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Abstract

What are Americans willing to sacrifice for war atharing war? In the wake of the 9/11
attacks, American citizens weighed a trade-off leetwtheir security and their civil freedoms
because of fear of another terrorist attack. Tlasaring was that United States citizens were
patriotic and in being so they were willing to shce some civil liberties to win the war on
terror to prevent future terrorist attacks, theremguring their future safety and then, perhaps,
recover the sacrificed civil freedoms. This thgsisject focuses on the sacrifices Americans
willingly made for and during the war on terror,ddo them as necessary to ensure that no
future terrorist attacks occurred again.

The American public was willing to make sacrifides the Iraq War and these sacrifices
are under three categories of blood, freedom aabtire. | plan to explore these three types of
sacrifices more in depth by measuring the Amermalic’s willingness to give them up to win
the war against terrorism and prevent another rigtrattack. Blood as a sacrifice measures the
number of Americans willing to volunteer and enlistthe United States Armed Forces. | also
will measure as an addition to this category theeAioan public’'s acceptable tolerance level for
American casualties. Blood as a sacrifice will f@@n these distinct categories, which is their
willingness to be a soldier, go to war and how measualtieswere worth fighting for the war.
Freedom as a sacrifice will measure how much kb#reé American public was willing to give
the government and allow its usage of the Patrictt Atricter airport security, use of wiretaps,
and torture of suspected terrorists. Treasuresag@ice will measure how much money in taxes

Americans were willing to pay for the war and futlheé military. Freedom as a sacrifice will

! Casualties: Specifically, measuring only U.S. Mily Fatalities and not a broad sense of term
that does not include injuries, MIA deaths, anceotliounds sustained in the War in Iraq by
U.S. Military Soldiers
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measure how much liberty the American public watingi to give the government and allow its
usage of the Patriot Act, stricter airport securinge of wiretaps, and torture of suspected
terrorists.

The time period of this study encompasses the ttirgte years of the Iraq War and the
types of sacrifices Americans were willing to mak&ring those years of the Iraqg War. This
study will also explore how the war narratives fatted with the kinds of sacrifices Americans
were willing to make during those three years, rifiig a sacrifice model to explain these types
of sacrifices. The relationship between the warataes and public sacrifice is therefore central
to this study. The hypotheses in this study arenédated for each war narrative found in the
literature and the sacrifices that the Americanlipulvas willing to make to win the war. This
paper is a theory-testing thesis of an in-deptle ciady of the Iraq War from 2003 to 2005
where | presume the war narrative employed by thegnment led to a specific sacrifice model

and showcases a tradeoff between national seauritycivil freedoms.
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Introduction

In 2003, the United States initiated the Iraq Whvas sold to Americans as part of a
War on Terrorism. It has been several years sineenvasion of Iraqg, yet, questions remain on
the whole topic of the war itself. Americans in thag War were looking for success in a quick
fashion to immediately stop terrorism. In the begigy, Americans felt extremely passionate
about the war. They considered participation in lttag War a patriotic response to the 9/11
attacks made by terrorists one and a half yeal®efiom the invasion in Iraqg.

Most of the American public supported the invasainirag because they believed in
defending the nation against terrorists. In theraftaith of 9/11 a Gallup Poll in December 2002
asked the American public if they would favor opope an invasion of Irag with ground troops
to remove weapons of mass destruction and 58%ddutie invasion (Gallup Poll, 2012). More
than 70% of Americans supported the war in Iragmineorporating survey questions focusing
on the removal of Saddam Hussein from power. CB&d\Nffom 2003 to 2005 conducted a
survey poll questioning if the United States did tlght thing in going to war with Irag. In 2003,
69% favored staying in Iraq and 25% respondedttteat).S. should have stayed out of Irag. In
2005 the public was mostly divided, with 41% fawgristaying in Irag and 55% saying the U.S.
should have stayed out (Roberts, 2005). Faced thigke numbers, which look like many in
times of war since at least the Vietham War, thevitable question is how much were
Americans willing to sacrifice for it? (Gershkoffich Kushner 2005, 525)

Moreover, the Bush Administration was not shy abmaking connections between the
attacks of September 11 and Iraq. Between 20012668, the American public was exposed to
constant “patriotic rhetoric.” In the eyes of thréanistration and most of the American people,

the struggle with terrorism had become a war, dreduse of military force was one of its



available instruments. “President George W. Bushoanced in the 2002 National Security
Strategy that: The gravest danger our nation fdiessat the crossroads of radicalism and
technology. Our enemies have openly declared thay tare seeking weapons of mass
destruction, and evidence indicates that they anmegdso with determination. The United States
will not allow these efforts to succeed” (Bush, 2(Faced with these numbers one can question
what was the motivation behind the American publigillingness to stay in Iraqg and what
changed when public opinion turned against it dre willingness of the same public to stay
decreased? If their motivation was to ensure at@rescurity for the United States in hopes of
helping to prevent another terrorist attack, thea ocan legitimately further ask, how much were
Americans willing to sacrifice for the Iraq War?thnis thesis | plan to take this question one step
further and ask how much the American public waliingi to sacrifice their civil freedoms in
terms of material and immaterial sacrifices. Theserifices are measured in terms of what some
scholars call blood, freedom and treasure. Thé dosresponds to the willingness of Americans
to tolerate war deaths. The second correspondgtwillingness of Americans to sacrifice their
personal rights, such as privacy. The third cowasp to the ability of Americans to pay higher

taxes or reductions in benefits to pay for the co$twvar.



The Puzzle

United States history shows cases of war when geets have made pronouncements
before the citizenry such as, “Ask not what yowrtoy can do for you but what you can do for
your country” (Marks 2008, 1). This constant seltisfice rhetoric has in fact been part of the
life of Americans throughout U.S. history. Duringpst wars, Presidents have asked Americans
to make sacrifices. The enormous sacrifices thagtneration of our grandparents made during
World War Il are but one example. It was, therefaranatter of time, before the government
was to ask new sacrifices for the War on Terror.eficans after the 9/11 attacks were
bombarded by constant patriotic self-sacrifice dador filled rhetoric to stop terrorism.
Eventually, they were also going to be asked t@stmn offensive against Iraqg.

American citizens were asked, in the terror-fodudeetoric of the post-September 11
world, to sacrifice away some of their civil freeds, in the forms of greater powers in the hands
of the government to tap private communicationb@isearched quite heavily at airports across
the nation. The Bush Administration used fear &sctc to persuade Americans to bargain their
civil freedoms away for greater national securifamous debates emerged on the tradeoffs
between freedom and security. The use of fear &Btish Administration was later employed to
harness support for the war in Irag as part ofrgelawar against terrorism. Americans were
subjected to constant and repetitive exposure withieir rhetoric-filled speeches against
terrorism. The war on terror was in fact the clasdder which the Iraqg War was sold to the
American public. According to Kellner (2007), in dBhspeak and the Politics of Lying:
Presidential Rhetoric in the War on Terror,” “thedd Administration used fear to mobilize
consent for its hard right-wing domestic and fonegplicies, and to gain support for Iraq they

utilized a discourse of fear, evoking images of leac mushroom attacks, chemical and



biological weapons of attack, and purported conoestbetween the Hussein regime and Al
Qaeda to attack the United States” (Kellner 203B5) 6

In “The Politics of Fear after 9/11” by (Prewitta., 2004), the authors describe fear as
a motivating indicator more so after the 9/11 &sacThey say fear has many layers that
ultimately after the 9/11 attacks motivated andpédl manipulate a nation into seeking
vengeance. The interplay between fear and war nvaglidisplay.

In the end, the Bush Administration was successfubkelling the Iraqg War to the
American public. We engaged the War on Terror dmh tthe Irag War and offered President
Bush the benefit of the doubt. Indeed, as it wades through the media, Americans were
fearful of another terrorist attack and understeedurity to be primordial to the preservation of
the United States. Given the history of varioussMaught by the United States, we can also
assume that Americans understood the costs and wiéiieg to make sacrifices to restore
security, that is, to prevent future terrorist et by winning the war against terrorism and later
gave their support for the Iraq War under the sajumse. Yet, the present financial crisis
suggests that the War on Iraq was paid on créwllating our national debt and leading us to the
greatest national debt this nation has ever sdais.stiggests that the American public may not
have been willing to pay for the war. The tolerafme body bags also appears to have been
rather low. President Bush understood this, wheblbeked media coverage of the body bags
and coffins returning from the war. This also sugigehat the public may not have been that
willing to pay for the war in blood. There appetoshave been greater willingness, however, to
grant the government the ability to search andesaim to invade our private communications at
an unprecedented level. The American public alkyated the permanent detention, without due

process, of prisoners of war and even Americaaesis. This suggests that the American public



did see a value in sacrificing some degree of ¢reédoms in exchange for security. But limits
to this soon emerged, suggesting that such prideahlmit too. Thus, the question | want to
explore is how much material and immaterial ciei¢sfices were Americans willing to make for
the Irag War in exchange for security and overatl Wwinning the war against terrorism? To
explore this problem, we must look at war narraipeesent during the Irag War and measure
what types of rhetoric was sold to the American lipuln selling these war narratives for
willingness to sacrifice for the war. In other wesydhis thesis presupposes that the rhetorical
cloak used by any administration is intimately cected with the kind of sacrifices that the
public is willing to make in a war. How an adming&ton sells a war to the public largely

determines what kind of sacrifices the public ilimg to make to pay for that same war.



Literature Review and Conceptual Framework

As already intimated, many questions surfaced theehandling of the Iraqg War since its
beginning, but questions regarding what Americaasewvilling to sacrifice to pay for that war
have not been fully addressed. | suggest thatiestion has to be explored along with the war
narratives used by the administration in orderisgetn that willingness to sacrifice for war. This
is not to say that the question is new. It has l@sted in the past. Previous scholars have asked
what Americans were willing to sacrifice for wardaduring the war, although they have never
related that question to the war narratives usethgwa conflict. Thus, it is important to begin
with a brief review of the literature on war naivas. Kathe Callahan, Melvin J. Dubnick, and
Dorothey Olshfski’'s (2006) article on “War Narras: Framing Our Understanding of the War
on Terror” has explored the concern over how warat@es have shaped Americans view on
policies since September 11, 2001 and during tgebang of the War on Terror. These authors
could not distinctively claim exact war narratives a basis for their study, but they did find
“clear indications that narratives reflecting logallitical and organizational task environments
have emerged” (Callahan, Dubnick, and Olshfski 200®e war narratives explored in this
article focus on public-service employees in vasigovernment organizations that were affected
with the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks\ahd were more susceptible to changes it has
caused to American public policy. These governneemployees showed a common war story on
the war on terror since it was unexpected and swwiffudgment. The authors focused on
common war stories experienced in previous wartheowar on terror and came up with four
war narratives distinctive to our current war exgaces. The first narrative is the Garrison State

narrative, second is the Temporary State narratinre] the Enemy Within narrative and fourth,



the Glass Firewall narrative. In this thesis, | tisese same narratives and weave them into the
general arguments of what Americans were or wetevilling to sacrifice for the Iraq War.

The Garrison State narrative implies that, wheredawith a threat, a society thats
national security is its number one focus and isrdfore “completely and permanently
transformed” to become this “war machine” thatusraunded by a constant threat of a possible
war sprouting (Callahan 2006, 558).

Such a drastic change in our society and a fresident in our memory are the events
that took place on September 11, 2001 where Ametaxad still and watched in horror as acts of
terrorism changed the American public forever. Angerican public first was in a state of shock
during the 9/11 terrorist attacks against the UWhi&tates by Islamic terrorists. The American
public on that day was led by all major media dstte focus on New York City, The Pentagon,
and Pennsylvania where the selected airline fligikse hijacked by Islamic terrorists from
Saudi Arabia and other Arab nations. Such a hortdrrorist attack on September 11, 2001
marked our society with an immense sense of unigoime together as a nation to permanently
change our views against war and terrorism forever.

After the September 11 attacks in the United Stateis understandable to state the
American public was feeling patriotic and surrowhd®sy a garrison state narrative aura. The
American public was recovering from a terrible eimoél loss to their nation’s national security.
They later faced a possible war against terrorismmfwhom the Bush Administration was
constantly fueling to them as a necessary war tdet@uch a horrific day go unpunished and to
ultimately not let another event like that occuaiagon American soil.

The American public became a war machine to pbssilpport the actions proposed to

them by the Bush Administration and to also curay efforts of terrorists to obtain weapons of



mass destruction. After 9/11 the American pubhetunds were added salt with any mention of
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of susgpheetrorist groups through constant media
exposure, presidential speeches and speechesdnetith officials in the Bush Administration.

