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Introduction

"He is a mixture of Harry Houdini and a greased piglet. He is barely human in his elusiveness. Nailing Blair is like trying to pin jelly to a wall."- Boris Johnson, Conservative MP, February 2004

In Tony Blair’s own words, “I feel like a normal person. I look at politicians older than me and I wonder when was the last time they had their own thoughts to themselves…without feeling they had to programme their thoughts to get across a message.”
 Indeed, it is widely accepted now that part of Tony Blair’s success is his ability to portray himself more as a human being in order to claim some of that normal accessibility and offset it against the cold politician. The irony about Blair’s statement, however, is that it is precisely this more human identity that feels pre-programmed today, as we’ve gotten to know him. Is it all just a ploy to become more sellable to the electorate? Unfortunately, only Tony Blair knows how close his political identity and his personal identity are, even though his biographer, John Rentoul, is a little more sceptical, “The idea that Blair was never ‘programmed’…was of course absurd.”
  

Norman Fairclough, writer of ‘New Labour, New Language’, argues that all politicians show this collision of ‘public language of politics and the language of everyday use,’
 it is just the way they express it. It is my aim in this essay to see not just how the identity of Tony Blair is constructed, but whether it has changed over his course in power. When the Labour party gained power in 1997 it became quite clear that they thought of themselves as political visionaries, for example, initially creating an ambitious theory called the Third Way, ‘…Capitalism fronted by a nationally socialist party’
 and Tony Blair embodied it. The Third Way however, dropped out pretty quickly after a lot of intellectual contempt, as Robin Ramsey, author of ‘The Rise of New Labour’ goes on to say, “the concept was fairly quickly ditched by Blair/Brown…”
. Nevertheless, this strain of radicalism, combined with Blair’s leadership qualities landed them two successive terms in government. 

So, who is the mastermind behind the enigma, running our country, and just how much does he deserve to be there, and will he eventually lose control?

Methodology

I will be adopting several key linguistic concepts in order to analyse several of Blair’s speeches and PMQ [Prime Minister’s Questions] over his time in power. One of the main concepts will be that of modality, described by Norman Fairclough as, “the question of what people commit themselves to when they make Statements, ask Questions, make Demands or Offers”
 and expanded upon in a more functionalist way by Talmy Givon, “…primarily two types of judgement made by the speaker: 

(a) Epistemic judgements of truth, probability, certainty, belief, or evidence.

(b) Evaluative judgements of desirability, preference, intent, ability, obligation or manipulation”
. 

An issue mentioned here is evaluation, also detailed by Norman Fairclough, “Evaluative statements (evaluations) are statements about desirability and undesirability, what is good and what is bad. (eg  ‘this is a good book’, ‘this is a bad book’, ‘this book is wonderful’, ‘this book  is awful’).”
 It is essential to Tony Blair, that he ‘sells’ his argument, so I thought this would be pertinent. 

Politeness theory plays a part in Tony Blair’s life, purely because of the adversarial nature of politics. Many face-threatening acts are made particularly to the positive face. This is outlined by Mick Short in his book ‘Exploring the Language of Poems, Plays and Prose’ as, “Positive face is our need for our actions and wants to be desirable to other people…receiving a low essay mark does not just reduce your chances of doing well educationally. It also threatens your positive face because it counts as criticism”
. The same book also describes parallelism, “…where some features are held constant [usually structural features] while others [usually lexical items] are varied: 

Example 6

But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities.”
 [14]

Parallelism is most often used in politics for effect, repeating the same grammatical construction, for emphasis, the most famous example of which comes from Winston Churchill, “We shall go on to the end, we shall fight in France, we shall fight on the seas and oceans, we shall fight with growing confidence and growing strength in the air, we shall defend our Island, whatever the cost may be, we shall fight on the beaches”
 

Maybe it’s not surprising that a book on Stylistics can hold so many keys to the speech of modern day politics [is it all just a performance?]. It also details Speech Act theory, “Let us pretend that I tell my daughter, ‘I will collect you and your belongings from university at the end of term’. By uttering these words in an appropriate context I perform the act of promising…”
. There are obviously many other speech acts, relating more to politics, as well as promising, such as assertions, imperatives, declaratives etc. 

From these issues down to the very words he chooses, all go towards creating the identity of Tony Blair. The very tense he uses can be shown, in context, to relate to how forward-looking he is. For example, has there been a marked shift between how forward-looking he was in 1997 compared to now? The analysis may seem rather thin-on-the-ground at this point, but when considering the scale of the data I have undertaken and how much there is to write about even small sets of data, it seems prudent to not cut away analyses which don’t necessarily show Blair’s personality.
The data was all collected from an archive at http://www.number-10.gov.uk/, an official archive of basic transcripts of Tony Blair’s speeches and Prime Minister’s Questions. I decided to collect typical data from each year, in order to show how his period in power was progressing. Unfortunately, I had to cut back on two years – 1999 and 2002, because there wouldn’t be enough room to fit them both in, and also, they turned out to be fairly uneventful and seemed to be treading old ground, personality-wise. 

Political Context

To a democratically elected government in power, maintaining a positive and liveable political climate is a fight that you are eventually destined to lose. Public opinion is impossible to overtly dictate and control if you unfortunately find yourself on the wrong side of it as the Conservative party found in 1997 when Labour enjoyed their first landslide victory. Then, Tony Blair was very much in the public’s good graces and soon settled into what some term his ‘honeymoon period’ as Prime Minister; a period, which seemed to run until into his second term as Prime Minister, as no major crises afflicted the party during the first term. The honeymoon period was the time when Tony Blair seemed like a breath of political fresh air, after a Conservative rule of 18 years. Labour took the 1997 election with an unprecedented 44.4% of the vote and 419 seats, a majority of 179
. But how much does New Labour owe to its leader? It is stated by Mori.com, who published ten myths about the Labour 1997 election on their website that Labour would have won the election anyway had the late John Smith [who died in 1994] still been leader, “The foundations for Labour's victory - and a Tory image of economic incompetence (Black Wednesday), hopeless division (Maastricht) and sleaze combined with a renewed image of electability for Labour - were already laid before Smith's death. Indeed, in 1997 Labour would probably have won under Kinnock. Labour led the Tories in the polls by 20% in the first quarter of 1994, shortly before Smith's death, not enough for a Blair-sized landslide, but enough for a healthy Labour majority.”
 To me, this statement is an example of the difference that Tony Blair’s personality and identity made to New Labour. You could say that Labour were always destined to win the 1997 election due to the Conservative party repeatedly shooting themselves in the foot, but the margin by which Blair increased the victory was Herculean. The impending victory went from being a healthy majority to being a crushing landslide victory. The above statement and fig1.1 indicate that between 1994 and 1997, the period over which Tony Blair’s Labour leadership began, public opinion soared. A comparison between John Smith as Labour leader and Tony Blair shows Blair to be overall a more capable leader in the public’s eye, as shown in the Leader Capability column in figure 1.1. Across the results there is a general upturn in the positive columns [e.g. Understanding of World Problems] and a downturn in the negative columns [e.g. narrow mindedness] as Blair asserts himself. The most revealing aspect of all in fig1.1, is the ‘Good Personality’ column, in which a dramatic upturn is shown compared to John Smith, more than doubling Smith’s and continuing to grow through the years. This shows that Tony Blair’s personality was beginning to seep through into the public’s consciousness; the amount of time he spent in the media had increased as the 1997 election campaign rolled into motion, and increased evermore when it became clear that Labour were going to win and he was to become the next Prime Minister. 

It is true that Blair’s personality was publicly appealing but it is relatively uncertain as to exactly how much weight it had in the ’97 election win. One vital misconception about Tony Blair in the laypersons eyes is that he is a bastion of old Labour values, such as socialism, “when he joined the Labour Party, I thought he started out on the ‘soft left’; now it seems he was really on the right, albeit what might be called the ‘soft right’.”
 Maybe the political evolution of Labour into New Labour – a more middle road political party with left-wing tendencies – was what appealed to the electorate. A mix of Thatcherism, Third Way politics, and toning down of old Labour values such as the alteration of Clause IV [a clause outlining core Labour values] was maybe what persuaded the public that Labour were actually different. And combined with this new breed of politician that Blair had come to represent, victory was inevitable. 

Fig 1.1

Taken from ‘http://www.mori.com/polls/trends/leader-image-lab.shtml’

Below are public opinion polls of leader capabilities, taken by Mori. 

