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Introduction

When British Prime Minister Tony Blair made histlagldress as leader of the Labour Party
to his own faithful at the Party Convention in Maaster, September 26, 2006, he knew that
his speech would, perhaps, to rephrase a fellowwsstean and rhetorician of his some sixty
years earliér not only mark the end of the beginning, nor tagibning of the end, but quite

simply the end for his period as the most influgrpiolitician in the United Kingdom.

A Prime Minister on his way out of office, beingd¢ed out by his most loyal followers,

would obviously have both his powers and his inflteecurtailed. But what about his
reputation? How would his decade of inhabiting namt Downing Street be reviewed; how
would his winning three successive general electiotories as the first Labour PM ever, be
summarized? The long-awaited speech was Tony Blamswer to his critics, his riposte to
his in-house sceptics, his grandiose adieu to thdian- and the start of his personal fight for
his post-political reputation. As his institutioizadd power swiftly disappears, Blair tries to

shape his own reputation and legacy via the larngybaguses.

Tony Blair thus found himself in a position not el that of one of his predecessors: Tory
PM Margaret Thatcher. She, too, was forced ouffafeoby her party after a decade as PM.
Her expulsion as Tory leader took place under dti@nsacumstances in November 1990.
And she, too, bowed out in style. In a legendamjigTaentary session, Thatcher summed up
her years in office, fending off every Labour akt&t the process. She, too, was fighting for
her accounts of reality to be upheld, for her \@rsf the state of the nation, for her world-

view to gain momentum — in short, for her post4icdi reputation.

These were not simply highly personal battles fgemaerous post-political reputation; the two
politicians were also fighting for their partieseither PM wanted a shift in the political
whims of change in Britain. Having said that, tloeibdaries between personal and political
issues have long since been blurred. Tony, asatileitl press love to call him, is the Labour
Party, or rather the figurehead of what was todieed New Labour, just as Maggie in her

! That fellow statesman is of course Winston Chuirelid the original quote is: ‘This is not the eftds not
even the beginning of the end. But it is, perh#psend of the beginning’, from a speech giveratliord
Mayor’s Luncheon, Mansion House, London, NovemlferlB42 (http://www.winstonchurchill.org).



time was a materialization of extreme Tory valwter all, this was a lady who would use
the inclusive we in situations hitherto reservedtfe royal family.

So how do they go about in order to influence aeidyade their listeners and voters that they
have done, however unpopular, what is right forrthgon; that they are still doing what is in
their might to make Britain a better place to bed that the only way forward is that forked

out by their respective parties?

My hypothesis is that the ideologies advocated layddret Thatcher and Tony Blair
respectively are present in the language theyTusar aim is a discursive reproduction of
their account of the world — by means of accessifterent discourses and through the power
of definition inherent in the position as Prime Mier. Given their adverse political
affiliations, their ideologies will be presentedféiently, if not as two complete opposites;
they will be the flipside of each other. Secondliijll suggest that media language has
changed considerably over the almost twenty yédetshias passed since Thatcher resigned as
PM in 1990. I will argue that the element of infotaent, if not to say pure entertainment, has
today become an inherent part of the coverage ldafgzan media, especially in the tabloids.
My hypothesis is that this has changed the roka@politicians; they have transmuted into
actors and entertainers. Thus the political joust&have become more like theatre critics;
they rank and review the performances and shovikebglifferent politicians in a way that

was not common in the early 1990s.

The present analysis thus aims at, firstly, examgjthe political discourse used by these two
British Prime Ministers in order to find out howeth by way of being in control of
proceedings, exercise their power through the lagguhey use. Furthermore, by analysing
Blair's speech and Thatcher’s last parliamentasgies, | would try to say something about
how they glorify their own achievements, omit urgdant information and devilize their
opponents in the process. In short, how do thegterieir own reputation, what kind of
ideology is hidden behind the language they uséent is deciphered and decoded from its
obtrusive political spin.

2 ‘We have become a grandmother’, as she blatatstgdsto the press on the birth of her first grduiddViarch
3 1989.



Secondly, | will analyse the editorials commentomgthese addresses. The editorials come
from a sample of British newspapers the day afteraddresses. How, then, does newspaper
discourse differ from the political discourse? Hdwvthe media portray these two characters
and their political achievements? And do they diifetheir portrayals according to their
assumed ideological stances? | will also look forspicuous differences between the way
Thatcher was portrayed in the newspapers in 198haw Blair is portrayed today.

Although | am dealing with different types of textme could say that they all meet under the
label discourse. My theoretical point of departwiik thus be Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA). Even though CDA is considered to have argeditical agenda, and that it is difficult
to pin it down to one coherent theory with a singlethod, it has still ‘become the standard
framework for studying media texts within Europdiaguistics and discourse studies’ (Bell

& Garrett: 1998: 6). Furthermore, | will be lookiagjdiscourses that involve a substantial
amount of power, not least the parliamentary delimtealso the political speech, not to
forget the editorials of newspapers with a toteduiation of 8.3 million copies, and with 25
millions readers — every dayHence, as a tool to decipher these discourses @At well

be a handy instrument.

In the first chapter, | will give an account of ttheoretical framework for this analysis. | will
start off with some preliminary remarks and a bhistorical outline (section 1.1.-1.3.) of

what today is called Critical Discourse Analysi®). Then | will discuss several different
approaches to CDA (section 1.4.), and give a shtduction to two of the fields typically
studied by CD analysts, namely political discowasd media discourse (section 1.5.). Section
1.6. sums up some of the criticism that has bemediat this theoretical approach, whereas

section 1.7. is a brief discussion of the role etaphors in CDA.

In Chapter 2, there will be a discussion of methoglp (section 2.1.). Then follows a

presentation of the data | have chosen and sonkgtmmd information (section 2.2.).

The actual analysis may be found in Chapter 3 antpcises both the two speeches and the
newspaper editorials. Finally, Chapter 4 contaoraes concluding remarks.

% Circulation figures are the total average netutirtion from January 29 to February 25 from the sikebof the
Audit Bureau of Circulations. The readership figuage the circulation figures multiplied by three.






1. Theoretical framework

Beyond description or superficial application, icet science in each domain asks further
guestions, such as those of responsibility, intey@sd ideology. Instead of focusing purely on
academic or theoretical problems, it starts froevpiling social problems, and thereby chooses
the perspective of those who suffer most, andcallii analyses those in power, those who are
responsible, and those who have the means angfwetanity to solve such problems.

(van Dijk 1986: 4, qtd in Wodak & Meyer 2001:1)

The quotation above from Teun van Dijk summaribesdore and the spirit of what today is
known as Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). He s$pelut the most central aims and goals of
this particular theoretical school. However, befodey deeper into the world of CDA, it

might be fruitful to give a brief historical outkn(1.1.). In the following sections, | will

provide a general introduction to this theoretegagproach (1.2.), some definitions and
clarifications (1.3.), before | move on to presémee different approaches to CDA (1.4.).
Then follows an elaboration of two of the fieldstpaularly studied by CD analysts, i.e.
political discourse and media discourse (1.5.)ti8ed..6. sums up some of the criticism that
has been levelled at CDA, whereas the last sedigmusses the concept of metaphors in

regard to this theory (1.7.).

1.1 Historical outline

Jurgen Habermas and the ‘Critical Theory’ of tharfkfurt School is one of the most
important sources for the development of CDA. Safeosuch as Fowler, Fairclough and
Wodak drew upon his thoughts, guided by the natia language can be used for self-
interested ends by power groups (Chilton 2005: 19).

Neo-marxist in its orientation, CDA follows theddssuch as Foucault (1972) and Pecheux
(1982) who comprise the idea of an abstract systesocio-political ideology in the
construction and indeed reproduction of modernsitayety. ‘As a pre-eminent manifestation
of this socially constitutive ideology, languagebmes the primary instrument through
which ideology is transmitted, enacted and repredu€Talbot et al 2003: 36).

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) first appeareddenthe name of Critical Linguistics (CL),
coined by a group of Hallidayan linguists (Fowléress & Hodge) at the University of East
Anglia. Today, however, the two terms are usedah@ngeably, although CDA seems to

have become the preferred variant. According to &4pthe origin of CL can be traced back



to the 1970s. That decade ‘saw the emergenceafradf discourse and text analysis that
recognized the role of language in structuring powkations in society’ (Wodak 2001: 5).
Fowler, for instance, made a telling contributignsthowing how tools provided by standard
linguistic theories could be used to uncover lisgjaistructures of power in texts. Until then,
linguistic research, heavily influenced by Chomdkgg been ‘focused on formal aspects of
language which constituted the linguistic compegenicspeakers and which could

theoretically by isolated from specific instancésanguage use’ (ibid).

Sociolinguists such as Labov and Hymes seemed tadbe concerned with ‘describing and
explaining language variation, language changetlamdtructures of communicative
interaction, with limited attention to issues ot hierarchy and power’ (ibid). Thus, M. A.
K. Halliday and his systemic functional grammardiree a source of influence. In fact,
Wodak claims that an introduction to the basic sdelaHalliday’s grammar is essential for a

proper understanding of CDA in its many variants.

Very early, Halliday had stressed the relationg@fween the grammatical system and the
social and personal needs that language is requareerve. Halliday distinguished three
interconnected metafunctions of language jdieationalfunction through which language
lends structure to experience; the ideational atrechas a dialectical relationship with social
structure, both reflecting and influencing it. Sedly theinterpersonalfunction refers to
relationships between participants, and finallyttheualfunction accounts for coherence and
cohesion in texts (Wodak 2006: 7).

Another major influence for CDA is the work of MiehFoucault. Especially Fairclough, but
also Wodak, has drawn upon his ideas, the mosbloleeing the insistence that language is a
form of social action (Chilton 2005: 20). Given&slectic and interdisciplinary approach,
CDA has, of course, picked up bits and pieces famange of other disciplines, such as
classical rhetoric, text linguistics and sociolirggiecs, applied linguistics and pragmatics to

name but a few.

10



1.2 Preliminary remarks

However different the various theoretical approacire, all critical discourse analysts share
the vision of the centrality of language as a medrsocial construction. And, several of the
assumptions set forth by the early advocatorsisfrtew approach are still basic assumptions
of CDA today: Here as formulated by Kress (1989%Madak 2001:

 language is a social phenomenon;

* not only individuals, but also institutions and isbgroupings have specific meanings and
values, that are expressed in language in systemayis;

« texts are the relevant units of language in comuatin;

 readers/hearers are not passive recipients inredationship to texts;

« there are similarities between the language ofsei@nd the language of institutions, and so on

(Kress 1989 qtd in Wodak 2001: 6)

Whereas Kress’ summary points out the notions ociw@Gritical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
is grounded, the epigraph by van Dijk points tortiast central aims and goals of this
particular approach. According to van Dijk, theemtependence of research interests and
political commitment is perhaps most notable. Armaith such an explicit political agenda,
always from the perspective of those who suffertifoBA aims at solving actual social
problems: results from critical discourse analytark should be both accessible and

applicable; the findings should make a differeriibe,concluding guidelines should work.

The actual analyses that are undertaken are, aredtdde, eclectic. Only through an
interdisciplinary approach can discourse analysigrlily critical, and ‘gain a proper
understanding of how language functions in, fomepke, constituting and transmitting
knowledge, in organizing social institutions oreixercising power’ (Wodak 2001: 11).

Apart from van Dijk, the two most prominent advasabf CDA are Ruth Wodak and
Norman Fairclough. They see discourse — languagi@nuspeech and writing — as a form of
social practice:
Describing discourse as social practice impliegkedtical relationship between a particular
discursive event and the situation(s) and sodiatgire(s), which frame it: The discursive event
is shaped by them, but it also shapes them. Thdisisourse is socially constitutive as well as
socially conditioned — it constitutes situationjexts of knowledge, and the social identities of

and relationships between people and groups oflpeop
(Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258)

Thus, discourse can both sustain and reproducsottial status quo, or it can contribute to

transform it. In any way, discourse has major repesions for society; it gives rise to

11



important issues of power, and it has major ideickigeffects: Discursive practices ‘can help
produce and reproduce unequal power relations legt\{fer instance) social classes, women
and men, and ethnic/cultural majorities and minesithrough the ways in which they

represent things and position people’ (Fairclougth &odak 1997: 258).

The core of CDA, according to van Dijk, is ‘a dé&didescription, explanation and critique of
the ways the dominant discourses (indirectly) iefice such socially shared knowledge,
attitudes and ideologies, namely through their nollne manufacture of concrete models’
(van Dijk 1993: 258-59). Hence, the main objecCaf analysts is the discursive reproduction
of dominance — which means a closer examinatidsotf the production and the reception of
discourses. Or, as van Leeuwen (1993) argues: GDdx ishould be, concerned with two
aspects: ‘with discourse as the instrument of pamer control as well as with discourse as
the instrument of the social construction of rgalitan Leeuwen 1993: 193 qtd in Wodak
2001: 9).

This particular interest in the relation betweemglaage and power sheds light on why context
is such a crucial notion for CD analysts. Wodak,ifigtance, claims that discourses are
historical and can therefore only be understooti vaterence to context. Hence, the focus on
extralinguistic factors such as culture, society mleology — and, of course, the
interdisciplinary approach that takes psychologipalitical and ideological components into
account (Wodak 2001: 15).

However, the linguistic element is still at theeof the CDA approach, as shown in Wodak’s

more general definition:

CDA is used nowadays to refer more specificallyhcritical linguistic approach of scholars

who find the larger discursive unit of text to e basic unit of communication’, but, she
continues, ‘this research specifically considessiintional, political, gender and media discourses
(in the broadest sense) which testify to more ss @vert relations of struggle and conflict
(Wodak 2001: 2).

van Dijk agrees: ‘CDA may be interested in macrbams such as power and domination, but
their actual study takes place at the micro le¥eligcourse and social practices’ (van Dijk
2001: 115). Language, then, is the most importhjgad for CDA scholars, fundamentally
concerned as they are with analysing opaque asasdthnsparent structural relationships of
dominance, discrimination, power and control. Tiedb say, ‘CDA aims to investigate

critically social inequality as it is expressedjrslled, constituted, legitimized and so on by

12



language use (or in discourse). Most critical disse analysts would thus endorse
Habermas'’s claim that “language is also a mediunhoofiination and social force. It serves to
legitimize relations of organized power. In sodarthe legitimations of power relations, ...
are not articulated, ... language is also ideologi¢dhbermas 1977: 259)’ (Wodak 2001: 2).

van Dijk also stresses the importance of the botipnand top-down linkage of discourse and
interaction with societal structures as highly tgbiof CDA. Discourse analysis is thus at the
same time cognitive, social and political analybig, focuses rather on the role discourses

play, both locally and globally, in society andstsuctures (van Dijk 2001: 118).

In conclusion, most theorists could probably enddihge aims and principles Wodak proposes
as constitutive of CDA:

1. The approach is interdisciplinary. And the intecipfinarity is located on several levels: in theory
in the work itself, in teams, and in practice.

2. The approach is problem-oriented, rather than fedws specific linguistic items. And social
problems are the items of research.

3. The theories as well as the methodologies aretixzlec

4. The study usually incorporates fieldwork and ethrapby to explore the object under investigation
(study from the inside) as a precondition for amgtfer analysis and theorizing.

5. The approach is abductive: a constant movement dadkorth between theory and empirical data
is necessary.

6. Multiple genres and multiple public spaces areistlidand intertextual and interdiscursive
relationships are investigated. Recontextualizaame of the most important processes in
connecting these genres as well as topics and amfsrtopoi).

7. The historical context should be analysed and fated into the interpretation of discourses and
texts.

8. The categories and tools for the analysis are ddfin accordance with all these steps and
procedures and also with the specific problem understigation.

9. Grand Theories might serve as a foundation; irspgeeific analysis, Middle-Range Theories serve
the aims better.

10. Practice and application are aimed at.

(Adapted from Wodak (2006: 6) and Wodak (2001: 697

1.3 Definitions and clarifications

A number of central terms and notions have alrdsbn introduced in the preceding sections
of this thesis, not least in the name of the themakframework itself; Critical Discourse
Analysis. Before | move on to elaborate on the gjgegpproaches put forth by the most
central scholars within this theoretical field ,eavfdefinitions and clarifications might come in
handy.

13



The use of the word ‘critical’ in the name of thpeoach might need to be further expanded.
Wodak refers to Krings (1973) when discussing tioiBon, claiming that it denotes ‘the
practical linking of “social and political engagentewith a “sociologically informed

construction of society” (Wodak 2001: 2). HowevEairclough’s understanding must also
be considered, that is ‘... in human matters, intenections and chains of cause and effect
may be distorted out of vision. Hence “critique’essentially making visible the

interconnectedness of things’ (Fairclough 1985: @#7in Wodak 2001: 2).

Wodak herself claims the term ‘critical’ involveawing distance to data, embedding the data
in the social, taking explicit political stancesddocusing on self-reflection as scholars doing
research. Also, she suggests, all those concerited®A should have application of the

results as their aim. The critical theories shdaddyuides for human action:

They are aimed at producing enlightenment and eipatien. Such theories seek not only to
describe and explain, but also to root out a paleickind of delusion. Even with differing
concepts of ideology, critical theory intends teate awareness in agents of how they are
deceived about their own needs and interests ...0Dtie aims of CDA is to ‘demystify’
discourses and deciphering ideologies

(Wodak 2001: 10).

As for ‘discourse’, while Fairclough and Wodak aefiit as language use in speech and
writing, van Dijk has a more inclusive definitiosiscourse is defined as a communicative
event, ‘including conversational interaction, verittext, as well as associated gestures,
facework, typographical layout, images and any mthemiotic” or multimedia dimension of
signification’ (van Dijk 2001: 98).

Nevertheless, Wodak also argues that CDA, in centoaother paradigms in discourse
analysis, focuses not only on spoken and writtgtstas objects of inquiry. She claims that a
fully ‘critical’ account of discourse requires atirization and description of both the social
processes and structures which give rise to theéyatoon of a text, and of the social
structures and processes within which individualgroups create meanings in their
interaction with texts. As a consequence, therdhaee concepts that figure indispensably in
all CDA: the concept of power, the concept of higt@and the concept of ideology (Wodak
2001: 2-3).

Power is such a central notion in CDA, mainly besalanguage is entwined in social power

in so many ways. According to Wodak:

14



[Llanguage indexes power, expresses power, iswedolvhere there is a contention over and a
challenge to power. Power does not derive fromuagg, but language can be used to challenge power,
to subvert it, to alter distributions of power hretshort and long term. Language provides a finely
articulated means for differences in power in dduierarchical structures ... Power is signalled not

only by grammatical forms within a text, but alspdperson’s control of a social occasion by mexns
the genre of a text. It is often exactly within tenres associated with given social occasions that
power is exercised or challenged

(Wodak 2001: 11).

Ideology, for CDA, then, is considered to be ananm@nt aspect of establishing and
maintaining unequal power relations. Wodak claiha CDA takes a patrticular interest in the
ways in which language mediates ideology in a waoé social institutions. For Thompson
(1990), according to Wodak, ideology refers to Weeys in which meaning is constructed
and conveyed by symbolic forms of various kindDAC thus, must investigate the social
contexts, the social forms and processes, whictgldarth such symbolic forms. (Wodak
2001: 10).

1.4 Different approaches to CDA

Although most CDA scholars would accept the charstics set forth so far in chapter 1.2,

there are also quite a few differences and idiosgies in the various approaches taken by
CD analysts. In fact, CDA is best seen as a progr@anor a school; or as van Dijk puts it: ‘at
most a shared perspective on doing linguistic, semor discourse analysis’ (van Dijk 1993:
131). With this in mind, 1 will in this chapter taka closer look at the three most central

approaches to CDA, i.e. the approaches of van Wijgdak and Fairclough respectively.

1.4.1. Teun van Dijk and the Socio-Cognitive Model

Teun van Dijk differs slightly, as will be showmpm his fellow CDA theorists in as far as he
emphasizes cognition to a much larger extent tiefellow scholars. Nevertheless, he, too,
holds the analysis of the complex relationship leefwvdominance and discourse as the main
aim of CDA (van Dijk 1993: 252). In fact, he evesuads covertly neo-marxist when he
claims that those who control most dimensions s¢a@lirse (preparation, setting, participants,
topics, style, rhetoric, interaction, etc.) have thost power (Wodak 2006: 14) — where the
parallel to Marx’s idea that those who control theans of production also control the

outcome, the capital and collect the dividenddasant.
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van Dijk has done research on mass media and perizry debates, especially focusing on
issues such as racism and xenophobia. The assuntipsioelites in many ways preformulate
and thus instigate popular racism stems from hisynséudies within these fields (Wodak
2006: 13).

A common shortcoming for many CDA studies accordmgan Dijk, is the failure to show
how societal structures influence discourse strestand precisely how societal structures are
in turn enacted, instituted, legitimated, confirneecthallenged by text and talk. (Wodak
2006: 14). Cognition, he argues, is the missink dihthese studies. Hence, he broadens the
scope for CDA by including and emphasizing socigepslogical factors and concentrates

his efforts within the theoretical discourse-cogmtsociety triangle. Afraid of being exposed
for reductionist misinterpretations, van Dijk iggeato spell out his understandings of these
three notions. ‘Discourse’, as already pointed batsees as a communicative event including
a range of extralinguistic components; a slightlydaler definition than for instance

Fairclough and Wodak. So according to van Dijk (RG®7-98), ‘cognition involves both
personal as well as social cognition, beliefs amalgas well as evaluations and emotions,
and any other “mental” or “memory” structures, egantations or processes involved in
discourse and interaction’. ‘Society’ includes Ipeaicrostructures of situated face-to-face
interactions, and also the more global, societdl@olitical structures variously defined in
terms of groups, group-relations (such as dominandeinequality), movements, institutions,
organizations, social processes, political systantsmore abstract properties of societies and
cultures, etc. (van Dijk 2001: 97-98).

The cognitive and social dimensions of the triagetber define the relevant context of
discourse. These elements need detailed analysisrastudy of text and talk added to some
cognitive or social ponderings simply will not d@n Dijk argues: Only through an
integration of these accounts may one reach acgerifly descriptive, explanatory and critical

adequacy in the study of social problems (van RQR1: 98).

As for the analysis of social dimensions, undeditamthe nature of social power and
dominance is an essential presupposition. Such pdeas with properties of relations
between social groups, for instance privileged sete forms or contexts of discourse and

communication. And, van Dijk claims (1993: 255 figwerful groups always have special
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access to discourse. In fact, the power and doragahgroups can be measured by their
control over and access to discourse. And as alwlagsnost effective form of dominance is
when the minds of the dominated can be influennexlich a way that they accept it, and act

in the interest of the powerful out of their owedrwill*.

Power involvesontrol namely by (members of) one group over (those t@rogroups. Such
control may pertain tactionandcognition that is, a powerful group may limit the freedof o
action of others, but also influence their mindsmodern’ and often more effective power is
mostly cognitive, and enacted by persuasion, digisition or manipulation, among other
strategic ways tehange the mind of others in 0s@wn interestdt is at this crucial point
wherediscourseand critical discourse analysis come in; manatfiegmind of others is
essentially a function of text and talk

(van Dijk 1993: 254).

‘Modern’ power, as van Dijk puts it, has also gahajor cognitive dimension. Such mind
management, or gaining access to the public ménchmceptualized in terms of social
cognition in the meaning of ‘socially shared reprgations of societal arrangements, groups
and relations, as well as mental operations suaht@agpretation, thinking and arguing,
inferencing and learning’ (van Dijk 1993: 257). Bwhough social cognitions are embedded
in the minds of individuals, they are social beeailey are shared and presupposed by
members of a group; they monitor social action iatetaction, and underlie the social and
cultural organization of society as a whole. Indéegl@ologies are the fundamental social

cognitions that reflect the basic aims, intereats\aalues of groups’ (van Dijk 1993: 258).

In van Dijk’s cognitive model, context plays an ionfant role, but as of yet, he claims, there
Is no such thing as an explicit theory of contgan Dijk thus ventures into pastures unknown
and sets forth his own thoughts on the matter. isienduishes between global and local
context, where the former is ‘defined by the sq@alitical, cultural and historical structures

in which a communicative event takes place’, amdlditter sounds like an echo of the
sociolinguistic concept of accommodation theoryhatvwe say and how we say it depends on
who is speaking to whom, when and where, and withtyurpose’ (van Dijk 2001: 108).