The Garrison State narrative reflects the undedstg that we must gather around our
country, the United States, and defend it. Thigtgp action has consequences that the public
may need to face and be willing to accept as a geemt life changing decision. With the
Garrison State narrative the American public mayenéde the same again after taking such
hasty responses like going to war after 9/11. &eit in this war narrative would be willing to
make “personal sacrifices” and be totally committedhe war effort in order to win the war
(Callahan 2006, 560). Citizens of this war narmtinderstand the war will not be won in less
than a month but probably in years and are wilimgnake that choice but how far are they
willing to go to win the war? What are people untlee Garrison State narrative willing to
sacrifice? Is a “personal sacrifice” meaning soneéoriife, a way of life, or both? Are
Americans willing to join the United States Armedrées in order to win the war against
terrorism and sacrifice their life in the processacessary? (Callahan 2006, 560) How much are
Americans willing to tolerate military casualtieswin the war against terrorism in Iraq? These
are some of the questions to be explored furthemdthat is whether the response of the United
States fell within this war narrative and if it waeld to the American public by the Bush
Administration and former President George W. Btilslough his speeches in order to gain
support for the war against terrorism.

The Temporary State narrative “reflects the beleft measures taken during war are
necessary but short term. The Temporary State thaareeflects the ancient Roman doctrine

inter arma silent legesidiomatically, in time of war, the laws are silefublic silence and



violations of civil liberties are accepted becatlse condition is temporary. The belief is that the
sooner we eliminate the enemy, the sooner life sgilirn too normal. Someone who hears the
temporary state narrative would agree that theatimh of individual liberties is permissible, as
long as it is short term” (Callahan 2006, 559).

After witnessing the events on 9/11, when you hlbkarTemporary State narrative it is
understandable as a United States American citzenwould accept some violations of civil
liberties if it means to prevent and protect agaimsother terrorist attack. That's what the
Temporary State narrative suggests and that ieregtly normal for rational decisions of what
is right and wrong to go out the window and jusiu® on what is necessary at the time to make
sure the future is clear of dangers. With the TenagoState narrative we are more likely to
throw away any Constitutional liberties given tolhysour founding fathers for a “short term” if
it means to get rid of terrorism (Callahan 2008)55

On that morning of September 11, 2001, Islamimtests hiding within the United States
as normal American citizens to attack major locsiaovithin the United States hijacked U.S.
Airlines. The Temporary State narrative if in effemuld not allow these hijacks to take place
because it asks for stricter and longer delayshénsecurity screening and baggage claim line
before boarding a plane. The American public wadd this war narrative as a temporary delay
in their daily lives but necessary to ensure they safe from a possible terrorist attack. The
guestion to explore specifically related to thigwarrative is whether airport security rules and
regulations and torture of captured suspectedristsaare temporary and the government intends
to end them after the threat has faded or whethergovernment considers these measures
permanent. How much are Americans willing to samifn airport security screenings and many

other aspects of their daily lives in order to mnetvanother terrorist attack and win the war



against terrorism and how permanent do they extpecineasures to accomplish security to be?
Are they willing to be racially profiled and judgdzkefore boarding a plane? How much are
Americans willing to sacrifice torturing terrorisits order to prevent another terrorist attack and
win the war against terrorism? When do they exffezde to end?

The Temporary State narrative allows for civiklibes to be ignored and not protected in
order to capture suspected terrorists or any forrthr@at to be stopped. The Patriot Act falls
under the Temporary State narrative and the EnenthiWnarrative where it temporarily
freezes civil freedoms and identifies the terronghin our borders, as the enemy and places this
good versus evil notion in the minds of Americaiie American public within these two war
narratives may be willing to sacrifice their privafor the greater good to fight against the evil
that terrorism has become after the events thatptace on 9/11. The American public may also
be willing to sacrifice privacy for security if iheans to seek out their emotional vengeance
against terrorism and suspected terrorists in geéngitorture against them.

The Enemy Within narrative “stresses its similatdythe anticommunist perspective that
dominated the late 1940s through the mid-1950ss arirative emphasizes that the threat to our
security emanates from within our borders, and asdgAmericans we should ferret out
dangerous individuals. These individuals live amosgand it is our duty to identify them and
denounce them—in other words, turn them in. Thargnm this war might very well be our
own neighbor, and therefore we have to keep a Viidtelye on one another and report any
suspicious activity” (Callahan 2006, 559).

On September 11, 2001, the hijackers were livimgprag Americans and carrying on
normal daily life routines without any suspiciontbeir planned terrorist plot against the United

States. After 9/11, The Patriot Act was enacted sindssed the need to curtail some civil
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liberties to weed out the suspicious terroristse Hatriot Act was passed by Congress to aid
government agencies like the Federal Bureau ofskigyations (FBI), the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), and local law enforcement to track darcapture suspected terrorist
communications that threatened the United Staté®nad security. It not only scoped out
possible terrorists trying to enter the United &abut also to help remove those already within
our borders. The Patriot Act was supposed to beErgaorary public policy but it turned into a
full out trade-off between security and liberty.

George W. Bush and his administration came undetiay for their defense of torturing
suspected terrorist detainees in prison. GeorgeBWsh and his administration adopted the
“ticking-bomb scenario” towards defending torturfesaspected terrorists (Hannah 2006, 623).
The “ticking-bomb scenario” is where a country ovgrnment within that country that suspects
you have a bomb hidden somewhere plans to goydteand defuse that bomb from exploding
(Hannah 2006, 623). In order for that governmengam intelligence of where that bomb is
located, it needs to outweigh the costs versudémefits from the suspected individual and in
the most extreme fashion by using torture techriqgu@nce the government gains this
information, it can locate the bomb and defus@irid once the bomb is diffused, everything can
return to normalcy. The bomb is another meaningtdarorist in the context under analysis in
this thesis. The “ticking-bomb scenario” meansah occur in any moment and be set off to
cause horrific damage (Hannah 2006, 624). Thisiftig-bomb scenario” is the furthest away
from being ethical and can be even seen as unatdephorally but it is actually accepted as a
great tool used against terrorism (Hannah 2006).88@resents the greatest sense of urgency
and it is a powerful rhetorical tool to demand erte sacrifices in exchange for the recovery of

security. The Bush Administration and President rGed/V. Bush viewed this scenario as a
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justified method to not only gain information onspacted terrorist cells and possible plots
against the United States but also as a tempoefgnge mechanism aiding in the global fight
against terrorism (Hannah 2006, 630).

The Glass Firewall narrative “reflects two paralBeministrative worlds—one civilian
and one military—that operate simultaneously anduih view of each other. These parallel
worlds are separated by a legal and organizatiieaball that protects each from interference
by others. During wartime, the military expectsctdl the shots without political interference.
Someone who hears this narrative would agree wihagement regarding the expertise of the
military and its ability to protect us. As civilianwe should go on with our lives, comfortable, in
the knowledge that the military will protect us”glahan 2006, 559).

The Glass Firewall narrative adopts the notiort tha American public will give almost
if not full control of military proceedings to thailitary and allow the military to protect them
from terrorism. Under this war narrative the Amanqublic is willing to give the military all
the support they need in “all resources” they magdh(Callahan 2006, 560). Nobody wants the
war to come to their homeland so under this warati@e they are willing to provide all the
necessary resources and power needed to fuel iieddorces into war. In the United States,
Americans are seen as very patriotic and suppeit ttoops in almost everything they do so its
not unusual to see this war narrative acceptinggbat support from its people to rally around
their men and women in the armed forces and ulgpdheir government in power.

Each war narrative has emotional motivators in edegcription centering on a response
after 9/11 that includes the Iraqg War and prevensny future terrorist attacks. They center on
the American public sharing a common “collectiveetit” (Stern 1995, 218). It creates this idea

of a national enemy to the United States and thezethe American public should identify
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against it. This threat is terrorism and is fudbgdthe public wanting to seek revenge for losing
loved ones in 9/11 and loved one’s serving in tlae w Iraqg.

The Table 1. below shows characteristics of theseatives present after 9/11 and during
the Iraqg War.

Table 1. After 9/11 Iraq War Narratives

After 9/11 Iraq War Narratives

Following the Leader...

e Become a War Machine to protect against threats to
national security

Garrison State narrative e Rally-around-your-country

e Support the war effort

e Not a quick war but rationalize the risk will outigk the
costs

e Personal sacrifices will be made

Temporary Loss of Rights is Good...

e Short-term violation of Civil Liberties

Temporary State narrative e Temporary Airport Security Delays are accepted

e Eager to catch the enemy so things can be nornaat ag
e Accept torturing of suspected terrorists if temppra

e Civil sacrifices will be made

Surveillance is key...

Keep a watchful eye on suspected terrorists
Allow wiretaps

Support the Patriot Act

Enemy may be your neighbor

Privacy sacrifices will be made

Enemy Within narrative

The military is our backbone...

e Patriotic support to let them call the shots
Glass Firewall narrative e Give Military more police power

e Provide most if not all resources to military
e Military sacrifices will be made

13



The Theoretical Framework

People choose a difficult path because they sdeaa benefit at the end of the tunnel,
one that compensates for the hardships of the tvidchanisms under this theory make a
sacrifice futile, of course, if the net benefite arot in their best self-interest. In other words,
there was a miscalculation by the actor on whab#reefits really were and what she was giving
up. These mechanisms of this theory underline anommrhetoric in history where man is asked
to sacrifice for the common greater good.

According to Paul C. Stern in his article of “Whyo People Sacrifice for Their
Nations?,” in case of a “collective threat” in tmational choice theory “threat increases
identification and willingness to contribute” (Stet995, 224). “When the threatened group is a
nation-state, the prediction is that a foreign ckttaor military threat leads to stronger
identification with the nationals of the nationistaand increased support for the regime in
power” (Stern 1995, 221). The phrase that oftena@naks appearance in the United States is
“Politics ends at the water’'s edge.” This predictseems plausible, as we have seen it play out
in history during World War Il where national idégtor nationalism increased because people
rallied around the flag and felt very patriotic aaldo felt honored and privileged to be called
Americans. The unexpected attacks during World Wand 9/11 both share a triggering event
that shaped public opinion. On these nationalstiatiments, regimes build the narrative they are
going to use to justify military action. Here, agathe claim is that the narrative does determine
the shape of the sacrifices that nationals arangilto make in the aftermath of the security
crisis. We are a more media based nation wherehthraific event in history was broadcasted
throughout the world through a constant streammagery. If anything, the power of the media

today should only contribute to strengthen our ligpsis that nationalism will stronger, as the
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media stokes it, and identification with other oatls will be even deeper, and therefore, the
potential sacrifices might be further influencedhmow the government uses these sentiments to
sow its narrative and ultimate justification forltairy action. The conditions of today constitute,
therefore, an even more fertile ground to testloyrotheses regarding the relationship between
the regime’s construction of a narrative and treziBees that people are willing to make.

Stern’s (1995) article elaborates the reasonspewple are willing to make sacrifices for
their nation and he uses sacrificing one’s lifeeasexample for his article. A willingness to die
for one’s nation is, of course, the ultimate saweif | however plan to explore through four war
narratives present in the Irag War three sacrifidesericans were willing to make for their
nation at war. Stern further suggests towards tite & his article that national identity for
loyalty and sacrifice may need more analysis améegde more questions focusing on social and
emotional mechanisms that can help further expladividual support for their nation at war.

Moreover, Francois Debrix’s (2005) article focusex only on social and emotional
mechanisms that are used to define why peopleifggehemselves with a nation and separate
themselves internally and objectively from theitsade selves to justify their actions against a
common threat. In “Discourses of War, GeographiésAbjection: Reading Contemporary
American ldeologies of Terror” by Francois DebrB00Q5) we see where national identity is
centered mostly around social and emotional meshanithat Stern suggested his study needed
further analysis of to help identify why people e for their nation, specifically at war. Julia
Kristeva’'s theory suggests the idea of abjectioth @lnjecting yourself from your state of being
to focus on a common or plausible threat: “a reskorror, or a terror that seems to emanate from
an exorbitant outside or inside and that must betegl beyond the tolerable or the thinkable”

(Debrix 2005, 1158). Abjecting yourself means &psaway from yourself in a situation and also
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embrace it to better succeed. In the Iraq War amad &4 Terror the public must step away from
terror and play this good versus evil game buhatsame time in order to win must understand
its meaning of terror. Kristeva’'s (1982) theory qda the United States into a state of
identification where Americans must identify themss in the war against terror. U.S. elites use
these abject forms of speech to tell Americans “Wieay are and where they are” (Debrix 2005,
1160). This type of discourse is used to justifyr mations against terror. Kristeva's (1982)
showcases three theories that embody the rhetbrsaaifice that George W. Bush and his
administration exposed the American public to a8&r1 and during the War in Iraq. These
theories ask from the public to step out of th@méort zone, which is their inside internal
selves, and make sacrifices that in ordinary cistamces they may not make but in times of war
are seen as necessary, patriotic and justifiethtar outside selves, which is their country.