	Cap -
	A capable leader
	 
	Cri -
	Good in a crisis

	Wor -
	Understands world problems
	
	Dow -
	Tends to talk down to people

	Nar -
	Rather narrow minded
	
	Inf -
	Too inflexible

	Jud -
	Has sound judgement
	
	Hon -
	More honest than most politicians

	Ear -
	Down to earth
	
	Bri -
	Understands the problems facing Britain

	Pat -
	Patriotic
	
	Per -
	Has got a lot of personality

	Ine -
	Rather inexperienced
	
	Out -
	Out of touch with ordinary people


	
	Cap
	Cri
	Wor
	Dow
	Nar
	Inf
	Jud
	Hon
	Ear
	Bri
	Pat
	Per
	Ine
	Out

	 
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	John Smith

	Jul 1992
	19
	6
	11
	6
	6
	5
	14
	15
	21
	21
	11
	12
	14
	5

	Sep 1992
	25
	7
	15
	5
	6
	6
	17
	17
	23
	25
	10
	14
	26
	5

	Feb 1993
	22
	6
	15
	8
	10
	10
	14
	17
	24
	31
	12
	11
	29
	9

	Mar 1993
	22
	7
	16
	7
	11
	9
	15
	19
	24
	31
	11
	11
	25
	9

	Jul 1993
	23
	8
	16
	8
	9
	7
	16
	17
	25
	29
	12
	13
	25
	10

	Feb 1994
	23
	8
	15
	9
	10
	9
	17
	20
	27
	28
	13
	11
	21
	11

	Tony Blair

	Sep 1994
	19
	4
	10
	5
	3
	2
	10
	16
	16
	24
	8
	25
	29
	6

	Feb 1995
	28
	7
	14
	9
	5
	5
	14
	22
	18
	31
	12
	26
	36
	7

	Sep 1995
	26
	6
	13
	12
	8
	8
	13
	20
	19
	29
	11
	30
	36
	10

	Feb 1996
	30
	7
	14
	11
	6
	6
	15
	19
	19
	30
	11
	27
	29
	9

	Oct 1996
	33
	9
	20
	11
	7
	7
	19
	20
	22
	34
	16
	33
	27
	9

	Mar 1997
	39
	9
	17
	12
	7
	6
	19
	20
	23
	36
	14
	35
	35
	10

	General Election 1 May 1997


	 
	Cap
	Cri
	Wor
	Dow
	Nar
	Inf
	Jud
	Hon
	Ear
	Bri
	Pat
	Per
	Ine
	Out

	 
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Tony Blair

	Oct 1997
	58
	18
	31
	9
	3
	6
	27
	36
	37
	48
	26
	50
	19
	6

	Apr 1998
	53
	25
	37
	13
	5
	7
	24
	29
	29
	44
	26
	42
	20
	13

	Oct 1998
	47
	21
	37
	12
	6
	10
	20
	26
	28
	40
	24
	40
	17
	18

	Apr 1999
	51
	33
	38
	18
	6
	10
	26
	27
	24
	37
	29
	37
	12
	16

	Oct 1999
	44
	23
	28
	23
	10
	11
	15
	21
	19
	34
	17
	32
	8
	24

	Apr 2000
	43
	20
	28
	23
	11
	16
	17
	20
	20
	31
	20
	32
	9
	27

	Sep 2000
	29
	12
	19
	37
	21
	29
	12
	16
	13
	22
	17
	21
	12
	54

	Apr 2001
	33
	15
	22
	25
	15
	16
	13
	17
	18
	25
	15
	24
	11
	36

	General Election 7 June 2001


	 
	Cap
	Cri
	Wor
	Dow
	Nar
	Inf
	Jud
	Hon
	Ear
	Bri
	Pat
	Per
	Ine
	Out

	 
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Tony Blair

	Sep 2003
	30
	23
	23
	24
	17
	19
	10
	8
	11
	20
	17
	23
	4
	43


So when the Labour party gained power they entered a very amenable political atmosphere. Very few people were decrying New Labour or Tony Blair, the only notable derisions predictably came from the Tories, whose main argument tended to revolve around Blair’s lack of experience. And unfortunately for them, in deriding Blair they only ended up compounding their own unfavourable position in the public’s eyes. Even the newspapers were not hostile; before the election The Sun altered its tenuous links with being a right wing newspaper and backed Blair, with the headline, ‘THE SUN BACKS BLAIR’ and ‘Give Change a Chance.’
 Even Lord Rothermere owner of the right wing Daily Mail and Evening Standard sung the party’s praises, ‘This government is doing all the things the last one should have done and failed to do.’
 The tide of change and positivity had a lot of momentum and was well strong enough to carry Blair through this term. However, as in any political life, there are potentially dangerous situations…

The death of Princess Diana on 31st August 1997 was a profoundly sensitive time for a nation in shock and disbelief. The Prime Minister’s words would have to be perfect in order to maintain the positive percentage of the public’s feeling that he was in touch with them. He would also have to be sincere to the core and not show any sign of mock sincerity. In describing the short-notice planning of the speech before hand, John Rentoul sights an account of the events from Alistair Campbell, “He showed just how surefooted he and Campbell were in judging the public’s mood…Campbell said: ‘It was both of us going back and forth. A dialogue. You have to remember we both knew and liked her very much. It was shocking. We’d both break off, “How could this have happened?” It was an important moment.’
 
1998 saw a lot of political rhetoric flowing from New Labour as they aimed to put their stamp on British culture. The rhetoric was forward looking, much of it centred around plans for a ‘New Britain’. A surprising amount of this forward looking speak flowed through into public domains, there was very little to actually bring the government into the present, to talk about the present. In December 1998, however, Tony Blair addressed the house to say he’d authorised bombing of military targets in Iraq, “Yesterday I authorised the participation of British forces in a substantial US-UK military strike against targets in Iraq. As the House knows, this attack began last night, maximising surprise through the use of sea-launched cruise missiles and precision bombing by navy-based manned aircraft.”
 Here Blair has been forced to pull up and account for his decision in the present. It is odd to note that there was nothing like the media interest in this that there was for the US-UK attack in 2003. This is possibly because there is no perceived threat to Blair’s premiership because the Iraqi conundrum had a different slant on it: the UK had already been involved in one war with Iraq under a different government, the evidence against Iraq seemed damning, and Saddam Hussein continued to defy international law. The strikes that the UK launched in 1998 were far from an all-out war but still the difference between the media attention in 1998, particularly what was focussed on Blair, compared to 2003 was incredible: in 2003 it had the potential to bring about his resignation as Prime Minister. 

1998 also saw the planning of the Millennium Dome, the unveiling of the New Deal, more Northern Ireland peace talks and a trip to America, but nothing that threatened Labour’s electability. Indeed, figure 1.1 shows a still high positive public opinion for Blair. 

1999 brought the debate on the Euro and whether Britain should be a part of it. Blair’s initial speech was in favour of joining the single currency, ‘so our intention is clear. Britain should join a successful single currency, provided the economic conditions are met. It is conditional. It is not inevitable. Both intention and conditions are genuine.’
 This brought the first hotly contested debate and division between the British public on Labour’s policy: in rallying support for the Monetary Union there was a lot of forward looking rhetoric to accompany it, however this time there would be a more substantial and supported argument against, from the right wing. From Blair’s speech on the government’s wish to enter the Euro you can tell that this is a policy that is harder to sell; the speech is hypothetically put and calls into question Blair’s commitment to probability, ‘the Chancellor made clear the Government’s view that membership of a successful euro would bring benefits to Britain in terms of jobs, investment and trade.’
 It is always difficult to persuade someone of your viewpoint when you’re predicting the future, especially the future in a field as variable as economics. That is possibly why there are many speeches made by Tony Blair about the positives of Britain becoming a more visible figure in Europe. 

1999 was also very forward-looking; Blair talked about [queue scoffs] his speech at the Rail summit on 25th February 1999 as being the first day of Rail’s new beginning in Britain. Also he called for intensified Allied action against Milosevic’s brutality in Kosovo, in another call to arms against a brutal dictator. 