This leads him to the idea of a context model,renfof mental model that control many of
the properties of discourse production and undedstg, which ‘allows subjective
interpretations of social situations and differenbetween language users in the same

“ From lack of a better concept, van Dijk uses éimt‘dominance’ to refer to power abuse (breachiésves,
rules and principles of democracy, equality antige$, just as he uses the word ‘hegemony’ to diesc¢his
most effective form of dominance (van Dijk 1993525
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situation, strategically incomplete models, andeneral a flexible adaptation of discourse to
the social situation’ (van Dijk 2001: 108-09).

These models are important because they are #waoe between mental information about
an event and actual meanings being constructegaowrse. They do not only link discourse
and society, but also the personal and the sabfdhout such models, we are unable to
explain and describe how social structures infleegied are affected by discourse structures
(van Dijk 2001: 110-12).

van Dijk continues by introducing the concept ofeaent model. As the context model, the
event model is also a mental representation. Sundtian is important to better understand
the events or situations language users speakitar atrout — because it ‘is not the facts that
define coherence, but rather the ways the factdefieed and interpreted by the language
users in their mental models of these facts. Thesepretations are personal, subjective,

biased, incomplete or completely imaginary’ (vafk2001: 111).

Both these models are mental representations stoegzisodic memory; that is, ‘the part of
long term memory in which people store their knalgle and opinions about episodes they
experience or read/hear about’. To simplify, onghthsay that context models control the
‘pragmatic’ part of discourse and event modelsskenantic’ part. And: Understanding a

discourse basically means being able to constrowael for it (van Dijk 2001: 110-112).

Since CDA deals with power, domination and sociabuality, it tends to focus on groups,
organizations and institutions, and thus requirearalysis of the social cognition — or the
social representations — shared by these colléesviMost important, according to van Dijk,
are knowledge (personal, group and cultural),.atés (socially shared opinions) and
ideologies (basic social representations of sagialps) (van Dijk 2001: 113-14).

To find out how language users exercise power ioydheir discourse, one needs to examine
those properties that can vary as a function agspower. Hence, van Dijk suggests one
should concentrate upon the following linguisticrkeais: stress and intonation; word order;
lexical style; coherence; local semantic moves sgctlisclaimers (local meaning, lexical
meaning, meaning of words, as well as the strustaf@ropositions, coherence, implications,

presuppositions, allusions and vagueness); tomicel{global meaning of the discourse,
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semantic macrostructures); speech acts; schemigaaiaation; rhetorical figures; syntactic
structures; propositional structures; turn takingpairs; and hesitation (van Dijk 2001: 99).
As Meyer (2001: 26) points out, all these linguistevices are more or less susceptible to

speaker control, although not always conscioushirotied or controllable by the speakers.

However, with the object of study mostly being igpcally biased discourses, CDA is
especially interested in the way these polarizedpeesentation of in-groups (us) and out-
groups (them). This can be done, often quite ctardly, by juxtaposing the positive self-
presentation with a negative other-presentatiorgreviour good sides and actions are
emphasized and our bad things deemphasized angerisa.

Such ‘othering’ can be done on many levels:

Speakers or writers may emphasize our good thiggegicalizing positive meanings, by using
positive lexical items in self-descriptions, by piding many details about good actions, and

few details about bad actions, by hyperbole andigesnetaphors, by leaving implicit our
negative properties, or by de-emphasizing our agehoegative acts through passive sentences
or nominalizations ... such formal and meaning aspettiominant discourse not only express
and enact power, but are also geared to the catisinuof desired mental models and social
representations, that is, to influence, maniputatiocontrol of the mind

(van Dijk 2001: 108)

Nevertheless, the most central element in a padnmodel is still content, but to make sure
that statements that entail positive evaluationsigif or negative ones of ‘them’, are both
credible and persuasive, discourse structureghid®e mentioned above or those summed up

underneath are used.

< Argumentation: the negative evaluation follows frtma ‘facts’.

» Rhetorical figures: hyperbolic enhancement of tthe¢gative actions and ‘our’ positive
actions: euphemisms, denials, understatementsigfriegative actions.

« Lexical style: choice of words that imply negat{ee positive) evaluations.

« Storytelling: telling above negative events as peatly experienced; giving plausible details
above negative features of the events.

« Structural emphasis of ‘their’ negative actiong, @ headlines, leads, summaries, or other
properties of text schemata (e.g. those of newsrtgl transactivity structures of sentence
syntax (e.g. mentioning negative agents in prontirtepical position).

« Quoting credible witnesses, sources or expertsjrergews report

(van Dijk 1993: 264)

According to Meyer (2001: 26), van Dijk puts fodtsix step-strategy on how to conduct the
actual analysis (see also van Dijk 2001: 101-O&foexample of how he uses this analysis).

At any rate, Meyer's summary is found below.
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1.Analysis of semantic macrostructures: topics androopositions

2.Analysis of local meanings, where the many formsxgflicit or indirect meanings, such as
implications, presuppositions, allusions, vaguenessssions and polarizations are especially
interesting

3.Analysis of ‘subtle’ formal structures: here mosthe linguistic markers mentioned are
analysed

4.Analysis of global and local discourse forms omnfats

5.Analysis of specific linguistic realizations, faxample, hyperbolas, litotes

6.Analysis of context

(Meyer 2001: 26)

1.4.2. Ruth Wodak and the Discourse-Historical Aaich

The discourse-historical approach bases its mausboiolinguistics in the Bernsteinian

tradition, and on ideas of the Frankfurt schogbeesally those of Habermas. Significant for
Wodak and her followers is ‘the attempt to integrsystematically all available background
information in the analysis and interpretationlad tnany layers of a written or spoken text’
(Wodak 2006: 15). This branch of CDA may be the mhaguistically orientated and has got

its focal point in politics.

According to Wodak (2006: 15), this approach isgiesd to enable the analysis of indirect
prejudiced utterances, and indeed to identify aqubse the codes and allusions contained in
prejudiced discourse. Thus, she never hides CD@litigal agenda nor its practical
applicability: a major aim for this approach ishelp find a set of guidelines both for non-
discriminatory language use towards women, for neffiective communication between
doctors and patients, as well as to provide exqartions for courts on antisemitic and racist

language use by journalists and newspapers (Wdolaé 24-15).

As already touched upon, the discourse-historippt@ach follows three aspects of the
complex concept of social critique:

1.'Text or discourse immanent critique’ aims at dis&dng inconsistencies, (self)-
contradictions, paradoxes and dilemmas in theité&tnal or discourse-internal structures.

2.'Socio-diagnostic critique’ is concerned with thenaystifying exposure of the possibly
persuasive or manipulative character of discurpraetices. The analyst has to exceed the
purely textual or discourse internal sphere andenee of her or his background and
contextual knowledge.

3.'Prognostic critique’ contributes to the transfotioa and improvement of communication.

(Wodak 2001: 64-65)

As mentioned in section 1.2, Wodak sees discowgsefarm of social practice. However, she
distinguishes between the notion of ‘discourse’ tirednotion of ‘text’. To further specify her
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concepts, Wodak leans towards Girnth (1996) andearthat discourse could be understood
as ‘a complex bundle of simultaneous and sequent&irelated linguistic acts, which
manifest themselves within and across the so@hldiof action as thematically interrelated
semiotic, oral or written tokens, very often asxt$g, that belong to specific semiotic types,
l.e. genres’ (Wodak 2001: 66). Furthermore, shenddhat discourses are open and hybrid
systems; new sub-topics can be created, and ixtiealey and interdiscursivity allow for new
fields of action (ibid).

These comments call for a few more clarificatiovadak (2001: 66) defines ‘texts’ as
‘materially durable products of linguistic actionghereas a ‘genre’ is understood as
‘conventionalized more or less schematically fixese of language associated with a
particular activity’. ‘Fields of action’ could beeen as ‘segments of the respective societal

“reality”, which contribute to constituting and ghag the “frame” of discourse’ (ibid).

The Wodak school sees the concept of ‘contextrasial for CDA analysts. In her approach,
Wodak particularly considers four aspects of tlmscept: (1) the immediate, language or text
internal co-text; (2) the intertextual and inteadissive relationship between utterances, texts,
genres and discourses; (3) the extralinguisticadfsciciological variables and institutional
frames of a specific ‘context of situation’ (middignge theories); (4) the broader
sociopolitical and historical contexts, which theadirsive practices are embedded in and
related to (‘grand theories’) (Wodak 2001: 67).

The preferred analysis of Reisigl and Wodak (2G01) Wodak (2001) is three-dimensional:
Start off by establishing the specific contentsogiics of a particular discourse with racist,
anti-semitic, nationalist or ethnicist ingredienttgn investigate the discursive strategies.
Thirdly, examine the linguistic means (as types) tre specific, context-dependent linguistic
realizations (as tokens) of the discriminatoryestéypes (Wodak 2001: 72).

Wodak’s discourse-historical approach also vievesdiscursive polarization of ‘us’ versus
‘them’ as the basic fundament of discourses ofrofignation. Of the many linguistic and
rhetorical means in use, she names five questitinshveould detect discriminatory
discursive elements:

1.How are persons named and referred to linguisyieall
2.What traits, characteristics, qualities and featam attributed to them?
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3.By means of what arguments and argumentation schdmepecific persons or social groups
try to justify and legitimize the exclusion, disoihation, suppression and exploitation of

others?

4.From what perspective or point of view are thesels, attributions and arguments

expressed?

5.Are the respective utterances articulated ovedlye?they intensified or are they mitigated?

(Wodak 2001: 72-73)

These five questions pave the way for five typedisdursive strategies, summarized in

Wodak's table below:

Table 1.1 Discursive strategies

Strategy | Objectives | Devices
Referential/nomination Construction of in-groups and out-groups  »  membership, categorization
*  biological, naturalizing and depersonalizing
metaphors and metonymies
» synecdoches (pars pro toto, totum pro
pars)

Predication Labelling social actors more or less » stereotypical, evaluative attributions of
positively or negatively, deprecatorily or negative or positive traits
appreciatively « implicit or explicit predicates

Argumentation Justification of positive or negative » topoi used to justify political inclusion or
attributions exclusion, discrimination or preferential

Perspectivation, framing or ~ Expressing involvement

discourse representation Positioning speaker’s point of view
Intensification, mitigation Modifying the epistemic status of a
proposition

treatment

reporting, description, narration or
quotation of (discriminatory) events and
utterances

intensifying or mitigating the illocutionary
force of (discriminatory) utterances

(Wodak 2001: 73)5

Wodak also argues that the different forms of ppédion and discrimination can be

discussed by means of argumentation strategiaegpor. tWithin argumentation theory, ‘topoi’

are ‘parts of argumentation which belong to thagathbry, either explicit or inferable

premises. They are content-related warrants orclosion rules” which connect the

argument or arguments with the conclusion, thenCl@Vodak 2001: 73-74).

Briefly summarized from Wodak (2001), the list opbi could be described as follows. The

topos of usefulness, advantagn be paraphrased by the conditional: if an adfidl be

useful, then one should perform it. Tiopos of uselessness, disadvantamgee or less covers

the opposite assumption. Ttogos of definition, name-interpretatiamplies that if either

one of an action, a thing, a person or a grougised/designated (as) X, it carries or should

carry the qualities/traits/attributes containedhia (literal) meaning of X. Thipos of danger

® For a full summary of her procedures, see WodaR1293).
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or threat if there are specific dangers and threats, onaldldo something against them. The
topos of humanitarianismould be paraphrased by the conditional: if a jpalitaction does or
does not conform with human rights, one shouldhousl not perform it. Theopos of justice

is based on the principle equal rights for all, vetas thdopos of responsibilitgould be
summarized by the conditional: because a stategoowp is responsible for the emergence of
specific problems, it or they should act in ordefihd solutions to these problems. Ttbpos

of burdenis causal: if burdened by specific problems, aarater to diminish those burdens.
Thetopos of financesf something costs too much money or causesdbssvenue, one
should perform actions which diminish the costbap avoid the loss. Thepos of reality
could be said to be tautological: because redipgsiit is, a specific action should be
performed. Theopos of numbersif the numbers prove a specific topos, a speeifiton
should be performed. Thepos of law/righsimply implies that if a law prescribes or forbids
something, the action has to be performed or ochiteetopos of historyneans that one has
to learn by the lessons of history, whereadapes of cultures slightly cultural relativistic
following the argumentation scheme: because thereubf a specific group is as it is,
specific problems arise in specific situations.afliyy thetopos of abuses paraphrased by the
conclusion rule: if a right or an offer for helpabused, one should change it, or the help
should be withdrawn (Wodak 2001: 73-77).

1.4.3. Norman Fairclough and the Orders of Disco@s

Fairclough — perhaps the most neo-marxist of thé GEholars — argues that CDA should be
used as a resource in struggles against explaitatid domination (Wodak 2006: £1)
According to Meyer (2001: 22), he takes a spedaifiddle-range theory position: ‘he focuses
upon social conflict in the Marxist tradition antes to detect its linguistic manifestations in
discourses, in particular elements of dominandéereéince and resistance’. Discourse, in
Fairclough's view, is not merely a product or refilen of social structures, but it affirms,
consolidates and, in that way, produces and repexlexisting social structures. It is at once
socially constituted and socially constitutive, iagathe synchronic backdrop of socio-

cultural and political forces.

® Fairclough claims that CDA should pursue emanoigabbjectives, which means that CDA oscillatesieen
a focus on structure and a focus on action.
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Conventions underlying discursive events he calldérs of discourse’: The order of
discourse of some social domain is the totalitgliscursive practices, and the relationships
between them. The boundaries and insulations betewee within orders of discourse may be
points of conflict and contestation, open to bewagakened or strengthened, as a part of wider

social conflicts and struggles (Wodak 2006: 11).

For him, CDA is the analysis of the dialecticabt@nships between semiosis (including
language) and other elements of social practicasi&is figures in roughly three ways in
social practices: (1) as a part of the social &gtivithin a practice, (2) it figures in
representations, and (3) it figures in the ‘perfantes’ of particular positions within social
practices. Semiosis as part of social activity tiantes genres, in the representation of social
practices it constitutes discourses, and in theopeance of positions it constitutes styles
(Fairclough 2001: 123-24).

‘Social practices networked in a particular waystdnte a social order’, Fairclough
continues, and it is the semiotic element of amisecial practice that he calls an order of
discourse (a term borrowed and adapted from FouE84)). To simplify; his main focus is
intertextuality, ‘how in the production and integpattion of a text people draw upon other
texts and text types which are culturally availailéhem’. This cultural resource for text
production and consumption is referred to as aerostidiscourse. It is ‘a structured
configuration of genres and discourses (and matier @elements, such as voices, registers,
styles) associated with a given social domain -ek@ample, the order of discourse in school’

or, say, political discourse (Fairclough 1998: ¥4&3-

Fairclough proposes a three-dimensional framewaksisting of text, discourse practice and

sociocultural practice. The three different softamalysis are summed up below:

1.Analysis of texts (spoken, written, or involving@mbination of semiotic modalities, e.qg.
televisual texts)

2.Analysis of discourse practices of text productidistribution and consumption

3.Analysis of social and cultural practices whichnfeadiscourse practices and texts

(Fairclough 1995, 1998: 144)

According to Meyer (2001), his method is, like Wkdapragmatic and problem oriented.
First he sets out to identify and describe theadqarioblem to be analysed. Then he goes on
with the structural analysis of the context, thes interactional analysis focusing on

linguistic features (such as agents, time, tenselatity and syntax), and finally, he conducts

24



an analysis of interdiscursivity, which seeks tmmpare the dominant and resistant strands of
discourse (Meyer 2001: 28). Fairclough's analytiahework is represented schmatically
below:
1. Focus upon a specific social problem which hasraiotic aspect; go outside the text and
describe the problem and identify its semiotic aspe
2. ldentify the obstacles to it being tackled, tigbh an analysis of:
a the network of practices it is located within
b the relationship of semiosis to other elementhiwithe particular practice(s)
concerned
¢ the discourse (the semiosis itself)
« structural analysis: the order of discourse
* interactional analysis
* interdiscursive analysis
« linguistic and semiotic analysis
3. Consider whether the social order (network affices) in a sense ‘needs’ the problem.
4. |dentify possible ways past the obstacles.

5. Reflect critically on the analysis.
(Adapted from Meyer (2001: 28) and Fairclough (20025-127))

1.5. Fields typically studied by CDA

Given its explicit socio-political agenda, CDA ispecially concerned with the unequal power
relations which underlie text and talk in a sociatyl, more specifically, how the role of
discourse is reproducing or challenging the sodilitipal dominance. Media and politics are
thus particular subjects of CDA because of theinifieatly pivotal role as discourse-bearing
institutions (Bell & Garrett: 1998: 6). Wodak algoints to how research in CDA specifically
considers institutional, political, gender and naediscourses (in the broadest sense) because
they testify to more or less overt relations ofiggle and conflict (Wodak 2001: 2). This
chapter will thus look more closely on the twodieimost typically studied by CDA. Chapter
2.2.1. deals with CDA and political discourse, vdas Chapter 2.2.2. discusses CDA and

media discourse.

1.5.1. CDA and political discourse

The van Dijk passage used as an epigraph for Ghagtenspicuously points to the central
role of politics and politicians, or more precibe political discourse, as crucial objects of
study within the field of Critical Discourse AnalgsCDA focuses on prevailing social

problems, and thus, by order of necessity, ‘crilfcanalyses those in power, those who are
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responsible, and those who have the means angfiwetanity to solve such problems’ (van
Dijk 1986: 4, gtd in Wodak & Meyer 2001: 1).

According to Wodak (2001), language on its ownaspowerful. It gains power by the use
powerful people make of it. And, since the maineabpf CD analysts is the discursive
reproduction of dominance, the discourse used lwepal people, such as politicians,
becomes the most important data. ‘This explains @hyi.e. CDA] often chooses the
perspective of those who suffer, and criticallylgses the language use of those in power,
who are responsible for the existence of ineqealiéind who also have the means and
opportunity to improve conditions’ (Wodak 2001: 10)

Nevertheless, van Dijk insists that although CDAuUges on social power, it ignores purely
personal power (or individuals), unless enacteanaimdividual realization of group power,
that is, by individuals as group members, suchR®&avhose power derives from the
position he or she holds. Social power is baseprisieged access to socially valued
resources, such as wealth, income, position, stiaixee, group membership, education or
knowledge (van Dijk 1993: 254).

Furthermore, politicians, by virtue of their tradéso have special access to discourse, and as
we shall see below, they thus also have accesgdiarmvan Dijk is even tempted to measure
their power and dominance in terms of their condra@r and access to discourse: ‘managing
the mind of others is essentially a function ot @xd talk’ (van Dijk 1993: 254).

Wodak, who has got her focal point in politics,speliticians ‘both as shapers of specific
public opinions and interests and as seismogrdpasreflect and react to the atmospheric
anticipation of changes in public opinion and te #nticulation of changing interests of
specific social groups and affected parties’ (Wod@@1: 64). This makes the relationships
between media, politics (all genres) and ‘peop&yvcomplex, and, up to now, scholars have
not been able to provide clear answers about wiheeimces who and how these influences

are directed.

Fairclough is also preoccupied with what in higgar would be the political order of
discourse, and in his wodew Labour, New Languag€2000) he undertook the task of

examining the language used by Tony Blair in otdegain momentum for his ‘new’ and
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refurbished Labour politics. Fairclough leans oruilieu’s (1991) theories when making the
same observation as Wodak: Political discourseubly determined. In a CDA framework
this means that there is a power struggle to aehi@gemony both ‘internally’ — within the
rarefied field of professional politics — and ‘extally’ — in the fields outside politics,

particularly to woo the electorate (Fairclough 19986-47).

Nor must we forget that CD analysts have a moiless explicit political agenda, and aim to
make a difference with their research. Consequgeatiglysing politics and political discourse
seems inevitable, if, as they claim, they wantreate guidelines for future conduct by

powerful groups.

1.5.2. CDA and media discourse

The other main arena for CDA is media discoursal gince mass media report from the
world of politics, and since politicians need toibe¢he news, the two fields — or orders of
discourse — have become increasingly intertwinadterdependent. Or as Bhatia (2006: 174)
puts it; they are sharing a paradoxical relatiomstiereby one needs the other to survive, or

rather thrive, yet each endorses considerablelityp$bir the other.

The interest in media discourse is important ndy because media are a rich source of
readily accessible data for research and teachirdyecause media usage influences and
represents people’s use of and attitudes towardgidge in a speech community. Thus,
media use can tell us a great deal about sociahimgmand stereotypes projected through
language and communication, as well as reflectiafheence the formation and expression of
culture, politics and social life (Bell & Garre8:4).

In some of his studies, Fairclough has focusedqéatly on the mass media, scrutinizing the
assumption that media language is transparent.aMeslitutions often purport to be neutral,
that they only provide space for public discoutkat they reflect states of affairs
disinterestedly, and that they give the perceptammarguments of the newsmakers. This is,
of course, a complete fallacy, Fairclough insibts bne must not forget that journalists have
quite a prominent role in their own right, theymat just ‘mediate’ others (Fairclough 1998:
148).
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According to Fairclough, journalists are just oenany categories of agents that figure in
mass media. Hence, ‘mediatized political discoassan order of discourse is constituted by a
mixing of elements of the orders of discourse efpblitical system — the lifeworld (ordinary
life), sociopolitical movements, various domainsaoademic and scientific expertise, and so

forth — with journalistic discourse’ (Fairclough9® 148).

While there is often a struggle both between agamtsbetween orders of discourse in media
discourse, that might not always be the case; ams aiso be aware of confluences and
alliances. A range of examples can be found in®Bribewspapers, especially the down-
market tabloids want to be on the winning side, eadn credit for it, exemplified in

immortal front page splashes lik&e Sufts ‘It's The Surwot won it’ after the 1992 general

election which saw John Major unexpectedly beablals Neil Kinnock by 21 seafts

van Dijk also calls for a critical look at mediasdourse, especially considering that the
increasingly influential role of the mass media netessarily paves the way for more
objective reporting: ‘Control of knowledge cruciaihapes our interpretation of the world, as
well as our discourse and other actions. Henceadllegance of a critical analysis of those
forms of text and talk, e.g. in the media and etlanathat essentially aim to construct such
knowledge’ (van Dijk 1993: 258). He also points that it is through mental models of
humdrum everyday discourse such as conversatiemss reports and textbooks that we in
fact acquire our knowledge of the world, our sdgiahared attitudes and finally our
ideologies and fundamental norms and values (vgn2Di01: 114).

1.6. Criticism of CDA

In some regards, it is quite easy to criticizei€CaitDiscourse Analysis and the criticism
levelled at CDA could be said to cover several disnens. Firstly, CD analysts are criticized
for their use of a hermeneutic approach to texlyaisthat often fails in practice (in fact,
Meyer claims CDA often tends to use more ‘text-@dg’ than ‘text-extending’ methods of
analysis). Secondly, for the broad context whichisied to interpret texts, and the often very

large theoretical framework which does not alwatythe data (e.g. the very selective use of

" The Suts self-satisfactory claim came after a one-sidesiglection coverage where the newspaper on efectio
day had a photo of Neil Kinnock inside a light battompanied by the title: ‘If Kinnock wins todayiivhe
last person to leave Britain please turn out thletd’.
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linguistic categories, mostly what suits the sopralblem under scrutiny). Finally and most
importantly, for the explicit political stance takby the researchers (Meyer 2001: 16)
(Wodak 2001: 4-5).

Meyer (2001) finds it especially problematic th@DA scholars play an advocatory role for
groups who suffer from social discrimination’ clang that this approach at times will cross
the thin line drawn between ‘social scientific ra@sd, which ought to be intelligible, and
political argumentation’ (Meyer 2001: 15). Howeviee, continues, CDA researchers never
hide their motives: their approach is one that iekpl endeavours to uncover power
relationships which are frequently hidden, andwueg results that are applicable and of

practical relevance in the process.

