ٚض١ٍفٛٔحش، ًٚ٘ج ٠إوى ج٦ٍٚجٌ ٚجٌؿى٠س، ٌٚىٓ ذحٌٕط١ؿس ٌُ ضىٓ ٕ٘حن ٔط١ؿس

 

ٚأػطٛٔح أفىحٌج، ٌىٓ ٌُ ٔأنًٖ ِىطٛذح ٚوحْ ّٕ٘ح أْ ٕٔحلٕ وً جٌمٟح٠ح، ' ئ٠حٌ ػًّ'ئيج ١ِٟٕح ذحٌّفحٚٞحش وً ًٖ٘ جٌّىز ٚأذٍغٕح جٌؿحٔد ج١ِ٤ٍوٟ أْ ٕ٘حن 

ٚوحْ ِٛؾٛوج فٟ ج٤ٌٚجق وً جٌمٟح٠ح، ٌٚىٓ ئيج أٌوش أْ أػطٟ ؾٛجذح ١ٌّْح ػ١ٍٙح ٨ ذى ٌٟ أْ ألٍأ وً وٍّس، أٞ ٠ىْٛ جٌى٩َ ِىطٛذح ٤قىُ ػ١ٍٗ ذٕؼُ أٚ 

٨. 

 

ذؼى أ٠حَ ل١ٍٍس ِٓ ج٨ضفحق ػٍٝ جْطثٕحف جٌّفحٚٞحش، ٠ٍد ِٕح أ٨ ًٔ٘د ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس ن٩ي ِىز جٌّفحٚٞحش ٟٚ٘ ْطس ئٌٝ ضٓؼس أٍٖٙ، ٚٔكٓ لٍٕح ٨ 

ٔٓطط١غ ٨ٚ ٔمرً، ًٚ٘ج ٖٟء ًٚ٘ج ٖٟء، ػىٔح ئٌٝ ٕ٘ح ٚفىٍٔح و١ف ٠ّىٓ ٌٕح أْ ٔٓحَٚ ػٍٝ ٖٟء ٍِِّٛ ِٚكِٓٛ ٌٗ ل١ّس؟ فم١ً ٌٕح أٍْٜ ِح لرً أٍْٚٛ، 

٘إ٨ء ِكىِْٛٛ ذحٌّإذىجش ٨ٚ أًِ ٌُٙ ذحٌهٍٚؼ ٌغُ أْ ٕ٘حن جضفحلح ػٍٝ ئ٩٠ق ٍْجُ٘ ٨ٚ أًِ ذهٍٚؾُٙ، ٚلٍٕح ٨ ِحٔغ ٔٓحَٚ ٠ٚحٌرٕح أْ ٠طٍك ٍْجـ 

 أٍْٜ ذح٨ُْ، ٚٔكٓ ٍٔطَُ ذؼى جًٌ٘حخ ٌّىز ضٓؼس أٍٖٙ ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس، فٌٛج ؾحء ج١ٌٓى ؾْٛ و١ٍٞ ٚأنً ج٤ٌِٛ ذؿى٠س ٚجضًٛ ذٕط١ٕح٘ٛ لحي 104

 وفؼحش، ٚقىوش ضٛج٠ٌم 4ِٛجفمْٛ، ٌٚىٓ ج١ٌٓى ٔط١ٕح٘ٛ ٨ ٠ػك ذىُ ٠ٚمٛي ئٕٟٔ وًجخ، فٙٛ ٨ ٠ٓطط١غ أْ ٠طٍك ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ وفؼس ٚجقىز ٚئّٔح ٠طٍمٙح 

ْٚحٌش جٌّفحٚٞحش ٚػ١ٍّس ج٩٠٦ق، ٚأ٠ٍك ٍْجـ جٌىفؼحش جٌػ٩ظ، ٚج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ قحٌٚٛج أْ ٠هٍطٛج . 2014-3-29ج٤ٌذغ وفؼحش، ٚج٤ن١ٍز وحٔص فٟ 

 أٍْٜ ِمحذً 104ِح ذ١ٓ ئ٩٠ق ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ ٚج٨ْط١طحْ أٚ ئ٩٠ق ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ ٚجٌطمىَ فٟ جٌّفحٚٞحش، ًٖ٘ ل١ٟس ِٕفٍٛس ػٓ جٌم١ٟس ج٤نٍٜ، 

 ػحِح وجنً 30 ئٌٝ 20ػىَ جًٌ٘حخ ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس ٨ ذأِ، ٤ْ أٌٚجـ ٘إ٨ء ِّٙس ٌٕح ٚٔطكًّ ١ٌؼ١ى ٘إ٨ء ئٌٝ أٍُ٘ٙ نٛٛٚح أُٔٙ لٟٛج ِح ذ١ٓ 

 أ١ٍْج ٠كٍّْٛ جٌؿ١ٕٓس ج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١س ٚ٘إ٨ء ِٛج٠ْٕٛ ئٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ ٨ٚ ٠كك 14جٌٓؿْٛ، ٚلرً أْ ٠أضٟ ِٛػى جٌىفؼس جٌٍجذؼس لحٌٛج ٌٕح ضٛؾى ِٗىٍس، أٔٗ ٠ٛؾى 

ٌىُ جٌطىنً فٟ ضم٠ٍٍ ١ٍُِٛ٘، لٍٕح ٌُٙ ٠ؿد أْ ٠مٛي ٔط١ٕح٘ٛ ً٘ج جٌى٩َ ِٓ ج٤ٚي، ٚ٘ٛ ٌُ ٠مً ١ٖثح ٚأػط١ٕحٖ جٌمحتّس وحٍِس، ٚٔكٓ ٍٜٔ ٍٚٔٛ ػٍٝ أْ 

 ػحِح فٟ جٌّٕفٝ، 13ج٤ٍْٜ ٠ؼٛوْٚ ئٌٝ ذ١ٛضُٙ، ٕٚ٘ح ٌى٠ٕح ْحذمطحْ نط١ٍضحْ فٟ جٌّحٟٞ ٌٓ ضطىٌٍج، ج٤ٌٚٝ و١ٕٓس جٌّٙى ٚئذؼحوُ٘ ٌّىز ْٕس ٌُٚٙ 

ٚجٌٓحذمس ج٤نٍٜ ٚفمس ؾٍؼحو ٖح١١ٌ ذاذؼحو ج٤ٍْٜ ٌٍىٚي جٌؼٍذ١س، ٘إ٨ء ٌٓ ٠ؼٛوٚج ٠ٌٍٛٓ، ًٌٌٚه ٔكٓ ٔمٛي ٌٓ ٔمرً ئ٨ وً ٚجقى ٠ؼٛو ٌر١طٗ، ٌٚٓ ٔمرً أْ 

٠طٕحٌَٛج ػٓ جٌؿ١ٕٓس فىً ٚجقى ٠كًّ ؾ١ٕٓطٗ ٚضرمٝ ٌٗ، ٚذحٌطحٌٟ ً٘ج ٘ٛ ِٛلفٕح ذحٌٕٓرس ٥ٌٍْٜ ٚٔكٓ ٔمٛي ئْ ج٦ذؼحو ِهحٌف ٌٍمحْٔٛ جٌىٌٟٚ ٚجٌمحْٔٛ 

ج٦ٔٓحٟٔ ِٚهحٌف ٌىً جٌٍٗجتغ جٌؼح١ٌّس، ٤ٔه ضٓطط١غ أْ ضكىُ ذح٦ػىجَ ػٍٝ ِٛج٠ٓ ٌى٠ه، ٌٚىٓ ٨ ٠ؿَٛ ٌه أْ ضطٍوٖ ِٓ ٠ٕٚٗ أٚ ضّٕؼٗ ِٓ جٌؼٛوز 

 نط٠ٍ١ٓ ١ْؼٛوْٚ ٌٍٟفس ٠ٍٔى أْ ٔرؼىُ٘، ٚلٍٕح ٔفّ جٌى٩َ ذإٔٔح ٍْٕفٝ، ًٌٌٚه ٔكٓ ٌٓ ٔمرً ذاذؼحو أٞ ٠ٌٛ10ٕٗ، ٚوحٔص ًٖ٘ جٌّٗىٍس، لحٌٛج ئٔٗ ٠ٛؾى 

 ٨ ٔمحٔ ف١ٙح ٚأٚركٕح وٌٚس، ٚئٔٙحء 1967ٚجقى، ٚن٩ٚس جٌمٛي ذحٌٕٓرس ٌٍّفحٚٞحش لٍٕح ٌُٙ ئْ جٌمىِ جٌٍٗل١س ػحّٚس ٌىٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ، ِٚٓأٌس قىٚو 

