The affirmative’s reckoning around America’s hegemony through use of symbolic words and privileged discourse links to endless crises that we don’t need to meddle in. Strengthening the idea of the US’s Savior Complex through fulfilling desires fueled by the Lack leads to a continuation of the endless war against the Other- War on Terror proves
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To gain a more complete understanding of the hegemonic efficacy of the war on terror discourse, it is appropriate to look at a crucial moment in the initiation of the war itself. Although George W. Bush first publicly uttered the phrase ―war against terrorism in his prime time statement on the evening of September 11, 2001, a much more complete vision of the conflict was offered by the president in his address to a joint session of Congress nine days later on September 20, 2001. This speech is widely viewed as one of the major founding moments of the war on terror discourse. Jackson notes that nearly 80 million American television viewers watched the speech, while Croft discusses how the speech contained many of the key themes that would come to define the war on terror (Jackson 2005, 17; Croft 2006, 69-70, 72-73). 
On the surface, this speech offered several key points about what had happened nine days before, and what the nation should expect to see in the coming ―war. The major themes of the speech relate to questions surrounding the events of September 11, 2001, such as directing Americans to the signifiers that would establish who the culprits were, why they launched the attacks, and subsequently what this ―new war would look like in terms of its aim and scope, and what the government expected of Americans. Also offered in this speech was an ultimatum to the Taliban to turn over al Qaeda suspects, an appeal to Muslims that the new U.S. policy would constitute a ―war against al-Qaeda, not Islam, and the announcement of the creation of the Department of Homeland Security. In short, the speech articulated an outline for a policy program designed to respond to the events of September 11, 2001. Constructivist and discourse analyses have considered how images of ―self and ―other were defined in a hierarchical manner that served to legitimate American unilateral action against them. Jackson and Croft, for example, have cited this particular speech as one where prominent images of ―us and ―them were first constructed, and where the ―nature of the ―war 156 was defined. Croft (2006, 69) discusses how the ―nature of the enemy was ―clearly articulated in a fully formed fashion nine days after the attacks in the September 20 speech. 
―Murderers, ―terrorists, a ―fringe group, ―radical, ―evil (Bush, September 20, 2001); defining the ―other in absolute terms articulated a ―terrorist identity against which American identity could be defined. Signifiers like ―God, ―values, ―principles, and ―courage not only defined American identity as absolutely good and not only offered symbolic reassurance to Americans, but helped to define social and political space in the war on terror in strict binary terms, which articulated for Americans ―a devaluation of one term and a favoring of the other (Llorente 2002, 39). Defining us and them in strictly opposed terms coincided with defining the ―war as one of we who are ―good versus those who ―commit evil. As Bush stated, ―This is the world‘s fight. This is civilization‘s fight . . . The civilized world is rallying to America‘s side (Bush, September 20, 2001). As Jackson (2005, 47) notes, that this is ―one of the most common appeals in the war on terror, and ―one which received a great deal of public attention (see also Llorente 2002).5 Venturing beyond the social construction of hierarchical images of self and other, my Lacanian approach developed in the previous chapter offers a way to theorize the ―grip of discourses beyond their mere contingency as socio-historical constructions (Glynos, 2001). Desire, affect, and fantasy are crucial elements by which self-other relations are constituted. 
To analyze George W. Bush‘s speech of September 20, 2001 in these terms, and to better understand its success as a political text and as a founding moment in the hegemonic project of the war on terror (in effect, its interpellative force), we can first discern what kinds of desires are evoked on the concept of ―Western civilization as a social construct, see Jackson (2006) the speech in each of the three registers of human subjectivity, the Symbolic, Imaginary, and the Real. Discursive identification occurs through interpellation by the powerful words that Lacan termed master signifiers (or, in Laclau‘s terminology, nodal points). As I have described earlier, master signifiers are not just any signifier, but are rather those privileged words that play a major role in structuring peoples‘ identifications and discourses. ―Student, ―professor, ―Democrat, ―Republican, ―father, ―mother are all examples of words that are sufficienctly crucial to how we think about ourselves that their centrality to our identifications is often overlooked. Bush‘s speech nine days after September 11, 2001 is exemplary in its frequent usage of master signifiers. 