Meyer quotes Henry Widdowson when he furthers higism of CDA: CDA is an
ideological interpretation and therefore not anlyms. Hence, the term critical discourse
analysis is a contradiction in terms. Widdowsomroading to Meyer, thus believes ‘that CDA
is, in a dual sense, a biased interpretation:arfitist place it is prejudiced on the basis of
some ideological commitment, and then it seleataf@alysis such texts as will support the
preferred interpretation’ (Widdowson 1995: 169 mtd/eyer 2001: 17).

‘CDA is biased - and proud of it’, van Dijk claing®001: 96). It is discourse analysis ‘with an
attitude’ so to speak, ‘it focuses on social protdeand especially on the role of discourse in
the production and reproduction of power abuseoaomidation. Wherever possible, it does so
from a perspective that is consistent with the bestests of dominated groups’ (ibid). It
supports the oppressed and their struggle agaiegtiality and combines this with an attitude
of opposition and dissent against those who alexdeand talk in order to establish, confirm

or legitimate their abuse of power. Thus, van Digtantly refuses the notion that biased
scholarship per definition is bad. Quite the canytrlie suggests that critical research must not
only be good, but better scholarship in order tabzepted (van Dijk 2001: 96).

However, they all fail to convince Meyer, who cang only conclude: ‘Nevertheless, strict
“objectivity” cannot be achieved by means of digseuanalysis, for each “technology” of
research must itself be examined as potentiallyesitiing the beliefs and ideologies of the
analysts and therefore prejudicing the analysisatdwhe analysts’ preconceptions’ (Meyer
2001: 30).
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Chilton (2005) also questions whether a theoretipproach should aim to provide
‘demystifying and emancipatory effects’ — even o@D analysts could argue that
acknowledging their own interests is per se a fofrscientific objectivity. However, he does
not stop there, Chilton lists a number of shortaggaithat seriously bedevil CDA. In fact, he
poses the ultimate question: Has CDA got any ctedifficacy as an instrument of social
justice (Chilton 2005: 21)? If the answer to thaésgion is just a bit in doubt, he continues,

we must ask ourselves another, and even more prayauestion: do we need CDA at all?

Chilton asks these questions because he deems&y3@no be interdisciplinary, but only
selectively so. ‘Despite some limited use of warkpsychology and cognitive science, it
appears to be fair to say that CDA has generalijjected developments in these fields. It has
eschewed not only generative linguistics but atsgndive linguistics’ (Chilton 2005: 21).

According to Chilton, CDA not only has no socidkets, ‘it is also questionable whether it
has any theoretically interesting yield for theiabsciences, and more especially for
linguistics’ (Chilton 2005: 21-22). Apart from soraarly work by Fowler, Kress and Hodge,
he argues that CDA has recently made no contributia scientific understanding of our
language capacity. ‘This is strange in view of @i2A insistence that language plays such an

enormous role in social and political life’ (ibid).

In fact, CDA’s neglect of the human mind is an intpat theoretical lack in its own terms,
but what is more, it makes Chilton conclude thatdwenot actually need CDA — at least not
in its current form. But, he continues, if CD arsaf/were to expand their interdisciplinary
scope and thus be able to provide more than jusg description, it could be worthwhile to
follow their line of analysis — but that presuppofeat they must pay more attention to both

cognitive science and especially evolutionary psiady.

Firstly, Chilton argues that CDA needs to considechiavellian intelligence: ‘if CDA is to
take account of all relevant science, then it seiematable that it has to confront the
question of how the human mind works when engagecial and political action, which is
largely, for humans, verbal action’ (Chilton 20@9-30). And, if humans in any case have an
innate ‘theory of mind’ (Humphrey 1976, Leslie 198hron-Cohen 2001) and a
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metarepresentational module (Sperber 1994, 200&X)j¢ what needs to be studied, and,
consequently, CDA might not be necessary at alll)ib

Then there is the problem of the metaphors andig¢lteof cognitive linguistics. Chilton

(2005: 29-31) argues that CDA lacks a detailedhebmetaphor — metaphors are often
simply treated as a ‘persuasive’ rhetorical dewtsome sort. He thus suggests that CD
analysts should incorporate work done by, for instg Lakoff and Johnson (1980, 1999) and
Gibbs (1994) or the conceptual blending theory @ydennier and Turner (2002) (see also
Chapter 1.6. below).

Chilton sums up the issues at stake for CDA asvd! Firstly, if CDA fails to implement a
cognitive framework, this approach may be incapablgoing beyond description. Secondly,
if we accept, only very tentatively the modular rebaf mind, the whole emancipatory
enterprise of CDA has to be re-examined: ‘if pedege a natural ability to treat verbal input
critically, in what sense can CDA either reveatliscourse what people can (by the
hypothesis) already detect for themselves or ediubain to detect it for themselves?’
Thirdly, still accepting the existence of such itmimgico-rhetorical modules, Chilton doubts
that purely linguistic or discourse-analytical meavould explain why people fails to use
their cognitive models, rather institutional an@mamic restrictions on communicative
freedom should be considered, and a more thoroistiprical, social, economic and political
analysis is needed. Finally, Chilton claims tharéhseems to be no linguistic matters ‘under
which certain cognitive effects take hold of whplepulations by way of verbal
communications’, which implies that CDA’s analysddext and talk may have no direct

bearing on social and political conditions (Chil@005: 44-46).

1.7. CDA and metaphors

As was pointed out in the preceding section, Chittoticizes CDA for neglecting the field of
cognitive linguistics and for lacking a detaile@dy of metaphors. It will be beyond the
scope of this thesis to try and incorporate suttteary within the multi-faceted CDA
framework, but it could certainly be an interestiagk to undertake and one that should be
given more attention. Nevertheless, | will makew tomments and argue that metaphors

must be treated as more than simply a ‘persuagiatorical device.
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Just as CD analysts hold that discourse reinfandseproduces certain power structures, a
recurrent theme in Conceptual Metaphor Theoryas tietaphors could shape our world:
‘metaphors do not directly reflect reality butditit, so that the metaphorical choices made by

a speaker or writer inevitably present a biasedp@nt’ (Deignan 2005: 125).

So then, what is a metaphor in Conceptual Metapheory? Barcelona (2000) has the
following definition: ‘Metaphor is the cognitive raleanism whereby one experiential domain
is partially “mapped”, i. e. projected, onto a di#nt experiential domain, so that the second
domain is partially understood in terms of thetfose’ (Barcelona 2000: 3 gtd in Bartnes
2002: 33).

Deignan (2005) is slightly more specific, althoubhk following definition could be said to be
more generally true of a linguistic metaphor:

A metaphor is a word or expression that is usddlkoabout an entity or quality other than that
referred to by its core, or most basic meanings Tloin-core use expresses a perceived relationship
with the core meaning of the word, and in many sdmgween two semantic fields

(Deignan 2005: 34)

A conceptual metaphothen, is the connection between these two semdainains. The
source domain, the domain that provides the metapiswusually concrete, whereas the
target domain, what is being referred to metapladlyicis typically abstract. Lakoff &
Johnson (1980), the coiners of Conceptual Metapheory, illustrate this with examples
such aRGUMENT IS WARE. They hold that the abstract phenomenon of annaegtiis often
linguistically realized in terms of war vocabulafyhus one activity, talking, is understood in
terms of another, physical fighting’ (Lakoff & Jaton 1980: 77-82).

The vast majority of conceptual metaphors aretlileeexample just given; mappings of a
concrete domain onto an abstract one. In fact, m2eid2005) argues that metaphors are so
central to abstract language ‘that for many metapabexpressions there are no literal
paraphrases’; thus writers within the Conceptuatddieor school ‘argue not only that
linguistic metaphorsare very frequent, but that some abstract subgeetsot be talked about

8 Conceptual metaphors are denoted in small caitais common in metaphor literature.
° Deignan (2005) uses the tefimguistic metaphofor the actual metaphors that occur in naturatigeoring
language. The linguistic metaphors boghlizeand are evidence for the underlying conceptuaapteirs.
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without them’ (Deignan 2005: 17-19): Abstract tapicentral to our existence, such as birth,
love and death, are understood largely or enttfelyugh metaphors’ (Deignan 2005: 14).

But why, then, are we studying metaphors?

To study metaphor is to be confronted with hiddgpeats of one’s own mind and one’s own culture.
To understand poetic metaphor, one must understameentional metaphor. To do so is to discover
that one has a worldview, that one’s imaginatiocosstrained, and that metaphor plays an enormous
role in shaping one’s everyday understanding ofyalay events

(Lakoff & Johnson 1980: 214 qtd in Bartnes 2002 42

Deignan (2005) goes further. She writes that dismbased metaphor research can be
divided into two types. ‘The first analyses speechvriting of a particular text-type,

generally with the agenda of showing how metaphogsused to present a particular message
or ideology’, and the second examines ‘how speaksgsmetaphor to develop shared
understandings as a spoken discourse unfolds’ (2gig@005: 124). ‘We use metaphors to
structure our understanding of the world’, Deigeantinues, and argues, just as Lakoff and
Johnson before her, ‘that metaphors can give forsotial and political ideas, and that they
can be exploited to suggest that a particularpnétation of events is the natural, inevitable
interpretation’ (Deignan 2005: 130).

Many studies support the claim that metaphors cbaldsed to present a particular
interpretation of situations and events. Most nietgiierhaps, is a study by Lakoff (1991)
where he argues that ‘metaphors can kill' baselism@analysis of the discourse used by the
US Administration to prepare the ground for thetfGulf War.

‘A metaphor by its nature suggests an equationd@twhe metaphorical and literal meanings
that does not actually exist’ (Deignan 2005: 23)erefore, a metaphor will never give a
completely accurate picture of its topic, and ewazlgicle will inevitably highlight some
aspects of the topic and hide others (Lakoff & 3am1980: 10-14). If we accept this
framework, it follows that we can learn about a camity’s interpretation of the world by

studying its conceptual metaphors.
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2. Method and material

In this chapter | will start with a discussion bétmethodological problems that is associated
with Critical Discourse Analysis and try to findaey past them (section 2.1.). Section 2.2.
contains a presentation of the material | have ehmoscluding some background information

of the socio-economic profiles on the newspaperpigstion (section 2.2.1.).

2.1. Methodology

Methodology is one of the most complex issues withe field of CDA. Meyer, for instance,
claims that there is no such thing as a common adelbgy or theoretical viewpoint in CDA:
CDA theoreticians draw on a number of theoretiegéls in their analyses, from
epistemology, grand theories or general socialrtbepmiddle-range theories, micro-
sociological theories, socio-psychological theqréiscourse theories to linguistic theories
(see Meyer 2001: 18-20 for a more thorough disoun3si

CD analysts are both aware of this criticism arabgaize it. van Dijk states that CDA, like
any good scholarship, should integrate the besk Wom all the relevant contributors and
disciplines (van Dijk 2001: 95-96), whereas Wodalnfs out that CDA has never attempted
to be or to provide one single or specific the@uite the contrary: ‘studies in CDA are
multifarious, derived from quite different theowati background, oriented towards different
data and methodologies. Researchers in CDA reby ariety of grammatical approaches’
(Wodak 2006: 2). The reason for this, accordingvtwdak (2001: 8), is that relationships
between language and society are so complex artifanated that interdisciplinary research

IS necessary.

Furthermore, Meyer (2001) claims that in CDA thisran assumption that all discourses are
historical and can therefore only be understootl véterence to their context, making him
conclude that CDA, thus, is open to the broadexjeaf factors that exert an influence on
texts. Consequently, by applying extra-linguistictbrs such as culture, society, and

ideology, CDA scholars, by necessity, have to madesof an interdisciplinary procedure.
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Nevertheless, there are at least a few featuréstbaommon no matter which approach to
CDA one chooses. Firstly they are all problem dedrand not focused on specific linguistic
items (although linguistic expertise is obligatéoy the selection of the items relevant to
specific objectives). Secondly, both theory andhodology are eclectic, i.e. both are
integrated as far as it is helpful to understamdstbcial problems under investigation (Meyer
2001: 29).

As for a single and applicable methodology, evenclkaigh admits that it simply does not
exist. CDA is not a technique, nor a tool from albox; it is as much theory as method
(Fairclough 2001: 121). van Dijk elaborates: ‘In £&RQheory formation, description, problem
formulation and applications are closely intertvdrad mutually inspiring’ (van Dijk 2001:
96). However, the aim of CDA is clear: It can onmgke a significant and specific

contribution if it is able to provide an accounttbé role of language, language use, discourse
or communicative events in the (re)production ahdwance and inequality (van Dijk 1993:
279).

In this thesis | am not concerned with openly disgratory discourses as such, but more with
the production of power and the reflection of powediscourses. My data are two speeches
by two different Prime Ministers and newspaperadits from the day after their respective
deliveries. Hence, at first glance CDA might natreeapplicable, but as van Dijk points out,
many of the observations found in discriminatorgcdurses also ‘hold for the domains of
gender, class, caste, religion, language, politiEal's, world region or any other criterion by
which groups may be differentiated and oppresseadarsginalized’ (van Dijk 1993: 265).

As we shall see, it is indeed striking to see hoanynof the same techniques used for
discriminatory effect in overtly or covertly racighssages are used by politicians — and in
newspaper editorials. Especially polarization is@dd in politics. And, of course, it makes
sense, politicians want to create differences, evleen they all agree, in order to provide

clear alternatives for the voters.
In this thesis | will use van Dijk’s six-step-ansily as a point of a departure, but | will also

try, as van Dijk recommends, to include and incaapmanalytical tools from other main

CDA approaches and scholars. From Wodak, who #dsts Dy identifying the topics of a
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discourse, | will try to apply her concept of dissive strategies, as well as her argumentation
theory. Fairclough’s orders of discourse will bedmaeference to throughout this thesis.

Meyer (2001: 18-24) claims that in CDA, data cdilet is not a phase that must be finished
before analysis starts but might be a permanemidgpimg procedure. In a way, this could
easily be adopted in my analysis as well, espgadmalihe case of Blair, who at the time of
writing, had yet to announce the date of his reteat and thus gave new tokens of his
political thoughts and legacy every day. HoweMee, data analysed will still be the one

speech he held at the Labour Party ConferencepteB8iwer 2006 and the reception it got.

The relatively small data corpus | have chosen Ise with the CDA approach, as Meyer
sees it. He claims that in CDA theory there igdittiscussion about statistical or theoretical
representativeness of the material analysed andA (with the possible exceptions of van
Dijk and Wodak) mostly deal with only small corpowehich are usually regarded as being

typical of certain discourses (Meyer 2001: 25).

According to van Dijk, Meyer’s critique is not appriate; indeed, CDA may require this

type of corpus:

Decades of specialization in the field have ‘dismed’ many hundreds, if not thousands, of
relevant units, levels, dimensions, moves, stratedypes of acts, devices and other structures
of discourse. We may have paraverbal, visual, plogimal, syntactic, semantic, stylistic,
rhetorical, pragmatic, and interactional levels atrdctures. This means that in any practical
sense there is no such thing as a ‘complete’ disecanalysis: a ‘full’ analysis of a short
passage might take months and fill hundreds of pa@emplete discourse analysis of a large
corpus of text and talk, is therefore totally obtithee question

(van Dijk 2001: 99)

2.2. Material

As already pointed out in the Introduction, theiedl discourse under scrutiny will be
Margaret Thatcher address to the Parliament orajzidbvember 23, 1990, just hours after
she had formally resigned both as Leader of thes@mative Party and Prime Minister. The

token chosen as an example of Tony Blair’s politiiecourse, is his last address to his own
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party, on Tuesday September 26, 2006, after hidrpublicized decision to step down both
as Party leader and Prime Minisfer

A collection of five newspapers representing deéfgrowners, presumed different political
affiliations, as well as different socio-economioehderships, has been chosen to provide a
representative selection of the British nationalsygaper market. The newspaper material are
collected from the day after Blair and Thatchedh®kir speeches, froithe SunThe Daily
Mirror, The Daily Mail The GuardianandThe Daily Telegrapmespectively.

2.2.1. Who reads what: Socio-economic profiles lné hewspapers in question

The selected editorials are taken from five diffeéneational newspapers in Britain. Using
Jucker’s (1992) classification, we can place twthef newspapers in the

down-market groupThe SurandThe Daily Mirror), one in the mid-marke®fe Daily Mai),

and the last two in the up-market categdrigd GuardiarandThe Daily Telegraph The
newspapers are split in groups according to tloaioseconomic readership profiles. The
readers of the down-market papers belong predorityni@nthe working class, the mid-

market papers are read mostly by the skilled wgrkiass and the lower middle class, and
more than fifty per cent of the readers of the gkt papers are members of the middle and
upper end of the middle class (Jucker 1992: 58).

However, this classification does not reveal themldgical positions of the newspapers. But if
we are to try and place them politicalhe GuardianThe Daily Mirror, The Suropenly
support Blair (though not every aspect of his peficthe first two being extremely critical
towards the war in Iradf), The Daily Telegraplis conservative, antihe Daily Mailpositions

itself close to a right-wing populist stance. As tieeir readerships, the MORI poll of 21,727

19 Tony Blair publicly announced his resignation oayML0, 2007 and said that he will be leaving offlaee
27, 2007. Unfortunately, | had already conductedamglysis by the time he made that statement, &nd h
official resignation speech is thus not part ofdla¢a for analysis in this thesis.

1t is, of course, difficult to place the extremelgpulist the Sun on a left-right political contima. The
newspaper was a dedicated supporter of Margardthid¢raand John Major's first premiership period, bu
famously switched to New Labour before the 199¢t@e. It certainly holds a number of views thatsnbe
regarded as conservative, it calls for a longéisgtences and supported the Iraqi war. Maylsgjitst the
nature of such a populist newspaper to follow thiipal whims of its people it is said to servadaalways
come out on the winning side.
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British adults, conducted between July and Decer2®@4%, showed that, as expectddhe
Mirror has the most Labour voters in their readership wipercentage of 61, compared to 15
per cent Conservative voteilthe Surdraws more readers from both camps with 41 per cen
Labour affiliates and 31 per cent Tory sympathiz€he Daily MailandThe Daily Telegraph
are both firmly placed in the Conservative factiath respectively 53 per cent and 61 per
cent of Tory voters in their readerships (perceatafg_abour voters: 21 and 15 respectively),
whereasl'he Guardiarhas only 5 per cent Tory readers compared to4hmed cent of their
readers that would vote Labour (and the 37 pertteitpledge their allegiance to the Liberal
Democrats).

With its average daily circulation of just overdbrmillion copiesThe Surhas the largest
circulation of any English language newspaper @wtlorld. The right-wing populiddaily

Mail is on the increase, and has now got a circulaf¢h3 million, which is in fact not only
one of the largest of any English language daily,tbe twelfth highest circulation of any
newspaper. The third tabloid included in my dat@he Daily Mirror; it hovers just above 1.5
million copies every daylhe Daily Telegraplis the biggest of the former broadsheets and
has a circulation of just under 900,000, almosté&has big a3he Guardiarwith its daily
average of 366,233 copies. Together, the five napas have a total circulation of just over

8 million, and thus a readership of over 20 millfople — every day:

The five newspapers in question have been choserter to be as representative of the flora
of British national newspapers as possible andgep data at a minimum. These five papers
cover both tabloids and broadsheets, the entiiéqadlspectre, as well as a variety in
ownership The Timesvas excluded due to it being owned by Rupert Muntoblews

International, the same media conglomerate thasd@we SurandNews of the Worldl

Jucker (1992) suggests that there are considedét#eences across the three types of papers
and that these will be reflected in the languagg tse. (As to metaphors, it seems logical
that they would be found more frequently in theno@rket papers, not only because they
simply contain longer texts, but also because thetp accommodate a higher educated
readership.)

2 For more information, see the following websittspH/www.ipsos-mori.com/polls/2004/voting-by-
readership.shtml
'3 According to the British Audit Bureau of Circulatis, see the following website: http://www.abc.okg.
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Since British newspapers so neatly fall into defercategories as regards their readers socio-
economic profiles, Teo’s claim that ‘discourse doesmerely reflect social processes and
structures, but affirms, consolidates and, in Way, reproduces existing social structures’
(Teo 2000: 10) could be taken to support, jusafyd even reinforce, the divided readerships
of the three groups of papers. Reah (2002) staggsewspapers are, indeed, aware of this:

[A] way in which papers may identify and addressitimplied readerships is by reporting storiesa in
way that is designed to evoke one particular respathus establishing a set of shared values, lysual
in opposition to another group who do not shareyluw attack these values

(Reah 2002: 40)
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3. Analysis

The chief aim of the present thesis is to show Margaret Thatcher and Tony Blair used
their last addresses to the British people to kg own post-political reputation, and how
they used language, or discourse, to cement thgiregacies. In this chapter | will try to
address this by looking particularly at the wayythee polarization as means to this end. In
section 3.1 the analyses of the speeaslivered by Thatcher and Blair respectively are
conducted, and the section is concluded by a sliontmary and comparison (section 3.1.3.).

As a subsidiary purpose, | wanted to see how thespapers reported from the historic and
long-awaited happenings. The editorials from fiféedent British national newspapérs
serve as data and are analysed in section 3.2nAlgam especially looking for examples of
polarization, as well as examining who make updifferent in-groups and out-groups of the

newspapers. As expected, these vary accordinglitccpbaffiliation.

Finally, section 3.3 is a summary and comparisopodi the analyses of the speeches and the

analyses of the newspaper leader articles.

3.1. The speeches

The analyses of the two speeches consist of asdttory section of contextualizing
remarks, followed by a brief discussion of the ¢spand the genre of the discourse, and

concluded with a sequential analysis of the fudt.te

3.1.1. Analysis of Thatchés last parliamentary session as PM

The historical context (i.e. the need for ethnogsaef. Wodak 2001) is important to fully
understand the speech made by PM Margaret Thatckiee House of Commons on the day

of her resignation. | will therefore begin withewf contextualizing remarks.

* The full texts of both Margaret Thatcher's parlemtary session and Tony Blair's address to the uabo
Conference are included in the appendix.
'3 The full texts of all the editorials are includiacthe appendix.
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Margaret Thatcher’s fall from power after more tledeven years as Prime Minister is one of
the most dramatic episodes in post-war Britishtjpall history. Having led the Conservative
Party to three consecutive election victories, That had become the longest continuously
serving PM since Lord Liverpool (1812-1827). Howeveore than a decade in office had
nevertheless taken its toll on the Iron Lady, appasition was mounting even within her

own party.

Still, undefeated at the polls as she was, not évegalculating Thatcher could predict her
own rapid downfall. However, in November 1990 tlargppened quickly. Opposition to her
policies on local government taxation — the Comrnyu@harge, or the controversial ‘poll tax’
as it was more publicly known — was mounting. Idiadn, an overheated economy with
interest rates as high as 15 per cent, and publéiyed disagreements over European
integration had left her party increasingly dividednd Thatcher herself politically

vulnerable.

On November 1, 1990, Sir Geoffrey Howe resigneBagign Secretary and Deputy Prime
Minister in protest at, first and foremost, Thatthecepticism towards European integration.
His bitter resignation speech in the House of Comsrtavo weeks later prompted Thatcher’s
former cabinet colleague Michael Heseltine to a@rage her for the leadership of the party. In
the ballot that followed, Thatcher won by 204 vdtes$ieseltine’s 152, but her total fell four

votes short of the necessary majority plus 15 pat that party rules demanded.

Receiving the news at a conference in Paris, Tleataltially announced her intention to

fight on. However, on her return to London, a mipolitical earthquake occurred. Her
Cabinet colleagues being called in for a conswitatiould not promise her the support needed
in the second ballot, believing that the internalitpcal battle would cost her a fourth General

Election victory.

Ousted by her own ministers, Thatcher had no chmiceo withdraw. On November 22, at
just after 9.30 a.m., she announced to the Cathiaéshe would not be a candidate in the
second ballot. Shortly afterwards, her staff madalip what was, in effect, her resignation

statement:

Having consulted widely among my colleagues, | hevecluded that the unity of the Party and the
prospects of victory in a General Election wouldbletter served if | stood down to enable Cabinet
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colleagues to enter the ballot for the leaderdrspould like to thank all those in Cabinet andsaile
who have given me such dedicated sugfort

Thatcher’s decision paved the way for John Majdrowuly won the leadership battle with
Heseltine. She officially resigned as PM on Noveni#t& 1990. Major succeeded her and
served in the post until the landslide electiofofy Blair's Labour Government in May
1997.