In Debrix’s (2005) article these three theoriesriodtoric ask for internal sacrifices to
prevent an outside force of terror to invade thé&édhStates and alter its democratic way of life.
Kaplan’s (2002) theory of rhetoric focuses mainhytbe leader of a country as the warrior fights
and leads against a common threat and placesgadlgbwer first before moral values. This
theory ultimately asks for the people through tipatriotism to sacrifice internal values in order
for the war against terrorism to be a success hainl sacrifices worthwhile. Hanson’s (2002)
theory of rhetoric is similar to Kaplan’'s theory acting quickly against an attack like 9/11 but
uses vengeance as justification alone to go to against terrorism and rallying around the
president and the United States. Ledeen’s (20@)yyhof rhetoric emphasizes the importance of
the Patriot Act and its restrictions are good beeathey allow the CIA and FBI to use
surveillance against possible terrorist networkd aelp prevent another terrorist attack like

9/11. This theory of rhetoric also places the coumt a good versus evil stance. These three
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discourses of the war against terrorism use intesaerifices in order to win the war against
terrorism and justify its actions in the processia®verall good versus evil war.

Kaplan’s (2002) theory of “the way of the warri@atiopts the notion of “warrior ethics”
and “pagan ethics,” where you must make tough aew@sduring war and usually, these tough
decisions are made by leaders like the presiderth@fUnited States (Debrix 2005, 1160).
Kaplan’s (2002) theory of rhetoric places greatamance to the political regime in power at the
time and that political power comes first above @her notions. Kaplan’'s (2002) theory of
rhetoric places morals and ethical behavior secdrat. example, if this theory were in practice
it would place a political party’s agenda abovethmg else in policies and even above ethical
and moral values like democratic values. We haea $kis type of warrior behavior by George
W. Bush in the beginning of the War in Iraq wheeviianted to attack first and ask questions
later as a response to the terrorist attacks agdnaedJnited States on 9/11, then gain power by
taking out Saddam Hussein, then help with humaaitaefforts in Iraq and help rebuild its
country, and finally promote democracy last. KajggB002) theory of rhetoric shows a slippery
slope of events from political power to democradiforts. You must make sacrifices from the
inside like freedom, blood, and treasure, for tlae against terror to be a success. A leader must
be willing to make these internal sacrifices. Inpkan’s (2002) theory of rhetoric he emphasizes
the motivation of patriotism to fuel the fire fom#ericans to justify their lack of morals to make
these internal sacrifices worthwhile. Kaplan (2082presses this different form of thinking and
shows how to think during war and become a war mnaclde shows you that it is important as
a thinker to support and make sacrifices to fighdiast terrorism. He teaches Americans to

identify the evil enemy which is terrorism and abje outside the United States’ territory.
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Hanson’s (2002) theory of rhetoric uses vengeamzk aggression as a motivator to
justify the war against terror and takes placeruthe “autumn of war” (Debrix 2005, 1163).
Meaning, it takes place in the beginning or rigfieraa catastrophic horrific event like 9/11.
People will gather around their nation and agasmnsbmmon enemy. Hanson’s (2002) theory
rallies against the enemy and the enemy under tish Bddministration is terrorism. This rally
around your leader and country and flag tactic dveseed any justification according to
Hanson’s theory of rhetoric. Hanson’s (2002) theofyrhetoric sees Islamic thoughts of
terrorism as a fatal problem to a democratic walfef to the American way of life, and that is
enough to justify a series of actions by the U.8vegnment. The Bush Administration and
President George W. Bush personally didn’t feel Imneed to justify their rally around the flag
appeal to the American public or many of Unitedt&iafforts against terrorism right after 9/11
and in the beginning of the War in Iraq becaustheir sense of urgency to act quickly against
radical terrorists that could strike at any momaith weapons of mass destruction. The rhetoric
was always covered by the idea that the presidénsisjob is to protect the American people.
This, by the way, is not the first time that presits have acted with this broad and vague
justification in mind (Debrix 2005, 1164).

In Debrix’s (2005) article, Ledeen’s (2002) theafyrhetoric focuses more on the “War
against the Terror Masters” and that is tyrannyoetiog to George W. Bush and his
administration after 9/11 and the War in Iraq. Unitiés theory of rhetoric, if you are the enemy
of the United States you are seen as evil agaost @nd anybody who promotes evil, such as
terrorism, is against the ideas of the United Stated therefore and enemy. Ledeen’s (2002)
theory of rhetoric asks for a stronger homelandusgcsystem first. Secondly, it asks for a

prison for terrorists if deemed necessary. Lagtlgsks to demolish their regime in power in any
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state that may support or harbor them. This thetsp greatly supports the Patriot Act and
mimics its guidelines, something significant giverat the Patriot Act was in and of itself
controversial and considered by many much of aifgaerof American liberties. In addition,
Ledeen’s (2002) theory of rhetoric promotes thegasaf the CIA and FBI's surveillance powers
as necessary tools to fight against evil terrodstd to protect the American people from future
attacks. In general, all countries that are evemotely associated with terrorism are seen as evil
enemies—a highly moralistic language is included-thaf United States and the United States
fights against the ideology of terror (Debrix 200%66).

These three scholars ask Americans to re-evallimdelves and look for a greater
meaning about being an American during the warragderrorism. They also help promote a
crusade against any evil and anti-American viewsaliing Americans to make internal
sacrifices and abject them in any way shape or foeoessary in order to prevent another
terrorist attack and move the outside threat awam fthe United States and ultimately defeat it.
The question that arises with these discoursefit's ia war against terror or a war with Iraq?
George W. Bush and the Bush Administration makéMae in Iraq at one with the war against
terror as a whole. They connect the two and linklang remotely associated with terror against
the United States and anything having to do witliL36 promote their idea of war and promote
their sacrificed focused rhetoric to the Americablg.

Gershkoff's and Kushner's (2005) article explore@o@e W. Bush’s presidential
speeches and the Bush Administration’s constartbricethat connected the War in Iraq with
their War against Terror i$Shaping Public Opinion: The 9/11-lrag Connectionthe Bush
Administration’s Rhetoric” by Amy Gershkoff and Stz Kushner. This article makes the

argument that the Bush Administration connectedwae on Terror and 9/11 and then looks at
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Bush’s speeches showing that in them there is Yardf information directly related to Iraq. But
the article goes on to show that there is presertnstant rhetoric that eventually influenced
public opinion. These authors look at various pusestheories that may have helped shape
public opinion and support for the Iraqg War. Thegl at constant rhetoric surrounding the Bush
Administration from 2001 to 2003. One of the thesrthese authors explored was the rally-
around-the-flag theory that can apply to the garristate narrative. This theory in times of crisis
is more likely to convince Americans to rally-arate-flag which in turn can increase support
for the president and his political agenda. Thismpmenon is based more on patriotism and in
their article patriotism alone cannot be the ordgaant for the high support for the war. They
build their own theory called the Irag-as-war-orrde theory, which links the Iraq War to the
9/11 attacks in a constant stream of rhetoric ftbenBush Administration.

Overall, there is an important literature, althousfill developing, that shows that
presidential rhetoric is not unrelated to support gublic policy. In fact, as the literature has
begun to show, the rhetorical images that a natitg@ders use are not only designed to rally the
public around governmental policies but it is dasid) specifically to advance certain agendas,
including the ideological agendas of leaders. Imscense, this thesis makes the argument that

such is the case in the Irag War in 2003.
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Hypotheses

These war narratives play a significant part inirggvshape to the American public’'s
perspective during the first few years of the Ik&gr. | further explore how much Americans
were willing to sacrifice for war after experiengia triggering event like 9/11 that questioned
their patriotism and | relate the relationship begw the kinds and depth of sacrifice that
American were willing to make and the model of dnet used by the Bush administration to sell
the Irag War and other important security and maiaefense public policies. In doing so, |
continue the empirical work on the four war narkrasi explained above, which create a base
guideline for the American public’'s perspectivetbe War on Iraq. In other words, | posit that
the four war narratives present in the Irag Waluarice the sacrificial model that applies to
American citizens vis-a-vis the war and keep aeledationship to the three sacrifice categories
of blood, treasure, and freedom. These sacrifidegosies are based on the sacrifices the
American public was willing to make from 2003 to0%0) the harshest years of the Iraq War, and
which were motivated by the constant public expesior the rhetoric of the American elite,
particularly government officials of the Presidéorge W. Bush administration. Besides the
president, the elite or key players included Vigesikient Dick Cheney, former secretary of
defense Donald Rumsfeld and other public opiniorvoadtes in the administration. The
independent variables are the four war narrativewhich | gave a detailed definition in the
literature review and the dependent variables hee models of sacrifices where | measure
Americans willingness to sacrifice fewer than fewlean three categories. The Garrison State
narrative will lead to a higher willingness to sace blood but, but it may not lead to a high
tolerance in terms of freedom and treasure. ThessGHRrewall narrative will lead to a higher

willingness to sacrifice treasure, but may not léac high tolerance in terms of freedom and
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blood. The Temporary State narrative will lead toigher willingness to sacrifice freedom, but
may not lead to a high tolerance in terms of bland treasure. The Enemy Within narrative will
lead to a higher willingness to sacrifice freeddut, may not lead to a high tolerance in terms of
blood and treasure.

How much are Americans willing to give up, to shce, and to pay to prevent another
terrorist attack by winning the war against teso®? That is the fundamental question. And to
answer this question | will measure Americans wihess to sacrifice freedom, blood and
treasure. The first measurement is in terms of i@edoms in how much are they willing to let
the government limit their civil freedoms to suppibre war effort. By imposing the Patriot Act,
for example, the American public is letting the govment limit their civil freedoms to prevent a
future terrorist attack. | will also look at hoveqple feel being racially profiled in airports and
about torturing suspected terrorists if it's a temgoy adjustment. This might be more closely
related to the Temporary State narrative. In thengnWithin narrative we see that Americans
are obviously allowing the government to tap irteit communications as a tolerated action
because the enemy may live among us. In this regaady Americans were willing to say: |
don’t have anything to hide, therefore, | can ket government tap into my communications or
only those who have something to hide oppose tleasore and so forth. | will thus measure
how much Americans were willing to be wiretappeatially profiled and tolerate the arrest of
American citizens in order to recover their segu+t type of sacrifice that most related to the
Enemy Within narrative. The second element of gicial model is blood. Here, we attempt
to see what narrative a tolerance for body bagswitlingness to die for one’s nation by signing
up for the military relates to. | hypothesize thttas kind of sacrifice relates more closely to the

Garrison State narrative, because the enemy iglewdsd citizens are called to defend the nation
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by going outside of it to fight the enemy. It shebalso suggest a higher tolerance for body bags
coming home and the dead treated as heroes dedetidirAmerican way. The third component
of the dependent variable is treasure. It is a nateay of measuring how much Americans
were willing to pay in terms of higher taxes to gag the war. This type of sacrifice should be
more likely associated with the Glass Firewall ative, given that the military is seen as the
ultimate defender of the American way and it shdagdyiven all the resources possible to create
that firewall around us. Thus, these hypothesesherexamples of how | posit that what one is
willing to sacrifice is closely related to the rative the administration utilizes to sell the war t
the public. | call the categories, combinationsd daypes of sacrifices—blood, treasure, or
freedom—the sacrifice model. | believe that theehejent variables can also exhibit different
levels of measurement from low, medium, high arghést, although this analysis only focuses
on the types of sacrifice and not punctiliouslytbe levels. With this sacrifice model typology, |
plan to discover which war narrative was sold ® American public and or, in what order first
if more than one was sold to the public.

