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Abstract

This paper examines the recent move towards a new regime of international relations and  international security from a discourse analytical perspective, focusing on speeches by Tony Blair. I shall discuss how Blair has contributed to the emergence of a new hegemonic discourse of international relations and international security in speeches given between 2000 and 2003. 
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Introduction 

My focus in this paper is the emergence of a new regime of international relations and especially of international security and the use of force, as evidenced recently in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq.  I shall be discussing specifically the discourse moment of this process, efforts to develop and diffuse a new hegemonic discourse of international relations and international security, and in particular the contribution of one key ‘player’ in this process: Tony Blair, the UK Prime Minister.  I shall look at how the new discourse emerging in Blair’s speeches has shifted in the period 1999-2003. The data I shall draw upon includes ‘doctrinal’ speeches which elaborate policy: particularly speeches delivered in April 1999 (‘Doctrine of international community’, Chicago), and April 2002 (George Bush Senior Presidential Library), but also more briefly a speech delivered in January 2003 (Foreign Office Conference), and one of a number of ‘occasional enunciations’ in response to practical political contingencies of the Iraq war: the ‘Address to the Nation’ of March 2003 (others of the same period include Blair’s ‘Vision for Iraq’ which was published in the Arabic press, and his Interview for British Forces Broadcasting Service).  I have included extracts from the April 1999 and April 2002 speeches in an appendix. 

Four moments of the dialectics of discourse: emergence, hegemony, recontextualization, operationalization

Discourse is a crucial and irreducible dimension of processes of social change which are currently referred to by such terms as  ‘globalisation’, ‘neo-liberalism’, ‘new capitalism’, ‘knowledge economy’, ‘learning society’, and so forth.  The processes of change which are represented, and constructed, in terms of categories such as these can be seen as partly actual and partly imagined responses to socio-economic crisis. Schematically, we can sum up the role of discourse in such in situations of crisis as follows (see Jessop 2002):

1. There is a crisis in the existing social order, and competing strategies on the part of different groups of social agents emerge to resolve it. 

2. New discourses emerge in response to the crisis, as facets of

strategies,  which constitute ‘imaginaries’ for a new economic and 
political ‘fix’, a new order.

3. There is a process of contestation between discourses, leading

potentially to the diffusion of a new hegemonic discourse across social 

fields and scales.

4. If a discourse achieves hegemony, it is enacted in new ways of acting

and interacting, inculcated in new ways of being (forms of identity), 

materialized in new ‘hardware’ (architecture, machinery, technologies 

etc). 

Examples include the emergence and international diffusion  of   ‘neo-liberalism’ as a political project and set of policies tied to a form of (economic) globalisation (on neo-liberalism as a hegemonic project, see eg Kagarlitsky 2000), ‘new public management’ in social governance (eg the governance of welfare), the ‘knowledge-based economy’ and the ‘learning society’, and (my present concern in this paper) a new regime of international relations and international security. In all these cases, we are dealing partly discourses which are elements of strategies. 

Thus these and other momentous changes in contemporary social life are partly changes in discourse, but not just changes in discourse. It is just as important to avoid a reduction of social change to discourse as it is to recognize discourse as an element or dialectical ‘moment’ of social change. Moreover, more general processes of change are often ‘led’ by changes in discourse, which actually amounts to changes in relationships between discourses, new articulations of elements of existing discourses (Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999). But caution is needed: the relationship between changes in discourse and more general processes of change is often opaque and complex – partly because the former may obfuscate the latter, in the sense of making it difficult to distinguish between mere changes in discourse which may be rhetorically motivated, and real social change which is in part change in discourse. ‘Globalisation’ is a case in point. 

On the basis of the schema above, we can distinguish four elements or ‘moments’ within the dialectics of discourse (Harvey 1996):

· Emergence: the ‘translation’, ‘condensation’ (Harvey 1996) and ‘simplification (Jessop 2002) of complex realities into discourses, the construction of new discourses through the articulation of elements of existing discourses. One question which arises here is how to account for certain discourses and not others emerging in particular circumstances (eg why has a discourse of ‘globalisation’ emerged in the past few decades, when the process of globalisation has arguably gone on for centuries (Held et al 1999). 

· Hegemony: relations of contestation between discourses, as part of relations of contestation between strategies and between groups of social agents, which may lead to particular discourses (and strategies) becoming hegemonic. 

· Recontextualization: the dissemination of discourses across structural boundaries (eg from one social field – such as business – to another – such as education) and scalar boundaries (eg from ‘global’ organizations to nation-states and to particular localities, or vice-versa); the recontextualization of discourses in new organizations, institutions or fields, or at new scales. 

· Operationalization: the enactment of discourses as new ways of (inter)acting, their inculcation as new ways of being, or identities, their materialization in features of the physical world. Enactment and inculcation are partly ‘intra-semiotic’ processes, ie discourses being enacted as genres, and inclulcated as styles (Fairclough 2003). 

See further Fairclough 1992, 1995, Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999, Fairclough 2000, Fairclough & Thomas forthcoming.

‘Doctrinal’ speeches

I shall focus on a comparison of the April 1999 and April 2002 speeches. In both of these speeches and a good many others, we can see Blair as arguing from ‘is’ to ‘must’, from descriptions (narratives) of the world and world change to prescriptions for policy, from actualities to imaginaries. I shall consider in particular the following questions: 
1.How does Blair narrate the world and world change – what has happened, and what is happening? 

2.How does Blair narrate more particularly international security – what has happened, and what is happening?

3.How does Blair envisage – imagine – international affairs and the ‘international community’? 

4.How does Blair envisage – imagine – more specifically international security, and the intervention (especially military) by the ‘international community’ in the affairs of sovereign states?

There are also various other questions which invite investigation, including 

how Blair justifies and legitimizes such intervention, which also raises the 

issue of how he argues from ‘is’ to ‘must’.

