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OZET

Ozman Kaya, Merve. Yapim Asamasinda Kimlik: Irak Savasi, Yasam Yazim ve

Amerikan Milli Kimligi, Doktora Tezi, Ankara, 2015.

Yasam anlatilari, 6zellikle savas yazini ornekleri, uluslarin kiiltiirel tarihinin birer
parcasidir. Bu anlatilar milli sdylemi ve bu sdylemin 6ngordiigii milli kimlik anlayigini
canlandirma veya gozden dislirme potansiyeline sahiptir. 2003-2011 yillarinda
Amerika-Irak Savasi’nda cephede gorev alan Amerikalilar savas anilarinda 6zgiin bir
kimlik olusturma ve kendilerine atfedilen basmakalip kimlikleri savusturma
cabasmdadir. Bu ¢aba, politikacilarin savas sdyleminin kimlik {izerine kurulmasindan,
diger bir deyisle, savasin basinda George W. Bush tarafindan dile getirilen “Ya
bizimlesiniz, ya bize karsisniz!” mantiginin politikacilar ve ordu tarafindan

benimsenmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bireyin sosyal ihtiya¢larmin yani sira, onlarin gurur ve utang gibi duygularini da dikkate
almak suretiyle davramiglarii inceleyen “Sembolik Etkilesimcilik” yaklagimi yagam
yazininda milli kimlik olgusunu incelemek i¢in uygundur. Bu calismada, sembolik
etkilesimcilik yaklasimindan faydalanilarak, cephede gorev almis yetmis dokuz
Amerikalimin savas anlatilarinda Irak Savasi’yla iliskili olarak gelisen ve degisen
bireysel ve milli kimlik olusturma siiregleri incelenmektedir. Calismanin konusu olan
yazarlar anlatilarinda Bush ve Obama yonetimlerinin savas soylemi ideolojisini
barindiran Amerikan milli kimligine tepkileriyle dikkat ¢ekmektedirler. Politikacilar
bireylere bu kimligi atfederek onlar1 ideolojilerinin birer nesnesi haline getirirler.
Yazarlarin savas Oncesindeki, siliresindeki ve sonrasindaki milli ve bireysel kimlik
tanimlarinda gozlemlenen degisim ve savas sonrast yasamlarinda benimsedikleri
kimlikler onlarin Amerikan milli ve askeri kimligine olan baglhliklarindaki azalmay1
gdstermektedir. Ideolojinin varolusu ideolojiyle iliskilendirilen bireylerin varolusuna
baghdir. Yazarlarin savasa ve ideal/mitik Amerikali olarak ¢agirilmaya tepki olarak
ideolojik kimlik kavramini reddetmeleri ve alternatif kimlikler benimsemeleri onlar1 bu
ideolojik seslenmenin nesnesi olmaktan c¢ikarmaktadir. Uluslar1 bir arada tutan

unsurlardan biri nesnelere bigilen ortak anlamlar olduguna gore, s6z konusu yazarlarin



Amerikan milli kimligini sorgulamalar1 yoneticileri dis politikalarin1 gézden gecirmeye

sevk eder.

Anahtar Sozciikler Irak Savasi, yasam yazmi, savas anlatilari, Amerikan kimligi,

ideolojik seslenme/cagirma, sembolik etkilesimcilik.
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ABSTRACT

Ozman Kaya, Merve. ldentities Under Construction: Iraq War, Life Writing and
American National Identity, Doktora Tezi, Ankara, 2015.

Life narratives, especially war narratives, are part of a nation’s cultural history. These
works have the potential to reinvigorate or outdate national narratives and the national
identity promoted in them. Irag War (2003-2011) narratives of American service
members are intensely preoccupied with constructing identities for their authors and
dismissing the ones attributed to them. This preoccupation stems from George W.
Bush’s identity-based war rhetoric which is based on “You are either with us or against

us” mentality and internalized by the politicians and the military of the time.

The humanistic sociological approach of symbolic interactionism, which attaches
importance not only to individuals’ social needs but also to their emotions such as pride
and shame in analyzing their behaviors is useful in investigating the construction of
national identity in the works of life writing. Using symbolic interactionism, this study
analyzes the processes of the individual and the national identity formation in relation to
the Irag War. The war narratives of seventy-nine American service members display
reactions to the identities attributed to them through the interpellations of the Bush and
Obama administrations. Such interpellation harbored the ideologies these
administrations needed to fulfill their foreign policy decisions concerning the Iraq War.
The so-called free Americans are subjectified to these ideologies and attributed an
ideal/mythic identity. An evaluation of service member identities coined before, during
and after the war; service members’ definitions of the American national identity; and
the identities they prefer to stick to in their post-war lives point to a visible regression in
the popularity of national and military identities. Authors’ critical attitudes towards their
interpellated identities terminate their subjection to such interpellation. If the existence
of ideology depends on the existence of its subjects; if the identity the authors reject is
the ideological identity that helps the politicians to fulfill their Iraq War policy; and if

what keep nations together are collective interpretations; then the authors, who reject
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unwanted identities and offer alternative definitions for the self and the nation, have the

political power to influence the American foreign policy.

Keywords lraq War, life writing, war narratives, American national identity,
interpellation, symbolic interactionism.
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INTRODUCTION

Irag War has given rise to heated discussions, caused factional divisions among
American citizens and has challenged the way Americans look at war, American foreign
policy as well as the American national identity. The different points of view on the war
were traceable in the several names offered for the war. For different politicians or for

the same ones at different times, the war was the “Global War on Terror,” “War against

99 ¢e 29 €.

Al-Qaeda,” “Operation Iraqi Freedom,” “the civil war in Iraq,” “the occupation,” or “the
invasion.” The titles attributed to the war pointed to an obscure and shifting enemy who
was at the same time the abstract notion of “terror,” “Al Qaeda,” the Saddam regime of
tyranny, or the civilians fighting one another. Besides, the titles politicians attributed to
the war automatically determined the expected roles from the service members of the
United States military. They were supposed to save the “world” from terrorism, to
liberate the Iragi people, to soothe the insurgency, to invade and occupy the country all

at the same time—missions that raised contradictions.

The stereotypical American soldier is a traditional, authoritarian, obedient, rigid macho,
bureaucratic and flexible political conservative (Suid 94-95). The media depictions of
the Irag War veteran also have vestiges of myth and reality. The mass media presents
the American veteran as “tough yet tortured, disciplined yet uncontrollable, sensitive yet
brazen, family-centered yet socially delinquent” (Stachyra 30). During the Iraq War, the
media often turned to the practice of narrating an individual story to cover the war
(Kagan xii). Generalizing and homogenizing the war experience, however, causes a
misrepresentation of the multiple war experiences and thus, it “obfuscates more than it
clarifies” (Kagan xiii). As a result, the Americans back home perceived the American
soldier either as the protector of innocent American civilians or as the killer of Iraqi
innocents. Neither of these definitions, however, provides a realistic image of the

American soldier of the Irag War.

The first American soldiers deployed to Iraq were predominantly white, male, young,

full-citizens, who were physically fit, Christian and straight (Ender 4). Among those



who have been deployed to Iraqg, 46.9 % were junior, 87.6 % were male, 19.6 % were
African, 11.7 % were Hispanic and 55.7 % were white. 3.5 % of these soldiers were
between the ages seventeen and nineteen; 23.1 % of them were between twenty and
twenty two years of age; 23.1 % were between twenty two-twenty four; while 49.7 %
were over twenty six. 51.4 % of them were married; 74.8 % had a girlfriend or were
married while 43.6 % had children. In terms of education, 40 % graduated from a
college; 16.9 % graduated from a four year college while 5.4 % attended the grad-
school. Among these soldiers, 59.6 % have experienced previous deployment (Ender
10-11). As the statistics show, the Irag War soldiers subvert stereotypical definitions,
since the war saw an increased inclusion of “select populations such as homosexuals,
women and people with physical anomalies, including the aged” even if the
“systematical” discrimination in “institutionalized policy and practice” was still there
(Ender 6).

In her work Being and Becoming a U.S. Iraq War Veteran (2011), Anna Stachyra, a
doctor of philosophy in the field of nursing, poses the questions: “Which interpretation
of the war experience is the [Iraq War] veteran eligible to adopt? Will [they] adopt the
national memory of war [or their individual ones]?” Will they adopt “traumatic personal
memories or triumphant ones?” (43). The answers to Stachyra’s questions would reveal
how the veterans view the war and themselves in relation to the war. Yet, further
questions such as how they define themselves in relation to the war and how they relate
to the idealized American identity are also crucial to understand the Iraq War veteran

identity.

In order to answer these questions, this dissertation will examine the seventy nine Iraq
War narratives published as books available in print or kindle formats, written by
American military officers, soldiers, as well as American service members and
volunteers such as doctors, medics, nurses, embedded and free-lance journalists, human
shields, army lawyers, photographers, and chaplains who served in Iraq during the war.
The selected works are mostly written by a single author and all of them treat Iraq War
experiences. In this study, the pre-war identities of these Americans, their reasons to
join the service, combat training experiences, wartime experiences, the influence of the

war on their predefined personal and national identities, their ways of dealing with



critical civilian approaches to the war and their relationships with the American military
will be observed in order to display the factors that determine the changes in their
perception of individual and American identities by the end of the war.

By focusing on additional eight works written by the members of Bush and Obama
administrations that mainly or partly deal with the Iraq War, this dissertation will also
reflect on the ideal/mythic American identity that the politicians attribute to the service
members during and after the Irag War. Observing the identity making processes in the
war narratives of American service members who served during the war, this study will
explain how service members define their individual, professional and national
identities in the presence of interpellation. In the light of the data extracted from the
eighty seven works of life writing and using the framework of symbolic interactionism,
this dissertation will argue that the Iraq War experience has caused a visible decline in
the perception of and loyalty to American national and military identities as service
members’ primary sources of identity, despite the positive and heroic assumptions

politicians project to them.

THE IRAQ WAR (2003-2011)

Iraq is a desert country with abundant oil reserves and a rich cultural history dating back
to 6000 BC. Its population is made up of Shi’i Arabs (55%), Kurds (21 %—Sunni, Shia
and Yezidi), Sunni Arabs (18.5%), Assyreans, Chaldeans, Armeneans (3.5%),
Turkomen (2%) and Mandians (0.5%), the majority of whom are Muslims speaking
Arabic (Allawi 19). Iraq’s central location in the Middle East and its oil resources have
been the reasons for the many invasions and migrations throughout its history (Abdullah
xvii). The country emerged with the fall of the Persian Empire; was subjected to
Mongol invasion in 1258; lived under Ottoman rule between the years 1534 and 1918;
and went under British control after the First World War. During the British rule, a new
Arab group claimed the control of Iraq with the intention of building a modern and
independent country. Yet, the two-decades-long transition period full of struggles
provided the necessary atmosphere for the emergence of the totalitarian regime of

Saddam Hussein (Abdullah xviii). Through these fourteen centuries of invasions and



political struggles, the Iragi population was divided into “several lines including among
others, urban/rural, Sunni/Shi’i, Arab/non-Arab, as well as along class, region and tribe”

(Abdullah 177).

America was not interested in the Middle East until the end of the World War 11 when
the control over the region became important strategically due to the oil resources of the
country and the rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union. American and
British policy initiatives such as The Truman Doctrine (1947), the Middle East
Command concept (1950-1953), the Baghdad Pact (1955) and the Eisenhower Doctrine
(1957) display the attention paid to protect the country from communism (Hahn 133).
When Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990, the United States engaged in a military
intervention to Iraq “demonstrating both the reliance of the Gulf oil producers on
American security guarantees and the dependence on Washington’s ability to secure
their oil lifelines from the Gulf” (Hurst 18). After the intervention, Saddam regime was
punished with United Nations sanctions which possibly led to the death of one and a
half million Iragi people including women and children who were deprived of food and
medicine (Holden 13). The sanctions, however, could not overthrow the Saddam

regime.

Politicians of the First Gulf War were aware of the risks and difficulty of invading Iraq,
therefore, they did not view invasion as a profitable action. For Dick Cheney, the
decision against invading the country during the First Gulf War was right since the
invasion would turn into a long-lasting war with a high human cost (Connely).
Similarly, Brent Scowcroft and George W. H. Bush felt that America invaded Irag, the
United States military would “conceivably still be an occupying power in a bitterly
hostile land” without gaining any concrete outcome (A World Transformed Chapter 19).
Therefore, between 1992 and 2001, the United States followed a containment policy
about Iraq, building up ground facilities in Kuwait, engaging in intelligence operations,
employing warplanes to fly above Irag, and bombing Iragi military and intelligence
facilities (Ricks 12). However, following the 9/11 attacks, the signals of war could be
deciphered in Bush’s “Axis of Evil” speech. Bush identified lraq as a threat to the
security of the United States as it allegedly owned weapons of mass destruction

(WMD), a claim which would be proven false in January 2004. The Bush doctrine of



the time displayed a clear departure from decades of practice, favoring unilateral and
preemptive action. According to this philosophy, the United States did not need allies to
take military action nor did she have to wait for the enemy to attack. She would “take
the battle to the enemy” instead, as Bush declared during a 2002 West Point address
(“Remarks by the President at 2002 Graduation Exercise”).