Table 5. After 9/11 Iraq War Narratives Predictions

Narratives Garrison Glass Temporary | Enemy
State Firewall State Within
Narrative Narrative Narrative Narrative
Sacrifices | Blood High Level of| Low Level of | Low Level of | Low Level of
Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice
Freedom | Low Level of | Low Level of | High Level of| High Level of
Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice
Treasure | Low Level of | High Level of| Low Level of | Low Level of
Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice
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Methodology

Since this thesis is a theory-testing thesis, kesathe war narratives proposed by the
authors cited above and crosses them with the thipss of sacrifices that Americans are or are
not willing to make in times of crisis (blood, teese, and freedom). The methodological
technique | will use to make these crosses betvieerwar narrative and the sacrifice model
based primarily on the predictions of each sacrificial model as explained above, during the
Irag War is a textual analysis of speeches frote glublic officials like former President George
W. Bush, Dick Cheney, former secretary of defensmdld Rumsfeld and Condoleezza Rice.
These speeches will provide my study with data f&f@3 to 2005 to identify the narrative they
used. | will analyze these speeches to see how mam@s these elite officials used in their
rhetoric a war narrative that corresponds to on¢heffour narratives presented above. After
analyzing the key speeches given by the Bush Administration, and determining what
narrative they used, | will go on to analyze whékelieve Americans were willing to sacrifice,
e.g., more taxes, serving for your country, tokeraigh military casualties, and even give up
some of their civil freedoms in new laws such as Batriot Act. To confirm the sacrificial
model, | will also collect public opinion poll dateom the American public’s tolerance for
military casualties and casualty data of the Iragr\wom 2003 to 2005. | will also gather data
from U.S. Armed Forces websites and local officeemistment retention data of how many
Americans enlisted in the United States Armed Fartevill also collect data of surveys from
2003 to 2005 that show public support for the BatAct and its variation over time as
measurement of what Americans were willing to $eri | will also collect public opinion polls
of Americans willingness to tolerate terrorist twgt and racial profiling in airports. | will also

look at public opinion polls of Americans willings® to pay taxes to fund the war effort. This
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data will help answer my questions regarding hosvitaq War was sold to the American public,
that is, which war narrative or narratives wereduse selling the Irag War to the American
public. I will then match that rhetoric to one aragher of the models of war narratives presented
above. Finally, | will assess what Americans wern#ing to sacrifice in terms of their civil

freedoms in order to ensure their safety.
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Case Selection

| chose the Irag War as a case study because tmenistration went out of its way to
sell this war as a war of necessity to recoverrtugafety from terrorist attacks and used that
narrative to make the case for various kinds ofisees by the American public. Thus these four
war narratives would be perfect to use as a baskelgue to discern which or what combination
was used by the Bush Administration to sell the wad thus, successfully cross the war
narratives with the sacrifices | plan to measurbese four war narratives were already
established by previous academic scholars, whichehtion in the literature review, which
derived them from the Iraq War. | wanted to tesithfrom the first few years of the war to see
the level of sacrifices the American public wasliwg to make along the three types of sacrifices
that generally are asked of any public at war. Thins Iraq War is an ideal test case for this
thesis.

| also chose the Iraq War case study because &/1ieterrorist attacks were a triggering
event that shocked the public into re-evaluatirerthatriotism and willingness to sacrifice. This
Irag War case study can help generalize an unahelis of why the American public sacrificed
civil freedoms for the Irag War and “gain a cleanestific value from investigating” a
connection between the American public’s willinghés sacrifice civil freedoms during the Iraq
War and the four war narratives (Berg, 330). Evallyuwith my thesis results, perhaps other
scholars can explore other case studies simildhdolrag War like Pearl Harbor and make a

comparative case study.
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Analysis

The terrorist attacks on 9/11 were a triggeringnévkat changed the American public’'s
views on security, leadership, and their perspeab life permanently. So, it is not surprising
that George W. Bush would use that horrific evesitaaconstant repetitive reminder to the
American public of what could possibly occur agdicertain measures aren’t enforced and if
the War in Iraq isn’t won.

Before observing my data to see what sacrificesewmeentioned and how many were
mentioned within the speeches, | first look at wigpe of rhetoric was used by President George
W. Bush and his Administration to motivate the Amoan public in acting upon these types of
sacrifices: blood, freedom, and treasure.

George W. Bush throughout his presidential speeamestions the importance of the
War in Irag. He elaborates throughout his presidergpeeches that the Irag War was no
ordinary war against two countries but a war agaansunseen enemy called terror. George W.
Bush combined the Iraqg War as a war on terror aedted in the minds of Americans the belief
of good versus evil within the two countries. Thajonity of his speeches encompass his rhetoric
of sacrifice. He urges the American public to haveense of duty and need to sacrifice for their
country. This constant sacrifice is fueled by asgeaf fear that still lingers in the back of the
American public’s mind through the imagery from ttlsmeadful day. The American public is
showered with this constant request for sacrifcc@dlp remember and prevent another terrorist
attack. George W. Bush uses this type of sacrifiegtoric with the use of weapons of mass
destruction discourse that helps push his rhetafrisacrifice throughout his presidency. The
Bush Administration also aided the president indfferts to constantly repeat this rhetoric of

sacrifice through his patriotic and terror-focuskstourse throughout their speeches as well.
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President George W. Bush stated in his “Freedoiman & Middle East: Address at the
20" Anniversary of the National Endowment for Demogtatat “by definition, the success of
freedom rests upon the choices and the courageeefpeople’s and upon their willingness to
sacrifice.” “Americans amply displayed our willingss to sacrifice for liberty. The sacrifices of
Americans have not always been recognized or ajgpee yet they have been worthwhile.
Freedom is worth fighting for, dying for, and stargl for” (George W. BushNovember 6,
2003, 16).

Americans were exposed through a constant repepiiriotic-focused rhetoric that used
imagery of the 9/11 attacks to boost up the pubpesriotic Americanism to fuel their sense of
national identity towards their country and to cefat at whatever cost necessary. The Bush
Administration used this rally-around-the-flag apgech towards the American public and added
a little flair of their agenda by adding a rallyeand-the-president-and-the-Administration type
of discourse. Their constant repetitive rhetoricuged around being American and what it
means to be patriotic. It almost felt as if you ac¢ patriotic if you did not support the Bush
Administration and your president with their foneigolicy agenda to go to war against Irag and
seek vengeance as justice for the 9/11 attack$n@ggeP007; Zarefsky, 2004).

Americans were not only exposed to a constant itefgepatriotic-focused rhetoric but
also a terror-focused rhetoric that used patriotigsgna mere stepping-stone to justify its
reasoning. George W. Bush in his speeches aftéri#Istates “we are at war” and his definition
stayed the same after his September 20, 2001 spedhbk American public (Zarefsky, 2004).
George W. Bush used his terror-focused rhetoriautinout his speeches during his presidency,
which characterized and defined his speeches arawstdnce of deep patriotic roots. The Bush

Administration used terror filled imagery of podsibwveapons of mass destruction facilities
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located in Iraqg and housed by Saddam Hussein. Tis Bdministration in this specific rhetoric
used various terror-fueled words that were repeatetstantly to the American public via its
media outlets and speeches by the President an@dnmsnistration. This rally-around-the-
president-and-the-Bush-Administration supportedphiriotism and terror-focused rhetoric both
supported the Bush Administration agenda against\War on Terror. The rhetoric used by
George W. Bush specifically targeted words likeaerterrorist, weapons of mass destruction,
and preventative discourse to name a few whicnddfhis war against terrorism terror-focused
rhetoric (Zarefsky, 2004). Those terror-fueled vgweere centered-around Iraq being a terrorist
country that possibly had weapons of mass destructihemical and biological weapons, and
other terroristic views against the United Stafisllner, 2007) (Zarefsky, 2004).

Presidential rhetoric can change the public’s vi@nsa particular issue. According to
Zarefsky (2004), the presidents’ rhetoric definad aharacterizes a particular agenda that can
constantly repeat itself throughout his presidetcyencompass his leadership efforts to their
policies. How better to see how presidential rhetaffects the American public than through
the United States mouthpiece: the president angresidential speeches. Presidential speeches
and the speeches by members of his political péetyformer Secretary of Defense, Donald H.
Rumsfeld, former Secretary of State and Secretalyisdr to the President, Condoleezza Rice,
and former Vice President, Dick Cheney rhetorid tin&rrored George W. Bush rhetoric also
helped shape public opinion against the War in mad against terrorism to possibly make

sacrifices for their country (Zarefsky, 2004).
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Framing Rhetoric

George W. Bush and his administration helped nét shape public opinion after 9/11
to focus on fighting the War in Irag but also helpeold it against the United States number one
enemy: terrorism. They framed people’s understanaihthe war and their sacrifices. They
helped frame this rhetoric of patriotism aroundstant patriotic imagery of soldiers fighting the
war to never forget 9/11. They also helped fran® gbod versus evil theme into their speeches
of who is the number one enemy of the United Stateswhat Americans can do to help the war
effort—by making necessary sacrifices.

People already have an understanding or a morapbass they follow to base their
choices on, and on a daily basis use this life @sspgo decide what is the rational choice and
what the beneficial choice of the day is. It is not surprising that the Bush Administration and
George W. Bush framed this life compass to invoke tsunk-cost trap” that William A.
Boettcher Ill and Michael D. Cobb use in their @sé of "Don't Let Them Die in Vain:
Casualty Frames and Public Tolerance for Escal&@immmmitment in Irag,” to measure people’s
behaviors to investments as consumers and in ttese casualties during times of war
(Boettcher and Cobb 2009, 681).

The central contribution of this article is verydresting in that it not only explains how
people frame an already existing idea or sacrifitetheir mind but help mold it into a
justification for their decision in the first placBoettcher and Cobb (2009) explore this duel
between the benefits outweighing the costs and ghatvpeople almost always try to get the
best price of things and in this case blood, free@md treasure. They want to make sure they
get the best deal with the less amount of costfgriefThey don’'t plan on purchasing an

electronic device that they find boring or wastthgir money on clothes that may be too small
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or too big for them. They want the best for thaick This behavior investment transforms the
public into consumers that plan on doing great nnuaknown potential business adventure.
Mostly or if not at times, these so-called businadgentures aren’t always entirely successful
and lead people to continue investing on a losieptoThis method is what banks use to project
ideas that may be doing poorly in order for thendtoa 180 degree turn and return a good

profit.

George W. Bush and the Bush Administration inrtepeeches use patriotic self-sacrifice
and terror is enemy number one investment beh&vibelp frame their already existing ideas of
rhetoric to frame the American publics’ idea of rdeee. The American public won’'t make
personal sacrifices unless they feel their bengfiisbe worthwhile if not honorable and not in
vain. It's hard for the American public to foretdlitheir steps towards sacrifice are going to be
worthwhile. They put their hope in what they alrpddow as right and what they feel is
necessary at the time. They may also be motivayefd¢dr as | mentioned above or by patriotic
means but they still make a sacrifice investmenafouncertainty of success.

The American public as consumers desire quicklteesund request that payment with
success of winning the war. Benefits to the Ameripablic during war would remain constant
but their costs for those benefits are uncertaieorGe W. Bush and his administration
understood in order to justify and keep gatheringp®rt for the war against terrorism and the
Irag War they needed to keep on riding the bandwawgdthin the elite rhetoric Bush and the
Bush Administration seemed to have promised queskilts and didn’t deliver those results and
they did not deliver them either in a quick fashi@hrough their elite rhetoric they continue to
justify their actions for going to war and why tAenerican public should continue to sacrifice.

The American public is the consumers and the gawemt elites like Bush and his
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administration are the political industry acting gvernment industry elites to promote self-
sacrifice against terrorism as their part in hedpime war effort back home. They use their power
as government industry elites to sell to the An@ripublic the idea for going to war was

justified and their continuous sacrifice for it ield results if not now in the future. The end

result according to these government industry pulfficials, like Bush and his administration is

winning the war against terrorism and that includhesWar in Irag.

Bush’s presidential speeches and his adminisiratiecpeeches not only framed a
generalization of patriotic and terror filled rhetowithin their speeches but also framed these
rhetoric’s of sacrifice around issues. This isgaeing is based around what you can do for your
country as a patriot and as a citizen. It helpettidly Americans as patriotic Americans to rally-
around-their-country and rally-around-the-Presiesmd-the-Administration. Bush and his
administration centered on issues that touch deepAmericans hearts; the military is one of
them. They focused on issues like the militaryiamet! security and 9/11.

