
 

 
Sadat’s highly controversial Statement to the Knesset presents a pragmatic approach to “permanent 
peace based on justice” in a context that was, and continues to be, characterised by “sanguinary 
conflicts” - the peace accord this speech helped to establish is currently in the process of being 
undone. The Egyptian President’s bravery is in no way hyperbolised in his statements: “it constitutes 
a grave risk”; “this difficult road”, as he was assassinated in 1981 by his own people due to the 
vulnerability and strength this speech allowed Sadat. He addresses the adverse reactions to his 
decision to travel to the Jewish homeland, as the first Arab leader to do so, through a humorous, 
flippant metaphor: “Some… believed that my decision was not more than verbal juggling to cater for 
world public opinion”, to establish ethos through a personal persona with which the audience can 
associate. His personal voice is present throughout, and the repetition of simplistic, tortological 
phrases: “clear and frank” are a clever manipulation of rhetoric to clarify and therefore persuade 
audiences on a deeply complex issue. 
 
The speech is an exploration of idealism versus reality, through the juxtaposition of emotionally 
laden imagery: “moaning under the cruel pains of widowhood and bereavement”, with logos: “four 
fierce wars waged within 30 years.” Sadat establishes a religious framework from the first words of 
his speech, to connect with his specific audience: “Peace and the mercy of God Almighty be upon 
you and may peace be for us all, God willing”. The strong presence of religion calls for an objective 
reality, presenting a dogmatic argument by placing God on the speaker’s side through high modality 
hyperbole: “I was convinced that the obligation of responsibility before God, and before the people, 
make it incumbent on me that I should go to the farthest corner of the world…” The repetition of 
emotive language gives the speech textual integrity, imbuing a sense of clarity in the audience as to 
the speaker’s core values and desires. Cumulative rhetorical questions: “Why don’t we stand 
together with the bravery of men and the boldness of heroes who dedicate themselves to a sublime 
objective?” solidify Sadat’s objective through fallic imagery and poignant alliteration, coercing his 
audience to a position where they must agree. Numeration is another rhetorical device that lends 
substantiation to the “facts” Sadat claims, which are in fact more emotive clichés than truths: “The 
first fact: no one can build his happiness at the expense of the misery of others”, in order to build 
ethos and make clear his imperative assertions. The rhetoric in Statement to the Knesset centres on 
the repetition of simplistic metaphors that emphasise possibility and hope: “The answer is not 
difficult… if we sincerely and faithfully follow a straight line” and inclusive imagery: “We must all rise 
above all forms of fanaticism, self-deception and obsolete theories of superiority”, which provoke an 
obstinate audience to consider the possibility of resolution for the long-existing conflict between 
nations. 
 
Noel Pearson’s An Australian history for us all was composed with a full awareness of his educated 
audience; the language is formal, humble, and contrasts logos with highly emotive language 
intended to provoke listeners on issues of justice and equality: “The denial of the place of guilt will 
be at odds with many Indigenous Australians, for whom injustice is not in the remote past but within 
their living memories.” Pearson’s attempts to frame the speech with logos: “The polls will tell you 
this”, in order to get away with the use of sarcasm and satirical observations: “I fear however that I 
am in danger of… conducting what Prime Minister John Howard calls the perpetual seminar for elite 
opinion about our national identity.” The coercive power of the speech arises from the speaker’s 
extensive use of quotes from credible public figures – John Howard and Senator Herron, the 
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, to name a few – which broadens the scope of Pearson’s argument 
from a personal crusade to an academic predicament. He uses impersonal pronouns to present his 
own assertions as fact: “A more rigorous examination of the so-called politically correct, black 
armband, histories would have revealed the fact that no one is urging guilt upon the Australian 
people”. Highly emotive quotes, such as the letter from the Indigenous Yorta Yorta ancestor William 
Cooper, also provide Pearson the ability to voice his own feelings via a credible document. The 
textual integrity in this speech stems from the orator’s skilful manipulation of scholarly quotes in 
order to lead his audience to a shared, irrefutable conclusion. 



Pearson utilises hyperbolic metaphors and manipulation of high and low modality language to 
negatively frame the definition of the opposition, accumulating this negative imagery to effectively 
divide, position and persuade his audience. The rhetorical question: “why has it been alleged that 
Australians have been urged by the black armbands, through a delirium of political correctness, to 
feel guilty about the past?” effectively poses the question at the heart of the speech. He challenges 
his audience through familiar terms such as “black armbands” that are repeated to the extent they 
become resonant motifs. The speech is characterised by emotive and provocative language: “we 
need… not reduce history to a shallow field of point scoring”, intertwined with formal use of credible 
quotations from multiple viewpoints, which work as logos to frame Pearson’s argument in an 
academic and therefore irrefutable light. 
 
 