In the course of discussing these questions, I shall also touch upon the following text analytical questions: 

1.What aspects (let’s call them ‘themes’) of those parts of the world that are represented are included (and given greater or lesser salience), or (significantly) excluded? 

2.How concretely or abstractly, specifically or generally, are they represented? How are the complexities of reality reduced and condensed?

3. How are included themes represented? What other available ways of representing them are there? Note that representations include implicit meanings – assumptions, presuppositions. 

4.Taking themes and the ways they are represented together, what discourses (relatively durable ways of representing particular parts of the world) are drawn upon, and how are they combined? What available alternative discourses are significantly not drawn upon? 

5. What linguistic (semantic, grammatical, lexical) characteristics realize particular discourses, and the texturing together of different discourses? 

Narrative of world change in the speech of April 1999

World change is represented as ‘globalisation’, a nominalisation, and a highly abstract representation of actual processes, which necessarily subsumes a huge diversity of processes, and can be regarded as mystifying actual diversity by giving it the simplifying appearance of homogeneity (on the complex character of ‘globalisation’, see for instance Held et al 1999)  Moreover, ‘globalisation’ is attributed agentive capacity: ‘globalisation has transformed our economies and our working practices’.  ‘Globalisation’ is also assumed to be a specifically contemporary and indeed very recent ‘phenomenon’:

Twenty years ago we would not have been fighting in Kosovo. We would have turned our backs on it. The fact that we are engaged is the result of a wide range of changes - the end of the Cold War; changing technology; the spread of democracy. But it is bigger than that 

I believe the world has changed in a more fundamental way. Globalisation has transformed our economies and our working practices. 

Blair draws very selectively from a range of current discourses of globalisation. This is suggested with respect to agency in Jessop’s observation (Jessop 2002) that ‘far from globalization being a unitary causal mechanism, it should be understood as the complex, emergent product of many different forces operating on many scales … Hence nothing can be explained in terms of the causal powers of globalization’ (114). It is also evident with respect to periodization: other discourses of globalization represent it as a centuries-old process (the word may be new, but the process is not, see Held et al 1999). And it is evident with respect to themes, in that themes associated with other discourses of globalisation are absent – eg the increasing gap between rich and poor. 

Two themes are salient in Blair’s speech:  (a) the global impact of local events (as in some sociological accounts such as that of Giddens 1991); (b) globalisation as a threat rather than an opportunity – a set of problems to be overcome.  For instance: 

Many of our domestic problems are caused on the other side of the world. Financial instability in Asia destroys jobs in Chicago and in my own constituency in County Durham. Poverty in the Caribbean means more drugs on the streets in Washington and London. Conflict in the Balkans causes more refugees in Germany and here in the US. These problems can only be addressed by international co-operation. 

Hay & Rosamond (2002) have commented on the diverse, rhetorically motivated, discourses of globalisation which are to be found in the language of New Labour, noting that there are systematic differences between domestic and international policy contexts. In this case, the threats demand a new approach to international affairs and security, which it is Blair’s purpose to set out in the speech.  Blair’s particular contribution to a new doctrine of international security is framing security within ‘globalisation’, as an aspect of ‘globalisation’ alongside the more familiar economic and political aspects. Thus the speech is structured by his own particular tripartite classification of globalisation processes – ‘economic, political and security’: ‘But globalisation is not just economic. It is also a political and security phenomenon.’  This excludes what many representations of ‘globalisation’ include: ‘culture’.  Blair talks a lot about ‘values’, but within his imaginary for changed international relations (see below).  ‘Values’ seem to be one thing, ‘culture’ another: one of the most internationally widespread anxieties about globalisation is that it is a threat to cultural diversity. 

Narrative of world change in the speech of April 2002
In this speech, in contrast with the earlier one, ‘globalisation’ is not referred to as such in the narrative of world change – though it is in the context of refuting anti-globalisation arguments (‘What the poor world needs is not less globalisation but more’).  The same themes from the range of discourses of globalisation are salient here as in the 1999 speech – the global impact of local events, and globalisation as a threat. The difference is that the global threat from local events is a more prominent theme in this speech, and that prominence is linked to September 11, which is represented as the exemplary instance. The threatening character of local events is accentuated, and the need for the ‘international community’ to take action against it. Compare two sentences which have a comparable position in the two speeches in introducing the theme of global effects of local events: 

‘Many of our domestic problems are caused on the other side of the world’ 

(1999) 

‘In truth, it’s rare today that trouble in one part of the globe remains limited 

 in its effect’ (2002). 

The former is a passive sentence without an agent but with a locational 

adjunct – the location of problematic local events is (vaguely) represented. But the events themselves are not, only their effects (‘problems’) are represented.  In the latter, the events are represented, as ‘trouble’, a term which has been widely used in the British press for industrial disputes or sectarian violence in Northern Ireland, and a category which suggests that the forces of law and order are needed. It is threats to security, rather than economic threats, that are accentuated in the speech of 2002. 

Narrative of international security in the speech of April 1999

Blair constructs a bifurcation of the world into protagonists (‘us’) and antagonists (including Saddam, Milosovic) in which the antagonists terrorize their own people and threaten international security. One task for textual analysis is to see how antagonists are represented as malign.  This is a matter of what critical linguists (Fowler et al 1979) have called ‘overlexicalization’, ie antagonists are lexicalized in a variety of ways (‘dictators’, ‘crime’, ‘evil’), a sort of lexical ‘overkill’.  This can be seen as articulating together what we can loosely call ‘discourses of malignity’  from several social domains - politics (‘dictators’), law and order (‘crime’) and religion (‘evil’).  Another task for textual analysis is to see how the protagonists are represented as benign. The malignity of the antagonists is relatively explicit, the benign character of the protagonists is by contrast  assumed, presupposed. For instance:

This is a just war, based not on any territorial ambitions but on values. We
cannot let the evil of ethnic cleansing stand. We must not rest until it is 
reversed. We have learned twice before in this century that appeasement 
does not work. If we let an evil dictator range unchallenged, we will have to 
spill infinitely more blood and treasure to stop him later. 