The issue of the military is very important to tAeerican public because it's deeply
rooted in our nation’s history as well as our ovamily history. Most Americans have or have
had a family member serve in the United States Arfp@rces. So, it is not surprising that any
issue involving the safety and well being of theitelsh States military is extremely important.
They are our backbone and our support system. Baodhhis administration in their speeches
constantly used personal stories of military fagsilsacrificing overseas and in our homeland for
the war effort against terrorism to help preverdthar 9/11. As consumers we will be willing to
do whatever it takes to help our military as Busl his administration boldly state within their
speeches help frame their patriot self-sacrificetatic and Iraq War on Terror self-sacrifice

rhetoric. The issue of our national secufibyntly with the possibility of being in danger of
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another possible future attack after 9/11 sendseshiof fear down any Americans’ spine.
Within their post 9/11 rhetoric’s of sacrifice yagan see they used a constant stream of war on
terror imagery of possible biochemical weapons tteat cause destruction to the American
people if not dealt with immediately. This terrdtefd self-sacrifice rhetoric labeled terrorism as
the United States’ number one enemy. It helpedtiijeAmericans against terror. The issue of
our national security also helped the Bush admatisih and Bush to use within their elite
rhetoric patriotic propositions to fight againgtregism and protect our nation from another 9/11.
It introduced the Patriot Act and its various nesions on civil freedoms. Within these elite
speeches you can see how the Patriot Act alongsig@wers to enhance its surveillance on our
national security fence can possibly frame thisesamong the public to allow some restrictions
on their civil freedoms and privacy like allow wiaps, torture possible terrorists and racial
profiling in airport security to possibly help peat their national security as an overall benelficia
result to their costly sacrifices.

The main issue seen within the elite rhetorichiat twe must do our part to prevent
another 9/11. Bush and his administration do a gobdn constantly repeating 9/11 imagery
into people minds to remember and to never forigetlives lost that day. They use this good
versus evil theme that places terrorism as theoppbnent that we must help overcome with our
continuous sacrifices to win against the war oroteThroughout most if not all their speeches it
doesn’t seem to fail the constant reminder of @d what could repeat itself if not prevented in
completing our mission to win the war.

As | mentioned above these issues are framed rigtlonthe rhetoric present to the
American public but also by emotional indicatorge thmerican public already possesses and

gets after 9/11. These two rhetoric’s of sacritidengside the war narratives present during the
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War in Irag have emotional motivators centering amresponse after 9/11 to identify an
American as eithefll for One and One for Albr Terrorism is Enemy #IThese two rhetoric’s
are framed around issues shared among the Amapidalic during the Iraqg War and around a
common national enemy: terrorism. The public witthese self-sacrifice rhetoric’s are shaped
to not only identify against a “common threat,” lalgo to seek revenge and fuel their emotional

fire with anger against terrorism to win the watef®, 1995).
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Findings

1.1 Bush Administration Speeches 2003-2005:

| looked at Presidential speeches from former BezgiGeorge W. Bush to the American
public from 2003 to 2005 froriWital Speeches of the Daln the speeches of former President
George W. Bush given to the American public fron®@2@o 2005 | measured three sacrifices
constantly exposed to the public through his patrieelf-sacrifice rhetoric and Iraq War on
Terror self-sacrifice rhetoric. | also analyzed esgees from three other public officials close to
the Bush Administration. | looked at Dick Cheneyrald Rumsfeld and Condoleezza Rice
speeches from 2003 to 2005 to see if they alsodatiee American public to make certain self-
sacrifices in order to win the war against termoriand help prevent another terrorist attack. |
measured blood, freedom, and treasure as sacrdstexd from the American public to sacrifice
for their freedom, liberty and to be victorious eng& the war on terror as trade-offs for better
national security.

Throughout the dialogue of these speeches “blawal the sacrifice mostly mentioned
more than freedom and treasure towards the Amepaalic. Blood was mentioned eighty-five
(85) times throughout the speeches. Freedom wasioned twenty-nine (29) times throughout
the speeches. Lastly, treasure was mentioned algotwenty-nine (29) times throughout the
speeches. Blood as a sacrifice was constantly expts the public as a necessary sacrifice
needed to win the war. Specifically, George W. IBugould share throughout his speeches
stories of soldiers and their families making tHe@mate sacrifice for their service as the
“highest call of citizenship” (Progress in Afghaais and Irag, Bush July 1, 2003). Bush
constantly used his patriotic rhetoric of the Aroan publics’ duty to sacrifice and especially

towards the military families. “Many Americans aerving and sacrificing to keep this country

35



safe and we thank them for their sacrifice and veeinm the dead and now vow to never forget
their sacrifice because they served after theladtan September 11, 2001” (Defending the War

in Iraq, Bush July 9, 2004, 34).

2003 486 53 41 580
2004 849 22 35 906
2005 846 23 28 897
2006 823 29 21 873
2007 904 47 10 961
2008 314 4 4 322
2009 149 1 0 150
2010 60 0 0 60
2011 54 0 0 54
2012 1 0 0 1
Total 4486 179 139 [ 4804

Figure 1. Iraq Coalition Military Fatalities By Yea
iCasualties: Operation Iragi Freedom and Operdfinduring Freedom Casualties

1.2 Blood as a sacrifice:

How much are Americans willing to sacrifice in Ur8ilitary casualties to win the war
against terrorism in order to not experience anotbeorist attack?As mentioned above |
measured through theory testing how many times Epinesident George W. Bush mentioned
“blood” as a sacrifice in going to war throughous lspeeches and what type of rhetoric
accompanied this sacrificen my findings of Americans’ willingness to saccdi blood | found
that blood as a sacrifice ranked highest in thenBddministrations’ discourse throughout their
speeches from 2003 to 2005.

As | mentioned above in the speeches by George WhBDick Cheney, Donald
Rumsfeld and Condoleezza Rice there is a high leélood sacrifice asked from the public
and the public is willing to sacrifice their milifafor a greater cost which is to prevent another
terrorist attack and win the war against terrori@8wod was mentioned eighty-five (85) times
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throughout the speeches and constantly refreshéteipublic’s memory of the uniformed men
and women'’s sacrifice also shared by their families

| also measured blood by looking at public opinpatis taken of Americans sharing their
opinion of what is an acceptable number of casesmltif our United States Military to achieve
their goal of winning against the war on terroridnalso looked at how sensitive they are to
military casualties by measuring the costs verbesgoals. As | mentioned above casualties is
narrowed down to focus only on military fatalitesdanot a broad term of the meaning which is
not refering to injuries, MIA soldiers and other wmls sustainted during the war but just
focusing on fatalities. The ABC News/Washington tPBsll asked a series of monthly polls
from March 2003 to October 2005 that asked Amesdgcanwhat they felt was an acceptable
amount of military sacrifice to win the war on tarrQuestion: Thinking about the goals versus
the cost of this war, so far in your opinion hasréhbeen an acceptable number of U.S. (United
States) military casualties in Iraq?

The American public in March 2003 felt there wa88% amount acceptance of U.S.
military casualties in Irag. From March 2003 orthie end of that year the percentage gradually
went down and kept going down to 25% by October52dle public early on in the beginning
of the Iraq War felt it was a little over a 50% eptance rate of U.S. military casualties in Iraq
and were willing to sacrifice “blood” to win the wan Irag. They also did expect there would be
a quick war and few casualties as shown in the MN&l/Harris Interactive Poll, (February,
2003) where the American public was asked, If tingddl States goes to war with Iraq, which of
the following do you think is the most likely outoe?... A quick war, with few casualties and a
U.S. victory, a long war, with many casualties @ant).S. victory, withdrawal without victory:

where 46% was rendered for a quick war, with fewuedties and a U.S. victory, 42% was
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rendered for a long war, with many casualties and.%. victory, as 8% was rendered for a
withdrawal without victory and lastly 4% was notresun their response (Time/CNN/Harris
Interactive Poll, February, 2003).

Blood as a sacrifice in these polls measuring Ataes’ acceptance of U.S. military
casualties for an Irag War victory against termorigelds a high level of willingness to sacrifice
blood in 2003 in terms of military casualties. hcally, this wouldn’t be surprising since the Iraq
War started in that year. Although, 42% of Amerganedicted a long war, with many casualties
as long as it provided a U.S. victory. It is alsm surprising that Americans gradually changed
their level of blood sacrifice from 2003 to 2005 the war was still taking its course and no
victory had been declared.

| also measured in terms of numbers from the idtéssavebsite from the beginning of
the War in Irag the casualties thus far and you @@ that from 2003-2012 there have be
approximately a total of 4,486 Iraq Coalition Maliy Fatalities for the United States Armed
Forces alone. If you include the United Kingdom antder nations then the numbers would
increase. In 2003 the total of U.S. military faiab was 486 and increased to 849 in 2004 and
846 in 2005. The American public is willing to séice their military in terms of tolerance for
military casualties if the benefits outweigh thestso The American public rationalizes the risks
associated with the benefits and tries to analyzéeir minds that the right choice is to stay the
course and finish what they started to ultimateindr those who've sacrificed so much in the
process; honor their service so it is not doneaimvThe American public is willing to sacrifice
their uniformed men and women if it means they wilh the war against terrorism and help
prevent another terrorist attack. This willingndsspresent in the speeches of the Bush

Administration and former President George W. Bsistelf-sacrifice rhetoric. According to
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former President George W. Bush on March 17, 2008, “Message to Saddam Husseifthe
American people can know that every measure has taéen to avoid war, and every measure
will be taken to win it. Americans understand tlosts of conflict because we have paid them in
the past. War has no certainty, except certaihsaorifice” (Bush 2003, 69). Americans know
their sacrifice and especially those in the Unigtdtes Armed Forces including their families
understand the duty they face to their country @t Whroughout the other speeches by George
W. Bush and the Bush Administration from 2003 t@2hey surround themselves in a constant
patriotic aura with a mixture of terrorism is ene#y. Through the constant repetitive elite
rhetoric | found that terror to the American peogis not just seen as a criminal act but a means
to go to war (Bush 2004, 106).

“The war on terror is our fight” and “is not a @ige of speech but an inescapable calling
of our generation” to remember the fallen and tortr their sacrifice” by finishing the mission
(Bush 2004, 117). This is the type of self-sacefichetoric George W. Bush and his
administration exposed to the American public. Thelonly instilled this type of fight for your
country patriotic warrior ethics present in botletdric’s of sacrifice after 9/11 but also shared
with the American public on a more personal levgl dctually sharing stories of military
individuals who lived these blood sacrifices. Ttype of textual discourse was present mostly
with George W. Bush'’s Presidential speeches whemdntions letters sent to him from soldiers
overseas sharing in the fight against terrorisrmab re-live a 9/11 and also honoring their
families if that soldier died overseas fighting thar effort by presenting them in his speech or
in person. These types of methods used by Georg&Wh and the Bush Administration
renders a more personal level connection with thedcan public to show that these Americans

being honored are facing the exact same lossafriilemories, fears, and blood sacrifices. This
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type of issue framing within the rhetoric’s of séice experienced after 9/11, you can see how
the American public is more willing to share insbaypes of sacrifices if it means to honor their
loved one’s life, military service and to make suranything that their sacrifice isn’t made in
vain. Their speeches frame blood as an issue ®rAtherican public to invest their lives to
sacrifice for not only the greater good as naticegiurity but for their honor.

Not only did | plan to measure blood in terms alitary casualties but also in terms of
volunteering for war itself after 9/11. Within thext of George W. Bush and his administration |
found that the American public was willing to séice another year or years in the military to
win the war against terrorism. Some men in womernuniform would re-enlist right at the
moment when George W. Bush was finishing his spéedhe nation as their “highest call of
citizenship” and sacrifice (Bush, 2003). The peeddevel of connection shared within these
speeches is also present when it comes to meaduond in terms of volunteering for war or
enlisting in the United States Armed Forces. GedgeBush gives other types of stories within
his speeches of how some men and women of the AfrSed Forces volunteered for their
service and know those risks associated with tHeany, and feel the need to protect not only
their nation but their families as well. They neweant to bring the fight back home to their
loves ones and not have their children experiencgher terrorist attack like they witnessed on
9/11. “If we can eliminate whatever threat we carfareign soil, | would rather do it there than
have it come [home] to ugBush 2005, 20).

| collected data from Public Affairs offices froail four branches of the United States
Armed Forces including their Reserves of their mete numbers. Their retention numbers
indicate how many men in women volunteered to fbamilitary. | also interviewed a recruiter

from the Air Force whom gave me detailed accouhtsowv willingly “people of all ages would
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walk into a recruiting office and ask what they e to do to enlist and do their part in serving
the nation” (D'Andrea, 2012). | specifically focdsenly on the data from 2003 to 2005 although
| had data for some military branches since aftét 9

The Air Force recruiting goals and accessions f&6083 to 2005 gradually decreased
from 37,144 enlisted active duty in 2003 to 34,&6#isted active duty in 2004 but drastically
decreased to 19,222 enlisted active duty in 20@fsd collected for this specific branch the top
3 reasons why people enlist and patriotism as thg tb serve your country is one of them.
From 2003 to 2005 patriotism stays constant asdpedirst or second reason for joining the Air
Force.