By 2000 Blair’s public opinion was beginning to fluctuate, as is indicated in fig1.1. Between April to September public feeling how capable a leader he was had dropped from 43% to a 29% low. Partly to blame was a leaked internal memo from one of Blair’s closest associates, Philip Gould, in June of 2000, which began a descent into bad relations with the press. The BBC published a story on it reporting that the memo stated “the government was perceived as failing to deliver on the National Health Service, was being outflanked by the Tories on crime and was seen as insufficiently pro-family. The government is seen as “lacking in gut patriotic instincts”,[the memo] adds. It goes on to state that, “worst of all, the New Labour brand has been badly contaminated”. The government had been “undermined” by spin and its apparent lack of integrity.”
 Both the Times and the Sun printed the initial story about the leaked memo. The point here is that the press are starting to scent blood and the reasons to dislike New Labour are mounting, the very reasons that were underlined in the memo. This led directly into a more scandalous and publicly damaging time for New Labour in September 2000 when the petrol crisis began. Labour decided to hike up fuel taxes again much to the chagrin of businesses reliant on lower fuel prices. This caused an extreme form of demonstration against the government whereby the supply of fuel into the country was cut off, meaning the British public ran out of fuel and as a result their lives were severely disrupted. Leader of the Opposition at the time, William Hague, attacked the PM’s decision to hike prices again, “[the prime minister] has increased petrol duties twice as fast as the previous Government, and by more in three years than any Prime Minister in history. As First Lord of the Treasury, he has given us the most expensive petrol in Europe and brought the country to a standstill. Will he now accept that those increases in the last Budget were a mistake?”
. This is the most likely explanation for the dip in public belief in the Prime Minister as a capable leader. 

2001 provided the first ongoing crisis where the government was continually under fire; the foot and mouth epidemic, which lasted for several months resulting in the culling of thousands of livestock across the country, some of whom were not infected with the disease, but were culled as a preventive measure. The online edition of India’s national newspaper, The Hindu, in 2001 reported, “An opinion poll this week showed that nearly 47 per cent believed the Government had bungled and though Labour was still a favourite to win the coming general election the message was that this support should not be mistaken for an approval of its strategy to deal with the foot-and-mouth epidemic”
. This meant that Tony Blair was bound to come under fire, especially from a Tory party wishing to tarnish his image as much as possible before the oncoming election. Referring to figure 1.1 the leader capability column shows a slight increase from 29% to 33% from the petrol crisis era to the foot and mouth crisis era. This is a long way from the high achieved in 1999 of 51%. 2001 also brought the 9/11 attacks on New York, but was, at this point politically distant to Tony Blair until the issue became embroiled in the 2003 Iraq war as part of the War on Terrorism.

In 2002 came the first mention of the idea that we may go to war with Iraq. However, at that time everything seemed above board considering what we know about how the war turned out, with America and the UK defying the UN. Blair even stated in an address made with President Bush that “We will do what is necessary both to secure ourselves at home and to make sure that the will of the United Nations is enforced abroad”
 regarding Iraq. We now know that the UK and US went to war with Iraq without the second UN resolution explicitly permitting it, the argument based on the belief that Saddam’s contravention of UN Security Council Resolution 1441 was enough to justify military action, as Jack Straw pointed out here in February 2003, “We want a second resolution if we deem that military action is necessary. That has always been our position but let it be clear that (Resolution) 1441 is a sufficient mandate for such military action”
.

2003 brought the highly controversial and well-documented Iraq war. Public opinion was divided and the media saw fit to give disproportionate airtime to demonstrators and people against the Iraq war. This certainly had the effect of making public opinion seem more divided than it actually was according to who you believe “Police said it was the UK's biggest ever demonstration with at least 750,000 taking part, although organisers put the figure closer to two million.”
 The fact that public opinion seemed to be so roundly against Tony Blair and New Labour had a seductive element about it for the media: to provide a story totally unprecedented during the reign of Tony Blair; seemingly with the entire nation at his throat, this was a sensational story and indeed it was staple viewing during the Iraq war. Figure 1.2 shows a decline in Labour’s lead from December 2002 through to December 2003. The reason why I state that anti-war demonstrators were disproportionately represented by the media was that the Tory party matched Labour’s lead during this time, even though they supported the war. The only political party against the war were the Liberal Democrats, who took the opportunity to side with the supposed tide of anti-war feeling in this country in, reaching a peak around September 2003 when they broke the 30% mark for the only time. So it seems during this stage of his Prime Ministership Tony Blair was better supported than he thought; the distorting image came through the media. Tony Blair knows the media has influence and this prompted him to make several public appearances to ask questions on why we were going to war; the most notable one when he appeared on MTV. 
Fig 1.2
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Analysis

1997 – The Honeymoon Period/Underlining Labour Policy 

Data

Speech by the Prime Minister Tony Blair about law and order -
Friday 13 June 1997


Question: What will be the age group for young offenders? Will it affect youths over 16? 

Chief Executive-Chamber of Commerce: I noticed in the manifesto that the Government have identified that crime is an issue facing business. And we have just conducted a survey where 1 in 3 of our members have been affected by crime in the last six months. And 30% of those have had problems more than three times. I would be interested to know what it is that you intend to do in terms of trying to reduce crime, and how it affects business, or any way in which you can give support to those businesses who not only incur increased costs through loss or vandalism, but also have increased insurance premiums and in some cases businesses have to close down because they can no longer afford to be insured. I would be interested to hear your comments on that please? 

Question: I would like to know what the Government intends to do about the rising menace of domestic violence? 

Prime Minister: First of all, in relation to the recreation for young offenders, actually the age limit has not been formally decided though I think it would be wrong where you located it before. I think there is a case actually for taking the younger age as well because much of the vandalism is committed by children as young as ten or eleven. And I think it is important also to see this as part of a package of measures that can be used in this way. I think that the key thing here is that we do actually get the agencies working together. Again when I was in Woodrow this morning I saw the way that all the various agencies co-operated together so that for example they come together to have a youth club were the house had been provided, where the kids could go to so they were taken off the street. These are things that help at the same time as the measures of punishment that we need. I think it is worth just pointing out that there are very few crimes that lead actually to a conviction. So if we are not preventing crime as well as punishing those that commit crime then were are never really getting to grips with the problems. 

This brings me on to the second point that was made from the gentleman from the business community. I do think it is important that young people that are committing crimes do understand there is going to be a penalty that follows as a result. And one of the things that we are trying to prevent now is continual repeat cautioning where people are given caution upon caution upon caution and it doesn't work because they are not actually believing that anything is going to happen as a result of the offences they are committing. Now in the end that actually doesn't help the young person either. What is important is that the young person committing a criminal offence realises that if they do that then there is a stepped up penalty as a result of it. I hope that that has some impact on the crimes that affect businesses that are very often burglaries and vandalism and so on. I think that halving the time it takes to get persistent juvenile offenders to court helps the court because many times there are crimes committed by young people when they are out on bail or waiting offences to be tried. But I also think the best thing that can happen for business is that we get the right co-operative crime prevention approach in local communities, with the police and Local Government, local businesses, local schools. 

For example one of the great problems we face is the vandalism that is done to school buildings within our society. The actual burden on the school system in terms of insurance costs, in terms of repairs is enormous. It runs into millions and millions of pounds a year. Now again I think it is important that we get a framework within that crime prevention, it can happen. And that is why one of the proposals that we will be consulting upon over the next few months is a proposal to place a statutory responsibility for crime prevention on local authorities so that they are given a specific responsibility to co-ordinate crime prevention in their areas. 

On domestic violence, yes we are committed to strengthening the law. I also think there is another important part of the law that we are committed to strengthening and that is in dealing with the residents in estates that are making life absolutely hell for the whole of their local communities. Now the Community Safety Order idea that we are launching in the new Crime Bill would give the power to local authorities and the police to put people under an obligation to behave themselves. We all know there can be give and take with neighbours. I know people that have ended up having to leave their homes even leave an area because of the way their lives have been completely ruined by people behaving in an irresponsible way. Some people say that it is a very draconian thing to do but I think you are entitled to certain minimum standards of behaviour from people if you are living next door to them. So I hope that that will help as well and that will have a bearing on domestic violence too. 