‘We’ act on the basis of values, and resist evil unstintingly; ‘we’ are the progeny of the anti-fascist alliance of the 1930s and 1940s (implicit in ‘us’ having learnt about ‘appeasement’, and in the echoes of the political oratory of Churchill, ‘we must not rest’ … ‘blood and treasure’ etc). ‘Our’ armed forces have been ‘busy’ (which resonates with  ‘getting on with the job’, a favoured way of representing military action in Iraq and elsewhere on the part of politicians, the military, and ‘vox pops’) doing good.  In particular, the US is represented as benign in quite a remarkable (one might say sycophantic) eulogy – for instance, they ‘shoulder burdens and responsibilities’. One might compare this for instance with Chomsky’s many less flattering analyses of US foreign policy since World War 2 (eg Chomsky 1991). 

Narrative of international security in the speech of April 2002

There is as in the 1999 speech a bifurcation of the world into protagonists and antagonists (once referred to in a Bushian way as ‘the bad guys’), with threats to security and stability (as well as human rights abuses) emanating from antagonists. The bifurcation is accentuated by the language of ‘alliances’ and ‘coalition’ which I discuss below. The construal of the antagonists is different from in the earlier speech, however. It is ‘terrorism’ and ‘weapons of mass destruction’, and countries that ‘sponsor’ them,  that ‘threaten us’.  One important shift in the would-be hegemonic discourse in the period since September 11 is the constitution of a relation of equivalence between ‘terrorism’ and ‘weapons of mass destruction’ as co-members of the class of ‘threats’.  ‘Terrorism and/or weapons of mass destruction’ has become a high frequency collocation. This shift in discourse has one might argue been decisive in justifying the extension of the ‘War on Terrorism’ to attacks on ‘rogue states’ in what Bush has called the ‘axis of evil’.  Of course weapons of mass destruction are only a threat in the hands of the ‘bad guys’ – ‘our’ weapons of mass destruction are not alluded to. (Perhaps the widely used acronym WMD helps in narrowing the focus to ‘bad’ weapons of mass destruction.) 

The ‘threat’ posed by terrorism and countries which ‘sponsor’ WMD is more fully elaborated, and overlexicalized, as ‘instability’, ‘disorder’ and ‘chaos’, and salience is given to the threat to the economy – to business ‘confidence’ and ‘progress’.  There is claimed to be an international ‘craving’, ‘struggle’, for ‘stability’, and a ‘recognition’ that the world needs’ ‘order’.  Relations of equivalence (co-membership of a class) are textured between ‘stability’, ‘security’ and ‘order’ on the one hand and ‘instability’ and ‘disorder’ on the other, and relations of difference between these two classes:

Instability is contagious and, again today, more than ever, nations, at least
most of them, crave stability. That's for a simple reason. Our people want 
it, because without it, they can't do business and prosper. What brings 
nations together - what brought them together post September 11 - is the 
international recognition that the world needs order. Disorder is the enemy 
of progress. The struggle is for stability, for the security within which 
progress can be made.

Imagining international affairs and ‘international community’ in the speech of April 1999

A contrastive relation is set up between ‘International cooperation’ and ‘isolationism’, a term which has historical resonance as a tendency in US foreign policy. The term ‘internationalist’ also has historical resonance in the socialist movement, but is used here in a radically different sense, with respect to the ‘international community’.  Blair explicitly extends the concepts of ‘community’ and ‘partnership’ from a national to an international scale. Advocacy of ‘communities’ and ‘partnerships’ is salient in the ‘third way’ policies of ‘New Labour’ in the UK, and this has been seen as an appropriation of a communitarian discourse (Fairclough 2000). As at the national level there is a ‘rhetoric and reality’ issue – are current international relations really those of ‘community’ and ‘partnership’, or is this an obfuscatory and one might argue ideological misrepresentation? 

Analysis can focus on how textual elements with a provenance in different discourses are textured together – how a new discourse is being constituted through an articulation of existing discourses. For instance: ‘Just as within domestic politics, the notion of community – the belief that partnership and cooperation are essential to advance self-interest – is coming into its own’. My sense of provenance (corpus studies could help to substantiate such ‘feel’) is that ‘community’ emanates from political philosophy but also grassroots politics,  ‘partnership’ from business, and  ‘self-interest’ from representations of individual(ism)s, in contrast with the normal political term ‘interests’.  ‘Community’, ‘partnership’ and ‘cooperation’ are textured as equivalent, co-members of a class; at the same time the expectable relation of difference and contrast between these and ‘self-interest’ is textually subverted. 

. 

Imagining international affairs and ‘international community’ in the speech of April 2002

Blair explicitly alludes to the 1999 speech and the doctrine of ‘international community’ – there is continuity in that respect. There is also development: ‘we seek one integrated international community, sharing the same values, working to the same goals’. ‘Integration’ is new, and evokes debates within the EU. This is quite a remarkable and one might say alarming statement and imaginary: can difference be so radically eliminated other than through violent imposition? Another significant change is that internationalism is now construed in terms of ‘international alliances’ and ‘international coalition’ as well as ‘international community’, ‘a series of interlocking alliances with a common agenda on issues of security, trade and stability’, based upon an alliance between America and Europe. Taking these together, there is an ambivalence which is reminiscent of my analysis of the vague and shifting membership of the ‘international community’, ‘us’ in the 1999 speech (Fairclough 2000) – ‘international community’ sounds fully inclusive, but tends to be reduced down to the powers which constitute G7 (now G8) and NATO. The implied universality of the ‘international community’ is at odds the implied exclusivity of ‘alliances’. 