In the Navy Recruiting Facts and Statistics frod2@ 2005 you see a gradual decrease
in accessions in enlistments from both active dung reserve in the Navy. In 2003 under active
duty enlistments you can see that the goal was foretl2,772 enlistments. That number
gradually decreased the next two years and theegsaon goals were not met. In 2003 under the
Navy Reserve enlistments you can see that theis goare met all three years but still those
goals gradually decreased from 41, 376 in 20031868 in 2004 and 37,704 in 2005.

The Army Active Duty and Army Reserve enlistmef@sm 2003 to 2005 show that
under the Army Active Duty accessions increase@0d@3 from 74,132 to 77,587 in 2004 but
came back down in 2005 to 73,255. Under the ArmgeRee enlistment data you can see that
from 2003 only 27,365 people enlisted and decretssm@after to 21,095 in 2004 and 19,400 in
2005.

In the United States Marine Corp. enlistment datem 2003 and 2005 showed a
fluctuation from 2003 to 2005. In 2003 they ached8,685 enlistments with 32,526 in Active

Duty and 6,159 in the Reserves. In 2004 they aekli&6,794 enlistments with 30,629 in Active
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Duty and 6,165 in the Reserves. In 2005 they aekid8,881 enlistments, which increased from
the previous year with 32,955 in Active Duty, an€lZ® in the Reserves.

In observing enlistment accessions from 2003 @52 each branch it is safe to say
there was a gradual decrease in enlistments. Tle&ntnthat the American public was less
willing each year to volunteer to go to war or &dne the United States Armed Forces. There
were enlistments that showed motivation for pasrmotas their reason for joining but still no
significant increase in enlistment data betweerytas of 2003 to 2005.

The level of blood sacrifice was low in terms afistment data | gathered from the four-
armed branches of service. The Garrison Statetheardid yield a high level of willingness to
sacrifice for blood but only for casualty toleraralong as the war was quick and not lengthy.
People were willing to sacrifice blood in 2003 last the war progressed that level decreased.
That reason is because the war is lengthy and ctoryihas been declared and that keeps on
bringing more loss of U.S. soldiers which the Aroan public is not willing to sacrifice. Their
benefits are not being met in a quick fashion aralrtcosts are increasing and are uncertain
which rationally the public does not support. ThesB Administration and George W. Bush
rhetoric sold more the American public the ideahohoring your country by volunteering for
war and making the ultimate sacrifice to win the\aad the war against terrorism. They sold
more the Garrison State narrative, which not oflgnged the American public forever after
9/11 but changed their views on life and their missn life as well. They were not willing to
volunteer for war and especially with no set vigtget in Iraq but were willing to sacrifice some

casualties if it meant a quick war because thegnalized their costs and benefits.
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FY Goal Accessions
2005 11,491 | 9,788
2004 11,000 11,246
2003 12,000 12,772

Figure 2.Navy Recruiting Reserve Enlisted Goals/Accessions

FY Goal Accessions End-Strength
2005 37,635 37,704 365,900
2004 39,700 39,868 373,800
2003 41,359 41,376 382,235

Figure 3. Navy Recruiting Enlisted Active Goals/&ssions

Fiscal Year Non Prior Prior Service TOTAL Entered
Service Goal Goal Active Duty
2000 34000 300 35217
2001 34000 600 35381
2002 36013 1270 37967
2003 36000 1000 37144
2004 33327 753 34362
2005 18860 40 19222
2006 30710 40 30889
2007 27760 40 27801
2008 27760 40 27848
2009 31780 200 31,983
2010 29,384 200 29,584
2011 27,965 250 28,265
2012 28,757 280 29,037

Figure 4. Air Force Recruiting Facts and Statisi¥s2000 through FY 2012

43




Air Force Recruiting Goals and Accessions
FY 2000 through FY 2012

Fiscal Year MNon Prior Prior Service TOTAL Entered
Service Goal Goal Active Duty

2000 34000 300 35217
2001 34000 600 35381

2002 36013 1270 37967
2003 36000 1000 37144
2004 33327 53 34362
2005 18860 40 19222
2006 30710 40 30889
2007 27760 40 27801

2008 27760 40 27848
2009 31780 200 31,883
2010 20,384 200 29 584
2011 27 965 250 28 265
2012 28 757 280 29 037

AFRS/PA Current as of October 2012

Figure 5. Air Force Recruiting Facts and Statisi¥s2002 through FY 2011

1.3 Freedom as a sacrifice:

How much are Americans willing to sacrifice theivil freedoms to win the war against
terrorism in order to not experience another téstattack? The public is willing to sacrifice
their civil freedoms because they feel it's a “resary” sacrifice to help win the war on terrorism
and prevent another terrorist attack. (Ayres, Maljed Associates PolIMay 2004) As seen in
the Ayres, McHenry & Associates Poll taken on Ma&02, 56% of the public felt it was
necessary to have the Patriot Act to help preveatier terrorist attack.

“Which statement comes closer to your view abowet Batriot Act passed after 9/11
(September 11, 2001, the date of the terroristcledtaon the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon)?...The Patriot Act gave to law enforceroffitials the same tools to fight terror that

they already had to fight crime, and it is a neapsstep to protect the country from another
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terrorist attack. The Patriot Act uses terrorismaasexcuse to extend the power of the federal
government to pry into people's private lives, gndamples on Americans' civil liberties.” In
this survey poll about 56% of the public felt thatfbt Act was necessary, 33% felt the Patriot
Act hurts civil liberties while, 11% Didn’t know ohad no opinion (Ayres, McHenry &
Associates PallMay 2004).

Now are they willing to go a little further andad wiretaps to prevent another terrorist
attack? The Fox News/Opinion Dynamics Poll takeduty, 2003 asked the public, "After the
9/11 (2001) terrorist attacks (on the World Tradmter and the Pentagon), Congress passed the
Patriot Act which, in part, gives federal officialgider authority to use wiretaps and other
surveillance techniques. Some people say the Pa&dbis a necessary and effective tool in
preventing terrorist attacks, while others say #&lcé goes too far and could violate the civil
liberties of average Americans. Which comes cldaseyour view--overall, would you say the
Patriot Act is a good thing for America or a baththfor America?" This survery rendered 55%
gelt the Patriot Act is good, 27% felt it was b8#lg had mixed feelings about the Patriot Act and
9% were also not sure about their feelings tow#rd$atriot Act (Fox News/Opinion Dynamics
Poll, July 2003).

The Public feels from 2003 to 2005 through a seofepolls that show they are 55% to
57% willing to say the Patriot Act through its waps is a good effective tool to prevent another
terrorist attackFrom 2003 to 2005 their willingness to sacrificeeidom increased and showed a
high level of sacrifice to allow wiretaps.

| found that in terms of measuring for Americandling to sacrifice freedom in terms of
torturing suspected terrorists there was a verylémel of sacrifice. According to iPoll data from

2004, Americans were asked, ftiinking about the abuse and torture of Iraqi press by
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American military personnel at the Abu Ghraib pnisa Iraq, which of the following comes
closer to your point of view? In this case, the sband torture of the prisoners were justified
and understandable because we are at war agairwisis. Abuse and torture of prisoners is
always wrong, even in the case of war againstiietso Around 18% of the public surveyed felt
justified in torturing terrorist prisoners becawse are at war, 72% it is always wrong and even
in the case of war against terrorists, 7% felt sanleoth is justified and wrong, while 3% were
not sure” (NBC News/Wall Street Journal Poll, J20e4).

As | mentioned above | measured how many of the riaae public favored sacrificing
possibly being racially profiled in airports as tpaf the airport security checks. In the iPoll
database in a survey question conducted in 200hdghicago Council on Foreign Relations.
“(In order to combat international terrorism, pleasay whether you favor or oppose each of the
following measures.)...Using racial profiling inr@ort security checks? Around 44% were in
favor, 50% were oppose, and 5% were not sure dmeéecto comment” (Global Views 2004:
American Public Opinion and US Foreign Policy Synduly 2004).

In 2005 that number increased to oppose suchraigeaurity checks in another public
opinion survey conducted bMational Conference for Community and Justice.Hdts been
reported that some security officers stop airliasgengers of certain religious or ethnic groups
because the officers believe that these groupmare likely than others to commit certain types
of crimes. This practice is known as religious thmé profiling. Do you approve or disapprove
of the use of religious or ethnic profiling by airp security officers? Around 39% approved
such airport security checks, 54% disapproved, ¥#mdt know how they felt, and 2% refused
to answer this survey question” (Intergroup Relai&urvey, January 2005).

Racial profiling rendered a low level of willingseto sacrifice freedom and continued to
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do so from 2004 to 2005 as the American public ieltiolates civil freedoms and racially
discriminate against a certain race after 9/11h&lgh the majority disapproved such airport
security checks it still shows that the Americamlpuis somewhat divided and raises the doubt
that they possibly would be willing to sacrificecia discrimination to prevent another terrorist
attack.

In 2003 to 2005, through George W. Bush’s speeahdsother elite public officials like
Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and Condoleezza Ritkeir dialogue rendered a low level of
sacrifice for freedom, regarding, their promotioh keeping the Patriot Act in effect and
renewing some of its provisions to strictly monipmtential terrorist attacks.

Although discourse over the Temporary State nawatnd the Enemy Within narrative
were not mentioned as much as the other two naestit still rendered a high level of sacrifice
for the Patriot Act’s general civil freedom restions. The Patriot Act was not exposed as much
as the other sacrifices in the Presidential spessahd the speeches of the Bush Administration
the end result for freedom as a sacrifice yieldadglilngness to trade-off privacy in terms of
wiretapping to obtain possible terrorist activitylielp fight the war on terror. The majority of
the American public was not willing to sacrificergrt security checks that could racially
discriminate people and also not willing to tortuisaspected terrorists to release possible
information of other terrorists. These results dobé associated to the fact that the American
public was constantly exposed with possible tesrarimagery and 9/11 imagery that the Patriot
Act restrictions on privacy didn’t seem that baddwor. In this paper’s case it didn’t seem that
bad to sacrifice your privacy and being wiretapp¥de also need to keep in mind that although
these findings showed the majority of people did want to be racially profiled as per these

survey questions we must keep in mind face valigitwhich they could possibly answer no to
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racial profiling as a quick response but actualighm be racist but don’'t want to come off as
racists in these surveys.

1.4 Treasure as a sacrifice:

How much are Americans willing to sacrifice trelsto pay for the war in Iraq and win
the war against terrorism? In the CBS News/New Ylrkes Poll taken in September, 2005, the
American public was asked if they would be williagnot willing to pay more in taxes in order
to pay for the war with Irag¥ajority of 77% of the public in this survey weretwilling to pay
for taxes for the Iraq War, 20% were willing, arfb 8lid not know or would not answer” (CBS
News/New York Times Poll, September, 2005).

The American public was not willing to pay more meyg in taxes to pay for the war
effort as their sacrifice. As a result treasureds¥ad a low level of sacrifice. Treasure as a
sacrifice was not something people wanted to giwand didn’'t mind giving up immaterial but
would rather borrow and obtain a tax cut that wdatdr add on to the budget deficit.

In 2003 to 2005, despite George W. Bush'’s speeahdsther elite public officials like
Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and Condoleezza Rictheir dialogue the American public’s
willingness to sacrifice treasure renders a lovel®f sacrifice. The Bush Administration didn’t
sell treasure to the public as much in their diatogs it did sell blood as a sacrifice. If we l@bk
polls on this sacrifice we see the public is ndtimg to sacrifice treasure.