ج٨قط٩ي ٔطفك ػٍٝ ِىز، ٚج٩ٌؾث١ٓ ئيج وحْ ٕ٘حن ٨ؾة ٨ ٠ٍ٠ى جٌؼٛوز ٠رمٝ ٠ٚأنً ضؼ٠ٟٛح ذح٨ضفحق ِغ جٌىٌٚس ج١ٌّٟفس، أٚ أقد أْ ٠ً٘د ِٓ ذٍى ئٌٝ ذٍى 

٠أنً ضؼ٠ٟٛح أٚ أقد جٌؼٛوز ٌىٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ ٠أنً ضؼ٠ٟٛح، ٌٚىٓ ٠ؿد أْ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘حن قك جٌؼٛوز، وّح ٔٛص ػٍٝ يٌه ِرحوٌز ج٩ٌَٓ جٌؼٍذ١س جٌطٟ ضمٛي قً 

، ئيج 'ٌُ ٔٓم١ قك جٌؼٛوز'، ئيج ٠ٛؾى قك ػٛوز، ًٌٌٚه ألٛي ٦نٛجٕٔح جٌّػمف١ٓ ج٠ًٌٓ ذؼػٛج جٌٍْحٌس جٌّفطٛقس 194ػحوي ِٚطفك ػ١ٍٗ ٩ٌؾث١ٓ قٓد جٌمٍجٌ 

... ًٖ٘ جٌمٟح٠ح جٌطٟ ٔكٓ ٠ٍٔى٘ح ف١ّح ٠طؼٍك ذكمٛلٕح، لحٌٛج و١ف ٠ّىٓ أْ ٔٓطأٔف جٌّفحٚٞحش ٚلٍٕح ئٔٗ ١ٌّ ٌى٠ٕح ِحٔغ أْ ًٔ٘د ٌطّى٠ى جٌّفحٚٞحش ٌٚىٓ

٠طٍك ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ جٌمىجِٝ جٌػ٩غ١ٓ ٚػٍٝ جٌطحٌٚس ٟٔغ نح٠ٌطٕح ٌّىز غ٩غس أٍٖٙ ذكع جٌه٠ٍطس، ٚئٌٝ أْ ٠طُ ج٨ضفحق ػٍٝ جٌه٠ٍطس ضطٛلف وً جٌٕٗح٠حش 

ج٨ْط١طح١ٔس ذحٌىحًِ، ٚٔكٓ ً٘ج ٘ٛ ِٛلفٕح جًٌٞ ٠ٍٔىٖ ٌُٚ ٔكًٛ ػٍٝ ؾٛجخ ػ١ٍٗ، ٕٚ٘ح ونٍٕح فٟ ج٤َِحش، وحْ جٌّفٍٜٚ أْ ٠طٍك ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ ٠َٛ 

 آيجٌ جٌّحٟٞ ٌُٚ ٠طُ، ْٚإٌٟٔ ٠ٍَٚ ج٤ٍْٜ ٚلٍص ٌٗ ػٍٝ ِٛػىٔح، ٚي٘د ئٌٝ ْؿٓ ػٛفٍ ٚلٍص ٌٗ ئٔٗ ٠ٛؾى ِٛػى ٠ٚؿد أْ ٔكطٍِٗ، ٚفٟ ًٖ٘ 29

 ذؼػٕح ٌْحٌس ِىطٛذس لٍأ٘ح جٌطٍفحْ ضمٛي ئٔٗ ئيج ٌُ ٠طٍك ٍْجـ ج٤ٍْٜ 31 30ٚ 29ٚج٤غٕحء وحٔص ج٨ضٛح٨ش لحتّس ذ١ٕح ٚذ١ٓ ج٦ٍْجت١١ٍ١ٓ ٚج١ِ٤ٍوحْ، فٟ 

 ٚؾحء ٠َٛ ج٤ٚي ِٓ ١ٔٓحْ، ٚأٔح جٔطظٍش فٟ ِىطرٟ 31 30ٚ 29ٚ ١ٔٓحْ، ًْٕ٘د ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس، فّٟٝ 1فحٌم١حوز ِؿطّؼس فٟ ضٍه ج٠٤حَ ٚقطٝ ٠َٛ 

 ِٕظّس و١ٌٚس، ٚلٍٕح 15ٚجٌم١حوز ِؿطّؼس ٕ٘ح ْٚطأنً لٍجٌج، ٚأٔح أٔطظٍ أْ ٠ؿطّغ ِؿٍّ جٌٌَٛجء ج٦ٍْجت١ٍٟ ٌُٚ ٠ؿطّغ، فمٌٍش جٌم١حوز ٠ِٛٙح ج٨ّٟٔحَ ٌـ

٧ٌػ٩َ ئٕٔح ِغ جْطٍّجٌ جٌّفحٚٞحش، ٚٔكٓ ٖحوٍْٚ ٌىً جٌٛلص ٚجٌؿٙى جًٌٞ ذًٌٗ ج١ِ٤ٍو١حْ، ٚٔكٓ ِٓطؼىْٚ ٩ٌْطٍّجٌ، ٌٚىٓ ِح وجَ ٌُ ٠كًٛ ٖٟء 

ج١ٌَٛ ٚلؼٕح ػٍٝ أٌٚجق ج٨ّٟٔحَ ٩ٌضفحل١حش جٌى١ٌٚس، ٚلحي ٌٕح ج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ ئُٔٙ ضفحؾأٚج ذحٌطٛل١غ، ٚأٔح لٍص إٔٔح ذؼػٕح ٌْحٌس ٚأنرٍٔحوُ ذًٌه، ٚٚلؼٕح ػٍٝ 

ٌْحتً ج٨ّٟٔحَ ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس فٟ ج١ًٌٍ، ْإٌٟٔ ج٤نٛجْ ً٘ ٍُٔٓ جٌٍْحتً ٌٍؿٙحش جٌى١ٌٚس، لٍص ٍّْٛ٘ح ٌػ٩ظ ؾٙحش ٥ٌُِ جٌّطكىز ٚذؼٟٙح ٌٌٕٙٛىج، 

 .ٚذؼٟٙح ٌؿ١ٕف ٚأنرٍُٚ٘ أْ ٠فؼٍٛ٘ح

 

أٔطُ أٚركص ٠ٍٖىح ِطؼحلىج ْح١ِح فٟ جضفحل١حش ؾ١ٕف ج٤ٌٚٝ ٚجٌػح١ٔس ٚجٌػحٌػس ٚجٌٍجذؼس، ٚفٟ ' ؾ١ٕف'فحْطٍّص جٌىٚي ٚذىأ جٌطفؼ١ً ٚؾحءضٕح جٌٍْحتً فٌٛج، 

ٌٕ٘ٛىج أٚركص وٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ ػٟٛج فٟ ًٖ٘ جٌّؼح٘ىز ٌغُ أْ ٌٕ٘ٛىج ٌُ ضٛٛش ِؼٕح فٟ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز، ٌٚىٓ فٟ ًٖ٘ جٌٍْحٌس وٌٚس فٍٓط١ٓ أٚركص 

 ِؼح٘ىز، ٚفٟ نطحخ أذٛ ج٤و٠د ٚذحلٟ ج٦نٛجْ ٠طكىغْٛ 15ػٟٛج، ٚفٟ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز قٓد ج٦ؾٍجءجش جٌهحٚس، ٚوً جٌّؼح٘ىجش ِٓطٍّز ٚٔكٓ أنًٔح جٌـ

ػٓ ج٨ّٟٔحَ ٌرحلٟ جٌّؼح٘ىجش، ٕٚ٘ح ألٛي ٔكٓ ١ٍٓٔ ذٌٛٛز ػم١ٔ٩س ٌٚىٓ وً ٖٟء ِٓ قمٕح، ٚجٌى١ًٌ أٔٗ ػٕىِح ؾحء جٌٛلص ٌُٚ ٔكًٛ ػٍٝ ج٤ٍْٜ ِٓ 
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 .قمٕح أْ ًٔ٘د، ٤ٕٔح لٍٕح ِٓ جٌرىج٠س ضٓؼس أٍٖٙ، ٚأٔطُ ٌُ ضٍطُِٛج، ٌّحيج أٔح جٌطَُ؟ ٚغ١ٍ ٚك١ف أُٔٙ ضفحؾأٚج ذحًٌ٘حخ ٌٍّٕظّحش جٌى١ٌٚس

 

أ٠ٟح ٌغُ أْ جٌٛفى قًٛ ػٍٝ ضٛح٠ٌف ِٓ ئٍْجت١ً ٌىنٛي غُز، ٚقىغص ئؾٍجءجش ' فحؾأضُٙ'ج٢ْ أْرك ج٤قىجظ ل٩١ٍ ٤لٛي ئٔٗ ٔط١ؿس ٌٍّٛحٌكس جٌطٟ 

