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Abstract
The emergence of President Muhammadu Buhari as the President of Nigeria marked the first time an opposition party won the presidential election in Nigeria. His inaugural speech could reveal his personality and the socio-political peculiarities of the Nigerian society. Therefore, this article did a sociocognitive analysis of his inaugural speech delivered on May 29, 2015, in order to unveil the sociocognitive imperatives that conditioned the speech and through which it could be decoded. Teun van Dijk’s model of Critical Discourse Studies, which rests on the connection between discourse, cognition and society, served as the theoretical framework. The version of the speech published in Tell (a reputable Nigerian weekly news magazine) was purposively sampled for analysis. The speech was subjected to discourse analysis. Four ideologies shape the speech: triumphalist, used to challenge Nigerians to rise above defeatism; anti-terrorist, to show that he is not an Islamic fundamentalist; anti-racist, to challenge the West; and purist, deployed in blaming past leaders and Boko Haram. He relies heavily on socially shared knowledge and socially shared cognition to seek support of Nigerians and raise their hopes. He strategically extols the virtues of nationalists that are vivid in the Long Term Memory of his immediate audience. The situation model of the country makes him to harp on Boko Haram and rescuing the abducted Chibok school girls. His mental model contradicts the social cognition of his epistemic community on the origins of Boko Haram. He largely uses the speech to instil hope in his citizens.
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1. Introduction 
Elected political leaders often use their inauguration ceremony to present written speeches. Inaugural speech is expected to set the tone for what to expect during the tenure of a leader, besides being an occasion to commemorate the dawn of a new political and administrative era. This is why citizens usually eagerly await it at the beginning of a political administration, which is usually a festive occasion and the day is often declared a public holiday in some countries, including Nigeria.
 In Nigeria, presidential inaugural speech is taken with seriousness. Since Nigeria’s return to democracy in 1999, after about fifteen years of military rule, 29 May has been the day of inauguration of a new civilian administration. The inauguration takes place every four years. Before 2015, Nigeria had four of such inaugural speeches: by President Olusegun Obasanjo, in 1999 and 2003; by President Umaru Yar’Adua, in 2007; and by President Goodluck Jonathan, in 2011. All these presidents were from the Peoples Democratic Party (PDP). The inaugural speech of May 29, 2015 was unique, as the new president (Muhammadu Buhari) of the opposition All Progressives Congress (APC) defeated the incumbent president (Goodluck Jonathan), the first of such occurrence in Nigeria. 
The personality of President Muhammadu Buhari also makes this speech important. Born on 17 December 1942 and a native of Daura in Katsina State, in the northwestern part of Nigeria, Buhari was the nation’s military Head of State between December 31, 1983 and August 27, 1985 (xxxx, 2021). With the return of Nigeria to democracy in 1999, General Muhammadu Buhari (retd) tried his luck at the presidential elections of 2003, 2007 and 2011, but he lost. The fourth trial yielded victory for him. In the first three attempts, he contested under All People’s Party (APP), All Nigeria People’s Party (ANPP) and Congress for Progressive Change (CPC), respectively. The merger of CPC, ACN (Action Congress of Nigeria), ANPP, and a faction of APGA (All Progressives Grand Alliance) to form All Progressives Congress (APC) in 2014, contributed significantly to his victory in 2015. 
This paper examines Buhari’s 2015 inaugural speech from the angle of critical sociocognitive analysis. The aim is to bring out the sociocognitive imperatives that conditioned the speech and through which it could be interpreted. This would reveal the peculiarities and dynamics of Nigerian politics and enhance understanding of the kind of democracy the nation practises.
2. Literature Review
Scholars have devoted some attention to linguistic investigation of the inaugural addresses of presidents around the world. For instance, Liu (2012) attempted a genre analysis of inaugural speeches of American presidents. She sampled thirty-five addresses from George Washington to Barack Obama. She identified eight moves in the generic structure of the speeches. The moves were salutation, announcing entering upon office, articulating sentiments on the occasion, making pledges, arousing patriotism in citizens, announcing political principles to guide the new administration, appealing to the audience, and resorting to religious power. The paper revealed the pattern identifiable in a typical American inaugural speech. Identifying some of the distinguishing features of each speech could have revealed the contextual variables that dictated the linguistic choices of the addresses.
Ahmed and Amir (2021) undertook a speech acts analysis of the inaugural speech of President Joe Biden of America. They argued that he used directive and representative acts predominantly. He also engaged commissives to make clear what he intended to do to make the country better. He equally utilized the speech to make Americans know what he wanted them to do to make the nation better. “For this purpose he has used both indirect and direct speech acts to invite, request, command, challenge, ask, dare, and urge his people. He has made a call for unity, truth, and racial justice.” (p. 54). There are other features of the acts of the president that could be made manifest by adopting critical discourse approach to the speech.
How inaugural speech forms the portrait of political leaders was the focus of Garifullina,  Khismatullina, Giniyatullina,  Garaeva and Gimadeeva (2021). They examined the inaugural speeches of Vladimir Putin of Russia (2018) and Donald Trump of the United States of America (2017). They argued that both presidents addressed themes that bordered on historical past, praise of their countries and hope of a brighter future. However, while Donald Trump promised to exterminate terrorism from the globe and deal with injustice to Americans, Vladimir Putin preached unity of free citizens, dialogue and cooperation with other nations, and all-round development of Russia. An investigation of the ideologies that drive the themes in their speeches would have made the analysis more robust.
Using Halliday’s Systemic Functional Grammar as theory, Nur (2015) studied Nelson Mandela presidential inaugural speech, which was delivered on May 10, 1994. The study claimed that Mandela used mood and personal pronouns more than modals and rhythmic lexical features. He reflected on the economic and socio-political situations of the country when he assumed office. As Nelson Mandela came at an important point in the history of South Africa, probing the mental models that conditioned the speech will cast new light on his personalities and politics. 
The speeches of Nigerian political leaders have also been investigated by scholars. One of such is Olaniyan (2016), who did a pragmatic analysis of the Independence Day broadcasts of former Military President Ibrahim Babangida in 1985-1993. The analysis was done within the framework of J. L. Austin’s Speech Acts Theory. The study showed that President Ibrahim Babangida employed mainly representatives and commissives in the speeches, and that these were largely determined by the context and his intention. There are critical issues that speech acts analysis may not be able to tease out. Considering the link between society, discourse and cognition could help in this regard.
The speech acts deployed in Goodluck Jonathan’s inaugural speech were examined by Odebode and Okunola (2018) using J. L. Austin’s Speech Acts Theory. The first twenty-two paragraphs of the speech were utilised for analysis. The study found predominant use of speech acts of informing, acknowledging, thanking and motivating, with the speech act of informing having the highest frequency of occurrence. Extending the analysis to other levels of discourse would have yielded a deeper understanding of the speech.