The Bush Administration and George W. Bush’s rhetmentioned many times how
thankful they were of our nations military and theacrifice needs more funding to provide them
with the best resources. So, it is not shocking tha Glass Firewall narrative which supports
military funding was the second most mentionechgirtelite rhetoric that was sold to the public

as a necessary sacrifice to win the war.
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Table 6. After 9/11 Iraq War Level of Sacrifice Ris

Narratives Garrison Glass Temporary Enemy
State Firewall State Within
Narrative Narrative Narrative Narrative
Sacrifices High Level of
Sacrifice
Blood (Casualty
(High Tolerance) Low Level of | Low Level of | High Level of
Level of Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice
Discourse) Low Level of (Wiretaps)
Sacrifice
(Enlistments)
Low Level of
Sacrifice
(Torture
Freedom | Low Level of | Low Level of | Suspected High Level of
(Low Sacrifice Sacrifice Terrorists) Sacrifice
Level of (Wiretaps)
Discourse) Low _L_evel of
Sacrifice
(Racial Airport
Security
Checks)
Treasure
(Low Low Level of | Low Level of | Low Level of Low Level of
Level of Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice Sacrifice
Discourse) (Taxes)
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Sold Stories

The war narratives in the Iraqg War were constaptBsent and repeated to the public so
its not surprising that the Garrison State nareathas the most sold to the public. Blood as a
sacrifice was high in terms of U.S. military casyablerance if the war would be short-term but
a low level of sacrifice rendered when volunteeriogwar. One can suggest this narrative was
more appealing to the public because of their emnatities to military life. In various speeches
given by George W. Bush and his administration gee a constant reminder to never let those
who've died for the Irag War go in vain and tolgtght for their cause. When you hear anything
regarding the U.S. Armed Forces you can't helpfeek patriotic and willing to be supportive in
any which way you can for all those who have or@angently serving. This narrative is full of
patriotic self-sacrifice and having it constantBpeated through speeches and other forms of
media can persuade a nation to follow their loyaits. Not only was the public reminded to
remember those who have fallen but to also feaafmther possible terrorist attack and to not
let that happen again so its through fear, congiatriotic and terroristic self-sacrifice rhetoric

that persuaded the public to follow the Garrisceté&Snarrative.
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Conclusion

The Irag War was sold to the American public asaa fighting terrorism and justifies
avenging 9/11 as the right thing to do. The wart@mor slipped onto our laps unknowingly
through the persuasion to go to war with Irag. Baeh Administration asked from its citizens to
make self-sacrifices to help win the war and ndeeanother terrorist attack occur on U.S. soil.
Americans were asked to sacrifice blood, freedomdl, theasure in order to win the war. This
thesis measured these sacrifices and tested ithaveatives that were broadcasted through the
Bush administrations’ constant patriotic and testar filled self-sacrifice rhetoric. Through the
mixture of both self-sacrifice rhetoric’s presentthese narratives a constant theme of good
versus evil played out in the public’s mind of wipath to take and what sacrifice to make to win
the war. The public felt that sacrificing their itifreedoms like wiretapping was acceptable but
other restrictions on personal liberties were fmbey also felt that paying more taxes for the war
was not something they were too keen on doing dtwhately, the public felt the need to
sacrifice more blood in terms of having a tolerarioe fatalities although, painful, it was
tolerable if it meant it was short-term and notlpnged. Since | only measured the first few
years it's safe to say the public came in full &oto make certain sacrifices but lost steam shortly
after seeing it wasn’t going to be a quick war &lbng one and terrorism is a battle that’s more
complicated than originally thought. The public waseady to fight the war on terrorism just
yet because they were under the impression theg wely fighting the war in Irag and were
secretly slipped this battle against terrorism. Baerifice model showed what sacrifices the
public was willing to make to win the war but ingloverall good versus evil battle there needs
to be more sacrifices that may be lengthy thatghblic isn’'t quite willing to make at the

moment and not in this war.
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This research project should advance the literatureneasuring a society’s publics’
willingness to make certain sacrifices during wdrew they are motivated by a constant stream
of war narratives broadcasted by the society’s govent public officials in power. People after
reading this research project can see that a gozaet be motivated to sacrifice in times of war
and against terrorism.

My limitations while contributing to this researalere due to not having a direct website
with more graphs on military enlistment statisficseach branch as | would have hoped to have
had because | was not allowed such access by thle @ifairs office of each branch. | was
however, provided by their public affairs officeraghgh email a list of the statistical data
accounts of enlistments for my research. Sometarylbranches were gracious in providing me
a website and graphs but not all military branchésd to forcefully go by what their email told
me and by their phone conversations of the stedistiata.

My primary focus of this research project was tenify the relation between the
sacrifice model and the war narratives present 8ftel and the Iraq War. Each narrative had its
own unique focus audience and did not complimeah edher given my findings. The Garrison
State narrative was mentioned the most througlneupolitical speeches but that’s not to say the
other narratives weren’'t equally as important.sltjust that their sacrifice was focused more
based at home than in Irag. For example, the Endiitlyin narrative would be presumed to be
based more of a sacrifice going on at home thatrag. So, each narrative basically has a
stronger focus either at home, in Iraq or both. Ghess Firewall narratives focus was based at
home for what could be done abroad for Iraq andindings showed people were not willing to
contribute to something far away when it involvedit money. The Temporary State narrative

was a sacrifice based abroad to help fight a wdrtamorism so that was a sacrifice that did not
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compliment the Enemy Within narrative as seen infmglings. The Garrison State narrative
focused equally between home and abroad aroundl ldeca sacrifice and may be a possible
explanation for its high level of sacrifice and stant exposure to the American public as a
sacrifice you can make at home to enlist for yoomntry and make the ultimate sacrifice if
necessary abroad in Iraq for your people back hantefight against terrorism. When | first
came across these narratives | noticed there wasiddle ground for sacrifice as a medium
level since each narrative had a specific focuboate, abroad or both. There was either a very
high level of willingness to sacrifice or a veryldevel of sacrifice. One of the limitations | can
also add is that the survey questions could hage falidity as an effect to this different
measurement level of sacrifice that could havedgela middle ground but that can be further

explored with more time and more in-depth research.
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Table 2. After 9/11 Sacrifice Model

Saard Model

Blood Volunteer for the U.S. Armed Forces;
Sustain high levels of support to go to war

Tolerate high number of casualties

Freedom | Accept wiretapping of phones and other communioatio

Racially profile individuals in airports and othtcilities of national
security importance

Tolerate torture of suspected terrorists and cratsinpossibly

exceeding the Constitution and accepted norms

Treasure | Pay more taxes to fund U.S. Armed Forces

Table 3. After 9/11 Rhetoric’s of Sacrifice: Chamstics

After 9/11 Rhetoric’s of Sacrifice: Characteristics

Patriotic Self-Sacrifice Rhetoric Irag War on Terror Self-Sacrifice Rhetori¢

All for One and One for All Terrorism is the New World Enemy

e Rally-around-the-President-and-the
¢ Rally-around-the-United States
Bush Administration
e Patriotic American Identity
e War on Terror Imagery (WMD) etc.
e 9/11 Imagery
e Americans against Terror Identity

e Patriot Act
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Table 4. After 9/11 Rhetoric's of Sacrifice: Commbiaits

After 9/11 Rhetoric’s of Sacrifice: Common Traits

Patriotic Self-Sacrifice Rhetoric Irag War on Terror Self-Sacrifice Rhetorig

All for One and One For All Terrorism is the New World Enemy

eSupport United States Armed Forces
eRemember 9/11 and seek Vengeance/Justice

eGood vs. Evil Theme

55



References

ABC News/Washington Post Poll. (March 2003 to Oetd?005). Retrieved May-21-
2013 from the iPOLL DatabanKhe Roper Center for Public Opinion Research,
University of Connecticut.
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

America Speaks Out About Homeland Security Surépfuary, 2004) Retrieved May-22-
2013 from the iPOLL Databankhe Roper Center for Public Opinion Research,
University of Connecticuhttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

Ayres, McHenry & Associates PolMay 2004). May 3, 2004 - May 6, 2004.

Retrieved May-21-2013 from the iPOLL Databaiike Roper Center for Public
Opinion Research, University of Connecticut.
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

Bush, George W. November 6, 2003. “Freedom in &adiddle East: Address at the
20th Anniversary of the National Endowment for Demaay” Vital Speeches
of the Day16.

Bush, George W. March 17, 2003. “Message to Saddassein.”Presidential
Rhetoric.69. www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/03.1fit0B

Bush, George W. February 23, 2004. “Speech t&#émblican Governors
Association.”President Rhetoricl06.
www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/02.23.04.html

Bush, George W. July 12, 2004. “Defending the Widraq.” 117. Presidential
Rhetoric.www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/07.12.04.htm

Bush, George W. March 19, 200Address One Year After Operatibaqi Freedom.”

56



Presidential Rhetoricl08. www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/03418tM|
Bush, George W. July 1, 2003. “Progress in Afghanis Iraqg” Presidential Rhetoric.
www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/07.01.03.html
Bush, George WMarch 8, 2005. “Speech at the National Defenseyérsity of Fort
Lesley, J. McNair.’Presidential Rhetoric20. Marine Sergeant.
www.PresidentialRhetoric.com/speeches/03.08.05.html
Bush, George W. 2005. “Remembering VeteraWgdl Speeches of the Dag2 (3): 66-
72.
Bush, George W. 2005. “IraqVital Speeches of the Dag2 (4): 98-104, 7.
Bush, George W. 2005. “President Bush Sworn-Intmo8eé Term.Vital Speeches of the
Day. 71 (8): 226-228, 3.
Bush, George W. 2005. “President CommemoratesAdtiversary of V-J Day.Vital
Speeches of the Dagl (22): 642-678, 5
Bush, George W. 2005. “Working Togethevital Speeches of the Dagl (10): 290-
294, 5.
Bush, George W. February 26, 2003. “Address ¢oftimerican Enterprise
Institute.” Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/02D2Html
Bush, George W. June 5, 2003. “Remarks to Troo@ayliya, Qatar.”
Presidential Rhetoricattp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0&@8btml
Bush, George W. March 19, 2003. “War Messageésidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/033%htmi

Bush, George W. April 3, 2003. “Remarks to Mariae€amp Lejeune.”

57



Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0A8Hhtmi

Bush, George W. July 1, 2003. “Progress in Afgktam and Irag.Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/008html

Bush, George W. September 7, 2003. “Update itae on Terror."Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0@8-html

Bush, George W. November 6, 2003. “Freedom in #nad) Middle East: Address at
the 20th Anniversary of the National Endowment@@mocracy.”
Presidential Rhetorichttp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/108Mmtm

Bush, George W. December 14, 2003. “ Address oicHmEure of Saddam Hussein”
Presidential Rhetoric http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/a2)3.html

Bush, George W. April 13, 2004. “Prime-Time Newsf&ence.Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0Q4Mtml|

Bush, George W. July 9, 2004. “Defending the Waraq.” Presidential Rhetoric
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0:00html

Bush, George W. August 2, 2004. “Remarks on Igefice Reform and the 9/11
Commission.”Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R9Z2tmi

Bush, George W. September 23, 2004. “Press Cordengith Prime Minister Allawi.”
Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0@Q2htmi

Bush, George W. January 7, 2003. “Economic PoliByésidential Rhetoric.

http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0D8:html

58



Bush, George W. January 28, 2003. “State of th@t/Address.'Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0D2&tml

Bush, George W. March 26, 2003. “Remarks at MatBiil Force Base.'Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R2&tml

Bush, George W. May 1, 2003. “The End of Combadtan.” Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R8html

Bush, George W. June 16, 2003. “Remarks to Smaliregs Owners in New Jersey.”
Presidential Rhetoricattp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0@3ttml

Bush, George W. July 30, 2003. “George W. Bush@mnference.Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/003Mtml.

Bush, George W. September 23, 2003. “Address ttJthed Nations.’Presidential
Rhetoric http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/8®3.html

Bush, George W. November 19, 2003. “Address toNhéeball Palace.Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1D3tml

Bush, George W. January 20, 2004. “State of Th@tAddress.”Presidential
Rhetoric http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/012.html

Bush, George W. March 19, 2004. “Address One YdterfOperation Iraqi Freedom.”
Presidential Rhetorichttp://www.presidentalrhetoric.com/speeches/0®4.&itml

Bush, George W. May 24, 2004. “Outline for the Fataf Irag.”Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R2Atml|

Bush, George W. July 12, 2004. “Defending the Widraq.” Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0:04html

Bush, George W. November 4, 2004. “The Next 4 Yedtsess Conference.”