ٞىٔح ٚأٚي ػمٛذس فٍٜ ػمٛذحش جلطٛحو٠س، فح٨قط٩ي ٌٗ ج١ٌى جٌؼ١ٍح، ٚٚلف جٌّفحٚٞحش، ٚجٌٟٗء جٌػحٟٔ ضهف١ٝ ِٓطٜٛ ج٨ضٛح٨ش، ١ٌمطٍٛ ػٍٝ ِؿحي 

جٌّفحٚٞحش ٚج٤ِٓ فم١، ٚٔكٓ ْٕمٛي ٌىٌٚس ئٍْجت١ً أٔطُ وٌٚس جقط٩ي، أٔطُ جٌّٓإٌْٚٛ ػٓ وً ٖٟء ٕ٘ح، ٚػٓ وً ًٖ٘ جٌفٍجغحش ٕ٘ح، ضفٍٟٛج ضكٍّٛج 

ِٓإ١ٌٚحضىُ، ًٚ٘ج ِح ٠ؿد أْ ٔمٌٛٗ ٌُٙ ًٚ٘ج ِح لٍٕحٖ، ِح وِطُ وٌٚس جقط٩ي جٌٛٞغ جٌٍج٘ٓ ٌٓ ٔمرً ذٗ ٚجْطٍّجٌ ج٨ْط١طحْ ٚج٨ػطىجءجش ػٍٝ جٌٕحِ 

ٚجٌمىِ ٚجٌكٍق ٚجٌمطً ٌٓ ٔمرً ذٗ، ٚأٔطُ وٌٚس ِكطٍس ذٍغٛج جٌؼحٌُ أْ فٍٓط١ٓ وٌٚس ضكص ج٨قط٩ي، ٚٔكٓ أنًٔح ِٓ ج٤ُِ جٌّطكىز أْ فٍٓط١ٓ وٌٚس ضكص 

ج٨قط٩ي، ٔكٓ ٔمٛي ٧ٌٍْجت١١ٍ١ٓ ذحػطرحٌوُ وٌٚس جقط٩ي ضفٍٟٛج جْطٍّٛج ِٓإ١ٌٚحضىُ ٔكٓ ٍٔٛف ِح ٠ؿد أْ ٠ٍٛفٗ ج٨قط٩ي ٚٔطكًّ جٌّٓإ١ٌٚحش، ٌٓ 

ٔطكًّ ِٓإ١ٌٚحش، ًٖٚ٘ ٟ٘ جٌه٩ٚس جٌطٟ ؾحءش ٔط١ؿس ٌٍّفحٚٞحش ٌّٚٛٞٛع ج٤ٍْٜ، ِٚٓ ٠ٍ٠ى جٌؼٛوز ٌٍّفحٚٞحش ٠ؿد أْ ٠طٍك ج٤ٍْٜ ٠ٚٛلف 

 .ج٨ْط١طحْ ذىً أٖىحٌٗ ٠ٚؼٛو ٌٍطحٌٚس، ٚئيج ٌُ ٠مفٛج، ف١ٍكٍٟٚج ٠ٚطكٍّٛج ِٓإ١ٌٚحضُٙ

 

ج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ ػٍٝ ِىٜ ْٕٛجش جٌّح١ٞس ِٛجفمْٛ ػٍٝ ج٨ٔفٛحي ٚج٨ٔمٓحَ، ِٚإ٠ىْٚ ٌٚجػْٛ ٚقحِْٛ ٩ٌٔفٛحي، ٚجٌٓرد ٘ٛ أْ ئٍْجت١ً وٍّح لٍٕح 

ِفحٚٞحش ضمٛي ِغ ِٓ أضفحٜٚ ِغ غُز أَ جٌٟفس؟ ٚػٍّٕح ِٛحٌكس ٚلحٌٛج ئِح ضهطحٌٚج قّحِ أٚ جٌّفحٚٞحش؟ ٚلٍٕح ٌُٙ ً٘ج ٖٟء ًٚ٘ج ٖٟء، ًٖٚ٘ إٌٔٞح 

ٖٚؼرٕح ٨ٚ ػ٩لس ٌه ذُٙ، فُٙ ٠مٌْٛٛ ئْ قّحِ ئٌ٘حذ١ْٛ ٚػٕىِح ٠مٛي ئُٔٙ ئٌ٘حذ١ْٛ ٌّحيج ػٍّٛج ِؼُٙ جضفحل١حش، جضفحل١س جٌٙىٔس جٌطٟ ٚلؼص ػرٍ جٌٍت١ّ 

ِكّى ٍِْٟ، ٚوحٔص ٕ٘ح ٠ٍَٚز نحٌؾ١س أ١ٍِوح ٩١ٌ٘ٞ وٍٕطْٛ قٍّص جضفحق جٌطٙىتس ٚٚلؼص ػٍٝ جضفحق جٌٙىٔس، ٌٕٚٓح ٞى ج٨ضفحق ٚجٌطٙىتس، ٚضكطٍِٕح 

جٌطٙىتس ٌّٚحيج أٔح ِّٕٛع أْ أي٘د ٌكّحِ ٚأنطحٌ ذ١ٕٟ ٚذ١ٓ قّحِ، ٚلى لٍص يٌه ٌٛكف١١ٓ ئٍْجت١١ٍ١ٓ َجٌٟٚٔ لرً ١ِٛ٠ٓ ٕ٘ح فٟ ِمٍ جٌٍتحْس، ئْ قّحِ 

ٖؼرٕح ٚئٍْجت١ً ٍٖوحؤٔح، ٨ أْطط١غ أْ أْطغٕٟ ػٓ ٖؼرٕح ٨ٚ ػٓ ٍٖوحتٕح، ٚج٢ْ ٠طٍؼْٛ ذكى٠ع أٔٗ ٚٞغ ٠ىٖ ذ١ى ج٦ٌ٘حخ ًٖٚ٘ قؿؽ، ٚئٞحفس ئٌٝ يٌه 

 .لحٌٛج ئُٔٙ ٠ؿد أْ ٠مِٛٛج ذحٌط١ٍٙٗ جٌٗهٟٛ ذأذٛ ِحَْ ًٚ٘ج ٨ ٠ّٕٟٙ، ٚغٟد ٔط١ٕح٘ٛ ذؼىِح ّْغ ػٓ جٌّٛحٌكس ٚلحي ئٔٗ ضفحؾأ ذٙح

 

جٌكىظ جًٌٞ ٔكٓ ٔؼطُ ذٗ ٠ٚؿد أْ ٔأنًٖ ذّٕطٙٝ جٌؿى٠س، ٠ٚؿد أْ ٔؼًّ ِٓ أؾً ئٔؿحَٖ ذىً جٌْٛحتً ٠ٚؿد أْ ضطٛفٍ جٌٕٛج٠ح جٌط١رس ٌىٜ ؾ١ّغ ج٠٤ٍجف 

، ٍِٚش ف١ٙح ٩ِذٓحش وػ١ٍز ٨ أ٠ٌى أْ أيوٍ٘ح، 2006-1-١ٌٚ25ّ ٕ٘حٌه قؿؽ، آْ ج٤ٚجْ أْ ١ٍٓٔ فٟ جٌّٛحٌكس، ٚأٔطُ ضؼٍفْٛ إٔٔح ػٍّٕح جٔطهحذحش فٟ 

ٌىٓ وٍٙح وحٔص ضإوٞ ئٌٝ ِح ٍٕٚٚح ئ١ٌٗ، قىغص أقىجظ وػ١ٍز فٟ غُز ٚلحِص جٌٍّّىس جٌؼٍذ١س جٌٓؼٛو٠س ِٗىٌٛز ذىػٛز ج٠٤ٍجف وٍٙح ئٌٝ أْطحٌ جٌىؼرس 

ٌٕؼمى جضفحلح ٕ٘حن ٠ٕطٟٙ ذكىِٛس ٚقىز ١ٕ٠ٚس، ٚفؼ٩ ي٘رٕح ٚػٍّٕح قىِٛس ٚقىز ١ٕ٠ٚس ِٓ أ٠ٍجف ِهطٍفس، ٚلرً ً٘ج ػٕىِح قًٛ ج٨ٔم٩خ جؾطّؼص 

جٌؿحِؼس جٌؼٍذ١س ٚنٌٛص ٍِٛ ذحٌّٛحٌكس، ٚٔكٓ ٣ٌْ ِطّٓىْٛ ذىٌٚ ٍِٛ فٟ جٌّٛحٌكس، ٚذٍٛف جٌٕظٍ ػٓ جٌطٛضٍ فٟ جٌؼ٩لحش ذ١ٓ ٍِٛ ٚقّحِ، 