As is commonplace for presidents addressing a joint session of Congress, Bush begins by addressing the Speaker of the House and Congressional members, and then ―fellow Americans, immediately offering his audience a common signifier of unity, performatively constructing his audience as such. The first several minutes of the speech are in fact devoted to offering the audience mutliple master signifiers that had been disrupted on September 11, 2001. Some of these are offered in several anecdotes of the heroic deeds of ―fellow Americans nine days before, and the courage of those coping since. A story of the ―courage of passengers on Flight 93 who helped bring down that flight in Pennsylvania, and a particularly ―exceptional man named Todd Beamer on board, both offer strong points of identification. The ―endurance of rescuers, the ―decency of a loving and giving people, the ―strong state of the Union after the events of September 11, 2001, the call to ―defend freedom and to ―bring justice to our enemies, the admirable ―leadership of Congress singing ―God Bless America‘ on the steps of the Capitol, the loss of citizens of many nationalities on September 11, 2001 leading to all nations being ―joined together in a great cause – each of these formulae proposes signifiers that have proved highly effective in modern American political culture. More specifically, each of these privileged words are promoted by Bush in such a way as to be the Symbolic ―American Other, or in Lacanian terms, the Other (the ―big Other, the Symbolic order). Associating with these words confers social value upon those who are seen to embody them. Not only do such linguistic offerings help to secure shaken subjects after a national trauma, but their appeal also stems from Symbolic passive narcissistic desire – the desire to be recognized or loved by the Other. As Bracher (1993, 23) discusses, the Symbolic Other is ―the ultimate authority or source of meaning constituted by the Symbolic Order and [is] epitomized in our notions of Nature, Society, God, and so on . . . Within contemporary American political discourse, ―freedom, ―justice, ―endurance, ―courage, and so on are all especially valued by the Symbolic American Other, the (imagined) entity whose gaze confers feelings of identity and security to those who personify such values. ―Freedom and ―justice are two prominent examples of terms that function as master signifiers in Bush‘s discourse. 
The reason why these two signifiers arguably function as the discursive anchors around which the rest of the text coheres is because they stitch together the various meanings of the text (Torfing 1999, 98). They appear at junctions where the multiplicity of issues and meanings in the text are brought together and are offered, simultaneously, as selfevident assertions of what and who was attacked, why we were attacked, what we temporarily 7 Uluorta (2007) argues (from a Gramscian-Lacanian perspective) that American capitalist-market, religious-moral, and nationalist-patriotic discourses consistently help to solidify neoliberal economic hegemony in the United States. For a classic examination of American political culture, see Hartz (1955). 159 lost, and, most importantly, what underpins who we are and the values we hold that will sustain us going forward. For example: ―defend freedom, ―bring our enemies to justice, ―justice will be done, ―enemies of freedom, ―freedom itself is under attack, ―they hate our freedoms, ―this is a fight for all who believe in progress and pluralism, tolerance and freedom, ―the advance of human freedom…depends on us, ―struggle for freedom and security, ―freedom and fear, justice and cruelty, have always been at war – all of these statements are offered as having a readily evident and unequivocal meaning. These phrases appear as more lofty and abstract assertions distinct from the bulk of the speech, which mostly constructs an explanation the state‘s response to the attacks. 
The numerous ways in which ―freedom and ―justice are offered highlight how they act as points of discursive condensation upon which an entire range of meanings is layered. The mere possibility that they are able to have a variety of different meanings within the same text illustrates that neither has an intrinsic meaning, but rather they only have meaning within the system of differences that the text constructs. ―Enemies of freedom, ―freedom and fear, ―justice and cruelty (emphases added), and so on; each becomes meaningful in its difference to the signifiers of the enemy other. Conversely, words like ―terror and ―evil do not have an essential meaning in the speech, but are only meaningful in relation to their opposition, namely, ―freedom and ―justice. Perhaps more significantly, ―freedom and ―justice fasten key points of the chain of signification of American identity constructed in Bush‘s speech. In other words, they are the points at which ―our identity cannot be articulated further. Master signifiers like these are typically ―the last word, the bottom line, the term that anchors, explains, or justifies the claims or demands contained in the message (Bracher 1993, 25).
