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Every now and then the head of state needs to prove to the nation that he or she is making the right decision. The task becomes even more challenging when history puts this decision to the test and proves it wrong. Now the politician needs to claim that what was done was done, or what was done was done right, and all for the sake of saving face. An example in question is British Prime Minister of 1997-2007 Tony Blair, who got the country into the Iraqi military campaign that inflicted heavy casualties on Britain and cost the nation quite a penny. This paper seeks to analyze Blair’s three speeches – Speech at the Labour Party Convention, October 1, 2002, The Opening Speech at the House of Commons Debate on the Iraq Crisis , March, 18, 2003, and Tony Blair’s Statement on the Chilcot Iraq Report, July 6, 2016 – in order to figure out how consistent was his justificatory rhetoric over a long period of time and whether there were ever pangs of remorse. To that end we contrasted the speeches and focused on the discrepancies. 
The speech of 2002 had a negative background. A great many people were strongly against entering the war and the Prime Minister wanted to persuade them that this was the right decision. At the Labour party convention Blair used a smart manipulative strategy [Ханина: 156]. He made people think that they themselves had already made a decision: “If…having found the collective will to recognise the danger, we lose our collective will to deal with it, then we will destroy not the authority of America or Britain but of the United Nations itself”[Blair 2002]. Blair used a pronoun “we” which probably included the government, himself, and the people [Thompson 2016]. This tiny nuance helped to create the impression that the decision was already made, and it was a collective one. And now there was no turning back.   

Continuing to use this strategy, he constantly repeats that Britain is not alone, it is part of “the new world” (the key image of his campaign): “For Britain to help shape this new world, Britain needs to be part of it” [Blair 2002]. It makes the audience think that Britain is staying current, it is tuned to the mainstream path, and it cannot betray its partners (“…being in there, vigorous, confident, leading in Europe not limping along several paces behind” [Blair 2002]). Slogans of this kind strongly affected the people. In 2016, Blair still stands by his conviction of being united with the US and other NATO members: “The British Government chose to be part of that action (the military action)” [Blair 2016].

However, in 2016 Blair never mentioned people of his country as participants in making the decision to enter the Iraq War, which would obviously turn people against him even more. He constantly, ten times, to be more precise, repeated: “I accept responsibility in full – without exception or excuse” [Blair 2016]. He never blamed anyone in particular, he said: “I took this decision because I thought it the right thing to do based on the information I had and the threats I perceived and that my duty as PM…was to do what I thought was right however imperfect the situation or the process” [Blair 2016]. He also claimed that the criticism towards the Armed Forces, Intelligence Services, and civil service was not fair. He insisted that they were not to be criticized: “It was my decision they were acting upon. The Armed Forces in particular did an extraordinary job throughout our engagement in Iraq…I pay tribute to them” [Blair 2016].

It is noteworthy that such words as values, justice, democracy and hope, which were repeated again and again in 2002 and 2003, are nowhere to be found in Blair’s statement in 2016. It must be admitted that those words were used to help Blair make the desired effect on the audience, provoking sympathy to the situation in Iraq (“A coalition to fight terrorism and a coalition to give Africa hope” [Blair 2002]). The only word that remained is danger, and it is repeated twice more often than before. Blair used it to justify his decisions and actions. It emphasizes that, despite all the campaign’s “mistakes”, there was a real threat and everything may have been even worse without Britain’s involvement. To make his point clearer and to make the people more convinced Blair also refers to the current situation in Syria (“…the nightmare of Syria today would also be happening in Iraq...Consider the consequences. Even if you disagreed with removing him at the time, be thankful we're not dealing with him…now” [Blair 2016]). 

Speaking of the Iraqis (both in 2002 and 2003), Blair creates an image of helpless people. Blair claims that they “given the chance…embrace” [Blair 2002] western values, which are “human values”. Later he uses the phrase “Of the Iraqi people, groaning under years of dictatorship” [Blair 2003], which associates with the previous one. This image of the Iraqi people makes British sympathize with them, reassures them that only the war may save the innocent from a dictatorship.

It must be admitted that in 2016, Tony Blair stayed faithful to his previous views on the Iraq War, although we can see that some of the concepts and images he used back then are completely gone in 2016.
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