Imagining international security in the speech of April 1999

This is the crux of Blair’s contribution to the construction of a new doctrine – and discourse – of ‘international community’.  The grounds on which ‘the principle of non-interference must be qualified’ are not made explicit, but they are implicit in Blair’s allusion to ‘undemocratic’ regimes’, ‘barbarous’ regimes’, and ‘threats to international peace and security’. The first two are represented as ‘moral’ grounds, the third as a matter of ‘self-interest’.  What is distinctive about Blair’s position is the claim that ‘values and interests merge’.  This is very much a ‘third way’ position which is reminiscent of eg ‘enterprise as well as social justice’, ‘responsibilities as well as rights’ in New Labour discourse in the UK. This is a rhetoric of ‘not only but also’ (Fairclough 2000) – policies, principles, and from a discourse analytical point of view, discourses which had been seen as politically incompatible are construed as compatible in ‘third way’ discourse (and extensively textured together with such conjunctions as ‘not only .. but also’, ‘as well as’, ‘yet’).  What is proposed is ‘establishing’ and, crucially, ‘spreading’ values as a strategy for achieving security (‘self-interest’). These are ‘our’ values, and that raises the issue of who ‘we’ are. Blair invites – and has received - the objection that ‘our’ values are western values, that ‘spreading’ them is cultural  imperialism. He addresses this in the speech of January 2003 – claiming that ‘our’ values are ‘universal’ values (see below). There is a central ambivalence here: if these values are ‘universal’, why do they need to be ‘spread’?  One might take Laclau’s position (Laclau 2000) that claims to universality are always to be taken as hegemonic bids for ‘universal’ status for specific particulars. 

The values listed are: ‘liberty, the rule of law, human rights and an open society’. As I have pointed out elsewhere (Fairclough 2000), the values which Blair lists tend to change. Other elements in lists in the material I’m referring to include ‘justice’ (sometimes in the sense of ‘social justice’, not just ‘the rule of law’), and ‘democracy’ (more specific than ‘an open society’, which presumably also includes what he elsewhere formulates as ‘tolerance and respect towards others’). More fundamentally, even if the words are shared in common, the meanings notoriously may not be – parts of the ‘freedom’ or ‘liberty’ celebrated on the right and now centre-left in the USA and Britain might be perceived as selfishness and self-indulgence by many Muslims, for instance. As with lists generally, one should be sensitive to the texturing of relations of equivalence between different discourses, as a process of classification. ‘Liberty’ and ‘the rule of law’ are well-established in liberal discourses, whereas ‘human rights’ discourse is very new – human rights legislation was only enacted in the UK within the past decade - and ‘open society’ is directly attributable to Karl Popper. 

Imagining international security in the speech of April 2002

Whereas a case is made for qualifications of the principle of non-intervention in the speech of 1999, here the option of intervention is simply taken as given. The first reference to military intervention – actual rather than imaginary – is Kosovo, and it is justified retrospectively in terms of its claimed good effects, not at all in terms of its legitimacy. The grounds for intervention are more explicit and focused than in the earlier speech: ‘where terrorism or Weapons of Mass Destruction threaten us’. ‘Self-interest’ grounds – ‘security’, ‘stability’, ‘order’ – are markedly more salient than moral grounds, though the latter are still here. There has been a covert but significant shift from responsive to pre-emptive intervention, intervention motivated by a perceived possible future threat. We have again the strategy of serving self-interest, and stability, by ‘promoting’ and ‘defending’ and ‘standing up for’ and ‘fighting for’ ‘our’ values. But the collocations have significantly shifted: ‘promote’ is less missionary than ‘spread’, and there is a new emphasis on ‘defence’ of values, and ‘our’ values being under attack.  Yet at the same time there is the imaginary of ‘one integrated international community, sharing the same values’ I referred to earlier. Here is one specific comparison: 

‘Now our actions are guided by a more subtle blend of mutual self-interest and moral purpose in defending the values we cherish… If we can establish and spread the values … that is in our national interests too’ (1999)

‘I advocate an enlightened self-interest that puts fighting for our values right at the heart of the policies necessary to protect our nations’ (2002)

‘I am arguing that the values we believe in are worth fighting for; they are 

in the ascendant and we have a common interest in standing up for them. 

We shouldn’t be shy of giving our actions not just the force of self-interest 

but moral force.’ (2002)

The claim to ‘moral force’ in 2002 is based more on combative assertion (‘fighting for’, ‘standing up for’) of ‘our’ values than in the 1999 speech.

Imagining international security: Values in the speech of January 2003

Let me bring one brief extract from the January 2003 speech into the picture with respect to ‘values’: 

In the end, all these things come back to one basic theme. The values we stand for: freedom, human rights, the rule of law, democracy, are all universal values. Given a chance, the world over, people want them. But they have to be pursued alongside another value: justice, the belief in opportunity for all. Without justice, the values I describe can be portrayed as "Western values"; globalisation becomes a battering ram for Western commerce and culture; the order we want is seen by much of the world as "their" order not "ours".

The consensus can only be achieved if pursued with a sense of fairness, of equality, of partnership.

‘Our’ values are here asserted to be universal values. This assertion is elaborated not as for instance ‘the world over, people believe in them’, but ‘given a chance … people want them’. One might ask whether values which people ‘want’ (‘given a chance’) are truly ‘universal’.  There is an implicit recognition that ‘our’ values are in fact widely seen as ‘western values’. The issue then is how ‘consensus can  .. be achieved’ – yet if these values are truly ‘universal’, surely that implies that there is consensus? In short, this is profoundly contradictory, as Blair’s speeches quite often are (Fairclough 2000). 