Analysis 

This is one of the first question and answer sessions undertaken by Blair as Prime Minister. This section comes after a speech by him underlying problems with law and order. Whilst the questioning is not hostile towards Blair himself there is a concerned interest in what the government’s plans are regarding how crime affects businesses, ‘I would be interested to know what it is that you intend to do…’. Because there are several questions Blair decides to line them up by stating ‘First of all.’ He does this in order not to become overwhelmed by the multiple questions and so he can handle them one at a time. In the first sentence comes a disagreement from Blair that hinges around the use of the word ‘actually’. This is not a strong form of disagreement, for Blair could have said ‘you’re wrong there’, meaning this is a somewhat toned down form, possibly a contracted form of ‘in actual fact’. The form that Blair chooses is not as threatening to the questioner’s positive face. He does not go on record saying the questioner is wrong but merely implies it and points to the reality of the situation. The rest of that clause is quite interesting (‘the age limit has not been formally decided though’), in that it is a passive construction of an impersonal assertion made by Blair. The subject has been elided from the end, (which one would assume, would have been ‘by us’ or by somebody possibly even Blair) and has the effect of not disclosing who the decision has or has not been taken by excluding Blair from singular accountability. The line then continues, ‘I think it would be wrong where you located it before’. This time Blair does actually say the questioner is wrong, however he mitigates the positive face-threatening act by making it a cognitive judgement on his behalf, ‘I think’. This is a more bold disagreement but it is not put in a harsh manner. If Blair had not included the personal assertion and left the sentence ‘it would be wrong where you located it before’ then that would be more of a threatening act, to infer that the questioner categorically incorrect. This might have been a trap that a different politician may have fallen into, potentially annoying the questioner and seeming insensitive to those around. This statement also uses epistemic modalisation from the perspective that Blair is talking about a hypothetical eventuality through the verb ‘would’. Again this limits Blair’s accountability because it is a) his personal assertion b) this is only hypothetically speaking. 

After getting past the disagreement in questioning Blair then takes the chance to assert his side of the argument. However, he is aware that what he is putting forth the questioners may well not agree with leading him to construct the argument in a certain way. The repetition of the cognitive assertion [‘I think’] is vital diplomatic padding between their contrasting views. As is the suggestion that the listener take into consideration what Blair is saying, ‘And I think it is important also to see.’ Blair here doesn’t say overtly, ‘you have to see my argument’, the form taken is less polemic. Blair’s form is a dehumanised suggestion, he doesn’t brand it as his argument, he suggests that there is another side to this argument and he thinks it is important you see it. The many personal assertions here do not make for a very forceful argument, but it does make for a highly suggestive argument – one may presume that these are people Blair wants to keep on the right side of. He also makes several comments that allude to solidarity and unity referring to the second person ‘if we are not preventing crime’, ‘we face vandalism’ and ‘within our society’. This comes in the midst of many first person assertions, which gives the affect of Blair trying to get the listeners on his side. Also adding to this affect is the use of the conditional ‘if’ statement, ‘if we are not preventing crime as well as punishing those that commit crime then were are never really getting to grips with the problems.’ This hypothetical future that Blair sights is to serve as a warning, and is a statement of the consequences of not following his suggestion. 

To back up his argument Blair sights examples from his personal experience from a personal perspective, ‘Again when I was in Woodrow this morning I saw the way that all the various agencies co-operated together’. As a speech act this is rather odd – a declarative statement coming in the middle of many assertions – but it gives the answer an anecdotal edge and is an example of first hand experience and evidence. 

When you relate this to the political context, there is no real pressure on Blair at this point; therefore there is no need for him to defend his argument so offensively. 

1997 – Unexpected Tragedy

Data

Princess Diana’s Death, 31st August 1997.

I am utterly devastated. The whole of our country, all of us, will be in a state of shock and mourning. Diana was a wonderful, warm and compassionate person who people, not just in Britain, but throughout the world, loved and will mourn as a friend. Our thoughts and prayers are with her family, in particular with her two sons, and with all of the families bereaved in this quite appalling tragedy. 

I feel like everyone else in this country today - utterly devastated. Our thoughts and prayers are with Princess Diana’s family - in particular her two sons, two boys - our hearts go out to them. We are today a nation, in Britain, in a state of shock, in mourning, in grief that is so deeply painful for us. 

She was a wonderful and warm human being. Though her own life was often sadly touched by tragedy, she touched the lives of so many others in Britain - throughout the world - with joy and with comfort. How many times shall we remember her, in how many different ways, with the sick, the dying, with children, with the needy, when, with just a look or a gesture that spoke so much more than words, she would reveal to all of us the depth of her compassion and her humanity. How difficult things were for her from time to time, surely we can only guess at - but the people everywhere, not just here in Britain but everywhere, they kept faith with Princess Diana, they liked her, they loved her, they regarded her as one of the people. She was the people’s princess and that’s how she will stay, how she will remain in our hearts and in our memories forever. 

Analysis

This speech was planned by both Blair and Alistair Campbell just prior to its delivery on the morning of the 31st. As stated in the Context section [ref. Pg], this was a very sensitive time, as the British public in shock and the PM would have to tread very carefully topically and lexically. Any sort of political comment in a speech like this would be deemed to be incredibly insensitive and self-centred, therefore there are no references to New Labour or governmental roles are made. 

I think both Tony Blair and Alistair Campbell know the British public at this point are in need of a leader, somebody to guide them but also empathise with them. They also need somebody who is in touch and can be an equal, not a superior or distant figure. The opening sentence qualifies Blair’s attempt explain his own feelings in order to match those of the British public. It is a personal statement headed by first person pronoun ‘I’, it is short and emotive. The adjectival phrase in the sentence is all the more emotional because of the intensifier ‘utterly’, and to hear a Prime Minister come out with such a frank admission is in itself a shock. I think that the context here dictates that he can make such a bold statement about his emotional distress because this isn’t a time where Britain needs a showing emotional strength; Blair recognises this as a time to mourn. Linguistically the statement is metaphorical, choosing an adjective prototypically associated with physical destruction, but also a term commonly in use by the general public as a dead metaphor [?] to describe emotional state – another possible marker of creating solidarity. Indeed, Blair reformulates the first sentence later on, [‘I feel like everyone else in this country today - utterly devastated’] in order to emphasise his own personal feeling and how that extends to everybody else. 

If the first bold statement is to describe how he feels and mirror what the country is feeling, then the next is an overt attempt to create solidarity with the people of Britain. In the second line he makes an assumption that he cannot technically vouch for by so clearly insisting that the entire country is in mourning. But again Blair recognises that this is what the country wants to hear; it is unconscionable to the people watching that there may be some who aren’t upset by the Princess’ death. Blair uses two separate collective noun phrases in referring to everyone in the land in order to create emphasis and promote inclusiveness, ‘whole of our country’ and ‘all of us’. The PM could quite easily substitute ‘all of us’ to ‘we’ and ‘whole of our country to just ‘our country’, but his express purpose is to unify the nation’s grief. The unmodalised verb ‘will’, in the middle of this sentence, shows his commitment definiteness regarding the nation’s emotional state. 

Throughout, the passage is lexically stark and contrasting. The second sentence includes the negatively laden adjectives ‘shock’ and ‘mourning’, which contrast with the adjectives used to describe Princess Diana, ‘wonderful, warm and compassionate person’. Also Blair does not include her title at the beginning of this sentence assuming that everyone has heard the news and knows who she is and also that he possibly has a closer relationship to her, as suggested by John Rentoul quoting Alistair Campbell here, “You have to remember we both knew and liked her very much”
. 

When you take into account that this speech was pre-prepared it strikes me as rather odd that Blair should so obviously flick back to certain topics constructing them in near grammatically identical formulations; ‘in particular with her two sons’ and ‘in particular her two sons, two boys’, ‘I am utterly devastated’ and ‘I feel like everyone else in this country today - utterly devastated’, ‘Our thoughts and prayers are with her family’ and ‘Our thoughts and prayers are with Princess Diana’s family’, ‘in Britain - throughout the world’ and ‘not just in Britain, but throughout the world’. I don’t think this is purely to emphasise a point, it’s as if Tony Blair is lost for words or he is stalling for time in order to think of what to say next. Looking at this from a social perspective the effect it has on the viewer at the time is that he is being sincere. Putting general mistrust of politicians aside, maybe he is sincere, maybe he is utterly devastated. Either that or Blair is one amazing actor/liar. 

However, Tony Blair does revert on some level to speaking like a politician and not just a common man on a podium. He draws social lines by referring to ‘the people’, including the definite article, and not just ‘people’, ‘but the people everywhere, not just here in Britain but everywhere, they kept faith with Princess Diana, they liked her, they loved her, they regarded her as one of the people’. It seems in the sentence that he does not count himself one of the people but an outside observer. Also, he uses parallel syntactic and lexical structures; more often than not SVO and adding Ca [Complement adverbial] to the final repetition in order to foreground it. This is a common grammatical tactic employed by politicians for effect, most notably by Winston Churchill in his famous speech on 4th June 1940. 

Thematically, the speech revolves mainly around factors that Blair himself has an intimate grasp on. He asks the country to give ‘Our thoughts and prayers’ to the family. A non-religious PM may well omit such a suggestion to pray but it is well known that Blair and his family are religiously motivated, as Rentoul points out ‘His contemplative Christianity ran deeper and was established earlier than I realised’
. He also focuses quite heavily on her children offering empathy for her two son’s predicament as he maybe contemplates his own 4 children and what it would be like for them to lose a parent. 