 .ٌىٓ ٍِٛ ض١ُّ ذ١ٓ ً٘ج ٚيجن ٚق٠ٍٛس ػٍٝ جٌّٛحٌكس ِٚٓطؼىز ٨ْطٍّجٌ ٚؾٛو٘ح، ٚٔكٓ ٨ ٔمرً ذى٩٠ ػٓ ٍِٛ

 

ٚذؼى ٌمحء ِىس ذحٌوطٗ ٍِٛ، ٌٚىٓ ذؼى يٌه قًٛ جٔم٩خ ًِٕ يٌه جٌك١ٓ ٚٔكٓ فٟ ِٓحع ٌٍّٛحٌكس ٚأذٍَ ًٖ٘ جٌّٓحػٟ ٟ٘ جضفحق فٟ جٌىٚقس، ِٓ أؾً أْ 

، ٌُٚ ٠ٕفً، ٚج٢ْ ٨ ٍَٔٛ أٔفٕٓح، ٌى٠ٕح ٖٟء 2012-2-6ضىْٛ ٍِٛ ٟ٘ جٌه١ّس ٚجٌٍجػٟ، ي٘رٕح ئٌٝ ٍِٛ ٚأػٍٕح ػٓ ً٘ج ج٨ضفحق ٚذٌٛن ً٘ج ٨ضفحق ًِٕ 

ؾى٠ى ١ٍْٕٓ ذٗ، ٌى٠ٕح جضفحق ِر١ٓ ِٓ ٔمطط١ٓ ٠ٍٔى قىِٛس ضىٕٛلٍج٠ ِٓطم١ٍٓ ٠ٍٔٚى جًٌ٘حخ ٨ٔطهحذحش، ٚج٨قطىحَ ٌٕٛىٚق ج٨لطٍجع ٘ٛ أْحِ 

 ْٕٛجش، ٚآْ ج٤ٚجْ ٤ْ ٔؿىو ٍٖػ١طٕح، نحٚس أْ ٌى٠ٕح وٌٚس، ٠ؿد 7 ْٕٛجش ػٍٝ ج٨ٔطهحذحش جٌٍتح١ْس، ٚجٌط٠ٍٗؼ١س 8جٌى٠ّمٍج١٠حش فٟ جٌؼحٌُ، فمى ِٟص 

ػٍٝ جٌفمٙحء ٚجٌكىّحء أْ ٠ؿطّؼٛج ٌٕفُٙ ِحيج ٠ّىٓ أْ ٔفؼً، ً٘ ٘ٛ ِؿٍّ ض٠ٍٗؼٟ أَ ذٌٍّحْ؟ ً٘ ٟ٘ جٔطهحذحش ٌٍت١ّ وٌٚس أَ ٌٍت١ّ ٍْطس؟ ًٖ٘ أٌِٛ 

لح١ٔٛٔس ٌى٠ٕح جٌٛلص جٌىحفٟ ٤ْ ٔركػٙح ٕ٘ح ٚٔهٍؼ ذٕط١ؿس ٠ٚحٌّح ج٤ٌِٛ ذًٙج جٌٗىً فٟٙ ؾ١ىز،، ٚأٔح ٕ٘ح ذحّْىُ ؾ١ّؼح أق١ٟ ج٤ل ٌجِٟ جٌكّى الله جًٌٞ 

 .ٚٞغ جْطمحٌطٗ ذح٤ِّ فٟ ضٍٛفٕح، ٚوطد أْ يٌه قٍٚح ػٍٝ جٌٍّٛكس ج١ٕ٠ٌٛس ٌط١ٍٓ ئٌٝ ج٤ِحَ

 

ٚجٌكىِٛس جٌطٟ ْطأضٟ ْطىْٛ وحٌكىِٛحش جٌٓحذمس، ضمَٛ ذحٌؼًّ ػٍٝ جٌهح٘ ذحٌٍٓطس، أِح جٌّفحٚٞحش فٟٙ ٖأْ ِٓ ٖإْٚ ِٕظّس جٌطك٠ٍٍ، ٤ٔٙح ضّػً وً 

ٖؼرٕح ٤ْٚ جٌطفحٜٚ ذحُْ وً جٌٗؼد ِٚٛحٌف وً جٌٗؼد ٚأٌٚٙح ج٩ٌؾث١ٓ، ٚجٌّٕظّس ٟ٘ جٌطٟ ضّػٍُٙ ٚضٍػٝ ِٛحٌكُٙ ٟٚ٘ جٌطٟ ضكّٟ وً ِح ٠كطحؾٛٔٗ، 

فحٌكىِٛس ضأضٍّ ذأٍِٞ ١ْٚح١ْطٟ، أٔح ِؼطٍف ذاٍْجت١ً ٟٚ٘ ِؼطٍفس ٚأٔح أٔرً جٌؼٕف ٚج٦ٌ٘حخ، ٚأٔح ِؼطٍف ذحٌٍٗػ١س جٌى١ٌٚس ٟٚ٘ ِؼطٍفس، ٚأٔح ٍِطَُ 

ذح٨ٌطُجِحش جٌى١ٌٚس ٚجٌكىِٛس ْطٕفً ج٨ضفحل١حش جٌى١ٌٚس جٌطٟ ٚلؼٕح ػ١ٍٙح، ٨ٚ ٠كك ٤قى أْ ٠مٛي ئٔٙح قىِٛس ئٌ٘حخ أٚ ِططٍف١ٓ، ٚآْ ج٤ٚجْ ٌٍٕفغ جٌكٛحٌ 

ػٓ غُز، ٠ؿد أْ ٔرًي وً جٌؿٙى ٌفه جٌكٛحٌ ِٓ وً ج٨ضؿح٘حش، فُٙ ؾُء ِٓ ٖؼرٕح ِٚٓ ٚجؾرٕح ِٚٓ قمُٙ ػ١ٍٕح أْ ٔؼًّ وً ِح ٠ّىٓ ٦ٔمحي جٌٛٞغ فٟ 

٠ٍٗذْٛ جٌٍّف، ٚجٌّٛجو جٌط١ٕ٠ّٛس ج١ٌٚ٤س غ١ٍ ِٛؾٛوز، ٚج٤ٔفحق أغٍمص ٚأٔح ِغ ئلفحي ج٤ٔفحق ؾ١ّؼح، ٌٚىٓ ِغ أْ ٠ؼطٝ % 95غُز، ج١ٌّحٖ ٍِٛغس ذٕٓرس 

 .جٌٗؼد جٌفٍٓط١ٕٟ وً قمٛلٗ ٕ٘حن، ٠ؿد أْ ٕٔطرٗ ئٌٝ ِؼحٔحز جٌٗؼد ٚجٌٛؼٛذحش جٌطٟ ٠ؼ١ٗٙح ٠ٚؿد أْ ٠ٍُٔٙح ػٕٗ، فح٤ٔفحق غ١ٍ ٍٖػ١س ٚغ١ٍ لح١ٔٛٔس

 

 ...أ٠ٙح ج٦نٛز أ٠طٙح ج٤نٛجش

 

 و١ٍِٛطٍ ٚقىُ يجضٟ ٕ٘ح، ًٖٚ٘ ج١ٌٓحْس جٌّطرؼس ًِٕ ٚػى ذٍفٌٛ قطٝ ج١ٌَٛ، ٚٔكٓ ذحٌّٛحٌكس 1600ضٛؾى فىٍز وٌٚس فٍٓط١ٕ١س ِٓطمٍس فٟ غُز ْٚٔٛؼٙح 

 .ٚجٌٛقىز وٍٓٔح ً٘ج جٌٗؼحٌ، ٚلٍٕح ئْ فٍٓط١ٓ وٌٚس ٚجقىز

 

ّٟ ذهٛٛ٘ جٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س، ًِٕ ْٕط١ٓ أٚ غ٩ظ ْٕٛجش ذىأ ٠ؼٍٜ ػ١ٍٕح ِح ٠ّٓٝ ذحٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س، ٔكٓ ِٛلفٕح ذإٔٔح فٟ  ٚفٟ ل١ٟس ِؼٍٚٞس ػٍ

ج٨ػطٍجف جٌّطرحوي جػطٍفٕح ذىٌٚس ئٍْجت١ً ٚٔكٓ فٟ جٌكىِٛس ٔؼطٍف ذىٌٚس ئٍْجت١ً، ٚػٕىِح ػمىش ِؼح٘ىز ِغ ٍِٛ ٌُ ٠طٍد ِٕٙح ً٘ج، ٚػٕىِح ػمىش 
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ِؼح٘ىز ِغ ج٤ٌوْ ٌُ ٠طٍد ِٕٙح ً٘ج، فٍّحيج ٠طٍد ِٕح أْ ٔؼطٍف ذ١ٙٛو٠س جٌىٌٚس، ٚأٔح ألٛي ٨ ٩ٌػطٍجف ذحٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س، ٚأٔح أْأي ٌّحيج ٨ ضً٘د ٥ٌُِ 