In analysing selected political speeches of Nigerian presidents, Akindele (2016) focused on postposing in the speeches. The study found that the presidents deliberately reordered the syntax of their speeches to suit their immediate intentions. The presidents were driven by the need to compare each administration with the preceding ones, and presenting theirs as better. It is certain that political speeches have some underlying social constructs that shape their message and interpretation, which often go beyond syntax. Examining such in the selected speeches would have enriched readers’ understanding of the society that produced the speeches.

While examining the persuasive strategies used by Vice President Yemi Osinbajo, Akinmameji (2018) sampled his 2017 Democracy Day celebration speech and his speech at the Financial Times International Summit. The study adopted Aristotle’s model of rhetoric and Halliday’s Systemic Functional Grammar. The paper argues that he appeals to the emotions of Nigerians. Through ethos, he leverages the perceived credibility of his personality and that of the President (Muhammadu Buhari). He also deploys facts and figures to make it appear that the government was working well. A consideration of some of the choices made by Vice President Yemi Osinbajo in relation to the cognitions of his society could have shown fresh dimensions to the speeches. 
Akinseye (2015) examined President Muhammadu Buhari’s inaugural speech of 29 May 2015 using Systemic Functional Grammar, with specific focus on interpersonal relationship. The paper argues that the President uses the subject-finite mood to convince the citizenry of what he intends to do. He also uses predominantly the modal “will” to express willingness to give good governance, and “I” and “We” as participants to enforce positive administration. The study does not, however, consider the sociocognitive dimension of these choices and their impact on the overall message of the President. This dimension would have brought out the motivation for the interpersonal choices made by him. 