1998 – Forward Thinking

Data

Speech by the Prime Minister: New Britain in the Modern World - 
Friday 9 January 1998

Two years ago, almost to the day, I made my first visit to Japan. Then, I was Leader of the Opposition. Today, as Prime Minister, I am delighted to be back. 

This is a special year for relations between Britain and Japan. Britain has just assumed the Presidency of the European Union and the Chair of the G8. Your Prime Minister will come to Britain for both the Asia/Europe meeting in April and the G8 summit in May. In May, Their majesties The Emperor and Empress will make the first Imperial Japanese State Visit to Britain for twenty-seven years. And on Monday I will launch the British Festival. These events will highlight and strengthen the unique partnership that exists between Britain and Japan. 

Looking back at the speech I made to the Keidanren two years ago, I said that New Labour would be different from past British Governments of either persuasion. And in Government, we are fulfilling that promise. 

We are setting economic and monetary policy on a sound, prudent basis that will last - an end to the old boom and bust. 

We are putting through the greatest changes in British education policy for 50 years. 

We are embarking on a structural reform of the welfare state, to make it fit for the 21st Century. 

We are developing, in Britain's relations with the rest of Europe, a new, positive and constructive partnership for the future. 

It is as ambitious a programme of reform, modernisation and renewal as any contemplated by any Government round the world. And yet I have no doubt it is right. This is a world of change: massive global economic forces; social change and diversity; a cultural and technological revolution in travel, communications and innovation. No nation can stand still when the world is turning. 

Of course, change takes time. It is hard, sometimes, when there is work-in-progress to see the finished product. But it's happening. And the end product will be a Britain of which we can be proud. A sound, high investment economy, schools and hospitals better, a welfare state renewed, a country at home in Europe, leading in the world again. It takes time. It isn't easy. But doing the right thing for the future is always worth it in the end. 

Have no doubt: this Government will not be deflected by short-term considerations. We will take difficult decisions. When it comes to putting our economy on a secure footing for the long term, we intend to go the Full Monty. This is a very English expression. Most of you won't know what it means. It is an expression of absolute determination and I am determined that nothing will get in the way of making Britain a model 21st century economy. The Full Monty is also the name of a new British film. I hope you will have a chance to see it in Japan soon. 

I am proud of the fact that, at a time when all governments and all political parties, of left and right, have been forced to change traditional thinking, New Labour has been at the forefront of change, and at the forefront of new thinking. We have broken through traditional barriers of left and right. 

I often ask myself: in ten or fifteen years time how would I want commentators to judge the Britain that New Labour will by then have created? I would like them to say first, that we are the real long-termists now. That Britain has once and for all broken away from its post-war record of short-term decision-making, the political expediency of the quick fix and the destabilising economics of boom and bust. 

Second, that the potential of our economy is much stronger; that Britain is much better equipped to succeed. I want to enhance the essential features of our potential for the future: better standards in education; better opportunities for training and lifelong learning; exploiting our unique potential in science; improving our infrastructure.
Analysis

In this speech Tony Blair’s distinctive New Labour political rhetoric is being put to extensive use. The speech starts with what could be an explanation for part of his rhetoric – the appendage of ‘New’ onto anything under Labour’s control. In a reference to his patented ‘third way’ politics he states, “I said that New Labour would be different from past British Governments of either persuasion”. This could be taken to be a reason for the ‘New’ showing up in many Labour noun phrases, such as ‘New Britain’, for if New Labour is truly different to traditional parties on either the left or right wing, this is a new form of politics. However, without much evidence to suggest otherwise about Britain being ‘new’, it was okay at this point for Blair to come out with such forward looking rhetoric. 

Blair employs grammatical parallelism in order to foreground his next 5 assertions, starting with the subject ‘we’ then unmodalised auxiliary verb ‘are’, followed by a non-finite present progressive content verb, such as, ‘fulfilling’, ‘embarking’ and ‘developing’. The problem with this sort of optimistic language is that there is no clarification as to how far, for example, Britain’s relations with the rest of Europe are developed. Even though the commitment to probability is unwavering when you consider the auxiliary, the fact that we are left wondering how far things have been developed is in itself, epistemic modalisation, in that Blair’s commitment has not been fulfilled in its non-finiteness. 

Lexically, this part of the speech is incredibly positive to the point of grandiosity in Blair’s adjectival statements, such as, ‘greatest changes in British education’, ‘sound, prudent basis’, and ‘a new positive and constructive partnership’. In making these sweeping statements about the future, a positive future, he is creating an identity for the government, one of ambition.  The ambition is underlined none more so than in this statement, “Have no doubt: this Government will not be deflected by short-term considerations”. He goes on to explain, “I often ask myself: in ten or fifteen years time how would I want commentators to judge the Britain that New Labour will by then have created? I would like them to say first, that we are the real long-termists now.” One could quite clearly point up an arrogance in Blair’s assumptions: that New Labour would still be in power in ten to fifteen years time and that New Labour will have forever changed the Britain and its political landscape, “…at a time when all governments and all political parties, of left and right, have been forced to change traditional thinking, New Labour has been at the forefront of change, and at the forefront of new thinking”. Again the rhetoric of newness and change are present but we are left grasping at the emptiness of political rhetoric; just what does the phrase ‘long-termists’ mean? How will it be beneficial if the government only thinks in the long term? This part of the speech is what you would most readily associate with a political speaker, not the common man Blair often presents himself as. His usual brand of mixing and matching perspectives via alternating between the first and second person perspective is still evident in this section of the interview, however he doesn’t include the references to his personal and private experiences like he has done before, and the appearance of the first person is much more rare. The references to the institution to which he belongs is far colder: “…that New Labour”, “this Government”, “New Labour has been at the forefront”, he also mixes this with both the second person, “We have broken through…” and the first person, “I would like them…”. A possible reason for Blair’s identity to be more akin to that of a politician is the fact that he is addressing his speech primarily to the Japanese, not a British audience. He acts as a political ambassador, a mediator between two cultures; “This is a special year for relations between Britain and Japan” and “These events will highlight and strengthen the unique partnership that exists between Britain and Japan”. His language again is geared to sell the relationship to the Japanese, describing it as ‘unique’ and ‘special’ as well as using nouns connotative of solidarity such as ‘relations and ‘partnership’ and verbs such as ‘highlight’ and ‘strengthen’. However, considering this Blair does fall back on his more human identity, “we intend to go the Full Monty…The Full Monty is also the name of a new British film. I hope you will have a chance to see it in Japan soon.” This is a highly irregular reference to popular culture that a politician, let alone the Prime Minister, might make. A plausible explanation for this is that 1998 was the era of ‘Cool Britannia’ when British cultural identity [particularly regional working class identity] was being popularised in music [The Manic Street Preachers, Stereophonics] and film [Trainspotting and The Full Monty]. It is likely that the Japanese don’t have a clue what the PM is making a reference to although it can be interpreted however, as an offering from our culture to theirs, which I’m sure Blair meant it to be. This time Tony Blair can be seen not just offering the Japanese political incentive to maintain relations with Britain, but also a personal cultural offering from Tony Blair himself. 

2000 – Answering the Opposition Part 1

Data 

Petrol Crisis September 2000

Mr. Hague: 
If the Prime Minister cannot admit that he made a mistake in committing the country to join the euro, will he now admit that it was a mistake to increase petrol duties in this year's Budget? 

The Prime Minister: No. I believe that the position set out in the Budget was right. What is more, that is the position that the right hon. Gentleman supported--[Interruption.] I am sorry, in July, when the shadow Chancellor was asked whether the Conservative party was committed to cutting petrol duty, he said no. On the Jimmy Young programme on 14 September, the Conservative leader was asked about cutting fuel duty, and said: 

It's my job to provide the country with an alternative government, not to ride around on whatever bandwagon from time to time. 

Mr. Hague: So the Prime Minister believes that the petrol price rises are nothing to do with him. We all voted against the Budget increases in petrol duties. We voted against them in March and April, at the time of the Budget, which is different from supporting them. Now the Prime Minister thinks that petrol price rises have nothing to do with him. What a load of unleaded nonsense he believes in. He has increased petrol duties twice as fast as the previous Government, and by more in three years than any Prime Minister in history. As First Lord of the Treasury, he has given us the most expensive petrol in Europe and brought the country to a standstill. Will he now accept that those increases in the last Budget were a mistake? 