جٌّطكىز ٚضطٍد ُِٕٙ ج٨ػطٍجف ذحٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س؟ ٔمطس أن١ٍز ٍٖقطٙح ٌٍٛكف١١ٓ ج٦ٍْجت١١ٍ١ٓ لٍص ٌُٙ لى ٨ ضؼٍفْٛ ضح٠ٌهىُ ٔكٓ ٔؼٍفٗ أوػٍ ِٕىُ، ِٓ 

ِٓ ٘إ٨ء ١ٍِّٓٓ ١ِٓٚك١١ٓ، فُٙ أنًٚج % 50 ذؼى ج١ٙٔحٌ ج٨ضكحو جٌٓٛف١طٟ جٌٛى٠ك، ٘حؾٍ ئٌٝ ئٍْجت١ً ١ٍِْٛ ٌْٟٚ، أوػٍ ِٓ 2000 ئٌٝ 1900ْٕس 

قك جٌؼٛوز ٠ٌٍٛٓ، فى١ف ضّٓف ٌٙإ٨ء، فُٙ ١ِٓك١ْٛ ٍِّْٚٓٛ، و١ف ضفٍٓ ٌٟ جٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س، جٌؿٕىٞ جٌف٩ٖح ٠طٛلف ػٍٝ جٌكحؾُ ٠ٍٟٚٛ، ٨ ٖأْ ٌٟ 

 .ذُٙ، ٌٚىٓ ٠مٛي ً٘ج ٠ىنً ًٚ٘ج ِّٕٛع، ٔكٓ ٌٓ ٔمرً ج٨ػطٍجف ذحٌىٌٚس ج١ٌٙٛو٠س

 

 ...أ٠ٙح ج٦نٛز أ٠طٙح ج٤نٛجش 

 

ٌٕؼٛو ئٌٝ جٌٌٛجء ل٩١ٍ ذحٌكٍجن جٌؼٍذٟ جًٌٞ قًٛ فٟ جٌىٚي جٌؼٍذ١س ٚجًٌٞ ذىأ فٟ ضّٛٔ غُ ٍِٛ غُ ١ٌر١ح غُ ٠ٌْٛح ٚلرً يٌه وحْ فٟ ج١ٌّٓ، وحْ ِٛلفٕح 

جٌمح٠غ ٨ ػ٩لس ٌٕح ذّح ٠ؿٍٞ ٕ٘ح ٕٚ٘حن، ١ٌّ ٌٕح وػٛز ذمٟح٠ح جٌؼٍخ جٌىجن١ٍس، ًٌٌه لٍٕح ٨ ضىنً ٌٕح ف١ّح ٠ؿٍٞ فٟ جٌىٚي جٌؼٍذ١س ٚذحًٌجش فٟ ٠ٌْٛح، ٤ٔٗ 

 أٌف آن٠ٍٓ، ٠ؼٕٟ ١ٍِْٛ فٍٓط١ٓ ضكص جٌهطٍ، ٨ٚ أ٠ٌى أْ ٠ىْٛ ٌٕح أٞ ػ٩لس ذًٖٙ ج٤قىجظ، ًٌٌه 300 أٌف فٍٓط١ٕٟ ٠ٕؼىّ ٚٞؼُٙ ػٍٝ ٠600ٛؾى 

ٔكٓ ٌٕٓح ِغ ً٘ج جٌطٍف ٌٕٚٓح ِغ ً٘ج جٌطٍف، ٌٕٚٓح ٞى ً٘ج جٌطٍف ٌٕٚٓح ٞى ً٘ج جٌطٍف، ٌٚىٓ ٔكٓ ٔمٛي وٍّس ٚجقىز فم١ ضكً جٌّٗىٍس ج٠ٌٌٛٓس 

جٌىجن١ٍس ذحٌكٛجٌ، ٚغرص ٌُٙ ج٢ْ أْ ِح لٍٕحٖ ٚك١ف، ٚٔكٓ لىِٕح أفىحٌج ذًٙج جٌّؼٕٝ ٌٚقد ذٙح جٌطٍفحْ، ٤ٔٗ ٠ٛؾى لطحي ٕ٘ح ٕٚ٘حن ٚجٌٟك١س ٘ٛ جٌٗؼد 

١ٌٍٜ ِحيج ٠ؿٍٞ فٟ جٌّه١ّحش ' أذٛ ١ٌٍٝ'ًٚ٘ج ِح قًٛ فٟ ِه١ّحضٕح، ًٖٚ٘ جٌّأْحز جٌطٟ ٠ؼ١ٗٙح أذٕحء ٖؼرٕح، ذؼى ضٓؼس أٍٖٙ ي٘د ل١ّ ػرى جٌى٠ٍُ 

، ِٚؼٕٝ يٌه أْ ِٓ ٠ٗؼٍ ذحٌهطٍ ٠ً٘د ئٌٝ جٌّه١ُ، ٠ٚكٍْٛ ِٗحوً ذ١ٓ جٌّطهح١ّٚٓ، 'ِٓ ونً ذ١ص أذٛ ْف١حْ فٙٛ آِٓ'جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س فؼحو ذؿٍّس ٚجقىز 

ٚفؿأز ألكُ ج٦نٛجْ جٌّه١ّحش فٟ جٌٍٛجع فىحْ جٌىِحٌ ٚجٌٍؿٛء، ٚوحْ ٚجؾرٕح أْ ٔىٍف ج٤ل جٌىوطٌٛ َو٠ٍح ج٢غح ٚج٤ل جٌىوطٌٛ أقّى ِؿى٨ٟٔ ٌكً 

جٌّٗىٍس، ٚقٍٛص جٔطمحوجش ًٌ٘حذٕح، ٌٚىٓ لٍٕح ئٔٗ ٨ ػ٩لس ٌٕح ف١ّح ٠ؿٍٞ ٕ٘حن فم١ أ٠ٌى أْ أقّٟ ٖؼرٟ ٕ٘حن، ٚي٘رٛج ئٌٝ ٕ٘حن ٚجٌطمٛج ِغ جٌىً ٚٔؿكٛج 

فٟ جٌطهف١ف ِٓ ِؼحٔحز ٖؼرٕح، ٚذىأش ضىنً جٌّؼٛٔحش، ٌؼً ٚػٓٝ ٠ؼٛو ج٩ٌؾثْٛ ج٠ًٌٓ ضٍٗوٚج ِٓ جٌّه١ّحش ج٠ٌٌٛٓس، ْٕٚطٍّ فٟ ً٘ج جٌؿٙى ْٕٚٓطٍّ فٟ 

 .ً٘ج جٌّٛلف، ١ٌّ ٌٕح ػ٩لس ذّح ٠ؿٍٞ، ١ٌّٚ ٌٕح ػ٩لس ذحٌكٍجن جٌؼٍذٟ، ئِح ٔمٛي وٍّس ١٠رس أٚ ّٔٛص، ًٚ٘ج ٘ٛ ٚٞؼٕح

 

 ...أ٠ٙح ج٦نٛز أ٠طٙح ج٤نٛجش

 

ذحٌٕٓرس ٌّٛٞٛع جٌمىِ ج٠ٌٍٗف فٟٙ وٌز جٌطحؼ، ضكطحؼ ئٌٝ ؾٙٛو وػ١ٍز، ِٚح ٠كًٛ أٔٗ ١ٌّ فم١ ٨ ضأضٟ ًٖ٘ جٌؿٙٛو ئّٔح ضؼٍلً، فىػ١ٍْٚ ٠ىػْٛ ئٌٝ 

ػىَ جًٌ٘حخ ٌٍمىِ، ٚأٔح ّْؼص ِٓ لحي ئْ ٠َحٌز جٌمىِ قٍجَ ٚضطر١غ، ٚأٔح ألٛي ئْ ِٓ ٠كٍٟ ٌطػر١ص أً٘ جٌمىِ ٨ ٠طرغ، فحٌمىِ ِٓ وْٚ ِٛج١ٕ٠ٙح ٨ 

ل١ّس ٌٙح ضٛرف قؿحٌز فم١، ٚج٦ّ٘حي ور١ٍ ٌٍمىِ، ًِٕٚ جٌمّط١ٓ جٌؼٍذ١ط١ٓ جٌٍط١ٓ ػمىضح فٟ ِى٠ٕس ٍْش ج١ٌٍر١س، ٚجٌطٟ ضؼٙىٚج ن٩ٌٙح ذىػُ جٌمىِ ٌُٚ ٠ًٛ 