After Thatcher’s resignation was publicly known,ilNGnnock, Leader of the Opposition,
proposed a motion of no confidence in the goverripaerd Margaret Thatcher seized the
opportunity this presented to deliver one of hestmemorable performances. The following
Is a critical analysis of her last parliamentargssen as Prime Minister and leader of the

Conservative Party.

Both Wodak and van Dijk suggest that one should btaestablishing the topics or the
macro-propositions of the chosen discourse. Tagipsesent what a discourse ‘is about’, they
embody the most important information of a disceuesd explain overall coherence of text
and talk. They are the global meaning that langusges rely on in discourse production and
comprehension. However, most likely they cannadibectly observed, but are usually

inferred from or assigned to discourse by langussges (van Dijk 2001: 102).

In Thatcher’s speech there are two main topics:

(1) Britain has prospered under Conservative rule
(2) The Labour Party had left — and will leave agagiven the chance — Britain in ruins with their
socialist policies

In fact, one could easily claim that the two topiasror one another; the second topic is in
many ways the flipside of the first and vice verBlais observation thus serves a striking
foreboding of what we can expect from Thatchersegh, namely an extremely polarized

account of British politics, or perhaps even theldio

The central issues of Europe and the looming Guf ¥uld perhaps have been included as

main topics, but | include them as sub-topics ay thoth contain the polarization inherent in

' The statement in full can be found on the folloyvimebsite:
http://www.margaretthatcher.org/speeches/displayn@mnt.asp?docid=108254

" The resignation as depicted in Thatcher's memoirs:
http://www.margaretthatcher.org/commentary/disptayuinent.asp?docid=109189
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the two main topics. As for Europe, the messagdieasBritain must embrace the single
market, but fend off a federalized union and timgl& currency, whereas the defence political

topic is: Britain must use military means whenevecessary.

Thatcher also makes several other claims in hexcspd&hese could perhaps best be seen as
exemplifications of the two main topics. SummarizZeer assertions include the idea that
Britain has increased its reputation and standbrgaad, it has produced faster investment
growth than many of its competitors, its financeslzetter, and its industry has been
modernized. However, the claim that power has lggemn back to people (which also
contains a number of sub-topics on its own), ia efightly different character. Still, in
Thatcher’s world it is the exact opposite of Labpalicies and thus it becomes another

example of polarization.

The opposition also tries to bring up some topiesse are only briefly discussed by the PM:
The Conservative leadership debate, unemploymeumtefs, inflation, increasing gaps
between rich and poor, the Poll tax, and the saodor the disabled. However, as the main
speaker of this parliamentary session it is Thatttegt gets to define the ‘global meaning’ of
the debate, and that is not to be misundersto@duld be summed up as why the electorate

should make sure the Conservatives would win aliczonsecutive general election.

The next step is to provide a description of thergen question as well as the necessary
background information of this particular genre.

Thatcher’'s memorable speech in the House of Commmame about after Labour leader Neil
Kinnock called for a motion of no confidence. Sacimotion is traditionally put before a
parliament by the opposition in the hope of eitloeryare occasions, defeating the
government or, more likely, embarrassing it orrtigyto dent the ruling party’s chances in the
next election. The reason for Kinnock’s move was] hatcher also points out, the leadership
debate that led to the premier’s resignation. Dytire questions session earlier in the day,
Kinnock had even asked Thatcher if she would waitea new general election, but the call
was abruptly rejected by a confident PM.
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As for all parliamentary sessions in the House @in@ons, the representatives present their
speeches, comments and questions orally — undewutheritative supervision of a speaker
The MPs can thus to a certain point come preparpariiamentary debates, but would
always be susceptible to interruptions, commendsadiner audible exclamations of
disgruntlement or approval from the other membeas is the norm for parliamentary debates
in Westminster. Nevertheless, by their very stat®Ps, the representatives gain access to
this important arena; a privilege by which espégitile government, but also the Leader of

the Opposition and other front-benchers, can septiitical agenda for Britain.

Although there are some matters outside her comptaadPrime Minister is very much in
control of proceedings in the parliamentary debeé&e can deliver prepared speeches on
topics chosen by the government and can, by cheitteer dismiss, neglect or barely touch
upon questions or comments from the oppositionittpsaid that, the debaters usually do
pay attention to previous statements, questionsemdrks to further their own arguments
and dismiss the opposition’s. Such polemics regursharpened, fast-thinking and well-
trained brain, excellent rhetorical skills, and aball knowledge of proceedings and in-depth
knowledge of the matter under discussion. If ingession of such qualities, the politician
would be in an excellent position to put forth disher version of the case, of the state of

affairs, and of the world.

Politics is all about establishing clear alternagivor, in CDA terminology, creating in-groups
and out-groups. Such discursive polarization igluseall the political parties regardless of
ideological position in order to present a worléwiof ‘us’ versus ‘them’, where ‘our’
positive self-presentation is juxtaposed with aateg presentation of ‘them’. Politicians
always seem to have a number of ‘enemies’ that¢leek to ‘other’. These are, of course,
dependent on the eye of the beholder, and will aoprding to the different political parties.
Historically, for instance, trade unions have bpemmounced adversaries for the
Conservatives, just like the property-owning agsaic elites traditionally have been

enemies of the Labour party.

Therefore, in order to build up this us versus tltkchotomy right from the start of her

speech defending the confidence of the governnvanigaret Thatcher launches a manifold

'8 have not heard or seen any fragments from thatéen question and could thus not comment onchea's
delivery or any other audio-visual elements suchestures, intonation or facework.
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attack on the Labour Party and their leader Neaiingck. After an introduction of ridiculing
the opposition, the PM continues with what the @owvetive party, in her view, has achieved
during their eleven years in office: An excelleraimple of positive self-presentation and

negative other-presentation if ever we saw one.

As Wodak (see chapter 1.4.2.) has pointed outywthepersons are named and referred to
linguistically, and the qualities and charactecstivhich logically follow their naming, are
effective techniques used to present a polarizeduatt of reality. In addition to Wodak’s
discursive strategies (chapter 1.4.2.), they foionilaant tool to sum up Thatcher’s efforts of
alienating the Labour Party and its leader Neilri€ick. The Tory PM consistently refers to
the Labour Party as socialists, and not any kinsbefalists; they are defenders and
advocators of the form of socialism of the old conmist regimes in Eastern Europe before
the Iron Curtain fell, i.e. their policies are liled to those executed by brutal dictators of
totalitarian states. What Thatcher does is to compdarget enemy (Labour) with another,
certified enemy (Communist socialism) to furthempérasis the evilness of the former (van
Dijk 1998: 59-60).

The dichotomy strong-weak is consistently usedhat¢her’s depiction of the two political
combatants: Labour is constantly referred to as s@fak and wavering. They are not capable
of taking tough, but necessary decisions, theytemekering after soft options’, and they are
not prepared to fight for their country: For Labgiiris all compromise’; they are paralyzed

when in power.

Thatcher continues her specification of Labour'd haalities. They have selective memories,
but even worse, they lack knowledge, they are igmtor and they operate with a hidden
agenda, in a secretive fashion, behind their vobersks. What is more, Labour leader Neill
Kinnock has ‘no alternative policies’, no visiotl; lze can offer are just ‘disjointed, opaque
words’ as the ‘windy rhetorician’ he is. In faciahour ‘put expediency before principle’,
Thatcher argues. And their apparent disrespeadorocracy is just in line with their

totalitarian inclinations.

191n this section, the words and phrases in invectedmas are quoted from Margaret Thatcher’s spiettte
parliament.
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The PM has a long list of arguments as to why Lalbaust be kept from power, most of
them centred around the assumption that Britaireuhédbour rule was ‘in a parlous state’
and those days will return if the Conservativesraregiven a fourth period in office.
Specifically, Labour ran up debts, inflated theremay, had the lowest growth rates in
Europe, but the highest strike record, offereduailty no increase in take-home pay and thus

had to be ‘rescued’ by Thatcher’s unpleasant, buessary measures.

More importantly, at least from a conservative paifview, Labour ‘took away power from
the people’ by allowing strong trade unions, byiaralizing industries, by opposing private
ownership, and by denying them choice in publizises. Thatcher elegantly rephrases
Labour’s motion against her by saying that Labopo8cies are, in fact, ‘a vote of no
confidence in the ability of British people to mgeaheir own affairs’. And now Labour even
opposes the current government policy of giving @olack to the people, of ‘spreading
freedoms and choice’. Labour ‘wants to renatiomalimg companies, they want ‘more in its
own fitful and debilitating grasp’: ‘Labour’s indirges consume the wealth that others create
and give nothing back’. This ‘would return us taflict, confrontation and government by
consent of the TUC'. Hence, Labour has not got vithtakes to make the difficult and
unpopular decisions or to take tough measurespahg turned Britain into ‘the sick man of
Europe’ and ‘a doubtful prospect’ for investmenthyifor instance, ‘an overmanned,

inefficient, backward manufacturing sector’.

Not only are their economic policies ‘disastroubgy would be squandering the tax payers’
money in Europe had it not been for the Consergatigfforts: Labour had arranged to
contribute a good £10 billion to EC budgets, but"Wwave recovered the money. But perhaps,
that is the kind of Europe Labour members wanEusope on subsidies, a Europe of socialist
restrictions, a Europe of protectionism. They wabecause that is how they would like to

run — or is it ruin? — this country.’

Hence, their vision is restricted, narrow-minded &as arisen out of self-interest, whereas
the Conservative Party has a ‘larger vision’, fiatance on Europe, ‘where member states
cooperate more closely to the benefit of all’. detf Thatcher is quick to take credit for the
democratization processes in the old Soviet seaitates, but again: ‘it was no thanks to the

labour party’.
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Margaret Thatcher concedes nothing when describiediabour Party, except ‘their right to
test the confidence of the House in the Governmeétat consistent derogatory categorization
of the Labour Party and their affiliates could absoseen as a case of over-lexicalization, it
‘results when a surfeit of repetitious, quasi-syraous terms is woven into the fabric of
news discourse, giving rise to a sense of “overgetaness” in the way participants in the
news discourse are described’ (Teo 2000°%20)

Many of Thatcher’s derogatory remarks are overtlyressed, and leave nothing to the
imagination. Other comments are more subtly itellzda@d can only be inferred from positive
statements about her own party, or they are presgopif Thatcher’'s assumptions and logical
deductions are to hold water. This parliamentasgi®® serves as evidence of the polarized
world of British politics, it is a battle betwedmettwo main parties and their respective
leaders, and as much effort is put into criticizing opposition as is into idealizing one’s own

party’s achievements.

Although the Labour Party is the overarching pcéitienemy, Thatcher also sets up a few
other out-groups in her speech. Every other persalitician or state opposing democracy,
which sometimes seems to be the same as a ‘comntitmeconomic liberty, enterprise,
competition and the free market economy’, are dgeahdemnetf. Finally, she also
launches a stern attack on Iraqgi dictator Saddasseéln and other aggressors around the
world, e.g. Argentina’s former Junta leader genkesipoldo Galtieri for his attempts to
invade the Falkland Islands in 1982.

So far | have concentrated on the polarization betwLabour and the Conservatives created
from the very first paragraph in Thatcher’s speectid the consistent ‘othering’ of Labour
Party members and policies in particular. | willinturn to the flipside of this ‘othering’, and
examine how Margaret Thatcher uses her last paghdany session to fight for her political
reputation. Hence, what follows is an analysis emti@ting on her positive self-presentation,

trying to pay specific attention to both discursarel argumentation strategies, as well as

2 However, we must keep in mind that this is theaurfite Conservative PM on her way out of officghting
for her political reputation, speaking. The poiftv@w is obviously from a highly personal but Cengtive
standpoint, ideologically consistent with what tp@aknown as Thatcherism.

2L I'm aware that this argument follows the sameddgyitish comedian Rory Bremner excellently usepacody
the Labour Party for ousting maverick politicianrKleivingstone as their candidate to become the Kiiasyor of
London in 2000. Bremner's point was that Laboutypafficials claimed this was nothing personal ytieould
not only exclude Mr Livingstone, but any personrirgathe name of Ken Livingstone from the nominatio
process.

a7



linguistic means. The analysis is sequential,acpeds clause by clause as Wodak
recommends, applying one category after anotheugtout the whole text. This is done in
order to be faithful to the coherence and cohesiecture of the text, in which the linguistic
strategies always will be mixed with one anotheswidver, as stressed by van Dijk in chapter
2.1., a critical discourse analysis cannot be ‘detef it has to reflect the main scope of the
study and select those structures that are relevant

Thatcher uses the first five paragraphs to setahe and introduce the topics she really wants
to discuss, namely what she has achieved duringdrerd in office, and, secondary, what

her achievements must lead to: a fourth succeg€wservative general election victory. In
the process, she manages not only to visualizpdlzization between the main two political
parties, she also does her best to make a mock&inmock’s motion of no confidence.

First, she questions his motivation for doing s aelaiming that he has a hidden agenda (his
‘real reason is the leadership election’); thendhans that there is indeed no need for such a
motion, Britain is better off than it was when Labavas in charge. And finally, she suggests
that Kinnock offer no more than ‘disjointed, opaquards’ as the ‘windy’ rhetorician he is,

and Labour, thus, offer no alternative policiegytlare quite simply not an option.

Applying argumentation theory to Thatcher’s assuoms, one could say that her first and

last claims rely on the topos of definition: if thabour leader is unreliable and a rhetorician,
his policies are thus also fallacious and congisterely empty words. The second
assumption is based on a number of topoi: One ity the topos of uselessness (there is a
presupposed notion that Labour’s policies are gseknd that they must not get a sniff at
power again), finances (Labour ran up debts, thes€watives are repaying them) and

history (Britain was in a ‘parlous state’ under babrule, but the Tories ‘rescued’ Britain

and now the nation’s standing is ‘deservedly higlo’',not make history repeat itself).

However, one must keep in mind that Thatcher’s dedus are only valid insofar as one

accepts her premises, i.e. her conservative vieiveoivorld.

A very important move Thatcher makes is that sfecks democracy. She makes the
positively connotated notion of ‘democracy’ a sfiequality of the Conservative party:
Their contribution to ending the cold war and sgieg democracy was substantial,
simultaneously implying that Labour did nothing rfhérmore, she herself has fought for the

very core of the idea of democracy to be upheld;ss ‘given power back to the people’ —in
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stark contrast to the Labour party who took it awiye accusation is then repeated when it
comes to the leadership debate, Labour does not tigomost democratic rule of all: one
member, one vote; theirs is a system of block voR¥ecious little democracy there’ as

Thatcher puts it.

Thatcher continues to equate Labour rule to seoraind the root to all evil, she even
borrows authority from one of the ‘most distinguedhambassadors’ as well as the well-
respected, but very conservative magaZine Economistio underscore the horrid state in
which Britain was — and that the prognosis, in 19v&s ‘discouraging’. Hence, Britain had
to be ‘rescued’, and now ‘once again Britain statatlsn the councils of Europe’.

Note also Thatcher’s use of lexis, especially tteva verbs, when describing her party’s
efforts; the Conservatives have ‘changed’ all thediour ruined, they have ‘brought
unparalleled prosperity to our citizens at homgythave ‘given power back to the people on
an unprecedented scale’, they have ‘given conaoktto the people and given them ‘choice
in public services’. This generosity is, of counse,more than the rhetorical version of classic
conservative values, which often implies buildirgywth the social welfare system under the
mantra of freedom of choice — in line with the tepd justice’s claim of equal rights for all
and no special treatment for anyone. Note alsatipeecedentedness and uniqueness in
Thatcher’s portrayal of reality, her Britain is ooie'unparalleled prosperity’, never before has

people had it better. Again, an assumption thabtgroven factually.

The Conservative generosity and willingness agark contrast to Labour’s approach: They
‘oppose’ and are ‘against spreading those freedordschoice to all our people’. Instead,
‘Labour would return us to conflict, confrontatiand government by the consent of the
TUC'. And, they want ‘to take power back into itwfitful and debilitating grasp’. What
Thatcher does is to apply the topos of threat:ijnagine what horrible conditions a Labour

government will bring about.

Martin Flannery tries to counter Thatcher’s argutaevith a number of factually based, but
emotive objections (unemployment rates, inflatmhmoney), but the PM hardly gives
nothing away with her ‘yes, but’ answer. In fa¢tegurthers the gap between the two parties
by saying that where Labour members (almost imglyrmparty organized by nepotism) ran

up debts, the Conservatives invest for the futDieaie Nellist follows next with a direct and
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personal question as to why the PM has been dauénf her own party, if things are as
good as she outlines. Thatcher, notably, never arsstat question, nor the one posed by
Sillars a bit later; for her these are only untiynakerruptions from the more pressing and
important issues at stake, namely defending thes@wative policies of eleven years in

office.

The energetic and vigorous way in which the Coretérg party takes the difficult, but
sometimes unpopular decisions that Labour neverigifdrther emphasized by Thatcher
focussing on ‘our hard work, success and enterptiadour, on the other hand, creates an
industry for parasites, where ‘nationalized’ compariconsume the wealth that others create
and give nothing back’. Thatcher’s argument hetbas such policies violate the topos of
justice: Labour’s industry policies favour statermdl companies and steal dividends from the

man in the street.

The fact that Thatcher keeps repeating deductiassedon her conservative world-view (e.g.
because individuals and families have freedom tmsé, they have more opportunities to
succeed) does not make them hold water, even thehglkries to prove them by some neatly
arranged facts and figures and carefully chosdissta. Note also, the euphemism for

wages: the conservatives offer ‘better reward todhwork’.

Finances or salaries also become topics again ®mean Hughes interrupts with a leading
guestion about the increasing gap between theandrthe poor in Britain. Enter Thatcher the
polemic. Thatcher fends him off, belittling himtime process by stating that he should pay
attention, ‘he might hear something he did not kndlen, she twists and turns his question
around and puts entirely different words into hembatant’s mouth: ‘he would rather that the
poor were poorer, provided that the rich were teds — and repeating it to maximize the
effect. She even makes it sound like Hughes haddeih agenda, and that he betrayed

himself by a slip of the tongue.

Thatcher then ignores the topic and continues antbther conservative truism — a more
economically successful private sector createsviadth for better social services — to
introduce her passage about Britain’s economygcon@nmic resurgence, as she puts it. The

turnaround is substantial, by tough and sometimg®pular measures, the Conservatives
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have transformed the ‘overmanned, inefficient aacklwvard’ sector left by the Labour Party

into ‘modern, dynamic industries’.

The PM treats the controversial issue of Europkabgiching a stern but ideological defence
of conservative values: Under her premiership sisefbught ‘resolutely against subsidies,
state aids to industry and protectionism; unnecgssgulation and bureaucracy and
increasing unaccountable central power at the esgpehnational Parliaments’. Her vision of
a ‘free and open’ Europe (repeated several timasgd on ‘willing cooperation, not
compulsion or bureaucratic dreams’ is strikinglytaposed to the ‘burdens’ and ‘barriers’
and other ‘unfair’ or ‘unnecessary’ obstacles sasfregulations’, ‘restrictions’ and
‘constraints’, which is said to be — or was — tegult of Labour rule. Thatcher often resorts to
the classical rhetorical device of parallelism @ bpeech. It is normally defined as ‘the
repetition of a syntactic structure within a skhspace of text or period of time’ (Partington
2003: 121-122). What Thatcher uses is the threelipa(tricolon), where she repeats a
phrase structure three times. The first two occwoes set up the expectation in the hearer and
prepare the audience for the emphatic climax othilrd utterance. For instance, when
Thatcher claims that Labour members ‘want a Euadseibsidies, a Europe of socialist
restrictions’, and, ‘a Europe of protectionism’.

The conservative notion of freedom for the indidtis omnipresent in Thatcher’s speech.
And the Tories are always ready to fight for timalienable right, for all the inhabitants of
Britain, that is. Again, the dichotomy strong (ienservatives) versus weak (Labour) is
striking. Hence, the tough and vigorous Conseredarty is always ready to defend Britain,
its people and the pound sterling. And defendhéytmust, be it against ceding power to
Brussels, against totalitarian states or agairgtesgors threatening British interests. By
contrast, the Labour party is soft, their membely tcarp, criticize and moan’, for them ‘it is
all compromise’ with horrendous consequences faaibr(as she neatly puts in a topos of
threat/fear). The fall of the iron curtain, for iasce, ‘was no thanks to the Labour party’ — the

tough deterrence policies executed by Thatcher dene ‘in the teeth of the oppositicit'.

22 At this point Thatcher made her famous remarkilemjoying this', which could be said to reflect he
superiority in this debate and underscore whatmaerdinary political, rhetorical and polemicaletat she was.
Or, it could said that the comment made a mocképraceedings, she made the entire section a ludttle
political wit and rhetoric, devoid of any deeperanmg whatsoever.
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So should the Conservatives be censured for doirag i right, Thatcher rhetorically asks
before moving on to defence policies. Again, ithis tough, unwavering tone which is
emphasized. But this time Britain and Thatchengragainst powers outside their control,
the Gulf War, for instance, is destiny: ‘when pipiles have to be defended, when good has
to be upheld and when evil has to be overcomeaiBrivill take up arms’. And, as Saddam
Hussein himself is ‘othered’ as the reincarnatibewl, depicted as the dangerous, unreliable

tyrant he was, there seems to be no way to aveidra

Classical motivational arguments are used to pespar country to accept going to war: It is,
unfortunately, a deed of necessity given the cistamces, the decision is ‘taken with a heavy
heart’, ‘but with tremendous pride in the professilism and courage of our armed forces'.
As for argumentation strategies, Thatcher agais ths2topos of danger or threat: since
Saddam Hussein is a threat to both his own pe&pieait and the world, decisive action (i.e.
war) must be taken. The PM certainly has a way withds, as sending troops to the Gulf and

going to war with Saddam Hussein all of a suddenstout to be ‘the peaceful option’.

3.1.2. Analysis of Blair’s last party conferenceesrh as Labour leader

Early September 2006 the mounting speculation abony Blair's resignation reached a
climax when many senior ministers, anonymouslyiaizied the Prime Minister in public. Of
course, the increasing uproar and call for his losene as a result of his vow two years
earlier not to fight a fourth election. Neverthalethe extraordinary attack forced Tony Blair
to confront his critics and in a statement to tfCBon September 7, 2006, Blair said that he
would quit within a year and that the party confieee later that month would be his last as
leader of the Labour party

Blair had then been leader of the Labour partyesihdy 1994 following the sudden death of
his predecessor, John Smith. Under Blair’s leader&labour won a landslide victory in the
1997 general election, ending 18 years of ruleneyGonservative Party, and inflicting upon
the Tories their worst defeat since 1832. TonymBias now become Labour’s longest-

serving Prime Minister and the only person to hadethe party to three consecutive general

23 At the time of writing, Tony Blair had yet to giedate for his withdrawal. However, his resignatio
statement followed on May 10, 2007 where he saitlike will officially leave office on June 27, 2007
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election victories. In fact, he is the only Lab&usime Minister to serve more than one full

consecutive term.

For many commentators, Blair's statement was seenmajor gamble with his already
limited and shaky future as Prime Minister. By isgtta 12-month timetable for his
resignation, Blair must have hoped to bring anteritie mounting speculation regarding his

withdrawal and to buy himself political leeway ois way out of office.

The timing of his decision could also be seen asrBlwish to end the publicly vented party
internal divisions before they would seriously hampabour’s hopes of future election
victories. It also enabled him to conduct a cowgtat of the Labour conference, hoping that it
would be a ‘thank you’ rally for his political agiements rather than a scene of political

back-stabbing and blood-letting as it looked certaibecome.

However, the feeling that the announcement hatuBiair into a political lame duck seems
reinforced, although one could claim that the daenags already done by his decision in
2004 to step down before a fourth election. Wilslthan a year to go in his premiership,
Blair is certain to have lost authority and controt only over his own government and party,
but also over his political acquaintances acrossmbrld. The decision could thus be seen to
defeat its own end and further inflame those Lalmavericks who desperately want a new
leader and a new course, and who would claim hifit tanrun the country, or introduce any
radical, long-term policies in his last few montiisen in practice his premiership is over.