The ‘Address to the Nation’

Let me comment briefly on one of what I referred to earlier as Blair’s ‘occasional enunciations’, his ‘Address to the Nation’ at the beginning of the Iraq war in March 2003.  This is a justification for action rather than an elaboration of ‘doctrine’ or policy, but one question we can ask is to what extent and how the ‘doctrine’ of the ‘doctrinal’ speeches is appealed to in justifying action in these ‘occasional’ pieces. In this case, there is just one element of the ‘doctrine’ of especially the speech of April 2002: this ‘new world’ needs ‘order and stability’ to meet ‘challenges’. Military action is justified because ‘brutal states’ such as Iraq which have WMD, and ‘terrorist groups’, threaten ‘disorder and chaos’.  The threat is especially from the convergence of terrorism and WMD – though this is not categorically asserted but hypothetical (‘should terrorists obtain these weapons’), and subjectively modalized (‘my fear is that these threats come together’, ‘my judgement is that this threat is real’). In contrast with the ‘doctrinal’ speeches, ‘values’ are not explicitly thematized, though there is an undertaking to ‘help Iraq towards democracy’, and ‘removing Saddam’ is claimed to be ‘a blessing’ (a rather unfortunate Christian term in the circumstances) ‘to the Iraqi people’.  As is typically the case in these ‘occasional’ pieces, the more fully elaborated ‘doctrine’ of the ‘doctrinal’ speeches is selectively drawn upon according to rhetorical needs. Thus again in the ‘Vision for Iraq’ published in the Arabic press, the theme of the coincidence of values and self-interest is not surprisingly absent, and the emphasis is on the ‘liberation’ of the Iraqi people. 


Discussion

What the analysis I have carried out in this paper indicates is the contribution of one major international politician to an ongoing process of re-imagining ‘international community’. Blair of course is not the only ‘player’ in this game – there are other significant contributors, especially Americans, including George Bush.  The discoursal process of re-imagining ‘international community’ is an essential element in the political project of re-constituting international relations. What the comparison between the two major speeches of 1999 and 2002  shows is that the process of re-imagining is not a one-off process, but a process which develops and shifts in response to changing events and circumstances, while at the same time sustaining its identity as the discoursal facet of this particular strategic project through the continuities I have pointed to. This is essentially the same conclusion I reached about the discourse of the ‘third way’ in British politics (Fairclough 2000): it is not a political imaginary that was formed and reached closure at some point in the trajectory of ‘New Labour’, it is a discourse and a politics which has been ongoingly sought for. More generally, hegemony is not sought and won once for all, it must be ongoingly sustained and struggled for under shifting circumstances and shifts in the competitive field of hegemonic projects. 

With respect to the four ‘moments’ of the dialectics of discourse which I distinguished in the introduction to the paper, my analysis has directly addressed ‘emergence’, the textual construction, or ‘texturing’, of a new discourse through articulating together elements of existing discourses, and the shift of these textured relations, and of the discourse, over time. One can to a degree see a new discourse of international affairs and international security in the process of its formation in these texts (though of course I have analysed only two of a larger body of relevant texts).  The analysis also bears to some degree on the moment of hegemony, in that it touches upon relations of contestation between discourses, and in that Blair is a major international statesman and opinion-former, but one would need to look at a wider range material over a longer period of time to get a sense of hegemonic struggles over international relations and international security. 

I have not discussed ‘recontextualization’. Let me briefly indicate what that would entail with respect to the context I am currently working in, the ‘transitional’ societies of Central and Eastern Europe, many of which have recently been admitted into NATO. It would be a matter of investigating how the emergent hegemonic discourse of international relations and international security both ‘colonizes’ and is appropriated within government policy texts, media texts, and so forth, in these countries. Recontextualization is a colonization/appropriation dialectic (Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999). The concept of ‘appropriation’ accentuates the fact that even in the process of ‘colonizing’, a new discourse enters new and potentially transformative relations with existing discourses in the recontextualizing context. Investigating recontextualization would be a matter of charting the diverse and ultimately unpredictable trajectories of the emergent hegemonic discourse in its structural and scalar dissemination. 

The most complex ‘moment’ of the dialectics of discourse to research is ‘operationalization’. This is the point at which one is faced with the difficult problem of specifying the effects of discourse on other elements of the social. The military and diplomatic strategies of nations and alliances of nations, the organization and structure of institutions of international security and defence, international meetings and exchanges, the identities of politicians on the international stage, military systems and technologies, are all operationalizations of discourses. But tracing how precisely a change in hegemonic discourse is operationalized in new strategies, institutions, exchanges etc is a highly complex matter. One fruitful approach might be detailed case studies of processes of policy formation and implementation (such as those carried out by Iedema 2003), possibly combining CDA with ethnographic methods (Chouliaraki 1995, Pujolar 1997, Wodak 1996). For instance, studies of the process of decision making and implementation in the procurement of new military hardware might allow us to see how discourses of international relations and international security are operationalized in specific practical contexts. 
Conclusion
Blair’s ‘third way’ politics, and more specifically his attempts to elaborate a new doctrine of ‘international community’, have attracted considerable criticism based in alternative discourses. One might ask whether the world really is as ‘new’ as he suggests, or whether this is a rhetorically motivated exaggeration of ‘newness’, whether it is  ‘new’ in the ways he suggests – or whether there are geopolitical processes and agendas (including the politics of oil) which cannot be publicly acknowledged, whether the ‘moral’ agenda is merely a cover for the real agenda, whether states like Iraq really do threaten the security of states like the USA and Britain (and, of course, whether there ever were WMDs in Iraq), whether we can take ‘terrorism’ and ‘weapons of mass destruction’ at face value, or as merely a cover for a pre-existing geopolitical agenda, and whether military intervention in for instance Iraq decreases or increases risks to international security.  
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Appendix 

1.Extract from the speech of April 1999

Kosovo 
While we meet here in Chicago this evening, unspeakable things are happening in Europe. Awful crimes that we never thought we would see again have reappeared - ethnic cleansing. systematic rape, mass murder. 

I want to speak to you this evening about events in Kosovo. But I want to put these events in a wider context - economic, political and security - because I do not believe Kosovo can be seen in isolation. 

No one in the West who has seen what is happening in Kosovo can doubt that NATO's military action is justified. Bismarck famously said the Balkans were not worth the bones of one Pomeranian Grenadier. Anyone who has seen the tear stained faces of the hundreds of thousands of refugees streaming across the border, heard their heart-rending tales of cruelty or contemplated the unknown fates of those left behind, knows that Bismarck was wrong. 