ٖٟء، ٚأٔح لٍص ٌٍؼم١ى ِؼٍّ جٌمًجفٟ، ٠ح ١ْحوز جٌؼم١ى ٌُ ٠ىفغ أقى، فأؾحخ ِحيج أفؼً أٞغ ٠ىٞ فٟ ؾ١ٛذُٙ فمٍص ٌٗ ٨ ٞغ ٠ىن فٟ ؾ١ره، ِغ ج٤ْف فمى 

 ١ٍِْٛ فم١، ِٚٓ ٠ٍ٠ى أْ ٠كّٟ جٌمىِ ٠ٍٚػح٘ح ٠ؿد أْ ٠ىػُ ّٚٛو أٍ٘ٙح، 37 ١ٍِْٛ ٌٕٛىٚق جٌمىِ فٟ جٌرٕه ج٩ْ٦ِٟ ًٚٚٚ ِٕٙح 500لٌٍٚج وفغ 

 .ج٢ْ ئٍْجت١ً ٠ّىٓ أْ ضٛلف ج٨ْط١طحْ ئيج ٞغ١ ػ١ٍُٙ ذٗىز فٟ وً جٌٟفس ِٓ وْٚ جٌمىِ، ٚأٔح ألٛي أٔٗ ٨ ٠ٛؾى لىِ ٨ ضٛؾى ِفحٚٞحش

 

ً٘ج ِح وحْ ٌى٠ٕح قٛي ل١ٟس جٌّفحٚٞحش ٚج٤ٍْٜ ٚجٌّٛحٌكس جٌؼ٠ُُز ػٍٝ لٍٛذٕح ٚجٌطٟ ٔأًِ أْ ضطُ ذه١ٍ ٚأْ ضىْٛ ٕ٘حن ٔٛج٠ح ١٠رس ٌىٜ جٌؿ١ّغ ٌىفؼٙح 

 و١ٍِٛطٍ، 1600ئٌٝ ج٤ِحَ، ١ٌٓص ٌى٠ٕح ن١حٌجش أنٍٜ، جٌه١حٌ ج٢نٍ ٘ٛ ضم١ُٓ جٌرٍى ٚئلحِس وٌٚس فٟ غُز وّح ٠ٍ٠ى ج٦ٍْجت١ٍ١ْٛ ٚجٌكى٠ع ػٓ ض١ْٛغ غُز ذـ

ٚوحْ جٌكى٠ع ػٓ ِٕطمس قٍز ٚأٔح ْأٌص جٌٍت١ّ جٌٍّٛٞ جٌٓحذك ِكّى ٍِْٟ ػٓ ً٘ج جٌٍّٗٚع، فمحي ِٓ أؾً ئنٛجٕٔح فٟ غُز، فمٍص ٌٗ ً٘ج ٍِٗٚع 

غ١ٍ ٠ٕٟٚ ٠ٕٟٙ جٌكً ج٠ٌٕٟٛ، ٠ٍِٟٚ غُز فٟ ٚؾٗ ٍِٛ، ٟٚٔٓ جٌمُٓ ج٤ٚي ٚلحي ِحيج ٠ؼٕٟ ً٘ج؟ وُ ػىو ْىحْ لطحع غُز؟ لٍص ٌٗ ١ٍِْٛ ٚٔٛف 

 و١ٍٛ 1600ّٔٓس، فمحي ِحيج ٠ؼٕٟ ٟٔؼُٙ فٟ ٖرٍز ٚٔكٍٟ ٌُٙ ٚؾرحش ْحنٕس، فمٍص ٌٗ ٘ىًج فّٙطٙح، أ٠غٌٛج أ٠ٍٕى ٘ٛ ِٓ أقٍٟ جٌٍّٗٚع فىحٔص ج١ٌٕس ذـ 

ِطٍ ٚذىأش جٌىٍجفحٔحش ضىنً ١ْٕحء، ٚجٌٍّٗٚع وحْ فٟ ٠ٍ٠مس ٌٍطٕف١ً ٌٚىٕٙح ٨ وجِص ًٌٙج ٨ٚ وجِص ًٌجن، ٚج٨ٔمٓحَ ١ْٕطٟٙ ْٚطؼٛو جٌٛقىز ج١ٕ٠ٌٛس 

 .جٌفٍٓط١ٕ١س

 

 ...ٚج٩ٌَٓ ػ١ٍىُ ٌٚقّس الله ٚذٍوحضٗ
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(The Arabic text was translated by Google translator. It is not an accurate translation; it is meant for statistical 

purposes only). 

Sisters and brothers.. 

Cliché that we hold this Council under difficult and complex, but we hope we have today reached a peak of 

complexity and difficulty in everything we do and what we do, but we will remain steadfast to our right and the 

highest ethical standards, and we must get to our complete the establishment of an independent Palestinian State with 

Jerusalem as its capital, this is our goal and this is our goal, and that's what we have devoted our lives for it so we 

continue and will not give up what we experience difficulties from the pressure of blackmail. 

In the past two days has hope that a return to the unity of the Palestinian people, and that is we must stick to it and 

brought to nawajes, and we waited and we'll talk about this long and patience and we suffered, but it is time to pick 

the fruits of this patience and restore the unity of the Palestinian people. 

Today we have different issues must we address to all the hot issues, negotiations is hot, and the issue is hot, and the 

issue of reconciliation is promising, there is Jerusalem, which we must not lose sight of the start, but never forget, and 

we remember and we work in all events, it is the capital of the State of Palestine, without which no nation, we will not 

accept that there is no State of Palestine with East Jerusalem occupied in 1967 as its capital. In addition we must 

research and scrutiny of our brothers in Syria, those who have suffered and suffered much without the guilt in the rare 

times that we are far away or turning ourselves from everything being they sweetened us protection to our people and 

our people, co-opting the wonder of new refugee tragedy comparable to the tragedy of 1948, if not the most difficult, 

issues which we speak today and hopefully we can take it all. 

Negotiations, brethren means of political action, which we want to obtain our rights through negotiations, was the first 

indication we gave it in 1974 when we decided the establishment of an independent Palestinian State on the territories 

liberated, although we accepted and in 1969 a bomb we didn't find acceptable a democratic Palestinian State. 

 

If in 1974 had the audacity to leadership that occur and are carrying weapons at the time, Abu Ammar said, ' I came 

with an olive branch and a gun, don't let the olive branch from my hand ', and was serious too in that time, olive 

means peace, come to a common word, and nothing has happened, and the days passed and you know we have 

extradited from Lebanon with oppression and force to Tunisia green we all respect and appreciation, a country that at 

the time it iz lawana shelter, there The Palestinian National Council in Algeria attacks peace in 1988, where we must 

admit for the first time in the history of the Arab-Israeli conflict by international resolutions and the 1967 borders and 

the establishment of an independent Palestinian State on the land, and did not find this response only a few, and some 

States have recognized the State of Palestine in exile but political initiative remained lame. 

The days we went to Madrid and also we went to Madrid there was wisdom, they requested us requests or want us to 

fail to respond in the negative is that we are not a separate delegation, not Jerusalem, PLO, us because if we we were 

abroad, us to enter inside the hallway fight and fight and that is what happened and you remember all this, and you 

know that we fought and which we have negotiated in alkoridor, that ripped off the Jordanian delegation to the 

Jordanian desireThe Palestinian delegation, entered with Jordan and under its wing, and there were negotiations, 

alkoridor, we got to a Palestinian delegation and Jordanian delegation, there was surprise that the name ' Oslo ', which 

was the cause of this meeting held here today, Oslo is an agreement of principles and not one that a final agreement 

and resolve the problem in all its aspects, but there are six issues to be resolved are Jerusalem, refugees, borders and 

security and others, not our fault what happened since that time to the present day We don't get anything, because 

there's a design from Israel that there is no solution. 

And what we observe these days and the negotiations these days and assures us that they do not want to sound 

reasonable solution based on two States living side by side in security and stability, so we went to Camp David and 

we couldn't reach something, because the ideas presented were not clearly defined and specific to say that this is 
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acceptable and unacceptable, and the Camp David talks that we came out with former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud 

Olmert, to date, these negotiations have been good and constructive Each addressed the issues of the final stage, 

means denied Mr. Olmert as his successor rejects discussion in the final stage, borders, Jerusalem, refugees, 

settlements, security and there was an Exchange in the charts, percentages, etc and there was a seriousness to reach a 

solution, and the solution must be put to a referendum'. 

And no one has the right to sign the Palestinian people only after a referendum of all Palestinians everywhere and then 

say we have approved or rejected, the issue is not new to invent it today, but the old long ago, so we were told that 

there is nothing in our pipeline for inventing a referendum, said the referendum was necessary, Mr. Olmert failed and 

failed and came out charging issues, then came the era of President Obama, who sent Park Mitchell and Mitchell tried 

over a year and a half that Convince the Israelis to stop the settlements, at the end of his mission at the end of the year 

brought here and said ' I have avelsht and I'll finish my task'. 