And it would certainly spur the opposition in thgirest to debilitate the Labour government.

The debate and controversy surrounding Blair'ssecito step down, but not giving the
exact date for his vacating Downing Street 10,l&akéxpectations of what was soon to
become his last address at the Labour conferenleadsr of the party. The speech was all of
sudden assumed to be of enormous magnitude andagasly anticipated by both his peers,
his colleagues, his critics, the opposition andntieelia. Not only did the conference give
Blair the chance to sum up his decade as prengerptld also give advice and look forward
to future challenges without the main responsipdis to which course was selected, and he
could pull some strings as to who should be thetftmners to succeed him. Most
importantly though, with the complete attentiortlué whole nation for up to one hour, he

could try to put a stamp of authority on how higdey is to be decided: The Labour
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conference podium marked the beginning of his udrtjat for a generous judgment by
history.

So which topics did Blair choose when entering estage for the last time as Labour
leader? Not surprisingly, he chose to focus on \En@in and the British people have
achieved under his premiership, half-heartedlywssgd under the mantra: (New) Labour has
transformed Britain. Presupposed here is, of cotingd Britain has moved in the right
direction, implying that the nation was in a hodeus state before Labour and Blair took
over in 1997. Secondly, Blair looks ahead andstnéth grandeur a little unfit for a

politician of his stature, to act as a self-appmin¢élder statesman and give advice to his
successors. The message: In order to win a folethi@n, Labour must change their policies

to adapt to new, global challenges.

Subordinate to each of these two overarching tdpiese are many minor ones. As for the
first, Blair explains why a change was called toe¢ause the Tories left Britain in tatters),
why they did it (in order for the normal peoplepimsper), and how (the efforts done to right
the wrongs) they changed Britain. The second napittrevolves around what the Labour
party, and thus Britain, can achieve in the futaeBlair briefly tackles many — if not most —

of the political issues of today (which all becosub-topics in his speech).

It comes as no surprise perhaps, but the contedtaians of Blair's speech are almost
identical with those of Thatcher 16 years earllérey are both fighting the same battle, both
personally and on behalf of their parties, in darapt to create a polarized world of us versus
them, where they themselves belong to the posjtinegdresented in-group and the opposition
is firmly placed in the out-group, negatively oragatorily portrayed whenever possible. The

main focus, as always in politics, is to win thetficoming election.

Perhaps one could define the party conference beea sub-genre of the more general
genre of political speech. In any case, the pashferencé* speech is special insofar that it

mostly addresses people of the same convictioneasgeaker. Hence, one would expect the

4 In the United Kingdom each major political partlds an annual party conference. In the LabouryPtme
conference is the supreme body, although the peatiership has made clear, particularly in receats, that it
will ignore the conference’s decisions where itsloet agree; constitutionally, a British governmmenist be
free to make decisions on behalf of the whole patpuh and cannot be bound by any private body.

54



audience to be friendly, patient, attentive anghoesive, and not a source for openly
expressed critique or hostility. As opposed to igraentary session, the speaker usually

need not expect other interruptions than applaus¢éher positive feedback.

With the podium at the speaker’s disposal for uprtexceeding one hour and the full

attention of the audience, he or she can come tigbig prepared, and, depending on his or
her status within the party, bring up exactly thei¢s he or she wants and thus set the agenda
for that session, if not the entire conferencec@irse, as politicians are expected to master
the skills of oratory, one would assume that a lepeat such a scene would try to incorporate
and address topics or issues discussed by othefarrent interest.

When speaking at the conference of his or her ptrgyspeaker is in total control of
proceedings and could choose what other meanstorgany the delivery, be it music or
sound effects, visual elements like film, pictuoeslogans, as well as more subtle moves like
placement of the podium, timing, order of appeagarand so on. The speaker apparently
controls both the screenplay and direction. Newbets, the actual words spoken are the
focus of this analysis, and it should be kept indithat these are written for oral delivery, for
the party, but also to a large extent to pleasesaadmmodate the ever-increasing corps of
journalists. And, lest we forget; Blair's words avatten to enhance his post-political
reputation. With respect to this latter point, sanaés stand out in particular; the sentences
and paragraphs are shorter, the use of lists seebeson the increase, and catchwords,
punch-lines and gags pervade the speech.

As for this very speech by Blair, it was a long-&e@ address and an object of massive
attention, heavily announced beforehand as it ®ks: had the privilege to speak one day
after his main adversary and possible successanc&tior Gordon Brown, but also had to
face the tabloid front page splashes of Cheriewifes, being caught on tape spitting out the
word ‘liar’ when Brown addressed the conference \ertbally offered an outstretched hand
towards her husband. In Blair's world that was mevproblem, although to the tune of
‘we’re not invincible’ from Take That's ‘Never foef, he never seemed to flinch, his
response simply being, at least ‘I don’t have teryvabout Cherie running off with the bloke

next door®®. From then on it was one hour and one minutt@Blair show.

%% |n this section, the words and phrases in invectsdmas are quoted from Tony Blair's speech at gimour
conference in Manchester.
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Nevertheless, it all started in a humble and thainkfy, the Labour leader was in his most
subservient and self-ironic mode. The ‘thank yamarks were flying in every direction, as
he joked about the job giving both him and hisoielimembers grey hair. However, his
delivery was everything but grey or insignificarts highly personal introduction only
served one purpose: to prove that politics is apeople, and not just any kind of people,
‘normal people’, like you and me, and that Blaimself is a normal bloke, but a normal bloke
that happens to live in number 10 Downing Stfedthis inclusive tone is obviously chosen
to decrease what many see as a widening gap bepodgoians and the ordinary man in the
street. Blair sums it up himself, the inclusive “w&ee on ‘journey of progress’ together,
although ‘we’ have slightly different roles: ‘Leaddead but in the end it's the people who
deliver’ (and make no mistake about it, the progpen show, he makes concrete examples,

could only have happened under a Labour goverrfifient

The journey imagery serves to further highlight distance Blair wants us to believe Britain
has travelled since he succeeded the Conservatii&97. In other words, he has made
‘progress’, and progress is per definition goodnées Blair himself is a ‘progressive’ as
opposed to the ‘regressive’ policies of the Toderd their leader David Cameron. Progressive
are also the NHS staff, who ‘transform and save tdrihousands of lives every day’, and the
teachers, the pupils and their parents, who ‘hawengour country the best educated children

in history’.

Then, Blair starts a long rant about the horridesta which Britain was when he first became
Labour leader. Again he sides with the people &ades their ‘anger’ at the state of the
nation with its ‘crumbling school buildings’, itpatients dying in pain, waiting for
operations’, of a ‘doubled’ crime rate, of ‘homepossessed’ and wholesale ‘poverty’. The
British people could rightly feel ‘betrayed’. Atighpoint, Blair attaches no agents to his
descriptions of society, but as listeners we sémsexistence of a big, bad wolf responsible
for this misery. Not even when he lists the ‘daogithallenges’ Labour faced after the

landslide election victory in 1997, does he mentlmConservatives. Nevertheless, by

% Implicit in the ‘normalness’ of his fellow Labouaplleagues is also an amicable and open-mindeit: spir
Labour consists of member with big hearts, how etadd Blair be ‘rescued’ from the tough world adridon
politics in 1983.

" Although Blair seems very eager to give crediéach and everyone of the British people, he qitéeally
spells out who has made this happen, as for thestdthHospital in Knowsley, whetee (my emphasis) ‘laid
down the foundation stone’.
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juxtaposing the ‘daunting challenges’ with his oheh of achievements, Blair creates an in-
group consisting of the British people and the Lakmarty, and an out-group of the hitherto

unnamed malefactors.

‘This was a country aching for change’, Blair extia and emphasizes a recurrent theme in
his speech, namely change and transformationlyFihs stresses the need for change, the
need for an energetic government that could righttrongs (we must ‘keep changing

Britain for the better’), then he highlights andgs the praises of the changes that have
indeed taken place under the current premiersthgs(fs a changed country’). However, it is
important to keep in mind that Tony Blair at thiage is prosecutor, barrister and judge at the
same time, revelling in the powerful position ofidieg what is right and what is wrong,

what has worked, and what has#iotence, he chooses his facts carefully, for ircgtamhen
mentioning unemployment, he emphasizes the rathsruse wording ‘virtually no long-term
young unemployment’ which, at best, only gives diglpicture of the problem, or

‘challenge’ to use Blair's mediatized vocabulary.

In his list of good deeds for his fatherland, hekesause of the passive voice. Labour has now
banned ‘things that should never have been alloaed’allowed ‘things that never should
have been banned’ — but somebody has at some timeesbmething very wrong — which we
are led to believe are their political adversabessome of these claims are obviously also
approved by numerous Labour governments in the(pagtsmoking in public places). Blair

Is also appealing to the common sense of the pubigvery hard to disagree with any of his

assertions: This is progress in practice and pobdie ‘the chaos’ that Labour ‘inherited’.

His first mention of the Tories is characteristigddostile, but leaves much to be inferred
from his economical language. The essence isstilto be misunderstood: they were wrong
(about the minimum wage, for instafdeNow they are, reluctantly, forced to admit itdato
change their minds in the process — because, ahdstfor everyone to see, these Labour

policies worked. In the world of politics, thatdbout as big a setback as anyone can get.

8 In his article on presidential rhetoric, Zaref§Rp04) claims that political speeches by such pnemi actors
define political reality. Social reality is not @, it is chosen from among multiple possibilitiBecause of his
prominent political position and his access tortteans of communication, Blair, as the US presidant,
defining a situation, might be able to shape th&ext in which events or proposals are viewed leyhblic.
These definitions are often stipulated, offered #sey were natural and uncontroversial rathentblaosen and
contestable.

29 And they have got no empathy either, as theyhaitielp for the world’s poor.
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As for David Cameron, Blair describes him as a j@&k&meron and his Tories are consistently
ridiculed. Firstly, Blair questions their ability tead Britain: David Cameron’s Tories? —
surely, you must be joking. Then, he rebukes hinsdyyng that politics is ‘not a multiple
choice quiz question, Mr Cameron’, before he laugtss idea about a Bill of Rights drafted
by a Committee of Lawyers: ‘Have you ever triedfting anything with a Committee of
Lawyers?’ Blair goes on by casting doubt on hisahgrounds: ‘sacrificing British influence
for Party expediency is not worthy of a Prime Miar§ demeaning his financial policies (‘he
wants tax cuts and more spending’), and brandingrtaive in the process (the idea that the
terrorized old lady should give the young thug@enbig hug). They just ‘haven’t thought it
through’, he concludes, implying that the Conseveatare not only ignorant, but that they
simply lack the knowledge necessary to be in chafgdfairs. ‘Get after them’ and ‘take this

lot apart’ is his, rather blood-thirsty, advicehis own party.

Note also the lexis Blair uses to distance himaetf his party from the Tories. They ‘pander’
to ‘anti-Americanism’ and ‘to the Eurosceptics’etyh'cut’ the help for ‘the world’s poor’,

and they put ‘expediency’ first. Tony Blair's Nevahour ‘freed Britain’ from this
‘reactionary’ grasp of the Tories, who could nelsadge the notion of ‘individual prosperity’
with that of a ‘caring society’. Blair, however,shaefied conventional political wisdom’,

made the impossible possible, by uniting econoffiiciency and social justice.

It is nevertheless a slightly humble PM who spdaksis party, his mission is not completed,
there are still many things ‘that remains to beedoNeither does he want to dwell on things
past, according to Blair, ‘politics is always abthg next challenge’, to ‘keep changing
Britain for the better’. And, in order to do thagbour must adapt to a changed world: ‘In
1997 the challenges we faced were essentiallysBrifioday they are essentially global’.
Thus, Labour must adapt not by throwing all thelidfs overboard, or by ‘ditching New
Labour’, but by understanding ‘that New Labour 60Z won’t be New Labour in 1997’;
different times call for different policies. Blaaxemplifies by referring to previous Labour
governments and leaders that went desperately wrecguse they were out of step with their
surroundings (public). Hence, Blair justifies tmewness’ in his Labour by juxtaposing New
Labour with the Labour of the past, a comparisoictvipaints a rosy picture of his

leadership.
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Criticizing central Labour dignitaries such as Hdnd/ilson is a potentially hazardous
pastime. Of course, Blair knows that, but havinghwiree consecutive election victories he
also knows he can get away with it. According tm hihose victories were due to his being
tuned in with the electorate’s needs, whereas Laibdtlne past were certainly not,

‘electorally hopeless’ as they were. To further Bagize this topos of history, Blair uses
metaphors from the world of economics, ‘the valinesnselves become devalued’ and ‘have
no purchase in the real world’ — quite appropr@iesidering his pandering with more market

oriented policies than previous Labour governments.

Blair's language is clearly emoti¥eit is quite obvious that he wants to appeal &ftrelings

of both his audience and the public. ‘Be proudiké& heart from’ what we have achieved,
have ‘faith’ and ‘belief’ in yourselves, these atbmessages Blair wants to get across to his
party faithfuls — believing that only a confideaatlership can spread confidence to the
public. At the same time he wants to be a unitorgé for his party (‘I want to heal’), like a
monarch or patriarch stepping down, he reminideess personal, he generously pours of his
vast experience, and he gives advice. He is a rhtre avorld, and he makes no attempt to
hide it: “You take my advice. You don't take it. ¥iochoice’, as if he is saying: Do not come
knocking on my door later.

Again, it is the wannabe-elder statesman speakifyime Minister that is desperate to
present his 10-year-premiership in the best pasédpht. He was a strong leader (getting
results ‘require leadership’), he made the tougtisitens (‘courage is our friend, caution our
enemy’), he got results, and he is Labour to theelqd love this party’) — despite claims of
the opposite (‘He’s not Labour. He’s a closet Toryhis is positive self-presentation in

practice.

Although Blair says, ‘next year | won't be makirigst speech’, he still wants the party ‘to
keep on winning’. There are two reasons for thatatgues. Firstly, if Labour do not succeed,
the Conservatives will be back in office, and, agugently, change the country, but in a
regressive way. Secondly, as the people’s man, hal®ur must carry on winning for the
sake of the public.

%0 Blair here uses the strength versus weakness irbatja version appropriated to the realms of thet@nal.
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As for the first reason, Blair applies the toposhwéat: If David Cameron’s Tories win the
next election, Britain will — again — become a gptace. As for the second, Tony Blair
stresses that Labour and himself, sometimes iffisudt to tell the differencé’, always ‘put
the Party at the service of the country’, one ca@lidost hear the echo of the late US
president John F. Kennedy in his inauguration dp&e¢961: ‘Ask not what your country
can do for you; ask what you can do for your cognHtiis call for commitment is balanced
by an attempt to close the gap between the Labmwergment and the British people: They
are all in the same boat. ‘Their reality becamereality. Their worries, our worries’, Blair
brags, and claims that Labour’s ‘core vote is thentry’, ‘not any sectional interest or
lobby’. Labour does not put personal interestsagytist proposals first, they have got their
mandate from the public, as shown in Blair’s liileecdote about the female part-time
worker to which he spoke about her tax credit. 8¢ it out’, was her message to the PM,
and, according to Blair, that has got to be Lab®uarission, ‘keep changing Britain for the
better’. And since, the people (i.e. the individyahe patient; the parent’) come first, it is not
about Labour winning a fourth election, it is nbbat winning for ‘winning’s sake but for the
sake of millions here that depend on us to win,tanaughout the world’, it is about how

Britain can ‘carry on winning'.

However, after three election victories, Blair axguhat time is both an advantage and a
disadvantage for Labour. Although the Labour gowent is now experienced, ‘there are no
popular third term governments’. Being in officesiiaken its toll, that is ‘the nature of the
beast’, Blair explains. But there is no need tparmlyzed, people ‘will lose faith in us only if

we first lose faith in ourselves’, he continues.

However, to win a fourth election Labour must adap changed world, where the
‘fundamental dilemma’ is how to ‘reconcile libemyth security’, how Britain can be ‘open
and secure’ at the same time. This is Blair's aftietm address terrorism and immigration
(and thus in the process implying an intricatetreteship between the two concepts), and a
situation where ‘suicide bombers born and bredritaB bring carnage to the streets of
London’. By use of the semantic structure of the,tBlair subtly manages to ‘other’
migrants by way of implication and indirectnessei@agly non-evaluative and non-

ideological descriptions of ‘facts’ imply negatitraits to immigrants in the way the sentences

*In his study about the metaphor system used tifyjwgar in the Gulf, Lakoff (1991) points out thekte ruler-
for-state (or in this case leader-for-party) armdestis-person metaphors are common in politicacipes.
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of the discourse cohere (van Dijk 1998: 63). Fetance, when Blair goes from talking about
‘who is here lawfully’ via ‘organized crime gangbkat ‘are free to practice their evil’ to the
difficulty of deporting ‘foreign nationals even wiciting violence’, it is obvious that he
implies a connection between immigrants on thelara and crime and violence on the
other. Thus, he applies a topos of reality to fjustitougher immigration policy, for instance
by introducing identity cards: ‘because our idedilmdrty is not keeping pace with change in
reality’, the essential freedom of liberty and sé@guare in jeopardy’ (because reality is as it

IS, necessary measures must be taken).

Openly, of course, he distances himself from tle@idf a shut Britain. ‘Some want’, those
some, of course, are not Blair himself, ‘a fortrBsigain — job protection, pull up the
drawbridge, get out of international engagementid Alespite the ID cards, he does not want
to live in a ‘police state’ or ‘a Big Brother sotyé His is a ‘third way’, consistent with his
earlier rhetoric, ‘by using collective power to atee opportunity and provide security for
all'. If not, ‘instead of a welcome, migrants fifighar’ — here Blair cleverly makes the migrants

the agents and implies that everything he is corezkabout is their well-being.

‘Terrorism isn’t our fault. We didn’t cause it’, &F blatantly states. ‘It's not the consequence
of foreign policy’, he continues in a stern defen€®ritain’s involvement in Afghanistan

and Irag. Terrorism is a ‘struggle’ against an fayewith an ‘ideology®. ‘It is an attack on
our way of life’, Blair continues, emphasizing the versus them dichotomy. The polarization
is further reinforced by the use of images and pieies: terrorists ‘prey on every conflict’,
and ‘exploit every grievance’, they are the oned thlaughter the innocent’ with their
‘sectarian death squads’. That is why it will berfamitting a craven act of surrender’ to
retreat from Afghanistan and Iraq now or to withwlias ‘America’s strongest ally’. However,
Blair is quick to add that ‘not a day goes by ohanar in the day when | don’t reflect on our
troops with admiration and thanks’ — with the eatchnary bravery of being out of range, one
might add.

%2 Interestingly, Bush’s term ‘war on terrorism’ h&sently been rejected by the Labour governmertir@a
minister Hilary Benn said to the Guardian April 2807, that the British government did not usephease, as
it gave succour to terrorists and was too narra&faition. ‘In the UK, we do not use the phraseatvon

terror” because we can’t win by military means &loAnd because this isn’t us against one orgarsedy
with a clear identity and a coherent set of obyedi It is "the vast majority of the people in therld" against "a
small number of loose, shifting and disparate gsonpo have relatively little in common. What thgseups
want is to force their individual and narrow valwsothers, without dialogue, without debate, tiglouiolence.
And by letting them feel part of something biggee, give them strength’, Mr Benn said to the Guardia
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It is impossible to discuss Blair's speech withméntioning his oratory skills. This is a
rhetorical marksman, a cunning media user, a énillperformer who has made the podium
his natural habitat. He always interacts with hidiance, with his short, emotional sentences,
his rhetorical questions, his pinpointed lists mfianents, his inclusiveness, his convenient
pauses and his rise and fall in intonation. Andhliisiour. He makes his listeners laugh, his
gags were many throughout the speech, for instémecpke about his getting older, his wife
running off with Gordon Brown, but there were mdfigey know there isn’'t some fantasy
government where nothing difficult ever happenseyive got the Lib Dems for that'. In total
he got nine minutes and 13 seconds of standingoovdtiring his delivery, according to the
BBC. Never mind the fact that he spoke to his ais, was vintage political oratory from

one of the best in the business.

3.1.3. Summary and comparison of the two speeches

The circumstances that led to the resignation afgslieet Thatcher in 1990 and Tony Blair
some 16 years later are strikingly similar. The Bvone Ministers were both ousted by their
respective parties in the middle of their fourthimien office. In fact, neither of them did ever
lose a general election, they both won three ssogeglection victories and served their
country for more than a decade — Blair as the &vetr in Labour’s history, Thatcher as the

longest-serving PM since Lord Liverpool (1812-1827)

Still, Thatcher’s exit was by far the more dramati¢he two. Her position as leader of the
Conservatives was challenged by her former calsimlétague Michael Heseltine in an
internal leadership battle. She quite easily fertuedoff, but failed to get the necessary 15
per cent buffer so that she could continue unadfibdinstead, there was to be a second ballot,
from which Thatcher, after an initial vow to fighi, duly resigned. The reason being that her
trusted ministers could neither guarantee her mator that the contest would end the
destructive divisions within the Conservative party

To some extent, Tony Blair had only himself to théor the mounting criticism he received

during his fourth term in office. Comments suchlagould not fight a fourth election’ and ‘I
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will step down within a yea?® had fuelled expectations about his leaving. Sothad

apparent deal between Blair and his Chancellord@oBrown. Various reports claim that in
a gentlemen’s agreement Blair had accepted thshdeld hand over the job to the
Chancellor at a given point in his premiershipgealdlair allegedly had struck with Brown
after the death of Labour leader John Smith in ¥9®evertheless, there were still a number
of Labour seniors that wanted to see the back af Bind who eventually succeeded in

forcing him out.

But, whereas Thatcher faced the facts immediatedyrasigned as soon as she realized that
there was no other option, Blair decided to hangmifact, he had been hanging on for close
to a year, when he returned to his constituen&eidgefield on May 10, 2007, and made the
announcement everybody had been waiting for: Hetenlder his resignation to the queen on
June 27, 2007.

When Thatcher decided to bow out without furthey,athe was left with the motion of no
confidence in the House of Commons as the settingdr farewell address. Blair, on the
other hand, could better orchestrate his swansodglaose the Labour conference as time
and place for his speech. Hence, whereas Thatelktolface the hostility and
unpredictability of the Commons just hours after foemal resignation, Blair had the
privilege of delivering a thoroughly prepared ametcted farewell address to his party
faithful.

Indeed, most of the differences between the twoesses stem from the different context in
which they were held. Thatcher had to confront libéhopposition and her own Tory
dissidents in the House of Commons; she had tdeeaand quick-thinking to tackle
immediate feedback, be it interruptions, questmmnaudible exclamations of disgust or
sympathy. In contrast, by announcing his forthcaymetirement, Blair had managed to turn
his conference speech into a thank you rally. Hédcbe more personal and speak directly to
his own, illustrated by the use of personal (‘yaor)nclusive (‘we’) pronouns and phrases

such as ‘take heart from it' and ‘show belief irsrlves’.

3 According to the BBC, Blair revealed in 2004 thatwould not fight a fourth election and made #téef
claim in September 2006 (http://news.bbc.co.uk/@khinews/politics/5322094.stm).

% See Wikipedia for more information about this Wjdkeld belief in British politics
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blair-Brown_deal).
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Nevertheless, the similarities are more strikirentkhe differences. Just as Thatcher’s topics
were the flipside of each other, Blair's speecimisiany ways a repetition of Thatcher’s, but
turned on its head. The framework and their goadgtee same; in the polarized world of the
two-party political system in Britain, both Thatctad Blair put their own achievements in
the best possible light whereas they try to bedmxalrything associated with the opposition:
The only difference is their political affiliaticeind their account of reality (although there is
one view they could share; they both regarded Saddiassein as an evil enemy, and
whereas Thatcher was on the brink of a war withddumss Iraq, Tony Blair actually invaded

the country).