The Prime Minister: I continue to say that these decisions should be made in the proper way in the Budget process. We must not do anything that takes risks with economic stability or vital investment in public services. The truth is that the right hon. Gentleman's policy is a policy for boom, bust and instability, and for £16 billion worth of cuts in our public services. We reject both those policies and, from now until the general election, we shall carry on until we get answers to questions about them. 

Mr. Hague: We simply want to give back to the people of this country the money that the Prime Minister and the Chancellor have stolen from them, which the Prime Minister wants only for re-election purposes. This autumn, we see a Government who are still determined to scrap the pound, not listening to the people of this country on petrol taxes, presiding over rising crime, facing a growing shortage of teachers, and turning the national lottery into a national shambles. Is not the real story of the Government this autumn that they are lost in their own spin and failure and that we have a Prime Minister who will not listen, will not learn and will not lead? 

The Prime Minister: When the right hon. Gentleman is on the jokes, he is fine, but when it comes to policy he does not have a clue. He says that we have a big surplus, but three months ago he and the shadow Chancellor told us that our spending plans were reckless, irresponsible and would lead to higher interest rates. The right hon. Gentleman is still saying that, but now he wants to spend the surplus in every way possible. 

In the end, there is a simple choice: do we want stability or a return to late 1980s policy when there was a budget surplus that was blown? The shadow Chancellor was at the Treasury at the time, but three years later we had the largest deficit on record, families were dispossessed of their homes, and there were record interest rates, spending cuts and tax rises. Do we want that policy or a policy of sustained growth and prudent investment in our public services? In the debate in the country, it is time that the right hon. Gentleman gave answers to questions. 

Analysis

Inevitably, the Prime Minister was always under pressure from the Opposition for it is their duty, but only very rarely have the Opposition found themselves on the side of public opinion against Blair. To Mr Hague’s question, which intimates that the PM knows he’s wrong on the subject of the Euro but just won’t admit it, Tony Blair answers the question with an outright single-word denial. Again Blair falls back on his trademark first person response with a cognitive verb following, “I believe that the position set out by the budget was right”. There is also an issue here concerning tense, the verb ‘was’ is in the past tense and not in the present ‘is’, intimating that possibly this is old thinking. Rather embarrassingly, one of Blair’s unmodalised assertions is shown up to have a flaw, when he says, “What is more, that is the position that the right hon. Gentleman supported”. The interruption sets him straight, “[Interruption.] I am sorry, in July, when the shadow Chancellor was asked whether the Conservative party was committed to cutting petrol duty, he said no”. This is a fairly hasty back down by Blair with an outright apology, but he instantly quotes William Hague’s comments on the Jimmy Young programme, as if to say that this quote shows Hague’s support of a fuel tax increase. I think this demonstrates an unwillingness to be beaten on Blair’s behalf; unfortunately at this point during the exchange Blair seems in danger of losing the argument. 

To the next flurry of criticisms Blair answers in a rather detached manner, “I continue to say that these decisions should be made in…”. This is a declarative statement about his having to repeat himself, possibly also showing that he’s growing rather tired of answering the same question from the Opposition. In the face of such questioning Tony Blair sticks with his belief that keeping on the same track will yield results, “We must not do anything that takes risks with economic stability or vital investment in public services”, still he puts this in strong terms with strong commitment to obligation with the verb ‘must’. The Prime Minister also spends as much time decrying supposed Conservative policy as well as asnwering the questions levelled at him, “The truth is that the right hon. Gentleman's policy is a policy for boom, bust and instability, and for £16 billion worth of cuts in our public services”. The use of the term ‘The truth is’, shows that Tony Blair is trying to uncover what is really behind the Conservative attack, again put in unmodalised terms. Here, the Prime Minister does not modalise his declarative statement by using a first person pronoun or a cognitive verb; this is a stronger attack. His commitment to probability is also fairly definite, “We shall carry on until we get answers…”. Again the second person perspective is used here showing a marked shift from Blair’s usual brand of first person perspective to answering on behalf of his party. This may be because the budget is not his sole responsibility, it lies more on the shoulders of the Chancellor, therefore Blair has to answer for him. 

After the next attack by Hague, again Blair answers without using any first person pronouns. The first sentence, is a rather offensive attack on not Conservative policy but Hague’s ability when it comes to policy, “When the right hon. Gentleman is on the jokes, he is fine, but when it comes to policy he does not have a clue.” This an overtly positive face threatening act, an attempt to discredit Conservative policy. He justifies this claim with an explanation all levelled personally at Mr Hague via the usage of the third person pronoun ‘he’, “He says that we have a big surplus, but three months ago he and the shadow Chancellor told us that our spending plans were reckless, irresponsible and would lead to higher interest rates”. Blair uses the conjuction ‘but’ in order to compare and contrast Hague’s current thinking with that of 3 months ago in order to create a hipocrisy in his thinking. This is a very common thing for opposing MP’s to do, to review their opponents policy and see where descrapencies occur and then quote them back. 

In the next paragraph from Blair another plausible explanation for the lack of a first person pronoun becomes apparent. “In the end, there is a simple choice: do we want stability or a return to late 1980s policy when there was a budget surplus that was blown?” The pronoun ‘we’ is not just referring to his party here, but to everyone. In evaluative terms, a return to late 80’s policy is obviously negative. However, that is considering we allow ourselves to be taken in by Blair, to allow him to whittle down the subject of rising fuel prices to the one single question he asks here, to which the answer he expects is stability. He goes on to make several more contrastive ‘but’ conjuctions and more questions of stability vs. boom and bust in the paragraph. 

2001 – The Foot and Mouth Crisis/ Answering the Opposition Part 2

Data

Mr. Hague: We are entitled to ask when the right hon. Gentleman thinks that the disease will be under control--[Interruption.] We are entitled to ask, because the Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food said three weeks ago that it was under control, but the chief scientist said that it was not under control--[Interruption.] 

Mr. Speaker: Order. I do not expect the right hon. Gentleman to have to shout. 

Mr. Hague: There is a major crisis in this country, which some Labour Members wish to ignore. We are entitled to ask when the disease will be under control, because the Minister said that it was under control, the chief scientist said that it was not under control, and the Prime Minister said that it was on track to being under control. We are entitled to ask when the right hon. Gentleman thinks that it will be brought under control--that is terminology that the Government use. 

The Minister in charge of the rural taskforce said yesterday that this is an enormous crisis, in some ways unprecedented, and he is right. The Prime Minister rightly said yesterday that he would be straining every sinew to tackle the crisis, and we welcome that. "Every sinew" must mean every appropriate military resource, every available vet, and every ounce of the Prime Minister's 
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energy and attention. Does he agree that he will have to continue to strain every sinew until the disease is brought fully under control? 

The Prime Minister: Of course we must do everything that we can to ensure that the disease is brought under control and eradicated, but I think that the right hon. Gentleman is wrong to suggest that anyone is ignoring the seriousness of the problem. We all recognise how serious it is, which is precisely why we are taking the measures that we are. 

Having recently visited Devon, Cumbria and Worcestershire, I can assure the right hon. Gentleman that the people to whom I spoke realise that every resource that they require from the centre is being provided. However, the situation is difficult, particularly in those areas where the disease has taken hold. 

I would also point out to the right hon. Gentleman that we have already slaughtered more livestock in this outbreak than we did in the entirety of the 1967 outbreak, which continued for over eight months. Of course, the big difference between then and now is that there were far fewer movements of livestock then than there are now. 

I agree that we have to make every possible effort to control and eradicate the disease. I hope that everyone in this House understands that. All that I am saying to the right hon. Gentleman is that, at the present time at least, we are able to look at some success in certain areas because the cases have not been repeated. However, in some areas there have been so many movements of sheep that the situation is difficult, and there is no point in pretending otherwise. 

Analysis

I have noticed that Tony Blair, when being asked positive face threatening questions from the opposition party such as, “We are entitled to ask when the disease will be under control… There is a major crisis in this country, which some Labour Members wish to ignore”, he seems to return the face-threatening act almost immediately, “I think that the right hon. Gentleman is wrong to suggest that anyone is ignoring the seriousness of the problem”. Given that the two politicians are in direct conflict and are attempting to undermine each other’s arguments, this is quite understandable. However, it does have the effect of making the exchange seem more like childish bickering. 