In the meantime, we wrote a letter to Mr. Netanyahu said he does not want negotiations and do not want peaceful, you 

are an occupying power and that the status quo will not accept it, the Government of the occupation and not the 

Government of the occupation, we are the authority and not the power, so we're going to the United Nations, we recall 

that the Central Council on 28-7-2011 made a decision to go for full membership in the United Nations, earlier 

resolutions of the follow-up Commission agreed with us that the Arabic go to full membership. 

It seems that some people in the world to this day do not take seriously, and this is not the first time, we're going to the 

ball, in Oslo to date America was informed that there were negotiations conducted by Shimon Peres and Abbas and 

then Foreign Secretary Warren Christopher ' let the boys play, and did not take seriously and got what you got, and we 

said we were going to the Security Council when we arrived, we found a very violent opposition from all sides, do not 

go to the Security Council the loser, we know time we will lose, because we need The nine States to accept us until we 

put the file in the Security Council, and cowardly World East and West, North and South for nine States did we get 

this first step, the second step is the major States can veto the use of veto, but we insisted that we go and take a look 

before the General Assembly and demanded full membership and failed. 

We said if this is not possible, access to our observer member and this does not require the Security Council needs to 

vote in the General Assembly, since the first time we went to 29-11 the Palestinian diplomatic efforts have made 

superhero with all nations of the world to get votes and went 23-9-2012 and we do not want this vote, everyone is 

relieved, but we said we want to hold the vote after the US presidential elections on November 6, the date was 

changed, but What do you mean you are going after the elections, we have said we will go on one of the dates of 

either Nov. 15 and is the State or on November 29, the international day of solidarity with the Palestinian people, and 

we went on November 29 and we were very nervous, because we were afraid of any gamesmanship in the General 

Assembly vote, crashes and slow things like years and allowed the two to speak in favor of the project, allowed the 

two that Jew is against the project, and then close the debate, and the result was that you knew her, we got 138 With 

us, and 41 State not with us and not against us, and nine States against us, and we have achieved what we want. 

 

What do we have? We have a very important question I asked before I left to the United Nations, and I was told what 

you'll get from this recognition? I'll get one thing is that the Palestinian land occupied in 1967 is the land of State 

under occupation, and no longer as seen by Israelis and still see it even now disputed territory, which is justified for 

themselves to build wherever they please, and that they are building on Ramallah in the Beit El settlement are them, 

and build anywhere for the disputed territory, the second point is that we are under occupation and State authority, and 

this gives us the right to accede to the Treaty Organization and 63 Convention International, we came back and there 

was a determination of our brothers that we go to international organizations, we have said that we must be patient 

because we do not want to cut the ropes with all the people, I am flexible and reasonable, and must deal with matters 

with wisdom. 
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Contacts with the US administration and we welcomed it, and then gave us President Obama to park here for a State 

visit and not visit or call, is a State visit, and this was a very good initiative from the us, and then we started talking 

how to resume the negotiations, this was a speech in Saudi Arabia, according to John Kerry and asked us to meet 

either in Egypt or Saudi Arabia, I choose, and agreed to resume negotiations on the basis of the 1967 borders, when 

touched to the settlement said, Literally ' we don't recognize the settlement of first stone until the final ', because of 

illegal origin and settlement do not accept that section or that of Israel, occupied Palestinian territory, and I took a 

decision of the General Assembly that the State of the Palestinian territory is the 1967 borders with Jerusalem as its 

capital, we said, and we started the negotiations and say to date that Mr. Kerry superhuman efforts, they find strange if 

I tell you I met 40 times during the eight and a half months, but other events here and there, telephones, and this 

confirms the determination and seriousness, but The result was not there as a result. 

If we proceeded with the negotiations long and informed us that there is a ' framework ' and give us ideas, but did not 

take it in writing and we were to discuss all the issues, and was present in all cases, but if you want to give an answer 

formally I must read each word, which is a written speech to the wisest it yes or no. 

A few days after the agreement to resume negotiations, we were asked not to go to international organizations during 

the period of negotiations and is six to nine months, and we cannot and do not accept, this is something that, went 

back to here and we thought how can we compromise on something concrete and tangible value? Then we were told 

prisoners before Oslo, those governed by the eternal and hopeless out although there was agreement on the launch of 

their secrets and hope they leave, and we don't mind the compromise and demanded the release of 104 prisoners by 

name, and we are still going for nine months for international organizations, immediately came to Mr. John Kerry 

taking things seriously and call Netanyahu said agreement, but Mr. Netanyahu did not trust you and say I am a liar, he 

cannot be released prisoners at once, but by 4 instalments and identified four dates Payments, and the last on 29-3-

2014. And the negotiations process, and released three instalments, the Israelis tried to knead between release and 

settlement or the release of prisoners and progress in the negotiations, this issue is separate from the other, 104 

captives in Exchange for not going to a good international organizations, because their lives are important to us and 

have to return them to their parents especially that they spent 20 to 30 years in prison, and before that a batch date 

comesThe fourth told us there was a problem, there are 14 prisoners of Israeli nationality and those Israeli citizens, 

and you may not interfere with destiny, said Netanyahu should say this speech is nothing and we gave him the list 

complete, we believe and insist that prisoners are returning to their homes, and here we have two serious precedents in 

the past will not be repeated, 1st Church of the Nativity and removed for a year and their 13 years in exile, and 

theOther previous package of Gilad Shalit to deport prisoners to Arabic, these will not return home, so we will accept 

every one back home, and we will not relinquish citizenship each nationality and keep him, so this is our for the 

prisoners and we say that deportation is contrary to international law, humanitarian law and contrary to all 

international norms, because you can control your citizen to death, but you may not beResponse from his homeland or 

preventing him from returning to his homeland, this was the problem, they said that there are 10 serious return to the 

West Bank want to keep them away, we said the same words that we will refuse, so we will not accept any 

dimensions, the bottom line for the negotiations, said that East Jerusalem is the capital of the State of Palestine, and 

the issue of the 1967 borders where we don't talk, we agree on the duration of the occupation, and if there is a refugee 

does not want back stays and takes the compensationThe agreement with the host State, or would like to go from one 

country to take compensation or would like to return to the State of Palestine takes compensation, but there must be a 

right of return, as called for in the Arabic peace initiative which says and just solution agreed to by resolution 194, if 

there is a right of return, so I say to our fellow intellectuals who have sent open letter do not drop the right of return ',  

if these issues that we want for our rights,They said how can resume negotiations and we said that we'd go to extend 

the negotiations but ... Former prisoners released and put on the table a three-month map search map, that map is 

agreed stop all settlement activities, and we this is our position that we want and we don't get the answer, and here we 

entered the crisis, was to release the prisoners on 29 March and was not, and family Minister asked me and I told him 

to meet us and went to Ofer prison and told him that there was an appointment and must beHatrmh, meanwhile, were 

contacts list shown and between the Israelis and the Americans, on 29, 30 and 31 sent a written message read by both 

parties say that if the prisoners are not released, the combined leadership in those days to the day of April 1, we will 
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go to international organizations, 29, 30 and 31 and the first day of April, I waited in my Office and leadership 

together here and will take a decision, and I'm waiting to meet Israeli Cabinet has not met, theAccession day 

leadership decided for 15 international organizations, told media that we are continuing the negotiations, and we are 

thankful for all the time and effort made by the Americans, and we are ready to continue, but as long as nothing has 

happened today we signed papers of accession to international conventions, the Israelis told us that they were 

surprised by the signature, I'm told we sent our letter and we 've, and signed the letters to join international 

organizations, asked the brothers whether we acknowledge messages to the international, I surrendered to the three 

sides of the United Nations and each of the Netherlands, some of Geneva and told them to do. 

It received the activation and we started the messages immediately, ' Geneva ' you become a high contracting partner 

of the Geneva Conventions, first, second, third, fourth, and in the Netherlands became a member of the State of 

Palestine, although the Netherlands, this Treaty did not vote with us in the United Nations, but the State of Palestine 

became a member, and in the United Nations by the special procedures, all treaties and we took the 15 Treaty, in a 

speech Abu Al-Adib and other brothers talk about accession to other treaties, and here I say we rationally but 

everything Right, and that when it came time, we don't get the prisoners have the right to go, as we have said from the 

start of nine months, and you did not make, why am I committed? And they were surprised by going to international 

organizations. 