As evident in this review, the analysis of speeches of Nigerian political leaders needs to be further expanded to other levels of discourse. The critical sociocognitive dimension has the potential of revealing some socially shared knowledge and the mental configurations that shape the production and interpretation of such discourse. Therefore, this study subjected President Muhammadu Buhari’s inaugural speech of 29 May 2015 to critical sociocognitive analysis. The goal is to bring out his intention and the sociocognitive tools employed in achieving it.
3. Theoretical Framework
This study adopted Teun van Dijk’s sociocognitive approach to critical discourse studies as theoretical framework. The theory considers the relationship inherent in the discourse-cognition-society triangle, noting that cognition mediates the relationship between the other two components. Any discourse or social structure is to be interpreted within the mental representations of language users as individuals and as social members. It is people’s interpretation, as directed by mental models, knowledge, attitudes and ideologies, among others, that determine the meaning assigned to any discourse or social interaction. Essentially, this approach focuses on the cognitive processes and representations that are employed in the production and comprehension of discourse (van Dijk, 2002, 2006; xxxx, 2011; 2013; xxxx and Ilori, 2020).
Cognition comprises Memory, Mental Models and Social Cognition. Memory, also known as Mind, is divided into two: “Short Term Memory” (STM), which is also referred to as Working Memory (WM) –the component that caters for personal experiences stored in the Episodic Memory; and “Long Term Memory” (LTM), which features personal and general cognitions. As noted by van Dijk (2015: 68), “understanding text or talk involves a strategic process in which units of sentences and discourse are sequentially analysed and interpreted in WM in terms of semantic structures related to an underlying situation model.” Specifically, LTM features remembrances of autobiographical experiences and knowledge found in Episodic Memory; more generally, it features SSK (socially shared knowledge, also known as mutual knowledge (Bloor and Bloor, 2007)), attitudes and ideologies resident in Semantic Memory. This implies that STM is subjective, but LTM is not. The second component of cognition, the Mental Models, consists of visual, sensorimotor, auditory, evaluative and emotional information of experience. Thus, mental models are multimodal and embodied. The third component of cognition, which is Social Cognition (the specific knowledge, attitudes and ideologies that members of the same epistemic share), accounts for the cognitions that are common to members of similar epistemic community. Thus, as there is socially shared knowledge, there are also socially shared cognitions. There are generic and abstract knowledge, which members of the same epistemic community share. A person may share some attitudes and ideologies with some members of the community. This may also shape the WM. These cognitions are important in interpreting and representing the experience of an individual as mental models (van Dijk, 2011; 2012; 2014; xxxx, 2021; 2022).
Discourse processing involves two types of mental models, namely situation models and context models. Situation models capture the situation a discourse is about. In this, socially shared knowledge, including shared situational knowledge and shared background knowledge, are crucial. Conversely, context models handle the communicative situation or experience of language users, which are not static. They are otherwise called pragmatic models. This is because they define what is appropriate in a communicative situation (van Dijk, 2015). In producing a discourse about a personal experience, one starts with the situation model, then chooses the pragmatic model that suits the semantic model under the control of the context model (van Dijk, 2015).
4. The Data
The data were got from the inaugural speech of President Muhammadu Buhari delivered on May 29, 2015 at Eagle Square, Abuja, Nigeria. It was read before a live audience made up of thousands of people invited to witness the inauguration of his administration. The occasion was transmitted live via many broadcast media. The version published in Tell, a Nigerian weekly news magazine, on June 8, 2015 was sampled for analysis. The analysis focused on the written text only, not on the style of rendition or other speech delivery features. The discourse issues raised were examined. The cognitive elements involved in the production of the text were teased out to determine the features needed by the immediate and wider audience to understand the text. This involved examining how words, phrases, clauses and sentences are processed in the Working Memory of the text producer and represented and controlled by the components of the Long Term Memory, particularly mental models, knowledge and ideologies.    
5. Analysis
As of the time of assuming office, President Muhammadu Buhari had the burden of effecting radical changes in the polity. In this speech, he deploys different strategies to present his agenda and marshal his points. His use of language brings to the limelight his mental models and those of his society. He dwells on the socially shared knowledge of Nigerians who are members of the same epistemic community with him. The strategies of presentation in the speech that bring out the sociocognitive issues relevant to the focus of this study are analysed in this section.
 	Recognition
Apart from protocol used at the beginning of inaugural speeches, some presidents recognise their predecessors in their inaugural speeches. In the early part of this speech, President Muhammadu Buhari pays glowing tribute to his co-contestant, who handed over to him as president (Goodluck Jonathan). The excerpt below reveals this:
Excerpt 1
I would like to thank President Goodluck Jonathan for his display of statesmanship in setting a precedent for us that has now made our people proud to be Nigerian wherever they are. With the support and cooperation he has given to the transition process, he has made it possible for us to show the whole world that despite the perceived tension in the land we can be a united people capable of doing what is right for our nation. (Buhari, 2015)
This tribute is to be situated in the context of the role played by Goodluck Jonathan in the annals of Nigerian politics. Goodluck Jonathan was the first incumbent Nigerian president to be defeated and the first to concede defeat even before the full results of the presidential election were announced. He even called Muhammadu Buhari on phone to congratulate him before he was declared winner of the election by Independent National Electoral Commission (the body that handles elections in Nigeria, except elections at the local government level). Many of the previous contestants, including Muhammadu Buhari, had challenged election results in court. 
In the excerpt above, the President alludes to “the perceived tension in the land”. He is not explicit, but the audience could recover this because of the shared situational knowledge of the predicted extinction of Nigeria. The socially shared knowledge of concession of defeat is instantiated by Buhari in the construction of this text involving thanking President Jonathan. The immediate audience could relate to this because they were aware of the phone call made by Jonathan to Buhari when he discovered that the victory would swing to his side. The nominal “precedent” encapsulates the activities before the final announcement, particularly the phone call. He does not specify the precedent because of the common ground he shares with Nigerians. The K-device (knowledge device, which “calculates” what is common ground and may be presupposed, and what is new knowledge or information that require being asserted (van Dijk, 2015)) of Buhari and that of his audience align here, hence the presupposition. “Precedent” means so much to Nigerians. In legal parlance, lawyers often argue their cases based on precedents. Judges usually cite precedents before arriving at their final pronouncements (xxxx, 2009). Once something has been done by a president in Nigeria, it becomes a reference point upon which subsequent presidents, and even other political office holders, base their actions. 