The war that was to begin would be the “longest, costliest, and most controversial
conflicts in American history, the final outcome of which remains uncertain” (Holsti 3).
It was neither legitimate under international law nor was it acceptable under the United
Nations Charter. The aims of the war were declared as ending the Saddam regime and
establishing an Iragi democracy. Although the combat forces were called the United
States led “Coalition of the Willing,” including the UK, Italy, Spain, Australia, Poland,
only Britain provided significant contribution to the United States combat forces. Still,
the American forces made up 85 % of the troops (Fawn et. al. 21). On March 19, 2003,
Saddam Hussein was overthrown and on May 1, 2003, Bush made his famous “Mission
Accomplished” speech. In the first phase of the war, only one hundred and thirty eight
American soldiers died, while the number increased from ten thousand to a hundred

thousand when Iraqi deaths are considered (Abdullah 160).

The invasion was followed by lootings of food suppliers, warehouses, government
buildings and the homes of high officials of the previous regime. As time passed,
criminal gangs emerged and looting spread to private homes (Abdullah 160). The
lootings, especially the looting of the Baghdad Museum—the “symbol of what
Mesopotamian and Iragi civilization once was; an immense source of pride and hope”—
had “massive psychological impact” on Iraqi people since it ‘“shattered trust in

American guidance” and caused “pessimism” (Abdullah 161).

The Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), which took over the rule of Irag, was led by
Paul Bremer and twenty five Iraqi political leaders who volunteered for being members
of the Iragi Governing Council. CPA started with de-Ba’athification® of the public

positions and disbanding the former Iragi Army, decisions which would end up in four

! The CPA policy refers to the removal of Ba’ath Party members from certain positions in the
government.



hundred thousand unemployed Iraqi people, most of whom had weapons and were the
potential insurgents of the future (Fawn et. al. 9).

Once the CPA completed its one year term, the provisional government took over to
serve under the CPA (July 13, 2003 - June 1, 2004). The Iraqi Interim Government
began its one-year-service in June 2004. In May 2005, the Iraqi Transitional
Government took over as the last government before the election of the first permanent
government of Iraq. The Transitional Government composed the draft of the new
constitution right before the elections in January 2005, which was formally accepted in
October 2005. The following elections pointed to a victory of the United Iraqi Alliance,
a Shi’a Islamist party. After six months of negotiations in order to come up with a
government of “national unity,” the United lragi Alliance, Iraqi Accord Front,
Kurdistani Alliance and Iraqi National List decided upon the leadership of Prime
Minister Nouri al-Maliki. Nouri al-Maliki took office in May 20, 2006.

The stability and prosperity American rule promised failed, since the country was led
into a chaos due to the results of the elections, the struggle to control Iraqi resources, the
lack of authority, violent activities and interference from Iran and Syria. The invasion
urged small groups into guerilla warfare. Besides, by 2004, the Shi’i population had
joined the insurgency.® For a time, CPA did not believe that there was “an organized
and determined resistance” (Allawi 166). As the insurgency grew stronger, it had to
admit it. It was later discovered that the insurgency was caused partly by the American

treatment of the Iraqgi people. According to Retired Colonel Douglas McGregor:

Most of the generals and politicians did not think through the consequences of
compelling American soldiers with no knowledge of Arabic and Arab culture to
implement intrusive measures inside an Islamic society. We arrested people in
front of their families, dragging them away in handcuffs with bags over their heads,
and then provided no information to the families of those we incarcerated. In the
end our soldiers killed, maimed and incarcerated thousands of Arabs, 90% of
whom were not the enemy. But they are now. (gtd. in Fitzgerald 140)

% The current president of Iraq is Muhammad Fuad Masum.

® The Shi’i population of Iraq was managed under an “unwritten pact” for years before the invasion on the
condition that they wouldn’t claim political authority and would be able to live their freely in Iraq in
exchange. The Iragi government of the sixties and the seventies, however, rescinded the bargain, while
the government atrocity following the Shi’i uprising of 1991 completely ruined it (Allawi 145). In the
meantime, the United States, who encouraged the Shi’i community to rebel, did not show up for help,
which broke Shi’i faith on the American authorities.



According to a 2006 poll, 60% of the lraqi population supported the insurgency
(Abdullah 166). In 2007, the Unites States sent additional twenty thousand troops to
calm the insurgency down. The problems with the United States military forces were
that they did not know how to deal with an insurgency and that they did not have an
organized plan for the post invasion period (Fitzgerald 134). Moreover, different
branches and units took different approaches to soothe the insurgency from 2003
through 2004 (Fitzgerald 141). As the post-invasion period unfolded, Americans grew
less fond of the war. A 2006 CNN poll indicates to a 70% rate for those who
“disapproved Bush’s handling of the war” while a 54% wanted the United States “to
withdraw from Iraq” (“Approval for Iraq”). Between 2006 and 2008, political and
military approaches to the counterinsurgency displayed changes accordingly. An
approach of the “hearts and minds” was adopted, which was reminiscent of the Vietnam
War (Fitzgerald 157). American forces tried to treat the Iragis with respect, gain public
support, restore basic services, revive local economies, hold secured areas, serve the
population and “interact with the people face to face” (Fitzgerald 176). With this new
approach and the “election of an increasingly assertive Iraqi government,” the mid-2008
saw a decrease in the level of violence in Irag (Abdullah 172). The United States
formally withdrew all its troops in December 2011. What made the Irag War different
from the United States’ previous wars were:

* 24]7 real-time media coverage,

 the internet technologies that offer service members instant and ongoing

communication with friends, family while overseas,

« increased number of female service members in combat,

« increased disassembly and reassignment of troop teams,

* repeated overseas re-deployments,

» a nationally accepted separation of feelings: that of providing morale and

emotional support for military troops and their families despite national opposition
toward the Iraq War, itself. (Stachyra 9)

For Thomas Ricks, the war was “a chaotic combination of insurgency, sectarian
violence, criminality and factional fighting,” to which there was no winner (441).
George W. Bush was often blamed for being too aggressive and lacking a plan to
stabilize Iraq after the defeat of Saddam Hussein, while Barack Obama was criticized
for not taking serious action due to indecisiveness and indeterminacy (“Back to Iraq” 7).
While the troops were being called back home, 3482 American service members were

Killed in action, and 31449 of them were wounded in action. The death toll of the Iraqi



civilians was greater in numbers. Until May 2015, an average of 11935 lIraqi civilians

died from violence every year (“Iraq Body Count Project”).

The contradictions of the war drove people to turn to public polls to learn about the
American responses to the war. Michael Holsti calls the war in Iraq “the mother of all
polling events,” stealing the status of the Gulf War of 1991 labeled by John Mueller (1).
While 93% of Americans supported the war in Afghanistan and thought that it was “a
war of necessity” (Holsti 157), the percentage of the supporters of the Iraq War showed
a visible decrease as the war unfolded. The percentage of the answer “satisfied” to the
question “How satisfied are you with the United States’ position in the world today?”
have decreased to 35% in 2010 while it was 71% in 2002 (Holsti 108). The percentage
of the answer “very favorably” to the question “How does the United States rate in the
eyes of the world?” on the other hand, has decreased to 6% in 2011 while it was 20%
back in the year 2000. The percentage of the answer “very unfavorably” to the same
question, however, has increased to 12% from a 4% of the population (Holsti 111).
Parallel to the nationwide dissatisfaction with the war, a 73% of the global populations
“disapproved the U.S. handling of the Iraq War,” according to a 2007 BBC poll
covering 26000 people from twenty five countries (“World View of U.S. Role”).
According to Holsti, the changes in opinions on the war follow the deterioration of the
situation at the warfront “rather faithfully,” in spite of the “unprecedented public
relations efforts by the administration to generate support for its policies and to attack
the patriotism of those who might question any aspect of its strategy or tactics” (155). A
2009 Newsweek poll displays that 67% of Americans think that one could be a patriot
and still “raise questions” about the war in Iraq (Nincic and Ramos). The results of
public polls about the war point to the development of a generally critical attitude
towards the war in which the cause and implementation of the war and Americans’

growing interest in warfare was questioned.

According to Howard Zinn, the claim that the wars the United States have fought have
always been for the benefit of the common American is nothing but a lie and the myth
according to which Americans “are entitled, because of [their] moral superiority, to
dominate the world” is false (“Lessons of Iraq War”). For Zinn, war itself is terrorism,

“breeding rage and hatred” and it is naive to believe that one side of the war is innately



good while the other is innately evil (“After the War”). Criticizing the way of thinking
about the war promoted by the politicians, Zinn believes that disagreeing with American
presidents’ attitude towards the war does not make someone “un-American,” but anti-

president or anti-American instead (“Howard Zinn on the War”).

Noam Chomsky thinks Obama’s handling of the war was not much different from that
of Bush apart from his “use of a different rhetorical style” which makes him believe that
the United States “operates under the ‘Mafia principle.”” For Chomsky, “the Godfather
does not tolerate ‘successful defiance’ and thus feels he must stop it immediately “so
that others understand that disobedience is not an option” (Ross, “Chomsky: Iraq
Invasion”). Chomsky believes that the wars America has chosen to fight cause the
“destruction of the lives of future generations to ensure bigger bonuses tomorrow”
(“America is the World Leader”). This, Gore Vidal thinks, is possibly through a
suspension of the Bill of Rights. For Vidal, the United States has become a “totalitarian

minded government” disrespecting individual rights and opinions (“Dreaming War”).

Norman Mailer, on the other hand, thinks that the war in Iraq is “the worst war
[Americans] have ever been in” and “nothing good can come of it.” For Mailer, it is
impossible for America to succeed as innocent Iraqis have been “killed for nothing.” He
finds American neoconservatives to be “ignorant and stupid” and George W. Bush to be
the worst president of the twentieth century (“In Conversation with Andrew O’Hagan”).
Mailer believes that the United States went to war because Americans “needed” it. He
suggests that the politicians started the “empyrean” war, being unable to address the
problems of the country—the “sinking” economy, “gloomy and down” market and “the
loss of face” of the “bastions of the erstwhile American faith,” namely the corporate
integrity, the Catholic Church and the FBI (“We Went to War to Boost the White Male
Ego”).

Some critical reactions available in Irag War narratives written by the Americans who
were there in the lraq warfronts display opinions similar to those of Zinn, Chomsky,
Vidal and Mailer. Yet, in order to understand what lies behind the shifting definitions of
their authors’ personal and national identities, one has to know about the nature and

uses of identity formation, identity formation tendencies in the literary genre of life
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writing, formation and the use of national identity, American national identity as well as

the reproduction of American national identity before and after the Iraq War.

LIFE WRITING AND IDENTITY

Narrating lives has always been a major preoccupation. From the beginning of human
history, people have narrated their lives. Walter Fisher takes narration as the “master
metaphor for human experience” (Human Communication as Narration 59). Dwelling
on Alasdair Maclntyre’s work After Virtue, which views man as a “story-telling animal”
(216), Fisher conceives people as “homo narrans” or narrating humans (“Narration as a
Human Communication Paradigm” 1). The English term “autobiography” was used by
William Taylor of Norwich for the first time in 1797, in his review of Miscellanies
written by Isaac D’Israeli (Smith and Watson 1). Made up of the Greek words autos
(self) and graphe (writing), the term has been in use for over three centuries. Yet, since
the 1980s, the definition and usage of the term has been challenged.

Sidonie Smith and Julia Watson state that traditional autobiography suggests a “politics
of exclusion” since it has “shiftfed] from genre to discourse” as the medium of
expression of the white male only. They also believe that the term is “inadequate to
describe the extensive historical range and the diverse genres and practices of life
writing” (3-4). In order not to exclude any author or act from the genre, Smith and
Watson offer the term life writing “for written forms of the autobiographical,” and life
narrative to refer to “autobiographical acts of any sort” (4). The two critics maintain
that life narratives are exposed to memory fails, intervention of dreams (in literal and
metaphorical sense), attempts at protecting one’s reputation, deliberate distortion, and
hiding and repressing the factual (15). In the evaluation of the text, however, none of the
cases above, which Samuel Taylor Coleridge would approach with “suspense of
disbelief,” causes the text to be any less “true.” After all, writers, as Stanley Fish states,
“cannot lie because anything they say, however mendacious, is the truth about
themselves” (A19). In other words, “If men define situations as real, they are real in
their consequences” (Thomas and Thomas 571-72). The writer is, therefore, responsible

for his/her identity formation, while the reader has to take it for what it is.
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Although there has been a tendency to read traditional works of autobiography as
“narratives of agency’—narratives of active agents rather than passive subjects “of
social structures or unconscious transmitters of cultural scripts and models of
identity”—Smith and Watson suggest that expecting completely independent narrators
from works of life writing is not possible (54). Perceiving Louis Althusser’s concept of
ideology not “in the narrow sense of propaganda” but “in the broad sense of the
pervasive cultural formations of the dominant class,” it is possible to say that narrators
in life writing, just like the people in real lives, face subjection to “institutional

discourses and practices” (Smith and Watson 55).