Another conspicuous similarity in the two speedBdkeir relentless accumulation of
evidences of change. Fairclough (2001: 132) artheshis cascade of change firmly
establishes the notion of a transformed Britaia asnple fact, although many of their
assertions could be questioned. Examples of charggauthoritatively represented in both
texts ‘as lists of known appearances (and truism#)e present which are indifferent to place
and whose social agency is effaced, and which briseésponded to in certain ways’. Both
Thatcher and Blair thus construct a vision of angjea Britain to which there is no

alternative.

One could perhaps claim the polarization is momriowm Thatcher’'s speech than in Blair’s.
The latter often omits the agency of some of haaations and generally uses a subtler way
of othering the Conservative party. As for the eoi$ of their speeches, Blair looks ahead
and tries to address future challenges to a laxgge@nt than Thatcher. Still, both he and
Thatcher emphasize what they have achieved; tieegftar all fighting for their post-political
reputation. Summing up a decade in power seemsldaunting challenge, nevertheless,
they both managed to bow out in style, like thessté contemporary politics they both were.
At times, it even reaches royal proportions, likenarchs, or at least elder statesmen, they
look back, reminisce and give advice to their sesoes as they leave centre stage for the last

time™®,

% Whereas Thatcher probably would not dream ofoizitig her own colleagues, even though they brohght
down, Blair attacks both his predecessors and soaministers. Perhaps that is because he can kidadthe
newness in his Labour and thus get away with it.
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3.2. The newspaper editorials

Section 3.2.1. contains the analyses of the leadietes fromThe SunThe Daily Mirror, The
Daily Mail, The GuardiarandThe Daily Telegrapfirom November 23, 1990 — the day after
Thatcher announced her retirement from number Mgy Street — whereas section 3.2.2.
contains the analyses of the newspaper editorats September 27, 2006, the day after
Tony Blair delivered his last speech to the Labmnference as leader of the party.

The leader articles from the five different newsgrapare analysed one by one. | start by
analysing the down market tabloidgheé SurandThe Daily Mirror), then | continue with mid
marketThe Daily Mail and the two broadsheéithe GuardiarandThe Daily Telegraph
Both sections are concluded by a short summarycamgparison.

As already pointed out, | will especially look fexamples of polarization, how the different
newspapers construct in-groups and out-groups diepe¢n their ideological position. Note
also that quotations from the editorials are plaoadverted commas.

3.2.1. The newspapers’ coverage of Thatcher’s speec

Below follows an analysis of the leader articlest thvere printed ifhe SunThe Daily
Mirror, The Daily Mail The GuardiarandThe Daily Telegrapton November 23, 1990, the
day after Margaret Thatcher had publicly annourteadresignation. A copy of these five

editorials can be found in the appendix.

The Sun: ‘Thank God for our decade of mighty Maggie

‘The Sursalutes a great PM’. That is the headingloé Suis editorial page the day after
Margaret Thatcher announced her decision to resmigihdefended the Government’s
confidence in the House of Commons. The tabloid mmextended one-page special tribute
accompanied by a drawing, with the caption ‘amdmggreatest’, that places ‘Maggie’ on a
pedestal alongside ‘Nelson’, ‘Wellington’, ‘Churtthand ‘Monty’ — and the Union Jack. The
leader article is titled ‘Thank God for our decadenighty Maggie’ to further underline her
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greatness. However, the title not only sums up@dts outThe Suts message, it also

forms ‘a cognitive macro-structure that servesrasrgportant strategic cue to control the way
readers process and make sense of the report’20@@ 14). Firstly, it includes the element
of gratitude and the feeling that deeds of evildrelydescription would have taken place if it
were not for ‘Maggie’, appropriately then, theditllso puts God in the equation, as if to place
the deity in the newspaper’s in-group of Thatchibutors and as a divine guardian for her
Tory highness. Furthermore, the colloquial twand #re informal address add more than a
touch of assumed togetherness Witte Surreaders, the informality is applied to include
‘Maggie’ into their community. Finally and most imogantly, the label ‘mighty Maggie’
presents the ousted Tory leader as an unwavetunglysand momentous character, a

majestic Premier who has led her country by example

The notion of an infallible and imperious leadeaisecurrent theme throughout the article,
the imagery is consistent and unequivocal, Thatisheesolute’, she is ‘rock-solid’, and she

is forceful — she is quite simply portrayed asitiearnation of strength, both politically,
physically and morally. PoliticallyThe Sursays she is one of the greatest, most powerful and
vigorous leaders Britain has ever had, illustrdtgdexis such as the ‘Thatcher Revolution’,
but also the passages that places her ‘among ¢lagsgof history’ and that her name ‘will
appear on every page’ ‘when the history of the $38Qvritten’. Furthermore, she, in

persona, has brought Britain from ‘drifting withcautudder’ to ‘new heights of prosperity’,

her ‘resolute’ foreign policy has ended the Coldr\&fad brought ‘freedom’ for the former
Soviet satellites, and she has rebuilt Britainfsutation and influence in Europe and got a
better deal in the process, and, finally, she bassed to succumb to ‘aggressors’,
victoriously leading her country into one war amdtbe brink of another — one almost gets
the impression that she alone has rebuilt the clingBritish empire, or at least rekindled the
spirit thereof (her foreign policy ‘has won agadm Britain a crucial and honourable place in
world counsels’). The image of strength also inekideferences to physical strength, she has
‘fought like a tigress’, she has displayed ‘steelfysal’ and shown ‘stubborn courage’ and
‘sheer guts’ — all excellent images consideringriiekname, the Iron Lady. The wording also
shows that this is a no-nonsense character whetsvith due respect wherever she gées

As for her integrity, she is a moral lighthouseoft¢sty. Principle. VisionThe Sumames

and prizes her principal qualities. She is helligh esteem, ‘she is as readily recognized’ in

% She has even defeated the ‘once-invincible’ Areargill.
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Bulgaria as in Britain. In fact, she is portrayednaorally infallible, like a living Statue of
Liberty, and now one must hope that ‘her torchreéflom is taken up by someone who

proves worthy of it’.

The Suruses the word ‘revolution’ to further emphasize tomplete turn-around and
transformation Thatcher’s decade-long premiershgplrought about. The ‘unique’

‘Thatcher Revolution’ has ‘changed Britain for thetter’. (Note that the tabloid even
capitalizes the ‘r to make it sound like an estdi®#d fact.) Again, the image of a stout, brave
and vigorous PM is depicted: SoLLED BACK the frontiers of the State’'ROUTED the
once-invincible Arthur Scargill’,FREED the great State industries§LASHED the controls

that bedevilled private enterprise’ armT taxation again and again’ — this time reinforced

by the use of bold majuscular catchwords to moeehtkart and soul of every Sun reader.

The five highlighted verbs all imply a vigorous aaxctive agent, a person of action and
firmness, and again that person is ‘mighty Maggi&e wording is, of course, carefully
chosen, with ‘routThe Summanages to turn ‘the once-invincible Arthur Sciiirgito a evil-
minded, selfish enemy, who holds ‘the country tesman’, ‘slash’ is colloquial and could be
the newspaper’s attempt to speak in a way theikwwgrclass readers will be familiar with,

and to sound more trustworthy when the tabloid lspea behalf of its readers.

Furthermore, the five point list is also a brilli@xample of the art of periphrasing politically
loaded concepts into public-beating material. ‘Rgllback the frontiers of the State and
returning control to the people’ is almost exatlly same as ‘freeing the State industries’,
which just as well could have been called by itsper name: privatization. Another
euphemism is found whérhe Sursays that Maggie ‘slashed the controls that bdddvi
private enterprise’, the tabloid refers to statervention and promotes an economic laissez-
faire politics. Together with the many cuts in tai, these are policies that form the
backbone of a Conservative ideology, or more pedgiwhat today is known as Thatcherism
(of whichThe Surso boldly predicted that the history of the 198@sild be full).

‘Honesty. Principle. Vision. Stubborn courage. Shpés.” The aphorisms that summarize
Thatcher’s political life are plentifulhe Suralmost resorts to sloganizing when it comes to
describing her legacy, also exemplified by thedhzmssheads (‘Principle’, ‘Control’ and

‘Honour’). Thatcher’s rhetoric of her being patrand guardian of democracy and freedom is
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naturalized and repeated blie Sunmainly by praising her political deeds but ialso
spelled out directly; she ‘freed’ her own countryrh the loathed Scargill and brought
‘freedom’ to the people of Eastern Europe — andraladl she is likened to one of the greatest

symbols of freedom and democracy in our time; ttau® of Liberty.

Labour is barely mentioned ithe Sureditorial, which almost strips the article of anert

party polarization. Instead, the polarization resith Thatcher versus her own party. And, in
the in-group alongside the great ‘Maggie’ staltde Sunher ‘most steadfast, loyal friend'.
The supportive tabloid uses the inclusive ‘we’fasspeaks on behalf of a greater unitSafn
readers. And it is disgusted at ‘the manner ofgo#ng’, that she was ‘brought down by her
own party’. Even Thatcher herself exclaimed that thas ‘cruellest thing’, an@ihe Surduly
repeats her utterance. Thus, the newspaper opmalyptoves of the Conservative mavericks;

they are not with ‘us’ and are firmly placed in tha-group of Thatcher opponents.

Consistent with the positive self-presentationhaf Thatcher in-group, there is an inherent
critique of governments past, mainly aimed at pppsged Labour failings. In 1979, when the
Tories took over from Labour's James Callaghanitéd8r was drifting without a rudder’.

There was ‘stinking rubbish’ ‘piled in the streetBritain had entered the Common Market
‘on their knees’, humiliated and ruined in the @&, and the country was ‘held to ransom’
by the trade unions. In addition the economy wdfesng from erroneous state control and
Britain was open to attacks from foreign aggressboswhereas the image of strength was
preserved for ‘Mighty MaggieThe Suruses imagery from the other end of the dichotomous
continuum of strong-weak to describe the leadefsrbédner. The Britain Thatcher inherited is
portrayed in stark contrast to the Britain of wheidte helped ‘release the energies and talents’
and thus ‘rose to new heights of general prospefityatcher’s legacy is further cemented in
the closing of the leader article: ‘she deservdsetoemembered with gratitude, respect and
affection in the hearts of the nation’.

The Daily Mirror: ‘The only choicé

For the pro-Laboubaily Mirror, ‘the only choice’ after Thatcher’'s downfall isrfBritain to
have a new general election, and ‘the only chaic#hat election is to vote for Labour and
their leader Neil KinnocKThe Mirror comment is thus a classic example of a two-front
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polarization. The Tories — and everyone associattddthem — are per definition bad,
whereas Labour and their gutsy leader Neil Kinnaxekthe materialization of everything

good and constitute the in-group of the newspaper.

Mrs Thatcher herself is not overtly criticizedTihe Mirror comment, but as readers we can
sense the hostility between the lines. In the editahe tabloid calls her ‘Mrs Thatcher’, in
stark contrast to the adjacent article and pagesbpihere she is simply referred to as
‘Maggie’. Thus, just as the technique of the infatraddress can be applied to exclude from
as well as include into a community, formal addiegss produce the same effect. By calling
her ‘Mrs Thatcher’, apart from common courtegle Mirror increases the distance between
the Premier and her voters, especially the kindotérs who tend to reahe Mirror (a

survey shows that 60 per cent of the readers sfrtivspaper support Labdfr
FurthermoreThe Mirror conveys the notion that she is not in touch wathlity, she has not
come to terms with her resignation, her speecherommons was simply out of order, as
she spoke ‘with the force of a Prime Minister takoffice, not losing it The Mirror thus

more than hints that Margaret Thatcher is no goodhe British people and a person to

whom someone ought to standtip

Nevertheless, her ‘Cabinet colleagues’ are worgkeed much worse. They are a bunch of
evil, conniving ‘plotters’. They ‘panicked’ and $btheir nerve’ and thus ousted their no-
nonsense leader. Now they gather to further dupeldctorate by forming a ‘new’
government, but there will be no such thilge Mirror warns. What they will introduce, is
more of the same, although in a different wrappiNg: amount of slick and costly window
dressing ought to disguise that’. The imagery anddmg are brutal: Firstly by the two
adjectives ‘slick’ and ‘costly’ which stamps the3ervatives as glossy, superficial and only
preoccupied with facade and image. ‘Window dresssgven worse; it refers to deceit and
implies that behind that expensive exterior thenea substance. Heseltine, Hurd or Major
might be dressed to kill, but it is only a ‘disgeiisan empty shell of more no-good policies;
the three Tory musketeers all have a history opeting Thatcher, and, ‘treacherous’ as they

are, they are simply not be trusted.

37 According to the MORI poll of 21,727 British adsilconducted between July and December 2004
(http://www.ipsos-mori.com/polls/2004/voting-by-deaship.shtml).

% NeverthelessThe Daily Mirror does nothing to tear apart her image as the leaty lalthough the tabloid
clearly differs with her policies. Thus, one coaldjue that they, in many ways, leave her lega@ysisong and
resolute leader intact.
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The Mirror then repeats its call for a new election, Britires NOT, in capital letters, need
‘Michael Heseltine OR Douglas Hurd OR John MajoNat10'. In fact, the over-confident
tabloid claims to hold the truth when making thésextion, that is why it ‘has to be driven
home’. Nevertheless, at least they put forth amr@ent: With Thatcher stepping down in the
middle of a period of Conservative strangleholdhef parliament, it means that only the 372
Tory MPs are to decide on her successhe Daily Mirror finds that extremely unfair and
exclusionary, both in terms of their small numbet &iso in terms of their positions: These
are not men — or women — of the people, these laaécher’s cronies detached from the harsh
world of reality: 372 people of Britain’s almost Gtlllions inhabitants should not hand-pick
the country’s new leader, Britain ‘needs’ a neweagahelection ‘where ALL the people of

Britain’ can decide whom they want as Prime Ministe

Labour is not mentioned at all ithe Mirror comment, except that party leader Neil Kinnock
makes a guest appearance in the last paragraphndeed it is quite an appearantée
Mirror’s hero and rescuer is introduced in a boxer-ldshfon; in the red corner, with ‘guts
and distinction’, a man that ‘has fought’ the Iloedy ‘for years’ with undaunted resilience,
the indomitable NEIL KINNOCK. This is positive sgifesentation, if ever there was one,
and the complete opposite of the Tories’ ‘treachsrtransactions that will leave Britain with
a PM only backed by 372 ‘deeply divided’ MA%e Daily Mirror can rest their cade

The Daily Mail: * The final sacrifice

As expected, the conservatiaily Mail is a loyal Thatcher ally even after her downfall.
Their comment has only one purpose: to cement tiacher legacy. The mid-market tabloid
is in a mood of reminiscence; it wants to dwelltbimgs past, on work well done ‘by the
greatest peacetime premiership this century’. ‘At fine and glorious work it has been’,
The Mailadds. Today is a day for looking back, it will‘eeon enough tomorrow to assess

the rivals who now vie to succeed her'.

% The KinnockThe Daily Mirror hails is the same Kinnock thHelhe Sur(in)famously pictured inside a light
bulb accompanied by the text ‘If Kinnock wins todail the last person to leave Britain please taut the
lights’ on the front page April 9, 1992 when he quted with John Major in the general election.
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With the image of the ‘great oakrhe Mailcarves out Thatcher’s strength, endurance, and
responsibility. But ‘the woman who has given so maad done so much for Britain’ was
‘felled’ when she still had so much more to givendfeven worse, she was ‘brought down’ by
‘the desertion of her own party supporters’. Thesssvative newspaper makes no attempt to
hide its bitterness of the way her supposed logiéagues orchestrated her downfall, the
comment therefore creates a polarization betwesouh-group consisting of the Tory
backstabbers and the in-group with Margaret Thajdiitee Mailitself, and the entire nation

as the tabloid attempts to speak on behalf of dpiteaned Britain with the repetitive use of
the inclusive ‘we’. Not only hashe Mailhere established an implied readership, the t@bloi
addresses it by reporting the story ‘in a way thakesigned to evoke one particular response,
thus establishing a set of shared values, usualtyposition to another group who do not
share, or who attack these values' (Reah 2002035-4rThe Daily Mail the conclusion is

thus inevitable; the recent events are nothingtless a ‘tragedy’.

‘The final sacrifice’ is the title of the commemdiThe Daily Mailthus brings up another
quality that has hitherto not been associated thighron Lady. The ‘stalwart’ Prime Minister
who in 1980 famously stated that ‘the Lady’s nattfoning™ has all of a sudden shown a
more humble side. For once she has let her prieeijalll and not only turned around, she has
retreated. Having said that, her motives were o#ytaot altruistic, ‘she surrendered her
Office so that her work might live on’. She simpéfused to jeopardize her post-political
reputation by suffering a humiliating defeat in teadership battfé. That would have
hastened ‘trend-addicts’ and ‘novelty-mongers’teorg both Thatcher, her premiership, and
Thatcherism as no more ‘than history’s cast-offstead, she decided to bow out ‘as you

would expect of her: With true grit'.

The Mailuses the latter part of their comment to pen dwtdher’s political obituary. It is
ceremonious and dignified in both contents ancestiyhatcher has truly transformed Britain,

but it almost sounds pompous to say that she kiaféecountry out of the ‘slough of

0 Thatcher made the famous comment on October B0 itBa defiant speech to Conservatives at the part
conference in Brighton. The quote was a ripostpgrulations and demands for her to make an abhoubh
counter-inflationary policies: ‘To those waitingtivibated breath for that favourite media catchphrde U-

turn, | have only one thing to say: You turn if yaant to. The lady’s not for turning!” The staterhena
paraphrase of Christopher Fry's 1949 pldae Lady’s not for Burningnd Thatcher’s clever retort to her alleged
witch-like qualities. (http://news.bbc.co.uk/ontés/hi/dates/stories/october/10/newsid_2541000/@%4ktm)

“! Note also hovirhe Daily Mailreinforces the internal struggle in the Conseveagiarty with the use of war
imagery. She wanted to ‘fight on’, but could nog¢yail against the ‘pessimistic reports from thetjmall front’.
She was told that she ‘risked humiliating defeat’.
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despond'. Like a modern-day ChristfariVlaggie has undertaken her own progress, and
rescued her nation from the sins of her predecestiee hazards of state intervention and evil
trade unions. She has moved Britain towards thedfial City of the free market economy.
Equally pretentious is the image of her havingKkid' ‘the sick man of Europe out of bed’
and made him walk again. Nevertheless, the allegaie effectual and do serve to
underscore the dimensions of Britain’s ‘recovenytar her period in office.

By highlighting the momentous transformations o&idmer’s reignThe Daily Mailalso

points to failings by governments past, which, @iirse, is also a sharp critique of Labour’s
achievements while in office during the 1970s. That’s actual turnaround is depicted in an
equally poetic manner, she ‘banished the bureauadtay’ and ‘let in the fresh air of the free
market philosophy’. The logic is shrewthe Daily Mail as is common conservative jargon,
manages to present the term bureaucracy as aremhe&ue of Labour’s socialism.
Moreover, by connecting bureaucracy to ‘fubhe Mailsucceeds in making it exclusively
negative. The contrast to the ‘fresh air’ of theefmarket economy is thus positive self-
presentation at its best. In fact, one could alrhesr a post-Kyoto Thatcher force Labour to

purchase credits to pay for their emissions of &uiceatic pollution.

Whereas bureaucracy is intrinsically connectedabdur, ‘freedom’ and ‘democracy’ are per
definition conservative values, @ke Daily Mailterminology has it. And nobody holds those
two notions in higher esteem than Margaret ThatcBlee is ‘stalwart in defence of freedom’
and did everything in her might to ‘liberate’ thalldands from the ‘foreign invader’,

including the sinking of the Argentinian gunshipl@ano which left over 300 casualties in its
wake. The Falklands war is mentioned in the saraathras the government’s conflict with
the trade unions, as if the two events could bepared. According to the right wing tabloid
they can, and Maggie thus also ‘liberated’ Brithiom the tyranny of the trade union

barons’.

Believe it or not,The Daily Mailalso treats the issue of gender in their comnimritdoes,
not surprisingly, claim that Thatcher has not coregeagainst the odds: All that she has done,
she has achieved ‘not despite being a woman. Bistuse she is a woman’'. Thus, the image

of her kicking ‘the sick man of Europe out of bétlbne of the matriarch telling her useless

“2 Christian is of course the protagonist of Johnyums 1678 allegorical novalhe Pilgrimis Progress
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husband to get something done. HoweMee Mailalso attributes positive female qualities to
her, like when she is true to her principles aridses to be ‘subverted to the hearty embrace
of chaps whose mutual interest is to make cosysda#ter than compete for the hard-earned
rewards of real wealth creation’. Her refusal teycap to the old boys’ clubs might also have
been her downfall. In the end all she got in reformher stubborn courage was a ‘relentless

succession of pessimistic reports’ from her cabiheip$®.

In The Daily Mails never-ending tribute, Thatcher’s legacy is ‘plass’. She has done
nothing wrong as she has ‘fought’, ‘led’, ‘shooK,upagged’, ‘bullied’, ‘inspired’,

‘banished’, ‘let in’, ‘routed’, ‘scorned’, ‘kicked"liberated’, and ‘championed’ on behalf of
the British people. This is a ‘strong’ and ‘soutatly that has never been ‘clubbable’ or
‘subverted’, as she has, with ‘her hallmark of em#’, ‘put the backbone back into Britain’.
The impression of a vigorous, infallible and stixader is not be mistaken, if still in doubt,
The Daily Mailsums up the panegyric testament as follows: ‘Qaiitgply, she renewed this
nation’s self-respect and self-confidence’ and®80s will forever be ‘inseparable from her

character and achievements’.

The Guardian: ‘Another closing, another show’

In contrast to the tabloid leader articl&ése Guardiareditorial discusses a broader array of
issues connected to Thatcher’s resignation anddudses them at a greater length. One
reason for this is, of course, the fact that thmment itself is approximately five times as
long asThe Sureditorial and probably ten times as longrag Mirror's, but the broadsheet
also displays willingness to debate matters in eenstvilized manner than its tabloid
counterparts. Hence, whereas the tabloids, incfutie Daily Mail tend to focus on one
topic, The Guardiarcovers a variety of themes. The broadsheet stattigheir interpretation
of the recent events, move on to discuss Thatchegacy, before it points to the challenges
ahead, and which Tory PM candidate that is best@dwd lead Britain in the future.

Traditionally a middle-ground to left-wing newspapehe Guardianwould be expected to

oppose Thatcherism in particular and conservatoleips in general. And there is indeed a

3 The image of the firm and determined matriarchdeasily be adjusted to also include the imagiebig
mum, the latter notion reinforced by verbs suchagged’ and ‘bullied’.
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sensation of hostility towards Thatcher and hesjixds successors present from the very first
paragraph of their comment titled ‘Another closiagpther show’. The enmity might be
subtle at times, but some passages spell it ote quertly. Thatcher’'s downfall, for instance,
might have been experienced as ‘the cruellest thingerself, but folThe Guardiant was
‘inescapable’. ‘Suddenly’, and at long last the apaper adds, she herself faced the facts —
and turned all the wiser in a matter of secondsddenly’, she ‘listened’ to her colleagues,
she understood, and she realized what the wortly'uneant — and that she had to prepare

her ‘valedictory oration’.

As for Thatcher’s last parliamentary session, atiogrto The Guardiant was all a ‘show’.

It was ‘an occasion to remember’ not because ottmeents, but for her ‘ebullience’. She
used the Leader of the Opposition as a ‘routinewrag up act’, ‘the raucous bit part players’
were almost ‘groundlings’. She was the ‘Star’ wile capital S, as the ‘groundlings’ quite
literally were ‘slapped down’. But as she ‘whooped with ‘off the cuff’ remarks like ‘I'm
enjoying this’, Chancellor John Major ‘flinched’ &s clearly found Thatcher’s ‘show’
inappropriate. Although ‘the day was one of livihgatre’, it was also a day for ‘evident
personal tragedy’. The consistent use of metapions the world of theatre is cleverly
outlined, not only is the full ensemble preseng, phay itself is labelled a tragedihe
Guardianseems to be alone in using such an imagery, whiaforces its effect, both to mar
the importance of Thatcher’s defence of her govemnbut also to highlight the increasing

element of entertainment in the world of politics.