The recognition of Goodluck Jonathan is a way of appreciating his effort at making the polity stable. In Nigeria, there is what is known as the power of incumbency. This power is so strong and often used to manipulate election results. Power of incumbency entails the use of government machinery, including the armed forces and even the electoral umpire, to manipulate election results. Jonathan had this power at his disposal, but he did not misuse it. His name is a symbol of a genuinely patriotic leader; in the Episodic Memory of Buhari and many Nigerians, Goodluck Jonathan is a true nationalist. The Short Term Memory (STM) of Buhari and that of his discourse participants register Goodluck Jonathan as a strange person, one who considers national stability above personal interest. President Muhammadu Buhari himself appears to invoke his Working Memory as a former head of state in this excerpt. His lexical choice targets creating in his audience a mental picture of Goodluck Jonathan as a worthy nationalist: “display”, “statesmanship”, “setting”, “precedent”, “support” and “cooperation” all capture the personality of Goodluck Jonathan. President Muhammadu Buhari presents Goodluck Jonathan as someone who alters the LTM of Nigerians, “setting a precedent for us” and thus creating a new image for Nigerians “to show the whole world that …we can be a united people capable of doing what is right for our nation”. The President is quite aware that failure of his predecessor to hand over as he did would have plunged the nation into chaos, of monumental proportions; it might even lead to the extinction of the country. This is quite plausible to many Nigerians. In the Working Memory of Nigerians, the response of Muhammadu Buhari to his loss to Goodluck Jonathan in 2011 is fresh. Of particular interest is his alleged inflammatory utterances after the results of the 2011 Presidential Election were announced, which led to widespread demonstration in the northern part of the country and loss of innocent lives. 

Motivating the Citizens
A genre of public speaking that has gained popularity among many Nigerians in recent times is motivational speaking. Many Nigerians listen to motivational speakers possibly as a way of getting psychologically above the economic and other challenges bedevilling the nation. At some points in the speech, President Muhammadu Buhari puts on the garb of a motivational speaker, as illustrated below:
Excerpt 2
We must not succumb to hopelessness and defeatism. 
We can fix our problems.
 
He deploys parallelism in this excerpt. The two clauses have the SF/PC (Subject Finite/Predictor Complement) pattern (Bloor and Bloor, 1995; Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014), although the first clause has a negator. He manipulates the socially shared knowledge of the audience, which is that the country is in a hopeless situation. Because of the common ground that both of them share, there is no explicitness. There were security challenges orchestrated by Boko Haram. It abducted over 200 Chibok school girls in 2014 and the Jonathan administration appeared clueless. This was a major campaign point of APC. There was also fuel scarcity. The predicator “succumb” presupposes willing surrender. The modal “must” suggests obligation. In the mental model of Buhari, there is the image of a tired and weary citizenry who have lost hope in government. As leading such people will be difficult, he works on their mental models and admonishes them to see hope and victory. He tactically uses the first person plural personal pronoun “we” so as not to distance himself from the collective struggle. The deictic expression “our (problems)”, in the context model of the immediate audience, brings him closer to the people, as someone concerned with the plight of the masses. The material process “can fix” shows the rationale for saying they must not succumb to hopelessness and defeatism; once the problem can be fixed, there is no need for embracing hopelessness and defeatism.

In the context of the change mantra that brought the President to office, this motivational speaker tactic becomes relevant. Before he assumed office, Nigeria was facing challenges of insecurity, corruption, fuel scarcity and power shortage. He used these problems to attack his opponents and promised to address them if voted into office. Many Nigerians wanted a change from the Peoples Democratic Party that had ruled them for sixteen years (1999-2015) and appeared to be incapable of solving the problems. In this speech, the President capitalises on the socially shared knowledge of the audience to raise their hopes of a better tomorrow; he advocates a change of ideology from “defeatism” to triumphalism. The declarative sentence “we can fix our problems” will be well understood by the immediate audience because of the socially shared cognition. Nigeria had always looked for solutions to its problems from industrialised nations. This sentence, to a typical Nigerian, points to the dawn of a new era, in which Nigeria will control its own destiny. This strategy is aimed at producing a fresh mental template of nationhood in Nigerians through which he can imprint his agenda.
In order to motivate the citizens and galvanise them into action against Boko Haram, the President tactically separates Boko Haram from Islam, as seen in the excerpt below:
Excerpt 3
Boko Haram is a mindless, godless group who are as far away from Islam as one can think of. At the end of the hostilities when the group is subdued the government intends to commission a sociological study to determine its origins, remote and immediate causes of the movement, its sponsors, the international connexions to ensure that measures are taken to prevent a reoccurrence(sic) of this evil.
(Buhari, 2015)

The cognitions of the discourse participants is utilised in the production of this excerpt. The description of Boko Haram by Buhari is not new in their mental models. They are aware that the group does what is antithetical to what Islam proclaims –“Religion of Peace” – as it kills innocent people just because it believes “Western education is sin.” The President is a Muslim. In fact, some people said they would not vote for him because of his perceived religious fundamentalism. In this speech, he dissociates his religion (Islam) from insurgency, describing Boko Haram in weighty and negative adjectives –“mindless” and “godless”. This is against the backdrop of the claim of Boko Haram that it intends to establish an Islamic caliphate in Nigeria. But the President’s use of language leaves some room for the critical audience to doubt his real aim: “as far as one can think of” does not preclude linking Boko Haram with Islam. Some people might think farther than the President thought, and thus could link Boko Haram to Islam. 

However, the desire of Buhari to commission research into the origins of the sect does not align with the LTM of the participants. The K-device of the participants indicates that the extrajudicial killing of Mohammed Yusuf, the leader of the group, by government forces in 2009 led to the terrorist activities of the group. It was even insinuated that the group was initially being used by some politicians in Borno State, in the north-eastern part of Nigeria, until their relationship turned sour (Cohen, 2015; Iyekekpolo, 2019). It appears that Buhari’s STM ignores the LTM of his epistemic community; what he presents is not general cognition. This could aggravate their suspicion and cast doubt on the sincerity of the President. 