This is a just war, based not on any territorial ambitions but on values. We cannot let the evil of ethnic cleansing stand. We must not rest until it is reversed. We have learned twice before in this century that appeasement does not work. If we let an evil dictator range unchallenged, we will have to spill infinitely more blood and treasure to stop him later. 

(Section omitted) 

Global Interdependence 

Twenty years ago we would not have been fighting in Kosovo. We would have turned our backs on it. The fact that we are engaged is the result of a wide range of changes - the end of the Cold War; changing technology; the spread of democracy. But it is bigger than that 

I believe the world has changed in a more fundamental way. Globalisation has transformed our economies and our working practices. But globalisation is not just economic. It is also a political and security phenomenon. 

We live in a world where isolationism has ceased to have a reason to exist. By necessity we have to co-operate with each other across nations. 

Many of our domestic problems are caused on the other side of the world. Financial instability in Asia destroys jobs in Chicago and in my own constituency in County Durham. Poverty in the Caribbean means more drugs on the streets in Washington and London. Conflict in the Balkans causes more refugees in Germany and here in the US. These problems can only be addressed by international co-operation. 

We are all internationalists now, whether we like it or not We cannot refuse to participate in global markets if we want to prosper. We cannot ignore new political ideas in other counties if we want to innovate. We cannot turn our backs on conflicts and the violation of human rights within other countries if we want still to be secure. 

On the eve of a new Millennium we are now in a new world. We need new rules for international co-operation and new ways of organising our international institutions. 

After World War II, we developed a series of international institutions to cope with the strains of rebuilding a devastated world: Bretton Woods, the United Nations, NATO, the FU. Even then, it was clear that the world was becoming increasingly interdependent. The doctrine of isolationism had been a casualty of a world war, where the United States and others finally realised standing aside was not an option. 

Today the impulse towards interdependence is immeasurably greater. We are witnessing the beginnings of a new doctrine of international community. By this I mean the explicit recognition that today more than ever before we are mutually dependent, that national interest is to a significant extent governed by international collaboration and that we need a clear and coherent debate as to the direction this doctrine takes us in each field of international endeavour. Just as within domestic politics, the notion of community - the belief that partnership and co-operation are essential to advance self-interest - is coming into its own; so it needs to find its own international echo. Global financial markets, the global environment, global security and disarmament issues: none of these can he solved without intense international co-operation. 

As yet, however, our approach tends towards being ad hoc. There is a global financial crisis: we react, it fades; our reaction becomes less urgent. Kyoto can stimulate our conscience about environmental degradation but we need constant reminders to refocus on it. We are continually fending off the danger of letting wherever CNN roves, be the cattle prod to take a global conflict seriously. 

We need to focus in a serious and sustained way on the principles of the doctrine of international community and on the institutions that deliver them. 

(Section on ‘Globalisation’ – economic globalisation -omitted)

International Security 

The principles of international community apply also to international security. 

We now have a decade of experience since the end of the Cold War. It has certainly been a less easy time than many hoped in the euphoria that followed the collapse of the Berlin Wall. Our armed forces have been busier than ever - delivering humanitarian aid, deterring attacks on defenceless people, backing up UN resolutions and occasionally engaging in major wars as we did in the Gulf in 1991 and are currently doing in the Balkans. 

Have the difficulties of the past decade simply been the aftershocks of the end of the Cold War? Will things soon settle down, or does it represent a pattern that will extend into the future? 

Many of our problems have been caused by two dangerous and ruthless men - Saddam Hussein and Slobodan Milosevic. Both have been prepared to wage vicious campaigns against sections of their own community. As a result of these destructive policies both have brought calamity on their own peoples. Instead of enjoying its oil wealth Iraq has been reduced to poverty, with political life stultified through fear. Milosevic took over a substantial, ethnically diverse state, well placed to take advantage of new economic opportunities. His drive for ethnic concentration has left him with something much smaller, a ruined economy and soon a totally wined military machine 

One of the reasons why it is now so important to win the conflict is to ensure that others do not make the same mistake in the future. That in itself will be a major step to ensuring that the next decade and the next century will not be as difficult as the past. If NATO fails in Kosovo, the next dictator to be threatened with military force may well not believe our resolve to carry the threat through. 

At the end of this century the US has emerged as by far the strongest state. It has no dreams of world conquest and is not seeking colonies. If anything Americans are too ready to see no need to get involved in affairs of the rest of the world. America's allies are always both relieved and gratified by its continuing readiness to shoulder burdens and responsibilities that come with its sole superpower status. We understand that this is something that we have no right to take for granted, and must match with our own efforts. That is the basis for the recent initiative I took with President Chirac of France to improve Europe's own defence capabilities. 

As we address these problems at this weekend's NATO Summit we may be tempted to think back to the clarity and simplicity of the Cold War. But now we have to establish a new framework. No longer is our existence as states under threat. Now our actions are guided by a more subtle blend of mutual self interest and moral purpose in defending the values we cherish. In the end values and interests merge. If we can establish and spread the values of liberty, the rule of law, human rights and an open society then that is in our national interests too. The spread of our values makes us safer. As John Kennedy put it "Freedom is indivisible and when one man is enslaved who is free?" 

The most pressing foreign policy problem we face is to identify the circumstances in which we should get actively involved in other people's conflicts. Non -interference has long been considered an important principle of international order. And it is not one we would want to jettison too readily. One state should not feel it has the right to change the political system of another or forment subversion or seize pieces of territory to which it feels it should have some claim. But the principle of non-interference must be qualified in important respects. Acts of genocide can never be a purely internal matter. When oppression produces massive flows of refugees which unsettle neighbouring countries then they can properly be described as "threats to international peace and security". When regimes are based on minority rule they lose legitimacy - look at South Africa. 

Looking around the world there are many regimes that are undemocratic and engaged in barbarous acts. If we wanted to right every wrong that we see in the modern world then we would do little else than intervene in the affairs of other countries. We would not be able to cope. 