An ‘evident personal tragedyl,he Guardiarlabels Thatcher’s last stand. That is a strong
assertion, especially since it seems to imply Thetcher herself is both the playwright,
director, and star of her own tragedy. She has bomenasterminded her downfall, firstly by
refusing to face the facts, then by staging a Kigtdppropriate farewell show; she has
become a person bordering on delusion or megal@r@anil someone that cannot be taken
seriously. Questioning someone’s mental healthcemamon trait in the process of
polarization or negative other-presentation (vajx D998) andThe Guardiarhere succeeds

in othering Margaret Thatcher by hinting that shaot playing with a full deck.

However,The Guardiaradmits that she does undergo a ‘transmutationhdurer speech,
perhaps the situation finally dawned on her andrehesed to jeopardize her post-political

reputation. At any rate, the broadsheet claimsghatrids herself of the confines of being in
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office and transmutes into ‘the roseate role oéektatesman’. Her rhetorical skills save the
day andThe Guardiamacknowledges that she managed ‘to turn complseest#r into a kind

of triumph’. Nevertheless, the comment is nevetanbt: ‘it is best that she is gone’. In fact,
Thatcher had become ‘a block to the future, aip@it who had reached the extremities of
what she could contribute’ — for a political obityasuch characteristics speak volumes of the
antipathyThe Guardiarfeels for the ousted Tory PM.

As for Thatcher’s legacy, it has obviously beervetelong years fofhe GuardianLest we
forget, seems to be the message. Thatcher protasedbstitute ‘discord’ with ‘harmony’
during her reign, but succeeded in neither. Instddghrmony, there is ‘only division’: ‘A
bitterly divided party, and a divided nation beyatidAnd how could a leader that ‘lived and
breathed discord’ rid the party of friction? As Tdteer leaves, there is no more harmony than
when she arrived: ‘there seemed only gatheringodiscThe Guardiargives Thatcher some
credit for her achievements (she ‘changed mangefatalist assumptions of Britain’),
although they deem her a poser that enjoyed ‘swaggeén the ‘global spotlight’. But

mostly the broadsheet takes pleasure in tarnidiengeputation. Her contribution to ending
the Cold War is over-rated, she merely ‘mountedctivenbling barricades’. Back home she
has left a ‘country returned to the toils of bitiregession and mounting unemployment’ with
an ever-increasing ‘gulf between rich and poorifdct, Thatcher is subjected to the ultimate

insult in the world of politics: she is said ‘toveano vision**.

The critique, or othering, of the Conservative p@atomnipresent throughout the articldre
Guardianboth undermines the party’s character and cregibils achievements, and its
prospect of governing Britain in the future. Fiystihe internal struggle has displayed a party
with ‘intensely introverted deliberations’ unabte reconcile tribal instincts with the over-
riding, unappealing instinct of self-preservaticard ‘a government hopelessly divided must
serve the nation ill'. Then, there is their faildoeface the real world, secluded as they are in
their exclusive ‘smoking rooms and lobbies’. Hom caich a party by trusted, seems to be
The Guardiars rhetorical question. Especially since their eleyears in office has made the

trade gap ‘yawn’ wider and Britain ‘plunging intsseump which every gathering speck of

4 To add insult to injuryThe Guardiaralso labels her cantankerous as she ‘had conmaticaee merely what
she knew she was against’ and that she seemstiteateithis quality without offering any alternagigolutions.
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evidence suggests may be deep and f3ngs for Europe, there are meetings where British
people ‘must have something to say’, as if to inthit neither Thatcher nor any of her
possible successors can fill that role. What isayithhe Guardiarchallenges the
Conservatives’ stranglehold of the notion of deraoygr Britain faces far-reaching challenges
and a divided bunch of Tory MPs are to make theiatwlecisions ‘on behalf of a haplessly

disenfranchised electorate’.

The second part athe Guardiars editorial is devoted to an assessment of theethr
contenders for Thatcher’s crown. The broadsheet doereally side with any of the
competitors, it merely presents their candidaddthough there are, of course, interesting
passages regardifidne Guardiars political affiliations and how its ideology isgsented in
the discourse, | will not dwell on their candidacaes they only indirectly touch upon how
Thatcher has succeeded in her fight for her poktigad legacy, which is the main scope of

this section.

The Daily Telegraph: The best hope lies with Mr Hurd

The Daily Telegraplpresents a totally different editorial than thieléads, as it is,
predominantly, an evaluation of the three candsl&ghting to succeed the ousted Thatcher.
It also differs fromThe Guardiais comment as the conservative broadsheet takiesia ¢
stance in the leadership battle; its sole intensarampaigning for Douglas Hurd’s
candidacy. ThusThe Daily Telegraplseems less interested in assessing the eventedhat
Thatcher’s resignation, to credit her final parlentary session, or to cement her legacy, the
newspaper reserves its column purely for the ingpdrtory leadership election to come.

One almost gets the impression thke Daily Telegraphefuses to discuss the highly
controversial downfall of Thatcher. The up-markegdaisheet will not condescend to wash
more dirty laundry in public — that is way belovethdignity. That leaves them with only one
option; a thorough clean-up. However, all they namage is to sweep the controversies
under the carpet — and thus Heseltine’s ‘politasdassination’ still clogs the entire article,

the presence of the untimely events is clearlytfetiughout their constructive approach. At

5 The Guardiars presents the Tory failings as well-known anddatly based when little evidence is provided.
The assumptions are merely presupposed to hold.wate
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first the unmentionable incident is referred taexent ‘political turmoil’ and ‘difficulties’
which has left the party facing a ‘a critical mortieRlowever, the backcloth becomes more
prominent ag he Daily Telegrapltontinues, and at last it is spelled out direalythe bitter
and bruising leadership contest’ it was. Still, tineadsheet marks their distance from such
outrageous behaviour, it has been, ‘frankly, a dig@hd unseemly crisis’ — as if they cannot
accept that such an act of regicide has taken plaxang their trusted Tories.

Fortunately,The Daily Telegrapltan stamp Heseltine as their nemesis. He hastheen
instigator of what ‘a large body of Conservativesés as ‘a political assassination’. Thus, by
use of this negative other-presentation, the bileetsnmanages to distance themselves from
the culprit who is firmly placed in the newspapeasig-group. Heseltine would be ‘hard to
forgive’, and his selection is ‘likely to make patinity impossible’. With the latter claim,

The Daily Telegraplalso accepts the presupposition that there isshdedivided party that
awaits its new leader. The editorial also insinsidit@at Mr Heseltine only represents a slick
facade, he possesses neither substance nor pemeiplhis popularity only ‘reflects his high

national visibility’.

As for John MajorThe Daily Telegrapltbrushes him aside as ‘a relative newcomer to
politics’ and thus ‘untried’, claiming that everstsupporters have ‘doubts about whether he
is yet ready for the premiership’. Mr Hurd, howevisr'a politician of the highest
intelligence, experience and integrity’ with ‘despted decency and common sense’.
Furthermore, he is ‘tough’ and has shown ‘sureddogess under pressure’. By listing the
Foreign Secretary’s numerous good qualities, butféets to prove theni,he Daily
Telegraphindirectly criticizes the other two candidateswbods the end of the article, this is
further reinforced, first by saying that a new PMiaovernment should be judged by ‘what
it does, rather than how it looks’ (which seemdipalarly aimed at Heseltine), then by
belittling Hurd’s challengers by saying that ‘Mr Hiuseems to be more substantial than Mr
Heseltine, more mature than Mr Major, and ultimatabre politically convincing than

either®.

“® The only mention of Thatcher’s legacy seems tinlihe penultimate paragraph whétee Daily Telegraph
states that Mr Hurd is the only one of the threstenders that has ‘the will and the ability’ ‘tossain Mrs
Thatcher’s great achievement’.
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Summary of the Thatcher editorials

Given the dramatic circumstances, Thatcher’s regign was the obvious theme for the
leader writers in all the British national newspapgdovember 23, 1990. The various
newspapers have however approached the topicetitfgr mostly due to their diverse
political affiliations. Indeed, looking for polaation in the editorials, the ideological bias
becomes quite conspicuous. Tory frientihe SurandThe Daily Mailthus deliver a
panegyric tribute to Margaret Thatcher. They bd#te themselves, and the British people,
firmly in the in-group alongside the ousted PM, wdas the out-group consists of the
Conservative rebels — and the Labour party if theye to be included at alfthe Daily

Mirror looks ahead in their comment. The pro-Labour tdbiants a new election, a new
course, and a new leader; for them the polarizasidetween the good Labour party on the
one hand, and everybody associated with the Coaitbezg on the other. As for the
broadsheets, they approach the matter differentig. Guardiars long editorial handles a
number of topics, spanning from the recent evéitaicher’s legacy, the challenges ahead, to
the battle for her crown, but throughout the agtittlere is an unmistakable sensation of
hostility towards the Conservative party. Howeveis not obvious who constitutes the in-
group of the newspaper. Labour is not mentionedl ateither are the Liberal Democrats,
but, traditionally and based on their ideologigaposition of Thatcherism, these two parties
seem likely candidates for membershifg’lee Guardiars in-group. Whereas the right wing
Daily Mail chooses to ignore the leadership battmpletely, the conservative broadsheet,
The Daily Telegraphexclusively focuses on who is best suited tmfslMargaret Thatcher.
Their editorial is an assessment of the three ctanibgfighting to move into number 10
Downing Street. Althougfihe Daily Telegrapls world might not be black and white, they
are far too civilized to indulge in such categoatiza, the broadsheet does create a
polarization between Douglas Hurd and Michael Hesglwhere the newspaper itself and

the respectable Conservatives should all be githeg support to the former.

There are more differences between the tabloidtu@ing The Daily Mai) and the
broadsheets than just the length of the leaderiestand the number of topics treated. The
former use language in a markedly different mariman their up-market counterparts.
EspeciallyThe SurandThe Daily Mirror excel in colloquialisms and in using informal nick
names of even the most prominent characters, $hg& tend to be more outraged and

emotive than the more argumentative and well-camsi columns in the broadsheets.

78



However, | will discuss the notion of tabloidesenad| as the differences between the lingo
used in the tabloids and the more high-brow jargfaihe up-market papers at a greater length

in the summary of this chapter (3.3.).

Although Thatcher’s defence of the confidence efgbvernment was a memorable
performance, it is not the main topic of the editisrthe following day. Perhaps the speech
was held too late the evening before, or the driensatumstances that led to her downfall
demanded more attention, at any rate the edit@clscely comment directly on the
proceedings in the Commons the previous d&g SurandThe Daily Mailwrite tributary
political obituariesThe Daily Mirror stubbornly refuses to face reality with their gtehce
on a new general election, wher@d® Daily Telegrapliocuses solely on the leadership
contest. OnlyThe Guardiarcomments on her speech in the Commons, but notteee
respected broadsheet discusses Thatcher's own syrofrtzer premiership, it simply brands
it a shov!’. Although Thatcher's fight for her post-politiaa@putation is not found worthy of
enormous acres of editorial space the following dag could still sit back and enjoy her
loyal friends inThe Daily MailandThe Surdo most of the job for her with their panegyric
tributes. So be it then, th@ihe Daily Mirror andThe Guardiaremphatically expresses their
antipathy.

3.2.2. Analysis of the newspapers’ coverage of B&aspeech

The leader articles analysed below are collectaah rhe SunThe Daily Mirror, The Daily
Mail, The GuardiarandThe Daily Telegraplon September 27, 2006, the day after Tony
Blair had delivered his last speech to the Labautypconference as leader of the party. The

full text of all the editorials could be found inet appendix.

The Sun:‘Labour will miss Blair when the tears have dried

Populist, but Labour supportivEhe Surtakes a clear pro-Blair stance in their extended
editorial the day after Blair's speech at the padwgference in Manchester. And in the black

and white world of a popular tabloid newspaper,dtigorial writer is eager to create a

“" It must be added that | have not included a safdiie newspapers in question from the days poidrer
resignation or the editions from the immediateraftgth of her stepping down.
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polarized account of the Labour conference, of TBlayr versus his own party, not to

mention Blair versus Gordon Brown.

This polarization is shown in the lexical choicediso describe the combatants. Tony Blair is
portrayed like a king, he is ‘the most successfatler*®, a great orator and politician who
‘rescued’ his party from ‘18 years in OppositibhHe is ‘stern’ when needed, but mostly
‘warm’ and generous. Clearly, the lexis used tacdbe his fellow party members are of a
different character. They are the mob who havecddr and ‘bundled’ Blair out of office in a
‘monstrous act of ingratitude’. They are ‘execusi who have committed an ‘act of
regicide’. They have quite simply ‘gone stark stgrmad’. It is a classic example of
polarization, of setting two groups/ persons upregaach other, where Tony Blair is
associated with positive values such as great tshigle democracy and rationality, and ‘they’

with mob rule, violence and irrationality.

The tone is set immediately, the intro, in boldagisting of the populist rhetorical question
‘Has Labour gone stark staring mad?’ Neither dbies Surbeat around the bush when it says
that Labour delegates committed a ‘monstrous aitgratitude’. The quotation serves to
remind us of what a compressed noun-phrase steuctur do in the tabloidese language.
According to Conboy (2003), ‘the compressed nompmaiase is the predominant tabloid
agenda-setting instrument and, in its influencesaund-bite political campaigning, this
linguistic device has profound implications for ghablic sphere. It acts to destabilize
deference for the political process, as well agthigicians personally involved, thus

fulfilling, after a fashion, the newspaper’s traalital role as watchdog, but with a more
populist, irreverent agenda’ (Conboy 2003: 46) & aabody does this better than Britain’s

number one selling tabloidhe Sun

The tabloid not only describes the Labour membgmadmen, the newspaper also labels
them ‘executioners’ to highlight their calculatedlieess® and active role in Blair's

resignation. Whathe Surdoes, then, is to compare the target enemy (tbeuramob) to

“8 Quotations from the editorials are placed in ite@rcommas throughout this section.

9 The description almost reaches biblical propogibare, one can formally see Labour wandering aroun
without direction, spending years in Oppositionnf@rced by that capital O, before the God-senirBlike a
modern day Moses, rescued them from years in tligicpbwilderness.

* They are almost depicted as sadistic as theygedat satisfaction from their political assassmatialthough
they were denied the ‘pleasure’ of tears from thke P
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another, certified enemy (the hangman) to furtlemunanize and verbally outcast the out-
group (van Dijk 1998: 59-60).

Irrational as the Labour dissidents may be, thielaris still quick to point out that they are
responsible agents. Otherwise it will be impossiblattribute the negative actions to their
name. Hence, the Labour members who have ‘forckadi But of office, which is in itself a
contestable assumption, are seen as conscioudgtionally and cynically aware of what
they did and of the consequences of their actieven if these actions at the same time may
be branded irrational or even crazy (van Dijk 1988). However, in this articl&,he Sun
doubts if they really have grasped the full ranaifions of their deeds. The reference to how
the Tories ‘brought down’ Margaret Thatcher in 1890uld act as a reminder: That act
‘sowed the seeds of their own destruction’ — &hié Suns more than implying that Blair’s

exit could be Labour’s downfal

Many of the conference delegates must have beemghhis assumption, or getting second
thoughts during Blair's ‘headmasterly’ and flawléagewell — or perhaps it was simply
double standards that led to the standing ovatitiestears and the pleas for him to stay. At
any rate, it is ‘too late now comrades’, Td® Surputs it. Note the lexical choice of
‘comrades’, a word particularly associated with aaumism or left-wing socialism, an
expression that serves to further cement the Labmuvd in the negatively connotated out-

group:The Surwould never embrace such values.

Being a tabloid newspapérhe Surthrives on political conflicts and feuds. Thaprebably
one reason why the article also creates a polaizhetween the PM and his Chancellor,
Gordon Brown. Whereas Blair paid tribute to Browmé&markable’ contribution, there was
‘no endorsement of Gordon as successor’ or evanddinake afterwards. Hend@ée Sun
focuses on what was omitted, what was left outlafrB last performance — and that the two
friends, or is it rivals, are currently on diffetamavelengths. Furthermoréhe Summakes it
shiningly obvious that Blair is different class thiais possible successor. Blair not only
‘utterly eclipsed the Chancellor's own low-key sge¢he previous day’, he was a ‘maestro’
compared to the barely competent Mr Brown. Whatyegves The Suts opinion of Gordon

Brown away is the fact that the newspaper belid\aeyg leader David Cameron is ‘the only

*1 Applying Wodak’s argumentation theory, one coudgt thatThe Suruses the topos of history: Labour is
about to repeat the mistake the Tories made in ¥8fh ousting Margaret Thatcher.
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man breathing a sigh of relief’ after Blair's resagion — he knows that whoever follows

Blair, the odds for a Tory election victory havemimeted.

AlthoughThe Sursings the praises for Blair's speech and his peeship, the newspaper
dismisses his supposed success over immigratiosrime as ‘cheeky?, implying that the
claim is not only wrong, it is both insolently boichpudent and shows that Blair has got
some nerve when giving his account of reality. ldgally, this is not a surprising statement
from The Supa newspaper that has an agenda of its own ahtdkdronted numerous

campaigns to be tough on crime.

Even thoughThe Surhas a couple of reservations (as shown abové),reéipect to the war

in Iraq, the tabloid and Tony Blair are equally pagive. The newspaper thus applauds his
decision to take the party ‘head-on over the issuat only without remorse, but even without
a ‘hint of apology’ (my emphasis). By stating that Iraq wes ‘issue that cost him his job’,
The Surexpands the gap between the Labour mob and theimander: they made him
retreat for all the wrong reasons. And, what isen@&iair himself ‘doesn’t want to go’.
According toThe SunBlair believes he could have won an unprecedeiotedh term, a
victory which is now jeopardized by his forced ggsition. Nevertheless, Blair the warrior
may be on his way out, but he is not defeatedhaw/s by the ‘swipes’ he made at maverick

ex-ministers, and the way he ‘tore the Tories’ iecps with a dozen of ‘searing’ sentences.

He bows out in style, according Tthe Sunlin ‘the speech of his life’, the PM was a
‘maestro’, ‘pitch perfect with lots of funny lineas he ‘played skilfully’ on the audience. The
imagery is borrowed from the entertainment industity Blair being portrayed as an actor,
artist or musician, an out-and-out entertainerngsuch an imageriy;he Sunmplicitly says
that politics contains more than an element ofrgaitament, politicians are showpeople
(‘they smile when they are low) in an ever-increasing focus on form rather thaments. If
we are to follow this analogy, politics is but argg where the world, quite literally, becomes
a stage and politicians merely players who get feiformances duly rated by the critics and
reviewers in the media after their shows. The shbwbcabulary is equally present in the

other editorials as well, and | will return to tiissue in the summary of this section.

*2The Surmight contest this claim, but they accept the iniplink between the two concepts.
%3 From the song ‘There’s no business like showbussinfeom the musicahnnie get your gun
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The Daily Mirror: ‘Make Blair dream live

The pro-Labour, but anti-lrag wddaily Mirror has the shortest leader article concerning
Blair's farewell speech of the five newspapers ursgeutiny.The Mirror also produces the

least controversial article with virtually no palation; in their world it is all a bed of roses.

From the very start with the interjection ‘phew’is obvious that this article serves only one
purpose: to pay tribute to what they consider atgaad historic Prime Minister. Breathlessly,
the leader writer hails Blair’s ‘performance’ — amg nine-year-premiership. None of the
controversial issues he addressed are worthy adrdaiom inThe Daily Mirror, their piece is
simply a one-sided defence of the legacy of TorgirBlividly shown in their choice of title:
‘Make Blair dream live'.

The only tiny gap imhe Mirror's closed ranks around Blair’s policies is the nfiedi

‘largely’ in the claim that the PM ‘has changedtBim largely for the better over the past nine
years’. In what seems like a gentlemen’s agreentleose disputable changes are quietly
omitted: Don’t mention the war seems to be, quitzdlly, The Daily Mirror's policy. After

all, this is Blair’s farewell party, his swansoings political obituary if you like, and a

tributary poem is more appropriate according todherteous tabloid.

However, behind the smiley facade, the Conservaliwk. AndThe Mirror reminds their
readers that whereas there might be a ‘battleBfair’s ‘crown’, the Tories are still, and will
always be one might add, the overarching ‘enemiyusl the newspaper does flirt with
polarization, the in-group, ‘us’ Labour voters, amntrasted with the out-group, the ‘toff’
Tories. Note especially, the use of the adjectio#f ‘to describe David Cameron and his
Conservatives. That one word really says it als #conomical language at its best: it
derogatorily brands the Tories snobbish, and ggatizes them as upper middle class, if not
upper class, with absolutely no bonds to the orglinzan in the streef.he Daily Mirror thus
manages to create a union, not only with all thalsour readers, but the newspaper also

offers an outstretched hand to all the readers fr@working class and lower middle class.
Ideally, the aristocratic snobs of the Conservatsieould, as Blair himself pointed out, be
easy to ‘take apart’ — if not, the Labour party@daot be in the ‘politics business’ at all.

This is ‘spot-on’ according t®he Mirror, and again a reference to Conboy’s tabloidese
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seems appropriate. ‘Spot-on’ and ‘toff’ might netdlang, but they are definitely
colloquialisms and in this setting they seem tosd¢he same function as slang: They ‘appear
to endorse the impression that the outrage expitdssthe tabloid is spontaneous and in

keeping with the model of a public whose languagtaims to share’ (Conboy 2003: 53).

Like its tabloid counterparfhe Daily Mirror also depicts Tony Blair as the undisputed
leader, the king, on the one hand, and as an amterf a ‘showman’ on the other. However, it
is the latter imagery which is fully explored: Thigs ‘a superb performance’ by ‘the
showman Prime Minister’, he was ‘funny’ and ‘emoiad and delivered ‘a barnstormer of a
speech’ — for which he got ‘fully deserved’ ‘stangliovations’. As this imagery was common

for all the five articles, | will return to the sjglot in the summary of this chapter.

The Daily Mail: ‘Rhetoric and reality in Blaifs Britain’

The Daily Mailis by far the most Blair critical of the selecteslvspapers. With their right
wing political orientationThe Daily Mailapplies an extreme pattern of an ‘us versus them’
ideology in the editorial — where, as opposed eodbwn market tabloids, Tony Blair and the

Labour party constitute the out-group.

Already in the title, ‘Rhetoric and reality in Bta Britain’, The Daily Mailreveals their
ideological stance. The newspaper manages to adaige gulf between the concepts of
‘rhetoric’ and ‘reality’ — what Blair says is meyetmpty words devoid of any meaning
whatsoever, as they are completely removed fromehleworld, his rendition nothing to do
with the naked truth. The mismatch between thesenwtions is further reinforced by the
doubleness implicit in the noun phrase ‘Blair’'stBin’; it serves to remind the readers that
this is indeed Blair’s view, a view whickhe Daily Mailclaims has little foundation in facts,
it is not objective at all. Thus, one might con@dutat the newspaper has succeeded in
fulfilling what Teo (2000) claims is the functioff ihe headline: ‘to form a cognitive macro-
structure that serves as an important strategi¢acaentrol the way readers process and make
sense of the report’, ‘it encapsulates an ideotbgy biases the reader to one particular
reading, thereby subjugating all other possiblerpretations of the news story’ (Teo 2000:
14).
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However, ostensiblylhe Daily Mailstarts off with praising Tony Blair. ‘His deliveryas
simply brilliant’, it ‘was a vintage performanceoim ‘the greatest actor-politician of our
time’. At first glance, these are positive chargstes of the premier (and probably a clever
way to get their readers amiably inclined towartisrBand therefore make the following
degradation more effectual), but, if we examinewloeding more closely, the intended
message seems to be quite the contrary. Note efipethat it was his ‘delivery’ and his
‘performance’ that were ‘brilliant’ and ‘vintagean assessment of the contents of Blair’s
speech is shrewdly omitted. Also his authentigtguestioned, he is only ‘00zing sincerity’

as the ‘actor-politician’ or the artful dodger adlpical oratory he is.