In fact, the preceding paragraph of the speech points to the irrelevance of such proposed research:
Excerpt 4
Boko Haram is a typical example of small fires causing large fires. An eccentric and unorthodox preacher with a tiny following was given posthumous fame and following by his extra-judicial murder at the hands of the police. (Buhari, 2015)
In the Episodic Memory of Buhari, Boko Haram has the image of “small fires causing large fires”. This metaphor of fire captures the destructive nature of Boko Haram and its generation of terrorist groups. But there is contradiction here. In the mental model of Buhari, there is knowledge of the origins of Boko Haram, as he alludes to the killing of Yusuf. Yet in Excerpt 3, he says he still wants to investigate the origins of the group; some of the discourse participants may see this as lack of internal coherence in the speech. He also shows attitude of condemnation and blame game based on the purist or perfectionist ideology, that some of his campaigners attribute to him. This ideology makes him exonerate himself from the festering of the group. In the LTM of the audience, the view credited to Buhari before he became president– fight against Boko Haram was fight against the North – will make it difficult to accept his sincerity.

In this excerpt, President Muhammadu Buhari reveals that he has some knowledge of the origins of Boko Haram, namely that it was founded by an “eccentric and unorthodox preacher”, the leader initially had “a tiny following”, and that he “was given posthumous fame and following”. It is difficult to describe someone as eccentric and unorthodox if one does not know or has not encountered the activities of such a person. To be eccentric means to be strange, and to be unorthodox means to defy convention. The convention referred to here must be that Islam is religion of peace. Desiring to still conduct a research will not be what Nigerians will expect, in view of the fact that prior to the election, the PDP had linked President Muhammadu Buhari with Boko Haram (The Punch, Tuesday, February 17, 2015: Pg. 20). Critical Nigerians may sense some insincerity, as this posture contradicts the LTM on Boko Haram. This posture is a tactical way the President has employed to dissociate himself from the group and to claim ignorance of “its origins, remote and immediate causes of the movement, its sponsors, the international connexions” (Excerpt 3). His indictment of the police that murdered him is an indictment of the administration at that time (late Umaru Musa Yar’Adua was the president then; he was from Katsina State, like Buhari). However, by describing the killing as extrajudicial, he may be seen as expressing veiled solidarity with the founder of Boko Haram.
The President also deliberately addresses the mental models of the people through allusion to Nigeria’s pre-colonial history. This is to be understood in the context of the interference of Western nations and the prophecy that Nigeria might not exist beyond 2015. The excerpt below illustrates this:
Excerpt 5
Furthermore, we as Nigerians must remind ourselves that we are heirs to great civilisation: Shehu Uthman Dan Fodio’s caliphate, the Kanem Borno Empire, the Oyo Empire, the Benin Empire and King Jaja’s formidable domain. The blood of those great ancestors flows in our veins. What is now required is to build on these legacies, to modernise and uplift Nigeria. (Buhari, 2015)
There is strategic use of historical personages that are in the LTM of the participants. This is to evoke the spirit of heroic and valiant heritage in the participants. He employs the situation model of great nationalists and their struggle for Nigeria’s independence to make the image of a people being prepared for action vivid. He stresses that civilisation is not new to Nigeria, mentioning historical empires that are well known to many Nigerians. The “Shehu Uthman Dan Fodio’s caliphate” and “the Kanem Borno Empire” were in the northern part of Nigeria; “the Oyo Empire” was in the southwestern part of Nigeria; “the Benin Empire” and “King Jaja’s formidable domain” were in the south-southern part of Nigeria. There is some ethnic imbalance in the examples given by the President; nothing is mentioned of the south-eastern part of the country, where the Igbo are. This was a region that practised the republican system of government, ever before the incursion of the colonialists into what is now known as Nigeria. Some of the Igbo may, rightly or wrongly, adduce this omission or commission to the fact that the region did not vote for him. 

His mention of these civilisations is to tell Western countries that they were not the ones that brought civilisation to Nigeria. All these empires existed before the incursion of the white men into Nigeria. The President presents Nigeria as having the gene of greatness –“The blood of those great ancestors flows in our veins”. This is a tactic to spur Nigerians to action. He wants them to see themselves differently. This portion targets erasing inferiority complex and pushing the citizens to greatness. He is saying that Nigerians are caging their potential and living the life which the West has designed for them. He urges them to utilise the legacies from their forebears: “…build on these legacies, to modernise and uplift Nigeria.”

Some ethnic bias could also be read to the fronting and prominence given to the North, where the President comes from. In the mental models of some Nigerians, particularly the opposition PDP, President Muhammadu Buhari is more northerner than he is Nigerian. Such people could harp on this to hold on to their perception of him. Besides, Nigerians are so conscious of ethnicity and religion. It is inconceivable in Nigeria that the president and the vice president will come from the same religion and ethnic nationality. Usually, if the president is from the North, his vice will be from the South, and vice versa. Similarly, if the president is a Muslim, his vice will be a Christian, and vice versa. The only exception in the nation’s history was the Moshood Kashimawo Abiola/Baba Gana Kingibe ticket of the June 12, 1993 presidential election, in which both were Muslims, but late Abiola was from the south, while Kingibe is from the north. However, the result of the election was annulled by former Military President Ibrahim Badamosi Babangida. The socially shared knowledge among Nigerians is that all regions must be equally represented at all spheres, as legalised in the principle known as Federal Character. Leaving out the Southeast may further fuel the feeling of marginalisation often expressed by the region. This could fossilise the socially shared cognition of exclusion among the Igbo. The consequence will be lack of support for the administration.