In his 1970 work “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses,” Althusser defines man
as “an ideological animal by nature.” He thinks ideologies have a crucial role in the
construction of identities. After all, ideologies exist only if individuals internalize them
and thus become its subjects. Individuals are encouraged to believe that the politicians,
religious leaders, family elders, school teachers are always right. They offer; if not
force, individuals’ particular identities, normalize certain attitudes, behaviors and ideas
so that people would internalize them without questioning. Althusser categorizes these
agents of ideology by calling the army and the police as “repressive state apparatuses”
since they function through coercion; while calling schools, families and churches as
“ideological state apparatuses” as institutions transmitting ideology. When the
politicians say that an American soldier or an American citizen behaves in a certain
way, for example, they interpellate these soldiers as subjects who have certain roles.
Althusser calls the process of transforming individuals into subjects, “hailing” or
“interpellation.” In other words, through interpellation, individuals perceive themselves
as independent agents rather than passive subjects. This misperception causes
individuals to think that their decisions are autonomous which in turn provides the
continuity of the system (Kazanci 60). If the subject internalizes the subject position
determined by ideology, s/he automatically becomes one of the subjects to that
ideology. Althusser believes that such internalization is the key to becoming subjects to
an ideology. For him, “[t]here are no subjects except by and for their subjection.” Since
ideology does not present itself as being ideological, people often do not accept being

part of an ideology: “The accusation of being in ideology only applies to others, never
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to oneself.” Interpellation, therefore, causes a misrecognition of the self (“Lenin and

Philosophy” and Other Essays).

Ideology harbored in language has a determining role in the subjection of the individual
since language is not “a neutral medium that passes freely and easily into the private
property of the speaker’s intentions.” Instead, it is “populated—overpopulated—with

the intentions of others.” In order to avoid this, one has to “populate” the language one
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speaks with one’s “own intentions,” “own accent,” “adapting it to [one’s] own semantic
and expressive intention” so that s/he could speak in a “neutral and impersonal
language” (Bakhtin 293-94). The ideological use of language in life writing is furthered
by Smith and Watson who add the ideological “I”’ to Michael Sprinker’s idea” that the
subject, the self and the author “collapse into the act of producing a text” (342). Using
the term ideological “I” (72), which they claim to be “everywhere and nowhere in
autobiographical acts” (77), they define the self as shaped by the ethnic, social, cultural,
political, and religious. Along with the ideological “I,” they employ the terms real or
historical “I” for the self which can never be completely captured in the text; narrating
“T” for the author/subject; and narrated “I”” for her/him whose life is narrated. They offer
reading works of life writing with the effort to “attend to” the three “I”’s available in

works of life writing, so that one could look for,

... places where the narrator addresses readers directly or where he calls attention
to the act of narrating itself, to problems of remembering and forgetting, to a sense
of inadequacy of any narrative to get at the truth of his life as he is defining it. We
can watch how the narrator organizes the times of past, present, and future in the
telling of the story as a way of teasing out narrated versions of the “I” presented
and the ideological stakes of those representations in the present of narration. (78)

Written as well as oral forms of narration often have the purpose of revealing memories
which serve as an evidence for the identities one claims to have. Through the process of
telling life stories, and with the contribution of the four “I”’s mentioned above, people,
consciously or unconsciously, shape and reshape identities for themselves accepting or
denying the ones attributed to them. Therefore, a narrative could be read “for what it
does,” since through the identity making process, it “encode[s] or reinforce[s] particular

values in ways that may shape culture and history” (qtd. in Smith and Watson 19).

* See Sprinker’s “Fictions of the Self: The End of Autobiography.”
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Dating back to the pre-revolution times, life writing has always been a prominent genre
for the Americans (Sayre 147). Early examples of travel writing, New England soul
writing, Indian captivity narratives and slave narratives are examples of this
preoccupation. According to Thomas Couser, autobiography is the “literary form and
democracy the political form, most congruent with [the] idea of a unique and
autonomous self” for the Americans (13). As Couser’s claim suggests, the early works,
being “individualistic” and “optimistic,” serve well for the promotion of the image
favored for the traditional American (Doherty 195). It served for “the wished-for
general definition of Americanness” (Lee 9), and compensated for the lack of
authentically American historical texts due to the recent formation of the country. Some
Americans used the genre as a “medium of prophecy to illuminate the community’s
history as well as one’s own” (Couser vii). In other words, American life writing has a
tendency of associating the self with the rest of the Americans and/or engaging, at least
partly, in historiography. In Thomas Couser’s words, in America, autobiography is
“always ‘done with mirrors.”” By this, he refers to the tendency to “reflect prevailing
cultural assumptions” instead of “adequately enact[ing] or express[ing] the relation
between the individual . . . and the social and historical forces,” which, for him, turns
the genre into one of “self-mutilation—a voluntary amputation of the individual

member from a large sustaining body” (Couser 24).

The situation partly changes in the last decades of the twentieth century since there is an
unprecedented rise in the genres of life narratives published in the United States. The
rise was mainly caused by the civil rights movements, freedom of speech and
celebration of diverse cultures. Forming support for such historical changes, life writing
provided writers with the opportunity to make sense of the past, solve existential
problems, overcome trauma, take revenge, introduce or promote cultural/political
backgrounds, and offer alternative definitions for themselves instead of the stereotypical
ones presented in grand-narratives. In other words, people from all walks of life wrote
their lives, creating their micro-histories. Eventually, many people began to read the
work of life writing “for what it does,” instead of what it is and should be like (Smith
and Watson 129).
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John Gillis calls the way microhistories are narrated by numerous people as the
“democratization of the past” and states that it causes “anxiety among professionals,
most of whom still write in the nationalist tradition, and who still retain a near
monopoly over professorships and curatorships, even as they lose touch with the general
public” (75). Kenneth J. Gergen contributes to the point Gillis makes by claiming that

knowing about one’s national history is not enough anymore:

. . . [W]hile conservatives decry Americans’ lack of common factual knowledge
about their national history, fearing the loss of a common heritage will lead to a
loss of national identity, the reality is that the nation is no longer the site or frame
of memory for most people and therefore national history is no longer a proper
measure of what people really know about their pasts. In fact there is good
evidence to show that ordinary people are more interested in and know more about
their pasts than ever before, though their knowledge is no longer confined to
compulsory time frames and spaces of the old national historiography. Both
Americans and Europeans have become compulsive consumers of the past,
shopping for that which best suits their particular sense of self at the moment,
constructing out of a bewildering variety of materials, times, and places the
multiple identities that are demanded of them in the post-national era. (75-77)

Gergen is aware of the risks of the widespread practice of history-writing such as
commodification and commercialization, which might also bear the consequence of
political manipulation (Gergen 19). Still, Gillis thinks these are risks one has to take,
since new memories and new identities are necessary in order to “communicate,
appreciate, and negotiate . . . respective differences” (20). Publicizing memories and
identities instead of privatizing them would develop understanding and respect towards
“other’s versions of the past,” which would help “individuals and groups come together
to discuss, debate, and negotiate the past, and through this process, define the future”
(20).

Contemporary life writing, more than any other genre, deals with attempts of identity
formation. Through the textual identities created, people can “create new activities, new
worlds, and new ways of being” (Holland et al. 3). Smith and Watson define the forces
which constitute “autobiographical subjectivity” as memory, experience, identity, space,
embodiment (body as the source that shelters knowledge and memory) and agency (as
the process that shapes the collective unconscious) (21). As for identity, the two
academics, take identities as multiple, constructed, as well as being ‘“‘contextual,

contested, and contingent” (Joan W. Scott gtd. in Smith and Watson 39). They are not
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“additive” but “intersectional” in that one is not a black person and a woman but a
“black woman” (Smith and Watson 41). Intersectional identities could be familial,
ethnic, religious, professional, political or national identities. Each of these identities
influences the formation of the other. Being denied the membership of any of these
identities would mean not being part of the informal narratives of these institutions. In
order not to be excluded by familial, ethnic, religious, professional, political or national
groups, people tend to internalize interpellation which causes them to take a certain
identity for granted. Such reification of group identities as a result of the identity
politics today may lead to “conformism, intolerance, and patriarchalism’” (Fraser 112—
13), which often ends up with “too much group identification . . . and too little human

identification.”

The attention of the identity studies in the last forty years, according to Karen A.
Cerulo, has been on the national group agency and political action, due to their power to
“create, maintain and change” the “substance of ‘I,” ‘me,” and the ‘generalized other’”
(386). Life narratives are the perfect grounds of literature to observe the national
identity choices and/or perceptions of American people. After all, nations, according to
Aldous Huxley, are invented by writers of literature (50). Sarah M. Corse, in
Nationalism and Literature, defines national literatures as “both the product and the
partial creator of the nation and our collective sense of national identity” (9). Far from
being “passive reflections of naturally occurring phenomena,” works of national
literature are “integral components in the process of national development, consciously
constructed pieces of the national culture, and creators of the world in which we live”
(9). In addition, they contribute to the processes of “identification, legitimation and
maintenance” of the nation as well as the “construction” and “invention” of it (22).
National literatures are often perceived as “reflections of the unique character and
experiences of the nation” although they are social constructs just like nations
themselves are (Corse 1). If nationalism is an “emotive identity” as David McCrone

suggests (6), national literatures promoting nationalism have a very important role in

® Rudolf Giuliani was the Mayor of New York City. At a press conference on May 19, 2000, the reporters
posed a question whether his administration would change its attitudes towards blacks and Hispanics as a
reaction to the charges of favoring the white racist police over them. The quotation is part of his answer to
the question.
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“fostering the emotion and forming the community” (Corse 22). Despite being a non-
social activity, reading these works has a potential of “unit[ing] readers in imagined
communities” and thus contributing to the formation of the perception of one’s national

identity (23).

AMERICAN NATIONAL IDENTITY

Nations become powerful only when their values and traits are adopted by their citizens
who naturally do not know one another in person. A nation is, therefore, an “imagined”
entity, as Benedict Anderson puts it in his Imagined Communities, as “the members of
even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow members,” let alone
achieving a consensus (6). Nationalism is “an ideological movement for attaining and
maintaining autonomy, unity and identity on behalf of a population deemed by some of
its members to constitute an actual or potential ‘nation’” (Smith, National Identity 73).
It has become the “operative ideology” of the modern age (MaleSevic 150) and is
deemed necessary for preventing nations from being scattered (Joseph 95). The term

“nationalism,” according to Anthony D. Smith, is used in many different ways such as:

» The whole process of forming and maintaining nations or nation-states

» A consciousness of belonging to the nation, together with sentiments and
aspirations for its security and prosperity

* A language and symbolism of the “nation” and its role

» An ideology, including a cultural doctrine of nations and the national will and
prescriptions for the realization of national aspirations and the national will

» A social and political movement to achieve the goals of the nation and realize its
national will. (72)

Independent from its uses above, nationalism is crucial in the creation of national
identity (Smith 71). Today, each person is “expected and required” to have an identity
(Malesevic 13), but “must” have a nationality “as [s/Jhe must have a nose and two ears”
(Gellner 6). Therefore, national identity is the sine quo non of citizenship. National

identities have the following fundamental features: “a historic territory or homeland,”
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“common myths and historical memories,” “common, mass public culture,” “common
legal rights and duties for all members” and “common economy with territorial mobility
for members” (Smith, National Identity 14). They also have certain functions such as

“defining the membership, the boundaries and resources, national identity,” providing
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“the rationale for ideals of national autarchy,” legitimating “common legal rights and
duties of legal institutions, which define the peculiar values and character of the nation
and reflect the age-old customs and mores of the people” and socializing “its members
as ‘nationals’ and ‘citizens’ (through compulsory, standardized, public mass education

systems)” (Smith 16-17). The national identity provides “identification with the nation,”
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helps “surmount the finality of death and ensure[s] a personal immortality,” “promises a
‘status reversal,” where the last shall be first and the world will recognize the chosen
people and their sacred values,” with the realization of “the ideal of fraternity” (Smith,
National ldentity 160-163). With its “ubiquity,” “pervasiveness,” and “complexity” due
to their “abstract and multidimensional” aspects (143-144), national identity “today
exert a more potent and durable influence than other collective identities” (Smith,
National Identity 175). It has been embraced by many, since it provides a feeling of
security and a collective identity which people turn to for understanding the world
around them especially at times of political upheavals and ethnic conflicts. Approaching
national identity as a “discursive field” “furthers the comparative analysis of national
identities without denying their variety or the indeterminacy in their production,” and
“identif[ies] the common discursive structure behind different symbolic repertories

which explains cross-national differences” (Spillman 10).