No matter what else the U.S. does in response to the attacks, it is defending ―freedom. No matter how else the goals of the war on 160 terror are articulated, it is a mission of bringing ―justice to the enemy. It is because these are the final words, the stopping points, in the circle of signifiers constructing American identity that they are the parts of the discourse that largely define its ―readability to its audience (Lacan 2007, 189). And, as discussed below, this ―readability and discursive condensation is itself bound to the fantasy and implicit promise of subjectivity that is found in the speech. Other master signifiers are offered throughout the rest of the speech, each offering, or rather constructing, Symbolic reassurance to the audience of who they are, what their place in the world is, and that they are recognized and loved by the Other. ―America, ―American people, ―liberty, ―God; each section of the speech is saturated with generous offerings of such valued words and phrases. The power of each of these signifiers stems in part from their appeal to the various Others from whom American subjects conventionally seek recognition. 
The ―Nation and ―God, for instance, are both obvious Others from which Americans desire social approval.8 Imaginary Threats While intimately bound up with Symbolic identification, Imaginary identification works through the power of images. As Lacan (1988, 319) argues, language derives power from ―choice images which all have a specific relation with the living existence of the human being, with quite a narrow sector of its biological reality, with the image of the fellow being. This imaginary experience furnishes ballast for every concrete language, and by the same token for every verbal exchange. In other words, our common ways of speaking often implicitly rely upon images of a unified or whole human form. Just as people identify with visual images of other people in photos, films, and art, verbal images in discourse can evoke strong identifications 8 On the pervasiveness of religious imagery in the Bush administration‘s public statements, see Domke (2004). For an examination of the rise of the influence of religion in contemporary American politics more broadly, see Domke and Coe (2007). 161 with the forms portrayed. Images of bodily integrity can satisfy certain kinds of desire, while images of bodily destruction or mutilation can threaten one‘s own self-image of bodily integrity, and can introduce unease (or lack) in identification. Bush‘s speech offers several such instances of strong verbal imagery that largely threaten a sense of bodily well-being, and in doing so plays upon Imaginary identification. In constructing images of al-Qaeda and the Taliban, Bush asserts that ―The terrorists‘ directive commands them to kill Christians and Jews, to kill all Americans, and to make no distinctions between the military and civilians, including women and children. While repetition of ―kill in the same sentence works to threaten listeners‘ bodily images, women and children is a common linguistic trope that evokes imagery of innocents killed without reason. ―Kill is repeated again in reference to terrorists‘ motives. Later, more graphic images are used in describing the September 11, 2001 attacks themselves. ―Great harm has been done to us. We have suffered a great loss . . . I will not forget this wound to our country or those who inflicted it (Bush, Sep. 20, 2001). Harm, a wound inflicted; these passages evoke threats to self integrity, the ―body of the nation. Such passages threaten an audience‘s passive narcissistic desire in the Imaginary register – the desire to have and retain bodily well-being. 
As Bracher (1993, 38) explains, ―anything that affirms and reinforces our body image thus provides a narcissistic gratification, a sense of security and self-worth, which has its roots in a sense of bodily integrity and mastery. And conversely, anything (whether an external force or an impulse from within) that might damage the armor constituted by this body image represents a threat to our sense of self and is thus met with opposition and aggressivity. In addition to discerning these engagements in this speech of Imaginary threats to bodily integrity, and copious offerings of master signifiers, the speech can be re-cast in terms of Lacan‘s 162 four discourses and fantasy in order to more fully understand its affective power. Using Lacan‘s theory, we can map the relationships between the desires discussed above and other crucial discursive elements, such as master signifiers S1, knowledge S2, and divided subjectivity $. Doing so allows us to uncover the lack, the object-cause a driving the discourse, and offers a way to think about how this text successfully constructed and channeled certain desires and affective responses in a way that helps us to understand the (nearly) endless reproduction of its central themes after September 11, 2001. As argued below, desire in Bush‘s speech is largely channled through the structure of the University discourse. Discourse Structure Let us recall the basic structure of Lacan‘s four discourses: Agent → Other Truth Product How should we understand Bush‘s speech of September 20, 2001 in terms of this structure? In the most obvious sense, Bush is a speaker (agent) addressing an audience (other). As President, it was expected of him to address the country after such an unprecedented event. However, according to a discursive perspective, it was not George W. Bush the individual that people were looking towards for a public address, but rather the institutional (Symbolic) position of ―President. Additionally, Bush was not addressing a pre-existing entity named the ―American people. Rather, (as is expected of presidential speeches) his discourse constructed subject positions (―fellow Americans) which listening individuals took up and identified with. 