The Prime Minister answers the question initially with a strong commitment to obligation with the auxiliary verb ‘must’ underlining his intention in the first sentence. However, this sentence is modalised in the sense that he states “everything that we can”, which semantically puts an unspoken limit on what is actually possible, since the term ‘everything we can’ is relative to who is saying it and is difficult to disprove because of it’s vague nature. The rest of the statement is again, strongly put in relation to obligation with the verb ‘ensure’. Blair then tackles the assertion made by William Hague, stating first with an element of modalisation that Blair thinks he’s wrong. The Prime Minister doesn’t categorically say that’s he’s wrong, nor does he speak overtly on behalf of his party, by using the first person perspective. Both the fact that Blair uses the first person and the fact that the rest of the assertion is unmodalised draws thicker lines of adversary between Blair the man and Hague: this leads to the discussion seeming more personal than it actually is. This especially contrasts to the fact that William Hague in his questioning doesn’t make any personal assertions instead structuring his imperatives in the second person, “We are entitled to…”. When looking at the difference between the way Blair speaks and the way William Hague speaks, there are some differences one could attribute to the Blair personality. Hague addresses Blair in the 3rd person, “Does he agree that he will have to continue to strain every sinew until the disease is brought fully under control” and not in the second, which has the effect of making the address to Blair less direct. Whilst Blair is obligated to refer to Hague as the Right Honourable Gentlemen [outlawing the use of ‘you’] Blair seems more at ease with taking Hague’s indirect reference to him as being as direct as a second person pronoun, by answering all his questions in the first person perspective, “I would also point out…” and “I agree that…”. This has the effect of giving Blair a sense of ease in the situation, unfettered by the formalities of the occasion that so many other MP’s are caught up in, and able to answer as himself. 

Again, a very typical feature of Blair’s speech I am finding is the personal anecdote Blair sights, almost as evidence, to strengthen his argument, “Having recently visited Devon, Cumbria and Worcestershire, I can assure…”. It is an intriguing theory to question whether the entirety of this anecdote is unconventionally modalised. I believe that it is, on the level that Blair makes the unmodalised assertion, “I can assure the right hon. Gentleman” yet this entire piece is a reference to an event that only Tony Blair experienced first hand, this somewhat undermines the unmodalsed aspect, this opens up the possibility that Blair could lie, doctor the truth, or misinterpret the situation with no one to correct him. If I were William Hague, I wouldn’t take that as a reliable source of evidence as Blair’s commitment to truth here is unreliable. 

The adversarial element to the response by Blair continues in the third paragraph, however in the forth he softens the polemic aspect of the argument, by surprisingly agreeing with Hague. In evaluative terms Blair obviously considers it in everybody’s best interests that this disease be dealt with, “I hope that everyone in this House understands that”, but there is also the aspect here that Blair wants support, and is trying to create solidarity by first agreeing with the opposition and making a declarative statement with the imperative force that everyone should agree. There are elements of mitigation and politeness in this paragraph too, “All that I am saying to the right hon. Gentleman is that…”. The turn of phrase ‘All that I am saying’ in this context has more a role of mitigation [from my personal experience I have found it turns up in many arguments when one side wants to back down]. Blair is trying to alter his previous attacks on William Hague’s question, with this statement which almost has the force of saying, ‘what I really meant to say was…’. This is most certainly a diplomatic way of trying to create solidarity between the parties. He may have done this for many reasons, the most salient being either he feels that this is an issue behind which all parties should be united, or he feels his position is vulnerable and is being threatened. It is probably a combination of the two. 

2003 – The Iraq War/Against Public Opinion

Data

MTV Forum, 6th March 2003.

Jonathan Lee, British, aged 23
If the argument to disarm Saddam is so strong, then why recently did you have to rely on a 10-year old plagiarised postgraduate essay as a main piece of evidence against the current regime?

Prime Minister Tony Blair
Well, I didn't actually, the particular document, despite all the great controversy there was, there were 3 parts to the document. One part was intelligence. The second part was a list of the intelligence agencies of Saddam and it was taken from a reference book, but it was entirely accurate, nobody has disputed its accuracy. The main part of the document dealt with intelligence and that was nothing to do with a 10-year old thesis or even a one-year old thesis. It was intelligence we put forward and the one thing that's important to realise is nobody disputes - nobody disputes that Saddam is a threat if he's not disarmed of these weapons. So that isn't the controversial thing. I think what people really ask, which is what I understand is, is war the only or the right way to do it? And my answer to that is, it isn't the first resort. The first resort is to do it peacefully, voluntarily, and he knows exactly what he has to do and he's had 12 years in which to do it.

Dave Gibson, British, aged 23 

Mr Blair, the absolute disdain that you've shown the Iraqi people continuously over the past few years breeds anti-West sentiment in the Middle East. That's a fact. It's a fact. And I'm sure you won't argue that. Can you not see that by waging war in Iraq now and killing thousands of innocent people, you will not be reducing the threat of terrorist activity in the United Kingdom in Europe like you say you will? You will only be increasing it. Can you not see that?

Prime Minister Tony Blair
First of all, I don't agree with you, I'm afraid, at all, that we've shown disdain for the Iraqi people. And I also would say to you that the person who's shown most disdain for the Iraqi people is Saddam Hussein. It's not me who's killed thousands of Iraqis every year; it's him. Secondly, I think that the issue to do with terrorism - there are many reasons for the terrorism, but nothing can ever justify the terrorism, and we just had September 11th mentioned there a moment or two ago. America didn't attack Al Qaida . Al Qaida attacked America. Let's get this the right way round. And I don't believe, frankly, with these terrorist groups, that it matters what we do. They will still attack us because they detest everything we have and stand for and the freedoms we have. Where I would actually say to you is the real issue, however, for where people have some, in my view, misguided sympathy for terrorists - I think the single thing that is a real issue is the issue to do with the Middle East peace process and the Israeli/ Palestinian issue, and one of the things that I believe passionately is that, irrespective of what happens in Iraq, we have to find a way of restarting that peace process, and, if you want to know, I think that is the cause of more concern in the Arab and Muslim world than a liking for Saddam Hussein because I don't believe there is such.

QUESTION 
You will have seen the opinion polls that show your own personal rating dropping. It seems that the mood is moving against rather than for war as time goes on and as you make even these passionate and persuasive arguments. And for the first time commentators are actually seriously talking about the possibility, for the first time, that you might not be Prime Minister at the end of this. How does that make you feel? 
PRIME MINISTER 
Well, it is one of these issues where you have got a duty to try and say to people what you believe, and I understand there are very, very passionate concerns raised by this issue, because people worry, and rightly worry about what happens if Britain goes to war. But there are two reasons why I feel that it is my duty as Prime Minister to also ask people to listen to the other side of the argument, and that is all I ask people to do. Look I don't pretend to have a monopoly of wisdom in these issues, or I always know what is right and everyone else is wrong, I don't say that at all. I totally understand why people want to march and protest against what we are doing. I just ask people to listen to the other side of the argument. First, that this issue of weapons of mass destruction and the link with international terrorism is serious and dangerous for our country and for the world; and secondly, if we do have to take military action, at least let us recognise that the consequence of removing Saddam will be that the Iraqi people who in their thousands die as a result of Saddam's rule, will be saved from the abuse that they suffer under him. So I am not saying that I will be able to persuade everyone of this, but I would just ask people to listen to that other side of the argument. And the other point that I would make is, I constantly say this to people, we aren't actually at war at the moment and I think the moment that the public takes its final view of this will be the moment when we in fact take military action. And some of the polling evidence insofar as you can read it all and get a very plain message out of parts of it, I think suggests that if the UN were in fact to endorse action then it would be a different situation, and that is something obviously that is not yet determined. 
Analysis 

The public outcry surrounding the Iraq saga was immense and Blair recognised that a lot of the discord came from the youth generation. He chose the TV channel most readily associated with them, MTV, in order to answer questions about Iraq and justify why we were going to war. Far from a political atmosphere he would be in an alien climate and the normal rules of politics may well not apply, because he is dealing with members of the public. None of the formalities of the House of Commons will apply; Blair may well come in for a quite scathing and personal attack. Of course, the true difficulty lies in actually getting these people on his side without trying to make an out-of-character appeal to them, for example by trying to mirror their culture in a certain way.

It was inevitable that Blair would have to tread carefully, but did he expect he would have to tread most carefully when receiving questions from British people? The most accusative and adversarial questions come from the first two questions from Britons. 