59



Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1D8Atmi

Bush, George W. January 20, 2005. “Second Inaududiess.Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0D2Mhtml

Bush, George W. January 30, 2005. “Response tdi&hsdan Irag.”Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0D3Mtml

Bush, George W. February 2, 2005. “State of theobAiddress.'Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/028tml

Bush, George W. March 8, 2005. “Speech at the NatiDefense University Fort
Lesly, J. McNair.”Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0B&tmi

Bush, George W. March 16, 2005. “Press Confereriesidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0aHtmi

Bush, George W. May 27, 2005. “2005 Commencemexrdgs at U.S. Naval
Academy: Annapolis, MarylandPresidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R2-htmi

Bush, George W. June 9, 2005. “Renewing the PaagtitColumbus, Ohio.”
Presidential Rhetorichttp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0@8html

Bush, George W. June 28, 2005. “War Update: FagBr NC."Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0R2Hhtml

Bush, George W. July 4, 2005. “Independence Dayi@raMorgantown, West
Virginia.” Presidential Rhetoric.

http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches.0DHAtml

60



Bush, George W. July 11, 2005. “Progress RepaftenVar on Terror: Address at the
FBI Academy Quantiw, Virginia.Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/00&htmi

Bush, George W. July 20, 2005. “The Future of th&ibt Act, Baltimore, Maryland.”
Presidential Rhetorichttp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/07.20.05.html

Bush, George W. November 11,2005. “Veterans Dayréskl Defending the War
Tobyhanny, PennsylvaniaPresidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/11.11.05.html

Bush, George W. November 30, 2005. “Iraq War Sgrat&peech at the U.S. Naval A
Academy Annapolis, MarylandPresidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1D3Mtml

Bush, George W. December 7, 2005. “Rebuilding I&ueech to the Council on Foreign
Relations Washington, DCPresidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/128htmi

Bush, George W. December 12, 2005. “The Struggl®®@&mocracy in Iraq: Speech to
the World Affairs Council of PhiladelphiaPresidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1 23 Atmi

Bush, George W. December 14, 2005. “Electionsanq:ISpeech at the Woodrow Wilson
Center."Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1 203 Atmi

Bush, George W. December 17, 2005. “The Patriotafsck The National Security
Agency.” Presidential Rhetoric.

http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1D3 html

61



Bush, George W. December 18, 2005. “Transitioman:|Prime Time Address from the
Oval Office.” Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/123&tmi

Bush, George W. December 19, 2005. “Wiretaps are\VWhr: The Year—End Press
Conference.Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/123htmi

Bush, George W. July 9, 2004. “Defending the Wdraw.” Presidential Rhetoric
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/009htmi

Bush, George W. October 18, 2004. “Homeland Secant the Presidential Agency.”
Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/1@4&tmi

Bush, George W. September 14, 2004. “Remarks tdlgtenal Guard Association.”
Presidential Rhetoricattp://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0®4tml

Bush, George W. July 14, 2004. “American Valuégésidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/004htmi

Bush, George W. July 20, 2004. “Remarks at MissGarmpaign Rally.Presidential
Rhetoric.http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0:02Mhtml
Bush, George W. September 2, 2004. “Now We Go Fatwasa Bush! Viva Bush!
Viva Bush! Nomination Acceptance Address; 2004 Réipan National
Convention.”Presidential Rhetoric.
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/0Q9Ztmi

Bush, George W. February 15, 2005. “The Budgéitdl Speeches of the Dagl (9):

282-288, 7.

62



Bush, George W. June 1, 2004. “We Will Not FaWlital Speeches of the Dax0 (16):
482-486, 5.

Bush, George W. September 15, 2003. “The EconorBggnning To Grow.Vital
Speeches of the D9 (23): 709-712.

Bush, George W. April 15, 2004. “Iraq Will Be Fre¥lital Speeches of the Dag0
(13):386-388, 3

Bush, George W. September 15, 2003. “Freedom’s&Cadgal Speeches of the Day.
69 (23): 706-708, 3

Bush, George W. May 15, 2003. “Combat Operatiorsag have EndedYital
Speeches of the D&9 (15): 450, 3

Bush, George W. November 15, 2005. “Rememberingnes."Vital Speeches of the
Day.72 (3): 66-72, 7

Bush, George W. April 1, 2003. “President Says Gad#iussein Must Leave Iraq
Within 48 Hours.Vital Speeches of the Da§9 (12): 354, 3

Bush, George W. December 18, 2005. “The War onofe8uccess in IragVital
Speeches of the Day.

Bush, George W. August 20, 2005. “The PresidentidRaddress.Vital Speeches of
The Day.

Bush, George W. September 2002. “The National $gcoirategy of the United States.”
Vital Speeches of the Day.

Bush, George W. August 22, 2005. “Remarks to thieNams of Foreign Wars National
Convention in Salt Lake City, UtahVital Speeches of the Day.

Callahan, Kathe; Melvin J. Dubnick, and Dorothyl@ki’'s. Jul. — Aug., 2006. “War

63



Narratives: Framing Our Understanding of the WaiTerror.” Public
Administration Review66 (4): 554-568

“iICasualties: Operation Iragi Freedom and Operafoduring Freedom Casualties”
last accessed Dec. 7, 2012. http://icasualties.org

CBS News/New York Times September 9-September@@.2POLL Databank
The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, Unsityg of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll.html

Cheney, Dick. December 2005. “The War in Iradital Speeches of the Dax2 (4):
104-107, 4

Cheney, Dick. September 15, 2004. “Seeing Our Caaséictory.” Vital Speeches of
the Day.70 (23): 711-714, 4.

Cheney, Dick. August 15, 2003. “Overcoming The ®h@f Terror.”Vital Speeches of
the Day.69 (21): 642-645

Cobb, Michael D. and William A. Boettcher 11l (Otter 2009). "Don't Let Them Die in Vain":
Casualty Frames and Public Tolerance for Escal&@mmmitment in Irag.The Journal
of Conflict Resolution. Sage Publications, IWeol. 53, No. 5, pp. 677-697
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20684610

Debrix, Francgois. 2005. “Discourses of War, Geobrap of Abjection: Reading
Contemporary American ldeologies of Terror.”
Third World Quarterly Taylor & Francis, Ltd. 26 (7) (2005): 1157-
1172. http://0-www.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stablel2809

Duss, Matthew, and Peter Juul. 2011. “Update: Thg War Ledger. A Look at the

War’'s Human, Financial, and Strategic Cos@®echter for American Progress

64



1-6. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/myitaews/2011/12/13/10841/update-
the-irag-war-ledger/

Edwards, James. 2001-2005. “Total Force Recruitiisgions and Achievements.”
Public Affairs.Marine Corps Recruiting Commandmes.edwards@marines.usmcs.mil

Fox News/Opinion Dynamics Poll (July 2003). RetadwWay-22-2013 from the iPOLL
Databank, The Roper Center for Public Opinion ReteadJniversity of
Connecticut. http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/dataess/ipoll/ipoll.html

Fox News/Opinion Dynamics Poll (April, 2004) Retrgel May-22-2013 from the iPOLL
Databank;The Roper Center for Public Opinion Reseatghiversity of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

Fox News/Opinion Dynamics Poll (June, 2005) Re&tiay-22-2013 from the iPOLL
Databank;The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, Unsitg of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll.html

Gallup Poll Organization (December 2002). iPOLL &mtnk The Roper Center for
Public Opinion Research, University of Connecticut
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

Gelpi, Christopher, Feaver, and Reifler. 2006. t®$s Matters Casualty Sensitivity and
the War in Iraq.” President and Fellow of Harvamll€ge and the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. International Securityhhe MIT Press.
30 (3) :7-46. http://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edalsie/4137486

Gershkoff, Amy; Shana Kushner. September, 200Bap#g Public Opinion: The 9/11-
Irag Connection in the Bush Administration's RhietdrPerspectives on Politics

American Political Science Associatidh(3): 525-537.

65



Global Views 2004: American Public Opinion and USdtgn Policy Survey, Jul, 2004.
Retrieved May-22-2013 from the iPOLL Databafke Roper Center for Public
Opinion Research, University of Connecticut.
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll/html

Global View 2004: American Public Opinion and USéign Policy Survey, July, 2004
iIPOLL DatabankThe Roper Center for Public Opinion Research versity of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll.html

Hannah, Matthew. September 2006. “Torture and tbkifig Bomb: The War on
Terrorism as a Geographical Imagination of Poweoiledge.” Annals of the
Association of American Geographe®$ (3): 622-640.Taylor & Francis, Ltd. on
behalf of the Association of American Geographkttp://www.jstor.org/stable/4124436

Hanson, Victor Davis. 2002. “An Autumn of War: Whaherica Learned from
September 11 and the War on Terrorisheiv York: Anchor Book46

Jervis, Robert. Fall 2003. “Understanding the BDsletrine.”

Political Science Quarterlyl18 (3): 365-388. The Academy of Political Scenc
http://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/30035780

Kaplan, Robert D. 2002. “Warrior Politics: Why Leaghip Demands a Pagan Ethos.”

New York: Random Housg5

Kellner, Douglas. December 2007. “Bushspeak andPtiitics of Lying: Presidential
Rhetoric in the War on TerrorCenter for the Study of the Presidency and Congress
Presidential Studies Quarterl37 (4): 622-6455hadows of Democracy in Presidential
Rhetoric. http://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stadBliE552281

Kristeva, Julia. 1982. “Powers of Horror: An EssayAbjection.”New York: Columbia

66



University Pressl.

Ledeen, Michael. 2002. “The War Against the TeMassters: Why It Happened, Where
We Are Now, How We'll Win."New York: St Martin's Press
http://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/3689022

Marks, Alexandra. November 2, 2008. “Sacrifice tleer@turns to US politics. Both

McCain and Obama citeThe Christian Science Monitor.
http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2008/1102/sace-theme-returns-to-us-
politics

McCombs, Charlene G. 2000-2011. Air Force Recrgifacts and Statistics FY 2000
Through FY 2012. Air Force Recruiting Facts andiStias FY 2002 through
FY 2011. HQ AFRC/RS Advertising.

NBC News/Wall Street Journal Poll, Jun, 2004. Reed May-22-2013 from the iPOLL
Databank, The Roper Center for Public Opinion ReteadJniversity of
Connecticut. http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/dataess/ipoll/ipoll.html

Navy Recruiting Facts and Statistics. http://www.cnrc.navy.mil/facts-and-stats.htm

Prewitt, Kenneth; Eric Alterman, Andrew Arato, Tdtgszczynski, Corey
Robin and Jessica Stern. Winter 2004. “The Poldidsear After 9/11
Social Research.” 71 (4): 1129-1146. FEAR: ITS POCAL USES &
ABUSES.The New Schoohttp://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/40971995

Rice, Condoleezza. June 26, 2003. “Remarks aitieenlational Institute for
Strategic Studies. Assistant to the President fdrddal Security Affairs.”
International Institute for Strategic Studidsondon, United Kingdom

Roberts, Joel. CBS News (October 10, 2005). hipw.cbsnews.com/2100-

67



500160_162-930772.html

Rumsfeld, Donald. 2004. “TerrorismVital Speeches Of The Dag0 (21): 642-645.

Rumsfeld, Donald. June 1, 2003. “What We LearnedrRhe War

TRANSFORMATION TAKES MONEY."Vital Speeches of the Da§9 (16):
482, 7.

Stern, Paul C., June 1995. “Why Do People Sacrfbc& heir Nations?”
Political Psychologylnternational Society of Political Psycholadgh6 (2): 217-235.
http://Owww.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/3791830

Sunstein, Cass R. (Winter 2004). “Fear and LibeBgcial Research, 71 (4): 967-996
FEAR: ITS POLITICAL USES & ABUSESThe New Schoohttp://0-
www.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/40971987

Taking America's Pulse Il - Intergroup Relationg\&y, Jan, 2005. iPOLL Databgnk
The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, Unsityg of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll.html

Time/CNN/Harris Interactive Poll, February 2003 tfived May-21-2013 from the
iIPOLL DatabankThe Roper Center for Public Opinion Research versity of
Connecticuthttp://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/data_access/ipoll.html

Welker, Kathleen. Army Recruiting Statistics. 208006. Army Accessions: Active
Duty and ReserveUS Army Recruiting CommanBort Knox, KY.
kathleen.welker@usarece.army.mil. http://www.facdboom/USAREC

Zarefsky, David. 2004. “Presidential Rhetoric ahe Power of Definition.”

Presidential Studies Quartetlg4 (3): 607-619. The Public

Presidency. Wiley on behalf of the Center for tihed$ of the Presidency and Congress.

68



http://0-www.jstor.org.lib.utep.edu/stable/27552615
9/11 Attacks - 102 Minutes That Changed Americ®6t2013 A&E Television

Networks, LLCwww.history.com/topics/9-11-attacks/interactiveshess-to-911

69



Vita
Janette Galvan is a native of Mission, Texas. Shdugated from La Joya Senior High School in
2006. She received her Bachelor's Degree in Palit8cience and minors in English, Spanish
and Journalism from the University of Texas-Pan Acam in the fall of 2008. She was

accepted into the political science graduate pragrathe fall of 2009.

Permanent address: 7030 Palo Blanco Dr.

Mission, Texas, 78572

This thesis was typed by Janette Galvan.

70



	University of Texas at El Paso
	DigitalCommons@UTEP
	2013-01-01

	9/11 and The War on Terror: Iraq War Narratives and the Sacrifice Model
	Janette Galvan
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - 231821_supp_undefined_492DC7A2-F0F4-11E2-9D33-0E68EF8616FA.doc