Although, in this particular setting, Bush was the speaking agent addressing a receiving other, according to Lacan individuals themselves cannot act as pure authors or Agents. Instead, it is the identity-bearing signifiers with which they are associated that lend force to their message. 163 As such, Bush as the ―President is not the only agency here. The structure of this text is oriented by a number of discursive moves that construct particular relationships between different elements in the place of agency, on the one hand, and offers different positions to the audience, on the other. While portions of the speech offer an interpretation of the events of September 11, 2001 as an ―attack against ―freedom, ―civilization and so on, the bulk of the speech is devoted to offering the audience information about who is responsible, their motives, their locations, and their past actions. Al -Qaeda is stated as the culprit for the attacks, and Bush offers an array of other information to support the claim that they are terrorists: their bombing of American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, their practice of a ―fringe form of Islamic extremism, their linkages to other terrorist groups, their links to the Taliban in Afghanistan, their desire to overthrow governments across the Middle East, and so on. Bush also presents the policy plan to deal with the threat: not just ―instant retaliation, but also striking the enemy‘s financial resources, creating the Department of Homeland Security, and asking of the audience a series of requests to aid in the fight (support American values, support the victims, continued participation in the economy, etc.) (Bush 2001a). Just as Bush presents a series of specific policies as the most sensible reaction to the threat, so are the most sweeping claims in the speech offered as self-evident observations devoid of political (i.e. biased) perspective. Nine days after the attacks, it is presented as ―obvious (without question or qualification) that ―they hate our freedoms, and that ―what is at stake is not just America‘s freedom. This is the world‘s fight. This is civilization‘s fight (Bush 2001a). The U.S., according to this perspective, is uniquely capable of countering this threat to civilization, and fighting on civilization‘s behalf.
The path to this is the spread of ―liberty, here and across the world (Bush 2001a). The active spreading of American values worldwide will counter the deviant values of held by the enemy. The hopes of free people around the world rest upon the U.S., and the U.S. itself is a model of ―courage behind which the world will rally, all while bolstered by the certainty that God is on America‘s side, and who is watching over it (Bush 2001a). What are the discursive dynamics driving the delivery of so much ―factual information comprising the bulk of the speech? There is, of course, nothing unusual about this particular text when compared to other presidential texts in terms of its representation of America as a shining city on a hill. Nor, in this context, is there anything unusual in the president offering his audience what amounts to explanatory information on an unprecedented attack. Yet, the presentation of so much ―factual information is far from the simple relay of objective knowledge from one to another. The mode of discourse that comprises the bulk of the speech constructs a particular dynamic of subjectivity. Bush positions himself as the leader who knows precisely what has happened and what needs to be done, a mode of discourse that fits well with the University discourse. According to Slavoj Žižek (2004, 398), ―the agent of the University discourse is . . . fundamentally disengaged: he posits himself as the self-erasing observer (and executor) of objective laws‘ accessible to neutral knowledge. In the bulk of the speech, then, it is not Bush himself who has the force of agency, but rather the ―neutral system of knowledge S2 he deploys so as to justify a bold new initiative in world politics. The new social reality S2 constructing the events of September 11, 2001 and their aftermath works as Agent precisely because it is 165 presented not as Bush‘s personal observations or bias, but is offered as objective knowledge apart from his own subjectivity. The new system of knowledge S2 qua agent hails the objectcause a in the audience, which sparks the desire to embody the knowledge the agent offers. This produces an audience of subjects $ defined by the new battery of signifiers S2 constructing knowledge of the new Symbolic reality.
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