Having already cast doubts on his political achmeeets,The Daily Mailcontinues by
spelling it out in explicit terms, Tony Blair is sbatesman; he is Britain’s nemesis, a
demented madman and megalomaniac. With Tony Bteahyf placed in the right-wing
newspaper’s out-group, the rest of the articlenst@rious attempt to other the Labour PM
even further. Firstly, they make clear that thetents of his speech were ‘utter, Alice in
Wonderland make-believe’, suggesting that Blairass ‘totally in the grip of self-
delusion®. Questioning a person’s sanity is a common traiémothering an opponent and
The Daily Mailconsistently make use of such imagery: Tony Btairot only unstable, he

has quite simply ‘lost the plot’, he lives in antasy world’ and is thus a threat to Britain.

The Daily Mailcontinues their negative other-presentation bydirey him a boastful,
‘hypocritical’, delusive, ‘risible’ and poisonoupia doctor. One could of course claim that
many of these qualities are contradictory asideed difficult to be both a deranged maniac
and a calculated evil-doer at the same time, buyDail's point is nevertheless taken. He is
also sinister (by closing hospitals earmarkedtierdonstituencies of his political opponents)
and dangerous (‘the Armed forces’ must ‘pay subkavy price for his posturing on the
world stage’) and thus a threat not only to Britairt the world, where he is ‘distrusted’ and
‘ignored’. Moreover, he is spineless and has neettage left’, in fact he has become US
President Bush’s ‘lapdog’. This one-sided negapiresentation of Tony Blair is almost too

much, it creates an effect of over-lexicalizatibrresults when a surfeit of repetitious, quasi-

> When the Mail points out what they consider talfeige gap between the PM’s rhetoric and realisy are
of course using exactly the same rhetorical de\acesthe same pattern of polarization as Blaigroih even
harsher words than the premier.
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synonymous terms is woven into the fabric of newssalrse, giving rise to a sense of “over-

completeness” in the way participants in the neissalirse are described’ (Teo 2000: 20).

‘Blair’s Britain’ is described in equally negatilexis as all the facts he presented are
contested. In the ‘filthy wards’ of ‘our’ hospitdlethal superbugs flourish’, British graduates
are not the best educated ever, OECD reports dhavBtitain is ‘plummeting’ compared to
other nations, and crime has not fallen, ‘violetine is up for the seventh year in a row'.
Then,The Daily Maillists all the facts Blair did not mention. Accardito the newspaper,

‘all inconvenient facts were ignored or turned beit heads’. There was ‘no mention’ of the
importance of stable families, ‘not a squeak abthé’pressures of mass immigration or the
‘scandal’ of an ‘inept’ Home Office that ‘lets lelts loose instead of deporting them’, and he
‘didn’t think to mention’ the hospital closures alfer the landThe Daily Maileven claims
that ‘nothing is true or worth saying unless ittsdiony Blair’ — how appropriate, it
concludes, for his ‘politics of mendacity and paisa.

The Daily Mail like their fellow Conservative Margaret Thatchalso tries to brand Labour
undemocratic and full of internal plotting and cpinacies. They claim Blair's wife Cherie
and the ‘equally unelected’ Peter Mandelson ‘inddIgh yet more back-stabbing’ of Blair’s
likely successor Gordon Brown, fittingly enough Bisir’s ‘reign’ is one of ‘cronyism, sleaze

and spin’.

The leader article is also packed with irony, agmwhhe Daily Mailexclaims ‘Nice Labour
touch, that’ when talking about hospital closum@syhen listing the bad things about the
NHS, The Daily Mailsuddenly cries out, ‘Oh yes’, there is even mBeang an advocate of
traditional conservative values, the newspapelsis morally disgusted on behalf of its
readers of Blair's supposed ‘hypocrisy’, his ineggt® and his ‘mendacity’: ‘How dare he say’,
the article exclaims at one point and one couldtprally see the writer’s raised warning
finger. The conservativ@aily Mail even includes God in their in-group, ‘why in God’s
name’ doesn’t Blair protect his soldiers. In fabgre was only one senteritlee Daily Mail

could applaud, with which they could fully agredyigh they believed ‘rang with truth’, and

> The Daily Mailaccuses Tony Blair of positive self-presentatishereas the newspaper itself consistently
uses the flipside of the technique, negative ofitesentation, in their article. | cannot but thihkt this sounds
a bit hollow, and perhaps even hypocritical.
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which they could not see fulfilled soon enoughwits, of course, when Blair said ‘it’s right to
let go’.

The Guardian:‘ The long goodbye

The Guardiareditorial, titled ‘The long goodby?, is much more balanced than its tabloid
counterparts. With its supposed left-wing leanthg, up-market newspaper is perhaps
inclined to Blair sympathies, but it also goesglevay in criticizing him. However, from the
start, it is all more than rosy. Blair is quite pijportrayed as a grand statesman. He excels
with his ‘oratory and intellect’, but without fatlg for populist shortcuts (he has a ‘political
purpose’, ‘his ambition for change run deep’) andld safely be ‘placed in history’: ‘For a
moment’, he even ‘raised politics above the metetyporal’.

In fact, The Guardiars description of Blair almost reaches biblical poations. ‘Shining the
bright beam’ of his oratory and intellect, Tony Blfdluminated’ New Labour’s

achievements while leaving its weaknesses ‘in lflaglsws’. Moreover, as he ‘outshone’
anything else at the conference, we can virtuab/the halo above his head. Added to his
already ‘majestic’ figure, the light imagery congethe notion of a modern day Jesus who has
‘swept back into’ the heart of his disciples, angovis now on the eve of his ascension (he
managed to ‘climb above’ trivial questions andsetd’ politics above the merely temporal).
The saviour has not only won over his doubtergkrmmvs ‘he has achieved significant things’

and gives ‘a lesson’ of things to come: They ‘& future now’ and must complete his work.

The positive presentation of Blair turns a bit safter the first few paragraphs. Perhdapg
Guardianmakes use of the common media dramaturgy oflfugtling someone up, before
breaking them down. So whdime Guardiarcontinues by saying that although captain Blair
‘steered clear’ of many politically hazardous rogkéis speech, he has been hampered by an
‘undercurrent of evasiveness’, and some of his gadoings are so significant that ‘they will
determine how he is seen by history’. And not etven‘artifice’ he deployed in his farewell

speech will prove sufficient ‘to hide his failingshen his legacy is to be decided.

*% Note also that th&uardiancalls their editorial ‘The long goodbye’, an eaifd 973 film adaptation of
Raymond Chandler’s novel by the same name, a filsh) iccording to Daniel O'Brien and Wikipedia;as
study of a moral and decent man cast adrift infisbeself-obsessed society where lives can bavthraway
without a backward glance ... and any notions ohftghip and loyalty are meaningless’
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Long_Goodbye ().
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But as an entertainer and showman Blair is stllibst in the business. ‘He conversed with
his party in a way no other British politician camhe ‘pounding music’ that accompanied his
‘rock-star encore’ topped a brilliant ‘delivery’ @rperformance’; it was ‘a piece of theatre
that ranked with his best: skilled, forceful andudsed®’. Amidst all the ‘drama’, Labour
would surely miss their star performer, but theyidcstill know that his timing was right,

The Guardiarconcludes.

The Guardians in its most critical mode when it comes to btagi war and Blair’s
justification is labelled ‘slippery’ and untrue, wh in fact, following the logic of the topos of
name-interpretation, brands him a liar. Althougbeéms that Blair may have succeeded, as
was his intent, to glorify his premiership and thiss post-political reputation in this historic
speech, his leniency with truth and his lack of Hiynwould be his eventual downfall,he
Guardianclaims. And history ‘will prove insufficient to ¢&ie his failings’, is their brute

verdict.

Polarization as such is not overtly presenilwe Guardiars leader article. The newspaper
presents, as we have seen, a balanced versiomiofaBd his premiership. The article does,
however, acknowledge the grudges between Blaithandarty, Blair and Brown, as well as
the political battle between Blair and David Canmesol ories. However, in contrast to the
tabloid newspaper3,he Guardiardoes not side with any of the combatants; the paper

simply comments soberly on the troubled relatiopshi

The Daily Telegraph:Blair’s swansong shows hea tough act to follow

The Daily Telegraplis the best-selling newspaper of the British beb&ets, or the papers
included in the up-market category, with a certifeazerage daily circulation of almost
900,008%, Its conservative allegiance seems equally cedifboth among the majority of its
readers’ and amongst its commentators and leader writerfack, The Telegraphor the

‘Torygraph’ as the British satirical magaziRevate Eyetends to call it, has the biggest

" Note also the word ‘ranked’, it draws our attentiowards the reviewer. The editorial, thus, jilst b theatre
critic, evaluates the ‘performance’ and rate itading to previous ‘shows’.

%8 According to the British Audit Bureau of Circulatis.

%9 According to the Mori readership survey condudte®004, sedttp://www.ipsos-
mori.com/polls/2004/voting-by-readership.shfiod more details.
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discrepancy in political affiliation among its resd, with 61 per cent Tory voters compared

to only 15 per cent Labour supporters.

Nevertheless, the conservative broadsheet is, btgnquick both to acknowledge and give
credit to Blair's political capacity. However, askr scrutiny of the text discloses that the
Blair praise is really a zero-sum game on Labolbelsalf. For every acclaim Blair gets,
Chancellor Brown is discredited (Blair's speech svewverything that Gordon Brown'’s the day
before had not been’). Actually, they insinuate Blair's address was tailor-made to ‘point
up to the chancellor's weaknesses’ and that ‘itldowt be difficult to construe some of Mr
Blair's remarks as acute observations on the capamt to say character, of his presumed
successor’. Thus, Blair is all of a sudden resgmagor character assassination, his attack is
‘aimed’ directly at ‘well-known’ Brown failings’,lie Chancellor is neither loyal, nor a man of
the people — and this is presupposed as a facethorg that everybody knows The
broadsheet even questions Blair's ‘one homage'rtaMB and claims that it ‘sounded
ambivalent and rather gnomic’. Thus, they clevemBnage to include Tony Blair in the in-

group of Brown critics, which obviously does Labaoore harm than gain.

Blair's claim that he and Labour have changed thentry to the better is not acknowledged
by The Daily TelegraphThe only thing they can see he has changed isléatoral prospects
of the Labour party. They do, however, recognizepalitical moves that seem to adapt well
with a conservative ideology (his focus on indivatism and consumer interests). On the
other hand, it is not obvious that these were Blantended aims. Perhaps it is ofillge

Daily Telegrapts interpretations that go down well with conseivatvalues, and that these
interpretations have been construed to suit their interests. As for the PM’s foreign policy,
they applaud him for being direct and ‘couragedne’ surprise, as the Iragi war was
approved bylhe Daily Telegraph and even say that Blair delivered a ‘well-ainagiéhck’ on
the ‘inadequacies’ of David Cameron’s oppositiooggammeThe Daily Telegrapmotes

that Blair tore into David Cameron’s weaknesse$ vgainful acuity’, the wording really
gives away newspaper’s political allegiance. Lugkihey conclude, this was the ‘swansong’
of ‘the proven winner’ — otherwise Labour would kavon a fourth election victory ‘easily

under his leadership’.

% The Telegraph also implies that Blair's wife Cleaictually called Brown a liar the day before, a@rsrves as
further evidence of the presumed bitter feud betwbe two men.
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Summary of the Blair editorials

The five newspapers analysed in this section @i@ch Tony Blair's speech differently.
The element of polarization is present throughwitt) the possible exception dhe
Guardian but the in-groups and out-groups vary accordingpé newspaper’s political
stance. So whered#e Sursides with Blair against the Labour dissidents theced him out,
The Mirror is pro-Blair, but sees the Tories as the enemg.tdhle is turned when it comes
to The Daily Mail for them the Conservative party constitutes thgroup and Tony Blair is
consistently ‘othered’. For the broadsheets, tHarpration is more subtle and balanced.
Nevertheless, my analysis shows thiaé Daily Telegraplincludes Blair in their in-group in
a sly attack on Chancellor Browhhe Guardiarremains very much in balance, and can
certainly not unequivocally embrace Blair’'s legaaighough they do applaud many of his

qualities.

Comparing these five editorials, | find the diffeces between the tabloids (includifige
Daily Mail) and the broadsheets (includihge Guardiann their new berliner format) quite
conspicuous. Not only do the two up-market newsgapentain longer editorials, they use
more complex language, more imagery, their argusnag subtler and more balanced, and
they are more interested in the contents of Blajpsech than their tabloid counterparts. In
the three tabloids, the editorials are shorterngkieughThe Surhas an extended version,
they rely on a more colloquial and vernacular stifie polarization is sharper thus making
the language more emotive. In sum they are truehtat can be referred to as tabloidese, a

term that will be more thoroughly discussed intle&t section (3.3).

3.2.3. Summary and comparison of the editorials

Conboy (2003: 45-46) describes the language ofableid press as influenced by vernacular
and everyday language, but to such an extenttthasideveloped a distinctive style of
demotic speech. ‘[It] has stylised working clasgglaage into parody ... ever unbridling the
radical conscience that, once, had helped its reddeecognize and accept their own
political responsibility’ (Smith 1975: 238 qtd iro@boy 2003: 45). And this shift has
prompted the readers to willingly participate ia$a more playful form of identification,

perhaps as a retreat from the homogeneity of aflesgities. Tabloids likdhe Suralso use
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poetics in public language as an enactor of comtypumdt only for working class readers, if
we are to believe Fowler (1991):

Interestingly,The Surindulges in ‘poetic’ structures in places whers ibeing at its most outrageous
about politics or sex. Cues are foregrounded tgtiet of self-parody. Deplorable values are openly
displayed, pointedly highlighted; even a critioshder can be disarmed by pleasure in the awfubfess
the discourse

(Fowler 1991: 45 qtd in Conboy 2003: 46)

The vernacular voice in the tabloid editorialsfi® coupled with cultural allusions from
everyday life or vivid use of imagery, resultingtive collapse of complex arguments into a
one-liner point-of-view, like whefhe Daily Mailconsiders Cherie’s supposed remark to put
‘an authentic seal dBlair’s] reign of cronyism, sleaze and spin’. Furthermbyedividing

the world into caricatured, black-and-white, eitbercategories, the tabloids take part in a
narrowing of cultural and linguistic referencerdsults in a cultural compression, with a set
of fixed and predictable allusions to the way trerlds works. Consequently, in such a
compressed style of debate any rational politiedlade implodes (Conboy 2003: 46-47).

Typical of the tabloids is that their language ofshifts from reporting to an engaged, if not
enraged, personalization of the political sph&ree Daily Mail for instance, is morally
disgusted on behalf of its readers and thus tliio®al becomes a ‘voice of popular, carnival
disrespect and irreverent jesting and flippancyt, ‘bne which is often employed to serve the
ends of powerful groups whose interests overlap thié frustrations and annoyance of a

more excluded/ marginal political class’ (ConboWp2047).

Another striking element present in all the fiveBleditorials, regardless of whether the
newspapers are supportive or critical towards timad°>Minister, is the use of imagery from
the world of entertainment. In the Thatcher commennlyThe Guardianuses such imagery,
although it is used consistently and coherentiyh@éone paragraph it was found.
Nevertheless, it seems liRéne Guardiarhas different motives for using theatre metaphors
than the newspapers of today. Based on my relgtsrabll corpus, it does not seem that such
imagery was the norm when describing politics iB@9nThe Guardianit seems like the
metaphors are used for literary effect, in ordecrgate an analogy that was then more
noticeable and original than today. This confirmghgpothesis that not only has the role of

politicians changed, so has the way the newspaj&es politics.
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In the Blair-editorials the showbiz imagery seenmwerwidespread, it is used both by the
tabloids and the broadsheets, as if it has beconae@epted jargon when covering politics.
Politicians are, quite consistently, depicted deraoor artists, they deliver ‘funny lines’,

‘good jokes’ and ‘political gags’, the latter, adurse, not being gags about politicians as one
might expect, but a politician delivering gags. Bm@wbiz imagery almost conveys the
impression that politics is all about acting, ihsthing but a show. This lexical cohesion,
defined as ‘the overt linguistically-signalled rigdaship between propositions’ (Widdowson
1978: 31 gtd in Teo 2000: 31), is cleverly execuigdhe editorial writers. Teo (2000) argues
that this deliberate interplay, or repetition, @fital items that are collocationally related,
adds another level of meaning that supersedestise ©f what each word in isolation can

create.

In this way, lexical cohesion transcends its colesdle as textual linkers and assumes a roleein th
ideational function of language, re-shaping andaetextualizing meaning and experience. This view
of lexical cohesion shades into the realm of metepivhich can have the effect of re-structuring our
thinking, causing us to perceive ‘reality’ in a nbght

(Teo 2000: 34)

As Fairclough (1998: 142) argues, political dissauis an ‘order of discourse’ which is
continually changing within wider processes of aband cultural change, and in turn
affecting the media themselves as well as othaakdomains which are linked to them. This
could help explain why the newspapers are usighityi different vocabulary when reporting
from Tony Blair's speech than they were when Thatdiowed out some 16 years earlier. In
fact, the extended use of theatre imagery in thespapers might be seen as an example of
what Fairclough (2001: 127) calls restructuringescaling, where new structural relations
are being established between domains of soagllifmedia’s coverage of Tony Blair’s
speech, the order of discourse used in politigabnteng is heavily leant towards the
reviewer’s style; there has been a restructuringlations between the field of showbiz and
the field of political reporting, which involves @axtensive colonization of the latter by the

former.

However, what is problematic about the extent efthical imagery in the editorials is that
one might, to a certain extent, claim that thia jast observation: Politicians of today could
be seen as actors, they are constantly on stafggrpérg in order to please their audiences
and are duly reviewed and rated by the media dfeeshow. Extensive television coverage
and massive PR campaigns also serve to erase thedntes between the two fields, and, not
to forget, so do a few high-profile actors thaté&wned politicians; former US President
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Ronald Reagan and current California governor Afr&thwarzenegger to name but a

couple.

Or it could be said that this is a willed develomtnieom members of the ‘politics business'.
After all, Tony Blair, asThe Daily Mailputs it, could be seen as one of the ‘greatest-act
politicians of our time’ and when he is deliverijoges and funny lines accompanied by
pounding music, which signal is he then transng®iwWhat other metaphors or imagery
could possibly be used to describe him? El Ref2001) supports this assumption: ‘Research
into metaphors must always take the socio-politoatext into consideration, and that use of
metaphors cannot be seen in isolation from theaats and motivations of the main discourse
participants’ (El Refaie 2001: 368).

Perhaps then, with the newspaper industry becomaergasingly obsessed with
entertainment, portraying political affairs as adtre is a willed development from the editors
and owners of the media conglomerates as well. @Waeg to Conboy (2003: 48),
entertainment and information go hand in hand énl#mguage of the popular press, where for
instanceThe Surhas developed a lingo ‘positioned at a particulprbductive intersection
between the formation of an idiom of vernacular lishgand the politics of the popular’.
Combined with portraying politics as a battle andgpess as a journey, the entertainment
vocabulary does indeed serve the press well: Toelsiz imagery provides the

entertainment, whereas the war and battle metaaat€onflict and create a polarized

world, and the journey metaphor applies the necgssaans to explain abstract politics in a

concrete and comprehensible manner.

But: ‘When conventional metaphors are constantheated, this, in turn, seems to act as a
frame for the way in which events and groups ofpbeare perceived’ (El Refaie 2001: 368).
Teo (2000) agrees:

[O]ne way by which the people’s hearts and minddatbe changed is through constant exposure to
discourse that tints our perceptions in a subtiepst subliminal way. Discourse, especially the sor
that we encounter everyday, in an almost routinkt@mnce unremarkable way, can change our
perceptions and attitudes regarding people, placdsevents and therefore becomes a potentially
powerful site for the dominance of minds

(Teo 2000: 9)

Applied to this thesis, what they are saying ig thlaen newspapers are portraying politicians

as entertainers, they are implying that this isgatimate comparison, a comparison that, in
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turn, might perfectly well be adopted by the publut simply, how we categorize a social
group affects the way we perceive and relate tmthiéne ideological significance of this is
that the less evaluative and more factual genatt#dizs appear, the less questionable and

more naturalized they become’ (Teo 2000°17)

However, we must keep in mind that a metaphoriagpmg could also distort, because such
mappings are over-simplifications. Life, of courseinherently more complicated and
complex than a literal journey, as politics, of ts®y is a much more complicated and far-
reaching matter than mere theatre. Aspects ofojhie are lost, and an artificially simple
understanding of it is suggested (Deignan 2005:183) broader perspective, this could be
said about certain sections of the tabloid preggireral: the big picture is lost when
entertainment, personification, constructed cotsland over-simplified abstractions get to

dominate the columns.

When such an influential industry as the writteegsrchooses showbiz vocabulary to
describe politics, it will affect not only how was readers, understand and relate to
politicians, but it will give us a new and appr@te terminology in which to discuss the topic.
After all, the five newspapers in question haveespmed readership of more than 20 million
people — every d&%. ‘If all metaphors present a partial picture, tiiea frequent metaphors

of a community must contribute to a collective bimsinderstanding the world’, Deignan
(2005: 24) argues. This could have ‘a normative r@ntforcing effect, limiting our
understanding as well as developing it’ (ibid). Whlae notes seems unavoidable, not least
because both media’s use and the public’s pereepfimetaphors are sometimes conducted

unconsciously.

So for Tony Blair's eventual successor, or any o#spiring politician, there seems to be,
similar to young Luke Skywalker, only one thinghiope for: Metaphors be with you.

1 However, we must keep in mind that Teo here taieut ethnic minorities that are consistently being
‘othered’ in the press. Newspapers still tend tmndon a large array of metaphors when it comegsaribing
politicians.

%2 The five newspapers had a daily total net ciraoteof just over 8 million copies in December 20086,
according to the British Audit Bureau of Circulatifhttp://www.abc.org.uk A newspaper’s assumed
readership is calculated by timing the circulafiigure with three.
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4. Concluding remarks

In their farewell addresses both Margaret Thatand@®©90 and Tony Blair some 16 years
later were eager to sum up their political achiesets during their decade-long premierships.
They wanted to bow out in style, and Thatcher dithyg delivering a flawless performance in
parliamentary eloquence in the House of Commonsyeds Blair's barnstormer was
thoroughly prepared, if not to say a sexed up \etbssier (with tongue slightly in che&k)

as he addressed his own party for the last timey Dloth leant on the extremely polarized
view of the world that is so common in two partyifical systems. Both Thatcher and Blair,
although from complete opposite perspectives, figaritheir own good achievements,
omitted the dubious ones, but heavily criticized &lamed the opposition for almost
everything that is/was wrong in Britain. In shdrdth speeches were brilliant tokens of the
most central technique of polarization: positiv-peesentation and negative other-
presentation. This confirms my hypothesis that Bdthtcher and Blair tried to cement their
legacies via the language they used, by accesdluential discourses, and through power of
definition — and that the two farewell addressesared each other. Blair may have used the

same tools and framework as Thatcher, but his axtadithe world was the exact opposite.

| also proposed that there have been considerableges in newspaper discourse over the
last twenty years, and that the roles of politisiaave undergone connected transformations.
Based on my findings, it seems like the most céftrimds of tabloidese (see section 3.3.) have
increased, and that some of these elements caldy tdso be found in the former
broadsheets. Specifically, | have found that thendhz imagery has developed from being a
rare and original tool (it was only used Blye Guardiann the Thatcher editorials) to become
what seems to be the common terminology to despokigcal affairs. In fact, when Tony

Blair finally made his announcement on May 10, 20@at he is to resign come June, the
editorials in the five newspapers scrutinized Hedfollowing titles: “Tony’s legacy’ The

Sun, ‘The final act ... exit stage leftThe Daily Mirror), ‘The longest goodbyeThe Daily
Mail), ‘He knew he was rightThe Guardiai, ‘A great showman, but an average statesman’
(The Daily Telegraph If we add the fact that the main articleTine Daily Mailwas titled

‘Showman to the final curtain’, these titles ardlier evidence of a jargon in political writing

83 | am referring to Tony Blair's September Dossteni September 2002 which was part of the Governsient
attempt to prepare the ground for an invasionad.IBBC later ran a story where a senior Britidiciaf
claimed that the dossier was ‘sexed up’ (http:¥Wédpedia.org/wiki/September_Dossier).
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that seems increasingly influenced by showbiz imagend could thus be taken to support
my hypothesis that newspaper language has undeggwvaasformation since Thatcher

resigned in 1990.
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