National identity has a special meaning for the citizens of the United States. As Vanessa
Beasley suggests, “Nowhere in the European world did so many different types of
people consider themselves part of the same demos, and yet, there was perhaps nowhere
else where the contradictions implicit in a people’s union were so apparent” (24).
According to a 1996 General Social Survey (GGS) report, 45% of the attendants view
being American as “the most important aspect of their lives” (Davis and Smith). 25%
rated being American as an eight or nine in a scale from one to ten. Over 80% said they
were “very or somewhat proud of the way American democracy works” and of
America’s history (Davis and Smith). The 2004 National Election Study (NES),
presents similar results. 80% of the respondents said they feel “extremely or very good”
when they see the American flag. According to the report of The Roper Center Public
Opinion Research of 2006, between the years 1983 and 2006 over half of the population

defined themselves to be “very patriotic,” with at least another 20% as “somewhat
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patriotic.” In other words, over the twenty-three-year period, at least 90% of the

population defined themselves either “very or somewhat patriotic.”

Americans regarded their national identity highly since the Revolutionary War.
Although nations are defined to be based on ancestry, American identity is based on an
America that has a common set of principles as Gunnar Myrdal wrote in 1944,
including “individualism, the notion and promise of hard work, a belief in the rule of
law, freedom, and equality” (Schwartz 846). Other American values are known as
beliefs in equality, opportunity, freedom, rule of law, and limited government
intervention into citizens’ private lives, Civic republicanism,6 ethnoculturalism,” and

incorporationism”®

(Schwartz 858-59). What is expected from American people is the
love for the country and obedience. As Franklin D. Roosevelt said, “Americanism” is
considered to be “a matter of mind and heart” since it is not a matter of race and
ancestry. For Roosevelt, being a good American is all about loyalty to the country as
well as to its liberty and democracy (Schlesinger 37). The ideological aspect of the
American identity is so powerful that one can be “un-American” when one does not
recognize these values, but never “un-English” or “un-Swedish” since such European

identities, unlike the American identity, are related to birth and not to one’s “ideological

commitment” (Lipset 18).

According to Hector St. John de Crévecoeur, an American is the one “who leaving
behind him all his ancient prejudices and manners, receives new ones from the new
mode of life he has embraced, the new government he obeys, the new rank he holds”
(“Letter 111" 44). Beasley draws attention to four characterizations of American identity:
an American mission (from God to “build up in the midst of the wilderness a foretaste
of paradise” as God’s chosen people), an American yearning (suggesting to “the
expansionist cry of Manifest Destiny,” the belief that Americans are destined to expand
their national territory), an American idea (equality, liberty, rights and consent of the

governed), and an American psyche (made up of “religious faith, scientific and secular

® The term “civic republicanism” indicates an emphasis on American citizens’ responsibilities to their
nations.

" The term “ethnoculturalism” points to the idea that American identity is based on ascriptive
characteristics.

& The term refers to the view of America as a country which benefits from its people’s multiple cultural
traditions.
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rationality, idealism and perfectionism, equality, self-reliance, tolerance for diversity,
and external conformity”) (Beasley 26-36).

Yet, there are challenges to such shared beliefs such as the problem of diversity, the
problem of economics, lack of equality of opportunity and the problem of modernity
due to “the gradual erosion” of the ties between the members of the traditional
community as “both the cause and the result of extensive social mobility, individuation,
anonymity, and the consequent prevalence of purely monetary social relationships”
(Beasley 38-40). National narratives could also be considered as “bordering narratives”
leaving out and/or marginalizing ethnically or culturally different groups, which could
lead to legitimized violence. Romanticizing the nation and the national identity might
also become problematic since the idea of conformity might prevent critical approaches
towards the shared goals of the nation. In other words, “blind nationalism™ might be
adopted by the citizens as reflected in Stephen Decatur’s nineteenth century remark:
“Gentlemen, our country! In our intercourse with foreign nations, may she always be in
the right; but, our country, right or wrong!” The quotation suggests the favored
fanaticism with one’s nation and could be criticized for the lack of critical perspective it
encourages. The “blind” nationalism it offers requires an unquestioning loyalty to the
nation. While patriotism is often associated with the love of one’s country and civic
engagement, nationalism today connotes xenophobia, anti-immigrant attitudes, mythical
definitions of the American, national arrogance which brings with it a foreign policy
that is based on the belief that the country has a right to interfere with other countries’
internal affairs. Billig calls such nationalism as “banal nationalism” and thinks that it is
“hardly innocent” as it is “reproducing institutions which possess vast armaments [that]
can be mobilized without lengthy campaigns of political preparation” (7). In the cases of
the adoption of a banal nationalism, the notion of the nation is daily recreated for the
citizens according to the needs of the politicians of the times and nationalism becomes
an “endemic condition” (Billig 6). Scholars critical of banal nationalism favor
“constructive” patriotism, “an attachment to country characterized by critical loyalty”
and “questioning and criticism” driven by “a desire for positive change” (Schatz,
et.al.153).
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Governments need nationalistic narratives to maintain citizen support, especially at
times of war (VlIahos). Being a “mobilizer of ethnic sentiments and national
consciousness, a centralizing force in the life of the community and a provider of myths
and memories for future generations” (Smith, National Identity 27), wars require
politicians to “balance the need for national unity with the competing claims of other
group identities” without excluding the rights and freedoms of any (Citrin et. al. 71). In
such chaotic times, citizens need assurances provided by the administrative offices.
Presidents of the post-9/11 era had the tendency to define the American “ideationally,”
asking citizens to “transcend their differences” by “adopt[ing] a set of proper attitudes”
(Beasley 150). In the weeks following 9/11, United States’ political leaders began to
emphasize publicly the power and values of America and the Americans. They worked
hard to enforce a powerful national identity to citizens because a nation “can only
ensure the stability of its legitimacy if its members are strongly committed to one
another by means of a common allegiance to the political community” (Taylor,
“Dynamics” 144). According to David Cressy’s “National Memory in England,” leaders

also manipulate a national identity in order to,

. .calm anxiety about change or political events, eliminate citizen indifference
toward official concerns, promote exemplary patterns of citizen behavior, and
stress citizen duties over rights. They feel the need to do this because of the
existence of social contradictions, alternative views, and indifference that
perpetuates fears of societal dissolution and unregulated political behavior. (76).

George Schopflin, in his “The Construction of Identity,” defines how the earlier times
of human history depend on concrete dangers—natural catastrophes, and compares
these earlier times to today when existence depends on rather abstract dangers—‘the
unknown, the different, for which we have no solutions, which we have no way of
decoding” (1). He presents the latter as causing people to cling to their relational
identities—among which national identity is one—to overcome the chaos and gaining a
sense of order and security since constructed meanings of these collective identities help
to rationalize the threatening situations people face (1). The abstract danger in the post-
9/11 era has been the threat of terrorism. Swept by a feeling of insecurity, people looked
up to the President for providing a sense of relief after the terrorist attacks. Facing the
unknown and unpredictable threat of terrorism caused people embrace their relational

identities for a feeling of belonging and protection. Iraq War was an ideal occurrence to
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observe shaping and reshaping American national identity for political purposes in the

face of the “invisible” threat of terrorism.

The Bush administration’s post 9/11 strategy was to invoke nationalism and present it as
a driving force for America’s future foreign policy (McCartney 408). He used national
symbols to feed the epideictic rhetoric and boost identification with the American
nation. He turned to the definitions of the “other” as the “terrorist” or the “savage” in
order to construct the national identity. With the help of the media’s theatrical
presentation of the people and events at the warfront and its depictions of fear and
patriotism, the Bush administration has been successful in convincing Americans about
its foreign policy goals as well as the justifications they provide for them. In other
words, national identity invoked by the wartime administrations “created the political
environment that allowed post-9/11 U.S. foreign policy, and the war in Iraq in
particular, to be carried out” (Schonberg 2). The national identity policies of the post-
9/11 administrations engaged in,

+ affirmation of American values and ideals that drew upon the U.S. “mythology”

of individualism, liberty, and equality;

+ affirmation of U.S. international power and dominance, thereby tapping into the

nation’s long-established self-image as a world super-power;

* emphasis on unification among Americans across ideological and racial lines,

which paralleled a pattern in presidential inaugural rhetoric of emphasizing

national unity within diversity;

» shifting of blame for the September 11 attacks away from the United States and

portrayal of the international community as united behind a U.S. campaign against

terrorism, both of which positioned the United States as a moral leader among

nations;

* and, finally, demonization of the “enemy,” which followed a familiar good-versus

evil discourse employed effectively during the Cold War and the Gulf War.
(Hutcheson et al. 30)

During the Irag War, public cognition was under constant manipulation. The
governments were preoccupied with defining the ideal citizen and the American way of
behavior. The mission in Irag was partly unknown to the soldiers. Therefore, reading
the accounts of political and military authorities and writing their own ones was a
means to understand the war. Bush and Obama administrations encouraged Americans
to identify with the group. Coercion into a unified orientation caused questioning of the
former as well as the newly required sense of selves. Americans, who were skeptical of

governmental policies, were labeled “bad Americans” or even “traitors” and they turned
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to traditional narratives of national identity. On the other hand, there were many authors
who produced increasingly hybrid and fragmented works, due to the “confusion,
instability, strife and terror, particularly in the areas of mixed ethnic and religious
character” (Beasley 17-18).

Although the oral and written, formal and informal narratives of the politicians played a
crucial role in the reproduction of the American national identity, the function of
individual attempts in the definition of the national identity cannot be ignored. Because
these narratives are produced in greater numbers and because they are often thought to
be “politically innocent or neutral” and thus more ‘“authentic,” readers often turn to
these works some of which are “counter-narratives” to the dominant discourse (Hogan
79). Narrators in these works wrote to understand what happened, to eliminate
misunderstandings, to justify or to criticize their individual or national actions, to
overcome the traumatic experiences, to reveal what they believe to be visible only to
them, to acknowledge their good deeds, achievements, difficulties etc. For Hynes,
veterans write to use the opportunity to have a “contract with the world of greater
doings,” to “intersect with history” and to say “I was there” (2). The war changes them
as well as their civilian-held ideology which motivates them to write. Life writing
practices have given them the opportunity to pass on their experiences of war and their
works dealt with “what war does to men as well as what men do in war” (Vernon 165).

In other words, their works were at times critical, questioning and revealing.

Life writing provides a rich field of representation for the Iraq War veterans. The genre
provides them the necessary grounds to refute unwanted identities and to claim the ones
wished-for or believed-to-have. Among the sixty subgenres of life narrative Smith and
Watson mention, autoethnography,’ autohagiography, *°
autosomotography/autopathography,™*  autotopography,*?  bildungsroman, captivity
narrative, confession, conversion narrative,’® diary, journal, letters, memoir, poetic

autobiography, meditation,** relational life writing,”®> scriptotherapy,®® self-help

° Narratives about the story of the social group instead of the self

19 Narratives praising the life as exemplary

! Narratives about illness or disability

12 Narratives depicting the relationship between a person and that person’s objects.
13 Narratives that depict conversion, usually religious or political

14 Narratives that focus on processes of mind.
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narrative, spiritual narrative, survivor narrative, trauma narrative, travel narrative, war
memoirs and acts of witnessing (Smith and Watson 253-286) have been fertile grounds
for American writers who intend to narrate their experiences during and after the war in
Irag with the purposes mentioned above. The Irag War narratives have become a
cultural space where identity formation of people from various walks of life in relation
to warfare can be observed. In this cultural space, there might be times when the written
selves are dominated by national identity; times when writers turn inward in an attempt
to articulate the trauma experienced during the war for self-healing; as well as times
when writers define the interruption of changing warfare on the practice of identity
formation and defy this interruption by attempting to provide new definitions for the
self.

The task of the writers of Irag War narratives has been more difficult than that of the
writers of the wars in the past. Identity construction for the narrating “I”” is problematic
because the national identity enforcing itself on the multiple personal identities causes
trouble and the transnationalization in contemporary warfare, which is shaped by the
increase in information and communication speeds, brings difficulties. The definitions

99 <¢

un-American,

99 <c 2 ¢ 29 <

patriot,” “traitor,” “enemy,” “ally,

29 <¢

of “American, good guy,” and
“bad guy” have no fixed and identifiable qualities. Definition of each term is under
constant change. The so-called objective truth announced by the authorities has the
potential to change with a new declaration at any time. Anyone can be announced to be
belonging to the categories above. Therefore the narrators do not only have to create
identities for themselves but also discard unwanted identities and convince the readers

that the identity claimed by the writer is true.

Like the authors of every other genre, the authors of Irag War narratives wrote with the
expectation that the intended reader would read, enjoy, understand and appreciate their
works. Therefore, the readers as the interpreters have a significant role in how life
stories are narrated. A social constructionist identity theory—symbolic interactionism—
provides the necessary background to understand the relationship between the reader

and the author of the work of life writing and illuminates the tension between the

!5 Narratives that claim a shared identity with other members of the group
16 Narrative written for the purpose of self-healing
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narrating “I” and the narrated “I”” as well as the discrepancies between what Americans

are interpellated as and who they claim to be.

SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONISM

Jackie Hogan takes nations to be “integrated symbolic systems,” which are “constituted
and sustained in part through stories and images that convey a sense of national
belonging, of the nation’s character, its accomplishments, its defining traits and its
historical trajectory” (61). While members agree upon the idea that citizens are naturally
the ideal Americans they are interpellated as, they also agree on certain national
assumptions such as:

» Humanity is divided into nations, each with its own national character, history

and destiny;

* The nation is the sole source of political power;

» Loyalty to the nation takes precedence over other loyalties;

* To be free, human beings must belong to a nation;

+ Nations require maximum autonomy;

» Global peace and justice can only be built on the basis of a plurality of free
nations. (Smith, Etho-symbolism 61)

According to Anthony D. Smith, national assumptions such as autonomy, identity,
national uniqueness, authenticity, unity and fraternity construct a discourse promoted
through the medium of ceremonials and symbols. He believes symbols are the “most
potent and durable aspects” of nationalism, visualizing, crystallizing and concretizing

2 ¢¢

the basic concepts of the national (77). “National icons and events,” “major victories,

2 ¢¢

heroic defeats,” and “spectacular events of individual or collective bravery,” “rulers,
soldiers, saints, poets, scientists and other charismatics” become symbols for people
(Malesevic  150). A “psychological identification” with the nation requires
internalization of national symbols (Hutcheson et al. 29). Exposure to these national
symbols strengthens the feeling of national identification and strengthens the influence
of the epideictic rhetoric of a nation (Butz 779). Yet, national symbols sometimes work
against marginalized others or ethnic groups and cause internal conflicts among the
citizens of the nation (Butz 779). Nationalism, in this context, does not appeal to

ideology any longer but to identity. Once the nation is formed, its tenets should be
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protected by the identity attributed to its people. National narrative, in this respect,
function as a guide to fulfill the requirements of the interpellation.

National narratives often include ethno-symbolisms. Ethno-symbolism studies
nationalism with a focus on “cultural elements of symbol, myth, memory, value, ritual
and tradition” (Smith, Ethno-symbolism 25). Ethno-symbolism could be observed in the
works of life writing this project deals with, since, for Anthony D. Smith, it is used most
frequently during times of crisis and change. In order to achieve public support and
unity in action, national leaders turn to the authentic elements such as “earlier ‘golden’
ages of the nation’s history,” “its heroes and saints™ as well as objects that stand for the
nation such as its flag, all of which function as national symbols (Smith, Ethno-
Symbolism 35).

Guenther Kurt Piehler, in his article titled “The War Dead and the Gold Star: American
Commemoration of the First World War,” argues that American leaders have a
tendency to “make the war dead a central symbol of a national identity divorced from
the often divisive ties of class, ethnicity, religion, and region” in order to “exemplify the
willingness of males to serve and die for their country” (169). In his dissertation titled
“Remembering War the American Way, 1783 to Present,” Piehler gives a concrete
example of ethno-symbolism. He writes about how the United States honored a selected
anonymous soldier in 1921 who was Killed in France during the World War 1. “The
Unknown Soldier” was buried in a special tomb in Arlington National Cemetery on
behalf of all the fallen soldiers, in order to express the gratitude of the nation, gifted
with medals, wreaths, poems and eulogies. As this incident demonstrates, the average

29

soldier became “a uniquely ‘American’” figure that remained above the ties of race,
religion, class or region. Important political and military figures such as President
Warren G. Harding and General John J. Pershing honored him for his courage,
selflessness and loyalty to the nation. Thousands came to visit the tomb of the
anonymous hero to show respect. Thus, as a symbol of the exemplary American citizen,

the American soldier was successfully interpellated as a mythic American (154-165).

Ethno-symbolism was employed in the rhetoric of American political authorities
especially in the beginning of the Irag War. Politicians developed a national rhetoric

that associated the war in Iraq with the efforts of national heroes like Abraham Lincoln
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who ended slavery, with national events like the World War Il, which was known as
one of the “good” wars the United States fought and with the national flag, which was
everywhere especially after 9/11—on windows, T-shirts, car banners etc. Although the
flag originally symbolized all the American people, it was turned into a banner for pro-
war Americans only. The post 9/11 rhetoric of American national decision-makers
attempts to homogenize the American culture thorugh the use of ethno-symbolism.
They “confine oneself—and to continue to define oneself—by a single source of
identity,” forcing limitations for other possibilities (Sheehy 284). They “link history to
destiny through exemplary heroes and authentic tales, and thereby reveal the ‘one true
path’ for reversing the nation’s lamentable present decline” (Smith, Ethno-Symbolism
35).

Another good example for national symbolism is a 2009 piece of news about Cynthia
Benton of Fort Worth, Texas who displayed the American flag upside down in order to
express her critical stance to the political events going on in the country. Benton thinks
the government spends the money that it does not own and adds: “I think they’re
destroying our country” (Cavazos, cbslltv.com). Her seemingly small protest ended up
in “an uproar.” Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) organization was seriously disturbed
by what Benton did at a time when the country was not in distress. David T. Mayeda, a

professor of sociology, explains the event with symbolic interactionism. For him,

This whole situation is an excellent example of symbolic interaction. According to
Vincent Parillo, symbolic interaction is “the shared symbols and definitions people
use when communicating with one another” (12). Because there is a universal
understanding in America that an American flag should only fly upside “except as
a signal of dire distress in instances of extreme danger to life or property”
(ushistory.org), when someone violates this they have interrupted everyone else’s
social construction of reality. It confuses them and often presses them to act out
unfavorably because who ever decides to fly the flag upside down is going against
the norm and using this very powerful symbol as just a political statement, which
can be perceived as an unpatriotic act. People who understand this specific concept
of symbolic interaction feel threatened because everything they have grown up to
know to be true is being communicated in a way which does not make sense.
(“Symbolic Interaction and America,” my emphasis)

The “symbolic interaction” Mayeda talks about is what determines the reaction of the
people to Benton’s protest. They evaluate and interpret her behavior in the light of the
agreed-upon definitions of nation and respond to it by starting an “uproar” since they

found her behavior unfit to a patriotic American. Being an enduring sociological
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perspective raised in North America, symbolic interactionism has roots going back to
philosophers such as Charles Pierce, John Dewey, Charles Horton Cooley, and George
Herbert Mead. Herbert Blumer, who coined the term in 1937, adopted and developed
Mead’s ideas in his foundational work Mind, Self and Society (1934) into a systematic
approach. According to him, symbolic interaction refers to,

... the peculiar and distinctive character of interaction as it takes place between
human beings. The peculiarity consists in the fact that human beings interpret or
"define" each other's actions instead of merely reacting to each other's actions.
Their "response” is not made directly to the actions of one another but instead is
based on the meaning which they attach to such actions. Thus, human interaction is
mediated by the use of symbols, by interpretation, or by ascertaining the meaning
of one another's actions. This mediation is equivalent to inserting a process of
interpretation between stimulus and response in the case of human behavior. (180)

For Blumer, few “things are more irritating than to read a piece of research conforming
most stringently to accredited techniques and abounding in numbers, or units, or
elements, only to discover outstanding sloppiness in conceptual usage” (170).
Therefore, despite the critics who find symbolic interaction relying more on qualitative
than quantitative research, Blumer prefers this concept to explain human behavior.
Symbolic interactionism dwells on the idea that identity is a social construct.
Individuals, either “cooperate” or “conflict with each other”; might be “tolerant of” or
“indifferent to” one another; sometimes they obey “rigid rules” during their interaction;
at other times, they “engage in a free play of expressive behavior[s]” (Blumer 54).
Interaction is not only between the individual and the society. People also interact with
their own selves. Blumer takes the self as a “mental concept,” and a “working theory
about oneself, stored in memory . . . amended with use” (63). The self is not a mere
storing unit of autobiographical memories but is made up through past, present and
future (63). Many researchers agree that autobiographical memories and mental images
become part of the self only if they are used in the process of self-definition (Schwartz
117). One produces such a meaning through an interaction with oneself, and only

through this reflexivity can he become a “self” (Blumer 62-63).

To understand the dynamics of identity formation in groups, symbolic interactionism
views the self and the society as the products of “symbolic” communication. In this
context, people are assumed to possess the capacity of thinking which is shaped by

social interaction. They learn meanings and symbols through social interaction and they
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are able to change these meanings and symbols under different circumstances while
interacting with others (Blumer 2). The shared meaningful symbols—objects (including
the self) that have the same meaning for the members of a group—are keys to the
emergence of identity (Blumer 1969, Mead 1934). The meaning of an object determines
the nature of the object. This meaning is not “intrinsic to the object but arises from how
the person is initially prepared to act toward it.” It determines people’s action towards
the object (Blumer 68-69). Meanings attributed to objects might change in time.
Therefore, to understand a group of people, one has to know the value and meanings
attributed to their objects (Blumer 69). For an effective group interaction, one must
continuously consider and reconsider how one is viewed as an object by the group and
must alter her/his actions accordingly to fit in the norms and symbolic behavorial
patterns of the group. Mead defines this process as becoming an object rather than a
subject:

The individual experiences himself as such, not directly, but only indirectly, from
the particular standpoints of other individual members of the same group, or from
the other generalized standpoint of the social group as a whole to which he
belongs. For he enters his own experience as a self or individual, not directly or
immediately, not by becoming a subject to himself, but only in so far as he first
becomes an object to himself just as other individuals are objects to him or in his
experience; and he becomes an object to himself only by taking the attitudes of
other individuals toward himself within a social environment or context of
experience and behavior in which both he and they are involved. (Mead 138)

The self, Mead describes above defines oneself from the viewpoint of the people in
one’s social environment and naturally behaves in the way that would satisfy these
people. This phenomenon “reaches its full development by organizing these individual
attitudes of others into the organized social or group attitudes, and by thus becoming an
individual reflection of the general systematic pattern of social or group behavior in
which it and the others are all involved” (158). In short, one attempts at an identity
“ideal” of the group, and in so doing “conceals or underplays” certain activities, facts
and motives just to convince oneself that he has naturally been an ideal member (Mead
30). Mead calls such appropriation of one’s behavior as “taking the role” of
“generalized others,” who could either be a specific person or a group (82). Joel M.
Charon thinks that in order to influence the behavior of people one should give them
roles to fulfill which Eugene A. Weinstein and Paul Deutschnerg call “altercasting”

(454-66). Motivating people by saying “You are a very good Christian person. Christian
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people do not swear;” or “You are a man. Men do not cry,” the addresser interpellates
the addressee as a person who has certain qualities. This identity might even be
contradicting with the addressee’s own understanding of identity. What influences the
addressee is simply the suggested power of the addresser. This power is “based on
intelligence, wealth, control of employment, grades and so on” which plays “a role in
whose definition wins in the long run” (Charon 145). Sometimes, even if the addressee
does not adopt the attributed identity, once the addresser convinces others about her/his
identity, their attitude towards that person changes. For example, even if Americans
who were critical of the Irag War did not perceive themselves as “traitors” to their
nation, once Bush declared: “Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists”
(“Address to a Joint Session of the Congress”), some Americans might have begun to

perceive critical Americans as traitors who aid and abet terrorists.

In order not to be exposed to negative labeling, people regulate their behaviors. Many
symbolic interactionists agree upon the existence of two forms of self-regulation. The
first occurs at significant-other-related situations, and the second occurs as a result of
“strategic responses aimed at defending the self and one’s relationship in the face of
threat” (Schwartz 158). Yet, one cannot always interpret the world around her/him and
construct her/his acts in a correct manner. S/he may “misinterpret things that [s/he]
notes,” “exercise poor judgment,” “be faulty in mapping out prospective lines of
conduct” or “be halfhearted in contending with recalcitrant dispositions” (Blumer 64).

Still, their actions are determined “out of what [s/he] takes into account” (64).

In the process of regulation, the “me,” of the individual identity is shaped by the “I”
taking into consideration the expectations, definitions and symbols created by
significant others such as the family, ancestors and religious/political
authorities/institutions. In short, there is no “me” at birth. Ames’s explanation of the

relationship between the “I”” and the “me” might be useful at this point:

The “I” is spontaneous, impulsive, ceaselessly venturing, not only out in the world,
but confronting the “me” in dialogue. The “me” is the result of dealing with other
people. It is an internalization of the community, with its institutions, whereas “I”
remains more isolated, more untamed, though cautioned and controlled by the
“me.” On the other hand, the “me” is constantly prodded by the “I” which breaks
away to say and do more as less unexpected things in society; while society in turn
is constantly being stirred up and tested by fresh impetus from the “I” of each of its
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members. The plunging and daring “T” is civilized and guided, also given
opportunities, incentives and support by society. But there is always an unstable
equilibrium between society, representing what has been achieved or bugled in the
past, and exploring reforming, revolutionary “I.” This sets the problem and promise
of education confronting parents and teachers, and statesmen. (1973, 51-52).

This point of view, confirms the definition of life writing proposed by Sidonie Smith
and Julia Watson, according to which, the “I”’ of symbolic interactionism is the active
narrating “I” and the “me” is the passive narrated “I.” It is the ideological “I” of Smith
and Watson that causes the “I” of symbolic interactionism to shape the “me” in the very
manner explained above (72). In parallel to the process of developing relational
identities, many scholars in the field of life writing agree that autobiographical acts are
“relational” or “routed through others” (Smith and Watson 86). The narrators form their
selves by looking at the lives of “significant others.” These ‘“related others” are an

important part of the narratives as well (Smith and Watson 86).