So how do we decide when and whether to intervene. I think we need to bear in mind five major considerations 

First, are we sure of our case? War is an imperfect instrument for righting humanitarian distress; but armed force is sometimes the only means of dealing with dictators. Second, have we exhausted all diplomatic options? We should always give peace every chance, as we have in the case of Kosovo. Third, on the basis of a practical assessment of the situation, are there military operations we can sensibly and prudently undertake? Fourth, are we prepared for the long term? In the past we talked too much of exit strategies. But having made a commitment we cannot simply walk away once the fight is over; better to stay with moderate numbers of troops than return for repeat performances with large numbers. And finally, do we have national interests involved? The mass expulsion of ethnic Albanians from Kosovo demanded the notice of the rest of the world. But it does make a difference that this is taking place in such a combustible part of Europe. 

I am not suggesting that these are absolute tests. But they are the kind of issues we need to think about in deciding in the future when and whether we will intervene. 

Any new rules however will only work if we have reformed international institutions with which to apply them. 

If we want a world ruled by law and by international co-operation then we have to support the UN as its central pillar. But we need to find a new way to make the UN and its Security Council work if we are not to return to the deadlock that undermined the effectiveness of the Security Council during the Cold War. This should be a task for members of the Permanent Five to consider once the Kosovo conflict is complete. 

2. Extract from the speech of April 2002

	(Introduction omitted)

The only purpose of being in politics is to strive for the values and ideals we believe in: freedom, justice, what we Europeans call solidarity but you might call respect for and help for others. These are the decent democratic values we all avow. But alongside the values we know we need a hard headed pragmatism - a realpolitik - required to give us any chance of translating those values into the practical world we live in. 

The same tension exists in the two views of international affairs. One is utilitarian: each nation maximises its own self interest. The other is Utopian: we try to create a better world. Today I want to suggest that more than ever before those two views are merging. 

I advocate an enlightened self interest that puts fighting for our values right at the heart of the policies necessary to protect our nations. Engagement in the world on the basis of these values, not isolationism from it is the hard-headed pragmatism for the 21st Century. 

Why? In part it is because the countries and people of the world today are more interdependent than ever. That calls for an approach of integration. When I spoke about this issue in Chicago in 1999 and called it a doctrine of international community, people hesitated over what appeared to be Panglossian idealism. At the time, the major international crisis we faced was Kosovo, where a brutal dictator, Slobodan Milosevic, was embarked upon a programme of ethnic cleansing of innocent people - in this case, Muslims - the likes of which Europe had not seen since the Nazis. 

Yet we were told: it's not our fight, why bother? there's nothing we can do; if we try to stop him, the region will explode; we will strengthen his hand, he will win; or he'll lose but be succeeded by someone worse. Sound familiar? Today thousands of refugees have gone back. Kosovo has held its first elections. Montenegro and Serbia are being reconciled. Milosevic is on trial charged with war crimes. There is a democratic government in Belgrade and the whole region, despite the massive problems which still exist, is on a path, albeit slowly, towards the EU.

It's still costing us time, effort and money, but it's a lot less than if we had turned our back and let the Balkans plunge into civil war.

In truth, it is very rare today that trouble in one part of the globe remains limited in its effect. Not just in security, but in trade and finance - witness the crisis of 1998 which began in Thailand and ended in Brazil - the world is interlocked. 

This is heightened by mass communications and technology. In Queen Victoria's time, reports of battles came back weeks or months after they were won or lost. Today we see them enacted live on the BBC, Sky or CNN. Their very visibility, immediate and in technicolour, inflame feelings that can spread worldwide across different ethnic, religious and cultural communities.

So today, more than ever, "their" problem becomes "our" problem. Instability is contagious and, again today, more than ever, nations, at least most of them, crave stability. That's for a simple reason. Our people want it, because without it, they can't do business and prosper. What brings nations together - what brought them together post September 11 - is the international recognition that the world needs order. Disorder is the enemy of progress. 

The struggle is for stability, for the security within which progress can be made. Of course, countries want to protect their territorial integrity but few are into empire-building. This is especially true of democracies whose people vote for higher living standards and punish governments who don't deliver them. For 2,000 years Europe fought over territory. 

Today boundaries are virtually fixed. Governments and people know that any territorial ambition threatens stability, and instability threatens prosperity. 

And of course the surest way to stability is through the very values of freedom, democracy and justice. Where these are strong, the people push for moderation and order. Where they are absent, regimes act unchecked by popular accountability and pose a threat; and the threat spreads. 

So the promotion of these values becomes not just right in itself but part of our long-term security and prosperity. We can't intervene in every case. Not all the wrongs of the world can be put right, but where disorder threatens us all, we should act.

Like it or not, whether you are a utilitarian or a Utopian, the world is interdependent. One consequence of this is that foreign and domestic policy are ever more closely interwoven. 

It was September 11 that brought these thoughts into sharper focus. 

(Section omitted)

The most obvious lesson is indeed our interdependence. For a time our world stood still. Quite apart from our security, the shock impacted on economic confidence, on business, on trade and it is only now with the terrorist network on the run, that confidence is really returning. Every nation in the world felt the reverberation of that fateful day. And that has been well illustrated by the role which the United Nations - under Kofi Annan's excellent leadership - has played since September 11.

So if we didn't know it before, we know now: these events and our response to them shape the fate not of one nation but of one world. There is no escape from facing them and dealing with them. But what are the policy positions that should guide us in doing so? 

First, the world works better when the US and the EU stand together. There will be issues that divide - issues of trade, most recently over steel, for example. But on the big security issues, the common interests dwarf the divide. Forget the talk of anti Americanism in Europe. Yes, if you call a demonstration, you will get the slogans and the insults. But people know Europe needs America and I believe America needs Europe too. We have so many shared values. We are strong democracies. If we stand together, no one else feels they can play us off against each other. Complaining about each other is fashionable in some circles. But the only people really rejoicing at a falling out, are the bad guys.