Salute to Nationalists
President Muhammadu Buhari equally salutes the efforts of great founders of the nation. The excerpt below reveals this:
Excerpt 6
In recent times Nigerian leaders appear to have misread our mission. Our founding fathers, Mr Herbert Macaulay, Dr Nnamdi Azikwe, Chief Obafemi Awolowo, Alhaji Ahmadu Bello, the Sardauna of Sokoto, Alhaji Abubakar Tafawa Balewa, Mallam Aminu Kano, Chief J.S. Tarka, My Eyo Ita, Chief Denis Osadebe, Chief Ladoke Akintola, and their colleagues worked to establish certain standards of governance. They might have differed in their methods or tactics or details, but they were united in establishing a viable and progressive country. Some of their successors behaved like spoilt children breaking everything and bringing disorder to the house. (Buhari, 2015)
The Working Memory of Buhari is aided by socially shared knowledge of great Nigerian nationalists of the 20th century, particularly those who worked for Nigeria’s independence, in this excerpt. The strategic mention of names could activate the nationalistic spirit needed to work for the progress of the country. The people he mentions are historical personages that shaped Nigeria’s nationhood. He picks names across different geopolitical zones of Nigeria. Herbert Macaulay was from Lagos (Southwest zone); he was one of the early nationalists. Dr Nnamdi Azikwe (from Southeast) was the first President of Nigeria under the parliamentary system of government practised in 1960-1966. Chief Obafemi Awolowo was from Ikenne (Ogun State, Southwest); he was the Premier of the old Western Region, and he is still well respected in the zone for introducing compulsory free education in 1956, which gave the zone an educational advantage. Alhaji Ahmadu Bello (from Northwest) was the Sardauna of Sokoto and Premier of the Northern Region. Mallam Aminu Kano was the leader of Northern People’s Union (from Northwest). Chief J. S. Tarka was from the Southsouth. Mr Eyo Ita was also from the Southsouth, Chief Denis Osadebe was from the Southsouth, Chief Ladoke Akintola was also the Premier of the old Western Region. These names are revered and almost deified across Nigeria. Mentioning them could trigger a cherished memory of great heroes and a sense of patriotism.

However, in this same excerpt, he subtly indicts the founding fathers in accusing some of their successors as vandals and crisis-inducers. He argues that some of their successors behave like spoilt children. This presupposes that the founding fathers did not lay good foundation for the future leaders; perhaps, they were so concerned about the immediate situations that they did not inculcate nationalistic spirit in their offspring. They indulged their children. This has relevance in the oil boom era of the 1970s. Nigeria was so rich then that the incumbent Head of State was quoted as saying that the problem of Nigeria was not money but how to spend it.
Raising Hopes
As of the time of the President’s inauguration, Nigeria was facing a lot of economic, political, religious and security challenges. Not many Nigerians could afford three square meals daily. In the speech, he tries to meet the yearnings of the people. His electioneering campaign was based on the supposed ineptitude of the former government, and he promised to bring about positive changes. He reiterates this in his inaugural speech. The excerpt below captures this:
Excerpt 7
Unemployment, notably youth unemployment features strongly in our party’s manifesto. We intend to attack frontally through revival of agriculture, solid minerals mining as well as credits, to small and medium size businesses to kick-start these enterprises. We shall quickly examine the best way to revive major industries and accelerate the revival and development of railways, roads and general infrastructure. (Buhari, 2015)
He relies on his knowledge of unemployment in the land in production of this text. He uses verbs that show strong determination: “attack”, “kick-start” and “examine”, to hint at a government that is compelled by the situation model to use the knowledge it has as power in dealing with the economic problems of the country. The verb phrase “attack frontally”, coming from the mouth of a General and former Head of State, is likely to be taken seriously by the audience. The adverb “frontally” is strategically deployed in view of the fact that “unemployment features strongly”; it connotes decisiveness and resoluteness in overpowering unemployment. It could register strong commitment in the minds of the people and raise their hopes of a better tomorrow. He also uses “kick-start”, “quickly” and “accelerate” strategically to show urgency, after highlighting the areas which he will address to make Nigeria better. The lexical items “revive” and “revival” suggest that the sectors mentioned have become comatose. Here, he presents himself as a revivalist and reformer. Revive and revival are common items in religious register among Nigerian Christians; many churches organise revival programmes regularly. The President’s use of these could make it easy for the citizens to understand his intention of bringing Nigeria back on its feet. 