A similar action takes place when the writer writes with the reader’s reaction to her/his
work in mind. The narrator “tells his story to someone,” to “the addressee” (Smith and
Watson 88-89). Some writers idealize an addressee or multiple addressees (89). The
communication between the narrator and addressee is central to the act of life writing
(90). The addressees shape the “inclusion of certain identity contents and the exclusion
of others” (Smith and Watson 97). Works could, therefore, be manipulative in quality as
well as being products of the manipulated. Anthony D. Smith thinks, social
constructionism might also engage in essentialist identity formations based on
conscious manipulation (National Identity). In such cases, manipulation comes from
significant others and the manipulated might not always be aware of the fact that their

choices to identify with a certain self have not been made independently.

Manipulations exist to regulate behaviors since failure of complying would cause
punishment of some sort. Erving Goffman thinks members of a group—a national group
for example—guide their efforts in a certain way in order to avoid such punishment.
Goffman, in his famous work, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959), uses
theatrical performance in analyzing the presentation of the self to others. In it, he
emphasizes that if one does not fulfill the requirements of the informal agreement on

one’s identity as the member of a certain team, that person is criticized and denied
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membership in order to prevent this situation from becoming a case threatening the
strength and definition of the team (Goffman 51). In order not to be criticized or
condemned, the member engages in the “joint actions” of the group to fit its definitions.
In other words, one might fulfill the requirements of the role one is interpellated into for
protecting oneself.

Blumer uses the term “joint act” for Mead’s “social act” while he talks about the
collective action of the groups and gives war as an example. For Mead, group life is a
“process of building up joint actions” (Blumer 75). A joint act is “the larger collective
form of action that is constituted by the fitting together of the lines of behavior of the
separate participants,” such as the citizens of a nation (Blumer 70). Yet people who are
participants of the joint act do not necessarily have the same stand and behavior towards
the act (70). People identify the social act, evaluate one another’s actions and formulate
their reaction. The function of symbols in human interaction as well as in group
relationships is a mediating one (Blumer 79). Symbols are, therefore, communicative

markers for the readers.

Although symbolic interactionism and interpellation might not seem to be relevant to
one another, in the context of the Irag War narratives, interpellation leads to a symbolic
interactionism among the group as well as within oneself, making the authors feel the
pressure to behave according to the symbolic definition of the American provided by
the state and its apparatuses. Being interpellated into a certain subject position places
the individual into an ideological position. American politicians, who define and
redefine American national identity to create the atmosphere in which their foreign
policy decisions could be put into practice, interpellate American soldiers/citizens as
subjects to their ideology concerning the war. This ideology presents the war as a
“good” and just war waged to help the Iraqis and protect the Americans. Most of war
narratives reflect the pressure of being subjected to an ideology whether or not they
support the war. Some of these works consciously or unconsciously harbor conflicts
between their narrating “I”’s and narrated “I”s. In them, the narrated “I”” which is defined
as an ideal/mytic American is defined by a “narrating” “I” who reports to have negative

experiences during the war and thus feels discontent with it. In other cases, the narrating



32

“I”’s and the narrated “I”’s are in conflict until a consensus is reached and a critical or a

supportive stance to the war is established.

The first chapter of this dissertation observes the formation of national identity in the
works written by the members of the two wartime administrations in relation to the Iraq
War: My Year in Iraq: The Struggle to Build a Future of Hope (2006) by Paul Bremer,
Decision Points (2010) by George W. Bush, No Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years
in Washington (2011) by Condoleezza Rice, Known and Unknown: A Memoir (2011) by
Donald Rumsfeld, In My Time: A Personal and Political Memoir (2011) by Dick
Cheney,'” Duty: Memoirs of a Secretary at War (2014) by Robert M. Gates (who served
in both administrations), Hard Choices (2014) by Hillary Clinton and Worthy Fights: A
Memoir of Leadership in War and Peace (2014) by Leon Panetta. The chapter begins
with an historical overview of the construction of American national identity in the
United States, followed by analyses of the foreign policies of the Bush and Obama
administrations. Once the background to the chapter is set, the definitions of the
narrated “I,” both for the American and the Iraqi, are given. This section also displays
the ethno-cultural elements politicians prefer to employ and discusses how symbolic

interactionism functions in their narratives.

The second chapter of this dissertation focuses on the service members’ perceptions of
national identity before and after the war. The first part of the chapter is dedicated to the
pre-war self-definitions of service members followed by the reasons they declare to join
the military and the influence of the boot camp experience on their self-definitions. The
second part of the chapter analyzes the authors’ post-war experiences back home
displaying their in-between existence among the opposing views of the civilian and
military cultures and their struggle to find an answer to the question who they should
be. As their narratives come to a close, not many authors prove to be overtly
enthusiastic about sticking to their military or national identities as their primary source

of identity.

7 Paul M. Bremer is not a member of the administration, yet he is “Presidential Envoy to Iraq with full
authority over all United States government” (12), and therefore, is the most authoritative figure in Iraq
after the President. A key figure in the invasion of Irag, his narrative is thoroughly dedicated to the war.
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The final chapter is dedicated to finding the reason for the diminishing interest in
service members to hold on to their national identities. In this chapter, authors’
perceptions of American and Iraqi identities during the war are presented; factors
complicating the definition of individual identities are displayed; emerging self
definitions of American service members are demonstrated; transformations of identity
are presented and finally, alternative definitions of American national identity that
emerge with the experience of the war are established.

Using the approach of symbolic interactionism, this study tries to determine the
influence of politicians’ wartime ideology in eighty seven narratives written by
American politicians and service members. The findings display the changes in service
members’ perceptions of their identities especially during and after the war and present
the alternative national and military identities offered in the texts which clearly
contradict with the identities employed during the interpellation process. Although an
important portion of the definitions American service members provide for the war and
the American seem to degrade the American citizens and soldiers, they prove that many
American service members liberate themselves from being passive subjects of
interpellation and claim the identities of their own choice. By questioning the war and
their involvement, authors indirectly question who they are. The outcome leads to the
refutation of the unwanted identities and/or construction of new ones. This political act
of self-definition causes them to risk exclusion from the national and the military group
for the sake of fulfilling their individual aspirations, and thus regaining their human
agency which has been diminished during their service due to the repressive function of

the state and military institutions.

The works under discussion are politically capable of bringing positive changes to
American foreign policy by making the readers question the misconceptions about the
war and the mythic American identity. Collective questioning might bring social
change, since as Blumer suggests, the fate of institutions are “set by [the] process of
interpretation” of their “diverse set of participants” (19). The authors of the war
narratives are the diverse set of participants who interpret the war. Their interpretation
sets the fate of American foreign policy in Iraq, challenging the credibility of the war as

texts of alternative history and discrediting the notion of the ideal/mythic American. In
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other words, these works threaten the continuation of the ideological system American
foreign policy rests on, since ideologies cannot exist without depending subjects.
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CHAPTER 1

NATIONAL IDENTITY IN THE LIFE NARRATIVES OF
AMERICAN POLITICIANS

Presidential memoirs are probably the most skeptically-treated of all types of memoirs,
especially after Ronald Reagan, at the press opening of his work said: “I hear it’s
terrific. Maybe someday, I'll read it” (Gleaves 1). Although readers often question the
authenticity of presidential memoirs, they have not ever ceased to be bestsellers. The
first presidential narrative was written by John Adams in 1802 which he titled The
Autobiography of John Adams and was followed by almost half of the American
presidents up to our day (Cole 6). Some of these works fall into the category of
autohagiography, praising lives as exemplary; some have been written in the form of a
bildungsroman, narratives of development and social formation; and the paths of almost
all presidents crossed at the subgenre of relational life writing, presenting a sense of
shared identity with other nationals. Some of these works have common features with
self-help narratives, spiritual narratives, survivor narratives, trauma narratives, travel

narratives, war memoirs, and acts of witnessing.

Past lives of the presidents as well as of other high rank politicians are politically and
culturally significant which makes their works of life writing more valuable in terms of
understanding a nation. Presidency is the embodiment of the power given to one
American citizen and presidents together with their teams use this power to shape
internal and external politics especially at times of conflict. Irag War was such a conflict
during which Bush and his administration promoted American national identity to gain
support for their foreign policy, since they were aware that national identity is a
determining factor for establishing unity. Even if some members of the administration
were cautious of such an emphasis, they nevertheless followed Bush’s policy. The
policy makers needed a reinforced national identity which would evoke and maintain
public support for the war during the long-lasting insurgency. The war in Afghanistan

was, after all, justifiable since the attack to the twin towers aroused almost as much
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wrath as the loss of nearly three thousand American lives. In the case of Irag, however,
Americans had to be convinced.

When Barack Obama took office in 2009, his administration displayed a critical attitude
towards the foreign policy of Bush administration and aimed at ending the on-going
wars by gradually decreasing the number of troops. Obama offered his version of
American national identity in his public appearances, which he believed would support
his domestic policy. His second term, however, saw a different Obama whose foreign
policy rhetoric was more assertive and reminding one that of Bush’s, despite their
seemingly very different political viewpoints in the beginning. Members of his

administration generally supported Obama even if they exhibited caution at times.

The formation of national identity in the works of life writing written by the members of
the two wartime administrations would shed light on American discourses at a key
moment in the early twenty first century. Evaluating life writing would be different
from analyzing politicians’ public speeches, since whether intentionally or
unintentionally, identity-making processes are revealed in these works. This chapter
will refer to the life narratives titled My Year in Iraq: The Struggle to Build a Future of
Hope (2006) by Paul Bremer,*® Decision Points (2010) by George W. Bush, No Higher
Honor: A Memoir of My Years in Washington (2011) by Condoleezza Rice, Known and
Unknown: A Memoir (2011) by Donald Rumsfeld, In My Time: A Personal and
Political Memoir (2011) by Dick Cheney, Duty: Memoirs of a Secretary at War (2014)
by Robert M. Gates (who served in both administrations), Hard Choices (2014) by
Hillary Clinton, and Worthy Fights: A Memoir of Leadership in War and Peace (2014)
by Leon Panetta.

1.1. CONSTRUCTION OF NATIONAL IDENTITIES IN THE UNITED STATES

The presidency is unique in being an institution with social and constitutive power

enough to define and redefine American national identity (Stuckey 10). From time to

'8 The Under Secretary for Defense for Policy for the United States from 2001 to 2005, Douglas Feith’s
2008 memoir, War and Decision: Inside the Pentagon at the Dawn of the War on Terrorism, is not
included in this chapter since it does not deal exclusively with individual and national identity.
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time, presidents reshape the national identity in order to “redefine standards of
membership, adjust common goals, and accommodate the ironies and contradictions
inherent to attempting a shared vision of community” (Moreno 21). The definition of
the characteristics of the citizens is used as a basis for the nation’s foreign policy
(Schonberg 4). Presidents have related national experience to the political conditions in
different ways. Some of them were more influential on the public perception of the
national identity and some were less so. The national narratives they formed aimed at
renewing or reinvigorating discourses of national identity especially at times of national
or international crises. During such crises citizens often turn to their collective identities
to overcome fear; to bring order into chaos; and to have a “sense of security” (Schépflin
1-3). Presidents try to protect the collective values by constantly reminding citizens
about them in an attempt to unite citizens under a national discourse and interpellate

them as subjects of their political ideology.

According to Stuart Hall, the process of constructing a national narrative focuses on
“origins, continuity, tradition, and timelessness ” (294), or in Anthony D. Smith’s terms
elements of ethnocultural symbolism. Like Anthony D. Smith, Stuart Hall thinks
politicians present the national identity as it was always there, based on a foundational
myth, “a story which locates the origin of the nation, the people and their national
character so early that they are lost in the mists of, not ‘real,” but ‘mythic’ time” (Hall
294-295). Befitting the approaches of Hall and Smith, the presidents of the United
States, whether republican or democrat, have been making use of the nation’s mythical
past as well as the deeds and ideas of the founding fathers and evoking ties to the
Protestant ethic. In addition to references to the origin of the nation, widespread use of
symbolism and an inclusive rhetoric despite the actual exclusion of certain groups could

be observed.