 

Now earlier events a bit to say that as a result of reconciliation ' unprepared ' although the delegation also obtained 

permits from Israel to enter Gaza, and updated procedures against us and penalty imposition of economic sanctions, 

occupation has the upper hand, stopping negotiations, second level, to negotiations and security only, and we will say 

to the State of Israel as an occupying power, you are responsible for everything here, all these blanks here, please take 

your responsibilities, what to say to them and that's what we said, what happy state of occupation The status quo 

would not accept continued settlement activities and attacks on people and Jerusalem, burning and murder will not 

accept it, and you have the world occupying Palestine State under occupation, and we took the United Nations to the 

Palestinian State under occupation, we say to the Israelis as occupying power sincerely received responsibilities we 

spend what we must and assume responsibilities related occupation, will not assume responsibility, and this is the 

conclusion that came as a result of the negotiations and the prisoners, who wants to return to negotiations to release 

prisoners and stop settlement activity in all its forms and come back to the table, And if you stand, sit and assume their 

responsibilities. 

 

Over the years, the Israelis agreed to separation and Division, supporters and sponsors and Hamon for separation, 

reason is that Israel as we negotiate with says negotiations with Gaza or West Bank? And our interests and they either 

choose Hamas or negotiations? We told them this thing, this thing, this is our land and our people, and not you, they 

say that the Hamas terrorists and say they are terrorists, why have worked with them, the truce agreement signed by 

President Mohammed Morsi, and America's Foreign Minister congratulated Hillary Clinton carried the cease fire 

agreement, signed the Armistice Agreement, and are not against the agreement and pacification and appeasement and 

why I respect who all go to Hamas and chose between me and Hamas and has said that for Israeli journalists have 

come two days ago here in the State House, that Hamas and Israel Our partners, I can not waived our people and our 

partners, and now learn about the speech he put his hand but terrorism and these arguments, and in addition they must 

take personal defamation Abu Mazen that don't care, anger Netanyahu after he heard about reconciliation and said he 

would be surprised by. 

Event that we cherish and we must take it very seriously, and we must work to do by all means must have good 

intentions on all sides and no arguments, it is time to move on, and you know we have elections in the 25-1-2006, and 

passed many circumstances where I don't want to mention them, but all were to have come, there have been many 

events in Gaza and Saudi Arabia has kindly invited all parties to the cover of the Ka'bah to hold there agreement ends 

with the unity Government National, actually we went, our Government of national unity from different parties, and 

before that when he got the coup met University Arabic and Egypt to reconciliation, and we now hold Egypt's role in 

reconciliation, regardless of the tense relations between Egypt and Hamas, Egypt distinguished between this and that 
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and is keen on reconciliation and ready for its continued existence, and we do not accept a substitute for Egypt. 

 

After meeting Mecca blessed Egypt, but then got a coup since we sought reconciliation efforts are highlighted in the 

Doha agreement, in order to be a shepherd's tent and Egypt, we went to Egypt and declared this agreement this 

agreement and Burke since 6/2/2012, has not been implemented, and now don't blame ourselves, we have something 

new we go, we have a simplified agreement from the Government of independent technocrats want points and we 

want to go to elections, and access to the ballot box is the basis of democracies in the world, eight years have 

passed Presidential elections, legislative 7 years, it is time to renew our legitimacy, especially since we have a State, 

the scholars and wise men to come to understand what can be done, if it is the legislature or Parliament? Is it an 

election for head of State or head of the authority? These legal matters have time because we are discussing here and 

come up with a result as long as things like this is good, and I'm here on behalf of all pay tribute to brother Rami thank 

God who placed his resignation yesterday in acted, wrote that in the national interest for going forward. 

 

And the Government that will come will be as the previous Governments, are working on the power, the negotiations 

are a matter for the PLO, it represents all our people and to negotiate on behalf of all the people and the interests of the 

people first, the organization is represented by sponsoring their interests and protect everything they need, under 

government orders, the politicals, I recognized Israel and recognizing I renounce violence and terror, and I recognized 

the international legitimacy and recognition, and I am committed to international obligations, the Government will 

implement the international conventions that we have signed, and no one has the right to say It's the Government of 

terrorism, extremists, and it is time to lift the siege on Gaza, we must make every effort to lift the siege from all 

directions, understand the part of our people and it is our duty and we must do everything possible to save the 

situation in Gaza, water contaminated by 95% drink salt, raw material supply, and tunnels were closed and I with the 

closure of all spending, but to give the Palestinian people all their rights there, you must be attentive to the people's 

suffering and difficulties experienced by, and must remove them, spending Illegal and legal. 

Brothers sisters... 

There is the idea of an independent Palestinian State in Gaza and the 1600 kilometres and Hydra autonomy here, and 

this policy since the Balfour until today, we have broken this reconciliation and unity logo, we say that Palestine State 

one. 

 

In the case before it concerning the Jewish State two years ago or three years ago we started to introduce the so-called 

Jewish State, we position our mutual recognition we recognized the State of Israel and we in Government recognize 

the State of Israel, when they held a treaty with Egypt has not requested this, and when held Treaty with Jordan had 

not requested this, so why ask us to recognize the Jewish State, I'd say no to recognition of the Jewish State, I ask why 

not go and ask them the recognition of the Jewish State? One last point I explained to reporters the Israelis told them 

you may not know your history, we know most of you, from 1900 to 2000 after the collapse of the Soviet Union, he 

emigrated to Israel million Russians, more than 50% of these Muslims and Christians, they took away the right of 

repatriation, how allows these, Christians and Muslims, how do you explain me the Jewish State, the soldier falash 

depends on the barrier and pray, not on me, but says this is this all, we will not accept the recognition of the Jewish 

State. 

 

Brothers sisters... 

To go back a little movement in the Arab States, Arabic and launched in Tunisia and Egypt, then Libya and Syria and 

before that he was in Yemen, was unequivocal position have nothing to do with what is going on here and there, we 

invite Arab internal issues, so we do not come to us in Arabic countries, especially in Syria, there are 600,000 

Palestinians reflected their status to 300,000 others, mean million under threat, and I don't want to have anything to do 

with these events, So we are not with the party and not with the party, and are not against the party and we are not 

against this party, but we say only one word solved the problem of internal dialogue, Sana proved them right now that 
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what we have said is true, and we have ideas on this and welcomed by the parties, that there was a fight here and there 

and the victim is the people this is what happened in the camps, and the tragedy of our people, after nine months gone 

qais Abdel Karim Abu Leila ' ClaireTo what is happening in Palestinian camps they returned with one sentence ' from 

the House of Abu sufyan entered the it security ', that is, feel the danger goes to camp, and solve the problems 

between the protagonists, and suddenly plunged brotherhood camps in conflict, destruction, and it was our duty to 

entrust brother Dr. Zakaria Agha, brother Dr. Ahmed majdalani, to solve the problem, I got criticized for going, but 

we have said that we have nothing to with being there just want to protect my people there, and they went there and 

met with everyone and managed to mitigate the suffering of our people, and perhaps aid intervention may return 

refugees who were displaced from the Syrian wesntmr camps in this effort and we will continue in this attitude, we 

have no relationship to what is going on, and we have no relationship with the Arab movement, say a good word or 

shut up, and this is where we. 

 

Brothers sisters... 

On the issue of Jerusalem is the Crown Jewel, you need many efforts, and that not only do these efforts but rather 

hinder, many claim not to go to Jerusalem, and I heard from said that Jerusalem is Haraam and normalization, I'd say 

the preparing to install the Jerusalemites, Jerusalem does not print without its citizens become worthless stone only 

and neglect of Jerusalem since the Arab summits held in the Libyan city of Sirte, in which they pledged to support 

Jerusalem and not something, I told the Colonel Muammar Gaddafi, the Colonel did not pay anyone, he replied what I 

put my hands in their pockets, I told him, don't put your hand in your pocket, with regret, it had decided to pay 500 

million to the Jerusalem Fund at the Bank, of which only 37 million, and wants to protect Jerusalem and must support 

the steadfastness of its people, now Israel can stop settlements if the pressure firmly on each bank without Jerusalem, 

I'd say that there is no Jerusalem, no negotiations. 

That's what we had on the issue of negotiations and reconciliation and dear to our hearts and that we hope to be okay 

and that there will be good intentions of pay it forward, we have no other options, the other option is to divide the 

country and establishing a State in Gaza as the Israelis want and talk about expanding Gaza b 1600 kilometres and 

was talking about free area I asked former Egyptian President Mohammed Morsi for this project, for our brothers in 

Gaza, I said, this project is a national solution terminates, Gaza in Egypt, and he forgot the first section "what does 

this mean? How many residents of the Gaza Strip? I told him a million and a half people, what it means to put them in 

shubrah and bring them hot meals, I told him so captured, Uighurs island is one of the project was brought by 1,600 

km and started caravan enters the Sinai, and the project was on his way to execution, but not this long and not with its 

long, split end and return the Palestinian national unity. 

And peace, mercy and blessings of God... 
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