Moreover, he presents a mental picture of someone who has seen the urgency in delivering on his electioneering promises. Two lexical items are used to achieve this in the last sentence of Excerpt 7, namely “quickly” and “accelerate”. He deploys the adverb “quickly” in relation to examining “the best way to revive major industries” and the verb “accelerates” with reviving and developing “railways, roads and general infrastructure”. Although this strategy raises hopes and points to determination of the President to perform, it also suggests lack of preparedness for governance. If the President is still waiting for assumption of office before “quickly” examining how to revive major industries, the audience could see him as not having ready solutions to the problems identified. It would have been more convincing if the President rolled out specific measures and made specific pronouncements on certain issues. It is socially shared cognition among many Nigerians that the Muhammadu Buhari/Tunde Idiagbon military junta of 31 December 1983-27 August 1985 was quick in action and result-oriented. Some of the experiences of that regime were envisaged in the second coming of Muhammadu Buhari. The three aspects which the President promised to accelerate actions on (railway, road and other infrastructure) are known areas of lamentation of many Nigerians. Many of the roads were death traps. The railway sector that could have made transport of goods, in particular, easier was not functional. This made trailers to be the alternative, with the attendant damage of the roads, which were not constructed to accommodate heavy-duty vehicles; carnages; and traffic jams, particularly in Lagos, the commercial capital of Nigeria. 
He also raises the hopes of rescuing the abducted Chibok school girls alive. The following excerpt indicates this:
Excerpt 8:
We cannot claim to have defeated Boko Haram without rescuing the Chibok girls and all other innocent persons held hostage by insurgents. (Buhari, 2015)
The abduction of over 200 secondary school girls in Chibok, a town in Borno State, north-eastern Nigeria in April 2014 by Boko Haram was a watershed in the administration of President Goodluck Jonathan. Many people accused him of improper handling of the rescue of the girls. The opposition All Progressives Congress leveraged this during electioneering campaign and promised to recue all the girls alive if voted into power. As of 29 May 2015, when this speech was delivered, the Chibok girls had spent more than a year in captivity and their specific location was unknown to the public. In the LTM of the participants, there is remembrance of the abduction. The President ties defeating Boko Haram to rescuing the girls. He co-opts the participants into the team fighting against the insurgents; it is now “We” versus “They”. This attitude of demonising Boko Haram pitches the participants against Boko Haram. The anti-terrorist ideology inherent in this attitude is required to get the support of the participants. He pursues this ideology strongly through naming and negatively representing Boko Haram. The predicator “defeated” points to the context of war between Nigeria and Boko Haram. This presupposes that the hope of rescuing them is not certain without combat. The situation model of combat hints at possibility of casualties on both sides; the collateral damage could be worse. 
Appeal to Nigerians’ Sense of Patriotism and Commitment
The progress of any nation rests on both the government and the governed. This is why there must be synergy between them. Obviously aware of this, the President strongly appeals to all stakeholders to support his administration. This is well presented in the following excerpt:
Excerpt 9:
However, no matter how well organised the governments of the federation are they cannot succeed without the support, understanding and cooperation of labour unions, organised private sector, the press and civil society organisations. I appeal to employers and workers alike to unite in raising productivity so that everybody will have the opportunity to share in increased prosperity. Nigerian press is the most vibrant in Africa. My appeal to the media today –and this includes the social media –to exercise its considerable powers with responsibility and patriotism. (Buhari, 2015)
He uses his knowledge of media in Africa to rate Nigerian media as the most vibrant. This mental model raises issues of objectivity. He has shaped the discourse using the power offered by knowledge. It is a tactical way of currying favour with the press, to achieve positive representation. In the LTM of the participants, there is the socially shared knowledge that some of the media houses painted a negative picture of Buhari, particularly through the advertorial sponsored by the PDP (xxxx, 2021).

The President equally utilizes the common ground that many sectors of the economy are needed for any government to succeed. He recognises the importance of the support and cooperation of the citizenry. He deploys the predicator “appeal” (which has the component [-coercion]) strategically to make the people feel invited by the number one citizen of their nation, a gesture a typical Nigerian will be proud of. He acknowledges four groups in this regard: “labour unions, organised private sector, the press and civil society organisations”. His mention of labour unions first is quite strategic. In Nigeria, any leader that plays with labour unions does so at his/her own peril. There have been many occasions when labour unions grounded the entire nation through strike. In the mental model of an average Nigerian, strike by labour unions is a constant socioeconomic phenomenon. The workers of the organised private sector do not embark on strike action. The inclusion of this sector on the list is to bring them into the agenda of creating more employment opportunities for Nigerians.

The reference to social media is strategic. Nigerians have some shared background knowledge of how the social media was used to the advantage of the President in the build-up to the election. Goodluck Jonathan was heavily criticised and vilified during the electioneering period through social media. This could have contributed to his loss.  President Muhammadu Buhari seems not to expect this kind of treatment from the media; he cautions the users “to exercise its considerable powers with responsibility and patriotism”. This suggests apprehension on his part; he would not want the press to give him a dose of what they gave Goodluck Jonathan. To a typical Nigerian politician, the press that criticises the government does not display “responsibility and patriotism”.