American identity, today, is different than it was two decades ago, let alone going back
to the time of the emergence of the nation. Yet, constant references to historical identity
have been used as a mechanism for legitimizing domestic and foreign political decisions
for all times. In the early republic, the perception of Americans as “Anglo-Saxon people
chosen by the Protestant God to carry forth His work on earth” and America as the

“asylum”—“home for the dispossessed” served the national identity rhetoric of the
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times. (Stuckey 24). There was an apparent hierarchy of citizenship, which rendered
unprivileged citizens politically invisible (58). Presidents were seeking to achieve
stability at a time when conflicts with Native Americans, wars with other countries and
anti-government violence were frequent (Stuckey 25). Presidents believed that such
threats posed for the stability of the nation could be prevented through westward
expansion (27). The foundation for the cowboy myth was laid during the early republic.
James Madison, Thomas Jefferson, and later Andrew Jackson adopted the idea.
Especially for Jackson, the “key to citizenship” was land and a citizen who developed
the land and became a part of the market economy was the ideal citizen (Stuckey 22,
54). According to the national identity myth of the times, Americans were people “who
could triumph over danger and emptiness, bringing America civilization—safety, order,
churches and schools, to a dangerous, empty place” (Brockmeier and Carbaugh 135).
Presidents aimed at creating a “governable citizenry” through a “disciplinary project”
which was followed by legal acts limiting the coverage of the word “citizen” (Stuckey
30). The infinite opportunities for the self-made American was part of this national
rhetoric (Stuckey 40).

Before the Civil War, the hierarchy among citizens was still present. Presidents were
busy with the clash of interests of land between the slaveholders and free white men. In
the face of such conflict of interests among Americans, Millard Fillmore, Franklin
Pierce and James Buchanan viewed respect to the federal structure as the key to
American identity. According to them, “local arrangements” should be out of the reach
of the federal government. Therefore, they supported the rights of the states—including
making the decision in regards to slavery their own —which meant supporting the slave
states at the same time. The presidents of the time chose a rhetoric which dwelled on the
founders’ interpretations of the Constitution to legitimate their stand (Stuckey 63-67).
“Good” citizens were those who obeyed the laws and were temperate (Stuckey 86).
“Bad” citizens were threatened as Franklin Pierce did in his fourth Annual Message in
1856: “Extremes beget extremes” (Pierce 399). Similarly, for James Buchanan, citizens
could have different opinions, but this did not allow them the freedom to act according

to their opinions (Stuckey 92).
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After the Civil War, money-making was seen as the “patriotic” duty of American
citizens (Stuckey 108). Good citizens were cooperative, doing their part of labor to
contribute to the general good and not asking for more (Stuckey 119). A good citizen
meant a good “worker” in the eyes of Grover Cleveland (Stuckey 114). Each citizen’s
work depended on the other, which formed an “organic union” among the citizens
(Stuckey 119). Government encouraged standardization of the people—which meant
that every person should assimilate, leaving their differences behind even though they
were not yet citizens of the United States. Still, the hierarchy remained and was
presented as equality (Stuckey 137).

In the Progressive era, strikes, race riots, women’s rights protests were in their peak.
Formerly marginalized groups severely demanded inclusion. Since he could not openly
exclude certain groups, Woodrow Wilson tried to solve the “problem” by claiming that
“no one ever was excluded” (Stuckey 163). Good citizens were expected to “respect the
system and accept its limitations” (Stuckey 183). He thought Americans could only be
unified ideologically under American values (Stuckey 197). He was famous for his
rhetorical inheritance of separating the world into the camps of “good” and “evil” and
for putting a clear end to the non-interventionist politics of the United States. He carried
William McKinley’s stand during the Philippine War further with the rhetoric he came
up with during World War I, which was also adopted by the presidents during World
War 11, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Gulf War and finally the Irag War.

In the 1930s it was Theodore Roosevelt’s job to maintain unity in the face of nation’s
great economic problems. His understanding of citizenry was, thus, based on one’s
contribution to economy (Stuckey 199). He saw America as an “organic whole”
(Stuckey 201), which is still in the making. The good citizen was, for him, committed to
work (Stuckey 211), and would put her/his interests behind those of the nation (Stuckey
229). His speeches included groups that had been excluded for a long time. Yet, even if
his “New Deal” partly convinced Americans that there is space for everyone in the
nation, he would later find their demands belonging to the special advantages category
and ask for their patience to meet them (Stuckey 206). Despite his inclusive rhetoric, he

did not really take much action to better the lives of those he included (Stuckey 221).
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He labeled those who criticize his policies to be “selfish,” “unprincipled” and “cynical”

(“Radio Address” 147).

Roosevelt saw Americans as the heirs of the pioneers (Stuckey 240). He used the
frontier myth in order to keep people content (Stuckey 237). Referring to the heroic
story of the pioneers, he claimed that the pioneer spirit “still lives, unshaken and
undiminished,” which was proven by American farmers of the time. He also reminds
the desolation and hardships of the frontier life and, suggesting the frontier hero as the
role model for the Americans of his day, invited American farmers to show the values
of the frontier hero: faith, courage, patience and hope (“An Address on the

Accomplishments” 380).

“Containment” was the policy of Eisenhower during the Cold War. He aimed at a
“stable, temperate, contained” “citizenry under God” governed by a “limited and
contained” state (Stuckey 243, 245). A contained citizen was one who was ready to
relinquish his personal rights and for whom contributing to the ideological war with the
Soviet Union always came first (Stuckey 251, 253).

During the Vietnam War era, which lasted the terms of five presidents—Dwight
Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford—
the new multiculturalism began. Subgroups, as Jens Brockmeier and Donald A.
Carbaugh explain, “began to separate themselves from the canonical narrative, or rather
to relate themselves to it in a variety of new ways” (Stuckey 135). Thus, the “canonical”
part of the “canonical triumphalist narrative” became dissociated. The blow to the
“triumphalist” part of the narrative came more or less at the same time, with the defeat
in Vietnam. As the war unfolded, Americans “refused to interpret the battles of the war
as good against evil or civilization against savagery, or [their] engagement there as
progressive” (Stuckey 137). In other words, the American soldier was no longer the
embodiment of John Wayne, the Westerner. War caused disillusionment. Americans
saw that the real life was not like the one in the Westerns and they began to see that they
were not Western heroes nor was their definition of heroism the same. By the end of the
Vietnam War, the cowboy story was no longer the most popular element of the national

narrative of the Americans.
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The George W. H. Bush administration in the late 1980s, tried to cool down the effects
of the “fragmentation” in the lives of Americans after the Vietnam War which showed
itself with the emergence of lobbies of minorities, oil interests, environment etc.
(Stuckey 289). National identity began to be openly discussed by the citizens.
According to Mary E. Stuckey, in the face of these challenges, Bush chose to favor
change and faith in the system at the same time, and thus never had to change much of
the ideology (290). He also engaged in what Stuckey calls “celebratory othering” like
many of his predecessors and followers—suggesting that citizens asking for inclusion
are already included in the system in spite of the fact that they are politically invisible
(350). He idealized the Americans who had “lower expectations” and who “managed

their own concerns” without asking for help from the government (300).

As a quick overlook to the basic constructions of national identity in the United States
reveals, politicians have often attempted at renewing or editing the national identity in
order to solve the nation’s domestic or foreign issues, such as achieving unity, joining a
war or supporting economic expansion. The politicians who followed them also had
similar tendencies. George W. Bush and Barack Obama are among the presidents who

evoke national identity for the support of their policies.

1.2. FOREIGN POLICY OF THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION

During the term of George W. Bush, one of the most severe terrorist attacks to the
United States happened, which ended up in the wars of Afghanistan and Irag. The war
in Irag soon stole a march on the one in Afghanistan. After the Vietnam War, a combat
in this scale did not happen and a considerable attempt to renew American national
identity did not take place. Americans had to be convinced about the justness and future
success of the war in Irag. When the Iraqg War began, the defeat of Vietnam was almost
forgotten due to the successful outcome of the 1991 Gulf War. Championing the fall of
Baghdad so easily and quickly in 2003 deleted the last remainders of the Vietnam War
from the memories, only to be gradually recalled back when the insurgency broke out.

Bush administration had to prepare Americans for the war and its aftermath.
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Bush administration’s vision of American identity with regards to its defined enemies
shaped the ground for the United States foreign policy after 9/11 and during the Iraq
War (Schonberg 2). The spread of the rhetoric of “fear, patriotism, consumption, and
victimization” with the contributions of popular culture and the mass media helped
Bush convince Americans about the need for a reevaluation of American national
identity which would prepare Americans for the war and for the perception of terrorism
not as a strategy but a “condition” (Altheide 290). The administration drew a picture of
the United States as a nation under a never-ending threat unless the enemies were
fought. The threat was posed by terrorist groups, assisting states and rogue states who
cannot naturally win a war against the United States and thus turn to “evil” and “dark”
strategies like using weapons of mass destruction and engaging in “barbaric” terrorist
attacks. Americans were, for the first time, depicted openly to be potential victims of
further terrorist events, as the enemies were “like ticking time bombs” (“State of the
Union Address” 2002). Such a wvulnerable American image caused citizens to
desperately turn to one another; to their collective identities, namely to their national
identity which was in a process of reinvigoration by Bush administration’s foreign
policy. Bush asserted democracy and peace as the key to American identity and thus to
foreign policy. The world, according to his point of view, was a place in which there
will always be a fight between “civilization” and “terrorism” or “good” and “bad.” In
the face of such a world, America’s role was to defend freedom and democracy.

29 ¢

Dictatorships were viewed as “aggressive,” “violent,” and “evil” as well as irrational
which rendered warfare legitimate for the Bush Administration to overthrow such
governments (Jewis 80-83). The Bush doctrine favored an America that engaged in the

preeminent war and favored unilateralism.

According to Bush, 9/11 happened because America was “the brightest beacon for
freedom and opportunity” (“A Day of Terror” A4). The terrorists were, thus, “enemies
of freedom.” They “hate[d] [Americans’] freedoms, [ Americans’] freedom of religion,
[Americans’] freedom of speech, [Americans’] freedom to vote and assemble and
disagree with each other” (“A Nation Challenged”), as well as hating the “Christians”
(Woodward 45). The fight America began against these terrorists was the “civilization’s
fight” (“A Nation Challenged”). It would be “a monumental struggle of good versus

evil, but good will prevail,” according to Bush (“Remarks by the President in Photo
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Opportunity”). He gave equal importance to Iraq’s Saddam Hussein with the claim that
Hussein aided and abetted Al-Qaeda. He associated the deeds of Saddam Hussein with
Hitlerism and communism (“State of the Union Address” 2002). Saddam Hussein was,
after all, “a homicidal dictator who is addicted to WMD” (“Remarks on Iraq in the
Cincinnati Museum Center”) as well as a “student of Stalin” (Collins, CBS). Bush

associated the 9/11 attacks of Al-Qaeda with Saddam Hussein since, according to him,

... [one] can’t distinguish between Al Qaeda and Saddam when [one] talk[s] about
the war on terrorism. They are both equally as bad and equally as evil, and equally
as destructive. . . the danger is that al Qaeda becomes an extension of Saddam’s
madness and his hatred and his capability to extend weapons of mass destruction
around the world. (“Remarks by the President in a Photo Opportunity)

By attributing the enemy the qualities of evil and madness, Bush automatically rendered
Americans as good and sane citizens. His rhetoric built the image of the American as
the opposite of the enemy, which made fighting the enemy easier and justifiable. The
way Bush interpellated his citizens as ideal/mythic Americans was promoted with the
support of the media. In the beginning of the Iraq War, interpellation proved to be
successful. Once the government owned its intelligence failures and the insurgency
began and the war was extended, Americans’ reactions to the identity offered through

interpellation began to change.

1.3. FOREIGN POLICY OF THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION

lan Reifowitz, the author of Obama’s America (2012), believed that Obama would
transform American politics like Abraham Lincoln once did (“Foreword” by Ellis
Close). He thought Obama’s nationalism was in the tradition of Abraham Lincoln,
Frederick Douglass, and Martin Luther King Jr. (“Preface”). Obama’s national rhetoric

below presents his outlook:

When you put on that uniform, it doesn’t matter if you’re black or white; Asian,
Latino... conservative, liberal; rich, poor; gay, straight. When you’re marching into
battle you look out for the person next to you, or the mission fails. When you’re in
the thick of the fight, you rise or fall as one unit, serving one Nation, leaving no
one behind... So it is with America... our destiny is stitched together like those
fifty stars and those thirteen stripes. No one built this country on their own. This
nation is great because we built it together. This nation is great because we worked
as a team. (Preface)
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As his speech displays, Obama was obviously an “inclusive strong identifier” (Theiss-
Morse 172). He dwells on America’s values of justice, equality and liberty. In his
children’s book, Of Thee | Sing (2010), which is on American national identity, he talks
about thirteen American heroes he picks: Martin Luther King, Abraham Lincoln,
George Washington, Georgia O’Keefe, Albert Einstein, Chief Sitting Bull, Billie
Holiday, Helen Keller, Maya Lin, Jane Addams, Neil Armstrong, Cesar Chavez, and
Jackie Robinson. His choices show his demographical inclusion of Americans from
different races, cultures and religious affiliations as models in his rhetoric of national
identity.

America is, for Obama, a “gumbo,” an African soup with “big chunks of stuff in it. . .
seasoning each other” (Wolffe 237). His presedential campaign dwells on the idea of
“transcendence of all national difference, be it political, cultural, or racial” (Barreto 94).
His rhetoric treats Americans as “choosers, deciders, and accomplishers of collaborative
identity performance” who are “flawed, never perfect, and always in the process of

perfecting” (Sweet and Enser 602).