Together, we can forge a new relationship with President Putin's Russia. He is in my view a bold and immensely capable leader, moving his country into a new and co-operative partnership with us. NATO is the cornerstone of the transatlantic US/EU relationship. Now we envisage a new Russia/NATO relationship where certain questions are determined at 20, by the 19 NATO members and Russia. In Afghanistan we worked with Russia in a way that would have had the old hands of the Cold War days frozen in disbelief. But the truth is Russia today has as much interest in defeating terrorism as we have. 

In our different ways, but compatibly, we can develop relations with China and India, two nations about whom the only question is not whether they will be huge powers in the world, but how huge, and how that power will be used.

And we both already have strong ties with Japan. We need to use those ties both to encourage Japan towards vital economic and structural reforms and also to bind the EU, the US and Asia closer together.

It is fascinating too, to see both the US and the EU strengthening enormously their political as well as economic links with South America.

The point I am making is simply this. There are no Cold War battles to play to. 'Spheres of influence' is an outdated concept. A series of interlocking alliances with a common agenda on issues of security, trade and stability should replace old rivalries. The international coalition matters. Where it operates, the unintended consequences of action are limited, the diplomatic parameters better fixed. The US and EU together is a precondition of such alliances. But it needs hard work, dialogue and some mutual understanding. As long as I am British Prime Minister I will work to secure it. 

Secondly, we must be prepared to act where terrorism or Weapons of Mass Destruction threaten us. The fight against international terrorism is right. We should pursue it vigorously. Not just in Afghanistan but elsewhere. Not just by military means but by disrupting the finances of terrorism, getting at the middle men, the bankrollers of the trade in terror and WMD. Since September 11 the action has been considerable, in many countries. But there should be no let up.

If necessary the action should be military and again, if necessary and justified, it should involve regime change. I have been involved as British Prime Minister in three conflicts involving regime change. Milosevic. The Taliban. And Sierra Leone, where a country of six million people was saved from a murderous group of gangsters who had hijacked the democratically elected government.

Britain is immensely proud of the part our forces have played and with the results but I can honestly say the people most pleased have been the people living under the regime in question. Never forget: they are the true victims. I'll always remember driving through the villages near Freetown in Sierra Leone seeing the people rejoicing - many of them amputees through the brutality from which they had been liberated - and their joy at being free to debate, argue and vote as they wished.

We cannot, of course, intervene in all cases but where countries are engaged in the terror or WMD business, we should not shirk from confronting them. Some can be offered a way out, a route to respectability. I hope in time that Syria, Iran and even North Korea can accept the need to change their relations dramatically with the outside world. A new relationship is on offer. But they must know that sponsoring terrorism or WMD is not acceptable.

As for Iraq, I know some fear precipitate action. They needn't. We will proceed, as we did after September 11, in a calm, measured, sensible but firm way. But leaving Iraq to develop WMD, in flagrant breach of no less than nine separate UNSCRs, refusing still to allow weapons inspectors back to do their work properly, is not an option. The regime of Saddam is detestable. Brutal, repressive, political opponents routinely tortured and executed: it is a regime without a qualm in sacrificing the lives of its citizens to preserve itself, or starting wars with neighbouring states and it has used chemical weapons against its own people.

As I say, the moment for decision on how to act is not yet with us. But to allow WMD to be developed by a state like Iraq without let or hindrance would be grossly to ignore the lessons of September 11 and we will not do it. The message to Saddam is clear: he has to let the inspectors back in, anyone, any time, any place that the international community demands. 

Third, we should work hard to broker peace where conflict threatens a region's stability because we know the dangers of contagion. The plight of the Middle East ………..

(Section omitted) 

I want to pick out the issue of trade. We're all moving on it but we could move further. I want the WTO round started in Qatar last December to be a success. And it's time we took on the anti-globalisation protestors who seek to disrupt the meetings international leaders have on these issues. What the poor world needs is not less globalisation but more. Their injustice is not globalisation but being excluded from it. Free enterprise is not their enemy; but their friend.

In all these areas, we seek one integrated, international community, sharing the same values, working to the same goals. 

(Section omitted) 

My basic argument is that in today's interdependent world, we need an integrated approach, a doctrine of international community as I put it before, based on the values we believe in. I am not suggesting, incidentally, that nothing is done without unanimity in the world. That would be a recipe for the lowest common denominator - a poor policy. I am arguing that the values we believe in are worth fighting for; they are in the ascendant and we have a common interest in standing up for them. We shouldn't be shy of giving our actions not just the force of self-interest but moral force. 

And in reality, at a certain point these forces merge. When we defend our countries as you did after September 11, we aren't just defending territory. We are defending what our nations believe in: freedom, democracy, justice, tolerance and respect towards others. 

What makes America great is not its GDP alone or its military might. It is its freedom, its enterprise, its rejoicing in its different colours and cultures, the fact that someone of humble beginnings can aspire, work hard, succeed and be applauded for their success. And can disagree. When I pass protestors every day at Downing Street, and believe me, you name it, they protest against it, I may not like what they call me, but I thank God they can. That's called freedom. 

Usama bin Laden's philosophy is not just a security threat to us. It's an assault on our hearts and minds. It represents extremism, cruelty, intolerance of different cultures and lifestyles. It can't be fought just with guns. It must be fought by moderate Islam against extreme Islam, by the virtues of religious and political tolerance triumphing over bigotry. Likewise, what happens in Africa offends every criterion of justice and decency we believe in. 

Fighting for these values is a cause the world needs. The great paradox of our modern world is that we have the unlimited possibility of scientific and technological advance, the prospect of prosperity my father could never have dreamed of as a child. Yet we also have the capacity to destroy ourselves. The very interdependence we have, can be for good or ill. What makes the difference is the values that govern it.

All this has been latent in world politics for some time. September 11 brought it into sharp relief. When an event of such magnitude occurs only a fool fails to reflect and consider. It does change everything.

(Section omitted) 
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