The first time taxing question comes from Briton Jonathan Lee, threatening Blair’s positive face, “why recently did you have to rely on a 10-year old plagiarised postgraduate essay as a main piece of evidence against the current regime?” There is a threat to Blair’s positive face here because there is the implication that Blair is making up reasons for going to war, as well as suggesting that he would rely on questionable evidence. The question is also directed at Blair with the second person pronoun ‘you’, not any type of formality, such as Right Honourable Gentleman, as would be the case in the House of Commons. That has the effect of laying the question solely at Blair’s door. Inevitably, Blair is in disagreement. He begins with the interjection ‘well’ which is a precursor to his disagreement. The fact that he doesn’t answer without the interjection can plausibly be attributed to the fact that he wants to mitigate the disagreement. It would have been a bolder disagreement had Blair disagreed straight away and also; it shows that Blair may have been considering the argument, thinking about it. I also think that ‘actually’ is acting as an interjection, however Blair uses it to point towards the reality of the situation; his side of the story. Blair doesn’t say to the questioner, “I think you’re wrong”, nor does he even refer to the questioner at all, choosing instead to describe what was actually in the document. As I’ve seen many times before, Tony Blair’s covert disagreement comes in the form of a suggestion, “the one thing that's important to realise is…” He suggests that it is of some importance to realise his argument, although he doesn’t explicitly say this, it is done in a covert way, by suggesting that we realise “nobody disputes that Saddam is a threat if he's not disarmed of these weapons”, which is precisely what Blair’s argument is. 

Although Blair is wary of keeping his opinions and temperament in check, he is quite firm in dismissing the question’s accusation, “and that was nothing to do with a 10-year old thesis or even a one-year old thesis”. There is no modalisation, this is a categorical dismissal. After denying the question, he then goes on to ask a question for Jonathon Lee, one that Blair obviously considers to be more pertinent, “I think what people really ask, which is what I understand is, is war the only or the right way to do it?”. Blair has obviously asked himself this question to guide the topic, possibly to guide it away from a potentially damaging question from Lee. He does however, in asking himself this question, revert back to his trademark first person pronoun/cognitive verb formulation. The grammatical construction of his sentence is also very tentative and cautionary; he inserts more information in the question above by using a relative clause, in order to once again guide the listener’s opinions about him, and prevent any questions about a lack of understanding on Blair’s behalf. Blair is also speaking on behalf of the public on what they ‘really’ think. At this point a lot of people would have questioned whether Blair was in touch with public opinion enough to make this statement. By saying this he is also discrediting the question. Blair then goes on to answer his own question rather assertively through several unmodalised assertions, “it isn't the first resort. The first resort is to do it peacefully, voluntarily, and he knows exactly what he has to do and he's had 12 years in which to do it”. 

One of the strongest questions comes from another Briton, Dave Gibson. His question shows a strong commitment to probability, “you will not be reducing the threat…”, “You will only be increasing it”, “That's a fact” and also a threat to Blair’s positive face, “Can you not see that by waging war”, questioning Blair’s ability to see what Dave clearly sees so well. Blair’s response is stronger than before, when the last Briton asked him a question, he allows himself to disagree outright with the questioner using the second person, ‘you’ to refer to him in unmodalised definite terms, “First of all, I don't agree with you”. The interjection, “I’m afraid”, I do not think is doing much in terms of mitigation, as he follows it up with the words, “at all”. The overall force of Blair’s disagreement is not lessened by the interjection. However, the sentence after this is put in almost hypothetical terms, “And I also would say to you”, as if Blair’s contemplating what he might say to him. This has the effect of modalising the statement and making it less forceful, again almost like a suggestion to see Blair’s point of view. 

The social situation obviously has a lot to do with the type of language Tony Blair chooses, however does it justify factual discrepancies? In the MTV forum he states that “There is no rush, after all we've been waiting 12 years for Saddam to disarm himself of chemical and biological and potentially nuclear weapons”, yet on the 18th of February 2003 in a press conference Blair states in more definite terms, “Saddam is a threat. That is why for 12 years the United Nations has been trying to get him to disarm Iraq peacefully of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons”. There isn’t an element of modalisation in the second example, Blair’s commitment to truth is unwavering. The MTV forum took place on 6th March 2003, showing that to the mass media he is more forceful, even to the point of bending the truth. In that same press conference, however, there is a moment of frank honesty from the Prime Minister, totally unlike any statement he has made before, “Look I don't pretend to have a monopoly of wisdom in these issues, or I always know what is right and everyone else is wrong, I don't say that at all. I totally understand why people want to march and protest against what we are doing. I just ask people to listen to the other side of the argument”. Instead of making endless assertions about the inherent badness of Iraq this assertion focuses on his own humanity, probably the grandest example of Tony Blair the man taking a step back and looking upon Tony Blair the politician. 
Conclusion

I have found that in the speeches I have taken example from, Tony Blair has evolved as Prime Minister. How much this evolution has actually been by choice is open to debate. However, I think much of it has been forced. 1998 was arguably the most forward-looking era of New Labour, the re-branding of Britain as ‘New Britain’, the incredibly positive, grandiose declarations for the future, “in ten or fifteen years time how would I want commentators to judge the Britain that New Labour will by then have created?”
 This was, without doubt, their year of rhetoric. But why not 1997? 1997 was too early, and also with the unexpected death of Princess Diana, a little too soon. 1998 saw Tony Blair preach about Britain’s future in Europe, from such speeches entitled Change: A Modern Britain in a Modern Europe (20/01/98) and New Britain in the Modern World (09/01/98), unfortunately, far too many for me to analyse. He travelled around the world presenting his party and speaking on behalf of what Britain would become to Japan, Washington, the French National Assembly, and parts of Asia such as China. Building international relations is all a far cry from being penned in at home answering endless questions on why we are going to war on Iraq when so many people disagree. There lies the difference between 1998 and 2003; in 1998 public opinion was won, it was the time to talk about the future. However, that public opinion has been lost: 

	Pollster 
	Sample dates   
	Sample size 
	CON% 
	LAB% 
	LIB%

	ELECTION 2001 
	7 Jun 2001 
	
	32.7 
	42.1 
	18.8

	The Times/Populus 
	2 Jan 04 - 4 Jan 04 
	1,002 
	35 
	40 
	18

	MORI Monitor 
	15 Jan 04 - 20 Jan 04 
	1,000 
	35 
	37 
	21

	The Guardian/ICM 
	16 Jan 04 - 18 Jan 04 
	1,007 
	34 
	39 
	20

	Daily Telegraph/YouGov 
	20 Jan 04 - 22 Jan 04 
	2,536 
	40 
	35 
	19

	AVERAGE 
	2 Jan 04 - 22 Jan 04 
	5,545 
	37.1 
	37.0 
	19.4


Taken from ‘http://www.financialcalculus.co.uk/election/index.html?polls.html’ 

That public opinion has been whittled away from a seemingly indomitable lead in 1997 to a precarious lead today. So what is the problem? John Rentoul possibly highlights a reason here; “it is possible to keep track of the big picture for a while, but then the complexity, variousness and continuousness of government becomes overwhelming.”
 I believe that New Labour’s so clearly defined goal that seemed so refreshing in 1997 has been left by the wayside as the situations, incidents, crises and controversies of the present took over. In 1998 Tony Blair said, “Have no doubt: this Government will not be deflected by short-term considerations”
, however I feel it is exactly that which has undermined the government in recent years. They have not been able to talk about the future with such force, vigour and confidence, especially with a resurgent Conservative party becoming an increasing threat running up to the next election. Where is the forward-looking Labour rhetoric? The plans for Britain in the modern world? No, Tony Blair has been deflected by short-term considerations, forced to answer questions about his actions regarding Iraq, the Foot and Mouth crisis, the petrol crisis. Also, the public has come to know him, his mannerisms and his personal traits increasingly well replicated by impressionists such as Rory Bremner. Again, according to figure 1.1, his leader capability statistic is down to 30%. He is in danger of becoming a self-parody. But will he survive? 

I think he will. By that same chart his perceived capability dropped to 29% during the petrol crisis in September 2000, but he turned it around. It is no misconception that this is a man who is well aware of how to play the media, of how to present himself to the people: his awareness of public opinion after the loss of Princess Diana; he gave them exactly what they wanted to hear. The political rhetoric of New Britain in 1998/1999 corresponded with Cool Britannia, a new wave of British popularity among the youth. The mental strength and personal belief to continuously fight what seemed like the entire nation’s opinion during 2003. He has become a political and media target over the past 2 years, and after supposedly defying the majority of this country to go to war, his opinion rating is still better than previous Labour leaders, and New Labour are still edging the Tory party. His new, modern, family-man, accessible ordinary guy image may have got him into power, but I think he has recognised the true test of his Prime Ministership is this: the ability to adapt to your current environment. The forward looking rhetoric has dropped out, he is no longer jetting round the world, spending more time preaching to other countries than his own. He has recognised public opinion is against him, and he has tried to not change it, but almost side with it, understand it, but then go on to state what he has to do... 
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