Barack Obama inherited Bush’s war in 2009 and, in spite of his openly declared anti-
war sentiments, increased the number of troops and currently waged a new one in the
Middle East against the Islamic State (known as ISIS or ISIL). His team, according to
Tom Engelhardt, is made up of the “advisor of former Clintonistas or Clintonista
wannabes or protégés” like Tim Geither. He feels Obama’s Security Advisor James
Jones could well be picked by Senator McCain; and Hillary Clinton could fit any
republican president who would want to attract democrats to the party (145). His
administration—as Inderjeet Parmar’s conclusion in his research proves—is “more
continuous with the past than some of its supporters, and detractors care to admit”
(162).

In the beginning of his presidency, Obama promised to close the Guantanamo Detention
Camp, to reject the Military Commissions Act, to stick to the Geneva Conventions, to
support the Israel-Palestine peace process, to reduce the number of troops in Irag, to be
in dialogue with Iran, and to seek for Congressional approval in his acts. Yet, he did not
fulfill these promises. He has not yet closed Guantanamo; has not taken concrete action

to reject Military Commisions Act; has supported Israel despite its violation of United
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Nations resolutions; has sent additional 30000 troops to Iraq before the war ended in
2011; has fostered dialogue with Iran; has not sought Congression’s support for his
decision to take military action against Islamic State (ISIS or ISIL). Richard Jackson
points in his article that Obama could not go beyond being merely the “guardian” of the
war on terror (407), employing “existing identity narratives and myths, rather than
suggest entirely new ones,” which obliged him to stick to the rhetoric of the Bush
administration (408). Obama believes America is exceptional because “it has always
opposed torture, it supports the rule of law and it accepts people of all faiths” (408). His
vision of America is the one he has adopted from Lincoln: “the last, best hope of Earth”
(“Remarks of Senator Barack Obama”). Reminding one of Bush’s association with al-
Qaeda and Saddam Hussein, Obama tended to see al-Qaeda and Taliban in similar terms
(Mullin 269). Following Bush’s steps, in his 2009 Nobel Peace Prize acceptance speech
he used Bush’s Manichean approach to justify the war he now prolonged by saying:

Evil does exist in the world. A non-violent movement could not have halted
Hitler’s armies. Negotiations cannot convince al Qaeda’s leaders to lay down their
arms. To say that force may sometimes be necessary is not a call to cynicism—it is
recognition of history, the imperfections of man and the limits of reason.”
(whitehouse.gov).

According to Philip Gorski, Obama’s stand on religion is similar to Bush’s in the sense

29 <¢,

that it supports a “civil religion,” “a universalist, prophetic religious voice,” built on
“covenant theology and civic republicanism, that balances religion and politics in such a
way to be more inclusive than religious nationalism, but that also provides a better basis
for solidarity than liberal secularism” (qtd. from Williams 254). In other words, he
employs religion in his public speeches as a unifying and relating element unlike many
secular liberals, a choice which places his rhetoric closer to that of the Bush

administration.

Obama wrote three books that revealed his perception of America and of American
national identity. His first book titled Dreams from My Father: A Story of Race and
Inheritance (1995), which reveals Obama’s past as well as that of his family’s. His
second book Of Thee | Sing (2010) is a children’s book introducing the thirteen
American heroes to children. His 2012 book The Audacity of Hope: Thoughts on

Reclaiming the American Dream, deals with Obama’s political and spiritual views, and
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his perception of America. None of the books deal with the Irag War. Yet three
members of his administration—Leon Panetta, Hillary Clinton, and Robert M. Gates
(who served both administrations)—came up with narrations of their lives during the
time they worked for Obama and mentioned their perception of and ideas about the Iraq
War. The works written by the members of Obama administration are few partly due to
the shorter term (maximum two years) of experience they had with the war. The number
of those who narrated the war during and after Bush administration are naturally more.
George W. Bush, Condoleezza Rice, Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and Paul M.
Bremer (and Robert M. Gates) wrote the war as they experienced it.

1.4. WORKS OF LIFE WRITING BY THE MEMBERS OF THE BUSH
ADMINISTRATION

Writers of Iraq War narratives present different ways of relating their experience to the
present condition. How authors perceive America plays an important role for
establishing a relationship with the war. Their perception determines “the sense of self
and structures” of the discourse in their works (Reaves 2). Politicians often see America
as ideology and Americans as the practitioners of that ideology. Therefore, especially
during times of war, American politicians often engage in providing definitions of the
mission Americans are expected to fulfill. Similar to their audiences listening to their
public speeches, the readers of their works of life writing are also viewed as
“heterogeneous collectives for whom certain discourses of identity, certain stories,
certain truths make sense at various moments” (Smith and Watson 97). Therefore,
politicians’ narratives include an epideictic rhetoric. Some presidents have made use of
symbolism, religion and the frontier myth in their rhetoric of war. Yet, the members of
Bush administration combined all these tendencies sometimes to carry them to the

extremes to guarantee support for their foreign policy.

Those who dedicated part of their narratives to the Iraq war among the members of the
Bush Administration are George W. Bush as the president (2001-2009), Dick Cheney as
the Secretary of the State (2001-2009), Donald Rumsfeld as the Secretary of Defense
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(2001-2006), Condoleezza Rice as the Secretary of State (2005-2009) and Paul M.
Bremer as the Presidential Envoy to Iraq (May 12, 2003 — June 28, 2004).

In comparison to the public speeches they gave, Bush’s and Rice’s narratives seem to
adopt a more cautiously employed, softer rhetoric. Bush confesses some of his
administrative errors and he is apologetic at times. Rice views events from Bush’s
standpoint most of the time, but watches her language in an attempt not to be offensive
like Cheney. Cheney, on the other hand defies criticisms by supporting the
administration’s past decisions, trying to justify the war by invoking public fear the way
Eisenhower once did. He talks about a next attack which could be worse (330), a
botulinum toxin attack on the White House (341) and possible anthrax or smallpox
attacks which could kill one million people and would spread to four generations (384-
385). Rumsfeld writes in the manner of a teacher, busy with justifying what others
claim to have gone wrong with the United States foreign policy in Irag. Finally Bremer,
tries to emphasize the “impossibility” of the job he achieved in Irag throughout the most

of his work.

Instead of writing “an exhaustive account of [his] life or presidency,” George W. Bush
chooses to write about the decisions he took during his presidency, among which the
ones about the Irag War are multiple in number (Decision Points 2010, xi). Dick
Cheney begins In My Time a Personal and Political Memoir (2011) with the moment he
learns about the 9/11 attacks. His memoir deals with his service following the event,
which also covers the Iraq War. Donald Rumsfeld, as the title of his work, Known and
Unknown: A Memoir (2011), suggests attempts at revealing the “unknowns” of his time.
Condoleezza Rice’s No Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years in Washington (2011)
deals with her term as a Secretary of Defense. Finally, My Year in Iraq: The Struggle to
Build a Future of Hope (2006) by Paul L. Bremer depicts Bremer’s reconstruction

efforts in Irag.

The similar themes and outlook of these works, especially their claims to present the
historical truth, are obvious. Bush does not present his work as a testimony or memoir
but as historiography, history once being his “passion” and later becoming his “major”
(14). Cheney also chooses to write an alternative history of the war. He writes that the

surge, which is known to have caused the loss of many American and Iraqgi lives,
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“worked so well” (403), simplifying its ups and downs. Rumsfeld’s work is based on a
documentary archive which he currently presents on his website. Reminding that he has
lived “for more than one third of the history of the United States,” he promises his
readers “that slice of . . . amazing history” of the United States. Condoleeza Rice, on the
other hand, criticizes the media coverage of events in her preface and implicitly
promises to present “history’s judgment” to her readers (xvi). Last but not the least,
Paul L. Bremer, uses the simplifying rhetoric to narrate the war befitting a historical
text. He associates Saddam Hussein with Hitler; draws a picture of a thankful Iraqg;
defines American values that “led” America into war and concludes by stating that the

rest depends on the Iraqgi people.

Apart from Bremer, none of the authors above dedicate their entire account to the war,
but the war covers an important portion of their books. These writers’ perception of the
Irag War and the following insurgency are written in the form of master-narratives. The
use of simplifications is, after all, “proper only for textbooks” (Levi 150). Writers
openly or implicitly refer to their works as historical texts; accounts that should be taken
for granted. These works attempt to justify the war, emphasize the nobility of the
American effort in Iraq; define the favored American; defy popular criticisms the
administration received about the war; provide explanations for the events they claim to
be misunderstood, confess mistakes and blame other members of the administration, or
the Pentagon, or the Congress, or Saddam Hussein for what has gone wrong. In other
words, they are perfect examples for the “transgressive” quality of the genre of
autobiography (Vernon 5). Apart from being considered as works of life writing and
history, some of these works fall in the category of other genres such as legal defense,
war propaganda, and testimony. To appeal to their readers, writers employ ethnocultural
values in their narratives such as the mythical definition of the American, portrayal of
America’s enemies, depiction of the people America has “saved” so far; America’s
national symbols, idealistic definitions of America and the American; America’s
founding people and foundational past; victories from American history; principles and

requirements of Christianity and the mythology of the American West.
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1.4.1. Defining the Narrating “I”

Dick Cheney, in In My Time, defines himself as a “gentleman from Wyoming” (126), a
conservative Republican (372), the vice president, a constitutional officer, the speaker
of the house (494) and the president of the senate (494). He seems to be amused and
proud of having been called a “one-man Afghani wrecking crew” by Dorrel Hammond
of Saturday Night Live (337). Cheney derives strength from the myth of western
identity, his political stand and his broad-ranged authority.

In Known and Unknown, Rumsfeld affirms being the secretary of defense, a son and a
father. At one point, he places the nation to be more important than his son (426),
drawing the image of an American committing self-sacrifice for his nation. He quotes
Jack Watson who served President Jimmy Carter, calling a White House Chief of Staff
a “javelin catcher” (161), highlighting the difficulty and importance of the job he

undertakes.

Rice’s No Higher Honor presents her as “the daughter of a Presbyterian minister and . .
. a church organist” (83), “a middle-class black daughter of the South” with Texan
accent (295), “an academic” (263), a “chief diplomat” (504), the national security
advisor, the “warrior princess,” a nickname the New York Times gave her (262), the
secretary of state and a Republican. Like Bush who associates himself with Lincoln,
Rice associates herself with Thomas Jefferson. She mentions her pride in being the
“nation’s notary,” the sixty-fifth successor of Jefferson and being the ‘“keeper of the
Great Seal” like him (318). Jefferson, the principal author of the “Declaration of
Independence” provides her with the image of the keeper of the American ideal of
equality and rights of life, liberty and pursuit of happiness. She also associates herself

with Brent Scowcroft, whom she finds to be an “honest broker, not a separate power”

(14).

Bremer’s My Year in Iraq reveals his desire to legitimize his status. He defines himself
as a diplomat (12), “President George W. Bush’s personal envoy” (4), “Presidential
Envoy to Iraq with full authority over all United States government” (12), “the Iraqi
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government” (36) and the doer of the “impossible job” (7). He also calls himself “the
most threatened American official anywhere in the world” (142). His insistence on his
authority and the difficulty of his job probably stem from the criticism he receives

during his term of service.

1.4.2. Defining the American

Cheney presents Americans as the liberators rendering Iraqis free (347) and “the friend
and ally” of the Iraqis (390). The Americans he praises are the family members of
soldiers asking him not to “let [their] son[s] have died in vain” (445, 446) and soldiers
whom he defines to be “Gods,” and “agents of correction” who engage in “selfless
service” (464). Americans, according to him, “love [their] country more when she is
threatened” (343). He quotes the motto of the West Point 2007 graduation ceremony

“Always Remember, Never Surrender” (457).

Rumsfeld defines America by quoting Adlai E. Stevenson’s address at the Senior Class
Banquet in 1954, where he says “if America stumbles, the world will fall.” Rumsfeld
agrees with Stevenson in that he also thinks that the “decisions which [America] makes,
the uses which it devotes its immense resources, the leadership which it provides on
moral as well as material questions, all appear likely to determine the fate of the modern
world” (725). For him, Americans are those “who control [their] destiny and are not
ruled from abroad by officials [they] did not elect and courts [they] cannot hold
accountable.” They have rights to “choose their own leaders . . . make their own laws, to
limit the powers of government and enjoy due process of law” (600). The “finest traits”
of the Americans, according to Rumsfeld, are “respect for religion and individual
liberty” (721). However, he believes that these characteristics make them “vulnerable”
to the enemy (721). His Americans are “proud and resilient,” and supportive of the
actions of the government (725). They have “withstood tragedies and traumas of

unimaginable scope” (725) and are “privileged” and honored to serve the country (726).

Rice, similar to the others, thinks that Americans fight for their “democratic values and
way of life’” (154). She agrees with Bush in that Americans should be “forward-

looking, resolute and . . . ready for preemptive action when necessary to defend . . .
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liberty and to defend . . . lives” (152). For her, Americans should not be “neutral in the
struggle b