Promise of Fairness
A major challenge of governance in Nigeria is tribalism, which aids nepotism and ineptitude. Many Nigerian leaders share the dividend of democracy based on ethnic sentiment and unshielded marginalisation of qualified people. In fact, the northern part of the country (where the President is from) has been accused of perpetrating and benefiting from lopsided appointments. In this speech, President Muhammadu Buhari promises equity and fairness to all. He does this in a very skilful way, as seen in this extract:
Excerpt 10:
I belong to everybody and I belong to nobody. (Buhari, 2015)
In his Working Memory, Buhari sees himself as someone possessed by everyone but no one in particular. Paradox is used here. The situation model indicates a nation that requires someone that could bridge ethnic and religious gaps. The President offers himself as that bridge. This declarative sentence is about the most popular portion of the speech among Nigerians. At the surface level, this statement promises fairness to all, within the Nigerian socio-political space. Many Nigerian leaders use political offices to favour only wards and local governments that gave them the highest number of votes and completely neglect sections where they got few votes. This assurance of belonging to everybody is a way of seeking support from all Nigerians and allaying the fear of marginalisation that might have occupied the minds of some sections of the Nigerian society. In the election that produced the President, the south-eastern part of Nigeria showed so much disdain for him; he did not win in any of the five states in the zone. In the south-south too, it was only in Edo State that he did fairly well. His performance in the south-west was impressive. The other three geopolitical zones of northwest, northeast and northwest voted for him massively. This promise of belonging to everybody may be targeted at the southeast and south-south, in particular.

The second part of the statement has some ambiguity. “I belong to nobody” suggests lack of commitment. If a leader belongs to nobody, he/she can do as he/she pleases; nobody can hold him/her accountable. If he/she violates the constitution and is questioned, he/she can choose to ignore people since he/she does not belong to them. In other words, as this portion can be viewed as a warning to the members of his party, who may want to see him as belonging only to them, not to deceive themselves, it can also be construed as a statement of non-committal and a way of providing an alibi ahead in case of any constitutional infraction or breach of trust. 

Subtle Attack of Foreign Powers
Nigeria is of interest to many world powers, perhaps because of its size (the most populous nation in Africa), its economic potential and its unnecessary dependence on foreign nations for some basic needs. Some Western nations have been accused of meddling in the nation’s affairs. In this speech, President Muhammadu Buhari tactically attacks some foreign powers that did not wish Nigeria well. This extract captures his view:
Excerpt 11
Together we cooperated to surprise the world that had come to expect only the worst from Nigeria (Buhari, 2015)
The excerpt hints at the attitude of giving up on a nation. The attitude of some Western nations to Nigeria fuels their racist ideology; they see Nigeria as incapable of producing anything good. The President deploys the anti-racist ideology to identify with his people, using the inclusive personal pronoun “we”. He also utilizes emphasis on positive self-description for Nigerians, as capable of springing surprises through cooperation, and negative other-description for the world that expected the worst from Nigeria. Some nations had predicted that Nigeria would not exist beyond 2015; their mental models had the picture of a failed state. Some Nigerians were apprehensive in the build-up to the election. Things became complicated when, just few days to its conduct, the election was postponed for six weeks, with the government citing security reasons for the postponement. Not many people believed that the election would hold again. Buhari sees the nations that expected the worst from Nigeria as prophets of doom and salutes Nigerians for disappointing them. The verbal word group “to surprise the world” reveals the way Nigeria is perceived, particularly by the West. It presupposes that, when things are bad in Nigeria, it is given information to the West, but, when things are good in Nigeria, it is new information to the West. The President reminds Nigerians that the West has no good perception of them. He appears to have some decolonisation agenda, with the goal of full independence. If Nigerians surprised that world which expected only the worst from them, he challenges them, in a way, to call the bluff of these countries.   
6. Conclusion
This paper examined the inaugural speech of President Muhammadu Buhari from the perspective of Teun van Dijk’s Sociocognitive Approach to Critical Discourse Studies. The paper showed that his speech rests on four ideologies. The first is triumphalist ideology, which is deployed to challenge Nigerians to rise above defeatism. The second is anti-terrorist ideology, which is employed to show that he is not an Islamic fundamentalist as argued by the opposition. The third is anti-racist ideology, which he utilizes to challenge the West’s view about Nigeria. The fourth is purist ideology, which is engaged in blaming past leaders and Boko Haram. He organises his ideas around six issues: recognition of his immediate predecessor, motivating the citizens, salute to nationalists and subtle indictment of them, raising the hopes of the citizens, appeal to Nigerians’ sense of patriotism and commitment, promise of fairness, and subtle attack of foreigners who did not wish Nigeria well. He dwells on the socially shared knowledge and socially shared cognition of his immediate audience to remind them of their uniqueness and the fact that, with their determination that put foreign powers to shame with regard to their doomsday prediction, they can achieve greatness. He targets altering the mental models of the citizens towards making his agenda achievable.  He jettisons the Long Term Memory on the origins of Boko Haram, leading to the promise to conduct fresh investigation on its origins. 
This paper revealed the peculiarities and dynamics of the Nigerian socio-political space and enhanced understanding of the kind of democracy the nation practises. The study showed the production process of Buhari’s speech, which has made the processing easy. In conclusion, inaugural speeches should take cognisance of Long Term Memory and not just the mental model of the speaker. Trust will be easy to build if the general knowledge, as found in Long Term Memory, is not downplayed for Short Term Memory.
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